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Executive Summary

Law firms are adopting AI rapidly, but without a strategy that scales 

across the firm. Many are deploying isolated tools, introducing 

unnecessary security risk, and failing to align stakeholders on desired 

outcomes. This brief outlines how firms with 100+ lawyers can move 

from experimentation to controlled, firm-specific AI workflow 

orchestration that enables security, defensibility, and long-term 

competitive advantage.
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What’s Broken in Enterprise AI

For many firms, legal technology resembles a 
collection of specialized instruments rather than  
a unified orchestra. Teams stitch together document 
review platforms, contract analysis tools, and 
research databases through manual handoffs and 
improvised workflows. The result is a patchwork  
of capabilities that, while individually powerful, 
creates operational complexity. 

What’s emerging is a familiar pattern: high interest, 
low alignment, and little ability to govern or scale 
firm-wide. Tools are deployed without clear 
governance or risk review. Prompts vary with no 


AI in law has moved quickly from an experimental curiosity to a strategic 
imperative. But most large firms are still in the early stages of figuring out 
what that actually looks like at scale.


standardization or audit trail. Experimentation  
remains siloed across Knowledge Management 
(KM), IT, Risk, and legal teams. Disconnected 
automations struggle to scale securely. 

The pressure to move is clear:

(Deloitte). But only 
 in place 

(McKinsey).


That gap is where risk accumulates and where 
long-term competitive advantage is either built 
or lost.



 93% of legal leaders 

expect GenAI to deliver measurable value in the 

next 12 months 1% of firms 

report having mature orchestration
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https://www.deloitte.com/global/en/services/legal/perspectives/how-generative-ai-is-changing-legal-department-functions.html
https://www.deloitte.com/global/en/services/legal/perspectives/how-generative-ai-is-changing-legal-department-functions.html
https://www.deloitte.com/global/en/services/legal/perspectives/how-generative-ai-is-changing-legal-department-functions.html
https://www.mckinsey.com/capabilities/mckinsey-digital/our-insights/superagency-in-the-workplace-empowering-people-to-unlock-ais-full-potential-at-work
https://www.mckinsey.com/capabilities/mckinsey-digital/our-insights/superagency-in-the-workplace-empowering-people-to-unlock-ais-full-potential-at-work


What Leading Firms Are Doing
Leading firms are beginning to orchestrate AI across the business. 

Instead of relying on general-purpose tools, they’re building firm-specific 

systems that embed AI directly into legal processes.

The focus is on creating durable infrastructure: workflows that are 
consistent, secure, and tailored to how the firm actually works. This 
approach enables scale, increases defensibility, and positions the firm to 
capture long-term strategic value.


In practice, that looks like�

� Research: Structured, AI-assisted workflows reduce review time while 
maintaining precision and auditabilit�

� Knowledge: Workflow automations support consistent precedent 
reuse, improving quality and minimizing duplication across matter�

� Innovation: Private deployments protect data integrity and allow 
firms to build AI capabilities aligned to their unique practice areas 
and strategic goals


Rather than testing the limits of what’s possible with AI, these firms are 
focused on what’s sustainable, defensible, and valuable over time.
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From Isolated Tools  
to Orchestration
Most firms today are still in “tool mode”: adopting individual AI applications 

to solve specific problems in isolation. These tools may offer short-term 

gains, but they don’t scale, and they often create more complexity than 

clarity. Over time, this scattered approach makes it harder to govern  

AI use, measure ROI, and scale best practices across the firm.


The next stage of maturity is orchestration: the ability to design, govern, and evolve AI-powered workflows 

across the firm in a connected, intentional way. Transformative potential lies in orchestrating entire 

workflows that previously required coordination across multiple tools and teams. This shift creates 

compounding advantages beyond efficiency gains.



Here’s how the two approaches differ:



When done well, orchestration creates a single operational backbone for AI, one that legal, KM, IT, 

and Risk can all trust. It allows the firm to capture efficiencies, reduce risk, and create repeatable 

systems that compound in value over time.




Point Tools

ROI Friction-based, hard to measure Strategic, measurable, repeatable

Infrastructure Public or shared models Private cloud, firm-owned assets

Governance Tool dependent Centralized and firm-specific

Scope Isolated tasks End-to-end legal processes

Orchestrated Workflows

05Firm-Wide AI Adoption,Governance, and Control




Governance Checklist for CIOs

Does our firm control how AI workflow logic is deployed and updated?



Are workflows embedded with required, reviewable checkpoints tied to legal outcomes?

Are prompts and model behavior standardized across use cases and teams?


Can the decision-making logic of AI systems be audited and reconstructed if needed?


Do AI-generated outputs require review before advancing to clients or courts?

Are IT, KM, and Innovation aligned on success metrics and strategic outcomes?

As AI adoption accelerates, CIOs and IT leaders are being asked to 

ensure control, but often without a clear definition of where that control 

begins and ends.
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The checklist below is designed to help surface whether your current AI workflows are operating  

with enforceable governance standards, or if key risks remain unmanaged:


Answering these questions with confidence puts you in a position to scale safely. Firms that can’t  

answer them are likely running ahead of their governance framework.





Market Maturity Map

While AI experimentation is widespread, true AI maturity remains rare. 
Most firms are still operating in fragmented or siloed environments, 
without the cross-functional alignment needed to drive lasting value.
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This view illustrates how AI maturity is currently distributed across the legal sector:


*Alexi internal research (2024 - 2025)

The majority of firms are active, but few have yet built the systems to scale AI securely, consistently,  
and strategically.



DescriptionStage % of Firms*

Fragmented Team-led pilots with little to no oversight or coordination 40%

Tactical Automation Isolated efficiencies within departments or functions 35%

Operational Orchestration AI workflows embedded across multiple practice areas 10%

Strategic Integration AI aligned to firm-wide systems, goals, and governance <1%

Shape Your Firm’s AI Strategy — Book a Private Executive Workshop 


Available to firms with 100+ lawyers.



Our Executive Strategy Workshop is a private session led by our CEO, VP of Product, 

and Director of Revenue. Together with your C-suite, we’ll assess where your firm 

stands today, identify areas of risk, and define a clear path toward secure, scalable 

AI adoption—tailored to your operating model.


In this workshop we will�

� Evaluate workflow maturity across department�

� Uncover gaps in governance, security, and adoptio�

� Develop a practical, executive-level roadmap to orchestration




The ROI of Workflow Orchestration

For large firms, orchestration is a strategic lever: enabling scale, 

consistency, and long-term value from AI. When workflows are designed 

with governance and firm-specific logic from the start, they deliver 

returns that extend far beyond efficiency gains.


Firms regain time for strategic work, smooth out bottlenecks, and create 

knowledge assets that grow in value. When AI orchestration is done right, 

it strengthens your firm’s competitive position.
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The impact is measurable across multiple areas of practice and operations:


AreaOutcome

Realization ratesFewer billing issues

More matter reuse
 KM and collaboration 3–6x increase in document reuse

10–15% drop in disputes

Strategic executionPartner leverage 2–4x more high-value output

Fixed-fee mattersMargin improvement 18–25% increase from reduced rework

Litigation, AdvisoryIsolated tasks 40–70% faster draft generation

Sample Impact




What’s Coming in 2025–2026

AI adoption is quickly becoming a client expectation. Over the next 
two years, firms will face rising pressure to show not just what AI tools 
they use, but how those tools are governed, secured, and aligned with 
firm strategy. Yet today, 
(Thomson Reuters).

only 10% of firms have a formal GenAI policy 
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These are key trends to prepare for�

� Clients will ask how firms govern AI and expect clear answer�

� Prompt libraries will become standardized, moving from ad hoc to 
institutionally manage�

� Outputs will require auditability, especially in regulated or  
high-risk matter�

� KM, IT, and Innovation will operate on shared AI systems, not in silo�

� AI will be expected to contribute to long-term firm differentiation, not 
just short-term efficiency


Firms that prepare now will be positioned to lead – not react – when these 
shifts arrive.


https://www.thomsonreuters.com/content/dam/ewp-m/documents/thomsonreuters/en/pdf/reports/tr4322226_rgb.pdf


Infrastructure and Security

For firms with more than 100 lawyers, infrastructure is the foundation for 
secure, scalable AI adoption. Legal, KM, and IT teams all need confidence 
that systems are governed, protected, and built for professional use.


That’s why leading firms are turning to dedicated, private AI 
environments, built to meet enterprise security standards while enabling 
firm-specific control.


10Firm-Wide AI Adoption,Governance, and Control


Alexi Private Cloud delivers exactly that:


DescriptionFeature

Deployment Single-tenant virtual private cloud (VPC)

Residency Configurable by jurisdiction

Authentication SSO and SCIM supported

Prompt Logging Full activity history retained

Model Routing Workflow-specific, firm-controlled

Data Protection Firm data is never used for model training

Compliance SOC 2 Type II. Documentation available on request.*



IT Highlights

Beyond core infrastructure, CIOs and IT leaders need confidence that AI 

systems address the operational and compliance concerns that matter 

most to the firm. The table below outlines common challenges and how 

Alexi’s Private Cloud resolves them:
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How Alexi Handles ItConcern

Shadow usage Centralized governance and user management

Model exposure No public model access; explicit routing controls

No audit history Full prompt and output logging for all workflows

Procurement readiness Documentation, DPA, and SOC 2 certification in place



Conclusion: Governance  
as Architecture

In mature firms, governance is embedded into the architecture of AI 

systems from the start. This approach enables scale without compromising 

security, and creates a shared foundation that all teams can rely on.
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When governance is built into the system, not layered on top,  
firms gain:


In practice, that looks like�

� Alignment between KM and IT on workflow standards  
and update�

� Shared visibility across Innovation and Risk through  
unified loggin�

� Traceability for partners, with AI outputs linked back to specific  
review checkpoint�

� AI workflows defined by firm best practices, not tool defaults


This is how orchestration becomes operational – turning AI from a 
tactical tool into part of the firm’s strategic infrastructure.



Appendix: Sources
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Deloitte How Generative AI is changing legal department functions

McKinsey Superagency in the workplace: Empowering people to unlock AI’s full potential

Thomas Reuters Institute 2024 Generative AI in Professional Services

Alexi Internal Data (2024 to 2025) Workflow benchmarks and adoption insights

https://www.deloitte.com/global/en/services/legal/perspectives/how-generative-ai-is-changing-legal-department-functions.html
https://www.mckinsey.com/capabilities/mckinsey-digital/our-insights/superagency-in-the-workplace-empowering-people-to-unlock-ais-full-potential-at-work
https://www.thomsonreuters.com/content/dam/ewp-m/documents/thomsonreuters/en/pdf/reports/tr4322226_rgb.pdf


About Alexi
Alexi is the legal intelligence platform trusted by top firms to orchestrate 

secure, firm-specific workflows using generative AI. Built for scale, it 

enables legal teams to surface insight, automate high-effort work, and 

strengthen results across practice areas. The platform runs in a private 

cloud environment with full governance and infrastructure control. It 

helps firms create ownable, defensible AI assets that support long-term 

strategic advantage.
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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

8
9

10

�� 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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