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WHY THIS MATTERS?

AI tools are rapidly entering legal fields like contract review.

But legal documents are incredibly precise – tiny changes can have huge consequences.

The Questions: 

Can AI actually detect when something legally important is made ambiguous (or contradictory)?

Can AI reliably determine if a contract term potentially conflicts with relevant laws or statutes?

Can it explain why it matters, like a legal expert would?

And, how well do current AI systems actually perform at these complex legal reasoning tasks when

rigorously tested?

Promise and Precision ProblemsAI in Law



MOTIVATION

Case Studies



Creating the "Test Track" (Benchmark Construction):

First, we built a unique testing ground. Using over 500 real contracts, we

systematically introduced 10 types of realistic, tricky legal issues that lawyers

often watch for (like ambiguities, omissions, or inconsistencies) in 2 flavors (legal

and in-text).

A key step was performing an internal quality check on these embedded issues,

especially potential law conflicts (using automated lookups), to ensure our

benchmark presents valid and meaningful challenges.

Our 2-Step Approach STEP 1



“Grading” the AI (Performance Evaluation):

With this benchmark ready, we then test how well different AI models handle

these challenges.

We measure their performance clearly: Did they find the right issue?

Was their legal explanation sound? Did they succeed overall?

This helps answer the question: How capable is legal AI today?

Our 2-Step Approach STEP 2



Contracts Used



OUR CATEGORIZATION
Contractual

Pitfall
Brief Description

Key U.S. Case
Example

What Exactly Went Contractually
Wrong

Core Consequence

Ambiguity
Terms are unclear, vague, or
open to multiple reasonable

interpretations.

Fetch Interactive
Television, LLC v.

Touchstream
Technologies, Inc.

A cure period was stated as "fifteen
(30)" days, creating a direct textual
contradiction and ambiguity in the

timeline.

Disputed deadlines, unexpected
obligations based on court

interpretation.

Omission

Failure to include necessary
clauses, definitions,
schedules, or legally

mandated terms, or the
accidental deletion of
protective language.

Perini Corp. v. Greate
Bay Hotel & Casino,

Inc.

The construction contract lacked a
waiver of consequential damages or a

clear limitation of liability for such
damages.

Exposure to unforeseen and
potentially catastrophic claims
for consequential or punitive

damages (in Perini, multi-million
dollar lost profits award).

Inconsistencies

Different parts of the
contract (or related

agreements) stipulate
conflicting duties, timelines,

definitions, or dispute
resolution mechanisms for
the same performance or

subject matter.

Coinbase, Inc. v. Suski

Two separate agreements between the
same parties (User Agreement and

Sweepstakes Rules) contained
conflicting dispute resolution clauses—

one delegating arbitrability to an
arbitrator, the other a forum selection

clause for courts.

Uncertainty, breach of contract
claims, difficulty in determining

the true obligation, and
necessity for court intervention

to resolve which term or
agreement governs.



CONTINUED...
Contractual

Pitfall
Brief Description

Key U.S. Case
Example

What Exactly Went Contractually
Wrong

Core Consequence

Misaligned
Terminology

The same term is used to
mean different things in

various parts of the contract,
different terms are used for

the same concept
inconsistently, or the scope

of a defined party (e.g.,
"Company," "Affiliate") is

unclear or varies.

Lithko Contracting,
LLC, et al. v. XL

Insurance America,
Inc. (by analogy)

A waiver of subrogation clause used
"no party shall be liable to another

party" but then inconsistently referred
to "Tenant [i.e., Amazon]" separately,

creating ambiguity as to whether
Amazon was included as "a party" for
all purposes of the waiver within the

contractual documents.

Indemnity, waivers, or other
critical clauses may not cover

the intended parties or apply as
expected, leading to disputes

over scope of protection.

Structural Flaws

The organization or
placement of clauses within

a contract, or the
relationship between
different contractual
documents, creates

contradictions, obscures
legally required disclosures,
or renders terms difficult to

enforce.

Carnival Cruise Lines,
Inc. v. Shute (by

analogy for clause
placement and

fairness)

A forum selection clause was included
in a form contract (cruise ticket), and

its placement and communication
were scrutinized for fundamental

fairness to determine enforceability.

Legally significant clauses may
be deemed unenforceable if not
reasonably communicated or if

their placement is fundamentally
unfair, especially in consumer

contracts; uncertainty regarding
which terms prevail.



We utilize real-world legal contracts (from
the CUAD dataset).

INPUT
In-Text Issues: Where clauses conflict within
the same document. Checked for internal
inconsistency. 

Legal Issues: Where a clause potentially
conflicts with external statutory law. Checked
against scraped law text for potential conflict.

The final benchmark comprises the perturbed
contracts paired with detailed (JSON) metadata

(tracking changes, explanations, validation
scores, etc.).

OUTPUT
We employ AI (Gemini) guided by specific

'persona' prompts (e.g. "counsel") to introduce
10 distinct types of realistic perturbations.

METHOD

1: Making The Benchmark
1

VALIDATION (INTERNAL)3

4
2



What We Produce

Perturbed Contracts

Metadata

AI-Generates
Perturbations



What We Produce The Dataset is AI Generated 

We want to make sure that the validation is correct, which is where we
need your expertise.



Benchmark Quality
Before including any potential issue (a "perturbation") in our final benchmark dataset, we perform an

automated internal check to increase confidence that it represents a plausible problem worth testing an AI

on.

For Internal Inconsistencies: We use an automated check to see if the change we introduced appears

to logically conflict with another specific part of the same contract document.

For Potential Legal Conflicts: Similarly, we perform an automated check to assess if the change seems

to conflict with relevant external law (often involving looking up cited statutes online and comparing

texts).

Outcome: Both types of checks result in a simple internal "YES / NO" plausibility flag for each potential

issue. This flag helps us filter our dataset during creation, prioritizing meaningful and challenging

scenarios for the final benchmark.
Yes? There is a contradiction.

No? Then there isn’t an explicit contradiction
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