CaseMine’s Bespoke Legal Al Solutions: Tailored to align with
Firm-Specific Workflows

Why Legal Tech Often Misses the Mark

Legal technology has advanced rapidly, promising improved efficiency, streamlined
workflows, and automation at scale. Yet, for many law firms, these benefits remain elusive.
A typical law firm might invest in a well-marketed platform only to discover that its core
workflows don’t align with the software. Document flows feel restrictive, dashboards are
cluttered with irrelevant features, and automation lacks awareness of legal nuance. Rather
than enabling teams, the technology often becomes something they must work around.

This recurring mismatch stems from a flawed assumption: that most law firms operate the
same way. In reality, legal practices differ widely by jurisdiction, size, internal structure,
client base, and even by how tasks are reviewed and approved. Tools designed for a
hypothetical “average firm” often fall short because such a firm doesn’t exist.

And that’s exactly why bespoke solutions aren’t a luxury, they’re a necessity.

The Technology Shift in Legal Workflows

While the last wave of legal tech forced firms to adjust their processes to fit the software,
today’s tools promise the opposite, technology that adapts to the firm. But in practice, this
shift has largely failed to deliver.

Despite better messaging, most tools still don’t integrate deeply enough. They get adopted
in isolated teams, used only for a fraction of their features, or dropped altogether when
they clash with how the firm actually works. The problem isn’t access to technology, it's the
lack of meaningful alignment between the tool and the firm’s real-world workflows.

At the core of this issue is how different legal workflows behave. Broadly, they fall into two
camps: transactional and litigation. Each has its own cadence, complexity, and demands,
and each responds to technology very differently. Understanding that difference is the first
step toward building real automation.

Transactional Workflows: Foundational, Structured, and Still Under-Served

On paper, transactional workflows look ideal for automation. Legal tasks such as reviewing
contracts, managing compliance, selecting standard clauses, drafting NDAs, and reporting
typically follow predictable workflows. These workflows run on templates, timelines,
approvals, and structured language. So it's no surprise that legal tech has doubled down
on these areas. But that doesn’t mean they’re “easy” or “solved.”

With a bespoke approach, a system can be trained on your exact document types, your
MSAs, your vendor agreements, your term sheets. You define how clauses are compared,
flagged, or reused. You choose what counts as a compliance risk or who approves what.
The tool doesn’t just “process documents.” It understands your documents, your rules, and
your risk parameters.



For example, a firm dealing with cross-border investment contracts might need a bespoke
Al that understands multi-jurisdiction clauses, tracks changes from local counsel, and
aligns with both internal and external review cycles. A generic tool might spot the right
clause. A bespoke one will flag when that clause violates your client’s preferred fallback
language.

Better yet, consider a firm that handles a large volume of franchise agreements. A bespoke
solution can be trained to recognize region-specific requirements, auto-populate terms
based on local regulations, and flag any deviations from brand-approved standards. It can
also automatically route documents to relevant legal and compliance teams based on deal
type or territory, reducing turnaround time while maintaining control.

In short, bespoke automation here means creating a digital version of your team’s decision
tree, so contracts are not just processed faster, but processed right.

Litigation Workflows: High-Stakes, Nuanced, and Built on Context

Litigation workflows are different. Unlike transactional processes, litigation workflows are
much harder to automate. They aren’t just about routing documents, they’re about legal
thinking. From issue spotting to argument construction, from timeline management to
precedent analysis, litigation is interpretative. It operates in grey zones. And that’s what
makes it harder to automate but also more rewarding if done right.

What makes litigation automation complex isn’t just the task, it's the need to understand
why something is done a certain way. What documents are needed for a hearing? How do
procedural rules change across jurisdictions? These decisions require legal judgment. And
that’s where bespoke Al systems shine.

Imagine a litigation bot that handles initial matter triage for employment disputes. It can
scan intake notes, identify likely legal issues, recommend precedent cases from the firm’s
database, and even draft a response letter based on statutory triggers. Or take a
document bundling agent for appellate litigation—trained on your internal formats and
jurisdiction-specific filing rules. These are not generic features—they’re tailor-made
capabilities built around how your litigation team works.

In litigation, bespoke doesn’t mean just “custom UL.” It means embedding firm expertise
into system logic.

The Incomplete State of Legal Automation

Most legal tech platforms today focus almost entirely on automating transactional
workflows. They promise speed and structure by working off your contracts, playbooks,
and templates. But what they leave out—often entirely—is litigation.

And yet, litigation-centric documents are just as common in most firms. From pleadings
and filings to case trackers and internal memos, they represent a vast, untapped domain
of legal work. But unlike transactional documents, litigation materials can’t be automated
using templates or rigid workflows alone. They require reasoning, procedural awareness,
and most importantly—data.



Two kinds of data, in fact.

To automate litigation workflows meaningfully, a system must first be built on a jurisdiction-
aware legal dataset—structured, curated, and rich with case law, procedural rules,
outcomes, and patterns. Without this kind of foundational intelligence, even the best-
designed software will miss legal nuance and fail to deliver meaningful insights.

But that’s only part of the equation.

The other part is the firm’s internal data—its document types, clause preferences, approval
hierarchies, review cycles, and past dispute patterns. These aren’t used to retrain a model,
they’re used to configure, align, and shape how the system functions. Without this context,
the automation remains generic, disconnected from the way the firm actually works. This is
the core limitation of most platforms today.

Some tools claim to automate both litigation and transactional workflows. On paper, it
seems comprehensive. But in practice, they’re still generic. They apply standard logic
across every firm, every matter, every jurisdiction. They aren’t built to interpret your
internal processes, and many don’t even bring a deep legal dataset of their own.

That’s where firms are misled. The promise of “complete automation” sounds compelling—
but unless the platform combines a legal-first data foundation with a bespoke layer tailored
to your workflows, the result is a one-size-fits-all tool that delivers shallow results. It may
do both litigation and transactional tasks—but it won’t do either in a way that reflects your
actual practice.

Take a familiar example: a platform might help you draft NDAs and assemble court
bundles. But if it can’t recognize based on external case law—that a non-compete clause
fails frequently in your jurisdiction, or that your internal teams have repeatedly revised the
same clause during litigation prep, that’s not automation.

The real value comes when these two data layers work in tandem: the platform brings
legal intelligence; your firm provides structure and context. Together, they create systems
that surface risk, enhance drafting, and let litigation experience improve transactional
outcomes and vice versa. That’'s why the most impactful legal systems don’t just support
both workflows, they connect them, contextualize them, and adapt them to your firm.

Automation without data is hollow. Automation without alignment is generic. Only when
you have both jurisdiction-aware intelligence and firm-specific design—does legal tech
become truly transformative.

What Bespoke Legal Tech Can Actually Deliver

So where do bespoke solutions truly become transformational? It's when they can
automate not just isolated tasks—but entire workflows across both transactional and
litigation domains, in ways that reflect how your firm actually operates.

On the transactional side, bespoke automation streamlines high-volume processes like
contract review, clause negotiation, and compliance routing—tailored to the way your
teams define risk and approval chains. Think of it as an Execution Agent: trained
specifically on your documents, your approval cycles, and your risk parameters.



On the litigation side, the system supports more interpretative work—issue spotting,
document bundling, and argument development. Here, it becomes a Strategy Agent—
designed to assist lawyers in building stronger cases by pulling from precedent, procedural
context, and internal knowledge.

Take the example of a law firm with a strong presence in infrastructure and energy. Its
transactional team routinely drafts and negotiates Engineering, Procurement and
Construction (EPC) contracts, each involving dozens of subcontractors, government
regulations, environmental clauses, and project-specific financial arrangements.
Meanwhile, its litigation team is constantly handling disputes related to cost escalations,
service delays, and contractual breaches that emerge from these very agreements.

A bespoke system for this firm could deploy:

» An Execution Agent that reviews new EPC contracts, checks clause consistency against
previously disputed language, flags jurisdiction-specific redlines, and routes at-risk terms
to the right internal reviewer before the contract is ever signed.

* A Strategy Agent that triages new arbitration filings, identifies key legal issues based on
similar past matters, assembles bundles aligned with jurisdictional requirements, and
feeds learnings back into the firm’s contracting framework.

Together, both agents could power a unified dashboard, helping firm leadership proactively
manage exposure, reduce repeat disputes, and improve turnaround time across
departments.

The cost? Entirely adaptable. Firms with higher budgets can implement end-to-end
integration, predictive analytics, and customized reporting. Others can begin with core
modules like clause comparison or litigation intake and expand incrementally.

This is the power of bespoke: solutions that evolve with your workflows, priorities, and
resources, no matter where you start.

How CaseMine Is Building the Future of Legal Automation

At CaseMine, we've spent nearly a decade building the foundation required to make
bespoke legal automation not just possible—but powerful. We don'’t just understand law;
we understand the intersection of law, data, and software.

Our platform isn’t a one-size-fits-all tool. It's an evolving system of interoperable Al
modules—each of which can be trained, tuned, and deployed based on your exact needs.

CaselQ, our contextual retrieval information engine, and AMICUS, our generative Al legal
assistant, are already powering law firms, corporate legal teams, and compliance units
across multiple jurisdictions. But we don’t stop at product deployment. We adapt, extend,
and redesign these modules to reflect each client’s specific workflow—from clause tagging
in Indian real estate contracts to litigation risk profiling in U.S. class actions.

And we can do this because we have what most can’t offer: both deep technical capability
and legal-first datasets.



It's not tech or data, it's both. And that combination allows us to build systems that not only
understand how law is written, but how it’s practiced. That’'s why firms trust us—not just to
deploy Al, but to embed intelligence into the very core of their legal operations.

Modularity, Control, and Transparent Pricing

Every firm has different needs and different budgets. That's why we don’t bundle
unnecessary tools or lock you into fixed packages. Our modular system allows you to
decide what to build, when to deploy, and how much to scale.

Need a lightweight model for NDA classification? Done. Want a generative tool that drafts
demand notices from intake summaries? We can deliver that too. Each module can be
estimated, budgeted, and tested independently.

You see usage before you spend. You get clarity on ROI before you commit. You also have
the flexibility to scale up or down as your practice evolves—so you’re never over-invested,
and always in control. With this level of transparency and choice, legal tech becomes a
strategic investment, not a sunk cost.

A Collaborative Build Process
No successful deployment starts with a spec sheet. It starts with listening.

We begin by mapping your real workflows, not just what’'s documented, but how your
teams actually work. Where are the frictions? What'’s already working well? What would
“better” look like for your users?

From there, we co-design the solution where rapid prototyping ensures your team sees it
early, tests it quickly, and adapts it confidently. And once it’s live, we stay involved. We
monitor, iterate, and scale alongside your practice, not just through code, but through
close collaboration.

Backed by Domain Expertise
CaseMine isn’t just an Al company working in legal, we’re a legal company building Al.

Our tools are trained on one of the most comprehensive, jurisdiction-aware legal corpora
available. But more than that, they’re trained by people who understand how judges
reason, how lawyers argue, and how firms differ. This domain fluency shapes everything
we do, from how we extract clauses to how we flag precedent gaps in a filing.

That’s what turns technology into transformation. With CaseMine, you don’t get an app.
You get a partner who understands how legal work actually happens and how to make it
better.



