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Colorado Supreme Court Legal Technology Advisory Committee
Minutes of the March 12, 2026, Meeting

A quorum being present, the Colorado Supreme Court Legal Technology Advisory Committee was called to order by Chair Judge Lino S. Lipinsky de Orlov at noon MST on March 12, 2026, in the Supreme Court Conference Room.  The attendees at the meeting were:

	Committee Members:
	Present
	Not Present

	The Honorable Lino S. Lipinsky de Orlov, Chair
	X
	

	Katina Banks, Esq.
	X
	

	The Honorable Jill Dorancy
	X
	

	The Honorable Stacy Guillon
	
	          X        

	April Jones, Esq.
	X
	

	Professor Margot Kaminski
	X
	

	Lois Lupica, Esq.
	X
	

	Julia Martinez, Esq.
	X
	

	Colin Moriarty, Esq.
	X
	         

	Damien Riehl, Esq.
	X
	

	Professor Michael Siebecker
	X
	

	The Honorable Thomas Ward
	X
	

	
	
	

	Non-Voting Participants:
	
	

	The Honorable Maria E. Berkenkotter, Liaison Justice   
	
	X

	Kathryn Michaels, Supreme Court Staff Attorney
	X
	

	Justin Jin, Law Clerk
	X
	

	Nick Ballou, Law Student
	
	X

	Amy Schubert-Zhang, Law Student
	X
	

	Kelley Oldberg, State Courts Administrative Office
	X
	

	
	
	

	Guests:
	
	

	Matt Knaster, an associate who works with Colin Moriarty
	X
	



I. Call to order.
	
II. Approval of minutes of the February 10 meeting.
A member made a motion, which another member seconded, to approve the February 10 meeting minutes.  The Committee voted unanimously to approve the minutes. 
III. Subcommittee reports.

a) Research Subcommittee (Nick Ballou, chair).
This subcommittee created a spreadsheet compiling a list of U.S. jurisdictions that have provided AI guidance to legal professionals and judges.  (The spreadsheet is attachment A to these minutes.)  Areas on which states provide guidance include obtaining basic competence regarding AI use, protecting the confidentiality of nonpublic information, supervising junior legal professionals’ use of AI tools, disclosing AI use to clients, and demonstrating candor to the court regarding reliance on AI.  A subcommittee member noted that California and Virginia emphasize the importance of educating attorneys and pro se litigants regarding the use of AI.  California has developed a CLE kit and Virginia has a user-friendly website on the subject. 

b) Fundamentals of AI Technology (Colin Moriarty, chair).
The subcommittee is considering the most effective approaches, and possible analogies, to use when discussing the basics of AI technology.  Providing mathematical models and formulas may be too technical for the majority of readers.  One member said the guidelines should be written so a junior associate can understand them; another observed that they should be drafted at a five-year-old level.  A member suggested a separate section for self‑represented litigants and criticized the stilted descriptions in the New York guidelines.

Some members said that the main section of the guidelines should not be overly long to avoid causing confusion and that the document should take a practical approach.  This would mean minimizing analogies, metaphors, and formulas.  Nonetheless, the guidelines should explain basic concepts, such as the difference between open and closed systems.  The guidelines should not compare AI tools to humans.    

Members noted the importance of demystifying AI technology, discussing the common features of AI tools, providing use cases that readers will understand, highlighting the importance of protecting users’ privacy, and ensuring that readers understand the risk of hallucinations and AI’s reliability concerns.  

The Committee discussed how many citations to various resources would be appropriate.  The Committee agreed with the concept of minimizing citations in the body of the guidelines and instead providing a list of resources in footnotes or an appendix.    

c) Transformational Aspects of Generative AI (Judge Guillon, chair).
Mr. Moriarty provided the subcommittee’s report in Judge Guillon’s absence.  The subcommittee discussed how generative AI’s transformational aspect is exploding and is collecting a list of use cases.  The subcommittee has been discussing how to create logical groups broken down by use of AI tools.  Members discussed Colorado’s AI Act, which is scheduled to take effect later this year and its possible impact on the legal profession.  Future changes to the legislation may impact the Committee’s work.  

d) Generative AI Resources (Colin Moriarty, chair).
This subcommittee is determining how to categorize the generative AI tools available to legal professions and self‑represented litigants, and which tools are unlikely to change before the guidelines are promulgated.  
The Committee discussed whether this section of the guidelines should note the importance of training on AI tools and where legal professionals and self‑represented litigants can obtain such training.  

The Committee discussed the AI training offered at the two Colorado law schools.  Some faculty members at the law schools (including Professors Kaminski and Siebecker) are teaching their students about AI tools and the implications of their use.  At least in Colorado, law professors have the discretion to teach AI to their students.  The Committee agreed that law students need to be taught how to use AI in legal practice.  

One member noted that AI literacy could be a separate section of the guidelines.  Another member suggested that judges should be trained on whether AI can be treated like a law clerk.

e) Generative AI’s Implications for Professional Ethics and the Unauthorized Practice of Law Rules (Julia Martinez, chair).
The subcommittee’s working document on the Rules that fall under its purview is attachment B to these minutes.  The subcommittee discussed the scope of its work and whether it is authorized to recommend AI-related amendments to various Rules, including the Rules of Professional Conduct (RPC) and the Unauthorized Practice of Law (UPL) Rules.

A member reviewed the discussions that led to the Office of Attorney Regulation’s adoption of a nonprosecution policy governing nonlawyers’ development and marketing of legal AI tools for members of the public.  See https://www.coloradolegalregulation.com/wp-content/uploads/PDF/UPL/UPL%20Non-Prosecution%20Policy.pdf.  

A member noted that possible amendments to the UPL Rules should consider the issue of accountability: if the Court loosens the UPL Rules, who would be accountable for erroneous information that an AI tool provided to a self‑represented litigant?   The Committee discussed various approaches to minimizing such risk, including adopting a “human in the loop” policy or requiring quality assurance standards.  A member observed the different philosophies toward introduction of innovative technological tools — Waymo’s approach of waiting for enabling statutes and Tesla’s approach of moving forward without seeking permission.  The member noted that not making a decision on amending the state’s UPL rules is itself a decision.

The Committee agreed that, in addition to drafting the guideline document, it was authorized to present these types of recommendations to the Supreme Court separately.  In addition, it could recommend amendments to the RPC to the Standing Committee on the Rules of Professional Conduct.

f) Generative AI and Self‑Represented Litigants (Lois Lupica, chair).
This subcommittee created a document (attachment C to these minutes) highlighting the risks posed when self‑represented litigants use AI tools and ways to minimize those risks.  The subcommittee discussed various topics, including the need to examine which principles should lead; guidance for verification processes to ensure the accuracy of information provided to members of the public; the fact that consumers now have a path of least resistance to obtain information; how to provide incentives to steer people toward the best systems; how to incorporate existing programs, such as the Sherlock program, and tie in courthouses; and whether communications between a self‑represented litigant and an AI tool should be privileged.   

g) Generative AI and Legal Professionals (Magistrate Ward, chair).
The subcommittee had some of its questions answered earlier in the meeting and will continue its work.  It will attempt to avoid excessive granularity and overlap with other subcommittee’s work.

Chair Judge Lipinsky requested that, for the next meeting, the subcommittees provide draft outlines and suggest possible structures for the guidance document.  The Research Subcommittee will distill the major categories from other jurisdictions’ documents and determine which categories make sense for Colorado.
In addition, Committee members should feel free to send Judge Lipinsky proposed categories for consideration at the next meeting.
Further, the Committee agreed to discuss the guidance document’s structure at its next meeting.
The Committee briefly discussed whether the guideline document would include normative choices or take a more objective “documentary approach.”  The Committee concluded that the Chief Justice had charged the group with the latter.  But, as noted above, the Committee also has the authority to make policy-related recommendations.	
IV. New business.
The Committee had no new business

V. Adjournment.
The meeting was adjourned at 1:29 p.m.  

VI. Upcoming meeting dates: April 23, 2026 (Court of Appeals Full Court Conference Room); May 28, 2026 (Supreme Court Conference Room); June 25, 2026 (Court of Appeals Full Court Conference Room); and September 10, 2026 (Supreme Court Conference Room).



						Respectfully submitted,

Committee Secretary
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