

	

Colorado Supreme Court Legal Technology Advisory Committee
Minutes of the September 4, 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 MDT on September 4, 2026, in the Court of Appeals’ Full 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
	

	Nick Ballou, Law Student
	
	X

	Amy Schubert-Zhang, Law Student
	X
	

	Kelley Oldberg, Counsel to the Office of the Chief Justice
	
	X

	Guests:
	
	

	Matt Knaster, an associate who works with Colin Moriarty
	X
	

	Ellie Chorpenning, Judge Lipinsky’s fall intern
	X
	



I. Approval of minutes of the July 30 meeting

A member made a motion, which another member seconded, to approve the July 30 meeting minutes.  The Committee voted unanimously to approve the minutes.  

II. Discussion of comments on the August 14 draft of the consolidated document

The Committee began by discussing the comments on the August 14 draft of the guideline document received through the end of August. The group agreed to minimize footnotes in favor of concise parenthetical citations and to request citations from members as needed. The Committee next considered glossary and technical terminology issues. Members expressed concern that some terms could be difficult for readers without a technology background. When conducting their final edit, Judge Guillon and Julia Martinez will flag terms that may require revision and determine whether they should be replaced, defined in context, linked to an existing neutral resource, or addressed in a separate glossary. A member noted that the document may require both definitions of essential technical terms and contextual explanations. Another member offered to seek recommendations for public-facing glossary resources.

Members noted that no single comprehensive, neutral glossary identified during the discussion appeared fully suited to the document. Professor Kaminski noted her familiarity with technology primers and offered to consult with colleagues regarding other public-facing resources. The Committee also discussed using AI tools as an aid in identifying ambiguous or undefined terminology, while leaving substantive and editorial decisions to the Committee and its editors.

Relatedly, members discussed the technical density and organization of the early drafts of the document. The Committee favored reorganizing the material so that readers encounter more accessible concepts before more technical material. Members also discussed adding language reassuring readers that they need not master every technical detail and directing them to additional resources where appropriate. The editors will revise the organization with readability and accessibility as primary considerations.

The Committee discussed terminology used to distinguish general purpose AI models from tools that draw on legal data sources. Members noted that the term “fine-tuned” may not accurately describe all legal AI systems, particularly systems that use retrieval-augmented generation or otherwise integrate legal data. The Committee agreed to revise the language so that it remains technically accurate while still being understandable to legal professionals, judicial officers, and self-represented parties.

The Committee also considered comments concerning whether legal professionals may have a duty to use AI and whether the use of AI must be disclosed in legal filings. Members discussed the absence of a current Colorado rule generally requiring disclosure of AI use, while recognizing that other jurisdictions have adopted or are considering such requirements. The Committee agreed that the document should alert practitioners to the evolving nature of disclosure requirements, particularly for lawyers who practice in multiple jurisdictions.

The discussion then turned to confidentiality, privilege, work product protection, and preservation of AI prompts and outputs. Members distinguished the ethical duty of confidentiality from evidentiary privilege and discussed the unsettled nature of work product and preservation issues involving AI-generated materials. Although some members favored cautionary language regarding preservation of prompts and outputs, others noted the practical burden of preserving every AI query and response. The Committee agreed to proceed cautiously and avoid suggesting that unsettled legal questions have definitive answers.

Members examined references to safe harbor concepts and the unauthorized practice of law in connection with AI tools. The discussion included the relevance of existing non-prosecution policies and uncertainty about whether any safe harbor applies specifically to AI. Judge Guillon and Julia Martinez will verify the accuracy of the pertinent language and citations. The Committee also reiterated that the current guideline document should be directed to legal professionals and self-represented parties rather than to developers of AI systems.

To reduce duplication, the Committee considered cross-referencing overlapping material in the portions of the document directed to legal professionals and self-represented parties. Members supported the use of hyperlinks and clear cross-references but noted that the document also must remain usable by readers working from a hard copy or those who are less comfortable navigating electronic links. Some members expressed concern that readers might skip cross-referenced material unless its importance is clearly signaled. The editors will use cross-references where they improve concision and will provide clear directions to the referenced material.

The Committee discussed whether the draft understated privacy risks associated with AI use, including possible effects on attorney-client privilege and work product protections. Members favored stronger cautionary language while also recognizing that the law in this area continues to develop. The discussion included whether courts may treat AI-generated materials as protected work product and the need to avoid overstating the significance of decisions from other jurisdictions. The document will identify the risks conservatively rather than present unsettled questions as resolved.

The Committee separately emphasized that the intended audience consists of legal professionals and self-represented parties, not developers of AI systems. Developer-focused passages will therefore be removed or rephrased where they do not assist those readers. Members also agreed to limit editorial commentary, including commentary concerning access to justice, so that the document reflects the institutional role of the Supreme Court and maintains an appropriately neutral tone. The editors will preserve potentially useful removed language in a separate working or “parking lot” document for possible future use.

The Committee revisited the use of user stories and technical material that could lengthen the principal guideline document. The Committee agreed that the user stories should appear in a separate appendix, supplement, or addendum that can be published independently and linked from the main document. Colin Moriarty and Matt Knaster will prepare that material, and the editors will insert an appropriate hyperlink placeholder. Members also discussed providing clear navigation instructions for readers using a printed version. The Committee discussed completing the user stories supplement on approximately the same schedule as the next draft so that the linked materials can be considered together.

The Committee acknowledged that deepfake and fabricated evidence present significant issues but concluded that a detailed treatment would be too extensive for the present guideline document. The document therefore will briefly identify the concern and direct readers to available resources, including National Center for State Courts bench materials where appropriate. More comprehensive treatment of deepfake evidence may be considered in future Committee work or in a separate guidance document.

Finally, the Committee agreed that the guideline document should not include prescriptive recommendations to the Supreme Court, as the Supreme Court will be the institutional author. Such language will be removed and preserved separately for possible future Committee review. Members noted that the Advisory Committee’s charge extends beyond this initial guideline project and therefore permits the Committee to revisit separate recommendations and related legal technology issues in future work.

The Committee also discussed a concise cover letter to accompany submission of the guideline document to the Supreme Court. The cover letter should provide necessary background, remain focused, and not reintroduce recommendations removed from the guideline document. Members noted that, after receiving the submission, the Supreme Court could determine whether public comment or a hearing would be appropriate. The Committee favored a short cover letter that explains the project and the nature of the materials being submitted without duplicating the guideline document itself.

The final editors, Judge Guillon and Julia Martinez, will circulate the next draft by September 28, and the Committee will meet on October 1 to finalize the document. Once the document itself is finalized, Damien Riehl will create an index and update the table of contents, while Colin Moriarty and Matt Knaster will draft the supplemental material. Additionally, Lois Lupica will complete the document for self-represented parties once the Committee submits comments to her.
Post-submission work will include reviewing the unauthorized practice of law rules and the provision of AI tools to self-represented parties, with future meeting frequency to be determined. Judge Lipinsky praised the Committee’s diligent work as it neared completion of the guideline document.
III. Next Steps

A. By September 28 — Judge Guillon and Julia Martinez (final editors) will circulate the next draft of the document.

B. October 1 at noon — The Committee will hold its final meeting before the October 29 deadline. This meeting replaces the previously scheduled September 10 meeting.

C. Once the document text is finalized — Damien Riehl will prepare an index and update the table of contents, and state personnel will complete the document’s graphic design.

D. October 29 — Deadline for submission of the final version of the guideline document to the Chief Justice.

IV. Possible post-October 29 tasks

A. Review of the UPL rules that affect the development of technological tools for self-represented parties.

B.  Discussion of strategies for providing legal AI tools to self-represented parties.

C. Post-October 29 meeting schedule.

D. New business.

The meeting was adjourned at 1:26 p.m.  

									Respectfully submitted,



Committee Secretary
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