T | LumeN

ISSN: 2177-2789

ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE APPLIED TO LEGAL TRIAGE: EFFICIENCY,
ETHICS, AND REGULATORY IMPACTS

d_ https://doi.org/10.56238/levv15n43-159

Submitted on: 11/02/2024 Publication date: 12/02/2024

Renato de Carvalho dos Reis

ABSTRACT

Artificial intelligence (Al) has increasingly been incorporated into judicial systems, particularly
in procedural stages preceding substantive adjudication. Legal triage refers to the preliminary
classification, prioritization, and procedural routing of cases using computational systems,
distinct from algorithmic decision-making in final judgments. This article examines Al-based
legal triage across three interdependent dimensions: operational efficiency, ethical
implications, and regulatory consequences. Drawing from contemporary scholarship on
predictive analytics, algorithmic decision-support systems, and Al governance in judicial
contexts, the study analyzes how supervised learning models and natural language
processing architectures contribute to administrative optimization while simultaneously
introducing concerns regarding bias, discretionary authority, transparency, and institutional
accountability. The article argues that Al-driven legal triage can enhance procedural
consistency and reduce systemic backlog, but its normative legitimacy depends on
embedded transparency mechanisms, explainability protocols, and structured human
oversight. The regulatory landscape remains fragmented, requiring harmonized governance
frameworks to ensure that efficiency gains do not undermine constitutional safeguards or due
process principles.

Keywords: Legal Triage. Atrtificial Intelligence. Algorithmic Governance. Judicial Efficiency.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Judicial systems worldwide face structural challenges including case backlog,
administrative inefficiency, and inconsistent case allocation. In response, courts have
increasingly adopted artificial intelligence tools designed not to replace adjudication, but to
support procedural management. Within this evolution, legal triage has emerged as a distinct
operational function. Unlike predictive sentencing or automated adjudication, legal triage
refers specifically to the classification, prioritization, and routing of cases during intake and
early procedural stages.

Borgesano et al. conceptualize this transformation within the broader framework of
“Justice 5.0,” in which Al augments institutional processes while preserving human authority
[1]. The movement toward algorithmic triage reflects a structural shift from reactive case
processing toward data-informed case management infrastructures.

This article analyzes Al-based legal triage under three interrelated dimensions:
efficiency gains, ethical constraints, and regulatory implications.

Al-driven triage systems rely primarily on supervised learning techniques trained on
historical judicial datasets. These models classify cases according to predefined categories
such as urgency level, procedural track, complexity score, or risk assessment. Shang
proposes computational intelligence architectures capable of extracting patterns from
precedent-based corpora to support legal prediction and routing decisions [2]. Such models
typically incorporate natural language processing to interpret unstructured case files, feature
extraction pipelines, classification algorithms, and confidence scoring outputs.

Empirical applications illustrate measurable operational benefits. Han et al., through
the development of the LegalAsst system, demonstrate how Al-assisted document parsing
and summarization reduce administrative burden and improve court productivity [3]. Kumar
et al. report that predictive analytics can assist legal professionals in forecasting case
progression and prioritizing resource allocation [4]. Rodriguez-Salcedo et al. observe that Al-
supported decision tools increase consistency in procedural assessment, although
uncertainty remains inherent in algorithmic outputs [5].

These findings suggest that Al-based triage enhances administrative efficiency by
reducing manual review time, standardizing classification criteria, and enabling data-driven
resource management. However, efficiency improvements do not inherently resolve deeper
normative concerns.

The integration of Al into procedural decision-support systems inevitably affects
patterns of discretionary authority. Kolkman et al. demonstrate that even non-binding

algorithmic recommendations influence judicial reasoning and institutional behavior [6].
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Decision-support tools may shape interpretative frameworks, subtly recalibrating the
boundaries of human discretion.

Contini et al. emphasize the distinction between predictive outputs and emotive-
cognitive deliberation processes inherent to judicial reasoning [7]. While triage systems
operate at a procedural rather than adjudicative level, they can indirectly influence
substantive outcomes by determining case prioritization and procedural pathways.

Andriati et al. further argue that Al integration may promote consistency across similar
cases, potentially reducing variability derived from individual administrative practices [8].
Nevertheless, such standardization must be balanced against the preservation of contextual
sensitivity in legal evaluation.

Ethical concerns surrounding Al-driven legal triage center primarily on bias
reproduction, opacity, and institutional responsibility. Byelov and Bielova caution that
algorithmic systems trained on historical datasets may perpetuate systemic inequalities
embedded within those datasets [9]. Garzo and Palumbo highlight the risk of discriminatory
outcomes when predictive techniques are applied in criminal contexts [10].

De La Osa and Remolina analyze generative Al within judicial environments,
identifying risks of misinformation and erosion of judicial accountability [11]. Although triage
systems typically rely on classification rather than generative models, opacity in algorithmic
reasoning remains a central concern.

Vujicic underscores that transparency and accountability mechanisms are
prerequisites for ethical deployment [12]. Explainability frameworks, auditability protocols,
and clearly defined institutional responsibility structures are necessary to mitigate algorithmic
harm.

Ejjami further emphasizes that technological enhancement must be evaluated against
broader social justice objectives, as efficiency gains do not automatically equate to equitable
justice [13].

The technical architecture of Al-powered legal triage systems often includes modular
design components integrating classification models, legal databases, and feedback loops
for continuous learning. Kalaycioglu et al. propose a comprehensive Al-powered legal
intelligence framework incorporating explainability layers and system integration protocols
[14]. Such architectures support not only classification accuracy but also transparency
mechanisms required for regulatory compliance.

However, governance of these systems remains complex. Zahra identifies fragmented
regulatory responses and highlights the need for harmonized standards addressing data
protection, liability, and oversight [15]. Karsai emphasizes that algorithmic support tools in
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criminal judicial contexts require heightened safeguards to preserve procedural fairness [16].
The International Comparative Jurisprudence study reinforces the need to reconcile Al
innovation with constitutional guarantees [17].

Marifov characterizes predictive analytics as transformative yet ethically sensitive,
requiring structured governance pathways to prevent over-reliance and automation bias [18].

The regulatory implications of Al-driven triage extend beyond technical compliance into
constitutional and administrative law domains. Legal triage systems influence access to
procedural pathways and resource allocation, thereby shaping the distribution of institutional
attention.

The legitimacy of such systems depends on several cumulative conditions: algorithmic
transparency, independent auditing, structured human oversight, and clear allocation of
accountability for system outputs. The literature consistently indicates that Al should function
as augmentative infrastructure rather than autonomous authority [1,7,12].

Regulatory harmonization remains essential to prevent uneven implementation across
jurisdictions. Without structured governance frameworks, efficiency-driven deployment risks

undermining procedural equity.

Figure 1

Operational workflow of Al-Driven Legal Triage

Case Intake

. .0
Case Analysis ------ n}))a
Natural Language Processing

Machine Learning Models

e ——————i ]

» Case Prioritization
/ Urgency - Risk Score
|
v L

%)'j Routing
-
’ - Procedural Pathways —p Human

- Case Assignment® —p Oversiight &

¥ ) Final Review

Efficiency Gains in Case Management

Source: Created by author.

In conclusion, Al applied to legal triage represents a significant advancement in judicial

administrative infrastructure. Supervised learning models and natural language processing
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architectures enhance efficiency, reduce administrative backlog, and promote procedural
consistency. However, these operational benefits are inseparable from ethical and regulatory
challenges related to bias, transparency, discretionary authority, and accountability.

The normative legitimacy of Al-driven triage systems depends on embedding
transparency mechanisms, explainability structures, and sustained human oversight within
institutional frameworks. Atrtificial intelligence should serve as structured decision-support
infrastructure, preserving judicial autonomy while enhancing procedural efficiency.

As judicial systems increasingly adopt Al-based triage tools, the central challenge will
be balancing technological optimization with the constitutional foundations of due process

and equal protection.
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