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Learning objectives DecoverAI

By the end of this session, participants will be able to:

01 Translate the request

Turn a subpoena, mandate, or discovery request into matter-

specific instructions

Identify the factual and organisational information the system

needs

02 Draw the legal lines

Draft separate definitions for responsiveness, privilege, and

work product

Distinguish legal from ordinary business communications

involving in-house counsel

Evaluate when consultants and vendors fall inside a protected

relationship

03 Test and escalate

Distinguish litigation-driven investigation materials from

ordinary compliance records

Establish escalation criteria for significant documents

Test and revise protocols using representative documents

04 Coordinate and document

Divide review responsibilities across in-house counsel, outside

counsel, IT, and providers

Document a reasonable and defensible AI-assisted review

process
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1 · The problem, from the in-house seat DecoverAI

The modern in-house discovery and investigations challenge
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2 · The economics and the difficulty DecoverAI

Why corporate data review is expensive and difficult

THE REFRAME
AI is not merely a cheaper review tool. It is a mechanism for converting the legal department’s

knowledge of the company into a repeatable review protocol.
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3 · Supervision, not delegation DecoverAI

The role of in-house counsel in supervising AI

SAY IT THIS

WAY

Designing and validating a matter-specific review protocol. The legal department defines the

framework, validates the results, and determines which issues require human escalation.
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4 · The organising scenario DecoverAI

Cascade Timber: a corporate investigation, start to finish
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5 · Translation DecoverAI

From subpoena language to a review protocol

4

Test and revise

Run against known

documents, examine the

errors, revise, and record what

changed and why.
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6 · Anatomy DecoverAI

What an effective review instruction contains

REQUIRED OUTPUT — WHAT MAKES IT AUDITABLE

a) Verdict

Responsive, Not Responsive, or Needs Attorney Review —

one of three, never a hedge.

b) Basis

The audit trail: the request it answers, the supporting text

quoted from the document, and how the model reached the

call.

c) Confidence score

A stated confidence on every call, so counsel can sample

the low-confidence band first.
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7 · Responsiveness DecoverAI

Entities, issues, requests, and exclusions

ESCALATE

Evidence of knowingly inaccurate

submissions

Instructions to alter or omit

information

Destruction or concealment concerns

Senior executive or board involvement

Indications of retaliation against a

complainant

TEACHING

POINT

Relevance turns on subject matter — not custodian, sender, date, or an internal tag. The same

protocol then serves production, early case assessment, and internal risk management.
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Worked example · Responsiveness DecoverAI

Is this responsive to the IRS subpoena?

TEACHING POINT Responsiveness is determined by the subject matter — not by whether wrongdoing actually occurred.
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8 · Privilege-persons matrix DecoverAI

Who is inside the circle, and what question decides it
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8 · Attorney–client privilege DecoverAI

Distinguishing legal advice from business advice

IN-HOUSE

RISK

Escalate mixed legal and business communications, broad internal distribution lists, board

materials combining legal advice with commercial reporting, and consultants whose legal role

is unclear.

KEY DOCTRINE Upjohn Co. v. United States, 449 U.S. 383 (1981) — rejects the control-group test; privilege turns on legal-advice purpose, not

seniority. Crime-fraud exception: United States v. Zolin, 491 U.S. 554 (1989).
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9 · Consultants, vendors, and agents DecoverAI

Same firm, opposite answers

POTENTIALLY UNPROTECTED

Finance retains the same accounting firm for routine regulatory

filings, and the reports are later forwarded to Legal.

TEACHING

POINT

A consultant does not become a privileged legal agent simply because the legal department

communicates with the consultant.

KEY DOCTRINE United States v. Kovel, 296 F.2d 918 (2d Cir. 1961) — privilege extends to a non-lawyer necessary to help counsel give legal advice.

Limit: United States v. Ackert, 169 F.3d 136 (2d Cir. 1999).
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Worked example · Attorney–client privilege DecoverAI

Is this communication privileged?

TEACHING POINT An email is privileged because of its legal purpose — not because a lawyer appears in the To or CC field.
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10 · Work product DecoverAI

Work product in internal investigations

OPINION WORK PRODUCT

Mental impressions

Legal theories

Litigation strategy

Witness assessment

Investigation priorities

Selection or organisation of evidence

FIX THESE

FIRST

The triggering event, the date litigation became reasonably anticipated, who directed the

investigation, and whether the company had a pre-existing duty to investigate.

KEY DOCTRINE Hickman v. Taylor, 329 U.S. 495 (1947); Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3) — fact work product on substantial need, opinion work product near-

absolute. Agents: United States v. Nobles, 422 U.S. 225 (1975).
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Worked example · Work product DecoverAI

Was this created because litigation was anticipated?

TEACHING POINT Work product protects litigation-driven investigation materials — not every internal investigation document.
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11 · Bare forwards and mixed purpose DecoverAI

One document, several answers

THE BOARD PRESENTATION

Business performance results

Investigation findings

Counsel’s legal assessment

Different sections may require

different privilege and production

treatment

RULE
Every family member is evaluated on its own content. No document inherits protection from

its neighbours.
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Worked example · Bare forward & mixed purpose DecoverAI

One email family, three different answers

TEACHING POINT
Each document in a family is analysed independently. Forwarding a business record to Legal does not

retroactively make the attachment privileged — privilege does not flow backwards.
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13 · Validation in practice DecoverAI

Testing the protocol on representative documents

C

Genuine ambiguity

The mixed-purpose email, the bare

forward, the consultant thread. This is

where the protocol earns its keep.
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14 · The revision loop DecoverAI

When a call is wrong, the fix is a clearer instruction — not a better model

→ → → →

THEN REPEAT
The loop runs until the error rate on the test set satisfies counsel — and the versioned trail of what changed,

when, and why is what answers a challenge two years later.

05

Record the

change

Version the prompt

with the date, the

reason, and the

approver. This is the

defensibility record.
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15 · The record DecoverAI

The defensibility record, stage by stage

06 Production

Outside-counsel approvals

Final production and withholding

decisions
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16 · Who does what DecoverAI

Coordinating in-house counsel, outside counsel, IT, and vendors

SHARED

Drafting the review protocol

Testing the protocol

Reviewing false positives and

negatives

Approving material changes

Documenting validation

Monitoring results throughout the

review
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17 · Demonstration DecoverAI

Live Cascade Timber workflow

07 Identify an error

Show a false positive or

false negative.
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The model behind the review DecoverAI

Themis — a document review model built in-house, not licensed

WHAT THEMIS DOES NOT DO

It does not learn from one

client’s matter and carry that

into another

It does not reach legal

conclusions — it applies

counsel’s protocol

It does not replace attorney

review of escalated documents

Every call carries supporting

text and an explanation for

validation
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Decover · Model benchmark DecoverAI

We have built a cheap, and a reliable document review model
Responsiveness benchmark, 500-document set. Relativity bills $0.40 per document: 24× the model cost of the

system we run in production.

Source: Decover Technical Reference (internal). Cost figures are metered; some values are approximate from public model cards, April–June 2026.

Relativity is shown at published per-document platform pricing.
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Cost basis DecoverAI

Priced on data volume, not per document

THE TRADITIONAL BASIS

30–40¢ per document

Cost scales with the population, so the budget is unknown

until the data is processed — the single hardest number for an

in-house team to forecast at intake.

$60 per GB, per month — every feature included

No per-seat fees, processing surcharges, or hosting

minimums.

For an in-house team the practical difference is forecastability — the matter can be priced from data volume before review starts.
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What document review costs DecoverAI

Three cost bases for the same review 20× under traditional basis

Illustrative estimates for teaching purposes, not a quote. Human review at $1.00 per document, traditional platform basis at $0.40, DecoverAI at

$0.02. Saving is measured against a traditional vendor at $250 per GB per month (services plus AI tokens) over six months. DecoverAI all-in is review

at $0.02 per document plus hosting at $60 per GB per month, 10,000 documents per GB, 1 GB minimum.
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18 · Key takeaways DecoverAI

What in-house legal departments should take away

Define, don’t delegate

The department defines the decision

framework and validates results. Legal

judgment stays with counsel.

Protocol over prompt

A matter-specific protocol — entities,

terminology, exclusions, escalation — is

the deliverable, not a clever prompt.

Document the process

Prompt versions, test documents,

validation decisions, and approvals are

what make the process defensible.

Effective AI-assisted review starts with the legal department’s understanding of the

company. The technology applies instructions at scale — counsel gives them meaning.

decover.ai

Scan to visit
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