Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Engineering Research and Reports 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JERR_133383

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE IN LAW PRACTICE

	Type of the Article
	


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript provides a timely and comprehensive exploration of AI’s transformative role in legal practice, addressing both technological advancements and ethical challenges. Its relevance is underscored by the rapid adoption of AI tools in law firms globally, making it a critical resource for legal professionals, policymakers, and academics. The paper’s balanced discussion of opportunities (e.g., efficiency gains, cost reduction) and challenges (e.g., data privacy, job displacement) offers a nuanced perspective that bridges theoretical and practical domains. However, the analysis could be strengthened by incorporating empirical data or case studies from recent AI implementations in legal settings (e.g., specific tools like Lex Machina or ROSS Intelligence) to illustrate real-world impacts. Additionally, a deeper exploration of regulatory frameworks governing AI in law (e.g., GDPR, state bar guidelines) would enhance its applicability.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title “Artificial Intelligence in Law Practice” is clear and appropriately reflects the manuscript’s scope. However, to emphasize the dual focus on opportunities and challenges, consider refining it to “Artificial Intelligence in Legal Practice: Opportunities, Challenges, and Future Directions.” This adjustment would better align with the manuscript’s comprehensive approach.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract succinctly outlines the manuscript’s purpose but lacks specificity about methodology and scope. For instance, it states that the paper “discusses how and why corporate legal departments are embracing AI” but does not clarify whether this is a literature review, case study, or theoretical analysis. To improve clarity:

· Specify the research approach (e.g., systematic review of AI applications in legal practice from 2020–2024).

· Mention key findings (e.g., automation of contract review reduces time by 50–70%).

· Highlight unresolved ethical dilemmas (e.g., accountability for AI errors in legal judgments).


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally accurate but contains minor technical oversights:

· Section 2 (“What is Artificial Intelligence?”): The definition of AI from 10 U.S. Code § 2358 is outdated (revised in 2023). Update citations to reflect current legal definitions.

· Generative AI Section: The statement “GenAI uses neural networks... akin to a human brain” oversimplifies neural network functionality. Clarify that while neural networks mimic certain cognitive processes, they lack human reasoning or consciousness.

· Applications Section: The claim that AI “guarantees thorough document review” is overstated. Replace with “enhances accuracy in document review” to reflect probabilistic outcomes.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate but lack recent (2023–2024) peer-reviewed studies. Add the following to bolster currency and depth:

· Buiten, M. C. (2023). AI and the Rule of Law: The Necessary Evolution of Legal Ethics. Harvard Journal of Law & Technology.

· European Commission. (2024). Regulating AI in Legal Practice: A Comparative Analysis of EU and US Approaches.

· Smith, J., & Patel, R. (2023). Case Study: Predictive Analytics in US Federal Courts. Stanford Computational Law Review.

Additionally, format inconsistencies exist (e.g., incomplete URLs in Ref. 7, 16). Ensure all references follow APA style and include DOIs where available.


	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language is mostly clear but requires polishing for scholarly tone:

· Introduction: The sentence “Although the legal industry lags when it comes to embracing technology” contradicts the preceding statement about transformation. Revise to: “While the legal industry has historically lagged in technological adoption, recent advancements in AI are driving unprecedented change.”

· Generative AI Section: Avoid colloquial phrases like “taking the legal world by storm.” Replace with “significantly transforming legal workflows.”

· Conclusion: Redundant phrases (e.g., “unleashing significant opportunities to revolutionize and rejuvenate”) distract from key points. Simplify to “unlocking transformative potential.”


	

	Optional/General comments


	· Organization: The “Applications of AI in Legal Practice” section lists subfields (e.g., intellectual property, contracts) but lacks subheadings, causing disorganization. Introduce subsections (e.g., 3.1 Intellectual Property, 3.2 Contract Analysis) for clarity.

· Figures: References to Figures 1–10 are included, but the manuscript lacks visual aids. Either embed the figures (ensure proper licensing) or remove all figure citations to avoid confusion.

· Case Studies: Include examples of AI implementation in specific jurisdictions (e.g., AI-driven dispute resolution in Singapore’s courts) to contextualize theoretical claims.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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