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Executive summary

Australia's courts operate under diverse caseloads and resource constraints, but the operational challenges they face are shared. This report identifies three
court-side Al opportunities that cut across that diversity: Al smart scheduling, document review and legal research support. These opportunities are designed to help
courts manage existing workloads more efficiently, while reinforcing the integrity of court processes as litigants apply Al tools outside the courtroom.

Australia's courts face a structural capacity

problem and have been slow to adopt Al tools
that could addressi it

The case backlog has grown 85 per cent
to 76,000 since 2016, now exceeding pre-
pandemic levels

A 9 per cent increase in court expenditure
over the last five years has not resolved
the capacity problem

Al tools are delivering 50 to 130 per cent
productivity improvements in legal work,
but the Australian judiciary has been
cautious to adopt

Al smart scheduling, document review and

legal research support are three high-impact,

low-risk entry points with measurable
backlog and duration benefits

@©

Smart scheduling is projected to deliver
22,500 additional finalisations per year
by converting underutilised courtroom
time into hearings

Al-assisted document review and legal
research is projected to deliver 51,000
and 22,000 additional finalisations per
year respectively, freeing almost 2 million
hours of review and research time

Together, these tools would result in 68
per cent fewer backlogged cases by
2030, 9-day shorter case durations, and
$431 million in additional court output
per year

Maximising Al's impact requires investment
in digital infrastructure, governance and
workforce capability

Courts should digitise records, establish
nationally consistent governance, and
build workforce capability

Courts should pilot the three use cases in
controlled settings before scaling, starting
with smart scheduling in a District Court
and Al-assisted document review and
legal research in a Superior Court

Further Al use cases, including transcript
generation and guided submissions, can
target the remaining constraints courts
face

MANDALA | 3



Executive summary

Australia's court system is diverse, but faces common
operational constraints. At each level of the court
hierarchy, and in each jurisdiction, each court operates
under distinct caseloads and resource constraints. This
report identifies three common areas of opportunity that
cut across that diversity: smart scheduling, document
review and legal research support. All are court-side
operational tools, designed to help courts manage their
existing workload more efficiently, while reinforcing the
integrity of court processes as litigants increasingly
apply Al tools outside the courtroom.

The case backlog has grown 85 per cent to 76,000
since 2016, and rising expenditure has not reversed it.
Real court expenditure rose 9 per cent over five years,
with full-time equivalent (FTE) staff per 1,000
finalisations up 34 per cent in Magistrates courts.
Backlogs now exceed pre-pandemic levels. The
persistence of delay through both fiscal expansion and
temporary operational measures points to a structural
gap that additional resourcing aloneis unlikely to close.

Australia's courts should look to international peers
that are already capturing Al-driven efficiency gains.
Al tools are delivering 50 to 130 per cent improvements
in quality-adjusted productivity across legal work.
Jurisdictions like Singapore and the UK have moved
beyond pilots to national deployment, backed by
governance standards, structured training, and
accountability frameworks that Australia has yet to
establish. Closing this gap will allow us to realise similar
benefits domestically.

Al smart scheduling, document review and legal
research support could together deliver 95,500
additional case finalisations a year. This is an 8 per
cent uplift on the national caseload of around 1.25
million. While there are many potential Al use cases,
this report focuses on these three high-impact, low-risk
entry points for courts to reduce backlogs. Smart
scheduling contributes 22,500 additional finalisations
by converting underused courtroom time into hearings
through predictive listing and allocation. District and
County courts gain the most, where coordination
failures cause lost hearing time. Al-assisted document
review has the largest impact, contributing 51,000
additional finalisations and saving 1.4 million hours a
year by cutting the time needed to review documents
and locate information before, during and after trial. Al
legal research contributes 22,000 additional
finalisations, freeing an estimated 500,000 hours a year
by compressing the time courts spend locating,
verifying and synthesising precedent. For both
document review and legal research, Superior courts
see the largest proportional gain, where research time
directly constrains case output.

These gains improve three access to justice metrics.
There would be 68 per cent fewer backlogged cases by
2030 than without these interventions, as all courts shift
from a growing to a shrinking caseload. Average case
duration falls by roughly nine days. Courts resolve an
additional $431 million worth of cases each year,
equivalent to a 7 per cent reductionin the average cost
per finalisation. Together, these tools let courts do more
with the same resources and redirect spending toward
unmet legal need.

Digital infrastructure, governance, and workforce
capability are three pillars of Al excellence in courts.
Courts should digitise records and scheduling systems,
because Al tools perform best on structured, machine-
readable data and many registries still process physical
files. Courts should establish nationally consistent
governance, because coordinated procurement
standards, impact assessments, and disclosure protocols
build the public trust that judicial Al adoption requires.
Courts should invest in workforce capability, because the
value of Al tools depends on whether judicial officers and
staff can critically evaluate the outputs they produce.

Courts should pilot these use casesin controlled
settings before scaling. Smart scheduling is best tested
in a high-volume District or County Court, where
scheduling waste is concentrated in over-listing and
allocation mismatches. Al-assisted document review and
legal researchis best tested in a Superior Court, where
large document volumes and research time constrains
judgment turnaround. Pilots should follow a sequenced
approach: assess, configure, pilot, then scale.

These three use cases are entry points, not endpoints.
Each type of court retains distinct constraints that these
three interventions do not fully address, from evidence
volume in complex trials to deficient filings from self-
represented litigants. Further Al use cases, such as
transcript generation and guided submissions, can target
these gapsdirectly.
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Australia's courts face a structural capacity problem and
have been slow to adopt the Al tools that could address it
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The case backlog has grown
85 per cent since 2016,
delaying resolution for those
awaiting a court outcome

Cases pending over 12 months have risen 85 per cent since
2016, reaching 76,000 in 2025." This backlog represents 15
per cent of all pending cases and is primarily concentrated in
Magistrates courts, which carry the highest volumes. National
benchmarks set a ceiling of 10 per cent of cases exceeding age
limits, with no lodgements pending beyond 12 or 24 months
depending on court type.?

COVID-19 accelerated the backlog, but temporary measures
have not reversed it. Courts responded to the 2021-22 spike
with judge-only trials and special hearings.® By 2025, backlogs
had exceeded pre-pandemic levels.

Persistent backlogs point to a structural capacity gap. Some
delays fall outside courts' control: adjournment requests,
referral timing, and legislative complexity all lengthen
timelines. But backlogs that consistently breach national
benchmarks indicate a deeper mismatch between demand
and capacity that requires targeted action.

Note: 1. These figures refer to the Courts included in Groups 1-3. 2. Productivity
Commission (2026) Report on Government Services. 3. Premier of Victoria (2022)
Keeping the Justice System Moving through COVID-19.

Case backlog in Australia’s Courts (cases pending for over 12 months)

Number of pending cases >12 months, 2016-2025'

[ ] Group 1: Magistrates? Group 2: District / County® Group 3: Superior?
Temporary spike in

backlog due to COVID

87k 86k
9k
11k 72k
11k 11k
10k 11k
20k 20k
m 44k 44k 45k 20K
7k 7k
10k 10k
44k 41k

28k

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Note: 1. Years refer to financial years. 2. Group 1 includes Magistrates (criminal and civil) and Children's Courts. 3. Group 2 includes

District and County Courts (criminal and civil), Family Courts (incl. FCWA and family matters in FCFCOA Div 1and 2). 4. Group 3

includes Supreme Courts (criminal and civil) and the Federal Court of Australia. The Coroners Courts and FCFCOA Div 2 (non-family)

are excluded from this report.

Source: Productivity Commission (2026) Report on Government Services, Part C, Section 7: Courts; Mandala analysis. MANDALA | 6


https://www.pc.gov.au/ongoing/report-on-government-services/justice/courts/
https://www.premier.vic.gov.au/keeping-justice-system-moving-through-covid-19
https://www.pc.gov.au/ongoing/report-on-government-services/justice/courts/

Rising court expenditure has
not resolved the capacity
problem, indicating a need for
structural efficiency gains

Real court expenditure rose 9 per cent over five years, yet
backlogs have continued to grow. Spending increased fastest
in Magistrates courts (+14 per cent), with more modest growth
across District and County (+6 per cent) and Superior courts (+2
per cent).

Higher spending translated into more staff, but not fewer
backlogs. FTE staff per 1,000 finalisations in Magistrates
courts rose 34 per cent over nine years. Cases pending over 12
months have nonetheless exceeded pre-pandemic levels,
suggesting additional resourcing alone cannot close the
capacity gap.

The evidence points to a need for structural efficiency gains.
Incremental expenditure increases are unlikely to resolve a
backlog that has persisted through both fiscal expansion and
temporary operational measures. Productivity-enhancing
technologies offer a path to doing more within existing
resource envelopes.

Source: Productivity Commission (2026) Report on Government Services;
Mandala analysis.

Real recurrent expenditure on court services!

S billions (FY25 dollars), 2021-252

Group 1: Magistrates Group 2: District and County Group 3: Superior

<D Ge—y

1.22B 0.89B 0.57B
S ). S $0.57B S

sosss  o.88B >0.57B

$1.17B

$0.86B
SILIE $0.56B

$1.06B $0.84B $0.55B

2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Note: 1. Real recurrent expenditure includes depreciation and excludes payroll tax and user cost of capital.
2. Years refer to financial years.
Source: Productivity Commission (2026) Report on Government Services; Mandala analysis.
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https://www.pc.gov.au/ongoing/report-on-government-services/2025/justice/courts/
https://www.pc.gov.au/ongoing/report-on-government-services/2025/justice/courts/

...with over a third of lawyers using
them in their practice

Al tools are already delivering
efficiency gains in legal work...

Of more than one in three lawyers who use Al, the most used tools are...'

m Legal use case Frequency

Al efficiency gains in legal tasks

9 to 19 per cent improvement in accuracy scores on

research-intensive legal tasks. Al tools produce more General . )
. . . ) e Drafting, research, and document summaries 65%
ACCURACY complete first drafts, reducing review time. Verification Purpose Al
remains necessary as Al systems can generate Microsoft Research, compliance checking, and client
incorrect Outputs, but average accuracy improves C°p|l°t 365 engagement
relative to unassisted research.
Custom . e .
Firm-specific task automation
Software
L. LEAP Research, matter analysis, and drafting
20 to 32 per cent reduction in time to complete legal
tasks. Al tools accelerate research, drafting, and T Research, drafting, reasoning, and document
analysis, freeing lawyers for higher-value work. Gains XS management
are.]td rgte.st on (;epllcl:tqt?le .te:js.kf., such as ﬁ'tatlohn JADE Case law search, annotation, and citation
verification and multi-jurisdiction searches, where Professional | checking
speed compounds with volume. _ :
Westlaw Research, document analysis, and authority
Precision verification
Document summaries, chronologies, and data
. . . . CICERO AI .
50 to 130 per centimprovement in quality-adjusted extraction
productivity across legal task types. Productivity
gains vary based on task complexity: gains are Image GenAl Visual presentation creation
PRODUCTIVITY . . .
smallest on legal questions requiring novel judgment,
and largest on structured, multi-source research tasks Other? General and legal-specific Al tools
/a where speed and accuracy improvements compound.
Dﬂl]E(g) Note: 1. Surveyed 1,887 practising certificate holders. Multiple selections were
permitted. 2. Including Harvey.Al, Archie.Al, Lawpath Al, Relativity, Nuix, Josef Legal
Source: Schwarcz et al. (2025) Al-Powered Lawyering: Al Reasoning Models, Retrieval Augmented Generation, and Source: Victorian Law Reform Commission (2025) Artificial Intelligence in Victoria’s
the Future of Legal Practice; Choi et al. (2024) Lawyering in the Age of Artificial Intelligence; Wolters Kluwer Courts and Tribunals Report; Victorian Legal Services Board (2025) The 2025 Victorian MANDALA | 8

(2026) Future Ready Lawyer Survey; Thomson Reuters (2025) Future of Professionals Report. Census Technical Report.


https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=5162111
https://minnesotalawreview.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/11/3-ChoiMonahanSchwarcz.pdf
https://www.wolterskluwer.com/en/know/future-ready-lawyer-2026
https://www.thomsonreuters.com/content/dam/ewp-m/documents/thomsonreuters/en/pdf/reports/future-of-professionals-report-2025.pdf
https://www.lawreform.vic.gov.au/publication/artificial-intelligence-in-victorias-courts-and-tribunals-report/
https://lsbc.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/2026-03/Lawyer%20Census%20Technical%20Report.pdf

Australia's courts should emulate the Al readiness of international peers to
capture productivity gains already emerging across legal practice

Al readiness across international judicial systems' Sentiment around Al adoption in the Australian judiciary

Key: X Not implemented ./ Partially implemented v Fully implemented k

% @
assessment criteria - g “Al is not presently used for decision making nor used to

develop or prepare reasons for decision because it does

L 4

L 4

National

ek G not e_ngage in a reasoning process nor a process specific to
policy for the use v v v v X the circumstance before the court.”

of Alin courts - Supreme Court of Victoria

Processes for

assessing and
mitigating Al risks v v v v

L 4

L 4

“While | have a somewhat vested interest, | am of the view

Use in the judiciary that the 'watch and learn' approach of the Federal Court
S v X X X - s
ystem of Australia has much to commend it.
Structured training - Justice Needham
programs available v X X X X X
< (14 =
Defined
consequences for v X X X X X “Like any other technology, the key is in how [Al] is used,
Al misuse not the fact that it is used.”
Level of readiness for Al adoption: < Higher Lower » — Chief Justice Mortimer
Note: 'Partially implemented' ratings reflect gaps in national coverage rather than absence of activity.In Governance, no comprehe nsive national framework exists, though consultation on one is underway (see: Federal Court of

Australia). In Risk Management, formal Al risk assessment tools are absent, but risk management guidelines exist. In Integration, Al use remains limited to pilots or single use cases, contrasting with Singapore's widespread adoption.

Source: Oxford Institute of Technology and Justice (2025) Al Atlas - United Kingdom; Oxford Institute of Technology and Justice (2025) Al Atlas - United States; Oxford Institute of Technology and Justice (2025) Al Atlas - Singapore;

Legg, M and Bell, F (2020) Artificial Intelligence and the Legal Profession; UK Government Cabinet Office (2025) The Mitigating ‘Hidden’ Al Risks Toolkit; Government of Canada (2026) Algorithmic Impact Assessment tool; New Zealand

Government (n.d,) Algorithm Impact Assessment toolkit; Courts of New Zealand (2023) Guidelines for use of generative artificial intelligence in courts and tribunals; Canadian Judicial Council (2024) Guidelines of the Use of Artificial

Intelligence in Canadian Courts Mandala analysis. Needham, J (2025) Al and the Courts in 2025; Supreme Court of Victoria (2024) Guidelines for litigants: Responsible use of artificial intelligence in litigation; Federal Court of Australia MANDALA | 9
(2025) Notice to the Profession Artificial intelligence use in the Federal Court of Australia.


https://www.fedcourt.gov.au/law-and-practice/practice-documents/notice-to-profession/29-april-2025
https://www.fedcourt.gov.au/law-and-practice/practice-documents/notice-to-profession/29-april-2025
https://www.techandjustice.bsg.ox.ac.uk/research/united-kingdom
https://www.techandjustice.bsg.ox.ac.uk/research/united-states-of-america
https://www.techandjustice.bsg.ox.ac.uk/research/singapore
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/a-human-centred-approach-to-scaling-and-de-risking-ai-tools/the-mitigating-hidden-ai-risks-toolkit-html
https://www.canada.ca/en/government/system/digital-government/digital-government-innovations/responsible-use-ai/algorithmic-impact-assessment.html
https://www.data.govt.nz/toolkit/data-ethics/government-algorithm-transparency-and-accountability/algorithm-impact-assessment-toolkit
https://www.courtsofnz.govt.nz/assets/6-Going-to-Court/practice-directions/practice-guidelines/all-benches/20231207-GenAI-Guidelines-Judicial.pdf
https://cjc-ccm.ca/sites/default/files/documents/2024/AI%20Guidelines%20-%20FINAL%20-%202024-09%20-%20EN.pdf
https://www.fedcourt.gov.au/digital-law-library/judges-speeches/justice-needham/needham-j-20250627
https://www.supremecourt.vic.gov.au/forms-fees-and-services/forms-templates-and-guidelines/guideline-responsible-use-of-ai-in-litigation
https://www.fedcourt.gov.au/law-and-practice/practice-documents/notice-to-profession/29-april-2025

Courts that identify and address Al risks early are best placed to capture the full
efficiency gains from adoption

Major risks

(non-exhaustive)

Description

Al hallucination could create material risks of
incorrect citations and flawed legal reasoning.

Models trained on historical legal decisions may
embed systemic biases, producing
discriminatory outcomes for marginalised
groups.

Court proceedings contain highly sensitive
personal information. LLM misuse of this data
could compromise cases, expose vulnerable
parties, or erode public trust.

Opaque Al reasoning undermines judicial
principles of transparency and reasoned
decision-making and may compromise the right
to appeal.!

Overreliance on Al risks atrophying the research
and analytical capabilities of judges, associates,
and court staff over time.

Note: 1. Justice Needham (2025) Speech on Al and the Courts in 2025.

Source: Victorian Law Reform Commission (2025) Al in Courts and Tribunals; UNSW Centre for the Future of the Legal Profession (2025) GenAl, Fake Law & Fallout: A review of the misuse of
generative artificial intelligence in legal proceedings; Bell et al. (2022) Al Decision-Making and the Courts A guide for Judges, Tribunal Members and Court Administrators; Legg and Bell (2020)

Artificial intelligence and the legal profession; expert interviews; Mandala analysis.

Mitigation strategies

Qualified personnel must verify critical Al outputs before use in proceedings.
Tools should draw only from court-approved datasets, limiting outputs to pre-vetted
legal sources.

Regular bias audits and mandatory human review of all recommendations.
Configure tools to surface source summaries and structured fact lists, making
reasoning visible and reviewable. Monitor demographic patterns in Al-assisted
decisions to detect and correct disparate outcomes over time.

Strict data governance using isolated, secure systems that cannot train external
models. Prohibit public LLMs for identifiable case data, party information, and
unpublished proceedings. Enforce encryption, access controls, and regular security
audits.

Require explainable Al systems for all judicial functions. Mandate disclosure of Al
tool usage in decisions. Require independent audits for proprietary systems used in
high-stakes matters.

Deploy Al to handle routine tasks while ensuring judges perform tasks that are the
‘core of law’. The ‘core of law’ includes exercising legal and ethical judgment.
Design tools that augment rather than replace professional skills.

MANDALA | 10


https://www.fedcourt.gov.au/digital-law-library/judges-speeches/justice-needham/needham-j-20250627
https://www.lawreform.vic.gov.au/publication/artificial-intelligence-in-victorias-courts-and-tribunals-consultation-paper/4-ai-in-courts-and-tribunals/
https://newshub-website-data.s3.ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/2025/11/14131706/CFLP_GenAI-Fake-Law-and-Fallout_Report_v06.pdf
https://mcusercontent.com/b49194247b86d30ad3cfe1745/files/42c3b454-e611-73e1-43b4-c2e67a1dd931/AI_DECISION_MAKING_AND_THE_COURTS_Report_V5_2022_06_20.pdf

Al smart scheduling, document review and legal research
support are three high-impact, low-risk entry points for
courts

MANDALA | 11




Al OPPORTUNITIES IN COURTS

There are seven major challenges that span across different stages of the court
process, and across different court types

Case initiation and Pre-trial Hearings/ Decisions

case management proceedings investigations and appeals

Scheduling complexity: Coordinating judges,
counsel, and courtrooms is time-intensive and can
extend case timelines to 12-24 months

All courts. Judicial officers and courtrooms must be allocated across initial hearings, pre-trial
proceedings, interlocutory applications, and appeals

Document and deadline management: Parties lack All courts. Parties track
a centralised platform to track deadlines, requests, document production
and extensions and discovery deadlines

Evidence volume: Judicial officers manually Tribunal/specialist
categorise, summarise, and cross-reference large courts. Staff assess case
volumes of evidence viability from submissions

All courts. Judicial officers manage high evidence
volumes, including technical and traumatic material.

Remote proceedings: Ageing technology burdening All courts. Remote proceedings are required
identity verification, session recording, and across alternative dispute resolution (ADR), trials,
materials management and hearings

Transcription and translation: Stenographer
shortages and limited translation services reduce
accessibility and constrain real-time record-keeping

All courts. Real-time transcription and translation
are required across ADR, trials, and hearings.!

Legal research burden: Identifying relevant case Tribunal/specialist All courts. Judicial
law and legislation is time-intensive, particularly courts. Particularly for officers research relevant
where parties are self-represented inquisitorial proceedings law prior to decisions

Decision timeline variability: Deliberation times Criminal courts. Applies All courts. Deliberation
vary across judicial officers, extending resolution at bail and remand times vary across
and increasing uncertainty for parties decisions judicial officers

Note: 1. Experts identified the availability of reliable real-time transcription services as a major access to justice challenge for migration matters in the Federal Circuit and Family Court of Australia
(Division 2).
Source: Expert interviews; Mandala analysis. MANDALA | 12



Al smart scheduling, document review and legal research support are high-impact,
low-risk entry points to address challenges and reduce court backlogs

Opportunities for Al in the court system Focus of this report Rating: Low Bl High

1

Challenges Opportunities for Al Potential
impact

Smart scheduling: Optimises staff and resource allocation, and supports case
management including disputes, settlements, and deadline compliance

Filing automation: Validates and structures applications at lodgement, catching errors
before they require registry rework

While there are many
promising potential
applications of Al to improve
access to justice in courts,
this report focuses on three
high-impact, low-risk
opportunities: smart
scheduling, document

2
Guided submission assistant: Helps self-represented litigants produce a coherent summarisation and review,
submission through structured questions and legal research support.
3 Document summarisation and review: Assists with document review, document There are other opportunities
o organisation, and prepares document summaries for judges whe.re future study would be
= . . . . s . . . particularly valuable.
g 4 Online dispute resolution: Guides individuals through structured questions to identify legal
T issues and provide tailored information, particularly for small claims, traffic, and housing e alecer fhe ves cr e e e
2 Transcript generation: Produces searchable, redacted transcripts for media and court judicial decision-making, the
'g 5 records more care is needed to ensure
° Accessibility aids: supports translation, transcription, and real-time captioning its application does not
8 _ _ — hollow the ‘core of law’.
% Legal re_search support: Assists with research across legislation, case law, and - Thoughtfully designed Al
=N () sentencing precedents tools that empower judges to
O . . . .
= Sentencing comparators: Provides precedent-based comparator sentencing more effectively contribute
o their irreplaceable legal and
o Bail risk assessment: Assists judges in assessing risk at bail decisions ethical judgment can be
= 7 particularly effective.
l Bias detection: Reviews judicial decisions for potential unconscious bias
Judgment preparation: Prepares draft notes to support judgmentsin lower-risk cases
Source: Victorian Law Reform Commission (2025) Al in Courts and Tribunals; Justice Speakers Institute (2025) Part One: Al in the Courtroom: Opportunities and Risks; British Columbia Civil Resolution MANDALA | 13

Tribunal (n.d.) The CRT Process; Coroners Court of Victoria (n.d) Technology at the Court; Legg and Bell (2020) Artificial intelligence and the legal profession; expert interviews; Mandala analysis.


https://media.lawreform.vic.gov.au/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/VLRC_AI_in_Victorias_Courts_and_Tribunals_Report.pdf
https://justicespeakersinstitute.com/ai-in-the-courtroom-benefits-and-risks/
https://civilresolutionbc.ca/crt-process/
https://www.coronerscourt.vic.gov.au/technology-court

Al smart scheduling, document
review and legal research
support could deliver 95,500
additional finalisations per year

Together, Al smart scheduling, document review and legal
research support are projected to deliver 95,500 additional
case finalisations per year. This represents an 8 per cent uplift
on the current national caseload of around 1.25 million.

As the court that hears the most matters, Magistrates courts
see the largest number of additional finalisations. Magistrates
courts currently finalise over one million cases per year, roughly
six times the combined volume of Superior, District and County
courts. Even modest proportional gains at this level produce
large absolute numbers.

In proportional terms, these tools have the greatest impacton
Superior and District and County courts, increasing finalisations
by 38 and 17 per cent, respectively. This disproportionate impact
largely reflects the higher volume of documents and complex
legal matterin these courts, which could be made more efficient
with Al-powered legal research and document review tools.

These interventions meaningfully improve access to justice
across three outcome metrics. Additional finalisations translate
into 68 per cent fewer backlogged cases by 2030 than without
Al, a roughly nine-day reduction in average case duration, and the
equivalent of a $431 million increase in annual court output.

Source: Mandala analysis.

Combined impact of Al smart scheduling, assisted document review and legal research, by court tier

Additional case finalisations per year

Total

Document Legal research

review

Smart
scheduling

% increase in
finalisations

Superior3

District and County?

Magistrates!

+38%

M v

O

68%

fewer backlogged
cases by 2030 than
without Al

~9 day

reduction in average
~16 week case
duration

(@
Y

$431M

in additional court
output annually

Source: Productivity Commission (2026) Report on Government Services, Part C, Section 7: Courts; Australian

Bureau of Statistics (2024) Criminal Courts, Australia 2023-24; Victorian Law Reform Commission (2025)

Artificial Intelligence in Victoria's Courts and Tribunals; expert interviews; Mandala analysis.

MANDALA |
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https://www.pc.gov.au/ongoing/report-on-government-services/justice/courts/
https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/crime-and-justice/criminal-courts-australia/2023-24
https://media.lawreform.vic.gov.au/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/VLRC_AI_in_Victorias_Courts_and_Tribunals_Report.pdf

Al smart scheduling can shift courts from manual calendar management to data-
driven sitting and resource planning

How Al smart scheduling can increase courts' capacity to hear cases

Australian courts lose significant hearing capacity to scheduling inefficiencies, with only around 30 per cent of listed criminal trials proceeding as
scheduled. Al smart scheduling tools convert this underutilised time into additional cases heard, increasing throughput without requiring new judges or
courtrooms. Performance improves as the system learns from scheduling outcomes, refining its predictions based on the successof prior assumptions.

Illustrative current vs Al-powered approach to judicial scheduling

22,500

additional
cases heard

=
(&)
©
o
S
Q
Q
©
&
[=
(V]
S
S
=
(&)

Building daily court list

Court staff build daily lists from
fixed calendars, typically at two to
three times capacity to compensate
for matters that settle, plead out or

adjourn.
Ve
Ve
Ve

Allocating judicial officers
and courtrooms

Court staff allocate judges to
lists using tacit knowledge and
informal coordination, with some

Sending hearing reminders

Parties receive a single formal
notice of their hearing date
(served by post orin person), with
limited systematic reminders as
the date approaches.

%‘

Filling vacated courtroom slots

Court staff manually find
replacements through phone
calls and informal coordination,
often leaving freed courtroom
time unfilled.

i

System uses historical case data to
predict which listed matters will
proceed, building precision lists
that maximise courtroom utilisation
without over- or under-listing.

decisions made close to or on
the hearing date.

System matches cases to

judges based on specialisation,
workload and case complexity,

balancing allocation across the
bench transparently.

jz

System sends automated, targeted
digital reminders before each
hearing and identifies highest-risk
cases for additional intervention
such as remote attendance options.

@

v

System detects when a matter
resolves and instantly identifies
ready cases to bring forward,
proposing reallocation options
within minutes.

Source: Australian Institute of Criminology 007) Criminal trial delays in Australia: trial listing outcomes; BOCSAR (2015) The NSW Rolling List Court Evaluation: Final Report, UK Ministry of Justice (2026)

J-Al listing assistant; My Dinh et al. (2024) End-to-End Optimization and Learning of Fair Court Schedules; Sharyn Anleu et al. (2014) Work Allocation in Australian Courts; Victorian Law Reform Commission
(2025) Al in Courts and Tribunals; UK Ministry of Justice (2026) Review of Efficiency in Criminal Proceedings; AO Shaolin et al. (2021) ML-based case assignment in Chinese courts; Alex Chohlas-Wood

(2025) Automated reminders reduce incarceration for missed court dates; UK Ministry of Justice (2025) Al Action Plan for Justice.
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Al smart scheduling delivers
the largest proportional gains
where courtroom availability
is the primary constraint

Al smart scheduling is projected to deliver 22,500 additional
finalisations per year. Smart scheduling increases effective
courtroom utilisation by 12.8 per cent, meaning more people
can access the court system.

District and County courts see the largest proportional gain.
This is not because their scheduling is simpler; Magistrates
courts manage far higher hearing volumes and more
demanding listing environments. The difference is in which
inefficiencies Al can address. At the Magistrates level, a
significant share of lost courtroom time stems from factors
outside the scheduling system: parties unready to proceed,
self-represented litigants, and high rates of non-hearing
appearances. Smart scheduling recovers capacity lost to
listing and coordination failures, not case readiness failures.
District and County courts have more of their inefficiency in the
former category. Superior courts see the smallest effect,
where reserved judgment time rather than courtroom
availability is the binding constraint.

Source: Mandala analysis.

Estimated increase in annual finalisations from smart scheduling, by court tier

Additional case finalisations per year

0 Increase in effective Additional case finalisations using
12'8 /0 courtroom utilisation 227500 the same court resources

% increase in
finalisations
Superior
33,000 current -<500

0,
finalisations +0.6%

District/
County
164,000 current
finalisations

Magistrates
1,000,000 current 19,000

finalisations

District and County courts record the largest proportional gain in finalisations. Al scheduling tools are
most effective here because their dominant inefficiency (coordinating specialist judges across longer,
more variable matters) is a binding constraint that scheduling optimisation directly resolves.

Note: Additional court finalisations do not add to the total due to rounding.

Source: Productivity Commission (2026) Report on Government Services, Part C, Section 7: Courts; Australian

Bureau of Statistics (2024) Criminal Courts, Australia 2023-24; Payne (2007) Criminal trial delays in Australia;

Weatherburn et al. (2000) Factors Affecting Trial Delay in the NSW District Criminal Court UK Ministry of Justice MANDALA | 16
(2024) Criminal Court Statistics Quarterly; Chohlas-Wood et al (2025) Automated reminders reduce incarceration

for missed court dates; Mandala analysis.


https://www.pc.gov.au/ongoing/report-on-government-services/justice/courts/
https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/crime-and-justice/criminal-courts-australia/2023-24
https://www.aic.gov.au/sites/default/files/2020-05/rpp074.pdf
https://bocsar.nsw.gov.au/documents/publications/general-series/r47.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/criminal-court-statistics-quarterly-july-to-september-2025/criminal-court-statistics-quarterly-july-to-september-2025
https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC12487872/

The UK is implementing its Al smart scheduling rollout in
two stages: digitise, then automate

Context

The UK's Courts and Tribunals Service (HMCTS) has taken a sequenced approach to scheduling reform, first replacing
paper-based systems with a national digital platform, then layering Al intelligence on top of it.

Digitise with ‘ListAssist’ Automate with ‘J-Al’

A national digital scheduling platform replacing An Al-assisted listing tool for judges, modelled on
paper diaries and spreadsheets across civil, family, NHS technology originally built to manage patient

and Magistrates courts in England and Wales waiting lists and reduce elective care delays
Automates routine hearing listings, gives listing Analyses case-level data to proactively flag
officers real-time visibility of courtroom and matters at risk of delay and recommends
judicial availability, and extends planning beyond scheduling actions, shifting listing from a reactive
the previous six-month horizon to an anticipatory function

Live across all civil and family courts; rolling out Pilot underway; national rollout committed subject

to Magistrates courts nationally following to results and backed by over £12 millionin
successful early-adopter pilots in Mold, Kent, dedicated justice Al funding announcedin
Essex, and Redditch in late 2024 February 2026

& (1] o

[On J-Al] If the pilot is successful, we will begin a national roll-out as soon as possible, to take us from local listing,
done on basic spreadsheets, to a national and intelligent listing process that delivers swifter justice for victims
- The Rt Hon. David Lammy MP, Deputy Prime Minister of the UK

Applicability to Australian courts

Australian courts are at a similar starting point to the UK, with Magistrates and regional courts in particular still
relying on paper diaries and spreadsheets for daily listing. Enabling Al-assisted scheduling requires centralising
hearing calendars, judge availability, and courtroom allocation onto a shared digital platform.

Source: UK Government (2025) Scheduling and listing: using technology to co-ordinate resources more effectively; UK Government (2025) Al Action Plan for Justice;
Computer Weekly (2026) De puty prime minister vows to reform justice system with Al.



https://www.gov.uk/government/case-studies/scheduling-and-listing-using-technology-to-co-ordinate-resources-more-effectively
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/ai-action-plan-for-justice/ai-action-plan-for-justice
https://www.computerweekly.com/news/366639522/Deputy-prime-minister-vows-to-reform-justice-system-with-AI

Al-assisted document review reduces the time spent on high-volume review tasks,
freeing associates and judges to focus on legal analysis and judgment

How Al-assisted document summarisation can reduce the time courts spend on manual document review and summarisation

The volume of written materials involved in each case is substantial and has grown considerably. Associates and judges are under sustained and ™
increasing pressure to process large volumes of material with high accuracy within tight timeframes. The case for Al is strongest where document additional
volumes are high and where locating relevant information across multiple sources is time-consuming. cases heard

51,000

Illustrative current vs Al-powered approach to document summarisation

Identifying and summarising key Daily transcript review and Synthesising factual and
issues and arguments evidence tracking evidentiary material

Case file review

- Associates work through filed Associates review documents to Associates manually log tendered Associates review, organise, and

= documents, including pleadings, summarise the key issues indispute  exhibits, track witness evidence summarise trial documents,

o affidavits, and witness statements, and each party's position. Judges against the transcript, and flag any transcripts, and submissions to help

2 and prepare materials such as review materials, supported by the errors or gaps for the judge'sreview  judges efficiently navigate

f chronologies for trial. summaries provided by the during each day of a trial. information and write their

§ associate. judgments.

= = 2

: =, 3 0
The system generates structured The system produces an issue-by- The system continuously processes The system summarises trial
chronology, indexes and witness issue summary of each party's the transcript to log exhibits, tag documents, transcripts, and
lists from documents provided for position, drawing on evidence across  evidence by witness and issue, and submissions, with the associates
associates to review and verify. The multiple sources. The associate flag inconsistencies with prior verifying output. This reduces time
system identifies any missing verifies and refines the output. statements, replacing manual end- spent on manual document
documents for the associate to of-day reconciliation with a live and organisation, allowing associates to
follow up. = searchable record. = spend more time writing 3

,(% @ =@ judgments. %

Source: Supreme Court of Victoria (2025) Sir Ninian Stephen Law Program Oration 2025 ‘Al and the Judicial System’; Justice Needham, J (2025) Al and the Courts in 2025; McQuillen, J & McCann, S (2026) Al
and the evolution of document review and production; The Chief Justice of New South Wales (2025) Supreme court practice note SC Gen 23 Use of Generative Artificial Intelligence (Gen Al); Mandala analysis. MANDALA | 18


https://www.supremecourt.vic.gov.au/about-the-court/speeches/speeches-by-the-hon-chief-justice-niall/ai-and-the-judicial-system
https://www.fedcourt.gov.au/digital-law-library/judges-speeches/justice-needham/needham-j-20250627
https://www.minterellison.com/articles/ai-and-the-evolution-of-document-review-and-production
https://supremecourt.nsw.gov.au/documents/Practice-and-Procedure/Practice-Notes/general/current/PN_SC_Gen_23.pdf

Al-assisted document review
delivers the largest
proportional gains in courts
with high document volume

Al document review and summarisation free up an estimated
1.4 million hours of review time across Australian courts, net
of time required to verify Al outputs. In the Magistrates Court,
where document volumes are lower, review time is not a
binding constraint on case progression. In the District and
County courts and Superior courts, where judges have greater
control over scheduling, it is. The time savings realised by Al
tools could result in approximately 51,000 additional case
finalisations.

Superior courts see the largest proportional gain in case
finalisations. Complex commercial matters and class actions
before the Federal and Supreme Courts generate significant
volumes of evidence, making review time a particularly binding
constraint. In one major Federal Court matter (the C7 case),
discovery encompassed 85,700 documents across 589,000
pages. Of these, only 15 per cent were cited in submissions and
a further 15 per cent were formally tendered into evidence.
Class actions compound this further, given the volume of

documentation associated with cases that may have thousands

of members. This burden has grown substantially in recent
decades due to the proliferation of digital communications.

Source: Australian Law Reform Commission (2011) Federal Court of
Australia; The Hon Justice Murphy, J (2013) The Operation of the
Australian Class Action Regime; Australian Law Reform Commission
(2010) Issues with the process of discovery.

Estimated increase in annual finalisations from Al document review and summarisation, by court tier

Additional case finalisations per year

o Document review and
1.4 mllllon summarisation hours freed up

51 000 Additional case finalisations using
across Australian courts ’

the same court resources

% increase in
finalisations

Superior
33,000 current 10,000 +29%
finalisations

District/
County
164,000 current
finalisations

Magistrates
1,000,000 current
finalisations

Superior courts record the largest proportional increase in finalisations. Al document review and
summarisation is most effective here because cases involve larger document volumes that are time-
consuming to review and search for relevant information.

Note: Additional court finalisations do not add to the total due to rounding.
Source: Productivity Commission (2026) Report on Government Services, Part C, Section 7: Courts.
Mandala analysis.
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Al OPPORTUNITIES IN COURTS: DOCUMENT REVIEW

Singapore’s Small Claims Tribunals (SCT) Al tool
summarises case materials for magistrates and individuals

Context

Singapore has developed an Al-powered document summarisation and translation tool for the Small Claims Tribunal,
where growing evidence volumes and self-represented litigants create significant workload pressure on magistrates.

Al-powered case summarisation tool

Developed with Harvey.Al under a two-year memorandum of understanding (MOU) signed in 2024.
Supports the SCT, which handles over 10,000 cases annually. Parties are self-represented in low-value
civil disputes, and legal representation is not permitted.

Processes large volumes of unstructured evidence from informal channels such as WhatsApp and email.
Generates pre-hearing case summaries for each party. Translates documents on demand.

Reduces the time magistrates spend organising disorganised submissions. Enables magistrates to focus
on the more complex aspects of each case. Helps self-represented parties understand each other's
claims before the hearing.

Case details are securely stored and confidentiality is maintained. All Al outputs are subject to
mandatory human verification by judicial officers. The tool is scoped to factual summarisation only and
does not inform judicial decision-making.

Safe
guards

“We are committed to harnessing the power of technology to improve access to justice for all. This new Al tool is a
testament to that mission, helping our Tribunal Magistrates manage an increasing caseload while maintaining the
Judiciary’s high standards of quality and fairness.”

- Mr Tan Ken Hwee, Chief Transformation and Innovation Officer, Singapore Courts

Applicability to Australian courts

Australian courts face a similar challenge of processing large volumes of digital communications, including emailsand
message threads. Al document summarisation would reduce the time associates spend identifying and extracting relevant
information from the evidentiary record.

Source: Government of Singapore (2025) Media Release: New Generative Al-powered Case Summarisation Tool to Help Small Claims Tribunals Users; Oxford Institute of
Technology and Justice (n.d.) Singapore; Cheng, | (2025) Singapore Courts rolls out new Al tool to help support, summarise Small Claims Tribunals cases.



https://www.judiciary.gov.sg/news-and-resources/news/news-details/media-release--new-generative-ai-powered-case-summarisation-tool-to-help-small-claims-tribunals-users
https://www.techandjustice.bsg.ox.ac.uk/research/singapore
https://www.straitstimes.com/singapore/singapore-courts-rolls-out-new-ai-tool-to-help-support-summarise-small-claims-tribunals-cases

Al legal research support can reduce time spent locating, verifying and
synthesising legal precedent, freeing capacity for hearing and deciding cases

How Al legal research support can reduce the time courts spend finding and applying legal precedent
Legal researchis one of the most time-intensive stages of judicial work. Locating, verifying and organising relevant precedent requires repeated I
manual searches across multiple databases, with each step dependent on the researcher's familiarity with the specific area oflaw. An Al legal additional

22,000

research tool accelerates these tasks, allowing more court capacity to be directed toward hearing and deciding cases. cases heard

Illustrative current vs Al-powered approach to legal research

Framing the legal issue and Searching and retrieving Verifying that authorities remain Synthesising findings into a

search terms relevant law good law (‘noting up’) structured research output

- Associates build keyword queries Researchers run separate keyword Researchers manually verify each Associates manually compile

= manually, testing multiple term searches across multiple databases cited authority is operative and has verified authorities into a research

o combinations across databases to to locate relevant cases, legislation, not been overruled, requiring memo or precedent table, extracting

2 capture relevant authorities. and secondary sources, with results separate checks across case law key principles and organising

f ranked by keyword frequency. databases and amendment histories.  findings by issue.

[ =

()

E /

=}

3 = =
System accepts plain-language System retrieves relevant cases, System routes all cited authorities System generates structured
queries and generates semantically legislation, and secondary sources through automated citation precedent summaries and
matched search terms, broadening ranked by conceptual relevance verification, identifying cases that comparison tables directly from
coverage without requiring precise across integrated databases, have been overruled or weakened verified results, organised by legal
legal terminology. reducing multi-jurisdiction research and legislation that has been issue. Associate performs quality

time. amended or repealed. checks on outputs.

Source: Varun Magesh et al. (2025) Hallucination-Free? Assessing the Reliability of Leading Al Legal Research Tools; Oxford Institute of Technology and Justice (2025) Singapore; UC Berkeley Law
(2025) Major Case Studies of Al Implementation; Thomson Reuters (2023) Legal Research Guide; Thomson Reuters (2025) Future of Professionals Report; Kathy Mack et al. (2010) Time for Judgment |
Writing; Victorian Law Reform Commission (2025) Artificial Intelligence in Victoria's Courts and Tribunals. MANDALA 21
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https://www.law.berkeley.edu/research/criminal-law-and-justice-center/our-work/ai-for-public-defenders/major-case-studies-of-ai-implementation/
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https://www.ajoa.asn.au/wp-content/uploads/2013/11/P41_02_08-Final-report-14-May-2010.pdf
https://media.lawreform.vic.gov.au/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/VLRC_AI_in_Victorias_Courts_and_Tribunals_Report.pdf

Al-assisted legal research
delivers the largest
proportional gains where
research intensity is highest

Al tools are projected to free an estimated 500,000 hours of
research time annually across Australian courts. This figure
reflects gross hours saved, minus the time required to verify Al
outputs. Importantly, the extent to which those hours convert
to additional finalisations depends on whether researchis the
binding constraint on court output. Given the respective
binding constraints across court tiers, the time saved yields
approximately 22,000 additional finalisations per year.

Superior courts see the largest proportional gain in
finalisations. Two factors explain this. First, Superior courts
handle a higher share of research-intensive matters, and those
matters take substantially longer per case than their
equivalents at lower tiers. Although Al tools deliver a
somewhat smaller efficiency gain per research task at Superior
courts, where novel legal questions resist easy compression,
that gain operates on a far larger base of research hours.
Second, in Superior courts, research time is also a greater
constraint on how many cases can be resolved. Freeing it up
translates more directly into additional finalisations than at
lower tiers, where courtroom availability is the primary
constraint.

Source: Mandala analysis.

Estimated increase in annual finalisations from Al-assisted legal research, by court tier

Additional case finalisations per year

Research hours freed up across Additional case finalisations
500’000 Australian courts 227000 using the same court resources

% increase in
finalisations

Superior
33,000 current 2,000 +5.9%
finalisations

District/
County
164,000 current
finalisations

Magistrates
1,000,000 current @

finalisations

Superior courts record the largest proportional increase in finalisations. Al legal research is most
effective here because there is more research to compress, and research time is a key constraint on
case output.

Source: Productivity Commission (2026) Report on Government Services, Part C, Section 7: Courts; Mack et al.,
(2012) Judicial Workload: Time, Tasks and Work Organisation; Victorian Law Reform Commission (2025) Artificial
Intelligence in Victoria's Courts and Tribunals; Magesh et al. (2025) Hallucination-Free? Assessing the Reliability
of Leading Al Legal Research Tools; expert interviews; Mandala analysis.
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Singapore's GPT-Legal cuts legal research from days to
ten minutes

Context

Singapore has built a government-developed Al legal research tool embedded in its national platform, combining
summarisation, natural language search, and hallucination safeguards designed specifically for judicial use.

GPT-Legal

A government-developed Al research tool deployed on Singapore's national legal research
platform LawNet

Condenses 8,000-word court judgments into structured 800-word summaries. A natural language Q&A
layer (launched September 2025) allows researchers to query across judgments, legislation, and law
reports in plain English

Reduces judgment summarisation from two days to approximately ten minutes, generating summaries
forover 15,000 previously unsummarised unreported judgments

Hallucination risk is addressed within the workflow: each summary carries an accuracy score, poorly
substantiated passages are flagged, and source paragraphs are highlighted for cross-referencing

Al's central promise to us is as a capability booster, allowing us to do our tasks faster, cheaper and, hopefully, better.
On occasion this boost may also enable us to be redeployed on other tasks, particularly those that require greater
flexibility, or the human touch.

- The Honourable Justice Xu

Applicability to Australian courts

Australia's existing platforms (AustLaw, Jade, Westlaw AU, and LexisNexis) collectively cover the authoritative corpus
practitioners rely on daily. Al tools can likely be trained and validated against these datasets directly, without the need to
construct new legal infrastructure from scratch.

Source: IMDA (2024) Legal research to become more efficient with new large language model contextualised to domestic law; IMDA (2025) Smart Al Tools will

Transform How Singapore Firms Handle Legal Research and Company Paperwork; AWS (2024) IMDA case study; Judiciary of Singapore (2025) Justice Aidan Xu:
Speech at the IT Law Series.



https://www.imda.gov.sg/resources/press-releases-factsheets-and-speeches/factsheets/2024/gpt-legal
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https://www.judiciary.gov.sg/news-and-resources/news/news-details/justice-aidan-xu--speech-at-the-it-law-series-2025--legal-and-regulatory-issues-with-artificial-intelligence

Adopting these Al use cases would lower the cost of delivering justice, accelerate
resolutions for litigants and reverse a decade of backlog growth

OUTCOME
METRIC

IMPLICATIONS

Source: Productivity Commission (2026) Report on Government Services, Part C, Section 7: Courts; National Legal Aid (2024) Justice on the Brink: Legal Aid Funding Falls Short; Australian Bureau of

0 68% e=q
=)
fewer backlogged cases by

2030 than without Al

= All courts now finish more cases than they

receive inayear. The three court types
move from adding cases to the backlog
each year to having fewer backlogged
cases due to added finalisations.

District and County courts result in 71 per
cent fewer backlogged cases by 2030.
They already finish almost as many cases
as they receive (99.9 per cent vs. 92.5 per
cent in the Superior courts), so additional
Al-enabled capacity can more easily go to
reducing the existing backlog rather than
just keeping pace with new cases.

Deep dives to follow

Statistics (2025) Prisoners in Australia; Mandala analysis.

95,500

additional cases finalised per year

e r:dgtig ?Xerage ~16 U'UU

week case duration

The time savings are largest where delays
cost people the most. District and County
courts are projected to see case durations
fall by around four weeks, and Superior
courts by six weeks. For the approximately
20,000 criminal defendants on remand at
any given time, shorter proceedings mean
less time in custody before verdict.

Each week saved reduces legal bills and
lost income for parties. For legal aid clients
and self-represented litigants, faster
resolution directly lowers the cost of going
through the system.

© $431M ~

in additional court output 2l
annually

Courts resolve an additional $431M worth
of cases each year. This is equivalent to
cutting the average cost per case by 7 per
cent. Cost reduction for finalisations is
greatest in the Superior courts, followed by
District and County courts.

Future expenditure growth can now target
access gaps rather than baseline
operations. Rather than increasing
spending just to maintain output, courts can
direct additional funding to unmet need,
including the 160,000 Australians turned
away from community legal centres each
year and the $S484M legal aid shortfall.
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Al smart scheduling, document
review and legal research
support will see 73,000 fewer
backlogged cases by 2030

Adopting Al smart scheduling, document review and legal
research support limits the 2030 backlog to 34,000 cases,
against a no-intervention projection of 107,000. The 73,000-
case reduction reflects finalisations in excess of new
lodgements, with a further adjustment for the greater
resources required to resolve long-standing matters. As Al-
enabled gains compound, the gap between trajectories widens
to 68 per cent by 2030.

The reduction in the case backlog is substantial due to the
gains from document review, with backlogs reducing to the
structural minimum within one to three years.! District and
County court backlogs are reduced to a structural minimum
within a year. Superior court backlogs are reduced to the
structural minimum within two years, while the Magistrates
court takes three years as Al gains are proportionately smaller.

Al can address the growing structural capacity problem in the
courts. These three interventions alone are projected to
stabilise a backlog that has grown consistently for a decade
and reduce the expenditure pressure courts would otherwise
face to maintain service levels.

Note: 1. The structural minimum reflects cases pending over 12 months that are unlikely
to be resolved through court-side efficiency gains alone. These include matters
delayed by party-driven adjournments, complex multi-party proceedings, interlocutory
appeals, and other factors outside direct court control.

Projected case backlog in Australia’s Courts

Backlog (cases pending >12 months), 000s, 2025-2030
Il Group 1: Magistrates
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Note: 1. Modelled using 9-year average annual backlog growth rate. Source: Productivity Commission
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(2026) Report on Government Services, Part C, Section 7: Courts; Mandala analysis.

73K fewer
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no intervention
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Specifically, these interventions would significantly reduce the backlog across all
court tiers within one to three years

Al adoption reduces the backlog by 67 per cent Within a year, Al-enabled finalisations reduce Al adoption reduces the backlog by 66 per cent
over the next five years. Absent intervention, the backlog to its ~9,000 structural minimum (leaving over the next five years, reducing the backlog by
backlog is projected to grow to 61,000 only cases delayed by factors beyond court control) nearly 10,000 by 2030
Backlog (cases pending >12 months), 000s, Backlog (cases pending >12 months), 000s, Backlog (cases pending >12 months), 000s,
2023-2030 2023-2030 2023-2030
— — Al intervention No intervention’ — — Alintervention No intervention’ — — Al intervention No intervention’
70 7 : 35 7 : 15 .
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The structural minimum reflects cases pending over 12 months that are unlikely to be resolved through efficiency gains alone. These include matters delayed by
party-driven adjournments, complex multi-party proceedings, interlocutory appeals, and other factors outside direct court control. Broader judicial process reforms
could further reduce this structural backlog, but these sit outside the scope of the Al opportunity examined in this report.

Note: 1. Modelled using 9-year average annual backlog growth rate.
Source: Productivity Commission (2026) Report on Government Services, Part C, Section 7: Courts; Mandala analysis. MANDALA | 26


https://www.pc.gov.au/ongoing/report-on-government-services/justice/courts/

Maximising Al's impact requires investment in digital
infrastructure, governance and workforce capability
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Digital infrastructure, coordinated governance, and workforce capability are the
three foundational pillars of Al excellence in courts

PURPOSE

RECOMMENDATION

RATIONALE

ELEMENTS

EXAMPLES

To improve access to justice for all Australians by adopting Al safely, responsibly, and at scale

Digitise court records and
standardise data infrastructure

Structured, machine-readable data
expands the range and quality of Al
applications available to courts

* Target digitisation efforts at
Magistrates courts and regional
registries, where paper-based filing
remains most prevalent

e Create structured, machine-readable
legal databases to enable efficient Al-
powered analytics and research

« Ensure courts have access to secure
cloud environments with sufficient
capacity to support Al solutions

Queensland Courts CDO-led Digitisation
Program; Singapore elLitigation system;
UK HMCTS Reform Programme

e Establish national Al governance
and accountability standards

Courts need a coordinating governance
structure to adopt Al tools consistently
and manage risks across jurisdictions

+ Engage AlJA,' CCJANZ,2 and AJOAS to
help develop Al governance standards
and procurement frameworks

« Establish a single judicial Al impact
assessment standard, to ensure
consistent evaluation of accuracy, bias,
and data protection across jurisdictions

* Require disclosure and human review
of Al outputs that materially influence
judicial outcomes

Canada guidelines for Al use in courts; UK
Ministry of Justice Al Action Plan for
Justice

Notes: 1. Australasian Institute of Judicial Administration 2. Council of Chief Justices of Australia and New Zealand 3. Australasian Judicial Officers Association
Source: Victorian Law Reform Commission (2025) Artificial Intelligence in Victoria's Courts and Tribunals; UK Ministry of Justice (2025) HMCTS Reform Programme; Supreme Court of Singapore (2024)

eLitigation Case Management System; Queensland Courts (2025) CDO-led Digitisation Program; Office of the Commissioner for Federal Judicial Affairs Canada (2024) Use of Artificial Intelligence by

e Build structured workforce
capability for Al adoption

Judicial officers and court staff need to
understand how to use, verify, and
scrutinise Al outputs to fully realise
productivity gains

* Developrole-specific Al training for all
judicial staff, focused on evaluating Al-
generated outputs rather than tool
operation alone

» Establish a vendor-independent
national curriculum through the
National Judicial College, covering all
jurisdictions

» Refresh training content on a fixed
schedule as Al tools and court practice
evolve

UK Courts and Tribunals Judiciary Al
Guidance; Singapore Ministry of Law
GenAl Guide
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https://media.lawreform.vic.gov.au/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/VLRC_AI_in_Victorias_Courts_and_Tribunals_Report.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/modernising-courts-and-tribunals-benefits-of-digital-services
https://www.judiciary.gov.sg/services/elitigation
https://ctdpinnovate.courts.qld.gov.au/About/
https://fja-cmf.gc.ca/COVID-19/pdf/Use-of-AI-by-Courts-Utilisation-de-lIA-par-les-tribunaux-eng.pdf
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000396582
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/ai-action-plan-for-justice/ai-action-plan-for-justice
https://cjc-ccm.ca/sites/default/files/documents/2024/AI%20Guidelines%20-%20FINAL%20-%202024-09%20-%20EN.pdf
https://www.judiciary.uk/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/Refreshed-AI-Guidance-published-version.pdf

Courts should pilot the three prioritised use cases in high-volume, lower-risk
settings before a wider deployment across the court system (I / lll)

elEes ggyailfyalzé?and adapt to s g(?llAOLEt with ongoing
Set tool boundaries Test in a selected court o
court context monitoring
= Define the tool’s primary remit = Clean and structure historical = Select one high-volume = Extend to additional
(e.g., predict hearing duration, listing data, resolving gapsin District or County court to pilot jurisdictions, recalibrating the
flag failure to appear risk) and hearing outcomes and where scheduling waste is model for local listing practices
where human authority over adjournment reasons concentrated in over-listing and and matter-type mix as it
listing decisions is preserved « Calibrate the tool to allocation mismatches accumulgte_s outcomes data
=  Audit whether further jurisdiction-specific patterns = Equip listing staff with clear gnd BTN EeelrEey
digitisation is necessary or such as seasonal variation, protocols for when to accept, Improves
whether existing case matter-type mix, and judge override, or escalate the tool's = Monitor for allocation bias
management data is sufficient availability recommendations across matter types, with
to support the tool periodic review against the pre-

pilot baseline

Source: Digital Transformation Agency (2025) Australian Government's Al Technical Standard; Victorian Law Reform Commission (2025) Artificial Intelligence in Victoria's Courts and Tribunals; Canadian
Judicial Council (2024) Guidelines for the Use of Artificial Intelligence in Canadian Courts; Department of Industry, Science and Resources (2024) Voluntary Al Safety Standard; Mandala analysis. MANDALA | 29


https://www.digital.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/2025-08/Australian%20Government%20AI%20technical%20standard.pdf
https://media.lawreform.vic.gov.au/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/VLRC_AI_in_Victorias_Courts_and_Tribunals_Report.pdf
https://cjc-ccm.ca/sites/default/files/documents/2024/AI%20Guidelines%20-%20FINAL%20-%202024-09%20-%20EN.pdf
https://www.industry.gov.au/sites/default/files/2024-09/voluntary-ai-safety-standard.pdf

Courts should pilot the three prioritised use cases in high-volume, lower-risk
settings before a wider deployment across the court system (Il / lll)

ASSESS

Set tool boundaries

CONFIGURE
Prepare data and adapt to
court context

PILOT
Test in a selected court

SCALE
Roll out with ongoing

Source: Mortimer, D S, Chief Justice (2026) Use of Generative Artificial Intelligence Practice Note (GPN-AI); Victorian Law Reform Commission (2025) Artificial Intelligence in Victoria's

Define the tool's primary remit
(e.g., summarising submissions,
generating chronologies,
indexes and witness lists) and
where judges and associates
retain responsibility for
interpretation

Establish information security
requirements, including
whether sensitive, suppressed,
or confidential material can be
input into the tool and whether
a closed system is required

Establish clear guidelines for
judicial officers on using Al for
document summarisation, and
confirm disclosure obligations
under relevant court practice
notes

Structure and tag historical
case files to train or calibrate
the tool on document types
specific to the jurisdiction
(affidavits, statements of claim,
expert reports)

Test summarisation accuracy
against past documents with
known content, to establish a
baseline error and omission rate

Track the version history of
documents prepared using the
Al tool compared to prepared
by a human

Select one Superior court with
high volume of documents to
pilot with associates and judges

Require associates to verify all
Al-generated summaries
against source documents and
record instances of missed or
misstated content

Provide education to judicial
officers using the tool for
document review

Courts and Tribunals; NSW Supreme Court (2025) Supreme court practice note SC GEN 23 Use of Generative Artificial Intelligence (Gen Al); Mandala analysis.

monitoring

Extend to additional document
types or court tiers, prioritising
those with the greatest review
burden

Maintain summarisation
accuracy as document formats
and drafting practices evolve,
with scheduled audits against
human review benchmarks

Track efficiency gains and user
satisfaction among judicial
officers, feeding both into the
case for wider rollout
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https://www.fedcourt.gov.au/law-and-practice/practice-documents/practice-notes/gpn-ai
https://media.lawreform.vic.gov.au/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/VLRC_AI_in_Victorias_Courts_and_Tribunals_Report.pdf
https://supremecourt.nsw.gov.au/documents/Practice-and-Procedure/Practice-Notes/general/current/PN_SC_Gen_23.pdf

Courts should pilot the three prioritised use cases in high-volume, lower-risk
settings before a wider deployment across the court system (I / lll)

elEes ggyailfyalzé?and adapt to s g(?llAOLEt with ongoing
Set tool boundaries Test in a selected court o
court context monitoring
= Define the tool's primary remit = Integrate the tool inrelevant = Select one Superior court to = Extend access to additional
(e.g., case law retrieval, citation legal databases, ensuring pilot with associates and court tiers, prioritising the most
checking) and where judicial coverage of jurisdiction-specific research staff research-intensive roles
officers retain responsibility for legisl.ation., case law, and = Require judicial officers to = Maintain tool accuracy as
RS practice directions verify all Al-generated legislation and case law evolve,
= Establish information security = Test output accuracy using research and record instances with scheduled audits against
requirements, including what past judgments with known where outputs are inaccurate or human research benchmarks
case-specific or suppressed research inputs, to establish a incomplete
material can be input into the baseline hallucination rate

tool and whether a closed
system is required

Source: Digital Transformation Agency (2025) Australian Government's Al Technical Standard; Victorian Law Reform Commission (2025) Artificial Intelligence in Victoria's Courts and Tribunals; Canadian
Judicial Council (2024) Guidelines for the Use of Artificial Intelligence in Canadian Courts; Department of Industry, Science and Resources (2024) Voluntary Al Safety Standard; Mandala analysis. MANDALA | 31


https://www.digital.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/2025-08/Australian%20Government%20AI%20technical%20standard.pdf
https://media.lawreform.vic.gov.au/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/VLRC_AI_in_Victorias_Courts_and_Tribunals_Report.pdf
https://cjc-ccm.ca/sites/default/files/documents/2024/AI%20Guidelines%20-%20FINAL%20-%202024-09%20-%20EN.pdf
https://www.industry.gov.au/sites/default/files/2024-09/voluntary-ai-safety-standard.pdf

Further Al use cases can target the constraints remaining after the efficiency
gains from smart scheduling, document review, and legal research

Court tier Major remaining constraints Future Al use cases (non-exhaustive)

Self-representation and party unreadiness: Around half of Guided submission assistant: Guides self-represented litigants
Magistrates court litigants are self-represented, generating % through structured prompts to develop coherent submissions,
deficient filings, longer hearings, and more adjournments reducing deficient filings at source

Paper-based registry operations: Many registries still ~——~ Filing automation: Validates and structures applications at
process physical files, consuming up to 30% of staff time on @ lodgement, catching incomplete forms and formatting errors before
manual tasks that reduce capacity for case progression they require registry rework

Sentencing complexity: Serious indictable sentencing Sentencing comparators: Reduces per-matter research time,
requires locating comparable sentences across jurisdictions @ supports more consistent outcomes when used with guidelines
manually, adding time and contributing to inconsistency preventing the perpetuation of systematic bias

takes app_rOX|mately1_50 per.cef‘t o hearlng time, making =1L immediate access to the hearing record, eliminating delays from
post-hearing preparation a binding constraint on annual (9

A waiting for corrected transcripts before drafting can begin

AT RS T 3 B Eresti TSy JUC MR il L_ Transcript generation:' Real-time transcription gives judicial officers

Source: Victorian Law Reform Commission (2025) Artificial Intelligence in Victoria's Courts and Tribunals; Kathy Mack et al. (2010) Time for Judgment Writing; Australasian Institute of
Judicial Administration; British Columbia Civil Resolution Tribunal (n.d.) The CRT Process; expert interviews; Mandala analysis. MANDALA | 32


https://media.lawreform.vic.gov.au/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/VLRC_AI_in_Victorias_Courts_and_Tribunals_Report.pdf
https://www.ajoa.asn.au/wp-content/uploads/2013/11/P41_02_08-Final-report-14-May-2010.pdf
https://www.dfvbenchbook.aija.org.au/article/110624/3+Areas+of+AI+Use+in+Courts/3.2+Automated+Online+Dispute+Resolution

Appendix
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Before rolling out pilot programs, courts should assess the extent to which Al
tools directly address each court tier's binding constraints

Court tier

Binding constraints

Insufficient hearing slots: Available courtroom time cannot absorb
lodgement volumes, even with bulk mention lists and summary
proceedings

Party unreadiness: High rates of self-representation (~50 per cent)
and failure to appear (~15 per cent) waste allocated slots, while late
pleas and prosecution withdrawals consume further time without
producing a hearing

Coordination complexity: Multi-day trials require simultaneous
alignment of judicial officer, courtroom, counsel and witnesses

Listing to result ratios: Only ~45 per cent of listed trials proceed
as scheduled, with most lost time attributable to court-side causes
(e.g., over-listing, allocation mismatches)

Judgment preparation time: Judgment writing takes approximately
150% of hearing time, making post-hearing preparation the binding
constraint on how many matters a judge can finalise per year

Research volume per matter: Most matters require substantial
multi-jurisdictional research, and the volume and complexity of this
work directly constrains how quickly reserved judgments are
produced.

Automated reminders and
predictive listing reduce
failure to appear driven
slot waste, but party
behaviour and volume
pressure lie largely outside
scheduling optimisation's
reach

Predictive listing and
allocation optimisation
directly address the
coordination failures and
slot mismatches that drive
lost hearing time

Scheduling waste exists
but stems largely from late
settlements and complex
disclosure rather than
court-side inefficiencies,
limiting what algorithmic
tools can recover

Priority for pilot rollout:Low

Smart scheduling f;;?:vsfted L] Al-assisted legal research

Low document volumes
meaning the gains are
unlikely to convert to a
substantial number of
additional finalisations,
compared to other court
types

Document review
converts partially into
additional finalisations,
where judgments
represent a modest share
of case duration

Accelerating document
review and cross-
checking feeds directly
into reserved judgment
duration, which is the
primary cap on case
output

Source: Victorian Law Reform Commission (2025) Artificial Intelligence in Victoria's Courts and Tribunals; Kathy Mack et al. (2010) Time for Judgment Writing; Australasian Institute of Judicial

Administration; British Columbia Civil Resolution Tribunal (n.d.) The CRT Process; expert interviews; Mandala analysis.

BN High

Research per matteris
brief and well-
precedented, so freed
research time is unlikely
to convert to additional
finalisations

Research time converts
partially into additional
finalisations, where
judgments represent a
modest share of case
duration

Accelerating research
feeds directly into
reserved judgment
duration, which is the
primary cap on case
output
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We used court activity data, expert interviews, and global benchmarks to
calculate additional finalisations from Al-assisted smart scheduling

Input parameters Calculations (simplified) Key outputs

Court activity data
Annual finalisations,
clearance rates, and
pending caseloads by
court tier

Hearing waste profile
Effective trial rates and
causes of non-
proceeding matters by
court tier

Al scheduling
benchmarks

Gross achievable
improvements from
predictive listing and
judicial allocation
optimisation

Step 1: Addressable waste pool

X X =

= The hearing-dependent share captures matters requiring a judicial sitting slot to finalise,
varying by court tier

= The Al-addressable waste share isolates non-proceeding listings due to overlisting, resource
misallocation, and failure to appear, excluding non-addressable causes like late pleas

Step 2: Net recoverable slots

X X =

= This processis repeated for each of four scheduling sub-interventions, with tier-specific waste
shares and improvement rates applied throughout

Step 3: Additional finalisations

X X =

= The throughput conversion rate reflects the share of recovered hearing capacity that converts
to additional finalisations rather than slack. It varies by tier based on the extent to which
hearing-slot availability is the binding constraint on finalisation volume.

Net recoverable
hearing capacity
Hearing slots
recovered per year,
by court tier and
waste category

Additional
finalisations

Net recoverable slots
scaled across annual
finalisations and
moderated by
throughput
conversion rate, by
court tier
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We used a parallel approach to calculate net hours saved and additional
finalisations from Al-assisted legal research

Input parameters Calculations (simplified) Key outputs

Court activity data
Annual finalisations,
clearance rates, and
pending caseloads by
court tier

Research intensity by
court tier

Baseline research
hours per matter, by
court tier and
complexity

Al productivity
benchmarks
Gross time savings
drawn from global
benchmarks and
international case
studies

Step 1: Net research time saved per matter

= The current research hours and the gross Al time savings are delineated by:
= Court tier: Magistrates, District/County, Superior
= Task type: Simple vs. substantial research matters
= The verification overhead accounts for the time required to check Al-generated outputs

Step 2: Additional finalisations

X X =

= The throughput conversion rate reflects the share of time savings that translates into
additional finalisations. It varies based on tier, depending on the extent to which legal research
is a binding constraint

Net hours saved
Research time
recovered per matter,
by court tier and task
type

Additional
finalisations

Net hours scaled
across annual
finalisations and
moderated by
throughput
conversion rate, by
court tier
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We replicated the approach from Al-assisted legal research to calculate net hours
saved and additional finalisations from Al-assisted document review

Input parameters Calculations (simplified) Key outputs

Court activity data
Annual finalisations,
clearance rates, and
pending caseloads by
court tier

Document volume by
court tier

Baseline document
review hours per
matter, by court tier
and complexity

Al productivity
benchmarks
Gross time savings
drawn from expert
consultations

Step 1: Net research time saved per matter

= The current document review hours and the gross Al time savings are delineated by:
= Court tier: Magistrates, District/County, Superior
= Document volume: Low vs. high volume of documents per matters
= The verification overhead accounts for the time required to check Al-generated outputs

Step 2: Additional finalisations

X X =

= The throughput conversion rate reflects the share of time savings that translates into
additional finalisations. It varies based on tier, depending on the extent to which document
review is a binding constraint

Net hours saved
Document review
time recovered per
matter, by court tier
and task type

Additional
finalisations

Net hours scaled
across annual
finalisations and
moderated by
throughput
conversion rate, by
court tier
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We converted the intervention-specific results into three output metrics: backlog
reduction, case length reduction, and value of additional court output

Input parameters Calculations (simplified) Key outputs

Additional finalisations

Current lodgements,
finalisations and
backlog stock, by
court tier

Baseline case duration,
by court tier

Real recurrent
expenditure per
finalisation, by court
tier

Output metric 1: Backlog reduction by 2030
X —
X -

= The counterfactual growth rate is derived using additional Al-enabled finalisations: tiers where
finalisations exceed lodgements draw down the existing backlog; tiers still in deficit grow more
slowly than the historical rate

= A structural minimum is applied to each tier, reflecting cases delayed by factors outside court
control such as party-driven adjournments and complex interlocutory proceedings

Output metric 2: Duration saved per matter
X X
X X =

= Duration savings from the interventions are summed, with the binding constraint determining
the split: scheduling delays dominate at lower tiers, research time at Superior courts

Output metric 3: Value of additional cases

X =

= The figure measures productivity gain: the same resources now produce more output

= The calculation is done by court tier, solving for the value of finalisations at higher over
lower courts

Backlog reduction

by 2030

Case duration
reduction

Value of additional

cases
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