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If you thought AI was optional for lawyers, think again. A growing number of U.S. law 
schools have decided that AI training isn’t a luxury or an elective — it’s becoming part of the 
required curriculum. Meanwhile, attorneys continue to face discipline or fines for 
mishandling AI in practice. The contrast couldn’t be more stark - students are being taught 
the rules while practicing lawyers are still struggling to understand them. 

Law Schools Say “Learn AI or Leave the Bar” 

By the end of 2025, at least eight law schools will have introduced mandatory AI instruction 
for first-year students, integrating it into orientation, legal research and writing, or offering it 
as standalone courses. Some schools even conduct prompt-engineering exercises, 
comparing AI-generated drafts with professor versions to identify hallucinations and 
biases. 

The reasoning is straightforward: AI tools are becoming crucial in legal workflows, including 
drafting memos, redlining contracts, and supporting legal research. Graduating from law 
school without understanding your liability for hallucinations, sourcing errors, and prompt 
risks is like graduating from med school without knowing anatomy. 

A professor at Case Western summed it up nicely: students should treat AI like a “partner,” 
but one that must be vetted and supervised. Other schools are implementing certification 
tracks or mandatory modules on AI ethics, use, and critique. 

Yes, legal academics once worried that teaching AI would weaken core skills. That 
argument seems to be losing momentum. The new consensus is that students should learn 
under supervision and not misuse AI on their first day at work. 

When Lawyers Misuse AI 

1. The Colorado Suspension (ChatGPT Citations Gone Wrong) 

In People v. Zachariah C. Crabill, a Colorado attorney was disciplined after submitting a 
motion citing cases he found through ChatGPT — without verifying their accuracy. The 
citations turned out to be fictitious or false; Crabill didn’t flag the errors or withdraw the 
motion when he was alerted. Instead, he blamed the mistakes on a legal intern. 



The disciplinary order found violations of ethics rules, competence, diligence, truthfulness 
to the tribunal, and dishonesty, among others. The outcome: A one-year and one-day 
suspension, with 90 days active, and the remainder stayed pending probation. 

Crabill’s case is now frequently cited as a classic example of a “don’t trust AI blindly” 
warning. 

2. The AI Brief Fine (Lindell’s Attorneys) 

In another case, a Colorado judge fined attorneys representing Mike Lindell about $3,000 
each after they submitted a brief generated — or heavily assisted by — AI that contained 
numerous errors and fictitious citations. The court deemed it inexcusable: lawyers have a 
duty to vet AI results, rather than relying on them blindly. 

Between a suspension and a fine, the message is clear: misuse of AI can lead to serious 
consequences, beyond just reputational damage. 

What This Means for Lawyers Today 

You won’t be a student forever. One day, those newly AI-trained graduates may join your 
firm — and point out errors you overlooked. However, beyond internal embarrassment, 
disciplinary cases reveal that courts and bar regulators are increasingly paying attention to 
AI-related misconduct. 

Here’s what you should do now: 

- Treat AI advice like internal memos, not gospel. Always verify sources, check citations, 
and cross-verify. 

- Keep thorough records. If you use AI to draft or research, keep logs, drafts, and records of 
prompts. Audit trails are crucial. 

- Integrate AI verification into your workflow. Employ peer reviews and spot checks to 
identify suspicious claims. 

- Educate your team now. Train associates on AI prompt risks, hallucinations, bias, and 
ethics before problems occur. 

- Counsel clients thoroughly. If they use AI tools, advise them on the risks of reliance, 
liability, and oversight — and be prepared to draft AI-related terms. 

The classroom now exceeds the courtroom in AI awareness. Lawyers facing discipline 
today are being punished for mistakes that the next generation might never make — or at 
least shouldn’t. 



Until that future arrives, it’s your responsibility to be your own AI ethics instructor. Because 
when the next disciplinary complaint happens, “I thought ChatGPT was right” won’t be a 
valid excuse. 
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