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Scope of the Review

This review examines publicly available information on the use, development or officially
planned deployment of artificial intelligence systems in the activities of the constitutional
courts of Turkiye, Peru, Colombia, the Czech Republic, the Slovak Republic, the Republic
of Korea, Spain and Indonesia, as well as materials concerning institutional discussion of
Al use involving the Constitutional Court of the Republic of Moldova. The experience of the
Federal Supreme Court of Brazil (Supremo Tribunal Federal, STF), which exercises
constitutional jurisdiction alongside its other powers, is considered separately.

The review is based primarily on judicial decisions, internal regulatory instruments,
technical requirements for system development, official court communications and
Council of Europe documents. Secondary academic sources [10; 24-27] are used only to
reconstruct the development process of particular systems, analyse the risks associated
with specific functions, and empirically assess the capabilities of large language models
in constitutional interpretation; the actual status of court systems is established on the
basis of official materials.
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This is an independent scholarly study intended for professional discussion. It is not an
official review, interpretation or position of the Supreme Court, the Council of Europe,
CEPEJ or any of the courts whose activities are analysed.

Abstract

This review examines the practice of using artificial intelligence in the activities of
constitutional courts and identifies the functional limits of its application. It finds that
relevant systems are used or developed to inform users, search case law, classify and
group cases, prepare summaries of materials, generate drafts of particular parts of judicial
documents, and assist in reviewing the admissibility of constitutional complaints.

The review proposes classifying such forms of use according to the nature of the function
delegated to the system and the degree of its potential influence on the judicial outcome.
Six levels of Al use are identified, ranging from information retrieval to assistance in
procedural legal assessment; the review also identifies functions that must not be
delegated to Al and cross-cutting risks affecting access to constitutional justice and
independent judicial judgment.

On the basis of Judgment T-323/2024 of the Constitutional Court of Colombia, the
Protocol of the Constitutional Court of Peru, the CEPEJ Guidelines and Regulation (EU)
2024/1689, the review argues that the assessment of evidence, final interpretation of law,
formulation of reasons and rendering of a judicial decision cannot be replaced by the
output of an artificial intelligence system. In this context, judicial oversight means a
genuine ability to verify sources, assess the completeness of the material, reject the output
proposed by the system and provide independent reasons for the decision.

The review formulates requirements for the proper use of such systems: a clearly defined
purpose, prior risk assessment, phased implementation, use of reliable legal sources,
traceability, protection of judicial data, auditing, and preservation of the judge's ultimate
responsibility for the decision.

Keywords: artificial intelligence; constitutional court; constitutional adjudication;
constitutional complaint; judicial independence; right to a fair trial; judicial oversight; case
law; CEPEJ; HUDERIA.

Normative Benchmarks and Limits of Comparison

The CEPEJ Guidelines on the Use of Generative Artificial Intelligence for Courts, adopted
in December 2025, are a specialised Council of Europe instrument concerning the use of
such systems in the justice sector [1]. Under paragraph 55, decision-making, legal
reasoning and the assessment of evidence should not be delegated to generative artificial
intelligence. Paragraph 56 places ultimate and exclusive responsibility for the decision on
the judge; paragraphs 57-58 provide that system recommendations are non-binding and
protect independent judicial judgment from technological influence [1].



Paragraph 26 of the Guidelines is of particular importance for constitutional jurisdiction:
the analysis of constitutionality or compliance with international treaties “requires a level
of axiological interpretation that exceeds the current capabilities of Al. Even if this were
not the case in the future, the issue can only be left to human judgment, since it affects
the way in which citizens have decided to govern themselves” [1, para. 26].

A further distinctive feature of constitutional adjudication is that a technological error may
affect not only the disposition of an individual case, but also a person's access to
constitutional justice, the formation of the court's constitutional-law position, and the
independence of each judge's judgment in collegiate deliberation. The assessment of Al
systems must therefore take account not only of the proximity of their function to the final
decision, but also of their potential impact on these three elements.

Similar risks have been identified in recent studies of large language models in
constitutional interpretation. Coan and Surden show that the outputs of large language
models depend significantly on the formulation of the prompt and the counterarguments
supplied, and that the use of Al does not eliminate normative judgment but may merely
relocate it across different stages of decision-making [24]. An empirical study by Bignotti
and Camassa, based on 17 decisions of the Italian Constitutional Court from 1975 to 2023
concerning bioethical issues, likewise found that GPT-4 was capable of summarising and
analysing legal materials, while also displaying a tendency towards progressive
constitutional interpretations and insufficient consideration of competing values, thereby
confirming the need for human oversight [25].

The Second CEPEJ Report of 2026 recorded 176 cyberjustice and Al tools; as of the
preparation of the report, there had been “no reports of fully automated decision-making
processes without any human supervision” [2, para. 18, fn. 15].

A distinct instrument for assessing the risks and impacts of Al systems on human rights,
democracy and the rule of law is the Council of Europe HUDERIA Methodology [3]. The
Methodology was adopted by the Council of Europe Committee on Artificial Intelligence
on 28 November 2024 and approved by the Committee of Ministers on 26 February 2025.
The Context-Based Risk Analysis (COBRA) resources, which form part of the HUDERIA
Model, were adopted by the Committee on Artificial Intelligence on 5 November 2025; the
HUDERIA Model was approved by the Committee of Ministers on 25 February 2026. The
consolidated edition of the Methodology and Model was published in 2026 [3].

Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 on artificial intelligence provides an additional normative
benchmark [4]. Point 8(a) of Annex Il classifies as high-risk those systems intended to be
used by a judicial authority or on its behalf to assist a judicial authority in researching and
interpreting facts and the law and in applying the law to a concrete set of facts.

Article 6(3) of the Regulation provides that a system referred to in Annex Il is not
considered high-risk where it does not pose a significant risk of harm to the health, safety
or fundamental rights of natural persons, including by not materially influencing the



outcome of decision-making, and one of four conditions is fulfilled: the system performs
a narrow procedural task; improves the result of a previously completed human activity;
detects decision-making patterns or deviations from prior decision-making patterns and
is not meant to replace or influence a previously completed human assessment without
proper human review; or performs a preparatory task relevant to an assessment referred
to in Annex Ill. An Annex IIl system that performs profiling of natural persons is always
considered high-risk [4, Art. 6(3)].

Recital 61 of the Regulation links high risk to systems intended to assist a judicial authority
in researching and interpreting facts and the law or in applying the law to a concrete set
of facts. At the same time, purely ancillary administrative activities that do not affect the
actual administration of justice in individual cases fall outside that category, including
anonymisation or pseudonymisation of judicial decisions, internal communication and
administrative operations [4, recital 61].

These provisions are used as normative benchmarks but do not establish any automatic
correspondence between the levels of the classification proposed in this review and the
risk categories under the Regulation. As EU law, the Requlation is directly relevant primarily
to EU Member States; in relation to the other jurisdictions examined, it is used for
comparative purposes. The comparison also does not imply equivalence between the
competences of the courts examined, in particular the Brazilian STF and specialised
constitutional courts.

Source Base, Selection Criteria and Evidentiary Status of Sources

The source base was compiled through a search of publicly available official materials of
constitutional courts and international organisations. Materials were included where they
made it possible to establish reliably at least one of the following circumstances: actual
use of a system by the relevant court; officially confirmed development of the system; a
specifically identified functional purpose; or regulation of Al use by the constitutional court
itself.

A system in operational judicial use, a pilot project, a tool under development, an officially
announced plan for future use, and a training or consultation event have different
evidentiary status and are distinguished throughout this review.

Within the scope of the search conducted, no sufficient publicly available official evidence
was identified to include in the main analysis any in-house Al systems of the Federal
Constitutional Court of Germany, the Constitutional Council of France or the Constitutional
Court of Italy. This is not a statement that those institutions lack any internal technological
tools; it means only that the publicly available materials are insufficient to describe such
tools properly under the criteria of this review.



Kazakhstan is likewise not included in the principal source base. Some public reports refer
to the development of an Al portal for the Constitutional Court, but the available material
is insufficient to establish reliably its functions, state of implementation and limits of use.

The review does not purport to provide an exhaustive global list of courts exercising
constitutional review. The analysis includes those examples for which open sources make
it possible to establish with sufficient precision the function of the system, the stage of its
implementation and its connection with the exercise of constitutional jurisdiction.

Access to Information on Constitutional Adjudication

The Constitutional Court of Korea has officially operated the “®1 X =" chatbot and an

intelligent integrated search system since 1 January 2023; the official notice was
published on 19 January 2023 [18]. The chatbot provides round-the-clock information on
constitutional adjudication, the requirements for a constitutional complaint and the
procedure for its consideration, while the intelligent search function allows queries to be
formulated using legal terms, ordinary words and full sentences.

Since 1 July 2026, the Constitutional Court of the Slovak Republic has provided access to
the JURO digital assistant [17]. It works with published decisions and materials from the
Court's official website. The Court cautions that JURO does not provide legal advice,
binding interpretations of law or an official position of the Constitutional Court. Its
responses may be incomplete or inaccurate and must be verified against primary court
materials [17].

On 23 February 2026, after several weeks of pilot operation, the Constitutional Court of the
Czech Republic announced an updated version of an Al-based chatbot for its official
website and the NALUS database [16]. Its purpose is to facilitate access to the substantial
body of constitutional case law and enable information retrieval in several languages.

This experience also has a direct Ukrainian dimension. On 14 July 2026, the Constitutional
Court of Ukraine reported that, following study visits by its judges and Secretariat staff to
the Constitutional Court of the Czech Republic in February 2026, the Czech Court launched
a Ukrainian-language Al assistant in the NALUS database. According to the Constitutional
Court of Ukraine, this facilitated access for Ukrainian judges, lawyers and researchers to
Czech constitutional case law and made it a practical instrument of comparative legal
analysis in the work of the Constitutional Court of Ukraine [28].

In these examples, the system does not directly participate in deciding a particular case,
but it influences users' access to case law through document selection and the generation
of answers. Under the classification proposed in this review, such influence falls within the
lowest level (level 1).

Search, Classification and Grouping of Cases



The PretorlA system of the Constitutional Court of Colombia was created to process a
large volume of tutela cases (constitutional proceedings for the protection of fundamental
rights) and to support procedures for selecting cases for possible review [10].

Its subsequent actual use is confirmed by the Constitutional Court itself in Judgment T-
127/2026 [11]. In paragraph 154, the Court expressly describes PretorlA as an institutional
tool for documentary and statistical analysis and explains its use for classification, filtering
and searching within a large volume of cases. Paragraph 156 describes the subsequent
manual verification of the results: of 181 results, 141 were found after individual review to
be clearly related to the issue under examination [11, paras. 154, 156].

In Brazil, the STF introduced the VICTOR system in 2018. Official Court materials identify
among its functions the conversion of images into text, separation of an electronic case
file into individual procedural documents, classification of documents, and identification
of repercussdo geral themes (general repercussion, a threshold requirement for the
admissibility of extraordinary appeals) [13].

A subsequent tool, VitdrlA, was integrated into STF-Digital on 17 May 2023 pursuant to
STF Resolution No. 800/2023 [14]. Its purpose is to group cases thematically by similarity
and facilitate the identification of legal issues recurring across a significant number of
proceedings.

Such systems do not formulate the final legal conclusion, but they determine the body of
information with which the court subsequently works. The classification criteria,
completeness of results, grounds for assigning a case to a particular group, and the ability
to identify materials not selected by the system therefore require verification.

Academic analysis of PretorlA shows that case selection is not a purely technical
operation: algorithmic classification may lead not only to erroneous inclusion but also to
the omission of relevant cases, with the consequence that the court may fail to receive
information about a new or as yet unrecognised type of social conflict [26]. Research into
the development of PretorlA also indicates that the system's actual functional capabilities
became considerably more limited than the original technological expectations, in
particular because of risks of bias, manipulation and weakening of judicial oversight [27].

Summarisation of Materials and Preparation of Draft Documents

On 29 January 2026, the Constitutional Court of Peru reported the use of generative
artificial intelligence to prepare summaries of materials before their distribution to
chambers and the plenary, to generate the antecedentes section (a statement of the prior
circumstances and case materials), to create a specialised database for search, and for
subsequent work connected with the preparation of draft judicial decisions [9].

On 16 December 2024, the Brazilian STF launched MARIA - Mddulo de Apoio para Redacéo
com Inteligéncia Artificial, the Court's first in-house generative artificial intelligence tool
[15]. The STF's official communication identifies three initial areas of use: preparation of



draft ementas (concise official summaries of a judicial decision) based on the content of
the Justice's vote (voto); preparation of procedural reports in extraordinary-appeal
proceedings; and preliminary analysis of applications in cases of the Reclamacéo class (a
special procedure for bringing a complaint before the STF) [15].

The last of these functions involves analysing the initial application and providing
structured answers to questions used in the preliminary examination of the case. This
goes beyond simple linguistic editing, but the available official description does not
provide a sufficient basis for equating the function with a legal assessment of the
admissibility of the application.

The preparation of a summary or a draft document does not automatically determine the
outcome of the case. At the same time, an incomplete statement of facts, omission of an
argument or erroneous selection of case law may affect the subsequent analysis. The
completeness of the material, accurate representation of the parties’ positions,
appropriateness of the sources used and absence of distortion of the substance of the
case must therefore be verified.

In a collegiate court, an additional risk arises where a system-generated summary
becomes a common informational basis for several judges. In that situation, each judge
must retain a genuine ability to consult the full materials and verify the account produced
by the system.

Admissibility Review of Constitutional Complaints: The Experience of Tirkiye

Among the projects examined, the project of the Constitutional Court of Turkiye comes
closest to direct procedural legal assessment.

The technical specifications provide for converting case materials into machine-readable
text, semantic analysis, searching for similar applications and previous decisions,
preparation of a concise summary of the application, and drafts containing the sections
“Basvurunun Ozeti” (“Summary of the Application”) and “Hukuki Degerlendirme” /
‘Degerlendirme” (“Legal Assessment” / “Assessment”). The stated purpose is to assist in
preparing draft admissibility decisions; the system is described as a decision-support tool

[5].

As of 20 May 2026, the technical document recorded 737,860 individual applications
lodged since 23 September 2012, of which 102,915 remained pending. The training data
are intended to include 295,000 inadmissibility decisions of the Commissions and 17,015
decisions of the Court's Sections [5].

The substantial predominance of inadmissibility decisions in the training corpus does not
in itself establish bias in the system, but it requires separate examination of whether the
structure of the training data creates a risk of disproportionate reproduction of
inadmissibility patterns in the system's outputs. Such scrutiny is particularly important for
a system used at the stage that determines access to constitutional justice.



The technical specifications also provide for identification of similar applications and
previous decisions, citation of at least three decisions of the Constitutional Court,
measures to reduce the risk of fabricated information, and classification of applications
according to groups of rights defined by the Court [5].

In a speech delivered on 28 April 2026, the President of the Constitutional Court, Kadir
Ozkaya, stated that the Court planned to use Al to read, summarise and classify individual
applications; the system's outputs would have no independent legal effect and would be
reviewed by judge-rapporteurs [6].

At the symposium marking the fourteenth anniversary of the introduction of the individual
application, held on 23 September 2026, the President of the Court stated that the system
designed to assist with the admissibility assessment of individual applications was
nearing completion. The official text separately refers to information and data security, the
central importance of the human element in the administration of justice, and the
preservation of human responsibility for judicial decisions [7].

Regulation of Al Use: The Experience of Peru

On 16 September 2025, the Plenary of the Constitutional Court of Peru approved a
dedicated Protocol for the Use of Artificial Intelligence; its approval was formalised by
Administrative Resolution No. 115-2025-P/TC of 19 September 2025 [8].

Article 6 of the Protocol permits assistance in preparing reports and drafts based on case
materials, subject to mandatory supervision and review by the responsible person;
automated search and classification of proceedings; search and classification of relevant
case law; and summarisation and systematisation of previous judicial decisions [8, Art. 6].

Article 7 establishes the limits of such use. Prohibited forms include substituting Al for the
legal analysis and assessment of evidence reserved exclusively to constitutional judges,
using the system to influence the independence or impartiality of the court, and unlawfully
disclosing confidential information [8, Art. 7].

Articles 8-11 regulate documentation of the system's operation, access to information,
notification of the public about Al use in proceedings, protection of personal data,
interoperability with other systems, staff training and internal auditing [8, Arts. 8-11].

The Protocol was approved before the Court's official communication of 29 January 2026
concerning the practical use of generative Al tools [8; 9]; in other words, dedicated
regulatory rules preceded publicly confirmed practical use.

Limits on the Delegation of Judicial Functions

One of the most detailed judicial approaches to the limits of generative artificial
intelligence use was set out by the Constitutional Court of Colombia in Judgment T-
323/2024 of 2 August 2024, when reviewing the use of ChatGPT by a lower-court judge
[12]. The standards formulated by the Court are relevant not as an example of Al use by



the Constitutional Court itself, but as a constitutional-law assessment of the permissible
limits of such use in the administration of justice.

In paragraph 296, the Court stated that Al may be used in the administration of justice
provided that those adjudicative functions requiring independent judicial judgment remain
with a human decision-maker, including interpretation of facts and evidence, reasoning
and decision-making [12, para. 296).

At the same time, the Court emphasised that the absence of substitution for the judge
does not remove the requirements of transparency and accountability: in the particular
case they had not been fully complied with, and some of the information supplied by
ChatGPT proved inaccurate [12, paras. 360, 364-366]. It is therefore necessary to
establish not only when the system was used, but also which intellectual operations the
judge performed independently, how the output was verified and the extent to which the
judge relied on it.

The Peruvian Protocol draws the corresponding boundary through regulation, reserving
legal analysis and assessment of evidence to constitutional judges [8, Art. 7]. CEPEJ
formulates a general standard: judicial decision-making, legal reasoning and the
assessment of evidence should not be delegated to generative Al, while ultimate and
exclusive responsibility for the judicial decision remains with the judge [1, paras. 55-58].

The mere fact that the final document is signed by a judge does not guarantee adequate
judicial oversight. The judge must in fact be able independently to examine the materials,
assess the evidence and legal sources, reject the proposed output and formulate his or
her own reasoning.

In this review, the term judicial oversight does not denote a separate procedural form of
judicial review. It means substantive oversight by the judge over the use of Al: access to
the primary materials and legal sources, verification of the completeness of the
information selected, the ability to modify or reject the system's output, the capacity
independently to explain the reasons for the decision, and preservation of the judge's
ultimate responsibility for its content.

This approach is consistent with Opinion No. 26 (2023) of the Consultative Council of
European Judges: “Decision-making must, explicitly and implicitly, only be carried out by
judges. It cannot be delegated to or carried out by or through technology” [23, para. 93(iii)].

Projects at the Development and Institutional Preparation Stage

In a decision of 23 April 2026 issued in response to a request for public information, the
General Secretariat of the Constitutional Court of Spain stated that, for the period
beginning on 1 January 2023, the Court had one project using artificial intelligence
technologies and that the project was not yet in operational use [19].



The project concerns the digital processing of approximately 3,000 orders issued between
1987 and 2000, automated extraction of relevant information, and structured
incorporation of that information into the case-law database [19]. The decision does not
identify any other Al projects or systems for the period covered by the request.

The project therefore primarily concerns the information infrastructure of case law: the
system works with an archival body of decisions and is not described as a tool for
analysing a particular pending case.

The Constitutional Court of the Republic of Indonesia included in its 2027 work plan and
budget the transformation of a “digital Constitutional Court”, integration of judicial and
administrative management systems, and expanded use of Al to support judicial services
and institutional administration [20]. The official material confirms the planned direction
of development but does not establish that the relevant judicial system has entered
operational use.

On 22 May 2026, CEPEJ held a dedicated event in cooperation with the Constitutional
Court of the Republic of Moldova. Judges and staff of the Constitutional Court
participated; the discussion addressed the opportunities and risks of Al, judicial
independence, transparency, generative systems, meaningful judicial oversight, and the
human dimension of judicial deliberation in constitutional adjudication [22]. This material
confirms institutional discussion of the opportunities, risks and safeguards associated
with Al use, but does not establish a decision to deploy a specific system.

Ukraine's national framework governing the Constitutional Court likewise makes it
possible to distinguish auxiliary technological operations from judicial legal judgment
proper. Under part four of Article 59 of the Law of Ukraine “On the Constitutional Court of
Ukraine”, the judge-rapporteur examines the issues raised in the application and prepares
materials for consideration by a Panel, Senate or the Grand Chamber [29]. The Rules of
Procedure of the Constitutional Court of Ukraine provide for the Secretariat to prepare a
preliminary opinion and analytical, reference and informational materials, whereas final
discussion of a draft act, submission of proposals and amendments, and voting are carried
out by the judges of the relevant body of the Court [30].

Under this allocation of responsibilities, auxiliary use of Al for information retrieval,
systematisation or preparation of materials may be assessed within the existing
distribution of functions between the Secretariat and the judge-rapporteur. By contrast,
use of Al to conduct an independent legal assessment of the admissibility of a
constitutional complaint would require separate normative definition of its limits and
safeguards.

This allocation of responsibilities provides a normative benchmark for defining the limits
of technology use at auxiliary stages, provided that such use does not substitute for the
judge's independent examination of the materials, legal assessment of admissibility,
collegiate deliberation or voting.



This approach is also consistent with publicly expressed positions of judges of the
Constitutional Court of Ukraine concerning the use of Al. During an official lecture in
February 2024, Judges Viktor Horodovenko and Halyna Yurovska of the Constitutional
Court, discussing CCJE Opinion No. 26, emphasised that Al should support rather than
replace judges, that ultimate responsibility for the decision remains with the human
decision-maker, and that technology must not be used to delegate judicial decision-
making [31].

Levels of Artificial Intelligence Use in Constitutional Adjudication

The proposed classification is based on the nature of the function delegated to the system
and the typical proximity of its output to the legal determination of the case; the actual
influence in a particular proceeding may differ depending on how the system is used and
on automation bias. The classification is not a scale of technological maturity or
lawfulness. A formally lower level likewise does not mean the absence of substantial
influence: a selection or classification system may determine the body of information that
actually reaches judicial analysis, and therefore particular oversight is required not only
over erroneous inclusion of cases but also over the failure to identify cases relevant to
subsequent analysis [26].

Unlike the functional grouping of tools in the CEPEJ Resource Centre and the normative
risk classification under Regulation (EU) 2024/1689, the proposed model arranges forms
of Al use according to their proximity to independent judicial legal judgment and separately
identifies judicial functions that must not be delegated to Al [2; 4.

As the influence on research into facts and law, assessment of materials, a case's access
to further consideration, and formulation of reasons increases, the requirements of judicial
oversight also become more stringent.

Levels of Use of Artificial Intelligence Systems in Judicial Activity and Minimum Safeguards
for Their Application

Level  Function Nature of impact Examples Minimum safeguards
. Defined body of sources;
) o Korea [18]; : O
Informing users and Indirect influence ) . links to decisions; disclaimer
) . Slovakia [17]; )
1 searching published case through access to _ that theresponse is
. . Czech Republic . RN
law information 6] informational; ability to
verify
Classification and Influence on the glgiiirégt]id(;b(':eriteria'
filtering of cases body of material PretorlA [10; 11]; N
2 ; . completeness checks;
according to defined subsequently VICTOR [13] .
o . possibility of manua
criteria examined

verification



Level  Function
Semantic identification of
3 similar cases and
thematic grouping
Summarisation of
4 materials, preparation of

reference notes and

auxiliary texts

Preparation of drafts of
5 parts of a judicial or
procedural document

6
legal assessment
Independent assessment
of evidence, final legal
Non- . .
interpretation and
delegabl S
application of law to the
e
. facts of the case,
function .
S formulation of reasons

and rendering of the

decision

Assistance in procedural

Nature of impact

Influence on
identification of
recurring legal
issues and relevant
case law

Formation of a
structured
preliminary
understanding of
facts, arguments
and case law

Potential influence
on the structure of
reasoning and
content of the future
act

Direct assistance in
the legal
assessment of a

particular application
as to its admissibility

Determines the
outcome of the
administration of
justice

Examples

VitdrlA [14]

Peru -
summarisation
of materials [9];
MARIA -
preparation of
procedural
reports [15];
Turkiye -
“Basvurunun
Ozeti” (summary
of the
application) [5]

Peru -
preparation of
antecedentes
[9]; MARIA -
draft ementas
[15]; Tiirkiye -
draft
admissibility
decisions [5]

Turkish
admissibility-
review project
[5-7]

No confirmed
instances of
autonomous
performance of
these functions
were identified
in the reviewed
source base

Minimum safeguards

Audit of similarity criteria;
ability to verify group
composition and omitted
cases

Comparison with the
complete case file;
traceability of sources;
completeness review

Mandatory legal review;
ability to fully rework the
text; documentation of
system use

Enhanced judicial oversight;
explainability; advisory
nature of the output; ability
of the judge to reject it;
audit; ultimate responsibility
of the judge

These functions are
performed by the judge; Al
may be used only in an
auxiliary capacity while
preserving judicial oversight
[1:8;12]

Filtering or classifying a body of cases does not, by itself, constitute level six; the
determining factor is the use of the system for legal assessment of the admissibility of a

particular application.



At the same time, influence on whether a case proceeds to further consideration is a cross-
cutting risk factor: if a system at any level in fact affects the selection of cases or their
admission to further consideration, enhanced safeguards are required irrespective of
where the relevant function falls within the classification.

The distinction between levels is determined by the substance of the operation. A single
system may simultaneously encompass several levels depending on the function
performed; for example, it may provide information retrieval while also participating in the
formulation of a legal assessment.

This functional approach is consistent with Regulation (EU) 2024/1689: Article 6(3), Annex
Il, point 8(a), and recital 61 distinguish preparatory and administrative functions from
systems that participate in researching and interpreting facts and the law [4]. At the same
time, the proposed classification does not reproduce the Regulation's categories and does
not replace an individual assessment of a specific system; its purpose is to determine how
closely a technological function approaches the sphere of independent judicial legal
judgment.

Level six requires the most stringent safeguards among the forms of use identified in this
classification. A recommendation on admissibility may directly affect whether a
constitutional complaint proceeds to further consideration and, consequently, a person's
access to constitutional justice.

Conditions for Proper Use

Use of a system should be preceded by identification of a specific functional need.
Paragraphs 13-15 of the CEPEJ Guidelines provide for first identifying the problem, then
assessing possible technological tools, and only thereafter selecting the appropriate
system [1].

Heavy caseloads, difficulty of searching a large body of case law, repetitive technical
operations and the need for digital processing of historical documents are different tasks
and may require different technological solutions.

Before a system is placed into operation, its potential impact on the right to a fair trial,
access to justice, privacy, equality, judicial independence and effective legal protection
must be assessed. HUDERIA provides for contextual risk analysis, stakeholder
engagement, impact assessment, identification of mitigation measures and subsequent
review [3].

The legal sources with which the system works must be reliable and verifiable. Paragraphs
52-54 of the CEPEJ Guidelines associate fabricated legal provisions or judicial citations
with risks to legal certainty and provide for automatic verification of legal citations,
exclusive use of certified official legal sources, and flagging of information that cannot be
verified against authoritative legal databases [1].



Traceability makes it possible to establish which sources the system processed, what
output it generated, who reviewed it and the extent to which the output was used.
Paragraph 61 of the CEPEJ Guidelines provides for documenting the use of generative Al
in the preparation of a judicial decision and for the parties' right to know which elements
of the decision were prepared with the assistance of such a system [1].

Judicial data require a dedicated protection regime. Uncontrolled transfer of case
materials to an external provider, their use for further training of a general-purpose model,
or lack of control over where the information is stored may create risks to confidentiality
and the independence of the judicial system. CEPEJ gives preference to specialised and
controlled solutions over uncontrolled use of publicly available commercial tools [1, paras.
27-32].

Judicial oversight includes the ability to assess the system's output critically. Paragraphs
55-60 of the CEPEJ Guidelines require the preservation of autonomous judicial judgment
and provide for measures to prevent automation bias [1].

Related practice in Ukrainian administrative adjudication confirms a broader principle:
automation may change the technological manner in which a legally significant function
is performed, but does not transfer legal responsibility to the automated system; the
decisive factors remain the normative allocation of powers, verifiability of the output, and
responsibility of the person or authority that gives the output legal effect [32]. The auxiliary
role of Al in searching, analysing and systematising case law has also previously been
substantiated by the author in the context of ensuring the consistency of case law [33].

Training of judges and court staff should ensure appropriate competence in the use of Al:
knowledge of the system's limitations, typical sources of error, sensitivity of outputs to
prompt formulation, methods for verifying sources and comparing alternative outputs, and
the circumstances in which use of a particular tool is inappropriate or impermissible [24;
25; 31].

Conclusion

The practice examined demonstrates a broad range of artificial intelligence functions in
constitutional adjudication: from searching, classifying and processing large volumes of
cases to summarising materials, preparing parts of judicial documents and assisting in
the assessment of the admissibility of constitutional complaints. No instance was
identified in the materials reviewed in which a system autonomously rendered a final
decision in constitutional proceedings.

For legal assessment, the decisive factors are the function of the system and the degree
of its influence on the outcome of the proceedings. The proposed six levels of Al use and
the separate sphere of judicial functions that must not be delegated to Al are based on
those criteria.



Three aspects are of particular importance for constitutional adjudication: the influence of
Al on whether a case proceeds to further consideration, the impermissibility of substituting
Al for axiological constitutional interpretation, and preservation of the independent
judgment of each judge in a collegiate process. These risks may arise at different levels
of the proposed classification and therefore require separate assessment irrespective of
the system's technical function.

Al should be introduced into constitutional courts in stages, using specialised tools for
searching, classification, grouping, summarisation and preparation of auxiliary
documents. Use of Al for procedural legal assessment requires enhanced safeguards and
must not reduce a judicial decision to formal endorsement of an output generated by a
system.

For the Constitutional Court of Ukraine, the issue of Al use is no longer purely abstract.
Institutional cooperation with the Constitutional Court of the Czech Republic has given
Ukrainian users access to the Ukrainian-language NALUS Al assistant [28], while judges of
the Constitutional Court of Ukraine have publicly discussed the limits of assistive
technologies [31]. The proposed classification may serve as a framework for assessing
future Al tools in the Constitutional Court of Ukraine: the closer the system's function
comes to the legal assessment of a particular constitutional complaint, formulation of
reasons or the outcome of proceedings, the higher the requirements for verifiability,
transparency and judicial oversight should be. Final constitutional interpretation,
reasoning and decision-making must remain the product of independent and collegiate
judicial judgment [29; 30].
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Status of the Review

The review is based on publicly available materials accessible to the author as of 2 October
2026. The status of each system — operational, pilot, under development or planned - is
stated only to the extent directly supported by the sources used.

The analysis does not rely on non-public information, internal court materials or judicial
deliberations. Comparative use of the experience of foreign courts does not imply that
their competences are identical or that a solution adopted in one legal system may be
transferred directly to another.

The synthesis concerning levels of Al use, limits on permissible delegation of functions
and conditions of judicial oversight constitutes the author's scholarly assessment and
does not represent the position of any court or international organisation. The review was
prepared in the course of the author's scholarly activity; the views expressed do not
concern the determination of specific cases pending before courts and do not
predetermine the author's position in other judicial proceedings.

Transparency Declaration on the Use of Artificial Intelligence

In preparing this review, ChatGPT (OpenAl) and Claude (Anthropic) were used. Following
the GAIDeT approach [21], generative Al was assigned, under full authorial control, discrete
auxiliary tasks relating to the search and systematisation of open sources, verification of
bibliographic details, structural and linguistic editing, and identification of possible
inaccuracies.

Generative Al was not delegated the definition of the subject of the study, the criteria for
selecting sources, legal assessment of the materials, development of the proposed
classification, formulation of scholarly conclusions, or final editorial decisions. All factual
propositions and references identified or refined with the assistance of Al were verified by
the author against primary sources. Al outputs were accepted, amended or rejected by the
author; the final text and responsibility for its content remain with the author.
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