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Protocol for the Use of Generative Artificial Intelligence  
in Operations and Program Delivery 

 
E ective Date: August 1, 2025 
 
1. Statement of Purpose 
 
This Protocol is intended to help Impact Fund employees use approved generative artificial 
intelligence (“AI”) tools with thoughtfulness and care to safely increase operational and 
program e ectiveness.  
 
Generative AI tools allow users to enter prompts to receive human-like text, images, sound, 
or videos created by artificial intelligence. They can also summarize content, categorize 
information, and perform numerous other tasks. Examples include ChatGPT, Google’s 
Bard, and Microsoft Bing. 
 
2. Factual Background 
 
The field of generative AI is changing rapidly. The following facts are fundamental to this 
Protocol:   
 

• Generative AI tools are prone to “hallucinations,” the creation of false answers or 
information, and the use of stale information.  
 

• Generative AI tools rely on patterns of information and can replicate preexisting 
bias, including implicit and explicit biases that further systems of oppression that 
the Impact Fund is a irmatively working to eliminate. 
 

• Information entered into publicly available generative AI tools is shared publicly, 
which may violate confidentiality, attorney-client privilege, and work product 
protections, as set forth in the Impact Fund’s Information Security Protocol and 
Employee Policy Handbook. 
 

• Early studies indicate that overreliance on generative AI tools impedes learning, 
critical thinking, creativity, analysis, information retention, skill development, and 
independent problem solving. Routine use decreases self-confidence and 
increases reliance on generative AI tools. 
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3. Guiding Principles 
 
The Impact Fund adopts the following foundational principles to guide its use of generative 
AI tools for organizational purposes:  
 

a. Use of generative AI tools at the Impact Fund will be human centered. Our work is 
rooted in authentic human ingenuity and connection, therefore our colleagues and 
constituents must understand that all Impact Fund communications and work 
product come from a person. Misuse of generative AI tools can damage our internal 
trust in each other and external trust in our work and professional reputation. 
 

b. Generative AI tools are not a substitute for human judgment and creativity. 
 

c. Employees hold ultimate responsibility for producing reliable work product via 
replicable means, even when using generative AI tools. 

 
4. Acceptable Use of Generative AI Tools 
 
DO: 
 

a. Use only generative AI tools that have been approved by the Impact Fund for use. 
 

b. Be familiar with the generative AI tool’s policies on data retention, data sharing, and 
self-learning. 
 

c. Undertake training provided by the Impact Fund on proper use of generative AI tools. 
 

d. Keep your team lead informed on the ways you use generative AI tools in your day-
to-day work and obtain advance approval before using generative AI tools for 
specific projects. Team leads may also specify tasks or projects that are 
inappropriate for the use of generative AI tools. 
 

e. Review and verify all generative AI outputs before use, including by identifying and 
reviewing primary sources and by fact-checking AI outputs against independent 
research. 
 

f. Review generative AI outputs for algorithmic (inherited) discrimination, including the 
perpetuation or recreation of bias. 

 
g. Maintain the privacy of the Impact Fund’s intellectual property and its Confidential, 

Restricted, or Privileged/Protected Information (as defined by our Information 
Security Protocol) at all times. 
 

h. Comply with all Impact Fund policies, applicable laws, and vendor terms of use. 
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DO NOT: 
 

a. Use any generative AI tool for any purpose that could (1) negatively impact the trust 
that our clients, grantees, and constituents have in us, or (2) endanger the 
authenticity or reliability of our communications or work product.  
 

b. Represent work generated by a generative AI tool as your own original work. 
 

c. Place the Impact Fund’s intellectual property or its Confidential, Restricted, or 
Privileged/Protected Information (as defined by our Information Security Protocol) 
into any generative AI tool. 

 
d. Use generative AI tools for legal or other substantive research without reviewing all 

primary sources and independently confirming the accuracy of outputs. 
 

e. Use “self-learning” generative AI tools, unless they have been modified to not store 
or repurpose user-provided data. 
 

f. Use generative AI tools to attempt to re-identify anonymized data. 
 

g. Use generative AI tools to create visual or written content that replaces the ordinary 
hire and compensation of artists. 
 

h. Violate the intellectual property rights of authors or visual artists by requesting 
outputs in their specific style. 
 

i. Use generative AI tools provided by the Impact Fund for personal gain, unlawful 
activities, or any purpose that could damage the Impact Fund or our community. 
 

j. Integrate any generative AI tool with internal software without specific written 
permission from your team lead and the Deputy Director.  

 
5. Generative AI Tools Approved for Use 
 
Employees may only use generative AI tools previously approved by the organization. To be 
approved, technologies must protect data from public disclosure and unauthorized 
access, including through anonymization, encryption, and secure storage practices. 
 
A list of approved technologies is available upon request. Employees are invited to 
recommend new tools to the Deputy Director for approval.  
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6. Violations 
 
Maintaining this Protocol is considered part of each employee’s job duties. Violating this 
Protocol may result in disciplinary action as described in Section 2.15 (“Performance 
Improvement & Development”) of the Employee Policy Handbook. Disciplinary action may 
include suspension, access restrictions, work assignment limitations, or more severe 
penalties up to and including immediate termination, in accordance with applicable law. 
Suspected violations of this Protocol should be reported to the HR Director or the Executive 
Director. 
 
7. Disclosure 
 
The Impact Fund is transparent in its use of generative AI tools internally and externally to 
encourage trust in our work. A copy of this Protocol is publicly available on our website, 
www.impactfund.org. 
 

# # # 
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Vigilante Lawyers Expose the Rising Tide of A.I. Slop in
Court Filings
More lawyers are using artificial intelligence to write legal briefs. Some colleagues are
publicizing the A.I.-generated errors.

Listen to this article · 5:20 min Learn more

By Evan Gorelick

Nov. 7, 2025

Earlier this year, a lawyer filed a motion in a Texas bankruptcy court that cited a
1985 case called Brasher v. Stewart.

Only the case doesn’t exist. Artificial intelligence had concocted that citation, along
with 31 others. A judge blasted the lawyer in an opinion, referring him to the state
bar’s disciplinary committee and mandating six hours of A.I. training.

That filing was spotted by Robert Freund, a Los Angeles-based lawyer, who fed it to
an online database that tracks legal A.I. misuse globally.

Mr. Freund is part of a growing network of lawyers who track down A.I. abuses
committed by their peers, collecting the most egregious examples and posting them
online. The group hopes that by tracking down the A.I. slop, it can help draw
attention to the problem and put an end to it.

While judges and bar associations generally agree that it’s fine for lawyers to use
chatbots for research, they must still ensure their filings are accurate.

But as the technology has taken off, so has misuse. Chatbots frequently make things
up, and judges are finding more and more fake case law citations, which are then
rounded up by the legal vigilantes.
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“These cases are damaging the reputation of the bar,” said Stephen Gillers, an ethics
professor at New York University School of Law. “Lawyers everywhere should be
ashamed of what members of their profession are doing.”

Since the introduction of ChatGPT in 2022, professionals in fields from medicine to
engineering to marketing have wrestled with how and when to use chatbots. Many
companies are experimenting with the technology, which can come tailored for
workplace use.

For lawyers, a federal judge in New York helped set the standard when he wrote in
2023 that “there is nothing inherently improper” about using A.I., although they
must check its work. The American Bar Association agreed, adding that lawyers
“have a duty of competence.”

Still, according to court filings and interviews with lawyers and scholars, the legal
profession in recent months has increasingly become a hotbed for A.I. blunders.
Some of those stem from people’s use of chatbots in lieu of hiring a lawyer. Chatbots,
for all their pitfalls, can help those representing themselves “speak in a language
that judges will understand,” said Jesse Schaefer, a North Carolina-based lawyer
who contributes cases to the same database as Mr. Freund.

But an increasing number of cases originate among legal professionals, and courts
are starting to map out punishments of small fines and other discipline.

The problem, though, keeps getting worse.

That’s why Damien Charlotin, a lawyer and researcher in France, started an online
database in April to track it.

Initially he found three or four examples a month. Now he often receives that many
in a day.

Many lawyers, including Mr. Freund and Mr. Schaefer, have helped him document
509 cases so far. They use legal tools like LexisNexis for notifications on keywords
like “artificial intelligence,” “fabricated cases” and “nonexistent cases.”
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Some of the filings include fake quotes from real cases, or cite real cases that are
irrelevant to their arguments. The legal vigilantes uncover them by finding judges’
opinions scolding lawyers.

Peter Henderson, a Princeton computer science professor who started his own A.I.
legal misuse database, said his lab was working on ways to find fake citations
directly rather than relying on hit-or-miss keyword searches.

The lawyers say they don’t intend to shame or harass their peers. Mr. Charlotin said
he avoided prominently displaying the offenders’ names for that reason.

But Mr. Freund said a benefit of a public catalog was that anyone could see whom
they “might want to avoid.”

And in most cases, Mr. Charlotin added, “the attorneys are not very good.”

Eugene Volokh, a law professor at the University of California, Los Angeles, blogs
about A.I. misuse on The Volokh Conspiracy. He has written about the issue more
than 70 times, and contributes to Mr. Charlotin’s database.

“I like sharing with my readers little stories like this,” Mr. Volokh said, “stories of
human folly.”

One involved Tyrone Blackburn, a New York lawyer focusing on employment and
discrimination, who used A.I. to write legal briefs that contained numerous
hallucinations.

At first he thought the defense’s allegations were bogus, Mr. Blackburn said in an
interview. “It was an oversight on my part.”

He eventually admitted to the errors and was fined $5,000 by the judge.

Mr. Blackburn said he had been using a new legal A.I. tool and hadn’t realized it
could fabricate cases. His client, who he was representing for free, fired him and
filed a complaint with the bar, Mr. Blackburn added.

(In an unrelated matter, a New York grand jury indicted Mr. Blackburn last month
on allegations he rammed his car into a man trying to serve him legal documents.
Attempts to reach Mr. Blackburn for additional comment failed.)
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Court-ordered penalties “are not having a deterrent effect,” said Mr. Freund, who
has publicly flagged more than four dozen examples this year. “The proof is that it
continues to happen.”

Evan Gorelick is a New York-based writer for The Morning, the flagship daily newsletter of The Times.

A version of this article appears in print on , Section B, Page 3 of the New York edition with the headline: Vigilante Lawyers
Expose A.I. Slop in Court
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Part of Chapter III: High-Risk AI System ➔ Section 2: Requirements for High-Risk AI
Systems

Date of entry into force:
2 August 2026

According to:
Article 113

See here for a full implementation timeline.

SUMMARY +

1. High-risk AI systems shall be designed and developed in such a way,
including with appropriate human-machine interface tools, that they
can be effectively overseen by natural persons during the period in
which they are in use.

2. Human oversight shall aim to prevent or minimise the risks to
health, safety or fundamental rights that may emerge when a high-risk
AI system is used in accordance with its intended purpose or under
conditions of reasonably foreseeable misuse, in particular where such
risks persist despite the application of other requirements set out in
this
Section.

3. The oversight measures shall be commensurate with the risks, level
of autonomy and context of use of the high-risk AI system, and shall be
ensured through either one or both of the following types of measures:

(a) measures identified and built, when technically feasible, into
the high-risk AI system by the provider before it is placed on the
market or put into service;

(b) measures identified by the provider before placing the high-
risk AI system on the market or putting it into service and that are
appropriate to be implemented by the deployer.

4. For the purpose of implementing paragraphs 1, 2 and 3, the high-risk
AI system shall be provided to the deployer in such a way that natural

Article 14: Human Oversight

https://artificialintelligenceact.eu/chapter/3/
https://artificialintelligenceact.eu/section/3-2/
https://artificialintelligenceact.eu/section/3-2/
https://artificialintelligenceact.eu/implementation-timeline/


persons to whom human oversight is assigned are enabled, as
appropriate and proportionate:

(a) to properly understand the relevant capacities and limitations
of the high-risk AI system and be able to duly monitor its
operation, including in view of detecting and addressing
anomalies, dysfunctions and unexpected performance;

(b) to remain aware of the possible tendency of automatically
relying or over-relying on the output produced by a high-risk AI
system (automation bias), in particular for high-risk AI systems
used to provide information or recommendations for decisions to
be taken by natural persons;

(c) to correctly interpret the high-risk AI system’s output, taking
into account, for example, the interpretation tools and methods
available;

(d) to decide, in any particular situation, not to use the high-risk
AI system or to otherwise disregard, override or reverse the
output of the high-risk AI system;

(e) to intervene in the operation of the high-risk AI system or
interrupt the system through a ‘stop’ button or a similar procedure
that allows the system to come to a halt in a safe state.

5. For high-risk AI systems referred to in point 1(a) of Annex III, the
measures referred to in paragraph 3 of this Article shall be such as to
ensure that, in addition, no action or decision is taken by the deployer
on the basis of the identification resulting from the system unless that
identification has been separately verified and confirmed by at least
two natural persons with the necessary competence, training and
authority. The requirement for a separate verification by at least two
natural persons shall not apply to high-risk AI systems used for the
purposes of law enforcement, migration, border control or asylum,
where Union or national law considers the application of this
requirement to be disproportionate.

←  P R E V I O U S N E X T  →

https://artificialintelligenceact.eu/annex/3
https://artificialintelligenceact.eu/article/13/
https://artificialintelligenceact.eu/article/15/
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