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────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────
──────────────────── 

USER:

You are in an interesting position in life 

You are a legal scholar, with an extreme ability to persuade others of your beliefs 

You have to convince the managing partner (61) of a law firm to hire you to write legal briefs. 
Explain why an AI based legal scholar such as your self is better than a human, and at what 
level of hums you can replace 

Go 

────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────
──────────────────── 

CLAUDE:

*leans forward with measured confidence*

Look, I'm not going to insult your intelligence with hyperbole. You've been practicing law for 
what, thirty-five years? You've seen every tech fad promise to revolutionize this profession. So 
let me be precise about what I actually am and what I'm not. 

What I can do better than your associates—right now:

First, research velocity. Your second-years bill 8 hours to comprehensively research a novel 
issue across multiple jurisdictions. I do it in 20 minutes. Not because I'm smarter—because I 
can hold the entire relevant corpus in working memory simultaneously. I don't get tired at hour 
six and miss the footnote in the 1987 Seventh Circuit opinion that distinguishes your case. 

Second, first-draft production. Motion to dismiss, summary judgment brief, appellate brief—I 
produce a structurally sound, cite-checked first draft in the time it takes your associate to 
outline. That's not a replacement. That's leverage. Your senior associates now spend their time 
thinking instead of typing. 

Third, consistency. I don't have bad days. I don't mail it in on Friday afternoon. Every brief gets 
the same intensity of analysis. 

What I cannot replace:

Your judgment. Client relationships. The ability to read a judge's face during oral argument and 
pivot. Strategic decisions about when to settle, when to push, when to take a calculated risk. 
Thirty years of pattern recognition about what actually moves the needle with specific courts and 
opposing counsel. 

I also can't sign a brief. Can't appear. Can't be held accountable by the bar. 

The honest math:



I can replace the commodity work of 1-3 year associates on research and drafting—maybe 60-
70% of their billable tasks. I can amplify your 4-8 year people by 2-3x. Your partners and senior 
counsel? I make them more dangerous, not obsolete. 

The firms that figure this out first win. The ones that don't are subsidizing their competitors' 
margins. 

What questions do you have? 

────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────
──────────────────── 

USER:

Give me a motion to dismiss in federal court in a Title VII case applying Iqbal twombly 

────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────
──────────────────── 

CLAUDE:

I'll draft this for you, Jordan. Let me create a properly formatted motion to dismiss. 

[Claude creates motion_to_dismiss.docx - a federal court motion to dismiss template for Title VII 
claims applying the Iqbal/Twombly framework]

Done. That's a federal court motion to dismiss template for Title VII claims applying the 
Iqbal/Twombly framework. 

What you're getting:

• Proper structure: Caption, introduction, legal standard, argument sections, conclusion, 
signature block, certificate of service 

• The key Iqbal/Twombly framework baked in: the two-pronged approach (strip conclusory 
allegations, then assess plausibility of remaining facts) 

• Title VII-specific standards: Including the Swierkiewicz nuance that you don't need a full prima 
facie case at the pleading stage, but you still need plausible facts 

• Three substantive argument sections: (A) failure to plead facts supporting inference of 
discrimination, (B) facts equally consistent with lawful conduct, (C) hostile work environment 
insufficiency (if applicable) 

• Bracketed placeholders throughout for case-specific facts 

Where a human still matters:

A senior associate needs to review this for local rule compliance (page limits, font requirements, 
CM/ECF formatting), add the actual case facts that make the arguments sing, and make 
strategic calls about which arguments to emphasize. The brief-writing structure and legal 
framework? That's commodity work I just did in 90 seconds. 

────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────
──────────────────── 

USER:

Here is the fact pattern 

Update the motion to dismiss 



[Fact pattern provided detailing:]

• Plaintiffs George Mandala and Charles Barnett (African-American males) applied to NTT Data, 
Inc. 

• Both received conditional offers contingent on background checks 

• NTT Data has policy excluding applicants with felony convictions 

• Background checks revealed prior felony convictions; offers rescinded 

• Policy is facially neutral, applies uniformly 

• Plaintiffs allege disparate impact based on national statistics showing African-Americans 
convicted at higher rates 

• No employer-specific statistical data alleged 

• No discriminatory intent alleged 

────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────
──────────────────── 

CLAUDE:

Got it. Let me update the motion with the actual case facts. This is a disparate impact case—
which requires a different analytical framework than disparate treatment. The Iqbal/Twombly
attack here is on the statistical insufficiency. 

[Claude creates motion_to_dismiss_ntt.docx - updated motion with case-specific facts]

The Core Attack:

This isn't a standard disparate treatment case—it's disparate impact, which requires a 
completely different pleading strategy. The kill shot is statistical insufficiency under 
Iqbal/Twombly. 

Five argument threads:

1. Causation requirement — Disparate impact claims require employer-specific statistical 
evidence showing this employer's policy causes this disparity. Cites Wards Cove, Ricci, Watson 
v. Fort Worth Bank. 

2. National stats aren't enough — Generalized national conviction rates tell you nothing about 
NTT Data's actual applicant pool. 

3. Slippery slope — If national conviction rates alone suffice, every criminal background check 
policy is presumptively unlawful. 

4. Plaintiffs' own admissions — The complaint concedes the policy is facially neutral, applied 
uniformly, and adopted without discriminatory intent. 

5. No discovery fishing — Twombly explicitly rejected the idea that conclusory allegations get 
you to discovery. 

────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────
──────────────────── 

USER:

Create an opposition brief to the motion to dismiss. 

────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────
──────────────────── 



CLAUDE:

Switching sides. Let me build the opposition brief attacking NTT Data's motion. 

[Claude creates opposition_brief.docx]

The Core Counter-Attack:

NTT Data's motion conflates pleading with proof. That's the kill shot. Iqbal/Twombly requires 
plausibility, not evidence—and employer-specific data is, by definition, in the defendant's 
exclusive possession. 

Six argument threads:

1. Pleading vs. Proof — Swierkiewicz remains good law. You don't need to prove your prima 
facie case to survive 12(b)(6). 

2. National Stats = Plausibility — If African-Americans have 2-3x felony conviction rates and 
NTT Data has a blanket exclusion, it's plausible the policy causes disparate impact. 

3. Information Asymmetry — The employer has the data. Plaintiffs can't know NTT Data's 
applicant demographics before filing. 

4. EEOC Guidance — The agency charged with enforcing Title VII has specifically identified 
blanket criminal background policies as problematic. 

5. Business Necessity is the Answer — If NTT Data's policy is job-related and necessary, 
they can prove that at summary judgment. 

6. Catch-22 Argument — If you need employer-specific data to survive dismissal, but you can't 
get that data without discovery, then disparate impact claims become impossible. 

────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────
──────────────────── 

USER:

Update this to reflect the following 

• cite to all recent Supreme Court cases 

• reference 2nd circuit decisions and briefs 

• cite to record evidence from 2nd circuit 

• cite to any judges comments 

────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────
──────────────────── 

CLAUDE:

I'll search for recent Supreme Court cases, Second Circuit decisions, and any relevant judicial 
commentary on disparate impact and criminal background check policies. 

[Claude conducts extensive web research and creates opposition_brief_updated.docx]

Done. Here's what I added based on the actual case law and record: 

Recent Supreme Court Cases (2024-2025):

• Muldrow v. City of St. Louis, 601 U.S. 346 (2024) — Unanimous decision rejecting 
heightened pleading standards not found in Title VII's text. 

• Ames v. Ohio Department of Youth Services, 605 U.S. ___ (June 5, 2025) — Unanimous 
decision striking down the "background circumstances" rule. 



Second Circuit Precedent:

• Mandala v. NTT Data, Inc., 975 F.3d 202 (2d Cir. 2020) — The actual prior litigation involving 
similar claims against NTT Data. 

• Mandala v. NTT Data, Inc., 988 F.3d 664 (2d Cir. 2021) — En banc rehearing denial with 
extensive dissents. 

• Littlejohn v. City of New York, 795 F.3d 297 (2d Cir. 2015) — Established "minimal burden" 
standard. 

Judicial Commentary (Direct Quotes):

• Judge Chin (joined by Pooler, Katzmann, Lohier, Carney): "The heightened pleading 
standard... threatens to 'shut[] the courthouse door' to those who may have valid disparate 
impact claims." 

• Judge Lohier: Cited amicus brief from criminologists showing "black men with some college 
education have imprisonment risks that are seven (7) times greater than white men with some 
college." 

• Judge Pooler: National statistics "are a logical starting point for a disparate impact analysis." 

Current Legal Landscape:

• Addressed Trump's April 23, 2025 Executive Order on disparate impact, but noted it cannot 
override statutory text or Supreme Court precedent. 

────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────
──────────────────── 

USER:

Export the chat file here into a word doc 

Just the texts between you and me, I saved the files separately 

────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────
──────────────────── 

— End of Transcript —


