
Technology Assisted Review For UK
Lawyers
Technology-Assisted Review (TAR) amplifies human judgement by ranking documents. Its
defensibility relies on the training record and validation statistics, both of which are built, not
assumed. This guide covers models, training, validation, and its place in legal protocols and tool
chains.
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Questions and answers

Is predictive coding actually approved by the English courts?

Yes: approval dates from the mid-2010s authorities and the current PD 57AD regime expects
technology-assisted approaches to be considered on suitable matters: the live questions are
always methodology and validation, never permission. Parties lose TAR arguments by running
it secretly or stopping it unscientifically, not by using it.

How big does a matter need to be before TAR makes sense?

There is no statutory floor: the judgement weighs volume against prevalence, text share and
timetable: as a working shape, six figures of post-dedup documents usually rewards CAL, low
five figures usually does not, and between them the review-cost arithmetic decides. An honest
provider will some time s answer "keywords and targeted review", and that answer is worth
having.

Can the model miss the smoking gun?

It can rank oddly anything unlike its training: which is why the method never relies on ranking
alone: keyword retrieval guards the nameable, targeted searches guard rare critical classes,
elusion sampling measures the remainder, and Example 3 shows the finds being read for
scope. The linear-review comparator misses things too: it just never measures what.

Do we have to tell the other side we are using TAR?

Under PD 57AD's cooperation model, effectively yes: methodology transparency is the
expectation, the DRD provides the fields, and undisclosed TAR surfacing later is the single
most avoidable way to convert a sound review into a satellite dispute. What is disclosed is
workflow and validation: not your document scores or coding decisions.

What recall target should we agree?

Commonly agreed targets sit in the range where the marginal documents are overwhelmingly
duplicative or peripheral, with the precise figure and confidence negotiated against the
matter's stakes and prevalence: the honest framing is that the target prices residual risk, and
guide 85's arithmetic makes the pricing explicit. Refuse false precision: an estimate with a
stated interval beats a confident bare percentage.

Is TAR the same as using generative AI for review?

No: classic TAR ranks by learned classification and is decade-settled law; generative
approaches read and characterise documents and arrive under newer guidance with their
own verification disciplines: guide 90 treats them. What transfers unchanged is the constitution:
human judgement in charge, methodology disclosed, results validated by sampling: the parts of
this guide that will outlive every tool it mentions. cflab. u k · e-disc ove r y. u k ©2026 Computer
Forensics Lab Ltd ·cflab.uk ·e-discovery.uk ·info@cflab.uk ·+44 (0)20 7164 6915 Page 15 of
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