
IN THE JUVENILE COURT OF PICKENS COUNTY 
IN THE JUVENILE COURT OF GILMER COUNTY 
IN THE JUVENILE COURT OF FANNIN COUNTY 

APPALACHIAN JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
STATE OF GEORGIA 

STANDING ORDER REGARDING USE OF ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE 

This Standing Order governs the use of artificial intelligence ("AI") and related 
advanced technologies in preparation of all filings in this court, in addition to pieces of 
evidence admitted at hearings and trials or attached to briefs, including images, videos, 
audio, text, and other digital content. 

Any attorney or party proceeding without an attorney (self-represented litigant) 
who uses AI in any capacity to prepare, draft, alter or review a filing or evidence shall 
sign and certify the attached Certification as Exhibit "A." 

Failure to comply with this Order may result in the court taking approp1iate 
action, including without limitation, striking the filing or other evidence, imposing 
sanctions, or disciplinary referral. Mistake, lack of technical expertise, or time constraints 
will not be accepted as good faith excuses for noncompliance. The use of AI does not 
relieve any attorney of their ethical obligations and/or professional obligations such as 
Georgia Rules of Professional Conduct 1.1 and 3.1. This Order is effective immediately 
and applies to all filings submitted after May 18, 2026. 

See Shahid v. Esaam, 376 Ga. App. 145, 918 S.E.2d 198 (2025), attached as 
Exhibit "B." See also the report entitled, Artificial Intelligence and Georgia's Courts: 
Findings and Recommendations of the Judicial Council Ad Hoc Committee (June 2025) 
which is located at https://www.gasupreme.us/wpcontent/uploads/2025/07 / Artificial­
Jntelligence-and-Gcorgia-Courts.pdf. Sec Hannah Renee Payne v. The State, No. 
S26A0459, attached as Exhibit "C." 

n;--t IT IS SO ORDERED this _~!!:?~_day of May 2026. 

Hon. Keith Gal igan, Chief~ Judg 
Appalachian Judicial Circuit 

. . 
Appalachian Judi 

venile Judge 
uit 



IN THE JUIVENILE COURT OF ________ COUNTY 
ST A TE OF GEORGIA 

IN THE INTEREST OF: Case No.: 

Minor Child Under the Age of Eighteen (18) Years. : 

ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE (AI) CERTIFICATION 

I hereby certify that I used artificial intelligence (Al) to generate documents or 
exhibits submitted in this case. 

I hereby certify that every citation to law, case, or statute listed in this pleading, or 
any evidence submitted in court (including images, videos, audio, text, and other digital 
content submitted in this case) has been verified as accurate and that it exists for the 
proposition cited. 

This ___ day of ________ , 2026 

Attorney or Party 

Print Name: 

EXHIBIT A 
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918 S.E.2<1190 -------- ~--

376 Ga.App. 145 
Court of A ppenls of Georgin. 

SHAHID 

v. 

ESAAM. 

A25A0196 
I 

June 30, 2025 

Edltol''s Note: This decision conlnins discussion of citnlion 
references that arc incorrect or do not achmlly exist. These 
invalid citations 11ppcnrecl in the original comt opinion and 
have been preserved as written since they me piirt of the 
official record. Any links to these invnlid citntions lrn,•e been 
removed, 

Bncl<ground: After entry of final judgment and decree of 
divorce, wife filed petition to reopen case nnd set aside 
finnl judgment. The Superior Cami, DeKnlb County, Purker­
Smilh, J,, denied motion, and wife nppcnlcd, 

Holdings: The Court of Appeals, Wiitkins, J., held thnt: 

[I] grnnt of wife's npplienlion for cliscrctionary review 
established as muller of fnct nml law thnl her n11pcnl was not 
frivolo11s; 

[2] huslmnd's nttorncy's request for nttorncy fees for costs 
incurred in wife's 11p11cal wns frivolous; nnd 

['.I] trial courl's order clcnyiug wife's ()Cliliou had dcfccl 
nppnrcnt on its face. 

Vncnlcd nnd rcrnnnded. 

J>roccdurnl l'osturc(s): On Appcnl; Motion lo Sci Aside, 
Alter, or Modify n Decree. 

West Hcndnotes (6) 

fll Costs, Fees, ntul Sn11c!in11s ,·, Frivolousness 
or dclny in general EXHIBIT 

----- ____ j <y _:) 
W1ts I I /,\',' @ ?.O?.!l Thomson r~nutor 

121 

131 

141 

Attorney fees incmred in connection with 
nppellnte proceedings nre not recovcrnblc under 
slnlute authorizing imposition of sanctions for 
frivolous litigation. Gu. Code Ann. !i 9-15-14. 

Costs, Fees, nncl Sancllons •> Parliculnr 
Cnscs 

Court of Appeals' grant of wife's applicntion 
for discretionary review of trinl court's order 
denying her petition to rcopen cnse and set aside 
final juclgmcut in divorce proceeding cstnblishcd 
ns mnlter of fact nnd lnw tlrnl her n(lpcal wns 
1101 frivolous, for plll'()OSCS ofslnlutc :mlhoriziug 
imposition of sanctions for frivolous litigation. 
Ga. Code Aun.§ 9-15-14, 

More cnscs on this issue 

Costs, [i'ccs, 1111!1 8a11clio11s ". ~ Use of 
ntlificinl intelligence 

Cosls, li'ccs, nnd Sunctions (-n Cosls nnd Ices 

Husband's attorney's request for nttorney fees for 
costs incurred in wife's appcnl of trinl comt's 
order denying her petition to reopen cnse nncl 
set aside fitinl judgment in divorce proceeding 
was frivolous, lhus wnrrnnting $2,500 frivolous 
motion pennlty; stnle supreme comt consistently 
nnd clearly reiterated lhnt nttorney fees incmrcd 
in connection wilh appellate proceedings were 
not rccovcriil,lc, Court of A1)pcnls gmntcd 

wife's npplicntion for discretionary review, nn<l 
allomcy's nppellntc brief com(llclcly ignored 
wife's nrgumcnt that trinl court's order contained 
two fictitious cnsc cilntions, nu<l provided 11 
bogus case citalious out of 15 total citations, Ua. 
Code Ann. § 9-15-1 ,1; Ga. R. App. Cl. ?(c) (2). 

5 Cases !hut cilc this hcndnolc 
More coses on this issue 

A1111cnl nnd lttTor ~" Purliculnr l\follcrn mtd 
Rulings 

General rnle is !Ital in absence of trnuseripl 
or lcgnl substitute for ·lrnnscript, !here is no 
evidence before nppcllate courl 11nd judgment 
of lrinl co11rl 011 cvidcnlinry mallers cmmot be 
reviewed, but this rnlc is bm;ccl on presumption 

Uovornmonl Wo1'1<!;. 
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that trial courts follow lnw, und thot presumption 
cnn lie relllllled. Gn. Code Ann. § S-6-41 (c). 

I Cuse that cites this hcndnotc 

A1111cnl 1111d Et'l'OI' ,; .. I lnnnlcs~ mul 
Rcl'cn;iblc Error 

Aliscncc of transcript on nppcnl docs not 
nuthorizc presumption of correctness when 
record plainly shows hnnnf11I error. 

Di\'orcc ,: .. Opening or Vac11ti11!,t 

Divorce •> Oclcnni1rnllo11 nncl Dbposition of 
Cause 

Trinl court's order denying wife's petition to 
reopen cose nnd set aside final judgment in 
divorce proceeding hncl defect appnrcnl 011 its 
foce, thus precluding nny mcnningful oppcllolc 
review of merits or wife's nrgumcnt thol court 
lnckccl jurisdiction over her person nnd requiring 
vacatur of lrinl court's order and remand for 
forther proceedings, where lioth cases cited in 
trial comt's order denying her petition to reopen 
did not exist. Ga. Code Ann.§ 5-6-4 l(c). 

2 Cases thnt cite this headnote 
More cases on th is issue 

Attomeys nnd Lnw Flrms 

Hill Mncdonalcl, Vic llrow11 llill, Mariella, for Appellant. 

Lynch Lnw Group, Di1111u Lynch, Alla11la, for Appellce. 

Opinion 

\Vntki11s, Judge. 

*145 **199 Ancr the trinl court c11tercd n final judgmcnl 
and decree of divorce, Nimnl Shnhid ("\\life") filed n petition 
lo rcopc11 the ensc n11d sci nsidc the final ju<lg111c11l, arguing 
llrnt service liy p11l>licalio11 was i111propcr. The lriul coml 
denied the motion, using on order thnt relied upon 11011-
existenl case lnw. For the reasons discussed below, we vneatc 
the orde1· nnd re111n11d for the trinl court to hold n new hearing 
011 Wife's petition. We nlso levy n frivolous motion penally 

agninsl Dim1n Lynch, the attorney for Appcllcc Sufynn Tisnom 
("Huslinncl"). 

According lo Wife's October 2023 verified petition to reopen 
case, l·lusl>nncl filed a complaint for divorce in April 2022, 
service wns performed liy publiealion, nncl the lrinl court 
entered a finnl judgment i11 July 2022. In the petition, Wife 
averred lhnl she had moved to Texas afier she nncl Husbnnd 
scpnrntcd in July 2021 1111<1 thnl Husband failed lo use 
rcnso11nlile diligence to determine her wherenlim1ls before 
oliloining service liy publicntion of his divorce complnint. 
Following n hearing, the superior com! denied Wife's motion. 
We grnntecl Wife's 11pplicnlio11 for discretionary review, 1111cl 
this appeal followed. 

**200 I. Citi11g lley110/tls H //cy110/ds, 1 Wife orgucs that the 
superior conrt erred when ii denied her petition to reopen the 
cnse and set * 146 aside the divorce decree lJecouse Huslinnd 
did not 111nkc o sufficient showing of due diligence to nllow 
service liy publicntion under OCGA ~ 9-11-4 (I). Wife points 
out in her hriefthnl the lrinl comt relied on two fictitious coses 
in its order denying her petition, nnd she nrgues lhnt 1hc order 
is therefore, "void on its face." 

Jn his Appcllce's liricf, Huslinnd docs not respond lo Wife's 
assertion that the trinl court's order relied on liogus case 
law. Huslrnnd's nllorncy, Dionn Lynch, relics on fom cnscs in 
this division, two of which nppcnr to lie fictitious, possibly 
"hnl111ci11nlio11s11 mnde up by gcncrnlive mlificial i11tclligc11ce 

("Al"), 2 and two other coses that have nothing to do with the 

proposition staled in the Drief. 3 

Undclerrccl liy Wife's argument that the order (which appears 
to have been prepnrecl lJy Ifoslinnd's nllorncy, Dinna Lynch) 
is "void on its face" liccnusc it relies on two 11011-exislenl 
"coses", Huslinnd cites lo 11 nddilio1111I cites in response 
that arc either holhteinatcd or have nothing lo do wilh the 
propositions for which they ore cited. Appellcc's hricf furl her 
acids insult to injury liy requesting "Attorney's Fees on 

' I I. " t11
'
1 • I f ti Appenl' nnc supports t us requcs wit 1 one o tc new 

lmllucinatcd cnscs. 

We nre troubled liy the citation or bogus cases in the trinl 
court's order. /\s the reviewing com!, we mnke no findings 
of fact ns lo how this impropriety occurred, observing only 
that the order purports lo hnve liccn prcpurcd by Hushnud's 
nttorney, Diann Lynch. We further note that Lynch hnd cited 
the two liclilious coses that 111n<lc it into the trial court's 

Wf • 1 L \'.' @2Cl?.li ·i·110111:;on l{rn1torn. Mo daim to ori!Jilwl U.S. c-,ovc-irn111<-i11l Worlw. 
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order in Husband's response lo the pctilion lo reopen, nnd she 
cited ndditionnl fake cnscs holh in lhnl Response nnd in lhc 
Appcllee's brief filed in lhis Court. 

As noted nbovc, the irregularities in these filings suggest tlrnt 
lhcy were clrnllcd using generntivc Al. In his 2023 Yenr-Encl 
Reporl on lhe Federal Judiciary, Chief Justice John Robcrls 

wnrned lhnl "imy use of Al requires cnulion nnd humility." 5 

Roberts specifically *147 noled that commonly used Al 
npplicnlions can be prone to "hnllucinalions," which cnuscd 
lmvyers using lhose programs to submit briefs wilh cites lo 

non-ex is lent cnses. <, 

Although the prcsenl cnsc mny be the first occasion for n 
Georgia nppellnte court to confro111 lhc problems thnt cnu flow 
from a lawyer's apparent adoption of generative AI, other 
COlll'IS have commented 011 the issue. In II 2023 opinion, n 
federal dislricl court noted in M11111 v. A11im1t·11, Inc., lhnl "there 
is nolhing inherently improper nboul using n rclinble nrtilieinl 
inlclligencc tool for nssislnnee. Dul exisling rules impose n 
gntckecping role on nllorneys lo ensure the nceurney of their 

filings." 7 In lhnt cnse, the allorneys hncl nbnndoncd their 
responsibilities when lhcy submitted 11011-cxistcnl j11dicinl 
opinions wilh fake quotes nncl eilalions crcnlcd by the AI tool 
ChntGP"I: then continued to slnnd hy the fokc opinions nfler 

juclieinl orders called their existence inlo qucslion. R 

Indeed, 

[m]any harms flow from the 
submission of fnkc opinions. The 
opposing pnrly wnsles "'"'201 time 
nncl money in exposing lhc deception. 
The Court's lime is laken from olher 
imporlanl endeavors. The elienl may 
be deprived of nrgumcnls bused on 
nulhcnlic judicial prcccclenls. There is 
potential hmm to lhc repulnlion of 
judges nncl eourls whose names nrc 
falsely invoked ns nulhors of the bogus 
opinions nnd lo lhc reputation of n 
party nttrilmted wilh liclionnl conducl. 
It promoles cynicism nboul the legal 
profession and the Americnn jll(licinl 
system. And n fulnrc lilignnt mny be 
templed to defy n judieinl rnling by 

disingenum1sly claiming doubt nbout 

ils nuthcnlieity. 9 

Herc, us in Muta, Lynch's use of fictitious cases and eilalions 
hns deprived the opposing pnrly of the opportunity to 
appropriately respond lo her arguments. 

As lo Lynch's request for nllorney fees "for lhe eosls incurred 
in responding lo this np11enl[.)" thnt section of Appcllec's brief 
provides: 

I. OCGA § 9-15-14: This stnlule authorizes lhc recovery 
ofnllorncy's fees if the courl finds thnt nu netion, including 
"'148 nn appeal, lacked subslanlinl juslificntion or wns 

filed to clelny or hnrnss. 

2. Johnson v. Johnson, 285 Ga. 408 (2009): The court 
nwnrdcd nllorney's fees to the prevniling parly in a divorce 
nppcal, finding that lhc appeal wns withonl merit and 
mnounled lo frivolo11s liligalion. 

11) We ennnot find the ciled case, .Joh11so11 H .Joh11so11, either 
by cnsc name or citation. Aud, 1101 surprisingly, we could nol 
locale lhe ensc by its purported holding, which is a blatnnt 
misslatemen\ of the Jaw. More thnn 30 years ngo, this Courl 
hclcl lhnl "( >CG A § 9-15-14 docs 1101 anlhorizc the imposition 
of allorncy fees and expenses of litigalion for proceedings 

before nn nppellnle eourl of this slnlc.11 IO Since lhcn, our 
Supreme Comt has consistenlly and elenrly reitcrntccl lhis 
point nmlliplc limes: "nllorney's fees incurrc<I in eonncclion 
with nppcllntc proceedings nrc not rccovcrnblc under OC<JA 

§ 9-15-14," I I 

(2) Moreover, it is worth poinling 0111 thnl we grnnlccl 
Wife's npplicnlion for discrelionnry review (Cnsc Number 
A24D0396) which "cslablished as ;i mailer of fact and 

law thnl her nppcal is nol frivolous." 12 "As 11scd 
in [OCGA. § 9-15-11I], 'In eked subslnntinl j11slificalion' 
means suhstnntinlly frivolous, snbslanlially' groundless, or 
subslnnlially vexatious." OCGA § 9-15-14 (b). Thus, even 
ifOC:liA § 9-15-14 were nn npproprinle avcn11c to recover 
nllorney fees for the costs ofdefcncling a frivolous nppenl, our 
grnul of Wife's npplicntion should have prompted Husband to 
reconsider his npproneh before filing the Appcllec's brief. 

~-149 Under the circtnnstnnccs nml given the indispnlnbly 
clenr slnle of the lnw, Husbnncl's nllorncy, Dinna Lynch, 
cnnnot rensonnbly have believed, ns the Ap11ellcc's brief 

V,' ' 1 I /\\'.I @20/.G Tho111!;un l~nuton;. No c:k1irn lo ori~1im1I U.S. <,ovon1111011t Wo1i;i;. 
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"rcql1esls,11 thnl this Court would "nwnrd attorney fees under 
OCOA § 9-15-14 for the costs incurred in responding lo this 
11ppcal." Further, Lynch provided no other basis for nn *''202 

nwnrd of"allorney's fees lo the prcvniling party in a divorce 
appcal," other than a fictitious c11sc, which pmjlorlcd lo Ile a 
2009 case from the S1111reme Court of Georgia. 

To be elem·, we make no factual finding ns lo who (or whnl) 

inserted the fictilio11s cases into the SUJJcrior court's order. 13 

We nrc deeply troubled, however, thnl Lynch suhmillcd lo this 
Co11rl 1111 Appellce's brief, completely ignoring the second of 
two arguments that Wife rniscd in her Appellant's Brief mid 
Application for Discrclionary Review (wherein Wife pointed 

out the two fictitious cnscs in the trial court's order), 1'1 nnd 

provided 11 bogus case citations 15 out of 15 totnl, 16 one of 
which wns in support of n frivolous request for attorney fees. 

13) Therefore, we imJ)osc a $2,500 frivolo11s motion pcnnlly 
on Lynch, which is the most the lnw allows, pmsunnt to 

Cm11l or Appeals Ruic 7 (e) (2). I"/ We have no information 
regarding why *150 /\ppellce's Brief repeatedly cites to 
nonexistent cases and cnn only spcculnte thnl the Dricf may 
have Ileen prepared by AI. 

2. As to Wife's nrgumcnl that the trial court el'l'ed by 
denying her petition to reopen case, we are unable to comlucl 
mcnningfnl review oflhnl ruling. 

ln the Appcllcc's nrief, Husband argues that the s11pcrior 
coml's faclual findings nrc not rcvicwnblc llccm1sc Wife foiled 
to cn11sc a transcript of the court's hearing lo be incluclccl with 
the record on IIJlJlClll. 

141 15) It is true tlrnt "where nn nppeal is taken which drnws 
in q11cstio11 the lrnnscript of the evidence and proceedings, 
it shall be the duty of the 11ppellant to have the transcript 

prc11arcd nl the n11pcllant's cx11cnse." 18 Thus, the gcncrnl 
rnlc is thnl "in the absence of n lnmseripl or lcgnl substitute 
for a lrnnscripl, "there is no cviclcnce before [the nppcllnlc) 
com! nnd the judgment of the ll'inl comt ou cviclenlinry 

mnllcrs cannot be reviewed." 1~ However, this rule is bnsccl 
on the 11rcs11mplion thnt trlnl courls follow the lnw, nnd that 

presumption can be reb111tcd. ?.O "[T]he nlisencc of II transcript 
does uol nulhorize such presumption of correctness when the 

record plninly shows harmful error." 1•1 

Iii) In this case, Wife lrns rebutted the presumption of 
regularil)• by pointing out *''203 that both of the cnses 
cited in the order denying her petition to reopen do 1101 

ex isl. 22 Been use the order denying her motion lo set aside the 
divorce decree has a dcfccl 11pparcnt on ils face, we cannot 
cond11c1 nny mcnningful nppcll111c review of the merits of 
Wife's argument that the court lacked jurisdiction over her 

person. 23 Accordingly, we vncnte the order nnd rcmnncl for 
further *151 proceedings consistent with this opinion. The 
snpcrior court is spccil'icnlly directed lo hold n new henring 
on Wife's motion lo set aside the divorce decree. 

3. In s11m, we vncalc the superior court's order 11ml remand 
for further proceedings, including II new hearing on Wife's 
111otion "to reopen. We nlso impose n $2,500 penalty agninst 
Lynch. This penally shall constitute a money judgment in 
favor of Wife (Nimal Shahid) against Husband's ollorney 
(Diann Lynch), and the trinl court is directed to enterjuclg111en1 

in such nm01111l upon rcl11rn of the remiltitur in lhis case. 24 

Judgment 1•aca1ed and case remanded. 

Barnes, P. J., nncl Drown, J., conc11r. 

APPENDIX. 

The following is a list of fictitious cases included in 
Appcllcc's Brief: 

• /11 !he fnleresJ ofJ. M. B .. 296 Ga.App. 786 (2009) 

• Mif/er v. Miller, 288 Ga. 274 (702 SE2d 888) (20 I 0) 25 

• Brown v. Brown, 26" G11. 48 {1994) 

• Walker \I. Gcorgit1, 309 Ga, 7119 (2021) 

• llamos ,,. llamos, 279 Ga. '187 (2005) 

• Mcllac 11• lvfc/lae, 263 Gn, 303 (1993) 

• .Johnson H .loftn.1·011, 285 Ga. 1108 (2009) 

*152 ApJJcllcc's Brief also contuins fom citations lo rent 
cnscs thnt hnve nothing lo do with the proposition stntecl: 

• IJ/asini;a111c: H Jllasingo1111·, 249 Gn. 791, 294 S.E.2d S 19 

( 1982) 2<1 

W i 1' W @ 20?.!) ll1<n1ui01) I {t!l1lnrn. I\Jo claim to mi!)i111.1l lJ.S. C:,ovon11no11l Worlm. 
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• ll'il.1w1 "· Wll.1·011, 282 Ga. 728, 6S'.I ~.E.2d 702 (2007) 27 

• **204 1Jm11•11 "· 1b111/i11.1·011, 246 Oa. 51 ~. 272 S.li.2d 258 

(1980) 28 

• Jo11<1.1· H Slate, 277 Go. 36, 586 S.E.2d 224 (200J) 29 

Husband's response to Wife's Petition to Reopen Case 
provides citnlions lo seven cases, none of which nppcur lo 
exist. In nddition lo the two hnllucinnlcd cases thnl made ii 
into lhc trial court's order, the response cites the following 
non-cxislenl cnsc~: 

• Fleming 11• Floyd 237 Gn. 76 ( 226 Sl.!2d 601) (1976) 

• Christie 1~ Chrislie, 277 Gn. 27,586 SE2d 57 (2003) 

• Mohley v. M11n'l1y Co1111ly, 178 Gn. App. 320, 342 SE2cl 780 
(1986) 

• Robi11so1111.1/obi11.rn11, 277 Gn. 75,586 SE2cl 316 (2003) 

• Reynolds I'. lley110/ds, 288 Ga. App. 688 (2008) 

All CitnHon~ 

376 Ga.App. 145,918 S.E.2d 198 

Footnotes 

296 Ga. 461,769 S.E.2d 511 (2015). 

2 "Al hallucination is a phenomenon wherein a large language moclel (LLM)-often a generative Al chatbot 
or computer vision tool - perceives pallerns or objects that are nonexlslent or Imperceptible to human 
observers, creating oulpuls that are nonsensical or allogelher Inaccurate." 1-/arris v. Adams, 757 F.Supp.3cl 
111, 119 n .3 (D. Mass. 2024) (citing Whal Are Al Hallucfnatlons?, IBM, hllp~/www,lbm,com/lhlnl<ltoplcs/al• 
hanucinalions (last visited June 25, 2025)). 

3 See Appendix, Infra, listing the 11 (out of 15) case cllalions contained in Appellee's Brief that fall Into one 
of these two categories. 

4 The Inclusion of this "request" in the body of the brief violates our rule that "[a)II motions shall be filed as 
separate documents[.] No motions ... shall be riled In ll1e body or briefs[.)" Court or Appeals Rule 41 (b). 

5 Chief Justice John G. Roberts, Jr., U. S. Sup. Cl., 2023 Year-End Report on the Federal Judiciary 5 (2023), 
PDF available at: httQs://www.supremecourl.9fil'Lpubllclnfo/year•endlyear•endreporls.aspx. 

G Id. at 5-6. 

7 678 F.Supp.3d 443, 448 (S.D.N.Y. 2023). 

8 Id. 

9 (Footnote omllled.) Mata, 678 F.Supp.3d at 448·449; accord Mallhew R. Galon, Fealure: Lawyers: Rely on 
"Generallve Al" al Your Peril, 39 Maine Bar J. 40 (2024). 

10 Dept. of Transp. v. Franco's Pizza & Delicatesson, 200 Ga. /\pp. 723, 720 (5), 409 S.E.2d 281 (1991 ), 
overruled on other grounds, Whflo v. F11/to11 County, 264 Ga. 393, 394 (1), 444 S.E.2d 734 (1994); see 
also Disnwr v. L11/re, 228 Go. App. 638, 640 (2), 492 S.E.2d 562 (1997) ("OCGA § 9-15-14 merely makes 
substantive and procedural provision for a trial cowt, sllling as the /rior of fact, to make an award of allorney's 

1:.'1 U /:''' © ✓.o;w lllo11rnon l'{m1lnr:;. hlo dnim lo ori!Jin:il lJ.~;. Covom1110111 Worlw. .. ,, 
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fees and expenses of llllgatlon as a sanction against certain enumerated abuses.") (citation and punctuation 
omitted; emphasis supplied). 

11 McGallee v. Rogers, 280 Ga. 750, 754 (2), 632 S.E.2d 657 (2006); accord Ro/fins v. Rollins, 300 Ga. 485,489 
(2), 796 S.E.2d 721 (2017) (directing that, on remand, "when the trial court considers anew the question of 
attorney fees underOCGA § 9-1!>-14, It should not award (Husband) any allorney fees incurred In connection 

with proceedings In [the appellate court] (whether In this appeal or previous appeals), as such attorney fees 
are not recoverable under OCGA § 9-15-14[ ]"); l(autter v. l<aul/er, 286 Ga. 16, 19 (4) (c), 685 S,E.2d 266 
(2009) ("Allorney Fees Incurred In connection with appellate proceedings are not recoverable under OCGA 
§ 9-15-14(.]"). 

12 Farmer v. Slate, 216 Ga. App. 515, 521 (5) (c), 455 S.E.2d 297 (1995) (reversing supersedeas bond); see 
also Long v. Ttvex, 349 Ga. App. 875, 881 (3), 827 S.E.2d 66 (2019) (denying motion for sanctions under 
Court of Appeals Huie 7 (e) (2), having granted application for discretionary appeal and vacating the order 
at Issue). 

13 See generally Sunn v. Trophy Marine, Inc., 176 Ga. App. 68, 68-69 (1), 334 S.E.2d 884 (1985) ("The Court 
of Appeals ls a court for the correction of errors of law only, and has no jurisdiction lo hear evidence aliunde 
the record or to decide disputed Issues of fact.") (citation and punctuation omitted). 

14 See Court of Appeals Rule 25 (b) ("If an appellee disagrees with the appellant's statement of Iha case In whole 
or In part, the appellee must Identify any points of disagreements with supporting citations to the record."). 

15 See Appendix, Infra, for a llsl of caso citations. 

'16 The percentage of bogus citations (73 percent of the 15 citations in the brief or 83 percent If the two bogus 
citations In lhe superior court's opinion and the five additional bogus citations In Husband's response to Wife's 
petition to reopen Case are Included) Is consistent with the use of a general purpose large-language model. 
According to a 2024 law review article: 

In allemptlng to flnd answers behind the phenomenon of the "halluclnatlons" to which generative Al seems 
prone, researchers al Stanford decided lo test the technology. They measured more than 200,000 legal 
questions on OpenAl's ChatGPT 3.5, Google's PaLM 2, ond Meta's Llama2 (all general purpose large­
language models not built specifically for legal use). The researchers found that these large-language 
models hallucinate at least seventy-five percent of the lime when answering questions about a court's core 
ruling. 

John G. Browning, Robot Lawyers Don't Have Disciplinary Hearings Heal Lawyers Do: The Ethical Risks 
Md Responses in Using Generative Artificial lntelliue11ce, 40 Ga. St. U. L. Rev. 917, 953 (202'1) (citation 
omitted; emphasis supplied). 

17 See Court of Appeals Rule 7 (e) (2) ("The panel of the Court ruling on a casH, with or VJithout motion, may by 
majority vole lo impose a penally not to exceed $2,500 against any party and/or a party's counsel in any civil 
case In which there is a direct appeal, application for discretiona,y appeal, application for Interlocutory appeal, 
or motion that Is determined to be frivolous."); see also Collll of Appeals Rule 7 (a) (Inherent power or Court). 

·1 U OCGA § 5-6-41 (c); see also /lo/mes v. Roberso11-J-/o/mes, 287 Ga. 358, 360-361 (1 ), 695 S.E.2cl !i06 (2010). 

19 Holmes, 287 Ga. al 360 (1 ), 695 S.E.2d 586 (citation and punctuation omllled). 

20 See lnfini/e Energy, Inc. v. Collre/1, 295 Ga. Aµp. 306,310 (5), 671 S.E.2d 294 (2008). 

\, \ IN.',' @ ;w✓.o lhrnw;o11 l'{nulrn:;. Mo claim lo orl11i11:ll lJ./,. <·,ov1~rnrno,11 VVMlrn. (i 



Shahid v. Esaam, 376 Ga.App. 145 (2025) 

910S.E.2u 1s8 ·- - ---- -

21 FreewayJunc/1011 Bakery, Inc. v. l<rupp Cash Plus Ill, 202 Ga. App 703, 706, 41fi S.E.2d 312 (1992), overruled 
in part on other grounds by Holmes, 287 Ga. al 361 (1) n. 3,695 S.E.2d 586 (distinguishing Freeway Junction, 
but overruling II to the extent this quote could be read to reject the presumption of regularity). 

22 See Shuler v. l\k1Jar1, 362 Ga. App. 011, 017-018, 070 S.E.2d 235 (2022) (holding that presumption of 
regularity was overcome by tt,e record, despite the absence of a transcript of the default-judgment hearing, 
where the trial court found Iha! service by publication was warranted because the sheriff and process server 
had been unable to perfect service on the "defendants" but the record was devoid of any evidence that plaintiff 
made diligent efforts to serve defendant prior lo the grant of the motion for service of publication). 

23 See OCGA § 9-12-Hl ('The judgment of a court having no jurisdiction of the person or the subject mailer or 
which is void for any other cause Is a mere nullity and may be so held In any court when ii becomes material 
to the interest of the parties to consider It."). 

24 See Court of Appeals Rule 7 (e) (3); We Cara Tmnsp,, Inc. v, Brench Ba11i<i11g & Trust Co., 335 Ga. App. 
292, 290 (3), 780 S.E.2d 782 (2015) (applying Fonner Court of Appeals Rule 15 (b )). 

25 The Brief provides parallel case citations for three cases, which are tl1ree of the four case citations purportedly 
"Supporting Se1vlce by Publicallon" (given In lieu of the bogus Epps and Hodge case citations from the 
superior court's order): (1) The regional reporter citation given for MUler v. State, 208 Ga. 206, 702 S.E.2d 
888, does not correspond with the Georgia Reports citation, 288 Ga. al 287, 702 S.E.2d 888, but does 
correspond with another case Involving a party named Miller: MIiiar v. S/afo, 288 Ga. 206, 702 S.E.2d 888 
(2010). However, lhe opinion In that criminal appeal has nothing to do with the proposition stated In the Brief 
for Miller v. State: "The court upheld se1vice by publication where the husband's allempts to locate the wife 
were unsuccessful, and she had vacated the marital residence without providing a fo1wardlng address." (2) 
Blasingame v. Blasingame, 249 Ga. 791,294 S.E.2d 519 (1982) Is a real case cltallon from a divorce appeal, 
but ii had nothing lo do with service by pubiicallon: contrary lo what is said In Appellee's Brief, Blasingame 
did not "uph[o]ld service by publication where the defendant deliberately concealed their whereabouts lo 
avoid se1vice." 

26 See note 25, supra. 

27 According lo Appellee's Brief, Wilson supports deference lo the trial court, specifically "The trial court's 
findings of fact will not be set aside unless they are clearly e1-ro1rnous, and the appellate court must defer to 

the trial court's ability to assess witness credibility." However, Wilson says nothing about appellate review of 
a trial court's factual findings. See 282 Ga. 728, 653 S.E.2d 702 (2007). 

28 According lo Appellee's Brief, "(l]hls case sets the precedent that In the absence of a transcript, the appellate 
court will defer to the lower court's findings. The appellate court cannot reverse factual determinations unless 
there Is a manifest error." In Brown v. Tomlinson, 246 Ga. 513,272 S.E.2d 258 ('1980), the Supreme Court 
says nothing about the obsencc of a transcript or the appropriate level of deference to a lower court's findings. 

29 In this criminal appeal, the Supreme Court of Georglo had the trial transcript before It and said nothing related 
lo the proposllion In the brief: "Without a transcript, the appellate court cannot review what transpired at trial 
and must affirm the trial court's judgment unless the appellant can demonstrate error by other means." See 
277 Ga. 36, 586 S.E.2d 224 (2003). 

End of Oocumont © 2026 Thomson Routors. No clnlm lo orlglnol U.S. Govornmcnl Works. 
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NOTICE: This opinion ls subject to modU'lcatlon l'esultlng fi·oni motions for 1·econslderatlon unde1·Suprente Court 
Rule 27, the Court's 1·econslderatlon, and edltodal revisions by the Repo1·ter of Decisions. The version of the 
opinion pubJished In the Advance Sheets for the Georgia Reports, designated as the "Final Copy," wlll 1•eplace any 
prior version on tbe Court's website and docket, A bound volwne of the Geo1•gla Reports will contain the final and 
official text of the opinion. 
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Supreme Court of Georgia 

No. S26A0459 
Hannah Renee Payne 

v. 
The State 

On Appeal from the Superior Court of Clayton County 
No.2019CR0173714 

Argued: March 18, 2026 - Decided: May 5, 2026 

LAND, Justice. 

Hannah Payne was sentenced to life in p1•ison plus 13 years 
for the murder and false imprisonment of Kenneth Herring and 
the possession of a firearm dm·ing the commission of a felony. In 
response to Payne's motion for new trial, the assistant district at­
to1·ney assigned to the case, Deborah Leslie, filed a brief that con­
tained non-existent cases and cases that do not stand for the prop­
osition asserted in the brief. In an orde1· largely prepared by ADA 
Leslie, the trial com·t denied Payne's motion fo1· new trial. That 
orde1• contained citations to non-existent ca.see and cases that do 
not stand for the proposition asse1'ted in the 01·der. In response to 
Payne's appeal, ADA Leslie once again cited cases that do not 
stand fo1• the proposition asse1·ted. As a result of these filings, we 
have been sidetl·acked f1·om our obligation of resolving the merits 
of Payne's appeal and have had to devote significant time and re­
sources to the discovery of this misconduct and deciding what to 
do about it. As outlined below, we admonish ADA Leslie and the 
Clayton County District Attorney's office; we sanctionADALeslie 
and suspend he1· privilege to practice in ou1· Court; and we vacate 
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the ti.·ial cou1-t's 01·der denying Payne's motion for new trial and 
remand the case to the ti·ial court with instruction that it issue a 
new order that does not contain the citation of fake cases or other 
misattributed case citations. 

1. On March 20, 2026, after oral argument in this case, this 
Court entered an order directing counsel for the State to file a 
supplemental brief explaining, among other things, how the Sep­
tember 12, 2025 order of the trial court denying Payne's motion 
fo1· new trial (which reflects that ADA Leslie prepai·ed that orde1·) 
came to include nine case citations that either do not exist or do 
not stand for the propositions for which they are cited.1 

On Ma1·ch 27, 2026, Clayton County ADA Leslie filed a sup­
plemental brief and affidavit in which she acknowledged using 
artificial intelligence software to ch·aft the State's briefs in oppo­
sition to Payne's motion fo1· new trial and the trial court's pro­
posed order denying the motion for new trial. ADA Leslie 
acknowledged that the case citations generated by artificial intel­
ligence software were not independently verified before inclusion 
in the State's briefs or proposed orde1· and represented that she 
had implemented safeguards to ensure that fictitious 01· 

misattributed authorities would not appea1· in any future filings. 
In addition to the nine cases listed in this Court's March 20, 2026, 
01·der, ADA Leslie identified twelve additional cases in her brief­
ing before the trial court that she acknowledges were generated 

1 When asked at oral a1•gument whether she included these citations 
in the version of the order submitted to the trial court, ADA Leslie responded 
''No, your hono1·, I do not believe so, they we1·e not. I did prepare an orde1·. That 
order was revised/' When this Cou1·t pointed out that these same cases were 
cited iu the State's briefing opposing Payne's motion for new trial, ADA Leslie 
offered to provide this Coul't with supplemental briefing on this issue. 
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by ai·tificial intelligence softwa1·e, we1·e not independently veri­
fied, and do not stand for the propositions for which they were 
offered. 2 ADA Leslie also withdi·ew 1·eliance on nine authorities 
cited in the State's December 16, 2025, appellate brief before this 
Court which she stated "we1·e cited fo1· propositions not supported 
by the actual holdings of those decisions; case citations that do 
not c01·respo11d to existing Geo1·gia or fede1·al precedent; and/or 
case quotations that do not accurately reflect the language of the 
cited opinions[.]" 

This Court has reviewed the filings by the State in opposi­
tion to the motion for new trial, the trial cou1·t's order denying the 
motion for new trial, and the State's briefing before this Court. 
These filings, as well as the trial court's order, contain multiple 
case citations which either do not exist, or which exist but do not 
support the propositions oflaw for which they are cited. While we 
have no 1·ule against the responsible use of a1·tificial intelligence 
software by attorneys, citing cases that do not exist or do not sup­
port the proposition for which they are cited is a violation of this 
Cou1't's rules and falls fa1· beneath the conduct we expect from 
Georgia lawyers. See Supreme Com·t Rule 7. Given the substan­
tial number of wholly inaccurate case citations found in these fil. 
ings, and the fact that counsel for the State did not independently 
vedfy the accuracy of these citations, the matter poses a serious 
concern for us and for the integrity of these proceedings and calls 

2 One of the additional cases identified by ADA Leslie as not standing 
for the propositions for which they were cited, Bryant v. State, 268 Ga. App. 
362 (2004), appears not to exist at all. Bryarit is also cited in the trial court's 
September 12, 2026, order. In addition to this case, we have identified at least 
one additional case cited in the State's briefing before the ti-ial com·t, Hamm v. 
State, 294 Ga. 791, 796 (2014), which does not stand for the proposition for 
which it is cited; this case citation also appears in the tl'ial court's order. 
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for us to exercise ou1· inherent authority to conti·ol these proceed­
ings in the furtherance of justice, as well as the authority granted 
to us by Sup1·eme Court Rule 7 to sanction attorneys who violate 
our rules. See OCGA § 15-1-3(4). 

2. We admonish ADA Leslie and the Clayton County Dis­
trict Attorney•s Office for failing to verify the accuracy of case ci­
tations and then including a substantial number of inaccurate 
case citations in their filings before this Com·t and the trial court. 
See Supreme Court Rule 7 ('Parties and counsel are responsible 
for ensm·ing that thefr filings with the Court, including briefs, 
shall be carefully checked for truthfulness and accu1·acy as the 
rules already require:'). s 

3. We hereby suspend ADA Deborah Leslie's privilege to 
practice before the Supreme Court of Geo1·gia for six months. As 
a condition of the reinstatement of such privilege, ADA Leslie 
must obtain and certify that she has completed an aggregate of 
12 hours of continuing legal education beyond the hours regularly 
requfred to maintain active membership in the State Bar of Geor­
gia, consisting of sessions on ethics, brief writing, and the proper 

3 We acknowledge the Clayton County District Attorney's March 27, 
2026, letter to this CoUl't, in which the District Attorney apologized fo1· the 
post-trial filings in this case, stated that her office would be "expanding [its] 
internet and social media use policies to specifically address the use of artificial 
inte1ligence," and indicated that "stl'ict dieciplinal'y action ha[d] been taken 
against" ADA Leslie. The dissent l'elies upon this lette1• in suppol't of its posi­
tion that we should not admonish the District Attorney. Fil'st, we have not 
admonished the Distl'ict Attomey individually but rathel' admonished hel' of­
fice, since ADA Leslie submitted the filings at issue on behalf of that office. 
Second, we are puzzled by the dissent's 1·eference to the District Attorney as 
the "elected Distiict Attorney." All district attorneys in Geo1•gia are elected, 
and that status has no beal'ing on then-obligations to the courts in which they 
p1·actice or our obligations when faced with misconduct arising out of their of­
fices. 
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use of artificial intelligence software in the legal system. Upon 
exph-ation of the suspension and completion of the imposed con­
tinuing legal education requh-ements, ADA Leslie shall demon­
strate compliance with this orde1· in a petition for reinstatement. 
Continued failure to ensure the accuracy of filings befo1·e this 
Court may subject counsel to additional sanctions. 4 

4. Because the trial court's September 12, 2026, 01·der deny­
ing Payne•s motion for new trial contains numerous fictitious or 
misattributed case citations, we hereby vacate the trial court's 01·­
der and remand the case to the trial court with instructions that 
it prepare and issue a new order on Payne's motion for new trial. 
The trial court's order shall not contain any fictitious or 
misattributed case citations, and given the unfortunate circum­
stances that have led us to this point, the trial court's 01·der shall 
not be prepared by counsel for eithe1· pa1-ty. We strongly encour­
age trial courts to carefully review p1·oposed orde1·s with the un­
derstanding that artificial intelligence software, with all of its po­
tential risks and benefits, may have been used to prepare such 
proposed orders. 

6. Payne's "Motion to Clarify" filed on March 27, 2026, is 
hereby granted. This Court previously ordered counsel for the 
State to produce all communications it had with the trial court 
concerning the proposed 01·der denying Payne's motion fo1· new 
trial. To the extent there is a letter, email, or other w1·itten com­
munication by 01· on behalf of the Clayton County District Attor­
ney to the trial court concerning the proposed order (including an 

4 The sa11ctions imposed by this Court a1·e case-specific and based on 
the information and material in the record. Nothing stated herein shall be con• 
stJ:ued to affect, in any manner, any disciplina1-y p1·oceedings that may be 
b1·ought by the State Bai· of Geo1·gia, the Judicial Qualifications Commission, 
01· any other entity. 
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apology for the submission of the proposed order), that communi­
c~tion falls within the scope of ou1· order and shall be provided to 
this Court and to counsel for Payne without delay. 

Judgment vacated and case remanded with direction. All 
the Justices concur, except LaGrua and Colvin, J.J, who concur in 
part and dissent in pa1't. 
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LAGRUA, Justice concu1·ring in part and dissenting in part. 

The majority opinion goes beyond what is necessary· to 
make the point that, in this case, the State's lawye1· violated her 
duty of candor to this tribunal, the Georgia Rules of P1·ofessional 
Conduct, see Rule 3.3, and our Rules. And so, while I concur with 
much of the majority opinion, I must dissent as to the admonish­
ment of the elected Clayton County District Atto1·ney. 

In this opinion, the majority admonishes and sanctions the 
assistant district attorney who represents the State in this case, 
gives direction to the presiding judge regarding the issuance of a 
new order, and admonishes the elected District Atto1·ney. While I 
1·ecognize that the Diat1·ict Atto1·ney's name appears on the briefs 
and she ultimately bears 1·esponsibility for the actions of those 
who work for her, I also understand that she must be able to ti·ust 
and 1·ely upon he1· staff to do their jobs ethically and profession­
ally. Eve1·y assistant district attorney takes an oath to that effect. 

In this instance, the District Attorney sent a lengthy letter 
to this Court, copied to opposing counsel, apologizing for the con­
duct of the assistant distl·ict attorney and outlining the severe 
sanctions imposed on that attorney for her actions in this 
case. Additionally, the Dist1•ict Attorney assured this Court that 
she is immediately implementing policies and procedures to keep 
this from happening in the future. We have absolutely no reason 
to doubt the veracity of that letter. And I find such proactive dis­
ciplinary and preventative measures to be mo1·e than sufficient 
under the circumstances. 

Based on the foregoing, I vehemently decline to admonish 
the elected Clayton County District Attorney and respectfully dis­
sent to that po1·tion of the majority opinion. 
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I am authorized to state that Justice Colvin joins in this 
partial concurrence and partial dissent. 
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