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 Al 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 appropriate
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 Al 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.

Sec 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-
Intelligence-and-Georgia-Courts.pdf. Sce Hannah Renee Payne v. The State, No.

S26A0459, attached as Exhibit "C."

L
IT IS SO ORDERED this ___ £3 day of May 2026.

A —

Hon. Keith Galrgan Chief Juvenile Judge
Appalachian Judicial Circuit

%QM'& H—%

Hon. Patricia A. Ki@venile Judge
Appalachian JudiciahCiycuit



IN THE JUIVENILE COURT OF COUNTY
STATE 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 (AI) 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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376 Ga.App. 145
Cowrt of Appeals of Georgia.

SHAHID
V.
ESAAM.

A25A0196
|
June 30, 2025

Liditor's Note: This decision contains discussion of cilalion
references Lhat ave incorrect or do not actually exisl, These
invalid citalions appeared in the original court opinion and
have been preserved as wrilten since they are patl of the
official record. Any links lo these invalid citations have been
removed.

Background: Afler entry of final judgment and decree of
divoree, wife filed petition to reopen case and set aside
final judgment. The Superior Court, DeKalb County, Parker-
Smith, J., denied motion, and wife appealed,

Holdings: The Court of Appeals, Watkins, J., held that:
[1] grant of wife's application for diserctionary review
established as matter of fact and law that her appenl was not

frivolous;

[2] husband's attorney's request for attorney fees for costs
incurred in wife's appeal was fiivolous; and

[3] trial cowrt's order denying wife's petition had defeet
apparent on ils face,

Vacated and remanded.

Procedural Posture(s): On Appeal; Motion lo Scl Aside,
Alter, or Modify a Decree,

West Headnoles (6)

[t Coslts, IFees, and Sanctions <+ Frivolousness
or delay in general

WESTLAW @ 2026 Thomson Reulorf

EXHIBIT

(2]

13

4]

| Government Works.

Attorney fees incwrred in conncetion with
appellate proceedings are not recoverable under
statute authorizing imposition of sanctions for
frivolous litigation, Gu. Code Ann. § 9-15-14,

Costs, Fees, and Sanctions <= Particular
Cases

Cowrl of Appeals' grant of wile's application
for discretionary review of trial cowrt's order
denying her petilion to reopen case and set aside
final judgment in divorce proceeding eslablished
as matter of fact and law that her appeal was
not frivolous, for purposcs of statute authorizing
imposition of sanclions for frivolous litigation,
Ga. Code Ann, § 9-15-14,

More cases on (his issue

Costs, Fees, and Sanctions ©= Useof
artificial intelligence
Costs, Fees, and Sanctions <= Costs and fees

Husband's altorney's request for attorney fees for
costs incurred in wife's appeal of trial cowt's
ovder denying her pelition to reopen cuse and
set aside final judgment in divorce procecding
was frivolous, thus warranting $2,500 fiivolous
molion penalty; slate supreme court consistently
and clearly reiterated that attorney fees incurved
in connection wilh appellale proceedings were
not reeoverable, Couwrt of Appeale granted
wifc's applicalion for discretionary review, and
attorney's appellate bricf completely ignored
wife's argument that (rial courl's order contained
two fictilious case citations, and provided 11
bogus casce citations out of 15 lotal citations. Ga.
Code Ann, § 9-15-14; Ga. . App. CL T(e) (2).

5 Cases that cile this headnole
More cases on this issuc

Appenl and Brror <+ Particular Matters and
Rulings

General rule is (hal in absence of transeripl
or legal substitule for-transcripl, there is no
cvidence before appellate courl and judgment
of trial cowrl on cvidentiary mallers cannol be
reviewed, but this rale is based on presumption
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that trial courls follow law, and that presumption
can be rebulled. Ga. Code Ann. § 5-6-41(c).

1 Cuse thal cites this headnote

151  Appeal and Errvor <+ Huarmless and
Reversible Evor
Absence of (ranseripl on appeal does not
authorize presumption of correciness when
record plainly shows harmful error.

[6]  Divorce <+ Opening or Vacaling
Divoree &= Determination and Disposition of
Cause
Trinl court's order denying wife's petition lo
rcopen case and sel aside final judgment in
divorce proceeding had defect apparenl on ils
face, thus precluding any meaningful appellale
review of merits of wife's argument that cout
lacked jurisdiction over her person and requiring
vacatur of trial courl's order and remand for
funther proceedings, where both cases cited in
trial coml's order denying her petition to reopen
did not exist, Ga. Code Ann, § 5-6-41(c),

2 Cases that cite this headnote
More cages on this issue

Attorneys and Law Iirms

Hill Macdonald, Vie Rrown Hill, Marietta, for Appellant,
Lynch Law Group, Diana Lynch, Atlanta, for Appellee.
Opinion

Watkins, Judge.

*145 %%199 After the trial court entered a final judgment
and decree of divoree, Nimat Shahid (“Wife") filed a petition
lo reopen the case and sel aside the final judgment, argning
that service by publication was improper. The trial court
denied the motion, using an order that relied wpon non-
existent case law. For the reasons diseussed below, we vacale
the order and remand for the trial court to hold a new hearing
on Wife's petition. We also levy a frivolous motion penalty

WESTEAW @ 2026 Thomson Reulers. No claim o original ULS. Government Works.

against Diana Lynch, the attorney for Appellee Sufyan Esaam
("Husband™).

According to Wife's October 2023 verified petition to reopen
case, Husband filed a complaint for divorce in April 2022,
service was performed by publication, and the tiial court
entered a final judgment in July 2022, In the petition, Wifc
averred that she had moved Lo Texas afler she and Husband
separnted in July 2021 and that Husband failed lo use
reasonable diligence to determine her whereabouls before
obtaining service by publication of his divorce complaint,
Tollowing a hearing, the superior court denied Wife's motion.
We granted Wife's application for discretionary review, and
this appeal followed.

#4200 1. Citing Xeynolds v Reynolds, U wite argues that the
superior court erred when it denied her petition to reapen the
caseand set *146 aside the divorce decree because Husband
did not make a sufficient showing of due diligence to allow
service by publication under OCGA § 9-11-4 (f). Wife poinls
out in herbricfthat the trial court relied on two fictitious cases
in its order denying her petition, and she avgues that the order
is therefore, 'void on its face.”

In his Appellee's brief, Husband does not respond to Wife's
assertion (hat the wial cowt's order relied on bogus case
Jaw. Husband's attorney, Diana Lynch, relies on four eascs in
this division, two of which appear to be fictitions, possibly
“hallucinalions” made up by generalive artificial intelligence

("AT"), % and two other cases that have nothing lo do with the

proposition staled in the Brief. z

Undeterred by Wife's argument that the order (which appears
to have been prepared by Husband's altorney, Diana Lynch)
is “void on ils [ace” because il relies on two non-existent
“cases”, Husband ciles lo 11 additional cites in response
that are cither hallucinated or have nothing to do with the
propositions for which they are cited. Appellee's brief further
adds insult to injury by requesting “Attorney's Tees on

Appeal” and supports this "reqncst"" with onc of the new
hallucinaled caoses.

We are troubled by the citation of bogus cases in the trial
court's order. As the reviewing court, we make no findings
of fact as to how this impropriety oceurred, observing only
that the order purports lo have been prepared by Husband's
altorney, Diana Lynch. We further note that Lynch had ciled
the two fictitions cases that made it into the trial cowrl's

NS
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order in Husband's response (o the petition lo reopen, and she

ciled additional fake cases both in (hal Response and in the
Appellee's brief filed in this Courl,

As noted above, the irregularities in these filings suggest thal
they were drafled using generative Al In his 2023 Year-End
Reporl on the Federal Judiciary, Chief Justice John Roberts

warned [hat “any use of Al requires caution and humility.” >
Roberts specifically ¥147 noted that commonly used Al
applications can be prone to “hallucinations,” which caused
lawyers using those programs to submit briefs with cites lo

non-existent cases. é

Although the present case may be the first occasion for a
Georgia appellate court to confront the problems that can flow
from a lawyer's apparent adoplion of gencralive Al, other
courls have commented on the issuc. In a 2023 opinion, a
federal district court noted in AMufe v. Avianea, fuc., that "lhere
is nothing inherently improper aboul using a relinble artificial
intelligence tool for assistance. Bul exisling rules imposc a
gatekeeping role on attorneys to ensure the aceuracy of their

ﬁlinl.gs."7 In (hat case, the allorneys had abandoned their
responsibilities when they submitted non-cxistent judicial
opinions with fake quotes and cilalions ercated by the Al tool
ChatGPT, then continued to stand by the fake opinions afier

Judicial orders called their existence into queslion, e

Indeed,

[mJany harms  flow from (he
submission of fake opinions. The
opposing parly wastes **201 (ime
and money in exposing the deception.
The Cowl’s time is taken from other
important endeavors., The client may
be deprived of arguments based on
authentic judicial precedents, There is
potential harm to the repulation of
judges and courls whose names arc
falsely invoked as authors of the bogus
apinions and to the reputation of a
parly attvibuled with fictional conduct.
It promoles cynicism aboul the legal
profession and the American judicinl
system, And a futwre litigant may be
templed to defy a judicial yuling by

disingenuously claiming doubt about

B w g )
its authenticity.

Here, as in Mata, Lynch's use of {ictitions cases and cilations
has deprived the opposing party of the opportunily Lo
appropriately respond to her arguments,

As to Lynch's request for attorney fees “for the costs ineurred
inresponding to this appeal[,]” that section of Appellee's brief
provides:

L. OCGA § 9-15-14: This statute authorizes the recovery
of allorney's fees if the court finds that an action, including
*148 an appeal, lacked substantial justification or was
filed to delay or harass.

2. Jolmson v, Johnson, 285 Ga, 408 (2009): The cowrl
awarded attorney's fees to the prevailing parly in a divorce
appeal, finding that the appeal was withow! meril and
amounted to frivolous litigation,

[1] We cannot find the ciled case, Jolmson v, Johuson, cither
by case name or citation. And, not surprisingly, we could not
locate the ease by its purporied holding, which is a blatant
misstatement of the law. More than 30 years ago, this Court
held that *OCGA § 9-15-14 docs not authorize the imposition
of attorney fees and expenses of litigation for proceedings

before an appellate court of this state.””'? Since then, our
Supreme Courl has consistently and clearly reiterated (his
point multiple times: “atlorney's fees incurred in conneclion
with appellate proceedings ave not recoverable under OCGA

§ 9-'5—‘4.“”

[2] Moreover, it is worth pointing oul that we granted
Wife's application for diserelionary review (Cnse Number
A24D0396) which “cstablished as a matter of fact and

law that her appeal is nol fivolous” "2 “As used

in [OCGA § 9-15-14), ‘lacked subslantinl justification’
means substantially frivolous, substantially groundless, or
substantially vexatious.” OCGA § 9-15-14 (b). Thus, even
it OCGA § 9-15-14 were an appropriale avenue to recover
altorney fees for the costs of defending a filvolous appeal, our
grant of Wife's application should have prompted Husband to
reconsider his approach before filing the Appellee's brief,

#149 Under the circumstances and given the indisputably
clear slate of the law, Husband's altorney, Diana Lynch,
cannol reasonably have believed, as the Appellee's brief

WESTEAYW @ 2026 Thomson Reulers, No claim o original U.S. Governmant Waorks, 3
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“requests,” that this Court wonld “award allorney fees under
OCGA § 9-15-14 for the cosls incurred in responding to this
appeal,” Further, Lynch provided no other basis foran #%202

award of “altorney's fees to the prevailing party in a divoree
appeal,” other than a fictitious case, which purported lo be a
2009 case from the Supreme Court of Geoigia,

To be clear, we make no factual finding as to who (or what)

inserted the fictitious cases into the superior courl's order, &

We are deeply troubled, however, that Lynch submitted to this
Court an Appellee's brief, complelely ignoring Ihe second of
two arguments that Wife raised in her Appellant’s Brief and
Application for Discrelionary Review (whercin Wife pointed

out the two ficlitious cases in the trial cowmt's order), " and

provided 11 bogus case citations 'S outof 15 total, ' one of

which was in support of a frivolous request for allorney fees.

[3] Therefore, we imposc a $2,500 frivolous motion penalty
on Lynch, which is (he most the law allows, pursuanl lo
Courl of Appeals Rule 7 (¢) (2). 7 We have no information
regarding why *150 Appellee's Brief repeatedly ciles to
nonexistent cases and can only speculale that the Brief may
have been prepared by Al

2. As to Wile's argument that the trial court errved by
denying her petition to reopen case, we are unable to conduct
meaningful review of thal ruling.

In the Appellee’s Brief, Husband argues that the superior
courl's factual findings are not reviewable beeause Wile fuiled
to cause a transeript of the cowrt's hearing to be included with
the record on appeal,

[4]1 [5] Itistrue that “where an appeal is taken which draws
in question the transcript of the evidence and praccedings,
it shall be the duty of the appellant to have the transcript

prepared at the appellanl’s expense.” i Thus, the general

rule is that “in the absence of a transcript or legal substitule
for a transcript, “there is no evidence before [the appellate]
cowrt and the judgment of the winl cowt on evidentiary

. ) + s
mallers cannot be reviewed.” ' However, this rule is based

on the presumption that trial cowts follow the law, and that

presumplion can be rebutted. %) “['The absence ofa transeripl

does not authorize such presumption of correctness when the

record plainly shows harmful error.” !

[6] In this case, Wife has rebutted the presumplion of
regulavity by pointing oul *%203 (hat bolh of the cases
cited in the order denying her pelilion lo reopen do nol

exist. 22 Because the arder denying her motion (o set aside the
divorce decree has a defect apparent on ils face, we cannol
conduct any meaningful appellate review of the merils of
Wife's argument that the cowrt lacked juvisdiction over her

pcrson.:U Accordingly, we vacate the order and remand for
further 151 proceedings consistent with this opinion, The
superior courl is specifically direeted lo hold a new hearing
on Wife's molion lo set aside the divorce decree.

3. In sum, we vacale the superior courl's order and remand
for further proceedings, including a new heaving on Wife's
motion to reopen. We also impose a $2,500 penalty against
Lynch. This penally shall constitute a money judgment in
favor of Wife (Nimat Shahid) against Husband's atlorney
{(Diana Lynch), and the trial court is divected to enter judgment

in such amount upon return of the remittitur in this case. ot

Judgment vacated and case remanded.

Barnes, B J,, and Brown, 1., concur,

APPENDIX.

The following is a list of ficlilious cases included in
Appellee's Bricl:

« In the Inferest of J. M. B., 296 Ga.App. 786 (2009)

« Miller v. Miller, 288 Ga. 274 (702 SE2d 888) (2010) **
s Brown v, Brown, 264 Ga, 48 (1994)

s Walker v. Georgia, 309 Ga. 749 (2021)

* Ramos v. Ramos, 279 Gn, 487 (2005)

* MeRae v McRae, 263 Ga, 303 (1993)

« Johnson v. Johnson, 285 Ga. 408 (2009)

*152 Appellee's Brief also contains four citalions to real
cases that have nothing to do with the proposition stated:

o Blasingame v Blosingame, 249 Ga, 791, 294 8.1:i.2d 519
(1982)%¢

WAV @ 2026 Thomson Reuters, No claim Lo original U.S, Governmonl Works, ‘
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* Wilson v. Wilson, 262 Ga. 728, 653 8.5.2d 702 (2007) Y

o #20d Brown v Tomlinyon, 246 Ga, 513, 272 S.E.2d 258
(1980)

s Jones v. State, 277 Ga. 36, 586 S.15.2d 224 (2003)*?

Husband's response to Wife's Pelition to Reopen Case
provides citations lo seven cascs, none of which appear to
exist. In addition to the two hallucinated cases that made it
into the trial courl's order, the response cites the following
non-existent cases:

* Fleming v. Floyd 237 Ga. 76 ( 226 SE2d 601) (1976)
¢ Christie v. Christie, 277 Ga. 27, 586 SE2d 57 (2003)

* Mobley v. Murray Connly, 178 Ga. App. 320, 342 SE2d 780
(1986)

* Robinson v. Robinson, 277 Ga. 75, 586 STi2d 316 (2003)

* Reynolds v. Reynolds, 288 Ga. App. 688 (2008)

All Citations

376 Ga.App. 145, 918 S.E2d 198

Footnotes

1 296 Ga. 461, 769 S.E.2d 511 (2015).

2 “Al hallucination is a phenomenon wherein a large language model (LLM)—often a generative Al chatbot
or compuler vision tool — percelves palterns or objects that are nonexistent or imperceptible to human
observers, creating outputs thal are nonsensical or altogether inaccurate.” Harris v, Adams, 757 F Supp.3d
111, 119 n.3 (D. Mass, 2024) (clting What Are Al Hallucinations?, 1BM, hitps://www.ibm.com/lhink/topics/ai-
hallucinations (last visited June 25, 2025)).

a See Appendix, Infra, listing the 11 (out of 15) case cllalions contained in Appellee's Brief that fall into one
of these lwo categories,

4 The Inclusion of this "request” in the body of the brief violates our rule that “[a)ll motions shall be filed as
separate documents[.] No molions ... shall be filed In the body of briefs[.]” Courl of Appeals Rule 41 (b).

5 Chief Justice John G. Roberls, Jr,, U. 8. Sup, Cl,, 2023 Year-End Reporl on the Federal Judiclary 5 (2023),
PDF available at: hitps:/iwww.supremecourl.gov/publicinfolyear-end/year-endreports.aspx.

6 ld. at 5-6.

7 678 F.Supp.3d 443, 448 (8.D.N.Y, 2023).

8 Id,

L2 (Footnote omitted.) Mala, 678 F.Supp.3d al 448-449; accord Mallhew R. Calon, Fealure: Lawyers: Rely on
"Generalive Al" al Your Peril, 39 Maine Bar J, 48 (2024),

10

SHL ARG

Depl. of Transp. v. Franco's Pizza & Delicatessen, 200 Ga, App. 723, 728 (5), 409 S.E.2d 281 (1991),
ovetruled on other grounds, White v. Fulfon County, 264 Ga. 393, 394 (1), 444 SE.2d 734 (1994); see
also Dismer v, Luke, 228 Ga, App. 638, 640 (2), 492 S.E.2d 562 (1997) ("OCGA § 9-15-14 merely makes
substantive and procedural provision for a trial coun, silting as the trior of fact, to make an award of atlorney's

© 2026 Thomson Reuters. No claim Lo original L.S, Government Works. 5
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11

12

13

14

15

19

20

Wi

fees and expenses of litigallon as a sanclion against certain enumerated abuses.”) (cltation and puncluation
omilled; emphasis supplied).

McGahee v. Rogers, 280 Ga. 750, 754 (2), 632 S.E.2d 657 (2006); accord Rollins v. Rollins, 300 Ga. 485, 469
(2), 766 S.E.2d 721 (2017) (directing that, on remand, "when the trial court considers anew the question of
atlorney fees under OCGA § 9-15-14, it should not award [Husband] any allorney fees incurred in conneclion
with proceedings in [the appellate court] (whether in his appeal or previous appeals), as such allorney fees
are nol recoverable under OCGA § 9-15-14[ 1"); Kautter v. Kauller, 286 Ga. 16, 19 (4) (c), 685 S.E.2d 266
(2009) ("Atlorney fees Incurred in conneclion wilh appellate proceedings are not recoverable under OCGA
§ 9-15-14[.]").

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

See generally Sunn v. Trophy Marine, Inc., 176 Ga, App. 68, 68-89 (1), 334 S,E.2d 884 (1985) (“The Courl
of Appeals is a courl for the carrection of errors of law only, and has no jurisdiction to hear evidence aliunde
the record or to decide dispuited issues of facl.”) (citalion and puncluation omitted).

See Courl ol Appeals Rule 25 (b) ("If an appellee disagrees wilh the appellant's stalemen! of the case In whole
orin parl, the appellee must identify any points of disagreements with supporling citations to the record.").

See Appendix, infra, for a list of case cilalions,

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

In altempting to find answers behind the phenomenon of the “hallucinations” to which generative Al seems
prone, researchers at Stanford decided lo test the technology. They measured more than 200,000 legal
questions on OpenAl's ChalGPT 3.5, Google's PaLM 2, and Meta's Llama2 (all general purpose large-
language models not built specifically for legal use). The researchers found thal these large-language
models hallucinate al least sevenly-five percent of the time when answering questions about a courl's core
ruling.

John G. Browning, Rabot Lawyers Don'l Have Disciplinary Hearings Real Lawyers Do; The Ethical Risks
and Responses in Using Generative Arlificial Intelligence, 40 Ga. St U, L. Rev, 917, 953 (2024) (cltation
omilled; emphasis supplied),

See Courl of Appeals Rule 7 (e) (2) ("The panel of the Gourt ruling on a case, wilh or without motion, may by
majorily vole to impose a penally not lo exceed $2,500 agains! any parly and/or a parly's counsel in any clvil
case In which there is a direct appeal, application for discretionary appeal, application for interlocutory appeal,
or motion thatis determined lo be frivolous."); see also Courl of Appeals Rule 7 (a) (inherenl power of Court),

OCGA § 5-6-41 (c); see also Holmes v. Roberson-Holmes, 287 Ga. 358, 360-361 (1), 695 S.E.2d 586 (2010),
Holmes, 287 Ga. al 360 (1), 695 S.E.2d 586 (citation and puncluation omilted).

See Infinile Energy, Inc. v. Coltrell, 295 Ga. App. 308, 310 (5), 671 S.E.2d 294 (2008).

ALAN @ 2026 Thomson Reulers. Mo elaim Lo original LS. Government Works, G
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23

24
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27
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Freeway Junction Bakery, Inc. v. Krapp Cash Plus lil, 202 Ga. App 703, 706,416 S.E.2d 312 (1992), overruled
in parton other grounds by Holmes, 287 Ga. at 361 (1) n, 3, 695 S,E,2d 586 (distinguishing Freeway Junction,
but overruling it to the extent this quote could be read to reject the presumption of regularily).

See Shuler v. Akpan, 362 Ga. App. 811, 817-818, 870 $.E.2d 235 (2022) (holding that presumption of
regularily was overcome by the record, despite the absence of a fransciipt of the defaull-judgment hearing,
where the trial courl found thal service by publication was warranted because the sherlff and process server
had been unable to perfect service on the "defendants" but the record was devold of any evidence that plaintiff
made diligent efforls to serve defendant prior to the grant of the molion for service of publication).

See OCGA § 9-12-16 ("The judgment of a courl having no jurisdiction of the person or the subject matter or
which is void for any other cause is a mere nullity and may be so held in any court when it becomes material
lo the interest of the parlies to consider it.").

See Courl of Appeals Rule 7 () (3); We Care Transp., Inc. v. Branch Banking & Trust Co,, 335 Ga, App.
292, 298 (3), 780 S.E.2d 782 (2015) (applying former Gourt of Appeals Rule 15 (b)).

The Brief provides parallel case cilalions for three cases, which are three of the four case citations purportedly
“Supporting Service by Publicalion" (given In lieu of the bogus Epps and Hodge case citations from the
superior courl's order): (1) The reglonal reporter cllalion given for Miller v. State, 268 Ga. 286, 702 S.E.2d
888, does nol correspond with the Georgia Reports cilation, 288 Ga. al 267, 702 S.E.2d 888, bul does
correspond wilh another case Involving a parly named Miller: Miller v. State, 208 Ga. 286, 702 S.E.2d 880
(2010). However, ihe opinion In thal criminal appeal has nothing to do wilh the proposition stated in the Brief
for Miller v. State: "The court upheld service by publicalion where the husband's atlempls to locate the wife
were unsuccessful, and she had vacated the marital residence without providing a forwarding address.” (2)
Blasingame v. Blasingame, 249 Ga. 791, 204 8.E.2d 519 (1982) is a real case citalion from a divorce appeal,
but it had nothing to do with service by publication; conlrary lo whal is said in Appellee's Brief, Blasingame
did nol "uph[o]id service by publication where the defendant deliberately concealed thelr whereabouts to
avoid service.”

See note 25, supra.

According to Appellee's Brief, Wilson supporls deference to the lrial courl, specifically “The trial court's
findings of fact will not he set aside unless they are clearly erroneous, and the appellate court must defer to
the tilal court's ability lo assess witness credibilily." However, Wilson says nothing aboul appellale review of
a lrial courl's faclual findings. See 282 Ga, 728, 653 S.E.2d 702 (2007).

According to Appellee’s Brief, "[t]his case sets the precedent that in the absence of a transcript, the appellate
court will defer to the lower courl's findings, The appellate courl cannot reverse faclual determinations unless
there Is a manifest error." In Brown v. Tomlinson, 246 Ga. 513, 272 S.E.2d 258 (1980), the Supreme Courl
says nothing aboulthe absence of a transcript or the appropriate level of deference lo a lower court's findings.

In this criminal appeal, the Supreme Court of Georgla had the lrial transcript before It and sald nothing related
lo the proposition in the brief: “Without a transcript, the appellate court cannot review what transpired al tiial
and must affirm the Wrial courl's judgment unless the appellant can demonstrate error by other means." See
277 Ga. 36, 686 S.E.2d 224 (2003).

End of Document © 2026 Thomson Rauters, No claim lo orlgihal U.S. Government Works.
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NOTICE: This opinion is subject to modification resulting from motions for reconsideration under Supreme Court
Rule 27, the Court’s reconsideration, and editorial xevisions by the Reporter of Decislons. The version of the
opinion published in the Advance Sheets for the Georgia Reports, designated as the “Final Copy,” will replace any
prior veraion on the Court’s website and docket. A bound volume of the Georgia Reports will contain the final and
official text of the opinion.
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LAND, Justice.

Hannsah Payne was sentenced to life in prison plus 13 years
for the murder and false imprisonment of Kenneth Herring and
the possession of a firearm during the commission of a felony. In
response to Payne’s motion for new trial, the assistant district at-
torney 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 order largely prepared by ADA
Leslie, the trial court denied Payne’s motion for new trial. That
order contained citations to non-existent cases and cases that do
not stand for the proposition asserted in the order. In response to
Payne’s appeal, ADA Leslie once again cited cases that do not
stand for the proposition asserted. As a result of these filings, we
have been sidetracked from 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 sanction ADA Leslie
and suspend her privilege to practice in our Court; and we vacate
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the trial court’s order denying Payne’s motion for new trial and
remand the case to the trial 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
for new trial (which reflects that ADA Leslie prepared that order)
came to include nine case citations that either do not exist or do
not stand for the propositions for which they are cited.!

On Maxch 27, 2026, Clayton County ADA Leslie filed a sup-
plemental brief and affidavit in which she acknowledged using
artificial intelligence software to draft the State’s briefs in oppo-
sition to Payne’s motion for 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 order and represented that she
had implemented safeguards to ensure that fictitious or
misattributed authorities would not appear in any future filings.
In addition to the nine cases listed in this Court’s Maxrch 20, 2025,
order, ADA Leslie identified twelve additional cases in her brief-
ing before the trial court that she acknowledges were generated

1 When asked at oral argument whether she included these citations
in the version of the order submitted to the trial court, ADA Leslie responded
“No, your honor, I do not believe so, they were not. I did prepare an order. That
order was revised.” When this Court pointed out that these same cases were
cited in the State'’s briefing opposing Payne'’s motion for new trial, ADA Leslie
offered to provide this Court with supplemental briefing on thie issue.



by artificial intelligence software, were not independently veri-
fied, and do not stand for the propositions for which they were
offered.2 ADA Leslie also withdrew reliance on nine authorities
cited in the State’s December 16, 2025, appellate brief before this
Court which she stated “were cited for propositions not supported
by the actual holdings of those decisions; case citations that do
not correspond to existing Georgia or federal 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 court’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 of law for which they are cited. While we
have no rule against the responsible use of artificial 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
Court’s rules and falls far beneath the conduct we expect from
Georgia lawyers. See Supreme Court 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
verify 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. Stale, 268 Ga. App.
362 (2004), appears not to exist at all. Bryan! is also cited in the trial court’s
September 12, 2025, order. In addition to this case, we have identified at least
one additional case cited in the State's briefing before the trial court, Hemm 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 trial court’s order.



for us to exercise our inherent authority to control these proceed-
ings in the furtherance of justice, as well as the authority granted
to us by Supreme 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 acecuracy of case ci-
tations and then including a substantial number of inaccurate
case citations in their filings before this Court and the trial court.
See Supreme Court Rule 7 (“Parties and counsel are responsible
for ensuring that their filings with the Court, including briefs,
shall be carefully checked for truthfulness and accuracy as the
rules already require.”), 8

8. We hereby suspend ADA Deborah Leslie’s privilege to
practice before the Supreme Court of Georgia 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
required to maintain active membership in the State Bar of Geor-
gia, consisting of sessions on ethics, brief writing, and the proper

8 We acknowledge the Clayton County District Attorney's March 27,
20286, letter to this Court, in which the District Attorney apologized for 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
intelligence,” and indicated that “strict disciplinary action ha[d] been taken
against” ADA Leslie. The dissent relies upon this letter in support of its posi-
tion that we should not admonish the District Attorney. First, we have not
admonished the District Attorney individually but rather admonished her of-
fice, since ADA Leslie submitted the filings at issue on behalf of that office.
Second, we are puzzled by the dissent's reference to the District Attorney as
the “elected District Attorney.” All district attorneys in Georgia ave elected,
and that status has no bearing on their obligations to the courts in which they
practice or our obligations when faced with misconduct arising out of their of-
fices.



use of artificial intelligence software in the legal system. Upon
expiration of the suspension and completion of the imposed con-
tinuing legal education requirements, ADA Leslie shall demon-
strate compliance with this order in a petition for reinstatement,
Continued failure to ensure the accuracy of filings before this
Court may subject counsel to additional sanctions.?

4. Because the trial court’s September 12, 2025, order deny-
ing Payne’s motion for new trial contains numerous fictitious or
misattributed case citations, we hereby vacate the trial court’s or-
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 order shall
not be prepared by counsel for either party. We strongly encour-
age trial courts to carefully review proposed orders 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 order denying Payne’s motion for new
trial. To the extent there is a letter, email, or other written com-
munication by or on behalf of the Clayton County District Attor-
ney to the trial court concerning the proposed order (including an

4 The sanctions imposed by this Court are case-specific and based on
the information and material in the record. Nothing stated herein shall be con-
strued to affect, in any manner, any disciplinary proceedings that may be
brought by the State Bar of Georgia, the Judicial Qualifications Commission,
or any other entity.



apology for the submission of the proposed order), that communi-
cation falls within the scope of our 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.JJ, who concur in
part and dissent in pari.



LAGRUA, Justice concurring 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 lawyer violated her
duty of candor to this tribunal, the Georgia Rules of Professional
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 Attorney.

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 Attorney, While I
recognize that the District Attorney’s name appears on the briefs
and she ultimately bears responsibility for the actions of those
who work for her, I also understand that she must be able to trust
and rely upon her staff to do their jobs ethically and profession-
ally. Every 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 district attorney and outlining the severe
sanctions imposed on that attorney for her actions in this
case. Additionally, the District 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 more 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 portion of the majority opinion.



I am authorized to state that Justice Colvin joins in this
partial concurrence and partial dissent.
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