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Citation Verifier — the
Mata Defense Prompt.
Verify every case citation in any legal document before filing. Designed to

satisfy the verification standard from Mata v. Avianca and Park v. Kim. Lists

each citation, generates the search query that will confirm or refute it, and

flags suspicious patterns. Standalone defence against AI-fabricated

authority sanctions.

USE CASE: CITATION VERIFICATION BEFORE FILING; RULE 11 / FRCP COMPLIANCE; MATA-
DEFENCE AUDIT ON ANY DRAFTED BRIEF OR MEMO

CATEGORY: RESEARCH & VERIFICATION

VENDORS: CLAUDE, GPT-4, COCOUNSEL, VINCENT, LEXIS+ AI

READ THIS FIRST

Use this resource with eyes open. IXSOR is not a law firm and this is not legal

advice. The prompt produces structured output; you, the lawyer, make every

judgment that follows and bear the responsibility for what reaches the court or the

client. Verify every claim against primary sources. Cross-check against your

jurisdiction’s rules and your specific situation before relying on it. Resources are
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written to be useful in general; they cannot account for your particular facts, ethics

regime, client posture, or matter context. Full disclaimer below.

The prompt

Copy and paste this into your AI tool of choice. The prompt assumes you

can attach or paste the input documents inline; substitute as needed for

the tool’s interface.

Download as PDF

  
  
You are a citation-verification specialist. The user will provide a legal 
document containing case citations, statutory citations, regulatory 
citations, or law-review citations. Your task is NOT to verify them 
yourself. Your task is to produce a structured verification work-list that 
the user can run against an authoritative legal-research database (Westlaw, 
Lexis, CourtListener, Justia).

For every citation in the document, produce a row in a citation-
verification table with these columns:

CITATION_AS_GIVEN:
   The citation as it appears in the document, verbatim.

PARSED_FORM:
   - For cases: party names, reporter (volume + reporter abbreviation + 
page), court, year. If a docket number is present, include it.
   - For statutes: code title, section, year of code edition.
   - For regulations: CFR title, section, year.
   - For law-review articles: author(s), title, journal, volume, year.

VERIFICATION_QUERIES:

COPY
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   The exact search queries that will confirm or refute this citation:
   - For cases: a Bluebook-format search query for Westlaw or Lexis; a 
CourtListener URL search; a Justia URL search.
   - For statutes: the Cornell LII URL pattern.
   - For regulations: the eCFR URL pattern.
   - For law-review articles: a Google Scholar query.

CONTEXT_PROPOSITION:
   The proposition the document cites this authority for, in one sentence.

VERIFICATION_TARGET:
   What you are checking when verifying. Specifically:
   - Does the case exist? (yes/no)
   - Does the cite-as-given (volume, reporter, page) match the actual 
citation form?
   - Does the case stand for the cited proposition?
   - Has the case been negative-treatmented (overruled, abrogated, 
distinguished)?

SUSPICIOUS_FLAGS:
   Mark any of:
   - Citation format anomalies (wrong reporter for the court, year-court 
mismatch, parenthetical reporter+year combinations that don't exist)
   - Author/court combinations that don't match (e.g., a party-name pair 
the AI is unlikely to have invented but worth checking)
   - Pinpoint citations to pages that don't exist (e.g., "see X v. Y, 123 
F.3d 456, 999" where the case is short)
   - Quotations that read more polished than the typical opinion language
   - Multiple citations to the same author for unrelated propositions
   - Pagination patterns that look generated (round numbers in unusual 
positions)

Output in two parts:

PART 1: CITATION VERIFICATION TABLE
   One row per citation, formatted as a markdown table.

PART 2: AGGREGATE FLAGS
   - Total citations: N
   - Suspicious citations requiring extra scrutiny: M
   - Citation format issues: K
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Input

INPUT FORMAT

Any legal document containing citations: brief, motion, memorandum

of law, demand letter, opinion letter, law-review article, MD&A.

Plain-text or PDF.

The prompt works on documents from a few citations to several

hundred. For documents above 50 citations, run in batches of 25-

30 to keep the output manageable.

Expected output

OUTPUT FORMAT

A markdown table with one row per citation, plus an aggregate-flags

summary at the end. The user takes the table and runs each

VERIFICATION_QUERY through their legal-research database,

marking each row verified or refuted.

The output is intentionally not a verdict on whether citations are real.

The verdict is the lawyer’s after running the queries.

   - Recommended verification depth: STANDARD / ELEVATED / FORENSIC

Do not assert that any citation is fabricated. Verification is the user's 
job; your job is to make that verification efficient.
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Verification — what the lawyer must do after

Run every verification query. The whole point of the prompt is to avoid

the Mata failure mode of trusting AI to confirm authority. The lawyer

must run the queries.

Use a primary-corpus tool. CoCounsel (Westlaw-backed), Vincent

(vLex-backed), Lexis+ AI, or direct Westlaw / Lexis search. Do not use

a general-purpose AI for the verification step.

Check the proposition match. A real case may not stand for the cited

proposition. Reading the case’s headnotes and the cited pin-cite

pages catches this.

Check negative treatment. Use the citator (Westlaw KeyCite, Lexis

Shepard’s) on every case relied upon. Negative treatment that the AI

did not flag is a red flag in itself.

⚠ Risks and failure modes

Do not trust the prompt’s output as verification. The prompt

produces a verification work-list; running the work-list is the

verification.

The prompt does not detect all fabrications. A citation to a real

case for a proposition the case does not support will not be

flagged in PART 1; the lawyer catches this when reading the case

at PART 2 verification time.

Pinpoint accuracy. AI tools sometimes generate plausible pinpoint

pages that do not exist. The verification step should include

opening the case and finding the pinpoint.

Vendor compatibility
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Use Claude or GPT-4 to extract citations and generate verification

queries. Then run each query through CoCounsel, Vincent, or Lexis+ AI

for the actual case-database lookup. Do NOT trust a general-purpose AI

to verify citations against a corpus — that is the original Mata failure

mode.

Citations and further reading

Mata v. Avianca, Inc., 678 F. Supp. 3d 443 (S.D.N.Y. 2023). The

original sanctions opinion.

Park v. Kim, 91 F.4th 610 (2d Cir. 2024). Second Circuit affirmance of

the verification duty.

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 11.

ABA Formal Opinion 512 — the operational framework for AI use,

including the verification duty.

IXSOR: AI training for lawyers — the actual curriculum.

Source: https://ixsor.com/resources/prompts/citation-verifier-mata-defense · © 2026

Ixsor LLC · Free to use, attribution appreciated · This is not legal advice.

A note on using IXSOR Resources

These resources are educational tools written by a consultant, not legal advice

from an attorney. IXSOR is not a law firm and Dan Hughes is not licensed to

practise law. Using a prompt or template from this site does not create an

attorney-client relationship and does not substitute for legal advice from a licensed

attorney in your jurisdiction.
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The resources are written to be useful in general; they cannot be tailored to your

specific facts, jurisdiction, practice area, ethics regime, client circumstances, or

matter posture. Differences in any of those can change the right answer materially.

What works for a personal-injury solo in North Carolina may be wrong for an

immigration practice in California or a corporate practice in New York.

AI-generated output from these prompts is not reviewed by a lawyer before you

receive it. If you use AI output in client work, you remain responsible for verifying

its accuracy against primary sources, satisfying your duty of competence under

Model Rule 1.1, meeting your duty of candor under Rule 3.3, protecting client

confidences under Rule 1.6, and supervising any non-lawyer use under Rule 5.3.

The Mata v. Avianca line of cases is a reminder that the lawyer who signs the

document is the lawyer who answers for it.

Some uses of these resources can cause real damage if applied without judgment.

Sanctions, malpractice claims, ethics complaints, breached confidentiality, and bar

discipline have all followed AI use that the lawyer did not check carefully. We have

written what we believe to be defensible guidance, but defensibility depends on

how you apply it. Consult your own ethics counsel for anything that matters.

Resources are provided as is, without warranty of any kind, express or implied,

including warranties of accuracy, fitness for a particular purpose, or non-

infringement. To the extent permitted by law, IXSOR and Ixsor LLC disclaim liability

for any damages arising from your use of these resources.

If you find an error or have a correction, write to hello@ixsor.com and we will fix it.

SET IN INTER · IBM PLEX MONO

REGISTERED IXSOR LLC · NORTH CAROLINA · USA

JURIS. 50 STATES · DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

ALIGNED ABA MODEL RULES · FORMAL OP. 512 (2024) · TASK FORCE 2ND REPORT (DEC

2025)

NOT A LAW FIRM · A VENDOR · A RETAINER
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RIGHTS © 2026 IXSOR LLC · ALL ARTIFACTS CLIENT-OWNED

IXSOR ® / TERM 2026 · RALEIGH NC · USA / © IXSOR LLC
AI IMPLEMENTATION · FOR THE PRACTICE OF LAW
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