Instructions for Using the Indiana Trial Rule 11, 11.1, and 11.2 Model Orders
Purpose 
The following model orders were developed with guidance from judges serving on the Indiana Supreme Court’s AI Governance Committee and in coordination with the Rules Committee, which drafted revisions to Trial Rule 11, and new Rules 11.1, and 11.2. These model orders are provided as tools to assist trial courts in addressing filings containing nonexistent or inauthentic legal authorities, abusive, excessive, or repetitive filing practices—including those involving AI—and other conduct governed by Rules 11, 11.1, and 11.2. These model orders are for use on or after August 1, 2026.
Effective Use
The first four templates are drafted for a filing signed by a party who is not represented by an attorney. If an attorney signed the filing, revise the order to apply Trial Rule 11 and determine whether any contemplated sanction should be directed to the filer, the attorney, or both. These templates illustrate progressively stronger responses. However, Trial Rule 11.2 does not require four violations or a fixed sequence. Select and adapt the appropriate template based on the record and the findings required by the applicable rule.

When using these orders, the Court does not need to determine whether AI created the filings. A finding that a cited authority is not authentic, does not exist, or cannot be verified may support appropriate action under Trial Rules 11 or 11.1 regardless of whether the filing was prepared using AI, internet resources, or traditional research methods. Please note that these model orders do not limit the Court’s authority under other Trial Rules, the Rules on Access to Court Records, applicable statutes, or the Court’s inherent authority to manage proceedings to prevent abusive litigation. 
Hearing Requirements
Before imposing a sanction under Trial Rule 11.2(D), the Court must provide an opportunity for hearing. The Court may impose a sanction only after finding bad faith or that previous remedies have failed. Sanctions may include default, dismissal with prejudice, payment of reasonable expenses, and payment of reasonable attorney’s fees. The order should clearly state the applicable finding and sanction. Orders addressing individual filings under Trial Rule 11(C) or Trial Rule 11.1(D), or imposing tailored conditions or restrictions under Trial Rule 11.2(C), are distinct from sanctions under Trial Rule 11.2(D).  
Tailoring the Orders
Ensure that the Court is modifying the templates as needed. Judges or staff should: 
· Delete inapplicable provisions; 
· Include only findings supported by the record; 
· Adjust deadlines, time limits, page restrictions, and conditions; 
· Identify the specific filings and authorities at issue; and 
· Ensure that any restrictions are specifically tailored to the conduct being addressed. 

[Use for an initial identified instance.]

ORDER REGARDING CITATION TO NONEXISTENT AUTHORITY
The Court has reviewed [Party]’s filing dated [date] and, after reasonable verification efforts, finds that the following cited authorities are not authentic because they do not exist:
[List each cited authority the Court finds is not authentic because it does not exist.]
The Court recognizes that many self-represented litigants use artificial intelligence tools such as ChatGPT, Claude, Google Gemini, and similar programs for legal research. These tools can appear authoritative and helpful. However, they are known to generate case names, citations, quotations, and legal authorities that look real but do not exist. This phenomenon is called “hallucination.” The program is not lying intentionally—it produces text that sounds plausible without verifying whether the underlying sources exist. Even experienced lawyers have been sanctioned in courts across the country for submitting AI-generated citations without verifying them first.
Citing authorities that do not exist hurts your own case. It diverts the Court’s time and resources, and it undermines your credibility on arguments that may otherwise have merit.
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED
1. [Party]’s filing is stricken.
2. [Party] may refile within [14/21] days. Any refiled document must include a signed certification stating that [Party] personally confirmed that each cited case, statute, rule, or other authority is authentic and supports the proposition for which it is cited and that each quotation is accurate. A refiling that does not include the certification will be stricken.
3. Future filings containing citations to nonexistent authorities may be stricken without leave to refile under Trial Rule 11(C) or Trial Rule 11.1(D), as applicable. The Court may also impose sanctions under Trial Rule 11.2(D), if applicable, after an opportunity for hearing and the required findings.
IT IS SO ORDERED.




[Use for a repeated instance following a prior warning.]


ORDER REGARDING REPEATED CITATION TO NONEXISTENT AUTHORITY AND CONDITIONS FOR REFILING
The Court held a hearing on [date]/provided [Party] an opportunity for hearing. [Party] appeared/failed to appear/waived hearing. The Court now finds as follows: 
On [date of first order], this Court issued an order advising [Party] that [Party]’s filing contained citations to authorities that do not exist, explaining the risks of using artificial-intelligence tools for legal research, and permitting [Party] to refile only if any refiling included a signed certification confirming that all cited authorities were authentic. [Party] was expressly warned that future filings containing nonexistent authorities could result in sanctions.
The Court has reviewed [Party]’s refiled document dated [date] and, after reasonable verification efforts, finds that the following cited authorities are not authentic because they do not exist: 
[List each cited authority the Court finds is not authentic because it does not exist.]
Thus, despite the prior warning and certification requirement, [Party]’s refiling cites authorities that the Court finds are not authentic. [The refiling included / did not include the certification required by the first order.] The Court takes seriously both the integrity of the record and the fair and efficient administration of justice. Filings that require the Court to investigate nonexistent citations consume unnecessary time and resources. [Retain only if supported by specific facts in the record: The Court finds that the repeated citation of nonexistent authority was not an unintentional error.]
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED
1. [Party]’s filing is stricken.
2. [Party] may refile within [21] days, and [Party] must attach a copy of each case, statute, rule, or other cited authority to the filing. Failure to include each copy will result in that refiling being stricken.
3. Failure to comply with the conditions of refiling may result in the striking of future filings without leave to refile or other sanctions authorized by the Trial Rules.
IT IS SO ORDERED.

[Use when making an abusive-litigant finding and imposing filing restrictions.]


ORDER REGARDING REPEATED CITATION TO NONEXISTENT AUTHORITY AND RESTRICTION ON FILING PRIVILEGES
The Court held a hearing on [date]/provided [Party] an opportunity for hearing. [Party] appeared/failed to appear/waived hearing. The Court now finds as follows: 
FINDINGS
1. On [date of first order], this Court issued an order finding that [Party]’s filing dated [date] contained citations to the following nonexistent authorities: [list]. That order explained in plain language the risks of using artificial intelligence tools for legal research, struck the filing, granted leave to refile, and warned [Party] that future filings containing nonexistent authorities could result in sanctions.
2. On [date of second order], this Court issued an order finding that [Party]’s refiled document dated [date] contained citations to the following nonexistent authorities: [list]. That order struck the filing, granted leave to refile subject to conditions, including attaching copies of each authority, and warned [Party] that continued misconduct could result in further sanctions.
3. [Party] did / did not attach copies of cited authorities as required.
4. The Court has reviewed [Party]’s filing dated [date] and finds that it cites the following authorities that are not authentic because they do not exist: [list].
5. [Party] has now submitted filings containing nonexistent authorities on three separate occasions. The first order required any refiling to include a signed certification, and the second order required any refiling to include copies of the cited authorities. [Party] did / did not comply with those requirements. [Retain only if supported by the record: The Court finds that [Party]’s conduct is not the result of innocent mistake or unfamiliarity with legal research. [Party]’s filing history reflects a pattern of disregard for the Court’s orders and the integrity of these proceedings.]
6. The Court finds that [Party]’s repeated conduct has wasted the Court’s limited resources. [Retain only if supported by the record: The conduct also prejudiced the opposing party by requiring the opposing party to respond to filings containing nonexistent authorities.]
7. The Court finds that the remedies imposed by the first and second orders have failed.
8. The Court now finds that [Party] is an abusive litigant under Trial Rule 11.2. 

ORDERS
Based on the findings above, IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED as follows:
1. [Party]’s filing is stricken. [Party] is granted / denied leave to refile. [If leave granted: Any refiled document is subject to the conditions set forth in paragraph 2 below.]
2. Effective immediately, [Party]’s filing privileges in this cause are restricted as follows:
a. Any filing that cites legal authority must be accompanied by a copy of each cited authority.
b. Any filing that cites legal authority must also be accompanied by a signed verification under the penalties for perjury stating that [Party] personally reviewed each cited authority and confirmed that the authority is authentic and supports the proposition for which it is cited.
c. A filing that cites legal authority and is submitted without the materials required by subparagraphs 2(a) and 2(b) will be stricken, and the CCS entry must refer to this order dated [date]. 
3. The opposing party may file a petition for reasonable attorney’s fees incurred in responding to [Party]’s stricken filings within [21] days. The Court will consider such a petition at a hearing to be scheduled upon request.
4. [Party] is advised that a fourth instance of filing documents containing nonexistent authorities will result in the Court considering sanctions under Trial Rule 11.2(D), which may include dismissal of [Party]’s claims with prejudice or entry of default, as applicable.
IT IS SO ORDERED.




[Use when considering sanctions under Trial Rule 11.2(D) after the required hearing and findings.]


ORDER IMPOSING SANCTIONS FOR REPEATED CITATION TO NONEXISTENT AUTHORITY
The Court held a hearing on [date]/provided [Party] an opportunity for hearing. [Party] appeared/failed to appear/waived hearing. The Court now finds as follows: 
FINDINGS
1. On [date of first order], this Court issued an order finding that [Party]’s filing dated [date] contained citations to the following nonexistent authorities: [list]. That order explained in plain language the risks of using artificial intelligence tools for legal research, struck the filing, granted leave to refile, and warned [Party] that future filings containing nonexistent authorities could result in sanctions.
2. On [date of second order], this Court issued an order finding that [Party]’s refiled document dated [date] contained citations to the following nonexistent authorities: [list]. That order struck the filing, granted leave to refile subject to certain conditions, and warned [Party] that continued misconduct could result in further sanctions.
3. On [date of third order], this Court issued an order finding that [Party] is an abusive litigant and that [Party]’s filing dated [date] contained citations to the following nonexistent authorities: [list]. That order struck the filing, restricted [Party]’s filing privileges, required copies of cited authorities and a signed verification under the penalties for perjury, and expressly warned [Party] that a fourth instance of filing documents containing nonexistent authorities would result in the Court considering [dismissal/default].
4. [Party] did / did not comply with the filing restrictions imposed by the third order.
5. The Court has reviewed [Party]’s filing dated [date] and finds that it cites the following authorities that are not authentic because they do not exist: [list]. This filing was submitted in violation of the requirements imposed by the third order / was submitted pursuant to the requirements imposed by the third order and still contained nonexistent authorities.
6. [Party] has now submitted filings containing nonexistent authorities on four separate occasions. [Party] has been warned repeatedly, required to attach copies of cited authorities, required to sign a verification under the penalties for perjury, and subjected to filing restrictions. None of these measures has produced compliance.
7. [Retain only if supported by the record: The Court finds by clear and convincing evidence that [Party]’s conduct is willful, deliberate, and in disregard of this Court’s orders. The Court also finds that lesser measures have been tried and have failed.]
8. After an opportunity for hearing, the Court finds that [Party] acted in bad faith and the previous remedies imposed by the Court have failed.
9. Under Trial Rule 11.2(D), the Court finds that dismissal with prejudice/default is warranted and that no lesser sanction remains adequate to address [Party]’s conduct or to protect the integrity of these proceedings.
ORDERS
Based on the findings above, IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED as follows:
1. Dismissal with prejudice/Default.
[If [Party] is Plaintiff:] [Party]’s claims are dismissed with prejudice. [Party] shall take nothing by way of this action. Costs are assessed against [Party].
[If [Party] is Defendant:] The Court enters default against [Party] on all claims pending against [Party]. The Court will schedule a hearing under Trial Rule 55(B) to determine damages or other relief before entering a default judgment. 
2. Reasonable Expenses and Attorney’s Fees. The opposing party may file a verified petition for reasonable expenses and reasonable attorney’s fees incurred in this cause that are attributable to [Party]’s repeated misconduct within [21] days. The Court will consider the petition after [Party] has an opportunity to respond and be heard. 
3. Referral to Prosecutor. [Use only if the identified filing was verified under the penalties for perjury and the record supports referral.] The Court refers [Party]’s verified filing dated [date], together with this order, to the Prosecuting Attorney for the [number] Judicial Circuit for any review the Prosecuting Attorney considers appropriate. The Clerk must transmit a copy of the verified filing and this order to the Prosecuting Attorney within [7] days, subject to the Rules on Access to Court Records and any applicable sealing order.
4. Notice of Appeal Rights. [Party] is advised that any appeal from this order must be initiated as provided by the Indiana Rules of Appellate Procedure.
IT IS SO ORDERED.


[Addressing excessively long filings and over-citation.]

CASE MANAGEMENT ORDER REGARDING FILING LENGTH, CITATION VOLUME, AND REDUNDANT MATTER
The Court has reviewed the following filings by [Party]: [identify each filing by title and date]. The Court finds that those filings are [excessively long / repetitive / citation-heavy] in the following respects: [state specific findings].
Under Indiana Trial Rules 11 and 11.1, this Court has the express authority to strike noncompliant filings, and under Trial Rule 11.2(C) the Court may impose reasonable, tailored filing restrictions after finding a filer is an abusive litigant. Furthermore, the Indiana Supreme Court has made clear that courts possess the inherent authority to impose reasonable restrictions tailored to a litigant’s abusive practices to preserve judicial resources. Zavodnik v. Harper, 17 N.E.3d 259, 265–66 (Ind. 2014). Voluminous, disorganized, and repetitive filings burden the opposing party and the courts, and every resource devoted to an abusive filing is a resource denied to other matters. See id. at 264.
After considering [Party]’s litigation history, the Court finds that [Party] is an abusive litigant under Trial Rule 11.2(B). The Court also finds that the conditions and restrictions below are reasonable and tailored to [Party]’s particular practices, including [briefly describe practices].
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that, to ensure the efficient administration of justice, the following restrictions are imposed on all future filings by [Party] in this cause:
1. Page Limits: No motion, pleading, or brief filed by [Party] shall exceed [e.g., 5] pages in length, excluding the certificate of service and signature block, without prior leave of the Court.
2. Citation Limits: [Party] shall cite no more than [e.g., 5] legal authorities per distinct legal argument, without prior leave of the Court.
3. Certification and Rules 11 and 11.1 Compliance: Each pleading, motion, or other submission must be signed as required by Trial Rule 11(A) or Trial Rule 11.1(B), as applicable. By signing, the signer makes the full certification required by Trial Rule 11(B) or Trial Rule 11.1(C), as applicable, including that the factual contentions have evidentiary support or are properly identified as likely to have support after a reasonable opportunity for investigation or discovery; that denials of factual contentions are warranted; that the legal contentions are warranted; that any cited legal authority is authentic; and that the submission is not presented to delay or harass.

4. Noncompliance: A filing that exceeds the limits imposed by this order may be stricken under Trial Rule 11.2(C) and this order. A filing that separately fails to comply with Trial Rule 11 or Trial Rule 11.1 may be stricken under Trial Rule 11(C) or Trial Rule 11.1(D), as applicable. 
IT IS SO ORDERED.


[Addressing frequent/repetitive filings.]


ORDER RESTRICTING FILING PRIVILEGES AND REQUIRING SCREENING OF FILINGS
FINDINGS
1. Over the past [number] months, [Party] has filed the following motions, pleadings, or other submissions in this cause: [identify representative filings by title and date]. 
2. The Court finds that [identify the filings or groups of filings] are [repetitive / unnecessarily voluminous / without merit] for the following reasons: [state specific findings].
3. Indiana law recognizes no right to engage in abusive litigation, and courts have tools to preserve judicial and administrative resources. Zavodnik v. Harper, 17 N.E.3d 259, 264 (Ind. 2014). A court may establish screening mechanisms to curtail frivolous litigation and harassment. Parks v. State, 789 N.E.2d 40, 49 (Ind. Ct. App. 2003), trans. denied. Courts may also direct litigants to submit future complaints or filings to the judge for review before formal docketing or ruling. See id. at 50.
4. After considering [Party]’s litigation history, the Court finds that [Party] is an abusive litigant under Trial Rule 11.2(B). The Court also finds that the conditions and restrictions below are reasonable and tailored to [Party]’s particular practices, including [briefly describe practices].
Based on the above, and to protect the integrity of these proceedings, IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED:
1. Filing Frequency: Unless the Court orders otherwise, [Party] may file no more than [one (1)] covered filing per month without prior written leave. For purposes of this order, “covered filing” means a motion, pleading, or other submission filed by [Party], but does not include
a. a notice of appeal;
b. a filing required by rule, statute, or court order;
c. a response due under a rule or court order;
d. a request for emergency relief; 
e. a filing signed by an attorney who has appeared for [Party]; or
f. a request for leave under this paragraph.
A request for leave must attach the proposed filing and briefly explain why the proposed filing is necessary.
2. Screening Requirement: A covered filing must be submitted through the Clerk in the ordinary manner.
3. After a covered filing is docketed, the Clerk must promptly route it to the Court for review before the Court rules on it. The Court may strike the filing if it violates this order or an applicable rule.
4. This order does not bar [Party] from filing in this cause; it imposes reasonable conditions tailored to the practices identified above and intended to prevent the waste of judicial resources.

IT IS SO ORDERED.
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