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SUMMARY

The California Court of Appeal addresses an attorney’s failure to verify artificial-intelligence-

generated legal citations and quotations in a criminal appeal. The court finds violations of professional

and court rules, publishes the order, imposes a $1,500 sanction payable by the attorney, and directs

notice to the State Bar. New counsel was appointed after the attorney withdrew from representing the

defendant.
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The Court of Appeal issued an order to show cause why attorney
sanctions should not be imposed for false, nonexistent, and materially
misrepresented legal citations in a criminal appellate filing. After a
hearing, the court found professional and appellate-rule violations,
imposed a $1,500 sanction on Attorney George Siddell, directed
notification to the State Bar, accepted his withdrawal, and appointed

new counsel for the defendant.

Published and certified for publication; precedential under California

law.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether counsel violated California's professional-conduct rules and Rules of Court by filing a
fabricated quotation, citing a nonexistent case, and misrepresenting the holdings or substance of other

authorities.

2. Whether the court should impose a monetary sanction and take other corrective action for those

violations.

3. Whether counsel's use of artificial intelligence relieved him of his professional duty to verify legal

authorities.

HOLDINGS

1. An attorney may appropriately use artificial intelligence in law practice, but must personally verify
every legal citation, ensure that cited cases exist, confirm that citations are accurate, and ensure that
authorities support the propositions for which they are cited. This responsibility cannot be delegated to
technology.

2. Siddell violated his professional duty by submitting a hallucinated citation and misrepresenting the law
stated in other opinions; he also violated California Rules of Court rules 8.1115(a) and 8.276(a)(4).

3. Because counsel violated a Rule of Professional Conduct, the court was required to take appropriate
corrective action and properly imposed a $1,500 sanction payable personally by Siddell to the Fourth

District Court of Appeal, Division One, and directed notice to the State Bar.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“there is nothing inherently wrong with an attorney appropriately using Al in a law practice” (at 2)

“Honesty in dealing with the courts is of paramount importance, and misleading a judge is, regardless of

motives, a serious offense.” (at 2)

“Thus, criminal defense attorneys must make every effort to confirm that the legal citations they supply exist

and accurately reflect the law for which they are cited.” (at 3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Attorney George Siddell filed a criminal appellate opposition containing a quotation attributed to In re Benoit
that did not appear in that case, cited a nonexistent case, and relied on two other cases that did not address the
propositions for which they were cited. Siddell admitted that he failed to verify citations supplied through
artificial intelligence and acknowledged that verification was his responsibility. His conduct required withdrawal

and appointment of new counsel and consumed judicial time and resources.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Siddell filed an opposition to a motion to dismiss in a related criminal appeal containing a fabricated quotation, a

nonexistent case citation, and citations to cases that did not support the propositions for which they were cited.



The court issued an order to show cause, held a hearing on September 15, 2025, accepted Siddell's withdrawal
after he informed his client, and directed appointment of new counsel to restart briefing. The court then
published the order, imposed a $1,500 monetary sanction payable to the Fourth District Court of Appeal,

Division One, and ordered notice to the State Bar.
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