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GLOSSARY AND LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

GLOSSARY 

• Hard Law: Refers generally to legal obligations that are binding rules on the 

parties involved and which can be legally enforced before court. For 

example, treaties, conventions, and national legislation. 

• Secondary Legislation: Is composed of legal instruments based on treaties, 

such as regulations, directives, decisions and agreements. 

• Soft Law: This term is used to denote agreements, principles, and 

declarations that are not legally binding, though often respected as 

customary practice or incorporated into hard law. 

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

AI – Artificial Intelligence. 

EP – European Parliament. 

EU – European Union. 

OLP – Ordinary Legislative Procedure. 
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ABSTRACT, KEYWORDS AND JEL CODES 

In recent years, Legal Design has emerged as a human-centered approach aimed at 

improving the accessibility, usability, and transparency of legal systems. While it has 

been widely applied in private law—particularly in contract design—its relevance and 

feasibility within public law and legislative processes remain underexplored. This 

dissertation examines whether and how Legal Design practices can be feasibly 

integrated into the European Union’s Ordinary Legislative Procedure (OLP), with 

particular attention to interinstitutional negotiations and citizen-facing stages of 

lawmaking. 

Drawing on a qualitative and conceptual methodology, the research combines a 

structured literature review with documentary analysis of EU legislative frameworks 

and semi-structured interviews with practitioners from the European Parliament and the 

UK Policy Lab. The study addresses two main research questions: whether Legal 

Design has lost momentum since its initial rise, and at which stages and through which 

instruments it could be meaningfully applied within the EU’s legislative process. 

The findings suggest that the perceived decline of Legal Design is misleading. 

Rather than disappearing, Legal Design has become embedded within broader practices 

of public-sector innovation, design for policy, and legal technology, often without being 

explicitly labeled as such. While significant institutional, legal, and political constraints 

limit its application to core legislative texts and treaty-level norms, the research 

identifies substantial opportunities in public consultations, soft law instruments, 

secondary legislation, and supporting documents used in trilogues negotiations. 

The dissertation concludes that Legal Design should not be understood as a stylistic 

or purely visual tool, but as a communicative and anticipatory approach capable of 

enhancing transparency, participation, and comprehension in EU lawmaking, 

particularly when cautiously combined with emerging technologies such as artificial 

intelligence. 

KEYWORDS: Legal Design; EU Law-making; Ordinary Legislative Procedure; 

Human-Centered Law; Public Policy Design; Participatory Approach. 

JEL CODES: E61;K10;K19;K30;K49; L38. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

In recent years, there has been a growing interest in making legal systems more 

accessible, transparent, and user-centered. Legal Design—an interdisciplinary approach 

that combines user-centered design with legal practice (Law by Design, M. 2018)—has 

emerged as a promising avenue for collaborative innovation in this direction. Despite its 

potential and initial momentum, particularly between 2014 and 2018, the integration of 

Legal Design into the legal field—both in private practice and in public sector 

policymaking—remains limited. 

This dissertation explores the feasibility of adopting Legal Design practices 

within the European Union’s Ordinary Legislative Procedure (OLP), especially in the 

interinstitutional negotiations or trilogues. This OLP, while grounded in democratic 

legitimacy and institutional rigor, is not inherently efficient; its size, diversity, and 

complexity often make it lengthy and difficult to navigate. Although the European 

Commission has sought to improve efficiency and transparency through better 

regulation and increased citizen participation, challenges persist in ensuring that this 

procedure is comprehensible and accessible to all stakeholders. 

The literature review indicates that Legal Design has primarily been applied 

within the realm of private law—most notably in contract design—where it serves to 

make legal information more understandable for individuals without legal expertise. 

Moreover, the review reveals that academic and practical interest in Legal Design 

peaked between 2015 and 2020, a period marked by the creation of several policy 

design laboratories. However, this momentum appears to have declined in recent years: 

scholarly output has diminished, and pioneering initiatives, such as Denmark’s 

MindLab, have ceased operations (Apolitical, 2018). 

Based on these findings, this research is guided by two central questions: 

1. Does the Legal Design lose momentum after its initial rise? What factors explain 

its decline or limited use today, and what lessons can be drawn from these 

experiences for its potential application within the EU’s Ordinary Legislative 

Procedure? (Contextual research question) 
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2. From a legal perspective, at which stages and through which instruments of the 

European Union’s ordinary legislative procedure could Legal Design practices 

be feasibly introduced? How do comparative experiences from the UK Policy 

Lab, and the EU Policy Lab illustrate this feasibility? 

The study aims to determine whether the implementation of Legal Design within 

the EU’s legislative framework could enhance efficiency and understanding, or 

conversely, whether it might add further complexity to an already intricate system. 

Additionally, it seeks to assess whether Legal Design is more viable when applied to 

hard law (binding legislative instruments) or soft law (non-binding policy tools), as 

explored by some existing policy labs. 

The analysis of two Policy Labs, complemented by interviews with experts in the 

field, will provide insight into these questions. Ultimately, this dissertation contributes 

to filling the current gap in the literature on Public Legal Design and underscores the 

importance of considering Legal Design methodologies within the sphere of public 

governance and legislative development. 
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Legal Design as a Human-Centered Approach to Law-making 

Contemporary legal systems are often characterized by complexity, technical 

language, and procedures that prioritize institutional logic over human experience. In 

response to this tension, Legal Design has emerged as an interdisciplinary approach that 

seeks to make law more accessible, usable, and responsive to the people it governs. 

Originating from initiatives at Stanford Law School that brought together law, design, 

and technology, legal design applies human-centered design principles to legal systems, 

services, and communication—initially for the private sector—. As Margaret Hagan 

defines it, Legal Design is “the application of human-centered design to the world of 

law, to make legal systems and services more human-centered, usable, and satisfying” 

(Hagan, 2018). 

Design, understood as a discipline focused on the interaction between people 

and the man-made environment, brings aesthetic, functional, cultural, and societal 

considerations (International Council of Design, 2021) into legal problem solving. 

Within the legal field, Legal Design reframes law not merely as a system of rules, but as 

a lived experience shaped by interactions between institutions, professionals, and users. 

In this sense, Legal Design does not replace legal reasoning; rather, it complements it 

by foregrounding how legal norms are communicated, interpreted, and operationalized 

in practice. 

The literature identifies three overarching objectives of Legal Design. First, it 

aims to empower both users and legal professionals. For laypersons, this means 

demystifying legal language and procedures, reducing cognitive barriers, and enabling 

meaningful participation in legal processes. For professionals, Legal Design promotes 

more intuitive, client-oriented practices, from contract drafting to litigation strategies 

(Haapio & Hagan, 2016). Second, Legal Design seeks to improve legal interfaces and 

infrastructures by addressing both front-end elements—such as documents, platforms, 

and visual communication—and back-end structures, including institutional workflows 

and procedural rules. Third, Legal Design supports innovation, functioning either as a 

complementary tool within traditional legal practice or as a methodology for more 

transformative, systemic change (Law by Design, 2018). 
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These objectives extend across multiple domains of lawyering. Legal Design has 

been applied to legal practice, legal research, legal activism, and policy-making, 

demonstrating its versatility as an approach rather than a narrowly defined technique 

(Perry-Kessaris, 2019). In policy-making in particular, Legal Design assists public 

servants in mediating between political priorities, data, and implementation challenges 

to address complex societal problems (Kimbell, 2015). Despite this breadth of 

application, Legal Design remains a contested field and evolving field. While some 

scholars describe it as an increasingly consolidated discipline (Doherty, 2025), others 

highlight the absence of a standardized methodology and the predominance of 

conceptual rather than empirical research, as well that the concept is relatively 

unknown, even amongst legal practitioners (Hagan, 2020; Parola, G & Poto M.P., 2024) 

factors that can weaken its legitimacy in institutional environments that privilege hard 

data and formalized evaluation frameworks. 

2.2 From System-Centered to User-Centered Legal Systems 

Traditional legal and bureaucratic systems are largely system-centered: they are 

designed around compliance of procedural requirements, institutional hierarchies, and 

internal efficiency rather than the needs and experiences of individuals (Karpen & 

Senova, 2021). As a result, solutions are often designed to “fix” users according to the 

requirements of the system, based on assumptions about behavior rather than 

meaningful engagement with end-users (Pearpoint, 2020). In other words, such 

approaches risk alienating users, reducing trust, and undermining the effectiveness of 

legal norms. 

In contrast, user-centered approaches—central to Legal Design—prioritize 

empathy, co-creation, and iterative feedback. These approaches seek to understand users 

as active sense-makers who interpret and apply legal information for specific purposes. 

By engaging directly with users, Legal Design aims to produce legal systems that are 

not only formally correct but also practically usable. Examples discussed in the 

literature include the redesign of court environments to be more welcoming, simplifying 

legal documents improving legal communication, and the reconfiguration of legal 

services to better reflect users’ lived realities enhancing comprehension, trust and 

engagement (Karpen & Senova, 2021). 
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Within this framework, visual law and plain language operate as key 

materializations of Legal Design principles. Visual law translates complex legal 

information into visual formats—such as diagrams, timelines, flowcharts, infographics, 

and storytelling tools—enhancing comprehension and recall (Parola & Poto, 2024). 

Plain language, meanwhile, focuses on how clarity of wording, structure, and design so 

that intended readers can easily find, understand, and use legal information (Toivonen et 

al., 2025). Far from sacrificing legal precision, contemporary scholarship and 

international standards recognize that legal communication can be both precise and 

accessible, and that plain language can increase accuracy by reducing ambiguity and 

misinterpretation (International Plan Language Federation, 2025). Together, visual law 

and plain language exemplify how Legal Design operationalizes user-centered 

communication without sacrificing legal rigor. 

2.3 Design Thinking as a Methodological Foundation for Legal Design 

Legal Design draws heavily from design thinking, a problem-solving 

methodology centered on innovation through human perspectives. Design thinking is 

typically described as an iterative process involving stages of discovery, definition, 

development, and delivery (MIT Sloan, 2017). These stages are not linear but cyclical, 

allowing for continuous refinement through divergent and convergent thinking. The 

widely cited Double Diamond model (Figure 1) illustrates this dynamic by 

distinguishing between problem exploration and solution development, each involving 

phases of divergence and convergence (Choudhary, 2021). 

 

Figure 1: Double Diamond. Source: Design Council © 2015. 
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While design thinking originated outside the legal domain, its emphasis on 

empathy, experimentation, and iteration has proven influential in reframing legal 

challenges. Legal Design borrows these methodological elements to legal contexts, 

using them to question assumptions about how law should function and to prototype 

alternative forms of legal communication, services, and procedures. Importantly, design 

thinking does not displace legal analysis; instead, it provides a complementary 

framework through which legal problems can be understood as design challenges 

involving users, contexts, and systems. 

 

2.4 Legal Design, Policy-Making, and Citizen Empowerment 

Policy-making is commonly understood as a “multi-stage process through which 

governments identify problems, formulate responses, implement decisions, and evaluate 

outcomes to deliver public value” (OECD, 2020). Classical definitions of politics, such 

as Lasswell’s formulation of “who gets what, when, and how” have shaped subsequent 

efforts to conceptualize policy-making as a process of resource distribution and power 

allocation (Hubert, n. d.). While policy cycles are often presented as linear—agenda-

setting, formulation, decision-making, implementation, and evaluation—scholars 

emphasize that, in practice, policy-making is iterative, political, and shaped by multiple 

stakeholders including public servants, experts, and citizens (Frameworks Institute, 

2018; Kingdon, 2014).  

Within this complex governance landscape, Legal Design aligns closely with 

people-centered and participatory approaches to public policy. By incorporating user 

research, co-creation, and prototyping, it enables policymakers to engage with citizens 

not merely as passive recipients of norms but as contributors to policy development. 

This perspective resonates with the literature on design for public policy, which argues 

that design methodologies allow policymakers to work with ambiguity, challenge 

assumptions, and co-develop solutions with diverse stakeholders (Kimbell, 2015). 

One institutional manifestation of people-centered and design-led approaches to 

policy-making is the appearance of Policy Labs within public administration. Policy 

Labs operate as experimental spaces that apply design methodologies to complex public 

problems, often with the explicit aim of increasing citizen engagement, improving 
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policy outcomes, and fostering innovation in governance. Although these initiatives do 

not typically frame their work explicitly in terms of Legal Design, the methodologies 

they employ closely align with its core principles. 

The UK Policy Lab offers a particularly illustrative example. Operating on 

demand-driven mode, the Lab collaborates with government departments that request 

methodological support to address specific policy challenges. Its mission is “to 

radically improve policy making through design, innovation and people-centered 

approaches” (Buchanan & Sharma, 2024). Methodologically, the UK Policy Lab 

grounds its work in evidence, participation, and experimentation, combining qualitative 

and quantitative research tools such as ethnography, interviews, surveys, and creative 

participatory methods.  

Since 2016, the UK Policy Lab has promoted Open Policy Making, an approach 

that explicitly adopts the iterative phases of design thinking. These phases include: (1) 

diagnosis, aimed at identifying and reframing the policy problems; (2) discovery, 

focused on understanding users’ needs and lived experiences; (3) development, 

involving the generation and testing of alternative policy ideas; and (4) delivery, which 

emphasizes prototyping, iteration, and continuous improvement. This structure mirrors 

the methodological foundations of Legal Design, particularly its emphasis on empathy, 

co-creation, and iterative refinement. 

More recently, the UK Policy Lab has experimented with game-based methods 

to reduce stakeholder anxiety, encourage participation, and stimulate open dialogue in 

policy discussions (UK Policy Lab, 2025). One such initiative involved the 

development of a structured methodology based on an eleven-card deck designed to 

guide collaborative conversations (Appendix A). In addition, the Lab has launched a 

Co-design Toolkit (UK Policy Lab, 2026) to support local authorities and communities 

in jointly designing public services (Appendix B). These tools—freely accessible and 

downloadable—demonstrate how complex policy and regulatory discussions can be 

made more accessible through visualization, structure interaction, and plain 

communication. 

Another notable methodological tool employed in Policy Lab contexts is Pol.is 

(UK Policy Lab, 2022), an open-source digital platform that uses machine learning to 
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analyze large-scale patterns of agreement and disagreement among participants. Pol.is 

enables participants to respond anonymously to individual statements by indicating 

agreement, disagreement, or neutrality, while also allowing them to propose alternative 

statements. Importantly, participants cannot directly reply to one another, which shifts 

the focus from adversarial debate to collective sense making. From a Legal Design 

perspective, Pol.is exemplifies a user-centered communication tool that prioritizes 

clarity, accessibility, and inclusiveness, allowing complex policy positions to be 

articulated and visualized without requiring technical expertise (Appendix C). 

A similar approach can be observed in the EU Policy Lab, launched in 2016 by 

the European Commission’s Joint Research Centre. The EU Policy Lab integrates 

design thinking, foresight, and behavioral insights to co-create policy recommendations 

addressing long-term societal challenges, such as sustainability transitions and the 

future of work (European Commission, n. d.). Conceived as a space for exploration, 

experimentation, openness, and understanding, the Lab places people’s behaviors, 

perceptions, and experiences at the center of the policy process.  

The EU Policy Lab operates across the entire policy cycle, from ideation and 

agenda-setting to implementation and evaluation. Its methodology emphasizes systems 

thinking, anticipation, and attention to weak signals of change, combining qualitative 

insights with visual and participatory tools. By promoting visual thinking, collaborative 

workshops, and citizen engagement, the Lab seeks to make policy development more 

transparent, inclusive, and responsive to societal needs (Rudkin & Rancati, 2020). 

At the same time, the literature highlights persistent resistance to the 

institutionalization of such approaches. Many Policy Labs struggle with sustainability 

due to bureaucratic inertia, risk aversion, and shifting political priorities, highlighting 

persistent institutional barriers to adopting design-led approaches (Brandsma, 2019). 

This tension underscores the broader challenge faced by Legal Design: despite its 

conceptual alignment with contemporary governance ideals, it often remains marginal 

within formal legal and legislative procedures. 
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2.5 The Ordinary Legislative Procedure of the European Union and the 

Limits of Institutional-Centered Lawmaking. 

Legislation is the first way to translate preferences into binding legal norms. 

Consequently, the way in which legislation is designed and communicated plays a 

crucial role in shaping policy implementation, bureaucratic behavior, citizen 

compliance, and governments’ capacity to address complex societal challenges (Hurka 

et al., 2025). For instance, understanding how legislation is produced is essential for 

assessing the potential application of Legal Design within lawmaking procedure. 

In the European Union, under the Treaty of Lisbon, co-decision formally became 

the Ordinary Legislative Procedure (OLP), establishing it as the default mechanism for 

adopting legislation within the European Union. The OLP reflects a model of genuine 

bicameralism in which legislative power is exercised jointly by the European Parliament 

(EP) and the Council of the European Union (the Council). While the EP represents the 

EU citizens and the functions as the lower chamber, the Council represents the interest 

of the Member States and acts as the upper chamber (Cabral, 2020). Both institutions 

must ultimately agree on identical text for a legislative proposal to be adopted. 

Formally, the OLP unfolds through a sequence of stages: proposal, first reading, 

second reading, conciliation, and the third reading (European Parliament, 2017). The 

right of legislative initiative lies exclusively with the European Commission, which 

submits the proposal to both co-legislators. During the first and second readings, the EP 

and the Council may approve, amend, or reject the proposal. If agreement is not 

reached, a Conciliation Committee is convened, composed of representatives from both 

institutions, with the aim of producing a joint text. Should conciliation succeed, the 

proposal proceeds to a third reading for final adoption; if it fails, the proposal is 

abandoned (Appendix D). 

While this procedural structure appears linear and transparent in theory, its 

practical operation is considerably more complex. In order to avoid the time-consuming 

and politically sensitive conciliation stage, the institutions frequently resort to informal 

negotiations known as trilogues. These meetings involve representatives of the 

European Parliament, the Council, and the Commission, with the latter typically acting 

as a mediator. Trilogues may take place at various stages of the procedure—often 
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during the first or early second reading—with the objective of reaching a provisional 

compromise acceptable to both co-legislators (European Parliament, 2017; Cerdá, 

2020). 

Trilogues have significantly increased the efficiency of EU lawmaking. 

Empirical evidence indicates that approximately 97 % of legislative acts are now 

adopted at first or early second reading, while full second readings and third readings 

have become increasingly rare (Cabral, 2020). From an institutional perspective, 

trilogues contribute to fastest decision-making and reduce the risk of legislative 

deadlock. However, this efficiency has come at the cost of transparency and 

accessibility.  

Scholars have consistently criticized trilogues for their informal nature, limited 

documentation, and restricted public oversight (Brandsma, 2019; Guillem, n. d.). These 

negotiations are conducted behind closed doors by small, informally constituted teams, 

and they rely on highly technical working documents—often a four-column 

document—that are not standardized and are difficult to interpret for non-experts. 

Documents produced during trilogues are generally not accessible to the public and the 

institutions have frequently been resisted for disclosure (Cabral, 2020). 

From a democratic perspective, this lack of transparency raises significant 

concerns. EU citizens are entitled to understand how legislation is negotiated and 

adopted on their behalf. Yet, the technical language, fragmented documentation, and 

absence of user-oriented communication hinder meaningful public scrutiny. 

Rapporteurs’ reports and legislative summaries published in institutional websites are 

typically drafted for insiders and fail to adopt a human-centered approach, limiting their 

usefulness for citizens without specialized legal or institutional knowledge (Tribunal de 

Cuentas Europeo, 2020). 

2.6 Artificial Intelligence, Legal Design, and Law 

There is no single, universally accepted definition of artificial intelligence (AI). 

However, it is commonly understood as the technology that enables computers and 

machines to simulate human learning, comprehension, problem solving, decision-

making, creativity, and autonomy in order to achieve specific objectives (IBM, 2021). 

In recent years, research and development have increasingly focused on generative 
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artificial intelligence, understood as systems capable of producing novel synthetic 

content—such as text, images, audio, or video—based on user prompts or instructions 

(IBM, 2021). 

Within the legal field, technological innovation has long been associated with 

improvements in legal research and information retrieval. Since the late twentieth 

century, the digitization of legal sources and the development of increasingly 

sophisticated search tools have relied heavily on machine learning techniques. Machine 

learning involves training algorithms to make predictions or decisions from data, often 

through supervised learning using labeled datasets to classify information or predict 

outcomes (IBM, 2021). In legal contexts, such tools have been used, for example, to 

identify relevant legal requirements, predict judicial outcomes, or support access to 

justice initiatives (Collenette et al., 2023). 

The emergence of generative AI has significantly expanded the scope of 

technological application in law. Beyond supporting legal research, generative AI 

systems are increasingly used to assist in drafting legal texts, including contracts, 

regulatory documents, affidavits, wills, and lawsuits (Villasenor, 2024). These tools can 

also facilitate access to legal services by helping individuals—particularly those with 

limited resources—understand their rights, initiate legal claims, and prepare documents 

without immediate legal representation. In addition, public administrations and legal 

service organizations have begun to explore in-house AI tools to support legal 

communication and service delivery (Villasenor, 2024). 

From a conceptual perspective, these developments align closely with the 

objectives of Legal Design. Across its various applications, AI is increasingly deployed 

to improve legal communication—mainly in the private sector—by adapting complex 

legal information to users’ cognitive capacities and practical needs. Scholars have 

argued that such tools may contribute to the emergence of personalized law, understood 

as an approach that tailors legal rules and solutions to individuals’ personal 

characteristics and specific circumstances, supported by big data and AI technologies 

(Toivonen et al. 2025). This orientation resonates with Legal Design’s emphasis on 

human-centered, proactive, and anticipatory lawyering. 
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Proactive law, as articulated in the literature, encompasses two complementary 

dimensions: prevention and promotion. Prevention seeks to address the root causes of 

legal knowledge as a tool to support positive outcomes and real-world goals (Haapio & 

Rossi, 2023; Toivonen et al., 2025). Generative AI, when combined with Legal Design 

principles, may support both dimensions by enabling clearer communication, earlier 

intervention, and more accessible legal information.  

Nevertheless, the increasing use of AI in legal contexts also raises significant 

risks. Scholars and practitioners have highlighted concerns related to algorithmic bias, 

hallucinated or fabricated outputs, opacity in decision-making procedures, and potential 

violations of data protection and equality before the law (Infobae, 2025; El País, 2025). 

High-profile cases in which AI-generated content has been relied upon without adequate 

verification—such as fabricated case law cited in judicial proceedings—underscore the 

limitations of these technologies and the dangers of uncritical adoption. 

Judicial decision-making, legislative drafting, and legal interpretation require 

normative judgment, contextual understanding, and accountability—elements that 

cannot be delegated to automated systems. Courts have explicitly affirmed this 

positions, emphasizing that AI cannot substitute the logical reasoning and human 

evaluation required to assess evidence, justify decisions, and adjudicate cases 

(Constitutional Court of Colombia, Judgment T-323/2024). 

In sum, AI represents a powerful but ambivalent development for the legal field. 

Its most promising contribution lies not in automating legal judgment, but in enhancing 

the communicative and preventive dimensions of law. When aligned with Legal Design 

principles—particularly human-centered design, visualization, and plain language—AI 

may contribute to a more accessible, transparent, efficient, and proactive legal system. 

At the same time, these benefits can only be realized within a robust legal and ethical 

framework that safeguards fundamental rights and democratic values.  

2.7 Legal Framework for Artificial Intelligence in the European Union 

The rapid deployment of AI across sectors has prompted the European Union to 

develop a comprehensive regulatory framework aimed at ensuring that technological 

innovation remains compatible with fundamental rights, democratic values, and the rule 

of law. The EU’s approach to AI governance has evolved gradually, beginning with 
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soft-law instruments and ethical guidelines, and culminating in the adoption of binding 

legislation.  

An early milestone in this process was the adoption of Resolution 2341 (2020) 

by the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe, which articulated a set of 

foundational ethical principles to guide the development and use of AI systems. These 

principles emphasized transparency, fairness and non-discrimination, human 

responsibility for decisions, safety and security, and the protection of privacy and 

personal data (Council of Europe, 2020). The Resolution stressed that AI systems 

should be designed and deployed in a manner consistent with human rights, democracy, 

and the rule of law, and called for the establishment of a legally binding framework to 

ensure accountability and effective oversight. In this context, responsibility for the 

proper functioning of AI systems remains with the organizations and individuals 

involved in their design, deployment, and use (Presno Linera & Meuwesw, 2025). 

Building on this ethical foundation, the European Union adopted the Artificial 

Intelligence Act (Regulation (EU) 2024/1689), representing the first comprehensive and 

binding regulatory framework for AI worldwide. The AI Act introduces a risk-based 

regulatory model that differentiates obligations for AI providers and user according to 

the level of risk posed by specific AI applications. Risk is defined as “the combination 

of the probability of an occurrence of harm and the severity of that harm” (Article 3(2), 

AI Act).  

Under this framework, certain AI practices are classified as presenting an 

unacceptable risk and are therefore prohibited, while others are categorized as high-risk 

due to their potential impact on health, safety, or fundamental rights (Chapter III, AI 

Act). High-risk AI systems are permitted on the EU market only if they comply with a 

set of mandatory requirements, including risk management, data governance, 

transparency, human oversight, and post-market monitoring. Essentially, the AI Act 

does not provide a general exemption for public authorities, signaling that the use of AI 

by public administrations—including in legal and legislative contexts—falls within the 

scope of the Regulation where fundamental rights may be affected. 

Although the AI Act does not expressly regulate or prohibit the use of AI for 

drafting legislation or legal documents, such applications may nonetheless be subject to 
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its provisions depending on their purpose and effects. For example, AI systems used in 

migration, asylum, law enforcement, or judicial cooperation may be classified as high-

risk due to their direct implications for individuals’ rights. This regulatory approach 

underscores that AI-assisted legal drafting or decision-support tools cannot be treated as 

neutral or purely technical instruments when they influence public decision-making 

processes. 

In addition to the AI Act, the use of AI in legal and legislative must comply with 

existing EU data protection law, particularly the General Data Protection Regulation 

(GDPR) (Regulation (EU) 2016/679). Where AI systems process personal data, public 

authorities must ensure the existence of a valid legal basis, respect the principles of data 

minimization and purpose limitation, and guarantee the rights of data subjects. 

Transparency obligations are particularly relevant, as individuals must be informed 

when automated systems are used in ways that affect them, directly or indirectly.  

In the context of legislative procedures, this regulatory landscape has important 

implications. The potential use of AI tools to assist in drafting, summarizing, or 

visualizing legislative texts must be assessed not only in terms of efficiency, but also in 

light of transparency, democratic accountability, and citizen comprehension. When 

guided by Legal Design principles and constrained by the AI Act and data protection 

law, AI may contribute to clearer legislative communication without undermining 

institutional responsibility or legal certainty.  

In conclusion, the European Union’s legal framework for artificial intelligence 

establishes both the opportunities and the limits of AI in the legal domain. While the AI 

Act does not preclude the use of AI in legislative or legal drafting procedures, it 

imposes a set of obligations designed to safeguard fundamental rights and democratic 

values. Within these boundaries, AI can serve as an enabling technology that supports 

Legal Design objectives—particularly plain language, accessibility, and user-centered 

communication—while preserving the essential role of human judgment in lawmaking 

and legal interpretation. 
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3. METHODOLOGY APPROACH 

To assess the feasibility of applying Legal Design to the European Union’s 

Ordinary Legislative Procedure (OLP), this research adopted a qualitative and 

conceptual methodology, rooted in interpretive analysis. The study relied primarily on 

documentary examination of reports, publications, and methodological toolkits by 

various Policy Labs; the EU legal framework, including but not limited to the 

provisions of the Treaty of Lisbon governing the OLP; working documents of the three 

main EU legislative institutions; rules and regulations such as the Joint Handbook for 

the presentation and drafting of acts subjects to the ordinary legislative procedure, and 

their code of conduct.  

The literature review began with combined search terms such as “Legal Design 

AND lawmaking”, and “Legal Design AND policy making”. Given the limited number 

of results addressing both concepts simultaneously, the terms were subsequently 

separated and searched independently. These searches included “what is legal design?”, 

“participatory design and law”, “EU legislative procedure”, “EU ordinary legislative 

procedure”, “trilogues negotiations”, and “design for policy”. Results were selected 

based on relevance indicated by titles and abstracts, as well as accessibility, prioritizing 

open-access sources. 

The review was conducted using Google, Google Scholar, Taylor & Francis 

Online and EBSCO, as well as specialized and institutional websites, including the 

Legal Design Alliance, Law by Design, the Legal Design Journal, official EU 

institutional websites, and Policy Lab Platforms. The selected literature was organized 

thematically, resulting in the following distribution of sources according to the Table I 

below:  

Figure 2:  

Distribution of Sources by Topic. 

Topic Number of 
selected results 

Legal Design  23 

Legal Design + policy making 21 

EU Ordinary Legislative Procedure / 
Lawmaking 

16 
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Legal design + AI 15 

Total 75 
 

In addition to documentary analysis, a set of semi-structured interviews was 

conducted with relevant practitioners and expert in the field of public-sector innovation 

and EU legislative practice. Expert interviews were chosen as a qualitative research 

method due to their capacity to provide in-depth insights grounded in professional 

experience. Given the theory-generating purpose of this research, interviews were used 

to capture subjective interpretations and practical perspectives related to real-world 

legislative and innovation practices. 

Initial contact attempts were made through professional networks; however, as 

these contacts did not align closely with the research focus, potential interviewees were 

subsequently identified through LinkedIn. Sanjan Sabherwal, former Head of 

Innovation & Design at the UK Policy Lab, agreed to participate. For interviews with 

EU institutional officials, formal request were submitted via email and through 

institutional contact forms. The European Parliament accepted the request, clarifying 

that the opinions expressed would not represent the institution. The European 

Commission did not agree to participate in an interview. Consequently, the empirical 

component of the study is limited to the interviews that were successfully conducted. 

The interviews included a conversation with Sanjan Sabherwal (Appendix E), 

who agreed to be cited by name. A second interview was held with two officials from 

the European Parliament’s Directorate for Committee Coordination and Legislative 

Activities (Appendix F). These officials consented to being recorded and cited by 

reference to their institutional roles and are identified in the Finding Chapter as EP 

Official 1 and EP Official 2. Their joint interview provided insight into the internal 

coordination mechanisms that underpin the Parliament’s participation in the ordinary 

legislative procedure. The interviews were conducted online via Microsoft Teams; 

lasted approximately 50 minutes, and consisted of eight open-ended questions related to 

the expert’s professional experience. The recording remained stored on Team for 60 

days, and a downloadable transcript was made available. 

This research has a primarily theoretical and propositional pursue, it does not 

attempt to test or validate this model empirically in the field. Instead, it offers a theory-
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informed contribution that synthesizes insights from organizational studies, public-

sector innovation frameworks, and Legal Design literature. The expected outputs 

include: (1) an opportunity map identifying where Legal Design could be applied in the 

Ordinary Legislative Procedure; (2) a comparative analysis of Policy Lab practices and 

their limitations; and (3) an institutional strategy proposal for incorporating Legal 

Design into the EU’s Ordinary Legislative Procedure, with particular attention to two 

stages: i) the trilogues negotiations, and ii) strengthening the relationship between 

citizens and EU institutions by improving the legal literacy and comprehensibility of the 

legislation produced through this legislative procedure. 
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4. FINDINGS 

This section presents the main findings derived from semi-structured interviews 

conducted with officials from the European Parliament and Sanjan Sabherwal, a former 

practitioner from the UK Policy Lab. The interviews aimed to explore existing 

understandings and practices related to Legal Design, citizen participation, and 

innovation within legislative and policy-making processes. The European Parliament 

interviewees clarified that the opinions expressed during the interview reflect their 

personal views derived of their work and do not represent the official position of the 

institution.  

4.1 Limited Awareness of the Term “Legal Design” 

None of the interviewees had previously encountered the term Legal Design, 

either in their professional background (Law, bio archeology and design) or within 

institutional discussions. In all cases, it was necessary to provide contextual clarification 

prior to addressing substantive questions. When asked whether they had come across 

the concept of Legal Design before the interview—either in their professional practice 

or within their institution—the answer was consistently negative.  

Despite this lack of familiarity with the terminology, the interviews revealed that 

several existing practices align closely with the core principles commonly associated 

with Legal Design.  

At the European Union level, interviewees highlighted a strong institutional 

focus on better regulation, simplification, effective implementation, and the use of 

digital drafting tools such as LEOS. These efforts, although not explicitly framed as 

Legal Design, reflect concerns that sit at the core of the discipline.  

A similar alignment was observed in the work of the UK Policy Lab. Although 

the term Legal Design is not explicitly used, its core objective—empowering citizens 

and stakeholders to co-create policies that ultimately improve legislation—is effectively 

pursued. This is illustrated by Sanjan Sabherwal’s description of his work:  

“My first kind of role was around applying user-centered design research 

approaches, running and facilitating workshops with citizens, stakeholders, 

policy professionals, doing a lot of material design. (…) I then ended up being 
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the head of policy innovation in the Lab, which involved overseeing a portfolio 

of projects, while also advocating for newer participatory approaches like 

serious games or legislative theatre, where we could push the boundaries in 

terms of decentralizing or changing power dynamics between central 

government and the people beyond it.” (UK Policy Lab Interviewee, 2025). 

4.2 Institutional transparency and citizen engagement 

Both the European Parliament and the UK Policy Lab demonstrated a 

clear awareness of the need to improve their relationship with citizens. Officials 

from the European Parliament emphasized their commitment to openness, 

describing the Parliament as “the most open institution to citizens in the EU”. 

In this context, they challenged claims found in the literature regarding a 

lack of transparency in trilogues negotiations. EP Officials argued that although 

trilogues are informal, they are nonetheless institutionalized processes in which 

transparency has increased over time: 

“It’s not full transparency because it’s a negotiation, but you do have 

access to the documents that are discussed. In the past, you didn’t know 

when discussions were taking place; now all this is public.” 

EP Official 1 defended closed-door negotiations as a necessary condition 

for effective decision-making, emphasizing that trilogues involve representatives 

from all political groups, thereby reflecting the entire electorate. According to 

this view, a minimum degree of confidentiality enables the trust required for 

meaningful negotiation, while mechanism remains in place to inform the public 

of progress and outcomes.  

Additionally, EP Official 2 noted that the Rules of Procedure of the 

European Parliament require briefing sessions to inform the public about 

negotiation progress. These briefings take various forms, including press 

releases, four-column documents, and web-streamed committee sessions, which 

can be accessed upon request. 

4.3 Direct Community Engagement in the UK Policy Lab 

In contrast, the UK Policy Lab places stronger emphasis on direct 

community engagement. Sanjan described his current work with local 

authorities, service providers and civil society actors to address issues such as 
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improving employment opportunities for young people leaving school. 

Engagement strategies are adapted depending on the audience and policy 

objective.  

Although no single formal framework is used, participatory approaches 

are central to the Lab’s work. Sanjan identified the participatory ladder as one of 

the most effective frameworks in central government, alongside design thinking 

methodologies such as co-production and co-design. When full co-production is 

not feasible, ethnographic research and lived-experience methods are employed 

to inform policy decisions through rich qualitative evidence. 

4.4 Legal Design Across the Legislative Procedure 

When asked at which stage of the legislative cycle Legal Design could be 

most useful both European Parliament officials identified the public consultation 

phase as particularly relevant. This stage was described as the most citizen-

oriented process, providing stakeholders and citizens with an opportunity to 

express positions, criticism, and constructive input on legislative proposals.  

4.5 Softlaw and Secondary Legislation as Entry Points 

All interviewees agreed that Legal Design is not feasible at the level of 

the EU treaties, given their complexity, negotiation requirements, and general 

nature. Instead, they identified soft law instruments and secondary legislation as 

the most promising terrain for Legal Design initiatives, including guidelines, 

recommendations, strategy papers and memorandum of understanding. 

Sanjan provided concrete examples of participatory design applied to 

secondary legislation. One project focused on developing regulatory guidance 

for autonomous ships operating in UK waters. Over the course of a year, more 

than 300 stakeholders—including regulators, technologists, international 

organizations, and ethic experts—were engaged through participatory research 

process. This approach generated robust evidence base that ultimately supported 

policy changes ratified by Parliament.  

A second project addressed fisheries management, specifically 

concerning sea bass stock. Prior to formal consultation, the Lab engages 

approximately 1,400 stakeholders using ethnography, workshops, games, and 

collective intelligence tools. According to Sanjan, games played a crucial role in 
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facilitating constructive dialogue among stakeholders, as they provide shared 

rules and structures for negotiations.  

4.6 Limitations 

Despite recognizing the potential of Legal Design, interviewees also 

identified significant constraints. From Parliament, these include obligations 

arising from EU treaties and formal drafting rules that limit the degree of 

flexibility in legislative texts. EP official 2 emphasized that legislative drafting 

must ensure legal accuracy, multilingual consistency, and judicial robustness—

responsibilities largely entrusted to lawyer-linguists.  

Another limitation relates to contemporary information consumption 

patterns. EP Official 1 expressed concern about the difficulty of translating 

complex legislative procedure into bite-sized formats suitable for social media 

without risking misinterpretation. While the European Parliament has developed 

tools such as the Legislative Observatory and the Joint Legislative Tracker, 

officials acknowledge that public engagement with these resources remains 

limited.  

Sanjan identified three main obstacles to participatory and design-led 

approaches. First, such methods are not suitable for all policy contexts and may 

encounter resistance from policymakers who perceive them as insufficiently 

serious. Second, time constraints often limit the feasibility of meaningful 

engagement, as effective participatory processes require extended periods for 

research and trust building. Finally, managing expectations is essential once trust 

has been established, particularly when policy outcomes cannot fully reflect 

stakeholders input. 

4.7 The Role of Artificial Intelligence (AI) in Legal Design 

All interviewees agreed that AI should be used with caution at the 

institutional level, particularly in legislative drafting. While AI can support tasks 

such as curating guidance or synthesizing information, it should remain under 

human control. 

EP Official 2 stressed that the human dimension is central to Legal 

Design, as AI systems cannot fully capture nuance, lived experience, or 

emotional insight. At the same time, Sanjan described how the UK Policy Lab is 
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experimenting with open-source tools such as collective intelligence called 

Pol.is to scale participatory engagement. These tools use AI-supported clustering 

to enhance qualitative analysis and explore future possibilities for AI-assisted 

policy innovation within government departments. 

Overall, the interview findings reveal a gap between the explicit use of the term 

Legal Design and the widespread presence of practices aligned with its 

principles. While institutional constraints limit its application in certain 

legislative contexts, significant opportunities exist in public consultations, soft 

law instruments, work documents, secondary legislation, and participatory 

policy design. Finally, the cautious integration of AI emerges as a 

complementary tool rather than a substitute for human-centered approaches.
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5. DISCUSSION 

This chapter discusses the findings of the research in light of the literature 

review and the empirical evidence gathered through expert interviews. It addresses the 

two research questions guiding this dissertation by interpreting the results through a 

legal and institutional lens, and by situating Legal Design within contemporary debates 

on public-sector innovation, policymaking, and artificial intelligence in the European 

Union.  

5.1 Has Legal Design Lost Momentum? From Apparent Decline to 

Functional Evolution. 

The first research question asked whether Legal Design has lost momentum after 

its initial rise and which factors may explain its apparent decline or limited use today. 

The findings of this research suggest that the perception of decline is misleading. Rather 

than losing relevance, Legal Design appears to have undergone a process of 

transformation and functional displacement (Doherty, 2025).  

The literature review confirms that early Legal Design initiatives—particularly 

between 2014 and 2020—were strongly associated with tangible outputs such as visual 

contracts, simplified legal documents, and graphical representations of legal 

information, mostly within the domain of private law (Haapio & Hagan, 2016). As 

academic attention shifted and some high-profile Policy Labs were discontinued—such 

as the Denmark’s MindLab—this visible momentum appeared to fade. However, the 

interviews and more recent sources indicate that Legal Design has not disappeared; 

instead, it has migrated toward less visible but more structural layers of the legal system 

(Rossi & Haapio, n. d.; Perry-Kessaris, 2019).  

This evolution is closely linked to the rise of digitalization and artificial 

intelligence in legal practice. Automation tools, AI-assisted drafting, document 

management systems, and personalized legal information increasingly shape how law is 

produced, communicated, and applied (Koulu, 2024; Villasenor, 2024). These 

developments align with the core objectives of Legal Design: improving legal 

communication, reducing cognitive and procedural barriers, and adapting legal systems 

to users’ real needs. Importantly, this shift does not undermine the human-centered 
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approach; rather, it reinforces it by requiring even greater attention to plain language, 

explainability, and user trust in technologically mediated legal environments (Toivonen, 

N et Al. 2025). 

The findings therefore suggest that one key reason for the perceived loss of 

momentum is conceptual invisibility. Legal Design no longer always appears as a 

clearly labeled discipline, but as an embedded approach within legal tech, innovation 

practices, and organizational reform (Prifti, K. Et al, 2024; Legal Design Journal, 2025). 

This has implications for the EU legislative context: Legal Design should not be 

understood as a stylistic add-on, but as a methodological contribution to making law 

more anticipatory, preventive, and communicative, in line with proactive law theory 

(Rossi & Haapio, n.d.). 

5.2 The Terminological Gap: Legal Design Without the Label 

A central empirical finding of this research is the existence of a clear gap 

between the term Legal Design and the practices it denotes. None of the interviewees—

neither from the European Parliament nor from the UK Policy Lab—were familiar with 

the concept as such. At first glance, this could be interpreted as evidence of Legal 

Design’s marginal relevance in the public sector. However, a closer analysis reveals the 

opposite. 

Both the literature review and the interviews demonstrate that the methodologies 

strongly aligned with Legal Design are widely used in public policymaking, particularly 

within Policy Labs. Design thinking, participatory approaches, co-creation, 

ethnographic research, visual thinking, and iterative experimentation are well-

established practices in spaces such as the UK Policy Lab and the EU Policy Lab (UK 

Policy Lab Interviewee, 2025). The absence of the Legal Design label thus reflects a 

problem of fragmentation and disciplinary overlap, rather than a rejection of its 

underlying principles (Bason, C. 2018). 

This finding directly contributes to answering the first research question by 

identifying a structural explanation for Legal Design’s limited visibility: in the public 

sector, it is often subsumed under broader frameworks such as design for policy, public 

sector innovation and foresight (European Commission – Joint Research Centre. 2016-

2024). At the same time, it helps answer the second research question by demonstrating 
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that institutional conditions for Legal Design already exist within the EU, even if they 

are not explicitly framed as such. 

The EU Policy Lab is particularly illustrative in this respect. Its works on future 

studies, speculative design, behavioral insights, and AI-related foresight reflects a 

proactive and anticipatory orientation that closely mirrors the objectives of Legal 

Design (European Commission – Joint Research Centre, 2022). These practices show 

that Legal Design is not incompatible with EU institutions; rather, it is already operating 

implicitly within them. Recognizing and systematizing this implicit presence could 

therefore strengthen its contribution to EU lawmaking.  

5.3 Feasibility and Limits of Legal Design Within the European Union’s 

OLP. 

The second research question focused on identifying at which stages and 

through which instruments Legal Design could be feasibly introduced into the EU’s 

Ordinary Legislative Procedure. The findings indicate that Legal Design is not 

universally applicable across all stages, but that it holds significant potential when 

applied selectively (UK Policy Lab Interviewee, 2025; European Parliament 

Interviewees, 2025). 

Both, the literature review and the interviews converge on the conclusion 

that Legal Design is extremely difficult—if not infeasible—to apply to the drafting 

of EU treaties or primary legislative acts. These instruments are shaped by complex 

political negotiations, strict formal requirements, multilingual constraints, and 

judicial enforceability concerns that leave limited room for experimentation or 

iterative design (European Parliament Interviewees, 2025). 

However, this limitation does not preclude the use of Legal Design 

elsewhere in the legislative procedure. The research identifies three areas or stages 

where its application is both realistic and potentially impactful.  

First, public consultations emerge as a key entry point. Interviewees from the 

European Parliament identified this phase as the most citizen-oriented stage of the 

legislative cycle. Legal Design methodologies—such as plain language, visual 

explanations, and participatory tools—could enhance the quality of citizen input and 

reduce barriers to meaningful engagement. 
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Second, trilogues negotiations represent a more constrained but still relevant 

opportunity. While Legal Design cannot reshape the legal content negotiated behind 

closed doors, it could improve supporting elements such as working documents, 

information flows, and the visualization of institutional positions. This could 

indirectly contribute to transparency and internal efficiency without undermining the 

confidentiality necessary for negotiation.  

Third, soft law and secondary legislation offer the greatest flexibility. 

Guidelines, recommendations, strategy papers, and interpretative documents are less 

rigid in form and play a crucial role in the practical application of EU law. Both 

interviewees and literature suggest that these instruments are particularly well suited 

for Legal Design interventions, allowing for clearer communication, better 

implementation, and stronger alignment with users’ needs.  

5.4 Legal Design, AI, and the Anticipatory Function of Law 

Across all findings, the interaction between Legal Design and AI emerges as 

a crosscutting theme. Interviewees expressed caution regarding the use of AI in 

legislative drafting, emphasizing the need for human oversight, legal reasoning, and 

accountability. At the same time, AI-supported tools—such as collective 

intelligence platforms or information synthesis systems—are already being used to 

scale participation and analyze complex inputs (Uk Policy Lab Interviewee, 2025; 

Holden, L. 2022). 

This tension reinforces a central insight of the discussion: Legal Design’s 

value lies not in replacing legal judgment, but in enhancing legal communication 

and anticipation (Rossi & Haapio, n. d.; Legal Creative, 2024). By combining 

human-centered design with cautious technological integration, Legal Design can 

support a more proactive conception of law—one that prevents disputes, improves 

understanding, and strengthens trust between institutions and citizens. 

5.5 Reframing Legal Design in EU Lawmaking 

Taken together the findings of this research, the prevailing narrative that 

Legal Design has lost relevance following its initial rise. Rather than evidencing a 

substantive decline, the analysis suggests that Legal Design has undergone a process 

of conceptual diffusion and functional integration.  
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Recent scholarship indicates that Legal Design is increasingly articulated not 

as a standalone or clearly bounded discipline, but as a set of human-centered, 

anticipatory and communicative practices embedded within broader frameworks 

such as legal technology, public sector innovation, and design for policy (Hagan, 

2020; Doherty, 2022; Legal Design Journal, 2025). 

This helps explain why the term Legal Design itself remains relatively absent 

from public-sector discourse and from the vocabulary of practitioners interviewed in 

this study. The absence of the label should not be interpreted as a rejection of its 

underlying principles, but rather as a reflection of disciplinary fragmentation and 

methodological overlap, characteristic of emerging and interdisciplinary fields 

(Bason, 2018; Kimbell, 2025). More recent confirm that Legal Design today 

operates across multiple domains—ranging from legal education and policy 

experimentation to infrastructural and technological reform—often under alternative 

conceptual umbrellas such as design for policy, foresight, or innovation governance 

(Rudkin & Rancati, 2020; Legal Design Journal, 2025). 

Within the European Union context, this reframing is particularly relevant. 

The practices observed in the EU Policy Lab, including speculative design, future-

oriented policy exploration and experimentation with AI-supported tools, 

demonstrate that Legal Design principles are already present—albeit implicitly—

within EU institutions. These practices align with an understanding of law not 

merely as a reactive mechanism for dispute resolution, but as a proactive and 

anticipatory system of governance, aimed at preventing legal problems and 

improving the intelligibility and legitimacy of normative outputs (Haapio & Rossi, 

2023). 

From this perspective, Legal Design’s value does not lie in replacing legal 

expertise or judgment, not in simplifying complex legal realities to the point of 

distortion. Rather, its contribution consists in enhancing legal communication, 

supporting anticipation, and strengthening trust in increasingly complex and 

technologically mediated legal environments. As the integration of automation and 

artificial intelligence continues to reshape how law is produced and applied, the 

need for plain language, explainability and user-centered approaches becomes 

more—not less—pressing (Toivonen, N et Al. 2025). 
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Accordingly, the findings suggest that the key question for EU lawmaking is not 

whether Legal Design should be introduced as a novel methodology, but how 

existing practices aligned with its principles can be recognized, systematized, 

and strategically deployed within the ordinary legislative procedure. This 

reframing provides a coherent bridge to the concluding chapter, which will 

outline concrete recommendations for integrating Legal Design in a manner that 

respects legal certainty while enhancing transparency, participation and 

democratic legitimacy. 
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6. CONCLUSIONS 

This dissertation set out to explore whether and how Legal Design practices 

could be feasibly integrated into the European Union’s Ordinary Legislative 

Procedure. It did so examining the evolution of Legal Design as a field, its 

relationship with public-sector innovation and policy-making, and its potential 

contribution to specific stages of EU lawmaking, drawing on both a literature review 

and empirical findings. 

6.1 Final conclusions 

The findings of this research lead to three overarching conclusions. First, the 

study challenges the assumption that Legal Design has lost relevance following its 

initial rise. While its visibility in academic literature and institutional discourse may 

appear reduced, this should not be interpreted as a substantive decline. Rather, Legal 

Design has evolved from a set of highly visible practices—such as contract 

visualization—towards more embedded and structural applications within legal 

systems, including automation, AI-assisted drafting, information design and 

participatory policy processes. This evolution explains why Legal Design is less 

frequently identified as a discrete discipline, while its principles continue to inform 

contemporary legal and policy practices.  

Second, the research demonstrates that the limited use of the term Legal 

Design in the public sector reflects a problem of terminology and disciplinary 

overlap rather than a rejection of its underlying values. In EU institutions and Policy 

Labs, methodologies closely aligned with Legal Design—such as design thinking, 

participatory approaches, co-creation, foresight and experimentation—are already in 

use under broader frameworks such as design for policy and public sector 

innovation. This implicit presence suggests that Legal Design is compatible with the 

institutional culture of EU, even if it is not explicitly recognized as such. 

Third, the analysis confirms that Legal Design is not equally applicable 

across all stages of the EU’s Ordinary Legislative Procedure. Structural, legal and 

political constraints limit its feasibility at the level of treaty drafting and core 

legislative texts. However, significant opportunities exist in more flexible and 

participatory spaces of the legislative cycle, particularly in public consultations, soft 
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law instruments, secondary legislation, and supporting documents used during 

interinstitutional negotiations. In these contexts, Legal Design can contribute to 

improving comprehensibility, transparency and stakeholder engagement without 

undermining legal certainty or institutional balance.  

Taken together, these conclusions support a reframing of Legal Design not 

as a marginal or aesthetic tool, but as a human-centered, anticipatory and 

communicative approach that can complement traditional legal techniques in 

complex governance environments such as the European Union. 

6.2 Recommendations: Integration of Legal Design in EU lawmaking 

Building on these conclusions, this dissertation proposes two targeted 

recommendations for the practical integration of Legal Design within the EU’s 

Ordinary Legislative Procedure.  

6.2.1 Strengthening Legal Design in the public consultation phase. 

Public consultation represents the most suitable entry point for Legal 

Design within the EU legislative cycle. They are explicitly designed to 

gather citizen and stakeholder input, yet often remain inaccessible due to 

technical language, complex documentation and limited feedback loops. 

A Legal Design-informed approach could enhance this phase by:  

• Using plain language summaries and visual explanations of 

legislative proposals; 

• Structuring consultation questions around real user journeys and 

practical impacts rather than abstract legal categories; 

• Incorporating participatory tools, such as workshops, digital 

deliberation platforms or scenario-based consultations, to enable 

more meaningful engagement; 

• Improving feedback mechanisms to demonstrate how contributions 

are considered in subsequent legislative stages. 

Such measures would not require changes to the formal legislative 

framework, but rather an adjustment in how consultation processes are 

designed and communicated. By lowering cognitive and informational 

barriers, Legal Design could strengthen the legitimacy and quality of 

citizen participation in EU lawmaking. 
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6.2.2 Supporting trilogues negotiations through design-informed 

practices 

Trilogues negotiations pose greater constraints due to their informal and 

confidential nature. Legal Design should therefore not aim to intervene in the 

substance of negotiations or the drafting of binding legal texts. Instead, its 

contribution could focus on supporting practices surrounding trilogues. 

Possible interventions include:  

• Improving the clarity and consistency of working documents, such as 

four-column document, through better information design; 

• Visualizing institutional positions and points of convergence to 

support internal understanding and coordination; 

• Designing internal tools that enhance traceability and institutional 

memory without compromising confidentiality; 

• Developing clearer post-trilogues communication materials to 

explain outcomes to non-expert audiences. 

These measures would not increase transparency in a formal sense, but 

they could enhance internal efficiency and external intelligibility, thereby 

addressing some of the legitimacy concerns associated with trilogues while 

respecting their functional role in EU lawmaking. 

Finally, this dissertation reflects the academic and methodological training 

acquired during the Master’s program. One of the most significant contributions of the 

program was the development of a broader and more critical understanding of 

innovation—not as purely technological phenomenon, but as a socio-institutional 

process shaped by participation, experimentation and governance structures. This 

perspective proved essential for analyzing Legal Design beyond its most visible 

manifestations and for situating it within public sector and policy contexts. 

A central element of these results was the emphasis placed on communication as 

a foundational dimension of law. Legal practice—in general—can be understood as 

communicative space in which individuals convey facts, arguments, and interpretations, 

which are then processed by legal and political institutions. These institutions, in turn, 

respond by producing normative outputs and decisions that circulate back into society, 

generating new information, expectations and effects. Recognizing law as an ongoing 
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communicative process—rather than as a purely technical or formal system—was key 

to framing Legal Design as a tool for improving how legal meaning is constructed, 

transmitted and understood. 

The participatory approaches explored throughout the program directly informed 

the analytical framework of this research. Concepts such as co-creation, participatory 

action research, and stakeholder engagement were not treated as abstract ideals, but as 

practical tools for understanding how Legal Design operates in real institutional 

settings. This proved particularly relevant when analyzing policy labs and public 

consultations, where communication is not only a means of gathering input, but also a 

condition for meaningful participation and legitimacy. 

Moreover, the exposure to future studies and foresight methodologies provided a 

valuable lens for interpreting the work of the EU Policy Lab. What initially appeared as 

a theoretical component of the curriculum became concrete through the recognition that 

speculative design and scenario building are already applied within EU institutions. 

This connection reinforced the central argument of the dissertation: that Legal Design, 

when understood as a communicative, anticipatory and human-centered approach, is not 

external to EU law-making, but already embedded within it. 

In this sense, the Master’s program did not merely provide analytical tools, but 

enabled a shift in perspective—one that made it possible to bridge legal analysis, design 

methodologies and public governance through a shared emphasis on communication, 

participation and anticipation. 

Lastly, this research was shaped by the author’s professional background as a 

practicing lawyer. The topic was motivated by personal and professional interest in 

exploring how innovation can be meaningfully integrated into legal practice, and in 

demonstrating that the legal profession can move beyond overly rigid approaches 

without compromising legal rigor, legal certainty or analytical depth. Legal Design 

offered a particularly suitable framework for this inquiry, as it bridges legal expertise 

with human-centered and participatory methods while remaining grounded in core legal 

principles.  

At the same time, the non-standard nature of the topic posed methodological 

challenges. Access to quantitative or institutional data proved limited, as most European 

institutions—with the notable exception of the European Parliament—were not willing 
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to actively participate in the research process. As a result, the empirical dimension of 

the dissertation relied primarily on qualitative interviews. Despite these constraints, the 

interviews conducted with the three experienced practitioners proved to be particularly 

valuable. Their professional insights revealed that the initial assumption underlying the 

first research question—namely, that Legal Design had declined in relevance after its 

initial rise—was, in fact, misleading. This shift in understanding was not derived from 

abstract theorization, but from the practitioners’ direct experience within EU and policy 

innovation contexts, reinforcing the validity of the revised analytical framework 

adopted in this study. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A: UK Policy Lab Game-methods Example  

Screenshots of the experimental policy design methods pack. 
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Appendix B: UK Policy Lab Co-design Toolkit 

Instructions of how to use the Co-design Toolkit 
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Appendix C: Pol.is 

Screenshot of a Pol.is debate, showing how participants can submit their own statements 

and vote on each other perspectives. 

 

 

 

Screenshot of the opinion groups generated by Pol.is, based on the way participants vote 

(agree, disagree, pass/unsure) on statements. 

 

 

 



02. FIRST READING

Both the EP acting first, and the Council subsequently
examine the proposal. They may approve it, suggest
amendments or trigger the second reading.

04. CONCILIATION

The Conciliation Committee seeks to reach agreement on a
joint text. If the Committee fails to agree, the legislative act
is not adopted and the procedure comes to an end. If a joint
text is agreed, it is transmitted to both institutions for a third
reading.

01. THE PROPOSAL

The European Commision presents a legislative
proposal to the European Parliament (EP) and the
Council.

03. SECOND READING

The EP examines the position adopted by the Council.
The Council then reviews EP’s position. If the Council
does not accept all amendments, a Conciliation
Committee must be convened. 

05. THIRD READING

The EP examines the joint text and votes on it in plenary.
The text may not be amended. If EP rejects the joint text or
fails to take a decision, the act is not adopted and the
procedure ends. The Council also examines the joint text. If
both the EP and the Council approve the joint text, the
legislative act is considered adopted.

*IN THE MEANTIME, TRILOGUES MAY TAKE PLACE*

*IN THE MEANTIME, TRILOGUES MAY TAKE PLACE*

EUROPEAN UNION’S OLP

Own illustration. Adapted from https://www.europarl.europa.eu/about-parliament/es/parliaments-
powers/legislative-powers#proposal-adopted
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Appendix E: Interview Guidelines – UK Policy Lab Official 

This interview is part of an academic study for the Master’s program in Innovation 

and Research for Sustainability at ISEG – Lisbon School of Economics & Management. 

The study explores the feasibility of applying Legal Design—understood as the use of 

human-centered design to make legal systems and services more understandable and user-

friendly—within the EU ordinary legislative procedure, with particular focus on trilogues 

negotiations and on improving citizens’ understanding of EU legislation. The purpose of 

this interview is to understand more about how Policy Labs work, and gain some insights 

into how to overlap or translate your experiences into these stages of the Legislative 

Procedure. 

The insights collected in this interview will help deepen the understanding of the 

legislative procedure. 

By participating in this interview, you confirm that: 

- You understand the purpose of the study. 

- You agree to the recording of the interview for transcription purposes. 

- You authorize the use of your statements, quoted and attributed by position or role, 

exclusively for academic research. 

 

1. For the purpose of contextualizing this interview, could you please indicate your 

professional background and the position? 

2. I know that I have given you some context before about what Legal Design is, but I 

would like to know if before this interview, had you previously come across the 

concept or term Legal Design, either in your professional practice or in institutional 

discussions? 

3. What do you consider to have been the main achievements of the Lab? 

4. Which methodologies or tools do you apply? 

5. What were the main challenges or obstacles you encountered in implementing 

innovative practices such as Legal Design? 
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6. At the time when Legal Design practices were being introduced in Policy Labs, AI 

was not yet a central tool. Looking back, how do you think AI could have supported 

or transformed the work you were doing with Legal Design? 

7. Is there anything we haven’t discussed that you think is important for understanding 

the role of Legal Design in policymaking? 

8. How do you see the role of the EU Policy Lab in supporting innovation in 

legislative procedure? 

9. How do you see the future of Legal Design in Europe, particularly in the EU 

legislative context? 

10. What do you think about Legal Design is more viable when applied to hard law 

(binding legislative instruments) or soft law (non-binding policy tools). 
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Appendix F: Interview Guidelines – European Parliament Officials 

	
This interview is part of an academic study for the Master’s program in Innovation and 

Research for Sustainability at ISEG – Lisbon School of Economics & Management. The 

study explores the feasibility of applying Legal Design—understood as the use of human-

centered design to make legal systems and services more understandable and user-

friendly—within the EU ordinary legislative procedure, with particular focus on trilogues 

negotiations and on improving citizens’ understanding of EU legislation. 

The insights collected in this interview will help deepen the understanding of the legislative 

procedure. 

By participating in this interview, you confirm that: 

- You understand the purpose of the study. 

- You agree to the recording of the interview for transcription purposes. 

- You authorize the use of your statements, quoted and attributed by position or role, 

exclusively for academic research. 

 

1. For the purpose of contextualizing this interview, could you please indicate your 

professional background and the position you currently hold within the European 

Parliament? 

2. I know that I have given you some context before about what Legal Design is, but I 

would like to know if before this interview, had you previously come across the 

concept or term Legal Design, either in your professional practice or in institutional 

discussions? 

3. There is a strong focus at EU level on better regulation, simplification, effective 

implementation, and digital drafting tools like LEOS. However, these efforts do not 

necessarily reflect an openness of the legislative procedure to approaches such as 

Legal Design, which affect how legislation is made, structured, written, and 

understood by its users. From your perspective, how open is the legislative 

procedure itself to innovation approaches such as Legal Design? Do you see this 
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openness mainly at the level of drafting tools, or also in the conceptual design of 

legislation? 

4. In your view, what should we realistically expect from the integration of AI into 

Legal Design and EU lawmaking in the coming years? 

5. From what I’ve read, trilogues—interinstitutional negotiations—have become more 

common in recent years. Since they are informal and held behind closed doors, they 

don’t produce formal working documents to disclosure the negotiation, 

documentation is often scarce, and the 4-column document they do use is often hard 

to understand. Do you think applying Legal Design could make trilogues 

negotiations more transparent or easier for citizens to understand? 

6. In which other phases of the legislative cycle (agenda-setting, drafting, consultation, 

implementation) do you think Legal Design could be most useful? 

7. Do you believe Legal Design would be more feasible to apply in hard law (treaties, 

directives, regulations) or in soft law instruments such as guidelines and 

communications? Why? When producing infographics, do you follow any specific 

guidelines or parameters? For example, when explaining important directives? 

Could you give an example of an infographics you’ve created and how you decided 

on its design? 

8. What institutional or political constraints might limit the use of Legal Design in EU 

lawmaking? 

9. Artificial intelligence is increasingly being discussed in the context of EU 

policymaking and legislative drafting. From your perspective, how is AI currently 

being implemented in legislative production, and what role could it play in 

combination with Legal Design? 

 


