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Introduction—In 2006, a small group of appellate court judges, law school faculty, and law
students formed the “Willamette Court Study Committee” to research whether there were
identifiable “best practices” among intermediate courts of appeal. We did this by analyzing
“court productivity” (the number of cases filed) and “court efficiency” (how quickly the cases were processed)
in light of a variety of factors such as budgets, court staffing, court practices, etc.
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Methodology—The Willamette Court Study Committee identified 13 intermediate appellate courts with similar
structure. The courts completed an online survey consisting of 42 narrative questions. Courts were also in-
vited to identify factors they perceive to contribute to delays in case processing, as well as innovations the
courts have implemented to promote efficiency. We combined this data with additional information we gath-
ered from reliable sources regarding number of judges, judges’ salaries, etc.

We then ranked the courts in most categories and utilized statistical analysis software to determine whether
relationships lay beneath the surface of the survey data collected. Specifically, we conducted bivariate corre-
lations investigating the relationships between variables using two-tailed Pearson product-moment correla-
tion coefficients.
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Conclusion—Issues of efficiency seem to plague every court surveyed at every step of the appellate process.
We determined that only one court met the American Bar Association Standard of 280 days for case process-
ing; more than half the courts report exceeding the ABA Standard by more than 160 days. These issues of effi-
ciency exist independent of the court’s level of productivity. Whether these issues are due to external factors
(such as budget shortages affecting court reporters or public counsel) or internal factors (such as court cul-
ture or the productivity of individual judges), it is clear from the data collected that intermediate courts of ap-
peal are being challenged to identify systems for improved performance in the face of limited resources.

The full study results and analysis can be found at www.willamette.edu/wucl/articles/appellatecourts/or or by contacting Professor W. Binford at wbinford @ willamette.edu



