


1

Contents 

Executive Summary 2 
Introduction 3 
Methodology 4 
Results 5 

Time Savings: Dra!s Produced 76% Faster 5 
Brief Quality: 100% Equal or Better Quality Briefs 8 
User Experience: Easy and Enjoyable to Use 9 

Return on Investment 11 
Client Satisfaction 11 
Realization Rates 12 
Alternative Fee Arrangements 12 

Conclusion 12 
Appendix: Assignment Prompt 14



2

Executive Summary 

This study examines the impact of using Compose, brief-
dra!ing technology developed by Casetext, on the time 
attorneys spend researching and dra!ing briefs, as well as 
the quality of the briefs they produce." 

Thirteen litigators who practiced at 
Am Law #rms or who clerked for 
federal judges participated in the study. 
None of the study participants had used 
Compose previously. A!er a 4-minute 
training video, they were asked to use 
Compose to dra! a Motion to Dismiss 
for Lack of Personal Jurisdiction based 
on a complex set of facts. 

Using Compose to assemble the #rst 
dra! of a brief enables litigators to 
dra! briefs 76% faster based on the 
participants’ experience in the study. 

On average, the participants saved 5.2 hours per brief 
dra!ed with Compose." 

100% of the participants concluded that Compose would 
result in equal or better quality briefs. 92% of the study 
participants indicated that Compose would reduce the 
risk of missing an argument and/or increase the quality of 
the authorities cited in their briefs." 

The combined e$ects of a 76% increase in e%ciency along 
with improved brief quality open up a number of 
opportunities for law #rms that would produce an 
immediate return on investment" for Compose, including: 
a reduction in non-billable hours, stronger pitches, more 

Key bene!ts

76% faster  
brief dra!ing

5.2 hours  
saved per brief

92% of lawyers 
reported reduced risk 
of missing an argument 
or case
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pro#table &at-fee billing, and, perhaps most importantly, 
increased client satisfaction." 

Introduction 

Brief writing is a core part of a litigator’s work, and all 
that goes into it makes up a substantial portion of a 
litigator’s time. In a 2019 survey of over 400 litigators, 
84% of litigators ranked dra!ing motions as their most 
time-consuming task.  1

A typical brief-dra!ing process might begin with 
querying case law databases, searching Google, combing 
through a DMS, reviewing old emails, consulting 
treatises, and digging through brief banks, just to get a 
sense of what arguments the attorney might be able to 
make. Figuring out the legal standards in the attorney’s 
jurisdiction may take another few hours of searching, as 
will #nding the legal precedent that applies to the 
attorney’s speci#c set of facts. 

Compose, a new brief-dra!ing technology developed by 
Casetext, is intended to eliminate the “scavenger hunt” 
aspects of brief dra!ing, enabling the attorney to focus on 
strategy and persuasion. It automates the rote, repetitive 
elements of dra!ing briefs by providing the attorney with 
an expansive menu of arguments to choose from 
(including practice notes). The attorney can click on any 
argument to add it to his or her dra!, along with tailored 
legal standards in the attorney’s jurisdiction. The 
Compose platform also includes Parallel Search, machine 
learning technology that automates legal research by 

 https://pro.bloomberglaw.com/litigators-sound-off-on-their-most-time-consuming-task/1
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#nding precedent to support the propositions the attorney 
articulates in his or her dra!." 

Anecdotally, attorneys who use 
Compose to dra! motions report 
writing briefs faster. The 
purpose of this study is to 
measure precisely how much 
faster, as well as to determine 
whether Compose a$ects the 
quality of the brief.  

Methodology 

The study participants included 
thirteen litigators with 
experience at Am Law 200 #rms 
and/or federal clerkship 
experience. Participants included 
a former editor in chief of the 
Columbia Law Review, a former 
clerk for the 9th Circuit Court of 
Appeals, and associates from 
#rms like O'Melveny & Myers and 
Akin Gump. We paid for two hours 
of each of their time to complete 

the study. None of the study participants had used 
Compose previously." 

The participants were given a prompt to write a Motion to 
Dismiss for Lack of Personal Jurisdiction based on a 
complex set of facts (the prompt is available in Appendix 1). 
Before introducing them to Compose, the participants 
answered survey questions about how they would typically 

How Compose works
1. Select your motion. 
To get started, simply enter the side 
you represent, the party names, and 
the jurisdiction.
2. Add arguments. 
Choose from an extensive, organized 
menu of the available arguments in 
your jurisdiction. Just click to add to 
your dra!.
3. Add legal standards and    
precedent. 
Click to add standards and citations 
customized to your side, jurisdiction, 
and arguments.
4. Add facts and authorities. 
Add your facts, and use Compose’s 
Parallel Search technology — the latest 
in machine learning — to automatically 
add fact-tailored precedent.
5. Make it your own. 
Customize your dra! by adding your 
insights, expertise, and style.
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approach dra!ing a motion responsive to the prompt. The 
survey also asked them to estimate how long it would take 
them to complete the assignment using their typical brief-
dra!ing process." 

Next, the participants were instructed to watch a 4-minute 
video introducing them to the Compose platform. This was 
the only training they were given on Compose." 

A!er watching the video, the study participants were told 
to begin using Compose, and only Compose, to complete the 
assignment. They were given 2 hours to complete the 
assignment, but informed that if they #nished early, they 
would be compensated for the full 2 hours. They were told 
to stop a!er 2 hours even if they had not completed the 
assignment. We asked them to record their start and end 
times." 

A!er using Compose to complete the assignment, they 
#lled out a survey about their experiences using the 
platform.  

Results 
Time Savings: Drafts Produced 76% Faster 
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The participants’ estimates of the amount of time it would 
take them to complete the assignment varied, but the 
average estimate across participants was about 6 hours 
and 55 minutes." 

The participants recorded their start and end times 
completing the assignment with Compose. Two of them did 
not complete the assignment in the 2 hours allotted, and 
were asked to estimate how much total time it would take 
them to complete the assignment. The average time it took 

Time to complete assignment 
without Compose
Litigator 1 3 hours

Litigator 2 3 hours

Litigator 3 12 hours

Litigator 4 6-8 hours

Litigator 5 5 hours

Litigator 6 10-15 hours

Litigator 7 5-7 hours

Litigator 8 6-8 hours

Litigator 9 8-10 hours

Litigator 10 6 hours

Litigator 11 6 hours

Litigator 12 3-4 hours

Litigator 13 10 hours

Average time without Compose 
6 hours 55 minutes
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to complete (or estimated to complete) the assignment was 1 
hour and 41 minutes." 

This means that, on average, the assignment took about 
24% as long to complete with Compose; in other words, 
that it saved 76% of the time the litigators estimated the 
assignment would typically take them, translating to 5.2 
hours saved per brief." 

It’s worth noting here that this was also the #rst time 
these litigators had used Compose. Over time, increased 

Time to complete assignment with 
Compose
Litigator 1 1 hour 13 minutes

Litigator 2 2 hours

Litigator 3 1 hour 35 minutes

Litigator 4 3 hours

Litigator 5 2 hours 25 minutes

Litigator 6 1 hour 24 minutes

Litigator 7 1 hour

Litigator 8 1 hour 20 minutes

Litigator 9 1 hour 40 minutes

Litigator 10 2 hours

Litigator 11 49 minutes

Litigator 12 2 hours

Litigator 13 1 hour 29 minutes

Average time with Compose 
1 hour 41 minutes



8

familiarity with the platform would likely lead to even 
greater time savings." 

Brief Quality: 100% Equal or Better Quality Briefs 

A!er the assignment, we asked the participants (via a 
survey) to gauge how Compose would impact the quality of 
their motions based on their experience using the 
platform to dra! a brief." 

We asked whether Compose would lead to better, equal, or 
lower quality briefs. 100% said equal or better quality. 

For a bit more color, we also asked (1) whether Compose 
would lead to higher, equal, or lower quality authorities 
cited in their briefs, and (2) whether Compose would make 
it more, equally, or less likely that they would miss an 
argument.  

Improvements to brief quality

62% of attorneys  
said they would cite higher quality authorities 
with Compose
69% of attorneys  
said they would be less likely to miss an 
argument with Compose
92% of attorneys  
said Compose would improve the quality of 
their briefs in one or both of these areas
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User Experience: Easy and Enjoyable to Use 

Even when the value of a new tool is clear, adoption is a 
key concern for law #rms evaluating legal technology. A 
critical factor in adoption is a great user experience that 
takes minimal training and is minimally disruptive to an 
attorney’s work&ow. 

The experience of the litigators participating in the study 
(in addition to the many attorneys using Compose at 
customer #rms) re&ected that Compose can easily be 
adopted by #rm attorneys." 

The only training the study participants received was a 4-
minute video walking them through the platform. Based 
on that 4-minute video, 100% of the participants were 
adequately trained to produce a well-supported dra! using 
Compose. 

Additionally, the survey gave the participants the 
opportunity to leave comments about their experience, 
including how Compose compared to their typical dra!ing 
process: 

• “This is really amazing. It is easy to use, makes the 
process so much quicker, and helps me !nd more law than 
I would have previously used in a brief. It even made me 
think of new points of an argument and really just focus 
on how the facts of the case were relevant to the 
arguments.” 

• “Overall, I was very impressed.” 

• “It was amazing. It was almost scary how helpful it was. 
Everything that I searched was on point and relevant and 
it also really helped me lay out the arguments in a clear 
and concise way.”" 
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• “I was incredibly impressed.”" 

• “This is a very e#cient process and would be of great 
assistance to both lawyer and client in the preparation of 
briefs.” 

• “I think Compose is going to change the way attorneys 
write their briefs. It might even help attorneys save their 
clients some money.”" 

• “The bene!t of Compose is that it can do the easy part 
while the lawyer does the hard part. A client is willing to 
pay for a certain amount of time on a brief. You have more 
time to research complicated, nuanced issues within that 
time rather than hunting down case law to support the 
basic rules because Compose will do that for you. I also 
liked that Compose freed up time for me to focus on 
applying the law to the facts.” 

• “I enjoyed it. It dramatically reduced the time I spent 
outlining my main arguments and researching.”" 

• “When starting from scratch, I need to !gure out what 
arguments to use, what factors go into each argument. 
Compose helped put the potential arguments before me, in 
an organized manner.” 

• “It was far better [than my typical brief-dra$ing 
process].” 

• “Pretty amazing. Much more e#cient.”" 

• “I think this is a great product. You can literally dra$ 
over 20 pages of a brief in a little over an hour. Of course, 
you as the attorney have to apply the law to the facts of 
your case and complete the analysis but the so$ware will 
save you a lot of time in dra$ing. Compose is very easy to 
use and intuitive. It is a lot less time consuming and it 
practically organizes the brief for you, which leads to 
concise dra$ing.” 
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Return on Investment 

All technology investments made by in-house legal teams 
and law #rms alike must have a clear return on the 
investment that makes the expense and e$ort worthwhile. 
The e%ciency and quality gains resulting from adopting 
the Compose technology enable #rms to increase client 
satisfaction, improve realization rates, and o$er 
alternative fee arrangements. 

Client Satisfaction 

Today, more than ever, in-house legal teams are under 
immense pressure to contain costs of litigation. In-house 
legal teams whose outside counsel use Compose can be 
assured that" outside counsel is providing them with 
exceptional representation, delivered more e%ciently and 
cost-e$ectively." 

For law #rms, the e%ciency gains provided by Compose 
can improve the #rm’s ability to win and retain clients. 
Current clients will appreciate the #rm’s e$orts to adopt 
innovative technologies to deliver better services more 
e%ciently, particularly in an economic climate where 
litigation costs are likely to be under increased scrutiny. 
Law #rms that use Compose can also (in fact, many 
already do) point to the technology in pitches to 
prospective new clients to demonstrate their commitment 
to providing top-quality services as e%ciently as possible.  
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Realization Rates 

Compose makes brief dra!ing more e%cient by 
automating much of the work that clients are already 
unwilling and unlikely to pay for — including time spent 
searching brief banks and case law databases for 
arguments and authorities. It frees up the attorney to focus 
on the substantive work that clients are paying them to do. 
This puts attorneys in a position to submit a bill to clients 
for brief writing that includes only high-value work that is 
much less likely to be written down or written o$." 

Alternative Fee Arrangements 

A 76% increase in e%ciency gives law #rms &exibility to 
explore alternative fee arrangements that otherwise might 
not be pro#table. By enabling attorneys to spend 76% less 
time on a brief with an equal or better outcome, it becomes 
much more realistic for law #rms to consider handling 
those briefs on a &at-fee basis, and potentially even using 
the time they save on each brief to take on additional work. 
This positions the #rm to o$er disruptive pricing and 
business models, enabling it to win more business and 
better retain clients. 

Conclusion 

The experiences of the litigators who participated in this 
study reveal that attorneys could produce briefs four times 
as e"ciently by using Compose while improving the 
quality of the #nished brief. Compose’s expansive 
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Argument List and groundbreaking Parallel Search 
technology don’t just speed up the research process; they 
diminish the risk of missing an argument and improve the 
quality and relevancy of the authorities attorneys discover 
through their research. Compose empowers law #rms to 
reduce the hours their attorneys spend on work they 
cannot bill for, more pro#tably consider alternative fee 
arrangements, improve the quality of their services, and 
demonstrate a real commitment to e%ciency to cost-
conscious clients." 
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Appendix: Assignment Prompt 

Amy recently returned home to California a!er a skiing vacation in 
Colorado. During her trip, Amy purchased new ski boots and skis. 
While using them on the trip, one of the ski boots suddenly detached 
from the ski, causing her to fall and injure her knee." 

Amy has #led a product liability lawsuit against Outdoors Shop, the 
manufacturer of the ski boots and skis, in the Northern District of 
California. Amy alleges in the complaint that she bought the ski boots 
and skis based on the recommendation of a ski instructor at the ski 
resort in Colorado and the equipment was defectively designed. Amy 
alleges that Outdoors Shop, which is incorporated and headquartered 
in South Carolina, has signi#cant contacts with California. Those 
contacts include frequent advertising in California and signi#cant 
sales in California. According to the complaint, Outdoors Shop sold 
over $1 million of its products last year in California—around 20% of 
the company’s total sales for the year. The complaint also alleges that 
Outdoors Shop has a subsidiary in San Francisco that specializes in the 
development of equipment for swimming pools. The complaint does not 
contain any additional allegations about the subsidiary’s #nances or 
operations and further alleges that information is not public and can 
only be obtained through Outdoors Shop." 

The complaint alleges that Outdoors Shop is subject to personal 
jurisdiction in the Northern District of California based on its own 
contacts with California, and based on the operations of its subsidiary 
in San Francisco. Outdoors Shop wants to #le a motion to dismiss the 
complaint for lack of personal jurisdiction pursuant to Federal Rule of 
Civil Procedure 12(b)(2). 


