
Oregon State Bar Judicial Voters Guide 2020 

Candidate Questions: 

1) Full name: 

 Kyle Larry Krohn 

 

2) Campaign web site (if applicable):  

https://www.kylefororegon.com 

 

3) List college and law school attended, including dates of attendance, and degrees 
awarded.  

Whitman College, 2002-2006, B.A. in Politics magna cum laude 

Georgetown University, 2007-2010, J.D. cum laude 

 

4) List employment since graduation from law school, including years employed, your 
position and the nature of the practice or activity.  

Office of Public Defense Services, Salem; 2012-present; appellate public defender. 
I represent indigent persons in misdemeanor and felony appeals and judicial review of 
parole board decisions in the Oregon Court of Appeals and Oregon Supreme Court. 

Multnomah Defenders Inc., Portland; 2010-2011; trial public defender. I 
represented indigent persons in DUII diversion hearings, misdemeanor and felony 
probation violations, and misdemeanor arraignments, guilty pleas, and one jury trial in 
the Multnomah County Circuit Court. 

 

5) List state and federal bars, courts and administrative bodies to which you are currently 
admitted.  

Oregon 

 

https://www.kylefororegon.com/


6) If desired, list any publications and/or articles you have authored. 

editor, chapter 8, Felony Sentencing in Oregon (6th ed 2019) 

author, “Damages as a Remedy for Violations of Article I, Section 9,” Oregon 
Defense Attorney, June/July 2019 

author, “Court of Appeals Holds Trial Court Must ‘Disclose its Understanding of 
the Law,’” Juvenile Law Reader, Spring 2019 

author, “Consecutive Sentencing: A Primer,” Oregon Defense Attorney, June/July 
2018 

author, “The Inferior-Degree Instruction,” Oregon Defense Attorney, June/July 
2017 

author, “Is It Presumptive or Is It Not?” Oregon Defense Attorney, August 2015 

author, “Automobile Passengers,” Oregon Defense Attorney, August 2014 

author, “Zero Tolerance for ‘Zero Tolerance,’” Oregon Defense Attorney, January 
2014 

7) If desired, list any community, teaching or civic activities.  

volunteer judge, Willamette University College of Law moot court and mock trial 
competitions, 2012-present 

 

8) What is the general character of your practice? If desired, please indicate any legal areas 
in which you concentrate.  

I represent indigent criminal defendants in Oregon’s appellate courts. Although 
that primarily involves criminal law and procedure, it can reach issues as varied as the 
validity of ballot measures or the scope of the state public meetings law. 

 

9) Describe any litigation practice in the last five (5) years and address both the courts and 
types of cases. 

I occasionally appear in Oregon county and municipal courts in connection with 
my appellate cases. For example, I traveled to Yamhill County Circuit Court for a 
resentencing hearing. 

 



10) Describe any appellate court experience not included above. 

Oregon Court of Appeals, criminal and administrative parole appeals. In the last 
five years, I have written hundreds of appellate briefs and presented oral 
argument nearly 100 times. 

Oregon Supreme Court, criminal and administrative parole appeals. In the last 
five years, I have filed dozens of petitions for review and presented oral 
argument four times. 

 

11) Describe any experience serving as an arbitrator or mediator. 

n/a 

 

12) List any experience you have as a pro tem or municipal judge, and the names of the 
courts you have served.  

n/a 

 

13) List any bar association memberships, and if desired, any offices held or 
committee/project assignments.  

n/a 

 

14) Have you ever been convicted of or pleaded guilty to a violation of any federal, state, 
county or municipal law, regulation or ordinance? If so, please give details. Do not include 
or parking offenses or traffic violations for which a fine of less than $500 was imposed.  

No. 

 

15) Have you ever been the subject of a formal disciplinary proceeding as an attorney? If 
so, please give the particulars and the result. **Include only proceedings that were 
authorized for prosecution by the SPRB.  

No. 

 



16) Why do you want to be a judge?  

I want to be a judge because I believe that judges should explain their decisions. 
Right now they don’t. In most cases, the Court of Appeals “affirms without opinion” 
(“AWOP”). That means the judges give no explanation whatsoever for their ruling. They 
do it in every kind of case—criminal and civil, big and small, easy and hard. They do it 
whether they think the lower court’s ruling was right or wrong. Sometimes they even do 
it by mistake. 

I believe that practice is wrong. It leaves people with no idea why the court ruled 
against them. It makes it more difficult and costly for other courts to review Court of 
Appeals decisions. And it undermines the perception of fairness and accuracy of the 
entire judicial system. 

Many other state and federal appellate courts give at least one or two sentences 
to explain each of their rulings. But Oregon’s appellate court has demonstrated that it 
will not change its practice on its own. Most of the Court of Appeals judges are 
appointed by the governor, and I think it would be hard for a brand new judge in that 
position to call for an end to a practice that the court has followed for decades. The only 
way we will see change is through the electoral process. 

In any case, it takes just one judge to make the court explain its ruling. If elected, I 
will be that judge. I also believe that raising the issue through my candidacy gives the 
people of Oregon a meaningful opportunity to show that they want more transparency 
and accountability from their Court of Appeals. 

 

17) Briefly describe your philosophy of the judicial role, the qualities that are most 
important for the role, and the greatest challenges to the role.  

Written or oral explanations of a judge’s rulings are the bedrock of our legal 
system. Explanations assure the parties and the public that the judge is making a correct, 
unbiased decision. Explanations help other courts review the judge’s decision and apply 
that decision in future cases. And explanations help the judge verify for herself that she 
is making the right decision for the right reasons. 

Explanations are what distinguish the judiciary from other branches of 
government. If a legislator votes in favor of gun control 90% of the time, you can tell that 
they favor gun control. Their votes speak for themselves, because legislators vote for the 
policies that they favor. But judges don’t necessarily vote for the outcome that they 
favor. Judges decide cases according to legal principles that are supposed to be neutral 
and impartial. A judge might rule in favor of gun control laws 90% of the time even if 
they personally oppose those laws. The judge’s legal analysis should take priority over 
their personal views. 



That means the only way to tell whether a judge is doing their job right is to 
review their reasoning—their explanation is critical. Decisions without explanations are 
merely the unchecked exercise of power. 

The most important qualities for an appellate judge are insight, intelligence, and 
integrity. Appellate judges review the rulings of lower courts and administrative 
agencies, and their decisions affect many people. Appellate judges need to have a 
working knowledge of nearly every area of law and the ability to quickly master 
unfamiliar issues. They need to be able to identify and reject incorrect answers and reach 
the right answer for the right reasons. They need to be able to explain their rulings to the 
parties, other courts, and the public. They need to be prepared to stand by their correct 
rulings even when they are unpopular, but also willing to acknowledge when they get it 
wrong. 

Currently, one of the greatest challenges for the Court of Appeals is that it is 
underfunded and understaffed for the number of cases it is expected to decide. That is 
one of the reasons for the AWOP practice—it is simply impossible for the court to give a 
detailed explanation for every appeal. But I think judges should still try to explain all of 
their decisions. In many cases, even one or two sentences would suffice. That would be a 
huge improvement for the parties and public without imposing a significant burden on 
the court. 

 

18) Briefly describe a case, or a legal issue on which you worked, of which you are 
particularly proud, or which is reflective of your legal ability, work ethic, judicial philosophy, 
or temperament.  

As a public defender, I have many fascinating stories, but nearly all of them are 
protected by lawyer confidentiality rules. I help my clients through some of the worst 
times of their lives, and I can’t draw attention to their cases for my own gain. 

What I can say is that I’m proud to be known as one of the most productive 
appellate attorneys in the state. I’ve represented hundreds of individuals before 
Oregon’s appellate courts. And my work is high-quality—the Oregon Supreme Court has 
called my advocacy “thoughtful.” As a judge, I will bring that productivity and 
thoughtfulness to the court. 

 

19) Briefly describe an issue, related to Oregon's justice system, that concerns you, or that 
you have interest in working toward improving.    

Because the Court of Appeals hears so many appeals compared to its limited 
judges and staff, the court must be as efficient as possible. As I said, I think the cases that 



are currently affirmed without opinion could receive a short summary of the court’s 
reasons without unduly burdening the court. 

On the other hand, sometimes the court issues longer opinions in cases that don’t 
need it. Some of those longer opinions could be replaced with short summaries that 
would still supply the basis for the court’s decision but be easier for the court to produce. 
For appeals that are so routine or fact-specific that full opinions would be unlikely to 
create new precedent, the court should err on the side of efficiency. That would make it 
easier for the court to issue opinions in every case while also devoting more time and 
energy to the cases where the court’s decision will have the biggest impact. 

There may be other ways Oregon’s appellate courts could increase their 
efficiency. For example, the Oregon Supreme Court has greater ability to resolve novel 
legal issues in comprehensive written opinions, but we still expect the Court of Appeals 
to decide those issues in the first instance. Even when everyone knows that the Supreme 
Court will likely take an interest in a major case, the Court of Appeals judges and staff 
labor for months or years writing a single opinion—which takes their attention away 
from the dozens of other cases on their docket. There is a procedure available for the 
Court of Appeals to transfer those big cases directly to the Supreme Court, but it is 
seldom used. I think our appellate judges should consider whether to use that procedure 
more often. 

The Court of Appeals also has the ability to decide some cases with just two 
judges instead of three. Although it might not seem like a big difference, if used 
appropriately it could significantly reduce the court’s workload—one fewer judge would 
need to read the parties’ briefs, review the record, do the research, and deliberate on 
the case. That judge could spend more time on other cases. But the two-judge option 
isn’t used very often. I think the court could use it more judiciously, for example by 
making it available to parties as part of an expedited appeal process for simpler cases 
that are unlikely to have much impact on the legal system. 

Of course, finding the right balance between efficiency and quality requires 
careful consideration. But I think I’m up to the challenge. 

 

20) Briefly describe a legal figure, personal, fictional or historical, whom you admire and 
why. 

I admire William O. Douglas, a former Justice of the United States Supreme Court 
and fellow graduate of Whitman College. Justice Douglas was one of the most active and 
principled members of the Supreme Court, writing numerous opinions—whether he 
spoke for the entire court or for himself alone. He was strongly committed to civil 
liberties, and he didn’t back down from his beliefs about what the law required even 



when the politics of the day were against him. I don’t necessarily agree with all of his 
views, but I admire his dedication and courage. 

 

21) State any other information that you regard as pertinent to your candidacy.  

The Court of Appeals is making the best of a difficult situation, and I respect the 
judges’ efforts. I’m not running because I want to unseat a particular incumbent. To be 
honest, I don’t have a strong desire to be a judge. If the AWOP practice did not exist or 
was used less frequently, I probably wouldn’t be running at all. I’m running only because 
I believe there’s room for improvement and that I could make a positive impact on the 
court. 

The Court of Appeals is important. Many of us are familiar with our local courts, 
and the Oregon Supreme Court has a higher profile. But the Court of Appeals hears all 
kinds of criminal, civil, and administrative appeals. It decides when the police can pull 
you over. What you’re owed if you’re hurt on the job. Whether the state can take away 
your children. And those decisions affect all of us, even when we don’t hear about them, 
because they are binding on every lower court. 

That’s why it’s so important that we have the right to choose our Court of 
Appeals judges. I hope I’ve earned your vote, but I’ll be happy even just to get more 
people thinking about the issues that our courts face and what we want from our judicial 
system. Thank you for reading! 


