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More Than Curriculum Committee Approval:  

Teacher Training to Support Curricular Innovation  
 

Deborah Epstein and Jane Aiken 
Georgetown University Law School 

 
The Problem:  Legal education needs to change is clearly the message of both the 
Carnegie Report and Best Practices.  Innovative curricular content requires ready and 
able teachers.  Without that “infrastructure,” innovation is likely to fail. Law teachers 
come from a background with little or no training in pedagogy and who face tenure 
hurdles that often fail to reward excellent and innovative teaching.  Even though there is 
little exposure to formal training about teaching and adult learning theory, law teachers 
are eager to learn new methods and gain insight into educational theory. We enjoy those 
exceptional conversations in which we take on the question of why we teach and what we 
really are teaching. Even though the AALS offers new teacher training and occasional 
experienced teacher workshops, it does not offer teachers hands-on training with specific 
feedback directed toward the learner’s needs.  It is rare for law professors to engage in an 
undertaking in which we clarify our goals as clinical and non-clinical teachers, ensure 
that our teaching methods are consistent with our goals, and identify potential new goals 
and approaches to re-energize our teaching.  This retooling can help us begin to 
incorporate all three of the Carnegie-identified apprenticeships.   
 
The Innovation:  During the summer of 2008, Georgetown University Law Center 
offered just such a focused teacher training workshop directed toward mid-career clinical 
teachers. This Institute offered participants the chance: 
 

 To clarify their goals as clinical teachers, ensure that their teaching methods were 
consistent with their goals, and identify potential new goals and approaches to re-
energize their teaching. Sessions engaged the question of why we teach and what 
we teach.   

 
 To explore effective interventions in which to teach students to become ethical 

practitioners and make a smoother transition to the practice of law.   
 
 To investigate ways in which they could inspire students to appreciate their role in 

the project of social justice and evaluate their clinical teaching choices in that 
light.     

 
 To improve their listening skills so to identify opportunities for learning as they 

arise during the student’s clinical experience.  We investigated classic problems 
that arise in clinic that get in the way of teaching and learning, including 
approaches to difficult conversations with students, teaching about cultural 
difference without assuming a majority audience, as well as unique problems that 
were brought by participants to the Institute.   



 
 To develop strategies for purposeful learning in direct supervision and seminar 

components. The Institute drew upon experts in educational theory that trained 
teachers to choose teaching methods that were a function of their ultimate 
teaching goal to ensure that their teaching is effective and purposeful.   We  
constantly asked the questions, “Why did you do that?”, “How did it work?” and 
“What would you do differently?” 

 
 To embrace the spirit of inquiry that ensures growth and challenge in their work 

as clinicians. We evaluated “tried and true” teaching methodologies to assess their 
effectiveness.  Participants became both teachers and students and had an 
opportunity to experience what their students experience and then look critically 
at that experience to determine if it actually does what they hoped it will do.  

 
 To develop peer support and trust so to ensure effective and honest feedback 

during the Institute.  The use of small groups of seven with two facilitators 
throughout the time was designed to create a safe environment in which to 
explore their teaching choices and try out new approaches.  Participants were 
assured of dedicated time for them to teach a class, review a videotape, or conduct 
a problem solving session on a problem of their choice within the small group 
session. Small group members provided feedback and suggestions to the member 
presenting but also received their own feedback on their critique of the presenter.  
This “critique of the critique” ensured that all activities were opportunities for 
learning no matter whether one was presenting or was presented to. 

 
 To create a group of peers who could share the unique challenges that clinical 

education poses and provide each other with continuing feedback and ideas well 
into the future.  

 
 To provide participants with a meaningful take-away from the experience. 

Participants left the week with particularized feedback on their own clinical 
teaching, insight into what strategies we use work and don’t work and ways to 
improve those strategies, and materials that addressed teaching methods and 
theory appropriate to the clinical setting.  

 
 
Process:  In order to conduct such a workshop, begin planning early.  There should 
be someone who is designated the overall director of the teaching institute to ensure 
that there is coherence and continuity.  There should be a small group who engage in 
the overall planning. Planners should be particularly attentive to what appears to be 
the interests and concerns that would motivate teachers to want to come to such a 
training. The focus should be on the learner. The learning during the training should 
be dynamic.  The design should assume that participants will learn from plenary 
session leaders, facilitators of small groups and each other. The design of the training 
should be attentive to building a sense of camaraderie through full days with some 
shared meals.  



 
 Identify what group of learners you are addressing: new law teachers are very 
different from mid-career law teachers who have considerable shared context but may 
have a stake in their teaching methodology.  Build in plenty of time for each 
participant to present a teaching challenge and get feedback on it and strategies for 
addressing the challenge. Encourage participants to be precise about what they want 
feedback on.  Demonstration of teaching a whole class is less amenable to getting 
useful feedback (and other small group members’ interest) than isolating a particular 
challenge for presentation. Role-playing either the teacher or the student encountering 
(or creating) the problem engages the small group and leads to more insight.  
Facilitators should move participants toward role playing. Ideally this is done in small 
groups (7-10) with two facilitators 
 
 Facilitators should be trained and have a plan for how generally meetings will be 
conducted. The plenary sessions should build on one another following roughly the 
format of Why do we teach?  What do we teach? and then How do we teach? All 
trainings should include at least one educational theorist who is an expert in the field 
of education, rather than law. We included Stephen Brookfield and Grant Wiggins.   
It appears that law professors are hungry for such knowledge and guidance. 
Presenters should be conscious that how they teach in the plenary session is a model 
of how to teach generally. More than one presenter in a plenary featuring law 
professors is ideal but effort should be made to have the presentation clearly 
coordinated and of a whole. Presenters in plenary sessions should have credibility 
among the audience.  
 
 Plenary sessions that offer participants structures, strategies and lenses through 
which to view their teaching are particularly effective. Invite small group participants 
to “deconstruct” plenary sessions for both the particularized learning about the 
substance that they gained from the session and the process insight they may have 
gained from the way that the plenary was presented. Instill in participants an 
awareness of “process” that can help them become more self-reflective. Critical 
Incident Questionaires (Stephen Brookfield) are useful devices for ensuring and 
recording self-reflection and insights. Participants should have several “take-aways.”  
These can include teaching techniques, insight into his or her own teaching, plan of 
action for making change occur in their teaching and/or institution. At the close of 
each day of training the facilitators should meet and discuss what occurred ding the 
day, what ideas might be useful for each other, adjustments that need to be made in 
the way things are proceeding. 
 
Evaluation: We asked participants in the training to do an evaluation of the Institute 
at the close of the program.  We plan to follow-up  midway through the Fall semester 
to see if the things learned in the Institute have carried over into the participants’ 
teaching and to ask them to evaluate what they learned with the benefit of hindsight. 
The planners and small group facilitators met and debriefed on what went well and 
what could be improved.  We reviewed critical incident reports created during the 
Institute to see what patterns emerged about effective teaching strategies.   



 
Carnegie/Best Practices:  The Carnegie Report clearly addresses the need for 
teacher training as a prerequisite for supporting change in legal education. Adult 
educational theory also identifies teacher training as essential to the educational 
enterprise.  Despite considerable research demonstrating that lecturing is one of the 
least efficient means of teaching, teachers continue to embrace that method both 
because it is what they experienced and because they lack the confidence to engage in 
new teaching strategies or have no examples of alternative models.  If we want 
change, we need to provide the support that will make change easy and fun.  
Educational theory often focuses on designing teaching interventions with clear goals 
in mind and being intentional about all teaching efforts.  We often identify teaching 
changes that we would like to see implemented in our institution.  Implementing 
curricular innovations is not accomplished merely by getting a course through a 
curriculum committee.  This showcase reminds conference participants of that and 
provides a viable model to support innovative efforts.   
 
 



Where We Are in the Process 
 

 The Summer Institute will occur on June 17-20, 2008 and thus will provide the 
data for this workshop presentation.  The Institute has been the result of many hours 
of planning involving a number of skilled teachers/facilitators and two educational 
theorists who will be present at the training, Stephen Brookfield and Grant Wiggins.  
We have identified the following goals for our teacher training project that grow out 
of the Carnegie Report that will serve as the basis for analysis and demonstration:  
 
 To explore effective interventions in which to teach students to become ethical 

practitioners and make a smoother transition to the practice of law.   
 
 To investigate ways in which we can inspire our students to appreciate their role 

in the project of social justice and evaluate our clinical teaching choices in that 
light.     

 
 To improve our listening skills so to identify opportunities for learning as they 

arise during the student’s clinical experience.  We will investigate classic 
problems that arise in clinic that get in the way of our teaching and learning, 
including approaches to difficult conversations with students, teaching about 
cultural difference without assuming a majority audience, as well as unique 
problems brought by participants to the Institute.   

 
 To develop strategies for purposeful learning in our direct supervision and 

seminar components. The Institute will draw upon experts in educational theory 
that trains teachers to choose teaching methods that are a function of our ultimate 
teaching goal to ensure that our teaching is effective and purposeful.   We will 
constantly be asking the questions, “Why did you do that?”, “How did it work?” 
and “What would you do differently?” 

 
 To embrace the spirit of inquiry that ensures growth and challenge in our work as 

clinicians. We will evaluate “tried and true” teaching methodologies to assess 
their effectiveness.  Participants will become both teachers and students and have 
an opportunity to experience what our students experience and then look critically 
at that experience to determine if it actually does what we hope it will do.  

 
 To develop peer support and trust so to ensure effective and honest feedback 

during the Institute.  The use of small groups of seven with two facilitators 
throughout the time is designed to create a safe environment in which to explore 
your teaching choices and try out new approaches.   

 
 To create a group of peers who can share the unique challenges that clinical 

education poses and provide each other with continuing feedback and ideas well 
into the future.  

 



 To provide participants with a meaningful take-away from the experience. 
Participants will leave the week with particularized feedback on their own clinical 
teaching, insight into what strategies that we use work and don’t work and ways 
to improve those strategies, and materials that address teaching methods and 
theory appropriate to the clinical setting.  

 
 The Institute itself will provide the data for this workshop presentation so we are 
well on our way toward creating a model that might be replicated in conferee’s home 
institutions. In the presentation, we will demonstrate “backwards design,” that is, we will 
choose one of the teaching goals for the Institute, discuss why it is important to legal 
education and show how an Institute exercise was designed to achieve that goal. Our 
challenge for the workshop will be gain enough perspective on the Institute to analyze 
our successes and failures.  We will also want to make sure that the workshop is a model 
of good teaching and will make efforts to employ teaching methodology that engages the 
audience. We believe that at the close of this session, participants will have some tools 
for creating their own models of teacher training and an appreciation for the importance 
of providing teachers with the pedagogical knowledge and skill set that will make 
curricular innovation possible.  



 
University of Washington School of Law 

Courses Taught by Dwight Drake 
 
 
 
Antitrust – Law A552 (4 Quarter Credits)    
Typical Class Size – 40 Students 

 The course focuses on the development of antitrust in the United States, with 
frequent references to the comparative experiences of other countries and the daunting 
challenges posed by the globalization of the world’s economy.  Beyond focusing on the 
historic and current legal and economic challenges of antitrust, the course is structured to 
illustrate the potential impact of antitrust in any business practice and to facilitate the 
development of the students’ analytical, problem solving, writing, and fact gathering 
skills.  

The students are divided into eight teams (average team size of five students).  At 
the beginning of the second week of the 10 week course, a comprehensive case study 
problem is distributed.  This problem deals with issues that will be covered in the 
readings and discussions that will occur during week three.  One of the teams is assigned 
as the “Key Team” for that problem.  The key team has one week to gather additional 
facts (via email questions to the Professor), to prepare a 12 minute class presentation 
(optionally, but always, supported by PowerPoint slides), and to prepare a comprehensive 
written memorandum (typical length – 18 pages).  During this same period, each of the 
other students in the class is encouraged to discuss the case study with his or her 
teammates and submit an individual written “Observation Memo” on the case study 
(typical length of four pages).  The third week starts with the key team’s verbal 
presentation and the submissions of the key team’s comprehensive memorandum (which 
is immediately posted to the class website) and the individual student memorandums.  
This work effort sets the stage for the class discussions during week three, which include 
an in-depth critique of the key team’s analysis.  The process is repeated with seven more 
case studies over the remaining seven weeks of the course, with each team serving as a 
key team for one week.   

The key team receives a grade for the quality of its performance, which accounts 
for 10 percent of each team member’s final grade for the course.  Two enticements are 
used to encourage students to submit individual observation memos that qualify for a 
“Pass” grade: (1) points are awarded for each passing memo equal to three percent of the 
total possible points in the course; and (2) submissions of six “Pass” observation memos 
guarantee the student a grade of “B” in the course and give the student the right to “opt-
out” of the final exam.  These enticements have resulted in over 90 percent of the 
students submitting all observation memos. 

Advising Business Owners (Business Planning) – Law T 525 (3 Quarter Credits) 
Typical Class Size – 50 Students 

 The course focuses on a broad range of planning challenges faced by large and 
small closely held business, including start-up and sellout issues, executive 
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compensation, co-owner planning, fringe benefits, life insurance planning, entity 
conversions, family intergenerational transition planning, asset protection planning, 
employee challenges and risks, and diversification strategies.  The course is structured to 
help students develop three essential planning skills: (1) the ability to help a client 
identify and prioritize specific business objectives; (2) the ability to evaluate and apply 
specific business planning strategies, and (3) the ability to effectively communicate with 
non-lawyers.  The key to the course is 40 case study problems and related reading 
material in the book Business Planning: Closely Held Enterprises, Second Edition 
(Thomson/West 2008), which I originally wrote in 2005-06 from materials developed for 
this course.  There are 54 case studies in the book, but time constrains limit coverage of 
only 40 in the course. 

 The students are divided into teams of five.  For each case study problem, each 
team is required to have one of its members prepare to make a presentation to the class 
(not to exceed six minutes in length) on the assigned day that simulates how the student 
would discuss his or her analysis and recommendations with a business owner or 
executive.  With forty case studies, each team member must prepare to make eight 
presentations during the quarter.  Immediately before the commencement of each class 
period, a random drawing is made to determine which teams will make case study 
presentations that day.  Although each student must prepare to make eight presentations, 
the number of presentations actually given by any student is determined by the luck (or 
un-luck) of the draw.  Any team that banks on the draw to avoid preparation runs a 
serious risk; if the team’s number is drawn and it is clear that there has been little or no 
preparation, each team member receives a permanent half grade drop in his or her grade 
for the course.   

 In addition to this team presentation roulette, each student is enticed to submit 
individual written analytical memos on the case studies.  If a student submits 10 case 
study memos that receive a “Pass” grade, the student is ensured a grade of “B” in the 
course, even if the student elects to not take the final exam.  The submission of 16 memos 
that receive a “Pass” grade guarantees a grade of “B+”.   No more than two cases from 
any single chapter may be “written up” and submitted for credit, and three specific cases 
(tough cases designated by me) must be included if a student wants the grade guarantee.  
These enticements have resulted is nearly 90 percent of the students writing and 
submitting written memos in advance of the class discussion.  The result has been lively 
class discussions, better student presentations, engaged post-presentation student 
dialogue, higher student energy throughout the entire quarter, and very positive student 
feedback at the end of the course. 

Corporations Law - A 514 (3 Quarter Credits) 
Class Size – 61 Students 

 This is an introductory course in corporate law that surveys a broad range of state 
corporate statutes, select federal statutes, and numerous related cases.  Beyond the 
substantive content, the course is structured to help develop writing, problem solving and 
analytical skills.   

 Student teams of five analyze 26 case study problems.  The same team 
presentation roulette and individual memo enticements used in the Business Planning 
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Course (described above) are employed in this course, with two differences.  First, the 
focus of the presentations and the planning memos is not strategic planning based on a 
review and analysis of strategic options; it is analyzing and applying statutes and cases to 
solve corporate law problems.  Second, the target recipient of the presentations and 
memos is not a business owner or executive; it is the senior partner of a law firm. 

Business Enterprise Taxation – A 537  (4 Quarter Credits) 
Typical Class Size: 15 to 20 

 This is a JD course that focuses on the federal income taxation of C corporations, 
S corporations, and partnership-taxed entities.  It necessarily entails the analysis of a huge 
volume of technical detail in a 10 week period that includes only 33 hours of class time.  
The challenge is to organize the course to maximize the efficiency of each class hour and 
the students’ pre-class preparation efforts.  As with most (all?) tax courses, the primary 
focus in this course is a broad range of tax problems that are designed to teach the law 
and facilitate the development of the students’ ability to read and apply the Internal 
Revenue Code.  The difference in this course is that the correct answers to the problems 
are not unveiled in class.  In order to improve the efficiency of the class time by requiring 
more of the students up front, the correct answer to each problem is posted to the class 
website 24 hours before the class period in which the problem is to be discussed.  Each 
student is expected to have reconciled the correct answers with his or her own answers, 
and thus to have experienced each problem’s “teaching moment,” before class begins.  
Class time is spent covering a great deal of ground because the focus of the discussion is 
clarifying questions and ambiguities to problems that all students are expected to have 
mastered.  Students are strongly encouraged to work the problems on their own or in 
small study groups before reviewing the downloaded answers.  All are repeatedly warned 
(and some, regrettably, quickly learn) that they will short-circuit the learning process and 
have a very difficult time keeping up in class if their front-end preparation is limited to 
reviewing downloaded answers.   

Taxation of Corporations and Shareholders T-501  (3 Quarter Credit Hours)   
Typical Class Size:  60 

 This is a required LL.M tax course that focuses on the federal income taxation of 
C corporations and S corporations.  There is a heavy use of problems, and the challenge 
is to maximize the efficiency of the 25 hours of class time that is available over the 10 
week period of the course.  As described above, correct answers to the problems are 
posted on the class website 24 hours in advance of each class, and the students are 
expected to have “reconciled their answers” before each class session.  In addition to 
clarifying ambiguities to problems that all students are expected to have “mastered,” class 
time is spent discussing the policy issues and the all-important planning implications, 
traps and strategies related to the issued raised by the problems.  Students who “cheat” 
their up-front preparation effort struggle (usually in vain) to keep up with the pace and 
advanced substance of the dialogue in class.  Some complain that “everything is too fast” 
until they really get with the program.  Although minds can differ, I prefer this more 
aggressive use of class time to the alternative of first unveiling the correct answers in 
class, in hopes that enough students will just “get it,” with no time available to discuss the 
policy and important planning implications of the issues raised by the problems.   
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Federal Estate and Gift Taxation – Law T510  (3 Credit Hours) 
Typical Class Size – 55 Students 

 This is a required LL.M tax course that focuses on federal estate, gift and 
generation-skipping taxes.  The course is preparatory to advanced planning courses and 
requires that a broad menu of technical Code provisions be covered over the 10 week 
period of the course.  Numerous problems are the focus of each class session.  Again, 
students are provided answers to the problems (via the class website) 24 hours before 
each class session, with the expectation that the answers will have been reconciled and 
the “learning moment” will have occurred before class begins.  Beyond resolving 
ambiguities raised by the specific problems, the class discussions focus on broader 
related issues and background information that are essential to the estate planning 
process.                                     



Courses at UW

• Antitrust

• Corporations

• Business Planning

• Corporate Tax 

• Estate and Gift Tax

• Executive Legal Training (MBA Program)



Case Study Problem Goals

• Entice (Force?) Stronger Pre-Class Preparation

• Improve Class Discussions

• Maintain High “Student Energy”

• Promote Professional (vs. Student) Focus 

• Develop Essential Practice Skills



Essential Practice Skills

• Business Objective Focus - Identification and 
Prioritization

• Fact Gathering - Asking the Right Questions

• Strategic Problem Solving and Planning - “Big 
Leap” from Knowing the Law 

• Effective Non-Lawyer Communications



Problem Use Techniques

• Written Memo Grade Protection Option

• Team Presentation Roulette

• Comprehensive Key Team Presentation and 
Analytical Memorandum 

• Pre-Class Solution PowerPoint Slides



Written Memo Grade Protection Option -
Business Planning Example 

10 “Pass” Memos =  Grade B

16 “Pass” Memos =  Grade B+

May elect to “Opt-Out” of final exam

No more than 2 case studies per chapter for credit

Three mandatory case studies



Memo Contents

• Identify Planning Issues / Challenges

• Summary of Recommendations

• Rationale and Analysis

• Alternatives Considered and Rejection 
Rationale

• Additional Facts That May Impact Analysis



Memo Participation Numbers -
2007-08 Academic Year 

Total         Participants        Percent

Antitrust                          38                  36                  94.7%

Corporations                   61                  47                  77.0%

Business Planning           52                  44                  84.6%



Business Planning Memo Details -
Spring 2008 Quarter 

Total Students                                        52

Memo Participants                                 44

Total # Memos                                     672

Exam Opt-Out Elections                        31

Students Submit Extra Memos               12

Most Memos from Single Student          34           



Business Planning Memo Details -
Spring 2008 Quarter 

Real Pluses….
• Better Class Discussions

• Better Student Presentations

• Better Post-Presentation Student Dialogue

• Better Student Energy

• Better Student Feedback           



Team Presentation Roulette

Team 1

Team 2

Team 3

Team 4

Team 5Team 6

Team 7

Team 8

Team 9

Team 10



Comprehensive Key Team Agenda

Fact
Gathering

Presentation
- 12 min

Full Blown
Memo

Team 5
Analytic
Memo



Pre-Class Solution Slides -
The Ideal 

Pre-Class  (What Law Is)
- Step One:  Student works problem
- Step Two:  Student reconciles with slide
- Result:  Learning moment before class

Class Priorities  (What It Means)
- Clarify ambiguities and confusion
- Practical traps
- Planning strategies  
- Practice impacts  



Pre-Class Solution Slides -
The Risk 

Pre-Class  (What Law Is)
- Step One:  Student makes no attempt to solve
- Step Two:  Student reviews solution slides
- Result:  Pre-Class learning diluted

Class Priorities  (What It Means)
- Student never grasps law
- Practical traps - confusion
- Planning strategies – more confusion
- Practice impacts – confusion leading to frustration 



Foundations for Legal Study
Planning Calendar 2008
Revised: 9/3/08

All sessions in Room 138,
unless otherwise stated

Time Monday: 8 September

8:15 a.m. Registration & Packet Pickup
Continental Breakfast, Hosted by
Bar/Bri

8:40 a.m. Welcome from the Dean
Greg Hicks, Interim Dean & Professor of Law

9:00 a.m. Overview of Foundations for Legal Study & Services for Students
Sandra Madrid, Ph.D.
Assistant Dean for Students & Community Development

9:20 -
9:30 a.m.

Welcome from the Student Bar Association, Student Bar Association;
Executive Vice-President, Rike Connelly

9:30 -
9:40 a.m.

Welcome from the Graduate Professional Student Senate,
Jake Faleschini

9:40 -
9:50 a.m.

Welcome from the Washington State Bar Association
Paula Littlewood, Executive Director

9:50 a.m. Break

10:00-
10:15

Training on “Clickers”: Damien Koemans, Director of Multimedia and
Classroom Services Center

10:15 -
11:00 a.m.

Computing Services
Jonathan Franklin, Acting Director of Library and Computing Services
Computing Services Staff

11:00 -
11:30 a.m.

The Law Library and You
Jonathan Franklin, Acting Director of Library & Computing Services
Law Library Staff

11:30 a.m. What to Expect During Your First Year – Student Perspectives:
Meet & Dine with Peer Advisors
(Lunch will be provided)

Group
Salmon P. Chase
Melville Fuller
John Marshall
Roger Brooke Taney
Morrison Waite
Edward Douglas White

Leader
David Hancock
Marc Bridge
Kyle Houston
Siiri Wilson
Megan Carper
Christina Wong

Room
116
117
118
115
127
133

1:00 p.m. Overview of Foundations for Legal Study
Associate Dean Kelly

1:15 - 
2:30 p.m.

Foundations for Legal Study:
– Mock Client Interview (Michael Robinson-Dorn as David Cooper; Bill Rodgers
as Bill Tobin; Scott Schumacher as Michael Bradley & Jackie McMurtrie as
Marie Bradley)
– Bill Rodgers and Michael Robinson-Dorn discuss theory of the case and brief
background on sources of law

2:30 -
2:45 p.m. 

Break

2:45 - 
4:00 p.m.

Foundations for Legal Study:
– Law of Lawyering and Rule 11 (Lea Vaughn)
– Law of Lawyering:   The Rules of Professional Conduct & Their Enforcement
(Tom Andrews)

4:00 - 
4:15 p.m.

Evaluation
Associate Dean Lisa Kelly

NOTE: U Bookstore selling “Clickers”

tra
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Foundations for Legal Study
Planning Calendar 2008
Revised: 9/3/08

All sessions in Room 138,
unless otherwise stated

Time Tuesday: 9 September

8:10 a.m. Photographs: Group Marshall to Room 119

8:30 a.m. Overview of the day’s program/announcements
Sandra Madrid, Ph.D.
Assistant Dean for Students & Community Development

Groups Chase & Fuller to Room 138
Groups Marshall & Taney to Room 133
Groups Waite & White to Room 127

8:45 -
9:15 a.m.

Library Resources for 1Ls

Groups Chase & Fuller in Room 138
Ann Hemmens
Assistant Librarian for Reference Services

Groups Marshall & Taney in Room 133
Cheryl Nyberg, Reference Librarian

Groups Waite & White in Room 127
Nancy McMurrer, Reference Librarian

9:15 -
9:45 a.m.

Break – Coffee in the Law Library

9:45 a.m. Foundations for Legal Study (return to Room 138)
-- Sources of Law (Jonathan Franklin and Lea Vaughn)
-- Legal Research (Jonathan Franklin)

11:45-
11:50 a.m.

Welcome from the UW Law School Alumni Association
Lonnie Rosenwald

11:50 -
12:45 p.m.

Lunch, Hosted by the UW Law School Alumni Association

12:45 -
2:45 p.m.

Foundations for Legal Study
-- Structures of Government:  Branches of Government & the Regulatory State;
Federalism (Stewart Jay)

3:00 -
3:15 p.m.

Evaluation
Associate Dean Lisa Kelly

3:15 p.m. Photographs:  Group Chase to Room 119

3:30 p.m. Photographs:  Group Fuller to Room 119

3:45 p.m. Photographs:  Group Waite to Room 119
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Foundations for Legal Study
Planning Calendar 2008
Revised: 9/3/08

All sessions in Room 138,
unless otherwise stated

Time Wednesday: 10 September

8:15 - 
8:45 a.m.

Continental Breakfast, Hosted by Bar/Bri (outside Room 138)

8:45 a.m. Overview of the day’s program/announcements
Sandra Madrid, Ph.D.
Assistant Dean for Students & Community Development

9:00 - 
9:45 a.m.

Foundations for Legal Study
– Transforming Disputes into Suits (Julia Gold)

9:45 - 
10:45

Foundations for Legal Study
– Concept of a Corporation (Dwight Drake)

10:45 -
11:00 a.m.

Break

11:00 -
Noon

Campus Resources Beyond the School of Law
Ellen Taylor, Ph.D., Director, UW Counseling Center;
Dyane Haynes, Director, Disability Resources for Students

Noon -
1:00 p.m.

Lunch (on your own)

1:00 - 
2:30 p.m.

Academic Support: Law School Study Skills
Sarah Kaltsounis

2:30 -
2:45 p.m. 

Break
(Snacks provided by Gates Public Service Program)

2:45 -
4:15 p.m.

Career Planning Office
Naomi Sanchez, Ed.D., Assistant Dean for Career Services & Public Service

4:15 - 
4:45 p.m.

Gates Public Service Program
Michele Storms, Executive Director

4:45 -
5:00 p.m.

Evaluation

5:00 -
6:30 p.m.

Public Service Reception (optional)
Sponsored by the Career Planning Office/Gates Public Service Program
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Foundations for Legal Study
Planning Calendar 2008
Revised: 9/3/08

All sessions in Room 138,
unless otherwise stated

Time Thursday: 11 September

8:00 a.m. Photographs, Group White to Room 117

8:15 a.m. Photographs, Group Taney to Room 117

8:30 a.m. Continental Breakfast, Hosted by Rigos Bar Review (outside Room 138)

8:45 a.m. Overview of the day’s program/announcements
Sandra Madrid, Ph.D.
Assistant Dean for Students & Community Development

9:00 -
10:15 a.m.

Foundations for Legal Study
– Elements of a claim & drafting a complaint (Lisa Kelly)
– Analyzing the complaint in Bradley (Lisa Kelly)

10:15 -
10:30 a.m.

Break
(Snacks provided by Westlaw)

10:30 -
Noon

Foundations for Legal Study
– Responding to a Complaint (Lea Vaughn)
– Interviewing and Counseling the Corporate Client (Lea Vaughn & Corporate
Counsel role-play)

12:00 - Lunch (will be provided)

1:00 p.m.

1:00 -
2:45 p.m.

Workshop on Learning Styles
Judith Stevens Long

2:45 -
3:00 p.m.

Evaluation
Associate Dean Lisa Kelly
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Foundations for Legal Study
Planning Calendar 2008
Revised: 9/3/08

All sessions in Room 138,
unless otherwise stated

Time Monday: 15 September

9:00 a.m. Overview of the day’s program/announcements
Sandra Madrid, Ph.D.
Assistant Dean for Students & Community Development

9:10 -
10:10 a.m.

Foundations for Legal Study
-- Pretrial motions for Summary Judgment (Deborah Maranville)

10:10 -
10:20 a.m.

Break

10:20-
11:45 p.m.

Foundations for Legal Study
-- The role of experts in civil litigation (David Kalman & Lea Vaughn)
-- Civil Discovery (Maureen Howard)

11:45 -  
1:00 p.m.

Lunch (Pizza in the Law Library)

1:00 -
1:30 p.m.

Academic Advising or ??
???

1:30 - 
2:30 pm.

Foundations for Legal Study
-- In Chambers

2:30 - 
2:40 p.m.

Break
(Snacks provided by Lexis/Nexis)

2:40 - 
4:00 p.m.

Foundations for Legal Study
-- Outline of Appellate Procedure (Helen Anderson)
-- Oral Arguments (William Rodgers as Bill Tobin (Bradleys) & Eric Schnapper
as Ronald Roberts (ASARCO))
-- Students divide into panels to decide case

4:00 -
4:10 p.m.

Evaluation
Associate Dean Lisa Kelly
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Foundations for Legal Study
Planning Calendar 2008
Revised: 9/3/08

All sessions in Room 138,
unless otherwise stated

Time Tuesday: 16 September

9:00 a.m. Overview of the day’s program/announcements
Sandra Madrid, Ph.D.
Assistant Dean for Students & Community Development

9:15 -
10:30 a.m.

Foundations for Legal Study
-- How to read and brief a case:  Bradley v. ASARCO (Kathy McGinnis)

10:30 -
10:45 a.m.

Break
(snacks provided by Westlaw)

10:45 -
11:45 a.m.

Foundations for Legal Study
-- How to read and brief a case (continued) (Kathy McGinnis)

11:45 a.m.
- Noon

Financial Aid Entrance Interviews
Arlo Hammontree, Financial Aid Coordinator
(Required for all aid recipients)

Noon -
1:15 p.m.

Lunch (on your own)

Law Library Tours:
Group Chase:  Noon - 12:30 p.m.
Group Fuller: 12:45 - 1:15 p.m.

1:15 -
3:15 p.m.

Foundations for Legal Study
-- Case study on legal ethics: The lawyer’s duty of confidentiality.  What happens
when & if a lawyer learns "damaging" confidential information?  (Robert
Aronson)
-- Introducing the problem
-- Student exercise
-- Confidentiality over time and space
-- Resolving the problem Hollywood style

3:15 -
3:30 p.m.

Evaluation
Associate Dean Lisa Kelly

3:30 p.m.-
4:30 p.m.

Student Activities Fair (optional)
Brotman Galleria (First Floor Lobby)

5:30 p.m. Student Organizations Dinners at selected locations (optional)
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Foundations for Legal Study
Planning Calendar 2008
Revised: 9/3/08

All sessions in Room 138,
unless otherwise stated

Time Wednesday: 17 September

9:00 a.m. Overview of the day’s program/announcements
Sandra Madrid, Ph.D.
Assistant Dean for Students & Community Development

9:10 -
9:45 a.m.

Foundations for Legal Study
– Analysis of motions on remand (Deborah Maranville)

9:45 -
10:00 a.m.

Break
(snacks provided by Lexis/Nexis)

10:00 -
11:45 a.m.

Foundations for Legal Study
– Summary Judgment Exercise (Julia Gold & Deborah Maranville)

11:45a.m.-
1:00 p.m.

Lunch (on your own)

Law Library Tours:
Group Marshall: 11:45 - 12:15 p.m.
Group Taney: 12:30 - 1:00 p.m.

1:00 -
2:00 p.m.

Foundations for Legal Study (return to Room 138)
– What a trial would have looked like (Maureen Howard)

2:00 -
3:00 p.m.

Foundations for Legal Study
– Legal Theory and its place in the Study of Law (Louis Wolcher)

3:00-
3:15 p.m.

Evaluation
Associate Dean Lisa Kelly

3:30-
5:30 p.m.

]ConTorts?]
(Professors Townsend, Howard, Myhre)
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Foundations for Legal Study
Planning Calendar 2008
Revised: 9/3/08

All sessions in Room 138,
unless otherwise stated

Time Thursday, 18 September

8:30 a.m. Continental Breakfast, Hosted by Bar/Bri

8:45 -
8:55 a.m.

Overview of the day’s program/announcements
Sandra Madrid, Ph.D.
Assistant Dean for Students & Community Development

8:55 -
9:15 a.m.

Welcome from the Bench
The Honorable Richard A. Jones, U.S. District Court of Appeals

9:15 -
10:15 a.m.

Gates Hall Facilities & Building Security
Bill Thornton, Law School Administrator
UW Police

10:15 -
10:30 a.m.

Break
(Snacks provided by Westlaw)

10:30 -
11:45 a.m.

Foundations for Legal Study
-- Bradley Remembered:  Panel consisting of Mike and Marie Bradley (plaintiffs);
Bill Tobin (former attorney for the Bradleys); Superior Court Judge Kathryn
Nelson (former attorney for ASARCO); and Bill Rodgers
-- Bradley and its Lessons:  Legal Doctrine; Legal Ethics; Lawyering and the
Public Interest (Tom Andrews)

11:45 a.m.
- 1:00 p.m.

Lunch (on your own)

Law Library Tours:
Group Waite: 11:45 - 12:15 p.m.
Group White: 12:30 - 1:00 p.m.

1:00 -
2:00 p.m

Alumni Panel
Tisha Pagalilauan, Terry Price, Casey Trupin

2:00 -
2:30 p.m.

Admissions Office: Thanks to – Kathy Swinehart, Admission Supervisor
Norma Rodriguez, Ph.D., Director, J.D. Admissions Recruitment & Diversity
Academic Services, William Jackson, Director of Academic Services

2:30 -
3:30 p.m.

Student Honor Code
Associate Dean Peter Nicolas

3:30 -
3:40 p.m. 

Break

3:40 - 
4:00 p.m.

Introductions: Special Projects & Programs –
Francis Timlin, Manager; Dean Speer, Program Assistant
Professional Mentor Program Assignments:
Assistant Dean Madrid

4:00 -
4:15 p.m.

WDTLA Raffle

4:15 -
4:30 p.m.

Evaluation

4:30 -
6:00 p.m.

All-School Picnic (optional)
sponsored by Washington Defense Trial Lawyers, co-sponsored by Student Bar
Association

H:\Orientation\2008\Planning_Calendar_PRINT_BOOKLET_

VERSION_ONLY.wpd
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www.slaw.neu.edu/lssc

At Northeastern University
School of Law, students are
challenged to think about
social justice and what it
means to practice law in
the public interest.

The Legal Skills in Social
Context (LSSC) Social
Justice Program is a
partnership between
community organizations
or agencies and the School
of Law to address unmet
social justice needs.

Each organization
selected to join the
program receives
1,000 hours of closely
supervised free work
by students organized
into “law offices.”

Legal Skil ls in
Social Context
S O C I A L J U S T I C E P R O G R A M

Selected list of participating organizations

For more information

For more detailed information, visit our Web site at
www.slaw.neu.edu/lssc or please contact:

Professor Susan Maze-Rothstein, Director
Legal Skills in Social Context
Social Justice Program
Northeastern University School of Law
400 Huntington Avenue
Boston, MA 02115

Phone: (617) 373-7609
Fax: (617) 373-5056
E-mail: s.maze-rothstein@neu.edu

P R O J E C T C A L E NDA R

FEBRUARY 29, 2008 Rolling admissions begin

MAY 30, 2008 Application deadline

JULY Projects selected and
organizations notified

SEPTEMBER – Lawyering fellows work with
NOVEMBER organizations to plan project

details, organize logistics and
research background materials

LATE NOVEMBER Project plans completed and
introduced to first-year students

DECEMBER Students prepare for projects

JANUARY Students commence projects

LATE FEBRUARY Research completed

MARCH Students prepare reports and
present findings to the community
and client organizations

MAY Final reports mailed to client
organizations

A P P L I C A T I O N 2 0 0 8 – 2 0 0 9

Rolling Admissio
ns Begin

: Februar
y 29, 200

8

FINAL DE
ADLINE:

May 30, 20
08

SEND COMPLETED APPLICATION TO:

Professor Susan Maze-Rothstein

Director, LSSC Social Justice Program

Northeastern University School of Law

400 Huntington Avenue, Boston, MA 02115

IF YOU HAVE QUESTIONS,

PLEASE CALL: (617) 373-7609

OR VISIT: www.slaw.neu.edu/lssc

I. Name o
f organiz

ation:

Address:

Phone:

Fax:

E-Mail:

II. Name
of primar

y contac
t:

(Must be someone directly involved with the project and familiar with its development.)

Address (if different from above):

Phone:

Fax:

E-Mail:

Please indicate preferred form of contact (check all that apply):

�� Phone �� E-Mail �� Fax

�� Other (specify home contact, cellular phone number, etc.)

ndary or
alternate

contact:

the project and familiar with its development.)

Legal Skil ls in

Social Context

S O C I A L J U S T I C E P R O G R A M

ATTACH EXTRA SHEETS AS NECESSARY

Anchorage, Alaska, Youth Court

Broadmoor Improvement
Association

Indigent Criminal Defense Clinic

Innocence Project of
New Orleans

Latino Health Institute

Legal Assistance Corporation of
Central Massachusetts

National Law Center on
Homelessness and Poverty

New England Innocence Project

Project on Civil Rights and
Restorative Justice

Shelter Legal Services

Social Justice Academy

South Brooklyn Legal Services

Women Are Getting Even
(WAGE) Project, Inc.

Vera Institute of Justice

Victim Rights Law Center



The Process

As part of the School of Law’s
commitment to experiential
learning and community
partnerships, students in
the LSSC Program employ
their analytical research
and writing skills to address
social justice challenges
identified by a wide range
of community organizations
and agencies. The program
benefits organizations by
pursuing aspects of your
social justice agenda that
you might otherwise forego
due to staffing or resource
constraints. The program
provides your organization
with a free and closely
supervised think tank – the
energy and acumen of two
upper-level law student
lawyering fellows and
15 first-year law students,
all under close faculty
supervision. Above all,
you will contribute to the
legal education of future
lawyers by participating
in this team-lawyering
effort and by introducing
students to the spirit
of community lawyering.
In order to participate in
the LSSC Program, your
organization must meet the
following requirements:

• You must propose a project
that can be completed
in 10 to 11 weeks and
involves both legal and
field research components
(i.e., it must present a
social justice question
to be addressed within
a real-world context that
requires case law, statutory
and/or policy research as
well as anecdotal research
based on interviews and
meetings with stakeholders
and site visits).

• You must complete and
return the program
application materials by
Friday, May 30, 2008.

• You must designate a
contact person (or persons)
who will be available to
provide assistance to the
students for the duration
of the entire project – from
September 2008 through
the end of April 2009.

The Social Justice Program

The Legal Skills in Social Context Course

“We could not have carried out such an in-depth and
extensive analysis of the complex issues facing the
Access to Justice for Pro Se Litigants Committee without
the dedication and effective work of the LSSC students.”

– Edward Notis-McConarty
Chair, Boston Bar Association, Task Force on Pro Se Litigants

LSSC is an intensive first-
year critical reasoning and
practice course that focuses
on developing students’
analytic, advocacy and
team-lawyering skills
through an exploration
of the complex interplay
between law and issues
of diversity. It is the only
course of its kind in the
nation, and is renowned for:

• Exposing law students to
the complex relationships
among law, diversity,
values and multicultural
American society, as
applied to historically
marginalized groups.

• Challenging students’
values to help sensitize
them to the formidable
tasks involved in addressing
societal differences.

• Requiring students to
develop critical analytical
and problem-solving
skills in the context of
team lawyering.

• Providing an opportunity
to create working
relationships between
Northeastern students and
community organizations.

Please visit our Web site at www.slaw.neu.edu/lssc for a more detailed description of the program and projects completed in recent years.

Legal Skil ls in Social Context
S O C I A L J U S T I C E P R O G R A M APPLYING:

• Identify a compelling social
justice issue.

• Complete the application
form available in hard
copy or online and return
it to the LSSC Program by
Friday, May 30, 2008.

NOTIFICATION OF SELECTION:

• Your organization will be
notified by late July if
your proposal presents
an appropriate learning
opportunity for our students
and can feasibly be
completed in the time
frame provided.

MOVING FORWARD:

• Once your proposal has
been accepted, an upper-
level lawyering fellow will
contact you in September.
The lawyering fellow, with
your organization’s input
and faculty oversight, will
plan and organize the

project’s details, and
produce a thorough
orientation packet detailing
the specifics by the
beginning of November.

• In mid-November,
a member of your
organization will be asked
to visit the law school to
introduce the project to
participating students.

• In December, a new
lawyering fellow will be
assigned to coordinate
your “law office” team
of approximately 15 first-
year students.

• The project research
will be completed by late
February. The student law
office responsible for your
project will make an oral
presentation of its findings
in March, and a final
written report will be
presented to your
organization in May.
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LSSC SOCIAL JUSTICE PROJECT SUMMARIES  
2008-2009 

 
1. ACLU Technology and Liberty Program (Washington DC) 
 

This project will address erosion of U.S. Constitution Fourth Amendment 
privacy provisions in the face of evolving technologies, and the potential 
role of stronger state constitutional privacy guarantees as an alternative 
source of protections.  U.S. Supreme Court cases like U.S. v. Miller and 
Smith v. Maryland have narrowed the scope of “reasonable expectations 
of privacy” and by creating the “third party doctrine.”  The deliverable will 
be a strategy memo comparing the best states to pursue suits that will 
advance the goal of data protection and individual privacy.   
 

2. Boston Area Colleges Election Improvement Project 
 
This project will examine the legal and practical aspects of how states 
have sought to regulate Election Day exit polling and how courts have 
treated attempts to inhibit the process, particularly in light of First 
Amendment protections.  Exit polling is increasingly important in 
redistricting disputes, and in assessing voting barriers facing various 
marginalized communities.  From these findings, the project will develop 
guidance concerning best practices for the regulation of exit polling and 
concerning constitutional challenges to overly restrictive regulations. 
 

3. Committee for Public Counsel Services -- Mental Health Litigation Unit  
 
The goal of this project is to eventually establish through legislation or case 
law, a right to counsel in all guardianship proceedings in Massachusetts.  It 
will explore how and whether to bring a class action on behalf of indigent 
unrepresented wards in guardianship proceedings (adults with mental 
illness, adults with mental retardation, the elderly, etc.), asserting that the 
imposition of guardianship without the benefit of counsel constitutes a 
substantial due process deprivation of liberty. 
 

4. Drug Policy Alliance  
 

This project aims to explore Veterans’ access to mental 
healthcare/substance abuse treatment programs, and to propose 
legislative and policy changes that will increase their access to such 
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services. The project begins with a factual investigation into the scope 
and possible causes of the problem veterans now experience in 
accessing mental health and substance abuse treatment programs. The 
project will then examine the various laws at both the federal and Mass. 
state level that either mandate or impede veterans’ access to these vital 
treatment programs. The end product will propose how the laws should 
be changed, and will be presented at a conference sponsored by the 
Drug Policy Alliance. 
 

 
5. Justice Resource Institute/JRI Health Law 

 
This project will focus on developing a city-wide system for the provision of 
HIV/AIDS legal services.  The ultimate goal is to create a seamless system 
of legal services by building upon the current system as well as seeking 
new and innovative ways to address the breadth and depth of legal 
issues that people living with HIV/AIDS face. The project will examine the 
current state of legal support for persons with AIDS/HIV in these particular 
areas and will diverse funding sources to create a city-wide system for 
HIV/AIDS legal services.    
 

6. LAMBDA Legal  
 
This two pronged project will develop an educational campaign and 
supporting materials to help non-transgender people (including gay and 
lesbian people) understand that all human beings have a gender identity 
and expression and that every gender non-conforming person is 
vulnerable to discrimination on that basis, and thus should have recourse 
to legal protections.  It will also, develop a model federal court brief that 
explores perceived sexual orientation discrimination claims, the viability of 
Title VII sex stereotyping claims and Constitutional claims that 
gender/expression based unequal treatment should receive heightened 
scrutiny. 

 
7. Legal Assistance Corp. of Central Massachusetts  

 
This project looks to expand opportunities for minority-owned businesses, 
and in particular immigrant–owned businesses.  It will examine whether 
the City of Worcester and other local governments can create legal 
incentives, programs or preferences for such businesses. This will entail 
research on the legal issues presented by municipal preferences for 
minority-owned businesses that will withstand legal challenges. 
 
 



~ 3 ~ 
 

8. Legal Momentum  
 
This project will prepare a study of local ordinances that require 
affirmative action in government-funded contracting with a particular 
focus on Worcester, Boston and New Haven ordinances, and also the 
federal law governing these ordinances.  A primary focus for the client 
organization is measures that enhance opportunities for women in the 
skilled construction trades.  The project will include an analysis of the legal 
issues such ordinances raise, will discuss legal challenges to such 
measures, and will assess their political and enforcement aspects. 
 

9. Mass Black Legislative Caucus 
 
This project will explore prisoners’ rights to mental health services under 
Massachusetts and federal law (and particularly the Americans with 
Disabilities Act) and the extent to which current Massachusetts legislative 
proposals further the goal of securing mental health services for prisoners. 
The project will also investigate the best legislative or administrative 
models from other states that enhance, if not guarantee, the provision of 
community-standard mental health services to incarcerated individuals. 
Finally, the project will examine any documented gaps between the 
provision of mental health services to people of color verses Caucasian 
prisoners, and research the legal implications of such gaps including 
potential civil rights violations.   The project’s goal  is a set of 
recommendations that will address any disparities  in the provision of 
mental health care 1) between individuals in the community and those 
who are incarcerated (with an eye to successful reintegration of prisoners 
with mental health issues upon release) and 2) among distinct groups of 
incarcerated individuals, including people of color and Caucasians. 
  

10. Medial Legal Partnership for Children  
 
The primary goal of this project will be to explore legal solutions to the 
problem of lack of mental health services in Massachusetts public schools.  
The project will research established federal and state laws to determine 
what services are now mandated and will also explore how new legal 
and legislative reforms, including the "Rosie D" decision and the recent 
expansion of the Massachusetts Children Psychiatric Access Project 
(MCPAP) may increase the availability of services to certain child 
populations. [The MCPAP was recently funded by the Massachusetts 
legislature to provide free mental health screenings in the school settings].  
The project will identify gaps in services and recommend promising 
legislation and/or policy reforms to address these gaps. As a final product, 
students will prepare a set of practical guidelines to assist parents of 
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children with mental health problems in accessing needed mental health 
services. 
 

11. National Center for Law and Economic Justice  
 
This project focuses on communication access for people with disabilities 
in dealing with state and local agencies that provide government 
benefits.  It will identify best practices for benefits agencies in serving 
clients with disabilities who make contact by telephone, email, or other 
alternatives; develop a manual for legal services and other advocates on 
policies and practices to advocate for in their states and localities; 
analyze applicable disability rights and benefits law; and develop 
litigation strategies. 
 

12. Office of Senator Spilka  
 
Law office will need to develop a model for a free-standing youth court 
based on restorative justice principles to assist youth who are in need of 
Children in Need of Services (CHINS) law options.  Building on the work the 
work of several prior LSSC student law offices, the final product will be 
legislative recommendations to create a system of restorative justice 
based youth courts statewide (Massachusetts) as a diversionary program 
for the Juvenile Court System. 
 
 

13. Seattle Community Law Center 
 
This project seeks a training manual on Social Security Disability/SSI 
overpayments, Due Process and accurate decision-making by district 
offices for claim representatives of the Social Security Administration.  The 
manual will detail how to correctly process and evaluate requests for 
reconsideration and waiver of alleged overpayments in Social Security 
Insurance Disability Insurance or SSI. 
 

14. Shelter Legal Services  
 
This project addresses the problem of individuals who are at risk of losing 
their housing, or who are unable to secure housing, because they are 
required to register as sex offenders under the increasingly restrictive laws 
and/or regulations of the Massachusetts Sex Offender Registry Board 
(SORB).  The project will research the Massachusetts statute creating the 
SORB, including its legislative history, the development of internal SORB 
regulations, and the expansion (or restriction) of SORB’s powers through 
state and federal case law. Research will also include how an offender 
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can terminate the registration requirement and what arguments can be 
used on appeal to support such a termination. Students will be 
encouraged to research similar registration and classification systems in 
other states, as well as secondary legal and other sources, to develop 
arguments against SORB’s increasing power to restrict the housing choices 
of offenders.  
 

15. Victim Rights Law Center  
 
This project examines the problem that campus disciplinary proceedings 
in several Boston area colleges rarely—if ever—result in sanctions against 
an alleged perpetrator of sexual assault. The project has two 
components. First, it will investigate and compare disciplinary proceedings 
(and their results) in selected Boston area colleges to those disciplinary 
proceedings at colleges where sanctions are far more frequently 
imposed, in an effort to identify factors that may explain why so few 
disciplinary proceedings in the Boston area colleges result in sanctions.  
Second, the project will perform research to answer a very specific legal 
inquiry posed by the client VRLC, namely:  “Can a class action lawsuit 
under Title IX be used to address the inadequacy of campus disciplinary 
proceedings against alleged perpetrators of sexual assault?, And, if so, 
what are the prerequisites for filing such a lawsuit?”   
 

16. WAGE, Inc.  
 
In a mobilization lawyering ongoing project to end the gap in women’s 
wages, this project will continue our state statutory analysis on gender 
discrimination laws (equal pay statutes, equal rights amendments, human 
rights statutes and human rights commission regulations, sexual 
harassment statutes, comparable worth statutes, civil rights statutes and 
civil rights commission regulations and statutes and regulations for 
commissions against discrimination) in select states.    It will also examine 
Alternative Dispute Resolution options and means of educating women 
about how to understand the legal parameters of negotiating pay at the 
point of hiring.  
 



   
LLLeeegggaaalll   SSSkkkiiillllllsss   iiinnn   SSSoooccciiiaaalll   CCCooonnnttteeexxxttt   
SSSoooccciiiaaalll   JJJuuussstttiiiccceee   PPPrrrooojjjeeeccctttsss   222000000777---222000000888   

 
 
#1 Stanley Jones Clean Slate Project 

Working with the Stanley Jones Clean Slate Project for the seventh year, this 
project will identify viable funding sources for a transitional housing and 
services project that will serve the formerly incarcerated who face difficulties 
obtaining public housing due to their Criminal Offender Record Information 
(CORI) reports. 

 
#2 National Law Center on Homelessness and Poverty 

This project will address the increasing criminalization of homelessness and 
poverty in the United States by comparing policies practiced in American 
cities with those practiced within parts of the European Union.  This report will 
focus on laws that subject homeless individuals to harassment or arrest, and 
deny them of food sources.  It will identify model laws and policies that could 
be used to oppose criminalization measures and promote more constructive 
alternative approaches.   

 
#3 Shelter Legal Services 

The primary goal of this project will be the development of homelessness 
prevention strategies for Cambridge, MA.  It will focus on measures that the 
Cambridge Housing Authority and legal services organizations have taken or 
could take to prevent evictions from reaching court, as well as proposed 
changes in housing court procedures to address evictions at the initial court 
hearing. 
 

#4 National Center for Lesbian Rights 
The 2007-2008 National Center for Lesbian Rights project will build upon the 
work done by the 2006-2007 group identifying legal steps available in several 
states that can be used by same-sex couples to protect their families.  This 
work will help the NCLR’s Family Protection program provide legal resources 
to both attorneys and LGBT individuals. 

 
#5 Project on Civil Rights and Restorative Justice 

This project will assist civil rights activists who were arrested or convicted of 
crimes during the civil rights era obtain pardons.  This will be accomplished 
by compiling information regarding the use of pardons in several targeted 
states, identifying suitable pardon candidates, and by developing a manual 
for pardon applicants. 
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#6 Broadmoor Improvement Association 

The Broadmoor Improvement Association project will conduct research and 
interview New Orleans residents in order to ascertain five major shortcomings 
of the Road Home Program, which was developed to assist the inhabitants of 
New Orleans return to their homes.  The report will suggest several 
innovative approaches to addressing these issues. 
 

#7 Public Health Advocacy Institute 
The aim of this project will be to examine zoning and land use regulation as a 
possible means to mitigate the fast food industries’ practice of aggressive 
marketing near schools with particularly susceptible minority youth 
populations.  The project will produce a “kit” that can be used by various 
communities to address their specific concerns and/or situations. 
 

#8 South Brooklyn Legal Services 
The project will analyze the potential for using New York City’s Zoning 
Resolution to protect the low income and racially diverse communities around 
downtown Brooklyn, both residents and businesses, from displacement due 
to the current surge of large scale-development projects in downtown 
Brooklyn and will propose appropriate amendments to the Zoning Resolution 
that could enhance its ability to protect these populations. 
 

#9 The WAGE Project, Inc. 
Continuing the working relationship with Women Are Getting Even (WAGE), 
this year’s project will have two primary aspects.  First, it will analyze gender 
discrimination statutes in Maryland and Louisiana, expanding upon the 
previous work of LSSC projects, to create a web-based resource regarding 
gender discrimination.  Second, the project will investigate the consent 
decree successfully adopted by the Boston Police Department between 1980 
and 2004. 
 

#10 Legal Assistance Corporation of Central Massachusetts 
This project will review and analyze the experiences of Limited English 
Proficiency (LEP) students in the Worcester schools.  A report will be 
prepared that draws on this evidence to suggest possible actions, both 
judicial and legislative, that may be taken to facilitate greater academic 
success among LEP students by improving the current Massachusetts LEP 
law or changing its application. 
 

#11 Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights 
Project #11 will investigate whether the use of background checks, 
including criminal record checks, by employers during the hiring process 
may violate the requirements of equal employment law.   The final report will 
include policy recommendations for legislators, as well as guidance for 
employers and job-seekers regarding the proper use of background checks. 
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#12 Vera Institute of Justice 

The Vera Institute of Justice project will investigate the extent to which non-
English speaking parties to immigration court proceedings have a right to be 
provided with translations of relevant documents and will explore feasible 
models for addressing the need for such translation services. 

 
#13 Community Catalyst                                                                                           

This LSSC project will assist Community Catalyst’s “Hospital Accountability 
Program” by investigating and preparing memoranda regarding state-based 
legal strategies and theories to help the uninsured and underinsured avoid 
exorbitant hospital debts.  The project will investigate ways to change 
hospital billing practices, explore the use of community benefits to alleviate 
overburdened patients, and examine ways to improve state insurance laws 
in order to increase health insurance coverage. 
   

#14 Social Justice Academy 
The overall goal of this project is to implement the restorative justice 
LSSC/SJA Peer Justice System, currently being tested at the Social Justice 
Academy in Boston, and model it for the Massachusetts public school 
system.  This system of school community self governance and healing has 
been developed in response to the growing violence and disciplinary issues 
within public schools throughout the nation.  This project will focus on 
research to ensure that the peer justice model is in compliance with all state 
and federal Special Education and English Language Learners laws.   It will 
also assist in creating a data collection system to monitor the success of the 
restorative justice peer justice system. 
 

#15 Indigent Criminal Defense Clinic 
This project will work with the Emory School of Law to create a 
comprehensive statewide training program that would encourage more 
aggressive and skillful litigation in eyewitness identification cases in Georgia 
as part of the national effort to bring about eyewitness identification reform. 
   

#16 Victim Rights Law Center 
Expanding upon the efforts of previous LSSC projects that formulated state-
specific manuals, this year’s VRLC project will create a national manual to 
assist attorneys representing minor victims of sexual assault.  
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Summary of LSSC Combined Goals 
 
LSSC is a unified program that teaches four core skills necessary for effective 
lawyering in the 21st century: 
  
1.      Legal research 
 
2.      Legal writing  
 
3.      Client representation 
 
4.      Exploring law in its social context 
 
 LSSC provides students with the opportunity to develop fundamental 
research and writing skills.  Practicing lawyers must know how to do legal 
research in order to advise their clients as to the clients’ legal rights and 
duties.  They must also know how to effectively communicate the results of 
their research to diverse audiences.  The research and writing component of 
the LSSC program will teach students these basic legal skills.  Students will 
prepare legal memoranda, briefs, and a client letter under the supervision of 
adjunct professors who are practicing attorneys in the Boston area. 
  
The social justice component of the LSSC program also embraces the 
following unique aspects of the NUSL mission for which it has received 
national recognition: 
 
  a. Applied research, writing, and sophisticated analysis for actual clients;  
  b. Special emphasis and training on team problem solving and the 
development of complex work products;  
  c. Heightening student awareness of the societal impact of law and the 
importance of working with differing points of view. 
  
This component of LSSC instruction is delivered by a dynamic team of full-
time faculty, advising attorneys, upper class student lawyering fellows and 
librarians.  The synergy among these groups of participants creates a rich mix 
of skills and perspectives for beginning lawyers.  
 

Summary of LSSC Social Justice Component Goals 
In the social justice team lawyering component of LSSC students learn to 
relate to and represent clients, be they individuals or organizations, 
complicated by our societal diversity.  To prepare students to work with real 
clients on projects that use law as a tool for social change, the entire first 
semester of study in this component of the course focuses on the following 
critical skills: 



 
1. That legal doctrine is much more fluid and contingent(?) than it is 

settled and fixed; 
2. That the fluid and contingent nature of law reflects both societal power 

relationships and a variety of cultural values and institutional forces that 
shape and are shaped by law; 

3. As such, that there is a fundamental non- neutrality about law and its 
function within society seen most starkly where law touches those most 
marginalized in our society. 

 
These three critical analytical principles are the sum and substance of the 
analytic study considered during the first semester studied through the fall 
text that includes a unit on lawyering, property and civil procedure.  In the 
second semester social justice project work these same principles are used to 
advance a client organization’s social justice agenda. 
 
While the legal research and writing component of the program concentrates 
on the use of settled law to practice fundamental legal research and writing 
skills, the critical analytic study in the program explores how and why law is 
simultaneously settled and unsettled -- or arguably unsettled.  Students who 
can grasp these compatible, but seemingly polar aspects of the law, also learn 
that at different times lawyers are called on to use their analytic abilities 
differently.  Together the sophistication of the LSSC skills course sets NUSL 
students apart from other student interns in their coop and job placement 
experiences. 
 
In past years, the social justice projects have served human rights 
organizations, state youth courts and legal services providers.  Each year, 
teams of first-year law students, closely supervised donate 1500+ hours of 
legal and policy research and analysis (per project, approximately 20,000 
hours program wide) to non-profits.  You will find information about the 
program, additional project descriptions from prior years and the on-line 
application form (also attached above in a PDF version) at this law school 
website link http://www.slaw.neu.edu/course/lssc.html.   
 
 

Summary of LSSC Legal Research and Writing 
Component Goals 

 
 
The research and writing classes will teach students how to do what practicing 
lawyers do every day: research the law and write about it.  All students should 
master basic legal research and writing skills in their first year of law school 
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so they can arrive at their first co-op confident in their ability to handle 
research and writing assignments. 
  
The research portion of the class will introduce students to the many 
specialized legal resources they must use to determine the current state of the 
law in a particular subject area.  These resources include secondary 
authorities such as legal encyclopedias and law reviews, and primary 
authorities such as case reporters, statutes, and administrative regulations.  
Because different employers will have access to different forms of legal 
materials, students will learn to use these resources both in print form in the 
library and in electronic form online.  Since legal research can be both time-
consuming and expensive, students will also learn how to create a research 
plan which is efficient and cost-effective.  
  
Students will then be taught how to analyze the law they have found and apply 
it to the facts of their client’s case.  They will answer questions such as: What is 
the applicable rule of law in the client’s situation?  Is the rule of law clearly 
stated in a statute or a prior case or must it by synthesized from a number of 
different cases?  Is the client’s factual situation the same or different from prior 
cases?  What are the necessary legal elements a plaintiff must prove to win his 
or her case?  What defenses does the defendant have?   

  
Once the law and the client’s factual situation have been thoroughly 
researched and analyzed, students will learn to communicate their findings to 
others.  The writing portion of the class will teach students the art of legal 
writing.  Legal writing differs dramatically from most undergraduate writing.  
Students in college are frequently rewarded for the length and complexity of 
their papers, for numerous quotations demonstrating the depth of their 
research, and for original ideas.  Lawyers, however, must learn to write 
simply and concisely, with few quotations, and must clearly demonstrate to 
the reader how their conclusions are drawn logically from established legal 
principles.  Throughout the year, students will practice their legal writing 
skills.  They will learn how to communicate with diverse audiences by 
organizing and writing legal memoranda for use by other lawyers, briefs to 
be filed with the court, and a letter explaining the law to a client. 
 
Students will apply the research and writing skills learned in the first semester 
to preparation of their Social Justice Projects in the second semester, where 
the full array of skills learned in the program are brought to bear.   
 
NUSL is proud of LSSC, its signature program that readies students for the 
challenges of law practice in the 21st century. 
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L S S C S O C I A L J U S T I C E P R O G R A M

S T A T E M E N T O F I N T E N T T O P A R T I C I P A T E
By completing this application form, you are agreeing, should your proposal be accepted, to participate in
Northeastern University School of Law’s Legal Skills in Social Context Social Justice Program. Participation in
this program involves a cooperative approach between Northeastern students and your organization to move
forward on the social justice problem you have presented. As such, you will be asked to provide sufficient
resources, within reason (in terms of time and a commitment to collaborate in providing the information
needed) to enable the students to complete the project. There is no application fee for submitting this proposal
and Northeastern University School of Law will not charge your organization any fees for services rendered.
Should the project deliverable aid and/or result in successful policy or law changes, you agree to notify the
School of Law and also acknowledge the assistance from the program to all interested parties.

Please sign and date this page and return it with the application form to the address noted on the first page.
Incomplete application forms cannot be processed.

By submitting this application form, I am certifying that I have read and understand the Legal Skills in Social
Context Social Justice Program’s brochure. I also understand that there is no application fee or charge for
any services rendered. I will provide whatever information or logistical support is needed to enable the
project to be completed successfully within the timelines provided by the Legal Skills in Social Context
Social Justice Program.

_____________________________________ __________________________________
(Signature) (Date)

_____________________________________
(Print Name)
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Rolling Admissions Begin: February 29, 2008
FINAL DEADLINE: May 30, 2008

SEND COMPLETED APPLICATION TO:
Professor Susan Maze-Rothstein
Director, LSSC Social Justice Program
Northeastern University School of Law
400 Huntington Avenue, Boston, MA 02115

IF YOU HAVE QUESTIONS,
PLEASE CALL: (617) 373-7609
OR VISIT: www.slaw.neu.edu/lssc

I. Name of organization:

Address:

Phone: Fax:

E-Mail:

II. Name of primary contact:
(Must be someone directly involved with the project and familiar with its development.)

Address (if different from above):

Phone: Fax:

E-Mail:

Please indicate preferred form of contact (check all that apply):

�� Phone       �� E-Mail       �� Fax       

�� Other (specify home contact, cellular phone number, etc.)

III. Name of secondary or alternate contact: 
(Must be someone directly involved with the project and familiar with its development.)

Address (if different from above):

Phone:                                                                               Fax:

E-Mail:

Please indicate preferred form of contact (check all that apply):

�� Phone       �� E-Mail       �� Fax       

�� Other (specify home contact, cellular phone number, etc.)

IV. Please check: is this proposal for  �� New project         �� Project continuing from 2007-2008

Legal Skil ls in
Social Context
SO C I A L  J U S T I C E  P R O G RAM

ATTACH EXTRA SHEETS AS NECESSARY



C O M P O N E N T S  O F  S U C C E S S F U L  P R O J E C T S
In order to assist you in determining if the project is appropriate for Northeastern University School of 
Law’s Legal Skills in Social Context Social Justice Program (LSSC Program), we have outlined some of the 
components that have made previous projects successful. These elements are not determinative, and no 
project will be excluded because it does not contain one or more of these elements. The list is intended to
serve only as a guide and is based upon prior successful experiences.

1. Clearly Defined Goals. We have found that projects that result in the most useful outcome for both the 
community organization and the students are clearly defined at the outset and do not change over the 
life of the project. Successful projects seek to analyze the effect of a change in law or policy or involve 
comparative consideration of differing models and provide an opportunity for the organization to receive 
an in-depth, comprehensive analysis of the issues involved in such changes. Projects lacking clearly
defined goals cannot be accepted into the LSSC Program.

2. Compatible Time Line. Due to logistical issues, such as the limited time frame for completion and the fact
that students will be doing the majority of the work, projects with deadlines set at times incompatible with
the program calendar cannot readily be undertaken. (See the back panel of the brochure for the project 
time line.)  

3. Reports, Conferences and Training Manuals. Projects that forecast a need and have, as their end goal, a
final report analyzing the legal findings, the preparation of materials for a Web site or a conference on a 
substantive legal issue, the production of a training manual for practitioners or for the public are ideal for
the LSSC Program. The LSSC Program can benefit organizations presenting such proposals by providing the
resources to undertake work that would not otherwise be possible given an organization’s limited resources.
Additionally, the students who undertake the project gain experience by honing their legal problem-solving
skills on behalf of a client organization. They also benefit from seeing their work put to productive use.

4. Library Research. Preferred research areas include: federal laws (e.g., Constitution, statutes, cases, 
administrative regulatory laws, and most types of legislative history); Massachusetts laws (e.g., state 
constitution, statutes, cases, administrative laws, legislative history, historical needs); other states’ 
constitutions, statutes, or case law; multi-disciplinary literature reviews (e.g., basic  humanities, social 
science, medical subjects); general statistical sources (e.g., US Census data). Multi-state surveys can be
undertaken on a case-by-case basis. Those requiring greater depth must include strategically selected
numbers of states (e.g., comparative research in five key jurisdictions). The LSSC Program reserves the 
right to scale back research if it is unfeasible in the time span allotted.

5. Investigative Field Research. Projects that do not require extensive surveying and the use of statistical
methodology to produce empirical evidence are preferred.  However, many projects, by their nature, will
require some surveying and anecdotal sampling of the populations that the community organization serves.
In those situations, the scope of the survey and the questions to be asked must be defined well in advance
by the client organization. The LSSC Program reserves the right to cancel or scale back any such surveying
if it is not feasible in the time span afforded or the geographical area covered. All investigative field
research time must fit within the demands of the students' general course load.

NOTE: Examples of successful project reports are on file with the director of the LSSC Program and 
are available for review upon request.  Descriptions of successful projects in recent years are also 
available on our Web site at www.slaw.neu.edu/lssc. See insert for a list of organizations we have served 
in recent years.

A P P L I C A T I O N  2 0 0 8 – 2 0 0 9
L S S C  S O C I A L  J U S T I C E  P R O G R A M

V. Please describe your social justice project. (If the LSSC Social Justice Program has served your 
organization before, please begin with a brief statement of the impact the previous LSSC project(s) have
had in furthering your work and goals.)

VI. Please describe the library research the project requires. (Library research may involve examining a 
set of legal questions through a review of case law, statutes, regulations and other legislation policy 
considerations from secondary sources.) 

VII. Please describe the investigative field research the project requires. (Investigative field research involves
examining the subject(s) of the project through interviews with stakeholders, site visits, surveys of target
population, or meetings with members of the executive, legislative or judicial branches. Please describe 
the investigative field research target(s) for the project and explain what information is needed from them.)

VIII. Please describe any steps taken or resources developed by your organization to address the project 
problem to date.

IX. Please attach a copy of your organization’s brochure or a brief description of your organization (and 
its various programs) to this application. If available, please submit the most recent version of your 
organization’s annual report.
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Alternatives for 
Community Environment
Anchorage Youth Court
Asian American Legal Defense &
Education Fund
Asthma Regional Council
Boston Bar Association
Boston Community Capital
Boston Medical Center Family
Advocacy Program
Broadmoor Improvement
Association
Carolina Legal Assistance
Center for Law and Education
Charles River Watershed
Association
Children’s Law Center
Committee for Public
Counsel Services
Community Catalyst: Prescription
Access Litigation 
Domestic Violence Institute
Florence Immigrant & Refugee
Rights Project
Florida Migrant 
Farmworkers Project
Florida Rural Legal Services, Inc.
Gang Peace Youth 
Development Program
Gay & Lesbian Advocates 
& Defenders
Greater Boston Legal Services
Groundwater Emergency 
Task Force
Health Law Advocates
Housing Discrimination 
Project, Inc.
Indigent Criminal Defense Clinic

Innocence Project of New Orleans
Institute on Race and Justice
International Network for
Economic, Social, and Cultural
Human Rights
Jane Doe, Inc.
Justice Resource Institute/
Health Law Institute
Latino Health Institute
Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights
Under Law
Legal Assistance Corporation of
Central Massachusetts
Madison Park Development Group
Massachusetts Attorney 
General’s Office
Massachusetts Association of
Hispanic Attorneys
Massachusetts CEDAW Project
Massachusetts Commission
Against Discrimination
Massachusetts Correctional 
Legal Services, Inc.
Massachusetts Department of
Public Health
Massachusetts Families for Kids
Massachusetts Housing 
and Finance Agency
Massachusetts Justice 
Projects, Inc.
Massachusetts Law 
Reform Institute
Massachusetts Law Reform
Institute/Statewide Immigration
Coalition
Massachusetts Peer Review
Organization
Mattapan Family Service Center
Access Litigation

Mental Health Legal 
Advisors Committee
National Law Center on
Homelessness and Poverty
National Center for Lesbian Rights
National Immigration
Project/National Lawyers’ Guild
National Health Law Project
New England Innocence Project
Northeastern University School 
of Law Prisoners’ Rights Clinic
Perkins School for the Blind
Project RIGHT, Inc.
Project on Civil Rights and
Restorative Justice
Public Health Advocacy Institute
The Reproductive Rights Network
Shelter Legal Services
Social Justice Academy
South Brooklyn Legal Services
Stanley Jones Clean Slate Project
State Office of Minority and
Women Business Assistance
Texas Civil Rights Network
Tobacco Products Liability Project
Urban Law and Public 
Policy Institute
United Steelworkers 
International Union
Vermont Legal Aid
The WAGE Project, Inc.
Vera Institute of Justice
Victim Rights Law Center
Women’s Resource Center of
Newport/Bristol Counties
World Class Housing Collaborative
Youth Advocacy Project/
Roxbury Defenders



Towards Reform to Create a Unified Vision  
for Upper-Division Skills Programming 

 
Kristen Holmquist, Director, Academic Support Program 
Donna Petrine, Interim Director, Professional Skills Programs 
U. C. Berkeley Law School 
Theme 6—Working Discussion Group 1 
 
 
INTRODUCTION: 
Our Problem has two subpoints: A and B.  Both depend on the following much-simplified 
explanation of the theory surrounding the need for skills education, and the theory behind 
this particular push for curricular reform.   

 
Thus, our working understanding of the law school curricular reform landscape: 
 

Pre-Carnegie, clinics gained acceptance as a way to connect legal theory and 
law practice.  Context-based instruction helped students learn, and the clinic 
vehicle provided a useful public service.  Carnegie (and Best Practices) build on 
these pre-existing notions of the worth of context-based learning, and urge law 
schools to adopt a truly integrated curriculum – a systematic weaving of 
doctrine, skills and professionalism – that enhances teaching and learning.  
Carnegie explains the wisdom behind the integrated curriculum – it is 
better/best because it is the (only) way students can develop a type of 
professional judgment – sort of a strategic, problem-solving ability – that 
defines a fully-functioning lawyer.  
 
The theory behind Carnegie extends beyond the Classroom benefits of an 
integrated curriculum.  Its notion of true integration demands more than 
improved individual components (that is: more than reforms to individual 
courses to improve teaching/learning benefits).  Not only does an integrated 
curriculum enhance teaching/learning -- producing a “lawyer” — but that 
outcome also matters beyond the educational experience itself.  The scope 
produces an additional benefit or has an additional justification (which is one 
we’d like to harness).  We must maximize teaching/learning — and do so 
broadly -- for at least two reasons: first, public protection (new grads will mess 
up a client’s life if we don’t); second, to avoid a variety of consumer fraud (we 
have to deliver to students that which we sold them – the ability to practice 
law).  Best Practices takes up the cause, outlining more about how to create 
such a curriculum, be it in whole or in part.  Both publications measure the 
ideal (or perhaps minimum) level of training as that required by the new law 
school graduate at her first job, post bar-exam.  That “end point” is significant 
because it allows law schools to work backwards and construct a means to that 
end.     

  
With that understanding, we are able to make use of many of the suggestions offered, and 
advocate for curricular reform on a “medium” scale.  The benefits of an enhanced educational 
experience are convincing, and our faculty as a whole is highly receptive to these ideas.  
Using the end point offered, we are planning curricular enhancements that embrace the 
Carnegie/Best Practices road map and aim (as an initial priority) to serve the career needs of 
newly graduated students.  These efforts are memorialized here, in the conference format, as  
“Problem 1A.”   
 



 
 

Problem 1A:   
Creating a unified curricular plan, using the best of our current variety of skills offerings 
(redesigned to integrate doctrine), teaching skills throughout the three-year law school 
curriculum, stressing methods and strategies rather than mere application of the law.  Our 
plan should observe Best Practices and locate curricular development within the school’s 
Research Centers and Programs, wherever feasible. 
 
Innovation(s): 
Pending resolution of our more theoretical issues (described in Problem B), we are pursuing 
reform on several parallel tracks at once -- generating an overall curricular plan, while 
making smaller-scale improvements in strategic areas.  The following improvements – which 
we view as instrumental building-blocks to our later success – are among those in the works.  
 

1. Further Integrate Doctrine and Skills in Areas Where Links Have Been 
Established.   

As one of our first steps, we will build doctrine into conventional skills (simulations) 
offerings, and facilitate the use of skills exercises in doctrinal courses.  

A. Integrating doctrine into “skills” courses; expanding access to these 
offerings. 

Our skills courses are taught mostly by practitioner/adjuncts, who juggle their teaching with 
their law practices.  We want to retain this connection with “real” practicing lawyers, while 
improving their teaching effectiveness.  Here we draw on systems that have proven 
successful in our LRW Program, by creating a model curriculum that allows new/ less-than-
fulltime lecturers to step into a course that is logistically sound.  The model curriculum for a 
particular skill will be adaptable to a variety of doctrinal areas – enabling us to tailor classes 
to areas of student interest.  Our practicing adjuncts can concentrate their preparation time 
on adapting real world cases/materials from their specialties to classroom use.   With the 
skill portion of the curriculum “set” -- and the substantive portion based on the adjuncts’ 
actual cases -- we will maximize their ability to disseminate their strategies, and increase 
the time they spend with students in “problem-solving” lawyer mode.    
Several courses may be reworked using this model; two are briefly described below. 

(1) Negotiations.   
Expand access to this basic widely-applicable skill, likely central to the “first job” experience 
for most students.  Currently developing a 2-unit 1L elective.  “Skills” portion of model 
curriculum will be produced by team of adjunct instructors, and made adaptable to variety of 
substantive legal areas. We will centralize administrative tasks, lifting them from individual 
instructors.  In the future: develop upper-level courses that build on this intro (sequencing); 
provide practical mediation experience; develop range of seminar “hot topics” in ADR.  

(2) Pre-Trial Civil Litigation/Depositions.  
As with Negotiations, create “model” course syllabus focusing on one or more topics in 
pleadings and discovery, and expand access.  (We chose this area as these skills tie in with 
the “first job” career needs of our civil litigators.)  
 B. Facilitating integration of skills exercises into doctrinal   
  courses. 
We have created a skills director position to facilitate this type of innovation which will 
include:  improved access to sample skills exercises (several doctrinal professors already 
include some type of skill exercise in their courses); assisting interested faculty in creating 
skills exercises; introducing doctrinal and skills faculty (generally adjuncts who do not 
maintain offices here) who operate within similar areas of expertise, who can work together 
in creating skills excises/presentations. 
  



 C. Other plans. 
• To meet the needs of future criminal lawyers, we are creating an 

 Advanced Trial experience, likely in the form of an Externship. 
 

• For all students: we are developing more upper-level writing experiences; optimizing 
student access to and enrollment in current offerings, many of which are extra-
curricular; and adding more support and supervision to these experiences.  Some of 
these current offerings are targeted for additional resources because they already 
provide contact with practicing lawyers. 

 
Process:  
Currently proposed projects are non-controversial because they have been well-substantiated 
through two (in-house and outside) consultants’ reviews of our skills curriculum and 
extensive research into the skills curriculum of other top schools.  These reviews solicited 
input of involved regular faculty, lecturers in residence and adjunct lecturers. They are being 
implemented under the authority of the Associate Dean.  
 
Further innovations will require us to create a process to centralize idea-vetting and 
decision-making.  It is important that the process we create allows interested people to 
consult and comment on changes – particularly so that any other innovations already “on the 
table” are identified and taken into account.  It is equally important that the process created 
does not turn into a series of stumbling blocks that derail any and all changes.   
 
Evaluation: 
Success of our short-term changes should be readily apparent from student and instructor 
satisfaction.  In many cases, instructors will have the opportunity to work on innovation in a 
peer group setting, so that the courses can be improved based on their experience.  To 
evaluate future changes, we hope to partner with local law firms and with practicing alumni 
to gauge how well students are functioning in their initial working years post-graduation.      
We also will evaluate our curriculum by consulting the various sources that have collected 
information on what lawyers would like students to be able to do – such as Shultz and 
Zedeck’s “26 Effectiveness Factors,” et al.  
 
 

Problem 1B: 
In addressing larger issues of curricular reform – those beyond individual courses or 
programs – how might we invoke Carnegie’s vision of truly wide-scale reform and/or tailor 
the Best Practices approach to our students’ unique market for their first jobs out of school?    
 
The scale of our efforts (including those set out in Problem 1A) seems inadequate to effect the 
Carnegie result.  Yet, the theoretical underpinnings of Carnegie/Best Practices – based on a 
potential skeptic’s read – thus far take us only part way toward faculty endorsement of the 
wider-scale curricular reform contemplated.  Our ability to credibly sell Carnegie for its 
maximum worth is not merely academic: the greater the justification it offers, and the higher 
the urgency level we are able to substantiate, the more attention (and resources) we are 
likely to receive.  
 
Additional resources that might result from an enhanced theoretical justification include: a 
permanent associate dean or skills director, who would continue to manage skills offerings 
and to innovate beyond this initial push; more resources to hire other skills-oriented 
teachers; budget for instructor training; increased budgeting and institutional status for 
some of our current practical skills offerings (Legal Writing, Moot Court Programs), etc.   In 
addition, the more faculty who are implicated in the curricular reform, the greater the 



potential willingness to devote time and energy thinking about, deciding on, and 
implementing reform.  Ideally, we want the relevant decision-makers (primarily the faculty) 
to sense a compelling need that warrants immediate attention and devotion of time and 
funds.   Moreover, the absence of a sound theoretical through line here compromises our 
ability to use the Carnegie end point (i.e., the first law job) as our planning milestone—
leaving us without an important starting point for design. 
 
Reform on this grand scale is a tougher sell.  Some aspects of Carnegie and Best Practices 
support revolutionary reform for reasons that tend to be much less applicable to a highly 
selective institution like Berkeley Law.  Carnegie/Best Practices envision creating competent 
lawyers who are employable and capable immediately out of law school – for the benefit of 
both the student who expects to be a lawyer upon graduating; and the public who expects a 
licensed (though yet inexperienced) lawyer to be capable of adequately serving clients.   Our 
students, however, start their professional lives in a different position than graduates of 
many law schools.  By and large, they leave law school having secured highly sought after 
legal jobs prior to sitting for the bar.   
 
Given these job selections, Carnegie’s two main “first job directed” training justifications are 
skewed, at the very least.  Not only do students tend to have jobs, but those jobs are in 
environments (like large law firms in big cities) where new lawyers are most likely to be 
trained.  Junior associates are intentionally assigned supporting roles on matters, observing 
more experienced attorneys, and accumulating experience through that observation.  Larger 
firms are also more likely to offer full-scale training programs, or to pay for attorneys to 
attend a NITA workshop, for example.  In addition, law firm staffing means that new 
attorneys are tightly supervised.  They are unlikely to directly serve clients who might be 
adversely affected by their inexperience.  They are unlikely to have sufficient authority on a 
case to make a critical mistake.   
 
Given the way law firms work, what is the practical effect of wholesale curricular reform by 
our school?  If we don’t need to help students perform at their first jobs (beyond what we 
already do), could we argue for enhanced job prospects for them through a better curriculum?  
Would we lose ground as to student employment if we failed to keep pace with other top 
school on this single aspect (i.e., the scope of our reform)?   It seems that the job market 
available to (and the paths followed by most) Boalt graduates is unlikely to change much 
even if we implement curricular reform that changes outcomes by orders of magnitude.    
 
In light of this reality, is “first job training” sufficient reason to devote real resources to 
curricular reform of this type or on this scale – especially when resources are as limited as 
they are right now?  Is there an alternate justification for broadly scaled change that would 
prompt deeper institutional commitment?   
 
We can imagine a number of justifications that tend to support large-scale reform, but which 
may not affect significant numbers of students.  For example, right now, a small percentage 
of recent Berkeley Law graduates work in public interest organizations.  Prospects for public 
interest jobs tend to increase significantly after a number of years of experience (and 
training) elsewhere. Students may end up in this field even though their first job fell 
somewhere else.  A better skills-oriented curriculum, combined with our already-generous 
loan forgiveness program, could enable more students to immediately enter public interest 
work.   

 
Another possibility may require changing our goal or “end point” – making our justification 
improved eventual lawyering.  A better trained beginner arguably absorbs more from the 
post-graduation training the market provides, leading to the growth of even better lawyers 



throughout their careers.  While this is a valuable goal, it creates a practical difficulty in 
terms of our ability to plan backwards from a distinct point in time in order to develop our 
curriculum.  Without a new endpoint, conventional planning doesn’t work. 
 
We hope that conference participants can help us to frame the Carnegie and Best Practices 
concerns and premises in a way that fits the needs and goals of our institution. 
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Keystone Courses

Keystone Courses, generally taken in the fi nal year of law school, add substantial value relative to 
traditional doctrinal courses by requiring students to take active responsibility as professionals addressing 
real-world challenges and to produce substantial, concrete manifestations of their learning.  Th ey add 
value relative to early years of law work by ensuring students’ work is subjected to cycles of reinforcement 
and evaluation, including self-evaluation.  A Keystone Course thus serves both as the culmination of law 
school learning and as a transition to a lifetime of more self-directed learning.

Th e Keystone Program serves the Mitchell Mission to “sustain students’ intensity and enthusiasm beyond 
the fi rst year” and “propel students to achieve at a high level throughout their careers” so as to give our 
graduates “an enduring advantage as they meet the challenges of an increasingly complex world.”  

A Keystone Course is one that does all of the following:

1. Builds on previous law school learning.
2. Requires students to take active responsibility as professionals educated in law.
3. Requires students to consider questions relating to legal ethics or professionalism. 
4. Reflects real-world framing in subject matter, organization, content and methods  .
5. Integrates multiple facets of law-related doctrine, skills or theory.
6. Requires students to work on developing one or more skills at an advanced level.
7. Requires students to produce substantial, concrete manifestations of their learning.
8. Provides repeated cycles of reinforcement and evaluation, including student self-evaluation.
9. Is off ered for suffi  cient credits to accomplish these requirements.

Courses meeting these criteria may be designated as Keystone Courses via the normal course approval 
process.  Pilot Keystone Courses will be off ered during the ’07-’08 academic year, and the Keystone 
Program will be offi  cially rolled out for the ’08-’09 academic year.

If you have questions or ideas about Keystone Courses, please contact: 
Denise Roy (denise.roy@wmitchell.edu) or Ann Iijima (ann.iijima@wmitchell.edu)

Th e Keystone Program provides a platform for students to crystallize the practical wisdom 
they’ve gained at William Mitchell. Th is sets the stage for lifetime achievement, creating an 
enduring advantage in an increasingly complex world.

pamelabelding
Text Box
Curriculum Committee Chair Peter Knapp (peter.knapp@wmitchell.edu) or Vice Dean Nancy Ver Steegh (nancy.versteegh@wmitchell.edu)



WILLIAM MITCHELL KEYSTONE COURSETM EXAMPLES 
click for Keystone Program overview and detailed course descriptions 

 
Course Faculty Contact Name Type Description 
Business Buy-Sell Transaction Jim Hogg Simulation 

 
This is a course covering a single buy/sell 
transaction emulating the experience that a 
second year associate in a law firm with 
substantial corporate work would gain under 
the supervision of a senior partner.  
 

Elder Justice and Policy 
 

Kim Dayton Field placement plus 
seminar 

Students combine placement with an elder 
justice organization with an intense seminar 
including a substantial research paper 
addressing an issue or area of significant state 
or national interest implicating the legal needs 
of the elderly population, discussing advanced 
topics in elder law, and investigating the use of 
technology in the practice of elder law and 
elder advocacy (see 
http://www.elderjusticescholars.org). 
 

Legal Practicum: Business 
Practice  

John Sonsteng Simulation This course provides hands-on training 
representing a client in business matters 
through the start-up and ten-year life of a 
company. The ten-year lifecycle will unfold 
over three phases—each one a separate 
course—spanning two semesters:  (1) start-up 
and initial capitalization of the new business; 
(2) stabilization and growth; and (3) 
disposition of owner’s interest.  
 

http://www.wmitchell.edu/curriculum/curriculum/keystone-program.asp
http://www.wmitchell.edu/curriculum/curriculum/course-descriptions.asp?SubjectArea=24
http://www.wmitchell.edu/academics/faculty/Hogg.asp
http://www.wmitchell.edu/academics/faculty/Dayton.asp
http://www.elderjusticescholars.org/
http://www.wmitchell.edu/academics/faculty/Sonsteng.asp


WILLIAM MITCHELL KEYSTONE COURSETM EXAMPLES 
 

 
Legal Practicum: General 
Practice 

John Sonsteng Simulation Simulated cases, problems and 
clients are presented to students in 
two-person  law firms during the 
semester, requiring the student 
attorneys to handle a significant 
variety of integrated substantive and 
procedural law involving the 
following areas: personal 
professional responsibility, family 
law, commercial law, employment 
law, criminal law, and estates and 
trusts.  
 

Role of Lawyers in Democracy 
 

Denise Roy Field placement plus 
seminar 

Students are placed with 
organizations working on 
democracy-related projects, which 
could include democracy oversight 
and reform work, democracy-
related legal research or legal work 
that relates to democracy-building 
skills (such as negotiation or 
community organizing). In related 
seminar, students study theoretical 
relationship among law, justice and 
democracy, and consider the role of 
the legal profession in 
democratization. 
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http://www.wmitchell.edu/academics/faculty/Sonsteng.asp
http://www.wmitchell.edu/academics/faculty/Roy.asp
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UNDER DEVELOPMENT: 
 
Advanced Tort Litigation 
 

Dave Prince 
Mike Steenson 

Simulation Students represent parties in 
complex personal injury trials. 
 

The Practice of Theory, a 
critical theory seminar for clinic 
students  

Carolyn Grose 
Peter Knapp 

Live-client clinic plus 
seminar 

Students from various clinics join 
for weekly seminar on theory 
related to their clinical practice. 
 

Family Law  
 

Nancy Ver Steegh Simulation Students join new practicing 
lawyers and other professionals 
representing clients in complex 
multi-disciplinary simulation.  
 

 

http://www.wmitchell.edu/academics/faculty/Prince.asp
http://www.wmitchell.edu/academics/faculty/Steenson.asp
http://www.wmitchell.edu/academics/faculty/Grose.asp
http://www.wmitchell.edu/academics/faculty/Knapp.asp
http://www.wmitchell.edu/academics/faculty/Ver%20Steegh.asp


To: All Students
From: Kim Dayton
Re: New Course: Elder Justice and Policy Keystone
Date: Nov. 1, 2007

The Elder Justice and Policy Keystone offers students who have had an introductory elder
law course the opportunity to develop their knowledge of elder law and policy by obtaining real-
world experience working on issues of legal significance to seniors and their advocates.   
Students in the class will be assigned to an elder advocacy organization to work on specific
projects, will participate in a seminar covering advanced topics in elder law and the work of
policy makers, and will collaborate to develop informational resources aimed at advancing the
cause of elder justice in Minnesota and nationally.  As a general matter, students will not be
involved in direct legal representation of older clients.  Students who take this course will be
involved in developing and (where appropriate) publicizing projects that are in development by
the Center for Elder Justice and Policy  at William Mitchell in conjunction with various legal
advocacy and policy-oriented organizations located within and without the state.   The course
will be graded; students must apply for and be accepted into the class.  There is a no-drop policy.

Component 1: Keystone placement (2-3 hours credit).  Students who wish to enroll in
the EJPK must apply to work on a specific project (or projects) for a specific organization , and
will be placed with that organization for the semester in which they are enrolled in the class. 
Projects typically entail drafting legislation and working towards its passage in the state
legislature or at the national level, developing self-help resources for seniors on specific areas of
interest, or conducting empirical research on elder justice issues.  Projects will be clearly defined
from the outset, with the nature of the student’s responsibilities set out prior to the student’s
placement within the organization.  Although students will work with the sponsoring entity in
much the same way that they would in an independent externship, a Keystone placement will
differ from an externship in two respects.  First, the nature of the student’s duties within the
organization will be determined by the William Mitchell faculty member in consultation with the
sponsoring organization, and its parameters clearly described prior to listing the project as a
Keystone placement.  Second, the faculty member will, in collaboration with attorneys or
advocates within the organization, provide direct supervision and feedback of all major written
work produced by student during the course of the placement.

The credit range for each component will depend on the needs and preferences of both the
Keystone placement organization and the student.  For each credit hour received, a student is
expected to work a minium of 50 hours.

The specific projects available to students in the Keystone will vary from one year to the
next.  Some organizations will likely have more than one Keystone placement available in a
given semester.  In some circumstances, students will be able to extend their placement by
enrolling in an independent externship following completion of their work in the keystone
course.  

Component 2: Seminar (1-2 credits).  All students enrolled in the Keystone will meet



one hour a week in seminar to explore advanced topics in elder law as presented in assigned
readings and through discussions of students’ activities within the organizations.  Students will
be required to prepare and present to the class a paper of substantial length that will develop, in a
scholarly manner, a legal or policy question that they have encountered in the readings or through
their placement.   Research and writing associated with this paper will be accounted for
separately from the students’ work on their placement project and cannot duplicate in form or
substance any written work they complete as part of the placement per se.  The student will have
the option of satisfying the long paper requirement if their paper meets the law school’s
published criteria as well as all additional requirements for the paper imposed by the faculty
member.   In addition to these formal meetings, students should anticipate meeting very regularly
with the faculty member to discuss their work and receive feedback on their research activities or
written work they have prepared.  

Component 3: Using technology to advance elder justice issues (1 credit).  The role of
technology in developing the modern legal practice and advancing public awareness of legal
issues cannot be overstated.  Lawyers who are acquainted with the cutting edge of this
technology will have a competitive advantage in the marketplace and will be better equipped to
represent their clients and advocate causes that are important to them.  The third component of
the EJPK will enable students to develop an advanced understanding of how Web-based
resources and media can be accessed and utilized to bring matters of elder justice (and injustice)
to the attention of laypersons, legal professionals, and policymakers.  To that end, the third
component of the EJPK  requires students in the class to work together to produce a resource–for
example, an elder policy blog, an electronic newsletter, or a similar resource.  Students will be
responsible for all aspects of the project, including determining its format, defining its scope, and
producing content.  By the end of the Keystone, students will have acquired general research and
technical skills that they can take with them into whatever area of practice they decide to pursue.  
They will also have a basic understanding of accessibility standards that Web-based materials
must meet to satisfy the Americans with Disabilities Act.   



UNIVERSITY (LAW SCHOOL) BASED LEGAL CLINICS FOR THE ELDERLY: FORM,
FUNCTION, FUNDING
Outline: Externship model

Kim Dayton
Professor of Law and Director
Center for Elder Justice and Policy
William Mitchell College of Law

Presented at the Canadian Centre for Elder Law Studies
Vancouver, BC
November 9, 2007

I.  Externship model–policy/advocacy clinic (with technology component)

Form: Modified externship (placement) plus seminar component that combine to
offer policy- and community/provider education oriented experience to students.  Live
client representation is discouraged.  

• Placements with advocacy organizations go beyond traditional
independent externship models.  Students is directly supervised by law
faculty member; advocacy organization defines the nature and scope of
the project(s) to which students are assigned and broad guidance.  
Enrollment in clinic is small to ensure sufficient faculty/student interaction. 
Because live client representation is 

Function: Connects the primary resources of a the university (faculty, students,
library holdings, technology) to the non-profit and government entities that develop and
implement policy.  

• Students learn the nuts and bolts of policy and advocacy work (except live
client advocacy and litagation) and make contacts that (one hopes) will
serve them post law school

• Advocacy organizations and government agencies get value-added to
their activities and can initiate and/or expand projects that are short
staffed

• Technology component ensures knowledge mobilization to the broader
community and promotes the justice issues

Funding: principal “funding” for such a clinic is in-kind

• Time of faculty member; time, energy, ane enthusiasm of law students
(who receive academic credit towards graduation requirements); 

• Incidental use of university resources that are unavailable to non-profits
(e.g. library resources and electronic databases, administrative support



that is available for law students and faculty, etc.)
• But note: collaboration between non-profit and university creates potential

for direct funding of sponsoring organization (grants) and for university
programs (alums, grants, general operating revenues as the clinical
experience becomes in higher demand by students and the profession)

Benefits

• Structure permits clinical placement opportunities with non profits that are
not primarily concerned with the delivery of legal services per se

• Builds relationships with organizations, government agencies that do not
necessarily have connections to legal academia

• Provides students with entrees to the non-profit and governmental sectors
• Recognizes the multi-faceted nature of “legal” practice and the role of

lawyers in developing and implementing public policy
• Instills commitment to pro bono activities and community education

Caveats  

• Labor intensive for students and faculty member.  Expectations as to time
commitment must be clear at the outset

• Nature of clinic/role faculty member must be clearly defined to ensure
compliance with ABA requirements re: faculty supervision of student work
(if placement supervisor is a non-lawyer)

• Ownership issues w/r/t content: recommend clarification of copyright and
related issues upfront, through licensing agreements and/or shared
ownership rights

• Legal liability issues: will “malpractice” be covered by existing policies?

II.  Externship model–direct services clinic (with technology component)
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WORKSHOP INTRODUCTION 
 

Context.  As concrete first steps towards more comprehensive 
curriculum reform, we may propose adoption, for all students, of (1) an 
integrated problem-based learning requirement, (2) a comparative bookends 
assessment exercise in the first and third years, and/or (3) a sequence of 
professionalism courses or experiences across the three years of study.  Each 
of these experimental ideas, which interconnect in some ways, is described in 
more detail in our four-page conference submission.   

 
We appreciate this opportunity to explore the pro and cons of these 

ideas, starting with the integrated learning requirement.   Our interest in 
brainstorming these innovations stems from (1) their potential to address 
with intention the three CARNEGIE apprenticeships, (2) their emphasis on 
professional development, (3) their potential to engage students by 
contextualizing learning, (4) their formative assessment value, and (5) their 
seeming feasibility within the limited-resource environment of a small public 
law school.   
 

To maximize our time, we will distribute a list of possible discussion 
questions (separate handout attached).  These questions are not meant to 
restrict the scope or substance of our conversation.  Issues we hope to explore 
during discussion of these questions include: 
 

1. Maximizing the Lessons of Integration, Transparency, 
and Reinforcement .  Without other dramatic changes to our curriculum, 
how can we help to ensure that the lessons of integration (at the heart of two, 
if not three, of these ideas) will not be lost on our students, especially given 
the realities (a) that these lessons may not be reinforced in most other 
courses, (b) that the institutional culture created by “the whole law school 
experience”1 may work to undermine the benefits of an integrated learning 
                                                
1  William M. Sullivan, Anne Colby, Judith Welch Wegner, Lloyd Bond, & Lee S. Shulman, 
EDUCATING LAWYERS:  PREPARATION FOR THE PROFESSION OF LAW 139 (2007). 
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exercise, and (c) that students are primed, throughout their educational 
careers, to master discrete subjects and to focus on memorization and 
regurgitation? 
 

• Would some type of explanation about the purpose of these 
requirements during first year orientation help?   
 
• Should we also stage a mini-illustration of an integrated 
learning experience during orientation (e.g., a short faculty role play of 
a practice situation highlighting the cognitive, skills, and values 
aspects of the problem presented) in order to provide not only a 
preview of integration, but also a tripartite frame of reference for 
students as they move through the first year that faculty could be 
asked to reinforce? 
 
• Might it work to use the scenario at the heart of the integrated 
learning requirement as the scenario for the bookends assessment?  
Should we also use the same scenario for at least one of the 
experiences in the professionalism sequence, enriched in that context 
by the collaborative contributions of judges and practitioners? 

 
 
 2. The Essence of Integration .   What are the defining 
characteristics of the quintessential CARNEGIE integrated learning experience 
(or “ensemble”)2?  What touchstones should guide our development of this 
idea? 
 

• Is it an intentional educational opportunity for students (as both 
observers and actors in role) to explore and experience, within the 
context of realistic situations, the synergy of thinking, acting, and 
identifying with the values of a problem-solving legal professional in 
ways to promote self-conscious and life-long learning?3   
 
• Or an intentional educational opportunity for students to 
examine how the “messy” uncertainties of real life can complicate legal 
doctrine and test the practical skills, ethical mettle, interpersonal 
insights, and social conscience of lawyers?   
 
 

                                                
2   Id. at 58. 
3   See id. at 178-79. 
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3. Learning Goals or Outcomes.  This footnote4 contains a list 
of learning goals or outcomes that we might wish to achieve through an 
integrated learning requirement.   

 
• Are there other basic categories of goals that should be included 
in this list? 
 
• Or is this list too ambitious?  Are there any outcomes that are 
particularly suited to be achieved via an integrated learning 
experience? 

 
 

4. Problem Creation and Implementation by the Faculty.   
After redefining educational goals, how would the faculty begin 
conceptualizing a problem or simulation that will ultimately implicate the 
three apprenticeships?  Are there ready examples of integrated problems to 
be found? 

 
• Should teaching an integrated problem involve different teams 
of faculty at different points in the problem’s presentation?  Should one 
colleague remain with the problem from beginning to end in order to 
ensure that important themes or learning goals are either covered, 
reinforced, or more deeply explored as the problem evolves?   
 
• Are there ways to pre-test the problem on an accelerated basis 
in order to troubleshoot potential flaws or unhelpful detours or to 
surface other helpful, but unanticipated, learning avenues?  

 
 

5. Timing and Length .   In which year should the integrated 
learning requirement be offered?  Is the first year too early?  Is the second or 
third year too late?  Should the experience be a matter of hours, days, or 
weeks?   
 
 

8.25.08 

                                                
4  Learning goals or outcomes could include developing students’ abilities to (1) research, explain, 
and apply pertinent legal doctrines in an uncertain and dynamic situation, (2) navigate an ethical or 
moral dilemma, (3) handle interpersonal conflicts, communication challenges, or other 
relational/emotional issues, (4) collaborate and listen deeply in solving the problems presented, (5) 
engage in professional self-reflection, other-awareness, open-mindedness, metacognition, and life-
long, self-directed learning, (6) evaluate the potential consequences for the community (however 
defined) and the justice system, and (7) explore intrapersonal conflicts, satisfactions, or other 
identity issues. 
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POSSIBLE DISCUSSION QUESTIONS 
 
 

1. Without other dramatic changes to our curriculum, how can we help to 
ensure that the lessons of integration (at the heart of two, if not three, of our 
proposed innovations) will not be lost on our students?   
 
 2. What are the defining characteristics of the quintessential CARNEGIE 
integrated learning experience?   
 

3. This footnote1 contains a list of learning goals or outcomes that we 
might wish to achieve through an integrated learning requirement.  Are there other 
basic categories of goals that should be included in this list?  Or is this list too 
ambitious?  And are there any outcomes that are particularly suited to be achieved 
via an integrated learning experience? 
 

4. After redefining educational goals, how would the faculty begin 
conceptualizing a problem or simulation that will ultimately implicate the three 
apprenticeships?  Are there ways to pre-test the problem on an accelerated basis in 
order to troubleshoot potential flaws or unhelpful detours or to surface other helpful, 
but unanticipated, learning avenues?  
 

5 In which year should the integrated learning requirement be offered?  
Is the first year too early?  Is the second or third year too late?  Should the 
experience be a matter of hours, days, or weeks?   

                                                
1  Learning goals or outcomes could include developing students’ abilities to (1) research, explain, 
and apply pertinent legal doctrines in an uncertain and dynamic situation, (2) navigate an ethical or 
moral dilemma, (3) handle interpersonal conflicts, communication challenges, or other 
relational/emotional issues, (4) collaborate and listen deeply in solving the problems presented, (5) 
engage in professional self-reflection, other-awareness, open-mindedness, metacognition, and life-
long, self-directed learning, (6) evaluate the potential consequences for the community (however 
defined) and the justice system, and (7) explore intrapersonal conflicts, satisfactions, or other 
identity issues. 
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