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Letter from the Chair of the
Standing Committee on Legal
Assistants, Arthur G. Greene
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he legal assistant profes-
sion...or should I say the parale-
gal profession...has been plagued
by the fact that many lawyers
have not clearly understood the
potential role or the advantages
that these professionals can bring
to the delivery of legal services.

What's in|
a Name?

S

S our standing committee
includes the title legal assis-
tant. SCOLA members con-
cluded that it is important
to remove any basis for con-
fusion and that paralegal is
the preferable title for the
years ahead. In making that

The fact that in different places
they go by different titles has also P
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L decision, SCOLA recognizes
that it will be adding its

added to the confusion.

The law firm | joined in 1967
hired its first paralegal a couple
years later. | spent the early years
of my career learning the value
that a paralegal brought to my trial practice. It was not long
before | became an advocate for the expanded use of paralegals
in my firm and in the New Hampshire Bar Association.

When | began to travel with my message, | quickly learned
that in some places there were no paralegals, but rather legal
assistants. In fact, the national trend seemed to be favoring the
use of the title legal assistant. | needed two sets of overhead
slides and had to be sure to take the right set of slides with me
for each trip. And then there was always the awkward explana-
tion during my presentations that if I mistakenly used the
“wrong”title — not to worry because | consider the titles inter-
changeable.

To complicate matters further, | heard about a number of
firms using both titles. In some firms, paralegals were considered
the professionals and the legal assistants were clerical support. In
other firms, the legal assistants were the professionals and the
paralegals were clerical support. | began to understand why
some lawyers found all of this confusing.

Now there is another trend:The title paralegal seems to have
become more popular and widely recognized by employers as
the preferred one. Over the course of the last year, SCOLA has
had discussions about the confusion resulting from the use of the
two titles. At our recent SCOLA meeting, we had an in-depth dis-
cussion about the issue, recognizing of course that the name of
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influence and credibility to
the current trend.

As | conclude my term
T as Chair of SCOLA, I am
hopeful that the commit-
tee’s decision to favor the title paralegal will help bring uniformity
and clarity to the profession. | have enjoyed serving as Chair of
SCOLA for the past two years and want to take this opportunity to
thank all of the SCOLA members, the consultants to the committee
and ABA staff for their guidance and hard work in support of
SCOLA's objectives and responsibilities. 1 also want to thank the edu-
cators and the leaders of the legal assistant...or should | say paralegal
organizations...for their cooperative efforts to advance our common
goals. While my SCOLA time is up, | plan to continue my work of
educating lawyers to the advantages of expanding the role of parale-
gals.

Jeff Campbell is the new SCOLA Chair. Jeff has a long and suc-
cessful track record with paralegal issues. He was a Steering
Committee member and chapter author for the 1993 ABA book
Leveraging with Legal Assistants. Not only does Jeff write and speak
about paralegal issues, he can point to his own firm as an example of
one of the best paralegal programs in the country. His firm, Porzio,
Bromberg & Newman, PC. in Morristown, New Jersey, has been the
subject of several recent articles focusing on the fact that the firm
has more paralegals than lawyers. Jeff, ...you do call them paralegals
don’t you?

Arthur G. Greene is a principal with the law firm of Dewhurst
and Greene, PLLC, Bedford, New Hampshire.



Letter from the Approval
Commission Chair,
Katherine A. Currier

Reminiscing on the Guideline Revision Project

y how you should have seen a copy of
the draft of the proposed revised
Guidelines for the Approval of Legal
Assistant Education Programs, which was
sent to approved programs and paralegal
organizations in early July. When 1 finally
saw the draft in its “ready-for-public-com-
ment-form,” | began to reminisce about
why we started this process in the first
place and about how many people hours
it took to produce this revision. In anoth-
er column in this issue you will see a list-
ing of the most significant changes that
are being proposed. But in this column |
would like to take the opportunity to
describe briefly the journey we took in
order to be able to present these revisions
to you.

A little over two years ago when |
agreed to serve as chair of the Approval
Commission, | had already served on the
commission for three years as the AAfPE
representative for four-year institutions. As
one of my responsibilities as a commis-
sioner, | had gone on a number of site vis-
its. While writing the reports for those vis-
its and reviewing the reports written by
other commissioners, it became clear to
me that while generally sound, parts of the
Guidelines needed reworking. As | noted
in an earlier column, this need for revi-
sions arose from several factors:

First, the drafters of the current
Guidelines had deliberately created ambi-
guity in some areas in order to provide
programs with some flexibility. However,
some of this ambiguity was causing diffi-
culties in interpretation leading to poten-
tially different standards being applied to
similar situations.

Second, while each of the seven basic
parts of the Guidelines covers distinct
areas affecting paralegal programs, they
are of necessity highly interrelated but at
times unnecessarily duplicative.
Sometimes this duplication caused extra
work both for program directors when
they wrote their self-studies and for the
site teams when they wrote their reports.

Third, over the years a number of sepa-
rate policies, such as that governing online

library resources, had been developed and
published in documents separate from

the Guidelines. Moving all of that informa-

tion into one document would make life
easier for program directors.

Finally, programs were rapidly embrac-
ing technology and other means to pro-
vide courses through alternative delivery
methods, such as by web-enhanced cours-
es, accelerated weekend programs, and
courses offered through an entirely online
format. We needed to develop a way
through the Guidelines to ensure that pro-
grams could innovate while continuing to
provide quality paralegal education.

At the November 2000 commission
meeting, the process of revising the
Guidelines began in earnest. Following a
general discussion of the best method to
proceed, the Approval Commission mem-
bers agreed to form subcommittees to
work on the various sections. Their task
was to work on their assigned section and
to converse via e-mail so that they would
have a draft to present to the full commis-
sion at our next meeting to be held in
April of 2001. (As an important side note,
you should be aware of the backgrounds
of the people who did the hard work of
examining the Guidelines and thinking
about ways in which they needed to be
refined, improved and updated. The thir-
teen members of the Approval
Commission include six lawyers, three
paralegals and former paralegals, two legal
assistant managers, a current and a former

law office administrator. All but two of the
Approval Commission members have
taught in or run a paralegal program.
Collectively they have more than a hun-
dred years’ experience in paralegal educa-
tion.) At that April meeting the subcom-
mittees presented their drafts. Using my
laptop computer, we projected the cur-
rent Guidelines along with the suggested
changes and proceeded to go through
them line by line. By the end of the meet-
ing we had made a start in highlighting
those areas that we thought were most in
need of revision.

Continued on page 7
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Highlights of Proposed Guideline Changes

Il approved programs and other interested parties were sent
the proposed revisions to the Guidelines for the Approval of
Legal Assistant Education Programs in July. The public com-
ment period for the Guidelines ends on October 15,2002. The
Standing Committee and Approval Commission are eager to
receive written comments about the proposed changes and
urge you to send comments directly to the ABA. Complete
information on sending comments is provided elsewhere in
this issue of the Update. If you need a copy of the proposed
revisions, please contact Barbara Byrd at 312-988-5616 or
byrdb@staff.abanet.org.

This article is intended to accompany the column by
Approval Commission chair, Katherine Currier,and is present-
ed here in the Update to highlight for you the main changes
that are being proposed. By reading the “redlined” version of
the Guidelines, you can easily see the new material (under-
lined) and the deleted material (struck out). Highlighting indi-
cates material that was moved.

Some of the changes are minor editorial changes involving
grammar and stylistic issues, such as moving from passive to
active voice. Other more substantive changes are listed below
by guideline number. One change that occurs throughout
is the substitution of the word “paralegal” for the term “legal
assistant”

Guideline One

< includes the new definition of legal assistant/paralegal as
it was adopted by the House of Delegates in 1996;

e addresses the issue of paralegal “minors”;

< would require approved programs to conduct needs
assessment prior to starting a new program option;

< has a new provision requiring honesty and candor;

< would prohibit unapproved programs from stating that
they are in compliance with the Guidelines; and

e includes a listing of what matters are considered major
changes for purposes of reporting and approval.

Guideline Two
» for clarity, rephrases a part of the composition require-
ment for advisory committees, from “shall be appointed
principally from the community” to “a majority of the
members ... must be appointed from the community”

Guideline Three

e is reorganized so that all issues relating to general educa-
tion are grouped together as are those issues relating to
legal specialty course work;

< would require that instructional methodology ensure
interaction between faculty and students and among stu-
dents with an opportunity for students to receive
prompt feedback on the work they submit;

« states more explicitly that practical assignments that
develop paralegal job competencies must be given;

< includes a more explicit discussion of what it means to
conduct adequate assessment and evaluation of a parale-
gal program;

< would require oral communication skills, parallel to the
existing writing proficiency requirement;

e changes the language regarding technology training from
“encourage students to acquire” to “must ensure students
have appropriate technology skills”;

= would require instruction in computerized legal research
instead of requiring only that instruction be “available”;

» clarifies the policy regarding acceptance of legal specialty
transfer credits; and

» clarifies and expands requirements for programs wishing
to offer courses via alternative methods, including online
formats.

Guideline Four

« clarifies that faculty professional development relates to
teaching effectiveness, not just to professional work as
lawyers or paralegals;

< changes “regular” faculty meetings to two meetings a year;
and

 clarifies that the purpose of faculty meetings is for sub-
stantive discussion to benefit the program and students.

Guideline Five
< would require that placement records be substantially
complete in addition to being accurate, as currently
required.

Guideline Six
< notes that some of the collection requirements can be
met through electronic access; and
= would require all students to have instruction in electron-
ic research.

How to Comment on Proposed
Guideline Revisions

Send comments to:
Wallacep@staff.abanet.org

If you are unable to send comments via email,
please mail them to:

Peggy C. Wallace

American Bar Association

Standing Committee on Legal Assistants
541 North Fairbanks Court

Mail Stop 15.1

Chicago, IL 60611-3314

Deadline for public comments: October 15, 2002.
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SCOLA Plans for AAfPE Annual Conference

he Standing Committee and its Approval Commission
will be well represented again this year at the Annual
Conference of the American Association for Paralegal
Education. This year, the conference is in Orlando, Florida
at the Hilton Walt Disney World Resort from October 2-5,
2002. With 400 paralegal educators expected to be in
attendance, the conference affords the ABA an excellent
opportunity to talk with the program directors and faculty
members of approved programs and programs seeking
approval.

As noted in Katherine Currier’s column and the accom-
panying articles, those in attendance at the conference wiill
have an opportunity to discuss proposed changes to the
ABA Guidelines for the Approval of Legal Assistant
Education Programs and to express their opinions about
these proposals to members of the Approval Commission
and the Standing Committee. In addition, several activities
relating to ABA approval have been planned for the confer-
ence and a meeting of the leaders of the paralegal-related
organizations (the conclave meeting) will be held in con-
junction with the conference.

Please mark your calendar for the following ABA
activities:

® \Workshops on ABA Approval and Reapproval
Wednesday, October 2, 2:30 to 3:30 p.m.

Attendees who are affiliated with programs that are
not currently approved are urged to attend the session
on approval to learn more about the Guidelines and
the process for achieving approval. This year is a great
time to pursue approval — the waiting list for having a
report reviewed and getting a site visit scheduled is
short, so approval can be achieved in much less time
than usual. (The regular roster of visits will resume in
about a year and the longer wait lists will resume.) The
session on initial approval is an in-depth discussion of
the guidelines, report presentation, and hosting a visit.
Our most experienced Approval Commission members
and site team chairs will present this workshop. The
session on reapproval is invaluable for even the most
experienced paralegal educators whose programs are
up for reapproval within the next few years. Come
and get advice on current interpretations and issues
that you may face as you prepare for the reapproval
process.

® ABA Open Forum
Thursday, October 3, 5:15 to 6:15 p.m.

All attendees are urged to come to this open meeting
to hear about and discuss the proposed changes in the
ABA Guidelines for the Approval of Legal Assistant
Education Programs. The Standing Committee and
Approval Commission chairs will both be in atten-
dance to explain the proposed changes and to take
comments and questions. Remember that the formal
written comment period will end on October 15, so

come to this meeting to hear what your colleagues think
about the proposed revisions and to clarify the com-
ments that you might want to make.

® ABA Room
Thursday and Friday, October 3 and 4
During Breaks between Sessions

Come to the designated ABA room where you can meet
members of the Approval Commission, the ABA staff and edu-
cational consultants. This is a great opportunity to get to
know your colleagues who are involved in the ABA process
and to confer one on one about any issues that you might be
facing in the development of your program.

In attendance for the ABA

Two key ABA staff members will be in attendance at the
conference — Peggy Wallace, the SCOLA Staff Director, and
Merrilou Rauch,Approval Process Manager. Jeffrey
Campbell, the newly appointed SCOLA chair will also be pre-
sent. The Standing Committee’s two educational consultants,
Susan Sullivan and Teri Cannon, will be there as always.

Several Approval Commission members and both educa-
tional consultants will participate as panelists in conference
sessions. Among these participants are Nancy Heller, who
will serve on the panel discussing “Alternative Careers for
Paralegals,” Pam Bailey, who will talk on“The ABC’s of
Administration: Surviving and Succeeding as a New Program
Director,” and Ron Goldfarb, who is chairing the General
Session on “Regulation Trends and Issues.” Jean Hellman is
moderating the session called “Recruiters’ Roundtable”
Georgana Taggart will participate on the panel on using Web
CT in paralegal courses. Joan Viesta will speak on the panel
“All Classes are Filled! Successful Recruitment and Marketing
of Programs.” Teri Cannon will be on two panels — regula-
tion and articulation — and Sue Sullivan will moderate the
panel on ABA approval.

For further information about the conference call
407-834-6688 or go to www.aafpe.org.

REMINDER

Don’t forget that the website of the Standing
Committee

http://www.abalegalassistants.org

offers a current list of Approved Programs,
downloadable forms and information of gen-
eral interest. Log on and let us know what
you think.
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The Navy Partners with Highline

Paralegal Program

By Joy Smucker, Paralegal Program Coordinator, Highline Community College

n the spring of 1996, the United States Navy contacted
Highline Community College. But instead of calling to enlist
recruits, the Navy wanted a paralegal program. After an initial
telephone conversation between the Highline Paralegal
Department Coordinator, Joy Smucker, and Senior Chief, Maureen
Owens, a Navy Legal Services Office Northwest representative, a
strong partnership to develop and deliver an American Bar
Association-approved paralegal curriculum began.

The enterprise has proven to be an innovative and successful
effort in establishing a national partnership for paralegal educa-
tion. The program continues to receive accolades from its stu-
dents and the legal community alike. Even the ABA has recog-
nized the innovative program by way of an award to Captain
Bruce E. MacDonald from the Standing Committee on Legal
Assistance to Military Personnel. (See the short article that
accompanies this piece for more details.)

Since the Navy program first started offering courses in the
fall of 1996, more than 120 students have enrolled. The curricu-
lum is delivered on the naval base located in Bremerton,
Washington, about 50 miles from Highline’s main campus. The
50-minute automobile ferry ride across Puget Sound from Seattle
to Bremerton provides both a scenic and convenient travel alter-
native.

By offering legal specialty courses on the naval base, Highline
has attracted students enlisted in the Navy, their dependents, and
some civilians who reside in the Kitsap County area where the
base is located. Classes on the base are offered at times most
convenient for the enlisted students and allows them to supple-
ment their work schedules with a paralegal education. JAG offi-
cers and trained legalmen serve as the primary instructors.
Occasionally, a local practitioner or a faculty member from the
main campus teaches in the Navy program option.

Upon completion of their coursework and a required intern-
ship, students earn either an Associate of Applied Science degree
(AAS) or a“Paralegal Plus” certificate designed for those already
possessing a Bachelor’s degree. Each quarter, the Bremerton site
offers one required legal course and one elective legal course.
Internship credits can be earned during any quarter. The course
contents, required textbooks, defined outcomes and student

assessment tools are identical to those used on the main campus.

Because only legal specialty courses are offered on the base,
many students complete their AAS general education require-
ments at nearby Olympic Community College. While Olympic is
much closer in proximity to the Naval Base, it does not offer a
paralegal curriculum. When this project began, Highline was the
closest ABA-approved program to Bremerton. The program has
cultivated a collaborative relationship between Highline and
Olympic. As a result, students are given opportunities to earn
their credentials efficiently.

While the Paralegal Department Coordinator manages the
Navy program, including its curriculum and graduation evalua-
tions, an on-site liaison is assigned by the Naval Legal Services
Office (NLSO). The liaison, who often serves as an instructor,
assists Highline staff with registration, Navy tuition assistance
forms, and other administrative matters. Each quarter, faculty and

staff from the main campus travel to the NLSO to register stu-
dents and provide one-on-one advising sessions. The U.S. Navy’s
tuition assistance benefits make charging tuition by the credit
difficult. In order to alleviate this difficulty and to streamline the
registration and transcript process, the administrative functions
of the Bremerton program are assumed by Highline’s Center for
Extended Learning.

The Navy and Highline Community College recognize the
need to deliver uniform instruction to members of the armed
forces, who are frequently assigned to other domestic or interna-
tional sites within the two- or three-year period that it normally
takes to complete a paralegal education program. While students
may commence a program of study offered by one institution,
they often face course equivalency and transferability issues after

attempting to resume efforts to earn a degree or certificate
offered by another college or university. Discussions about
expanding the Bremerton model to other centers in the United
States, Japan and Italy continue.

We all know that
higher education is
experiencing many
changes. In demonstrat-
ing an earnest desire to
provide services to the
communities they
serve, colleges are being
driven to create innova:
tive ways to deliver cur-
ricula. The Navy-
Highline Community
College partnership is
only one example of
how community col-
leges are becoming
increasingly creative in
preparing a trained
workforce either in the
private sector or in the
arena of civil service.

Joy Smucker has been a
member of the Highline
Community College
full-time faculty since
1994 and has served as
the Paralegal
Department
Coordinator since 1997.
Prior to teaching, Ms.
Smucker was both a
private and public sec-
tor litigation attorney in
the areas of personal
injury, family law, and
criminal defense.

Award to Commander for
Paralegal Program Work

One of SCOLA’s
sister entities
within the ABA,
the Standing
Committee on
Legal Assistance
to Military
Personnel
(LAMP), has rec-

J ognized one of
its members for work in paralegal
education. Captain Bruce E.
MacDonald, JAGC, United States
Navy, commanding officer of the
Naval Legal Services Office
Northwest, was given a
Distinguished Service Award this
year for his work with Highline
Community College in establishing
the paralegal program for Navy
legalmen and civilian employees.
According to LAMP, the competency
and skills level of the command’s
paralegal staff has already seen a
dramatic improvement. Plans are
underway for similar programs to be
developed in other parts of the
country based on the Highline/Navy
model.
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New Members Join Standing Committee
and Approval Commission

he ABA Standing Committee on
Legal Assistants (“SCOLA”) and its
Approval Commission are fortunate to
have the services of exceptionally
capable individuals who share their
time, talent, and energy so that the
goals and obligations of the Standing
Committee and Approval Commission
can be achieved. The accomplish-
ments of the Standing Committee and
the Approval Commission are a direct
result of the efforts of these dedicated
volunteers.

Each year the President-Elect of the ABA considers the inter-
ests of its members and the needs of all Committees and makes
appointments to the Standing Committee and Approval
Commission. The Standing Committee is comprised of seven
lawyers and the Approval Commission has thirteen members,
including lawyers, paralegals, paralegal managers, legal administra-
tors and paralegal educators. As terms of office rotate, we bid
farewell to SCOLA members who have completed their three-
year terms:Arthur G. Greene, from Bedford, New Hampshire,
Chair of the Standing Committee for the last two years; Eddye L.
Lane, from Columbia, South Carolina and Xavier Rodriguez, from
Austin, Texas.

D. Jeffrey Campbell, Managing Principal of Porzio, Bromberg &
Newman, PC., Morristown, New Jersey, has been appointed Chair
of the Standing Committee on Legal Assistants for the coming
year. Jeff has been an active member of the Committee for two
years and was profiled in the Spring 2002 issue of the Update.
His strong support for the effective utilization of paralegals has
been documented in several publications, including a National
Law Journal article titled “Lawyers Outnumbered” which detailed
the extensive use of paralegals at Porzio, Bromberg & Newman.
Jeff has made several presentations and written numerous arti-
cles advocating the use of qualified paralegals.

New members appointed to the Standing Committee for
three-year terms starting in August include Michael S. Gordon, of
Cleveland, Ohio, Norman O. Stockmeyer, Jr., of Lansing, Michigan
and Jean A. Hellman, of Chicago, lllinois.

Michael S. Gordon served in the Judge Advocate General’s unit
of the United States Marines for many years before joining the
Cleveland, Ohio office of Vorys, Sater, Seymour and Pease LLP. He
has extensive experience in the use of paralegals in the military
and was instrumental in developing a proposal to offer formal
paralegal education to Marines through an ABA-approved
program.

Ms. Hellman is director of the Institute for Paralegal Studies at
Loyola University Chicago, a post-baccalaureate paralegal educa-
tion program. She has over 20 years of experience in paralegal
education and most recently served as a member of the Approval
Commission. Ms. Hellman has provided research, writing and
editing services for a variety of legal, medical and financial pub-
lishers, including Aspen Law & Business/Little Brown &

Company,West Publishing
Company/Delmar and the American
Academy of Pediatrics.

Norman O. Stockmeyer is a former
liaison to the Standing Committee from
the General Practice, Solo and Small
Firm Section of the ABA. He is a senior
professor at the Thomas M. Cooley Law
School and has received numerous
awards recognizing his teaching abili-
ties. He has served as officer and mem-
ber of numerous ABA and state bar
committees and authored law school teaching materials and
newsletters.

The hands-on responsibility of the Approval Commission is car-
ried out through a diverse group of lawyers, paralegal educators,
paralegals, legal assistant managers and legal administrators.
Completing three-year terms on the Commission are Jean A.
Hellman, from the Institute for Paralegal Studies at Loyola
University Chicago, Stephen Wells, Executive Director of Mayer,
Brown & Platt/Chicago, Thomas E. (“Tucker”) Wright, from the
Legal Studies Program at Roger Williams University and Joan
Viesta, from the C.W. Post Legal Studies Institute at Long Island
University.

The Approval Commission will again benefit from Katherine
Currier’s organization and leadership skills. Katherine has been
reappointed Chair of the Commission for the coming year. Ms.
Currier chairs the Division of Business and Law at EIms College in
Chicopee, Massachusetts. Over and above her teaching and
administrative duties at EIms, Katherine actively participates in
paralegal education through numerous speaking engagements and
authoring articles and paralegal textbooks.

Three new members to the Approval Commission have been
appointed for three-year terms commencing in August.

Cecilia Esquer is a lawyer and paralegal educator from Arizona.
Ms. Esquer previously served as a member of the Standing
Committee on Legal Assistants. She has served as director of the
Legal Assisting Program at Phoenix College and has extensive
experience working with paralegals.

Ed Miller is a lawyer and paralegal educator from Pennsylvania.
Ed serves as Program Coordinator of the Paralegal Studies Program
at Peirce College in Philadelphia. He is very active with the
Philadelphia Association of Paralegals, particularly with the student
service activities of the Association.

Acting on a recommendation from the American Association
for Paralegal Education, Mary Kubichek, a lawyer and paralegal
educator from Wyoming, has been appointed to the Approval
Commission. Ms. Kubichek was recommended to serve as a rep-
resentative of certificate programs. Ms. Kubichek is the Director of
the Paralegal Program at Casper College, maintains a solo practice
and provides communication consulting services to trial attorneys.

The members of the Standing Committee and Approval
Commission welcome their new colleagues and look forward to
another productive year.
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Letter from the Approval
Commission Chair,
Katherine A. Currier

Continued from page 2

While the subcommittee approach
worked well to help us focus on our main
areas of concern, by the end of that meet-
ing it became clear that it was time to shift
to a smaller drafting group who could
work on taking the general ideas and turn-
ing them into concrete language. Teri
Cannon, our educational consultant,and |
volunteered to take on that task. As a
result, last summer she and | correspond-
ed via e-mail — sending drafts, comments,
and general ideas back and forth — and
then met twice in person to put the com-
mission’s ideas into words. We also corre-
sponded frequently with the Approval
Commission members, soliciting their
ideas as our work progressed. We were
pleased to discuss the highlights of the
proposed changes with many paralegal
educators at the AAfPE annual conference
in October 2001 and at many of the AAfPE
regional meetings. This gave us a chance
early in the process to gain input informal-
ly about the proposed changes.

At the fall 2001 Approval Commission
meeting Teri and | presented a draft with
all of the sections reworked except for
section three — the section that deals
specifically with educational issues. No
dummies we! We decided to tackle all of
the other issues first before hitting the
ones that deal most directly with how
paralegal education is delivered.

Prior to that commission meeting, we
had circulated the draft to all of the com-
missioners for comment, and we were
able to incorporate those comments
before the commission meeting.The meet-
ing itself was a sight to behold. Once
again | brought my laptop to the meeting.
This time | projected a“redlined” draft
onto the screen. That draft showed all of
the new material, the deleted material, and
material that had been moved. Then
working as a group, we moved through
the draft sentence by sentence, editing as
we went. After the meeting, that “redraft-
ed” draft was circulated to all of the com-
missioners for another look before send-
ing it on to SCOLA for their review. At the
SCOLA meeting the draft was again
reviewed in detail and further changes
were made. Those changes were then
sent to all of the commissioners for their
review along with a draft of section three.

At this past April Approval Commission
meeting, the members took one final look
at the draft that contained all of the sec-
tions other than section three. But then
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we devoted the bulk of the meeting to
reviewing section three, again using my
laptop and the overhead projector. As you
can imagine, the debate covered many
issues, including distance education, and
was often very impassioned and yet filled
with reasoned argumentation. By the time
we were done, a consensus had been
reached. It was time to pass this last sec-
tion on to SCOLA for its review. SCOLA
reviewed the draft carefully and made a
few more changes, which had to be incor-
porated. Then the “final” draft was circulat-
ed one last time to the Approval
Commission and SCOLA members. It is
that draft that you can now review and
about which we are seeking your
comments.

Our plan is to organize by topic all of
the comments we receive and to present
them to the Approval Commission at this
November’s meeting. Every written com-
ment will be discussed and considered.
The Approval Commission will make addi-
tional changes to the draft as needed.
After such changes are made, SCOLA wiill
review the comments and the revised

draft. After SCOLA makes any additional
changes, the draft will be presented to the
House of Delegates for approval. The
effective date of the new provisions will
probably be six months or so after adop-
tion by the House, in order to give pro-
grams adequate time to make any neces-
sary changes to come into compliance
with new provisions; therefore, if all goes
well, the new Guidelines could go into
effect as early as Fall 2003.

It has taken us two years of hard work,
some of which required excruciating
attention to detail — I hope never to have
to enter into such heated debates again
regarding the differences among the three
words “shall;must,” and “should” - but
much of which involved truly exciting
discussions about paralegal education.
Thanks to everyone who contributed to
the success of this project.

Katherine A. Currier is the Director of
the Paralegal and Legal Studies
Programs and the Chair of the Division
of Business and Law at EIms College in
Chicopee, Massachusetts.

of Delegates

Two New Programs Approved by House

At the Annual Meeting of the American Bar Association in August, 2002,
the House of Delegates granted approval to the following programs:

Edison Community College, Fort Myers, FL
Bucks County Community College, Newtown, PA

Reapproval was granted to the following programs:

Coastline Community College, Fountain Valley, CA
Mount San Antonio College,Walnut, CA
University of California, San Diego, CA

Widener University Law Center,Wilmington, DE
National Center for Paralegal Training,Atlanta, GA
Roosevelt University, Chicago, IL

Kirkwood Community College, Cedar Rapids, IA
Eastern Michigan University,Y psilanti, Ml
Oakland University, Rochester, MI

Missouri Western State College, St. Joseph, MO
Raritan Valley Community College, Somerville, NJ
Berkeley College,White Plains, NY

Bronx Community College, Bronx, NY

University of Oklahoma Law Center, Norman, OK
Clarion University of Pennsylvania, Oil City, PA
Marywood University, Scranton, PA

Edmonds Community College, Lynwood, WA

This brings the total number of approved programs to 254.




SCOLA PUBLICATIONS

Publication Product Code

ABA Approval: A Reference Manual
for Legal Assistant Educators (1997) 423-0038 P
and 2000 Supplement

2000 Supplement to ABA Approval: A Reference
Manual for Legal Assistant Educators (2000)  423-0038S00

Guidelines For The Approval
of Legal Assistant Education Programs 423-0037
(Effective Fall 1997)

Utilization of Legal Assistants Among
Private Practitioners (1998) 423-0039 $25.00

Polishing the Apple: Teaching

Techniques for Paralegal Faculty (2000) $50.00
This product consists of a two-part, two-hour videotape jointly sponsored by SCOLA, the American Association
for Paralegal Education and Kapiolani Community College. It may be ordered directly from Kapiolani
Community College by e-mailing leclair@hawaii.edu. The price is $50 including shipping and handling.

Order by Phone or Fax: Please contact the ABA Service Center at 1-800-285-2221 or 312-9885522. (FAX: 312-988-5568; E-MAIL:
abasvcctr@abanet.org.)

Order by Mail: ABA Publication Orders,PO.Box 10892, Chicago, IL 60610-0892.

Payment: All orders must be paid in full with U.S. currency and must include the correct sales tax. (See sales tax information below.) Payment by
check, money order, Master Card or Visa is accepted. If ordering by mail or fax with a credit card, please include the credit card account number
and expiration date and include your signature. Checks and money orders should be made payable to: American Bar Association.

Postage and Handling: Add $2.00 per order totaling $2.00 to $9.99; $3.95 per order totaling $10.00 to $24.99; $4.95 per order totaling $25.00 to
$49.99;and $5.95 for orders of $50.00 and up. Illinois shipments add 8.75% tax; District of Columbia shipments add 6% tax; Indiana and Maryland
shipments add 5% tax.

Delivery: Please allow two to three weeks for delivery.
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