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1. Introduction 

This is the final repo~t on the Conference on "U.S. S~preme Court 

and Federal Appellate Advocacy," under grant #83-NI-AX-0003. 

The two conferences were administered by the Aca~~my for State and 

Local Government/State and Local Legal Center and co-sponsored by the 

National Association of Attorneys General, the National Institute of 

* Municipal Law Officers 

Association. 

and the National District Attorneys 

This report summarizes what pas been accomplished during the 

grant period and documents the activities undertaken. It highlights 

the key accomplishments and prob::J,.ems during 'this period. "In addition, 

this report reviews the essence, of the "Conference on U. S. Suprerr..e 

Court and Federal Appellate Advocacy" so that its success can be used 

for the future. 

o 

* The National Institute of Municipal Law Officers did not 
participate in co-sponsoring the second conference. 
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2. Purpose and Mission 

The purpos~ of the conferences on "U.S. Supreme Court and Federal 

Appellate Advocacy" was to educate stateVand local lawyers in tech-

niques of presenting a case before the high Court and to improve the I, 

quality of state and local advocacy. In addition, the objectives of 

the conferences were as fOllows: 

• To bring together the finest ~ppellate advocates for 
state and local government attorneys; 

• To produce a three-hour videotape course that can 
be used for years to help prepare state and local 
government lawyers for Supreme Court arguments; and, 

• To broaden the audiences of the two conferences to include 
officials who could not afford to travel a great distance. 

The mission of the conferences was to reach the widest audience 

of state and local attorneys and to provide ideas and information 

on making more effective oral and written presentations to the 

U.S. Supreme Court. In addition, the conferences provided a unique 

opportunity to hear panel discussions concerning important principles 

for effective appellate advocacy. 

The conferences provided expert training in four major categories: 

.' Preparation for oral argument; 

• ,Presentation of an oral argument; 

• Presentation of~etitions and oppositions; and, 

• TeChniques of writing briefs ror parties and for 
amicus cllriae. 
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3. Scope 

The conferences on "U.S. Supreme Court and Federal Appellate 

Advocacy" provided the most effective learning seminar for state and 

local attorneys throughout the country, focusing on the techniques for 

presenting cases before the U.S. Supreme Court. Presentations, panel 

discussions and a moot court argument were presented illustrating 

techniques of argument. In addition, "highly qualified experts offered 

their advice in aiding state and local attorneys on techniques of: 

• Presenting oral arguments before the court; 

• Writing briefs in high Court cases; and, 

• Requesting the Court to grant and deny a hearing 
in a case. 

The first conference was h(~ld at Georgetown University Law 

Center, Washington, DoC. on October 17-18, 1983, and the second con­

ference was held at Pepperdine University Law School, Malibu, 

California on March 5-6, 1984. 
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4. Organizational structure 

The four co-sponsoring organizations were uniquely suited to make 

the conferences a success because the combined members of these groups 

guaranteed access to state and local government officials that could 

not have been achieved by anyone of the organizations individually. 

The conferences could not have been successfully completed without the 

assistance of the co-sponsoring groups. The co-sponsors were: 

The Academy ror State and Local Government (ASLG) is a public 

policy center operated by seven national state, county and city 

government associations: the Council of State Governments, the 

International City Management Association, the National Association of 

Counties, the National Conference of State Legislatures, the National 

Governors' Association, the National League of Cities, and the U.S. 

Conferen~e of Mayors. The Academy's mission is to conduct cooperative l\ 

\'" 
>-.~ 

efforts among federal, state and local governments; the private 

sector; and the country's research leaders in identifying key issues, 

approaches and solutions facing state and local governments. The 

Academy primarily undertakes projects of common interest to state and 

local governments where cooperative activity would be effective. The 

Academy administ;ers The State and Local Legal Cent'.ar (SLLC~ which was 

established to assist state, county and city officials in cases before 

the Supreme Court. The Center aids state and local legal counsel in 

preparing briefs and oral arguments concerning state and local issues 

and in keeping track of developments in the high Court. 
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Tbe National Association or Attorneys General (NAAG) fosters 

communication and cooperation among the states' chief legal officers 

and thei~ 5,000 staff attorneys. The Attorneys General frequently 

appear before the Supreme Court re~resenting the states. The 

association has created a Supreme Court clearinghouse which informs 

Attorneys General on Supreme Court developments affecting states, 

for Attorneys General and their staffs arranges moot court sessions 

who have arguments before the Court and coordinates p.re~aration of 

briefs amicus curiae by the states. 

The National District Attorneys A6~ociation (NDAA) represents 

the nation's district attorneys, many of whom have responsibility for 

substantial civil dockets as well as criminal prosecutions. In both 

iti district attorneys frequently their civil,and criminal capac es, 

appear before the Supreme Court. 

The National Institute or Municipal Law orrlcers (NIMLO) with a 

membership of over 1,700 local governments, has prepared hundreds of 

, 'briefs on behalf of local governments and has filed Supreme Court 

numerous amicus briefs in the Supreme Court. It s counsel has con-

suIted, advised on and argued numerous local government Supreme Court 

cases. NIMLO also has extensive experience in organizing advocacy 

years it has sponsored about 20 such seminars which seminars; over_~t~e 

",-c' and videotapes of moot court arguments on special include briefs for 

issues of common interest to municipal law officers. 

5 
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5. Planning and Review Committee 

The coordination,. and review of activities were directed by 
" 

members of the co-sponsoring organizations which comprised a Planning 
~ 

and Review Committee~ The'committee, a highly competent and balanced 
':\ 

professional staff of experts, provided ideas for and direction of 

the conference activities. The members w~pe as follows: 
\} 

The Academy for State 
and Local Government 

The Academy for State 
and Local Government 

The State and Local 
Legal Center 

National Association of 
Attorneys General 

DOJ/National Association 
of Attorneys General 

National District Attorneys 

638-1445 

638-1445 

628-0435 

628-0435 

Association 549-9222 

l\Ifl,tional Institute of 
Municipal Law Officet~ 466-5424 

Steptoe & JOhnSon~hartered 862-2427 

Central District of 
CcGlifornia 

C:',' 

244-5053 
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Enid Beaumont 
Director 

Thelma Thorne-Martin 
Conference Coordinator 
and l1'reasurer 

Lawrence R. Vel vel 
Chief Counsel 

C. Raymond Marvin 
Executive Director/ 
General Counsel 

Douglas Ross 
Special Counsel for 
Legal Affairs" 

Jack E. Yelverton 
Executive Director 

Char 1 e s S. Rhyn'e 
General Counsel 

Stew,art A. Baker, Esquire 
(pro bono services) 

James R. Asperger 
Assistant U.S. Attorney 

(pro bono services) 
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The two conferences were Organized and managed according to written 

objectives with established end dates. These were based on the 

approved work program and the targeted achievement goals outlined in 

the chapter on purpose and mission of the conferences. 

The specific objectives, action plans, operating procedures and 

guidelines were developed at the committee meetings and implemented by 

the conference coordinator. All materials were distributed, reviewed 

and approved by the committee members invo~ved and others so that . / 

dir.ections were clear to all regarding what needed to be completed, by 

whom, when and how. 

Formal meetings were held frequently, although as necessary, 

som@times as often as weekly. A total of 16 meetings were held during 

the ~ra~t.peribd. 

Financial 
i? 

The Academy has its own accounting staff and system which 

includes a treasurer, independent CPA, and one half-time clerical 

worker. Monthly financial dat~ were provided to the director of the 

Academy and to the conference coordinator with quality, up-to-date 

reporting on the project. The Academy projects are s.egregated ;a.nd 
,~ n 

maintained under separate account codes which provide the most 
;::, 

" accurate account of cost and dissemination which can be easily obtained 

and provided to the sponsoring federal agen'cy and the,:"'Academy's Board 
~ 0 i 

,J) )j 

of Trustees. 
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Fee 

A fee of $60 was charged to each of the conference attendees, 

which included the admission to all meal functions (two 0 breakfasts, 

one luncheon, and a reception) which was an unallowable expenses and 

not covered under the terms of the grant provided by the federal 

agency. The fees collected for the meal functions were maintained, 

again, under a separate account of our recordkeeping system and dis­

burs-ed under that same account for all of the related charges. No 

registration fee was charged to the conference attendees. 

Registration 

Early registration was advised to the attorneys, however, in most 

instances it was not obtained. Attendees were accepted up through and 

after the deadlines because of the length of time that was required by 

most of the local offices for granting approval. 

Tapes 

Conference #1, the largest audience, had 155 attendees while 

Conference #2 had 80 attendees. 
/j 

The entire one and one-half day session of the first confifence 

at Georgetown University Law Center was videotaped. An original 

master tape set was maintaifted and a second copy was used for editing 

purposes and then was reproduced as a seven-and-one-half hour 

videotape which was used for the second conference held at Pepperdine 

University Law School. 
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A commercial audio company then reproduced ten copies of the final 

edited videotape: five copies in VHS form and five in BETA form which 

will be disbursed among the ao-sponsoring groups and the federal 

agency_ The tapes will be available to attorneys in the future for 

viewing through their affiliate co-sponsoring organizations. 

Publications 

Two publications were prepared and distributed to all of the 

registrants of the conferences along with other written materials 

(see appendix). The first booklet consisted of all of the briefs 

filed in the U.S. Supreme Court relating to the case, United Building 

and Construction Trades Council of Camden County and Vicinity v. 

Mayor and Council of City of Camden, O.T. 1983, No. 81-2110. 

The contents of Book I were as follows: 

• Opinion of the Supreme Court of New Jersey in United Building 
and Construction Trad'es Council of Camden County and ,~ 
Vicinity v. Mayor and Council of the City of Camden and The 
Department of the Treasury of the State of New Jersey; 

• Brief of the United Building and Construction Trades Council of 
Camden County and ViCinity, appellant; 

~ 
• Brief of the Mayor and Council of the City of Camden and the 

Department of the Treasury of the State of New Jersey, 
appellees; 

• Brief of the New Jersey Department of the Public Advocate as 
amicus curiae in support of appellees; 

• Motion for leave to file brief amicus curiae and brief of New 
England Legal Foundation as amicus curiae in support of 
appellant •. 

.. ~ .. ----".-." .. ,,~ 
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The second booklet included a variety of selected reading 

materials (see appendix) from leading authors on appellate advocacy. 

Contents included the following articles: s 

• "The Argument of an Appeal" 
by The Honorable John vi. Davis 

• "Advocacy Before the United States Supreme Court" 
by The Honorable Robert H. Jackson~, 

{.f 

• "Arguing an Appeal"-from Forensic Persuasion 
by The Honorable Arthur T. Vanderbilt 

• "Appellate Advocacy" 
by The Honorable Walter V. Schaefer 

.=. "Winning an Appeal" 
by The Honorable Daniel M. Friedman 

• "Appellate Advocacy" 
by The Honorable Erwin N. Griswold 

(! 

• "Abstract from Appellate Practice in the United States" 
by Robert L. Stern 

• IIEffective Oral Argument" 

• 

• 

by Henry St. John FitzGerald and Daniel Hartnett 

IISupreme ,Court Advocacy: Random Thoughts in a Day of Time 
Restrictions" 
by E. Barrett Prettyman, Jr. 

"Prepping for the Justices" 
by Jim Mann 

• "Certiorari Petitions in the Supreme Court" 
by the Honorable A. Raymond Randolph Jr. 

• "Petitioning the United States Supreme Court - A Primer for 
Hopeful Neophytes" b~ E. Barrett Prettyman, Jr. 

• "OPPosing Certiorari in the United States Supreme Court" 
by E. Barrett Prettyman, Jr. 
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7. Panel Members 

The participants who served on the panels were experts and leading 

authorities who offered their advice on appellate advocacy. The panel 

discussions dealt with various aspects of appellate practice and advo­

cacy. They were as follows: 

James R. Asperger 
Assistant U.S. Attorney 
Central District of California 

Stewart A. Baker, Esquire 
(Pro bono services) 
Steptoe & Johnson Chartered 

Honorable Robert H. Bork 
Circuit Judge 
U.S. Court of Appeals of 
the District of Columbia Circuit 

vlilliam C. Bryson 
Special Counsel 
U.S. Department of Justice 

Honorable Warren E. Burger 
Chief Justice 
United States 

Bruce J. Ennis, Esquire 
Ennis, Friedman) Bersoff & Ewing 

H. Bartow Farr, III, Esquir~ 
Onek, Klein, & Parr ~ 

Honorable Daniel M. Friedman 
Chief Judge 
U.S. Court of Appeals for the 

Federal Circuit 

Paul Friedman, Esquire 
White & Case 

David B. Frohnmayer 
Attorney General of Oregon 

11 

Kenneth S. Geller 
Deputy Solicitor General of 
the United States 

Elliot F. Gerson 
Deputy Attorney General of the 
State of Connecticut 

Honorable Arthur J. Goldberg 
Former Associate Justice of 

U.S. Supreme Court. 

Honorable Slade Gorton 
Washington State Senate 

Michael Gottesman 
Bredhoff & Kaiser 

Honorable Erwin N. Griswold 
Former Solicitor General of 
the United States 

Philip A. Lacovara 
Hughes, Hubbard & Reed 

Honorable Rex E. Lee 
Solicitor General of 
the United States 

Francis J. Lorson 
Chief Deputy Clerk 
U.S. Supreme Court 

Honorable "lade H. McCree, Jr. 
Former Solicitor General of 
the United States 

E. Barrett Prettyman, Jr. 
o Hogan & Hartson 
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Honorab,le William H. Rehnquist 
Associate Justice for the 
U.S. Supreme Court 

Stephen M. Shapiro 
Mayer, Brown & Platt 

James vanR. Springer 
Dickstein, Shapiro & Morin 

Robe::rt L. Stern 
Mayer, Brown & Platt 

Alexander L. Stevas 
Clerk of the U.S. Supreme 

Court 

Honorable Potter Stewart 
Former Associate Justice of 

the U.S. Supreme Court 

Jan Van de Kamp ,­
Attorney General of 
California 

Lawrence R. Velvel 
Chief Counsel 
State and 'Local Legal Center 

12 



r 

" 

BlOORAPHICAL SKEmHES ON PARflCIPANl'S 

J,AMES R. ASPERGER is serving as Assistant U. S. Attorney for the Central District 
of California ill its Criminal Division. He was an associate with latham, Watkins 
& Hills of Washington, D.C. Upon graduation from UCLA School of law, he served 
as law clerk to Justice Stanley Mosk, Supreme Court of california then to Justice 
William H. Rehnquist, U.S. Supreme Court. While at UCLA, he was editor-ill-chief 
of the UCLA. law Review .Be is a member of the Order of the Coif and received 
the UCLA Alumni Award for Academic Distillction and the Richard T. Drukker Prize. 
Mr. Asperger is a graduate of the University! of california, J:avis (highest honors). 

S'IEW.Affi.' A.I:8AKER is a member of Steptoe & Johnson of Washington, D.C. He served 
as Special Assistant to the Secretary of Education then as Deputy General 
Counsel with the Department of Education. Upon graduation from UCLA School of 
law, he was law clerk to Honorable Frank M. Coffill, Chief Juqge, U.S. Court of 
Appeals, First Circuit then to Honorable John Paul Stevens, Associate Justice 
of the U. S. Supreme Court. While at UCLA, he was chief article editor for the 
UCLA law Review and was awarded the Alumni Award for Academic Excellence among 
other awards. Mr. Baker is a graduate of Brown University. 

HONORABlE IDBERr H. OORK is circuit judge for the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia Circuit. He was a partner with Kirkland & Ellis, Washington 
D.C. after serving as resident scholar then adjunct scholar with the American 
Enterprise Institute, Washington, D.C. While'servmg as Solicitor General of the 
.United States, he also served as actmg Attorney General for two years. He was 
a professor of law at Yale law School. Earlier, he was an associate and partner 
with Kirkland, Ellis, Hodson, Chaffetz & Masters ill Chicago. Judge Bork is a 
graduate of the University of Chicago and its law School. 

WILLIAM C. mYroN is currently servjng as Special Counsel to the Organized Crime 
and Racketeering Section in the U.S. Department of Justice. In this position, 
he briefs and argues or.ganized crime cases in the various U.S;t Courts of Appeals 
He previously served as an Assistant to the Solici~9r General and as Chief of 
the Appellate Section m the Department's CrimIDal Division. He was m private 
practice for several years with the Washington, D.C. firm of Miller, Cassidy, 
Iarroca & Lewin. Upon graduation fJ:'om the University of Texas law School, he 
served as law clerk for Judge Henry Friendly of the Second Circuit Court of 
Appeals in New YOr'k~nd subsequently as a law clerk to Justice lJhurgood Marshall. 
Mr. Bryson is a graduate of Harvard College. 
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HONORABLE WARREN E. HJRGER is Chief Justice of the United States Prior to his 
appointment as Chief Justice in 1969, he served as Judge of the U.S. Court of 
Appeals (District of Columbia Circuit) and ElS· Assistant Attorney General of the 
United States. He also engaged in private general practice as associate and 
partner ill Boyesen, otis & Faricy and as partner m the successor firm Faricy 
Burger, Moore & Costello. He was also a member of the faculty o~ st Paul ' 
College of law. Chief Justice Burger holds honorar'1J memberships ~ in ~erous 
judicial organizatiOns and holds honorary LL.D. degrees from various prominent 
universities. Chief Justice Burger is a graduate of the University of Minnesota 
and St. Paul College of law (now Mitchell College of law)(magna cum laude). 

BRUCE J. ENNIS is a partner with E'nniB/FriedJ:nqn, Bersoff & Ewing of' Washington 
D.C. He has served as national legal director of the American Civil Liberties ' 
Union. He was an associate of the Wall Street law firm of Chadboume, Park 
Whiteside & Wolff specializing in government contracts and general corporat~ 
litigation on behalf of a broad range of clients. Upon graduation f~"om the 
University of Chicago Law School~ where he was elected to the Order ~f the Coif 
and s~rved on the Law Review, he clerked for the Chief' Judge of a Federal 
Distr ... ct Court. \( Mr. Ennis has argued three cases before the U.S. Supreme Court 
and has participated as counsel in more than 150 Supreme Court cases He is a 
graduate of Dartmouth College. • 

H. BARlUW FARR> III is a partner with Onek, Kleill & Farr of WashIDgton D C 
He was associated w:ttp Rogovm, stem & Huge SUbs~uent to serving as ~s~t~t 
to the. Solicitor General of the Up.ited States. Earlier he was associated with 
Martor~, Meyer, Hendricks & Victor of Phoenix, Arizona. Upon graduation from 
Arizona State University Law School summa cum laude, he was law clerk to the 
Honorable William H. Relmqu:tst, U.S. Supreme Court. Mr'. Farr is a graduate of 
Princeton University. 

~~ L. FREY is a Deputy Solicitor General of the United States and is responsible 
for the government's crimiPlil cases in tbe Supreme Court as well as decisions with 
respect to appeal of adverse decisions in criminal cases in the lower courts He 
has a.rgue~ 45 cases in the Supreme Court. He was largely responsible for p~paration 
of the br~ef on behalf of the United States in The United States v. Leon in 
which the SUpreme Court is currently considering modification of the exciu-
sionary rule. He has also ser'Ved as Assistant to the &llicitor General. Prior 
to joining the Office of the Solicitor General in 1972, he engaged in private 
practice in Washington, D.C. Upon graduation fr-orn Coltmlbia law School, he served 

~?¥3 law clerk to the Honorable George T. Washington, Distt'ict of Columbia Circuit 
1r. Frey is a graduate of Swarthmore College. • 
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· HON::lRABIE DANIEL M. FRIEIlW{ is chief judge with the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 
Federal Circuit after first being appointed by President Garter as chief judge 
of the U.S. Court of Claims. He served with the U.S. tepartment of Justice as 
Acting Solicitor General, First Deputy Solicitor General, second assistant to 
the Solicitor General, Assistant to the Solicitor General, and in the Antitrust 
Division of the Appellate Section. Earlier he was on the legal staff of the 
Securities and Exchange Corrmission subsequent to being :in private practice :in 
New York. Judge Friedman is a graduate of Columbia College and Columbia law 
School. 

PAUL L. FRIEIlW{ is a partner in the law firm of White & Case, Washington, D.C. 
He served as an Assistant to the Solicitor General of the United states and as 
an Assistant United States Attorney for the District of Columbia. Upon graduation 
from the law school at the state University of New York at Buffalo, he served as 
law clerk for the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit. He 
has been an Adjunct Professor of Law at Georgetown University, a lecturer on 
appellate practice, and a co-chairman for the past three years of the American 
Bar Association's National Institute on Appellate Advocacy. Mr. Friedman recently 
lectured at the Seminar for Newly-Appointed Federal Appellate Judges sponsored 
by the Federal Judicial Center. He is a member of the Advisory Cornrrdttee on 
Procedures to the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia 
Circuit. Mr. Friedman is a graduate of Cornell University. 

DAVID B. 1ffiDHNMAYER currently serves as Attorney General of Oregon. As Attorney 
General, he has argued two cases in the SUpreme Court and will argue a third 
case in late February. Prior to his elec:tion to Attorney General, he was a 
professor of constitutional law at the Urdversity of Oregon at EUgene and served 
tbree terms in the Oregon House of Repre~lentatives. He served as an assistant 
to the U.S. Secretary of Health, Educaticm and \'lelfare. He serves on a number 
of corrrnittees and subcorrmittees of the National Association of Attorneys General. 
He is a graduate of the University of California law School. As a Rhodes Scholar, 
he received a masters degree from Oxford University in England a~d was graduated 
rna.gn.a cum laude from Harvard College. 

KENNEll! S. GELLf-R is a Deputy Solicitor General of the United States. Previously, 
he served as an Assistant Solicitor Gene)t'al of the United States. He served on 
the Watergate Special Prosecution Fbrce ~~ well as engaged in private practice. 
Upon graduation from Harvard Law School (magna cum laude), where he was a member 
of the Law Review, he served an appellat'e clerkship in New York City. Mr. Geller 
has argued some two dozen cases in the Supreme Court. 
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ELLIOT F. GEBS:lN s.erves as Deputy Attorney General of the State of Connecticut. 
Befo~e his appointment to that position :in January 1983, he engaged :in private 
pracGice in Washington, D.C. and Hartford. Upon gradu.a.tion from Yale raw School 
MI'. Gerson was law clerk for Judge Harold Leventhal of the United states Court of 
Appeals, District of Columbia Circuit, and then clerked for Justice Potter stewart 
of the U.S. Supreme Court. Mr. Gerson graduated from Harvard College and has a 
Master's Degree from. Oxford University which he attended as a Rhodes Scholar. 

BONORABI.E ARIHUR J. ('DImERG is a former Associate Justice of the U.S. Supreme 
Court. He engaged in private practice in Washington, D.C. after being senior 
partner with Paul, We~iss, Goldberg, Rifkind, Wharton & Garrison of New York City 
He served as ambassador-at-large and as United States reDresentative to the • 
United Nations. He :::erved as Associate Justice of the U:S. Supreme Court prior 
to his assignment at the United Nations. He has served as special counsel to the 
AFL-CIO and as genera.l counsel to CIO and United steelworkers America. Earlier, 
he was senior partner" with Goldberg, Geller & Bredhoff of Washington, D. C. and 
Goldberg, Devoe, Shadur & Mikva of Chicago. He is a former member of rrumerous 
Presidential and federal corrmissions and councils. Judge Goldberg is a graduate 
of Northwestern University and graduated summa cum laude from its law school. 

OONORABIE SLAIE GaRroN repr.esents the State of Washington :in the U.S. Senate and 
serves on the Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs; Budget; Corrmerce, Science and 
Transportation; &na.ll Business and Indian Affairs Corrmittees. Prior to election 
to the U.S. Senate in 1980, he served as Attorney General of Washington state. 
He was earlier elected to the Washington state House of Representatives where he 
also served as Majority leader for two years. He was also an attorney in private 
practice in Seattle. Senator Gorton has served as President of the National 
Association of Attorneys General and, in 1980, was awarded the Wyman Memorial Award 
as Outstanding Attorney General :in the United States. Senator Gorton is a graduate 
of Dartmouth College (Phi Beta Kappa) and Columbia University (honors). 

<> 

MICHAEL H. 00l'lESMAN is with Bredhoff & Kaiser of \'lashington D.C. He served as 
Trial Attorney :in the Antitrust Division of the U. S. tepar'tm:mt of Justice. He 
is a professor of law at Georgetown University Law Center. He has practiced law 
before the U. S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit a..'1d before 
the U.S. SUpreme Court as well as before the U.S. Court of Appeals in its Second 
through Tenth Circuits. Mr. Gottesman is a graduate of the University of Chicago 
and Yale Law School. 
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HOOORABIE ERWIN N. GRISVl)W, former Solicitor General of the United States, is 
presently engaged in private practice as a partrier in the firm of Jones., I:a.y, 
Reavis & Pogue in Washington, D.C. He is also former Dean of the Harvard raw 
School. Prior to his appointment as Dean, he was a member of the faculty of the 
Harvard Law School. Earlier, h~1 served as an attorney in the Office of the 
Solicitor General and then Special Assistant to the Attorney General. Upon 
graduation frornHarvard Law School, he engaged in private practice in Cleveland, 
Ohio. He holds honorary degrees from 30 institutions in this country as ~.ell as 
abroad and has been a trustee to Ob~rlin College, Bradford Junior College 'Thachers 
Insurance and Annuity Association ari'a~:g..,?rvard Law Review Association. He' has 
held memberships in various judicial organizations and has authored several 
articles and books. In 1978, he was awarded the American Bar Assocll3.tion Gold 
Medal. Mr. Griswold is a graC!Uate of Oberlin College. 

:/:\ 
\~~~--:::;~~-~~, 

PHILIP A .. IACOVARA is associated'7:~i~jJIughes, Hubbard & Reed of Washington, D.C. 
He was Counsel to the Sp~(}ial l.pr1Jsecti~br for the Watergate Special Prosecution 
Force. Prior to this, h!~\)3~~tcl as cl~rputySo1icitor General, Special Assistant 
to the Attorne~ General of the Dr)ttedjStates, and Assistant to the Solicitor 
General of the United States. Upo..'l-@"aduation summa. cum laude from Columbia 
University, he was law clerk to Judge Harold Leventhal, U.S. Court of Appeals 
District of Columbia Circuit. He bas also been an adjunct profes~or of law ' 
at Georgetown University Law Center. Mr. Lacovara is a mgna CJlIIl:1laude graduate 
of Georgetown University. 

HONORABIE REX: E. IEE is Solicitor General of the United States. P~ior to his 
appointment as Solicitor General in 1981, he served as Dean of the J. Reuben 
Clark Law School at Brigham Young University, where earlier he served as 
founding Dean. Prior to his deanship, he served as Assistant Attorney General, 
Civil Division, Department of Justice. He was an associate in the law fir.m of 
Jennings, Strouss, Salmon & Trask in Phoenix. Upon graduation from the 
University of Chicago Law School, where he was named to the Order of the Coif, 
he . served as law clerk to Supreme Court Jl~stice Byron White. Mr. Lee is a 
graduate of Brigham Young University. . 

FRANCIS J. IDRIDN iEl:" Chief Deputy Clerk, Supreme Court of the United States. 
He also served as Ass:!,.sta.I?t\ Clerk then Deputy Clerk. Earlier, he was a VISTA 
volunteer in Jackson COunty~' Kentucky. He is a member of the Federal Bar 
Association and the American Par Association. Mr. Lorson is a graduate of 'lhe 
Catholic University of America. and its Law School. 
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HONORABLE WADE H. McCREE, JR., is former Solicitor General of the United States. 
He also served as U.S. Circuit Judge for the Sixth Circuit. Earlier he was 
Circuit Judge for Wayne County, MiChigan then U. S. District Judge for the 
Eastern District of Michigan. Prior to thi.s, he served with Michigan Workmen's 
Compensation after engaging in private practice in Detroit. He holds numerous 
honorary degrees from prominent institutions nationwide. Judge MCCree is a gra­
duate of Fisk University and Harvard University Law School. 

E. BARREITT PRErnMAN, JR. is a partner with Hogan & Hartson of Washington, D.C. 
He has served as Special Assistant to the White House and as the President's 
representative on the Interagency Committee on Transport Mergers and was Special 
Assistant to the Attorney OOneral of the United states. Upon graduation from 
the University of Virginia Law School, he served as law clerk, successively, to 
Honorable Robert H. Jackson, Honorable Felix Frankfurter and Honorable John M. 
Harlan, Justices of the SUpreme Court of the United States. Mr. Prettyman is a 
graduate of Yale University. 

HONORABIE WIILI.AM H. REEN~ serves as Associate Justice for the U.S. Supreme 
Court. He also served as an Assistant Attorney General of the United States. He 
was a partner in the firm of Powers & Rehnquist of Phoenix, ,Arizona and a partner 
with the firm of Cunningham, CarsBJl & Messenger, also of Phoenix. He was associated 
with the firms of Raga & Rehnquist and Evans, Kitchel & Jenckes, both of Phoenix. 
Upon graduation from Stanford University Law School, he served as law clerk to 
former Justice Robert H. Jackson of the U.S. Supreme Court. He is a rnembel' of 
Phi :Beta Kappa and Order of the Coif. He is a graduate of Stanford University 
and of Harvard University. 

S'lEPBEN M. SHAPIRO is currently a partner at Mayer, Brown & Platt specializing in 
appellate litigation. He served as Deputy Solicitor General responsible for 
government litigation in the Supreme Court in a number of fields, including 
antitrust, securities and banking. He also served as Assistant to the Solicitor 
General. He has argued 15 cases in the SUpreme Court. Upon graduation from 
Yale Law School where he served as an editor of the Yale Law Journal, Mr. 
Shapiro clerked in the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit. 
Currently, he is working with Robert L. Stern and Eugene Gressman in preparing 
the Sixth Edition of Supreme Court Practice. P~. Shapiro is a magna cum laude 
graduate .' of:~ale College and was elected to Phi Beta Kappa. 

JAMES vanR. SPRmGER is associated with Dickstein, Shapiro & ~iorin of Washington, 
D.C. He has served as Deputy Solicitor General of the United States. He was 
Assistant Legal Advisor for Economic Affairs for the U.p. Department of state. 
After graduation from Harvard University and its La,v School, he served as law 
clerk to Honorable J. Edward ILunbard, Chief Judge, U.S. Court of Appeals for the 
Second Circuit. Ylhile at Harvard he was a member of the Board of Editors andi; 
later Ppesident of the Harvard law Review. 
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ROBERI' L. SIEm is a member of Mayer., Brown & Platt of CP..icago, Ill:tnots; He 
served with the U. S. Department of Justice :in the Solicitor General's Office as 
First or Acting Solicitor General. Prior to that he served :in the Antitrust. 
Division. Mr. Stern is the author of Appellate Practice in the United States, 
and co-author of Supreme Court Practice, with Eugene Gressman. Currently he 
is working with '&lgene Gressman and Stephen M. Shapiro in preparing the Sixth 
Edition of Supreme Court Practice. He is a member of the American fur Fellows 
and received the Research Award in 1983 for distinction in research and writing. 
He has served on the committee tfuich drafted the original Federal Rliles of 
Appellate Procedures and has been a member of the Illinois Rules Committee for 
many years. Mr. Stern graduated summa cum laude from Williams College and magna 
cum laude from Harvard Law School. 

AIEXANDER L. SBNAS serves as Clerk of the U.S. Supreme Court. He served as Chief 
Deputy Clerk as well. He served as Clerk in the District of Columbia Court of 
Appeals and as Chief Deputy Clerk iri the United States Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia. Prior to that, he served as Assistant United States Attorney 
Washington, D.C. Upon graduation from'Ihe George Washington University and its 
law School, he served as law clerk to the Honorable Alexander Holtzoff of the 
United States District Court for the District of Columbia. He is a professorial 
lecturer in law at the George Washington University law School. 

HONORABIE PCJI.'Im SI'EW.ARr was Associate Justice of the U.S. Supreme Court prior 
to his retirement in 1981. He also served as U.S. Judge for the Court of Appeal 
for the Sixth Circuit. He was engaged in private practice in New York City and 
in Cincinnati prior to serving on the Cincinnati City Council and later set'Ving 
as Vice Mayor of Cincinnati. He is a member of Phi Beta Kappa and the Order of 
the Coif. He is a cum laude graduate of Yale University as well as of its law 
School. 

JOHN VAN de KAMP is currently serving as Attorney General of Galiforn.i.a following 
seven years of service as District Attorney of los Angeles County. He served as 
the first Federal Public Defender for Los Angeles after serving as a special 
assistant on the President's Commission on Campus Unrest in 1970. He also 
served as U. S. Attorney for the Central District of california after six years 
of service as an Assistant U.S. Attorney. General Van de Kamp is a graduate of 
Stanford law School and of Dartmouth College. 
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LAWRENCE R. VELVEL serves as Chief Counsel of the State and Ldc8J. legal Center 
of the Academy for State and Local Government. He was a partner with a Washington 
D. C. law fLrm prior to joining the Academy. Wnile in private pt-"actice, he partici­
pated extensively in Supreme Court litigation. He was a professor of law both at 
The Catholic University of America and at the University of Kansas law School. 
While a professor, he authored a book and numerous articles on constitutional 
law and other Supreme Court mtters. Previous to this, he was an attorney with 
the U.S. Department of Justice. Mr. Velvel is a graduate of the University of 
Michigan and its Law School where he was elected to membership in the Order of 
the Coif. 

PLANNING ~ MEMBERS 

ENID F. BFAtMNI' is Director of the Academy for State and Local Government 0 Prior 
to this, she was Vice President of the National Academy of Public Administration 
and Executive Director of the National Institute of Publlc Affairs. She has also 
served as Assistant Director of the Internatiop~ Personnel Management Association 
and Director of the Public Administration Prog~ at New York University. Her 
experience in govenlment includes serving as Assistant Administrator in the New 
York City Human Resources Administration, working with AID, and the Port Authority 
of New York and New Jersey. Dr. Beaumont received her Ph.D. in p.lblic administration 
from New York University. 

c. RAYMCIID MARVm serves as Executive Director and General Counsel to the National 
Association of Attorneys General. He served as Assistant Director of Lttigation 
for the Bureau of Competition of the Federal Trade Corrmission and as Assistant 
Attorney q~~eral of Ohio. Prior to this he was a~ associate with Baker, Hostetler 
& Pattersd.:. of Cleveland, Ohio and an Assistant Staff Judge Advocate with the 
United States Air Force. 111r. Marvin is a graduate of fuwling Green State UniverSity 
(Ohio) and of the University of Michigan Law School. 

CHARlES S. RHYNE serves as General Counsel for the National Institute of Municipal 
law Officers. He served as General Counsel for the Comn1ssion on Judicial and 
Congressional Salaries and was a professor at the George Was~on University 
law School. He has argued mnnerous cases before the U.S. Supreme Court. He 
holds numerous honorary degrees and is a member of several prominent judicial 
organizations. He is a former president of the American Bar Association. Mr. 
Rhyne is a graduate of Duke University and the George Washington University Law 
School where he was elected to the Orde~ of the Coif. 
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1XJUGLAS ross is on assignrhent from the U. S D:pa.rtment of Justice to the National 
Association of Attorneys General as Special Counsel for legal Affairs where he 
has created a SUpreme Court clearinghouse for the states. While at the D:partment 
of Justice, he was a trial attorney with the Antitrust Division and a Special 
Assistant United States Attorney in the Eastern District of Virginia. upon 
graduation from the George Washington University law School, he served as 
Assistant Attorney General in the Ant~trust Section of the Office of the Ohio 
Attorney General. Mr. Ross is a graduate of 'fufts University. 

JACK E. YELv.ERIDN serves as Executive Director of the National District Attorneys 
Association. Prio~ to this he was founder and Executive Director of the Criminal 
Justice Institute in Louisiana. Previously, he served as Executive Director of 
the Louisiana District Attorneys Association and was Assistant Attorney General 
for the State of Louisiana. He eIlaoaged in private practice in Baton Rouge, 
Louisiana. He is a rrember of rrumerous comnissions and conmittees dedicated to 
law /Jnrorcement. Mr. Yelverton is a graduate of Louisiana state University 
and its Law School. 
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8. Conference #1 

The first conference held at Georgetown University Law Center, 

October 17 and 18, 1983, provided presentations, panel discussions and 

a live moot court illustration. After the moot court, a panel of 

experts discussed the strengths and weaknesses of the presentations. 

In addition, the Judges' gave their views of the argument and handed 

down a decision. 

Attendance for the conference was higher than expected, which is 

believed due to the location in Washington, D.C. 
,,' 

As well, we were 

pleased to have 27 speakers participate in this conference. 

The highligpt of the conference was the moot court presentation 

and the panel of former U.S. Supreme Court Clerks. The overall evalu­

ation of the conference was excellent. 

A listing of the names and states of the 155 registrants and the 

survey results of the first conference follow. 
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"CONFERENCE ON U.S. SUPRErrffi COTBr AND 
FEDERAL APPELLATE PJJVTYJACytt 

Washington, D.C. 
October 17-18, 1983 

LISr OF ATJ:HIDEE3 

AIASKA 

Ronald W. lorensen, ~puty Attorney General 
G. 'lhomas Koester, Assistant Attorney General 
David Manriheimer, Assistant Attorney General 

\" \\ ' 

ARIZONA 

1. Anthony B. Ching, Solicitor General 
2. Roderick G. McDougall, Attorney General's Office 
3. Gene Neil, 1>1a.ricopa County Attorney's Office 
4. Joel Glynn, Maricopa County Attorney's Office 
5. 'Thomas J. Wilson, ~puty City Attorney (fucson) 

1. Alice Ann Bums, Deputy Attorney General 
2. Rick Gampbell, ~puty Attorney General 
3. Robert P. Ross, ~puty Attorney General 

CALIFDRNIA 

1. Mark Franklin Terry, Office of Legislative Counsel, Sacramento 
2. Steve White, EJcecutive Director, California District Attorneys Association 
3. Paul Edmond Stephan, Fresno County Counsel 
4. Will Richmond, TUlare County District Attorney 
5. R. 'lhomas Harris, Litigation SUpervisor, Ventura County 
6. Kevin Culhane, Esquire . 

COIDRAOO 

1. fuane Woodward, Attorney General 
2. Ellgene F. Corrigan, Executive Director, I1ultistate 'lax Conmission 
3. Alan Friedman, Multistate Tax Commission 

1. Katherine" J. lambert, ~puty Assistant state '- Attorney 
2. John M. lr1assarneno, Assistant state Attorney () 
3. Carl Schuman, Assistant state Attorney 
4. Julia De\'I'ey, Assistant State Attorney 
5. Richard Jacobson, Assistant State Attorney 
6. Arnold Feigin, Assistant Attorney General 
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Conference on Supreme Court Ad~ocacy Page 2 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5 • 
6. 
7. 
8. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

1. 
.2. 
3. 

1. 

1. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
,­
? 
6. 

Ross D. ravis, Esq.; ravis, Simpich, &. Siena 
Richard B. Geltman, General Counsel, '''National Governors' Associationl.~ 
Ri\jhard B. NettleI' , Office of Corporation Counsel \. 
William J. Earl, Office ,of Corporation Counsel . 
Edward E. Schwab, Office of Corporation Counsel 
lutz A. Prager, Office of Corporation COlmsel 

. Cynthia cates Colella, Advisory Corrmission on Intergovernmental Relations 
ravid R. Beam, Advisory Conrn1ssion on Intergovernmental Relations 

FIDRIDA 

Bill Bryant, ]);;puty Attorney General 
George Georgieff, ]);;puty Attorney General 
Mitch Franks, Assistant Deputy Attorney General 
Russ Bohn, Assistant Attorney General 
Charles Corces, Jr., Assistant Attorney General 
Richard W. Prospect, Assistant Attorney General 
carolyn Snurkowski, Attorney General's Office 

GEDRGIA 
o 

James P. Googe, Jr., Executive Assistant Attorney General 
Victoria H. Soto, Assistant Attorney General 
Charles M. Richards, Assistant Attorney General 

HAWAII 

Arthur E. Ross, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for the City/County of Honolulu 

IDAID 

Larry K. Harvey, Chief Deputy Attorney General 

lILINOIS 

Neil Hartigan, Attorney Gener-al 
Paul P. Biebel, Jr., First fuisistant Attorney General 
Michael J. Hayes, Assistant Attorney general 
Michael A. Ficaro, Chief, Trial J:)jRision (State) 

/' 

( 

Helboume A. Noel, Jr., Speqial Attorney, Village of Oak Park 
Rapc}y Patchett, state' 5.. Attorney, Williamson County 
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Conference on Supreme Court Ad~ocacy Page 3 

1. 

1. 

1. 
2. 
3. 

1. 
2. 
3. 

1. 
2. 

1. 
2. 
3. 

1. 
2. 
3. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

nIDIANA 

William E. raily, Chief Counsel, Office of the Attorney General 

ICMA 

Brent R. Appel, I:eputy Attorney General 

IOOISIANA 

Kendall L. Vick, Assistant Attorney General 
Barbara Rutledge, Assistant Attorney General 
E. Kay Kirkpatrick, Assistant District Attorney, East Baton Rouge Parish. 

MAINE 

William Iawbenstein, Attorney General 
Rufus E. Brown, Deputy Attorney General 
Wayne S. Moss, Assistant Attorney General 

Diana G. Motz, Assistant Attorney General 
Robert A. Zarnoch, Assistant Afitorney General 

MASSACHUSEl'.ffi 

E. Michael Sloman, Assistant Attorney General 
Barbara A. H. &lith, Assistant Attorney ~fleral 
James A. Aloisi, Jr., Chief Legal Bureau, Hassachusettes Department of Revenue 

MICHIGAN 

Frank J • Kelley, Attorney General 
Stanley D. Steinborn~,,{/'hief Assistant Attorney General 
Louis caruso, Solicitor General 

Hubert H. I-fumpprey, III, Attorney General 
Kent G. HarbisoJ1, Chief Deputy Attorney General 
Richard S. Slo\$~s, Assistant Attorney General 
Rick Varco, Special Assistant Attorney General 
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MISSISSIPPI 

1. Tim Hancock, legal Department, City of Jackson 

1. Harold L. Caskey,· state Senator 
2. Nicholas L. Swisher 

1. Mike Greely, Attorney General 
2. Chris D. 'IWeeten, Assistant Attorney General 

NEVADA 

1. William E. Isaeff, Chief Deputy Attorney General 
2. James M. Bartley, Clark County District Attorney's Office 

1. Gregory H. &lith, Attorney General 

1. 
.2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

o 

Alan Sant' Angelo, Deputy Attorney General 
Olivia Belfatto, Deputy Attorney General 
Cather:ine A. Foddai, Deputy Attorney General 
Frank M. Gennaro, Deputy Attorney General 
Carol M. Henderson, Deputy Attorney General 
Boris Moczula, Deputy Attorney General 
Allan J. Nodes, Deputy Attorn(w General 
Debra stone, Deputy Attorney General 
Arlene Weiss, Deputy Attorney General 
Joseph L. Yannotti, Deputy Attorney General 

Page 4 

10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 

Frederick P. De Vesa, Deputy Director , Division of Criminal Justice 
Richard T. Carley, Chief, Appellate section, Division of Cr:1mina.l Justice 
N. 'lhomas Foster, City Attorney of' Ganrlen 
steven Kudatzky, Esquire 
James Katz, Esquire 
Francis P. McQ,lade, Esquire 
Hillary Kle:in 

1. Charlotte Uram, Assistant Attorney General 
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NElol YORK 

1. Melvyn R. leventhal, Assistant Attorney General 
2. Judith A. Gordon, Assistant Attorney General 
3. Barrie Goldstein, New York State Department of law 
4. Richard Arcara, Erie County District Attorney 
5. Lester D. steinman, Deputy County Attorney, Westchester County 

NOffiH CAOOIJJiA 

1. lfuomas F. Moffitt, Assistant Attorney General 

1. Robert o. Wef'ald, Attorney General 
2. Calvin N. Rolfson, Deputy Attorney General 
3. Kathryn L. Dietz, Assistant Attorney General 
4. Robert Udland, Assistant Attorney General 
5. Terry L. Adkins, Assistant Attorney General 
6. DeNae H. M. Kautzmann, Assistant Attorney General 

\ 

OHIO 

1. Honorable Tom Moody, Mayor of' Columbus 
2. Alan C. Travis, Assistant Prosecuting Attomey, Columbus 
3. Karen L. Martin, Assistant Prosecuting Attorney, Columbus 
4. Joyce Anderson, Assistant Prosecuting Attorney, Columbus 

1. Robert McDonald, First Assistant Attorney General 

1. Honorable Ed Fadeley, President, Oregon State Senate 
2. William F. Gary, Deputy Attorney General 
3. James E. Mountain, Jr. Solicitor General 
4. Kay Kinner James, Assistant Solicitor Geneml 

,j. 

u 
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PENNSYLVANIA 

l. Andrew S. Gordon, D::puty Attorney General 
2. I~1a.rgaret Hunting, D::puty Attorney General 
3. Allen C. Wal"'shaw, I'eputy Attorney General 
4. Kathleen F. McGrath, Attorney General's Office !J 

5. John P. Krill, Jr., Office of the General CO'Imsel/Attorney General's Office 
6. ~~byllis A. streitel, Assistant District Attorney, Chester County 

SOOlH CAROLINA 

1. Treva Ashworth, SembI" Assistant Attorney General 
2. Harold M. Coombs, Jr., Assistant Attorn@y General 
3 Karen Henderson, For.mer Deputy Attorney General 

1. Mark Meierhenry, Attorney General 
2. Grant Gormley, Assistant Attorney General 
3. Mark &rl.th, Assistant Attorney General 
4. Tom D. Tobin, Attorney at law 

1. Michael J. l'ahn, Civil Attorney Hamilton County 

1. Gilbert J. Pena, Executive Director/Governor's Criminal Justice Division 
2. Paula Offenhauser, Assistant Attorney General, Ehforcement 
3. Charles Palmer, Assistant Attorney General, Enforcement 
4. I'avid Hooper, Assistant Attorney General, Enforcement 
5. leslie Benitez, Di yj.sion Chief, Ehforcement 
6. Susan Lee Voss, Assistant Attorney General 
7. Joseph G. Werner, Assistant City Attorney (Dallas) 

6 

1. I'avis Wilkinson, Attorney General 

o 

2~ 

o 

---_. --~--------------~----------------------------- -----~------

Conference on Supreme Court Advocacl 

VIRGINIA 

1. Gerald L. Ealiles, Attorney General . 
2. William G. Braoaddus, Chief D::puty Attorney General 
3 ~ Donald C. J. Gehring, D::puty Attorney General 
4. Elizabeth B. lacy, !):puty Attorney General 
5. Walter McFarlane, D::puty Attorney General , 
6. Guy W. Horsley, Jr., Assistant Attorney General 
7. D::nnis Merrill, Assistant Attorney General 
8. Jerry Slonaker, Assistant Attorney General 

\\ 

WEST VIRGINIA 

;'"21.. Gregory W. Eailey, !):puty Attorney General 
R:>bert Digges, Jr., Assistant Attorney General 

3. S~las Taylor Assistant Attorney General 
4. Joan Kayag11, West Virginia Public Services Conlnission 

WIS<msIN 

1. James D. Jeffries, Wisconsin Department of Justice 

VIRGIN ISIANOO 

1. D3.ryl Cameron Earnes, Assistant Attorney General 

29 
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PARTICIPANTS SUMMARY OF EVAlUATIONS 
"CONFERENCE ON SUPREME COURI' AND FEDERAL 

APPELL~TE PJNOCACY" 

Georgetown University Ia~l Center 
October 17-18, 1983 

Conference participants rePorted that the IOC)st effective part of the con­
ference was the moot court. Typical of corrments about the moot court was that 
it "demonstrated the cl1niC9~ application of this entire course." Also highly 
rated was the panel in wtdcn three former Supreme Court Clerks gave their views 
on what nade a good petition and opposition for Certiorari. Seventy-five 
respondents commented on a variety of aspects about the conference that were most 
effective including seven who listed all aspects. 

In contrast, only 17 participants l.isted any part of the conference as the 
least effective. Almost all of these criticisms were limited to one participant 
who criticized parts of the conference ranging from the duplication of ,materials 
to the choice of the case for the moot court to some; presentations be1r1g dull or 
too detailed. 

Overall, participants did not feel that any subject areas were overlooked 
although one suggestion was to include a presentation upon the philosophy and 
mechanism regarding post-argument and post-decision alternatives. 

)The participants were asked if the conference had helped them if they were 
to present a case before the Supreme Court. Of 62 responses ,61 were "yes." 
Nine comnented most positively such as one who said that he/she liean now 
approach preparation and argument in a better way than by previous experience." 

PartiCipants were asked to evaluate the conference and the reading materials 
on a five-point scale from poor (1) to excelle~~ (5). The average score for the 
conference was 4.7 and the average score for f~(;h~~written mate~ials sent in 
advance was 4.3. These are unusually high ave~ages for any conference. 

~ If 

Additional comnents and suggestions were rece1(&e'a from 14 participants. 
Suggestions included adding tours of the Supreme };6urt, the need for a, final 
agenda prior to the conference, improved reading materi~s and more information 

I" about the other attendees. . ' 

Several letters have been received subsequenb to t~e conference and all 
confirm th~, excellent evaluation of the conference by the participants. Copies 
of the questionnaire and the summary are available upon request. 

'~', ,- .--'--~-'. ,,-.~~."- .,.-~ ... ~." , .. 
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"CONFEllENCE ON U. S. SUPREME COURr AND 
FEDERAL APPELLATE ADVOCACY" 

Georgetown University Law Center, Washington, D.C. 
October 17-18, 1984 

Conference #1 

SURVEY 

1. \fJhat was the most effective part of the Conference for you? Why? 

LV 

1 
'I 
J 
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Number of 
Respondents 

7 

14 

9 

19 

20 

3 

2 

1 

:t __ "",,",'~" ~ _ .... ""~ ~_~ _~_ <- ~ 

Responses 

All of the Conf. 

Panel I 

Panel II 

Panel III 

Moot Court 

Gorton's talk 

Francis J. lorson 

Alexander ,L. Stevas 

Corrnnents 

"llie number of experienced Supreme Court advocates and judges who 
were enlisted and their suprising willingness to devote substan­
tial time to preparation for the Conference." 

"Reading materials were really superior." 

itA lot o~ pmctical advice based on inside knowledge was given." 

"Demonstrated more than the lectures." 
"Obtained insight in tile debriefing of the Justices." 
"Showed practical application of th~ materials conveyed to us :l.n 
the'panels and the writings." 

"How Justices' ws:>rk and what an advocate can expect." 
11]\ "picture" is worth a thousand words." 
"Best presentation I have seen in years." 
"Demonstrated the clinical application of this entire course." 

''Video tape of judicial decision making session." 
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2. What was the least effective part of the Conference for you? Why? 

Number of 
Respondents 

18 

1 

2 

1 

1 

w 1 
N 

1 

1 

1 
(j 

4 

1 

1 
G) 

1 

1 

V"%Y>,:' ............ r4.....,.,.~--".~".,.,.>~~-' .-

(( 

Responses 

No least effective 
part 

Reception 

Panel II 

Panel III 

Justice Rhenquist's 
luncheon address 

Moot Court 

Post Moot Court 
discussion 

Advocates' discussion 
11 

Gorton's talk 

Rex Lee 

Video tape of Conf. 

Briefwriting panel 

Judges' deliberations 

Clerk's of Court 

,-~" . ""~'''''-''''''<"-.. ,,,~---. -.~-~, -"-.~ ~~.,...,-" ," 

Corrnnents 

"Food was good, but money could have been spent on more written 
materials. " 

"SUbstantially duplicated Panel I. Too negative and too general. 
Panel I and II could have been combined. II 

"Could have provided IDOr'e information re: style , offensive writing 
habits, the function of written submis~ions, etc. Writing petitions 
for certiorari - nothing new." . 

"He did not appear interested." 

"Repetitive and stock answers. Should have more critical analysis, 
what responses worked, why, what alternatives might have been, perhaps 
videotape with stops. Attending actual arguments in Shifts followed 
by discussion would be an ideal situation. A case of wider interest 
could have been selected. A good criminal case would have been 
better. Oral argument is too much a matter of personal style." 

"Good, but could have said the same thing in less time." 

"Ehterta.ini.ng, but not informative." 
"Discussion was interesting. II 

"Repetitious of discussion from the bench." 

"Too dull (except Mr. Ferris). Responses to questions were not 
responsive to question. Amicus brief discussions never do any good~" 

"Interesting but not helpful." 

"Essentially negative and detailed." 
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3. Are there any subject areas that you feel were overlooked? 

4. 

w 
w 

Number of 
Respondents 

35 

\ 
\ 
'\ 

\ 

Responses 

,None overlooked 

Ccmments 

''Would have been nice to have had current copies of Supreme Court rules 
available for purchase." 
;s;., 

" Specific criticism of the briefs in the Cam:len case was useful." 

"A brief touching upon the philosophy and mechanism regarding post­
argument and post-decision alternatives." 

\ " Do you bel~~ve that the Conference he~~ed you if you were to present a case 
before the U.S. Supreme Court? \\ 

Number of 
Respondents 

61 
I 

«­
\I 
1\ 

Responses 

Yes 
No 

\1 
~, 

~ ,porrnnents 
II 
fIt was tight, well organized, and the," pr.esenters were both well 

qualified,,,and highlY motivated." 

"l1'veryone concerned seemed to perpetuate the rights of the Court." 

"Provides excellent insight into what the Court ekpects of advocates." 

"Learned much in this Conference that will be of great help in next 
argument. " 

'rvery info~tlve about the expectations of the court with respect to 
oral advocacy." 

"This Conference was practical in its thrust; persons who presented were 
so articulate and knowledgeable; 1 t is a most valuable experience." 

"~h:~~!C ~~l~~W~~~q~~~~~"filingS, oppOSitions to certiorari, etc., 

"Received a bet~r sense for the mec~cs and philosphy regard:1ng 
Supreme Court advocacy." 

\ "Can now approach preparation and argument in a better WEri than nw 
previous experien\ces." " 
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5. On a scale of 1 to 5) please circle the number that expresses your overall 
evaluation of the Conferenceo 

6. 

2 encircled 3 
19 encircled 4 
48 encircled 5 

Average score - 4.7 

On a scale of 1 (('to 5, p1ea~e circle the number that expresses your overall 
evaluation of ,the reading/thaterials. 

1 encircled 
10 encircled 
21 encircled 
31 e!1circled 

2 
3 

~ " Average 
Total responses - 65 

score - 4.3 

7. '(IP1ease use the other side of this sheet for additional conments and 
suggestions. :~ 

"Arrange brief <~alking tours of the Supreme Court main courtroom and entrance hall, perhaps one of the Justice's 
chambers." 

"Past experience: "Have done one opposition to certiorari and on jurisdictional statement on appeal in U.S. SUpreme 
Court. Numerous cases (and oral arguments) in all state appellate courts, state supreme court and 9th Circuit appellate 

court. No arguments .in U. S. SUpreme Court yet (unfortunately)." D 

"I have argued one U.S. Supreme Court case, second-chaired two others, and have observed about 10 others. u 

"Appreciate that the Conference was well organized and ran on time. Good mixture of fsmnats. Appropriate length." 

"Squeaking seats were distractive. Same for squeaking doors." 

"You have made a major contribution to future advocacy with this Conference." 

"'Ibe Conference was very well planned; however, not totally satisfactorily presented. However, worthwhile." 

"'Ibis is the most outstanding legal Conference I have attended. Excellent speakers and very good written materials. 
The reception at the Supreme Court was a once in a lifetime experience. It was also very pleasant to meet the Clerk and 
Chief Deputy of Court, with whom many of us work on a regular basis. It was a real treat to have attended this 
Conference. I hope that you continue 1t,c_.on a regular basis. I also appreciate your making the videotapes available 
to us for staff training." .. 
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"Well-rounded and organized Conferehce presenting every aspect of Superrne Court advocay. Excellent food t11roughout. 
We did not receive a schedule of activities in our Conference materials. Of course, that shouid have ~eh pro­
vided. Perhaps when attorneys become members of the SUpreme Court bar they should be advised of Confert;~nces such 
as this and any helpful written materials. 

"Reading materials were repetitious and hard to read because of bad copy. All speakers seemed to assume that only 
Attorneys General should or know how~to do appellate work. Our state system is such that prosecuting attorneys do 
all criminal appeals. ']he Attorney General 's office would not know where to begin." 

"I have practiced law almost 20 years - State Attorney General's office, private practice, and for the past ten' 
years, as Chief Counsel, Appellate Division, Franklin County Prosecuting Attorney's office, Columbus, Ohio, 
handling original merit appeals in felony cases at the intermediate appellate level, SUpreme Court of Ohio, and the 
Supreme Court. I have handled some 700-1000 appellate cases, and I have represented the respondents in the 
Supreme Court some 30-40 times but have not presented oral argument as none of the petitions were granted. I have 
not had occasion to petition for certiorari. I would suggest that more information about confE:!rence attendees be 
made available. For example, I would be interested in knowing the level of experience of attendees. Perhaps that 
is not really feasible. All in all, I found the Conference a worthwhile experience. II 

"Excellent and consistently ~~qellent program. Steps should be taken to engage continuing involvement and support 
of' Attorney Generals among oth\~pc state and local group lawyers." 
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PROGRAM 
MONDAY,-OCIDBER 17, 1983 

7:30 a.m. 

8:00 

9:00 

10:15 

10:30 

12:00 noon 

1:30 p.m. 

i~ 

2:30 

3:15 

3:30 

4:00 

5:00 

,c.o=o.,c5: 30 

Continental Breakfast 

Introd~ctory Remarks 
Advocacy Before the SUpreme Court. 
Speaker: 
Honorable Slade Gorton 
Former Attorney *neral 
State of Washington 

Panel I 
'Ihe Techniques of Prepa~ing for Oral Arguments 
Paul L. Friedman, Moderator 
Kenneth S. Geller 
E. Barrett Prettyman, Jr. 

Coffee Break 

Panel II 
Presentation of Oral Arguments; Response to Questions; 
Different Methods of Delivering Arguments; Respondent's 
Argument; Corrrnon Mistakes; Amicus CUriae Argument. 
WilliamC. Bryson, Moderator ((' 
Stephen M. Shapiro 
Andrew L. Frey 

Illncheon (Hyatt Regency capitol Hill Hotel) 
Speaker: Honorable William H. Rehnquist 

Associate Justice , 
Supreme Court of the United States 

Presentation of a Moot Court Argument 
United Building and Construction Trades Council of camden County 
al"ld Vicjnity v. Mayor and Council of City of Camden, 
No. 81-2110 
William C. Bryson, Moderator 
Advocates: Justices: 
H. Bartow Farr, III Robert H. Fork Er't'lin N. Griswold 
Michael H. Gottesman Dmiel 1·1. Friedman Wade H. McCr~e, Jr. 
Philip A. Iacovara 'Arthur J. Goldberg Potter Stewart 

Advocates' Discussion 
William C. ,Bryson, Moderator 

Coffee Break 

Judges I Decision and Discussion of Argument 

Question and Answer Session 

Buses Depart for the SUpreme Cou..rrt 

Reception (SUpreme Court Building) 
Host: 'Honorable vlarren ~. Burger 

Chief Justice ' 
Supreme Court of the United States 

36 
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PROGRAM 
TUESDAY, OCTOBER 18, 1983 

7:30 a.m. 
" 

8:00 

9: 4 5 

10: 30 

10: 45 

12: 00 
noon 

1:00 

Continental Breakfast 

Introductory Remarks 
Perspective from the 
Clerk's Office 
Speakers: 

,I) 
Supreme (;ourt 

Francis J. Lorson 
Alexander L. Stevas 

Panel III 
Preparation of Petitions and 
Oppositions for Certiorari: 
Former Supreme Court Clerks 
Stewart A. Baker, Moderator 
James R. Asperger 
Elliot F. Gerson 

II 

Speaker: 
Honorable Rex E. Lee ,; 

Views of 

Solicitor General of the United States 

Coffee Break 

Panel IV 
Techniques of Writing Briefs for Parties 
and for Amicus Curiae 
Lawrence R. Velvel, Moderator 
James vanR. Sp.:,ringer ,~. '. 
Bruce J • Ennis 

Videotape of Judges' Deliberation 
Stewart A. Baker, Moderator 

Adjournment 
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9. Conference #2 

The se~ond conference, held at Pepperdine University Law School, 

March 5 and 6, 1984, provided the same basic agenda with the exception 
(~) 

of the moot court presentation and the 3udges' deliberation which were 

viewed on videotape. 

Attendance for the conference was leS's than that of theofirst 

conference; however, it was higher ,than expected. We were very 

pleased that total o~ 13 speakers participated in this conference. 

The highlight of this conference, again, was the panel of former 

U.S. Supreme Court Clerks and the views from the Supreme Court Clerk's 

office. The moot court was considered least favorable because, it is 

believed, it was videotaped and not a live presentation. 

Again, the overall conference evaluation was very good to 

excellent. 

A list·ing of the names and fl;tates of the 80 registrants and the o 
surveyOresults of the second conference follow • 

c. 
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CONFERENCE ON U.S. SUPREME COURT AND 
FEDERAL APPELLATE ADVOCACY" 

(J 

1. Stanley T. Fischer 
2. Douglas K. Mertz 

i) 
)r 
3 • William J. Schafer 

4. Theordore G. Holder 
5. Arnold M. Jochums 

6. Martin R. Malone 
7. Glen Rigby 
8. Timothy Boyer 
9. Edward J. Cooper 
10. Derry Knight 
11. Jensen Rodriguez 
12. Theodora Berger 

Los Angeles' 

Douglas Noble 
Sylvia Cano Hale 
Emil Stipanovich 
Raym,ond Jue 

It Patty Kitching 
Andrew Amerson 
Shunji Asari 

III 

13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 

~ 21. 
Carol Slader Frederick 
Mark Allen Hart 

22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27 • 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
,32. 
33. 
34. 
35. 
36. 
37. 
38. 

Robert Katz 
Ruby Theophile 
Christine Franklin 
Donald deNicola 
Sam Overton 
Herni Uilerich 
Nancy Chiu 
St even H." Kaufmann 
Ellyn S. &Levinson 
Nancy Saggese 
N. Gregory Taylor 
Owen Kwomg 
Sanford Grustkin 
Michael Botwin 
Ronald Reiter 
Andrea Ordin 
Art DeGoede 
" 

Malibu, California 
March 5 - 6, 1984 

LIST OF ATTENDEES 

ARIZONA 

ARKANSAS 

CALIFORNIA 

39 

\ 

CALIFORNIA rofr'D. 

San Francisco 

39. Joseph Barbieri 
40. Richard Jacobs 
41. Kris Jorstad 
42. Charles Kirk 
43. Linda ludlow 
44. Mike Buzzell 
45. Charles James 
46. Anne Jenson 
47. Dane Gillette 
48. Nathan Mihara 
49. Ronald Smethena 
50. Mary Roth 
51. Mark Howell 
52. Morris Lenk 
53. John Klee 
54. Tim Laddish 
55,.. Dermis Eagan 
56. Patricia Peterson 
57. Joseph Rusconi 
58. Marian Johnston 
59. Yeoryios Apallas 

Sacramento 

60. Christopher N. Heard 
61. Eddie Keller 
62. Ed McMurray 
63. Paul Dobson 
64. Eob ~1ucki 
65. Michael Crow 
66. David Judson 

San Diego 

67. Steven Zeigen 
68. Keith Motley 
69. Frederick Millar 
70. Rudolf Corona 
71. John Carney 
72. Peter Kaufman 
73., Anthony SUmmers 

74. Nancy Cormick 
75. Wendy Weiss 
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76. Rodney A. Wilson 

77. "Terry L. Adkin 

78. Ga.I'lisle Roberts, Jr. 

79. Mary F. Keller 

80. D3llin W . Jenson 

.. 

,\' . 

soum CARlLINA 
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PARTICIPANTS SUMMARY OF EVAI1JATIONS 
"CONFERENCE ON SUPRENE COURr AND FEDERAL 

APPELLATE ADVOCACY" 

Pepperdine University Law School 
March 5-6) 1984 

'\ Conference par~icipants reported that the most effective part of the con-
ference was Panel II;~ the U.S. Supreme Court Former Clerks. T,ypical of com­
ments about Panel III,was "A lot of practical advice based on inside knowledge 
was given .. " In contr~t) the moot court tape was the least effective part of 
the cQQference. \\ -

" 

Overall, the participan:~s did not feel that any subject areas were 
overlooked, although the following sugge~tions were provided: 

• Timing of "Questions Presented"; 
• Individual Justices' Views of Oral Argument; 
• Whether or not the Court h¥ an Agenda; 
• Motions to Dismiss or Affirm 0."1 Appeals; 
• Dr~ssfor Women Attorneys; and, 
• Samples of Effect~ve Cert Petitions. 

The participants were asked if the conference had helped them if' they were 
to present a "case before the Supreme Court. Of the responses) 45 were "yes," 
giving favorable comments. G 

Participants were asked to evaluate the conference and the reading material 
on a five-point scale from poor (1) to excellent (5). '!he average score for the 
conference was 4.2 and the average score for the written materials sent in 
advance was 4.1. 

Additional comments and suggestions were. received from a number of the par­
ticipants. Suggestions included adding information conce~ availability of 
all resources·to assist in preparation of briefs and oral arguments; a 
distinction between motion and application would be helpful; an outline of 
Francis Lorson' s present~tion would be extremely helpful; including women who 
have sufficient expertis~ who could participate in panels; shorter videotapes 
with more examples of different types of arguments; breaking into discussion 
groups; and that the conference should have been longer. 

42 
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"CONFERENCE ON U.S. SUPREME COlJRr AND 
\ FEDERAL APPELLATE ADVOCACY" 

Pepperd1ne University, Malibu, california 
~ March 5-6, 1984 (~i 

Conference # 2 

SURVEY 

1. \\'hat was the most effective part of the Conference for you? Why? 

.t>-
W 

Number of 
Respondents 

9 

2 

1 

36 
"--:..- • t'j \ 

1 

3 

13 

Responses 

All of the Conf. 

Panel I 
,"\ 

il.-r!/ 

PanelIIJ 

Panel III 
(and Justices' 
Clerks and Former 
Clerks) 

Panel IV 

fJbot Court 

Francis J. wrson 

Comments 

"Resource Panels were of highest quality." 
"All participants were extremely well qualified." 
"Discussions were very productive." 

"Gave good views on U.S. SUpreme Court." 

"A lot of practical advice based on inside lmowledge was given." 

"Most useful information." 
"Practical and helpful hints." 
"Much new information." 
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2. What was the least effective part of the Conference for you? Why? 

Number of 
Respondents~ Responses 

9 No least effective 
part 

1 Panel I 

1 Panel II 

20 r.bot Court (Tape) 

1 r.bot Court 
Argument 

.;::. 

.;::. 
8 Justices' Conference 

1 Clerk's of Court 

Cormnents 

"Not enough new material." 

" "Not a realistic portrayal." 
"Not 'typical'." 
"Was long and tedious." 
"Did not seem representative of oral argument. Suggests another tape 
be prepared." 

"Materials distributed was too irrelevant to the IOOOt court. C.amden (.' 
was not an effective case. Very Inadequate." 

(Ji 

''Vague and mdirect; not well organized." 
"'!bo IlUlch like sports casters' discussion." 

"'!bo ruch discussion on the oral argument." 

'~Haro to absorb m such a shortl time." 
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II 
Are there ~7 subject areas that you feel were ov~rlooked? 

i\ 
Number of 
Responc1ent~ 

33 

1 

.:) ... 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Responses 

None overlooked 

\\ 
II 

Comments ,', 
',I 
'II 

IIPanel disd\ssion could have been longer to allow for m::>re questions and 
1\ discussions\ ,with the audience." 
iT 
\\ 

T1rn:1ng of' "Quest'lions "Examples an(~ Techniques of successful cert. petitions. General 
Presented" Ii considerati~rs were effectively covered but some good examples 

Individual Justices 
views of oral 
argument 

Whether or not the 
Court has an agenda 

Motions to Dismiss 
or affirm on appeals 

Dress for women. 
attorney 

Samples of effective 
cert petitions 
(i.e., cert granted 
recent) 

cou..ld have been discussed. 11 
'I I, 
',\ 

IIA lITrivia" si~ssion - anecdotal or otherwise-would be a nice 
touch." \~ 

1\ 

"'lbe late Just,tce Clerk did a visitor film for the SUpreme Court, 
which, though \\not lawyer-oriented, would make a fine addition." 

Ii, 
"Should have:~~\ on-the-scene video tape of steps an advocat'e will 
go through on J'iay of the oral argument-a walk through showing ruts 
and bolts--e.g., reporting :In, approaching the lectern, microphones, 

IIGood selection of subject ma.tters.1I 

etc. " 
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4. Do you believe that the Conference helped you if you were to present a case 
before the U.S. Supreme Court? 

Number of 
Respondents 

45 

Responses 

Yes 

o 

II 
(, 

Comments 
" . 

"It was very valuable to be present to hear the mix of opinions and 
interplay of ideas from a gpod number of highly experienced and qualified 
experts. l1 

"Great overview of entire process. Infot"mation concerning resources 
available to assist in preparation of argument should enhanceperfo~ce 
significantly." 

"Practical tips, explanation of time factors and perspecti ye of Supreme CoUt't. 
Should be very helpful in pla.'1I11ng argument and strategy." 

"Very practical advice from an impressive and experienced faculty." 
o 

"Valuable information, well organized, extremely well qualified participants." 
.:) 

"Better understanding of what happensbehlnd the scenes." 

"Samples of practical experience very helpful." 

"'Ihece was substantial new information on latest developnents." 

"Removed a certain amount of anxiety and,let me Imow what to anticipate. ll 
\\ 

0 11Chahged focus of oral argument." 

,11 Much good information." 
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5. On a scale of 1 to 5, please c:lrcle the number that expresses your overall 
evaluation of the Conference. 

6. 

2 encircled 3 
23 encircl~d 4 
17 encircled 5 

Average score - 4.2 
If 

On a scale of 1 to 5, please 'hitcle the number that 

(f '-, 

,..J r 
expre~ses your overall 

evaluation of the read:ing mateI(ials. 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~'~~~-------------------.----------~~,---

1 encircled 2 
8 encircled 3 

20 encircled 4 
12 encircled 5 

Average score - !i,.l 

7. Please use the other side of this sheet for additional comnents arr'i 
~ ~ 
~ suggestions. 

o 

, , 

" 

~ , 

BEven though the ta.pe of the conference of the moot 'court justices did not display the high level of 'thought and 
discussion that I expe~ted, if it :l..s representative of the ,.levels of, real conferences it was very valuable to view 

"S"riOuldinclude iriformation concerningoavailability of all res9urces to assist in preparation of brief and oral 
argUinent ,":" (Supreme Cour~ clearinghouse-Doug Ross) as well asrrel~. # 1 of. Clerks Office." 

"A"descrlpt:\,on between motion and application would also be helpful." 

11 An outline of Francis Lorson 1 s presentation, because of its practical applications, would be extremely helpful." 

"Any women who have sUfficient ,expet'tlse who could participate in panels?" 
a ~ 

"Shorter'video with more " examples of' 'differen.t types of arguptents." 

it. " 

-=--' 
"Would like smaller groups and" additional two-way c9IJ!IIUIliqation between the panelists and the il students " , i.e., break up 
ihto discussion groups. 11-" 

'uConference shoulsI be longer." 

"'lbe ~~ating was superb. 
excellent,. 11 

We wer~ made to feel very welcome at Pepperdine, ang the services provided for us were v , 
,~ 
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c) 

"One of the best prepared and most practical conferences I have ever attended." 

"llie caliber of people who lectured was very good. '!he organizers should be congratulated for bringing together such a 
good group of participants." 

"Should be congratulated for keeping the conference on schedule. 1I 

"Keeping panel participants, as Bob stem, from blurting their questions, dominating, while others are waiting to be 

recognized." 

"'Ihanks for juices at coffee break." 

"Extremely well run." 

"Lack of women and minority panelists should be cOr'rected." 

"Beautifully constructed and exceptionally well presentedl" 

..". 
co--

(7 

" -, , 

o 

/) 

~ 
\ 



PRO:i?~~~ r-) 

~~~~==~~~~".~' ---------------------------------------------MONDAY, MARCH 5, 1984 'T 

9:00 a.m. 

9:15 

10:15 

10:30 

11:45 

1:00 p.m. 

2:00 

2:30 

3:30 

3:45 

5:30 p.m. 

INTRODUC'.IDRY REMARKS 
Speaker: John Van de Kamp 

Attorney General of California 

Panel I: 
PREPARING FOR ORAL ARGt.JMENT 
Douglas Ross, :f.bderator 
Kenneth S. Geller 
Stephen M. Shapiro 

Coffee Break 

IDNCHEDN (PEPPERDINE UNIVERSITY) 

JUSTICES I CONFERENCE (Videotape) 

IJ 

DISCUSSION OF ARGUI.rENr AND JUSTICES I CONFERENCE 
Lawrence R. Velvel, JVJOderator 
Andrew L. Frey 
David B. Frohpmayer 
Kenneth S. Geller 
Stephen M. Shapiro 
Robert L. Stern 

COFFEE BREAK 

Panel III: 
PREPARATION OF Pb.TITIONS AND OPPOSITIONS FOR CERTIORARI: 
VIEWS OF FORMER SUPREME COURI' ClERKS 
Stewart A. Paker, Ivbderator 
James R. Asperger 
Elliot F. Gerson 

RECEPTION (PEPPERDINE UNIVERSITY) 
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PROORAM (Cont.) . 
TUESDAY, MARCH 6, 1984 

9:00 a.m. 

9:15 

10:15 

10:30 

12:30 p.m. 

mmODUC'IDRY REMARKS 

PERSPEDTIVE FROM 'IRE SUPREME COURr CLERK'S OFFICE 
Francis J. Lorson _, 

',; 

Coffee Break 

PANEL IV: 
'J'ECHNIQUES OF WRITING BRIEFS FOR PARTIES AND FDR 
AMICUS CURIAE. 
Lawrence R. Velvel, M::>derator 
Bruce J. Ehnis 

ADJOURNMENT 
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10. Summary 

The two conferences achieved all of their objectives with a very 

high degree of suppo~t and recognition given by participating local 

government lawyers. The project was a cooperative venture among the 
• 

National Association of Attorneys General, the National Institute of 

Municipal Law Officers and the National District Attorneys Association, 

and was ad.ministered by the Acad'emy for State, and Local Government/ 

,State and Local, Legal Center. 

There has been a tremendous record of success in meeting the 

needs of state and local government attorneys. An extensive amount of 
, '.' .. 

se!='vice has beep deliver,ed in the areas of training and technical 

" 'advice to state and ,local attorneys. In addition, the conferences 

provided a unique opp'ortunity to hear and discuss principles from some 

of the most outs,tanding judges and lawyers in the couI;l.try concerning 

important funda~entql$ for effective appellate advocacy. 

In t~tal, 235 ~ersons attended the two conferences representing 

43 states arid localities from arou,2:p the country.. In addition,the 
. 

videotapes~ as well as a symposium reprinted by the Catholic 
I' 

University of America, will be available to state and local lawye\\~ 

for years later,. Both conferen'ces were considered t-he most highly 

a,cclaimed development d'ealing with various aspects of appellate advo- ' 
," 

cacy. The record of accomplishment is clear and the conferences have 
~i 

proven to be the most productive and efficient project that has been 
o 

developed yet. 
(, 
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Most importantly, state and local attorneys have recognized and 

acknowledged the value of and the nee~for this type of project to be 

continued in the future. 
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11. Appendix ,I 

The appendix contains samples of the brochures for the conferen~es~ 
o '.. f 

copies of the booklets and written materials given to all of the 

attenpees during the conferences. Also included are various letters 

received from a number of experts commending the conferences. 
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