AGENDA
Alternative Pathways to Becoming a Lawyer Committee
April 3, 2018; 3:00-5:00 p.m.
In-Person: McKenzie Room, Oregon State Bar Center
Call-In: 866-910-4857 x671660#
1) Review Appointment Memo; Comments from Co-Chairs
2) Introductions
3) Discuss the Options (Judy):
a. “Writing for the Bar” is a concept that would allow a person to sit for the
Oregon Bar Exam and become licensed as a lawyer without attending law
school. It would require a change to the admissions rules and provide one
option to reduce law school debt.
b. Change the admissions rules to require only two years of law school in
order to become a lawyer in Oregon, rather than the current requirement
of three years.
4) Open Discussion; Assign Responsibilities
5) Related Articles FYI
a. Make Law Schools Earn a Third Year (New York Times 01.17.2013)
b. The Roosevelt-Cardozo Way (NYU School of Law, November 2012)
6) Adjourn

Memorandum
Date: March 15, 2018
To:

Judith A. Parker, Daniel Robert Lang, Roy J. Koegen, Diane L. Thompson, Nathaniel
Aggrey, Laurie E. Cantelon, Kasia Rutledge, John Gear, Elizabeth A. Davis, Troy J. Wood,
and Mark Johnson Roberts.

From: Vanessa Nordyke, OSB President
Re:

Appointment to Alternative Pathways to Becoming a Lawyer Committee

Thank you for your interest in serving on the Committee to Study Alternative Pathways
to Becoming a Lawyer. Danny Lang and Judith Parker have agreed to co-chair the committee,
and Troy Wood (OSB Admissions Manager) and Mark Johnson-Roberts (OSB Deputy General
Counsel) will staff the Committee.
At the November 2016 House of Delegates meeting, the HOD approved a resolution
directing the Board of Governors to
appoint a Volunteer Committee to study the advantages of
implementing a ‘Writing for the Bar Mentorship Program,’ by
which a Diversity of well-qualified persons would have the
opportunity to take the Bar Exam and become valued Member of
the Oregon State Bar.
In addition to being a directive from the HOD, this initiative is aligned with the BOG’s
strategic focus over the last couple of years. The Board of Governors has repeatedly expressed
concern about mounting law school debt and the pressure such debt places on new lawyers
who often have struggled to find law-related jobs and make ends meet. Citing findings from the
ABA Commission on the Future of Legal Services, the OSB Futures Task Force noted that new
lawyers remain un- and underemployed, notwithstanding the persistent access to justice gap:
Total student debt burdens now average in excess of $140,000—
challenging new lawyers’ ability to sustain traditional law
practices that might address some of the unmet legal need—
while legal education remains essentially unchanged. i
If the law school debt burden could be reduced—or even eliminated—then lawyers may
be in a better position to charge less money and thereby help to meet some of the unmet legal
need. The BOG has little, if any, influence on the cost of a legal education or on the economy
surrounding legal services. Further, it does not set the admissions requirements; the Supreme
Court makes those decisions upon the recommendation of the Board of Bar Examiners. That
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said, the BOG can make recommendations to the BBX for changes in the admission
requirements that may help ease the cost of a legal education, while ensuring that lawyers are
competent to practice law.
“Writing for the Bar” is a concept that would allow a person to sit for the Oregon Bar
Exam and become licensed as a lawyer without attending law school. It would require a change
to the admissions rules and provide one option to reduce law school debt. Another option
would be to change the admissions rules to require only two years of law school in order to
become a lawyer in Oregon, rather than the current requirement of three years.
The Alternative Pathways Committee is appointed to study these two options and
report back to the Board of Governors with a recommendation about whether to pursue
implementation of either or both. If the recommendation is to pursue a program, the report
should provide details of the essential elements of the program, the anticipated cost of
implementation and operation, and how success will be measured. Ideally, the Board of
Governors would like to receive a written report and recommendations from the Committee in
time for the Board’s November 2018 meeting.
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact Helen M. Hierschbiel at
hhierschbiel@osbar.org or 503-431-6361.
i

OSB Futures Task Force Executive Summary, page 4.
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Members of Alternative Pathways to Becoming a Lawyer Committee
Ms. Judith A Parker, 064618
PO Box 6555
Portland, OR 97228
503.862.8583
judy@winemakerslawyer.com
Mr. Daniel Robert Lang, 790078
Law Office of Danny Lang
140 S State St
Sutherlin, OR 97479
541.459.9898
attorneylang97479@gmail.com
Mr. Roy J Koegen, 103144
Kutak Rock LLP
510 W Riverside Ave Ste 800
Spokane, WA 99201
509.747.4040
roy.koegen@kutakrock.com
Ms. Diane L Thompson CLA
diane.thompson2@gmail.com
Mr. Nathaniel Aggrey, 172283
1162 Court St NE
Salem, OR 97301
503.974.4700
nate.aggrey@doj.state.or.us
Ms. Laurie E Cantelon, 040550
20117 S Highway 211
Colton, OR 97017
971.282.2067
lecantelon@gmail.com

Ms. Kasia Rutledge, 084590
Kasia Rutledge Law
333 SW Taylor St Ste 300
Portland, OR 97201
503.446.6295
kasia@kasiarutledgelaw.com
Mr. John Gear, 073810
John Gear Law Office
161 High St SE Ste 208B
Salem, OR 97301
503.569.7777
john@johngearlaw.com
Ms. Elizabeth A Davis, 932500
Lewis & Clark Law School
10015 SW Terwilliger Blvd
Portland, OR 97219
503.768.6610
eadavis@lclark.edu
Mr. Troy J Wood (bar staff liaison)
Oregon State Bar
PO Box 231935
Tigard, OR 97281
503.431.6310
twood@osbar.org
Mr. Mark Johnson Roberts (bar staff liaison)
Oregon State Bar
16037 SW Upper Boones Ferry Road
PO Box 231935
Tigard, OR 97281
503.431.6363
mjroberts@osbar.org
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Make Law Schools Earn a Third Year
A proposal to give students the option of taking the bar, seeking jobs after two
years
January 28, 2013
This article originally appeared in The New York Times on January 17, 2013.
By Daniel B. Rodriguez and Samuel Estreicher
Today, leaders of the New York bar, judges and law school faculty members will gather at New York
University to discuss a proposed rule change. If adopted by the state’s highest court, it could make
law school far more accessible to low-income students, help the next generation of law students avoid
a heavy burden of debt and lead to improvements in legal education across the United States.
The proposal would amend the rules of the New York State Court of Appeals to allow students to take
the state bar exam after two years of law school instead of the three now required. Law schools would
no doubt continue to provide a third year of legal instruction — and most should (more on that in a
bit) — but students would have the option to forgo that third year, save the high cost of tuition and,
ideally, find a job right away that puts their legal training to work.
Like many industries today, the legal profession is in the midst of a period of destabilizing change.
Myriad services are now being outsourced (often abroad) to nonlawyers, and the number of positions
with large firms is dwindling, making it harder for graduating students — many of whom are saddled
with six-figure student-loan debts — to find work at the outset of their careers that can even begin to
pay off their obligations.
Such prospects are discouraging many young people from pursuing law degrees, and pushing away
lower-income students the most.
Part of the problem is that tuition and fees (which topped $40,000 a year, on average, at private
schools in 2012) have been soaring, and law schools must do a better job of containing these costs.
We also need more financial aid for students. But a straightforward solution — one that would shave
the current law school bill by a third for those who take this option — is simply to permit law students
to sit for the bar exam and begin practicing even if they have not received a law school degree.
While this wouldn’t increase the number of available jobs, a two-year option would allow many
newly minted lawyers to pursue careers in the public interest or to work at smaller firms that serve
lower- or average-income Americans, thereby fulfilling a largely unmet need. As it is now, many
young lawyers say they would love to follow this path but cannot afford to because of their onerous
debts.
The rationale for reforming the three-year rule, however, is not merely financial. As legal scholars,
jurists and experienced attorneys have attested for decades, many law students can, with the
appropriate course work, learn in the first two years of law school what they need to get started in
their legal careers.

http://www.northwestern.edu/newscenter/stories/2013/01/opinion-rodriguez-new-york-time... 2/5/2013
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In the 1970s, when similar proposals were discussed, two distinguished panels of experts — one led
by Paul D. Carrington, then a University of Michigan law professor, and the other, the Carnegie
Commission on Higher Education, overseen by a Stanford law professor and a dean — issued reports
supporting a two-year curriculum, as long as certain essential courses were included.
What, then, of the third year, those famous semesters in which, as the saying goes, law schools “bore
you to death” and student attendance drops like a stone? With this reform, law schools would have an
obvious financial incentive to design creative curriculums that law students would want to pursue — a
third-year program of advanced training that would allow those who wished it to become more
effective litigators, specialize or better prepare for the real-world legal challenges that lie ahead.
We are confident that many law schools will be able to meet that challenge.
In fact, that evolution is already going on, as many schools (including our own) reimagine their thirdyear curriculums through externships, public service programs and courses that offer in-depth
practical training.
If this trend continues — and the two-year option would only encourage it — those who graduate
from rigorous three-year programs will not only emerge with sharper legal skills, but also be more
essential to employers, raising the rate of job placement out of law school.
But legal education is not, nor ever truly has been, a “one size fits all” system. We have long had
varied routes to the profession. Northwestern, for example, offers an accelerated program that lets
students pursue a three-year course of study in two years, allowing them to take the bar and enter the
job market a year earlier. And a handful of states, including New York, allow individuals to take the
bar after working for a law office for a number of years, in lieu of going to law school, though this
approach is seldom used.
Some will argue that the two-year option would only create unequal classes of lawyers and glut the
marketplace with attorneys who don’t have the skills and training that generations of law school
graduates before them have had.
We doubt this will occur. And in any case, the risk ought to be balanced with the varied needs of the
American people for legal services. A two-year option, in our view, would provide young lawyers
with the training they need to get started, lift a heavy financial burden off the backs of many — and
vastly improve third-year curriculums in the process. That would be a big step in the right direction.
- Daniel B. Rodriguez is the dean at Northwestern University School of Law. Samuel Estreicher is a
professor at New York University Law School and a director of its Opperman Institute of Judicial
Administration.

http://www.northwestern.edu/newscenter/stories/2013/01/opinion-rodriguez-new-york-time... 2/5/2013

NEW YORK UNIVERSITY
SCHOOL OF LAW
PUBLIC LAW & LEGAL THEORY RESEARCH PAPER SERIES
WORKING PAPER NO. 12-39

The Roosevelt-Cardozo Way: The Case for Bar Eligibility
After Two Years of Law School

Samuel Estreicher

November 2012
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