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2011 National Survey Results  
Association of Legal Writing Directors/  

Legal Writing Institute  

 

This r eport of the results of the 201 1 ALWD/LWI national survey of legal writing  

programs includes data about the operation of legal research and writi ng programs during 

the 2010-2011 academic year from 188 North American law schools (187 from the United 

States and 1 from Canada ), representing approximately 94.5% of the law schools solicited to  

complete the survey ñthe second-highest response rate in the history of the survey.  

As in past years, this report is admittedly a somewhat inexact composite picture of 

many  varied, complex, and unique programs. Nevertheless, the survey results show 

common practices  and trends and provide other valuable information a bout the current 

state of legal writing education in  American law schools.  

The survey report also includes data from the 200 8, 2009, and 2010 surveys for  

comparison purposes. Please be aware that some year -to-year variations show real changes 

in  legal writ ing programs, while others merely reflect changes in the respondent  group. 

Please also be aware that the report includes some recomputation of prior yearsõ reported 

average values. Finally, please note that this yearõs report again includes median values for 

most of the salary data. We have chosen to include median values to more accurately reflect 

salaries in various categories, because median values are less susceptible to skew based on 

a few extraordinarily high or low salaries in a category.  

Once again, we thank all who participated in this yearõs survey. Your time and effort 

are valuable to all of us.  

 

John Mollenkamp and Marci Rosenthal  

Survey Committee Co -Chairs    
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2011 ALWD/LWI  Survey Highlights  
 

Prepared by Marci A. Rosenthal  

Associate Professor of Legal Skills & Values  

and Director of the Legal Skills & Values Program  

Florida International University College of Law  

 

The 2011 Survey  

 

 2011 Respondents:  This yearõs pool of solicited schools was the same as that for  the 

2010 survey (representing U.S. AALS Member law schools and AALS Non -Member Fee-

Paying schools, as well as the University of Windsor in Ontario, Canada, the host of the 

2003 ALWD conference).  Thanks to the coopera tion of program directors and legal writing 

faculty, the 2011 survey enjoyed the second -highest response rate in the thirteen -year 

history of the ALWD/LWI survey, with 188, or 94.5%, of the solicited schools providing 

responses. 

 

 Survey Use  (Question 100) :  For the seventh consecutive year, more respondents 

than ever before reported that they have used the survey data in various ways.  One 

hundred twenty -six respondents used it to improve their programs, 78 to improve their 

status, 80 to improve their sala ry, and 31 for other purposes.  

 

Program Structure and Content  

 

 Staffing Models  (Question 10):  For the 2010 -2011 academic year, as in past years, 

most programs continued to use full -time non -tenure -track teachers (79 programs, or 42% 

of respondents), or a  hybrid staffing model (69 programs, or 36.7%).  Nineteen programs 

(10.1%) reported using solely adjuncts, and 13 programs (6.9%) used tenured or tenure -

track teachers hired specifically to teach legal writing (Question 10a).  Another 17 

programs (9%) use such tenured or tenure -track teachers in hybrid models (Question 11a).   

 

 Assistant Directors  (Question 46):  The number of programs that reported having 

assistant directors was the same (37 programs) in 2011 as it was in 2010.  For comparison, 

31 program s reported having assistant directors in 2009, 39 reported having assistant 

directors in 2008, and 36 reported having assistant directors in 2007.  The average 2011 

salary reported for an assistant director was $86,991, up from $84,266 in 2010.   

 

 Staffin g Diversity  (Questions 71a and 71b):  The majority of new full -time LRW 

faculty teaching in 2010 -2011 for the first time at the responding law school were 

Caucasian (122, or 88%, of the new faculty identified in response to the request for race 

information ).  The majority of these new faculty were female (93, or 63% of the new faculty 

identified in response to the request for gender information).  For the schools that reported 

on racial diversity for all current full -time faculty, 830 (or 88.6%) were Caucas ian.  The 

responses included 56 (or 6%) African -American faculty, 14 (or 1.5%) Hispanic faculty, 20 

(or 2.1%) Asian -American faculty, 5 (or .53%) Native American faculty, 6 (or .64%) multi -
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racial faculty, and 6 (or .64%) who indicated òother.ó  For those schools that reported on 

gender diversity for all current full -time faculty, 739 faculty members (71%) were female 

and 302 (29%) were male.   

 

Curriculum (Questions 12 -26, 28)  

 

 Program Length  (Question 12):  In the 2010 -2011 academic year, virtually all 

wr iting programs had required courses in both the first and second semester of the first 

year of law school.  The average number of credit hours in Fall 2010 was 2.38 (down from 

an average of 2.41 credit hours in fall of the 2009 -2010 academic year); the ave rage in 

Spring 2011 was 2.31 credit hours (up minimally from an average of 2.30 credit hours in the 

spring of the 2009 -2010 academic year).  Forty -eight programs have required classes, 

averaging 2.08 credit hours, in the fall of the second year.  Fifteen p rograms have required 

classes, averaging 2.20 credit hours, in the spring of the second year.  Eight programs have 

required classes, averaging 2.62 credit hours, in the fall of the third year, and six programs 

have required classes, averaging 2.17 credit h ours, in the spring of the third year.   

 

 Grading  (Questions 15, 17, 23):  Most LRW courses (163 programs, or 87% of 

respondents) are graded, with grades included in student GPAs (Question 15).  Sixty 

percent of respondents (113 programs) grade at least s ome assignments anonymously, but 

74 programs (40%) do not use any anonymous assignments (Question 17).  Ninety -two 

percent of respondents (173 programs) require rewrites on at least some major 

assignments, with 55 of those requiring rewrites on all major a ssignments; 83 grade all 

drafts and rewrites; 83 grade only rewrites; and 7 grade only drafts (Question 23).   

 

 Teaching Research (Question 18):  The majority of programs integrate research and 

writing instruction (157 programs).  At 77 schools, LRW facul ty teach research.  At 75 

schools, both LRW faculty and librarians teach legal research, and at 27 schools , teaching 

assistants and other students also teach research.  (Note:  Respondents could select more 

than one option for this question.)  

 

 Collaborati on on Legal Writing Assignments Between LRW Faculty and Doctrinal 

Faculty  (Question 22):  In 140 programs (74% of respondents), legal writing faculty do not 

collaboratively coordinate legal writing assignments with doctrinal faculty.  In 43 programs 

(23%), the topics of the assignments are coordinated, but the teaching is not.  Only five 

programs (2.6%) coordinate assignment topics with doctrinal teaching.   

 

 Writing Specialists and Academic Support  (Question 28):  Fifty -nine law schools 

employed a full -ti me or part -time writing specialist in 2011 (compared with 58 in 2010, 50 

in 2009, and 43 in 2008).  One hundred and sixty -one schools offer an academic support 

program ( compared with 156 in 2010, 142 in 2009, and 151 in 2008).   

 

Common Practices (Question s 20-27, 40-43)  

 

 Assignments  (Question 20):  The most common ly  reported writing assignments 

continue to be office memoranda (188), appellate briefs (150), pretrial briefs (111), and 
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client letters (103).  Additionally, 117 programs report using òother writing assignments.ó  

The most common oral exercises were appellate arguments (138), in -class presentations 

(83), pretrial motion arguments (83), and oral reports to supervising attorneys (71).   

 

 Variability Among Sections Within Programs  (Question 26):  T he degree of 

uniformity reported across sections approximates that reported in 2010.  Uniformity across 

sections is greatest in assigned citation text (158 programs are uniform, 13 are generally 

consistent) and number of major assignments (139 programs are  uniform, 47 are generally 

consistent).  Additionally, a significant number of programs report being uniform or 

generally consistent in syllabus coverage (172 combined òuniformó and ògenerally 

consistentó responses), due dates and length of most assignments (168 combined responses), 

and grading (162 combined responses).  Variety among sections is greatest in the areas of 

number of minor assignments (44 programs report uniformity, 72 state that sections are 

generally consistent, and 71 report variation among  sections), required textbook (90 

uniform, 21 generally consistent, 75 vary among sections), and content of class 

lectures/exercises (11 uniform, 62 generally consistent, 115 vary among sections).   

 

 Commenting  (Question 24):  The most common ly  reported m ethods of commenting 

on papers remain comments written on the paper itself (187) and comments during 

conferences (179).  Short comments at the end of the paper (168) were again the third most 

common choice, followed by a general feedback memo to all studen ts (159).   

 

 Teaching Activities  (Question 21):  The most common ly  reported teaching activities 

(and the average amount of time spent in each activity) were lecture (180 programs; 31.67% 

of teaching time), questions and answers and class discussion (179; 23.27% of teaching 

time), group in -class exercises (174; 16.64% of teaching time), demonstrations (167; 11.08% 

of teaching time), individual in -class exercises (164; 10.49% of teaching time), and in -class 

writing (155; 8.65% of teaching time).   

 

Use of Te chnology (Questions  40-43)  

 

 Web Pages (Question 42): Program and faculty web page use in 2011 was 

comparable to that in 2010; 72 programs had web pages (compared with 69 programs in 

2010), and in 42 programs (the same number as in 2010) at least one facul ty member had a 

web page.  Seventy-four programs reported having no web page (compared with 76 

programs in 2010).  

 

 Utility of Specific Technology  (Question 43):  E -mail listservs and web course utility 

products (TWEN, Blackboard, etc.) were again the mos t popular technology.  In 127 

programs, all faculty used e -mail listservs, and in 48 programs most or all faculty used 

them; the average effectiveness rating for the listservs was 4.48 out of a possible 5.  In 113 

programs, all faculty used web course util ity products, and in 67 programs, all or most 

faculty used them; the average effectiveness rating for web course utility products was 4.29.   

 



 

 

2
0
1

1
 A

L
W

D
/L

W
I S

u
rv

e
y
 H

ig
h

lig
h

ts
 

v
i 

 

Citation Manual  (Question 27)  

 

 The shift from the use of the ALWD Citation Manual to the Bluebook continued 

again this year.  At the time of the survey, 27 programs (14.4% of respondents) planned to 

teach only the ALWD Citation Manual (compared with 29 in 2010, 31 in 2009, and 40 in 

2008).  One hundred thirty -one programs (69.7%) planned to teach only the Bluebook 

(compared with 124 in 2010, 104 in 2009, and 108 in 2008).  Twelve programs planned to 

teach both the ALWD Citation Manual and the Bluebook, and 11 programs planned to 

leave the choice up to each teacher.  

 

Terms and Conditions of Employment  

 

 Salary Highlig hts  

 

 Directorsõ Salaries (averages, questions 3, 4, 5, 49):  The average directorõs salary in 

2011 was $108,319, which was an increase from $103,540 in 2010.  This continues an 

upward trend since 2001 (Question 49).  The average experience of directors in  2011 

increased very slightly this year, with the average director having graduated from law 

school 22.9 years ago (compared with 22.6 in 2010), taught in law school for 14.8 years 

(compared with 14.1 in 2010), and directed at his or her current law school  for 9.1 years 

(compared with 9.0 in 2010) (Questions 3, 4, 5).   

 

 Regional Differences for Directors  (chart following Question 49):  The average salary 

of directors in 2011 was highest in the New York City & Long Island region ($160,420 ð 5 

schools).  Following New York City & Long Island, five regions had average director 

salaries within a close range:  Far West (average salary of $113,538 ð 24 schools), Mid 

Atlantic ($112,662 ð 25 schools), Northeastern excluding New York City & Long Island 

($110,154 ð 13 schools), Northwest & Great Plains ($109,417 ð 4 schools), and Great 

Lakes/Upper Midwest ($108,273 ð 25 schools).  The average salary of directors in the 

Southwest/South Central region was $98,681 (23 schools), and $94,497 for directors in the 

18 schools in the Southeast region.  

 

 The average directorõs salary increased by both greatest percentage and greatest 

dollar amount in the Northwest & Great Plains region (an increase of $11,972, or 12.2%, 

from 2010).  Two regions saw a decrease in the average sal ary, with the Northeastern 

region (excluding New York City & Long Island) decreasing by $1 ,685 (1.5%), and the Far 

West decreasing by $456 (.4%).   

 

 LRW Faculty Full -Time Salaries  (averages, excluding directors; Question 75):  The 

overall average LRW facu lty salary increased in 2011, continuing the trend since 2001.   

 

¶ 2011:  From an average low of $64,301 to an average high of $81,245, with an 

overall average of $73,773 . 

¶ 2010:  From an average low of $64,642 to an average high of $77,945, with an overall 

average of $71,294. 
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¶ 2009:  From an average low of $63,275 to an average high of $78,040, with an overall 

average of $70,657.   

¶ 2008:  From an average low of $60,140 to an average high of $72,465, with an overall 

average of $66,302. 

¶ 2007:  From an average l ow of $57,420 to an average high of $70,862, with an overall 

average of $63,313. 

¶ 2006:  From an average low of $54,015 to an average high of $65,321, with an overall 

average of $59,668. 

¶ 2005:  From an average low of $51,587 to an average high of $61,641, w ith an overall 

average of $56,579. 

¶ 2004:  From an average low of $49,419 to an average high of $59,395, with an overall 

average of $53,752. 

¶ 2003:  From an average low of $48,931 to an average high of $60,198.  

¶ 2002:  From an average low of $47,741 to an ave rage high of $54,316.  

¶ 2001:  From an average low of $44,011 to an average high of $53,012.   

 

In addition to regular salaries, LRW faculty at 61% of schools responding were also 

eligible for summer research grants in an average amount of $8,968 (Question 7 6).   

 

 Regional Differences for Salaries for LRW Faculty  (excluding directors; chart 

following Question 75):  The Far West region had the highest average LRW faculty salary 

($75,772 ð 23 schools), followed closely by the Northwest & Great Plains ($75,500 ð 2 

schools), the Southeast ($74,828 ð 16 schools), the Mid -Atlantic ($74,455 ð 19 schools), the 

Great Lakes/Upper Midwest ($74,244 ð 27 schools), the Northeastern region excluding New 

York City & Long Island ($72,563 ð 8 schools), and the Southwest & Sout h Central region 

($71,201 ð 18 schools).  New York City & Long Island (2 schools) had the lowest average 

regional salary for LRW faculty, at $57,500.  One region saw an increase of over $5000 in 

the average LRW faculty salary for 2011 (Great Lakes/Upper Mi dwest ð $5488, or an 

increase of 7.98%). 

 

Other Variables Related to Salaries  

 

 Directors ð Years Since Earning a JD and Years Teaching  (Questions 3 and 4, and 

tables following Question 49):  Salaries for directors increase as the directors have more 

experience, with an average salary of $86,810 for the seven directors who earned their JDs 

6-10 years ago, to an average of $116,564 for the 51 directors who earned their JDs more 

than 26 years ago.  The average directorõs salary for those with 0-5 years of teaching 

experience was $93,905, while the average for those with more than 26 years of teaching 

experience was $138,933.   

 

 LRW Faculty ð Teaching Experience  (Question 74):  Entry -level salaries for LRW 

faculty increase with teaching experience, and continu ed to increase for faculty at all levels.  

In 2011 , the average entry -level salary was $64,186 for LRW faculty with no teaching 

experience (compared with $60,145 in 2010), and $67,772 for LRW faculty with 1 -3 years of 

teaching experience (compared with $64 ,378 in 2010).  For faculty with more than three 

years of teaching experience, the average salary in 2011 was $70,928 (compared with 

$67,256 in 2010).   
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 Setting  (Questions 7, 49, and 75, and tables following Questions 49 and 75):  In 

2011, directors in u rban areas had the highest average salary ($112,690), and directors in 

suburban areas had the lowest average salary ($98,844).  Conversely, LRW faculty average 

salaries in urban areas were lowest, at $73,295.  Faculty average salaries in suburban and 

rural  areas were almost identical to each other:  the suburban average was $74,713, while 

the rural average was $74,726.  

 

 Institution Type  (Questions 8, 49, and 75, and tables following Questions 49 and 75):  

In 2011, directors at private law schools had a hig her average salary ($112,593) than 

directors at public law schools ($103,104).  Similarly, LRW faculty at private institutions 

had a higher salary ($74,695) than LRW faculty at public institutions ($72,691).  

 

 Staffing Models  (Questions 10, 49, and 75, an d tables following Questions 49 and 

75):  In 2011, directors in the 15 programs staffed by adjunct teachers had the highest 

average salary, at $117,478.  This was a change from 2010, when directors of adjunct 

programs had the median (third out of five staf fing models) average salary.  Directors of the 

54 complex hybrid staffing models had the second -highest average salary in 2011, at 

$116,106, followed by directors of the 8 programs using tenured or tenure -track LRW 

faculty ($113,000), 2 programs using part -time faculty ($105,125), and 53 programs using 

full -time, non -tenure -track faculty ($98,242).   

 

 For LRW faculty, the average salary was highest for those who were tenured or 

tenure -track ($90,488 in 12 programs) and lowest in programs staffed with full -time non -

tenure -track faculty ($66,082 in 53 programs).   

 

 Director Type  (Questions 45, 49, and 75, and tables following Questions 49 and 75):  

The highest average salary ($133,379) was for directors who were tenured, with LRW as 

their primary responsibil ity (28 programs).  The second -highest average salary ($120,000) 

was for the one director who was an administrator or faculty member, but whose primary 

responsibility was not LRW.  Following next were directors in the òotheró status category 

($111,857 ð 14 programs), clinical tenure or clinical tenure track ($105,847 ð 20 programs), 

administrator with primary responsibility for LRW ($104,920 ð 3 programs), untenured 

tenure -track with primary LRW responsibility ($103,082 ð 16 programs), and non -tenure -

track with primary LRW responsibility ($96,767 ð 51 programs).   

 

 For LRW faculty, the highest salary ($97,500) was for the one program directed by 

an administrator or faculty member whose primary responsibility was not LRW.  After 

that, the highest average sal ary ($80,889) was for faculty in programs directed by 

untenured tenure -track faculty with primary LRW responsibility (9 programs), followed by 

programs directed by tenured faculty members with primary LRW responsibility (average 

salary of $79,679 ð 21 programs), programs whose director was reported as òotheró ($78,815 

ð 17 programs), programs whose director has clinical tenure or is on a clinical tenure track 

($70,762 ð 13 programs), programs with a non -tenure -track director who had primary LRW 

responsibili ty ($65,866 ð 36 programs), and programs directed by an administrator with 

primary LRW responsibility ($59,450 ð 2 programs).   
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Job Security, Contract Terms, and Workload    

 

 Directorsõ Status ð Tenure  (Questions 44, 45):  The number of tenured directors with 

primary responsibility for directing the LRW program increased slightly in 2011, to 34 

(from 31 in 2010), as did the number of directors with clinical tenure or on a clinical tenure 

track (21 in 2011, from 19 in 2010).  The number of untenured, tenure -track directors with 

primary responsibility for directing the LRW program stayed relatively constant (19 in 

2011, 18 in 2010), as did the number of non -tenure -track directors whose primary 

responsibility was directing the LRW program (58 in 2011, 59 in 20 10).  Thus, in 2011, a 

total of 74 directors were tenured or tenure -track faculty, including clinical faculty, 

compared with 68 in 2010.  The number of programs without directors remained constant 

(35 in both 2011 and 2010).   

 

 LRW Faculty Status  (Questions 65, 66):  LRW faculty in most programs are on 

short -term contracts (138 responses), but the number of 405(c), 405(c) -track, and tenured or 

tenure -track programs has increased:  in 2010, the number of programs reporting tenure or 

405(c) status was 107, w hile in 2011 the number increased to 117.  More specifically, 61 

programs reported having 1 -year contracts in 2011, 17 programs reported having 2 -year 

contracts, and 60 programs reported having contracts of three years or more.  Forty -four 

programs reporte d having full -time faculty that were tenured or on the tenure track, 54 

programs reported faculty with 405(c) status, and 19 reported faculty on the ABA Standard 

405(c) track.  The vast majority of those on contract are not limited in the number of years 

that they may teach at the law school; in other words, they have no òcapó (144 out of 153 

respondents to this question, or 94%).   

 

 Title  (Questions 48, 68):  Program directors at 123 responding schools have some 

form of òProfessoró in their title, and 81 schools use the title of òDirectoró (Question 48).  

For LRW faculty, most schools use some form of òProfessoró to describe LRW faculty in 

official publications (131 responding schools).  Twenty -three schools use òInstructor,ó 22 use 

òLectureró or òSenior Lecturer,ó and 4 use òAssistant Deanó or òAssociate Dean.ó  Thirty-

two schools use another  title (Question 68).   

 

Directorsõ Workload (Questions 53, 54)  

 

 Teaching Load :  During the fall semester of the 2010 -2011 academic year, each 

director taught an aver age of 36.18 entry -level students, which was the lowest number 

since 2005.  (For comparison, in 2009 -2010 each director taught an average of 39.61 

students during the fall semester.)  The number of in -class teaching hours per week also fell 

during the 2010 -2011 fall semester, to 3.16 hours from 3.27 hours in the 2009 -2010 

academic year.  Numbers of both major and minor assignments increased (an average of 

3.21 major assignments and 3.81 minor ones in Fall 2010, compared with an average of 

3.14 major assignm ents and 3.64 minor ones in Fall 2009).   

 

 During the spring semester of the 2010 -2011 academic year, each director taught an 

average of 34.30 students, which was the lowest number since 2004.  (In the spring 

semester of 2009-2010, each director taught an  average of 37.77 students.)  The number of 
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in -class teaching hours also dropped during the spring semester (to an average of 2.94 

weekly hours, from an average of 3.01 weekly hours in Spring 2010).  The average number 

of major assignments slightly dropped  (to 2.74 from 2.85 in Spring 2010), but the number of 

minor assignments increased to 3.24 assignments, from 3 .16 in Spring 2010.   

 

 Preparation Time :  In the fall, directors spent slightly fewer hours preparing major 

research and writing assignments (46. 36 hours) than they had in the fall of 2009 -2010 

(47.33 hours), but they spent more time preparing for class (54.16 hours) than they had in 

Fall 2009 -2010 (52.02 hours).  During the spring semester, preparation hours for both 

major assignments (50.07 hours ) and class (51.28 hours) increased from what they had been 

in Spring 2010 (48.71 assignment preparation hours and 48.12 class preparation hours in 

Spring 2010).   

 

 Time Distribution :  The directorsõ time distribution percentages that were reported 

in ans wer to Question 53 totaled more than 100%, and are converted to a 100 base in the 

chart visually representing responses to this question.  

 

LRW Faculty Workload  (Question 82)  

 

 Teaching Load :  In the fall, LRW faculty members each taught an average of 41.33  

entry -level students (versus 40.83 in Fall 2009), taught 3.83 in -class hours per week, used 

3.29 major assignments and 3.5 minor assignments, read 1,556 pages of student work, and 

held 50.35 hours of required or strongly recommended conferences.  With the  exception of 

number of pages of student work read (1 ,565 pages), the spring semester workload was 

somewhat lower (40.17 students, 3.54  in -class hours per week, 2.66 major assignments and 

2.7 minor assignments, 46.4 conference hours).  

 

 Preparation Time :  In the fall, LRW faculty spent an average of 35.33 hours 

preparing major research and writing assignments (compared with 34.98 hours in Fall 

2009-2010) and 71.44 hours preparing for class (compared with 72.84 hours in Fall 2009 -

2010).  In the spring, LRW faculty spent slightly less time preparing major assignments 

(33.87 hours) and preparing for class (67.67 hours).   

 

Other Responsibilities of Directors and LRW Faculty  

*See also òHot Topicsó Question 1. 

 

 Upper -Level Teaching  (Questions 55, 56, 85):  Many  directors taught courses other 

than the required writing courses (88 of 157 responses, or 56%) (Question 55).  In 87 

programs, directors taught an average of 1.87 such courses; of these courses, more (63 

courses) were non-LRW courses than were writing or drafting courses (44 courses) 

(Question 56).  Most LRW faculty also teach other courses (143 of 168 responses, or 85%), 

including both upper -level writing courses (93) and non -LRW courses (121), either during 

the regular academic year (125) or during separ ate summer sessions (99) (Question 85).   
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 Faculty Committees  (Questions 59, 83):  The vast majority (142 of 150 respondents, 

or 94.67%) of directors serve on faculty committees as voting members (Question 59).  LRW 

faculty serve on committees as voting me mbers in 130 of 141 responding programs (92.2%) 

(Question 83).   

 

 Faculty Meetings  (Questions 60, 84):  Most directors who are not on a tenure track 

may attend faculty meetings (100 of 127, or 78.7%, of responses were òyesó; 5 responses 

were ònoó; 25 responses were òn/a or donõt knowó).  Of the 100 non-tenure -track directors 

who may attend faculty meetings, 17 may vote on all matters, and 61 may vote on all 

matters except hiring, tenure, or promotion; these numbers are almost identical to the 

numbers durin g 2009-2010 (Question 60).  In 168 programs (89.29% of those responding), 

LRW faculty may attend faculty meetings; of those who can attend, faculty members in 43 

programs may vote on all matters, while faculty in 72 programs may vote on all matters 

except hiring, tenure, and promotion.  Faculty members in 35 programs may attend 

meetings but may not vote.  Thirteen programs do not allow LRW faculty members to 

attend faculty meetings, and 5 respondents reported that they do not know whether LRW 

faculty member s are permitted to attend faculty meetings.   

 

 Scholarship  (Questions 62, 81):  Directors are obligated to produce written 

scholarship in 58 of 163 responding programs (35.58%).  Sixty responding programs expect 

directors to produce scholarship, and 88 re sponding programs encourage it (programs were 

permitted to select more than one response) (Question 62).  LRW faculty are obligated to 

produce scholarship in 41 of 168 responding programs (24.4%).  Fifty -two responding 

programs expect LRW faculty to produc e scholarship, and 111 responding programs 

encourage it.   

 

 Evaluation Standards for LRW Faculty  (Question 70):  The number of programs 

with written evaluation standards for LRW faculty increased in 2010 -2011.  Of the 170 

respondents to this question, 126  (74.12%) reported written evaluation standards for LRW 

faculty (compared with 121, or 72%, in 2009 -2010).  An additional 14 programs had 

standards in development, and 30 programs had no written standards.   

 

Additional Support for LRW Faculty  

 

 Summer Gra nts  (Questions 76, 78b):  The number of schools reporting that their 

LRW faculty are eligible for summer grants dropped slightly in 2010 -2011 (102 of 167 

responding schools, or 61%, compared with 103 of 163, or 63%, in 2009 -2010).  The average 

grant amount  was $8,968, an increase over the 2009 -2010 grant amount of $8,586.  Forty -

three schools reported that LRW faculty are not eligible for summer grants, and at 8 

schools summer grants generally are not provided to any faculty.  For those schools 

reporting th at their faculty are eligible, 60 reported that their LRW faculty are just as 

likely to receive grants as doctrinal faculty (compared with 58 in 2009 -2010), 17 reported 

that LRW faculty are less likely or much less likely to receive summer grants than doct rinal 

faculty (down from 18 in 2009 -2010), and 3 reported that LRW faculty have never received 

summer grants (down from 5 in 2009 -2010) (Question 78b).  
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 Professional Development Funding  (Question 79 ):  Of the 161 programs responding 

to this question, 150 answered either òyesó or òyes, sufficient funding for all reasonable 

requestsó with an average funding level of $2,478 (up slightly from the 2009 -2010 average 

of $2,418). 

 

 Research Assistants  (Question 80):  Of the 166 programs responding to this 

question , 144 (86.75%) provide LRW faculty with funding to hire research assistants, at an 

average amount of $2,007 (comparable to the 2009 -2010 average of $2,048).   

 

Hot Topics Summary  

 

 The Survey Committee solicited ideas for òHot Topicsó questions from the ALWD 

and LWI membership, using the listservs of both organizations to publicize the request.  

After receiving suggestions, the Committee  agreed on seven òHot Topicsó for the 2010-2011 

survey.  

 

 Faculty Voting Rights :  The greatest number of respondents indic ated that LRW 

faculty have voting rights in issues and topics that arise in faculty committees (116 

respondents), dean selection (114 respondents), and curriculum development (109 

respondents).  Seventy -nine respondents indicated that LRW faculty vote on 

promotion/retention/hiring of non -tenure -track faculty, while 38 programs allow LRW 

faculty to vote on promotion/tenure/hiring of tenure -track faculty.   

 

 LWI Job Postings as Support for Salary Increases :  Of 160 respondents, 73 (46%) 

stated that they have  used information from LWI job postings to obtain increased salaries 

for LRW faculty.  Eight -seven (54%) stated that they had not used LWI job postings for this 

purpose. 

 

 Geography of LRW Hiring :  For LRW faculty that have been hired in the past five 

years, 106 respondents stated that new hires already lived within commuting distance of 

the school at the time that they were hired.  Twenty -two respondents stated that new hires 

did not live locally prior to being hired, but that they moved to the area for a spouse or 

partnerõs job.  Seventy-two respondents stated that newly hired faculty members moved to 

the schoolõs area specifically for the LRW job.   

 

 Electronic Research :  Other than traditional Westlaw and LEXIS, the electronic 

research source that the h ighest number of respondents include in their curriculum is 

Westlaw Next (96 respondents).  Google Scholar was the second most popular (59 

respondents), followed by òother electronic resourcesó (33 responses) and Fastcase (11 

responses).  Twenty -two respondents stated that they do not include electronic sources 

other than traditional Westlaw and LEXIS in their curriculum.  

 

 Recording Class:  Of 156 respondents, 83 (53%) do not allow regular recording of 

their classes.  An additional 52 respondents stated th at they do not allow students to record 

their classes, but that the faculty member may audio - or video-record a class through the 

law schoolõs audio-visual department and provide the link to students.  Sixteen respondents 
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allow audio recording only, and tw o respondents allow video recording only; three 

respondents allow both audio and video recording.  

 

 Outcomes and Assessments:  Of the programs that use outcomes and assessment 

tools, the tools most frequently used were quizzes or tests (65 responses) and s tudent self -

assessment (63 responses).  Additional reported tools included òtestó issues on writing itself 

(22 responses) and pretest and posttests (14 responses).  (Respondents were permitted to 

select more than one response.) 

 

 Curriculum modification :  Of 158 respondents, 108 (68%) reported that they have 

not made any curricular or assignment -specific modifications in response to administrative 

pressure.  An additional 23 respondents (14.56%) have made changes to a specific 

assignment or assignments, but  have not made broad curricular changes in response to 

administrative pressure.  Fourteen respondents (9%) have changed their curriculum in 

response to administrative pressure.   
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Submitter  Profile :  Who Answered?  
 This section briefly describes the survey respondents . 

1. Are you:  

 2011 2010 2009 2008 

a. Director of the required legal writing program?  

(òDirectoró means the person charged with lead 

responsibility for the program.)  (73.4%) 
138 136 119 134 

b. Associate director, assistant director, or co -director of 

the required legal writing program?  (5.3%) 
10 15 12 14 

c. Director of the upper -level appellate advocacy 

program, drafting program or other upper -level 

program? (0%) 
0 0 0 0 

d. A teacher in a program without a director?  (If so, 

please have one individual fill out the survey and give 

a response that, to the extent possible, is 

representative of all teachers in the program.)  (15.4%) 

29 28 25 24 

e. None of the above. (5.9%) 11 12 10 9 

2. Please state your gender and race . 

 2011 2010 2009 2008 

a. Total Responses (Gender)  188 191 166 181 

Female (78.7%) 148 146 130 137 

Male ( 21.3%) 40 45 36 44 

b.  Total Responses (Rac e) 186 188 161 181 

White ( 93.5%) 174 172 151 150 

African -American ( 2.7%) 5 7 5 6 

Hispanic ( 2.2%) 4 3 2 2 

Asian -American ( 1.0%)  2 2 1 0 

Native American ( 0.0%) 0 0 0 0 

Multiracial ( 0.0%) 0 1 1 1 

Other ( 0.5%) 1 3 1 2 
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3. How many years have passed since the director earned a J.D. 

degree? 

 2011 2010 2009 2008 

Total Responses 163 162 143 159 

Years Average 22.9 22.6 21.8 21.7 

Years Minimum  3 6 5 5 

Years Maximum  42 41 40 39 

4. How many years has the director been teaching in law school on a 

full -time basis ? 

 2011 2010 2009 2008 

Total Responses 163 162 141 158 

Years Average 14.8 14.1 13.9 13.6 

Years Minimum  0 0 0 0 

Years Maximum  36 33 32 31 

5. How many years has the director directed the writing program at 

the present law school ? 

 2011 2010 2009 2008 

Total Responses 158 157 137 152 

Years Average 9.1 9.0 8.5 8.6 

Years Minimum  1 1 0 0 

Years Maximum  31 30 29 27 
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School Profile:  Which Schools Answered?  

6. Following (and slightly modifying) the model devel oped by the 

Society of American Law Teachers, we have divided the country 

into eight regions.  Please identify the region where your law 

school is located.   (Note: 1 of the 188 responses is from Canada. ) 

 2011 2010 2009 2008 

a. Region I:  Far West ðAZ, CA, HI, NV, OR, UT, WA  31 30 30 31 

b. Region II:  Northwest & Great Plains ðID, MT, NE, 

ND, SD, WY  
5 7 6 7 

c. Region III:  Southwest & South Central ðAR, CO, KS, 

LA, MO, NM, OK, TX  
24 27 25 25 

d. Region IV:  Great Lakes/Upper Midwest ðIL, IN , IA, 

MI, MN, OH, WI  
34 34 33 33 

e. Region V:  Southeast ðAL, FL, GA, KY, MS, TN, WV  28 27 20 23 

f. Region VI:  Mid -Atlantic ðDC, DE, MD, NJ, NC, PA, 

SC, VA  
35 34 28 31 

g. Region VII: Northeastern ðCT, MA, ME, NH, NY 

(excluding New York City and Long Island),  RI, VT  
20 22 16 20 

h. Region VIII: New York City and Long Island  10 9 7 10 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

2011 Responses: 187 US 

1 Canada 

Region III: 24  Region V: 28 

Region VI: 35  

Region VII: 20  

Region VIII: 10  

Region II: 5  Region IV : 34 

Region I: 31  
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7. What is the setting of your law school?  

 2011 2010 2009 2008 

a. Urban ( 66.5%) 125 127 112 123 

b. Suburban ( 26.6%) 50 51 42 45 

c. Rural ( 6.9%) 13 13 12 13 

d. No response 0 0 0 0 

8. What type of institution is  your law school?  

 2011 2010 2009 2008 

a. Publi c (40.4%) 76 80 73 74 

b. Private ( 59.6%) 112 111 93 107 

 

9. What was the size of your first -year JD class for the current 

academic year? 

 2011 2010 2009 2008 

a. 100 or fewer students  (2.1%) 4 6 7 7 

b. 101 to 150 students (12.2%) 23 27 25 20 

c. 151 to 200 students  (23.9%) 45 44 39 52 

d. 201 to 250 students  (25.5%) 48 49 39 38 

e. 251 to 300 students  (11.2%) 21 21 19 19 

f. 301 or more students  (25.0%) 47 44 37 45 
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Staffing Model :  Status Questions  
 

10. Following the model used by the authors of the Source Book on 

Legal Writing Programs, we have identified eight basic staffing 

models for first -year writing programs.  Please identify the model 

that most closely resembles the format that your school uses.  Do 

not consider the directorõs status if that differs from the status of 

other LRW teachers.  

 2011 2010 2009 2008 

a. Tenured or tenure -track teachers hired specifically to 

teach legal writing  
13 12 11 9 

b. Tenured or tenure -track teachers hired to teach legal 

writing and other courses  
4 3 3 3 

c. Tenured or tenure -track teachers who teach legal 

writing as part of their first -year doctrinal courses  
1 0 0 0 

d. Many tenured or tenure -track teachers teaching legal 

writing to small groups of students where the teacher 

has no other responsibilit ies with respect to legal 

writing and where the teacherõs primary 

responsibilities lie with teaching other courses  

1 1 1 0 

e. Full -time nontenure -track teachers with long -term 

contracts or short -term contracts  
79 79 73 86 

f. Part -time faculty  2 2 3 4 

g. Adjuncts  19 20 17 17 

h. Graduate students  0 0 0 0 

i.  Students (only if these are upper -level students who 

provide a substantial portion of individualized 

feedback on papers or have substantial responsibility 

for classroom teaching)  

0 0 0 0 

j. A complex hybrid of the above models or some other 

model 
69 71 58 62 

k.  Not answered  0 3 0 0 
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11. If you checked  answer j. (hybrid model) in the preceding question, 

which of the following elements are part of your program?  Please 

mark all that apply.  

 2011 2010 2009 2008 

a. Tenured or tenure -track teachers hired specificall y to 

teach legal writing  
17 17 11 15 

b. Tenured or tenure -track teachers hired to teach legal 

writing and other courses  
18 20 18 21 

c. Tenured or tenure -track teachers who teach legal 

writing as part of their first -year doctrinal courses  
4 5 4 5 

d. Many tenured or tenure -track teachers teaching legal 

writing to small groups of students where the teacher 

has no other responsibilities with respect to legal 

writing and where the teacherõs primary 

responsibilities lie with teaching other courses  

2 4 4 3 

e. Full -time nontenure -track teachers with long -term 

contracts or short -term contracts  
55 56 47 50 

f. Part -time faculty  12 13 8 10 

g. Adjuncts  48 51 42 43 

h. Graduate students  4 3 1 2 

i.  Students (only if these are upper -level students who 

provide a substantial portion of individualized 

feedback on papers or have substantial responsibility 

for classroom teaching)  

9 12 11 15 

Total Number of Schools with Hybrid Models  69 71 58 62 
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Curriculum :  Credits and Coursework  
Note:  To collect and report comparable data, we asked respondents to report all credit hours 

in semester hours and report all grades on a scale assuming 4.0 equals an A.  

12. How many credit hours are awarded each semester of the required 

program?  (Responses of zero were excluded from the averages  and 

totals .) 

 1L 2L 3L 

 Fall  Spring  Fall  Spring  Fall  Spring  

Total Schools Responding 

2011 
      

1 credit ( no. of schools) 12 12 5 2 0 1 

2 credits ( no. of schools) 92 104 34 9 4 4 

3 credits ( no. of schools) 75 67 9 3 3 0 

4 credits ( no. of schools) 3 1 0 1 1 1 

 

2011 (average credits)  2.38 2.31 2.08 2.20 2.62 2.17 

2010 (average credits)  2.41 2.30 2.08 2.25 2.57 1.80 

2009 (average credits)  2.40 2.26 2.02 2.19 2.33 2.00 

2008 (average credits)  2.36 2.24 2.04 2.18 2.20 2.40 
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13. When is the first required advocacy course taught (typically an 

introductory appellate advocacy course taught in the spring of the 

first year), and how many credits are awarded for it?  Please 

indicate the semester in which it is taught by writing the number 

of credit hours in the appropriate space.  If necessary, estimate the 

number of credit hours.  (Responses of zero were excluded from the 

averages and totals.)  

 1L 2L 3L 

 Fall  Spring  Fall  Spring  Fall  Spring  

Total Schools Responding 

2011 
      

1 credit ( No. of schools) 0 14 1 0 0 0 

2 credits ( No. of schools) 2 78 19 7 0 0 

3 credits ( No. of schools) 2 50 7 2 0 0 

4 credits ( No. of schools) 0 1 0 0 1 1 

 

2011 (average credits)  2.50 2.27 2.22 2.22 4.00 4.00 

2010 (average credits)  2.86 2.27 2.21 2.11 0 0 

2009 (average credits)  2.60 2.23 2.11 1.86 0 0 

2008 (average credits)  2.50 2.23 2.16 1.80 0 0 
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14. Does the number of credit hours awarde d for the required 

program each semester equal the number of hours of in -class 

teaching each week? 

 2011 2010 2009 2008 

a. Yes. 143 144 129 138 

b. No, we teach more classro om hours each week as 

compared to number of credit hours, on average.  
19 17 16 20 

Average hours more in -classroom teaching  1.19 1.23 1.08 1.22 

Minimum hours more in -classroom teaching  0.25 0.25 0.25 0.5 

Maximum hours more in -classroom teaching  3 3 2 2 

c. No, we teach fewer classroom hours each week as 

compared to number of credit hours, on average.  
24 23 21 22 

Average hours less in -classroom teaching  0.75 0.84 0.82 0.84 

Minimum hours less in -classroom teaching  0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 

Maximum hours less in -classroom teaching  2 2 2 2 

15. How is your required course graded ? 

 2011 2010 2009 2008 

a. Grades that are included in the studentsõ GPAs 163 159 145 158 

b. Grades that are not included in the studentsõ GPAs 1 1 1 1 

c. Honors, pass, fail (or some equivalent)  9 10 8 11 

d. Purely pass/fail  3 4 4 4 

e. Other method*  11 11 8 7 

f. Not Answered  1 6 0 0 

* Responses of òotheró generally reflected combinations of these methods 
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16. Is the required program graded the same way as other first -year 

courses, on a special curve or mean for LRW, or on some other 

curve or mean?  Please convert your mean grade to a 4.0 scale.1 

 2011 2010 2009 2008 

a. Graded the same wa y as all first -year courses. 112 107 100 106 

Average required mean  2.96 2.94 3.01 2.91 

Minimum required mean  2 2 2 2 

Maximum required mean  3.75 3.5 3.5 3.6 

b. Graded on a curve or mean specifically for LRW.  45 46 39 43 

Average required mean  3.02 2.97 2.98 2.95 

Minimum required mean  2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 

Maximum required mean  3.7 3.7 3.7 3.7 

c. Graded on some other curve or mean.  7 8 6 7 

Average required mean  3.02 3.02 2.98 3.08 

Minimum required mean  2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 

Maximum required mean  3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 

d. None of the above 23 25 21 25 

 

 

                                                
1 A Note about the Data:  In reporting the ir  curves, some schools gave ranges rather  than 

single numbers.  In calculating the averages for this chart, we included those responses at 

the mid -point of the range .  Thus, a school reporting a range of 3.1 -3.3 was included as 

having reported 3.2. 
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