Journal of Legal Education
June, 1999

*203 THE INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY CURRICULUM: FINDINGS OPROFESSOR AND PRACTITIONER
SURVEYS

Roberta Rosenthal Kwall [FNal]

Copyright © 1999 Association of American Law Schools; &tdbRosenthal Kwall

When | began teaching at DePaul College of Law in 108i3tinctly remember the then dean asking me to teach Pyopert
Law. Having "fond" memories of future interests, | replibdttl would gladly teach Property, but that | also vercimu
wanted to teach a course in intellectual property, the areé piaaticed in for a couple of years. To this request he seemed
relatively indifferent, as long as | would teach Propertytan particularly surprising response, given that evéeeiif years
ago Intellectual Property was considered a backwater of the laweutum. At that time DePaul's only IP courses were
Patent Law and Unfair Trade Practices. | taught my IP coasse seminar. Students were expected to grapple with the
Lanham Act and the copyright statute, in addition totadl ielevant case law--and write a law review article of publighabl
quality.

Now our curriculum boasts more than 25 courses in tPralated areas. Similar curricular growth is taking place at law
schools across the country, because IP is one of the mokt wiadb lucrative areas of practice. One need only open a
newspaper or turn on the television to see the impactgbdR our lives.

The IP Section of the AALS held its first workshopMiarch 1999. Among the many topics discussed was the stdie of t
IP curriculum at law schools across the country. Having bsked to speak about this topic at the workshop, | deselap
guestionnaire for law teachers and one for practicing attarheyailed the professor questionnaire to every IP teaclted lis
in the AALS Directory. It requested information on ih&roductory or survey course specifically and on counsehe IP
curriculum generally. In addition, teachers were asked theiop&repinions on a number of issues, including the lefvel o
support for IP at their particular institution, whethershuld be part of the first-year curriculum, and whethersthreey
course is a usefdl204 pedagogical vehicle. | received responses from 69 schoolseatirg all tiers in the infamous U.S.
News and World Report rankings. [FN1]

Part | of this article discusses the results of théepsor questionnaire as they pertain to the IP curriculurargiy Part I
discusses the findings on one course in particular--there, which is the foundation of many IP curriculumseTR
survey is somewhat controversial because it requires prodassteach, and students to learn, the rudiments dfitbe core
IP regimes--patents, trademarks, and copyrights--in eneester. Part Ill treats the findings of the attorney questie,
which | mailed to hundreds of IP attorneys across thatcgueliciting their views on the most important law &g for an
IP practice. Part IV provides some suggestions for n@joicular reform in IP based on the recent successful introduct
of ten new courses into the DePaul program.

I. ThelP Curriculum Generally
The focus of the professor survey was on courses avaiahlédt (rather than LL.M.) candidates. But where LL.M.
courses are available to J.D. candidates, these courses are réflélceegroupings below. | examined all the offerings at th
responding schools and grouped them into several major daetegms indicated below. (Note that | reserve discussioreof th
survey course for part 1l.) Where offerings overlappeplated them in more than one category, except where otherwise



noted. Some schools sent me descriptions of the var@muses, which helped in categorizing the more obscuegirgs.

On the other hand, | used my own judgment in categorizirtgiserourses; this was particularly true for the Licensimgj a
Technology categories, where the course names, by themseteaswefe not particularly helpful in indicating the subject
matter covered. Where the names of specific courses diffexvgloat from the major category under which they are listed, |
have noted the course names in parentheses.

The above methodology suggests that the tabulatioaspibnses is by no means exact. Still, given the large nushber
schools that did respond,*R05 believe the results are useful for providing a general @awrof IP offerings across the
country. | apologize in advance for any inadvertent inaceuwegorting of an institution's offerings.

Art Law/Cultural Property: 20 schools reported dffgran Art Law course.

1 school--John Marshall--offers a 1-credit course.

10 schools offer a 2-credit course: Brooklyn (semin@ojumbia (2), Miami (Art & Entertainment Law, and a 2dit
seminar), New England, Nova, Pennsylvania, Southwestéusgum & Art Law Seminar), Utah (taught once), Valparaiso

(seminar), Yeshiva.

4 schools offer a 3-credit course: Chicago (seminar)n&aitut (Legal Regulation of Art & Public Culture Seminar),
DePaul (seminar; also International & Comparative Aspectawf& Arts Seminar, 3), Whittier.

5 schools did not report the number of course creBibston University, Chicago-Kent, Lewis & Clark, NYU, Teex
(International Art Law).

9 schools offer Art Law in a seminar format: Brookiy), (Chicago (3), Columbia (2; also a 5-credit clinical semijnar
Connecticut (3), DePaul (3; also International & Comparafispects of Law & Arts Seminar, 3), Lewis & Clark, Miami
(Art & Entertainment Law, 2), Southwestern (Museum & Ad#w Seminar, 2), Valparaiso. Also Yeshiva (Freedom &
Censorship of Literature, Art & Film Seminar, 2).

1 school (Miami) combines art law with entertainment ila& single 2-credit course, also offered as a seminar.

3 schools offer courses in cultural property: DePauhifsar, 3), Washington University, Yeshiva (Cultural Rdp:
Selected Celebrated Disputes, 2).

Biotechnology: 10 schools offer a course in bioteabgywbr a related area.

4 schools offer a 2-credit course: Berkeley (ProprietaghtR in Biotech), George Mason (Chemical & Biotech Patent
Practice), George Washington (Chemical & Biotech Patent Lavte@&ioLaw Seminar), Suffolk (Biotech Patent Seminar;
Medical Technology Transfer).

2 schools offer a 3-credit course: DePaul, Seattle.

4 schools did not specify the number of credits: Skih South Texas, Texas, University of Washington.

3 schools offer biotech courses as seminars: DePaulg&@dashington, Suffolk.

Communications/Media Law: 23 schools reported a courgsimrea.

7 schools offer a 2-credit course: Brooklyn, Franlierce (Publications & Multimedia), Marquette, New England,
Southwestern, Suffolk (Mass Media), Texas Tech (Mass Commiamisjt

9 schools offer a 3-credit course; Arizona State (largabt Rmendment), DePaul, Saint Louis, Santa Clara, Syracuse,
Tulane, Washington & Lee, Wayne State, Yeshiva (Entertainmémedia Law).

*206 6 schools did not report the number of credits: Bodthriversity, Mississippi, NYU, South Texas, Texas
(Communications Torts; Mass Communications).



Toledo's course, offered infrequently, carries 2 ore8its.

Computer Law: 32 schools reported a course in compauer |

14 schools offer a 2-credit course: Brooklyn, Columtbayton, George Washington, Loyola--Chicago, Loyola--New
Orleans, New England, Nova, Saint Louis, Southwestesffiol (also Computer Law & High Technology Seminar)xas
Tech, Wake Forest, Whittier.

11 schools offer a 3-credit course: Boston College, @iadi, Connecticut (as both course and seminar), DePauklifran
Pierce, Houston, Loyola--Los Angeles, John Marshall, Salataa, Syracuse (also Computers, Crime & Privacy), Temple.

7 schools did not specify the number of credits: Bostoiversity (Business Aspects of Computer Law), ChicagotKe
John Marshall, Seton Hall, South Texas, Texas, Univer§ityashington (Legal Protection of Software).

7 schools offer seminars: Brooklyn (2), Columbiag8p Computers, Privacy & the Constitution Seminar, dyr@cticut
(3), Saint Louis (2), Santa Clara (3), Suffolk (Compuizv & High Technology Seminar, 2), Whittier (2).

Copyright Law: 54 schools offer an independent coursepyright law.

7 offer a 2-credit course: Franklin Pierce, Indiana--Bliomgton, New England, Northern lllinois, Pepperdine, tBsat
William & Mary.

29 offer a 3-credit course: Arizona State, Boston Cell&yooklyn, Chicago-Kent, Cincinnati, Columbia, Connecticut,
George Mason, Georgia, Houston, lowa, Loyola--Los Angdlegola--New Orleans, Marquette, John Marshall, Miami,
Nova, NYU, Santa Clara, Southern California, SouthwesterracBge, Temple, Toledo, Tulane, Wayne State, Whittier,
Widener (Delaware campus; historically taught at Harriskaltgpugh not currently), Yeshiva.

2 schools offer a 4-credit course: Chicago, Pennsyvani
4 schools teach Copyright Law as a seminar: Nebraska(RJteliery other year), Valparaiso (2), Wake Forest (2).

9 schools did not report the number of credits: Bodtmiversity, Colorado, Indiana--Indianapolis, Lewis @lark,
Mississippi, Seton Hall, South Texas, Texas, Washingttuersity.

3 schools reported either 2- or 3-credit courses: @edfgshington (3 day, 2 evening), Saint Louis, Texas Tech.

8 schools offer a course in Copyrights & Trademarks: &eyk(4), Buffalo (3), Cornell, Dayton (3), DePaul (3phn
Marshall (3), Notre Dame (2), University of Washington.

Washington & Lee offers a 3-credit Copyrights & PateBtdfolk offers a 3- credit Copyright & Unfair Compait.

*207 9 schools offer an advanced copyright course, 4 of whiehspecifically designated as seminars: Arizona State
(Advanced Topics in Copyright Seminar, 2 or 3 creditenrecticut (seminar, 3), Georgia (2), Houston (planne@9e00),
NYU (2), Pennsylvania (seminar, offered sometimes, 3)tt®eestern (seminar, 2), William & Mary (3), Yeshiva (23r
Also, Texas offers a course in Tort, Copyright, Higt&rBiography.

Cyberlaw: 34 schools offer courses in cyberlaw, undgying names.

16 schools offer 2-credit courses: Berkeley, Chicago-Kemernet Law), Dayton, George Mason, George Washington,
lowa, Loyola--Los Angeles, Marquette, John Marshall, Miflnaw & the Internet), Pennsylvania, Pepperdine, Santa Clara,
Suffolk (Advanced Technical Seminar: Legal Issues, Research &iderawtCyberspace), Washington & Lee, William &
Mary (On-Line Communication).

11 schools offer 3-credit courses: Connecticut (alsooffaw & Culture of Cyberspace Seminar, 3), DePaul, FoSthte,
Franklin Pierce (Information Torts), North Carolina, ri@diouis, Seattle, Temple, Toledo, Wayne State, Yeshiva (Federal



Regulation of Electronic Media; Law of Cyberspace).

6 schools did not report the number of credits: Hougplanned for 99-00), Lewis & Clark, Nebraska (planredB-00),
NYU (Information Law & Policy in the Digital EnvironmentBSeton Hall (Law & the Internet), Texas (Regulation of
Internet; Internet Resources for Lawyers), University of Nifagton (Internet Law).

10 of these courses are offered as seminars: Connecticut&(lGuwiture of Cyberspace, 3), Marquette (2), John Marshall
(2), Miami (Law & the Internet, 2), North Carolina (3gréa Clara (2), Suffolk (Advanced Technical Seminar: Legal Issues
Research & Practice in Cyberspace, 2), Temple (3), Toledo (3hiNgéen & Lee (2).

3 schools offer courses called Digital Works: Chicagmi{3), Colorado, Cornell (Copyright & Digital Wodks

Entertainment Law: 42 schools offer courses in entertainiaenthis area represents the largest number of offerings asid
from the core IP regimes of copyrights, patents, art®trarks.

13 of these courses are 2-credit: Nova (respondenteubsitirthinks 2 credits), Berkeley, Brooklyn, Cincinnatiarikiin
Pierce, George Washington, Georgia, Houston, John Marbtiathi, New England, Pepperdine, Suffolk.

16 are 3-credit: Boston College, DePaul, Loyola--Clocagyola--Los Angeles, Loyola--New Orleans, Northdhmais,
North Carolina Central, Seattle, Southern California, I8sastern, Syracuse (also as seminar), Tulane, Valparaisttjei/hi
William & Mary, Yeshiva.

10 schools did not report the number of credits: Bodfaiversity (seminar), Indiana--Indianapolis, Lewis@ark,
Mississippi, NYU, Seton Hall, South Texas, Texas, WagbmgUniversity (Sports/Entertainment Plannifg08 &
Drafting), Widener (listed in catalog but respondent aotifiar with course).

3 schools reported varying credits: lowa (1 or 2)xabeTech (Entertainment | & II, 2 or 3 credits each), Tol@or 3,
offered infrequently).

5 schools combine entertainment law with sports law:ahethIndianapolis, Mississippi, Loyola--Chicago, Norther
lllinois, Washington University.

Miami combines entertainment law with art law (2, alsoessisar); Yeshiva combines entertainment law with media law

).

4 courses are offered as seminars: Boston UniversiggtnM2), Northern lllinois (Sports & Entertainment, yracuse

3).
Texas Tech offers a 2-semester course (2 or 3 credits@aelster).

7 schools offer additional workshops or courses imengpecific aspects of entertainment law: Brooklyn (Entertamm
Workshop, 2), Columbia (Law & Film Industry Seminar, 2)yola--Los Angeles (seminars & clinics), Pepperdine (Samin
in Film, 2; Seminar in TV, 2), Seton Hall (Advanced Etsterment Law; Entertainment Negotiation), Southwestern
(Collective Bargaining Agreements & Arbitrations in that&tainment Industry, 2; Fundamentals of Theatrical Motion
Picture Industry, 2; Television Production Law Seminary2shiva (Contract Drafting & Negotiation for Entertainme).

Intellectual Property Seminar: 14 schools offer an IntelldcProperty Seminar or a seminar-type course. The focus of
these courses appears to vary. For example, the course at Le@larl&is a Clinical Internship Seminar; the course at
DePaul is a senior Research & Writing Seminar in whichestisdare expected to produce an article of law review quality.

4 of these schools designate their courses as "advancedtt (@ngdossible that some other schools do too): DePaul
(Advanced Concepts in IP Seminar, 3), Loyola--Chicago éhded IP, 2), Houston (Advanced Topics, 3), lowa (Adwéince
Issues, 1).

1 school (lowa) offers a 1-credit course.



7 schools offer a 2-credit course: Columbia, Daytorgr@e, Franklin Pierce (Selected Topics in IP parts | & Il, €ach
credits), Indiana-- Bloomington, Loyola--Chicago (Advahé), Widener (Foundations of IP).

4 schools offer a 3-credit course: Boston College, DigfRavanced Concepts in IP Seminar), Franklin Pierce (IRe&eh
Colloquia I & 11, 3 credits each), Houston (Advanced iEsp

3 schools did not report the number of credits: Lewi€lark (Clinical Internship Seminar), Seton Hall (Advanced IP
Seminar), University of Washington.

International: 19 schools offer general courses in iatemmal IP.

9 schools offer 2-credit courses: Brooklyn, Columtsaminar), George Mason, Indiana--Bloomington, Loyblas-
Angeles (seminar), Marquette (seminar), Saint Louis, Syf@jracuse.

*209 5 schools offer 3-credit courses: Chicago (seminarja@b-Kent, Cincinnati, John Marshall, Miami.

5 schools did not report the number of credit hoBoston University, Nebraska (planned for 99-00), Sowkas, Texas,
Tulane.

5 courses are offered as a seminar: Chicago (3), Colugj)bizofola--Los Angeles (2), Marquette (2), Suffolk.(2)

Cincinnati offers a 3-credit seminar, Advanced Problenhstérnational IP.

5 schools offer separate courses in international patentdePaul (Domestic & International Advanced Patent Practice,
which incorporates International Patent Law, 2), FranKlierce (2), George Washington (International Patent Law, 2;

Japanese Patent Law, 2), John Marshall (2), Wayne State (3).

5 schools offer separate courses in international copyaghtFranklin Pierce (1), John Marshall (1), Miami (8Jayne
State (3), Yeshiva (2 or 3).

The University of Washington offers an internationalrse combining patent and copyright law.
6 schools offer separate courses in international trademarkDePaul (Domestic & International Advanced Trademark
Practice, which incorporates International Trademark Law, 18nkfin Pierce (2), Dayton (2), John Marshall (1), Temple

(2), University of Washington.

2 schools offer courses in international art law: DePhutérhational & Comparative Aspects of Law & and the Arts
Seminar, 3), Texas.

4 schools offer additional miscellaneous courses in iatiemal IP: Franklin Pirece (IP & Competition in the Eurapea
Union, 1), John Marshall (Unfair Competition & Internaiid Trade Competition, 2), Texas (NAFTA), University of
Washington (IP in East Asia; International Contracting).

Licensing: 14 schools reported separate courses in ligenstellectual property. The names of these courses vary
considerably, and | have double-listed many of themenTéchnology category.

6 schools offer 2-credit courses: Dayton, George MaRatefit & Know-How Licensing), George Washington, Marquette,
Temple (seminar), Santa Clara (Technology Licensing).

5 offer 3-credit courses: Arizona State (High Technolbgensing Seminar), Franklin Pierce, Houston (Licensing &
Technology Transfer), John Marshall, Suffolk (LicensuréPoRights).

4 schools did not report the number of credits: Bodtoiversity, Texas (Software Licensing), Suffolk (Advasce
Licensing Practicum; Licensure of IP Rights, 3), Universityashington (IP & High Technology Planning & Drafj).

2 of these courses are taught as seminars: Arizona Statert®)le (2).



3 schools offer a 2-credit course on franchisingnkia Pierce, John Marshall, Yeshiva.

Litigation: 7 schools offer general litigation or tredvocacy courses in IP: Boston University (Trial Advocaky; DePaul
(Litigation Strategy: Intellectuai210 Property, 3), Franklin Pierce (IP Pretrial Practice, 3)nJdlarshall (Trial Advocacy
for IP, 3), Santa Clara (Litigating IP, 2), Suffolk (igiting Technology Disputes, 2), Washington University.

9 schools offer patent litigation courses: Arizona State i(@@m3), Chicago-Kent (Patent Litigation; Patent Trial
Advocacy; 2 credits each), George Mason (Patent Litigation &ubésResolution, 2), Loyola--Los Angeles (2), Marquette
(2), John Marshall (2), Suffolk (2), Texas, Tulane (Proseow& Litigation).

2 schools offer trademark litigation classes: MarquejteJ¢hn Marshall (2).
Marquette offers a 2-credit Copyright Litigation course.

Music: 5 schools reported offering separate coursesniglett the music industry, all of which carry 2 cred@mlumbia
(Music Industry Contracts), Miami (Music Copyright Saar), Pepperdine (Seminar in Music), Southwestern (Record
Contract Negotiation & Drafting), Yeshiva (Contract Dradti® Negotiation in the Music Industry).

Patent Law: 56 schools offer a basic course in patentiawe than any other category listed.

30 schools offer a 3-credit course: Arizona State, Beyk@&oston College, Buffalo, Chicago-Kent, Cincinnati, @agticut
(Patent Law & Procedure), DePaul, Franklin Pierce (PatentsafeTsecrets), George Washington, Houston, lowa, Loyola--
Chicago, Loyola--Los Angeles, Marquette, John Marshall (Pate&t Il, 3 each), Miami, North Carolina Central, Notre
Dame, Ohio Northern, Saint Louis, Santa Clara, SouthwesBauthern California, Suffolk, Syracuse (Patents & Trade
Secrets), Temple, Wayne State, Whittier, Yeshiva.

11 schools offer a 2-credit course: Brooklyn, Dayt@gorgia, Indiana-- Bloomington, Loyola--New Orleans,wNe
England, NYU (Patents | & II, 2 credits each), Nova, g&dine, Wake Forest, William & Mary.

Washington & Lee reported a 3-credit course in Paterfogyrights. Florida State reported a 3-credit course ianat
Trademarks.

The remaining 13 schools did not report credits oonted varying credit hours: Boston University, CottwaCornell,
George Mason, Indiana-- Indianapolis (called IP but mosttgris), Mississippi (not taught in the last few years) rb&ia
(planned for 99-00), Pepperdine, South Texas, Texalel{Bs & Trade Secrets), Toledo (2 or 3), Washington Usityer
Widener (historically taught at Harrisburg campus althaugthcurrently, 3 credits; Delaware campus, 2).

2 schools reported a 2-semester substantive patent laav Jdés Marshall (3 credits each semester), NYU (2 credits each
semester).

32 schools offer at least one advanced course in paterexaluding Patent Litigation and International Patents, whreh
reported under separate categories. The course names and aneditang considerably.

*211 15 schools offer a 2-credit advanced class: Columbia dAckd Patents Seminar), Dayton, DePaul (Domestic &
International Advanced Patent Practice), Franklin Pierce, Géddagen (PTO Practice), George Washington (Prosecution),
Houston (Procurement), Loyola--Los Angeles (PTO Practidayrquette, Ohio Northern (only on demand), Pennsylvania,
Temple (Advanced Patents Seminar), Texas (Patent Prosecuticksiwp), Southwestern, Suffolk (PTO Practice), Utah
(every other year).

9 schools offer a 3-credit advanced course: Cincinisatinipar), Chicago-Kent (PTO Practice), John Marshall (PTO
Practice), North Carolina (Patent Drafting), North Carolina t@énSanta Clara, Syracuse, Tulane (Prosecution &
Litigation), Wayne State (Patent Enforcement).

Chicago reported a 4-credit class.



7 additional schools offer advanced patent classes buiotliceport the credits or reported varying credit houesvis &
Clark (Patent Rights & Enforcement), Seton Hall (Patent i&pfibn & Prosecution), South Texas, Toledo (2 or 3),
University of Washington, Washington University, Yegh{i or 3).

2 schools offer what appear to be patent prosecution classesre than one discipline. Franklin Pierce offers an
introductory patent prosecution class and then separate caursescific subject areas, each for 2 credits. George Mason
offers PTO Practice, Electrical & Mechanical Patent Practice, and Cale&iBiotechnology Patent Practice, each for 2
credits.

9 schools offer more than one advanced class in the areadiaggbatent litigation and purely international patent @sjrs
which are reported under separate categories:

DePaul--Domestic & International Advanced Patent Practjcé{®anced Legal Writing: Patents (3)

George Mason--PTO Practice (2), Electrical & Mechanical PBtactice (2), Chemical & Biotechnology Patent Practice
(2), Patent Writing Theory & Practice (2), Patent Infringem(1), Patent Infringement Damages (1), Patent Interference
Law & Practice (1)

George Washington--Prosecution (2), Enforcement (2)

Houston--Procurement (2), Patent Remedies & Defenses (2)

Lewis & Clark--Advanced Patents, Patent Rights & Ezdment

John Marshall--PTO Practice (3), Interference, Reissuee&x&mnination Practice (2), Advanced Patent Application
Preparation (2), Advanced Claim Drafting Workshop (2)

Seton Hall--Patent Application & Prosecution, PatentnC@rafting

Suffolk--PTO Practice, Counseling the Patent Client

Wayne State--Advanced Patent Seminar (3), Patent Enfent€8)

Sports Law: 26 schools offer a course in sports law.
2 courses are 1-credit: Buffalo, Tulane (IP IssueportS Law, minicourse).

*212 12 are 2-credit: Arizona State (seminar), Columbia, Frarfigrce, George Washington, Georgia, John Marshall,
New England, Pennsylvania, Wayne State, William & Mary, Valigar(seminar), Yeshiva.

6 are 3-credit: Connecticut (seminar), DePaul (both coarmsk seminar), North Carolina Central, Northern lllinois
(seminar), Loyola--Chicago, Whittier.

5 schools did not report the number of credits: dndi-Indianapolis (Sports & Entertainment Law), Mispjss NYU,
Seton Hall, Washington University (Sports & Entertaintrieaw Planning & Drafting).

Toledo's course, offered infrequently, carries 2 or 3itsted

5 courses are taught as seminars: Arizona State (2), Ciooh€8), DePaul (3), Northern lllinois (3), Valparai€®).
DePaul offers Sports Law as both a course and a semiksiedents can take both for credit.

Five courses combine sports law with entertainment lashat@-- Indianapolis, Loyola--Chicago (3), Mississjgyorthern
lllinois (seminar, 3), Washington University (SportEftertainment Law Planning & Drafting).

Technology: this was the most difficult category beedtisncompasses many different types of courses. Belauigs of
schools that appear to offer courses specifically designatétkabnology," along with the names of these courses and the
number of credits where available. Note that many offeringsthegr schools involving technology are listed under other
categories such as Biotechnology, Computer Law, Cyberlaw, lintgrzatent Law, and Telecommunications.

Arizona State--High Technology Licensing Seminar (3)

Berkeley--Law & Technology Writing Seminar, 2; Mergé&récquisitions in High Technology (2)
Brooklyn (2); also Information Privacy (3)

Chicago-Kent--Emerging Technologies (2)

Columbia--Technological Properties (3); Advanced SenfRjar

Dayton--Externship in Law & Technology (2)

Franklin Pierce--Information Technologies (2)



Houston--Information Law (3)

George Mason--Law, Science & Technology (2)

George Washington--Law, Science & Technology Seminar (2)

Georgia (2)

John Marshall--Contemporary Technology & IP Law (3)

North Carolina--Technology & IP (3)

Santa Clara--Technology (3); Technology Licensing (2)

South Texas

Suffolk--Computer Law & High Technology Law Semina), (Counseling Technology (2), High Technology Practicum
(2), High Technology Thesis (2)

*213 Syracuse--Technology Transfers (6), Technology TransfesuRes Center (6; the respondent noted that this course
is similar to an externship).

Tulane--Law & Technology Seminar, Law & Emerging Trealbgies Seminar (3)

University of Washington--Legal Protection of Techiggld & I

Washington University--IP & High Technology Plarmpi& Drafting

Telecommunications: 15 schools offer a course in telecanmamions.

7 courses are 2-credit: Brooklyn, George Washingttoyston (Network Law), Saint Louis, Southwestern (semig),
Suffolk, Yeshiva (Telecommunications Workshop).

4 courses are 3-credit: Berkeley, Columbia, DePaul @ffas both course and seminar), Miami (Broadcast Regulation).

4 schools did not report the number of credits: &odtniversity (seminar), Colorado, Indiana--Indianégolewis &
Clark.

3 of these courses are designated as seminars: Bostondipjv@ePaul (3), Southwestern (2). (DePaul offers lzo8:
credit course and a seminar in telecommunications; students caneditfor both.) Yeshiva calls its 2- credit course a
workshop.

Trademark Law: 47 schools offer a separate course imteaxtidaw.
Buffalo offers Trademarks as a 1-credit course.

15 schools offer a 2-credit course: Brooklyn, George \kg#in, Indiana-- Bloomington (Trademarks & Unfair
Competition), New England (Trademarks & Unfair CompetjtiolY U, Pennsylvania (Trademarks & Unfair Competition),
Pepperdine, Saint Louis, Seattle, Southwestern, Suffeligple, Wake Forest (seminar), Washington & Lee (Unfair Trade
Practices & Trademarks), William & Mary.

22 schools offer a 3-credit course: Boston Collegecdgfu-Kent (Trademarks & Unfair Competition), Cincinnati,
Columbia, Connecticut (seminar), George Mason, Houstor€¢fmarks & Unfair Competition), lowa (Trademarks & Unfair
Competition), Loyola--Los Angeles, Loyola--New OrleaMsrquette, John Marshall, Nebraska (Unfair Competition),ad\lov
Santa Clara (Unfair Competition), Southern California,a8yse (Unfair Competition), Tulane (Trademarks & Unfair
Competition), Toledo, Wayne State, Whittier, Yeshiva.

9 schools did not report the number of credits: @oétniversity (Trademarks & Unfair Competition), Chioagolorado,
Indiana--Indianapolis (Unfair Trade Practices), Lewis & Klédnfair Competition), Seton Hall, South Texas, Texas,
Washington University (Unfair Trade Practices).

2 schools designate the course as a seminar: ConnectidMal@),Forest (2).

*214 In addition, 8 schools offer Trademarks & Copyriglesrkeley (4), Buffalo (3), Cornell, Dayton (3), DePaul, (3)
John Marshall (3), Notre Dame (2), University of Wasking

Suffolk offers a 3-credit course in Copyright & Umf@lompetition. Florida State offers Trademarks & Patent2 for 3
credits.



Of those schools that offer a separate course in tradenGaskso offer a course in business torts or unfaietfdctices:
Chicago-Kent (Unfair Trade Practices, 3), George Mason (Urffeade Practices, 3), George Washington (Unfair
Competition, 3), Marquette (Business Torts, 2), Suff@idsiness Torts, 2), Yeshiva (Misappropriation, Unfadmpetition
& State Law, 2).

3 schools that do not offer a basic course in tradenudfdisa course in business torts: North Carolina CenRalational
Injuries, 3), Texas Tech (2 or 3 credits), Widener (Hamtig campus, not currently offered).

6 schools offer an advanced trademarks course: Cincir)atrrianklin Pierce (3), DePaul (3), NYU (2), Marquette (2)
Yeshiva (2 or 3 credits).

DePaul offers Advanced Legal Writing: Trademarks (3).
Trade Secrets: 5 schools offer a separate course irstracs.

George Mason offers a 1-credit course; 4 schools offecredit course: Berkeley, Houston, John Marshall, Marquette
(seminar). Marquette's is the only seminar.

Miscellaneous Substantive Courses. These are courses offdted rasponding schools that do not fit into any of the
categories above.

Aerospace--Saint Louis (2)
Advertising-related: [FN2]

Regulation & Protection of IP in Advertising--FréinkPierce (2)

Advertising--John Marshall (2); NYU (sometimes)

Consumer Protection--DePaul (3; both course and semin
Bankruptcy & Secured Interests in IP--John Marshall (1)
European Community Law: IP--Connecticut (3)
Federal Circuit--George Washington (2, seminar), Cloidéent (2), Marquette (3)
Innovation Policy Colloquium--NYU
IP Antitrust (apparently distinct from Antitrustperkeley (2), George Washington (2), John Marshall (3)
IP management & transactions:

Financing & Valuation of IP--Franklin Pierce (2)

IP Transactions--Berkeley (2), Boston University

IP for Corporate Transactional Lawyers--DePaul (3)

IP Management--Franklin Pierce (2), Toledo (seminar, 3
*215 Media Globalization, Private Transactions & Regulatory Resgmn Yeshiva (2)
Nonprofit Organizations--DePaul (3)
Publicity & Privacy--John Marshall (3)
Taxation of IP--George Washington (but not withie past 2 years), John Marshall (1)
Theory courses:

Legal & Economic Theory of IP--George Mason (2)
IP Theory--Texas, Boston University (seminar), Mi&tte (seminar, 2)



Philosophical & Constitutional Issues in IP--Chicadgmit (2)

Miscellaneous Skills Courses. These courses pertain teehBraly, and not to specific areas of IP. (Skills courses
pertaining to specific areas are listed under a specific categohyas Patents or Trademarks.)

Advanced Research in IP--Chicago-Kent (2), Texas

Clinical Education in IP--John Marshall (2)

IP Dispute Resolution--DePaul (3, offered every ottear)

First-Year Legal Writing IP Section--DePaul (4), FriamPierce (3)

IP Legal Drafting--Chicago-Kent (2)

Legal Writing for IP Practice--John Marshall (2)

IP Research Tools--Franklin Pierce (2)

Miscellaneous Seminars

Equitable Issues in IP--George Washington (2)

Financial & Industrial Innovation Seminar--Texas

Government Contracts/IP Seminar--George Washingtoro{ffered within past 2 years)

IP Legislation--George Washington (2)

Law & Popular Culture--DePaul (3)

Publicity--Marquette

[I. ThelP Survey Course Specifically

Thirty-three schools offer a "true" survey course that deducomponents of copyrights, trademarks, and patenzanar
State (Commercial Torts, 3 credits), Berkeley (3), BostolkeGe (4), Boston University (4), Chicago-Kent (3)n€nnati
(3), Franklin Pierce (3), Georgia (3), Houston (2), &mai--Bloomington (3), Lewis & Clark, Loyola--Chicag8),(
Mississippi, NYU, North Carolina (3), Northern llliro(3), Santa Clara (Introduction to IP, 3, ProtectbP, 3), Seattle
(3), Seton Hall, Southern California (3), Southwest&)n$uffolk (2), South Texas, Syracuse (3), Temple (8%a$, Toledo
(3), Tulane (3), Utah (3), Valparaiso (3), Wake Forest\{@Jener (Harrisburg, 3), William & Mary (3).

Three schools offer a "modified survey," treating twahef three core IP regimes in addition to miscellaneoussapich
as publicity rights and trade16 secrets: Ohio Northern (3, no patents but includes sadets and idea protection), North
Carolina Central (3, no patents but includes trade secretpraraty/publicity), Connecticut (Introduction to IP, cower
trademarks & copyrights).

Several other schools offer "combination” courses that d¢eaxeof the three core IP regimes and thus are somewhat similar
to "modified survey" courses. Seven schools offer a combimaiopyrights & Trademarks: Berkeley (4), Buffalo (3),
Cornell, Dayton (3), DePaul (3), Notre Dame (2), Uniitgref Washington. Washington & Lee offers a 3-creditrseuin
Copyrights & Patents. Suffolk offers a 3-credit cours€apyright & Unfair Competition. Florida State offers ad?-3-

credit course in Trademarks & Patents.

One possible difference between the modified survey coargbthe combination courses might be in the extenthiohw
miscellaneous topics are covered, although it is difficulterify this assumption without more information thaedeived.

The vast majority of schools teaching a survey course allodents to take both the survey course and more advanced IP
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courses for credit. [FN3A few schools qualify credit for the survey course whedestts want to take both this class and
more specialized courses in IP. For example, at Southweste@oaitd Texas students who have taken the survey can take
the more advanced courses, but generally those who have takeroth advanced courses cannot subsequently take the
survey course. [FN4]

An overwhelming majority of IP teachers believe the surseyvaluable component of the IP curriculum: 52 resposdent
affirmed the survey's value while only 7 disagreed; 3 wasgie.

The reasons supporting the survey course can be grupddur categories.

1. Pedagogical advantages. Many believe the survey courseumblealbecause it facilitates an exploration of the
relationship between different types of IP and an examinatfoime convergence of IP regimes through protections for
subject matter such as computer programs. Similarly, mangvbeethe survey course is interesting from a teaching
standpoint because it enables students to examine moreghlyrtioe policy bases for protecting information and intalegi
products. Many regard the survey as an excellent vehicle for tgabiegiory and policy because it contains a unique blend of
policies*217 and rationales that includes constitutional concerns, the eiosmof information, and theories of property law.
In addition, the survey course provides a broad expdsustatutory materials.

2. Reasons pertaining to students interested in IP.oRdsepts observed that the survey course is a good foumdatithe
more advanced IP courses and that it lays the conceptualdgrotnfor the adjunct-taught practical skills courses. They
also indicated that, for students who are curious abobtitfnexperienced, the survey provides a valuable opporttmity
determine whether IP is an area of interest. They noted theshigent interest accompanying the survey course; it has the
ability to reawaken interest and enthusiasm in the law iemngirision students, who have often lost a lot oériest after the
first year.

3. Reasons pertaining to students not specifically inezteéstIP. The survey course is deemed important becausewsall
all students to learn the basics of an area that is absotuittal for practice in the next century. The survey is seem as
necessity for students intending to practice in the corpfransactional areas and for students desiring to speciakitién
antitrust or general litigation.

4. Reasons pertaining to a school's allocation of reso@cesrespondent noted that small law schools need to moye ve
carefully from the general to the specific, and the survey eomakes more curricular sense than numerous specialized
courses. Similarly, a survey is the only feasible optiansfmall law schools without resources to offer more advanced
courses. This is especially true for schools located in coritiesl lacking experienced IP attorneys who might serve as
adjuncts. It was also noted that the survey course islugefaw schools training many solo practitioners; itpsefuture
lawyers identify legal issues that may best be referregpeeaialist.

A small minority of respondents strongly opposed sbevey course, primarily because they believe it incorporates t
much material to teach effectively in one course. One respbrsdéd that in-depth statutory interpretation requires
examination of one topic at a time. Some said that althoughvaysmay be a good vehicle for general practitioners, it is
insufficient for students with a serious interest in$Bveral respondents said that a survey course does nopeudkgogical
sense for their school's particular program. (For exampterespondent noted that a survey is not really usefubjimagter
system with only 10 weeks per term; another observedfthatchool provides three 2-credit courses in the key diisef
students receive a solid and substantial treatment for fiscrather than a hasty review.)

As to whether the IP survey should be part of the-yiestr curriculum, the majority of respondents (49) ditl favor such
an option. Two additional respondents said "probably n@él\fe favored IP as an option in the first year. Interghtjriwo
schools already have elected to include an IP course as a firspygan. [FN5] Eight other respondents suggested
incorporating some 1P218 into existing first-year courses, principally Prope@pntracts, and Torts. When asked if their
faculties would ever consider IP as an option in the yeesir curriculum, 33 respondents said no, and 4 more sabalpy
no. Three respondents replied maybe.

Those respondents who favored incorporating an IRegucourse into the first-year curriculum made the following
comments.
Given the growing importance of technology, the saijghied analysis required, and the unique policy issues raised,
first-year IP survey course is highly desirable.
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IP touches upon, and pervades, many other areas dégract

Interested students will have an opportunity to émmoinore elective IP courses if they are exposed to IP in finsir
year.

IP is easily as important as torts or real property.

Those respondents who opposed incorporating amrifé\sin the first-year curriculum gave the following reason
There is no room in the first year for IP.
IP concepts build on the first-year curriculum, andients should start by learning the basics in the coataangibles.
Basic courses like Property, Contracts, and Togdblerstudents to understand these issues in an IP context
Schools should not encourage early specialization.
Not enough students are interested.
IP is not that critical.
Students who take introductory survey courses dgoned in advanced courses.
IP is not a necessary foundation for other areas oathard does not become a first-year priority.
Students who have taken just a survey IP course wioetrdassume they are minimally competent to practice in this area.
IP is too intensive a statutory course for the fiestrya survey is difficult enough for upper-level studerits must learn
three different statutes in addition to case law.
IP is conceptually too difficult and would requio® tmuch background (i.e., federal preemption issues).
Schools should not mandate a survey for those stugtantsvill continue to specialize in IP.
It is difficult to justify IP more than other cmes such as Business Organizations or Environmental Law.
First year works well--we don't need to "fix what aimtike."

Many who teach a survey course often wonder how teaa#otheir time between the three core IP regimes, which are
federal in scope, and the remaining state law topics. | recaifedniation on this point from 28 schools offering &tu
survey courses (and from 5 other schools as well). Allmai§tof these courses (12) allocate roughly equal time tinrae
regimes; many courses also include trade secrets and some mémeedladditional material. More detailed analysis reveals
the following patterns.

. 4 schools allocate more time to copyright than therdto regimes.

*219 . 1 school allocates far less time to copyright than therawo regimes (but this school also appears to offier
advanced class only in copyrights).

. 2 schools allocate more time to trademarks than tlee b regimes.

. 1 school allocates slightly more time (half a weelpaients than the other two regimes (1/2 week).

. 5 schools allocate the least amount of time to atent

. 3 schools allocate the least amount of time to tradesmar

. 15 respondents specifically mentioned coverage @é tsacrets--from two-thirds of a week to a third of the s®(the
latter along with other state doctrines). The average wag ahweeks on trade secrets.

. 3 schools specifically mentioned a period of timéo(B weeks) spent on a combination of the three regimeallyisu
through the topic of computer programs.

Two survey courses revealed particularly atypical allocatiOme course covers state theories (idea protection, unfair
competition, trade secrets, publicity) for a third of therseucopyright for a third; with the remaining third dima to
trademarks and patents (the teacher noted that only minimaligsimpent on patents). Another atypical time allocation:
general materials (1 week), trade secrets (2), trademark (4)igiup(3), patents (1), publicity (1), combined anaysf
each (2).

In sum, the data received on the survey course reveal wig@rs for including this course in the IP curriculuedthough
not necessarily in the first year. Although the amodninee spent on each of the core IP regimes varies, rouglfiyphthe
"true" survey courses gave relatively equal coverage.

I11. The Attorney Survey
The main point of the attorney survey was to get infaonatbout which courses IP practitioners think are impoitatite
IP curriculum. Although | sent the survey to hundreflattorneys nationally, [FN@]received only 33 formal responses. But
| spoke personally with almost 200 IP lawyers in Chicaginduthe summer of 1998 as part of an effort to reshage an
strengthen the IP program at DePaul. These oral resportsa® moted, are reflected in the findings below. Thus, althoug
the attorney survey is not a large representative samghiegesults are nonetheless instructive.
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Of the 33 responding attorneys, 18 identified theindiras boutiques practicing exclusively or primarily IP;r@cpce at
general firms with IP departments. The following is breakdown by size of firm:

1-9 attorneys 2 respondents

10- 24 2
25-49 6
50-74 1
75- 150 8
over 150 9

*220 Many of the responding attorneys are fairly senior: 2deHaeen in practice more than twenty years and therefore
were in school before IP courses proliferated. Eleveheofespondents do not have a technical background.

The courses noted as the most helpful in law school wigileR€ocedure (19 respondents), Contracts (15), Antitfli),
Copyright Law (11), Patent Law (10), Legal Writing {,LQorts (9), Trademarks (8), Trial Practice (8), Evitk(6), Unfair
Trade Practices (7), all IP classes (4), Federal Courts (4poions (3), Property (3), Remedies (3), Moot Co8Jt (
Constitutional Law (2), Computer Technology (2). The daihg courses were mentioned by only one respondent:
Accounting, Administrative Law, the IP survey, Ethics, shaidence, Tax, Conflicts, UCC.

When asked which advanced IP courses should be tiawiglt school (other than the basic courses in pateatiennarks,

and copyrights), respondents mentioned the followingsasuflisted alphabetically):

Advanced courses in trademarks, copyrights & pat@ntespondents)

CAFC practice (2)

Employee departure issues, including trade secret lawjtiameassignment agreements, noncompetition agreements, all
legal issues regarding the mobility of high-tech employeesertial to practice in Silicon Valley (1)

Entertainment law (1)

International IP (1)

Internet (2)

Litigation practice (4)

Patent bar review course (1)

Patent prosecution (6)

Technology transfer (3)

Trademark prosecution (1)

Trade secrets (4)

In general the practitioners indicated a preference for skibsited courses, particularly writing courses. | alsaébthis
to be the view of many practitioners with whom | talked abi®u curriculums. This preference was demonstrated by
practitioners at both IP boutiques and large general fikossurprisingly, several respondents said that no IPseouas as
beneficial as on-the-job training, because of the large guifdast practice and law school.

In my conversations with Chicago IP practitioners, thingbe large elite firms typically expressed the view thasingle
IP course is critical and a god@21 basic general legal education is the most desirable routee 8oms actually advise
students against taking too many IP classes. This vieweslased by a few lawyers in boutique firms, typicallysto
regarded as more elite, but many boutique lawyers believedtideénts should take as many specialized IP courses as
possible.

The concept of a law-school-sponsored patent bar reslass also appeared to be fairly controversial among the ettorn
with whom | spoke. Some thought that such a course wmilal great asset because students who pass the patent bar before
beginning practice offer firms an additional important créideérOthers said they preferred to train their lawyers anckh
them take the exam while in their employ.
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V. Lessons from a Recent Modél of IP Curricular Expansion

In 1998 DePaul began considering major expansion dPitsurriculum because of tremendous student interest &d th
burgeoning IP job market in Chicago. The dean, Teree Fostaingggpan IP Ad Hoc Strategic Planning Committee, which
| chaired. In just one year the committee was successfuatrioducing ten new IP courses into the curriculum. Feeire
skills-oriented classes. DePaul is one of the few schodlsei country to offer a first-year section of Legal Wigtdevoted
to IP as well as Advanced Legal Writing in both trademand patents. In addition, DePaul introduced Litigatioatggy:
IP. Subsequently the committee recommended the addition ofa@x courses: Advanced Domestic & International Patent
Practice, Advanced Domestic & International Trademark Practicéeddinology Patent Strategies for the New Millennium,
Cyberlaw, Entertainment Law, and IP for Corporate Transadticswyers. When the committee's proposal came before the
full faculty, our recommendation met with virtually unains approval. In the sixteen years | have been teaching atDePa
| do not remember the faculty's ever approving such a fsEgeage of courses in any area at one time.

For those schools contemplating an expansion of theutRculum, | can point to several factors that influenced my
faculty's decision to approve this large a number of offerirgst, DePaul's dean is strongly supportive of IR @®jor area
of the school's focus. Second, the IP committee sperih time getting to know the job market in Chicago and edugatin
attorneys, both locally and across the country, about mgrgm. Third, the committee carefully considered which esurs
were essential to our program and focused its effortglditi@ans which we regarded as vital given the naturéefrogram
we were striving to create. Fourth, the committee adoptedoproach that was inclusive of both faculty and staff. The
balance of this section will elaborate on these themes.

Strong administrative support is vital for the creatiod continuing implementation of a strong specialty @giCreating
such a nationally visible program entails not only addétiaurricular offerings but also expanded extracurriculagroffs
such as lectures, seminars, and other student eventsalNatall these extracurricular offerings require fundinguldds a
school's administration is willing to provide financialpport, the school wilk222 have a much more difficult time
educating both its students and the IP bar that IR &e&a of major focus.

In addition, the dean can support a burgeoning IP anody being generous with her time. When the DePaulriirittee
met with some 200 attorneys in the Chicago area to discuggams for expansion in IP, the dean accompanied us aed gav
a short presentation as to why IP is a logical area of flacu3ePaul. In many ways, her presence at these meetings, more
than anything the committee could have said, manifestda:tGhicago legal community DePaul's strong commitmerR.to |

Before considering a serious expansion in IP, it is ¢éissém do a critical assessment of the IP job market in doggphic
area where many of your graduates will be practicing. Fyrfloer should undertake an assessment of whether your school'
students will be competitive for these positions. | thiik one most critical element that persuaded the DePautyfaoul
expand our IP offerings is the fact that a large numb&edfaul students were, in fact, finding jobs in IP. Mathough
not all, of DePaul's students practice in Chicago, which ésafrthe major IP job markets in the country. The committee
learned that overall DePaul's reputation in the legal commisispfficiently strong that our students are competitive
every large firm and boutique IP firm in the city. In fabe tommittee was even able to persuade a number of firmsdto hol
slots open in their summer associate programs for fiest-PePaul students in the IP Legal Writing section. We aks@ w
able to persuade a number of firms and organizations to ersgicial IP position for these first-year students. DePaaté
of success in placing summer associates and graduates in IRilly strong. Part of the reason is that the committee has
been able to track virtually all DePaul alumni practicing innlEhicago and across the country. These alumni contacts have
provided our students invaluable assistance.

The IP committee also spent much time speaking with loaatifioners about what courses they think are importaahin
IP program specifically and in a high-quality legal educatiaregaly. The committee also had the benefit of the results of
both surveys discussed in this article. We isolated sevenate®we felt were essential to our IP program and focused ou
attention on developing these courses. In assessing couosiiegr the committee considered the full-time faculty's
strengths and teaching loads, levels of student interest; atkas of the DePaul curriculum with high priority, ane t
likelihood of finding appropriate adjunct teachers. Foosthin areas without a vital IP practice community, theiatabf
new IP courses will present much more of a challenge.

The IP committee also tried hard to be inclusive of the Defaulty as a whole. Although DePaul has four fulld¢im

faculty members who teach in IP and related areas, we triaddrporate perspectives from other faculty. We spoke with all
members of the faculty about our progress in creatintPtipeogram and elicited input from everyone. All faculty iareted
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to the many special events sponsored by the IP prografactinthe committee also received input from members of the
DePaul staff and invited them to variot@23 IP events. One of DePaul's librarians with strongttethe Chicago theater
community was instrumental in securing a student exterraghipe renowned Steppenwolf Theatre. We think our ina@usiv
approach created good will and a spirit of camaraderie.

One final caveat about the mechanics of creating a vital IP progiteprocess is rewarding, challenging, and inordinately
time consuming. | strongly believe that spearheading yipis bf program is a job for tenured faculty who have direa
established themselves as scholars. Anyone who directs a $ulctlegsrogram will attest to the endless meetings with
current students, prospective students, lawyers, the &laoohinistration, the development office, and the admissitaff.
Personally, | believe that scholarship is the cornerstonetbf ihbnovative teaching and curricular development. Devoting
massive efforts to IP curricular reform at too early a stagene's teaching career can negatively affect one's scholarly
endeavors.

[ENal]. Roberta Rosenthal Kwall is the Raymond P. Niro Professor of intellectual propestyat DePaul University.

[EN1]. Arizona State, Boston College, Boston University, Rhpwm California--Berkeley, Chicago, Chicago-Kent,
Cincinnati, Colorado, Columbia, Connecticut, Cornell, Dayt®ePaul, Franklin Pierce, Florida State, George Mason,
George Washington, Georgia, Houston, Indiana--Bloommmgindiana-- Indianapolis, lowa, Lewis & Clark, Loyela-
Chicago, Loyola--Los Angeles, Loyola--New Orleans, Marqué®), John Marshall, Miami, Mississippi, Nebraska, New
England, New York--Buffalo, New York University, NortBarolina, North Carolina Central (2), Northern lllinolsotre
Dame, Nova Southeastern, Ohio Northern, Pennsylvania, Pappeghint Louis, Santa Clara, Seattle, Seton Hall, South
Texas, Southern California, Southwestern, Suffolk, Syracliseple, Texas (2), Texas Tech, Toledo, Tulane, Utah,
Valparaiso, Wake Forest, Washington University, Washingtdree, University of Washington, Wayne State, Whittier,
Widener (Wilmington & Harrisburg), William & Mary (2)Yeshiva (Cardozo).

At some schools, two teachers replied to the survey, msiiad by (2).

It may be worth noting that 28 of the respondents e school was "very supportive” of IP and that IP wasigh*h
profile area" at the school; 6 said their school was "veppartive" but IP was not an especially high-profile ardas&id
their school was "fairly supportive" and indicated varying lewélprofile; 3 said their school was "marginally suppert 9
said their school was "not especially supportive.”

[EN2]. This listing may be incomplete because some respondentsamiagve included such courses.

[EN3]. These 31 schools give credit for both the survey ance radvanced courses: Arizona State, Berkeley, Boston
College, Boston University, Chicago-Kent, Cincinnati, FranKierce, Georgia, Houston, Indiana--Bloomington, Lesvis
Clark, Loyola--Chicago, John Marshall, Mississippi, NYiNprth Carolina, North Carolina Central (no overlap) rtNern
lllinois, Seattle, Seton Hall, Southern California, Suff@yracuse, Temple, Texas, Toledo, Tulane, Utah, Valpak&iake
Forest, William & Mary.

[EN4]. Other schools that qualify credit include Connecticutenshstudents can get credit for the survey course in addition
to one other IP core subject covered in the survey; anc €Aata, where students can take the survey and more advanced
courses for credit, but the survey course does not gualifthe High Technology Certificate. At DePaul, in thosarge
when the survey was offered in addition to Trademarksofy@ights, students could not take both of these coursesddit
(although they could audit one after taking the othecifedit).

[EN5]. Connecticut requires a statutory/regulatory course agptionoduring the second semester of the first year and in
1998-99 offered an IP survey as such an elective. At FraRigrce the introductory course is a first-year springester
option.

[ENG]. | mailed the survey to all attorneys on the "national” mgilist of the DePaul IP program. No surveys were mailed to
Chicago-area attorneys because | had elicited their opiniaitg during meetings and focus group sessions.

END OF DOCUMENT
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