APPELLATE ADVOCACY- FALL 2012

LAW 243, SECTION 2 – PAUL FOGEL

FIRST ASSIGNMENT
Class meeting time:  Wednesday, 6:25 to 9:05 p.m., in room 107.

1.  Fill out the “preference” sheet (found on bspace), indicating which side you wish to represent, how strong your preference is, or if you have no preference, and email it to me at pfogel@reedsmith.com. 

2.  Read the opinions in the following cases (I will previously have assigned students to summarize them in class, which we will do if time permits):


a.  Court of Appeal opinion in People v. Buza.


b.  Haskell v. Harris, 669 F.3d 1049 (9th Cir. 2012)


c.  King v. State, 425 Md. 550, 42 A. 3d 549 (2012) and Chief Justice Roberts’s stay order, 567 U.S. __ (July 30, 2012).


d.  Mario W. v. Kaipio, __ P.3d __, 2012 WL 2401343 (Ariz. 2012)


e.  United States v. Mitchell, 652 F. 3d 387 (3d Cir. 2011), cert. denied, 566 U. S. ___ (2012).


f.  Anderson v. Commonwealth, 274 Va. 469, 650 S. E. 2d 702 (2007), cert.denied, 553 U. S. 1054 (2008).


g.  United States v. Kincade, 379 F.3d 813 (9th Cir. 2004).


h.  Samson v. California, 547 U.S. 843, 856 (2006).


i.  People v. Robinson, 47 Cal.4th 1104, 1120 (2010).

If you have time, also read Judge Karlton’s opinion in U.S. v. Tuzman (the Exhibit to his Order).  

All of these opinions are posted on bspace, under “Resources.”  (Buza is posed under “Court of Appeal opinion” subtab, while the others are posted under the “Relevant Decisions and Orders” subtab).  Buza, Haskell, and Tuzman will also require that you familiarize yourself with the statutes at issue.  

3.  Time permitting, read the following additional cases, copies of which are also posted on the “Relevant Decisions and Orders” subtab under the “Resources” section of bspace (most of you will probably not get to this part of the assignment, but your goal should be to have read all of the above cases and all of the following cases by the August 29 class session):


Friedman v. Boucher, 580 F.3d 847 (9th Cir. 2009).


Jones v. Murray, 962 F.2d 302 (4th Cir. 1992).


United States v. Thomas, 2011 WL 1599641 (W.D.N.Y. Feb. 14, 2011).


United States v. Purdy, 2005 WL 3465721 (D. Neb. Dec. 19, 2005).


In re Welfare of C.T.L., 722 N.W.2d 484 (Minn. Ct. App. 2006).


National Treasury Employees Union v. Von Raab, 489 U.S. 656 (1989)


Florence v. Board of Chosen Freeholders, etc., 132 S.Ct. 1510 (2012)


Bell v Wolfish, 441 U.S. 520, 558 (1979)


Rise v. State of Oregon, 59 F.3d 1556 (9th Cir. 1995)


United States v. Amerson, 483 F.3d 73 (2d. Cir. 2007)


United States v. Hook, 471 F.3d 766, (7th Cir. 2006)


United States v. Jones, 132 S.Ct. 945 (2012) (& conc. opn. of Sotomayor, J.)   

We will spend time on August 22 and August 29 discussing these cases (and I will assign students to summarize them, although all students should brief these cases because you will be working with them).
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