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By: Eric Gauf, Law I
In law school, professional respon-

sibility and ethics impact us only very 
slightly.  There’s Law in Context week, the 
vague knowledge that “the Benchers are 
watching,” and that guilty feeling when you 
discuss LSLAP clients over a beer.  This 
may change in 2L and 3L, but the inclusion 
of a mandatory, separate ethics course in 
the package of educational standards being 
discussed at the national level suggests that 
the opinion of the profession is that students 
emerge from law 
school without 
having devoted 
much thought to 
the topic.  The 
crop of examples 
given for our edi-
fication does not 
help – this year, 
there was an ar-
ticle on real estate 
fraud, and a Law 
Society decision 
relating to how the 
former head of the 
Law Society made 
a bad left turn with 
a beer in his pocket.  
The overall impression 
this left was that the guy committing real 
estate fraud got away with it for twenty 
years, and that we all smugly assumed that 
none of us would be caught in the same 
position as the Law Society head.

At the time, it seemed curious to focus 
on such relatively minor infractions when 
there was a larger, world-shaping issue 
revolving around the same theme. John 
Yoo and Jay Bybee, formerly of the US 
Department of Justice’s Offi ce of Legal 
Counsel were deeply entangled in issues of 
professional responsibility for constructing 
the legal framework that provided cover 
for US agents engaging in water-boarding 
and other practices once loosely labelled 
“torture.”  John Yoo’s famous “Torture 
Memos” had become a focal point in 
the debate over the limits of the “War on 
Terror,” especially after the Bush regime 
left power.  Collectively, the memos had 
provided an unambiguous position of legal 
certainty for the CIA – water-boarding was 
not “torture,” so it was okay to use on de-
tained suspects, and even if it was torture, 

it was within the power of the President to 
order it done.  Following the same logic 
used for war crimes tribunals, the men in 
the fi eld were simply following orders, 
and it was the men at the top who should 
be held accountable.  As time passed, and 
the politics of the situation developed, the 
lawyers who justifi ed torture became seen 
to be the only possible group that could be 
held accountable.

The Department of Justice`s Offi ce of 
Professional Responsibility has fi nally re-

leased their report 
on the matter, and 
given the result, 
it seems that the 
professors made 
the right choice 
in ignoring the 
situation.  While 
the offi cial report 
tears the memos 
to shreds, and rec-
ommends that the 
two men be re-
ferred to the state 
bar associations 
for discipline, an 
attached memo 

rebuts the findings 
and clears the two 

men of even that relatively minor punish-
ment.  Yoo, now a professor at Stanford, 
and Bybee, now a federal judge, get to 
walk.  In attempting to convince students 
that professional responsibility matters, 
examining a situation where the bar has 
been set so low it is almost buried would 
certainly not help.

 What galls me is not so much that 
they “got away with it,” per se, although 
the lifting of the torture taboo is a terrible 
thing, but the manner in which they did 
so.  The memos are not sound scholarship 
– they barely even manage to be coherent.  
John Yoo started from the position that the 
President can order absolutely anything he 
wants (he also just published a book to this 
effect), and proceeded to use every cheap 
trick he could fi nd to justify his point.  He 
cited earlier overturned decisions instead of 
current jurisprudence, blatantly misrepre-
sented articles, opinions, and case law, and 
ignored any potentially confl icting cases.  
In 1981, the US had already considered 

Unicorns Spotted on 
Campus!

Sex, Drugs, and Federalism:
2 out of 3 anyways...

By: Alex Boland, Law I
As we slide gracefully into a truly awe-

some Olympic hangover, we’re pretty sure 
to hear a lot more about the Downtown 
Eastside (the “DTES”). The DTES is 
world-famous for its open-air drug mar-
kets, dwindling rows of ultra low-income 
housing, and general poverty and degra-
dation. A large percentage of those living 
in the DTES are drug addicts or mentally 
ill, or both. 

The average addict in the DTES has 
been injecting drugs for 15 years. The 
majority use heroin and cocaine, two of 
the most addictive and socially corrosive 
drugs available. A whopping 87% of DTES 
residents are infected with Hepatitis C 
and nearly one in fi ve is HIV positive. 
Most have criminal records and over one 
third are involved in the sex trade. Con-
sequently, the DTES is a serious public 

health failure.
Anyone with even a passing interest in 

local politics will have heard of Vancouver’s 
supervised injection clinic called “Insite”. 
Here addicts can bring street drugs they have 
obtained elsewhere and inject them under 
the supervision of nurses and other trained 
professionals. Insite is part of the Òharm 
reduction’ component of British Columbia’s 
drug policy and has been highly contro-
versial since its opening. Operated by the 
Health Authority of B.C., along with non-
profi t organizations and volunteers, Insite 
provides fresh paraphernalia and supervi-
sion to the DTES’ considerable community 
of hardcore injection drug addicts.

Insite was opened in September of 
2003 with a three-year exemption from the 
Controlled Drugs and Substance Act (the 

John Yoo
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By: Don Wilson and Dani Bryant

This week, the National Geographic 
Society will be visiting UBC Faculty of 
Law to test claims from several witnesses 

that a horned horse, aka a “unicorn,” has 
made its home on campus. Witness reports 
suggest that the unicorn desperately wants 
law students to come to the Law Revue.

Benjamin Perrin, Unicornoligist, de-
scribed the sighting this way: “Basically, 
they’re unicorns. I mean, we thought they 
didn’t exist, but obviously they do. This is a 
reality that Canadians have to deal with.” 

Senior staff are taking the unicorn’s 
message very seriously. Dean Mary-Anne 
Bobinski told reporters: “We don’t know 
why they want us at the Law Revue, but 
they have been very adamant about this 
fact. Everybody needs to understand that 
these are very dangerous creatures when 
they don’t get what they want. Students, 
your continued enrolment at the school, and 

perhaps the fate of the world, is contingent 
on your attendance at the Law Revue!”

Not all faculty are convinced of the 
seriousness of the unicorn threat. According 
to constitutional expert Elizabeth Edinger, 
“there is no unicorn threat. This is just anoth-
er distraction created by the administration 
to divert students’ attention from territorial 
jurisdiction issues.  But, regardless, I will 
be at Law Revue.” 

The unicorn-faithful will be showing 
their allegiance by attending the Law Revue 
on March 8th and 9th at the Norm theatre 
in the Sub at 6:30pm. Tickets are on sale 
all week in the UCLL: $8 in advance/$10 
at the door.

The Law Revue is an annual law-
themed sketch comedy show giving law 
students a chance to showcase their creative 
genius.
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3 Years, 11 Months, 14 Days to Go
By: Eric Gauf, Law I

As we return to class, the mobs 
of Olympic tourists are fi ltering out of 
our city, and my couch is about to be 
occupied by a medic volunteering for 
the Paralympic Games.  As important 
as the Paralympic Games are, the vast 
majority of the media and their viewing 
public have packed up, and all thoughts 
of winter sport have vanished until the 
next round of the Olympics.  While the 
post-gold-medal-hockey hangover is still 
fresh, the preview reel of Sochi 2014 has 
already begun to play – how do the two 
cities compare?

Regional population?  The GVRD 
has over 2 000 000 000, while Sochi has 
300 000.  If Vancouver seems crowded, 
try and imagine the same crowds cramped 
into a city not much larger than Kelowna.  
While Vancouver sports a downtown with 
a thriving nightlife within a stone’s throw 
of several major venues, Sochi is a resort 
town on the European model – a few long, 
winding roads cramped with private villas 
(including Stalin’s favourite summer dacha 
- Russian for country house but in this case a 
modest palace), and a cluster of hotels.

That’s not to knock Sochi – it’s cur-
rently Russia’s most popular summer resort, 
following the administrative loss of the 
Crimean resorts as a result of Ukrainian 
independence.  Playpen of the wealthy and 
fabulous, Sochi boasts some of Russia’s 
highest real estate prices (not unlike Van-
couver or Whistler), and is home to fantastic 
night clubs and classy restaurants.  The dig-
nitaries will be in good hands.  Of course, 
the recent criticism of Vancouver’s weather 
might seem somewhat premature – summer 
is Sochi’s season, not winter.  While the 
forecast was for plus ten in Vancouver, Sochi 

hit plus fi fteen.
Of course, the weather wasn’t the only 

thing over which complaints were voiced 
– while the security forces (as of February 
27) drew praise for their restraint, there was 
vocal opposition to the massive security 
budget, the airport-derived security mea-
sures, and the surveillance cameras.  The 
violation of civil liberties is not an issue in 
Sochi – their violation is almost a foregone 
conclusion.  While the Gulag prisons are 
gone, the press in Russia has been the target 
of a string of assassinations, and Russia 
is still effectively a one-party state.  The 
security demands are also different – in 
Canada, we spent nearly a billion dollars 

to protect against the vague hint that there 
may be an unidentifi ed threat.  In Russia, 
Sochi is one of the closest major cities to 
South Ossetia, the point of armed confl ict 
between Russia and Georgia during the 2008 
Beijing Games,  and it is also very close, 
geographically speaking, to Chechnya and 
Dagestan.  Canadians speak of terror threats, 
and plots.  Russians speak of actual attacks, 
bombs, and hostage situations.

Sochi and Vancouver do have another 
point of similarity – both areas have a trou-
bled history involving the displacement of 
the prior inhabitants.  In Vancouver, there 
was the resettlement and re-education of 
the Coast Salish peoples, and in Sochi, there 

was the expulsion of the Circassians.  
While the chiefs of the four host First 
Nations were feted as sovereign leaders 
during the opening games, protestors in 
Vancouver chanted “No Olympics on 
Stolen Native Land.”  Many natives died 
during the colonization of North America, 
but their descendants remain, and it is is-
sues of property and self-government that 
now dog the government.  In Russia, the 
Tsar’s army was more effi cient; today, few 
traces of the Circassian peoples remain 
in the region, and the government barely 
acknowledges their expulsion, let alone 
negotiates with them.  At the close of 
the Caucasian War in 1864, the Russian 
army forced the population of the region 
from their villages to make way for Rus-
sian, German, and other Christian settlers 
– tsarist documents yield a fi gure of nearly 
500 000 forced to fl ee to Ottoman lands, 
leaving behind roughly 400 000 dead.  
The exact numbers are debated, and the 

Russians resist applying the label “ethnic 
cleansing” to historic events, but there are 
very few Circassians in what was once their 
homeland.

Each round, the Olympics grows, striv-
ing to be bigger than the last, to include 
more worthy athletes, to provide a better 
show for the watching world.  For all of the 
criticism, Vancouver has risen to the occa-
sion, providing a brilliant performance that 
has impressed many, even some of those 
critical of its benefi ts.  Sochi may seem 
tiny and unknown in comparison, but it has 
a reputation as a town that knows how to 
party, and a complicated history.  Both its 
parties and its problems promise to dwarf 
those of Vancouver 2010.

Construction works underway in Sochi
Photo Credit: www.sochi2014.com
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Ever wondered about the 
Philip C. Jessup Moot 
Court Competition?

  By Lori Lam:   
The Philip C. Jessup Moot Court 

Competition is the world’s largest moot 
court competition.  I dub it “The Olympics 
of the law school world.”  Teams from over 
500 law schools in more than 80 countries 
compete in this moot and in the words of 
my teammate Jacqui, “it is completely 
bananas fun.”  

This is the moot for you if you’re 
interested in public international law.  The 
competition is based on a fi ctional dispute 
between made-up countries before the 
International Court of Justice, also known 
as the “World Court.”  Though the factual 
scenarios are not real, the legal issues you 
encounter are current and compelling.  For 
example, this year the competition looks 
at both classic and modern legal issues in 
addressing the right to self-determination 
and the lawfulness of measures taken to 
protect the economic resources of a State 
(http://www.ilsa.org/pubs/fojnlcurrent.
pdf).  Specifi c issues include territorial 
sovereignty, the self-determination rights 
of a people, bilateral investment treaties, 
expropriation and foreign direct invest-
ment law.  

In terms of workload, the moot is a big 
commitment.  We begin researching our 
problem in September and our oral rounds 
take place in March.  Producing my written 
submissions involved independently em-
bracing large amounts of new information 

in an area of law I was previously unfamiliar 
with.  This moot will certainly give you a 
chance to fl ex those legal research muscles!  
Written submissions are due right after the 
winter break (you won’t get that time off).  
Our oral practices are two to three times a 
week in the second semester, each practice 
followed by more independent research and 
a revising of our oral arguments.  Our prac-
tices take place in the UCLL and at Fasken 
Martineau DuMoulin LLP. 

The team is currently working on our 
oral submissions.  We have to carefully and 
quickly synthesize the law to answer diffi -
cult questions posed by a panel of 3 judges.  
We have to apply 71 paragraphs of detailed 
factual information to the law fairly and 
persuasively, all while staring poker-faced 
into the eyes of judges who look as if they 
want to eat us for breakfast.  Which is to 
say: it’s great practice for those who want 
to be litigators!  

Competing in this moot has been one 
of the most diffi cult and most rewarding 
experiences during my time at UBC Law.  I 
cannot recommend the Jessup Moot enough.  
The team this year consists of myself, Jac-
qui Kotyk, Dave Phillips, Colin Trehearne, 
Vanessa Lunday and our wonderful faculty 
coach Karin Mickelson.  Our non-faculty 
coaches are Kelly Keenan from the Depart-
ment of Justice and Tina Cicchetti from 
Fasken Martineau DuMoulin LLP.  

“CDSA”), which criminalizes unlawful 
possession of controlled substances. For 
the purposes of the CDSA, and unfor-
tunately for Insite, knowingly allowing 
illegal narcotics into a clinic 
constitutes possession under 
this Act.  This exemption was 
renewed twice, the fi rst renewal 
lasting until December 2007 and 
the second until June 30, 2008. 
At that point, however, the fed-
eral government did not offer to 
renew Insite’s exemption. This 
meant that operating Insite would 
constitute a criminal act under 
the CDSA.

The operators of Insite and 
several other groups applied for 
judicial review of the federal 
government’s decision. In May 
2008, the BC Supreme Court 
found that the CDSA was invalid 
because it was inconsistent with 
s. 7 of the Charter. The federal 
government appealed this deci-
sion to the BC Court of Appeal, 
which upheld the decision of the 
BCSC in a 2-1 split judgment in 
favour of Insite.

This decision is particularly 
interesting if you are a huge fan of 
Professor Elliott (and who isn’t?) as not 
only do the majority render the CDSA 
invalid for Charter reasons, but Madame 
Justice Huddart also used the doctrine of 
interjurisdictional immunity to render the 
CDSA inoperative as it applies to Insite be-
cause it “sterilized the core” of a provincial 
head of power, citing Elliott extensively in 
the process.

Insite successfully argued that the ap-
plication of the CDSA to Insite would vio-
late s. 7 of the Charter as it interfered with 
the right to life, liberty and security of the 

person.A “right to life” interest was found 
because Insite users had a much higher risk 
of dying due to overdose if they injected 
drugs unsupervised. The risks of death from 
drug overdose are very real Ð there were 

200 deaths from drug overdose recorded 
in Vancouver in 1993 alone. The court also 
found that a liberty interest was engaged 
as users and operators of Insite could face 
imprisonment if the exemption were to end. 
Finally, the right to security of the person 
was threatened since applying the CDSA 
to Insite would effectively deprive addicts 
of treatment for the very serious illnesses 
associated with their drug use. 

The court then turned to whether the 
application of the CDSA, which interfered 
with these rights, was in accordance with 

principles of fundamental justice. Insite had 
argued that applying the CDSA to Insite was 
both overly broad and arbitrary because it 
did not properly support the objectives of 
the federal government, namely reducing 

the consumption and access to drugs and 
thereby protecting society’s vulnerable 
people. The Court found that in application 
to Insite, the impugned provisions of the 
CDSA were “inconsistent with the state’s 
interest in fostering individual and com-
munity health, and preventing death and 
diseases”. The application of the CDSA 
would in fact increase the same harm it is 
intended to prevent. The Court agreed that 
the CDSA, in its application to Insite, was 
overly broad and arbitrary and that it vio-
lated the Charter. Further, because the Act 

From Insite page 1 was found to be overly broad, it logically 
failed the Òminimal impairmentÓ aspect of 
the Oakes test and thus could not be saved 
under s. 1 of the Charter. 

At the BCCA, in a thrilling departure 
from the expected, Madame 
Justice Huddart turned to the 
doctrine of interjurisdictional 
immunity. It was agreed by all 
three BCCA judges that gover-
nance of Insite fell within both 
the provincial head of power 
over healthcare and the federal 
head of power over criminal 
matters. This was a classic 
example of a dual aspect mat-
ter leading to paramountcy Ð 
or was it? 

The Court found that in-
terjurisdictional immunity 
was indeed available to the 
provinces, and that the op-
eration of facilities like In-
site went to the core of the 
province’s general jurisdiction 
over healthcare. Insite was 
found to be a legitimate part 
of the provincial government’s 
addiction treatment program 
and Parliament was not free to 
limit that program. The Court 

concluded that the CDSA as applied to In-
site had the effect of sterilizing the core of 
the province’s jurisdiction over healthcare. 
Or as Huddart stated it: ÒCould Parliament 
legislate to effectively prohibit a doctor 
from using a scalpel?Ó

It will be interesting to see how, and if, 
the Supreme Court of Canada rules on the 
issue of interjurisdictional immunity. It is 
possible that the SCC will deal with the is-
sue on Charter grounds instead. Regardless, 
I know at least one mustached professor 
who will be watching this case closely!

President Ted:  A 
Tribute in Verse

By: Dia Montgomery

And now I will tell you the story of Murray
Be it William or Billy or Ted.

Our President he for the interim fl urry,
When the law school, it came time to 

shred.

An auspicious moment it surely was not
When Ted took hold of the helm,

A law school divided, students glumly 
caught

Between swing space & UC’s lower 
realm.

But Ted, not deterred, had a vision for 
fun,

He bravely performed every task,
Judging Guile debates, attending bzzr 

ups, each one
And masquerade balls with a mask.

So, here’s to Ted & his campaign against SNAILS
He did his constituency proud,

And gave nomad students a great many tales,
Of his leadership, tiny but loud.

    Heroin Injection preparation, Photo Credit: www.irwinloy.cominteresting if you are a huge fan of     Heroin Injection preparation, Photo Credit: www.irwinloy.cominteresting if you are a huge fan of 
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From Memos page 1CAREER CONNECTION:
Gaining Public Interest Law Experience

By Tracy Wachmann
Public Interest Coordinator, Career 
Services

What do public interest employers 
look for? 

One of the key factors public interest 
employers consider in hiring a summer 
or articling student is the student’s record 
of public service. Working with a variety 
of public interest employers enables you 
to build a base of experience, establish a 
network of contacts and demonstrate your 
commitment to public interest work in gen-
eral as well as to particular practice areas. 

How do you gain public interest 
experience? 

There are many opportunities avail-
able to gain public interest experience 
while you are in law school. Pro Bono Stu-
dents Canada’s pro bono projects, LSLAP 

and clinical courses are an excellent means 
to gain experience and explore areas of 
public interest practice. In addition, many 
local organizations are actively looking for 
volunteers or offering summer employment 
or internships.

The annual Social Justice Law Forum
on February 4th at the Law Courts Inn was 
attended by over 35 representatives from 
public interest organizations and 70 UBC 
Law students. The event, which was orga-
nized by the Career Services Offi ce/Careers 
Committee and Pro Bono Students Canada, 
was an excellent opportunity to meet with 
representatives and fi nd out more infor-
mation about their organizations and the 
employment and volunteer opportunities 
available. All of the organizations indicated 
that they are actively looking for volunteers, 
and nine organizations are currently seek-
ing students for May 2010 summer and/or 
articling positions. During the panel discus-

water-boarding (a sheriff in Texas had gotten 
creative with a suspect), and had determined 
the practice to be both torture, and illegal.  
Yoo never mentions the case.  One of the 
best parts from the defence mounted by 
Yoo and Bybee?  There is no caselaw on 
the matter, so they argued that it should not 
be prohibited by the rule under which they 
were charged.  This is because no previous 
case had ever been examined where law-
yers had so blatantly tailored their advice 
to fi t their client’s demands – effectively, 
their claim amounted to saying that they 
should be exonerated for setting a new bar 
for wilful ignorance.

On a day to day basis, most of us will 
not be deciding whether to help foreign na-
tionals experience simulated drowning, but 
we all will face pressure to tailor our advice 
to fi t the situation.  Rarely, there may be 
overt pressure – an oil company buying the 
lawyer who will argue their side, against 
all odds. But most of the time that pressure 
will be internal – people want to please, to 
be valued, and we all know that an answer 
that a client wants to hear will be better re-
ceived than a more accurate, more negative 
assessment.  As much as it can be claimed 
that our own Law Society operates with a 

stricter set of rules, their own statistics and 
the continued demand for ethics training 
undermines the point.  People do not trust 
lawyers.  The professional societies provide 
damage control, to patch up the reputation 
of the majority.  Professional responsibility 
is a result of that most lacking of modern 
values, personal responsibility, and that’s 
not something that can be instilled in a 
one-week or one-term course. However, 
there is a bright spot in this: if you bombed 
that professional responsibility assignment, 

sion, experienced practitioners advised 
students to follow their interests and seek 
out practice environments and practice 
areas that they can feel passionate about. 
The Panellists emphasised that there are 
many paths to a rewarding public interest 
career. 

If you were unable to attend the Social 
Justice Law Forum and would like more 
information on the various organizations 
in attendance and the opportunities to gain 
experience that they are providing this 
year, please contact the Public Interest 
Coordinator, Tracy Wachmann.  You can 
reach Tracy via e-mail at wachmann@law.
ubc.ca. You can view the recruitment list 
indicating which organizations are hiring 
and accepting volunteers on Symplicity’s 
Document Library or make an appointment 
to meet with Tracy by visiting the Career 
Services Offi ce website at:
www.ubclawcareers.com. 

UPCOMING EVENTS:

TRIKE RACE 2010: BIKE TO THE 
FUTURE

WHAT:   People race on trikes while spec-
tators throw water balloons at them
WHEN:   March 26th – Farris BBQ @ 
12:30pm, Race starts @ 3:30pm
WHERE:   Meekison Lounge in Buchanan 
(and surrounding areas)

ROOSTERS NIGHT
+ PIT MEDOWS = FUN

WHAT: honky tonk fun!
WHEN: Sunday, March 14, 7pm to 1am
WHERE: The buses takes us from the 
Rose Garden to Roosters in Pitt Meadows 
Tickets are $15 and are on sale every 
lunch hour this week in the UCLL. Dis-
crete liquid consumption is permitted.
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Funding Opportunity:  The 
Dean’s Public Interest Fellowship

Students participating in international 
or domestic public interest fellowships 
sponsored by non-profi t or governmental 
organizations who receive no more than 
incidental or nominal compensation from 
that organization are eligible to apply for 
fi nancial support from the law school for up 
to $2,000 per student. Applications are sub-
mitted directly to the Dean’s Offi ce (LMRS 
208) or via email to deansoffice@law.
ubc.ca. 

Applications must include: 
• a cover letter written by the student 

describing the public interest program 
and how it connects to the student’s 

educational program. 
• A sponsorship letter from the non-profi t 

or governmental organization indicat-
ing that the student has been selected to 
participate in a public interest program 
and describing the funding/compensa-
tion offered to the student.

• A budget estimating the costs associated 
with participating

For more information on this and other 
public interest funding opportunities and 
how to craft a grant application, please con-
tact the public interest coordinator, Tracy 
Wachmann at wachmann@law.ubc.ca. 

Upcoming Public Interest Event

Toronto immigration lawyer, Ronald 
Poulton, will share his experiences work-
ing for the United Nations in refugee pro-
tection, human rights investigations and 
as legal advisor to the UN peacekeeping 
operations in Tajikistan, Central Asia. He 

will also offer advice for those considering 

a career in international human rights. Mr. 
Poulton is a leading authority on immigra-
tion law in Canada and has appeared as 
counsel in some of the landmark immigra-
tion cases in constitutional, security and ter-
rorism related matters, at all levels of court, 
including the Supreme Court of Canada. 

Guest Speaker Ronald Poulton:
Practising International Human Rights Law

Thursday, March 18th at 12:30 p.m. in 
UCCL Room 174

CAREER CONNECTION
Planning Your Summer Holiday Already?  

Don’t Forget About Career Planning!
By: Pamela Cyr & Jennifer Poon

Career Services wants you to enjoy 
your summer and a well-deserved break 
from law school.  However, application 
deadlines for next summer (2011 summer 
positions & 2011-2012 articling positions) 
are quickly approaching and we want 
you to feel prepared.  Please review the 
information below to help you make the 
most of your summer months and start 
the 2010/2011 school year off on the right 
footing!  Please note that some of the below 
dates may be subject to change.  

First-Year Students
•  Remember to update your resume 

during the summer and have it reviewed by 
Career Services!  We are available to assist 
you all summer.  Deadlines for second-year 
summer positions begin in early September 
and you want to be prepared.

•  If you are interested in applying for 
a second-year summer position at a law 
fi rm, start your fi rm research this summer 
and draft your cover letters. 

•  The application dates for second year 
summer positions are as follows:

   o Vancouver: submit applications 
to fi rms by September 10, 2010 (students 
should submit their applications well in 
advance of this deadline)

     - OCIs on Sept. 20 & 21, 2010 
     - Interview call date: Oct. 5
     - Interview Week: Oct. 18 – 22
     - Offers: Oct. 21
  o  Calgary: for OCI fi rms, submit ap-

plication to Career Services in the second 
week of September (non-OCI fi rms have 
varying deadlines)

   - Wine & Cheese reception: Sept. 
21, 2010

    - OCIs on Sept. 22, 2010

  o   Toronto: for OCI fi rms, submit ap-
plications to Career Services in the second 
week of September (for non-OCI fi rms, 
deadline is Sept. 10, 2010)

    - OCIs on Sept. 22, 2010

Second-Year Students
•   Remember that your articling search 

is a year-long process; start thinking about 
your strategy now.

•  50% of you will obtain articles 
with a small fi rm or sole practitioner so 
start researching smaller fi rms now.  Meet 
lawyers in the community who can pro-
vide guidance with your articling search.  
Start applying to smaller fi rms who may 
hire an articling student.  Use the Small 
Firm Employment handout and the Legal 
Careers Guide.

•  Application deadlines for 2011-2012 
articling positions in:

    o  Vancouver: apply to fi rms before 
June 30, 2010 (students should submit 
their applications well in advance of this 
deadline)

   - Interview call date: 8:00 am on 
July 15, 2010

     - Interviews take place during the 
week of Aug. 9, 2010

     - Offers: 8:00 am on  August 12, 
2010

    o  Calgary: deadlines vary by fi rm 
(usually early May).  

   - Most interviews take place June 
7 – 14, 2010 

    - Offers: June 15 – 17 , 2010
   o  Toronto: apply to fi rms by July 

23, 2010
   - Interviews take place Aug. 9 – 11, 

2010
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Sun Mon Tues Wed Thurs Fri Sat
1 2

CFLS Lecture Series
“Setting Boundaries with 

Clients”
12:30 - 1:30 pm, UCLL 

Room 174
Speaker: Patricia M. 

Bond, Barrister, North 
Shore Law LLP

3 4 5

UBC Law Faculty Collo-
quium

“Selling the Family Jewels!: 
Deaccessioning and Muse-

ums”
2:30 - 4:00 pm, UCLL Room 

176
Speaker: Professor Robert 

Paterson

6

7 8

Law Revue
6:30 pm

Norm Theatre
Tickets at UCLL
$8 advance/$10 

at the door

9

CFLS Lecture Series
“Sexual Assault and 

Women with Mental Dis-
abilities”

12:30 - 1:30 pm, UCLL 
Room 174

Speakers: Janine Bene-
det, Associate Professor, 
UBC Law & Isabel Grant 

Professor, UBC Law

Law Revue
6:30 pm

Norm Theatre
Tickets at UCLL

$8 advance/$10 at the 
door

10

CoRe Clinic Speaker Series 
“Disputes Between the 

Canadian Polity and
Aboriginal Peoples: Is Neu-

trality Possible?”
4:30pm - 6:00 pm

Singleton Urquhart LLP
Speaker: Vicki Trerise 

11

2010 Law and Society Speak-
ers Series

“Is Tax Law Culturally 
Specific?: Lessons from the 

History of Income Tax Law in 
Mandatory Palestine”

5:00  – 6:30pm, Green Col-
lege Coach House

Speaker: Assaf Likhovski, 
Faculty of Law, Tel Aviv Uni-
versity; Schusterman Visit-

ing Professor at UCLA School 
of Law 

12

UBC Law Faculty
Colloquium

“Research with Impact: 
Engaging Governments 

and the Public in Policy-Rel-
evant Research”

2:30 - 4:30 pm, UCLL Room 
176

Speakers: Assistant Profes-
sor Benjamin Perrin and 

Professor Michael Jackson

13

14 15 16

CFLS Lecture Series
“Human Trafficking and 

the 2010 Olympics: A Ret-
rospective on Campaigns 

and Controversies”
12:30 - 1:30 pm, UCLL 

Room 174
Speaker: Annalee Lepp, 
Associate Professor and 

Chair, Department of 
Women Studies, UVic; 

Director, Global Alliance 
Against Traffic in Women 

(GAATW) Canada  

17

CoRe Clinic Speaker Series
“Litigation, Dispute Resolu-

tion and the Brain:
What do These Have to do 

with One Another,
and with us as Practitio-

ners?”
4:30pm - 6:00pm

Singleton Urquhart LLP
Speaker: Nancy Cameron, 

QC 

18 19

“Better than Most and 
Not Good Enough: Fixing 
Canada’s Refugee System”

9:00 - 10:30 am, The Liu 
Institute

Speaker: Peter Showler, Pro-
fessor at the University of 

Ottawa and former head of 
the Immigration & Refugee 

Board

UBC Law Faculty 
Colloquium

“What does the Global Fi-
nancial Crisis Mean for New 
Governance Scholarship?”

2:30 -- 4:00 pm, UCLL Room 
176

Speaker: Professor Cristie 
Ford

20

21 22 23

CLFS Lecture Series
“Credibility Assessment 

in the Courtroom”
12:30 - 1:30 pm, UCLL 

Room 174
Speaker: Justice Lynn 

Smith, Supreme Court of 
British Columbia

24 25

The 2010 Marlee Kline Lec-
ture in Social Justice

“DE(CON)STRUCTION:Ca-
nadian Law and Indigenous 

Women”
6:00 – 8:00 pm, UBC First Na-

tions Longhouse
Speaker: Dr. Tracey Lindberg

26

UBC Law Faculty 
Colloquium

“Abnormal Justice, and 
Some Challenges Assessing 
Canada’s Live-in Caregiver 

Program”
2:30 - 4:30 pm, UCLL Room 

176
Speaker: Professor Ger-

aldine Pratt (Geography, 
UBC)

27

28 30 31

CFLS Lecture Series
“Screening Desire: Same-
Sex Marriage Documenta
ries,Citizenship, and the 

Law”
12:30 - 1:30 pm, UCLL 

Room 174
Speaker: BJ Wray Legal 
Counsel, Department of 

Justice Canada 

Bulletin Board


