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Dear Justice Kunc and Justice Kirk
PLT Review — Overview of the Tasmanian Legal Practice Course

Thank you again for the invitation to address you following the PLT Provider Roundtable, regarding the
current review of Practical Legal Training being undertaken by the Legal Services Council and the Law
Admissions Consultative Committee, and in particular the opportunity to provide further detail on the
operation of the Tasmanian Legal Practice Course (TLPC) and the practical considerations arising from
the proposed model within the Tasmanian context.

Firstly, | should emphasise that my comments regarding the possibility that graduates of the TLPC might,
in an appropriate framework, be exempted from any mandatory post-admission legal training (PALT)
requirement were not intended to represent a fully developed proposal or formal position. | was, to a large
extent, thinking out loud in response to the broader discussion amidst concern as to how Tasmania may
adapt should the proposed national reforms proceed.

The Tasmanian profession is genuinely concerned that such reforms may unintentionally undermine
smaller jurisdiction-based PLT providers that presently deliver intensive, profession-connected and highly
practical training.

The TLPC

The TLPC, delivered by the Centre for Legal Studies Ltd in conjunction with the University of Tasmania,
is Tasmania’s only Practical Legal Training (PLT) provider and has long been recognised for producing
highly capable, practice-ready early career lawyers.
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The TLPC has, over many years, developed a model deeply integrated with the Tasmanian legal
profession and courts. The Course is intentionally practical and immersive. Trainees undertake extensive
advocacy exercises, negotiations, client interviews, drafting and file management exercises, and appear
before real judicial officers prior to admission. The program relies heavily on the ongoing generosity and
involvement of the judiciary and profession, and it has become an important part of preparing graduates
for practice within Tasmania.

The Course offers a uniquely intensive and professionally integrated training experience that is
fundamentally different from predominantly online or transactional PLT models operating elsewhere in
Australia. Its core strength lies in its strong connection to the Tasmanian legal profession, judiciary and
courts, ensuring trainees are exposed to the realities of legal practice before admission.

A defining feature of the TLPC is its 100% face-to-face delivery model, designed to mirror real practice
and providing a simulated work environment. Trainees attend in person and participate in practical
exercises designed to replicate the day-to-day realities of legal practice. This includes advocacy exercises,
negotiations, client interviews, drafting, transactional file management, ethics training and appearances
before judicial officers. The emphasis is not merely on theoretical competency, but on developing
confident, capable practitioners who gain familiarity with practice and procedure in law across a range of
subject areas and who can then operate more effectively from the commencement of their entry into
practice.

Course Structure

The TLPC is a 24 week in-person course, delivered over three (3) days each week (Tuesday, Wednesday
and Thursday) where our “trainees” undertake instruction in seven (7) “core” or compulsory units, some of
which include a sub-unit or module focusing on specialised practice.

The 7 core units are:

e Skills Ethics and Professional Responsibility (including cultural diversity, First Nations and sexual
harassment training which is mandatory for the Tasmanian profession)

o Civil Litigation Practice (Supreme Court Practice and Advocacy, with additional sub-units in Federal
Court Practice, Employment & Industrial Relations and Administrative Law - TASCAT)

¢ Criminal Law Practice (Magistrates Court Practice and Advocacy)

e Commercial Property and Practice

e Property Law Practice (incorporating sub-units in Wills & Estates and Planning Law)

e Trust and Office Accounting

e Family Law Practice and Procedure

The requirement to complete all 7 units as part of PLT has been developed in direct response to the more
generalist requirements of legal practice in our jurisdiction. This model ensures our graduates leave PLT
with a solid grounding and familiarity with important professional and procedural steps across a range of
practice areas, many of which they will encounter as an early career lawyer in a firm or the government
legal sector.

Many trainees attending the TLPC are already working in the legal sector, so on days they are not required
to attend PLT, they have the opportunity to build on, and gain familiarity with, the skills they are developing
through direct application in the workplace.

Additionally, as noted in our feedback form at point 3.2, at the TLPC we do not teach “lawyers’ skills”,
ethics or professional responsibility as a discrete unit alone. In addition to an intensive 2-day workshop
designed to introduce trainees to the technical and practical aspects of client interviewing, drafting



(including letter writing) and advocacy skills, these concepts are woven throughout the entire course so
that trainees repeatedly apply the same skills in different substantive law and procedural settings.

The Course has also become known for its strong focus on wellbeing, professionalism and trauma-
informed practice. Recognising the pressures faced by early career lawyers, the TLPC seeks to equip
trainees not only with technical legal skills, but with the insight and professional habits necessary to sustain
long-term and healthy legal careers. These concepts are delivered within the structure of the Skills, Ethics
and Professional Responsibility unit, involving practitioners and representatives of the Law Society of
Tasmania, the Legal Profession Board, and specialised trauma-informed practitioners.

In addition, the Skills, Ethics and Professional Responsibility unit incorporates a full-day cultural diversity
module designed to expose trainees to the practical realities of working with culturally and linguistically
diverse clients and communities within the Tasmanian legal system. This module includes cultural diversity
training delivered in conjunction with the Migrant Resource Centre (MRC) Tasmania, a panel discussion
involving representatives of the MRC and migration practitioners, together with contributions from a senior
puisne Judge of the Tasmanian Supreme Court regarding best practice when working with interpreters in
legal proceedings. The program also includes interpreter-led workshop sessions to provide trainees with
practical experience in communicating effectively and appropriately through interpreters.

In conjunction with the Law Society of Tasmania, the Course further delivers mandatory training
concerning sexual harassment, workplace conduct and professional culture within the legal profession,
reflecting the profession-wide focus on maintaining safe and respectful workplaces. There is also a
deliberate and continuing emphasis on First Nations perspectives and cultural awareness, with the
objective of ensuring that trainees develop an appreciation of the broader social, cultural and historical
considerations that arise in legal practice within Tasmania.

Connection to the Profession

The Course maintains exceptionally strong relationships with the Tasmanian legal profession and judiciary.
Local barristers, solicitors and experienced practitioners directly contribute to the delivery of the program
by way of instruction on topics relevant to their areas of expertise. This ensures trainees receive direct
exposure to the standards, expectations and culture of contemporary professional practice in Tasmania.
Trainees appear before a range of judicial officers, including magistrates, judges and tribunal members in
their respective forums during advocacy exercises, providing invaluable practical experience that cannot
be replicated through purely online delivery.

The TLPC also plays a significant role in supporting the profession more broadly. It acts as an important
bridge between legal education and legal practice, helping graduates transition safely and professionally
into the legal community. In a smaller jurisdiction such as Tasmania, this function is particularly important.
The Course assists in developing professional identity, ethical awareness, resilience and collegiality at the
very beginning of a lawyer’s career. This connection is achieved each year through opportunities for
trainees to engage in both social and professional activities with the Law Society of Tasmania’s Early
Career Lawyer Committees, across North, North-West and Southern Tasmania.

Importantly, as noted above, the Course is tailored to the Tasmanian legal environment. Graduates are
trained in local court processes, procedural requirements and professional expectations specific to
Tasmania. The TLPC also provides substantial guidance and support to trainees regarding their
application for admission to practice in the Supreme Court of Tasmania, an area which can otherwise be
difficult for graduates to navigate independently.

Ultimately, the TLPC represents a model of practical legal education that is deeply embedded within
Tasmania’s legal profession and community. Its continued operation supports the quality of the profession,



the preparedness of graduates entering practice, and the ongoing strength and integrity of Tasmania’s
legal system.

Employment Outcomes

Another unique feature of the TLPC is our supported workplace experience, where the 15 days compulsory
work placement required is organised and co-ordinated by the Centre on behalf of trainees, through
established relationships with private legal firms and the government and community legal sectors. This
ensures that trainees have the opportunity to gain experience in areas of work or law in which they have
expressed interest, in addition to providing a framework for those trainees who do not have an established
pathway to gain insight into opportunities available across the legal sector.

This workplace experience model also plays an important role in building successful employment
outcomes for our trainees. We encourage firms and the broader profession to employ TLPC graduates,
and we liaise closely with the profession to facilitate opportunities for TLPC trainees to undertake work
experience placements with a view to prospective employment.

Additionally, every year the Centre is contacted by private firms, government employers and other
agencies seeking to advertise graduate lawyer and other legal employment opportunities to TLPC trainees.
We assist by circulating these advertisements to all trainees and providing opportunities for prospective
employers to attend the TLPC and provide more detail about advertised opportunities.

The employment statistics below demonstrate the strong employment outcomes that occur through the
close connection between the TLPC and the broader Tasmanian legal sector.

2025 LEGAL EMPLOYMENT STATISTICS

5%

m Employment not obtained
m Employed post TLPC

2024 LEGAL EMPLOYMENT STATISTICS
%
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m Employed post TLPC

Current Cost of the TLPC

The fee for the Tasmanian Legal Practice Course is ultimately determined through the framework
established by the University of Tasmania, as the course is delivered as a postgraduate university
qualification (Graduate Diploma of Legal Practice) and the enrolled trainees are students of the University.
The University calculates course fees by reference to the individual units that comprise the program,
including the relevant student contribution amounts and funding arrangements applicable to each unit.
This occurs within the broader Commonwealth higher education funding framework, including the
operation of the Higher Education Contribution Scheme (HECS-HELP) and Commonwealth Grant Scheme
(CGS) funding arrangements. In practical terms, the availability or absence of CGS funding directly
impacts the level of student contribution required, as eligible domestic students may defer their tuition



costs through HECS-HELP. At present, the approximate course fee for domestic students is $18,709,
whereas the fee for international students is $25,950. Accordingly, the course fee is not arbitrarily set by
the Centre for Legal Studies but is intrinsically linked to the University’s fee-setting methodology,
Commonwealth funding settings, and the accredited unit structure of the program.

Current Recruitment Challenge

Unlike many larger PLT providers and metropolitan university-based PLT programs that benefit from
integrated industry partnerships, extensive corporate firm networks and embedded work-integrated
learning infrastructure, the TLPC operates within a significantly smaller legal market and does not have
access to the same scale of institutional partnership opportunities.

As Tasmania produces a comparatively limited number of law graduates each year (less than 100 over
the last few years graduating from UTAS), and being a single intake in-person offering, the TLPC must
devote significant time, effort and financial resources toward marketing and recruitment activities,
particularly in seeking to attract interstate graduates to undertake their practical legal training in Tasmania.
This creates an additional operational burden not necessarily faced by providers operating within larger
mainland legal markets supported by extensive pre-existing industry placement ecosystems.

Impact of Proposed Model

Our concern is that, in a market where substantially cheaper and shorter PLT options become available
nationally, programs such as the TLPC may become increasingly difficult to sustain financially despite
continuing to provide significant value to both graduates and the profession.

Importantly, amongst all of these discussions, as addressed in our submission, there remains the practical
reality that there is limited capacity to further expand practical skills training within the Tasmanian
undergraduate law degree itself. The current law degree is already heavily constrained in terms of
curriculum requirements and delivery capacity. As such, Tasmania may not be well placed to simply absorb
increasing amounts of vocational training into the academic degree. Likewise, as we understand it, the
Law Society of Tasmania will provide a separate submission which will outline how the Tasmanian
profession is not equipped or resourced to provide the supervision required under the proposed model.

Accordingly, while | have previously queried — more as a matter for open discussion than as any developed
proposal — whether there may be scope for jurisdictions such as Tasmania to preserve high-quality PLT
programs through some flexibility (wherever possible, but one thought was in relation to PALT
requirements) | wish to make clear that our strong preference remains that the existing model continue
unchanged; namely, that PLT remain a distinct postgraduate program undertaken prior to admission,
rather than being reduced and generally absorbed into the law degree itself.

Final Remarks

Given the significant level of engagement and contribution required from members of the profession, the
judiciary, the magistracy and the Tasmanian Courts and Tribunals, together with the resource intensive
nature of the Course, the TLPC is presently only able to deliver a single intake each year. That intake
typically produces between 40 and 50 graduates annually, with the practical upper capacity of the program
being approximately 65 trainees, should sufficient demand exist.

It is readily acknowledged that the TLPC model, with its intensive face-to-face delivery, extensive
practitioner involvement and strong court integration, is not a model capable of being replicated at scale
to accommodate the many thousands of graduates seeking admission to practice across Australia each
year. Equally, however, the Tasmanian legal profession operates within a markedly different context to the



larger mainland jurisdictions and, in many respects, relies heavily upon the continued operation of the
TLPC course as it is presently delivered.

Despite its comparatively modest size, the TLPC performs a significant function within the Tasmanian legal
profession and has become closely interwoven with the manner in which early career practitioners
transition into practice within this State. The profession has, over many years, developed an expectation
that graduates entering practice following completion of the TLPC are capable of assuming substantial
practical responsibility at a very early stage of their careers, including direct client management, file
carriage and regular appearances before courts and tribunals.

Accordingly, any substantial alteration to the structure, duration or practical intensity of the Course would
likely have consequences extending well beyond the educational setting itself. It would, in practical terms,
reshape long-standing professional expectations concerning the preparedness and capability of newly
admitted practitioners within Tasmania, and may require a broader reconsideration of how legal services
are delivered and supervised within a comparatively small jurisdiction that relies heavily upon capable and
practice-ready early career lawyers.

The observations regarding PALT raised in the round table were not intended as prescriptive solution.
Rather, it was intended simply to encourage careful and measured consideration of the broader
ramifications of the proposed reforms, particularly for jurisdictions which presently deliver intensive,
practice-focused PLT programs with strong professional and court integration. It may be that, with further
time and proper consultation, there are ways within any broader national framework to recognise or
accommodate more substantial practical training programs like the TLPC without undermining their
viability or requiring wholesale structural change. At present, however, these are matters which warrant
cautious and considered examination rather than definitive proposals.

Thank you again for your time, consideration and ongoing support of the Tasmanian Legal Practice
Course.

Please do not hesitate to contact me should | be able to assist further.

Yours sincerely

Emma White
Executive Director



Feedback Form: Review of practical legal training

Respondent details

Names: Professor Gino Dal Pont, Dean, School of Law, University of Tasmania and Emma
White, Executive Director, Centre for Legal Studies

Organisation (if applicable): School of Law, University of Tasmania and Centre for Legal
Studies (Tasmanian Legal Practice Course)

Contact detaits: I

Are you responding as (select one):

O Individual
Organisations — Joint submission - University of Tasmania and Centre for Legal Studies
0 Peak body / Representative group

[ Other (please specify):

Jurisdiction (select one)

1 National

[ Australian Capital Territory
0 New South Wales

1 Northern Territory

1 Queensland

[0 South Australia
Tasmania

I Victoria

[0 Western Australia

O Multiple

O Other. Please specify:

Your submission will be shared with the Admissions Committee and the Law Admissions
Consultative Committee and may also be shared with the Legal Servies Council.

Unless stakeholders advise us otherwise, submissions may be published on the Council’'s
website.

May we publish your response on the Legal Servies Council’s website (select one)?

Yes
O No



Responses to consultation questions

Law courses

1.1

Do you support the proposal for the LACC to amend the Accreditation Standards
for Australian Law Courses to require law courses to demonstrate how they have
included practical teaching and training of the practical skills identified at
Appendix F, with appropriate assessment?

No. we do not support this proposal.

Law degrees and PLT serve fundamentally different purposes within the legal
education continuum. Law degrees provide a rigorous academic foundation in
legal doctrine, theory and policy, while PLT is specifically designed to translate
that academic knowledge into practice-ready competence.

Mandating assessed practical skills within law degrees risks displacing core
academic content, narrowing the degree into a professional training
qualification, and undermining its broad utility for graduates who do not enter
legal practice. The Consultation Paper itself recognises that a substantial
proportion of law graduates pursue non-legal careers; imposing professional
competency requirements within the degree is inconsistent with that reality.

Further, effective skills training requires conditions that universities are not
uniformly equipped to provide instructors with recent practice experience, low
student-teacher ratios, iterative practice opportunities, and assessment models
grounded in formative feedback rather than one-off performance. Without these
conditions, skills training risks becoming superficial and inequitable.

PLT exists precisely because universities are not structured to teach the
day-to-day competencies required for responsible client-facing work.
Reassigning this function to law degrees risks weakening both academic
education and professional training, rather than strengthening graduate
preparedness.

1.2

Do you suggest any amendments to the proposed skills schedule (Appendix F)
in respect of the knowledge areas and skills to be included in the delivery of law
courses, as identified in column three of the table?

It is accepted that the current PLT competency standards would benefit from
modernisation and simplification. The existing framework is comprehensive, but
in parts it is overly detailed, repetitive, and difficult to navigate, both for providers
and for students. There is clear value in revisiting the structure, language and
presentation of the competencies to ensure they remain contemporary,
accessible and aligned with modern legal practice.

However, while reform is appropriate, the approach proposed in Appendix F is
not supported.

In particular, the proposal to redistribute a substantial portion of pre-admission
competencies into the academic law degree - across a limited number of
Priestley subjects - will not achieve the intended outcome of producing practice-
ready graduates. Rather, it risks fragmenting responsibility for professional
formation, reducing consistency across jurisdictions, and weakening the
assurance that all admitted practitioners have demonstrated core practical
competence.




There are several reasons why this approach is unlikely to be effective.

1. The academic law degree and PLT serve fundamentally different
functions. The law degree is designed to develop legal knowledge,
analytical reasoning and doctrinal understanding. While it may
incorporate some sKkills-based learning, it is not structured, resourced or
assessed as a form of postgraduate professional training. By contrast,
PLT is expressly designed to integrate knowledge, skills and
professional values in a simulated and practice-based environment, with
comprehensive assessment of competence.

Moving competencies into the law degree assumes that universities can
deliver consistent, practice-based training at the level required for
admission. In reality, law schools vary significantly in curriculum design,
teaching methods, assessment models and resourcing. Without a
uniform, practice-focused framework equivalent to PLT, this shift would
inevitably result in uneven skill development across graduates.

Moreover, not all law students wish to enter legal practice. Law degrees
have a role in delivering generalist legal education, to prepare graduates
for a range of employment/career opportunities. At UTAS, for example,
approximately two-thirds of each graduating class enters legal practice,
either locally or interstate. The remaining one-third of graduates choose
a variety of other career options. A fundamental deficiency with
embedding PLT in a law degree is that for a not insignificant number of
students, it is fundamental legal skills learning they do not need and will
likely never need.

2. Appendix F relies heavily on the proposition that many skills are
“inherent” in obtaining a law degree or “could be addressed” within
Priestley subjects. That approach lacks the level of certainty required for
admission standards. Admission to the legal profession should be based
on demonstrated competence, not assumed exposure. The current
standards appropriately require that competence be assessed in a
structured way, including through simulation and supervised
performance.

3. The current compressed structure of the law degree in Tasmania into a
3.5 year timeframe (with three years, or 24 units, of Law study) has
already led to a loss of flexibility for offering a wider range of electives
outside of the compulsory Priestley 11 that might allow for inclusion of
aspects of the practical skills being proposed. The UTAS LLB currently
comprises 17 core units and seven electives. As we outline further in the
following point, the core units in the law degree are under significant
pressure due to the amount of content that must be delivered. Feedback
from students consistently highlights a desire to undertake a greater
number of elective units. The most recent set of curriculum reforms
undertaken at UTAS decreased the core by one unit and as a
consequence, the number of elective units students undertake during
their degree.

At the same time, the elective units within the UTAS LLB are equally
under strain. Over the last few years, we have had to cancel the delivery
of a number of elective units scheduled for delivery due to low




enrolments (less than 20 students), budgetary constraints, and lack of
teacher availability. Further pressure is placed on student enrolment in
electives by factors including the following:

e students undertaking Honours are required to undertake two

elective units, reducing the number of other electives students
may attempt;

e students participating in the optional Clinical Legal Practice
program are required to undertake two elective units, further
depleting the electives those students may otherwise undertake;

o other electives such as Competition Moot and Law Review
further diminish opportunities to enrol students in elective units.

Given that students have so little effective choice in the elective units
they may undertake, we would be loathe to see further depletion due to
the need to embed additional practical legal skills in existing (or new)
core units. Students would be similarly disappointed. The natural
outcome of elective depletion is a reduction in the number of elective
units we are able to offer, and consequently, in elective choice for
students.

Itis also not clear how the proposed model fits with the current university
system, which has invested heavily in online teaching, particularly since
2020. Many Law degrees across the country are now offered online,
whether synchronously or asynchronously. There has been significant
uptake of online learning, particularly by students in regional areas,
working students, and students with caring responsibilities. The success
of this model for many universities means they will not move away from
it. Embedding a portion of PLT in law degrees necessarily means that
some students will still undertake some of their PLT training through an
online teaching model. The issue should not be viewed so much as an
issue with online learning per se, but a problem with asynchronous
online delivery not well designed to teach practical legal skills.

Additionally, the proposed model of adding practical skills within the
Priestley 11 risks overloading already dense academic subjects. The
Priestley 11 subjects are designed to cover foundational areas of
substantive law. Embedding additional requirements-such as client
interviewing, advocacy, negotiation, drafting, file management, ethical
problem-solving, and court processes-within a “handful” of those
subjects would either:

o dilute the depth of doctrinal teaching; or
o result in superficial treatment of practical skills, without sufficient
time for development, feedback and assessment.

Effective skills training requires repetition, reflection, and integration
across multiple contexts. It cannot be meaningfully achieved through
isolated exercises embedded within doctrinal subjects. Effective
teaching of these skills requires that they be taught in a formative
manner, be properly scaffolded, and be based on the understanding that




students have an adequate degree of content knowledge and
understanding.

To this we would add that our students are increasingly time-poor and
lack capacity to learn a high volume of content independently. Class time
is important for content delivery, but also for the implementation of
strategies and assessments to facilitate retention and understanding of
content. Not of all of this work is assessable, nor is it possible to conduct
it in a way that replicates skills relevant to legal practice.

Coupled with this, Law Schools are required to comply with Tertiary
Education Quality and Safeguards Agency (TEQSA) quality standards
and are grappling with the need to implement and ensure secure
assessment to respond to challenges wrought by generative-Al. Further
discussion of the impact of regulation under TEQSA quality standards is
outlined in 4.1 below.

Law Schools are also required to prepare graduates for a range of
employment outcomes, by ensuring they meet a set of course-specific
and generic graduate outcomes. Combined, these factors are likely to
lead to a piecemeal and inconsistent approach to PLT across different
Law Schools which will not assist in making students practice-ready.
UTAS recently shortened semester length by one week across the entire
university, placing further pressure on staff to ensure comprehensive
content delivery. Resourcing constraints mean that 36 hours of tuition (in
whatever form) is the absolute maximum that may be undertaken in any
given unit.

In short, given the competing demands placed on Law Schools the Law
Degree cannot do all the work PLT courses currently do without
sacrificing effective and innovative delivery of content, legal analytical
skills and research skills.

The Appendix F model underestimates the importance of integrated,
contextual learning. The current competency standards require students
to perform legal tasks in a way that brings together multiple skills-
communication, legal analysis, procedural knowledge, ethical judgment
and client management-within realistic practice scenarios. This reflects
how legal work is actually undertaken. By contrast, Appendix F tends to
reduce skills to discrete, simplified tasks (for example, drafting a “simple”
document or participating in a “simple” negotiation), without requiring
that those tasks be performed as part of a broader, coherent matter.

Entry-level practitioners in smaller legal markets are often required to
engage in a broad range of practice areas and responsibilities from an
early stage, albeit under supervision. The current PLT framework
ensures exposure to, and competence across, core practice areas such
as civil litigation, property and commercial practice, as well as optional
areas. Appendix F does not preserve that breadth. A narrower, skills-
based checklist-particularly one partially delivered through academic
study-does not adequately prepare graduates for the realities of practice
in such jurisdictions.

Finally, while Appendix F appropriately identifies emerging areas such
as technology (including Al), resilience, and wellbeing, these are not
reasons to diminish the role of PLT. Rather, they reinforce the need for




a dedicated professional training environment in which such issues can
be explored in context, alongside ethical obligations, client
responsibilities and risk management.

1.3

Would law schools be able to implement these changes by the beginning of the
2028 academic year, as proposed?

No. We do not consider the proposed implementation timeframe realistic.
Proper implementation would require extensive curriculum redesign, staff
retraining or recruitment, development of new assessment frameworks, and
re-accreditation processes. These burdens would fall disproportionately on
smaller and regional universities. A rushed timetable risks inconsistent delivery
and unfair outcomes for students caught between old and new regimes.

Reform of PLT — Practical knowledge and skills

21

Do you support the proposal to amend the PLT Competency Standards to reflect
the categories and skills set out in the skills schedule at Appendix F as the
practical knowledge and skills required at the time of admission?

We support this proposal in principle. A clearer, more streamlined articulation of
core competency standards at the point of admission is desirable. The existing
PLT competency standards are highly detailed and risk creating unrealistic
expectations of competence for newly admitted practitioners.

However, this support is conditional on PLT retaining duration and structure. A
narrower skills framework must not be used to justify a significant reduction in
training time or intensity. Practical competence develops progressively and
cannot be meaningfully achieved through brief or compressed programs.

2.2

Do you suggest any amendments to the categories or skills set out in the skills
schedule at Appendix F?

Appendix F, as currently framed, is too narrow and overly reflective of
commercial and adversarial practice models typical of large metropolitan firms.
It does not sufficiently accommodate generalist practice, community legal work,
government practice, or tribunal-based forums-contexts that are particularly
common in Tasmania and other smaller jurisdictions.

Skills should be able to be demonstrated across a range of practice areas and
forums, not confined to a single transactional or commercial example. Without
such breadth, the framework risks privileging certain career pathways while
marginalising others.

The fundamental difficulty is that the proposed approach as outlined in Appendix
F does not adequately recognise the difference in how competencies are
developed and assessed in a law degree as compared to PLT.

University assessment is typically structured around two or three substantial
assessment tasks per subject, often focused on written analysis or problem-
solving at a point in time. While these tasks develop important analytical skills,
they do not provide the frequency, repetition or progressive feedback necessary
to build practical competence.




By contrast, PLT is deliberately designed around numerous smaller, scaffolded
and often hurdle-based tasks, which require students to repeatedly perform key
skills-such as interviewing, drafting, advising, file management and advocacy-
over time and in different contexts. This iterative model allows for the
development of competence through practice, reflection and refinement,
supported by immediate and targeted feedback. It also enables skills to be
integrated across a “matter” as it evolves, rather than assessed in isolation. This
form of progressive, competency-based training cannot be replicated within the
structure of a traditional law degree, without fundamentally altering its purpose,
assessment design and resourcing. As such, relocating these competencies into
academic subjects risks reducing them to one-off or superficial exercises, rather
than ensuring that graduates have demonstrated consistent, practice-ready
capability prior to admission.

23 Do you think that the following areas need to be specifically included in the skills
schedule, either as categories or identified knowledge and skills:
i.  Working with clients from culturally and linguistically diverse
backgrounds?
ii. Preventing and addressing sexual harassment?
iii. Awareness of obligations under anti-money laundering/counter-
terrorism financing regulations?
iv.  Awareness of ADR options, or specific skills relating to ADR?
v. Negotiation skills in a wider range of settings, or other specific
settings?
vi.  Drafting any other types of legal documents? If so, what types of
documents?
We strongly support explicit inclusion of all areas listed in Question 2.3.

e Working effectively with culturally and linguistically diverse clients is
fundamental to access to justice.

e Preventing and addressing sexual harassment is central to professional
responsibility and workplace integrity.

e Awareness of AML/CTF obligations reflects modern regulatory realities.

¢ ASR and negotiation skills are increasingly central across most areas of
legal practice.

e Drafting skills must also extend beyond commercial documents to
include client correspondence, affidavits, tribunal forms, pleadings and
other procedural documents routinely prepared by early career lawyers.

24 Should the option for graduates to undertake Supervised Workplace Training as
a way of completing PLT be retained?
Having not delivered a Supervised Workplace Training program, we are not in
a position to comment.
However, based on the information outlined in the Consultation Paper, we would
consider that SWT appears to be demonstrably superior to the proposed
requirements for legal education in Australia.

25 If the option of Supervised Workplace Training is to be retained, what aspects

of the skills schedule should be delivered by an approved provider or as
approved programmed training?




NA

2.6

Should there be any other amendments to Supervised Workplace Training?

NA

Reform of PLT — Delivery of PLT

3.1

Do you support the proposal for the LACC to amend the PLT Standards to
reduce PLT courses to be a minimum of four weeks in length, together with up
to one week of pre-reading and viewing of preparatory materials?

The proposal to amend the PLT Standards to reduce PLT courses to a minimum
of four weeks in length, together with up to one week of preparatory materials,
is not supported.

While there is merit in considering how PLT may be modernised and made more
efficient, the proposed model represents a fundamental and inappropriate
compression of professional training. It risks undermining the core purpose of
PLT, which is to ensure that entry-level lawyers have demonstrated competence
in the practical skills, professional behaviours and applied judgment required for
safe and effective practice.

We note the following:
1. A four-week model cannot deliver effective skills development

Experience in Tasmania demonstrates that effective skills development requires
time, repetition and structured feedback.

PLT is not simply about exposure to skills; it is about building competence
through iterative performance. This involves:

e performing a skill;

e receiving targeted feedback;

o reflecting on that feedback; and

e applying it in subsequent tasks, often in progressively more complex
contexts.

This process cannot be meaningfully compressed into a four-week period.
The current PLT framework allows for:
o skills to be developed across multiple contexts (e.g. client interviews,
negotiations, court appearances, drafting tasks);
e integration of those skills within a “matter” over time; and
e gradual improvement in performance and confidence.

A four-week model would necessarily reduce training to:

o one-off or limited attempts at key skills;
e minimal opportunity for refinement; and




e significantly reduced capacity for meaningful assessment of
competence.

In effect, it risks shifting PLT from competency-based training to exposure-based
learning, which is inconsistent with the requirements for admission to the
profession.

2. It fundamentally misunderstands how professional competence is formed

The proposal appears to assume that practical legal skills can be acquired
quickly through intensive delivery, supplemented by pre-reading.

This misunderstands the nature of professional competence. Skills such as:

e client interviewing;

e advocacy;

e negotiation;

o file and matter management; and
o ethical decision-making

are not mastered through short bursts of instruction. They require:

e repeated practice;

e variation in context;

o feedback over time; and

e opportunities to make and correct mistakes in a supported environment.

The strength of PLT lies precisely in its ability to provide this scaffolded,
developmental learning structure, which cannot be replicated in a highly
compressed format.

3. Significant equity concerns

Whilst the proposed requirements seek to address financial equity concerns,
they inadvertently create other problems of an equitable nature.

A compressed PLT model inherently privileges those who:

e already possess high levels of professional confidence;

e have prior exposure to legal practice (e.g. through clerkships or
employment);

e are familiar with professional communication norms; and

e Have obtained employment.

Conversely, it disadvantages students who require more structured support to
translate academic knowledge into practice competence, including:

e international students;

o students from culturally and linguistically diverse (CALD) backgrounds;
o students with learning differences; and

o students with lower initial professional confidence.




These cohorts often benefit most from:

o extended opportunities to practise skills;
e incremental feedback; and
o time to develop professional identity and confidence.

Reducing PLT to four weeks would exacerbate existing inequalities, rather than
supporting a diverse and capable profession.

Additionally, from a financial equity perspective, the proposed approach creates
real potential that newly admitted lawyers would enter employment with fewer
practical skills, allowing employers to pay commensurately lower wages on
commencement.

4. Reliance on unrealistic assumptions about employment and supervision

A central flaw in the proposed reform package is its implicit assumption that
graduates will:

e obtain legal employment promptly; and
e receive high-quality supervision capable of compensating for reduced
PLT.
This assumption is not borne out by experience.
In practice, many capable graduates:
o take extended periods to obtain legal work;
e work in environments with limited supervision capacity; or
e commence practice in small firms, community legal services or regional
settings under significant pressure.
In these contexts, there is often:
e limited time for supervision;
e limited capacity for structured training; and
e an expectation that the graduate can perform tasks with a baseline level

of competence.

Reducing PLT on the assumption that the workplace will “complete” training is
therefore both unrealistic and potentially unsafe.

5. The proposal creates a training gap for unemployed graduates

The proposed model risks creating a significant gap for graduates who are not
immediately employed.

The proposed model:

e reduces pre-admission training;
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e assumes subsequent workplace development; and
e provides no structured mechanism for skill development in the absence
of employment.

This creates a cohort of graduates who are:

o formally qualified for admission;
e under-trained in practical skills; and
o without access to structured training pathways.

This is both inequitable and contrary to the objective of ensuring that all admitted
practitioners meet a consistent standard of competence.

6. Disproportionate impact on smaller and regional jurisdictions

The risks of a compressed PLT model are particularly acute in jurisdictions such
as Tasmania.

Entry-level practitioners in smaller jurisdictions are often required to:

e undertake a broad range of work;
e assume responsibility more quickly; and
o operate with less immediate access to specialist support.

A reduced PLT model would leave such practitioners insufficiently prepared for
the realities of practice, placing additional pressure on employers and increasing
risk to clients and the administration of justice.

Additionally, in smaller jurisdictions, the model has the potential to impact
adversely on the retention and wellbeing of newly admitted lawyers, where they
may be operating in an environment of increased stress with less support, due
to the limited capacity of employers to appropriately supervise and provide the
additional workplace development required.

7. Pre-reading cannot substitute for structured training

The inclusion of up to one week of pre-reading and preparatory materials does
not address these concerns.

Pre-reading may support knowledge acquisition, but it cannot replace:

e supervised performance of skills;
e real-time feedback; or
o iterative development of competence.

There is a material difference between knowing what to do and being able to do
it competently in practice. PLT exists to bridge that gap. A compressed model,
even with preparatory materials, does not achieve that outcome.

For these reasons, the proposal to reduce PLT courses to a minimum of four
weeks is not supported.
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While reform of the PLT framework is appropriate, it must preserve:

o sufficient time for skills development and consolidation;

e equitable access to meaningful training; and

e a structured, reliable mechanism for ensuring that all entrants to the
profession have demonstrated competence.

A four-week model fails to meet these objectives and risks producing graduates
who are underprepared for practice, particularly in jurisdictions and practice
settings where early competence is critical.

3.2

Do you think that a four-week period is too short or too long for a PLT course,
taking into account the other proposals in relation to law courses and post
admission training?

As noted above, a four-week period is far too short.

It is manifestly inadequate when assessed against what effective PLT must
achieve, even when the other proposed reforms are considered.

We do not believe that a four-week period is capable of delivering an effective,
equitable or safe PLT course. This conclusion is informed directly by what we
currently do at the Tasmanian Legal Practice Course (TLPC) and by
long-standing empirical experience of how professional skills, confidence and
judgment actually develop in graduate lawyers.

Even allowing for the proposed changes to law degrees and the introduction of
Post-Admission Legal Training (PALT), a four-week PLT course fundamentally
misunderstands both the nature of legal skills development and the function of
PLT within the broader regulatory framework.

We note the following:
1. What PLT is required to do in practice

PLT is not simply an orientation to legal work. It performs a critical regulatory
function by ensuring that a person is safe and competent to be admitted as an
officer of the court. That role requires PLT to bridge the gap between:

o theoretical and doctrinal legal education; and
» real, client-facing legal practice involving risk, judgment and professional
responsibility.

This bridging function cannot be achieved through exposure alone. It requires:

repetition and practice across multiple contexts;

opportunities to make mistakes in a controlled environment;
formative feedback and reflection; and

progressive development of confidence and professional identity.

These are inherently time-dependent processes.

2. What we do at the TLPC
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The TLPC is deliberately structured to recognise that legal skills are not learned
once, in isolation, but embedded across the whole course.

a. Skills integrated across all practice areas

We do not teach “lawyer’s skills”, ethics or professional responsibility as
discrete, standalone units. Instead, they are enmeshed throughout the entire
course, so that trainees repeatedly apply the same skills in different substantive
and procedural settings.

For example:

« Written communication (letters to clients, letters to other practitioners,
affidavits, file notes) is practised across practice areas, including civil
litigation, property, commercial, crime, family, wills & estates. Being able
to write to your client (as unique and different as they come) is an
important skill not nuanced during the degree.

e Client interviewing and communication is reinforced through simulated
files, role-plays and problem-based learning across all areas of practice,
not confined to a single assessment.

o Negotiation, mediation and dispute resolution skills are practised in
structured exercises embedded within substantive legal contexts.

e Advocacy and appearances are conducted repeatedly, before
experienced judicial officers and tribunal members, allowing skills to
develop incrementally with feedback.

This iterative approach is essential. Skills acquired in isolation do not translate
into competence; skills rehearsed across varied contexts do.

b. Repetition, feedback and improvement over time

A defining feature of the TLPC is that trainees are not expected to demonstrate
competence the first time they attempt a task. Instead:

e trainees draft documents, receive feedback, and revise them;

e advocacy performances improve over multiple appearances;

» confidence grows gradually, particularly for those who initially struggle
with oral communication; and

e professional judgment develops through reflection on mistakes and
near-misses.

This mirrors real legal practice, where work is reviewed and refined before
reaching clients or courts.

A four-week PLT course simply cannot replicate this developmental process. At
best, it allows for single-instance performance, which is not a reliable measure
of competence.

c. Scale of training currently delivered

By way of illustration, the TLPC delivers approximately 290.5 hours of practice
area training, excluding additional skills and values content. This reflects the
reality that competence across civil, commercial, property and elective practice
areas requires substantial time on task. Reducing PLT to four weeks (with
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perhaps one week of pre-reading) represents a dramatic contraction that cannot
plausibly be offset by undergraduate reforms or limited post-admission training.

3. Four weeks is inadequate even with proposed undergraduate changes

The consultation proposals assume that law schools will take on a significant
share of practical skills development. This assumption is problematic for several
reasons:

e Law degrees are already full, and not all students intend to practise law.

e Universities are not uniformly resourced to deliver assessed practical
skills.

e« Many academics do not have recent practice experience.

e Skills learned in undergraduate settings are not reinforced through
repetition in live or simulated practice contexts.

Even if undergraduate reforms were fully implemented, they would not negate
the need for a substantial PLT period. Undergraduate exposure does not provide
the professional accountability, standards or context required at the point of
admission.

4. Four weeks is inadequate even with PALT

The introduction of PALT does not cure the deficiencies of a four-week PLT
course. On the contrary:

e PALT occurs after admission, when the lawyer already bears
responsibility to clients and the court.

e The proposed volume of PALT (15 hours per year) is extremely limited.
This is only 5 hours more than what an established practitioner must
complete.

e PALT presupposes the availability of consistent employment and
high-quality supervision, which cannot be guaranteed.

o Deferring skill development until after admission increases risk to the
public.

PLT exists precisely to ensure that foundational competence is established
before admission. A four-week PLT model shifts that burden too late.

Ultimately, a four-week period treats PLT as a compliance hurdle rather than as
the final stage of professional formation.

PLT is not about exposure; it is about:
inculcating professional judgment;
shaping ethical instincts;

embedding client-centred practice; and
ensuring readiness to practise safely as an admitted lawyer.

Those outcomes cannot be achieved in four weeks.
5. Equity impacts of a four-week model

As noted above, The TLPC experience demonstrates that time in PLT is a critical
equity mechanism.
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Extended PLT allows students who may initially struggle-such as:

e international graduates;

o students from CALD backgrounds;

o students with learning differences;

o students with low confidence or anxiety

to develop competence over time. Case studies from the TLPC show that these
graduates often go on to become excellent practitioners, given sufficient
opportunity to practise and improve.

Case Study 1:

Student 1 is an international graduate who completed an Australian law degree
and subsequently enrolled in Practical Legal Training through the TLPC. English
is her second language. She demonstrated reasonable academic ability but
experienced challenges in professional written and oral communication,
including professional tone, confidence in spoken advocacy, and adapting to
Australian legal workplace norms.

During PLT, Student 1 required time, repetition and structured feedback to
develop core practical legal skills, including:

» professional written communication (client letters, affidavits, file notes);
e client interviewing and oral communication;

e understanding professional expectations and workplace culture; and

o applying legal knowledge confidently in practical contexts.

The extended duration of the PLT program was critical. It allowed Student 1 to
practise skills iteratively, receive feedback, reflect and improve over time, and
gradually acquire professional fluency and confidence.

Employment Outcome

Student 1 did not obtain legal employment immediately after PLT. She was able
to participate in several initiatives in the Tasmanian legal profession that
provided additional, on the job, training which provided casual work. It took
approximately two years after completion of PLT for her to secure a full-time
legal role. She was ultimately employed by a Community Legal Service, where,
she has since thrived. Supervisors report strong client rapport, increasing
confidence in advocacy, and sustained professional growth.

Relevance to the Proposed Reforms

This case study demonstrates that professional competence is often
developmental, not immediate, and that employability at the point of PLT
completion is not a reliable proxy for eventual professional success.

A four-week PLT model, particularly one that assumes prompt employment and
workplace-based training, would likely have failed this student. Without
extended PLT, and without employment, she would have exited the system
under-trained, with no structured opportunity to develop skills, creating a real
risk of attrition from the profession. From an equity perspective, the case
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illustrates how compressed PLT models risk excluding capable graduates,
particularly international students and those from CALD backgrounds.

Case Study 2:

Student 2 is a domestic graduate who completed her law degree with diagnosed
learning difficulties and significant anxiety, particularly in oral participation and
formal speaking environments. She lacked confidence and did not initially
consider herself “practice-ready.” At the time of enrolling in PLT, Student 2 had
no intention of practising law, viewing PLT primarily as a symbolic conclusion to
her legal studies.

Student 2 completed the TLPC which included sustained skills-based learning,
particularly in advocacy and appearances. A defining aspect of the program was
repeated participation in advocacy exercises before experienced judicial
officers, supported by consistent supervision and structured feedback.

Initially, these exercises were extremely challenging. Over time, however, the
extended nature of the course allowed her to:

e encounter advocacy in manageable stages rather than a single
high-stakes assessment;

o develop strategies to manage anxiety in professional settings;

e observe tangible improvement through repetition; and

» rebuild confidence in her professional identity.

Transformation and Career Outcome

As her confidence and competence developed, Student 2 re-evaluated her
career intentions. What began as reluctance evolved into genuine engagement
and then enthusiasm for advocacy. Following PLT and admission, she pursued
advocacy-focused roles and now practises successfully in the publicly funded
legal sector, representing vulnerable clients and appearing regularly in court and
tribunals and is thriving.

Relevance to the Proposed Reforms

This case study illustrates that confidence is not a precondition to competence,
but often a product of sustained, supported practice. A four-week PLT model
would likely have assessed Student 2 before she had any meaningful
opportunity to develop confidence or skill, reinforcing (rather than dismantling)
her belief that legal practice was beyond her capacity.

The profession would have lost a capable advocate, not because of lack of
aptitude, but because of lack of time. The case highlights how compressed PLT
models privilege those who arrive already confident and disadvantage those
whose strengths emerge more gradually.

The TLPC has many more examples just like those above.
A four-week model privileges those who already:
e have professional confidence;

e have strong oral communication skills from the outset; and
» fit comfortably within traditional professional norms.
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It arguably disadvantages precisely those candidates whose eventual
contribution to the profession and community may be greatest.

4.1

Do you support the proposal for the LACC to amend the PLT Standards to
provide that a PLT course may be, but does not have to be, delivered at a
graduate diploma level or equivalent?

Qualified support. We support flexibility in the form of PLT qualifications,
provided that quality, equity and educational rigor are maintained. Removing
graduate-diploma-level requirements without robust safeguards creates a real
risk of a lowest-cost, lowest-quality training environment.

Our primary concern is that removing the graduate-diploma-level requirement,
in the absence of strong alternative safeguards, risks creating a race to the
bottom in PLT provision.

In a competitive market, particularly one already characterised by cost
sensitivity among graduates, there is a real danger that:

e providers will compete primarily on price and speed rather than
educational quality;

e course duration, instructor contact time and feedback mechanisms will
be reduced; and

e assessment will become more superficial, formulaic or
compliance-focused.

This risk is magnified when the same reform package also proposes:

e adramatic reduction in PLT duration (to as little as four weeks); and
e a shift of responsibility for skills development onto employers and
post-admission training.

In combination, these reforms create conditions in which PLT could be reduced
to a minimal, transactional credentialing exercise rather than a genuine
professional formation program.

In our view, the positive impact of the situation identified in the Consultation
Paper where many PLT providers, such as the TLPC, are subject to regulation
by the Tertiary Education Quality and Safeguards Agency (TEQSA) under the
Higher Education Standards should not be underestimated.

The level of oversight and compliance provided through accreditation and
regular review of learning outcomes and assessment under the TEQSA
framework ensures well recognised, consistent, high level and quality delivery
of training of PLT across jurisdictions in addition to the National Standards.

Removal of the requirement for a PLT program to be delivered at a graduate
diploma level also risks creating a financial equity issue. Moving from a system
that allows providers to facilitate student access to government financial
assistance to a likely up-front fee model will significantly disadvantage law
graduates who lack employer support to complete PLT and/or simply lack the
capacity to pay even a significantly reduced fee without access to fee help
schemes.

17



4.2

If you support this proposal, would any additional safeguards be required for
PLT providers (given they would not necessarily be regulated by TEQSA)? For
example, should new quality assurance measures be required in the LACC
framework documents? What should those additional measures be?

Additional safeguards are essential, particularly where providers fall outside
TEQSA regulation.

New regulatory safeguards would need to include:

e clear minimum requirements for course duration and structured learning
time;

e mandated instructor experience thresholds, particularly for skills-based
teaching;

o external moderation and periodic review of assessment standards;

e robust accreditation and audit processes administered by the LACC; and

e transparency for students and employers about course content,
outcomes and assessment methods.

Without these safeguards, the removal of qualification-level requirements risks
undermining confidence in PLT as a reliable indicator of graduate readiness.

5.1

Do you support the proposal that the LACC amends the PLT Standards to
require that PLT coursework is to be delivered in person or, in exceptional cases
(as determined by the PLT provider), by synchronous online delivery?

We support in-person delivery as the default mode for PLT because of its
demonstrated benefits for skills-based learning.

The structure of the TLPC’s in-person delivery model requires attendance on
site for the duration of the 24-week course, though training is only delivered 3
days per week. This allows trainees already working in the legal or government
sector in an administrative, clerical or para legal capacity the flexibility to
continue their employment alongside their practical legal training (albeit at a
reduced capacity), providing additional opportunity to practise and develop the
skills learnt in PLT in the workplace.

This approach is wholly supported by the broader Tasmanian legal sector who
recognise the value of skills-based learning occurring alongside what employers
can offer by way of training and familiarisation with the practise of law in a legal
or quasi legal workplace.

Additionally, it also provides flexibility for those not currently employed in the
legal sector to maintain other employment to financially support themselves
while completing PLT.

Over the past 5 years, the TLPC has witnessed a marked increase in the number
of PLT trainees who have already commenced working in the legal sector in the
latter stages of their undergraduate degree, or just prior to commencement of
the TLPC through summer clerkship programs.

The positive outcomes associated with an ability to develop legal skills and
knowledge in a workplace, concurrently with participation in “in -person” PLT
may be a contributing factor to the high level of satisfaction recorded from
Tasmania participants in the Urbis survey.
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It should be noted that satisfaction does appear to be linked to 24 weeks of
scaffolded learning which provides for repetitive feedback, practice and
improvement over time, as opposed to the proposed model.

6.1

Do you support a review of the PLT Standards to ensure that assessments are
rigorous in measuring whether students have developed the required
knowledge and skills? If so, do you have any suggestions on how the Standards
should be set to ensure rigorous and effective assessment?

We support a review of assessment standards to ensure rigour, but caution
against a return to rigid exam-style assessment. Practical competence is best
evaluated through formative, practice-based assessment with opportunities for
feedback and resubmission, reflecting real professional environments.

6.2

Do you think that there is a need for the LACC to amend the PLT Standards to
provide guidance on how incidents of academic misconduct should be recorded
and reported to the admitting authorities in student conduct reports?

We do not consider additional guidance necessary. The practical nature of PLT
assessments (when done correctly- formative, practice-based assessment)
should mitigate misconduct risks, and existing frameworks are sufficient.

Workplace experience

7.1

Do you support the LACC retaining the requirement for a minimum of 15 days
of workplace experience prior to admission?

Yes. We support the retention of the requirement for a minimum of 15 days of
workplace experience prior to admission, as it provides an important baseline
exposure to real legal practice and professional environments.

Workplace experience serves a distinct and complementary function to PLT
coursework. It allows students to observe and participate in:

o professional office culture and expectations;

e client interactions and communication styles;

» file management and workflow; and

e ethical decision-making in live matters.

In Tasmania, where the legal profession is predominantly generalist and
geographically dispersed, even limited workplace exposure can provide critical
context for graduates who may not otherwise have access to legal workplaces
during their studies.

However, the 15-day requirement should be understood as a minimum
threshold, not as sufficient in itself to develop competence. It must be structured,
supervised and purposeful. Tokenistic placements that involve observation only,
or administrative tasks unrelated to legal work, do not serve the intended
regulatory purpose and should not be regarded as satisfactory compliance.

Importantly, we support the view that workplace experience should be distinct
from paid paralegal or clerical employment undertaken concurrently unless the
employer can demonstrate that the experience genuinely meets the
expectations and standards of PLT workplace experience.

19



8.1

Do you support the LACC updating the Standards on PLT Workplace
Experience to provide more information on the types of tasks and hours
allocated to the development of specific skills for students completing their
workplace experience, with regard to the skills schedule at Appendix F? Do you
have any suggestions on what this guidance should include?

Yes. We strongly support updating the Standards on PLT Workplace Experience
to provide clearer, more detailed guidance, especially in an environment where
many are already working in the legal sector as paralegals or in a clerical Role.

Guidance could include:

o the types of tasks to be undertaken;

e the balance between observation and participation; and

o the allocation of time to specific skill development, with reference to the
applicable standards.

Greater clarity would ensure consistency, quality and equity across placements,
particularly given:

e the wide variation in firm size and supervision capacity;

o differences between private practice, government, and community legal
workplaces; and

o the increasing reliance on workplace experience as PLT models become
more compressed.

Suggested guidance should include:
1. Minimum task categories, for example:

client communication (interviews, letters, advice);

drafting (correspondence, affidavits, basic pleadings or forms);
procedural exposure (court or tribunal observation, filings);

file and matter management; and

ethical and professional decision-making.

O O O O O

2. A required mix of observation and participation, recognising that while
observation has value, meaningful learning requires active engagement
wherever possible.

3. Flexibility across practice areas and forums, allowing skills to be
developed in civil, criminal, family, administrative, government or
community law contexts, reflecting the diversity of Australian legal
practice.

4. Documentation and verification requirements, such as:
o a placement plan;
o task logs completed by students; and

o structured supervisor feedback.

Such guidance would not impose undue burden on employers but would
significantly improve consistency and educational value.
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9.1

Do you support the LACC working with stakeholders to prepare guidance for
supervisors on the supervision of workplace experience that addresses the
purpose and requirements of workplace experience, the type of tasks to be
undertaken and time allocated to them and the ethical standards and
expectation of supervisors?

Yes. We strongly support the development of supervisor guidance in
collaboration with stakeholders.

Supervisors play a critical role in ensuring workplace experience is meaningful,
ethical and educational.

In smaller jurisdictions such as Tasmania, supervision is often undertaken in:

e small or medium firms;

e sole practices;

e community legal services; or

e government settings with heavy caseloads.

There is also a limited number of mid-career practitioners (approximately 5-10
years’ PAE) in this jurisdiction which means supervision is often undertaken by
very senior practitioners or by those under significant workload pressure. Clear
guidance would support supervisors in balancing educational obligations with
professional demands.

Practical, accessible supervisory training would support them to meet their
obligations more effectively without discouraging participation in graduate
training pathways.

Guidance should clearly address:

e the purpose of workplace experience as an educational requirement, not
simply a formality;

o expected types of tasks and levels of student involvement;

o realistic time allocation for supervision and feedback;

e ethical standards, including confidentiality, conflicts and professional
conduct; and

» appropriate treatment of students, including safety and wellbeing.

Advancing the current proposal without addressing the need for supervisory
guidance would represent a serious omission.

10.1

Do you think that legal profession regulators should review the training that is
offered to lawyers who wish to improve their supervisory skills?

Yes. We support a review by legal profession regulators of the training currently
offered to lawyers who supervise students and early career lawyers.
Supervision is often assumed to be an innate professional skill. In practice, the
ability to supervise effectively-particularly in a developmental and ethical
manner-is learned, not automatic. The quality of supervision varies significantly
across workplaces and jurisdictions.

As the Consultation Paper proposes:

e shorter PLT courses; and
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e increased reliance on workplace learning and post-admission training,

the quality of supervision becomes even more critical to public confidence,
graduate competence, and equity of outcomes.

10.2 Do you think that there is a need for additional training for lawyers who wish to
improve their supervisory skills? What do you think that training should include?
How could it be delivered?

Yes, additional training is needed.
There is a clear need for accessible, practical training to support lawyers who
supervise PLT workplace experience and early career practitioners.
Training should include:
e Understanding the educational purpose of supervision (distinct from
work allocation and billing);
» Effective delegation and feedback techniques;
e Managing risk and accountability when supervising trainees;
e Supporting diverse learners, including those with:
o English as a second language;
o learning differences; or
o anxiety or confidence challenges;
o Ethical supervision, including appropriate boundaries and power
dynamics; and
e Wellbeing and workload management, for both supervisors and
supervisees.
In Tasmania, the most appropriate way would be to include this training
requirement in a CPD program.
1.1 Do you support the LACC amending the Standards and the Standards for PLT

Workplace Experience to allow a PLT provider to approve workplace experience
being undertaken while the student is studying a law course? If so, should any
additional safeguards or requirements be imposed on such work experience?
Should PLT providers play the role of certifying that appropriate work experience
has been undertaken?

We do not oppose allowing PLT providers to approve workplace experience
undertaken during a law course nor do we oppose workplace experience being
accredited whilst studying, but we consider this should be subject to strict
safeguards.

This proposal presupposes that students have access to relevant legal work
while studying, which is not universally true and risks exacerbating inequity for
students without professional networks, financial security or geographic
proximity to legal workplaces.

Any such arrangement should include:
« Limiting eligibility to the final year of the law degree, when students have

sufficient foundational knowledge to benefit meaningfully from the
experience.
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o Clear expectations that the work experience aligns with PLT-level skill
development, not general clerical or administrative work.

o Certifying work placement retrospectively should be avoided. Workplace
experience during a law degree should supplement, not replace,
structured PLT workplace experience.

121 Do you support the LACC amending the PLT Standards to set out the obligations
of PLT providers to assist students in sourcing workplace experience
opportunities?

Yes. We strongly support amending the PLT Standards to set out obligations for
PLT providers to assist students in sourcing workplace experience.
At the TLPC, this is already standard practice.
This has proven to be a highly effective equity measure. Active involvement by
PLT providers:

e reduces reliance on personal connections;

e supports students from non-traditional backgrounds;

e improves consistency and quality of placements; and

o strengthens relationships between the profession and training providers.
PLT providers are well placed to:

e maintain relationships with private firms, government agencies and

community legal services;

e match student needs and preferences with placement opportunities; and

e ensure placements meet regulatory requirements.
Without this support, workplace experience risks becoming a gatekeeping
mechanism that disadvantages students who do not already have access to the
profession.

Post Admission Legal Training (PALT)

131 Do you support a new requirement being imposed for early career lawyers to

undertake 15 hours of PALT in each of the first two years of practice? Is the
amount of time proposed for PALT too long or too short?

Yes. But in addition to the current requirements of PLT. Additional CPD would
enhance learning in the early years of practice.

When considering the current proposal, the proposed requirement is not
supported. The amount of time proposed is significantly too short.

We do not support the introduction of a mandatory requirement for early career
lawyers to undertake only 15 hours of Post-Admission Legal Training (PALT) in
each of their first two years of practice, particularly where this requirement is
proposed as a substitute for substantive reductions in PLT.

The proposed quantum of training-30 hours in total across two years-is wholly
inadequate when viewed against:
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» the volume of practical legal training currently delivered through PLT
programs (particularly extended models such as the TLPC);

o the breadth of skills and knowledge expected of newly admitted lawyers;
and

e theincreasing proposal to shift responsibility for skills development away
from structured educational programs and onto workplaces.

As noted above, the TLPC currently delivers in excess of 290 hours of
practice-area teaching plus skills and values training. By contrast, the proposed
PALT model would offer less than a tenth of this time, spread thinly and often
delivered outside any structured learning sequence.

The proposal also implicitly assumes that:

e early career lawyers will have consistent employment in supportive
environments;

e supervisors will have time, capacity and inclination to provide structured
training; and

o deficiencies in skills can be safely remedied after admission.

These assumptions are not borne out by evidence or experience. Many early
career lawyers-particularly in small firms, sole practices, community legal
services and regional jurisdictions-are required to assume responsibility quickly,
often with limited supervision capacity available. Shifting training post-admission
therefore increases risk to clients, practitioners and the profession.

In short, 15 hours per year for 2 years is not sufficient-it risks being illusory,
creating the appearance of training without delivering meaningful competence.

13.2

Do you think it is appropriate for this requirement be implemented as a condition
on practising certificates? If not, please outline what you consider to be the
preferable mechanism to impose the new requirement.

We do not support the proposed requirements as a pathway to unrestricted legal
practice; however, if such a model were to be adopted, conditional practising
certificates would be essential.

14.1

Do you support the proposal for lawyers who practise exclusively as barristers
to be exempt from the requirement to undertake PALT? Would this pose any
issues in your jurisdiction?

We do not support the proposed requirements as a pathway to unrestricted legal
practice.

15.1

Do you support the proposal that PALT should be delivered in areas identified
and developed by PALT providers, subject to the approval mechanisms set out
separately below?

No. If foundational practice-area training is stripped out of PLT and deferred to
provider-developed PALT, the result is fragmentation, inconsistency and
diminished entry-level competence.

In smaller jurisdictions such as Tasmania, there is a strong argument that PALT
offerings would need to span multiple practice areas, reflecting the inherently

24



generalist nature of practice. Provider-developed content must therefore be
coordinated, coherent and sufficiently comprehensive.

15.2

Do you support the idea that lawyers can choose to undertake PALT in one
practice area, or up to four different practice areas?

No. We do not support unrestricted choice of only one practice area for PALT.

In generalist jurisdictions such as Tasmania, early career lawyers commonly
practise across multiple areas out of necessity. A PALT model that permits
narrow specialisation risks producing lawyers who are formally admitted but
practically unprepared for the reality of their work.

If choice is permitted, there should be:
e a minimum breadth requirement (for example, at least three or four
distinct areas as relevant to their employment);
e alignment with the jurisdiction’s actual practice profile; and
o safeguards against excessively narrow or commercially skewed
offerings.

Without such controls, the model risks privileging large metropolitan practices
while disadvantaging regional and community-based practitioners.

16.1

Do you support the proposal that lawyers who are undertaking PALT should
have further restrictions on their ability to practise? If so, what additional
restrictions should apply?

The ramifications of the proposed requirements must be carefully considered.

In our view, early career lawyers would not be able to practice without significant
restriction based on the proposed requirements given their lack of preparedness
within the proposed legal education requirements, but those restrictions must
be balanced and proportionate, so as not to impede the ability of early career
lawyers to practise in small firms, regional areas, government roles, or
community legal services where early responsibility is unavoidable.

In Tasmania, additional restriction on an early career lawyer’s ability to practise
unsupervised would significantly affect the broader operation of the profession
given heavy reliance on early career practitioners to help manage workload.

Delivery of PALT

171

Do you support the proposal that PALT should be delivered in person or, in
exceptional circumstances (as determined by the PALT provider), by
synchronous online delivery?

We do not support the proposed PALT requirements as a pathway to
unrestricted legal practice, but if such a model were adopted, as noted above at
Question 5.1, we support in-person delivery as the default mode for any aspect
of PLT because of its demonstrated benefits for skills-based learning.

18.1

Do you support the proposal that the content and providers of PALT should be
approved by the regulator that issues practising certificates to solicitors?
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We do not support the proposed PALT requirements as a pathway to
unrestricted legal practice; however, if such a model were to be adopted, we
have no difficulty with the requirement for regulatory approval of both content
and providers.

19.1

Do you support the proposal that PALT should incorporate rigorous
assessment? Do you have any views on the parameters for this requirement?

We do not support the proposed PALT requirements as a pathway to
unrestricted legal practice; however, if such a model were to be adopted, we
strongly oppose any approach to assessment that is merely attendance-based
or administrative in nature.

Assessment must be more than a “turn up and tick your name off” exercise. If
PALT is intended to carry regulatory weight, it must include meaningful,
practice-based assessment that requires active engagement, application of
knowledge, and demonstration of professional judgment. Any assessment
framework should be proportionate and developmental, focused on reflection,
skills application and ethical reasoning in real or realistic practice contexts,
rather than high-stakes examinations.

At a minimum, it should require participants to engage substantively with the
material and demonstrate learning outcomes consistent with the purpose of the
training; otherwise, the assessment risks becoming symbolic rather than
substantive, undermining both the credibility of PALT and confidence in
unrestricted practice.

Clinical legal education

20.1

Do you support the Committees considering options for the inclusion of clinical
legal education as a component of PLT?

Yes, in principle. We support the Committees considering options for the
inclusion of clinical legal education (CLE) as a component of PLT, provided that
it is approached carefully, flexibly and with a clear understanding of its limits.

However, CLE should not be treated as a substitute for structured,
comprehensive PLT.

Clinical legal education:

e varies greatly in quality, scope and intensity between institutions;

e cannot guarantee exposure to the breadth of practice areas required of
a newly admitted generalist practitioner; and

e often depends on external funding, limited placement availability and
supervisory capacity.

Accordingly, while CLE may add value as one component of PLT, it cannot
replace the sustained skills training, repetition and assessment delivered
through established PLT programs.

20.2

If introduced, should clinical legal education be a mandatory component of PLT
or an optional extra for students to undertake? If clinical legal education is a
mandatory component of PLT, should students be entitled to credit for clinical
legal education undertaken as part of a law degree
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We do not support making clinical legal education a mandatory component of
PLT. Clinical legal education should be optional, not mandatory.

Mandating CLE across all PLT programs risks:

e privileging students who have access to clinical placements, often
through well-resourced universities;

e disadvantaging students in smaller jurisdictions or regional areas where
clinical opportunities are limited;

e excluding students who wish to pursue legal practice but do not benefit
educationally from clinical settings; and

e narrowing the law degree and PLT pathways towards a single
conception of legal practice.

Not all students wish to practise law, and not all law students progress directly
into practice. Making CLE compulsory risks further professionalising the
undergraduate law degree and reducing flexibility - an outcome inconsistent with
the Urbis Report’s rejection of a one-size-fits-all model.

20.3

If clinical legal education is optional, should completion of clinical legal
education satisfy the requirements for PALT?

No.

Completion of clinical legal education should not satisfy the requirements for
PALT. While clinical legal education can provide valuable experiential learning-
particularly in client communication, ethics and exposure to social justice
contexts-it is inherently variable in scope, intensity and supervision across
institutions and placements. Clinical programs are typically designed as
educational experiences, not as comprehensive or standardised post-admission
training frameworks, and they cannot guarantee consistent exposure to the
breadth of practice skills, professional responsibility, risk management and
autonomous decision-making expected of lawyers practising without restriction.

20.4

Who should be responsible for delivering and supervising clinical legal
education?

Responsibility for delivering and supervising clinical legal education should be
determined by appropriate resourcing.

In Tasmania, the University of Tasmania provides scope for Law students to
engage in clinical legal education within existing funding, staffing and placement
constraints, and it would be unrealistic to expect the university alone to
significantly expand the scope or availability of clinical programs without
substantial additional resources.

Clear standards for supervision, workload, funding and educational
responsibility are essential to ensure that clinical legal education enhances
training outcomes without compromising service delivery or professional
wellbeing.

In Tasmania, there is a risk of imposing unsustainable supervisory or
administrative burdens on already stretched resources.
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20.5

Do you support the Committees inviting a working group comprising suitably
qualified educators/experts to explore how clinical models of legal education
could be employed as part of PLT?

We do not support the proposed requirements as a pathway to unrestricted legal
practice; however, if such a model were to be adopted, no difficulty with this.

Supervision of early career lawyers

211

Do you think there is a need for additional guidance to supervisors of early
career lawyers, to improve supervision?

We do not support the proposed requirements as a pathway to unrestricted legal
practice; however, if such a model were to be adopted, additional guidance to
supervisors of early career lawyers would be crucial.

We strongly support the development of additional, structured guidance for
supervisors of early career lawyers. Effective supervision is central to
competence, wellbeing, ethical practice and public confidence in the profession.
However, current supervision quality is inconsistent and often dependent on
individual goodwill rather than supported professional standards.

Several factors make additional guidance essential:
a. Increased reliance on supervision under proposed reforms

The proposed reforms significantly reduce structured, pre-admission training
while increasing reliance on:

e learning “on the job”;
e post-admission skill development; and
e workplace-based supervision.

Where regulatory frameworks shift responsibility for training from education
providers to employers, clear supervisory guidance becomes indispensable, not
optional. Without it, the profession risks repeating the systemic problems that
characterised the former articles system: uneven training quality, poor
supervision, and inequitable outcomes.

b. Supervision is a skill, not an innate professional attribute

Being a competent practitioner does not automatically equip a lawyer to be an
effective supervisor. Supervision requires:

patience;

communication and feedback skills;

an understanding of developmental learning;

awareness of power imbalances; and

the capacity to balance risk management with learning opportunities.

Many supervisors-particularly senior practitioners under heavy workload or
billing pressure-have never received formal guidance on how to supervise early
career lawyers. Without guidance, supervision can easily regress into task
delegation without mentoring, feedback or reflection.

c. Jurisdictional realities, particularly in smaller jurisdictions
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In Tasmania and other smaller jurisdictions:

e legal practices are often small or sole-practice;

e there is a shortage of mid-career (5—-10 PAE) lawyers; and

e early career lawyers commonly assume responsibility very early in
practice.

These structural realities mean that supervision is often undertaken under
pressure, by practitioners with limited time and limited support. Clear guidance
on minimum expectations, appropriate task progression, ethical supervision and
feedback mechanisms would materially improve supervision quality and
consistency.

d. Equity and wellbeing considerations
Inconsistent supervision disproportionately affects:

graduates from CALD backgrounds;

international graduates;

first-generation professionals;

graduates with learning differences or low confidence; and
those in regional or non-metropolitan practice.

Additional guidance would help ensure that supervision supports development
rather than inadvertently compounding disadvantage, stress or attrition from the
profession.

For all these reasons, additional supervisory guidance is not merely desirable-it
is a necessary safeguard if the proposed reforms proceed.

21.2

Do you support legal profession regulators establishing a working group to
develop additional guidance and resources for supervisors of lawyers as part of
their supervised legal practice and consider potential regulatory reforms?

We do not support the proposed requirements as a pathway to unrestricted legal
practice; however, if such a model were to be adopted, we have no difficulty with
this.

Implemen

tation timing

221

Do you support the proposed transitional arrangements and implementation
timeframe set out at Proposal 227

No. We do not support the proposed transitional arrangements or
implementation timeframe.

The proposed reforms are extensive, interdependent and foundational, yet the
transition period does not adequately account for the complexity, diversity and
structural realities of legal education and training across jurisdictions.

Our concerns fall into five interrelated categories:

1. Scale and interdependence of the proposed reforms
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The proposals do not represent incremental change. Taken together, they
involve:

fundamental reform of law degree accreditation expectations;
a substantial reduction in the duration and nature of PLT;
increased reliance on workplace learning and supervision;
introduction of a new post-admission training regime (PALT);
expanded supervisory obligations on the profession; and
new regulatory approval and assessment frameworks.

These reforms are highly interdependent. Changes to one element (for
example, PLT duration) cannot safely be implemented unless the others
(supervision quality, PALT infrastructure, workplace capacity) are already fully
operational.

The proposed transitional timeframe assumes a level of system readiness that
does not exist.

Further, broader consultation is needed.
2. Transitional unfairness to students and graduates

The proposed arrangements do not adequately address the position of students
who:

e« commenced their law degrees under existing accreditation assumptions;

e will not have had access to the proposed undergraduate skills training;
yet

e may be required to complete significantly shortened PLT and rely on
post-admission training and supervision.

This creates a cohort of graduates who would be subject to:

e reduced pre-admission training;
e heightened expectations of workplace learning; and
e potentially inconsistent supervision quality,

without having had the opportunity to benefit from either the old or the new
system in full.

There is insufficient clarity as to how students who straddle the pre- and
post-implementation regimes would be treated, or how equivalence and fairness
would be maintained.

There is also insufficient clarity as to the impact for a law graduate who may
undertake the proposed model of PLT but may be unable to complete the 2
years of supervised practice, either through lack of legal employment
opportunities, personal circumstances, or change in employment
circumstances. There must be clarity around proposed rules regarding the
timeframe within which the ‘2 years supervised practice’ must be undertaken to
meet the full requirements for unrestricted practice. Without this clarity it is
difficult to provide further feedback on this point.

3. Disproportionate burden on smaller and regional jurisdictions
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The proposed timeframe fails to account for significant jurisdictional variation.
In Tasmania and other smaller jurisdictions:

o legal practice is predominantly generalist;

o firms are smaller, with limited supervisory capacity;

o there is a shortage of mid-career practitioners; and

e graduates often assume responsibility earlier in practice.

Implementing the proposed reforms within the proposed timeframe would
impose a disproportionate burden on:

e small firms and sole practitioners;

e community legal services;

e government legal offices; and

e local PLT providers that currently operate successful extended models.
The Tasmanian experience, reflected in the Urbis Report, demonstrates higher
levels of graduate and supervisor satisfaction with existing PLT arrangements
than in all other jurisdictions. A national implementation timeframe that
undermines a functioning and highly successful local model, without evidence
of failure, is neither proportionate nor justified.

4. Unrealistic assumptions about supervision and employment

The proposed transitional arrangements appear to be premised on an
assumption that most, if not all, graduates will:

e obtain legal employment promptly after admission; and
e have access to high-quality supervision capable of compensating for
reduced PLT.

This assumption is flawed, particularly in the Tasmanian context.
As the case studies provided demonstrate:

e many capable graduates do not secure immediate legal employment;

e supervision quality varies widely across the profession; and

e training that depends heavily on workplace goodwill is inherently
inequitable.

Without substantial lead time to build supervisory capability, provide training to
supervisors, and establish clear guidance and safeguards, accelerating reliance
on workplace learning creates unacceptable risk-to graduates, employers,
clients and the public.

5. Absence of a phased, evidence-based implementation model
We are particularly concerned that the proposed timeframe does not:

allow for piloting or evaluation of new models;

incorporate staged implementation of individual components;

provide for jurisdiction-specific adaptations; or

meaningfully respond to the Urbis Report's warning against
one-size-fits-all reform.
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The proposed transitional arrangements and implementation timeframe are
overly compressed, insufficiently differentiated, and inadequately responsive to
equity and jurisdictional realities.

Rather than improving legal education and training outcomes, the proposed
timing risks:

destabilising effective existing PLT programs;

shifting training burdens prematurely onto employers;

creating inequitable outcomes for certain cohorts of graduates; and
reducing, rather than enhancing, public confidence in the competence of
newly admitted lawyers.

Additional Comments

As a PLT provider operating in a smaller and more generalist jurisdiction, we are
concerned that the issues giving rise to the Review appear to be very specific
to one jurisdiction but have the potential to significantly impact successful and
longstanding models in other jurisdictions.

Co-existence of various models of PLT available to law graduates across
different jurisdictions have been in place for several decades, offering freedom
of choice and flexibility for law graduates to undertake PLT in a format that works
for their own personal and employment circumstances.

Itis our view, and the view of other stakeholders we have consulted in Tasmania,
that broadly the current model of PLT delivered by accredited providers is not
the cause of the issues that have arisen. Rather it appears that the mode of
delivery of PLT, with significant reliance by some providers on a purely online
delivery model has contributed to the unsatisfactory experiences reflected in the
Urbis survey.

While we understand the issues that have arisen in the New South Wales
context, this has not been the experience in Tasmania. We acknowledge that
the National Competency Standards do require revision and modernisation, but
the proposed PLT model would fundamentally alter a national framework that
has allowed PLT providers flexibility to offer models tailored to a particular
jurisdiction while maintaining consistency and adherence to required standards.

In particular, the TLPC has developed an approach where students are required
to undertake training in compulsory areas of practice under the National
Competency Standards but must also complete training in areas of law that
would be offered and/or taken as electives in other PLT courses. This is purely
a result of the needs and high level of engagement and involvement of the legal
profession in the delivery of the TLPC, which has led to the TLPC including
areas of practice as compulsory training that are particularly relevant in our
smaller and more generalist jurisdiction. The proposed model would significantly
erode the depth of training our students undertake in preparation for entry into
employment in the legal sector in Tasmania and arguably erode confidence by
the sector in the capacity of newly admitted lawyers to be as “practice ready “as
they have in the past.

Undermine the TLPC
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The Consultation Paper outlines that that the Committees are aware that some
currently offered PLT courses (such as the TLPC) are popular and may wish to
continue in operation and that the proposed changes to the PLT requirements
and framework would not prohibit courses such as the TLPC offering more than
the minimum requirements to students.

We fail to see how we will be able to continue to compete under the proposal.

We are deeply concerned that the proposed reforms risk squeezing high-quality,
established PLT providers out of the market on purely financial grounds, rather
than improving training outcomes. It will not be enough that some graduates
also seek to obtain formal qualification.

The TLPC has been described as the gold standard of PLT delivery, a
characterisation supported by the Urbis Survey, which demonstrates higher
levels of graduate and supervisor satisfaction in Tasmania than in many other
jurisdictions. Yet under the proposed model, it is difficult to see how a
comprehensive, resource-intensive course that prioritises depth, repetition,
feedback and the volunteer of the entire profession can compete with
significantly  shorter, lower-cost alternatives without fundamentally
compromising quality.

There is a real risk that the reforms will result in the loss of a model that is
demonstrably working well, not because it is educationally deficient, but
because it is financially uncompetitive in a market reshaped by reduced
minimum standards. Rather than driving quality uplift across the sector, the
proposals appear likely to reward minimal compliance and early employment at
the expense of effective training. In our view, this risks the erosion of something
genuinely valuable, when a more principled approach would be to review and
strengthen the current PLT standards and examine how providers are delivering
against them, identifying and promoting best practice rather than reshaping the
system in a way that inadvertently undermines it.

Alternative Proposal

At best, the proposed requirements for a pathway to unrestricted legal practice
could reasonably be described as suitable for only a small subset of graduates,
namely those who obtain employment with top-tier firms in larger capital cities
that have the resourcing, scale and supervisory infrastructure to support
intensive, workplace-based training models. In those environments, graduates
are typically embedded within highly structured graduate programs, benefit from
multiple layers of supervision, receive formalised internal training, and practise
within narrow, specialised areas under close oversight.

To redesign PLT on the assumption that such conditions are universal is to
misunderstand the Australian legal profession as it actually operates. The
majority of graduates practise in small and medium firms, regional and rural
practices, government roles and community legal services, where early
responsibility, generalist practice and limited supervisory capacity are the norm.

Imposing a training model calibrated to the circumstances of top-tier firms risks
degrading, rather than improving, professional preparation for most graduates
and would effectively privilege elite employment pathways while weakening
safeguards for the rest.
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If the proposed pathway is to exist at all, it should be framed explicitly as an
optional, alternative pathway tailored to those environments (top-tier firms) (and
adequately safeguarded by LACC framework/accreditation)-rather than as a
wholesale replacement for PLT models that are demonstrably more robust,
equitable and effective across the breadth of the profession.
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Responses to consultation questions

Law courses

1.1

Do you support the proposal for the LACC to amend the Accreditation Standards
for Australian Law Courses to require law courses to demonstrate how they have
included practical teaching and training of the practical skills identified at
Appendix F, with appropriate assessment?

No. we do not support this proposal.

Law degrees and PLT serve fundamentally different purposes within the legal
education continuum. Law degrees provide a rigorous academic foundation in
legal doctrine, theory and policy, while PLT is specifically designed to translate
that academic knowledge into practice-ready competence.

Mandating assessed practical skills within law degrees risks displacing core
academic content, narrowing the degree into a professional training
qualification, and undermining its broad utility for graduates who do not enter
legal practice. The Consultation Paper itself recognises that a substantial
proportion of law graduates pursue non-legal careers; imposing professional
competency requirements within the degree is inconsistent with that reality.

Further, effective skills training requires conditions that universities are not
uniformly equipped to provide instructors with recent practice experience, low
student-teacher ratios, iterative practice opportunities, and assessment models
grounded in formative feedback rather than one-off performance. Without these
conditions, skills training risks becoming superficial and inequitable.

PLT exists precisely because universities are not structured to teach the
day-to-day competencies required for responsible client-facing work.
Reassigning this function to law degrees risks weakening both academic
education and professional training, rather than strengthening graduate
preparedness.

1.2

Do you suggest any amendments to the proposed skills schedule (Appendix F)
in respect of the knowledge areas and skills to be included in the delivery of law
courses, as identified in column three of the table?

It is accepted that the current PLT competency standards would benefit from
modernisation and simplification. The existing framework is comprehensive, but
in parts it is overly detailed, repetitive, and difficult to navigate, both for providers
and for students. There is clear value in revisiting the structure, language and
presentation of the competencies to ensure they remain contemporary,
accessible and aligned with modern legal practice.

However, while reform is appropriate, the approach proposed in Appendix F is
not supported.

In particular, the proposal to redistribute a substantial portion of pre-admission
competencies into the academic law degree - across a limited number of
Priestley subjects - will not achieve the intended outcome of producing practice-
ready graduates. Rather, it risks fragmenting responsibility for professional
formation, reducing consistency across jurisdictions, and weakening the
assurance that all admitted practitioners have demonstrated core practical
competence.




There are several reasons why this approach is unlikely to be effective.

1. The academic law degree and PLT serve fundamentally different
functions. The law degree is designed to develop legal knowledge,
analytical reasoning and doctrinal understanding. While it may
incorporate some sKkills-based learning, it is not structured, resourced or
assessed as a form of postgraduate professional training. By contrast,
PLT is expressly designed to integrate knowledge, skills and
professional values in a simulated and practice-based environment, with
comprehensive assessment of competence.

Moving competencies into the law degree assumes that universities can
deliver consistent, practice-based training at the level required for
admission. In reality, law schools vary significantly in curriculum design,
teaching methods, assessment models and resourcing. Without a
uniform, practice-focused framework equivalent to PLT, this shift would
inevitably result in uneven skill development across graduates.

Moreover, not all law students wish to enter legal practice. Law degrees
have a role in delivering generalist legal education, to prepare graduates
for a range of employment/career opportunities. At UTAS, for example,
approximately two-thirds of each graduating class enters legal practice,
either locally or interstate. The remaining one-third of graduates choose
a variety of other career options. A fundamental deficiency with
embedding PLT in a law degree is that for a not insignificant number of
students, it is fundamental legal skills learning they do not need and will
likely never need.

2. Appendix F relies heavily on the proposition that many skills are
“inherent” in obtaining a law degree or “could be addressed” within
Priestley subjects. That approach lacks the level of certainty required for
admission standards. Admission to the legal profession should be based
on demonstrated competence, not assumed exposure. The current
standards appropriately require that competence be assessed in a
structured way, including through simulation and supervised
performance.

3. The current compressed structure of the law degree in Tasmania into a
3.5 year timeframe (with three years, or 24 units, of Law study) has
already led to a loss of flexibility for offering a wider range of electives
outside of the compulsory Priestley 11 that might allow for inclusion of
aspects of the practical skills being proposed. The UTAS LLB currently
comprises 17 core units and seven electives. As we outline further in the
following point, the core units in the law degree are under significant
pressure due to the amount of content that must be delivered. Feedback
from students consistently highlights a desire to undertake a greater
number of elective units. The most recent set of curriculum reforms
undertaken at UTAS decreased the core by one unit and as a
consequence, the number of elective units students undertake during
their degree.

At the same time, the elective units within the UTAS LLB are equally
under strain. Over the last few years, we have had to cancel the delivery
of a number of elective units scheduled for delivery due to low




enrolments (less than 20 students), budgetary constraints, and lack of
teacher availability. Further pressure is placed on student enrolment in
electives by factors including the following:

e students undertaking Honours are required to undertake two

elective units, reducing the number of other electives students
may attempt;

e students participating in the optional Clinical Legal Practice
program are required to undertake two elective units, further
depleting the electives those students may otherwise undertake;

o other electives such as Competition Moot and Law Review
further diminish opportunities to enrol students in elective units.

Given that students have so little effective choice in the elective units
they may undertake, we would be loathe to see further depletion due to
the need to embed additional practical legal skills in existing (or new)
core units. Students would be similarly disappointed. The natural
outcome of elective depletion is a reduction in the number of elective
units we are able to offer, and consequently, in elective choice for
students.

Itis also not clear how the proposed model fits with the current university
system, which has invested heavily in online teaching, particularly since
2020. Many Law degrees across the country are now offered online,
whether synchronously or asynchronously. There has been significant
uptake of online learning, particularly by students in regional areas,
working students, and students with caring responsibilities. The success
of this model for many universities means they will not move away from
it. Embedding a portion of PLT in law degrees necessarily means that
some students will still undertake some of their PLT training through an
online teaching model. The issue should not be viewed so much as an
issue with online learning per se, but a problem with asynchronous
online delivery not well designed to teach practical legal skills.

Additionally, the proposed model of adding practical skills within the
Priestley 11 risks overloading already dense academic subjects. The
Priestley 11 subjects are designed to cover foundational areas of
substantive law. Embedding additional requirements-such as client
interviewing, advocacy, negotiation, drafting, file management, ethical
problem-solving, and court processes-within a “handful” of those
subjects would either:

o dilute the depth of doctrinal teaching; or
o result in superficial treatment of practical skills, without sufficient
time for development, feedback and assessment.

Effective skills training requires repetition, reflection, and integration
across multiple contexts. It cannot be meaningfully achieved through
isolated exercises embedded within doctrinal subjects. Effective
teaching of these skills requires that they be taught in a formative
manner, be properly scaffolded, and be based on the understanding that




students have an adequate degree of content knowledge and
understanding.

To this we would add that our students are increasingly time-poor and
lack capacity to learn a high volume of content independently. Class time
is important for content delivery, but also for the implementation of
strategies and assessments to facilitate retention and understanding of
content. Not of all of this work is assessable, nor is it possible to conduct
it in a way that replicates skills relevant to legal practice.

Coupled with this, Law Schools are required to comply with Tertiary
Education Quality and Safeguards Agency (TEQSA) quality standards
and are grappling with the need to implement and ensure secure
assessment to respond to challenges wrought by generative-Al. Further
discussion of the impact of regulation under TEQSA quality standards is
outlined in 4.1 below.

Law Schools are also required to prepare graduates for a range of
employment outcomes, by ensuring they meet a set of course-specific
and generic graduate outcomes. Combined, these factors are likely to
lead to a piecemeal and inconsistent approach to PLT across different
Law Schools which will not assist in making students practice-ready.
UTAS recently shortened semester length by one week across the entire
university, placing further pressure on staff to ensure comprehensive
content delivery. Resourcing constraints mean that 36 hours of tuition (in
whatever form) is the absolute maximum that may be undertaken in any
given unit.

In short, given the competing demands placed on Law Schools the Law
Degree cannot do all the work PLT courses currently do without
sacrificing effective and innovative delivery of content, legal analytical
skills and research skills.

The Appendix F model underestimates the importance of integrated,
contextual learning. The current competency standards require students
to perform legal tasks in a way that brings together multiple skills-
communication, legal analysis, procedural knowledge, ethical judgment
and client management-within realistic practice scenarios. This reflects
how legal work is actually undertaken. By contrast, Appendix F tends to
reduce skills to discrete, simplified tasks (for example, drafting a “simple”
document or participating in a “simple” negotiation), without requiring
that those tasks be performed as part of a broader, coherent matter.

Entry-level practitioners in smaller legal markets are often required to
engage in a broad range of practice areas and responsibilities from an
early stage, albeit under supervision. The current PLT framework
ensures exposure to, and competence across, core practice areas such
as civil litigation, property and commercial practice, as well as optional
areas. Appendix F does not preserve that breadth. A narrower, skills-
based checklist-particularly one partially delivered through academic
study-does not adequately prepare graduates for the realities of practice
in such jurisdictions.

Finally, while Appendix F appropriately identifies emerging areas such
as technology (including Al), resilience, and wellbeing, these are not
reasons to diminish the role of PLT. Rather, they reinforce the need for




a dedicated professional training environment in which such issues can
be explored in context, alongside ethical obligations, client
responsibilities and risk management.

1.3

Would law schools be able to implement these changes by the beginning of the
2028 academic year, as proposed?

No. We do not consider the proposed implementation timeframe realistic.
Proper implementation would require extensive curriculum redesign, staff
retraining or recruitment, development of new assessment frameworks, and
re-accreditation processes. These burdens would fall disproportionately on
smaller and regional universities. A rushed timetable risks inconsistent delivery
and unfair outcomes for students caught between old and new regimes.

Reform of PLT — Practical knowledge and skills

21

Do you support the proposal to amend the PLT Competency Standards to reflect
the categories and skills set out in the skills schedule at Appendix F as the
practical knowledge and skills required at the time of admission?

We support this proposal in principle. A clearer, more streamlined articulation of
core competency standards at the point of admission is desirable. The existing
PLT competency standards are highly detailed and risk creating unrealistic
expectations of competence for newly admitted practitioners.

However, this support is conditional on PLT retaining duration and structure. A
narrower skills framework must not be used to justify a significant reduction in
training time or intensity. Practical competence develops progressively and
cannot be meaningfully achieved through brief or compressed programs.

2.2

Do you suggest any amendments to the categories or skills set out in the skills
schedule at Appendix F?

Appendix F, as currently framed, is too narrow and overly reflective of
commercial and adversarial practice models typical of large metropolitan firms.
It does not sufficiently accommodate generalist practice, community legal work,
government practice, or tribunal-based forums-contexts that are particularly
common in Tasmania and other smaller jurisdictions.

Skills should be able to be demonstrated across a range of practice areas and
forums, not confined to a single transactional or commercial example. Without
such breadth, the framework risks privileging certain career pathways while
marginalising others.

The fundamental difficulty is that the proposed approach as outlined in Appendix
F does not adequately recognise the difference in how competencies are
developed and assessed in a law degree as compared to PLT.

University assessment is typically structured around two or three substantial
assessment tasks per subject, often focused on written analysis or problem-
solving at a point in time. While these tasks develop important analytical skills,
they do not provide the frequency, repetition or progressive feedback necessary
to build practical competence.




By contrast, PLT is deliberately designed around numerous smaller, scaffolded
and often hurdle-based tasks, which require students to repeatedly perform key
skills-such as interviewing, drafting, advising, file management and advocacy-
over time and in different contexts. This iterative model allows for the
development of competence through practice, reflection and refinement,
supported by immediate and targeted feedback. It also enables skills to be
integrated across a “matter” as it evolves, rather than assessed in isolation. This
form of progressive, competency-based training cannot be replicated within the
structure of a traditional law degree, without fundamentally altering its purpose,
assessment design and resourcing. As such, relocating these competencies into
academic subjects risks reducing them to one-off or superficial exercises, rather
than ensuring that graduates have demonstrated consistent, practice-ready
capability prior to admission.

23 Do you think that the following areas need to be specifically included in the skills
schedule, either as categories or identified knowledge and skills:
i.  Working with clients from culturally and linguistically diverse
backgrounds?
ii. Preventing and addressing sexual harassment?
iii. Awareness of obligations under anti-money laundering/counter-
terrorism financing regulations?
iv.  Awareness of ADR options, or specific skills relating to ADR?
v. Negotiation skills in a wider range of settings, or other specific
settings?
vi.  Drafting any other types of legal documents? If so, what types of
documents?
We strongly support explicit inclusion of all areas listed in Question 2.3.

e Working effectively with culturally and linguistically diverse clients is
fundamental to access to justice.

e Preventing and addressing sexual harassment is central to professional
responsibility and workplace integrity.

e Awareness of AML/CTF obligations reflects modern regulatory realities.

¢ ASR and negotiation skills are increasingly central across most areas of
legal practice.

e Drafting skills must also extend beyond commercial documents to
include client correspondence, affidavits, tribunal forms, pleadings and
other procedural documents routinely prepared by early career lawyers.

24 Should the option for graduates to undertake Supervised Workplace Training as
a way of completing PLT be retained?
Having not delivered a Supervised Workplace Training program, we are not in
a position to comment.
However, based on the information outlined in the Consultation Paper, we would
consider that SWT appears to be demonstrably superior to the proposed
requirements for legal education in Australia.

25 If the option of Supervised Workplace Training is to be retained, what aspects

of the skills schedule should be delivered by an approved provider or as
approved programmed training?




NA

2.6

Should there be any other amendments to Supervised Workplace Training?

NA

Reform of PLT — Delivery of PLT

3.1

Do you support the proposal for the LACC to amend the PLT Standards to
reduce PLT courses to be a minimum of four weeks in length, together with up
to one week of pre-reading and viewing of preparatory materials?

The proposal to amend the PLT Standards to reduce PLT courses to a minimum
of four weeks in length, together with up to one week of preparatory materials,
is not supported.

While there is merit in considering how PLT may be modernised and made more
efficient, the proposed model represents a fundamental and inappropriate
compression of professional training. It risks undermining the core purpose of
PLT, which is to ensure that entry-level lawyers have demonstrated competence
in the practical skills, professional behaviours and applied judgment required for
safe and effective practice.

We note the following:
1. A four-week model cannot deliver effective skills development

Experience in Tasmania demonstrates that effective skills development requires
time, repetition and structured feedback.

PLT is not simply about exposure to skills; it is about building competence
through iterative performance. This involves:

e performing a skill;

e receiving targeted feedback;

o reflecting on that feedback; and

e applying it in subsequent tasks, often in progressively more complex
contexts.

This process cannot be meaningfully compressed into a four-week period.
The current PLT framework allows for:
o skills to be developed across multiple contexts (e.g. client interviews,
negotiations, court appearances, drafting tasks);
e integration of those skills within a “matter” over time; and
e gradual improvement in performance and confidence.

A four-week model would necessarily reduce training to:

o one-off or limited attempts at key skills;
e minimal opportunity for refinement; and




e significantly reduced capacity for meaningful assessment of
competence.

In effect, it risks shifting PLT from competency-based training to exposure-based
learning, which is inconsistent with the requirements for admission to the
profession.

2. It fundamentally misunderstands how professional competence is formed

The proposal appears to assume that practical legal skills can be acquired
quickly through intensive delivery, supplemented by pre-reading.

This misunderstands the nature of professional competence. Skills such as:

e client interviewing;

e advocacy;

e negotiation;

o file and matter management; and
o ethical decision-making

are not mastered through short bursts of instruction. They require:

e repeated practice;

e variation in context;

o feedback over time; and

e opportunities to make and correct mistakes in a supported environment.

The strength of PLT lies precisely in its ability to provide this scaffolded,
developmental learning structure, which cannot be replicated in a highly
compressed format.

3. Significant equity concerns

Whilst the proposed requirements seek to address financial equity concerns,
they inadvertently create other problems of an equitable nature.

A compressed PLT model inherently privileges those who:

e already possess high levels of professional confidence;

e have prior exposure to legal practice (e.g. through clerkships or
employment);

e are familiar with professional communication norms; and

e Have obtained employment.

Conversely, it disadvantages students who require more structured support to
translate academic knowledge into practice competence, including:

e international students;

o students from culturally and linguistically diverse (CALD) backgrounds;
o students with learning differences; and

o students with lower initial professional confidence.




These cohorts often benefit most from:

o extended opportunities to practise skills;
e incremental feedback; and
o time to develop professional identity and confidence.

Reducing PLT to four weeks would exacerbate existing inequalities, rather than
supporting a diverse and capable profession.

Additionally, from a financial equity perspective, the proposed approach creates
real potential that newly admitted lawyers would enter employment with fewer
practical skills, allowing employers to pay commensurately lower wages on
commencement.

4. Reliance on unrealistic assumptions about employment and supervision

A central flaw in the proposed reform package is its implicit assumption that
graduates will:

e obtain legal employment promptly; and
e receive high-quality supervision capable of compensating for reduced
PLT.
This assumption is not borne out by experience.
In practice, many capable graduates:
o take extended periods to obtain legal work;
e work in environments with limited supervision capacity; or
e commence practice in small firms, community legal services or regional
settings under significant pressure.
In these contexts, there is often:
e limited time for supervision;
e limited capacity for structured training; and
e an expectation that the graduate can perform tasks with a baseline level

of competence.

Reducing PLT on the assumption that the workplace will “complete” training is
therefore both unrealistic and potentially unsafe.

5. The proposal creates a training gap for unemployed graduates

The proposed model risks creating a significant gap for graduates who are not
immediately employed.

The proposed model:

e reduces pre-admission training;
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e assumes subsequent workplace development; and
e provides no structured mechanism for skill development in the absence
of employment.

This creates a cohort of graduates who are:

o formally qualified for admission;
e under-trained in practical skills; and
o without access to structured training pathways.

This is both inequitable and contrary to the objective of ensuring that all admitted
practitioners meet a consistent standard of competence.

6. Disproportionate impact on smaller and regional jurisdictions

The risks of a compressed PLT model are particularly acute in jurisdictions such
as Tasmania.

Entry-level practitioners in smaller jurisdictions are often required to:

e undertake a broad range of work;
e assume responsibility more quickly; and
o operate with less immediate access to specialist support.

A reduced PLT model would leave such practitioners insufficiently prepared for
the realities of practice, placing additional pressure on employers and increasing
risk to clients and the administration of justice.

Additionally, in smaller jurisdictions, the model has the potential to impact
adversely on the retention and wellbeing of newly admitted lawyers, where they
may be operating in an environment of increased stress with less support, due
to the limited capacity of employers to appropriately supervise and provide the
additional workplace development required.

7. Pre-reading cannot substitute for structured training

The inclusion of up to one week of pre-reading and preparatory materials does
not address these concerns.

Pre-reading may support knowledge acquisition, but it cannot replace:

e supervised performance of skills;
e real-time feedback; or
o iterative development of competence.

There is a material difference between knowing what to do and being able to do
it competently in practice. PLT exists to bridge that gap. A compressed model,
even with preparatory materials, does not achieve that outcome.

For these reasons, the proposal to reduce PLT courses to a minimum of four
weeks is not supported.
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While reform of the PLT framework is appropriate, it must preserve:

o sufficient time for skills development and consolidation;

e equitable access to meaningful training; and

e a structured, reliable mechanism for ensuring that all entrants to the
profession have demonstrated competence.

A four-week model fails to meet these objectives and risks producing graduates
who are underprepared for practice, particularly in jurisdictions and practice
settings where early competence is critical.

3.2

Do you think that a four-week period is too short or too long for a PLT course,
taking into account the other proposals in relation to law courses and post
admission training?

As noted above, a four-week period is far too short.

It is manifestly inadequate when assessed against what effective PLT must
achieve, even when the other proposed reforms are considered.

We do not believe that a four-week period is capable of delivering an effective,
equitable or safe PLT course. This conclusion is informed directly by what we
currently do at the Tasmanian Legal Practice Course (TLPC) and by
long-standing empirical experience of how professional skills, confidence and
judgment actually develop in graduate lawyers.

Even allowing for the proposed changes to law degrees and the introduction of
Post-Admission Legal Training (PALT), a four-week PLT course fundamentally
misunderstands both the nature of legal skills development and the function of
PLT within the broader regulatory framework.

We note the following:
1. What PLT is required to do in practice

PLT is not simply an orientation to legal work. It performs a critical regulatory
function by ensuring that a person is safe and competent to be admitted as an
officer of the court. That role requires PLT to bridge the gap between:

o theoretical and doctrinal legal education; and
» real, client-facing legal practice involving risk, judgment and professional
responsibility.

This bridging function cannot be achieved through exposure alone. It requires:

repetition and practice across multiple contexts;

opportunities to make mistakes in a controlled environment;
formative feedback and reflection; and

progressive development of confidence and professional identity.

These are inherently time-dependent processes.

2. What we do at the TLPC
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The TLPC is deliberately structured to recognise that legal skills are not learned
once, in isolation, but embedded across the whole course.

a. Skills integrated across all practice areas

We do not teach “lawyer’s skills”, ethics or professional responsibility as
discrete, standalone units. Instead, they are enmeshed throughout the entire
course, so that trainees repeatedly apply the same skills in different substantive
and procedural settings.

For example:

« Written communication (letters to clients, letters to other practitioners,
affidavits, file notes) is practised across practice areas, including civil
litigation, property, commercial, crime, family, wills & estates. Being able
to write to your client (as unique and different as they come) is an
important skill not nuanced during the degree.

e Client interviewing and communication is reinforced through simulated
files, role-plays and problem-based learning across all areas of practice,
not confined to a single assessment.

o Negotiation, mediation and dispute resolution skills are practised in
structured exercises embedded within substantive legal contexts.

e Advocacy and appearances are conducted repeatedly, before
experienced judicial officers and tribunal members, allowing skills to
develop incrementally with feedback.

This iterative approach is essential. Skills acquired in isolation do not translate
into competence; skills rehearsed across varied contexts do.

b. Repetition, feedback and improvement over time

A defining feature of the TLPC is that trainees are not expected to demonstrate
competence the first time they attempt a task. Instead:

e trainees draft documents, receive feedback, and revise them;

e advocacy performances improve over multiple appearances;

» confidence grows gradually, particularly for those who initially struggle
with oral communication; and

e professional judgment develops through reflection on mistakes and
near-misses.

This mirrors real legal practice, where work is reviewed and refined before
reaching clients or courts.

A four-week PLT course simply cannot replicate this developmental process. At
best, it allows for single-instance performance, which is not a reliable measure
of competence.

c. Scale of training currently delivered

By way of illustration, the TLPC delivers approximately 290.5 hours of practice
area training, excluding additional skills and values content. This reflects the
reality that competence across civil, commercial, property and elective practice
areas requires substantial time on task. Reducing PLT to four weeks (with

13



perhaps one week of pre-reading) represents a dramatic contraction that cannot
plausibly be offset by undergraduate reforms or limited post-admission training.

3. Four weeks is inadequate even with proposed undergraduate changes

The consultation proposals assume that law schools will take on a significant
share of practical skills development. This assumption is problematic for several
reasons:

e Law degrees are already full, and not all students intend to practise law.

e Universities are not uniformly resourced to deliver assessed practical
skills.

e« Many academics do not have recent practice experience.

e Skills learned in undergraduate settings are not reinforced through
repetition in live or simulated practice contexts.

Even if undergraduate reforms were fully implemented, they would not negate
the need for a substantial PLT period. Undergraduate exposure does not provide
the professional accountability, standards or context required at the point of
admission.

4. Four weeks is inadequate even with PALT

The introduction of PALT does not cure the deficiencies of a four-week PLT
course. On the contrary:

e PALT occurs after admission, when the lawyer already bears
responsibility to clients and the court.

e The proposed volume of PALT (15 hours per year) is extremely limited.
This is only 5 hours more than what an established practitioner must
complete.

e PALT presupposes the availability of consistent employment and
high-quality supervision, which cannot be guaranteed.

o Deferring skill development until after admission increases risk to the
public.

PLT exists precisely to ensure that foundational competence is established
before admission. A four-week PLT model shifts that burden too late.

Ultimately, a four-week period treats PLT as a compliance hurdle rather than as
the final stage of professional formation.

PLT is not about exposure; it is about:
inculcating professional judgment;
shaping ethical instincts;

embedding client-centred practice; and
ensuring readiness to practise safely as an admitted lawyer.

Those outcomes cannot be achieved in four weeks.
5. Equity impacts of a four-week model

As noted above, The TLPC experience demonstrates that time in PLT is a critical
equity mechanism.
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Extended PLT allows students who may initially struggle-such as:

e international graduates;

o students from CALD backgrounds;

o students with learning differences;

o students with low confidence or anxiety

to develop competence over time. Case studies from the TLPC show that these
graduates often go on to become excellent practitioners, given sufficient
opportunity to practise and improve.

Case Study 1:

Student 1 is an international graduate who completed an Australian law degree
and subsequently enrolled in Practical Legal Training through the TLPC. English
is her second language. She demonstrated reasonable academic ability but
experienced challenges in professional written and oral communication,
including professional tone, confidence in spoken advocacy, and adapting to
Australian legal workplace norms.

During PLT, Student 1 required time, repetition and structured feedback to
develop core practical legal skills, including:

» professional written communication (client letters, affidavits, file notes);
e client interviewing and oral communication;

e understanding professional expectations and workplace culture; and

o applying legal knowledge confidently in practical contexts.

The extended duration of the PLT program was critical. It allowed Student 1 to
practise skills iteratively, receive feedback, reflect and improve over time, and
gradually acquire professional fluency and confidence.

Employment Outcome

Student 1 did not obtain legal employment immediately after PLT. She was able
to participate in several initiatives in the Tasmanian legal profession that
provided additional, on the job, training which provided casual work. It took
approximately two years after completion of PLT for her to secure a full-time
legal role. She was ultimately employed by a Community Legal Service, where,
she has since thrived. Supervisors report strong client rapport, increasing
confidence in advocacy, and sustained professional growth.

Relevance to the Proposed Reforms

This case study demonstrates that professional competence is often
developmental, not immediate, and that employability at the point of PLT
completion is not a reliable proxy for eventual professional success.

A four-week PLT model, particularly one that assumes prompt employment and
workplace-based training, would likely have failed this student. Without
extended PLT, and without employment, she would have exited the system
under-trained, with no structured opportunity to develop skills, creating a real
risk of attrition from the profession. From an equity perspective, the case
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illustrates how compressed PLT models risk excluding capable graduates,
particularly international students and those from CALD backgrounds.

Case Study 2:

Student 2 is a domestic graduate who completed her law degree with diagnosed
learning difficulties and significant anxiety, particularly in oral participation and
formal speaking environments. She lacked confidence and did not initially
consider herself “practice-ready.” At the time of enrolling in PLT, Student 2 had
no intention of practising law, viewing PLT primarily as a symbolic conclusion to
her legal studies.

Student 2 completed the TLPC which included sustained skills-based learning,
particularly in advocacy and appearances. A defining aspect of the program was
repeated participation in advocacy exercises before experienced judicial
officers, supported by consistent supervision and structured feedback.

Initially, these exercises were extremely challenging. Over time, however, the
extended nature of the course allowed her to:

e encounter advocacy in manageable stages rather than a single
high-stakes assessment;

o develop strategies to manage anxiety in professional settings;

e observe tangible improvement through repetition; and

» rebuild confidence in her professional identity.

Transformation and Career Outcome

As her confidence and competence developed, Student 2 re-evaluated her
career intentions. What began as reluctance evolved into genuine engagement
and then enthusiasm for advocacy. Following PLT and admission, she pursued
advocacy-focused roles and now practises successfully in the publicly funded
legal sector, representing vulnerable clients and appearing regularly in court and
tribunals and is thriving.

Relevance to the Proposed Reforms

This case study illustrates that confidence is not a precondition to competence,
but often a product of sustained, supported practice. A four-week PLT model
would likely have assessed Student 2 before she had any meaningful
opportunity to develop confidence or skill, reinforcing (rather than dismantling)
her belief that legal practice was beyond her capacity.

The profession would have lost a capable advocate, not because of lack of
aptitude, but because of lack of time. The case highlights how compressed PLT
models privilege those who arrive already confident and disadvantage those
whose strengths emerge more gradually.

The TLPC has many more examples just like those above.
A four-week model privileges those who already:
e have professional confidence;

e have strong oral communication skills from the outset; and
» fit comfortably within traditional professional norms.
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It arguably disadvantages precisely those candidates whose eventual
contribution to the profession and community may be greatest.

4.1

Do you support the proposal for the LACC to amend the PLT Standards to
provide that a PLT course may be, but does not have to be, delivered at a
graduate diploma level or equivalent?

Qualified support. We support flexibility in the form of PLT qualifications,
provided that quality, equity and educational rigor are maintained. Removing
graduate-diploma-level requirements without robust safeguards creates a real
risk of a lowest-cost, lowest-quality training environment.

Our primary concern is that removing the graduate-diploma-level requirement,
in the absence of strong alternative safeguards, risks creating a race to the
bottom in PLT provision.

In a competitive market, particularly one already characterised by cost
sensitivity among graduates, there is a real danger that:

e providers will compete primarily on price and speed rather than
educational quality;

e course duration, instructor contact time and feedback mechanisms will
be reduced; and

e assessment will become more superficial, formulaic or
compliance-focused.

This risk is magnified when the same reform package also proposes:

e adramatic reduction in PLT duration (to as little as four weeks); and
e a shift of responsibility for skills development onto employers and
post-admission training.

In combination, these reforms create conditions in which PLT could be reduced
to a minimal, transactional credentialing exercise rather than a genuine
professional formation program.

In our view, the positive impact of the situation identified in the Consultation
Paper where many PLT providers, such as the TLPC, are subject to regulation
by the Tertiary Education Quality and Safeguards Agency (TEQSA) under the
Higher Education Standards should not be underestimated.

The level of oversight and compliance provided through accreditation and
regular review of learning outcomes and assessment under the TEQSA
framework ensures well recognised, consistent, high level and quality delivery
of training of PLT across jurisdictions in addition to the National Standards.

Removal of the requirement for a PLT program to be delivered at a graduate
diploma level also risks creating a financial equity issue. Moving from a system
that allows providers to facilitate student access to government financial
assistance to a likely up-front fee model will significantly disadvantage law
graduates who lack employer support to complete PLT and/or simply lack the
capacity to pay even a significantly reduced fee without access to fee help
schemes.
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4.2

If you support this proposal, would any additional safeguards be required for
PLT providers (given they would not necessarily be regulated by TEQSA)? For
example, should new quality assurance measures be required in the LACC
framework documents? What should those additional measures be?

Additional safeguards are essential, particularly where providers fall outside
TEQSA regulation.

New regulatory safeguards would need to include:

e clear minimum requirements for course duration and structured learning
time;

e mandated instructor experience thresholds, particularly for skills-based
teaching;

o external moderation and periodic review of assessment standards;

e robust accreditation and audit processes administered by the LACC; and

e transparency for students and employers about course content,
outcomes and assessment methods.

Without these safeguards, the removal of qualification-level requirements risks
undermining confidence in PLT as a reliable indicator of graduate readiness.

5.1

Do you support the proposal that the LACC amends the PLT Standards to
require that PLT coursework is to be delivered in person or, in exceptional cases
(as determined by the PLT provider), by synchronous online delivery?

We support in-person delivery as the default mode for PLT because of its
demonstrated benefits for skills-based learning.

The structure of the TLPC’s in-person delivery model requires attendance on
site for the duration of the 24-week course, though training is only delivered 3
days per week. This allows trainees already working in the legal or government
sector in an administrative, clerical or para legal capacity the flexibility to
continue their employment alongside their practical legal training (albeit at a
reduced capacity), providing additional opportunity to practise and develop the
skills learnt in PLT in the workplace.

This approach is wholly supported by the broader Tasmanian legal sector who
recognise the value of skills-based learning occurring alongside what employers
can offer by way of training and familiarisation with the practise of law in a legal
or quasi legal workplace.

Additionally, it also provides flexibility for those not currently employed in the
legal sector to maintain other employment to financially support themselves
while completing PLT.

Over the past 5 years, the TLPC has witnessed a marked increase in the number
of PLT trainees who have already commenced working in the legal sector in the
latter stages of their undergraduate degree, or just prior to commencement of
the TLPC through summer clerkship programs.

The positive outcomes associated with an ability to develop legal skills and
knowledge in a workplace, concurrently with participation in “in -person” PLT
may be a contributing factor to the high level of satisfaction recorded from
Tasmania participants in the Urbis survey.
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It should be noted that satisfaction does appear to be linked to 24 weeks of
scaffolded learning which provides for repetitive feedback, practice and
improvement over time, as opposed to the proposed model.

6.1

Do you support a review of the PLT Standards to ensure that assessments are
rigorous in measuring whether students have developed the required
knowledge and skills? If so, do you have any suggestions on how the Standards
should be set to ensure rigorous and effective assessment?

We support a review of assessment standards to ensure rigour, but caution
against a return to rigid exam-style assessment. Practical competence is best
evaluated through formative, practice-based assessment with opportunities for
feedback and resubmission, reflecting real professional environments.

6.2

Do you think that there is a need for the LACC to amend the PLT Standards to
provide guidance on how incidents of academic misconduct should be recorded
and reported to the admitting authorities in student conduct reports?

We do not consider additional guidance necessary. The practical nature of PLT
assessments (when done correctly- formative, practice-based assessment)
should mitigate misconduct risks, and existing frameworks are sufficient.

Workplace experience

7.1

Do you support the LACC retaining the requirement for a minimum of 15 days
of workplace experience prior to admission?

Yes. We support the retention of the requirement for a minimum of 15 days of
workplace experience prior to admission, as it provides an important baseline
exposure to real legal practice and professional environments.

Workplace experience serves a distinct and complementary function to PLT
coursework. It allows students to observe and participate in:

o professional office culture and expectations;

e client interactions and communication styles;

» file management and workflow; and

e ethical decision-making in live matters.

In Tasmania, where the legal profession is predominantly generalist and
geographically dispersed, even limited workplace exposure can provide critical
context for graduates who may not otherwise have access to legal workplaces
during their studies.

However, the 15-day requirement should be understood as a minimum
threshold, not as sufficient in itself to develop competence. It must be structured,
supervised and purposeful. Tokenistic placements that involve observation only,
or administrative tasks unrelated to legal work, do not serve the intended
regulatory purpose and should not be regarded as satisfactory compliance.

Importantly, we support the view that workplace experience should be distinct
from paid paralegal or clerical employment undertaken concurrently unless the
employer can demonstrate that the experience genuinely meets the
expectations and standards of PLT workplace experience.
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8.1

Do you support the LACC updating the Standards on PLT Workplace
Experience to provide more information on the types of tasks and hours
allocated to the development of specific skills for students completing their
workplace experience, with regard to the skills schedule at Appendix F? Do you
have any suggestions on what this guidance should include?

Yes. We strongly support updating the Standards on PLT Workplace Experience
to provide clearer, more detailed guidance, especially in an environment where
many are already working in the legal sector as paralegals or in a clerical Role.

Guidance could include:

o the types of tasks to be undertaken;

e the balance between observation and participation; and

o the allocation of time to specific skill development, with reference to the
applicable standards.

Greater clarity would ensure consistency, quality and equity across placements,
particularly given:

e the wide variation in firm size and supervision capacity;

o differences between private practice, government, and community legal
workplaces; and

o the increasing reliance on workplace experience as PLT models become
more compressed.

Suggested guidance should include:
1. Minimum task categories, for example:

client communication (interviews, letters, advice);

drafting (correspondence, affidavits, basic pleadings or forms);
procedural exposure (court or tribunal observation, filings);

file and matter management; and

ethical and professional decision-making.

O O O O O

2. A required mix of observation and participation, recognising that while
observation has value, meaningful learning requires active engagement
wherever possible.

3. Flexibility across practice areas and forums, allowing skills to be
developed in civil, criminal, family, administrative, government or
community law contexts, reflecting the diversity of Australian legal
practice.

4. Documentation and verification requirements, such as:
o a placement plan;
o task logs completed by students; and

o structured supervisor feedback.

Such guidance would not impose undue burden on employers but would
significantly improve consistency and educational value.
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9.1

Do you support the LACC working with stakeholders to prepare guidance for
supervisors on the supervision of workplace experience that addresses the
purpose and requirements of workplace experience, the type of tasks to be
undertaken and time allocated to them and the ethical standards and
expectation of supervisors?

Yes. We strongly support the development of supervisor guidance in
collaboration with stakeholders.

Supervisors play a critical role in ensuring workplace experience is meaningful,
ethical and educational.

In smaller jurisdictions such as Tasmania, supervision is often undertaken in:

e small or medium firms;

e sole practices;

e community legal services; or

e government settings with heavy caseloads.

There is also a limited number of mid-career practitioners (approximately 5-10
years’ PAE) in this jurisdiction which means supervision is often undertaken by
very senior practitioners or by those under significant workload pressure. Clear
guidance would support supervisors in balancing educational obligations with
professional demands.

Practical, accessible supervisory training would support them to meet their
obligations more effectively without discouraging participation in graduate
training pathways.

Guidance should clearly address:

e the purpose of workplace experience as an educational requirement, not
simply a formality;

o expected types of tasks and levels of student involvement;

o realistic time allocation for supervision and feedback;

e ethical standards, including confidentiality, conflicts and professional
conduct; and

» appropriate treatment of students, including safety and wellbeing.

Advancing the current proposal without addressing the need for supervisory
guidance would represent a serious omission.

10.1

Do you think that legal profession regulators should review the training that is
offered to lawyers who wish to improve their supervisory skills?

Yes. We support a review by legal profession regulators of the training currently
offered to lawyers who supervise students and early career lawyers.
Supervision is often assumed to be an innate professional skill. In practice, the
ability to supervise effectively-particularly in a developmental and ethical
manner-is learned, not automatic. The quality of supervision varies significantly
across workplaces and jurisdictions.

As the Consultation Paper proposes:

e shorter PLT courses; and
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e increased reliance on workplace learning and post-admission training,

the quality of supervision becomes even more critical to public confidence,
graduate competence, and equity of outcomes.

10.2 Do you think that there is a need for additional training for lawyers who wish to
improve their supervisory skills? What do you think that training should include?
How could it be delivered?

Yes, additional training is needed.
There is a clear need for accessible, practical training to support lawyers who
supervise PLT workplace experience and early career practitioners.
Training should include:
e Understanding the educational purpose of supervision (distinct from
work allocation and billing);
» Effective delegation and feedback techniques;
e Managing risk and accountability when supervising trainees;
e Supporting diverse learners, including those with:
o English as a second language;
o learning differences; or
o anxiety or confidence challenges;
o Ethical supervision, including appropriate boundaries and power
dynamics; and
e Wellbeing and workload management, for both supervisors and
supervisees.
In Tasmania, the most appropriate way would be to include this training
requirement in a CPD program.
1.1 Do you support the LACC amending the Standards and the Standards for PLT

Workplace Experience to allow a PLT provider to approve workplace experience
being undertaken while the student is studying a law course? If so, should any
additional safeguards or requirements be imposed on such work experience?
Should PLT providers play the role of certifying that appropriate work experience
has been undertaken?

We do not oppose allowing PLT providers to approve workplace experience
undertaken during a law course nor do we oppose workplace experience being
accredited whilst studying, but we consider this should be subject to strict
safeguards.

This proposal presupposes that students have access to relevant legal work
while studying, which is not universally true and risks exacerbating inequity for
students without professional networks, financial security or geographic
proximity to legal workplaces.

Any such arrangement should include:
« Limiting eligibility to the final year of the law degree, when students have

sufficient foundational knowledge to benefit meaningfully from the
experience.
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o Clear expectations that the work experience aligns with PLT-level skill
development, not general clerical or administrative work.

o Certifying work placement retrospectively should be avoided. Workplace
experience during a law degree should supplement, not replace,
structured PLT workplace experience.

121 Do you support the LACC amending the PLT Standards to set out the obligations
of PLT providers to assist students in sourcing workplace experience
opportunities?

Yes. We strongly support amending the PLT Standards to set out obligations for
PLT providers to assist students in sourcing workplace experience.
At the TLPC, this is already standard practice.
This has proven to be a highly effective equity measure. Active involvement by
PLT providers:

e reduces reliance on personal connections;

e supports students from non-traditional backgrounds;

e improves consistency and quality of placements; and

o strengthens relationships between the profession and training providers.
PLT providers are well placed to:

e maintain relationships with private firms, government agencies and

community legal services;

e match student needs and preferences with placement opportunities; and

e ensure placements meet regulatory requirements.
Without this support, workplace experience risks becoming a gatekeeping
mechanism that disadvantages students who do not already have access to the
profession.

Post Admission Legal Training (PALT)

131 Do you support a new requirement being imposed for early career lawyers to

undertake 15 hours of PALT in each of the first two years of practice? Is the
amount of time proposed for PALT too long or too short?

Yes. But in addition to the current requirements of PLT. Additional CPD would
enhance learning in the early years of practice.

When considering the current proposal, the proposed requirement is not
supported. The amount of time proposed is significantly too short.

We do not support the introduction of a mandatory requirement for early career
lawyers to undertake only 15 hours of Post-Admission Legal Training (PALT) in
each of their first two years of practice, particularly where this requirement is
proposed as a substitute for substantive reductions in PLT.

The proposed quantum of training-30 hours in total across two years-is wholly
inadequate when viewed against:
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» the volume of practical legal training currently delivered through PLT
programs (particularly extended models such as the TLPC);

o the breadth of skills and knowledge expected of newly admitted lawyers;
and

e theincreasing proposal to shift responsibility for skills development away
from structured educational programs and onto workplaces.

As noted above, the TLPC currently delivers in excess of 290 hours of
practice-area teaching plus skills and values training. By contrast, the proposed
PALT model would offer less than a tenth of this time, spread thinly and often
delivered outside any structured learning sequence.

The proposal also implicitly assumes that:

e early career lawyers will have consistent employment in supportive
environments;

e supervisors will have time, capacity and inclination to provide structured
training; and

o deficiencies in skills can be safely remedied after admission.

These assumptions are not borne out by evidence or experience. Many early
career lawyers-particularly in small firms, sole practices, community legal
services and regional jurisdictions-are required to assume responsibility quickly,
often with limited supervision capacity available. Shifting training post-admission
therefore increases risk to clients, practitioners and the profession.

In short, 15 hours per year for 2 years is not sufficient-it risks being illusory,
creating the appearance of training without delivering meaningful competence.

13.2

Do you think it is appropriate for this requirement be implemented as a condition
on practising certificates? If not, please outline what you consider to be the
preferable mechanism to impose the new requirement.

We do not support the proposed requirements as a pathway to unrestricted legal
practice; however, if such a model were to be adopted, conditional practising
certificates would be essential.

14.1

Do you support the proposal for lawyers who practise exclusively as barristers
to be exempt from the requirement to undertake PALT? Would this pose any
issues in your jurisdiction?

We do not support the proposed requirements as a pathway to unrestricted legal
practice.

15.1

Do you support the proposal that PALT should be delivered in areas identified
and developed by PALT providers, subject to the approval mechanisms set out
separately below?

No. If foundational practice-area training is stripped out of PLT and deferred to
provider-developed PALT, the result is fragmentation, inconsistency and
diminished entry-level competence.

In smaller jurisdictions such as Tasmania, there is a strong argument that PALT
offerings would need to span multiple practice areas, reflecting the inherently

24



generalist nature of practice. Provider-developed content must therefore be
coordinated, coherent and sufficiently comprehensive.

15.2

Do you support the idea that lawyers can choose to undertake PALT in one
practice area, or up to four different practice areas?

No. We do not support unrestricted choice of only one practice area for PALT.

In generalist jurisdictions such as Tasmania, early career lawyers commonly
practise across multiple areas out of necessity. A PALT model that permits
narrow specialisation risks producing lawyers who are formally admitted but
practically unprepared for the reality of their work.

If choice is permitted, there should be:
e a minimum breadth requirement (for example, at least three or four
distinct areas as relevant to their employment);
e alignment with the jurisdiction’s actual practice profile; and
o safeguards against excessively narrow or commercially skewed
offerings.

Without such controls, the model risks privileging large metropolitan practices
while disadvantaging regional and community-based practitioners.

16.1

Do you support the proposal that lawyers who are undertaking PALT should
have further restrictions on their ability to practise? If so, what additional
restrictions should apply?

The ramifications of the proposed requirements must be carefully considered.

In our view, early career lawyers would not be able to practice without significant
restriction based on the proposed requirements given their lack of preparedness
within the proposed legal education requirements, but those restrictions must
be balanced and proportionate, so as not to impede the ability of early career
lawyers to practise in small firms, regional areas, government roles, or
community legal services where early responsibility is unavoidable.

In Tasmania, additional restriction on an early career lawyer’s ability to practise
unsupervised would significantly affect the broader operation of the profession
given heavy reliance on early career practitioners to help manage workload.

Delivery of PALT

171

Do you support the proposal that PALT should be delivered in person or, in
exceptional circumstances (as determined by the PALT provider), by
synchronous online delivery?

We do not support the proposed PALT requirements as a pathway to
unrestricted legal practice, but if such a model were adopted, as noted above at
Question 5.1, we support in-person delivery as the default mode for any aspect
of PLT because of its demonstrated benefits for skills-based learning.

18.1

Do you support the proposal that the content and providers of PALT should be
approved by the regulator that issues practising certificates to solicitors?
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We do not support the proposed PALT requirements as a pathway to
unrestricted legal practice; however, if such a model were to be adopted, we
have no difficulty with the requirement for regulatory approval of both content
and providers.

19.1

Do you support the proposal that PALT should incorporate rigorous
assessment? Do you have any views on the parameters for this requirement?

We do not support the proposed PALT requirements as a pathway to
unrestricted legal practice; however, if such a model were to be adopted, we
strongly oppose any approach to assessment that is merely attendance-based
or administrative in nature.

Assessment must be more than a “turn up and tick your name off” exercise. If
PALT is intended to carry regulatory weight, it must include meaningful,
practice-based assessment that requires active engagement, application of
knowledge, and demonstration of professional judgment. Any assessment
framework should be proportionate and developmental, focused on reflection,
skills application and ethical reasoning in real or realistic practice contexts,
rather than high-stakes examinations.

At a minimum, it should require participants to engage substantively with the
material and demonstrate learning outcomes consistent with the purpose of the
training; otherwise, the assessment risks becoming symbolic rather than
substantive, undermining both the credibility of PALT and confidence in
unrestricted practice.

Clinical legal education

20.1

Do you support the Committees considering options for the inclusion of clinical
legal education as a component of PLT?

Yes, in principle. We support the Committees considering options for the
inclusion of clinical legal education (CLE) as a component of PLT, provided that
it is approached carefully, flexibly and with a clear understanding of its limits.

However, CLE should not be treated as a substitute for structured,
comprehensive PLT.

Clinical legal education:

e varies greatly in quality, scope and intensity between institutions;

e cannot guarantee exposure to the breadth of practice areas required of
a newly admitted generalist practitioner; and

e often depends on external funding, limited placement availability and
supervisory capacity.

Accordingly, while CLE may add value as one component of PLT, it cannot
replace the sustained skills training, repetition and assessment delivered
through established PLT programs.

20.2

If introduced, should clinical legal education be a mandatory component of PLT
or an optional extra for students to undertake? If clinical legal education is a
mandatory component of PLT, should students be entitled to credit for clinical
legal education undertaken as part of a law degree
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We do not support making clinical legal education a mandatory component of
PLT. Clinical legal education should be optional, not mandatory.

Mandating CLE across all PLT programs risks:

e privileging students who have access to clinical placements, often
through well-resourced universities;

e disadvantaging students in smaller jurisdictions or regional areas where
clinical opportunities are limited;

e excluding students who wish to pursue legal practice but do not benefit
educationally from clinical settings; and

e narrowing the law degree and PLT pathways towards a single
conception of legal practice.

Not all students wish to practise law, and not all law students progress directly
into practice. Making CLE compulsory risks further professionalising the
undergraduate law degree and reducing flexibility - an outcome inconsistent with
the Urbis Report’s rejection of a one-size-fits-all model.

20.3

If clinical legal education is optional, should completion of clinical legal
education satisfy the requirements for PALT?

No.

Completion of clinical legal education should not satisfy the requirements for
PALT. While clinical legal education can provide valuable experiential learning-
particularly in client communication, ethics and exposure to social justice
contexts-it is inherently variable in scope, intensity and supervision across
institutions and placements. Clinical programs are typically designed as
educational experiences, not as comprehensive or standardised post-admission
training frameworks, and they cannot guarantee consistent exposure to the
breadth of practice skills, professional responsibility, risk management and
autonomous decision-making expected of lawyers practising without restriction.

20.4

Who should be responsible for delivering and supervising clinical legal
education?

Responsibility for delivering and supervising clinical legal education should be
determined by appropriate resourcing.

In Tasmania, the University of Tasmania provides scope for Law students to
engage in clinical legal education within existing funding, staffing and placement
constraints, and it would be unrealistic to expect the university alone to
significantly expand the scope or availability of clinical programs without
substantial additional resources.

Clear standards for supervision, workload, funding and educational
responsibility are essential to ensure that clinical legal education enhances
training outcomes without compromising service delivery or professional
wellbeing.

In Tasmania, there is a risk of imposing unsustainable supervisory or
administrative burdens on already stretched resources.
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20.5

Do you support the Committees inviting a working group comprising suitably
qualified educators/experts to explore how clinical models of legal education
could be employed as part of PLT?

We do not support the proposed requirements as a pathway to unrestricted legal
practice; however, if such a model were to be adopted, no difficulty with this.

Supervision of early career lawyers

211

Do you think there is a need for additional guidance to supervisors of early
career lawyers, to improve supervision?

We do not support the proposed requirements as a pathway to unrestricted legal
practice; however, if such a model were to be adopted, additional guidance to
supervisors of early career lawyers would be crucial.

We strongly support the development of additional, structured guidance for
supervisors of early career lawyers. Effective supervision is central to
competence, wellbeing, ethical practice and public confidence in the profession.
However, current supervision quality is inconsistent and often dependent on
individual goodwill rather than supported professional standards.

Several factors make additional guidance essential:
a. Increased reliance on supervision under proposed reforms

The proposed reforms significantly reduce structured, pre-admission training
while increasing reliance on:

e learning “on the job”;
e post-admission skill development; and
e workplace-based supervision.

Where regulatory frameworks shift responsibility for training from education
providers to employers, clear supervisory guidance becomes indispensable, not
optional. Without it, the profession risks repeating the systemic problems that
characterised the former articles system: uneven training quality, poor
supervision, and inequitable outcomes.

b. Supervision is a skill, not an innate professional attribute

Being a competent practitioner does not automatically equip a lawyer to be an
effective supervisor. Supervision requires:

patience;

communication and feedback skills;

an understanding of developmental learning;

awareness of power imbalances; and

the capacity to balance risk management with learning opportunities.

Many supervisors-particularly senior practitioners under heavy workload or
billing pressure-have never received formal guidance on how to supervise early
career lawyers. Without guidance, supervision can easily regress into task
delegation without mentoring, feedback or reflection.

c. Jurisdictional realities, particularly in smaller jurisdictions
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In Tasmania and other smaller jurisdictions:

e legal practices are often small or sole-practice;

e there is a shortage of mid-career (5—-10 PAE) lawyers; and

e early career lawyers commonly assume responsibility very early in
practice.

These structural realities mean that supervision is often undertaken under
pressure, by practitioners with limited time and limited support. Clear guidance
on minimum expectations, appropriate task progression, ethical supervision and
feedback mechanisms would materially improve supervision quality and
consistency.

d. Equity and wellbeing considerations
Inconsistent supervision disproportionately affects:

graduates from CALD backgrounds;

international graduates;

first-generation professionals;

graduates with learning differences or low confidence; and
those in regional or non-metropolitan practice.

Additional guidance would help ensure that supervision supports development
rather than inadvertently compounding disadvantage, stress or attrition from the
profession.

For all these reasons, additional supervisory guidance is not merely desirable-it
is a necessary safeguard if the proposed reforms proceed.

21.2

Do you support legal profession regulators establishing a working group to
develop additional guidance and resources for supervisors of lawyers as part of
their supervised legal practice and consider potential regulatory reforms?

We do not support the proposed requirements as a pathway to unrestricted legal
practice; however, if such a model were to be adopted, we have no difficulty with
this.

Implemen

tation timing

221

Do you support the proposed transitional arrangements and implementation
timeframe set out at Proposal 227

No. We do not support the proposed transitional arrangements or
implementation timeframe.

The proposed reforms are extensive, interdependent and foundational, yet the
transition period does not adequately account for the complexity, diversity and
structural realities of legal education and training across jurisdictions.

Our concerns fall into five interrelated categories:

1. Scale and interdependence of the proposed reforms
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The proposals do not represent incremental change. Taken together, they
involve:

fundamental reform of law degree accreditation expectations;
a substantial reduction in the duration and nature of PLT;
increased reliance on workplace learning and supervision;
introduction of a new post-admission training regime (PALT);
expanded supervisory obligations on the profession; and
new regulatory approval and assessment frameworks.

These reforms are highly interdependent. Changes to one element (for
example, PLT duration) cannot safely be implemented unless the others
(supervision quality, PALT infrastructure, workplace capacity) are already fully
operational.

The proposed transitional timeframe assumes a level of system readiness that
does not exist.

Further, broader consultation is needed.
2. Transitional unfairness to students and graduates

The proposed arrangements do not adequately address the position of students
who:

e« commenced their law degrees under existing accreditation assumptions;

e will not have had access to the proposed undergraduate skills training;
yet

e may be required to complete significantly shortened PLT and rely on
post-admission training and supervision.

This creates a cohort of graduates who would be subject to:

e reduced pre-admission training;
e heightened expectations of workplace learning; and
e potentially inconsistent supervision quality,

without having had the opportunity to benefit from either the old or the new
system in full.

There is insufficient clarity as to how students who straddle the pre- and
post-implementation regimes would be treated, or how equivalence and fairness
would be maintained.

There is also insufficient clarity as to the impact for a law graduate who may
undertake the proposed model of PLT but may be unable to complete the 2
years of supervised practice, either through lack of legal employment
opportunities, personal circumstances, or change in employment
circumstances. There must be clarity around proposed rules regarding the
timeframe within which the ‘2 years supervised practice’ must be undertaken to
meet the full requirements for unrestricted practice. Without this clarity it is
difficult to provide further feedback on this point.

3. Disproportionate burden on smaller and regional jurisdictions
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The proposed timeframe fails to account for significant jurisdictional variation.
In Tasmania and other smaller jurisdictions:

o legal practice is predominantly generalist;

o firms are smaller, with limited supervisory capacity;

o there is a shortage of mid-career practitioners; and

e graduates often assume responsibility earlier in practice.

Implementing the proposed reforms within the proposed timeframe would
impose a disproportionate burden on:

e small firms and sole practitioners;

e community legal services;

e government legal offices; and

e local PLT providers that currently operate successful extended models.
The Tasmanian experience, reflected in the Urbis Report, demonstrates higher
levels of graduate and supervisor satisfaction with existing PLT arrangements
than in all other jurisdictions. A national implementation timeframe that
undermines a functioning and highly successful local model, without evidence
of failure, is neither proportionate nor justified.

4. Unrealistic assumptions about supervision and employment

The proposed transitional arrangements appear to be premised on an
assumption that most, if not all, graduates will:

e obtain legal employment promptly after admission; and
e have access to high-quality supervision capable of compensating for
reduced PLT.

This assumption is flawed, particularly in the Tasmanian context.
As the case studies provided demonstrate:

e many capable graduates do not secure immediate legal employment;

e supervision quality varies widely across the profession; and

e training that depends heavily on workplace goodwill is inherently
inequitable.

Without substantial lead time to build supervisory capability, provide training to
supervisors, and establish clear guidance and safeguards, accelerating reliance
on workplace learning creates unacceptable risk-to graduates, employers,
clients and the public.

5. Absence of a phased, evidence-based implementation model
We are particularly concerned that the proposed timeframe does not:

allow for piloting or evaluation of new models;

incorporate staged implementation of individual components;

provide for jurisdiction-specific adaptations; or

meaningfully respond to the Urbis Report's warning against
one-size-fits-all reform.
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The proposed transitional arrangements and implementation timeframe are
overly compressed, insufficiently differentiated, and inadequately responsive to
equity and jurisdictional realities.

Rather than improving legal education and training outcomes, the proposed
timing risks:

destabilising effective existing PLT programs;

shifting training burdens prematurely onto employers;

creating inequitable outcomes for certain cohorts of graduates; and
reducing, rather than enhancing, public confidence in the competence of
newly admitted lawyers.

Additional Comments

As a PLT provider operating in a smaller and more generalist jurisdiction, we are
concerned that the issues giving rise to the Review appear to be very specific
to one jurisdiction but have the potential to significantly impact successful and
longstanding models in other jurisdictions.

Co-existence of various models of PLT available to law graduates across
different jurisdictions have been in place for several decades, offering freedom
of choice and flexibility for law graduates to undertake PLT in a format that works
for their own personal and employment circumstances.

Itis our view, and the view of other stakeholders we have consulted in Tasmania,
that broadly the current model of PLT delivered by accredited providers is not
the cause of the issues that have arisen. Rather it appears that the mode of
delivery of PLT, with significant reliance by some providers on a purely online
delivery model has contributed to the unsatisfactory experiences reflected in the
Urbis survey.

While we understand the issues that have arisen in the New South Wales
context, this has not been the experience in Tasmania. We acknowledge that
the National Competency Standards do require revision and modernisation, but
the proposed PLT model would fundamentally alter a national framework that
has allowed PLT providers flexibility to offer models tailored to a particular
jurisdiction while maintaining consistency and adherence to required standards.

In particular, the TLPC has developed an approach where students are required
to undertake training in compulsory areas of practice under the National
Competency Standards but must also complete training in areas of law that
would be offered and/or taken as electives in other PLT courses. This is purely
a result of the needs and high level of engagement and involvement of the legal
profession in the delivery of the TLPC, which has led to the TLPC including
areas of practice as compulsory training that are particularly relevant in our
smaller and more generalist jurisdiction. The proposed model would significantly
erode the depth of training our students undertake in preparation for entry into
employment in the legal sector in Tasmania and arguably erode confidence by
the sector in the capacity of newly admitted lawyers to be as “practice ready “as
they have in the past.

Undermine the TLPC
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The Consultation Paper outlines that that the Committees are aware that some
currently offered PLT courses (such as the TLPC) are popular and may wish to
continue in operation and that the proposed changes to the PLT requirements
and framework would not prohibit courses such as the TLPC offering more than
the minimum requirements to students.

We fail to see how we will be able to continue to compete under the proposal.

We are deeply concerned that the proposed reforms risk squeezing high-quality,
established PLT providers out of the market on purely financial grounds, rather
than improving training outcomes. It will not be enough that some graduates
also seek to obtain formal qualification.

The TLPC has been described as the gold standard of PLT delivery, a
characterisation supported by the Urbis Survey, which demonstrates higher
levels of graduate and supervisor satisfaction in Tasmania than in many other
jurisdictions. Yet under the proposed model, it is difficult to see how a
comprehensive, resource-intensive course that prioritises depth, repetition,
feedback and the volunteer of the entire profession can compete with
significantly  shorter, lower-cost alternatives without fundamentally
compromising quality.

There is a real risk that the reforms will result in the loss of a model that is
demonstrably working well, not because it is educationally deficient, but
because it is financially uncompetitive in a market reshaped by reduced
minimum standards. Rather than driving quality uplift across the sector, the
proposals appear likely to reward minimal compliance and early employment at
the expense of effective training. In our view, this risks the erosion of something
genuinely valuable, when a more principled approach would be to review and
strengthen the current PLT standards and examine how providers are delivering
against them, identifying and promoting best practice rather than reshaping the
system in a way that inadvertently undermines it.

Alternative Proposal

At best, the proposed requirements for a pathway to unrestricted legal practice
could reasonably be described as suitable for only a small subset of graduates,
namely those who obtain employment with top-tier firms in larger capital cities
that have the resourcing, scale and supervisory infrastructure to support
intensive, workplace-based training models. In those environments, graduates
are typically embedded within highly structured graduate programs, benefit from
multiple layers of supervision, receive formalised internal training, and practise
within narrow, specialised areas under close oversight.

To redesign PLT on the assumption that such conditions are universal is to
misunderstand the Australian legal profession as it actually operates. The
majority of graduates practise in small and medium firms, regional and rural
practices, government roles and community legal services, where early
responsibility, generalist practice and limited supervisory capacity are the norm.

Imposing a training model calibrated to the circumstances of top-tier firms risks
degrading, rather than improving, professional preparation for most graduates
and would effectively privilege elite employment pathways while weakening
safeguards for the rest.
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If the proposed pathway is to exist at all, it should be framed explicitly as an
optional, alternative pathway tailored to those environments (top-tier firms) (and
adequately safeguarded by LACC framework/accreditation)-rather than as a
wholesale replacement for PLT models that are demonstrably more robust,
equitable and effective across the breadth of the profession.
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