
NORTHERN TERRITORY 

LEGAL PRACTITIONERS ADMISSION BOARD 

Secretary of the Legal Practitioners Admission Board 
Supreme Court Registry 
GPO Box 3946 Telephone: (08) 8999 6574 
DARWIN, NT, 0801 Email: ntsc.efile@nt.gov.au 

The Hon Justice François Kunc 
Chair 
Law Admissions Consultative Committee 
Legal Services Council 

By email: submissions@legalservicescouncil.org.au 

Dear Justice Kunc, 

Review of Practical Legal Training – April 2026 Consultation Paper 

The Northern Territory Legal Practitioners Admission Board (the NT Board) welcomes 
the opportunity to respond to the Consultation Paper regarding the proposed Review of 
Practical Legal Training. The NT Board has addressed each question in the attached 
Feedback Form: Review of Practical Legal Training.   

While supportive of the overall reform direction, the NT Board emphasises that 
successful implementation will depend on a range of practical considerations, 
including the capacity of universities to deliver practical training, necessary 
amendments to accreditation standards, and legislative reform across jurisdictions. In 
this context, the proposed 2028 implementation timeframe may be optimistic. 

Careful consideration must also be given to the overall cost and accessibility of the 
proposed model, including the potential impact on law graduates if access to 
FEE-HELP is reduced or if cumulative training costs increase. Flexible delivery will also 
be essential to ensure accessibility, especially in regional and remote jurisdictions 
such as the Northern Territory. 

The NT Board appreciates the opportunity to contribute to this important review and 
welcomes further engagement as the reforms progress 

Yours sincerely 

Renata Blanch 
Secretary of the Legal Practitioners Admission Board 
11 May 2026 

Att.: NT Board’s response to the Feedback Form: Review of practical legal training 
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Feedback Form: Review of practical legal training 
 

Respondent details 

Name: Renata Blanch, Registrar, Supreme Court of the Northern Territory  

Organisation (if applicable):  Northern Territory Legal Practitioners Admission Board 

Contact details: (08) 8999 6088 

Are you responding as (select one): 

☐ Individual 
☒ Organisation 
☐ Peak body / Representative group 
☐ Other (please specify): _______________________ 

Jurisdiction (select one)   

☐ National  
☐ Australian Capital Territory  
☐ New South Wales  
☒ Northern Territory  
☐ Queensland  
☐ South Australia  
☐ Tasmania  
☐ Victoria  
☐ Western Australia 
☐ Multiple  
☐ 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 Services Council.  

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

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

☒ Yes  

☐ No 
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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? 
 
Yes, in principle to support the objective of enhancing the practical skills of law 
graduates.  
 

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? 
 
No, subject to the suggestions outlined in response to question 2.2 below. 
 
It is noted that the Legal Research category is ordinarily (and appropriately) taught 
in introductory first year law subjects. For example, Charles Darwin University 
(Northern Territory) delivers legal research and writing through a first-year subject, 
LWZ115 Legal Process. Consideration should be given to the timing of when 
subjects incorporating practical knowledge and skills are delivered within the law 
course to ensure a logical progression of learning.   
 

1.3 Would law schools be able to implement these changes by the beginning of the 
2028 academic year, as proposed? 
 
This is ultimately a matter for the universities. However, the incorporation of any 
PLT into law courses will be critical to the success of the proposed changes.  It 
would be appropriate for the LACC’s Accreditation Standards for Australian Law 
Courses to be updated to support universities in properly integrating these 
changes, which is a relevant consideration in relation to the proposed 
implementation timeframe.  
 
The requirements relating to the delivery of law courses will be particularly 
important to ensure that appropriate teaching resources are in place to support a 
greater emphasis on practical knowledge and skills, rather than the traditional 
academic focus. Universities will need to incorporate these changes in 
accordance with their internal policies and ensure that sufficient resources are 
available to implement them within the required timeframe. This may extend to 
reconsideration of recruitment practices, including the attraction and retention of 
practising lawyers as teachers.  
 
In addition to considerations for law schools, it is important to highlight that 
significant legislative reform at the state and territory level will be required to 
implement the proposed changes. The capacity and willingness of individual 
legislatures to progress such reforms remains uncertain, given competing 
priorities. In the Northern Territory, a lead time of at least six months would likely 
be required to enact the necessary legislative amendments. 
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Reform of PLT – Practical knowledge and skills  
2.1  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? 
 
Yes. 
 

2.2  Do you suggest any amendments to the categories or skills set out in the skills 
schedule at Appendix F? 
 
Amendments to the following categories are suggested:  
 
Negotiations 
The framing of negotiations appears too narrow, because it focuses solely on 
commercial disputes or contractual terms. It is recommended that negotiation be 
treated as a core, transferable skill and taught more broadly within Civil Dispute 
Resolution. This would allow students to develop general negotiation 
competencies, which can then be reinforced by other Priestley 11 subjects (for 
example, negotiating contractual terms and resolving contractual disputes can be 
taught in Contracts). This approach would better reflect the reality of legal 
practice, where negotiation skills are applied across different domains. 
 
Drafting legal documents 
While drafting skills are identified, the scope could be expanded to better align 
with legal practice. For example, drafting a settlement deed within Civil Dispute 
Resolution would address contractual drafting through a document frequently 
used in civil litigation. Additionally, drafting should extend beyond affidavits and 
witness statements (addressed under Communication) to include pleadings, such 
as statements of claim and defences. This would ensure that law graduates 
develop practical competence in preparing documents that are routinely required 
in litigation.  
 

2.3  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?  
 
To keep the number of categories realistic and manageable, it is not necessary to 
include categories (i) to (vi) as standalone items in the skills schedule for the 
following reasons:  

• Working with clients from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds 
is adequately addressed under Client Relationship and Communication. 
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• Most universities require commencing coursework students to complete 
mandatory training on sexual misconduct, reducing the need for this to be 
specifically addressed within law courses. Arguably, training in preventing 
and addressing sexual harassment is more appropriately undertaken in 
the workplace, where there is a real-world context. In the Northern 
Territory, legal practitioners are required to accrue at least one CPD point 
in core competencies that include identifying, addressing and preventing 
bullying, discrimination and harassment.  

• Awareness of anti-money laundering and counter-terrorism financing 
obligations is likely too specific to justify inclusion as a standalone 
category. It could be incorporated into existing Priestley 11 subjects, such 
as Ethics and Professional Responsibility.  

• Awareness of ADR options is likely already addressed within Civil Dispute 
Resolution or elective subjects focused on dispute resolution.  

• Negotiation skills and drafting legal documents are addressed at question 
2.3 above. By way of summary, negotiation skills should be recognised as 
a core, transferable competency and taught broadly within Civil Dispute 
Resolution, with application reinforced across other Priestley 11 subjects. 
Drafting legal documents should be expanded to include practical 
documents commonly used in litigation, such as settlement deeds and 
pleadings to ensure law graduates develop competence in real-world legal 
drafting. 

 
2.4 Should the option for graduates to undertake Supervised Workplace Training as a 

way of completing PLT be retained? 
 
Supervised Workplace Training is not currently available in the Northern Territory. 
However, the Legal Profession Admission Rules 2007 (NT) provide for admission 
through articles of clerkship. While rarely utilised in practice, it remains valuable 
to retain alternative pathways to admission, to provide flexibility in training 
arrangements. The potential impact of the proposed changes (shorter PLT and 
PALT) remains to be seen. It is likely that cost considerations will play a significant 
role in determining whether such pathways become more or less attractive in 
practice. 
 

2.5 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? 
 
Given that a substantial proportion of the skills prescribed in the schedule are 
likely to be delivered through law courses, the need for approved providers to 
duplicate those as part of Supervised Workplace Training appears diminished, 
particularly when considered alongside ongoing CPD obligations. There appears 
to be sufficient flexibility for a person undertaking Supervised Workplace Training 
to complete the shorter PLT or PALT (or individual subjects therein) to meet any 
outstanding competency requirements. This blended approach provides a 
practical means of addressing any gaps in training. In these circumstances, it may 
be preferable for admitting authorities to retain discretion in determining how 
these pathways operate in practice. Such an approach would allow decisions to 
be informed by a detailed understanding of the respective content and delivery of 
law courses, PLT, and PALT as the proposed changes are implemented. 
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2.6 Should there be any other amendments to Supervised Workplace Training? 
 
Nil identified.   
 

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? 
 
Yes, in principle, subject to the comments outlined in response to question 4.1 
below that relate to the proposed costs and payment. 
 

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? 
 
The proposed four-week period appears appropriate, particularly given it will be 
delivered in person or via synchronous learning, supported by a robust assessment 
process.  
 

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? 
 
Yes, this proposal is supported, subject to law graduates continuing to have 
access to FEE-HELP. Under the current model, many law graduates benefit from 
being able to defer the cost of the GDLP. If future PLT or PALT pathways require 
upfront payment, this may create a barrier to entry at a point in a law graduate’s 
career where financial resources are limited. 
 
Consideration must also be given to the cumulative cost of the four-week full-time 
PLT intensive together with ongoing participation in PALT and CPD requirements. It 
is unclear what the total cost would be under the proposed model, and whether 
any cost savings from removing the GDLP requirement would in fact be realised. 
 
Further, there is a question as to the impact of these reforms on the cost of law 
courses. If additional practical competencies are embedded within law courses, 
this may increase course content and, consequently, HECS liabilities. There is a 
risk that the overall financial burden on law graduates may remain the same or 
potentially increase, notwithstanding the removal of the GDLP.  
 
A cost analysis may therefore be required, informed by the number of law 
graduates who currently utilise FEE-HELP to fund their GDLP. Previous reform 
discussions, including the NSW reform paper, appear to give limited weight to this 
issue. While access to FEE-HELP should not be the sole driver of reform, the 
affordability and timing of payments for PLT are likely to be significant 
considerations for prospective law graduates. 
 
Finally, consideration should also be given to the economic sustainability of PLT 
providers under the proposed framework.  
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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? 
 
A national approach to the accreditation and ongoing review of PLT and PALT 
providers would be appropriate, led by the LACC through the development and 
publication of clear accreditation standards. 
 
Additional safeguards could include regular reaccreditation requirements, 
compliance reporting, and mechanisms for monitoring outcomes against the 
competency standards. Consideration could also be given to requiring providers 
to demonstrate robust assessment methodologies aligned with those standards.  
 
Following implementation of the proposed changes, it would be prudent for the 
LACC to undertake a formal review to assess their effectiveness. This review 
should incorporate feedback from law graduates, PLT and PALT providers, and the 
profession, and consider whether the reforms are achieving their intended 
purpose of bridging the gap between academic study and legal practice while 
maintaining affordability and accessibility. 
 

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? 
 
In general, there is support for in-person delivery because of the value of face-to-
face engagement in both developing and demonstrating practical skills. However, 
requiring participants to attend in person on a full-time basis for a period of four 
weeks may impose a significant burden. Anecdotally this requirement could 
particularly affect participants who are working full-time while studying and would 
need to take extended leave, those with family or caring responsibilities, and those 
living in remote or regional areas (for example, in parts of the Northern Territory) for 
whom travel, and accommodation may be challenging.  
 
Accordingly, some flexibility in delivery modes should be preserved, noting a strict 
“exceptional circumstances” test for online participation may be unnecessarily 
restrictive. It may be more appropriate to adopt a blended delivery model as the 
standard approach. For example, the course could be structured so that 
components best suited to in-person delivery (such as advocacy, interviewing, and 
practical simulations) are undertaken during a shorter, intensive in-person period 
of one to two weeks, followed by the option to complete the remaining two to three 
weeks either online (including synchronous delivery) or in person. This approach 
would maintain the benefits of in-person training while ensuring the program 
remains accessible for a diverse cohort of participants. 
 

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?  
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Yes, assessments must be rigorous to ensure the proposed changes achieve the 
purpose of effectively preparing law graduates for legal practice.  
 
In terms of implementation, this may be best informed through consultation with 
existing PLT providers, and potentially universities, to identify effective and 
practical assessment approaches. Appropriate methods would likely include a 
combination of invigilated exams, practical simulations, and the submission of 
written work, all of which should be assessed by the provider against clear 
competency standards. 
 
Consideration could also be given to incorporating a structured feedback 
mechanism from participants. For example, an exit interview could form part of the 
overall assessment framework, allowing participants to reflect on whether they 
consider the assessments to have been fair and appropriate. This feedback could 
assist in identifying areas for continuous improvement in course design and 
assessment practices. 
 

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? 
 
Yes, there should be greater consistency in the academic conduct reports 
provided by both universities and PLT providers. This is best addressed by the LACC 
through the development and publication of clear, nationally consistent guidelines 
for the recording and reporting of academic misconduct to admitting authorities. 
 

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, this requirement should be retained, as workplace experience is an integral 
component of preparing law graduates for admission to legal practice. 
 

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. While no specific suggestions are proposed at this stage, the expectations for 
workplace experience should be clearly informed by the skills schedule, as well as 
the learning already delivered though the law course, PLT, PALT, and ongoing CPD.  
Workplace experience should complement, rather than replicate, this prior 
training. Its primary focus should be on the practical application and further 
development of skills in a real-world context, enabling participants to consolidate 
and extend what they have already learned. 
 

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 
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undertaken and time allocated to them and the ethical standards and expectation 
of supervisors? 
 
Yes, stakeholder engagement is essential, particularly with the legal profession, to 
inform what can realistically be achieved during a workplace experience 
placement. This collaboration would help ensure that expectations placed on 
supervisors are clear, appropriate, and aligned with the objectives of workplace 
training. 
 

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, there should be targeted CPD opportunities focused on effective supervision 
of law graduates to help ensure that law graduates not only receive a meaningful 
and high-quality workplace experience placement but are also appropriately 
supported throughout their subsequent period of supervised legal practice. 
 

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, as noted in response to question 10.1, there should be CPD opportunities, or 
short courses offered by PLT and/or PALT providers, to support the development of 
supervisory skills among lawyers. In addition, if law courses are expected to deliver 
the competencies outlined in the skills schedule, there will likely be an increased 
reliance on members of the legal profession to contribute to the delivery of 
practical components of legal training. Accordingly, there may also be a need for 
CPD or other structured training to equip practitioners with the skills required to 
effectively teach and assess practical legal subjects. Such training could cover 
areas such as effective supervision, mentoring, feedback and assessment 
techniques, and ethical responsibilities.  
 

11.1 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? 
 
Yes, this would formalise what often already occurs in practice, with law students 
undertaking employment in the legal field (for example, as paralegals) while 
concurrently completing their studies. However, this should be supported by clear 
LACC guidance to ensure consistency across providers and to ensure that any 
workplace experience meets the prescribed competency standards. 
Consideration should also be given to requiring PLT providers to verify and certify 
that the workplace experience is appropriate, adequately supervised, and aligned 
with the skills schedule. This would help maintain the integrity and quality of the 
workplace experience. 
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12.1 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, particularly where students may not have the means or professional networks 
to secure workplace experience opportunities independently, although this should 
remain within realistic limits of what PLT providers can deliver. For example, 
providers could be expected to offer guidance, facilitate connections with the 
profession, and maintain networks of potential placement opportunities, rather 
than being required to guarantee placements. This approach would promote 
greater equity of access and encourage stronger engagement between PLT 
providers and the legal profession, while recognising the operational constraints 
faced by providers. 
 

Post Admission Legal Training (PALT)  
13.1 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, 15 hours of PALT in each of the first two years is appropriate, providing a 
reasonable balance between professional development and workload. 
 

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. 
 
Yes, implementing this requirement as a condition on practising certificates would 
be appropriate. It could be incorporated into existing processes, such as by adding 
a requirement to the annual mandatory CPD declaration for relevant practitioners. 
However, this would involve additional compliance and administrative obligations 
for the Law Society, which may have resource implications. 
 
A further consideration is that some government lawyers may be exempt from 
holding a practising certificate. If participation in PALT is to be regulated through 
practising certificate conditions, an alternative mechanism may be required to 
ensure that this category of legal practitioners is also appropriately captured.  
 

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?  
 
No. The reasoning for this is that in the Northern Territory, there is no separate bar 
readers’ course required for admission as a barrister. Given that practitioners may 
move between practising as a barrister and as a solicitor (or undertake both roles), 
it would be preferable for all newly admitted practitioners to undertake PALT 
training, regardless of their current practice focus. The requirement of 15 hours per 
year for two years is modest and would not impose a significant burden, while 
supporting consistent skill development across the profession. 
 

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? 
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Yes, although the development and delivery of PALT in smaller jurisdictions such 
as the Northern Territory may present challenges, particularly where there is 
reliance on the Law Society and limited resources. 
 
In that context, it may be preferable to allow participants in one jurisdiction to 
access PALT offerings developed in other jurisdictions, including on a modest fee 
basis. This would help ensure a broader range of high-quality training options while 
reducing the resource burden on smaller jurisdictions. 
 

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? 
 
Support for this proposal is conditional. If the requirement involves four 7.5-hour 
courses over two years, it may be preferable to adopt an approach like existing CPD 
frameworks. This could include mandating at least one core area of study with 
broad relevance to practice, while allowing practitioners to choose to specialise in 
one or more specific practice areas for the remaining components. This approach 
would ensure a consistent foundation of essential knowledge, similar to 
mandatory CPD areas such as ethics, while still providing flexibility for early career 
lawyers to tailor their learning to their areas of practice. 
 

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? 
 
It is difficult to form a definitive view at this stage without knowing the content of 
law courses and PLT. In general, it may not be practical to impose additional 
restrictions on an early careers lawyer’s ability to practise while undertaking PALT. 
However, it would be appropriate to ensure that lawyers in this phase of practice 
are adequately supervised in their work, rather than imposing formal practice 
limitations. 
 

Delivery of PALT  
17.1 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? 
 
Yes, similar to PLT, delivering PALT in person may present challenges, particularly 
in remote or regional jurisdictions where access and resources are limited. While 
in-person delivery should be encouraged wherever feasible, it is important to retain 
the option of synchronous online delivery to ensure accessibility. 
 

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? 
 
This is ultimately a matter for the relevant regulators, which, in this jurisdiction is 
the Law Society of the Northern Territory.  If completion of PALT is a condition of 
holding a practising certificate, it is appropriate for the issuing body to approve 
both the content and providers of PALT.  
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However, whether this responsibility rests with the admitting authority or the 
regulator, capacity and capability constraints in smaller jurisdictions, such as the 
Northern Territory, must be considered. One possible solution is to enable smaller 
jurisdictions to rely on training approved in larger jurisdictions. Mutual recognition 
of approved programs could alleviate resource pressures while maintaining 
consistent standards, similar to the approach under section 12 of the Legal 
Profession Act 2006 (NT), which recognises corresponding academic 
qualifications and PLT requirements across jurisdictions.  
 

19.1 Do you support the proposal that PALT should incorporate rigorous assessment? 
Do you have any views on the parameters for this requirement? 
 
Yes, similar to PLT as discussed in response to question 6.1 above.  
 

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, this is an opportunity to explore all options.  
 

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 
 
Clinical legal education should be offered as an elective component of PLT rather 
than a mandatory requirement. This recognises that a significant proportion of law 
graduates ultimately pursue careers outside of legal practice, and a compulsory 
clinical component may not be relevant or proportionate for all candidates. In 
addition, in smaller jurisdictions such as the Northern Territory, there may be 
resource and capacity constraints that make it difficult to deliver clinical legal 
education on a mandatory basis. These practical limitations should be considered 
to ensure that PLT remains accessible. 
 

20.3 If clinical legal education is optional, should completion of clinical legal education 
satisfy the requirements for PALT? 
 
Not entirely. While completion of clinical legal education may justify some 
recognition, it should not automatically satisfy all PALT requirements. Any credit 
granted should depend on the nature, scope, and quality of the clinical program 
undertaken. For example, it may be appropriate to grant limited credit, such as the 
equivalent of one or two 7.5-hour PALT units, for a defined period of clinical legal 
education (for example, four weeks). However, this would require careful 
consideration to ensure consistency and that the core objectives of PALT are still 
met. More broadly, incorporating clinical legal education into the PLT/PALT 
framework risks adding further complexity to what is already a potentially intricate 
system, particularly in relation to administrative responsibility.  
 

20.4 Who should be responsible for delivering and supervising clinical legal education? 
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Responsibility for delivering and supervising clinical legal education is not 
straightforward. A collaborative model may be most appropriate, involving PLT 
providers working in conjunction with universities 
 

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? 
 Yes, this is an area that needs suitably persons to assess the feasibility, design and 
implementation of clinic models within PLT and to ensure that any proposed 
approach can be practically implemented across all jurisdictions.  
 

Supervision of early career lawyers  
21.1 Do you think there is a need for additional guidance to supervisors of early career 

lawyers, to improve supervision? 
 
Yes, as stated above in response to questions 10.1 and 10.2, developing the skill 
set of supervisors could be incorporated into CPD.  
 

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? 
 
Yes, it will take collaboration and time, to develop those resources and effect any 
required legislative reform. It may ultimately take the form of published guidelines, 
supplemented by targeted CPD offerings to support supervisors in developing the 
necessary skills and capabilities.  
 

Implementation timing  
22.1  Do you support the proposed transitional arrangements and implementation 

timeframe set out at Proposal 22? 
 
Support for the proposed transitional arrangements and implementation 
timeframe will be highly dependent on whether universities are able to incorporate 
PLT into their courses, and whether regulators can make the necessary 
arrangements to implement PALT. In this context, the proposed 2028 timeframe 
may be optimistic. 
 
Even if law schools can embed PLT within their programs, there is likely to be a 
transitional cohort of law graduates who have not had the opportunity to complete 
the full suite of university-integrated PLT components. These graduates may 
instead undertake the four-week intensive PLT, potentially resulting in gaps in their 
training depending on which subjects were offered and at what stage of the law 
course. 
 
One option to address this issue would be to introduce supplementary or bridging 
PLT courses for affected graduates, to ensure that minimum competency 
standards are met. These bridging arrangements could remain in place until the 
transitional cohort has passed through the system. 
 
Alternatively, the current GDLP pathway could be retained until the first cohort of 
students has completed fully integrated, university-embedded PLT. On a practical 
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timeline, if implementation were to occur in 2028, it would take at least three years 
for a full cohort to graduate with embedded PLT. This would suggest maintaining 
transitional measures, either through bridging courses or continuation of the 
GDLP, until the end of 2030, with the first fully integrated cohort entering practice 
in 2031. Further consideration needs to be given to these transitional issues.  
Finally, the proposed timeframe must also consider the period required for any 
necessary legislative reform, as noted in response to question 1.3, which may 
further affect the feasibility of implementation in 2028. 
 

 




