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STATEMENT OF INTEREST OF AMICI CURIAE 
 

 In accordance with Federal Rule of Appellate Procedure 29(a), all parties to 

this appeal have consented to the filing of this amicus curiae brief.  No counsel for 

any of the parties had any role in authoring this brief. 

 The Asian American Justice Center, Asian Pacific American Legal Center, 

the Asian Law Caucus, and the Asian American Institute (collectively, “Amici”) 

are nonprofit, nonpartisan organizations based in Washington, D.C., Los Angeles, 

San Francisco, and Chicago respectively.  Collectively, Amici have over 90 years 

of experience representing Asian Americans in state and federal court.  Although 

Amici work in different regions and pursue different strategies, including 

litigation, direct legal services, policy advocacy, community outreach and 

organizing, and public education, they share a commitment to advancing the legal 

and civil rights of Asian Americans.  Amici are committed to supporting the use of 

admissions policies by educational institutions that ensure equal opportunities for 

women and minorities and diversity in higher education as embraced by the U.S. 

Supreme Court.  Amici thus have an important and substantial interest in this case, 

which addresses the constitutionality of the use by the University of Texas at 

Austin ("UT" or "University") of an individualized, holistic admissions policy in 

which race is one factor among many considered. 
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INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 
 
As the District Court explains in its ruling upholding the undergraduate 

admissions process at UT, the issues in this case are squarely addressed by Grutter 

v. Bollinger, 539 U.S. 306 (2003).  Appellants' main arguments boil down to two:  

(1) they disagree with Grutter; and (2) their judgment about admissions should be 

substituted for that of the University of Texas.  The District Court's opinion details 

why these arguments are unavailing.  This amicus brief will focus on the position 

advanced by Appellants and their supporters that the University's admissions 

policy is harmful to Asian Americans and therefore unconstitutional.  This 

argument, which was implicitly rejected by the Supreme Court in the University of 

Michigan context, is equally unpersuasive here, for three reasons: 

First, the University’s individualized, holistic admissions procedures benefit 

all students, including Asian Americans, by allowing the University to admit and 

enroll a diverse student body.  Numerous studies have shown that exposure to 

students from a wide range of backgrounds enhances the educational experiences 

of all students, regardless of their background.  Indeed, as detailed in the District 

Court opinion and supported by the factual record in this case, the University's 

unsuccessful efforts to attain a diverse student body without consideration of race, 

and the individualized consideration applicants receive through a comprehensive 

review of each applicant's academic record, background, achievements, and 
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circumstances, justify the consideration of race as one component among many in 

the University's admissions process.   

Second, the University’s narrowly-tailored admissions procedures, as in 

Grutter, do not disadvantage non-underrepresented applicants.  Under the UT 

admissions policy, race may be considered as one factor among many in evaluating 

an applicant’s Personal Achievement Index (“PAI”).  The flexibility and 

individualized nature of the University’s admissions procedures allow for 

recognition of the diversity that all applicants—including Asian Americans—could 

bring to the campus.  A Hmong applicant whose family fled to the United States as 

refugees, a Filipino applicant who worked throughout high school to provide 

financial assistance to her working class family, or a Korean applicant who helped 

her immigrant parents run their small family business—all of these could benefit 

from the consideration of race in UT's admissions policy.   None of the factors that 

make up the PAI is determinative.  It is simply a misstatement for Appellants and 

their supporters to argue that Asian Americans are victims of the UT admissions 

procedures.  To the contrary, the high level of individualized review given to 

applicants, including the consideration given to the unique skills, attributes and 

potential each would bring to campus, benefits Asian American students applying 

for admission. 
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Finally, the charge by Appellants and the Asian American Legal Foundation 

that UT’s admissions policy constitutes “unconstitutional racial balancing” is a red 

herring.  As the Supreme Court explained in Grutter, the goal of attaining a critical 

mass of underrepresented minority students is categorically distinct from 

unconstitutional quotas or mechanical bonuses based on race.  539 U.S. at 334.  

The admissions and enrollment of Asian Americans at UT, as compared to Latinos 

or to anyone else, do not demonstrate a policy of racial balancing.  Instead, UT’s 

admissions policy is a carefully considered effort to meet its compelling interest in 

diversity, not a system by which every minority is given a pre-determined slice of 

the pie purely based on race.   

ARGUMENT 
 

I. Asian Americans Benefit from Learning in a Racially Diverse 
Environment.  
 
In Grutter v. Bollinger, the Supreme Court held that universities have a 

“compelling interest in securing the educational benefits of a diverse student 

body.”  539 U.S. at 333. The Court recognized the tremendous benefits of diversity 

in education.  All of these benefits apply to Asian American students as well.  
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A. The University Has A Compelling Interest In Securing The 
Educational Benefits Of A Diverse Student Body. 

 
Though Appellants would have this Court declare otherwise, the Supreme 

Court has already determined that diversity is a compelling interest that 

educational institutions can pursue.  Id. at 328-33.  As Grutter recognized, by 

claiming the “right to select those students who will contribute the most to the 

‘robust exchange of ideas,’” a university “seeks ‘to achieve a goal that is of 

paramount importance in the fulfillment of its mission.’” Id. at 329 (citing Regents 

of Univ. of Cal. v. Bakke, 438 U.S. 265, 313 (1978)).  The “substantial” benefits of 

diversity include promotion of cross-racial understanding, breaking down of racial 

stereotypes, and enabling students to better understand persons of different races.  

Id. at 330. Moreover, diversity prepares students better as professionals for “an 

increasingly diverse workforce and society.”  Id.  As Appellants are forced to 

acknowledge, the Supreme Court has made clear that this is a compelling state 

interest, and the real and substantial educational benefits of diversity are wholly 

within the University's discretion to prioritize.  What neither Appellants nor their 

supporters do in their blanket dismissal of these benefits is review the social 

science studies and surveys that support the District Court’s and the University's 

position.  If they did, what they would find is that Asian Americans, like all 

students, reap tremendous benefit from racially diverse educational environments. 
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B. Asian American Students Share in the Educational Benefits of 
Diversity that the University is Trying to Achieve.   

 
The suggestion that Asian American students do not share in the well-

recognized benefits of a diverse educational environment is both inaccurate and 

illogical.  Asian Americans, like all students, receive significant benefits from the 

diversity that stems from the University’s holistic admissions procedures.   

Studies demonstrate that cross-racial interactions have a positive effect on 

student learning and engagement.  These studies link “higher levels of cross-racial 

interaction to greater cognitive development,” greater “positive academic and 

social self-concept,” “higher graduation rates,” “growth in leadership skills and 

cultural awareness,” “higher levels of civic interest,” and “college satisfaction” 

among all college students.  See, e.g., Mitchell J. Chang, et. al., Cross-Racial 

Interaction Among Undergraduates: Some Consequences, Causes and Patterns, 45 

RES. IN HIGHER EDUC. 529, 530 (2004) (citing seven separate studies about the 

educational benefits of racial diversity at the undergraduate level).  These findings 

confirm that learning from peers is “one of the most powerful educational 

resources in higher education.”  Id.  Asian Americans both benefit other students 

and receive a better education themselves when they are given the opportunity to 

interact with students of different races.   

These findings confirm that diversity not only provides benefits in terms of 

social cohesion and cross-racial understanding, it leads to demonstrable cognitive 
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improvements.  College students exposed to students of other races are challenged 

to “reexamine their assumptions and beliefs in ways that facilitate active, complex 

thinking.”  Id. at 545 (citing to three other studies).  Students exposed to diversity 

in college experience growth in “higher-order thinking skills.”  Daria Witt et. al., 

Introduction to COMPELLING INTEREST 20, 1 (Chang et. al. eds., Stanford Univ. 

Press 2003).  As such, the pursuit of diversity is nothing less than the University’s 

effort to fulfill the fundamental mission of improving the cognitive and complex 

thinking skills of students, including Asian American students.    

 Asian American students at UT, like all students, will graduate into a 

workforce and society that is diverse racially and in which those who can function 

better, lead better, and build more bridges in diverse environments are likely to be 

more successful professionals.  See Grutter, 539 U.S. at 330.  One study of medical 

students found that exposure to a diverse student body during medical school 

enhanced the ability and willingness of doctors-to-be to provide medical services 

to diverse communities.  See Gretchen Guiton, et. al., Student Body Diversity: 

Relationship to Medical Students’ Experiences and Attitudes, 82 ACAD. MED. S1, 

S1 (2007).  Similar findings have been made with future dentists and lawyers. 

Asian American dental students surveyed described diversity and exposure to 

diversity in the curriculum as beneficial in preparing them to treat patients of all 

races.  See Karen F. Novak, et. al., Students’ Perceived Importance of Diversity 
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Exposure and Training in Dental Education, 68 J. DENTAL EDUC. 355, 359 (2004).  

Law students surveyed at University of Michigan and Harvard University also 

reported that racial and ethnic diversity broadened their intellectual perspective 

both inside and outside the classroom and improved their ability to work and 

socialize with people of other races and ethnicities.  See Gary Orfield & Dean 

Whitla, Diversity and Legal Education: Student Experiences in Leading Law 

Schools, in DIVERSITY CHALLENGED: EVIDENCE ON THE IMPACT OF AFFIRMATIVE 

ACTION 143, 158-60 (2001).  These studies documented significant change in 

student views of the criminal justice system and civil rights based on the 

opportunity to interact with students of different races.  Id. at 164, 166.   

UT's admissions policy is aimed at providing its students the enormous 

educational benefits of a diverse student body.1  

                                              
1 Conversely, eras of particularly low minority enrollment corresponded with 
racially charged incidents on campus.  See Fisher v. Univ. of Texas at Austin, 645 
F. Supp. 2d 587, 592-93 (detailing the decrease in minority enrollment at UT 
Austin following Hopwood); Editorial, Profiling Unwelcome, THE DAILY TEXAN, 
Feb. 10, 2003 (condemning the accusation of Latino students as being involved in 
“gang activity”, the egging of a Martin Luther King statue on campus, and “black-
face” fraternity parties, among other incidents); UNIV. OF TEX., AUSTIN, REPORT OF 
THE TASK FORCE ON RACIAL RESPECT AND FAIRNESS 3 (2004) (reporting on the 
results of initiatives convened by UT Austin’s President in response to racially-
charged incidents on campus in 2003). 
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II. Asian Americans Are Not Harmed By the Narrowly-Tailored UT 
Admissions Procedures. 
 
Appellants argue that non-Latino, non-African American applicants are 

“inescapably disadvantage[d]” by the University's admissions policy.  Brief for 

Appellants at 26, Fisher, et. al. v. Univ. of Texas, et. al., No. 09-50822 (5th Cir. 

Dec. 28, 2009) (hereinafter "Appellants' Br.").  The amicus brief of the Asian 

American Legal Foundation further claims that UT's admissions policy 

“discriminates against [Asian American applicants] with respect to applicants of 

the favored races.  This discrimination exacts a heavy cost on individual Asian 

applicants for admission.”  Brief for The Asian American Legal Foundation as 

Amicus Curiae Supporting Plaintiff-Appellants at 2, Fisher, et. al. v. Univ. of 

Texas, et. al., No. 09-50822 (5th Cir. Dec. 28, 2009) (hereinafter "AALF Br.").   

Not so.  The District Court reviewed the voluminous record and the 

undisputed facts in this case and concluded the exact opposite: namely, that race 

can “positively impact applicants of all races,” including Caucasians and Asian 

Americans.  Fisher v. Univ. of Texas at Austin, 645 F. Supp. 2d 587, 597 (W.D. 

Texas 2009). 

Just like the University of Michigan School of Law in Grutter, UT uses a 

“holistic, multi-factor, individualized assessment of each applicant in which race is 
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but one of many factors.”2  Fisher, 645 F. Supp. 2d at 595 (citation omitted).  

Under UT’s admissions policy, an applicant’s race may be included in evaluating 

an applicant’s Personal Achievement Index (“PAI”).  The PAI includes many 

indicators, such as demonstrated leadership qualities, extracurricular activities, 

awards and honors, work experience, service to the school or community, and 

other special circumstances, including socio-economic status, family 

responsibilities, whether she lives in a single parent home, and whether languages 

other than English are spoken at home.  Fisher, 645 F.Supp.2d at 597; Fall 2009 

Top 10% Report at 2. The PAI is then combined with the Academic Index (AI), 

which looks largely at the applicant’s academic rank and performance.  Fall 2009 

Top 10% Report at 3.   
                                              
2 A primary difference between UT and the University of Michigan is worth noting 
here and further highlights how narrowly tailored UT's admissions policy is.  The 
state of Texas' Top Ten Percent law grants admission to any public state university, 
including UT, to all public high school seniors in the top 10% of their class at the 
time of their application and the top 10% of private high school seniors whose 
schools participate.  Fisher, 645 F. Supp. 2d. at 592.  The overwhelming majority 
of each class is admitted this way.  Indeed, in 2009, 86 percent of the freshman 
class at UT was admitted under the Top Ten Percent law.  OFFICE OF ADMISSIONS, 
UNIV. OF TEX. AT AUSTIN, IMPLEMENTATION AND RESULTS OF THE TEXAS 
AUTOMATIC ADMISSIONS LAW (HB 588) AT THE UNIV. OF TEX. AT AUSTIN 9 (i.e. 
Table 2b) (2009) (hereinafter “Fall 2009 Top 10% Report”).  The individualized 
consideration of each applicant's other characteristics described in this section, 
where race is one factor in evaluating a student's entire profile, applies only after 
the Top Ten Percent law admissions are made.  Fisher, 645 F. Supp. 2d at 595-599.  
In other words, UT looks at race as one factor of many to try and reap the 
educational benefits of diversity only after over 80% of the freshman class is 
already admitted. 
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Asian American applicants, like non-Asian applicants, receive this 

individualized and holistic review.3  A Korean high school student sent to live with 

distant relatives in the United States at the age of ten while his parents stayed in 

Korea to work, an American-born Vietnamese girl whose parents came to the 

United States as “boat people,” and the Pakistani teenager whose family was a 

target of hate violence all bring race-based experiences to the applicant pool that 

UT's admissions process is flexible and holistic enough to consider.  Nothing in the 

admissions policy suggests that the race of these Asian Americans would be used 

against them; indeed, UT's admissions policy allows for an individualized 

consideration of how Asian Americans' personal and background characteristics, 

including race, benefit (and would benefit from) the overall student body. 

In addition, other explicit factors in the admissions process benefit Asian 

American applicants.  Nearly four-fifths of Asian Americans spoke a language 

other than English at home at the time of the last Census.  U.S. CENSUS BUREAU, 

WE THE PEOPLE: ASIANS IN THE UNITED STATES 11 (2004).   

                                              
3 Asian Americans include recent immigrants from India and Thailand, college-age 
students who came to the U.S. with their parents when they were in grade school 
from Indonesia and Bangladesh, the American-born grandchildren of Japanese 
American internees and Filipino World War II veterans, and the great-great-
grandchildren of Chinese "coolies" who helped build the transcontinental railroad.  
See, e.g., ASIAN AMERICAN JUSTICE CTR. ET. AL., A COMMUNITY OF CONTRASTS, 
DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE (2006).   
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Indeed, Appellants and their supporters conveniently ignore the fact that 

under UT’s holistic admissions process, where race is one factor to be considered 

(and after the overwhelming majority of the freshman class was already admitted 

based on the Top Ten Percent law), Asian Americans are still consistently admitted 

and enrolled to UT in higher numbers than other minority groups.  See Fall 2009 

Top 10% Report at 7.  Asian Americans made up a larger percentage of the 

freshman class based on non-Top 10% factors (i.e., those in which race is 

considered as one factor of many in an individualized review) than Latinos and 

African Americans.  Id.  These facts taken together demonstrate that UT's 

admissions policy, like the admissions policy upheld in Grutter, carefully 

considers the individuality of applicants as well as the context of the overall 

student body; it does so without setting numerical cut-offs or quotas for any set of 

students based on race.  This type of narrowly-tailored admissions policy that does 

not discriminate against Asian Americans or any racial group is precisely what 

universities are charged with creating and given the academic freedom to 

implement.  The District Court opinion should be affirmed. 

III. The University’s Thoughtful Attention to Who is “Underrepresented” 
and Its Modest, Narrowly-Tailored Efforts to Ensure a “Critical Mass” 
of Those Students Does Not Amount to “Racial Balancing.” 
 
Appellants and the Asian American Legal Foundation call UT's admissions 

policy “representational” or “racial balancing.”  Appellants' Br. at 31-38; AALF 
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Br. at 8.  Their reasoning appears to be:  (1) UT aims to admit a diverse student 

body;4 (2) in order to do so, UT determines which racial groups are 

“underrepresented”; (3) that determination is made based on a comparison of the 

admitted students of that race to the state population of that race; (4) that 

comparison is evidence of an “odious and unlawful objective” to racially engineer 

its student body.  AALF Br. at 8.  For the reasons discussed below, this makes no 

sense.5   

A. Social Demographics Are Permissible as a Way of Determining 
Who is “Underrepresented” at UT. 

 
As noted in Grutter, the decision as to which racial groups are included in an 

institution's admissions policy depends not only on the diversity of perspectives 

they bring but also on whether they are underrepresented in admissions.  539 U.S. 

at 319 (citing to testimony explaining why Asians and Jews were not included in 

the University of Michigan Law School's admissions policy).  UT makes that 

determination based on a number of factors, including comparison to the state 

                                              
4 The University defines diversity in multiple ways, as described in detail in the 
District Court's opinion and as supported voluminously in the record, but 
Appellants single race out.   
 
5 This argument also flies in the face of the Supreme Court's clear statement in 
Grutter and Bakke that good faith on the part of university officials is presumed 
absent a showing to the contrary.  Grutter, 539 U.S. at 341; Bakke, 438 U.S. at 
317-18. 
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population.  Nothing prohibits them from doing so.  See Fisher, 645 F. Supp. 2d at 

611 (“the Constitution does not prohibit the government from considering 

demographic information in order to decide which groups are underrepresented”). 

Moreover, the University's consideration of the state population does not 

translate into a quota or even numerical goals for admission:  it merely allows UT 

to consider the race of those defined as “underrepresented” as a “plus” factor as it 

seeks a diverse student body.6  See Grutter, 539 U.S. at 337 (a “plus” for race is 

not unconstitutional racial balancing).  As UT itself explained in its 2004 “Proposal 

to Consider Race and Ethnicity in Admissions,” its role in educating the leaders of 

the State of Texas, where there will be “no majority race” in the future, must 

prepare students to “lead a multicultural workforce and to communicate policy to a 

diverse electorate.”  Fisher, 645 F. Supp. 2d at 602 (citing UNIV. OF TEX., AUSTIN, 

PROPOSAL TO CONSIDER RACE IN ADMISSIONS 24 (2004)).  Recognition of the 

racial composition of the state in setting a baseline for whether the University's 

admissions can add a “plus” for groups who make up a sizeable portion of the state 

but not its public university allows UT to achieve this educational goal.  As an 

indicator of the success of its current admissions system, UT now “ranks sixth in 
                                              
6 Indeed, as the District Court pointed out, there is in fact no evidence that UT is 
using state demographics as an impermissible justification for racial balancing, 
given that Latinos and African Americans are enrolled in far lower percentages 
than their representation in the state while Asian American enrollment is over five 
times the representation of Asian Americans in the state population.  Fisher, 645 F. 
Supp. 2d at 607 n.11.  
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the nation in producing undergraduate degrees for minority groups.”  Id. at 594 

(citation omitted) (emphasis added).  Reference to social demographics is 

categorically different from unconstitutional “racial balancing.”  Grutter, 539 U.S. 

at 328-30, 334.  In the University's admissions process, rather than the end of the 

inquiry, it is the beginning. 

B. UT's Admissions Policy Allows the University To Address a Lack 
of Critical Mass—Including of Asian Americans—If The 
University Finds That Is A Problem. 

 
Even after an evaluation as to who is “underrepresented” at UT is made, no 

admission outcomes are predetermined.  Instead, UT uses that baseline to 

determine which groups lack a “critical mass,” a critical factor in ensuring that the 

benefits of diversity are enjoyed by all students.  AALF asserts that if Latinos are 

not yet at “critical mass,” then Asian Americans aren’t either.  AALF Br. at 7, 13-

14.  Even if there were evidence to support this conclusion as to Asian Americans, 

rather than an argument against the University's admissions policy, it is actually an 

argument in support of it.   

If there were a problem with a lack of “critical mass” for Asian Americans at 

UT, the elimination of the University's holistic, individualized admissions policy 

with race as one factor of many would hurt, not help.  UT’s admissions procedures 

without consideration of race failed miserably to achieve the “critical mass” so 

important to realizing the benefits of diversity.  Indeed, the extensive and detailed 
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history of UT admissions as revealed in the record and documented in the District 

Court's opinion demonstrates this.  Fisher, 645 F. Supp. 2d at 590-600.  If there is 

genuine concern about racial isolation for Asian Americans and the unfulfilled 

promise of UT's students benefiting from the rich diversity that Asian American 

students bring, that is even more reason for UT to utilize the admissions 

procedures upheld by the District Court to address the problem. 

The observation that Asian Americans and Latinos are roughly equally 

represented in the student body does not defeat the University's finding that 

Latinos are “underrepresented” and have not yet achieved “critical mass.”  UT’s 

use of the state demographics to make this determination is squarely within its 

discretion.  See id. at 606-07 (“comparison of a minority group’s representation at 

a university to its representation in society” is necessary to “determine which 

minority groups qualify as underrepresented and which ones do not”).   

Finally, none of Appellants' arguments addresses the clear lack of “critical 

mass” for African American students at UT. See id. at 607 n.10 (noting that 

African Americans made up only 6 percent of UT’s 2008 freshman class).   This 

lack of “critical mass” diminishes the educational experience not just of African 

American students but also of Asian American students.  As the multiple studies 

cited in Section I.B. above document, cross-racial interaction plays a key role in 

realizing the benefits of diversity.  Chang, et al., supra, at 530, 545.  When African 
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Americans are so poorly represented on campus, Asian American students—like 

all students—lose out on those educational benefits.   

As upheld in Grutter, “critical mass” means “meaningful numbers” or 

“meaningful representation,” rather than a strict “number, percentage, or range of 

numbers or percentages.”  Grutter, 539 U.S. at 318.  But for “critical mass” to be 

meaningful, there must be enough to prevent minority students from feeling 

“isolated or like spokespersons for their race.”  Id. at 319; Fisher, 645 F. Supp. 2d 

at 593. Similarly, there must be enough so that a “variety of viewpoints” is 

represented among minority students, causing “racial stereotypes [to] lose their 

force because nonminority students learn there is no [single] ‘minority 

viewpoint.’”  Grutter, 539 U.S. at 320.  With these guiding principles, the 

University has the discretion to determine whether a “critical mass” of minority 

students has been reached.   

To evaluate “critical mass,” the University looks, at least as one measure, to 

representation in class.  Appellants and AALF seek to substitute their 

determination as to how many African American or Latino (or Asian American) 

students per class are sufficient to enjoy the benefits of a diverse student body.  

This they cannot do.  

UT's effort to admit a critical mass of African American and Latino students 

through its holistic admissions policy is good for Asian American students.  
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CONCLUSION 
 
For all of these reasons, Amici support the University of Texas at Austin’s 

holistic and individualized admissions programs.  Accordingly, Amici respectfully 

request that this Court affirm the judgment of the District Court.  

 

DATED:  
March 11, 2010 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 

 By:  s/Julie A. Su 
 Julie A. Su 

Asian Pacific American Legal Center  
Attorneys for Amici Curiae  
Admission Pending 
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APPENDIX OF AMICI CURIAE 
 

Asian American Institute 
Asian American Institute (AAI) is a pan-Asian, non-partisan, non-profit 
organization located in Chicago, Illinois, whose mission is to empower and 
advocate for the Asian American community through advocacy, coalition-building, 
education, and research.  AAI's programs include community organizing, 
leadership development, and legal advocacy. Because AAI recognizes the 
importance of programs that aim to provide equal opportunities to minorities and 
women, and the importance of using fair and legal methodologies in such 
programs, AAI has a strong interest in the outcome of this case. 

 
Asian American Justice Center 
The Asian American Justice Center (AAJC) is a national non-profit, non-partisan 
organization whose mission is to advance the legal and civil rights of Asian 
Americans. Collectively, AAJC and its Affiliates - the Asian American Institute, 
Asian Law Caucus and the Asian Pacific American Legal Center of Southern 
California - have more than 50 years of experience in litigation, public policy, 
advocacy and community education.  AAJC is committed to advocating for 
affirmative action programs in public contracting, higher education, and 
employment.  This commitment has resulted in AAJC’s participation in numerous 
amicus briefs in affirmative action cases of national importance, including Grutter 
v. Bollinger, Gratz v. Bollinger, and Adarand v. Mineta in the United States 
Supreme Court; Grutter v. Bollinger in the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals; and 
Coral Construction, Inc. v. City & County of San Francisco in the California 
Supreme Court.  AAJC is also a member of Americans for a Fair Chance, a 
coalition of leading civil rights organizations founded on the belief that the 
measurable gains accomplished by affirmative action contribute to the prosperity 
and health of our families and communities. 

 
Asian Law Caucus 
Founded in 1972, the Asian Law Caucus is a non-profit organization advancing the 
legal and civil rights of Asian American and Pacific Islander communities.  It is the 
nation's oldest legal organization serving Asian Americans and is dedicated to the 
pursuit of equality and justice for all sectors of society.  We advocate for the full 
and equal integration of immigrant communities in a variety of contexts and focus 
particularly on the needs of Asian and Pacific Islander immigrants. 
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Asian Pacific American Legal Center 
The Asian Pacific American Legal Center of Southern California (APALC) is a 
nonprofit organization dedicated to advocating for civil rights, providing legal 
services and education, and building coalitions to positively influence and impact 
Asian Pacific Americans and to create a more equitable and harmonious society.  
Since its founding in 1983, APALC has worked on numerous cases and policy 
initiatives to safeguard Asian Pacific American students' access to higher 
education.  APALC and its affiliates filed an amicus brief in support of the 
University of Michigan Law School's race-conscious admissions program in the 
Supreme Court case, Grutter v. Bollinger.  APALC has a long history of working 
to end discrimination on the basis of race in employment and education, including 
cases involving the LAPD, Los Angeles Unified School District, and private 
employers.  APALC also works with young people and with racially diverse 
parents to give them the tools to become their own advocates for quality education. 
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