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Fundamentally, ripeness is prudential and distinct from Article III standing. Currently, courts have not suggested that constitutional ripeness embodies something beyond the “concrete injury” requirement subsumed in the requirement of standing. Rather, that is exactly how courts describe it, repeatedly noting that the standing and ripeness analyses merge. Constitutional ripeness simply duplicates part of the requirements of standing. The Ninth Circuit should stop analyzing environmental cases under a rubric of constitutional ripeness that it acknowledges merges with the injury-in-fact requirement of standing. Instead, the Ninth Circuit should explicitly state when it employs prudential ripeness to choose not to decide an otherwise justiciable environmental case. Doing so will allow the courts to continue to analyze cases clearly in the event that the Supreme Court decides, as it suggested, that federal courts cannot turn away cases over which they have power. Doing so will also help to clarify, or at least not confuse further, an area of the law that is in desperate need of a little clarity. The Ninth Circuit should reverse course and analyze standing and ripeness separately, one as a constitutional doctrine and the other as a prudential doctrine. 

	
	A table of contents is made up of the section headings of the paper and includes the steps the author will take to educate the reader and prove the author’s thesis.
In this table of contents, the author sets out the steps she’ll take to

- introduce her thesis

- provide background

- prove her thesis
- address counteraguments
An introduction typically includes at least three parts: (1) a “hook,” (2) a thesis, and (3) a roadmap to the rest of the article. An introduction also commonly includes just enough background information to provide context for the topic, assuming that readers are less familiar with the issue than the author is.

The author begins her introduction with a “hook”: why should we care about justiciability? We care because justiciability can keep cases out of court.

In the following three paragraphs, the author lays out her thesis: her argument that courts have incorrectly characterized ripeness as a constitutional doctrine and that the Ninth Circuit should adopt a different approach to ripeness and standing: it should analyze the two separately and it should make clear that ripeness is a prudential doctrine.
In the process of laying out her thesis, the author explains the negative implications of the current approach – in other words, she explains why her thesis is a “live” issue. 
In the final part of the introduction, the author provides a roadmap: she outlines the structure of the rest of the paper.

Background sections provide the reader with the history of the issues. 
Here, since the author wants to convince us that the Ninth Circuit should change its current approach, the first thing she must do is educate us about its current approach. 
In part A of this background section, the author sets out some general observations about the court’s current approach. In particular, she points to the court’s failure to distinguish between constitutional ripeness, prudential ripeness, and standing. This general background section provides context for the in-depth case analysis of part B of the background section. 
In part B of this background section, the author supports her general observations about the court’s current approach by analyzing and synthesizing a number of cases. Her analysis results in the two conclusions set out in parts 1 and 2 below: the court conflates standing and ripeness and the court is unclear about whether ripeness is a constitutional or prudential doctrine.
The author synthesizes material by grouping cases by whether the court analyzed standing and ripeness separately or in combination. She further notes several approaches to the “combination” analysis.
Again, the author synthesizes material by dividing cases into groups. Here, she organizes cases by whether the court identified a source for the ripeness doctrine and, if it did, what source the court identified.
Analysis (or “proof”) sections persuade the reader that the author’s thesis is correct. Here, the author sets out a logical argument to convince her readers why the Ninth Circuit should (1) analyze standing and ripeness separately and (2) make clear that the former is constitutional and the latter is prudential.
The author provides a “mini-roadmap” for this section: Part A will explain why standing is a constitutional doctrine, and Part B will explain why ripeness is prudential.
In order for the Ninth Circuit to be able to adopt the author’s approach, it cannot be contrary to US Supreme Court precedent. In this section, the author examines the Court’s precedent and explains how the Court’s approach has been inconsistent, leaving the way open for the Ninth Circuit to adopt her approach.

The author next examines in depth three Ninth Circuit justiciability cases. She highlights the parts of the court’s analysis that are consistent with her thesis and critiques the parts of the court’s analysis that muddy the waters. In each of the sections a, b, and c below the author explores and critiques the cases in order. Throughout, she explains how the cases are related.
The author closes this section by reiterating the ways in which she contends that the current Ninth Circuit approach is incorrect and her arguments why consistently treating ripeness as a prudential doctrine would lead to better results.

 Analysis (or “proof”) sections frequently also address the positive implications of the author’s thesis. In other words, the author may explain the positive results that will follow if her thesis is correct. The author may also try to refute objections to her thesis or minimize negative consequences.

In Part III of her article, the author tackles the possibility that her approach would lead to an unmanageable increase in the number of cases that proceed to disposition on the merits – that is, she refutes a counterargument. 
Conclusions briefly reiterate the major points of the paper, restate the thesis, and call for action. 

In this conclusion, the author 
- reminds us why the issue is important

- restates the ways in which current standing and ripeness analysis is confused 

- reiterates her thesis and the reasons why it would lead to more clear and predictable results
In the last sentence, the author succinctly and directly calls for action. 


