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On Jul y 29,  2011,  At t or ney Ri char d J.  Opi e and 12 ot her  St at e 

Bar  member s f i l ed a pet i t i on ask i ng t hi s cour t  t o amend Supr eme Cour t  

Rul e ( SCR)  31. 05 ( " Appr oved hour s" )  t o al l ow t eachi ng " a l egal  

speci al t y cour se i n a par al egal  pr ogr am appr oved by t he Amer i can Bar  

Associ at i on"  t o sat i sf y t he r equi r ement s of  SCR 31. 02.  

On Sept ember  15,  2011,  t he cour t  made a pr el i mi nar y 

det er mi nat i on i n open admi ni st r at i ve conf er ence t hat  no publ i c 

hear i ng was needed f or  t hi s pet i t i on.   The cour t  schedul ed t hi s r ul e 

pet i t i on f or  di scussi on at  an admi ni st r at i ve conf er ence on 

November  7,  2011,  and sought  publ i c comment  on t he pet i t i on.    

The Boar d of  Bar  Exami ner s ( BBE)  f i l ed t he onl y r esponse t o t he 

pet i t i on.   I t  i s  t he BBE' s posi t i on t hat  t her e ar e ot her  pr ocedur al  

mechani sms i n pl ace t o r evi ew r equest s f or  cont i nui ng l egal  educat i on 

( CLE)  cr edi t s and t her ef or e,  t he pr oposed amendment  t o SCR 31. 05 i s 

not  necessar y.   The BBE sai d at t or neys i nt er est ed i n seeki ng t he 

appr oval  sought  i n t hi s pet i t i on can submi t  t hei r  r equest s t o t he BBE 

f or  i t s consi der at i on under  SCR 31. 07( 2) ( f ) .   The BBE r evi ews t he 

i ndi v i dual  submi ssi ons and makes a det er mi nat i on as t o whet her  t he 



No.   11- 06 
 

2 
 

act i v i t y shoul d be appr oved f or  CLE cr edi t .   The BBE st at ed t he 

exi st i ng pr ovi s i ons pr ovi de an adequat e means by whi ch at t or neys can 

seek appr oval  f or  CLE act i v i t i es  not  speci f i cal l y del i neat ed wi t hi n 

t he cur r ent  r ul es.   The pet i t i oner s r esponded,  mai nt ai ni ng t hat  a 

r ul e change woul d be a mor e ef f i c i ent  pr ocedur e.   

At  open admi ni st r at i ve conf er ence on November  7,  2011,  t he cour t  

di scussed t he pet i t i on,  t he BBE' s comment s,  and t he pet i t i oner s '  

r esponse.   The cour t  vot ed unani mousl y t o deny t he pet i t i on wi t hout  a 

publ i c hear i ng because adequat e pr ocedur es exi st  f or  submi t t i ng 

r equest s f or  CLE cr edi t  t hat  ar e not  speci f i cal l y del i neat ed wi t hi n 

t he cur r ent  r ul es.   Pur suant  t o SCR 31. 07( 2) ( f ) ,  an at t or ney can seek 

appr oval  f or  CLE act i v i t i es t hat  ar e not  speci f i cal l y del i neat ed 

wi t hi n t he cur r ent  r ul es t o t he BBE f or  i t s consi der at i on.   The BBE 

r evi ews such r equest s on a case- by- case basi s.   Thi s pr ocedur e i s 

pr ef er abl e t o havi ng at t or neys pet i t i on t he cour t  f or  what  woul d 

ef f ect i vel y become i ndi v i dual i zed CLE cour se appr oval  and mi ght  

t r i gger  mul t i pl e r ul e pet i t i ons f i l ed by l awyer s who pr ovi de l egal  

i nst r uct i on t o nonl awyer s t hat  mi ght  war r ant  CLE cr edi t .    

The cour t  expl i c i t l y  st at ed t hat  i t  t ook no posi t i on on t he 

mer i t s of  t he pet i t i oner s '  r equest  f or  CLE cr edi t  f or  t eachi ng a 

l egal  speci al t y cour se i n a par al egal  pr ogr am appr oved by t he 

Amer i can Bar  Associ at i on.  

Ther ef or e,  I T I S ORDERED t hat  t he pet i t i on i s deni ed.  
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Dat ed at  Madi son,  Wi sconsi n,  t hi s 2nd day of  Mar ch,  2012.    

 
BY THE COURT:  
 
 
 

        A.  John Voel ker  
Act i ng Cl er k of  Supr eme Cour t  
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