SUPREME COURT OF W SCONSI N
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In the matter of the petition to amend Suprene Fl LED
Court Rule 31.05.

MAR 2, 2012

A. John Voel ker
Acting derk of Suprene
Court
Madi son, W

On July 29, 2011, Attorney Richard J. Opie and 12 other State
Bar nenbers filed a petition asking this court to amend Suprene Court
Rule (SCR) 31.05 ("Approved hours") to allow teaching "a |ega
specialty course in a paral egal program approved by the Anmerican Bar
Association" to satisfy the requirenents of SCR 31.02.

On  Septenber 15, 2011, the court made a prelimnary
determnation in open admnistrative conference that no public
hearing was needed for this petition. The court scheduled this rule
petition for di scussion at an admnistrative conference on
Novenber 7, 2011, and sought public comment on the petition.

The Board of Bar Examners (BBE) filed the only response to the
petition. It is the BBE' s position that there are other procedura
mechani snms in place to review requests for continuing | egal education
(CLE) credits and therefore, the proposed anmendnent to SCR 31.05 is
not necessary. The BBE said attorneys interested in seeking the
approval sought in this petition can submt their requests to the BBE
for its consideration under SCR 31.07(2)(f). The BBE reviews the

i ndi vidual subm ssions and nmkes a determ nation as to whether the
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activity should be approved for CLE credit. The BBE stated the
exi sting provisions provide an adequate neans by which attorneys can
seek approval for CLE activities not specifically delineated within
the current rules. The petitioners responded, nmaintaining that a
rul e change would be a nore efficient procedure.

At open adm nistrative conference on Novenber 7, 2011, the court
di scussed the petition, the BBE s coments, and the petitioners
response. The court voted unani nously to deny the petition w thout a
public hearing because adequate procedures exist for submtting
requests for CLE credit that are not specifically delineated within
the current rules. Pursuant to SCR 31.07(2)(f), an attorney can seek
approval for CLE activities that are not specifically delineated
within the current rules to the BBE for its consideration. The BBE
reviews such requests on a case-by-case basis. This procedure is
preferable to having attorneys petition the court for what would
effectively becone individualized CLE course approval and m ght
trigger nultiple rule petitions filed by l|lawers who provide |ega
instruction to nonlawers that m ght warrant CLE credit.

The court explicitly stated that it took no position on the
merits of the petitioners' request for CLE credit for teaching a
|l egal specialty course in a paralegal program approved by the
Anmeri can Bar Associ ati on.

Therefore, IT IS ORDERED that the petition is denied.
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Dat ed at Madi son, Wsconsin, this 2nd day of March, 2012.

BY THE COURT:

A. John Voel ker
Acting Cerk of Supreme Court



No. 11-06



	CaseNumber

		2014-09-15T18:25:40-0500
	CCAP




