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ORDER OF FINAL JUDGMENT

This matter came en (”er l'Innl hearing on September: l8, 20D. before the linimrnble Ben

H. Cantrell, Senior .tuclge sitting by designation el‘the Supreme Court. upon the Petition Fer Writ

et‘ Cerliornri tiled h}! Bradley Teplitslty nntl the Motion to Dismiss liletl by the Tennessee Board

of Professional Responsibility. Unen retrienr of the: pleadings tiled hy the parties and the reeercl

Its; a whole and alter considering the arguments ol‘eotinsel, the Court lintls Its fellows:

I. The record before the Court contains sul'istnntinl and material evidence to support

the judgment of the Hearing Punel that M r. Tenlitsky tlitl net nttenti two (2) seminars for which

he submitted an affidavit tn the 'l‘erinessee Continuing Legul Education Commission (CLE)

asserting his attendance and requesting ere-{lit toward his yenrly Immtlatery CLE requirement

The Hearing, Pnnel credited the testimony ol'Ms. Bench, Ms. Fritz rind Ms. Beticl-MeKissnek its

well as; other evidence in the I’Ceortl, over the testimony nl~ Mr. 'l"eplitsl{y, and this Com-I cannot



substitute itsjudgment for that of the Hearing Panel :13 to the weight oitlte evidence on questions

oi" that.

—o The Motion to Roenee tiled by Mr. Tepiilsky 0n witty 30, 2012. was tiled too late

and any objection to the constitution of the Hearing, Fund was wnivcd. Mr. Toolitsky wus owin'c

oi' the facts and eireumstunees giving rise to his: Motion to Reouse on November 2|. 2011. M r.

'l‘eplitsky did not bring his objections to the uttention ol'the Hearing Panel [Immediately or even

tit the fine! hearing held May 2 l , 20l2. The conduct complained ol'wiis not so egregious'thot Mr.

Tenlitsky was excused from timely filing his recusei motion. As to the first Motion to Recuse

filed by Mr. 'i‘enlitsky on October l2. 20i i. the Court tinds no reuson to reverse the decision of

the Hearing Panel denying, the motion.

3. This Court finds that the Petition For Writ of Clortiontri filed by Mr. Teplitsky on

August 1. 2012, was; untimely. Tenn. Code Ann. § 2?—9—|0l et seq, requires the Writ ol‘

Certiot‘ori he filed within sixty (60) days of the tiling, oi" the order. Tenn. Sup. Ct. R. C), § 3.?»

modified the statutory tunguttge to previde than the Writ oi‘Certioi-ttri be filed within sixty (60) ol‘

the muiiing oi' the order. The iinul order of the Hearing Panel was tiled and mailed on Miiy 30,

EDIE, and the Petition for Writ oi'Certioruri was filed beyond the sixty ((30) day requirement.

Mr. Tepiitsky asserts that Rule 6.05 ol‘ the ”Tennessee Rules ot‘Civil Procedure allows an

additional three {3} days hecouse the Order Wits mailed. The Supreme Court hes made it clear

that strict eompliunee with Tenn. Code Ann. § 27-9-[01 et tie-LL, is required by petitioners

seeking to perfect their appeal. The Supreme Court has provided very specific exceptions to

‘t‘enn. Code Ann. § 27-9401 et seq.. however. the application of Rule 6.05 ot'the Rules ol'Civil

Procedure to extend the stntutory unpenl deadline of'l‘enn. Code Ann. § 27-9402 is not one ot'
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{hose cxcclalions. Had 11m Supl'mne Com-i intended to create :1 Further exception to Tenn. Code.-

Aun. ~§ 2?-9-10l cl scq.. it wmld have specifictu (lone so in Tenn. Sup. C1. R. 9.

CONCLMSION

For the reason so stated, it is: the judgment of the Court that We Peiition For Writ u?

Cierliornri flied by Mr. 't'cplitsky he: dismissal. Costs in this: nmllcr are. taxed lo the Pciiiioner I'm‘

which execution. if necessary, may issue, I

11‘15 so ORDEREDmis a}; {layer W ,2013.

[39m.W
Ben H. Cantrell, Senior Judge
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Approved for Entry

A. Russell Willis, BPRlltll 119]

Disciplinary Counsel ~ Litigation

It) Cadillac Drive_. Suite 22C)

Brentwood, Tennessee 37027

(at 5) 361—7500

CERTI FlCA'l'I‘I OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that it copy ol' this OI‘LICI‘ at" Final Judgment has been served upon

Respondetm Bradley Tcplitsky, by First Class U. 8. Mail uddrcswtl to 70 Bond Street. #200.

’l‘orcmto, Ontario, MfiB—I X3, untl by email itcltlressm‘l t0 brutlleytcpIitsky@hcntmai1.00m on this

the 17m clay ol‘Septemlmr. 20l3.

WEQW27%

A. Russell Willis


