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ETHICAL CONDUCT COMPLAINT
RE: Justice Chet D. Traylor (Ret.)

PAR’J C: EXPLANATION OF YOUR COMZLPLA]NT

This Complaint is filed by FREID RYAN ELLINGTON and NOBLE EDWARD
ELLRMGTON, 11, the Co-Administrators ofou:;g Mother’s succession proceeding which is currently
undersay in the Fifth Judicial District Court, Fxlanklm Parish, Louisians, and styled “Succeseion of
Pepey Marie MoDowell Trayloz”, Probats Docl;et No.: 41,291, Our attorney is Peul D, Spillers, of
the law fiom of Theus, Orisham, Davis & ngh, LLP, and whose address is 1600 Lamy Lane,
‘Monzie, Lonisiana 71251, [ has assisted in t;he preparation of this Complaint,

Jushee Cher O. Traylor (Ret) is ihe surviving spouse of duur deceased Mother, They
were mamied approximetaly tweive (12) yea.rs:' Justice Traylor (Ret) served as a Justice of the
Suprcie Cowt of Lowdsizna antil nis retlremf.nt on or about May 31, 2009. He is an attorney
Hcapsad w prastss, sad pracdeing, law in the bwm of Louisiuna, and has been doing so singe his
retirnent Som ke Coart. Heiszlsoz 'candi;date for United States Senate, He resides at 4116
Charsin Lans, Monroe. Louisiana 71201, I-!e:;is represented tn tbe succession proceeding by Mr.
Brady 1. King, 1, of ws lew fm of Moliow, ng, Mills, Buxcl & Landry, LLP, 2460 Forsythe
Avenie, Sulte 2, Monroe, Leuisiona 71201.

Whar the suscession procesding beeams advessaiisl ali t9ree rrial court judzes inthe
Fifth Judicial District vejibrecased Fom heering the disputed suzcession munters.  Ths Supreme
Court.of Lou:siang, acting through Justics Marcus Clazk, appointed Anne Lennan Simon, Jidge Ad

Hoe ffom Neaw jberis, to hear the disputed succession preceeding.
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Our atiorney, of Joiy 13,2010 anq with the cooperetion and approval of Mr. Brady
King, #et Josiiee Trayiar's (Ret.) deposition for}August 12, 2010 at 9:00 A.M. Exhibit A",

Augugi i2th was ons ol'the daies provided byMr] King as an available date for both he and Justice
Traylo: {Ret.). !

Oy sitosney then asked the Court to issuz a subpoena compeliing Jusiice Travior's
(Ret)y atadance et his deposition. Exhdait “B";. This snoposna was served on Justice Trayloy
{Ret.) through his amornoy, Mr. King, on Auguet; 32,2010, BExhibit “C".

Upon seceist of the subpoena Mr. I{ing then represented to Mr. Spillers that his client,
Justice Traylor (Ret.), had a scheduling conflict with his deposition date of August 12, 2010. Ms.
Spillers inguired about the nature of the scheduling conflict and was told by Mr. King that his client,
Justiee Traylor (Ret.), hed been ordered to app&%ﬁr on August 12, 2010, in Federal Court in Baton
Rouge, Lovisiane. Mz. Spillers asked for “sonisthing in writing” to document the August 12th
Federal Court conilict. Mr. King then forwarde%l to Mr. Spillers the Order “creating the conflict”
signed by Magistrate Judge Christine Noland dadad April 21,2010, Exhibit “D". This Bxhibit “D”
was forwarded to Mr. Spillers by Mr. King on :August 6, 2010, four (4) days after service-of the
subpoeaaon Justice Tmy;.or (Ret.). Theattached prder dated April 21, 2010, according to Mx. King,
“ereatzd the covflict” with the deposition date 01;:' August 12,2010, Exhibit “D”,

The April 21, 2010 Order, contgined in Exhibit “D”, does establish a Scheduling
Confursnce for August 172, 2010, a1 9:30 AM ixi a mafter filed in the United States District Court,
Middls Diztrict o Lovie cza. zad stited “Jason P§e vg, Martin Transport, Inc.”, Civil Action Ne¢. 10-
220-FIP-ON. Howsver, tasrs 13 no indication in:the Order, or the attached Status Report, as .towho

sre the ertorney's of record for the parties in this suit. The absence of attorney of zecord identification
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was puizling. f
Mr. Spillers, in an effort to docuxinent the conflict for us, checked with the United
States District Coust, Middle District of Louisia:j;a, to determine who were the attorneys of record
in the “Jason Poe vs. Martin Transport, Inc.” suift. His investigation disclosed that Justioe Traylor
(Ret.) was not listed as an attomey of record for efither of the parties in the faderal court proceeding.
M, Spillers, on August 10, 2010, at 12:11 PM.' forwarded that information to Mr. King, Bxhibit
N ‘-.‘v;Lr. Spillers in that email asked Mr. King to provide some svidence that it was Justice Traylor
(Ret.), and niot his partners, who ked the scheduf&ing conflict. Exhibit “B”. No tcspons.e has been
forthcoming from Mr, King. ;
Qu o: before August 6, 2010 (Ex?:ibit “D"), Justice Traylor (Ret) apparently made
a represeniation io hls aforney, that Justice T)Ifwlor (Ret.) had a scheduling conflict due 1o the
Federai Court snjt. Based upon that represematiion, 2 Motion to Quash (Bxhibit “Y”) was filed by
Mr. Fing on behalf of Tustice Traylor (Ret.) on é&ugust 10,2010. Onz ground urged as areason to
quasit &w deposition subpoena was “F udge"l‘raylfor’s conflict”. After the Motion to Quash had been
filed by M. King on August 10, 2010, M. King convened a telephone conferenco call with Judge
Sbmon, Judge Ad Hoc, and Mz, Spiﬁus. Durmg that telephone conversation (August 10, 2010 at
3:30 P.M.) Mr. King represented to the Court E,and to Mr. Spillers that his client, Justice i‘raylor

(Ret.), had told him that he had a scheduling c‘?:mﬂid aftributable to a Federal Court suit and that

“gyidemcs of Yustice Traylor’s conflict™ had been provided to Mr. Spillers. Mr. King also argued that
the soeduled deposition was premature. The Court quashed the deposition subpoena duting that

telephone conference. ‘
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After the conclusion of the Augus% 10, 2010 3:30 P.M. conference call with Judge
Sirnon and Mr. King,, Mr. Spillers conducted acidiﬁond investigation &s to the nature of Justice
Traylor's goheduling confliot. Ha then revieweté and obtained copies of additiona! federal gourt
records. The records he obtained from the cha-ajl Court do disclose that Justice Traylor (Ret.) and
his two parmers, on behalf of Mr. Jason Poe, filed the initial Compleént in Federal Court on March
31, 2010, However, the Federal Cotst immediatef‘ly determined that Justice Traylor (Ret.) w#s not
| admitted to praotics in the United States District :Court, Middle District of Louisiana, and by lefter
dated March 31, 2010 so advised Justice Traylor (jRet.) that he was no¢ authorized to practice in that
Court and referred him ta the Court’s website fm: admission forms. Exhibit “F”.

On August 10, 2010, 6:14 P.M.; our attormey forwarded to Mr. King additional
records e had been gble to retrieve from the Fedefral Court. These records appeared to indicate that
Justice Traylor (Ret.) had no federal court conﬂit;:t with the depasition date and had not even beex
admitt¢d fo practice in thet court. Mr. Spillers tllxen. asked for an explanation from Mr., King as to
the alleged “conliot” with the deposition date of August 12. Exhibit“G". Mr. Spillers has received
no respHnse. l

Owr ‘anon‘;ey obtained addiﬂonal;racords. He obtained copies of a Joint I@otion
(signed by Peter S. Koeppel, but listed a8 co-counEFel were Chet Traylor and Laurence B. Best) dated
July 23, 2010, and the Magistrate Judge’s Ord f dated July 26, 2010, that postponed indefinitely
the August 12, 2010 Scheduling Conference, Bxhibit “H™ and Exhibit “T°. Thus, as of July 26,
2010, tae Scheduling Conference set for Angus;j 12, 2010, was continued, indefinitely. Thus, the

“gonflist" had been resclved as of July 26, 2010,

o+ l
'-



Justice Traylor was informed on March 31,2010 by the Federal Court that he was not
authorized to practice in the Middle District. I Justice Traylor (Ret.), however, has naver been
admitkd to practice in that Cowrt. This fact wa.é confirmed by emnail correspondence between the
Court and Mr. Spillers on August 12,2010. Exhi%it “K” and Bxhibit “L”. NOTE: Justice Traylor’s
(Ret) name continued to be included as co-ooufnscl on pleadings filed in the federal court tmatter
though he was not admitted to prastic in the U,S. District Court, Middle District of Louisizna.
APPLICABLE RULES OF PROFESSIONAL CONDUCT:

‘ At least three (3) Rules of P_xof&sfsvional Congduct apply o these facts;

1) Rule 3.3 - Casidor Toward the 'I!‘ri'btmal A lawyer shall not knowingly: (1) make
a false statement of fact oz law toga tribunal or failed to correct a falge statement of
material fact o law previously mide to the tribunal by the lawyer.

2) Rule3.4- Fairnae; to Opposing él’arty and Coungel. A law'yer shell not (b) falsiiy
evidence ... }

3) Rule 8.4 - Misconduct. Itis protj'essional misconduct for a lawyer to: (¢) Engage in
conduct involving dishonesty, f!.%aud, deceit or mistepresentation; (d) Ens;ge in
eanduct that is prejudicial to the %dmi.nistration of justice. |

ANALYSIS:

Justice Traylor (Ret.) has never been admitted to practice law in the United States
District Court, Middls District of Louisiana. Nev.;ertheless, he has represented, through his attorney
to both opposing counse! and to the Fifth Tudxclal District Court, that he was comasel of' recotd and
had been ordered to appear at a Scheduling Conferenze in “Poe vs. Martin™ on August 12,.2010.
That rgpresanzauon was made at a time when he knew he was geither admitted to practice in thar



Cowt, nar was there sny pending Scheduling Conference in the, “Pos vs. Mertin” suit.” The
Scheduling Conference hed been postponed by Justice Traylor’s own Joint Motion and by the
Magistrate Judge’s Ozder da@ July 26,2010, J’1.s|bce Traylor’s representation was made on August
6, 2010, at least ten (10) days after the sohedul' conflict was resolved. Justice Traylor’s tRet.)
represertation is a false statement of fact he km\;vi.ndy made to & state cowrt fribunal and violates
Rule 3.5.. ‘ |
Justice Traylor’s (Ret.) Mserepre%mtaﬁons regarding the existence of his sMuling
conflict and his proffering as evidencs the Mag;s:'me Judge’s Order dated April 21, 2010 (Exhibit
. ) 4
“D™) constitute “falsifying evidence” in viola,tic‘!m of Rule 3.4, Justice Traylor (Ret.) used the
Federal Couxt’s Order to mislead and deceive. ' :
Justice Traylor’s (Ret.) false reprhsmmtons regarding his obligation w attend the
Fedaral Court Scheduling Confesence is to “enga,ge in conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit
or misrepresentation”™  Justice Traylor (Ret.) nsefdthe guise of the Federal Couxt Order in a.n effort
1o “deéeive and misropresent” the truth. ‘His %mtions cast serious doubts upon his “honesty,”
trastworthiness, character and fitness to pracuce the honorable profession of law. Justice Traylor

(Ret.) attempted to uge the Fedaral Court OrderLto perpetnate a “fraud” and is in v1olat10n ofRule
l

Justice Traylor's (Ret.) behavior damag,eq the administration of justice in the State

8.4(c).

of Louisiana. It is well-known that Justice Traylor (Ret.) served for several years gs the Cha..zman

of the *Ad Hoc Committee to Prevent[.awyerlvﬂsconduot,"aoommxtwc established by the quremc

Court uf Louisiana to regulate our Jawyer dzscxpli.naty system. Justice Traylor’s (Ret.) conduct

underinince the disciplinary system he “chaired”.  His conduct causes a lnss of respect r the
i
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generel administration of justice in this state anti is in violetion of Rule 8.4(d). :

CONCLUSION: i § |

Justice Traylor (Ret.) was Chairman of the Supreme Court of Louisiana’s "‘.é.d Hoe

Comﬁn‘ttee to Prevent Lawyer Misconduct”. H}s conduct as demonstrated in this Co*.nplai:nt falls
. . |

| : ;
far shert of the conduct the Supreme Court of Lq:uisiana axpects of each attorney in this state, much
| . ;

less that of 2 lawyer who has served as Justice, aind leader, of the Stmrsmé Cowrt of Louismiaxfxa inits
efforts to restare the public’s confidance in our s.fystem ofljustice. In summary, his conduct destroys
the public’s confidenoe in attomneys, our djscipl:i.naxy system and the Supreme Court of Louisiana.
His sonduct falls far shoxt of the standard requ.ir%ed of an attorney to practice law in this state. After
investigation and a hearing ostablishing these fasots, Justios Traylor’s (Ret.) license to pracﬁce law
in this state should be stricken from the rxoll of zéttomeys. Justice Traylor’s (Ret.) mﬁco@m we

regret o say, justifios parmanent disbarment.



