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WALLER, PRESIDING JUSTICE, FOR THE COURT:
1.  Edward O'Ned Benson petitions for reindatement to the practice of law. The MissssSppi Bar
opposss his petition for reindatement. We deny Benson's ptition.

FACTS

2. On November 19, 1999, we entered an order disbarring Benson from membership in the
Missssppi Bar and revoking hislicenseto practicelaw inthe Siate of Missssppi. Miss. Bar v. Benson,
749 S0.2d 1052, 1053 (Miss. 1999). Weautometicaly disbarred Bensonin accordancewith Missssppi
Rue of Discipline 6 () after he pled guilty to the fdony of information embezzement. 1d. The Circuit

Court of Fike County convicted Benson of information embezzlement and ordered him to be placed on



probationfor fiveyears, perform 150 hoursof community service, pay afineof $1,000.00, pay court codts,
and mekefull redtitution. 1d.

DISCUSSI ON
8. We have exdudve and inherent jurisdiction over maiters regarding atorney discipline,
reingtatement, and gppointment of recaiversfor sugpended and disbarred atorneys. InreMorrison, 819
So. 2d 1181, 1183 (Miss. 2001). Wereview the evidencein disciplinary metters de novo on acase-by-
cae bagsastriersof fact. 1d.
4.  Unde Misssspp Ruleof Distipline 12, an atorney who has either been suspended or disharred
for 9x monthsor longer must petition thisCourt in order to be reingated and demondrate compliance with
any rdaed sanctions Miss R. D. 12. In meking his petition for rendatement, the petitioner carries the
burden of proving that he has rehabilitated himsdf and established the requisite mora character to entitle
him to the privilege of practiadng law. 1n re Holleman, 826 So. 2d 1243, 1246 (Miss. 2002).
. Beforewewill randate, the fundamentd issue we mus addressis the atorney's renabilitation in
conduct and character Sncethe disharment. 1d. a 1246-47. The petitioner must demondrate this by
medting the jurisdictiond requirementsof Rule 12, 1d. at 12471
6.  Inpast decisons, we have sated varying versons of the jurisdictiond requirements of Rule 122

Today, for the sake of jurigorudentid darity, we enundate the following five juridictiond requirements

Wenatethat under revised Mississppi Ruleaf Discipline12, any atorney who hasbeen disbarred
for conviction of afdony offenseisindigible for reangatement to the practice of law. Miss R. D. 12(c).
However, Rule 12(c) only gpplies to fdony aimind offenses which occurred after April 4, 2002; and
therefore, it does not gpply to Benson's 1999 conviction.

?Compare InreMcGuire, 849 So. 2d 880, 881-82 (Miss. 2003); In re Holleman, 826 So.
2d 1243, 1247 (Miss. 2002); In re Burgin, 654 So. 2d 40, 42 (Miss. 1995). Indl threeof thesecases
we enundiated asmilar, but differing, set of jurisdictiond requirements
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which will henceforth gpply to Rule 12 renstatement petitions. The petitioner must: (1) Satethe cause or
causss for sugpension or disbarment; (2) give the name and current address of dl persons, parties, firms,
or legd entities who suffered pecuniary loss due to the improper conduct; (3) make full amends and
regtitution, (4) show that he hasthe necessary mord character for the practice of law; and (5) demondrate
the requisite legd education to be reindtated to the privilege of practicing law. Though not ajuridictiona
reguirement, we condder the Bar's pogdition as to reindatement asafactor in determining whether to grant
the petition. 1d. at 1248.

7. Frg, ingving the cause for disharment, Benson meardy dates that he "pled guilty to information
embezzement” and that he does not digpute the facts warranting discipline. Though Benson may not
digoute the facts warranting discipling, he leaves uswhally uninformed asto what thosefactsare. Benson
IS not required to give a meticulous account of his padt indiscretions, but he does have aresponghility to
gveusadear destription of what improper actionsled to his dissarment. Merdy mentioning the act for
whichhe pled guilty doesnot suffice, and he hasthereforefailed thisprong of thejurisdictiond requirement.
8.  Second, Benson totaly neglects to give the names and current addresses of those who suffered
pecuniary lossasaresult of hisimproper conduct. Ingteed, without explainingwho "The Brumfidd[g" are,
heflatly dleged thet the pecuniary loss he had caused them hed either been settled or compromised. The
Bar dso noted that the Brumfidds were not the only parties who suffered pecuniary loss as aresullt of
Benson'sconduct; yet he neglected to mention any cthers. Hethen gavethe Court the name, address and
phone number of his probation officer and the Didrict Attorney who handled his case The information
provided is dearly insuffident, and Benson fails this prong of the jurisdictiond requirement aswll.

9.  Third, asaprerequiste to fully making amends and redtitution, the crcuit court required Benson

to, among other things, remain on probation for aperiod of five years, perform 150 hours of community



sarvicework, and meke full regtitution. The Bar noted that Benson did pay investigation and prosecution
cogts, and Benson provided evidence which showed thet the dircuit court placed him on non-reporting
probation atusin January 2002 after finding thet Benson "had complied with dl the reguirements while
on probetion.”

110. However, rather than providing further proof of his making amends and redtitution, Benson badly
assarts that redtitution was acondition to hisbeing placed on non-reporting Satus, and goparently believes
thet a copy of the drcuit court's order is sufficient to establish thet he stidfied the third prong of the
jurigdictiond requirement. Itisnot. Furthermore, in regard to our 1999 order thet Benson file afidavits
dating that he complied with the order, Benson says that he cannat " confirm or deny whether an affidavit
was filed with the Court” within the prescribed time. Solid proof of adisbarred atorney'sfull completion
of redtitution to those heharmed isrequired before an atorney may be reingtated, and without further proof
of such regtitutionary messures, Benson has nat met the third jurisdictiond reguirement for reindatement.
111.  Fourth, in atempting to show that he has the necessary mord character to be reindated to the
prectice of law, Benson asserts, among other things, that heismarried with three children. Hedsodams
to havehdld aninterestin anumiber of businesses, beeninvolvedinlocd palitical campaigns, and abstained
from tobacco, drugs, dcohal, and gambling. Benson adso attached hisincome tax datement and aligt of
the names and addresses of over two dozen character references.

f12.  Itisnot the proper role of this Court to contact references, and an income tax Satement done
herdy suffices as proof of a petitioner’'s mord character. Benson has not offered any letters of
recommendation on his behdf, given evidence of community sarvice, or shown any subdtantid verification
of his employment since disbarment.  Without further proof, Benson's attempt a demondrating the

necessaty mord character for the practice of law iswhally insufficient.



113.  Hfth, in support of his contention thet he has the requisite legd education to be rendated to the
privilege of practicing law, Benson admits thet he has not attended one continuing legdl education course
inthe lagt four years, but explains that he could not do S0 @ the expense of taking time away from his
busnesses. He does assart that he "has taken geps to enrdll” in an upcoming CLE course. Under Rule
12, disbared atorneys who eventudly wish to be reindated have a respongibility to show a continuing
commitment to aying informed and competent in the practice of law. Benson'sfallure to meke even the
least atempt in doing so demondrates that he has falled the fifth prong of the jurisdictiond requirements.
114.  FAndly, we do teke into congderation the recommendation of the Missssppi Bar. The Bar
opposed Benson's reindatemant in light of his falure to provide sufficent evidence that he has met the
jurisdictiond requirements of Rule 12, Although the Bar's recommendation is not condusive, we do
carefully congder it and, in this case, thoroughly agree with thet recommendation.

CONCLUSION
115.  We deny Benson'spetition for reindatement to theMissssippi Bar and thereissuance of hislicense
to practice law in this State.
16. PETITION FOR REINSTATEMENT TO THE PRACTICE OF LAW DENIED.

SMITH, CJ., COBB, P.J., EASLEY, CARLSON, GRAVES, DICKINSON AND
RANDOLPH, JJ., CONCUR. DIAZ, J.,NOT PARTICIPATING.



