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SUMMARY

The Mississippi Supreme Court grants Robert Bryan Ogletree's petition for reinstatement to the
practice of law following a six-month suspension for violations involving the handling of client funds.
The court concludes that Ogletree satisfied the jurisdictional requirements and proved by clear and
convincing evidence that he had rehabilitated his conduct and moral character.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Robert Bryan Ogletree petitioned the Supreme Court of Mississippi
for reinstatement to the practice of law after serving a six-month
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether Ogletree satisfied the jurisdictional requirements for reinstatement under Rule 12 of the
Mississippi Rules of Discipline for the State Bar.

2. Whether Ogletree proved by clear and convincing evidence that he had been rehabilitated in conduct and
character and possessed the moral character and legal education required for reinstatement.

3. Whether Ogletree's delayed filing of affidavits concerning notice to clients was fatal to his reinstatement
petition.

HOLDINGS

1. Ogletree satisfied the jurisdictional requirements of Rule 12, including explaining the cause of his
suspension, addressing potential pecuniary loss, making amends and restitution, demonstrating moral
character, and showing requisite legal education.

2. Ogletree proved by clear and convincing evidence that he had rehabilitated his conduct and character
and was entitled to reinstatement to the practice of law.

3. Ogletree's failure to timely file affidavits concerning notice to clients was not fatal to reinstatement
because he had no clients or Mississippi lawsuits at the time of suspension and the substantive
reinstatement requirements otherwise were satisfied.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“This Court conducts a de novo review of the evidence in such cases, acting as the trier of fact on a case-by-
case basis.” (105)

“The petitioner "carries the burden of proving that he has rehabilitated himself and has established the
requisite moral character to entitle him to the privilege of practicing law."” (105)

“The standard of proof in reinstatement cases is clear and convincing evidence.” (105)

“Accordingly, this Court grants Ogletree's petition for reinstatement.” (109)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Ogletree had deposited a client's partial retainer into his operating account rather than a trust account, used trust
accounts for personal and business expenses, and allowed the accounts to become overdrawn. He was suspended
for six months in 2015 and referred to the Lawyers and Judges Assistance Program. In seeking reinstatement, he
presented evidence of treatment and rehabilitation, continuing legal education, employment, restitution, and
support from the Mississippi Bar and others.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Ogletree was suspended for six months after a Complaint Tribunal found that he violated Mississippi Rules of
Professional Conduct 1.15(a) and 8.4(a) and (d) by mishandling and commingling trust-account funds. The
Supreme Court of Mississippi affirmed the suspension in Mississippi Bar v. Ogletree, 226 So. 3d 79 (Miss.
2015). Ogletree then filed his first petition for reinstatement, and the Supreme Court considered the petition de
novo.
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