SUPREME COURT OF LOUI SI ANA
NO. 98- B-2153

IN RE:  ALFRED C. W LLI AMS

ON APPLI CATI ON FOR READM SSI ON TO THE BAR

PER CURI AM

On Decenber 12, 1987, this court disbarred petitioner,
Alfred C WIlians of Baton Rouge, Louisiana, fromthe practice of
law for nultiple incidents of neglect of legal matters and

conversion of client funds.! Louisiana State Bar Associ ation V.

WIllianms, 516 So.2d 119 (La. 1987). Petitioner now seeks
readm ssion, alleging he has conplied with all requirenments set

forth in Suprenme Court Rule XI X, 824(E)

HEARI NG COW TTEE

On COctober 23, 1996, the hearing commttee conducted a
formal hearing, where several of petitioner's fornmer clients,
testified regarding their conplaints and petitioner's failure to
make any efforts at restitution. Petitioner testified regarding
his inability to nmake any restitution due to the financial hardship
he suffered during his substance abuse recovery.? He alleged he
supported his three daughters and ex-wife and filed for bankruptcy
in 1992. He clainmed he incurred other debts, which caused
financial problens when his salary was subjected to periodic

garni shnents in 1996. As to his conpetency to practice |aw,

Mar cus, J. not on panel. Rule IV, Part 2, 83.

1 The petitioner's disbarment stenmmed fromhis voluntary
relinqui shnment of his bar license when thirteen disciplinary
conplaints were filed against him alleging professional m sconduct.
Subst ance abuse was the primary cause of the m sconduct.

2 During the period of his disbarnment, the petitioner only
made restitution to Kenneth Lawence, a forner client who instituted
formal charges against the petitioner. Petitioner made restitution
in the anobunt of $2,000 on a $3,000 claim



petitioner testified that he did unpaid |law clerk research for
| ocal attorneys in 1995. He also asserted he did not have the
financial neans to take any continuing |egal education ("CLE")
courses, but made several visits on Saturday nornings to the Pau
M Hebert Law Center's library to read new case | aw.

Subsequently, the hearing comnmttee rendered its report.
The comm ttee expressed "grave concerns" over petitioner's failure
to nmake restitution to his clients and failure to remain current in
the | aw Nonet hel ess, the conmttee concluded petitioner's
significant contribution to the comunity denonstrated a great
potential for further service as a |awer, constituting good and
sufficient reason why he should nevertheless be readmtted.” In
recommendi ng readm ssion, the commttee proposed as safeguards a
two year period of supervised probation, additional |egal
education, a restitution plan and abstention from the use of

al cohol and drugs.?

DI SCI PLI NARY BOARD
On Decenber 19, 1997, the disciplinary board issued an

order stating the petitioner's application was satisfactory in all

3 Specifically, the committee proposed the follow ng conditions
to readm ssion:
(1) A probation period of two years during which tinme he
nmust :
(a) conplete a conprehensive CLE course of study
of at |east 100 hours or a bar exam nation
review course (in addition to the mandatory
fifteen hours per year); and

(b) submt to binding arbitration of the issue
of restitution (persons entitled, anpunts owed,
and terns of paynent, with the injured persons
interests represented by disciplinary counsel,
shoul d they so desire); and

(2) Appointment of a nmonitoring | awer to supervise:
(a) conpliance with CLE and restitution
requirements;

(b) his practice (for compliance with trust
account rules, accounting procedures, or office
managenent procedures); and

(c) his continued abstention fromthe use of
drugs or al cohol.



respects, except for his paynent of restitution. Thus, it remanded
the application to the Ofice of Disciplinary Counsel ("ODC') for
formulation of a five year plan of restitution agreeable to the
petitioner, ODC and the conpl ai nants.

On June 1, 1998, petitioner and the ODC reached an
agreenment regarding each of the ten conplainants that were owed
funds.? Accordingly, the matter was again presented the
di sci plinary board.?®

On August 10, 1998, the disciplinary board rendered its
recommendation concurring in the findings of the coonmttee that the
"absence of restitution reflects poorly wupon [petitioner's]

integrity and renorse."” However, relying on Louisiana State Bar

Association v. Alker, 530 So. 2d 1138 (La. 1988), the disciplinary
board recogni zed that every |awer may not realistically be able to
make restitution. It noted the court held that "[w hile the making
of, or the failure to nake, restitution is a matter for serious
consideration by the court on an application for reinstatenent to
the bar, the weight of authority does not make it the controlling

consi deration."

4 Wth assistance of the conplainants, the petitioner

formul ated the followi ng restitution plan:

Nane Amount Due Paynent

Josephi ne Robi nson $ 2,500 $ 100/ quarter (3 nonths)
Dr. Thomas Pl antz 2,500 100/ quarter

| da Mae Franklin 400 50/ quarter
Cl ark Morgan 1, 400 75/ quarter
Wl liam Stepp 5, 000 100/ quarter
Susi e Covi ngton 200 50/ quarter
Nol a B. Livingston 400 50/ quarter
Kennet h Lawr ence 1, 900 100/ quarter
Alex Genillion 3,500 100/ quarter
WIllie Mae Thomas 40, 000 100/ nont h
TOTAL DUE $55, 800 $1, 025/ quarter

> The ODC noted that while that the plan by petitioner was
"the best that [petitioner] is willing and perhaps able to nmake,"
it still opposed readm ssion and requested the matter be remanded
to the hearing conmttee to "fully explore and eval uate"
petitioner's commtnent to his plan of restitution and whether it
was sound or workabl e.



Therefore, the board reconmended petitioner be readmtted
subject to a two year period of probation with conditions simlar
to those proposed by the hearing commttee. Further, the board
al so appointed a probation nonitor and recomended that petitioner
enter into a recovery agreenment with the Lawer's Assistance
Program ("LAP").®

Neither party filed an objection to the disciplinary

board's reconmendati on.

DI SCUSSI ON
As recognized by both the hearing committee and
disciplinary board, petitioner's failure to nake any restitution to
his former clients over a period of nore than ten years is
di sturbing. However, at the board's direction, petitioner has now
entered into a restitution plan that is satisfactory to the

conpl ai nant s.

6Specifically, the disciplinary board proposed the follow ng
conditions to readm ssion:

(1) Petitioner shall conplete a conprehensive CLE course
of study of at |east 100 hours or a bar exam nation review
course (in addition to the mandatory fifteen hours per
year);

(2) Paynents shall commence inmedi ately under the
restitution plan described above with the foll ow ng
nmodi fi cation added to the equation: Petitioner will pay
50 percent of the net proceeds of his |aw practice to
restitution, in addition to the specified quarterly
amounts to each client, and if he grosses over $50,000 in

fees in any one year, he will pay 100 percent of the
amount over $50,000 in restitution until restitution is
paid in full;

(3) Petitioner shall make tinely payments of restitution
to each of the fornmer clients;

(4) Active monitoring shall be conducted by attorney
Ednond Wade Shows, who woul d supervise petitioner's
conpliance with the CLE or bar review requirenent,
conpliance with the restitution requirenment and
petitioner's | egal practice;

(5) Petitioner shall enter into a recovery agreenent with
the Lawyer's Assistance Programwho will provide a nonitor
to supervise his continued abstinence fromthe use of

al cohol and drugs; and

(6) Petitioner is assessed with all proceedi ng costs.



The hearing commttee and disciplinary board also
expressed concern over petitioner's failure to keep current in the
| aw during his period of disbarnent. While we strongly encourage
petitioner to reacquaint hinself with the law prior to engaging in
practice, we feel the conditions recommended by the board are
adequate in this regard.

Accordingly, we conclude petitioner is entitled to
conditional readm ssion, with a tw year period of probation,
subject to the conditions set forth in the disciplinary board's

r ecomrendati on.

DECREE

Upon review of the findings and recomendati ons of the
hearing commttee and disciplinary board, and the record filed
herein, it is the decision of the court that the disciplinary
board's recomrendati on be adopt ed.

Accordingly, it is ordered that petitioner, Alfred C
WIllians, be conditionally readmtted to the practice of lawin the
State of Louisiana, with a two year period of probation subject to
t he condi tions set forth in the disciplinary board' s
recomrendat i on. All costs of these proceedings are assessed to

petitioner.



