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SO ORDERED.

DONE and SIGNED October 4, 2016.

Af%fl% ( MW‘JW&/

UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
WESTERN DISTRICTOF LOUISIANA
SHREVEPORT DIVISION

Billy Ray Parker 8§ 11-10786
§ Chapterl3
8

Karen W. Gobert 8 16-11147
§ Chapter 7
8

Helen Marie While 8 15-12283
8§ Chapterl3

MEMORANDUM OPINION AND REFERRAL FOR ATTORNEY DISCIPLINE

Before the Court are sixteen various shoswse orders, a motion for sanctions, and

disgorgement orders concerniagorney Michael B. Rennix.These include the three above-
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captioned casésas well as a miscellaneous proceeding (Case No. 16-00101) which involves four
show cause ordefsand nine other Chapter 7 cases in Wwhiee Court issued disgorgement orders.
The Court held evidentiaryelarings on all of these matteon September 26, 2016. After
considering the pleadings, evidence, testimony, argument of the parties, the Court makes the
following findings of fact and conclusions of lgrsuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 52,
as incorporated by Federal Rules of Bankruftoycedure 7052 and 9014.2. To the extent that
any finding of fact is construed asconclusion of law, it is adaggd as such. To the extent any
conclusion of law is construed adinding of fact, it is adopted asich. The Court reserves the
right to make any additional findings and conabusi as may be necessary or as requested by any
party. The Court further reserveg thght to supplement these findings.
|. Procedural Background

Billy Ray Parker, Case No. 11-10786

Billy Ray Parker filed a Chapter 13 bankruptcy case on March 31, 2011 (Case No. 11-
10786, ECF No. 1). His Chapter 13 plan was icor@d on June 28, 2011 (ECF No. 30). Both
the confirmed plan itself and the confirmation ardeovided that the “[d]ebtor shall remit to the
Chapter 13 Trustee 50% of the net recovery from all personal injury and litigious claims” as the
debtor had been involved in an automobile acatigeior to the filing of his Chapter 13 case and
any potential recovery constituted property of the estate. On March 3, 2013, the debtor filed an

Application to Approve Compruaise (Case No. 11-10786, ECF No. J#)order to obtain court

1 See Inre Parker, Case No. 11-10786, ECF No. 6f;re Gobert, Case No. 16-11147, ECF No.|9;re
White, Case No. 15-12283, ECF No. 44.

2 SeeInre Rennix, Case No. 16-00101, ECF Nos. 3, 4, 8, and 10.

3 See In re Westerbrook, Case No. 16-10932, ECF No. 26:re Branch, Case No. 16-10954, ECF No. 19;
In re Booth, Case No. 16-10955, ECF No. 14;re Smith, Case No. 16-10970, ECF No. 18;re Miller,
Case No. 16-11005, ECF No. 2@;re Night, Case No. 16-11077, ECF No. 2f;re Houston, Case No.
16-11090, ECF No. 13n re Goodwin, Case No. 16-11204, ECF No. 16;re Allen, Case No. 16-11403,
ECF No 12.
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approval of the settlement of that automobile aacictlaim. The debtor had settled the claim for
$77,500.00. On April 8, 2013, the Court approvesifiloposed settlement (Case No. 11-10786,
ECF No. 47). Under the terms of the approved settienattorney fees, fees for costs of litigation,
and medical expenses were approved in theuatrof $54,049.43. Pursuant to the order approving
the compromise and the confirmed plan, iadance of $23,450.57 was to be equally divided
between the debtor and the Chapter 13 Trusté®, would disburse leportion to creditors
pursuant to the confirmed plan. Theref@#&l,725.29 should have been remitted to the Chapter
13 Trustee for distribution underefplan. However, these funds were never remitted to the
Trustee.

On April 18, 2016, the Chapter 13 TrusteedikeMotion to Dismiss (Case No. 11-10786,
ECF No. 50) which alleged the following: “[u]pon rew of the case, it véafound that the Chapter
13 Trustee has not received the share of the net personal injury proceeds in the amount of
$11,725.29 pursuant to the Court’s order datedilAr2013.” The motion to dismiss was
originally scheduled foa hearing on May 18, 2016, which wamtinued several times. At each
scheduled hearing, both debtocsunsel Michael B. Rennix artde Chapter 13 Trustee or an
attorney representing the Trustappeared. On May 18, 2016, Hearing was continued to June
8, 2016, to determine what had happened to the mgisgttliement funds. Ahe June 8 hearing,
the parties informed the Court ththe check had been sent to BRennix, but it wa still unclear
what ultimately happened to the funds. Twurt continued the matter to June 15, 2016, so the
parties could continue to researchavhad happened to the missing funds.

On June 15, 2016, the Court held the continbearing on the motion to dismiss. The
hearing transcript follows:

THE COURT: Let's return to the Parker matter.
MR. RENNIX: Yes, sir.
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THE COURT: 11-10786.

MS. LEDBETTER: Linda Ledbetter for Lucy Sikes.

MR. RENNIX: Mike Rennix on behalf of thdebtor, Your Honor. Your Honor, in

the past week | have done some reseanchgotten into this deeper, and | think |
can represent, to the best of my knowledge, what the situation is. At the time that
the money came in, | had an employe€jrady Cabrera, who worked for me for a
very short time --

THE COURT: Let's do this. Since -- | have looked at the case multiple times but
didn't look at it yet again.

MR. RENNIX: Okay.

THE COURT: Let's fix the time period. So --

MR. RENNIX: Yes, sir.

THE COURT: -- this is a casthat was filed in 20117

MR. RENNIX: '11, yes, sir.

THE COURT: There was an order entegggproving a compromise, or was this
one Judge Callaway's old orders where it was just an agreement to split 50/50 in
the confirmation order?

MS. LEDBETTER: There was an actual ordeatttiirected the disbursement of the
proceeds.

MR. RENNIX: Correct.

THE COURT: Okay. The order was when?

MS. LEDBETTER: That order was --

THE COURT: I'll pull up the document.et me answer my own question. And |
apologize for not being more prepared.

MR. RENNIX: That's okay.

MS. LEDBETTER: All right.

MR. RENNIX: April 8th of '13, peraps? Docket 47; is that right?

MS. LEDBETTER: Yes.

THE COURT: Let me jusiook real quick --

MR. RENNIX: Yes, sir.

THE COURT: -- so it's front of me. Sm 4/8/2013, at Docket Number 47, Judge
Callaway signed an order approving the settlement; approving $54,049.43 for
attorneys fees, cost of litigation, paynhefmedical bills, and other expenses.

MR. RENNIX: Yes, sir.

THE COURT: And that 23,450.57 shall be divided equally between the debtor and
the Chapter 13 Trustee. Right? Thdhe order we're talking about?

MS. LEDBETTER: Yes, sir.

MR. RENNIX: I think so, Your Honor.

MS. LEDBETTER: That's correct.

THE COURT: Okay. And so, st of all, I'm assuming

the 23,450.57, did that money flow through your trust account?

MR. RENNIX: No, sir. A half was sent idictly --the debtor's portion was sent
directly to him. And the other --

THE COURT: Half was sent directly to the debtor?

MR. RENNIX: Yes, sir.

THE COURT: And the other half was sent to you?
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MR. RENNIX: Was sent to me, made out to me.

THE COURT: And do we have a copy of that check?

MR. RENNIX: The Trustee doesdbn't have my copy with me.

MS. LEDBETTER: Yes, sir.

THE COURT: Can | see it?

MS. LEDBETTER: Yes, sir.

One moment, Your Honor. We have multiple copies.

THE COURT: So the check basically, fine record, is check number 59215. It's
dated 4/29/2013.

MR. RENNIX: Uh-huh.

THE COURT: It's made payable to k& Rennix, Esquire, 12,225.29. It's payable
to you, addressed to you.

MR. RENNIX: Yes, sir.

THE COURT: And | can't read thatldress. Is it Bzell (phonetic)?

MR. RENNIX: Dalzell, where | was dhe time. That was my office —

THE COURT: Okay. Shreveport, Louis@n71104. And then it's got a reference
of Parker, Billy, bank lien and attorney’s fees of 500 bucks.

MR. RENNIX: Yes, sir.

THE COURT: And the check looks like was endorsed by you. And it doesn't
show where it was deposited.

MR. RENNIX: No, sir. And at that point, myotes from my file show that it was
endorsed as it is to be mailed to the Trustee.

THE COURT: So where did it go?

MR. RENNIX: That's our -- what we dofihow. But what | do know is that it went
through my office and eventually it didwell, my understanding -- | suspect and
highly suspect that Ms. Cabrdrad something to do with it.

THE COURT: Do you think she may have stolen the money from you?

MR. RENNIX: Yes, sir. And -well, let me tell what youthink -- well, that's what

| think.

And let me tell you kind of wére | think we can go frotmere, is that we're looking
for her. And in fact my paralegalsbeth her brothers agmlice officers --

THE COURT: Uh-huh.

MR. RENNIX: -- and they'ressisting us, but they have not had any luck so far.
THE COURT: So?

MR. RENNIX: But -- well, if | could finsh, Your Honor? But nevertheless, it did
go through my office and at tlesd of the day, with or withut her, it's going to be
my responsibility because it was entrustechand it didn't go to the right place.
THE COURT: And by the same token, this woman basically now is under my
jurisdiction and she's abmaded with estate funds?

MR. RENNIX: Well, if she can be found.

THE COURT: Well, it's my --

MR. RENNIX: Well, what | propose, Your ¢hor, is that -- like | said, it is my
office's responsibility. I've made arrangensetat be able to reimburse the Trustee.
I'm --Ms. Cabrera --
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THE COURT: | don't think that solvesdlproblem, though, in my eyes. | mean, if
someone took the money and they tooknappropriately, therthey need to
basically be held accountable for that.

MR. RENNIX: Well, we understand that. Attgat's kind of where the police officer
comes involved, if she's found.

THE COURT: Well, I think that | can makeitiys work a little bit faster and harder
than you can because | can make a reféordle United States Trustee as well as
the U.S. Attorney.

MR. RENNIX: Okay.

THE COURT: And, you know, they have, unforttelg at this pointn time, if they
really have taken the money, they've committed a bankruptcy crime. | don't know
what the limitation period is, but probahiwntil it was discovered. So there may be
multiple things that we can do relativeth® check. Let me do this. The Court will
announce an intent to make a referral tdth#ed States Trustee, as well as to U.S.
Attorney relative to theskinds. And I'm going to asthem both to contact you,
Mr. Rennix, so you can provide wieaer information you may have.

MR. RENNIX: | will cooperate [emphasis supplied].

THE COURT: | will provide them a copgf the check and an understanding of
what we think has happened to that check] that these funds basically are funds
that belong to the Chapter T8ustee or funds that belong to the estate, and that
under the statutes, as | unstand them to be, anyone absconding those funds would
be basically guilty of a bankruptcy crim@iven that attack, what does the trustee
then want to see happen?

MS. LEDBETTER: Regarding the pending nwatito dismiss, Your Honor, | would
not seek to withdraw that today. We willait on verificationof those issues. |
would like to continue it, though, out forree considerable timgeriod so we can
make some determination --

THE COURT: Well, and I tmk it needs to be continued, but | don't think for some
considerable point of time. | mean, this@mething that needs to be -- this is not
a small sum of money, and it needs tolasically dealt with in a very, very
expedited manner. And I'll express that

both to the U.S.T. as well as to the Unitedt&s Attorney when | talk to them. Let's
set this matter out about six weeks and see where it falls.

MS. LEDBETTER: July 20th is the datédhat | had noted. Would that be
appropriate, Your Honor?

THE COURT: Let me just look real quickthink that's a good date, but I'm just
going to check to make sure.

MS. LEDBETTER: Okay.

THE COURT: Yeah. Let's continue tieatter out to July 20, 2016 at 1:30. And
then hopefully by then | will have something to report to you and you hopefully
will have something to report to me.

MR. RENNIX: Yes, sir.

THE COURT: I'm assuming that you dohdve any objections to me holding on
to this check?

MS. LEDBETTER: | do not, Your Honor.

MR. RENNIX: No objection.
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THE COURT: All right. Then I'm going to il on to the check, make the referrals

we discussed on the record, and | will see you he both back here on July 20th at

ViR RENNIX. Yes, sir.

MS. LEDBETTER: Yes, sir.

THE COURT: Okay.

MR. RENNIX: Thank you, Judge.

THE COURT: Thank you so much.

Thereafter, the Chapter 13 Trustee engagediscovery to determine the chain of
possession of the missing estate funds. Thastee requested a Bankruptcy Rule 2004
examination of Mr. Rennix, as well as an ordguigng Mr. Rennix to prduce certain documents.
Contrary to Mr. Rennix’s assertiottsat he would cooperate, héléa to do so. On July 27, 2016,
the Trustee filed her first Motion to Compé€lase No. 11-10786, ECF No. 59). That motion was
granted on August 2, 2016 (Case No. 11-10786, ECFeB)o. Mr. Rennix did not comply with
the order and the Trustee filed a second Matio@ompel Attendance at 2004 Examination and
for Productions of Documents. (Case No. 11-10786, ECF No. 73), which was granted on
September 2, 2016 (Case No. 11-10786, ECF No. 82). Mr. Rennix failed to comply with both
orders to compel and the ultee filed yet a third Motion to Compel Attendance at 2004
Examination and for Production of DocumerfCase No. 11-10786, ECF No. 88), which was
granted in part and denied in part (Case NL-10786, ECF No. 88). However, Mr. Rennix again
failed to fully comply.

The Chapter 13 Trustee filed a Motionr feanctions (Case No. 11-10786, ECF No. 67),
which was ultimately set for hearing on Septemb@& 2016. Prior to that hearing, the Court
became aware of other issussncerning Mr. Rennix, and it ultimately suspended him from
practicing law in the Western Distt of Louisiana for 76 days. These other matters are described

below, but they all bear heavily on this Court’s redéto the District Court for additional attorney

discipline.
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Orlando D. Peyton, Case No. 16-10186

On August 25, 2016, the Court entered an ordén ire Peyton suspending Mr. Rennix
from the practice of law in the Western DistrictLaiuisiana for a period of6 days (ECF No. 49).
The debtor in that case, Orlando D. Peytdedfa Chapter 13 bankrugyt case on February 8,
2016. His Chapter 13 plan was never confirm@sh August 16, 2016, Mr. Rennix filed an Ex-
Parte Motion to Dismiss Mr. Peyton’s casea$€ No. 16-10186, ECF No. 37). However, that
same day, the Court became aware that Mr. Renlaiw license had been suspended since June
3, 2016. Accordingly, the Court entered the following order:

This matter is before the Court on the delstEx Parte Motion to Dismiss (Docket
No. 37). This motion was filed by the debit counsel, Michael B. Rennix. It has
come to the attention of the Court thas of June 3, 2016, Mr. Rennix has been
ineligible to practice law in the statd Louisiana due to noncompliance with
applicable CLE requirement$he local rules of the 8. District Court for the
Western District of Louisiana govern who ynaractice in this Gurt. The relevant
local rule is LR83.2.2, which states the following:

Any member of the Bar of theureme Court of Louisiana who is

in Good Standing with that Cousd eligible for admission to and
practice before this Court. Showddy member’s status as being in
Good Standing in Louisiana lapse at any date for any reason, then
his/her right to practice in thisddrt shall be deemed lapsed as of
the same date. However, amgember whose status in Good
Standing lapses for reasonshet than disciplinary may,
nonetheless, still apply for admission pro hac vice.

Pursuant to this rule, Mr. Raix has not been eligible to practice in this Court since
June 3, 2016. Accordingly, in order to praciitéhis Court, Mr. Rennix must either
show that he is once again in Good Stagdvith the Bar of t Supreme Court of
Louisiana, or he must appfor admission pro hac vice @ach matter he wishes to
appear in. However, the Court cannot gtaetinstant motion as it was filed by an
attorney who is not currently eligible to practice in this Court.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDRED that the Ex Parte Motion to Dismiss is
denied. (Case No. 16-10186, Docket No. 38).
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Thereafter, the Court entered an order for Rkennix to appeama show cause because
he had continued to practiceMdor a period of 76 days dag which his law license was
suspended (Case No. 16-10186, ECF No. 39). Afeesliow cause hearing, this Court held the
following:

Mr. Rennix has continued to practice lawtimis Court since becoming ineligible

on June 3, 2016. The Court finds his elilgip to practice law in Louisiana was
restored on August 18, 2016, which was refidabn the State Bar of Louisiana’s
website on August 22, 2016. However, asently as August 16, 2016, two days
before his license was restomad five days prior to ehinstant show cause hearing,

Mr. Rennix filed two additional bankruptcy cases (Case No0s.16-11403 and 16-
11408). The Court also notes that Mr. Renimas regularly appeared before this
Court on a majority of its weekly docketluring the time he was ineligible to
practice law. Records available from BCF and introduced into evidence by the
Chapter 13 Trustee indicate that Mr. Rerfiied 24 bankruptcy cases while he was
ineligible to practice lawRule 5.5(b)(2) of the Losiana Rules of Professional
Conduct states that a lawyer not admitted in this jurisdiction shall not “hold out to
the public or otherwise represent that theylar is admitted to practice law in this
jurisdiction.” The Court finds that Mr. Rennix viated this rule. Specifically, Mr.
Rennix was aware that he was ineligible to practice in this Court, yet he continued
to do so. Mr. Rennix’s testimony that he was unaware of the suspension is not
credible. Even if he was unaware thatwes ineligible to practice, this is not a
defense. Mr. Rennix failed to inform ti@ourt, the Chapter 13 Trustee and, most
importantly, his clients that he was ineligilidepractice. His failure to disclose this
information was willful and intentional.

Additionally, on August 17, 2016, ¢Court held hearing anplan modification in
the Barbara Jean Alford case (Case M2-10049). This is a case in which Mr.
Rennix represents the debtor, and in \Wwre has specifically taken action during
a time when he was ineligible to practice law. Mr. Rennix did not appear at that
hearing, but the debtor dighpear and testified. The Court asked Ms. Alford if Mr.
Rennix had ever told her he was ineligibbepractice law; she stated he had not.
The Court also asked the Chapter 13 #@esf Mr. Rennix hacver indicated to
her that he was ineligible to practicedashe indicated he had not. The debtor also
provided a copy of text messages shedxathanged with Mr. Rennix that day. The
Court introduced those text messages aumlence and they are incorporated by
reference. The text messages are impoftantvo reasons. Ft, Mr. Rennix did
not tell his client that he was ineligiltie practice, even after the Court had brought
that issue to his attention through itgler in this case. Second, he specifically
instructed the debtor not to attemide scheduled hearing, which advice she
appropriately ignored. The Court finds his a@d@/io his client tmot attend a hearing

4 The Court notes that the entire Louisiana Rules of Professional Conduct have been adopted by the U.S.
District Court for the Western District of Louisiana via Local Rule LR83.2.4.

9
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to be extremely concerning, and congétumisconduct in and of itself. This
evidence also severely impugds. Rennix’s credibility.

This Court is the sole determiner tife truth and veracity of Mr. Rennix’s
testimony, which the Court finds untruthfih making this finding, the Court notes
Mr. Rennix’s failure to abide by priooart orders. On August 2, 2016, this Court
ordered Mr. Rennix to apar at a Rule 2004 examiion at the Chapter 13
Trustee’s office on August 18, 2016 at 2:00 p.m. in a separate case (Billy Ray
Parker, Case No. 11-10786, Docket No. @%)e Court notes thahis order was
entered after Mr. Rennix’s failure to complyth a prior discovery request and his
failure to appear for a Ru04 examination. That caseolves the disappearance
of $12,225.29 of Chapter 13 estate fundsrfiMir. Rennix’s office for which there

is potential criminal ash civil liability. A check endorsed by Mr. Rennix and
subsequently cashed was not turned ¢weéhe Chapter 13 Trustee as required by
this Court’s order (Docket #47). Pursuanthis Court’s instructions, the Chapter
13 Trustee is conducting an investigationathe missing estate funds, specifically
as to who cashed the check. Mr. Renmias ordered to appear at the 2004
examination to testify out the missing check and funds. His testimony is
extremely important. Mr. Rennix represetht® the Court at a prior hearing (see
hearing transcript, docket #58) that theseds may have been stolen by one of his
employees. Specifically, he has allegedtthfter he endorsed the check, it was
stolen by a former employee named Cindp@aa. At the show cause hearing in
the instant case, the Court became aware for the first time that Mr. Rennix did not
attend the Rule 2004 examination onghist 18, 2016 as ordered. This was the
second time Mr. Rennix had failed tappear for a scheduled Rule 2004
examination. Mr. Rennix’s avoidancedgiving testimony regarding the check, his
endorsement thereof, and its disappeararalatess this Court's order to appear and
give testimony. Still further, he hasffered no credible excuse for his non-
attendance or sought reliebfn this Court in the forrof a request for continuance
or excusal from attendance. His noneperation and avoidae severely impugns
his credibility and the Court finds all bfs testimony not credible for the reasons
so stated. (Case No. 16-10186, ECF No. 46).

Based on its findings, this Court suspendi&d Rennix from the practice of law in the
Western District of Louisiana for fys. This equals the numbedafys he continued to practice
in this Court while ineligble to practice law. The Court sésed this punishment was appropriate
because Mr. Rennix failed to give any notice ofihedigibility to practice law to this Court, the
Chapter 13 Trustee, the United Stafesstee, and his clients inokation of Rule 5.5(b)(2) of the
Louisiana Rules of Professional Conduct and Lé&uatrict Court RuleLR83.2.2. Additionally,

between the date of his suspension (June 3, 281id}he date of his reinstatement (August 18,

10
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2016), Mr. Rennix received payment for legal service®ankruptcy or debt relief which he was
not legally entitled to receive. Therefore, eurt ordered Mr. Rennix to disgorge all payments
he received during the period his law license wapanded. The Court thessued orders either
suspending fee awards or ordering disgorgemefietesf Mr. Rennix receivedhile his law license
was suspended. Additionally, in order to ensuet these fees were actually returned, the Court
ordered the Chapter 13 Trusteesuspend attorney fee disbements to Mr. Rennix pending
further orders of this Court.
Rennix, et al, 16-00101

Shortly after the aforementioned suspensiateowas entered, the Court began receiving
correspondence from some of Mr. Rennix’s mige The Court initiated a miscellaneous
proceeding and each correspondence aacketed. The first docketkdter stated the following:

To Whom it May Concern:

On June 5th, | scheduled an appointment with Michael Rennix Attorney, in order
to file Chapter 7 or Chapter 13 Bankruptcy. My husband abandoned me on or
around January 2015 and moved to Kanbkestook our only transportation and
everything was in my name, so | wabbing Peter to pay Paul and took out way
to many payday loans trying to stay aflbat | could no longer stay afloat because
of garnishments beginning. My estrandmesband voluntarily surrendered our car
back to Chrysler Capital - they hadsearch for the vehicle for several months.

Mr. Rennix explained that Gipter 7 would honestly be my only way of regaining
ground. He told me that since | was a nefefrom another client that he would
complete my case for $1500.00. | told him | did not know how | could pay that
with the acting garnishments as | was aliodbse my rent home due to not being
able to pay my rent.

| called my mom Andrea Mitchell in South Céna to ask for help. She wanted to
speak with Michael himself, he explatht her that if she paid $750.00 he would
file my case and stop aarnishments immediately and the other $750.00 could be
paid once the garnishments were stopped.

My mom then mailed me the check madsyable to MichadRennix in the amount

of $750.00 on June 13th, 2016. | took him all the completed paperwork with all
creditors owed and all documents congdkeand signed at the same time | gave
him the check. | took the ek to Michael Renix on June 15th, 2016. (I emailed
my payroll department to inform them on June |7th that | had filed for bankruptcy
and that Mr. Rennix informed me thal paperwork would be completed and that

11
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| should not have a garnishment on JB0g2016). He deposited the check on June
23rd, 2016,

June 30th, 2016 payday - garnishment came out of my check so | contacted Mr.
Rennix, his phones were messed up because avehther, so | went to his office.
He stated his secretary had been inhtbgpital and that he personally would take
care of my case. He did not know where sfas at on my case but he would take
it over. She had been in an accident.

July 15th, 2016 payday - garnishment came out of my check so | contacted Mr.
Rennix. After leaving several voicemaildihally reached him. He told me he
would call me back in five minutes. Howeyke never called me back. My landlord
was angry at me and | explained to MrnRi that | was aboub lose my home
and he told me not to wortlat | would be getting all the money garnished returned
to me. | explained to him | had no grocerand was not able to make it with these
garnishments and that was my reasonimgémtacting him to begin with. | called
him again, he apologized that his secretead surgery and thae would find out
where she was on my case.

July 16th, 2016 left several messagesMarhael Rennix. He never called me back.
July 18th, 2016 voicemail paycheck loars company phone - | recorded on my
cell phone and took to his office becausehaf information left on the voicemail
her telling me to jump off a bridge atigat | had no brain. - Mr. Rennix had me
sign paperwork that was supposed to besfimg up everything needed on my case.
July 19th, 2016 - Payroll sent me a copywd more garnishmes that had been
received by them. | printed them out andk them to Mr. Rennix's office. He told
me to stop worrying that he waltake care of this for me.

July 29th, 2016 -garnishment was taking ouimy check - so | began calling Mr.
Rennix Office. The voicemail was full allegk. | drove by anthere was a note on
the door they were out sick.

August 8th, 2016 -finally reached Mr. Rennkte explained that everyone in his
office had a virus. He wouldke care of my case and Bhiup personally himself.
He told me that | did not owe him anyreanoney due to the amount that has been
garnished, my case was paid in full. Braare in his office had been sick and that
was the reason for his office being closed.

August 15th, 2016 - garnishment takeonfr my check - | began calling Mr.
Rennix's office. He told me to let him chemkd he would get back to me. He never
did. Every time you call | got a voicemail.

August 18th, 2016 - reached Mr. Rennix. &&sured me | would be getting all
monies withheld back, | explained thatdeded to know when because my landlord
was tired of waiting on her money. He said Soon very soon.

August 26th, 2016

| was served with papers for courtRninceton, LA being sued by Cash Cow -
listed in my bankruptcy sbcontacted Mr. Rennix's fi€e — | spoke with him and
he assured me not to worry that evenmythhad been taken care of. He had me fax
him those papers along with my checkbst showing the amounts that had been
garnished. | called him back because he sigpposed to call me back and did not.
| spoke with his secretary and she assumee she would take care of it. His
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secretary returned my call, | explainederything to her again, she told me she
would take care of this and not to wortyoait the court date, théiey handle this.
August 27th, 2016, | began calling Mr. Rennifice to be sure that he took care
of the court date for Cash Cow. Their phones had been disconnected.

August 28th, 2016 | called againcasame disconnected recording

August 29th, 2016 | called againcdasame disconnected recording

Aug 30th, 2016 - garnishment taking frany check - phone is still disconnected,
| drove to his office to find a note on teor stating that Mr. Rennix had taken ill
and they would return to the office @hursday. No dates are on the notice.

Sept. 1st, 2016 - new notioa the door of Mr. Rennix'office with a phone number
that we can call or text 318-607-0307. Goesdtly to voice mail. Unable to leave
a voicemail at this time.

Sept 1st, 2016 Sent Text to thenrher on the door 318-607-0307 at 12:04 PM
today see attached. As of 12:43 PM stiN@aot received a xéback nor a phone
call.

| am begging the Court for help as | have nghere else to turn. | am going to be
homeless, due to Mr. Rennix's negligence in handling my Chapter 7 but
accepting my moneytemphasis supplied) spoke to a Clerk of Court and he
advised that | compose this letter atthch any and all documents. (Case No. 16-
00101, ECF No. 1)

The Court received three additional letters fratimer clients (Case N@6-00101, ECF Nos. 2, 5,
and 9). These letters all comtad shocking allegations. Show cause orders were entered for each
letter and each came for hearing on SepterBbefP016. It was in this context that tRarker
matter described above came for hearing on September 26, 2016.
Karen W. Gobert, 16-11147

Karen W. Gobert filed a Chapter 7 kauptcy case on August 8, 2016. She was
represented by Mr. Rennix. Ti@®urt notes, however, that MRennix was ineligble to practice
law at the time the case was filed. Like it diglhof the cases in which Mr. Rennix was listed as
counsel of record, the Court entered an ORegarding Suspension of Attorney Michael B.
Rennix (Case No. 16-11147, ECF No. 8). Shortsrehfter, the Court ¢égred a disgorgement
order (Case No. 16-11147, ECF N.because Mr. Rennix had actapfunds from Ms. Gobert

to represent her in a bankruptcy when he wa®lgible to practice law. The Court scheduled a

13

11-10786 - #102 File 10/04/16 Enter 10/05/16 08:42:01 Main Document Pg 13 of 38



status conference for September 26, 2016, tamete whether Mr. Rennix had complied with
this disgorgement order. Ms. Gobert appdaat the scheduleataring and testified.
Helen Marie White, 15-12283

Helen Marie White filed a Chapter 13 bamgicy case on January 16, 2015. To date, her
Chapter 13 plan has not been confirmed. JOme 22, 2016, the Court entered an order requiring
Mr. Rennix to appear and show cause (Qésel5-12283, ECF No. 44) based on allegations of
attorney negligence and misconduct Ms. White had made at her confirmation hearing that same
day. Ms. White alleged the follong: (1) Mr. Rennix may have beaagligent in not timely filing
a motion to approve a home loarodification, (2) Mr. Rennix mahave been negligent in not
timely filing a motion concerning the dispositiofi insurance proceeds from a vehicle accident
involving the debtor, (3) Mr. Reix may not have adequatebommunicated with her or
responded to her questions and concerns dtimgendency her case, and (4) Mr. Rennix may
have filed an incorrect disclosuof attorney comgnsation pursuant to Bankruptcy Rule 2016(b).
Mr. Rennix filed a disclosuref attorney compensation (Gablo. 15-12283, ECF No. 5, pg. 44 of
45), which indicates he did nataeive any compensation from théotter prior to the filing of the
case. However, based on her testimony and eidence, it was appareMs. White had paid
Mr. Rennix as much as $1,000 priorthe filing of her Chapter 13 case.

The Court held the show cause hearinguly 28, 2016, at which it required Mr. Rennix
to present documents with wet (original) signatures to the Chapter 13 Trustee. The Court required
this as there was allegationsaatiMr. Rennix did not acquire anaintain documents with wet
signatures as required by the administrativesroliethe U.S. Bankruptcy Court for the Western
District of Louisiana. The Court continuecetshow cause hearing in order for Mr. Rennix to

produce these documents. After the continslealv cause hearing on August 1, 2016, the Court
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issued an interim order (Case No. 15-12283, BOF52) finding Mr. Renm had violated the
Administrative Rules of the 8. Bankruptcy Court for the V8tern District of Louisiana
(“Administrative Rules”). Those rules requireetlattorney of record or the party filing any
document in a bankruptcy case to maintain thgimmal signed document for at least five years
after the case is closed. The AdministrativéeRualso required that, upon request, the original
documents must be provided to other partigh@iCourt for review.The Court found Mr. Rennix
had repeatedly violated the Administrativelé&uas he did not produce any original signed
documents as ordered. The Court ordered MratRennix’s ability to file documents with
electronic signatures should immediately cease until the Court held a final hearing on the show
cause order. The final hearing on that sleawuse order was September 26, 2016, which is the
same date the other matters discussed came fongpedn fact, the Whitdnearing occurred after
several other hearings discusséskwhere in this opinion ihich Mr. Rennix’s professionalism
and conduct were serioustalled into question.
[1. Findings of Fact

Billy Ray Parker, 11-10786

Three witnesses testified in the Parker Gasiie show cause hearing on September 26,
2016. The first witness was Chelsea Grissommo ¢ the local branch operations manager of
Midsouth Bank. The Court finds M&rissom to be a credible wite& She authenticated a copy
of a check (check number 59215) made payabidike Rennix, Esq. fronMidsouth Bank in the
amount of $12,225.29. The Court hadeiged a copy of this che@kt a previous hearing on the
Chapter 13 Trustee’s Motion ismiss. Case No. 11-10786 ubtee Ex. 1, ECF No. 99-1, pg. 1
of 4. Ms. Grissom testified thatccording to MidSouth Bank’s retts, the check had been cashed

on May 23, 2016, and deposited into an account at Bancorpsouth Bank.
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At the hearing on the Trustee’s motiondiemiss, which was held on June 15, 2016, Mr.
Rennix admitted endorsing and receiving the effeentioned check. The Court finds that Mr.
Rennix received via U.S. mail the check dramm McKernan Law Firm, PLLC’s client trust
account shortly after the check was writterAgqmil 29, 2013. Mr. Rennix endorsed the check and
deposited it into his personal bank account. Tloeeehe misappropriated these funds for his own
personal use. Mr. Rennix deposited the cheti his person account on May 22, 2013, as
indicated by the bank statement entered into evidence. Case No. 11-10786, Trustee Ex. 7, ECF
No. Ex. 99-18, pg. 20 of 30. The Court finde deposit of $12,632.29 shown on the bank
statement includes check number 59215 drawMidSouth Bank for $12,225.29, plus additional
funds held by Mr. Rennix. The Court makes tHes#ings based on clear and convincing evidence
of the tracking of th settlement funds.

In making these factual findings, the Cobuspecifically takes note of the following
evidence:

1. The exchange between the Court and Mr. Rennix at the hearing on the Chapter 13
Trustee’s motion to dismiss where Mr. Renadmitted receiving and endorsing the check:

THE COURT: So the check basically, for the mel;as check number 59215. It's dated 4/29/2013.
MR. RENNIX: Uh-huh.

THE COURT: It's made payable to MikRennix, Esquire, 12,225.29. It's payable to you,
addressed to you.

MR. RENNIX: Yes, sir.

THE COURT: And | can't read thatldress. Is it Bzell (phonetic)?

MR. RENNIX: Dalzell, where | was dhe time. That was my office —

THE COURT: Okay. Shreveport, Louisiana, 71104dAhen it's got a reference of Parker, Billy,
bank lien and attorneyfees of 500 bucks.

MR. RENNIX: Yes, sir.

THE COURT: And the check looks like it wasdemsed by you. And it doesn't show where it was
deposited.

MR. RENNIX: No, sir. And at that point, my notes frommy file show that it was endorsed as it
is to be mailed to the Trustee.
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2. The copy of check number 59215, pagablMike B. Rennix, Esq. for $12,225.29, and
Mr. Rennix’s endorsement of same. Case WN1-10786, Trustee Ex. 1, ECF No. 99-1, pg. 1.
MidSouth Bank’s records show a posting datetiie check of May 23, 2016. Trustee Ex. 1, pg.
3. This is the day after Mr. Rennix’'s $12,632.29akst at Bancorpsouth Bank into his personal
account. Case No. 11-10786, Trustdets 7, ECF No. 99-18, pg. 20 of 30.

The second witness in the case was EllengeChapter 13 Trustee Lucy Sikes’ office
manager. Ms. Keller has been employed by thap@r 13 Trustee for seven years. The Court
finds Ms. Keller to be a credible witneskls. Keller had no knowledge of the facts surrounding
the funds in the Parker case, but offerestingony concerning her knowledge of Mr. Rennix’s
financial situation. She intiated that his financial conditiovas unstable during 2012 and 2013.
This includes the period of time the misappragpon of the funds occurred. During 2012 and
2013, the Chapter 13 Trustee’s office receivedoumrifederal tax lienfiled against the Mr.
Rennix’s law firm. Case No. 11-10786, Trustee EXECF No. 99-2. Thesextéiens resulted in
the Chapter 13 Trustee paying two checks to tterrnal Revenue Service representing funds due
to Mr. Rennix for legal fees he had earned and been awarded by this Court in Chapter 13 cases.
The first check was for $10,276.13, and was paithéolnternal Revenu8ervice on January 7,
2013. The second check was for $10,475.10, and was paid to the Internal Revenue Service on
February 8, 2013. The loss of these fees adveaffelgted Mr. Rennix’s bainess cash flow during
the few months before his misappropriation af tharker check. While such holding is not
necessary given the other clear and convinewigence tracing the migpropriated funds to
Rennix’s personal checking accoutite Court finds that Mr. Rmix’s poor financial condition
gave him ample motive to misappropriate the @Grap3 estate funds. Mr. Rennix’s response to

these Internal Revenue Service levies wasimply stop filing all of his required federal tax
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returns. In fact, Mr. Rennix admitted he hasfiled any required federal tax returns, including
personal and business returns, in the last five years.

The final witness was Mr. Rennix himsell.he Court does not find Mr. Rennix to be a
credible witness, and it invéea complete review of his testimony. His testimony was extremely
inconsistent with prior assertions he had madis Court. At the September 26, 2016, hearing,
Mr. Rennix testified that he caiiho longer remember receivingetRarker check or endorsing it.
In fact, he basically asserted he had lost dili®imemory regarding grof the events surrounding
the receipt and deposit of the Parker check. hei@ previously asserted at the June 15, 2016,
hearing on the Trustee’s motion to dismiss that & tia belief that his former paralegal had stolen
the funds. He no longer makes this assertioddit##onally, he has never filed a police report and
he has produced no employee records. It appwat Mr. Rennix’s previous assertions and
allegations of employee theft were pure faldiamss. Finally, at th&september 26 hearing, Mr.
Rennix provided no defense toighCourt’'s findings. Thereforethis Court finds that he
misappropriated the estate furfds his own personal use.

The Court notes that Mr. Rennix’s testimodig clarify some uncoested facts. The
Trustee entered into eddce all of Mr. Rennix’s client truaccount statements that he produced.
Case No. 11-10786, Trustee Ex. 5, ECF No. 99-11. BBas¢hese recordshd lack thereof, the
Court finds Mr. Rennix did not niatain a client trust accountdm September 2013 until the date
this Court suspended him from practice in the \sDistrict of Louisiaa. Indeed, Mr. Rennix
admitted this on direct examination. The Court filtsRennix never maintained any client trust
accounting, even when he did maintain a client trust account. Beginning in September 2013, Mr.
Rennix routinely deposited into his personal accduntls that should have been deposited into

his client trust account. Albugh he was ordered to producerdigust bank account statements
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for the period from 2011 to 2015, Mr. Rennix onlpguced incomplete client trust account bank
statements, for 19 of the 60 mbat Additionally, forthe 19 months that Mr. Rennix did produce
client trust account bank statements he didpnotluce any client trusteounting. Further, the
records produced by Mr. Rennix indicate thattagle numerous improper disbursements from his
client trust account, inatling checks for payroll, to his ex-wiffgr health insurance, and to his
child’s school. The Court findsdhMr. Rennix’s lack of a clierttust account and lack of proper
trust accounting do not comply with the Lemaina Rules of Professional Conduct Rule 1.15.

The Court also finds that Mr. Rennix failéal comply with any of the Court’'s orders
compelling production in this case. Trustee Exhibits 5, 6 and 7 show the bank statements Mr.
Rennix failed to provide. These include the trust account statements noted above, as well eleven
missing business or personal accounts bank statements.

Rennix, et al, Case No. 16-00101

There were four show cause ordemstered in Case No. 16-00101, which is the
miscellaneous proceeding the Coounitiated in resporesto several lettens had received. The
hearings on all of the show ciorders was held on September 26, 2016. All of the hearings
involved similar facts. Mr. Renxireceived funds from a poteaticlient for the payment of
attorney fees and court costs fbe filing of a bankruptcy casand in each case he took no action
or provided no legal serviceddany of the payments were made to Mr. Rennix while his license
to practice law had been suspemdeAdditionally, at the time hebtained the funds, he did not
maintain a client trust account. Therefore, filmeds were regularly depited into his personal
bank account. Still further, Mr. Rennix neverueded any of these funds to his clients, even

though he had done no work and could no longer dbgist. The Court was forced to specifically
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order the disgorgement of these funds bgt&mber 30, 2016. Case No. 16-00101, ECF Nos. 3,
4, 8, and 10.
Karen W. Gobert, 16-11147

Karen W. Gobert filed a Chapter 7 bamicy case on July 8, 2016. On September 26,
2016, she appeared and gave testimony regardingteeaictions with heattorney, Mr. Rennix.
Her case is representative of the numerous laplspeofessional condady Mr. Rennix in this
and other cases. Ms. Gobert was a credibleestnMs. Gobert retaad Mr. Rennix on September
28, 2015. She paid him $1,500.00 for the filing @teapter 7 bankruptcy case, which was over
nine months before Mr. Rennix aelly filed her Chapter 7 cas€urther, Mr. Rennix did not have
a client trust account into whi¢b deposit the funds she tendetedim. Ms. Gobert completed
her credit counseling class on October 14, 2015. Credit counseling is a prerequisite to filing a
consumer bankruptcy case. On October 14, 20B5,Gobert had completed and transmitted to
Mr. Rennix all of the documentsqgeired to begin work on her caget Mr. Rennix took no action.

A normal delay for filing a consumer bankruptcyapler 7 case, such as Ms. Gobert’s, should be
no more than two weeks. The delay in l@gbert’'s case was appraxately nine months.

Ms. Gobert was clearly proagt. She kept detailed recardShe emailed and called Mr.
Rennix on numerous occasions, but received rnmoree. Mr. Rennix finally generated a client
representation letter on April 12016, but only at his client’s sistence. However, he took no
further action on Ms. Gobert’s case until Jul$,72016, when he texted her a case number.

Unfortunately, Mr. Rennix’s delay in filing thease raised several serious issues. First,
Mr. Rennix did not have a cliefrust account in which to deposit MSobert’s retainer. Second

Mr. Rennix filed the case at a time when he wadigible to practice law. Third, he filed a
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“skeleton petition® of only eleven pages and forged thebtor’s signature on those documents.
The Court makes this finding as Ms. Gobert testiShe never signed tipetition. Fourth, Ms.
Gobert’s credit counseling certifite, which was dated Octoliet, 2015, had expired. Realizing
the certificate had exf@d, Mr. Rennix fraudulently generatadchew credit counseling certificate
for the debtor dated July 8, 2016. The Court makissfinding as Ms. Gobert testified that the
only credit counseling class shad participated in was in @ber 2015. Finally, Mr. Rennix
forged a client contract and presented it to the Chapter 13 Trustee. The Court makes this finding
as Ms. Gobert testified she newggned or executed the contract that Mr. Rennix later presented
to the Trustee during discovery. Further, thtelead on the contrabtr. Rennix presented to
the Trustee shows an address for Mr. Rennix thaialkdenot yet moved to at the time the contract
was purportedly executed.

Again, the Court must stress that Ms. Gobexxperience with Mr. Rennix is not isolated.
The Court has seen at least 50 cases with Mr. Ramrokving similar issuesThese issues include
the following: debtor payments to Mr. Rennix untbsed to the Court, sigt@y irregularities on
debtor’s schedules filday Mr. Rennix, no trust accoting and/or the lack dad client trust account
by Mr. Rennix, a lack of communication withasits by Mr. Rennix, urecessary delays by Mr.
Rennix in providing legal services to his cliennally, this Court previously ordered Mr. Rennix
disgorge to Ms. Gobert $1,500.00. was order to disgorge the funds no later than September 9,
2016 (Case No. 16-11147, ECF No. 9). Howewsrpf September 26, 2016, he had failed to

disgorge any funds.

° A “skeleton petition” refers to the filing of onladse documents required tatiate a bankruptcy (e.g.,
the voluntary petition, etc.), while not initially filingther required documents such as the bankruptcy
schedules.
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Helen Marie White, 15-12283

In the White casehe Court held a preliminary show cause hearing on July 28, 2016, and
a final show cause hearing on September 26, 2046. White testified at both hearings. The
Court finds her to be a credible witness. tiA¢ first hearing, the Couordered Mr. Rennix to
produce documents with “wet” (original) signatarfor both the White and the Parker caSee
Case No. 15-12283, ECF No. 54, pg. 90 of 95, lihes6. However, Mr. Rennix has never
produced such documents for these or any atlent. Therefore, # Court finds Mr. Rennix
does not maintain “wet” or originglgnatures of any of the documehesfiles electronically. This
finding is supported by Mr. Rennixfailure to produce documents witlvet” (original) signatures
in the White case or any other case. This leagl€thurt to conclude thddr. Rennix’s long term
practice was to manipulate his client’s electrongnatures such that he routinely electronically
signed documents withoutshelients’ permissiof.

Ms. White paid Mr. Rennix a total of $1,331.00his total includes payment of $331.00
on July 16, 2014, a payment of $500.00 on September 21, 2015, and a final payment of $500.00
on December 8, 2015. However, Mr. Rennix nevscldsed these payments to the Court and he
continually filed disclostes showing Ms. White had not paid him anythirigge Case No. 15-
12283, Trustee Ex. 1, ECF No. 64-1, pg. 27 of 3& @aCase No. 15-12283, Trustee Ex. 3, ECF
No. 64-2, pg. 4 of 46; CaseoN15-12283, Trustee Ex. 17, ECF.N&l-8, pg. 49 of 61, part 7,
guestion 16. In Ms. White’s second bankrupiitimg, Mr. Rennix filed an Application to Pay
Filing Fee in Installments (Case No. 15-12288)stee Ex. 18, ECF No. 64-9) even though Ms.
White had already paid him the full filing fee. Additionally, that application is purportedly signed

by Ms. White, but the Court finds that she did sigin it. The Court malsethis finding as Ms.

® The Court does note that Mr. Rexlid recently file a few documents containing his clients’ actual
scanned signature, but only after the Court sudge him from his electronic filing privileges.
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White testified and that she never signed it, and because the Court finds this was Mr. Rennix’s
ongoing practice as it has already described.

The Chapter 13 Trustee demonstrated Mr. Rennix’s ongoing scheme by identifying 17
additional bankruptcy cases witlteteame or a similar fact patte. Case No. 15-12283, Trustee
Ex. 20 to 36. In each case, the Trustee identdipayment made from the client to Mr. Rennix
for the payment of the bankruptéiling fee. In each case, MRennix either failed to pay the
filing fee and the case was dismissed or he filedpotication to pay the fitig fee in installments.

He filed these applications evérough his client had already paie filing fee. The Court finds
that in each of these instances, Mr. Rerfaiged the debtor’s electronic signatdrédis clients
did not sign these documents; instead, Mr. ReffireiMdulently affixed hisclient’s electronic
signatures to these applications. In most ofctes, Mr. Rennix also fadléo disclose that he
had ever received any payment from the débtor.

Ms. White testified that Mr. Rennix habally did not respond to her questions and
requests. She sent an email to him on Jgnaa, 2016, which said the following: “[yJour
continued lack of professionalism and courteous service hasnhytreated a worse financial
situation for me but has also begun to affect my physical wiglgheith stressful worrying and
fear of losing everything."Case No. 15-12283, Trustee Ex. B&F No. 64-13, pg. 25 of 62. Ms.
White frequently emailed Mr. Rennix and congistgreceived no response. Case No. 15-12283,

Trustee Ex. 39, ECF No. 64-13, pg5-30. Ms. White also callddr. Rennix, which she followed

"In one instance, there is a scanned client signature apmlication to pay filing fee in installments. It
seems illogical that a client would sign such a daenimwvhen after already paying the filing fee to Mr.
Rennix.. However, this application was filed aftte Court suspended Mr. Rennix’s electronic filing
privileges.

8 The Court notes that Mr. Rennix did disclose his ciepayment of the filing fee in 3 of the 17 cases.
However, even though he disclosed the payment, he still fraudulently filed an application to pay the filing
fee in installments.
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up with verification emails. These calls and dsall concerned work Mr. Rennix was obligated
to perform for his client. This included nuroas actions Mr. Rennix shlobhave taken including
filing a motion to approve a home loan mocHfiion, writing a letter of consent giving the
mortgage company permission to speak to the debtor, and filing the necessary motions to address
insurance proceeds for a vehicle destroyefidmg. Case No. 15-12283, Trustee Ex. 39, ECF No.
64-13, pg. 27 of 62. Mr. Rennix took no action on thespiests. First, he failed to take any
action concerning an $11,633.67 check (CaselNel2283, Trustee Ex. 41, ECF No. 50 of 62).
That check represents insurance proceeds for iterdeflooded vehicle #t was declared a total
loss. As aresult of Mr. Renniinaction, these insurance fundséatill not beermddressed and
have not been distributed by the ChapterTi3stee. Second, Mr. Rennix took no action on a
proposed home loan modification offered bydlebtor's mortgage company. Case No. 15-12283,
Trustee Ex. 44, ECF No. 64-14, pgs. 1-6. The proposatification had a delline of February
1, 2016. Mr. Rennix never took action and the proposedification expired. This modification
would have been beneficial for the debtor, ardGourt likely would have approved it. However,
the mortgage company will no longer accept thappsed mortgage modification they originally
offered. Mr. Rennix’s lack of aan in this case constitutes neglige, and is below the required
standard of care. His behaviwas unprofessional and unethic&ldditionally, and importantly,
the Court finds Mr. Rennix’s representation of Mé#hite is indicative ohis poor representation
of many other clients who have appeared betlnigeCourt, including thse discussed elsewhere
in this memorandum order.
[11. Conclusions of Law
The Court has jurisdiction purat to 28 USC U.S.C. 8§ 1334(fhis particular dispute is

a core proceeding pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 8 157(b)(2)(A) because it concerns matters concerning
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administration of the estate. Adidnally, this particular disputis a core proceealy pursuant to
the general “catch-all” languagé 28 U.S.C. 157(b)(2).

This Court also has broad pexs to regulate the attorney$ievpractice before it. This
Court has the power to police thenduct of the attorneywho appear in thi€ourt and to take
action with respect to thesattorneys who misbehav@hambersv. NASCO, 501 U.S. 32, 111 S.
Ct. 2123, 115 L. Ed. 2d 27 (199Knight v. Luedtke (In re Yorkshire, LLC), 540 F.3d 328, 332
(5th Cir. 2008). But for the &stence of these variowgbtors' cases, timisconduct described in
this opinion would not have oceed. These circumstances make thgpute a core proceeding.
Venue is proper pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1408(1)e Bradley, 495 B.R. 747, 777 (Bankr. S.D.
Tex. 2013).

A bankruptcy court has broadtharity to take necessary aagpropriate actions to prevent
an abuse of process. However, the use oftigerscmust be accompanied by a specific finding of
bad faith conduct. A finding dfad faith must be based olear and convincing evidendérowe
v. Smith, 151 F.3d 217, 236 (5th Cir. 1998)0 impose sanctions based bad faith, a court must
find that the "very temple of justicdias been defiled by a party's condlietre Stomberg, 487
B.R. 775, 817-18 (Bank&.D. Tex. 2013) (citingoldin v. Bartholow, 166 F.3d 710, 722 (5th Cir.
1999)). In other words, a party's bad faith mag&tablished if it "deliberaty abused the judicial
process."The Cadle Co. v. Moore (Inre Moore), 739 F.3d 724, 730 (5th Cir. 2014).

Billy Ray Parker, 11-10786

The Chapter 13 Trustee’s Motion for Saos and Contempt (Case No. 11-10786, ECF
No. 67) requests the imposition of sanctions ami contempt based on Mr. Rennix’s failure to
comply with the Court’'s August 4, 2016, Order to Compel (Case No. 11-10786, ECF No. 65).

Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7037 and Fed. R. Civ. P. 37(b)(2){A provide that a wlation of a discovery
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order may be treated as contempt of coétfinding of civil contempt requires only a showing

"(1) that a court order was effect; (2) that therder required certaiconduct by the respondent;

and (3) that the respondent failedctimply with the court's order.F.D.LC. v LeGrand, 43 F.3d

163, 170 (5th Cir. 1995). A civil contempt sanction may serve to "coerce the contemnor into
compliance with a court order, ty compensate another party the contemnor's violation.In

re Wheeler, 596 Fed. Appxs. 323, 325-326 (5th Cir. 2018gre, the Court’s order dated August

4, 2016, was in effect. That order required Rennix to take certain actions, including the
production of documents. Case No. 11-10786, ECF6No Mr. Rennix did not comply with the
Court's order. Further, MRennix did not object to or respd to the Trustee’s motion, even
though the motion clearly set forth a deadline for a response. The Court finds Mr. Rennix’s lack
of response to be an admissiormatballegations the Trustee maikeher motion. Therefore, the
Chapter 13 Trustee’s Motion for Sanctiomgldor Contempt (Case No. 11-10786, ECF No. 67)

is granted.

Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7037 and Fed. R. Civ. P. R2JA) provide for sanctions in the event
of a party's failure to comply with a caouorder requiring discovg, including allowing
"designated facts [to] baken as established ..afd "treating as contemet court the failure to
obey...." Moreover, these rules also state ttiatcourt may ordehe following actions:

() directing that matters embraced i thrder or other designated facts be taken

as established for purposes of the action, as the prevailing party claims;

(i) prohibiting the disobedient partfrom supporting or opposing designated

claims or defenses, or from introding designated matters in evidence;

(i) striking pleadingsn whole or in part;

(iv) staying further proceenlys until the order is obeyed;

(v) dismissing the action or proceeding in whole or in part;

(vi) rendering a default judgmentaigst the disobedient party; or

(vii) treating as contempt of coml1the failure to obey any order except an order to
submit to a mental or physical examination.
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In the Parker case, theo@t ordered Mr. Rennix to ptdoce to the Trustee numerous
financial documents related tgoassible theft of esta funds. The deadknfor producing these
documents was August 2, 2016. Mr. Rennipmduction was significantly incomplete.
Therefore, Mr. Rennix's violation dhe Court's order to compel is clear. Regardless, the Court
has already held that the clear and convincindesice is that Mr. Rennix misappropriated estate
funds for his personal use.

Fed. R. Civ. P. 37(b)(2)(A)(i) miws particular facts involveith a violateddiscovery order
to be "taken as established.” The Court hdis Rennix is responsible for the theft of estate
funds based on his failure to produce wloents. Accordingly, Mr. Rennix ®RDERED to
disgorge the sum of $12,225%26 the Chapter 13 Trustee within ddys of the entry of this order.

The Court also finds Mr. Rennix has violati@ following provisions of the Louisiana
Rules of Professional Conduct:

Rule 1.15 Safekeeping Property

(a) A lawyer shall hold property alients or third persons thatin a lawyer’s possession

in connection with a representation sepafeien the lawyer's own property. Except as
provided in (g) and the IOLTA Res below, funds shall be kept in one or more separate
interest-bearing client trust accounts maintained in a bank or savings and loan association:
1) authorized by federak state law to do business in Lsiaina, the deposits of which are
insured by an agency of the federal government; 2) in the state where the lawyer’s primary
office is situated, if not withil.ouisiana; or 3) elsewhere withe consent of the client or

third person. No earnings on a client trust accousy be made availabto or utilized by

a lawyer or law firm. Other property shdle identified as such and appropriately
safeguarded. Complete records of such acclumals and other property shall be kept by

the lawyer and shall be preserved for a qubrof five years after termination of the
representation.

(b) A lawyer may deposit the lawyer's owanfds in a client trust account for the sole
purpose of paying bank service charges @t #tcount or obtaining a waiver of those
charges, but only in an amount necessary for that purpose.

(c) A lawyer shall deposit into a client trust account legal fees and expenses that have been
paid in advance, to be withdrawn by the lawyer only as fees are earned or expenses

° The Court recognizes that this includes the sum of $500.00 payable to Mr. Rennix for attorney fees he
would have incurred in having the Application to Approve Compromise (Case No. 11-10786, ECF No. 44)
approved. The Court includes this $500.00 in the sanction award.

27

11-10786 - #102 File 10/04/16 Enter 10/05/16 08:42:01 Main Document Pg 27 of 38



incurred. The lawyer shall degib legal fees and expensesoirthe clienttrust account
consistent with Rule 1.5(f).

(d) Upon receiving funds or othproperty in which a client dhird person has an interest,

a lawyer shall promptly notify thclient or third person. For aoses of this rule, the third
person’s interest shall be one of whicle thhwyer has actudnowledge, and shall be
limited to a statutory lien or privilege, fanal judgment addressing disposition of those
funds or property, or a writteagreement by the client or theviger on behalf of the client
guaranteeing payment out of those funds or pitgp&xcept as stateoh this rule or
otherwise permitted by law or by agreement whh client, a lawyer shall promptly deliver

to the client or third person any funds or otheoperty that the client or third person is
entitled to receive and, upon reguéy the client or third pson, shall promptly render a

full accounting regarding such property.

(e) When in the course of regzentation a lawyer is in possen of propeytin which two

or more persons (one of whom may be thveykr) claim interests, the property shall be
kept separate by the lawyer until the digpig resolved. The lawyer shall promptly
distribute all portions of thproperty as to which the imtests are not in dispute.

(f) Every check, draft, electronic transfer,ather withdrawal instmnent or authorization
from a client trust account shall be perdnaigned by a lawyer or, in the case of
electronic, telephone, or wireatisfer, from a client trusteount, directed by a lawyer or,

in the case of a law firm, one or more lawyers authorized by the law firm. A lawyer shall
not use any debit card or automated tellachine card to withdraw funds from a client
trust account. On client trust accountssttavithdrawals and checks made payable to
“Cash” are prohibited. A lawyeshall subject all client trust accounts to a reconciliation
process at least quarterly, and shall maintain records of the reconciliation as mandated by
this rule.

(9) A lawyer shall create and maintain“4@LTA Account,” which is a pooled interest-
bearing client trust account for funds dfeats or third persons which are nominal in
amount or to be held for such a short period of time that the funds would not be expected
to earn income for the client or third person in excess of the costs incurred to secure such
income.

(1) IOLTA Accounts shall bef a type approved and aotized by the Louisiana Bar
Foundation and maintained only in iggble” financial institutions, aspproved and
certified by the Louisiana Bar Foundation.eThouisiana Bar Foundation shall establish
regulations, subject to approval by thep&me Court of Louisiana, governing the
determination that a financial institution isgéble to hold IOLTA Accounts and shall at
least annually publish a list diBF-approved/certified eligib financial institutions.
Participation in the IOLTA program is voluntary for financial institutions.

IOLTA Accounts shall be established at a bank or savings and loan association authorized
by federal or state law to do business in Lauisi the deposits of which are insured by an
agency of the federal government or at an open-end investmenaicpmggistered with

the Securities and Exchange Commission ai#bdrby federal or state law to do business
in Louisiana which shall be invested solelyoinfully collateralized by U.S. Government
Securities with totahssets of at least $250,000,000 and d@eofor a financial institution

to be approved and certified by the Louisi&aa& Foundation as eligible, shall comply with
the following provisions:

(A) No earnings from such an account shalhisde available to a lawyer or law firm.
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(B) Such account shall incluggl funds of clients or thirgpersons which are nominal in
amount or to be held for such a short period of time the funds would not be expected to
earn income for the client or third personexcess of the costs incurred to secure such
income.

(C) Funds in each interest-bearicigent trust account shall ibject to withdrawal upon
request and without delay, @pt as permitted by law.

(2) To be approved and certified by the Lssana Bar Foundation adigible, financial
institutions shall maintain IOTA Accounts which pay an inteserate comparable to the
highest interest rate or dividend generally available from the institution to its non-IOLTA
customers when IOLTA Accounts meet or exceed the same minimum balance or other
eligibility qualifications, if any. In determining the higéteinterest rate or dividend
generally available from the institution & non-IOLTA accounts, eligible institutions
may consider factors, in addition to thelLTA Account balance, customarily considered
by the institution when setting interest ratesimidends for its customers, provided that
such factors do not discriminate betwd@®bLTA Accounts and accounts of non-IOLTA
customers, and that these factors do not include that the accanm©kTA Account. The
eligible institution shall calculate interestcadividends in accordae with its standard
practice for non-IOLTA customerbut the eligible institutio may elect to pay a higher
interest or dividend ta on IOLTA Accounts.

(3) To be approved and certifidy the Louisiand®ar Foundation asigible, a financial
institution may achieve rate compéility required in (g)(2) by:

(A) Establishing the IQTA Account as: (1) annterest-bearing checking account; (2) a
money market deposit account with or tiedchecking; (3) a seep account which is a
money market fund or daily (om@ght) financial institutiomepurchase agreement invested
solely in or fully collateralized by U.S.dgernment Securities; or (4) an open-end money
market fund solely invested in or fully lkateralized by U.S. @vernment Securities. A
daily financial institution repurchase agreemeray be established only with an eligible
institution that is “well-capitalized” or “adeately capitalized” as those terms are defined
by applicable federal statutasd regulations. An open-emagbney market fund must be
invested solely in U.S. Governmentecdirities or repurchase agreements fully
collateralized by U.S. Government Securitiegyst hold itself out as a “money-market
fund” as that term is defined by federal statutes and regulations under the Investment
Company Act of 1940, and, at the time of the inwvesit, must have total assets of at least
$250,000,000. “U.S. Government Securities” refeysU.S. Treasury obligations and
obligations issued or gwanteed as to principal and irgst by the United States or any
agency or instrumentality thereof.

(B) Paying the comparable rate on the 10Ldecking account in lieu of establishing the
IOLTA Account as the higher rate product; or

(C) Paying a “benchmark” amount of qualifyifighds equal to 60% of the Federal Fund
Target Rate as of the first business dathefquarter or other IOLTA remitting period; no
fees may be deducted from this amount wiéctleemed already to be net of “allowable
reasonable fees.”

(4) Lawyers or law firms depositing the fundkclients or thirdpersons in an IOLTA
Account shall direct the depository institution:

(A) To remit interest or dividends, net ahy allowable reasonablfees on the average
monthly balance in the account, as otherwise computed in accordance with an eligible
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institution’s standard accoting practice, at least quarty, to the Louisiana Bar
Foundation, Inc.;

(B) to transmit with each remittance to th@uRdation, a statement, on a form approved by
the LBF, showing the name of the lawyer av rm for whom the remittance is sent and
for each account: the rate of interest or dividapplied; the amount of interest or dividends
earned; the types of fees detad; if any; and the averagccount balance for each account
for each month of the period in which the report is made; and

(C) to transmit to the depositing lawyer law firm a report in accordance with normal
procedures for reporting to its depositors.

(5) “Allowable reasonable feefor IOLTA Accounts are: pecheck charges; per deposit
charges; a fee in lieu of minimum balansejeep fees and aasonable IOLTA Account
administrative fee. All other fees are thepensibility of, and may be charged to, the
lawyer or law firm maintaining the IOLTA écount. Fees or serviaharges that are not
“allowable reasonable fees” include, but are Iited to: the cost of check printing;
deposit stamps; NSF charges; collection chgrgeire transfers; and fees for cash
management. Fees or charges in excesheokarnings accrued on the account for any
month or quarter shall not be taken frearnings accrued on other IOLTA Accounts or
from the principal of the account. Eligible fimaal institutions may elect to waive any or
all fees on IQTA Accounts.

(6) A lawyer is not required independently to determine whether an interest rate is
comparable to the highest ratedividend generally availabdland shall be in presumptive
compliance with Rule 1.15(g) by maintainingleeist trust account of the type approved
and authorized by the Louisiamar Foundation at an “eligéd financial institution.

(7) “Unidentified Funds” are funds on depasitan IOLTA account foat least one year
that after reasonable due diligence cannaddiimented as belonging to a client, a third
person, or the lawyer or law firm.

(h) A lawyer who learns of Unidentified Fungisan IOLTA account must remit the funds
to the Louisiana Bar Foundation. No chagemisconduct shall &&nd to a lawyer’'s
exercise of reasonable judgment under thisgragh (h). A lawyer who either remits funds
in error or later ascertains the ownership of remitted funds may make a claim to the
Louisiana Bar Foundation, which after verificatmirthe claim will return the funds to the

lawyer.

Mr. Rennix has committed numerous serious violaiof Louisiana Rule of Professional Conduct
1.15. The Court finds Mr. Rennix $ia@eliberately abused the jodil process. By depositing
misappropriated estate funds iris personal bank account, MRennix has clearly violated
Louisiana Rule of Professional Conduct 1.15. Tdhegck, which was discussed earlier, was for
$12,225.29 and should have been deposited into Miniiks client trust acsunt. He should have
then disbursed the funds out of his trust accouthéocappropriate recipients. According to the

Louisiana Rule of Professional Conduct 1.15, a Ewghall hold property of clients or third
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persons that is in a lawyer’'s possession inneation with a represenitan separate from the
lawyer’s own property. Mr. Rennixedrly violated this rule. Furtheclient or third party funds
shall be kept in one or morepsgate interest-bearing client tt@ecounts maintained in a bank or
savings and loan associatioMr. Rennix violated this provision of Rule 1.15 by depositing the
aforementioned check into his personal accoéalditionally, the Court fads that as of May 22,
2013, which was the date he deposited the lchlr. Rennix was not actively using a trust
account. Further, as of September of 2013, MnriRedid not even maintain a trust account,
which is itself a violation of Re 1.15. Upon receiving funds orhetr property in which a client
or third person has an interest, a lawyer shall ptynmotify the client or third person. Mr. Rennix
violated this provision of Rulgé.15, and the Court finds that MRennix gave no notice as required
by the Rule.

Rule 3.3 requires the followingpncerning candor to a tribunal:

(a) A lawyer shall not knowingly:

(1) make a false statement of fact or law to a tribunal or fail to correct a false

statement of material fact or law preusly made to the tribunal by the lawyer.
On June 15, 2016, Mr. Rennix made the followingestegnts at a hearingshich the Court finds
were false and misleading.
THE COURT: And the check looks like it wasdemsed by you. And it doesn't show where it was
deposited.
MR. RENNIX: No, sir. And at thgboint, my notes from mfile show that it was endorsed as it is
to be mailed to the Trustee.
THE COURT: So where did it go?
MR. RENNIX: That's our -- what we don't know. Buhat | do know is that went through my
office and eventually it did -well, my understanding -- | susgeand highly susgct that Ms.
Cabrera had something to do with it.
THE COURT: Do you think she may have stolen the money from you?
MR. RENNIX: Yes, sir. And -- wi§ let me tell what you | think -- well, that's what | think.

And let me tell you kind of where | think we canfgom here, is that we're looking for her. And
in fact my paralegals -- both hirothers are police officers —
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The Court does note that Mr. Rennix was not unogh when he made these statements;
otherwise, these statements would clearly ttuts perjury. Ms. Cabrera did not steal the
endorsed check from Mr. Rennix. As already assed, the Court finds Mr. Rennix deposited the
check into his personal account and misappated these funds tos personal use.

This Court does not have ciimal jurisdiction. Howeverit is possible Mr. Rennix has
committed a bankruptcy crime. 18 U.S.C. 8 152(byvides criminal penalties for a person who
“knowingly and fraudulently conceals from a custodigustee, marshal, or other officer of the
court charged with the control or custody of pmypeor, in connection #h a case under title 11,
from creditors or the United States trustee, any ptpppelonging to the estate of a debtor.” The
Court notes that the Chapter 13 Trustee is anaftif the court charged thithe control or custody
of property belonging to thestate of a debtor. The pre-petitzause of action held by the debtor,
from which the settlement funds were derivedpngperty of the estate pursuant to 11 U.S.C. §
541. The commencement of a bankruptcy caserugdell creates an estate of all legal or
equitable interests of the debtor in propertpfthe commencement of the case. It appears Mr.
Rennix knowingly and fraudulently concealed &stéunds from the Chapter 13 Trustee.
Accordingly this matter is referred to Stephanid=-fley, United States Attorney for the Western
District of Louisiana, U.SAttorney’s Office, 800 LafayetteStreet, Suite 2200, Lafayette,
Louisiana 70501-6832. Additionally, this matteréferred to the Disciplinary Counsel of the
State Bar of Louisiaam 4000 S. Sherwood Forest Blvdit8 607, Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70816
and the State Bar of Georgia, 104 MariettaNstW. Suite 100, Attn: CAPS, Atlanta, Georgia
30303. The Clerk of thBankruptcy Court iI©RDERED to mail copies of tis opinion by regular

and certified mail to these parties.
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Karen W. Gobert, 16-11147

Karen W. Gobert’s Chapter 7 bankruptase was filed on July, 2016, and Mr. Rennix
was the attorney of record. Ms. Gobert'secass one of 24 cases Mr. Rennix filed during the
period of time he was ineligible to practice laviccordingly, he lacked authority to file Ms.
Gobert’s case. Therefore, Aligust 26, 2016, the Cowrhtered an order geiring Mr. Rennix to
disgorge $1,500.00 in fees to Ms. Gobert withirdays and file proof of such disgorgement (Case
No. 16-11147, ECF No. 9). The Court set a stheeing for September 26, 2016, in order to
determine whether Mr. Rennix had complied with trder. Mr. Rennix did not disgorge those
fees within 14 days. At the status heammmgSeptember 26, 2016, the Court became aware of Mr.
Rennix’s delay in filing Ms. Gobert’s case,@scussed in detail in this opinion.

Mr. Rennix’s conduct in the Gobert case atel several provisions of the Louisiana Rules
of Professional Conduct.

Rule 5.5(b)(2) of the Louisiana Rs of Professional Conduct provides:

(b) A lawyer who is not admitted to gmtice in this jurisdiction shall not:

(2) hold out to the public or otherwise represent that the lawyer is admitted to

practice law in this jurisdiction.
Mr. Rennix failed to give any notice of his ineligibility to practice law to this Court, the Chapter
13 Trustee or his client. Thi®ert has previously helthat Mr. Rennix’s failure to disclose his
license suspension was intentional.

Rule 1.15 Safekeeping Property of the Laansi Rules of Professional Conduct provides
the following:

(@) A lawyer shall hold property of clients or third persons that is in a lawyer’s
possession in connection with a represomaseparate from the lawyer’'s own

property.
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Ms. Gobert paid Mr. Rennix a retainer $1,500.00 on September 28, 2015. This Court has
already held that Mr. Rennix did nbave a client trust accounttatt time, and he waited more
than nine months to file Ms.dbert’s bankruptcy case. The funmsd by Ms. Gobert should have
been deposited into a client trccount and paid out only astfees were earned or expenses
incurred. This is required pursuant to subsec{c) of Rule 1.15, which provides the following:
“[a] lawyer shall deposit into dient trust account legal fees and expenses that have been paid in
advance, to be withdrawn by tlevyer only as fees are earnedeapenses incued. The lawyer
shall deposit legal feesid expenses into the client trust accaortsistent with Rule 1.5(f).” Mr.
Rennix deposited the funds irdonon-trust account, whiack a violation of Rule 1.5.

Rule 3.3(a)(1) of the Louisiana RulesRybfessional Conduct provides the following:

(a) A lawyer shall not knowingly:

(1) make a false statement of fact or lewa tribunal or fail to correct a false

statement of material fact or law preusly made to the tribunal by the lawyer;

As already discussed, Ms. Gobetredit counseling certificatdat she obtained on October 14,
2015, had expired. RealizingighMr. Rennix fraudulently gemated a new credit counseling
certificate for the Ms. Gobert dated July 8, 2016.thém filed this fraudulat certificate of credit
counseling. This clearlyiolates Rule 3.3(a)(1).

Finally, Mr. Rennix’s lack otommunication with his clierdnd the extreme nine month
delay in filing Mr. Gobert’'s Chapter 7 petitimiolates Rules 1.3 and 1.4 of the Louisiana Rules
of Professional Conduct. Rule 1.3 provides tH¥ang: “[a] lawyer shall act with reasonable
diligence and promptness in representing a clieltr’ Rennix has failed in this regard as he was
neither reasonably diligent nor prompt in higressentation of Ms. Gobert. Rule 1.4(a)(3) provides
that a lawyer shall keep the altereasonably informed about the status of the matter and promptly

comply with reasonable requests for informatidhe Court finds Mr. Rennix’s conduct falls well
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below these standards. The Court finds byrcdeal convincing evidendbdat Mr. Rennix failed
to keep Ms. Gobert reasonably informed aboutstatus of her case, atftat he never promptly
complied with any of her reasonableuests for information about her case.
Helen Marie White, 15-12283

In the White case, the Court issued a sloawse hearing, to deeld July 28, 2016, to
determine whether the court should impose samg for his conduct in the case (Case No. 15-
12283, ECF No. 44). All of Mr. Rennix’s ongoing etHitalings are clearlyevident in the White
case. These failings include thddaving: his failure to disclose to the Court payments he received
from his client, the filing of an improper attorniae disclosure, forgery of the debtor’s signature
on an application to pay filing fee in installmeasswell as the improper filing thereof, negligence,
and a total lack of responsivengashis client. This Court ceonly conclude that Mr. Rennix’s
actions violate Rules 1.3 and 1.4tbé Louisiana Rules of Prafsional Conduct. Mr. Rennix did
not act with reasonable diligence and promgsni@ representing Ms. White. Additionally, he
failed to keep Ms. White reasonably informdubat the status of her case and never promptly
complied with reasonable requests for informati By clear and convincing evidence, the Court
finds that Mr. Rennix’s conduct fallgell below the reqgued standards.

V. Sanction Order

On August 1, 2016, this Court enteredraterim order (Case, No. 15-12283, ECF No. 52),
which stated that Mr. Rennix had violated Adretrative Rule VIII(D)(2) and that Mr. Rennix
must thereafter file scannedmes of documents with “wet” gnatures (insteadf electronic
signatures). The Court orderd¢lde Clerk of Court to strike any document that was not in

compliance. That order was subject toraffihearing, which was held on September 26, 2016.
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Given the overwhelming evidence of siggr@ manipulation and forgery committed by
Mr. Rennix, it is herebDRDERED that the restrictions contaithén that interim order are now
made permanent.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED that attorney Michael BRennix may not file any
documents with any electronic signatuireshe Western Distct of Louisiana.

IT ISFURTHER ORDERED that the Clerk of Court for the U.S. Bankruptcy Court for
the Western District of Louisiana shall strike any document filed by attorney Michael B. Rennix,
which contains electronic signatures.

The Court also finds no valure the legal services providdyy Mr. Rennix to Ms. White.
Accordingly IT IS ORDERED that Mr. Rennix disgorge to the Chapter 13 Trustee for Ms.
White’s benefit the sum of $1,331.00 within 14 dafthe date of the éry of this order.

Still further, inIn re Petyon (Case No. 16-10186), this Cosuspended Mr. Rennix from
the practice of law for 76 day€ase No. 16-10186, ECF No. 46). Mr. Rennix’s suspension ends
on November 8, 2016. Therefot&,|SORDERED that, pursuant to Local Civil Rule LR83.2.10,
attorney Michael B. Rennix is spended from the practice ofwan the Western District of
Louisiana for an additional 90 days effectiwemediately and ending on February 6, 2017. This
is the maximum period this Court is authorizedtgpend an attorney from the practice of law in
the Western District of Louisiana.

V. Referral for Attorney Disciplineto the District Court

The Court refers attorney bhael Rennix to Chief United Sést District Court Judge Dee

D. Drell for initiation of attorney disciplinproceedings pursuant to LR83.2.10. This Court has

serious concerns regarding Mr. Rennix’s caridand professionalism in numerous bankruptcy
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cases. This Court finds Mr. Rennix has constitemnolated the Louisiaa Rules of Professional
Conduct, and believes additional attorney discipline is appropriate.

Specifically, this Court has found Mr. R&x misappropriated estate funds totaling
$11,725.29 and converted them to his personal use. He has routinely failed to disclose payments
received from clients as required by the Bankmg@ode and Bankruptcy Rules. He has forged
documents. He has fraudulently filed documetsdstaining his clientselectronic signature
without authorization. He has castently failed maintain clientrust accounting, or to even use
a client trust account. He routinely fails toromunicate with his clients. He has often been
delinquent in completing work, including missingpartant deadlines, whichas been extremely
detrimental to his clients. His lack of responard failure to take action potentially constitutes
legal malpractice. He has also failed to abidéhiyCourt’s discovery orde and continues to be
in violation of these orders.

In Dignity Health v. Seare (In re Seare), 493 B.R. 158, 181 (Bankr. D. Nev. 2013), one
bankruptcy court made the following obseragas, which are approjpte in this case:

A profession such as law is different fratther occupations in that (1) "its practice

requires substantial intellectual trainingdathe use of complex judgments;" (2) it

places clients in a position of trust becaitlsy typically cannot evaluate the quality

of service; and (3) "the client's trusepupposes that the praicier's self-interest

is overbalanced by devotiongerving both the clientisterest and the public good.

These traits justify the special privilegbst lawyers, as mersbs of a profession,

enjoy; among the most noteworthy ammenopoly on representing others in court,

and the enhanced ability to earn alilood that such a monopoly provides.

The duties that a lawyer owes her cliesbdlow from this understanding of what

it means to a be a "professional” — th&dwayer's superior kmwledge and training

place clients in a position of trust and dependence such that the lawyer has

obligations to individual clients beyond thadttwo equal parties to a transaction or

contract. Instead, a lawyer is a fiducigimat owes the duties of candor, good faith,

trust, and care to a client.

The view of attorneys as gfiessionals with enhanced s to clients is not new

or novel, as many courts have noted. "Atays must never lose sight of the fact
that the profession is a branch of th@éministration of justice and not a mere
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money-making trade.

Mr. Rennix’s conduct is below the standardcafe this Court requires for lawyers that
appear before it. This is especially truetlms Court, which deals primarily with consumer
bankruptcy debtors who are afteconomically challenged, underedtexd, and unsophisticated.

It is the Court’s opinion that Mr. Rennix haspeatedly violated the Louisiana Rules of
Professional Conduct.

For these reasons, this Court makes a referral for attorney discipline for Michael B. Rennix.
The Clerk of the Bankruptcy Court GRDERED to provide notice of this Memorandum Order
and Referral for Attorney Discipie to Chief United States DisttiCourt Judge Dee D. Drell.

it
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