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PER CURIAM:*

Firnist J. Alexander appeals from his disbarment by the federal court

following his disbarment by the Supreme Court of Mississippi.  Alexander contends

that the district court deprived him of due process by denying his request for a

hearing and by relying solely on the state-court disbarment, thus failing to make an

independent determination of his fitness to practice law.  He contends that he was

deprived of due process in the state disbarment proceeding by the use of default-

judgment procedures; by the Mississippi Bar’s failure to introduce any evidence of

misconduct in the state proceedings; and by the consideration as aggravating factors
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in the state proceedings disciplinary actions that occurred after the complaints were

filed that resulted in the state proceedings.  Alexander argues that the consideration

of the disciplinary actions that occurred after the complaints were filed also

constituted a violation of the Ex Post Facto Clause.

First, Alexander has not shown that a hearing was necessary to assist the

district court; the Due Process Clause was not offended because the district court

did not hold a hearing.2  Second, the district court implicitly rejected the contentions

in Alexander’s response to the show-cause order when it disbarred Alexander; the

district court therefore did not rely solely on the state disbarment without further

consideration.  Third, the use of Mississippi’s default procedures in Alexander’s

state-court case did not violate the Due Process Clause.  Alexander had ample

notice and an opportunity to be heard.3  Fourth, Alexander’s disciplinary history was

not part of the charges against him; the charges were based on Alexander’s

representation of a particular client in a particular action.  There was no due process

violation because the complaint did not mention a disciplinary action that occurred

after the complaint was filed.4  Fifth, Alexander makes no legitimate Ex Post Facto

Clause contention.5 

AFFIRMED. 


