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Disbarments

Robert A. Switzer, P74724, Lincoln Park, 
by the Attorney Discipline Board, Tri-County 
Hearing Panel #3, effective October 7, 2016.1

The respondent was convicted, by guilty 
plea, of interference with police authority, 
in violation of Ord #32-31, in City of Taylor 
v Robert Arthur Switzer, 23rd District Court 
Case No. 17-0314-OM. Based on this convic-
tion, the panel found that the respondent 
engaged in conduct that violated a crimi-
nal law of a state or of the United States, an 
ordinance, or tribal law, contrary to MCR 
9.104(5). Additionally, based on the respon-
dent’s default for failing to answer the for-
mal complaint, the panel found that the 
respondent failed to answer a request for 
investigation within 21 days of service, in 
violation of MCR 9.104(7), MCR 9.113(A), 
MCR 9.113(B)(2), and MRPC 8.1(a)(2); failed 
to file an affidavit of compliance, in viola-
tion of MCR 9.119(C); and failed to report 
a conviction, in violation of MCR 9.120(A) 
and (B). The respondent was also found to 
have violated MCR 9.104(1)–(4); and MRPC 
8.4(a) and (c).

The panel ordered that the respondent 
be disbarred from the practice law in Mich-
igan. Costs were assessed in the amount 
of $1,729.80.

 1. The respondent has been continuously suspended 
from the practice of law in Michigan since May 31, 
2016. Please see Notice of Interim Suspension 
Pursuant to MCR 9.115(H)(1), issued May 31, 2016, 
Grievance Administrator v Robert A. Switzer, Case 
No. 16-28-GA.

Jill A. Tucker, P66839, Ann Arbor, by 
the Attorney Discipline Board, Washtenaw 
County Hearing Panel #2, effective Novem-
ber 29, 2017.

The respondent was convicted in People 
of the State of Michigan v Jill Ann Tucker, 
44th Circuit Court Case No. 16-023886-FH, 
of the following offenses: interference with 
the reporting of a crime, in violation of MCL 
750.483A2B, a felony; unlawful posting of 
messages through electronic medium with-
out consent, in violation of MCL 750.411S2A, 
a felony; lying to a peace officer regarding 
a serious misdemeanor, in violation of MCL 
750.479C2A, a misdemeanor; tampering with 
evidence, in violation of MCL 750.483A6A, a 
felony; failure to stop at the scene of a prop-
erty accident, in violation of MCL 257.618, a 
misdemeanor; failure to stop at the scene 
of an accident involving serious personal 
injuries, in violation of MCL 257.617A, a mis-
demeanor; use of a computer to commit a 
crime, in violation of MCL 752.7973E, a fel-
ony; and operation of a motor vehicle in vio-
lation of a license restriction, contrary to MCL 

257.312, a misdemeanor. In ac cord  ance with 
MCR 9.120(B)(1), the re spon  dent’s license to 
practice law in Michigan was automatically 
suspended effective March 15, 2017, the date 
of the respondent’s felony convictions.1

Based on the respondent’s convictions, 
the panel found that she committed profes-
sional misconduct and engaged in conduct 
that violated criminal laws of a state or of 
the United States, contrary to MCR 9.104(5); 
and engaged in conduct that involved dis-
honesty, fraud, deceit, misrepresentation, or 
violation of the criminal law, where such 
conduct reflected adversely on the lawyer’s 
honesty, trustworthiness, or fitness as a law-
yer, contrary to MRPC 8.4(b).

The panel ordered that the respondent 
be disbarred from the practice of law in 
Michigan. Total costs were assessed in the 
amount of $1,669.83.

 1. The State Bar of Michigan also accepted the 
respondent’s resignation as a member of  
the State Bar on the same date.

Disbarment and Restitution  
(By Consent)

Dane P. Bays, P71208, Marquette, by 
the Attorney Discipline Board, Upper Pen-
insula Hearing Panel #1, effective October 
26, 2016.1

The respondent and the grievance ad-
ministrator filed a stipulation for a consent 
order of discipline in accordance with MCR 
9.115(F)(5), which was approved by the At-
torney Grievance Commission and accepted 
by the hearing panel. The stipulation con-
tains the respondent’s admissions that he 
was convicted of operating while intoxi-
cated, 2nd offense, in violation of MCL 
257.6256B; felony controlled substance pos-
session, narcotic/cocaine, greater than 25 
grams, in violation of MCL 333.74032A5; and 
probation violation. The stipulation further 
contains the respondent’s admissions that 
he committed professional misconduct in 
his representation of three separate clients 
in bankruptcy matters; in his representation 
of another client in resolving an outstand-
ing business matter; and that he failed to 
respond to four requests for investigation.

Based on the respondent’s admissions 
and the stipulation of the parties, the panel 
found that the respondent neglected legal 
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All Michigan attorneys are reminded of the reporting requirements  
of MCR 9.120(A) when a lawyer is convicted of a crime:

What to Report:
A lawyer’s conviction of any crime, 
including misdemeanors. A conviction 
occurs upon the return of a verdict of 
guilty or upon the acceptance of a 
plea of guilty or no contest.

Who Must Report:
Notice must be given by all of  
the following:
1. The lawyer who was convicted;
2.  The defense attorney who 

represented the lawyer; and
3.  The prosecutor or other authority 

who prosecuted the lawyer.

When to Report:
Notice must be given by the lawyer, 
defense attorney, and prosecutor 
within 14 days after the conviction.

Where to Report:
Written notice of a lawyer’s conviction 
must be given to:

Grievance Administrator
Attorney Grievance Commission
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535 Griswold, Detroit, MI 48226

and
Attorney Discipline Board

211 W. Fort Street, Ste. 1410
Detroit, MI 48226
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matters entrusted to him, in violation of 
MRPC 1.1(c); failed to seek his clients’ law-
ful objectives through reasonably available 
means permitted by law, in violation of 
MRPC 1.2(a); failed to act with reasonable 
diligence and promptness in representing 
his clients, in violation of MRPC 1.3; failed 
to explain a matter to the extent reasonably 
necessary to permit his clients to make in-
formed decisions regarding the representa-
tion, in violation of MRPC 1.4(b); failed to 
promptly pay or deliver any funds or other 
property that third parties were entitled to 
receive, and to render a full accounting 
upon request by clients or third persons, 
in violation of MRPC 1.15(b)(3); failed to 
deposit client or third-person funds in an 
IOLTA or non-IOLTA account, and hold the 
funds separate from his own, in violation 
of MRPC 1.15(d); upon termination of the 
representations, failed to take reasonable 
steps to protect the clients’ interests, such as 
giving reasonable notice to the clients, al-
lowing time for employment of other coun-
sel, surrendering papers and property to 
which the clients were entitled, and refund-
ing any advance payments of fees that had 
not been earned, in violation of MRPC 
1.16(d); failed to make reasonable efforts to 
ensure that a nonlawyer subordinate’s con-
duct was compatible with his professional 
obligations, in violation of MRPC 5.3(b); 
failed to properly supervise a nonlawyer 
assistant, in violation of MRPC 5.3(c); and 
failed to answer four requests for investi-
gation, in violation of MCR 9.104(7), MCR 
9.113(A), and MCR 9.113(B)(2). The respon-
dent was also found to have violated MRPC 
8.4(a) and (c) and MCR 9.104(1)–(3).

In accordance with the stipulation of the 
parties, the hearing panel ordered that the 
respondent be disbarred from the practice 
of law in Michigan, effective October 26, 
2016, and that he pay restitution in the total 
amount of $25,200. Costs were assessed in 
the amount of $1,109.10.

 1. The date of the respondent’s felony conviction and 
automatic suspension from the practice of law.

Automatic Reinstatement

MacKenzie Batzer Watson, P78048, 
Flint, pursuant to MCR 9.123(A): November 
29, 2017.

The respondent was suspended from 
the practice of law in Michigan for 30 days, 
effective September 5, 2017. In accordance 
with MCR 9.123(A), the suspension was ter-
minated with the respondent’s filing of an 
affidavit with clerk of the Michigan Supreme 
Court, and her full compliance with the 
terms and conditions of the Order of Sus-
pension issued in this matter.

Reprimand and Restitution  
With Condition (By Consent)

Wright W. Blake, P37259, Detroit, by the 
Attorney Discipline Board, Tri-County Hear-
ing Panel #9, effective December 6, 2017.

The grievance administrator filed a for-
mal complaint alleging that the respondent 
failed to notify his client of crucial appellate 
dates in his post-conviction criminal matter. 
The parties filed a stipulation for a consent 
order of discipline in accordance with MCR 
9.115(F)(5), which was approved by the At-
torney Grievance Commission and accepted 
by the hearing panel.

Based on the respondent’s admissions 
and the stipulation of the parties, the panel 
found that the respondent handled a legal 
matter without preparation adequate un-
der the circumstances, in violation of MRPC 
1.1(b); neglected a matter entrusted to him, 
in violation of MRPC 1.1(c); failed to seek 
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the lawful objectives of his client, in viola-
tion of MRPC 1.2(a); failed to act with dili-
gence and promptness in representing a 
client, in violation of MRPC 1.3; failed to 
keep his client informed of the status of the 
matter and comply promptly with reason-
able requests for information, in violation 
of MRPC 1.4(a); and failed to explain the 
matter to the client to the extent reasonably 
necessary to permit the client to make an 
informed decision regarding the matter and 
representation, in violation of 1.4(b). The 
respondent was also found to have violated 
MCR 9.104(1)–(3).

In accordance with the stipulation of the 
parties, the panel ordered that the respon-
dent be reprimanded and be subject to a 
condition relevant to the established mis-
conduct. The respondent was also ordered 
to pay restitution totaling $1,000. Costs were 
assessed in the amount of $757.50.

Reprimands (By Consent)

William S. Boyd, P78047, Traverse City, 
by the Attorney Discipline Board, Tri-County 
Hearing Panel #4, effective January 3, 2018.

The respondent and the grievance ad-
ministrator filed a Stipulation for Consent 
Order of Reprimand with Condition, in ac-
cordance with MCR 9.115(F)(5), which was 
approved by the Attorney Grievance Com-
mission and accepted by the hearing panel. 
The stipulation contained the respondent’s 
admission that he was convicted in a mat-
ter titled People of the State of Michigan v 
William Stimson Boyd, 84th District Court 
Case No. 15-4404-SD, of operating while 
visibly impaired, a misdemeanor, in viola-
tion of MCL 257.6253-A. Based on the re-
spondent’s conviction and his admission in 
the stipulation, it was established that the 
respondent engaged in conduct that vio-
lated the criminal laws of the state of Mich-
igan, contrary to MCR 9.104(5); and engaged 
in conduct that violated the criminal law, 
where such conduct reflects adversely on 
the lawyer’s honesty, trustworthiness, or fit-
ness as a lawyer, contrary to MRPC 8.4(b).

In accordance with the stipulation of the 
parties, the hearing panel ordered that the 
respondent be reprimanded. Costs were as-
sessed in the amount of $783.51.
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Daniel J. Rust, P32856, Redford, by the 
Attorney Discipline Board, Tri-County Hear-
ing Panel #21, effective December 8, 2017.

The grievance administrator filed a for-
mal complaint alleging that the respondent 
committed professional misconduct while 
acting as court-appointed appellate counsel 
in a criminal matter. A default was entered 
for the respondent’s failure to answer the 
formal complaint, and the parties later filed 
a stipulation for a consent order of disci-
pline in accordance with MCR 9.115(F)(5), 
which was approved by the Attorney Griev-
ance Commission and accepted by the hear-
ing panel.

Based on the respondent’s default, ad-
missions, and the stipulation of the parties, 
the panel found that the respondent han-
dled a legal matter without preparation ad-
equate under the circumstances, in viola-
tion of MRPC 1.1(b).

In accordance with the stipulation of the 
parties, the panel ordered that the respon-
dent be reprimanded. Costs were assessed 
in the amount of $1,102.72.

Suspensions

Jason P. Ronning, P64779, Hudson-
ville, by the Attorney Discipline Board, Kent 
County Hearing Panel #3, for 120 days, ef-
fective December 28, 2017.

Kent County Hearing Panel #3 issued an 
order on August 24, 2017, in Grievance Ad-
ministrator v Jason P. Ronning, Case Nos. 
17-27-JC; 17-28-GA, reprimanding the re-
spondent with the condition that he con-
tact the Lawyers and Judges Assistance Pro-
gram (LJAP) within 30 days of the effective 
date, September 15, 2017, to schedule an 
evaluation and comply with any recommen-
dations. The respondent was also ordered 
to pay restitution to a former client. Pursu-
ant to the order, the grievance administra-
tor filed an affidavit attesting to the respon-
dent’s failure to comply with the conditions 
of the order, in violation of MCR 9.104(9).

The hearing panel ordered that the re-
spondent’s license to practice law in Mich-
igan be suspended for 120 days, effective 
December 28, 2017. Costs were assessed in 
the amount of $1,500.

Otis M. Underwood Jr., P21678, Oxford, 
by the Attorney Discipline Board, affirm-
ing Tri-County Hearing Panel #71’s order of 
suspension, for 179 days, effective August 
29, 2017.

The grievance administrator filed a for-
mal complaint alleging that the respondent 
committed professional misconduct during 
protracted proceedings resulting from the 
issuance of a workers’ compensation check 
issued over 15 years ago, stemming from 
the respondent’s representation of a client 
in three separate actions directly related to 
an auto accident that occurred during the 
course of his client’s employment. The hear-
ing panel found that the respondent com-
mitted professional misconduct by bringing 
a proceeding or asserting an issue therein 
that was frivolous, in violation of MRPC 
3.1; and, in an ex parte proceeding, failing 
to inform the tribunal of all material facts 
that were known to the lawyer, in violation 
of MRPC 3.3(d). The respondent was also 
found to have violated MCR 9.104(1)–(4) 
and MRPC 8.4(a) and (c).

The hearing panel ordered that the re-
spondent’s license to practice law in Michi-
gan be suspended for 179 days. The griev-
ance administrator filed a petition for review. 
Upon review, the Board affirmed the hear-
ing panel’s order of suspension on Novem-
ber 30, 2017. Total costs were assessed in 
the amount of $3,361.69.

Suspension and Restitution  
(With Condition)

Jeffery A. Cruz, P60284, Lansing, by the 
Attorney Discipline Board, Ingham County 
Hearing Panel #2, for two years, effective 
November 29, 2017.

Based on the respondent’s default, the 
hearing panel found that he committed pro-
fessional misconduct in his representation 
of a client in a custody and child support 
matter. The panel found that the respon-
dent neglected a legal matter, in violation 
of MRPC 1.1(c); failed to act with reasonable 
diligence while representing a client, in vio-
lation of MRPC 1.3; failed to keep a client 
reasonably informed regarding the status 
of a legal matter and respond promptly to 
reasonable requests for information, in vio-

lation of MRPC 1.4(a); failed to explain a 
matter to a client to the extent reasonably 
necessary for a client to make informed de-
cisions regarding the representation, in vio-
lation of MRPC 1.4(b); knowingly failed to 
respond to lawful demands for information 
by a disciplinary authority, in violation of 
MRPC 8.1(a)(2); failed to answer two re-
quests for investigation, in violation of MCR 
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9.104(7) and MCR 9.113(A) and (B); and 
failed to provide timely notice of a suspen-
sion to a client, in violation of MCR 9.119(E). 
The respondent was also found to have vio-
lated MRPC 8.4(c) and MCR 9.104(1)–(3).

The panel ordered that the respondent’s 
license to practice law be suspended for 
a period of two years. The panel also or-
dered that the respondent be required to 
pay restitution to complainant Greeman in 
the amount of $450; and that the respon-
dent would be required to take and pass the 
Michigan Professional Responsibility Exam 
before petitioning the Attorney Discipline 
Board for reinstatement. Costs were as-
sessed in the amount of $1,779.17.

Automatic Interim Suspension

Derrick N. Okonmah, P68221, Clark-
ston, effective December 19, 2017.

On December 19, 2017, the respondent 
pled guilty to operating while intoxicated/
impaired, 3rd offense, in violation of MCL 
257.625(1) and (9)(c), a felony, and to oper-
ating while license suspended, revoked, or 
denied, second or subsequent offense, mis-
demeanor, in violation of MCL 257.904(3)(a) 
and (b), in the matter of People of the State 
of Michigan v Derrick Nnabuife Okonmah, 
Oakland County Circuit Court. In accord-
ance with MCR 9.120(B)(1), the respondent’s 
license to practice law in Michigan was au-
tomatically suspended on the date of his 
felony conviction.

Upon the filing of a certified judgment 
of conviction, this matter will be assigned 
to a hearing panel for further proceedings. 
The interim suspension will remain in ef-
fect until the effective date of an order filed 
by a hearing panel.

Suspensions (By Consent)

Leigh Zalewski Ebrom, P66266, Hol-
land, by the Attorney Discipline Board, Alle-
gan County Hearing Panel #1, for two years, 
effective December 5, 2017.

The grievance administrator filed For-
mal Complaint 17-37-GA, alleging that the 
respondent committed professional miscon-
duct by misrepresenting the status of a cli-
ent’s premises liability matter and mislead-
ing another client regarding the status of 
her no-fault claim. The respondent and the 

grievance administrator filed a stipulation 
for a consent order of discipline in accord-
ance with MCR 9.115(F)(5), which was ap-
proved by the Attorney Grievance Com-
mission and accepted by the hearing panel.

Based on the respondent’s admissions, 
the respondent’s default, and the stipulation 
of the parties, the panel found that the re-
spondent neglected a legal matter entrusted 
to her, in violation of MRPC 1.1(c); failed to 
seek the lawful objectives of the client, in 
violation of MRPC 1.2(a); failed to act with 
reasonable diligence and promptness in 
representing a client, in violation of MRPC 
1.3; failed to keep a client reasonably in-
formed about the status of a matter, in vio-
lation of MRPC 1.4(a); engaged in dishon-
est conduct, contrary to MRPC 8.4(b) and 
MCR 9.104(3); and engaged in conduct that 
is preju dicial to the administration of jus-
tice, in violation of MRPC 8.4(c) and MCR 
9.104(1). The respondent was also found 
to have violated MRPC 8.4(a) and MCR 
9.104(2) and (4).

In accordance with the stipulation of the 
parties, the panel ordered that the respon-
dent’s license to practice law in Michigan 
be suspended for two years. Costs were as-
sessed in the amount of $757.08.

Chad M. Lucia, P41277, Flint, by the At-
torney Discipline Board, Genesee County 
Hearing Panel #2, for 30 days, effective Jan-
uary 3, 2018.

The respondent and the grievance ad-
ministrator filed a stipulation for a consent 
order of discipline in accordance with MCR 
9.115(F)(5), which was approved by the At-
torney Grievance Commission and accepted 
by the hearing panel. The stipulation con-
tained the respondent’s admission that he 
committed acts of professional misconduct 
as the result of his improper use of an IOLTA 
account. The transactions were personal in 
nature and should not have been conducted 
through his IOLTA.

Based on the respondent’s admissions 
and the stipulation of the parties, the panel 
found that the respondent held funds other 
than client or third-person funds relating 
to a representation in an IOLTA, in viola-
tion of MRPC 1.15(a)(3); deposited his own 
funds into an IOLTA in an amount more 
than reasonably necessary to pay financial 
institution charges or fees, in violation of 

MRPC 1.15(f); failed to provide a full and 
fair explanation of the cause of the over-
draft and how it was corrected, in violation 
of MRPC 1.15A(f); and, in connection with 
a disciplinary matter, knowingly made a 
false statement of material fact, in violation 
of MRPC 8.1(a). The respondent was also 
found to have violated MCR 9.104(2) and 
(3) and MRPC 8.4(a) and (b).

In accordance with the stipulation of the 
parties, the hearing panel ordered that the 
respondent’s license to practice law in Mich-
igan be suspended for 30 days. Costs were 
assessed in the amount of $763.64.

Interim Suspensions  
Pursuant to MCR 9.115(H)(1)

Jonathan F. Rosenthal, P66851, Frank-
lin, by the Attorney Discipline Board, Tri-
County Hearing Panel #72, effective Decem-
ber 12, 2017.

The respondent failed to appear at the 
November 29, 2017 hearing. On December 
4, 2017, the hearing panel, in accordance 
with MCR 9.115(H)(1), issued an order of sus-
pension effective December 12, 2017, and 
until further order of the panel or the Board.

Benjamin N. Rucker, P39497, Lansing, 
by the Attorney Discipline Board, Ingham 
County Hearing Panel #5, effective Decem-
ber 26, 2017.

The respondent failed to appear at the 
December 7, 2017 hearing. On December 19, 
2017, the hearing panel, in accordance with 
MCR 9.115(H)(1), issued an order of suspen-
sion effective December 26, 2017, and until 
further order of the panel or the Board.

Suspension (With Condition)

James R. Shaw, P49003, Westland, by 
the Attorney Discipline Board, Tri-County 
Hearing Panel #13, for three years, effective 
November 29, 2017.1

The respondent was convicted, by guilty 
plea, of domestic violence, in violation of 
MCL 750.812, in People of the State of Michi-
gan v James Roger Shaw, 35th District Court 
Case No. 15T458-SM. Based on this convic-
tion, the panel found that the respondent 
violated the criminal laws of the state of 
Michigan, contrary to MCR 9.104(5). Addi-
tionally, based on the respondent’s default 
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for failing to answer the formal complaint, 
the hearing panel found that the respon-
dent committed professional misconduct in 
his representation of a client in divorce and 
post-judgment proceedings at a time when 
the respondent was suspended from the 
practice of law.

The panel found that the respondent 
failed to notify all active clients of his sus-
pension, in violation of MCR 9.119(A); had 
contact with a client or potential client in 
person, by telephone, or by electronic means 
during the period of suspension, in violation 
of MCR 9.119(E)(2); and held himself out as 
an attorney, in violation of MCR 9.119(E)(4). 
The respondent was also found to have vi-
olated MCR 9.104(1)–(3) and MRPC 8.4(b).

The panel ordered that the respondent’s 
license to practice law be suspended for 
three years. The panel also ordered that, at 
the time he petitions for reinstatement, the 
respondent will be required to include an 
evaluation showing that he is both men-
tally and medically fit to practice law. Costs 
were assessed in the amount of $2,656.75.

 1. The respondent has been continuously suspended  
from the practice of law in Michigan since August 2, 
2017. Please see Notice of Interim Suspension 
Pursuant to MCR 9.115(H)(1), issued July 26, 2017.

Suspension With Condition  
(By Consent)

Claude Timothy Beavers, P62489, Berk-
ley, by the Attorney Discipline Board, Tri-
County Hearing Panel #52, for 30 days, ef-
fective December 4, 2017.

The respondent and the grievance ad-
ministrator filed an Amended Stipulation for 
Consent Order of Discipline in accordance 
with MCR 9.115(F)(5), which was approved 
by the Attorney Grievance Commission and 
accepted by the hearing panel. Based on the 
respondent’s admissions and the stipulation 
of the parties, the panel found that the re-
spondent held funds other than client or 
third-person funds in an IOLTA, in violation 
of MRPC 1.15(a)(3); failed to hold property 
of his clients or third persons separate from 
his own, in violation of MRPC 1.15(d); and 
deposited his own funds into an IOLTA in 
excess of the amount reasonably necessary 
to pay financial institution service charges 
or fees or to obtain a waiver of service 
charges or fees, in violation of MRPC 1.15(f). 

The respondent was also found to have vio-
lated MCR 9.104(2)–(3) and MRPC 8.4(a).

In accordance with the stipulation of 
the parties, the hearing panel ordered that 
the respondent’s license to practice law in 
Michigan be suspended for 30 days, ef-
fective December 4, 2017. In addition, the 
panel ordered that the respondent attend 
the seminar entitled “Lawyer Trust Accounts: 
Management Principles and Recordkeeping 
Resources,” offered by the State Bar of Mich-
igan. Costs were assessed in the amount 
of $764.16.

Transfer to Inactive Status  
Pursuant to MCR 9.121(B)  
(By Consent)

David G. Lutz, P53665, West Bloom-
field, by the Attorney Discipline Board, Tri-
County Hearing Panel #70, effective De-
cember 8, 2017.

The grievance administrator filed a recip-
rocal discipline action, Case No. 17-74-RD, 

that was consolidated by the Attorney Dis-
cipline Board with Formal Complaint 17-
115-GA; 17-119-PI, which included allega-
tions that the respondent is incapacitated 
and cannot continue the practice of law pur-
suant to MCR 9.121(B).

The grievance administrator and the re-
spondent, through their respective counsel, 
filed a stipulation on November 29, 2017, 
agreeing that the respondent is currently 
incapacitated and unable to engage in the 
practice of law, and that he be transferred to 
inactive status until such time as he may be 
reinstated in accordance with MCR 9.121(E). 
The stipulation further contained the par-
ties’ agreement that the charges of miscon-
duct contained in the formal complaint 
and the reciprocal discipline action be held 
in abeyance.

Tri-County Hearing Panel #70 issued an 
order transferring the respondent’s license 
to inactive status pursuant to MCR 9.121(B) 
for an indefinite period and until further or-
der of the Board, effective December 8, 2017.
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