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NOTICE OF REPRIMAND WITH CONDITIONS 
(By Consent) 

Case No. 12-66-GA 

Notice Issued: April 21, 2014 

Frederick J. Blackmond, P 29696, Lansing, Michigan, by the Attorney Discipline Board 
Ingham County Hearing Panel #1. 

1. Reprimand 

2. Effective April 19, 2014 

The respondent and the Grievance Administrator filed an amended stipulation for a 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 who found that respondent engaged in 
a conflict of interest by representing clients where the representation was materially limited by the 
lawyer's responsibilities to another client, and materially limited by the lawyer's own interests, in 
violation of MRPC 1.7(b); failed to exercise independent professional judgment when representing 
a client, in violation of MRPC 2.1; neglected legal matters entrusted to him, in violation of MRPC 1.1 
(c); failed to seek his clients' lawful 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 adequately communicate with his clients, in violation 
of MRPC 1.4(a) and (b); and failed to timely answer three Requests for Investigation, in violation 
of MCR 9.104(7) (formerly MCR 9.1 04(A)(7», MCR 9.1 13(A), and MCR 9.1 13(B)(2). The panel 
also found that respondent violated MRPC 8.4(a) and (c) and MCR 9.104(1 )-(3) (formerly MCR 
9.1 04(A)(1 )-(3». 

I n accordance with the stipulation of the parties, the hearing panel ordered that respondent 
be reprimanded and that he be subject to a number of conditions relevant to the alleged 
misconduct. Costs were assessed in the amount of $1,489.58. 
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