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DISMISSAL

Case No. 09-48-GA

Wilson A. Copeland, lil, P 23837, Detroit, Michigan, by the Attorney Discipline Board Tri-
County Hearing Panel #2.

1. Dismissal
2. Effective May 21, 2010.

Respondent, as special trial counsel for the City of Detroit, was alleged to have failed to
bring the terms of a confidentiality agreement to the attention of the Detroit City Council before the
City Council agreed to the economic terms set forth in the agreement. Respondent was charged
with failing to keep his client reasonably informed of the status of his engagement; failing to explain
matters to his client to permit his client to make informed decisions; assisting another in unlawfully
concealing a document having potential evidentiary value; and attempting to violate the court rules,
or knowingly assisting another to do so, or doing so through the acts of another, in violation of
MCR 9.104(A)(1)-(4); and Michigan Rules of Professional Conduct 1.4(a) and (b); 3.4(a); and 8.4(a)
and (c).

The panel unanimously found that the Grievance Administrator had failed to prove, by a
preponderance of the evidence, that respondent was guilty of the misconduct as charged in the
formal complaint. The panel specifically found that respondent’s engagement was a special one,
limited to in-court proceedings and their resolution if possible, and did not extend to securing Detroit
City Council’'s approval of any settlement made in the lawsuit.

The Grievance Administrator filed a petition for review and the Attorney Discipline Board,
after review, issued an order affirming the hearing panel’s order of dismissal. No costs were
assessed against respondent.
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