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NOTICE OF REPRIMAND AND RESTITUTION WITH CONDITIONS
(By Consent)

Case No. 23-12-GA

Notice Issued: April 20, 2023

Jerard M. Scanland, P 74992, Southgate, Michigan, by the Attorney Discipline Board Tri-
County Hearing Panel #10

Reprimand, effective April 19, 2023

Respondent and the Grievance Administrator filed a Stipulation for Consent Order of
Discipline, pursuant to MCR 9.115(F)(5), that was approved by the Attorney Grievance Commission
and accepted by the hearing panel.  The parties’ stipulation contained respondent’s admission that
he committed professional misconduct during his representation of three clients in their separate
and unrelated real estate/probate and civil matters, as set forth in a three-count formal complaint
filed by the Grievance Administrator. 

Based on respondent's admissions and the stipulation of the parties, the panel found that
respondent failed to adequately keep a client reasonably informed about the status of a matter and
comply promptly with reasonable requests for information, in violation of MRPC 1.4(a) (Counts Two
and Three); failed to act with reasonable diligence and promptness in representing a client, in
violation of MRPC 1.3 (Counts Two and Three); failed to return unearned fees, in violation of MRPC
1.16(d) (Count Two); and engaged in the unauthorized practice of law, in violation of MRPC 5.5(a)
(Count One).  In addition, the panel found that respondent engaged in conduct prejudicial to the
administration of justice, in violation of MCR 9.104(1) (Counts One, Two and Three); and engaged
in conduct that exposes the legal profession or the court to obloquy, contempt, censure, or
reproach, in violation of MCR 9.104(2) (Counts One, Two and Three).

In accordance with the stipulation of the parties, the hearing panel ordered that respondent
be reprimanded, pay restitution totaling $5,998.34, and that he comply with conditions relevant to
the established misconduct.  Costs were assessed in the amount of $750.00.




