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NOTICE OF REPRIMAND WITH CONDITIONS 
(By Consent} 

Case No. 16-119-JC 

Notice Issued: December 29,2016 

Michael A. Knoblock, P 77544, Royal Oak, Michigan, by the Attorney Discipline Board Tri­
County Hearing Panel #65. 

Reprimand - Effective December 28, 2016 

The respondent and the Grievance Administrator filed a 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. The stipulation contained respondent's admission 
that he was convicted in State ofMichigan v Michael August Knoblock, 73B District Court Case No. 
U214657A, of operating while visibly impaired by liquor, in violation of MCl 257.6253-A; and in 
State of Michigan v Michael August Knoblock, 74th District Court Case No. 1610319FY1, of 
attempted possession of analogues of a controlled substance, in violation of MCl 333.7408a [AJ; 
possession of a controlled substance - marijuana, in violation of MCl 333.7403(2)(d); and operating 
while impaired, second offense, in violation of MCl 257.62568. Based on respondent's convictions 
and his admission in the Stipulation for Consent Order of Discipline, it was established that 
respondent engaged in conduct that violated the criminal laws of the State of Michigan, in violation 
of MCR 9.104(5). 

In accordance with the stipulation of the parties, the hearing panel ordered that respondent 
be reprimanded. Additionally, the panel ordered that respondent be subject to conditions relevant 
to the established misconduct. Costs were assessed in the amount of $831.43. 

Mark A. Armitage 
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