UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN
SOUTHERN DIVISION

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION
FOR REINSTATEMENT OF ATTORNEY  Administrative Order No. 19-AD- 060
MICHAEL C. HYDE.
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This matter comes before the Court on the petition for reinstatement (the "Petition") and
affidavit in support filed by Michael C. Hyde (P42440). In his Petition, Attorney Hyde asks the
Court to reinstate his membership in the bar of this District. See W.D.Mich. LGenR. 2.3(b)(v).
Chief Judge Robert J. Jonker assigned this matter to the undersigned three-judge panel (the

"Panel") for hearing and decision. See Administrative Order No. 19-AD-035.

Attorney Hyde had come before a panel in the Western District of Michigan seeking
reinstatement in 2011. That panel attached three conditions to reinstatement. After he failed to
meet those conditions, that panel denied reinstatement on June 10, 2011. See Administrative
Order 11-060. Once more, Attorney Hyde seeks readmission, so the present Panel conducted a
hearing on June 25, 2019, in Kalamazoo, Michigan. Attorney Hyde appeared and testified under
oath stating, among other things, that only two, not three, conditions had been set for his previous
reinstatement. After the hearing, the Panel reviewed the earlier reinstatement proceedings and
discovered that (1) the prior panel imposed three, not two, conditions to reinstatement; and (2)

despite his suspension from the Western District of Michigan bar in 2004, he practiced before this



Court by filing papers and appearing at a Rule 16 conference on behalf of the plaintiff in Saar v.

Tanger Factory Outlet Centers Inc., Case No. 1:17-cv-00041-ESC.

Under the circumstances, the Panel sent Attorney Hyde a letter on June 27, 2019,
requesting additional information to support his Petition. Specifically, the Panel requested that he
provide an explanation for his role in the Saar matter and second, explain the inconsistencies
between his testimony before the previous panel and his LinkedIn internet profile. This latter
requirement was the third condition imposed by the previous panel that Attorney Hyde omitted

from his presentation in connection with the current Petition.

The Panel required Attorney Hyde to provide these explanations in writing, under oath or
solemn declaration, on or before July 12, 2019. That date has now passed, and Attorney Hyde has
failed to offer any explanation, again ignoring a request for the Court to supplement a reinstatement

petition.

NOW, THERFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Attorney Hyde’s Petition is
DENIED and a courtesy copy of this Order shall be provided to Magistrate Judge Ellen S.

Carmody, the presiding judge in Saar v. Tanger Factory Qutlet Centers Inc.

IT IS SO ORDERED.
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Hon. Paul L. Maloney
U.S. District Judge



JUL 25 2019 /7
Dated: MIFQ %W/WO U_/P-elfmtsyff/!/\

Hon. Phillip I Green
U.S. Magistrate Judge
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Hor Scott W. Dales =
Chief U.S. Bankruptcy Judge




