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TO: Media/Press
FROM:  Judicial Conduct Board
SUBJECT: Board Files Response to Objections of Judge Willie F. Singletary
Harrisburg. On December 22, 2008, the Board filed its Response to the
Objections filed by Judge Willie F. Singletary, Philadelphia Traffic Court, on
December 15, 2008.
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Note: Judicial Conduct Board Response to Objections is attached.

END



COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

40 15003
03713 OGNV 03A1303Y

b€ 0l VvV 2230 800z

COURT OF JUDICIAL DISCIPLINE

YINVATASNNId 40
NITAIJSIQ TYIDIane

In re:

Willie F. Singletary,
Judge;
Philadelphia Traffic Court;

Philadelphia County 1JD 2008

B 40 04 S8 aw

RESPONSE OF THE JUDICIAL CONDUCT BOARD

IO OBJECTIONS OF RESPONDENT

TO THE HONORABLE JUDGES OF THE SAID COURT:

AND NOW, this 22" day of December, 2008, comes the Judicial Conduct Board of
Pennsylvania (hereinafter “Board”), by and through its attormey, Joseph A. Massa, Jr., Chief
Counsel, and submits the following Response of the Judicial Conduct Board to Objections of
Respondent.

i The Board agrees with the factual determinations and well-reasoned legal
conclusions of the Court’s Opinion filed December 1, 2008.

2. Sufficient evidence exists in the record which is adequate to support the findings
of fact by the Court of Judicial Discipline.

3 Sufficient evidence exists in the record which is adequate to support the Court’s
conclusions of law.

4, The parties submitted, pursuant to Court of Judicial Discipline Rule of Procedure

No. 502(D)(1), Stipulations of Fact in Lieu of Trial.



S5 The Stipulations of Fact in Lieu of Trial, present clear and convincing evidence
that the Respondent’s conduct, delineated in paragraphs five (5) through eleven (11), violated
Rule 15D(3) of the Rules Governing Standards of Conduct of Magisterial District Judges.

6. Article V, § 18(b)(5) of the Pennsylvania Constitution provides that, upon the
filing of formal charges by the Board, the Court of Judicial Discipline, a court of record, shall
promptly schedule a hearing to determine whether a sanction should be imposed upon the
judicial officer.

7. In fulfilling its fact-finding role, the Court undertakes an independent evaluation
of the record, herein the pleadings and the Stipulations, to determine whether clear and
convincing evidence supports the Board’s charges.

8. The Pennsylvania Supreme Court has defined clear and convincing evidence as
follows:

“The witnesses must be found to be credible, that the facts to
which they testify are distinctly remembered and the details thereof
narrated exactly and in due order, and that their testimony is so clear,
direct, weighty, and convincing as to enable the [trier of fact] to come to a
clear conviction, without hesitancy, of the truth of the precise facts in
issue...It is not necessary that the evidence be uncontradicted...provided it
‘carries conviction to the mind’ or carries “a clear conviction of its truth.””

In re Adoption of J.J., 511 Pa. 590, 595, 515 A.2d 883, 886 (1986). See, also, La Rocca Trust,
411 Pa. 633, 640, 192 A.2d 409, 413 (1963).

9. As to the remark, ‘You’re going to need my hook-up’, all agree Respondent
made the quoted statement. The Board concurs with the Court’s conclusion:

“No one hearing this [Respondent’s statements quoted above]

could fail to understand that Respondent was promising that anyone who
gave him money would get favorable consideration from him if he was






