
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA 
 
 

In the Matter of 
 
JIMMIE MOORE 
 
PETITION FOR REINSTATEMENT 
 

: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
 

No. 2608 Disciplinary Docket No. 3 
 
No. 87 DB 2019 
 
Attorney Registration No. 24513 
 
(Philadelphia) 

 
ORDER 

 

PER CURIAM 

AND NOW, this 18th day of August, 2025, the Petition for Reinstatement is granted.  

Petitioner is ordered to pay the expenses incurred by the Board in the investigation and 

processing of the Petition for Reinstatement.  See Pa.R.D.E. 218(f). 
 

Justice Brobson notes his dissent. 

Justices Dougherty and Wecht did not participate in the consideration or decision of this 

matter. 

A True Copy Nicole Traini
As Of 08/18/2025
  
  
   
Attest: ___________________
Chief Clerk
Supreme Court of Pennsylvania























































BEFORE THE DISCIPLINARY BOARD OF THE 
SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

 
 
In the Matter of     : No.  2608 Disciplinary Docket No. 3  
     : 
     :  No. 87 DB 2019 
JIMMIE MOORE    :  
     :     Attorney Registration No. 24513 
     :      
PETITION FOR REINSTATEMENT : (Philadelphia) 
 
 
 

DISSENTING STATEMENT 
 

 A majority of the Board recommends that Petitioner be reinstated to the 

practice of law from a four year period of suspension. I respectfully dissent and 

recommend that Petitioner’s Petition for Reinstatement be denied.   

           The Board must determine whether Petitioner has met his burden of proving 

by clear and convincing evidence that he meets the reinstatement requirements set forth 

in Pa.R.D.E. 218(c)(3), specifically, that he presently has the moral qualifications, 

competency and learning in the law necessary to practice law in this Commonwealth. 

Here, Petitioner failed to demonstrate that he is qualified to resume the practice of law. 

From the outset of the reinstatement process, Petitioner demonstrated clear 

competency issues.  To seek reinstatement, a suspended attorney is required to complete 

the Reinstatement Questionnaire and “certif[y] that the foregoing responses are true and 

correct to the best of [their] knowledge, information, and belief.”  When omissions or errors 

are contained on the Reinstatement Questionnaire, the Board and Supreme Court have 

found that a petitioner’s “inability to fill out a pre-printed questionnaire constitutes a 

competency problem,” as the “practice of law requires enormous dedication and attention 

to detail.”  In the Matter of Marvin F. Galfand, No. 25 DB 2004 (D. Bd. Rpt. 5/2/2008, p. 
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9) (S. Ct. Order 11/5/2008); Office of Disciplinary Counsel v. Michael E. Davis, 614 A.2d 

116, 1123 (Pa. 1992) (Dissenting Opinion of Justice Cappy).  Moreover, the Board has 

found that a petitioner’s errors without a credible explanation are “not excusable and only 

compounds his overall appearance of incompetence and lack of fitness.” In the Matter of 

Anthony Richard Patete, Jr., No. 99 DB 2001 (D. Bd. Rpt. 10/21/2009, p. 16) (S. Ct. Order 

12/29/2009). 

Here, Petitioner failed to thoroughly and honestly answer significant parts 

of the Reinstatement Questionnaire, including:  

• Self-employment at Matric Industries, which Petitioner incorporated to 

manage his real estate (NT II, 21);  

• Self-employment at Red Oak Development (NT II, 135), which Petitioner 

incorporated to develop real estate (NT II, 22);  

• Self-employment at Work Green Solutions, which Petitioner incorporated to 

develop environmental solutions to the community (NT II, 23-24);  

• Self-employment at Longame Productions, which Petitioner incorporated to 

transform his novel into a movie/musical (NT II, 28);  

• Self-employment at Jimmie Moore Consulting, in which Petitioner sold framed 

Nigerian Masks (NT II, 26-27, 137); and 

• 38 lawsuits where Petitioner was a named party (NT II, 156, 160). 

Petitioner further falsely certified that he had “No” “outstanding unpaid 

federal, state, or local individual income taxes and/or related business and/or payroll 

taxes” and that he had “No” “unsatisfied judgments or outstanding tax liens against 
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[him].”1 Petitioner additionally falsely certified that he had no debts that are currently 90 

days past due.2  NT II, 132.  

Petitioner’s omissions, coupled with his lack of due diligence in conducting a 

reasonable investigation into lawsuits where he was a named party, unpaid taxes, and 

outstanding liens, exhibit a significant lack of competency and disregard for the 

reinstatement process.  Indeed, it was upon ODC’s investigation that this information was 

uncovered, as Petitioner admitted that he conducted “no research,” “erroneously omitted,” 

or “forgot or did not know of” information in response to the relevant questions. NT II, 104, 

105, 133, 155-156, 173-174. On direct examination, Petitioner was questioned as to why 

he did not fully cooperate with ODC’s requests for further information related to the 

completion of the questionnaire. Petitioner indicated he “cooperated enough,” a level of 

cooperation his counsel suggested in “hindsight” was probably not sufficient.  NT II, 10, 

170; ODC-20. The fact that the Board now has what is hopefully a complete, truthful 

questionnaire is because of the due diligence and competency of ODC and is in spite of 

Petitioner’s disinterest and disregard for the application.  

While Petitioner’s infractions on the application may not be egregious 

compared to his precipitating crimes, the reinstatement process demands a thorough 

application from a suspended attorney seeking reinstatement.  The Court has denied 

reinstatement to petitioners who did not take the steps necessary to ensure a complete 

and accurate questionnaire.  See In the Matter of E. Nkem Odinkemere, No. 129 DB 2005 

(D. Bd. Rpt. 3/14/2012, p. 12) (S. Ct. Order 7/18/2012). Petitioner’s “erroneous omissions” 

 
1 At the time Petitioner filed for reinstatement, court dockets listed two active unpaid Commonwealth tax 
liens against Locust Abstract, three active federal liens against Locust Abstract, and one unpaid tax lien 
against Petitioner and his law firm.  
2 At the time Petitioner filed for reinstatement, court dockets indicated that Petitioner had three open gas 
service liens.  
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were not purely technical in nature or insignificant honest mistakes.  These omissions 

represented large swaths of missing information that were critical to inform those sitting 

in judgment of the reinstatement.  Errors like those made by Petitioner are “not excusable” 

and constitute a competency problem. Patete, supra. Whether or not Petitioner was 

purposefully withholding the information from the process only makes an obvious fact 

worse.   

It remains that Petitioner was woefully incompetent in his ability to 

successfully complete the Questionnaire.   While Petitioner did resolve several of his 

outstanding legal issues and monetary obligations, he did so only at the prompting and 

assistance of ODC.  If reinstated, Petitioner will not be afforded the luxury of assistance 

from opposing counsel to do the legal research necessary to appropriately and effectively 

represent his clients.  Quite simply, if Petitioner is unable or unwilling to do the legal 

research to advocate for his own reinstatement to the bar, I cannot trust his ability to 

advocate for and provide competent representation to a client in need of a capable 

attorney.  

Equally concerning is Petitioner’s lack of knowledge in relevant case law 

and rules.  At several points throughout his hearing, Petitioner demonstrated he was 

unaware of current case law directly related to his own case.  Petitioner’s understanding 

of the law during his own reinstatement hearing is an important fact to consider when 

determining whether he meets the stringent burden for reinstatement to the practice of 

law in the Commonwealth.  See In the Matter of Louis Alfred Piccone, No. 102 DB 2018 

(D. Bd. Rpt. 11/7/2023) (S. Ct. Order 1/23/2024). 

When asked about why he did not settle his outstanding gas lien to the City 

of Philadelphia, Petitioner acknowledged that he was relying on outdated case law and 
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stated that he was not aware there was a recent court decision that required landlords 

to cover unpaid gas bills.  Further evidencing his lack of understanding in the law is 

Petitioner’s clear disregard for the Philadelphia Code, which requires the owner of a 

dwelling unit to obtain a rental license to legally collect rent.3  Relevantly, Petitioner owns 

a four-unit rental property that has been fully occupied by renters for the last five years, 

despite Petitioner not holding a rental license since August 31, 2012.  NT II, 110, 113-

114, 125.  In 2020, 2021, and two times in 2022, the City of Philadelphia’s License and 

Inspections Appeal Board issued notices to Petitioner, informing him that he was in 

violation of the relevant Philadelphia Code.  At the same time, Labor and Industry also 

imposed violations for Petitioner’s failure to have his fire system inspected annually as 

mandated by the Philadelphia Fire Code, C-13-915.  Petitioner knew that he was 

required to have a license to rent his property, and nonetheless failed to acquire the 

proper licenses.  NT I, 301.  As for the fire system, Petitioner claimed he was not aware 

that he had to have the fire alarm system inspected annually.  NT II, 115, 117-118.   

Notably, from April 1984 to January 2000, Petitioner was a member of the 

City of Philadelphia’s Licenses and Inspections Appeal Board, which is tasked with 

adjudicating appeals of violations of the Philadelphia Code and its safety and building 

standards. NT II, 121-122.  Petitioner’s prior professional experience sitting on the L&I 

Appeal Board, as well as his own personal obligations to comply with the law as a 

landlord of a dwelling unit for which he leases and collects rent places his conduct in 

 
3 Philadelphia Code, Chapter 9-3902(1), Rental Licenses:  
 (1)   Required. 
      (a)   The owner of any dwelling unit, multiple family dwelling, rooming house, dormitory, hotel, one-
family dwelling, two-family dwelling, or rooming unit let for occupancy must obtain a rental license. No 
person shall collect rent with respect to any property that is required to be licensed pursuant to this Section 
unless a valid rental license has been issued for the property. 
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question and suggests a lack of competency in both knowing and following the law.  

During his reinstatement hearing, Petitioner demonstrated a concerning 

lack of familiarity with his attorney license status after leaving the bench. He believed he 

was an active attorney, but in reality was on retired status. Under the Enforcement Rules, 

a retired status attorney is not eligible to practice law. See Pa.R.D.E. 102. During his 

period of retirement when he was ineligible to practice law, Petitioner improperly referred 

two cases to Attorney McEldrew and collected referral fees. At Petitioner’s hearing, 

Attorney McEldrew credibly testified that he specifically requested Petitioner’s attorney 

status.  NT I, 232.  Petitioner, however, failed to inform Mr. McEldrew of his true status, 

which resulted in payment of the improper referral fees.  NT I, 231.  Petitioner 

acknowledged the mistake.  While Petitioner’s explanation that he would not have 

accepted referral fees had he known he was on retired status is dubious given his 

request to change his attorney license status from “Retired” to “Active,” the more 

concerning fact is that he admitted he was unaware that he was not able to refer cases 

and later collect referral fees as a retired attorney. NT II, 94. This is yet another example 

of Petitioner’s overall lack of competence and knowledge required for reinstatement.     

Further disconcerting is that Petitioner’s testimony during the reinstatement 

hearing directly conflicts with representations his former counsel made to the 

Pennsylvania Supreme Court during oral argument at Petitioner’s disciplinary hearing.  

Before the Court, Petitioner’s counsel, at the time, stated that Petitioner “does not intend 

to practice law again” and that Petitioner may wish to do some community law service but 

“certainly not the private practice of law.”   NT II, 146-147, 148.   Under questioning at his 

reinstatement hearing, Petitioner did not dispute his then-attorney’s representations, 

despite indicating on his Questionnaire that he now intends to resume a civil practice of 
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law.   

Throughout the reinstatement hearing, however, Petitioner gave a panoply 

of positions on what his true intentions are when it comes to his potential return to the 

practice of law.  Petitioner indicated he wants the ability to have a license to practice but 

that he is not going to assume a full practice. He further indicated that he is not in great 

health and is “not going to try to open up a law office, law practice, full staff, taxes and all 

that stuff.” N.T. II 150.  Petitioner elaborated on his life goals, explaining that he wants to 

fish when he wants to, write his book when he wants to, and stroll the streets when he 

wants to but would like the ability to take on “certain cases.” N.T. II 151. Petitioner 

indicated he does not “want to go into the courtroom” or “want a whole lot of responsibility 

in terms of practice.” N.T. II, 172. Petitioner’s counsel at the hearing further crystallized 

the confusion over his client’s career goals by simply stating that “right now he wants to 

just fool around with it a little.”           

At the conclusion of the hearing, the Chair of the Hearing Committee 

focused his attention on the representations made before the Supreme Court during oral 

argument in Petitioner’s disciplinary matter and his conflicting testimony at the 

reinstatement hearing, pointedly asking counsel how it would impact a reinstatement 

hearing.  Additionally, the Chair queried whether there can be limitations imposed on the 

type or scope of Petitioner’s practice should his license be restored.  Petitioner’s counsel 

answered that there cannot be conditions or limitations imposed by the Committee or 

Board and that the question is an “all or nothing” proposition—either Petitioner is “fit to 

come back” or not.   

In this respect, I concur with the way Petitioner’s counsel framed the issue 

before us.  It is the Board’s responsibility to determine whether Petitioner is fit to resume 
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the practice of law or not—“all or nothing.”  It is my strong belief that Petitioner has failed 

to prove by clear and convincing evidence that he has the competency, moral 

qualifications and learning in the law to resume the practice of law in this Commonwealth.   

At bottom, a law license is a privilege, not a right—a privilege that, here, 

was suspended by the Pennsylvania Supreme Court.  There is a “stringent standard for 

reinstatement in this Commonwealth.”  In the Matter of Jon Ari Lefkowitz, No. 125 DB 

2018 (D. Bd. Rpt. 1/3/2022, p. 35) (S. Ct. Order 4/1/2022).  It is the responsibility of the 

Board to recommend whether that privilege should be reinstated.   

David Ramsay, who served both as a field surgeon during the American 

Revolution and as a delegate to the Continental Congress from South Carolina, made an 

observation two centuries ago that rings just as true today: “No order of men has, in all 

ages, been more favorable to liberty, than lawyers.” David Ramsay, The History of the 

American Revolution, ed. Lester H. Cohen (Philadelphia: R. Aitken, 1789; Indianapolis: 

Liberty Classics, 1990).  The vast majority of Pennsylvanians are not lawyers and rely on 

competent counsel to represent their legal interests. These are serious interests where 

individuals’ lives and livelihoods are at stake and should not be represented by someone 

just looking to “fool around” with his license.  Petitioner successfully served his sentence 

for the federal crimes he committed and has every right to enjoy the pursuits of retirement, 

such as fishing and book writing.  However, the practice of law should not be tantamount 

to a retirement recreation.   

I cannot in good conscience recommend that Petitioner is competent 

enough or has the sufficient learning of the law to adequately represent a client’s legal 

interests or conclude that his resumption of the practice of law would neither be 

detrimental to the integrity and standing of the bar or the administration of justice nor 
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subversive of the public interest.   

 
 

      Respectfully submitted, 

 
By: s/Joshua F. Wilson 
  Joshua F. Wilson, Member 

 
Date: May 21, 2025 
 
Members Senoff and Vance join this dissenting statement. 
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