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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA
EASTERN DISTRICT
OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL,
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Attorney Registration No. 49055

v.

(Allegheny County)
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This is a disciplinary case in which the petitioner, Office of
Disciplinary Counsel, requests that the respondent attorney, Milton
E.

Raiford,

be disbarred in accordance

with

the

report and

recommendations of the Disciplinary Board of the Supreme Court of
Pennsylvania (board).
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The facts giving rise to this case are not in dispute.
Raiford in fact concedes that the findings of fact made by the
board are correct.
The disciplinary charges in this case arose from a fraud which
Raiford perpetrated upon the judicial system in Allegheny County.
In the course of representing two clients who had been charged with
various criminal offenses, Raiford engaged in a series of flagrant
deceptions that were designed to undermine the proper functioning
of the criminal justice system.
Raiford's clients, Michelle Payne and Jonas Gillespie, had
been

charged

with

various

narcotics

offenses

discovered drugs in a car in which they were seated.
owned by Gillespie.

after

police

The car was

Raiford decided to benefit Gillespie at the

expense of Payne through a scheme which utilized an impersonator,
Justine Wallace.

Wallace, pretending to be Payne, was taken by

Raiford

ice

to
s

a
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withdrawn and the case against Payne proceeded to court.

Soon

thereafter, in the Court of Common Pleas of Allegheny County,
Raiford again used Wallace to impersonate Payne. On that occas
Wallace entered a plea of guilty for Payne and was sentenced to a
term of probation.

During the period when these deceptions were

carried out, Raiford misrepresented to Payne the status of the
charges against her so that she would remain unaware of his deeds.
Criminal charges were eventually filed against Raiford on the
basis of the fraud which he perpetrated on the justice system.
Convictions

for

obstructing

administration

of

law

or

other

governmental function (18 Pa.C.S. § 5101), unsworn falsification to
authorities (18 Pa.C.S. § 4904 (a)),

and tampering with public

records or information (18 Pa.C.S. § 4911) ensued.

Consequently,

we suspended Raiford from the practice of law by order dated May
27, 1994.
convicted

See Pa.R.D.E. 214(d) (temporary suspension of attorneys
crimes}.

Raiford had no prior disciplinary record.

Disbannent is an extreme sanction that is to be imposed for
only the most egregious ethical violations. Office of Disciplinarv
Counsel v. Jackson, 536 Pa. 26, 34, 637 A.2d 615, 619 (1994).

The

sanction is reserved for only the most serious cases of wrongdoing
because it represents a tennination of the license to practice law
without a promise of its restoration at any future time.

Office of

Disciplinary Counsel v. Keller, 509 Pa. 573, 586-87, 506 A.2d 872,
879 (1986).
Deceptions practiced on the judicial system are among the most
serious of all disciplinary infractions.

Disbannent, rather than

suspension, has generally been the sanction imposed in such cases.
See Office of Disciplinary Counsel v. Holston, 533 Pa. 78, 619 A.2d
1054 (1993} (where attorney fabricated a divorce decree and lied to
the court regarding the origin of the decree,

disbannent was

imposed

had

despite

the

disciplinary record).

fact
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the

attorney

no

prior

See also Office of Disciplinary Counsel v.

Grigsby, 493 Pa. 194, 425 A.2d 730 (1981) (disbarment imposed where
at torney

f

In an

ed

se sworn

) .

to

matter,
remorse,
t

a

not
15 - 6]-4

only worked to the detriment of his client, Payne, but also struck
at the very essence of the legal system that he was duty bound to
uphold. See Office of Disciplinary Counsel v. Passyn, 537 Pa. 371,
384, 644 A.2d 699, 705 (1994)

("No amount of character testimony

will overcome the fact that respondent lied to her clients,
lawyers fund for client security, and the court of common pleas.
Raiford's

behavior

demonstrates

a

integrity and fitness to practice law.
conviction

of

his

own

client

without

fundamental

lack
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To engineer a criminal
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outrageously unethical as to require no further comment.

is

so

Further,

the level of dishonesty evidenced by his repeated actions in
perpetrating this fraud upon the courts is nothing less than
shocking.

Rai

's act

reveal an egregious disregard for the

integrity of the judicial system.

As stated in Holston, 533 Pa. at

82, 619 A.2d at 1056, "we strongly condemn a lack of veracity to
judicial authorities because such conduct undermines the integrity
of the very process that an attorney swears to uphold."
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Indeed,

a 1 cense to

Responsibility] and the Rules of Disciplinary Enforcement is to
protect the public, the profession and the courts.
attorney

Whenever an

dishonest, that purpose is served by disbarment."

Id.

at 201, 425 A.2d at 733.
Raiford has demonstrated his unfitness to continue practicing
law. Accordingly, he is disbarred from the practice of law in the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania retroactive to May 27, 1994.

It is

further ordered that he shall comply with the provisions of
Pa.R.D.E. 217 and that he shall pay costs, if any, to the board
pursuant to Pa.R.D.E. 208(g).

