BEFORE THE DISCIPLINARY BOARD OF THE
SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE MATTER OF : No. 14 DB 2024
TODD ANDREW GOODMAN - Atty. Reg. No. 57626
PETITION FOR REINSTATEMENT - (Philadelphia County)

JOINT STIPULATIONS

The Office of Disciplinary Counsel and Petitioner submit to the Hearing Committee
the following joint stipulations in the above matter.
1. Daniel J. Siegel, Esquire, Counsel for Petitioner, would testify, if called upon
to do so, and without waiving any attorney-client confidentiality, to the following:
a. before entering into the Joint Petition in Support of Discipline on Consent Under
Pa.R.D.E. 215(d), Mr. Siegel and Gloria Randall Ammons, Disciplinary
Counsel, had various telephone conversations concerning this matter;
b. the conversations included discussions about Pa.R.D.E. 271(j}{4)(i) and its
possible implications for Petitioner; |
c. Mr. Siegel conveyed the substance of those conversations to Petitioner, and
advised Petitioner that he could work for Oxman Goodstadt Kuritz, PC during
his suspension; and |
d. it was Mr. Siegel's belief following those conversations that because the acts
which resuited in Petitioner's suspension were not related to the law firm at

which he was employed, Oxman Goodstadt Kuritz, PC, or his employment as




a lawyer, Petitioner could continue to be employed with the firm that previously
employed him after his suspension.

. Disciplinary Counsel, would testify, if called upon to do so, to the following:

. On or about October 16, 2024, Mr. Siegel telephoned Disciplinary Counsel to
inquire about any restrictions placed upon Petitioner by Pa.R.D.E. 217(j){4)(i)
regarding Petitioner's continued employment with his law firm;

. Mr. Siegel stated that he believed that Petitioner was permitted to work at his
current law firm because his suspension was unrelated to his employment with
the law firm;

during that brief telephone conversation, Disciplinary Counsel told Mr. Siegel
that she did not believe that his interpretation of Pa.R.D.E. 217{(j}(4Xi) was
correct and referred Mr. Siegel to the Pa.R.D.E. 217()}(4)(i);

. during that conversation, Disciplinary Counsel did not give any advisory opinion
as to whether or not Petitioner was permitted to continue his employment with
the law firm;

. Disciplinary Counsel does not recall any conversation between herself and Mr.
Siegel regarding Pa.R.D.E. 217(j}(4)(i) prior to entering into the Joint Petition in

Support of Discipline on Consent Under Pa.R.D.E. 215(d); and




f. Disciplinéi*y Counsel has no authority to “waive” any provisions andfor
_ _reqUir’ements of Rule 217.
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CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE

| certify that this filing complies with the provisions of the Public Access Policy of the
Unified Judicial System of Pennsylvania: Case Records of the Appellate and Trial Courts that
require filing confidential information and documents differently than non-confidentia

information and documents.

Submitted by: Office of Disciplinary Counsel
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Name: Gloria Randall Ammons

Attorney No. (if applicable): 57701




