IN THE SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

OFFICE OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL, : No. 3197 Disciplinary Docket No. 3
Petitioner . No. 143 DB 2025
V. Attorney Registration No. 94707

(Lycoming County)
TIMOTHY REITZ,

Respondent

ORDER

PER CURIAM

AND NOW, this 6" day of July, 2026, upon consideration of the Recommendation
of the Three-Member Panel of the Disciplinary Board, the Joint Petition in Support of
Discipline on Consent is granted, and Timothy Reitz is suspended on consent from the
Bar of this Commonwealth for a period of three years. Respondent shall comply with the
provisions of Pa.R.D.E. 217 and pay costs to the Disciplinary Board. See Pa.R.D.E.
208(9).

A True Codag/ Nicole Traini
As Of 07/06/2026

Attest: MW%WL’L

Chief Clerk
Supreme Court of Pennsylvania




BEFORE THE DISCIPLINARY BOARD OF THE
SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

OFFICE OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL No. 143 DB 2025

Petitioner
v

TIMOTHY REITZ, . Atty. Registration No 94707
Respondent - (Lycommg County) .

JOINT PETITION IN SUPPORT OF DISCIPLINE ON CONSENT
PURSUANT TO Pa.R.D.E. 21 5(d)

Office of Disciplinary Counsel (hereinafter “ODC”), by Thomas J.
Farrell, Esquire, Chief Disc‘iplvinary Counsel, and Jennifer E.Tbbias, Esquire, .
Disciplinary Counsel, ahd_" Rel'spo,ndent, Timothy  Reitz, Esquire, who is
represented by Thomas J. Zimmerman, Equirevand Paul C. Troy, Esquire,
file this Joint Petition in Supbort of Discipline on Consent under Rule 2-15(d)
‘ef the Pennsylvania Rules of Disciplinary -Enforcement (hereinafter
“Pa.R.D.E.”) and respectfully state end aver the following:

1.  ODC, whose principal office is situated at Pennsyl'vania J‘udicial
Center, 601 Commonweaith_ Avenue, Suite 2700, PO Box 62485,
: Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17106, is invested, pursuant to Pa.R.D.-Ev. 207,

with the power and duty to investigate all matters involving alleged
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misconduct of any attorney admitted io practice law in the Cornrnbnwealtn of
Pennsylvania by the Supreme Court of Penns»ylvania and to prosecute all
disciplinary proceedingﬂs bro’ught in accordance with the \iarious piovisions
oi‘ said Rukles of' Disciplinary Enfbrce,mént. |

2. Respondent, Timothy Reitz, was born in 1975, and was
admitted to praciicé law in the Commonv»vea’lth of Pe‘nnéyiv‘ania on April 27,
2005. Respondeni’s Attorney Registration number is 94707. His éddres's“of
record is 1195 Mill Road, Allénwéod, PA 17810.

3. Respondent is c»Lirr»entIy;administratively suspended pursuani to
Pennsylvania Rule for Continuing Legal Education 111(b).

4, Pursiiant to Pa.R.D:E.201(a)(1), vRespondent is subject to the
disciplinary jurisdiction‘of the Disciplinar‘y Board of the Supreme"C"ourt'of
Pennsylvania. | i

SPECIFIC FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS ADMITTED

“Charqe 1: Complaint of Adrianne Siahl, Esquire

5. On M’afch 6, 2024, R'éspovndent was appointed to repfesent
B.M. in three dependency»matters in Ly‘coming County inv'olving her children.
| 6. Respbndént was aware that B.M. waé‘ a particularly vulnérable
é:iient, as vsh‘e shared with Respondenithat shre was. a victim‘ of domestic

abuse.



7. As B.M."s attor'n,ey, Reébondent held a"position of trust and
power. | | -
8. On ,Marcﬁh 8, 2024, Respondent r'hét B.M. for the first time when
Respondent attended a shelter care hearing on béhalf of BM.
~ 9.  After the March 8, 2024 hearing, Respbndenf and BM began
to 'coirﬁmunicé‘te_vié text messaging. N |
| 10. Respondent agknowledges' and égrees thaf the text mességes
- exchanged with B.M. were sexually suggestivé, and inappropriate. |
11. At thertime Re‘spon“dent represented B.M., he did not have an
office, a’nd Respondent Would mee_t clients at different locations. |
12. On at least threé diffe’reﬁt oc;casions, Respohdeht met BM at
a private résidence where B M. was stéying at the time. ) ’
13. »Respondent and B.M. Aen‘g’age'd in sexual relatiohs.
14. “Sexual relations” as prohibited by RPC 1.8(j) includes but is not
limited to, exchanging dqmmunicéiions of a sexual nature. |
15. dn one occasibn, BMs friend retufﬁed home unexpébtedly. |
16.  After Respondent Ieﬁ B.M.’s> residence, B.M. texted
Respondent stating she was “so sofry I“ d.idn’t"know she Wés ‘stdpping over
| today,” :tbv which Respondent r’epl»ied “| have a‘problem to take care of how.”

17. BM then sent Res‘bondent é topless phot_o of herself,-to which



Respondent texted in res‘ponse, “Now 'm gonna wreck.”
18. Respondent‘ was aware that his text messages to B.M. were
inappropriate. | | |
- 19. Respondent did not have an existing;consensual relationship
with B.M. prior to his appointment‘~ by the court and agreementto act as
B.M.’s attorney.
20. ReSpondent kneyl/ or s‘hould_ have known that engaging. in or
- attempting to: engage in sexual relations with a client, inclUding by
| , exchanging communications of a sexoal nature, is expressly prohibited by ’
the Rules of Professional jConduct. |
| 21. Respondent was‘aWareof the imbalance of'»power between
himself and ~B.M.;‘ however, Respondent persvisted in purSUing an
inappropriateisexual relationship with B.M. - i
22. Respondent’s professi'onal respons;ibllity to B.M. in deqpendency
proceedrngs |nvolv1ng her ch|ldren was materlally limited by his own personal
|nterest in securing a personal and |nappropr|ate relatronshlp with B.M. and
created an mpermrssrble conflict of mterest
23 By hIS conduct as alleged in Paragraphs 5 through 22 above

Respondent violated the followmg Rules of Professronal Conduct



a. RPC 1.7(e)(2) whrch siates that except asprovided in paragrar)n
(b), a Iawyer shall not represent a client if tne re‘presentation
involves a cOncurrent‘coanict of interest. A concurrent cenflict of
interest exists if: there is a significant risk that the representation
of vone or more cIientsf WiII be materially Iimited by the lawyer’s -

. responsibilities to another client, a former cIient ora tnird pe»‘rson
or by a personal interest of'ine IaWyer. o

b. RPC 1.8()) which states that a Iawyer shall not have sexual
relationsv with a client unless a consensual relationship existed
between them when the client-lawyer reIationship commenced.

‘¢. RPC 1-'.8(i) via RPC 8.4(a), which states that it is professional
misconduct for a IaWyer to attempt to'vioiate the Ruies of

Professional Conduct.

Charge lI: Complaint of Megan Wells, Esquire

24. Inor ebout October 2023, Respondent was appointed Guardian
Ad Litem (“GAL”) to represent L.G.’s son in é custody matter in Tioga Co'unty,
Pennsylvania between L.G. and thei child’s father. |

25. Respondent was aware of his dnty as GAL, pUrsLiant to 23

Pa.C.S. §5334, to represent the best interests of the child.



26. One of'the tasks assigned to Respbndeht aerAL was to provide
an independentAvaésessment of the parental relationships, focusing on the
"best interésts of the child, to assist the Court in making a determination for
custody. | | |
| 27. Respondent was aware that:‘ as GAL, Respondent should avdid
any actions tha’tvcould compromise his objectiviAty\ or Creaté a cohﬂiCt‘of
interest.

28. Thrbughbut ‘-Revspondent’s /re;‘)‘resentationv of LG.'s son,
'Respondent made comments t"c:> L_.G_. about her physical ap»pkearance, as well
. aé comments of a sexual natﬁre. | |

| 29. On or.about,October 67,2023‘, Respondent began cdmmunicating
with L.G. via text messages.

30. Re’spondeznt acknowledges and agrees he sent offensive and;
inappropriate text meésag_es toL.G, including’but not limited to the foIIoWing
statements on the datés indicated:

o “Well, you don’t wanna overheat yburself. But you can't be
flashing people...it’s a family resort” (October 27, 2023);

« “It's ok | hide my flipper too” (October 29, 2023);

e “Well | may have some raunchy jokes pinging in my head”
" (October 30, 2023); "



e “Well my head may always have a fQot in the. gutter...”
- (October 30, 2023); o

o ‘LOL they look pretty puckered” (November 2, 2023);

e “Lol | was gonna put a joke in.there but will bite my
tongue...Lol it was inapprOpriate .Not today I'm not up
there but | will let you know...When I'm coming (W|th a
laughing emoji) (November 3, 2023);

e “Sorry but warned you it was mapproprlate (November 3,
' 2023) :

‘o “I Il try to keep my gutter braln to a minimum” (November
3,2023); ’

e “Oryouin assless chaps Sorry but could not reS|st
(November 3, 2023); .

e “Feel free to accndentally send pICS IoI (N"_ovem'ber 4,
2023)

e “Hmmm Very Nice? Even if not exactly what | was hoping
for...Lol" (November 4 2023);

o “l will use' my imaginatipn.'...GLitter mind kept to myself’
"~ (November 7, 2023). ‘ . ,

31. 'Respondent"s text messages to L.G. as outlined above in 30
were not relevant to-Respondent’s role as GAL for L.G.’s son and did not

relate to the custody case.



32. Respondent was aware of L.G.’s vulnerability to Respondent’s
advances because of his status as her son’s GAL ahd his responsibility for
making a custodial recommendation to the court.

33. Respondent knew that L.G. understood that as counsel for her
son, he was in a position tb make a recommendation to the court that could
_considerably impact her custody case.

34. Respondent mentioned the GAL report to L.G. in his text
messages.

35. During his representation of L.G.’s son, Respondent became
aware of a “sex tape” involvin.g the child’s father and a woman.

36. Respondent requested L.G. send the sex tape to him for his
review.

37. L.G. reported to her attorney, Rita Alexyn, Esquire, that she
began to feel uncomfortable with Respondent’s text messages to her. |

38. Ms. Alexyn telephoned Respondent and» reported fhat her client
was uncomfortable with him continuing as GAL in the case.

39. On November 21, 2023, Respondent filed a Motion to Withdraw

as GAL for L.G.’s son.



40. On Decembér 6, 2023, the assigned custody ConferenCe Officer,
Richard McCoy, Esquire, csnvened a conference to address ths CL;lStOdy‘
matter. | - |

41. Afterthe cohfsrence, Mr. McCoyiprovic{ied the Court with a report
“and recommendatioh, ihcluding a recomméndatidn that Respondent -be
discharged as GAL. | | |

| 42. On Desembei 6, 2‘023,‘ ths' Court entered sn.(')rder adopting anci
approving Mr. McCoy’s r‘ecom'menidation, including disCharging Respondent
from his role as GAL.

43. By his conduct as alleged in paragraphs 24 th-rough/ 42, above,
Respondent violated the following Rule of Professional Conduct: |

| a.: RPC 1.’7(a)(2) which states that except. as provided - in
paragraph (b), a Iswyer shall not repfssent a client if the
rébieséntation in\iolves a concurrent cv:oi1ﬂict of interest. A
' concuirent conflict of in'tsr‘est sxisfs_ if. thereis a sig-nificant risk
‘th‘fa.t ths representstion of one or more clients will be msferially
}Iimiie‘d by the lawyer’s responsibilities tci ainbther slisnt,,a
| former client or a third:p.érson or by a péisohal interest of the

lawyer.



SPECIFIC JOINT RECOMMENDATION FOR DISCIPLINE

44, ODC and Respondént jointly recommend that the approprriate
discipline for Respondent’s ~admittedfmiscondAuct‘is a three-year suspensionl.
45. Respondent hereby consents t;) the di,écipliné being imposed ‘_
upon him by the Supreme Court” of Pennsylvania. |
| 46. Attalched to thié Petition is Respondent’s executed Affidavit
| required-by Pa.R.D.E. é15(d), sféting that he consents to the recommended
discipline -and inc;luding the fnandatory'ack‘nowledgements. contained in
Pa.R.D.E. 215(d)(1)-(4). . |
| 47. In support bf the JbintPetition, the pérties respectfnll’y‘submit
that the following mitigating circumstances are pre_sent; |

a.  Respondent admits engaging]n-misconddct and violating

| ‘the charged Rulgs of Professiona,_l’Conduct;

b.  Respondent isreméﬁseful and und‘e’rstands that his actions
warrant the impOéition of discipline, aé is evidénéed by his
agree‘ment to enter into this Joint Petition:

c. ~Respondent apologizes for the harm that his misconduct
caused to BMLG and the legal prbfession; andl

' d>._ ‘ vbyjagreeing to this Joint Petition, Respondent has spéred

B.M. and L.G. the embarrassment', _'anxiety, a'nd stress



associated with testifying in a public proceeding.
48. In support of the Joint Petition, ODC and Respondent submit
that the foIIowing‘ are aggravating factors in this case:
a. Respondeint misused a positign of trust to take advantage
“of a vulnerable client and an‘interested party, both of whom

depended on Respondent’s representation in serious legal

matters; and

49. Petitionerand Respondent believe the joint recommendation for

a three-year suspension is consistent with other comparable cases involving

attorneys who misuse a position of trust to solicit and to engage in.
inappropriate sexual relations with a client or interested parfy.

Disciplinary precedent in cases involving attorneys whose actions

violated RPC 1.8()) and/oi R.PC 1.7(a)(2) supports a three-year suspension.

In the recent matter of ODC v. Brian Dooley Kent, 37 DB 2025 (D. Bd. Rpt.

\



- 5/5/2025)(S. Ct. Order 5/23/2025)., Kent received 'a- threé-year suspension,
with two years stayedlan»d‘two—yearsj probation, on:c"‘/onsent, for engaging, in
sexual relations wifh a vulne.rable-ciient. Ih fnifigati'on,: Kent produced Braun

.evidence and had ho pridr disCipIine. Li,ke' K,e‘nt,‘ Respondent’sk conduct
supports a tAhree,-year su_‘;spension; -however, unlike Ke_nt, Réépondent has

“not produced any Braun éVidéhce"ih mitigation. | |

In ODC v. Charles Shainb»erg,"No._, 41 DB 2022 (S.Ct._ Oraer

‘10/13/22), fhe Court approved a ohe—yearvsuspension’, ‘on consent, where
Shainberg repeatedly_.maki.ng sexually explicit comments to a female client
and had nonconsénsual sexual c}:on’vt‘ac’:t with her. In aggrayation, the client

~ was vulﬁerable due to an abusive mérriage, Iimited"fihancial resources, and

was dependent on Shainberg to represent her in divorce proceedings. Unlike

Unlike Responc-l'e‘nt,, Shainberg did not invoi\}e misconduct in multiple
rmatters, and he had no prior diséipliné. Irn thé matter of ODC v. Jonathan
Altman, 228 A.2d 508 (P_a. 2020),. the Court _ordered diébarment for Altman’s :

- misconduct involving sexual relat‘idns with one vulnefa’blé' client on five

oCcéSions, giving the client money, and b»l_aming;the victim for coming on to

him. Altmén‘_had no record of prior diScipline.f» Sirhilarly, in ODC v. EdWin L.

London, Noé.  119 &"1~71 DB 2014 ~(D.Bd‘.' Rpt. 8/25/2015) (S.Ct. Order |

10/22/2005) the Court. ordered London’s disbarment, based on his



mfsconducf involving unwanted sexual relations "With four clients in his law
office. London’s condU’ét, \sianglling out vulnerable clients who needed his
services, was aggravating. |

Thé Supreme »Court has stressed that»“[t]he r_elatiorish‘ip [between a
lawyer and a client] is alr'no»st"always’unequ‘al”‘and that a sexual relationship
between the lawyer and the client “can involve unfair .explo-itation of the
 lawyer’s fiduciary 'role., in violation of the Iawyer’s basic ethiQaI bblligation not‘
to use the trust of the cI’ien-t- t6 the Client’s disadvantage.” ODC v. Jonathan
Altman, supra, 228 A.2d at 518. As such, RPC 1.'8(j) prohibifs‘a lawyer from
having sexual relations with a client re‘ga-rdless of Whefher the relationship is
cons-‘ensu’al énd regardless of prejudice to the cii.e’nt. Id.A‘O:n Qc;tober- 9, 2024,
effective November 8, 2024, the Pehnsylvanié »Supreme Court amended
RPC 1.8(j) to maké cl'e'ar tﬁat “Sexual Relations’ includes, but is not limited
to, communications of a seanI,nature.f’ |

50. Respondeht ackn»owledges and agrees that>if this matter were
to proceed to hearing, he wouulkd be‘ unable to successfully defend against
allegations that he énéagéd» in sexual relations with B.M. and that sLJ_ch
conduct violated RPC 1.8(j).k‘Reépondent conce‘des his conduct, including
text commﬁﬁications ofa sexLlaI naturé with B‘.I\‘/I., Wés impro.per and \)ioléfea ~

RPC 1.8(j).



51. Respondent acknowledges and agrees that his conduct
violated RPC 1.7(a)(2), which prohibits improper conflict of interest in
representing a client. Respondent’s ‘representation of B.M. in three
dependency matters involving her children was materially limited by his own
personal interest in securing é pe.rsonally gratifying relationship wi;ch B.M.
Likewise, in the course of acting-as GAL to L.G.’s son in a custody matter,
Respondent engaged in an irﬁpermissible conflict of interest prohibited by
RPC 1.7(a)(2) becaUsle his role as GAL, representing the interests of L.G.,
was materially limited by his own personal interest in pursuing a Ape»rsonally
gratifying relationship with L.G.’s mother.

92. It is well settled that the primary purpose of the disciplinary
system is to protect the public from unfit attorneys and to maintain the
integrity of the legal system. ODC v. John J. Keiler, 506 A.2d 872, 875 (Pa.
1986). In determining what discipline is appropriate, each attorney discipline
case is evaluated on its own unique facts and circumstances. ODC v. Robert -
S. Lucarini, 472 A.2d 186, 190 (Pa. 1983).

53. ODC and Respondent agree that a lengthy suspension is
‘warranted based on Respondent’s misconduct. Respondeht acknowledges

that his misconduct warrants serious discipline.



54. ODC and Respondent jointly submit that a three-year suspension
from the Bar of this Commonwealth is appropriate discipline for
Respondent’s inappropriate communications of a sexual nature in two
matters, resulting in violations of RPC 1.7 (a)(2), RPC 1.8(j) and RPC 1.8(j)
via RPC 8.4(a). This period of time will require Respondeht to file a Petition
for Reinstatement and prove his fitness, should he seek to return to active
status. |

WHEREFORE, ODC and Respondenht respectfully request, pursuant
to Pa.R.D.E. 215(e), 215(g) and 215(i), a thre4e-memb“er. panel of the
Disciplinary Board review and approve the Joint Petition in Support of
Discipline on Consent and file a‘recommendatipn with the Supreme Court of
Pennsylvania that Respondent receive a three-year suspénsion and pay the
necessary expenses incurred in the investigation and prosecution of this

matter within 30 days of notice of the taxed expenses.

Respectfully submitted,
OFFICE OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL

Thomas J. Farrell
Chief Disciplinary Counsel



Date:, 5/ / Z"/Z b .

V. Pa | C Troy, Esqwre 7 o

Reépondent’s Counsel



- BEFORE THE DISCIPLINARY BOARD OF THE
' SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

OFFICE OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL : No. 143 DB 2025 -
Petitioner : 7 -
V.
TIMOTHY REITZ, - . : Afty. Registration No. 94707
Respondent = - : (Lycoming County) ’
VERIEICATION.

The statements contained in the foregoing Joint Petition in Subport of Discipline
on Consent Under Pa.R.D.E. 21 5(d) are true and correct to the best of my knowledge or
information and belief and are made- subject to the penaltles of 18 Pa C.S. §4904
relatlng to unswomn falsification to authontles

Jenniter E. Tobias
Disciplinary Counsel

1— v;,'?,‘: conr b <::,. ,:,v.,f;:. * 4
Paul C. Troy, Esquipg = _;
Respondent's Coumset="




BEFORE THE DISCIPLINARY BOARD OF THE
'SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA -

OFFICE OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL, . No. 143 DB 2025
Petitioner : ‘
V. .
TIMOTHY REITZ, . Atty. Registration No. 94707

Respondent _ : (Lycoming County)

' AFFIDAVIT UNDER RULE 215(d) OF THE
PENNSYLVANIA RULES OF DISCIPLINARY ENFORCEMENT

Timothy Reitz, éespondent in the- above-captioned matter, he_reby s‘-ubrnfits this
affidavit consenting to the imposition of a three-year suspension and further states as
follows: |

1. He.is an attorney admitted to the Bar of ~the’CommonweaIth of Pennsylvania
on April 27, 2005 | |

2. He desrres to submit a Joint Petrtlon in Support of Discipline on Consent
Pursuant to Pa R D.E. 215(d)

3. His consent is freely and voluntanly rendered; he is not being subjected to
coercion or duress; he is fuIIy aware of the |mpI|cat|ons of submlttlng this afﬁdavrt

4.»~H_e¥,|s‘ aware that there is presently pendlng a proceeding regardlng al_legatrons
that he has 'be‘en guilty» of' misconduct as set forth in thev Joint Petition in’ Support of
: Dlscrplme ‘on Consent Pursuant to Pa.R. D E. 215(d) to WhICh this aﬁldawt is attached;

5. He acknowledges that the material facts set forth in the Jomt Petltlon are true
6. He submlts this affidavit because he knows that |f charges predlcated upon the» '

matter continued to be prosecuted in the pendlng proceedlng, he could not successfully :




defend against them; -

7. He aéknowledges that he is fully aware of his right to consult and employ
counsel to represent Him in the instant proceeding and has retained, consﬁlted, and
acted upon the advice of Thomas Zimmerman, Esquire, and Paul C. Troy, Esquire, in
his decision to execute the within Joint Petition.

It is understood that the statements fnade herein are subjedt to the penalties of

18 Pa.C.S. §4904’(relating to unsworn falsification to authorities).

Date: j’/ / ‘// ze 2¢ ' y: //? C—gf
Timothy Reitz”

Respondent

day of .

Subscribed and sworn.
before me tp} 3 Zf 2
Y .




BEFORE THE DISCIPLINARY BOARD OF THE
SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

OFFICE OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL, =~ : No. 143 DB 2025
Petitioner - :
V.
TIMOTHY REITZ, Atty. Registration No. 94707
Respondent "~ . (Lycoming County)
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| hereby certify that | am this day serving the foregoing document upon all parties
of record in this proceeding in accordance with the requirements of Pa.R.A.P. 121.

First Class Mail and Electronic Mail as follows:

Timothy Reitz
c/o Thomas Zimmerman, Esquire
Paul C. Troy, Esquire . .
Kane, Pugh, Knoell, Troy & Kramer, LLP
4 Sentry Parkway East
Suite 100
Blue Bell, PA 19422

Email: zimmerman@kanepugh.com

Date: )[2/(2(; TN MA&A% ‘
Jennifer E. Tobias

Disci)ZIinary Counsel




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-confidential
information and documents.

Submitted by: Office of Disciplinary Counsel

Qfﬁ,&%fﬂt f ﬁﬁ/
Signature:

Name: Jennifer E. Tobias

Attorney No. (if applicable): 82816
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