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Justice of the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania
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Harrisburg. The Judicial Conduct Board announced today that it filed a Board
Complaint and request for interim suspension against Supreme Court Justice Joan
Orie Melvin of Allegheny County in the Court of Judicial Discipline.

In accordance with the rules which govern proceedings before the Court of Judicial
Discipline, Justice Orie Melvin has an opportunity to respond to the charges, obtain
and inspect the evidence which forms the basis of the allegations and the right to a
public trial before the Court of Judicial Discipline.

Upon completion of the trial, if the Court determines that the charges have been
proven by clear and convincing evidence, it will schedule a Sanctions Hearing to
determine what sanctions should be imposed upon Justice Orie Melvin for violating
the Code of Judicial Conduct and the Pennsylvania Constitution.

Board Complaint and request for interim suspension is attached.

For more information about the Judicial Conduct Board, please visit our website at
www.jcbpa.org.

END



COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

COURT OF JUDICIAL DISCIPLINE

IN RE:
Joan Orie Melvin;

Justice of the Supreme Court : 51D 2012
of Pennsylvania; :

IMPORTANT NOTICE
TO: JOAN ORIE MELVIN:

You are hereby notified that the Pennsylvania Judicial Conduct
Board determined that probable cause exists to file formal charges
against you for conduct proscribed by Article V, §17(b) and
§18(d)(1) of the Constitution of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
and the Code of Judicial Conduct. The Board’s counsel will present
the case in support of the charges before the Pennsylvania Court of
Judicial Discipline.

You have an absolute right to be represented by a lawyer in all
proceedings before the Court of Judicial Discipline. Your attorney
should file an entry of appearance with the Court of Judicial
Discipline in accordance with C.J.D.R.P. No. 110.

You are hereby notified, pursuant to C.J.D.R.P. No. 302(B), that

should you elect to file an omnibus motion, that motion should be



filed no later than thirty (30) days after the service of this Board
Complaint in accordance with C.J.D.R.P. No. 411,

You are further hereby notified that, if you elect not to file an
omnibus motion, you may file an Answer admitting or denying the
allegations contained in this Board Complaint within thirty (30) days
after the service of this Complaint in accordance with C.J.D.R.P. No.
413. Otherwise, you may file an Answer within twenty (20) days
after the entry of an order dismissing all or part of your omnibus
motion. Failure to file an Answer shall be deemed a denial of all

factual allegations in the Board Complaint.



Board of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania (the Board) and files this
Complaint against Joan Orie Melvin, Justice of the Supreme Court of
Pennsylvania (Justice Orie Melvin).
Melvin violated the Constitution of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania,

Article V, §8§ 17(b) and 18(d)(1), and the Code of Judicial Conduct by virtue

COMPLAINT

AND NOW, this 18™ day of May, 2012, comes the Judicial Conduct

of her conduct, delineated specifically as follows:

1.

Article V, § 18 of the Constitution of the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania grants to the Board the authority to determine
whether there is probable cause to file formal charges against a
judicial officer in this Court and, thereafter, to prosecute the

case in support of such charges before this Court.

Since January 2010, Justice Orie Melvin has served as a Justice
of the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania. Prior to her election to
the Supreme Court, Justice Orie Melvin served as a Judge of
the Superior Court of Pennsylvania from January 1998 until
December 2009. Before her service on the appellate courts,
Justice Orie Melvin served as a Judge of the Court of Common
Pleas of Allegheny County and as a Magistrate Judge for the
City of Pittsburgh.

The Board alleges that Justice Orie



PART A. CRIMINAL CHARGES AGAINST JUSTICE ORIE MELVIN

3. In 2003, while a sitting Superior Court Judge, Justice Orie
Melvin campaigned for election to the Supreme Court of

Pennsylvania, but she was unsuccessful.

4. In 2009, while a sitting Superior Court Judge, Justice Orie
Melvin campaigned for election to the Supreme Court of

Pennsylvania and was successful.

5. As more fully-described infra at Part B, Justice Orie Melvin
had actual knowledge during her 2003 and 2009 Supreme
Court campaigns that Janine Orie, her sister and her former
Superior Court Judicial Secretary II, engaged in partisan
political activity on her behalf, both during Commonwealth

working hours and during her non-working hours.

6. As more fully-described infra at Part B, Justice Orie Melvin
directed Janine Orie, inter alia, to engage in prohibited partisan
political activity and to transmit directions made by Justice Orie
Melvin to third parties, including other members of her Superior
Court judicial staff, to engage in prohibited partisan political
activity on her behalf.

7. The partisan political activity required of her judicial staff by
Justice Orie Melvin through Janine Orie was performed by
Justice Orie Melvin’s staff during Commonwealth working hours
and during non-working hours.

8. The 2003 and 2009 campaign activity of Justice Orie Melvin,

Janine Orie, and former Senator Jane Orie, their sister, was the
4



10.

subject of an investigation by the Allegheny County District
Attorney’s Office and the 2010 Allegheny County Investigating
Grand Jury (the Grand Jury) for potential violations of the
Pennsylvania Crimes Code, Title 18 Pa.C.S.A., and the Public
Official and Employee Ethics Act, Title 65 Pa.C.S.A., resulting
from the alleged use of Commonwealth paid-employees of
Justice Orie Melvin and former Senator Orie to perform political

campaign work while on Commonwealth time.

As a result of its investigation into the activity of Justice Orie
Melvin, the Grand Jury returned a presentment (Presentment
C-2) against Justice Orie Melvin on May 18, 2012. The Grand
Jury’s presentment is attached as Exhibit “"A” and the factual
assertions underlying the presentment are incorporated herein

by reference.

Based upon the Grand Jury’s presentment, the District Attorney
of Allegheny County on May 18, 2012, charged Justice Orie
Melvin with three felony counts of theft of services, 18 Pa.C.S.A
§ 3926(b) (F3); one felony count of Criminal Conspiracy (theft
of services), 18 Pa.C.S.A. 88903, 3926(b)(F3); two
misdemeanor counts of Official Oppression, 18 Pa.C.S.A. §
5301(1) or (2) (M2); one misdemeanor count of Criminal
Solicitation (tamper with or fabricate physical evidence), 18
Pa.C.S.A. §8§902, 4910(1)(M2); one misdemeanor count of
Criminal Conspiracy (tampering with physical evidence), 18
Pa.C.S.A. §§903, 4910 (M2); and one count of misapplication
of entrusted property, 18 Pa.C.S.A. § 4113(a) (M2). These
charges are attached as Exhibit “'B” and the charges and the
factual assertions underlying the charges are incorporated

herein by reference.



11.

12.

13.

14.

On December 16, 2011, the Grand Jury returned a presentment
(Presentment C) against Janine Orie for her role in directing
Commonwealth-paid Superior Court judicial staff employees of
Justice Orie Melvin to engage in partisan political activity on
behalf of Justice Orie Melvin’s Supreme Court candidacy. The

presentment is attached as Exhibit “C.”

Based upon the Grand Jury’s December 16, 2011 presentment,
the District Attorney of Allegheny County (District Attorney)
charged Janine Orie with one felony count of theft of services,
18 Pa.C.S.A § 3926(b) (F3), and the following misdemeanor
offenses: (1) misapplication of entrusted property, 18 Pa.C.S.A.
§ 4113(a) (M2); (2) tampering with or fabricating physical
evidence, 18 Pa.C.S.A. § 4910(1) (M2); (3); and (4) criminal
solicitation (tampering with or fabricating physical evidence) 18
Pa.C.S.A. §§ 902, 4910(1) (M2). These charges are attached
as Exhibit "D.”

In addition to the December 16, 2011 presentment, the Grand
Jury previously issued a presentment (Presentment H) against
Janine Orie on April 1, 2010, for her role in directing Senator
Jane Orie’s staff to engage in partisan political activity for
Justice Orie Melvin’s 2009 campaign. The presentment is
attached as Exhibit “E."”

Based on the April 1, 2010 presentment, the District Attorney
charged Janine Orie with the following felonies (1) theft of
services, 18 Pa.C.S.A. § 3926(b) (F3); and (2) criminal
conspiracy to commit theft of services, 18 Pa.C.S.A. §§ 903,

3926(b) (F3).
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15.

16.

Also based on the April 1, 2010 presentment, the District
Attorney charged former Senator Jane Orie for her role in
directing her Senatorial staff to work on Justice Orie Melvin’s
political campaigns.

Former Senator Orie was tried and convicted of the following
felonies: (1) theft of services, 18 Pa.C.S.A. § 3926(b) (F3) (two
counts); (2) criminal conspiracy (theft of services), 18
Pa.C.S.A. §§ 903, 3926(b) (F3); and conflict of interest, 65
Pa.C.S5.A. § 1103 (ungraded felony). Former Senator Orie was
also convicted of the following misdemeanors: (1) forgery, 18
Pa.C.S.A. § 4101 (M1) (two counts); and (2) tampering with or
fabricating physical evidence, 18 Pa.C.S.A. § 4910 (M2) (seven
counts).

PART B. FAILURE TO ADMINISTRATE STAFF/PERMITTING

VIOLATION OF SUPREME COURT ORDER REGARDING PARTISAN

17.

18.

POLITICAL ACTIVITY

All facts alleged above at Part A and all attached exhibits are
incorporated by reference and made a part hereof.

At all times during Justice Orie Melvin’s tenure as a Superior
Court Judge, all court-appointed employees of the Courts of this
Commonwealth were forbidden from engaging in “partisan
political activity” by order of the Supreme Court of
Pennsylvania. See In re: Prohibited Political Activity by
Court-Appointed Employees, 201 Judicial Adm. Dkt. 1
(1998).



19. The operative language of In re: Prohibited Political Activity
by Court-Appointed Employees, 201 Judicial Adm. Dkt. 1
(1998) states, in pertinent part, the following:

1. Definitions.

(a) The term “partisan political activity” shall
include, but is not limited to, running for public office,
serving as a party committee-person, working at a
polling place on Election Day, performing volunteer
work in a political campaign, soliciting contributions for
political campaigns, and soliciting contributions for a
political action committee or organization, but shall not
include involvement in non-partisan or public

community organizations or professional groups.

(b) The term “court-appointed employees” shall
include, but is not limited to, all employees appointed
to and who are employed in the court system,
statewide and at the county level, employees of the
Administrative Office of Pennsylvania Courts, Court
Administrators and their employees and assistants,
court clerks, secretaries, data processors, probation

officers, and such other persons serving the judiciary.

2 Prohibition of Partisan Political Activity.

(a) Court-appointed employees shall not be
involved in any form of partisan political activity.

(b) This prohibition shall not apply to court-

appointed employees who are duly sworn Court-
8



appointed full-time masters and members of Board of
Viewers, who are attorneys in good standing admitted
to the practice of law in this Commonwealth, who may
become candidates for higher judicial office. Said
employees shall, during such candidacy, be subject to
the provisions of the Code of Judicial Conduct and,
particularly, Canon 7, which governs judicial

campaigns.

3 Termination of Employment.

Except as provided in paragraph 2(b), above,
henceforth, a court-appointed employee engaging in
partisan political activity shall cease such partisan
political activity at once or shall be terminated from his
or her position. In the event an employee chooses to
become a candidate for any office, such employee shall
be terminated, effective the close of business on the
first day of circulating petitions for said office.

4, President Judge.

The President Judge of each appellate court or county
court of common pleas shall be responsible for the
implementation of these guidelines and shall be subject
to the review of the [Judicial Conduct Board] for failure

to enforce.

See In re: Prohibited Political Activity by Court-
Appointed Employees, 201 Judicial Adm. Dkt. 1 (Pa.

1998), at 8§ 1-4 (bold removed from original;
9



20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

bracketed language supplied), amending, In re:
Prohibited Political Activity by Court Appointed
Employees, 82 Judicial Adm. Dkt. 1 (Pa. 1987).

The prohibition on partisan political activity by court-appointed
employees is adopted verbatim in the Code of Conduct for
Employees of the Judicial System, § V, at 3-4, 10/1/2010.

Superior Court Internal Operating Procedure (IOP) 65.13
prohibits appointed judicial employees from engaging in
partisan political activities and cites In re: Prohibited
Political Activity by Court Appointed Employees, 82
Judicial Adm. Dkt. 1 (Pa. 1987), in its comment.

At all times, including during the 2003 and 2009 Supreme
Court elections, all members of Justice Orie Melvin's Superior
Court staff fell within the ambit of the above-cited prohibitions
on partisan political activity.

During the 2003 election, Justice Orie Melvin's Superior Court
office staff consisted of the following individuals: (1) Janine
Orie, Judicial Secretary II, and Justice Orie Melvin's sister; (2)
Katherine M. Squires, Judicial Secretary I; (3) Lisa L. Sasinoski,
Judicial Clerk III (“Chief Law Clerk”); (4) John “Jack” Degener,
Deputy Judicial Clerk III ("Deputy Chief Law Clerk”); (5) Cathy
A. Skidmore, Law Clerk; and (6) Molly M. Creenan, Law Clerk.

At all times during her employment as a Superior Court Judicial
Secretary II for Justice Orie Melvin, Janine Orie exercised
authority over the rest of Justice Orie Melvin’s Superior Court

staff, including, but not limited to, the following areas: (1)
10



25.

26.

27.

30.

31.

assignments of judicial legal work to law clerks; (2)
assignments of non-legal work to all staff; (3) prioritization of
work assignments; and (4) general personnel management and

supervision.

Justice Orie Melvin issued many directives to her Superior Court

staff through Janine Orie.

Justice Orie Melvin’s staff, including attorney law clerk
employees, treated all directives from Janine Orie as if they

came directly from Justice Orie Melvin, her sister.

Justice Orie Melvin continued this management hierarchy after
she was elected to the Supreme Court.

Throughout the course of the 2003 election, Janine Orie
engaged in prohibited partisan political activity in support of
Justice Orie Melvin’s 2003 Supreme Court campaign, both
during Commonwealth working hours and after Commonwealth

working hours.

Janine Orie’s partisan political activity for the 2003 Supreme
Court campaign included, but were not limited to, the following
acts:

a. Creating and printing campaign letters;
b. Stuffing envelopes for campaign mailings;
C. Copying campaign literature;

d. Collecting campaign contributions;

11



32.

33.

e. Preparing deposit slips for campaign contributions;

f. Arranging Justice Orie Melvin's campaign travel
details with her drivers;

g. General day-to-day management of Justice Orie
Melvin’s campaign; and

h. Traveling with Justice Orie Melvin to polling places
on Election Day 2003.

During the 2003 election, Janine Orie directed members of
Justice Orie Melvin's staff to engage in prohibited partisan
political activity in support of Justice Orie Melvin’s 2003
Supreme Court campaign, both during Commonwealth working
hours and outside of Commonwealth working hours.

During the 2003 election, Justice Orie Melvin’s Superior Court
Judicial staff's partisan political activity (as directed by Janine
Orie) included, but was not limited to, the following acts:

a. Picking up and delivering campaign-related mail to
the office of Attorney Jack Orie (Justice Orie
Melvin's brother) (Squires);

b. Making deposits of campaign contributions
(Squires, Skidmore, Creenan);

c. Generating Microsoft Excel spreadsheets of
campaign contributors (Squires);

d. Sending “thank you” notes to campaign
contributors (Squires);

e. Generating campaign finance reports (Squires);

f. Filling out answers to campaign questionnaires
addressed to Justice Orie Melvin from various
interest groups (Sasinoski, Creenan, Degener,
Skidmore); and

12



34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

g. Preparing speeches for Justice Orie Melvin to deliver
(Sasinoski, Creenan, Degener, Skidmore).

Justice Orie Melvin’s Superior Court Judicial staff utilized
Superior Court office property and working hours to accomplish
the tasks described at Paragraph 33 a-g.

Janine Orie directed all judicial staff members to work at polling
places in the Allegheny County/Pittsburgh area on Election Day
2003.

Janine Orie instructed judicial staff to disguise themselves so
that they would not be recognized at polling places in the
Pittsburgh/Allegheny County area.

Creenan refused to work at the polls on Election Day 2003.

As a result of her refusal, either Janine Orie or Sasinoski
required Creenan to work at the office on Election Day, where
she answered telephone calls from citizens who were angered
by repeated Orie Melvin campaign “robo-calls” to their

residences.

Janine Orie also directed staff members of former Senator Jane
Orie to engage in activities that assisted Justice Orie Melvin in
her 2003 campaign.

At some point prior to the Supreme Court elections of 2003 and
2009, Jamie Pavlot, former Senator Orie’s past Chief of Staff

was directed by former Senator Orie to treat all directives

13



41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

coming from Janine Orie as having come from the former

Senator.

Janine Orie directed former Senator Orie’s staff members to

drive Justice Orie Melvin to campaign events.

Janine Orie directed former Senator Orie’s staff to work at the
polls on Election Day 2003 for Justice Orie Melvin's campaign.

During the 2003 election, Justice Orie Melvin routinely
compelled Sasinoski to accompany her to political events that
she attended throughout the Commonwealth during the 2003
election season. On these trips, both Justice Orie Melvin and

Sasinoski drove.

Throughout the course of the 2003 campaign, Justice Orie
Melvin asked Sasinoski directly to supply answers to campaign
questionnaires provided to Justice Orie Melvin due to her
familiarity with pending issues that arose in court opinions and
memoranda that Sasinoski drafted for Justice Orie Melvin.

In December 2003, shortly after the 2003 Supreme Court
election ended, Sasinoski approached Justice Orie Melvin and
told her that she would not engage in further political activity
for her and that such activity in the office must cease.

In response to Sasinoski’'s statement, Justice Orie Melvin
replied, “Well, if you can't handle it. . .,” but she did not finish
her statement because she was interrupted by an incoming
telephone call.

14



47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

Shortly after the meeting in December 2003, Sasinoski’s
employment on Justice Orie Melvin's judicial staff was
terminated by Janine Orie, who instructed her to clear out her

desk and to return her ID card.

During Justice Orie Melvin’s successful 2009 campaign, her
Superior Court staff consisted of the following individuals: (1)
Janine Orie, Judicial Secretary II; (2) Katherine M. Squires,
Judicial Secretary I; (3) John “Jack” Degener, Judicial Clerk III
(“Chief Law Clerk”); (4) Molly M. Creenan, Deputy Judicial Clerk
IIT ("Deputy Chief Clerk”); (5) Cathy A. Skidmore, Law Clerk;
and (6) Robert P. Woods, Jr., Law Clerk.

On or about December 2008, around the time that she learned
that Justice Orie Melvin would again seek election to the
Supreme Court of Pennsylvania in 2009, Creenan found political

campaign questionnaires in her work “in box.”

During the previous 2003 election, Janine Orie placed similar
guestionnaires in Creenan’s “in box” for her to complete for

Justice Orie Melvin.

After Creenan found the questionnaires in her “in box,” she
approached Degener and Skidmore and expressed that she did
not want the staff to be engaged in political activity for Justice
Orie Melvin’s campaign because such activity was prohibited by
the Supreme Court, the Superior Court, and the Administrative
Office of Pennsylvania Courts.

Creenan advised both Degener and Skidmore that she was

going to approach lJustice Orie Melvin with her concerns, but
15



53.

54.

55.

56.

the two declined to join Creenan in the upcoming meeting with

Justice Orie Melvin.

Shortly after her conversation with Degener and Skidmore,

Creenan met with Justice Orie Melvin in her private office.

Janine Orie repeatedly entered and left Justice Orie Melvin's
office during the meeting between Justice Orie Melvin and
Creenan, but Creenan did not converse with Janine Orie when

she entered or left Justice Orie Melvin’s office.

During their meeting, Creenan expressed her concerns about
the upcoming Supreme Court campaign and stated that she
wanted to be sure that the staff did not engage in any
prohibited partisan political activity.

Specifically, Creenan presented the following points to Justice

Orie Melvin during their discussion:

a. Creenan referenced the criminal case involving
Commonwealth House of Representatives Member
Jeffrey Habay, who was prosecuted for improper
political and campaign-related activity in his
legislative offices (See, e.g., Commonwealth v.
Habay, 934 A.2d 732 (Pa. Super. 2007);

b. If Janine Orie was going to work on Justice Orie
Melvin’s campaign, then Janine should take a leave
of absence during the campaign;

C. Creenan did not want Justice Orie Melvin's staff
working at polling places as they had in the 2003
election;

d. Creenan did not want the Superior Court’s office

equipment to be used for campaign purposes; and
16



57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

e. Creenan did not want Justice Orie Melvin's staff
members to be required to work on campaign
questionnaires because such activity bore the
appearance of impropriety.

After Creenan presented these matters to Justice Orie Melvin,
she appeared to Creenan to be visibly upset.

Justice Orie Melvin then asked Creenan if she would be willing
to perform campaign work on her own time after working

hours.

Creenan responded to Justice Orie Melvin that she would not,
and Justice Orie Melvin ended the conversation abruptly by
stating "Okay. Thanks.”

Despite the conversation between Creenan and Justice Orie
Melvin, Janine Orie continued to provide political campaign
questionnaires to Creenan to complete for Justice Orie Melvin
during the 2009 campaign.

On one occasion during the 2009 campaign, Justice Orie Melvin,
via fax, provided Creenan with a campaign questionnaire to

complete.

Throughout the 2009 campaign, Janine Orie utilized Superior
Court office equipment and Superior Court working hours to do

the following:
a. Produce and copy campaign letters;
b. Prepare “thank you” notes for donors; and

17



63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

C. Correspond frequently with members of Senator lane
Orie’s office staff, who performed the lion’s share of
day-to-day work for Justice Orie Melvin’'s 2009
campaign.

Janine Orie’s primary point of contact for Senator Jane Orie’s
office staff for both the 2003 and 2009 Supreme Court
campaigns was Jamie Pavlot, former Chief of Staff.

At some point during the 2009 election, Creenan confronted
Janine Orie in the Superior Court chambers about her use of
Superior Court property for campaign purposes, to which Janine
Orie responded that she was utilizing a laptop.

Throughout the 2009 campaign, Justice Orie Melvin, Janine
Orie, former Senator Jane Orie, the Senator's staff, Casey
Melvin, Justice Orie Melvin’s daughter, Joanne Tsucalas, a
professional fundraiser hired by Justice Orie Melvin’s 2009
campaign, and other paid employees of the Orie Melvin
Campaign engaged in frequent emails exchange with each
other regarding the needs of the 2009 campaign.

These email exchanges were obtained in part by the District
Attorney’s Office in the course of its investigation and were
presented as exhibits at the joint trial of Janine Orie and former

Senator Jane Orie, which ended in a mistrial.

After the first trial of Janine Orie and former Senator Orie
ended in a mistrial on March 3, 2011, the District Attorney
provided these emails to the Board on April 5, 2011, to assist it
in its investigation. See Exhibits “"G” -"M"”

18



68.

69.

70.

The Board also obtained emails involving Justice Orie Melvin
and her campaign personnel through its own independent

investigation. See, E.g. Exhibit “'F.”

These email exchanges reveal that Janine Orie engaged in
partisan political activity on behalf of Justice Orie Melvin’s 2009
campaign and that Justice Orie Melvin had actual knowledge of

Janine Orie’s activity.

In these email exchanges, the parties named below primarily
utilized the following email addresses to correspond with each

other:

a. Justice Orie Melvin - oriemelvin@yahoo.com;

judgeoriemelvin4supreme@yahoo.com;

b. Janine Orie - bbboru@yahoo.com;

C. Former Senator Jane Orie ~ janeorie@aol.com;

d. Casey Melvin — cmelvin@princeton.edu;

e. Jamie Pavlot, former Chief of Staff for former

Senator Orie - jombiel013@yahoo.com;

. Joshua “Josh” Dott, former staff member of former
Senator Jane Orie - joshuadott@gmail.com and

jdott@pasen.qgov;

g. Noel Burch (now Noel Nyquist), Commonwealth
Strategic Solutions employee (retained by Orie
Melvin Campaign) -
noel@commonwealthstrategic.com;

h. Michael “Mike” Long, Commonwealth Strategic

Solutions co-owner (retained by Orie Melvin

Campaign) -mike@commonwealthstrategic.com;

and

19



71.

72.

73.

74.

i Todd Nyquist, Commonwealth Strategic Solutions
co-owner (retained by Orie Melvin Campaign) -

toddn25@yahoo.com.

In the attached Exhibit “F” Justice Orie Melvin was a direct

recipient of an email from Noel Burch (now Noel Nyquist).

In  Exhibit “F”, Justice Orie Melvin, utilizing her

judgeoriemelvin4supreme@yahoo.com address, told Ms. Burch

the following:

a. That Ms. Burch should email her at her “personal
emal [sic] address,” and she indicated
oriemelvin@yahoo.com;

b. That the email addresses of “jane” (referring to
former Senator Orie) and “janine” (referring to

Janine  Orie) were janeorie@aol.com and

bbboru@yahoo.com, respectively;

C: That she (meaning Justice Orie Melvin) did not read
the judgeoriemelvin4dsupreme@yahoo.com address;

d. That she (meaning Justice Orie Melvin) wanted the

judgeoriemelvin4supreme@yahoo.com address for

“scheduler & campaign staff;” that she “didn't
always check” the email at that address; and

e. That her (meaning Justice Orie Melvin’s)
“blackberry has my personal email connected. If
you email me send it there where I can access it.”

In Exhibits “"F” - “M,” Justice Orie Melvin was either named
as a direct recipient of Janine Orie’s email correspondence or

was listed in the copy count.

In the attached Exhibits “"F” - “M,” Justice Orie Melvin took
the following actions:
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75.

76.

77.

78.

a. She replied directly to the politically-related email
exchanges that Janine Orie participated in;

b. She replied to the politically-related emails that
Janine Orie forwarded to Justice Orie Melvin that
were sent to Janine Orie originally by other
campaign-related persons; and

C. She replied to politically-related emails generated
by other campaign-related persons wherein Janine
Orie was included as a recipient in the copy count.

Exhibit “"G", is an email exchange dated September 17-18,
2009, involving Janine Orie questioning Noel Burch and Mike
Long regarding a scheduling error that resulted in Justice Orie
Melvin missing a “law firm walkthrough” political event.

Justice Orie Melvin was not a direct participant to the email
exchange presented in Exhibit "“G”, though Noel Burch

forwarded the entire email exchange to Justice Orie Melvin.

Exhibit "H” is an email dated August 10, 2009, with an invoice
dated June 9, 2009, from Mike Long to Janine Orie regarding
Marie Conley, a fundraiser formerly employed by the 2009 Orie
Melvin Campaign.

Exhibit “"H"” reflects that Janine Orie forwarded Mike Long’s
email and invoice to Justice Orie Melvin with the following
original message: “Joan please email that she was working for
other candaite [sic] and due to her deficiencies we were double
charged for invites to pat solaro event invoice# 6081 from krick
graphic 439.37 then invoice 6083 same invites 425.86 both
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79.

80.

81.

dated may 13 addition of moran and also misspelled Eileen

Melvin’s name in invite to Somerset event.”

Exhibit "I” is an email exchange dated August 10, 2009,
between Justice Orie Melvin and Mike Long, wherein Justice
Orie Melvin presented to Mike Long the complaints made by
Janine Orie about Marie Conley referenced in Exhibit “"H”,
among other complaints about Ms. Conley’s performance.

Exhibit “I” reflects that, at the conclusion of the email
exchange, Justice Orie Melvin forwarded Mike Long’s response
to her to both Senator Orie and Janine Orie.

Exhibit “"J” is an email exchange dated October 9, 14-15,
2009, between Janine Orie, Joanne Tsucalas, and Justice Orie

Melvin. The email exchange is summarized as follows:

a. Janine Orie directed Joanne Tsucalas to contact
Chris Sepesy and Dick Howden;

b. Ms. Tsucalas replied to Janine Orie on October 14,
2009;
¢ Janine Orie responded to Ms. Tsucalas on October

15, 2009, and, within the response, states “joanne
we really need to find money — panella is on tv with
ads all last night - they said he has 2 negatives

scheduled for next week - nothing from
templeton[?] he gave BIG to lally-green and the
entire superior court ticket last run --- over 300,

000 eachl...]";

d. Joanne Tsucalas responded to Janine Orie on
October 15, 2009, with the question “Give me the $
amount I can shop to Templeton and Alan Walker ie
Ad to counter the 2 negatives. That's what these
guys like to do.”
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82.

83.

e. Janine Orie forwarded Joanne Tsucalas’ previous
question to Justice Orie Melvin on October 15,
2009.

f. Justice Orie Melvin responded to Janine Orie’s
forward by stating “I need 100,000 from templeton.
That’s what he gave lally green. Tell him Panella
has $1million from philly trial lawyers has $600,000
from out of state unions. He has gay lesbian & pro
choice groups. This is about majority court &
future. I NEED to talk to him. Ask alan for
$25,000.”

g. Janine Orie forwarded Justice Orie Melvin’s
response regarding the Walker and Templeton
question to Joanne Tsucalas on October 15, 2009.

h. Ms. Tsucalas responded to Janine Orie's forwarded
message on October 15, 2009, by stating “Walker
only sending $1,000 out today to Jack’s office. He
said that's the best he can do.”

Exhibit “K” is an email exchange dated September 17-18,
2009, between Justice Orie Melvin and Janine Orie about
“notes,” wherein Justice Orie Melvin closed the exchange by
directing Janine Orie to “send letter from jane [(referring to
former Senator Orie)] to toomey & corbett’'s campaign
[(referring to Senator Patrick Toomey and then-Attorney
General Thomas Corbett, candidate for Governor)] asking for

contribution[.]”

Exhibit "L” is an email exchange dated September 21-22,
2009 between Jamie Pavlot, Janine Orie, and Justice Orie

Melvin. The email exchange is summarized as follows:

a. Jamie Pavlot sent an email to Janine Orie, carbon
copied to Justice Orie Melvin and Jane Orie
regarding a suggestion by Ms. Paviot to provide
2009 Orie Melvin campaign literature (poll cards) to
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84.

85.

86.

the McDonald Sportsmen’s Association’s September
26, 2009 event.

b. Janine Orie forwarded Ms. Pavlot's message to
Justice Orie Melvin and asked “Joan do you have
some handouts maybe can take or whoever is
attending for jane”.

C. Justice Orie Melvin responded to Janine Orie’s
message by stating "I ordered kinko nra. Will pick
up today and take to josh”

d. Janine Orie then forwarded the entire preceding
email exchange to Joshua “Josh” Dott, carbon copy
to Justice Orie Melvin, with the following directive to
Mr. Dott: “can you make sure they get them and
the sportsmen the judge will tell you where they
need to go thank you”.

Exhibit "M"” is an email exchange dated September 21, 2009,
between Jamie Pavlot, Justice Orie Melvin and Joshua Dott
regarding Ms. Pavlot's suggestion to Janine Orie, former
Senator Jane Orie, and Justice Orie Melvin to provide 2009 Orie
Melvin campaign literature to the McDonald Sportsmen’s
Association September 26, 2009 event.

In the email exchange in Exhibit “"M", Justice Orie Melvin's
final message to Mr. Dott was as follows: “I can drop off 800
handcards for this. I also have 2 boxes of hand cards Janine
needs you to drop off at Laborers office across from Palumbo.
Thanks”

During Justice Orie Melvin’s 2009 campaign, Janine Orie
continued to direct Justice Orie Melvin’s judicial staff to engage
in prohibited partisan political activities on Justice Orie Melvin’s
behalf, as Janine Orie had done in the unsuccessful 2003

campaign.
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87.

88.

89.

90.

Janine Orie directed the staff to undertake the following actions
on behalf of Justice Orie Melvin’s 2009 campaign:

a. Pick up and deliver campaign-related mail to the
office of Attorney Jack Orie (Squires);

b. Make deposits of campaign contributions (Squires);
C. Generate campaign finance reports (Squires);
d. Fill out and fax answers to campaign questionnaires

addressed to Justice Orie Melvin from various
interest groups (Creenan, Degener, Skidmore);

e. Generate summaries of court cases authored by
Justice Orie Melvin regarding topics of political
importance to her (Creenan, Degener, Skidmore);
and

f. Gather on Election Day 2009 for an Election Day
event held jointly with Senator Jane Orie and her
staff (Justice Orie Melvin's entire staff).

Justice Orie Melvin’s Superior Court judicial staff utilized

Superior Court office property and working hours to accomplish

the tasks described in Paragraph 87 a-f.

Creenan refused to complete the questionnaires assigned to her
in the 2009 campaign, and she gave them to Degener to
complete.

Ultimately, Justice Orie Melvin approved the content of the

questionnaire responses prior to their dissemination to the
questioning bodies.
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91. At all times during the 2003 and 2009 Supreme Court
campaigns, Justice Orie Melvin required, was aware of,
participated in, assisted, encouraged, tolerated and/or
permitted both Janine Orie and the rest of Justice Orie Melvin’s
Superior Court staff to engage in the proscribed partisan
political activity delineated above.

92. Despite being warned by both Sasinoski (in late 2003) and
Creenan (in late 2008), Justice Orie Melvin did not take any
action to stop her staff from participating in prohibited partisan

political activity for her (Justice Orie Melvin’s) benefit.

PART C. CHARGES

93. By virtue of some or all of the facts alleged above in Parts A
and B, Justice Orie Melvin is subject to discipline pursuant to
Article V, § 18(d)(1) for the following reasons:

COUNT 1
CANON 3

B. Administrative responsibilities.

(1) Judges should diligently  discharge their
administrative responsibilities, maintain
professional competence in judicial administration,
and facilitate the performance of the administrative
responsibilities of other judges and court officials.

(2) Judges should require their staff and court officials
subject to their direction and control to observe the
standards of fidelity and diligence that apply to
judges.

(3) Judges should take or initiate appropriate
disciplinary measures against a judge or lawyer for
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unprofessional conduct of which the judge may
become aware.

Justice Orie Melvin violated Canon 3 by failing to administrate
her judicial staff in a proper fashion. Specifically, Justice Orie
Melvin engaged in a pattern of activity when campaigning for
election to higher judicial office whereby she required, was
aware of, participated in, assisted, encouraged, tolerated and/or
permitted both Janine Orie and the rest of her (Justice Orie
Melvin’s) Superior Court staff to engage in the proscribed
partisan political activity delineated above. Despite her
knowledge of its impropriety, Justice Orie Melvin also failed to
stop the prohibited partisan political activity that took place in
her Superior Court chambers, and she failed to ensure that it
would not take place in 2009 after learning about it in late 2003
and late 2008 from her staff members. Likewise, Justice Orie
Melvin did not take any disciplinary measures against any
member of her staff, either an attorney or a non-attorney, for
the partisan political activity that they performed on her behalf
in her Superior Court chambers.

COUNT 2

ARTICLE V, § 17(b)

Justices and judges shall not engage in any
activity prohibited by law and shall not violate
any canon of legal or judicial ethics prescribed
by the Supreme Court.

Justice Orie Melvin violated Article V, § 17(b) of the Pennsylvania
Constitution by engaging in a pattern of conduct when
campaigning for election to higher judicial office whereby she
violated the Crimes Code of this Commonwealth, Canon 3 of the
Code of Judicial Conduct, Superior Court Internal Operating
Procedure 65.3, and In re: Prohibited Political Activity by
Court-Appointed Employees, 201 Judicial Adm. Dkt. 1 (Pa.

1998).
COUNT 3(A)-(D)

ARTICLEV, § 18(d)(1)

A justice, judge, or magisterial district judge may

be suspended, removed from office, or otherwise

disciplined for [(A)] conviction of a felony...[(B)]
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violation of section 17 of this article...or [(C)]
conduct which...brings the judicial office into
disrepute whether or not the conduct is
prohibited by law; or [(D)] conduct in violation of
a canon or rule prescribed by the Supreme Court.

Justice Orie Melvin violated Article V, § 18(d)(1) of the
Pennsylvania Constitution by engaging in a pattern of conduct
when campaigning for higher judicial office whereby she violated
the Crimes Code of this Commonwealth, Canon 3 of the Code of
Judicial Conduct, Superior Court Internal Operating Procedure
65.3, and In re: Prohibited Political Activity by Court-
Appointed Employees, 201 Judicial Adm. Dkt. 1 (Pa. 1998),
and Article V, § 17(b) of the Pennsylvania Constitution.

The criminal activity committed by Justice Orie Melvin in
furtherance of her political efforts to gain higher judicial office
brings disrepute upon the judiciary and, therefore, constitutes a
separate violation of Article V, § 18(d)(1).

WHEREFORE, Joan Orie Melvin, Justice of the Supreme Court of
Pennsylvania, is subject to disciplinary action pursuant to the Constitution of
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Article V, § 18(d)(1).

Respectfully submitted,

JOSEPH A. MASSA, JR.
Chief Counsel

N\ 7 Ol

DATE: May 18, 2012 RANCIS J\ PUSKAS II
Dep ief Calinsel
Pa. Supreme Court ID No. 76540

Judicial Conduct Board

601 Commonwealth Avenue, Suite 3500
P.O. Box 62525

Harrisburg, PA 17106

(717) 234-7911
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PART D. PETITION FOR RELIEF REQUESTING INTERIM SUSPENSION
WITH PAY

AND NOW, this 18" day of May, 2012, comes the Judicial Conduct
Board of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, by and through Joseph A.
Massa, Jr., Chief Counsel, and files this Petition for Relief under Rule 701 of
the Court of Judicial Discipline Rules of Procedure and Rule 13(A) of the
Judicial Conduct Board Rules of Procedure Requesting Interim Suspension
With Pay, and avers the following:

i 1= Petitioner is the Judicial Conduct Board of the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, constituted pursuant to
Article V, Section 18(a) of the Pennsylvania Constitution
(the Board).

2. Respondent is Joan Orie Melvin, Justice of the Supreme
Court of Pennsylvania.

3. The Board incorporates all factual allegations set forth
above in Parts A and B of its complaint herein by

reference.

4, The Pennsylvania Constitution at Article V, § 18(d)(2)
provides the following :

Prior to a hearing, the Court (Court of Judicial
Discipline) may issue an interim order directing the
suspension, with or without pay, of any justice,
judge or justice of the peace against whom formal
charges have been filed with the Court by the Board
(Judicial Conduct Board) or against whom has been
filed an indictment or information charging a felony.
An interim order under this paragraph shall not be
considered a final order from which an appeal may
be taken.
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As a result of its investigation into the activity of Justice Orie
Melvin, the Grand Jury returned a presentment (Presentment
C-2) against Justice Orie Melvin on May 18, 2012. The Grand
Jury’s presentment is attached as Exhibit "A”, and the factual
assertions underlying the presentment are incorporated herein

by reference.

Based upon the Grand Jury’s presentment, the District Attorney
of Allegheny County on May 18, 2012, charged Justice Orie
Melvin with three felony counts of theft of services, 18 Pa.C.S.A
§ 3926(b) (F3); one felony count of Criminal Conspiracy (theft
of services), 18 Pa.C.S.A. 8§903, 3926(b)(F3); two
misdemeanor counts of Official Oppression, 18 Pa.C.S.A. §
5301(1) or (2) (M2); one misdemeanor count of Criminal
Solicitation (tamper with or fabricate physical evidence), 18
Pa.C.S.A. 88902, 4910(1)(M2); one misdemeanor count of
Criminal Conspiracy (tampering with physical evidence), 18
Pa.C.S.A. §§903, 4910 (M2); and one count of misapplication
of entrusted property, 18 Pa.C.S.A. § 4113(a) (M2). These
charges are attached as Exhibit "B”, and the charges and the
factual assertions underlying the charges are incorporated

herein by reference.

The Board has filed a contemporaneous Board Complaint with
this Honorable Court alleging that Justice Orie Melvin violated
the Canons of the Code of Judicial Conduct and the
Pennsylvania Constitution by virtue of the conduct delineated
therein. See Complaint Part A-C. The alleged conduct also
forms some or all of the bases of the charges filed against
Justice Orie Melvin by the District Attorney.
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8. The pending felony criminal charges against Justice Orie Melvin
undermine both public confidence in the judiciary and its
reputation. If Justice Orie Melvin is permitted to continue
participating in cases before the Supreme Court of
Pennsylvania, the public’s confidence in the judiciary and the

judiciary’s reputation will continue to erode.

WHEREFORE, the Board, by and through Joseph A. Massa, Jr., Chief
Counsel, and Francis J. Puskas II, Deputy Chief Counsel, respectfully
requests that this Honorable Court enter an interim order suspending Justice
Joan Orie Melvin with pay pending trial on the criminal charges filed against
her, and, if the fact finder at Commonwealth v. Joan Orie Melvin,
Allegheny County Lower Court Docket No. CR-0005030-12, enters a verdict
of guilty on the felony charges, then the Board moves this Court to
immediately convert the suspension to a suspension without pay pending
further order of the court. The Board also requests this Court to enter any
such other relief as may be deemed appropriate.

Respectfully submitted,

JOSEPH A. MASSA, JR.
Chief Counsel

DATE: May 18, 2012

Pa. Supreme Court ID No. 76540

Judicial Conduct Board

601 Commonwealth Avenue, Suite 3500
P.O. Box 62525

Harrisburg, PA 17106

(717) 234-7911
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
COURT OF JUDICIAL DISCIPLINE

IN RE:

Joan Orie Melvin;

Justice of the Supreme Court : 53D 2012
of Pennsylvania; 5

VERIFICATION

I am Deputy Chief Counsel for the Judicial Conduct Board and I am
authorized to make this verification and file the foregoing BOARD
COMPLAINT AND PETITION FOR SUSPENSION. 1 verify that the Judicial
Conduct Board found probable cause to file the formal charges contained in
this Board Complaint and has a reasonable basis to seek Justice Orie
Melvin's interim suspension. I understand that the statements herein are
made subject to the penalties of 18 Pa.C.S Section 4904, relating to

unsworn falsification to authorities.

Respectfully submitted,

A : !M —
:C FRANCIS 1. )HUSKAS II
Deputy~Chief Cotunsel

Pa. Supreme Court ID No. 76540

DATE: May 18, 2012

Judicial Conduct Board

601 Commonwealth Avenue, Suite 3500
P.O. Box 62525

Harrisburg, PA 17106

(717) 234-7911
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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF ALLEGHENY COUNTY,

PENNSYLVANIA
IN RE: 2010 ALLEGHENY COUNTY . Criminal Division
INVESTIGATING GRAND JURY . CP-02-AD-112-2010

PRESENTMENT C-2

TO THE HONORABLE JOSEPH M. JAMES, SUPERVISING JUDGE:

We, the 2010 Allegheny County Investigating Grand Jury, duly charged by
the Court to inquire into offenses against the criminal laws of the Commonwealth
alleged to have been committed within Allegheny County and having obtained
knowledge of such instances from witnesses sworn by this Court and testifying
before us, and having examined the evidence presented to us, and finding
thereon reasonable grounds to believe, and so believing, upon our respective
oaths, not fewer than twelve concurring, do hereby make this Presentment to this

Honorable Court.




INTRODUCTION

The Notice of Submission that began this inquiry with this investigative
body was reviewed and approved by the Supervising Judge of the 2010
Allegheny County Investigating Grand Jury on July 26, 2010.

The investigative inquiry before this Grand Jury has focused most recently
upon the circumstances under which employees of the Superior Court staff of
Justice Joan Orie Melvin (hereinafter “Orie Melvin"), as well as other state-paid,
senatorial employees, were utilized to engage in political and campaign-related
activities in order to promote and facilitate Orie Melvin's candidacy for election as
a Justice of the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania during political campaigns in
both the years 2003 and 2009. At this point in the investigation, it now appears
that not only was Justice Orie Melvin directly and knowingly involved in using
state paid staffers from both the judicial and legislative branches of the
Pennsylvania government in her political campaign activities, but it also appears
that she was aided in those endeavors by two accomplices, co-conspirators, and
siblings - Janine Mary Orie and Jane Clare Orie.

As an elected Judge of the Superior Court of Pennsylvania, Justice Joan
Orie Melvin employed her sister, Janine Orie, as a member of her court-paid staff
from 1997 to 2010, a period of time that includes the years 2003 and 2009 that
are particularly pertinent to this Presentment.

Staff attorneys from the Office of the District Attorney of Allegheny County,
as legal advisers to this Grand Jury, filed a Notice of Submission requesting

access to the tools of the Grand Jury in order to investigate this matter



adequately. Because a number of the prospective witnesses who had
information concerning the alleged abuses of her judicial office by then-Judge
Orie Melvin were still on her staff, several of the investigative tools that are
available only through the powers of the Grand Jury became essential
components of the investigative process that has resulted in the filing of this
Presentment.

The unique investigative tools of a Grand Jury that were utilized in this
investigative process included the power through the Court-supervised subpoena
process to compel and obtain essential witness testimony under oath and to
require the production of various documents that were otherwise unavailable to
law enforcement investigators; the ability to seek and obtain grants of immunity
from the Court, in instances where such considerations were required; and,
access to all other resources that are provided under the Pennsylvania Grand
Jury Act.

As the investigation progressed, an interim Presentment was issued on
December 15, 2011, against Janine Mary Orie. The allegations within that earlier
Presentment by this Grand Jury were predicated upon the same underlying
criminal activity which is described within the instant Presentment. As Janine
Mary Orie and Joan Orie Melvin are co-conspirators and accomplices in the
crimes alleged herein, substantial portions of the earlier Presentment have been

incorporated into this Presentment.



This Grand Jury submits that the actions of Joan Orie Melvin, now a sitting
Justice on the Supreme Court of Pennsyivania, give rise to the foilowing alieged

violations of the Pennsylvania Crimes Code:

Theft of Services - Diversion of Services Three Counts

[18 Pa.C.S.A. § 3926 (b)];
Criminal Conspiracy to commit Theft of Services - Diversion of Services

[18 Pa.C.S.A. § 903 and 3926 (b)];
Criminal Conspiracy to Commit Tampering With or Fabricating Physical

Evidence
[18 Pa.C.S.A. § 903 and 4910 (1));
Criminal Solicitation to Commit Tampering With or Fabricating Physical

Evidence
[18 Pa.C.S.A. § 902 and 4910 (1)];

Official Oppression Two Counts
[18 Pa.C.S.A. § 5301);

Misapplication of Entrusted Property of Government
[18 Pa.C.S.A. § 4113 (a)].

FINDINGS

TESTIMONY OF COURT EMPLOYEES
During the ongoing investigation by this Grand Jury into the illegal use of
state-paid workers for political campaign-related activities, employees - both
former and current employees of Joan Orie Melvin (“Orie Melvin”), who, at the
time was Judge of the Pennsylvania Superior Court, but who now serves as a

Pennsylvania Supreme Court Justice, provided statements to members of the



Office of the District Attorney of Allegheny County, and testimony to this

Investigating Grand Jury:

TESTIMONY OF LAW CLERK LISA SASINOSKI

One of these employees was Lisa Sasinoski (Sasinoski), a formér
Superior Court law clerk. Sasinoski was employed by Orie Melvin in 1990 as a
law clerk in the Allegheny County Court of Common Pleas and she remained in
Orie Melvin's employ after Orie Melvin successfully ran for Pennsylvania Superior
Court in 1997. She continued to work for Judge Orie Melvin until Orie Melvin's
unsuccessful campaign run for the Pennsylvania Supreme Court in 2003.

The term of employment of Sasinoski as a member of Orie Melvin's court
staff came to an abrupt end in December, 2003, and she is currently employed
as a law clerk in the chambers of another Pennsylvania Supreme Court Justice.

Sasinoski stated that Janine Orie was hired in 1991 as a secretary for Orie
Melvin in the Court of Common Pleas, but shortly thereafter, Janine Orie took
over a number of supervisory roles in that office; these included handling staff
leave time, work assignments, and scheduling, among other responsibilities.

According to Sasinoski, a court employee on the Orie Melvin staff never
questioned Janine Orie or any directive coming from Janine Orie. Indeed, it was
Janine Orie, who, on a daily basis, dictated the priorities of tasks to be done by
staffers, be it of a political or judicial nature.

Janine Orie continued as a secretary for Orie Melvin after her ascension to
the Superior Court in 1997, and she continued to work in the same offices with

Sasinoski. During that period of time, Sasinoski experienced first-hand the on-



going political work involving and undertaken by Orie Melvin court employees.
took place within every judicial office of Orie Melvin during the 1991 — 2003 time
period in which she (Sasinoski) was employed by Orie Melvin.

Sasinoski testified that during her time as a law clerk with Orie Melvin, she
was directed by Janine Orie to do a myriad of political tasks for Orie Melvin.
These tasks included: writing political speeches; filling out campaign
questionnaires in furtherance of obtaining endorsements from political action
committees; and traveling with Orie Melvin to, and attending political functions
with, the Judge during the 2003 campaign year. In addition, Sasinoski observed
and/or had knowledge of fellow court staff members Kathleen Squires, Molly
Creenan, John Degener, and Cathy Skidmore being directed by Janine Orie to
participate in political and/or campaign-related activities on behalf of Orie Melvin.
Sasinoski acknowledged that, to a degree, every Orie Melvin employee did some
type of political work while within the court offices. Sasinoski advised that
oftentimes there was a duplication of political work by staffers, in part, because
Janine Orie attempted to isolate the staffers’ knowledge from one another as to
what particular political assignment each staffer had been tasked by Janine to
complete. Sasinoski characterized Janine Orie's office role in 2003 as Orie
Melvin's “campaign manager”.

Sasinoski stated that these campaign or political assignments were
normally generated by Janine Orie, and those “non-judicial’ tasks were

communicated by handwritten notes left at her desk or in her mailbox within the



Superior Court offices of Orie Melvin. Sasinoski stated that she recognized the
handwriting on these notes as always having been written by Janine Orie, but
she added that the notes sometimes were signed by Janine as “Judge” or “Joan”.
The amount of political work also required Sasinoski to sometimes bring judicial
work home, because her normal work hours doing judicial assignments were
interrupted by the political work demands of Janine, which, in turn, resulted in her
inability to maintain her judicial workload during office hours.

Sasinoski stated that she was also directed by Orie Melvin herself to
engage in political activities in the office. One example provided by Sasinoski in
this regard was when Orie Melvin requested her to research opinions, issued by
Orie Melvin, that were favorable to injured workers or plaintiffs; this research was
then to be used to foster the endorsement of Orie Melvin by the Pennsylvania
Trial Lawyers. Several weeks after that assignment, Orie Melvin requested that
legal research be conducted by Sasinoski regarding cases previously issued by
Orie Melvin which would further her solicitation of the defense bar endorsement.

Sasinoski also described how she traveled on a number of occasions with
Orie Melvin during the 2003 campaign year. According to Sasinoski, Janine Orie
sometimes tried to schedule political or campaign-related activities around
judicial sessions in Harrisburg or Philadelphia in an effort to save money,
although some trips were solely political in nature. According to Sasinoski, it was
Janine Orie who notified Sasinoski that she would be either travelling with Qrie
Melvin, writing campaign speeches, and/or filling out campaign questionnaires.

At that time, Sasinoski states that she would also discuss the nature or content of



the campaign speeches with Judge Orie Melvin. Sasinoski estimated that she
traveled with Orie Melvin over 20 times on such trips, some of which were
completed within one day, while others required overnight stays.

Sasinoski also said that she was aware that Orie Melvin herself utilized
the facilities of the office for politicking. Sasinoski described a period of time in
2003 when she overheard Orie Melvin in her chambers on her office telephone
soliciting multiple Republican committee people in furtherance of her own
campaign for Supreme Court Justice. Sasinoski stated that she knew that the
judicial telephone within Orie Melvin's office had been used for these political
contacts that she had overheard being done by Judge Orie Melvin, because
several months later she, Sasinoski, was berated by Janine Orie about the high
telephone bills that had been incurred by the office; Janine blamed those high
bills on Sasinoski and the other law clerks.

As a result of this chastisement, Sasinoski subsequently requested
detailed billing records for those particular phone calls. The records that were
received displayed the outgoing calls attributable to particular phone extensions,
and reflected that the overwhelming majority of additional billed calls were from
both Orie Melvin's own office extension, and also from the additional telephone
line that had been installed by the court at the residence of Orie Melvin for home
office use. Those billing records that were reviewed by Sasinoski reflected calls
to a variety of telephone numbers across the state during the very same time
period in which Orie Melvin had been overheard by Sasinoski, as Orie Melvin

telephoned various Republican committee people. Sasinoski advised that there



were between 280 and 400 committee people, and it was her understanding that
Orie Melvin contacied each one of them during thai time period.

Sasinoski stated that she had also been required to work the polls on
behalf of Orie Melvin's candidacy for the Pennsylvania Supreme Court on the
2003 general election day. Among the tasks that she said she was directed to do
on that occasion was to travel to a polling place and distribute poll cards to
prospective voters; these cards, she said, had been provided by Janine Orie.

According to Sasinoski's recollection, this directive first came from Janine
Orie, who announced to the staff members: “Everyone, we're going to work the
polls.”  Sasinoski described how she subsequently received a follow-up
telephone call message from Orie Melvin's sister, Senator Jane Orie, in which the
Senator told Sasinoski she had “better work the polls on Tuesday and get your
clerks in line, and if not, tell them they needed to be in the office on Tuesday and
find two people to replace them at the polls.” Sasinoski related that this recorded
message by Jane Orie had been very loud, forceful and was laced with
profanities; she said that she perceived this voice mail message to be an “order”
to be followed just as if it had been given by either Orie Melvin or Janine Orie.

Sasinoski acknowledged that she herself knew that it was wrong for
judicial staff to work at the polls on behalf of Orie Melvin, and because of this
fact, she was too embarrassed to require fellow staff members to work the polling
places on Election Day. However, Sasinoski was later specifically directed by
Janine Orie to appear at a particular polling place in Penn Hills. Sasinoski also

was aware that fellow law clerk John Degener had also been directed by Janine



to appear on behalf of Orie Melvin at a polling place in Penn Hills, and Sasinoski
said that she had both taiked with Degener over the telephone and also met with
him on that day. Sasinoski said that she was very uncomfortable about working
the polls on behalf of Orie Melvin, since she knew that such activity amounted to
a clear violation of court-mandated rules that prohibited partisan political activities
by judicial employees. She nonetheless went along with the directive handed
down to her by Janine Orie, because she feared that the penalty for not
participating as required would have been termination of her employment.

Sasinoski further related that in the Orie Melvin judicial office, Janine's
directives were never questioned, and that Janine had both the apparent and the
actual authority to direct the staff to do whatever work needed to be
accomplished — whether such tasks were political or judicial in nature.

Sasinoski went on to describe that she never questioned Janine's
directives because she, Janine, was the Judge's sister, and, in any event, any
conversation that she, Sasinoski, had with Janine, the Judge seemed to know
about, and, any conversation that she had with the Judge, Janine seemed to
know about. It was clear to Sasinoski that Janine's directives were to be
considered in the same fashion as if they had come from Judge Orie Melvin
herself.

Sasinoski detailed her knowledge of the involvement of fellow Orie Melvin
staff members in political and/or campaign-related activities while employed by

the courts; she described the following:
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Kathleen Squires - a secretary. She data-based campaign contribution

Fy

checks in Microsoft Excel and merged the names of contributors onto
subsequent “thank you” letters. Sasinoski recalled one instance in the
judicial office in 2003 when Squires had approached her after Squires had
been working on a database for several hours. Squires was very upset
and related that she had inadvertently deleted the file. Sasinoski
contacted Linda Ollio, the Court’s local computer IT employee, in order to
try to have that file recovered. Ollio was ultimately successful in locating
that particular file, but she refused to recover it as it contained political
material that was forbidden to be on the judicial computers in the first
place. (In a separate telephone interview, Linda Ollio corroborated the

details of this incident with investigators.)

Molly Creenan - a judicial law clerk. Creenan, who like Sasinoski herseff,

also worked on campaign questionnaires for Orie Melvin on the premises

of Orie Melvin's judicial office.

Cathy Skidmore — also a judicial law clerk. Skidmore photocopied

campaign checks, and deposited campaign checks at the bank.

John Degener — another law clerk. Degener was required to attend Penn

Hills polling place on Election Day, 2003 on behalf of Orie Melvin.

11



According to Sasinoski, the pressure to perform these political tasks on
behalf of Orie Meivin, which Sasinoski knew to be illegal, became so exireme
that she became physically ill. The breaking point for her, according to
Sasinoski, took place a week or so before the 2003 election, when Janine Orie
placed a stack of Orie Melvin's travel expenses on her desk and directed her to
prepare a duplicate of each of those expense vouchers under the name of Jane
Orie. Sasinoski was told to then submit these fabricated expense claims to the
Orie Melvin campaign. Sasinoski saw this to be an illegal attempt to obtain cash,
described to her by Janine as “street money”, by circumventing the mandated
campaign finance reporting requirements.

Sasinoski chose not to act upon this directive from Janine, and
subsequently those travel expense forms were removed from her desk by Janine
after they laid there for several days.

On a Monday in early December 2003 (after Orie Melvin's failed bid for a
seat on the Supreme Court), Sasinoski approached Orie Melvin and told her that
the political activities that had occurred in the office in the past needed to cease,
and that she (Sasinoski) could not do them anymore.

According to Sasinoski, Orie Melvin stated, “Well, if you can’t handle it...”
then turned to answer an incoming telephone call. Sasinoski then got up and left
the office and went back to work. Sasinoski worked her normal schedule that
Tuesday without further encountering Orie Melvin; however, when she arrived at
work on Wednesday, the following day, Sasinoski was directed by Janine to turn

in her building ID card and her court ID, and to clear out her desk.
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When asked why, Janine reportedly advised Sasinoski that she would
need to talk to Orie Melvin. Sasinoski then cleared out her desk, left the office,

and her employment with Orie Melvin ceased at that time.

TESTIMONY OF LAW CLERK CATHY SKIDMORE

Another person in the employ of Orie Melvin's judicial office was Cathy
Skidmore (Skidmore), who was employed as a law clerk by Orie Melvin from
September 2002 through November 2009.

While a judicial law clerk at the time of Orie Melvin's unsuccessful run for
Superior Court in 2003, Skidmore recounted a circumstance during which she
observed printed campaign solicitation letters and envelopes spread out on the
conference room table in the judicial office. Skidmore said that she and other
staff members assisted Janine Orie during the judicial work day in stuffing this
campaign-related literature for Orie Melvin into envelopes on that occasion.
Skidmore said that she also occasionally observed other campaign literature and
brochures in the judicial office that dealt with the 2003 Orie Melvin campaign for
Supreme Court. Among those were letters soliciting campaign funds or
endorsements that were sent out under the name of Orie Melvin's sister, Senator
Jane Orie. Skidmore advised that she helped Janine complete this task by
signing the name of Jane Orie to the letters prior to their being stuffed into the
waiting envelopes.

Skidmore stated that a substantial number of Orie Melvin campaign
checks were processed in the judicial office during the 2003 campaign as well,

These checks were then usually deposited into the bank by secretary Kathy
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Squires, although Skidmore admitted that occasionally she made such deposits
as well.

According to Skidmore, on the day before the general election in 2003, the
judicial staff was called into the reception area and given a bag of campaign
literature. Skidmore recalls being directed to work the polls on behalf of Orie
Melvin, handing out the Judge's campaign literature. Skidmore recalled that
Janine was responsible for giving all campaign-related directives in the office at
that time. Present at that time were Skidmore, Lisa Sasinoski, Jack Degener and
Kathy Squires. Skidmore stated that she subsequently worked the polls on
Election Day, and believed other members of the Judge's staff did as well.

In 2009, Skidmore stated that she had been provided several computer
floppy disks by Janine Orie, and Skidmore was asked to copy the contents onto
CD discs. Skidmore recalled there being Excel spreadsheets contained within
these floppy disks, and that one had the term “Republican” in the title. Skidmore
took the disks home and used her computer to copy the files as instructed; the
following day she returned both sets to Janine Orie.

Skidmore stated that she knew that engaging in political activities in the

judicial office was wrong, but she generally tried to do what was asked of her.

TESTIMONY OF SECRETARY KATHY SQUIRES
Kathy Squires was initially employed as a secretary by Orie Melvin in the
late 1980’s when Orie Melvin was the Chief Magistrate in the City of Pittsburgh.
Squires left that position in 1989 in order to raise her family, but she later

returned to work for Orie Melvin in Superior Court. Squires has worked for Orie
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Melvin approximately 13 years, and is currently employed as a secretary for Orie
Melvin at the Supreme Court.

Squires acknowledged that she had both observed and engaged in
political and/or fund raising activities in Orie Melvin's judicial office, particularly in
2003. Squires told of how, during that time period, she had been directed by
Janine Orie to pick up photocopies of Orie Melvin campaign checks from the
office of attorney (and brother of Orie Melvin), John “Jack” Orie; she then entered
the check information into Excel spreadsheets on the court's computer during her
judicial work day. Squires described how she subsequently used such
spreadsheets in order to create mail-merged *thank you” letters that were
addressed to contributors to the Orie Melvin campaign. Squires estimated she
spent an average of three hours per day working on these palitical activities, and
she not only utilized judicial resources such as the office computers, but also the
Superior Court printers and paper in order to accomplish these tasks. The Excel
spreadsheets that were both created and used by Squires were originally kept on
floppy disks, but at one point, Janine Orie directed Squires to copy the files to the
*H" drive of her judicial computer as a backup.

Squires stated that Janine Orie was constantly working on political
campaign material in the office, and Squires said that she often observed stacks
of literature and paperwork related to the Orie Melvin campaign at or near the
printer/copier in the office.

According to Squires, prior to Election Day in 2003, Janine Orie directed

Squires and other judicial employees that they were to attend the polls on

15



Election Day and hand out literature on behalf of Orie Melvin's campaign for the
Supreme Court. Squires recalled that she was directed by Janine Orie to attend
the polls at Colfax School on Beechwood Boulevard in the City of Pittsburgh.
Also in attendance at that polling place with Squires was fellow employee Cathy
Skidmore. Squires related that she felt she had no choice in this issue, and that
her job would have been in jeopardy had she refused to attend the polls as
directed by Janine Orie.

Squires advised that during Orie Melvin’s 2009 Supreme Court campaign,
she was relieved when she was not required to do the data basing of campaign
checks in Excel. Squires had not been provided an explanation for this change,
and she said that she did not inquire any further about that subject once she
realized that a change had taken place. It should be noted that, as set forth in a
prior Presentment by a Grand Jury, it was during Orie Melvin's run for the
Supreme Court in 2009 that the staff of Senator Jane Orie was enlisted to carry
out these campaign-related functions. In sworn testimony at two separate trials
involving Jane Orie, staffers Jamie Pavlot and Josh Dott admitted that during the
2009 campaign for Supreme Court, data basing of Orie Melvin campaign
contribution receipts took place in the Orie senatorial district office. (A trial for
Janine Orie regarding her role in facilitating the use of Senator Orie staffers to
assist in the campaign activity of Joan Orie Melvin is now scheduled for late
summer of this year).

Squires stated that late in the year 2009 when the criminal investigation

regarding Senator Jane Orie became known, Janine Orie left Squires a note
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which Squires recognized as being in the hand-writing of Janine Orie; that note

directed Squires to delete ail of the campaign related files from her "H" drive that
were on her judicial computer. Squires then deleted these files as directed, and
subsequently provided the original floppy disks that contained the same data to
Janine Qrie.

A search of the computer “backup” data from Squires’ Superior Court
computer hard drive — those "backup” computer files had been created as part of
the shutdown process of Orie Melvin's Superior Court offices in or around
January, 2010 - failed to reveal the existence of any files of a political and/or
campaign nature. The absence of any political files on Squires’ computer, as
captured on the back up data during this shutdown process, is consistent with
Squires’ testimony regarding Janine Orie’s previous directive to delete any and
all political and/or campaign files from her Superior Court computer.

Squires was shown copies of certain Excel spreadsheets (ones previously
obtained from a USB jump drive during the course of the Senator Jane Orie
criminal investigation) which contained a list of political contributors and
associated data. The metadata associated with these files indicated that the
original author of these campaign files was “ksquires”, and further, that the
respective files originated from a computer at Pennsylvania Superior Court.
Although Squires could not recognize to a certainty the contents of the
spreadsheet as having been inputted by her, she did recognize the type of

spreadsheet as similar to what she previously described as having completed in

2003. Squires also acknowledged that the metadata associated with those files
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that had been located by investigators on the Senator Orie USB jump drive that
had been regularly used by Josh Dott appeared to reflect files that were authored
by her from a computer in the Superior Court Office of then Judge Joan Orie

Melvin.

TESTIMONY OF LAW CLERK MOLLY CREENAN

Another judicial law clerk, Molly Creenan, was employed on Orie Melvin's
Superior Court staff from January 1998 through December 2009; after that time
she continued on as a Deputy Staff Attorney with Orie Melvin upon her
subsequent election to the Pennsylvania Supreme Court in November 2009.
Creenan remained in the employ of Orie Melvin in the Supreme Court until just
recently.

During Orie Melvin's 2003 campaign for Supreme Court, Creenan was
aware that members of the judicial staff, under the direction of Janine Orie,
conducted political or campaign work on behalf of Orie Melvin at the Superior
Court office. Creenan stated that on occasion within that office, she observed
deposit slips and campaign contribution checks that had been placed by Janine
Orie on the chair of judicial secretary Kathy Squires. The checks were
subsequently deposited at the Allegheny Valley Bank into the Orie Melvin
campaign account by Squires. Creenan knew this to be true, as she had
occasionally assisted Squires by making deposits at the bank during her lunch
hour. Squires also was tasked to pick up campaign fundraising checks and other
political campaign mail that had been mailed to the nearby law office of Orie

Melvin's brother, John “Jack” Orie. Creenan said that she was also aware that
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Squires had political campaign databases on her computer. Squires admitted
that she also was asked to complete campaign finance reports, which she did on
behalf of the Orie Melvin political campaign.

According to Creenan, Janine Orie would often use the judicial copier,
printer, fax and computers to do campaign work.

Creenan was also aware that in 2003, Chief Clerk Lisa Sasinoski traveled
regularly with Orie Melvin to Superior Court sessions, and then attended
activities relating to Orie Melvin's political campaigning.

Creenan stated that she too was occasionally required by Janine Orie or
Orie Melvin to draft summaries of prior Orie Melvin court cases which Creenan
believed were then being used for campaign purposes. Like other judicial
staffers, according to Creenan, she considered any order from Janine Orie to be
an order from Orie Melvin.

Creenan recalled one specific occasion when she had been telephoned by
Senator Jane Orie, who requested that Creenan fax from the judicial office a
political questionnaire on behalf of Orie Melvin. Creenan advised the Senator
that she was uncomfortable with that request, because it involved faxing political
material from a judicial office. According to Creenan, Senator Orie screamed at
her over the telephone and demanded that she do it; again Creenan refused.
Creenan subsequently decided to fax that political material from a nearby Kinko's
shop, in order to comply with the Senator's request and to avoid what she knew

to be unlawful.
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Creenan stated that just before the general election in 2003, Janine Orie
indicated to her that Senator Jane Orie wanted everyone in the office to work a
polling place on Election Day. Creenan believed that other staff members were
aware of this request as well. Janine then handed out bags labeled with the
name and address of a specific polling place, each containing Orie Melvin
campaign literature such as poll cards to be handed out to prospective voters.
According to Creenan, Janine also advised the staff to make attempts not to be
recognized at the polls.

Creenan admitted that she was very uncomfortable with this request for
court employees to work the election polls in order to promote Orie Melvin's
campaign, so she reviewed her Judicial Law Clerk Handbook. Within that court
employees handbook, was an Order of November 24, 1998, that explicitly
forbade court employees to engage in partisan political activities - including
working polling places on Election Day.

Creenan advised then Chief Clerk Lisa Sasinoski that she refused to
attend the polls on Election Day as had been directed by Janine Orie. Creenan
said that after her refusal to work the polls as mandated, Creenan was directed
by Janine Orie, either directly or indirectly through Lisa Sasinoski, that she would
instead have to work in the Superior Court office instead on Election Day; this
was in spite of the fact that Election Day was a “holiday” for court employees - a
day that court employees did not have to work. Creenan said that she did
appear as directed and worked at the Superior Court office on Election Day,

despite the fact that it was a day off for court employees. She said that she did
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as directed because she feared retribution from her supervisors, Joan Orie
Melvin and Janine Orie, if she refused. It was Creenan's understanding that
fellow court staffers Lisa Sasinoski, Jack Degener, Cathy Skidmore and Kathy
Squires all worked at the polls pursuant to Janine Orie’s directive.

Creenan explained that late in the year 2008, she became aware of the
fact that Orie Melvin was intending to run once more for Supreme Court in the
2009 election. Creenan said that she spoke to Cathy Skidmore and to Chief
Clerk Jack Degener regarding her ongoing concerns that the office and staff
would again be required to provide assistance in an upcoming Orie Melvin
political campaign.

Creenan advised both Skidmore and Degener that she was going to
address her concerns with Orie Melvin, and she asked if either or both of them
would accompany her in that effort. Both Skidmore and Degener declined to
accompany Creenan when she went to confront the Judge with her concerns.
Creenan said she therefore took it upon herself to approach Orie Melvin about
these issues.

Creenan explained that when she met up with Orie Melvin to talk about
staffers being used to do political campaign work, Creenan first congratulated
Orie Melvin on her announcement that she intended to run once more for a seat
on the Pennsylvania Supreme Court. Creenan said, however, that she then
expressed her deep concerns to Orie Melvin regarding the judicial staff being
used to participate in performing political tasks as they had been required to do

during the 2003 election. She said that she informed Orie Melvin that “what had
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happened in 2003 cannot happen in 2009. | told her that no one should be asked
to work a poli on Election Day as they were in 2003. | also told her that the
Superior Court copiers, printers and computers should not be used in any way for
this campaign.”

Creenan says that she went so far as to suggest to Orie Melvin that
Janine Orie should take a leave of absence from her position with Superior Court
in order to work on the Judge's new campaign, rather than stay and perform
political work in the judicial office as had been done in the previous 2003
campaign. To support the wisdom of this proposal, Creenan said that she went
on to discuss with Orie Melvin two related matters. The first of these had arisen
with the Habay prosecution. Habay, a Pittsburgh-area state legislator had been
convicted and sentenced to jail because of the use of his staff for illegal political
work while on “state time."” The second concern was the then-ongoing
“Bonusgate” investigation that was prominent in news reports at the time.

Creenan said that she went on to tell Orie Melvin that she could no longer
assist her with any campaign work at the office. Orie Melvin reportedly then
asked Creenan if she would be willing to do campaign-related work on her own
time; Creenan said that she told Orie Melvin that she would not do that either.
Creenan said she told Orie Melvin that if there were ever a criminal investigation
into the campaign activities occurring in the office, Creenan would tell the truth.
According to Creenan, the conversation with the judge ended at that time;
Creenan believed that Janine Orie was present or overheard this conversation

from her nearby office.
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Creenan said that after that conversation with Orie Melvin, both Janine
and Orie Melvin were very upset and refused to speak to her for a long time.

However, even after Creenan's blatant refusal to work on Orie Melvin's
campaign material, Janine Orie still continued to place campaign questionnaires
in Creenan’s mail inbox; accompanying these were attached handwritten notes
stating "complete for Judge”, or “FYI". Instead of doing this assigned political
work, Creenan says that she gave those questionnaires instead to Orie Melvin's
Chief Law Clerk John Degener.

Creenan said that she knew that Orie Melvin continued to be aware of
Creenan's ongoing refusal to engage in this political work, and she recalled one
particular instance in which a questionnaire was faxed to her attention from Orie
Melvin, with Orie Melvin's handwritten comment “Are you above this" contained
thereon. Creenan stated that although she was fearful of losing her job as a
result of her refusal to do political campaign work for the Judge, she nonetheless
felt that her ethical obligations as an attorney were more important.

In the 2009 Supreme Court campaign, Creenan continued to observe
Janine Orie printing out campaign material at the printer. When confronted about
this by Creenan, Janine advised that she was “using a laptop” - as if that
explanation made the political campaign-related work somehow “permissible”.
Creenan stated that Janine subsequently began to work behind the closed doors
of her office, but Creenan said that Janine Orie routinely continued to use the

judicial office printer for campaign related purposes.
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TESTIMONY OF LAW CLERK JOHN DEGENER

John Degener (Degener) was first emiployed as a law clerk in the Superior
Court office of Orie Melvin in January, 1998, and he became Chief Law Clerk
under Orie Melvin upon Lisa Sasinoski's termination of employment in 2003,
Degener continued his employment with Orie Melvin as Pennsylvania Supreme
Court Chief Law Clerk when the Judge took office in 2010. Degener remains
employed as Orie Melvin's Chief Law Clerk at the present time.

Degener stated that Orie Melvin's sister Janine Orie has been employed
as a secretary for Orie Melvin in both Pennsylvania Superior and Supreme Court.
Degener described Janine Orie’s role and authority as different from that of other
judicial secretaries. Degener advised that in addition to traditional secretarial
work, Janine would handle the schedules of all staff employees, and she
regularly assigned cases to the clerks.

Degener stated that Orie Melvin would pass her directives to the staff
through Janine. Because of this procedure, any directive from Janine was
assumed to be with the full knowledge of Orie Melvin, and the perception by
office staff was that whatever was conveyed to the staff by Janine Orie was what
Orie Melvin wanted done. In addition, as the sister of Orie Melvin, Janine
enjoyed a greater autonomy than might have been expected of someone in her
position as secretary.

Overall, Degener described Janine as having the “ultimate authority” over

the entire complement of Orie Melvin's judicial staff.
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During Orie Melvin's 2003 campaign for Supreme Court, Degener was
aware that members of the judicial staff, under the direction of Janing OCrie,
conducted political or campaign work on behalf of Orie Melvin at the Judge's
office. Degener himself said that he had been tasked by Janine Orie to complete
judicial candidate questionnaires on behalf of (then) Supreme Court candidate
Orie Melvin. Degener also knew that fellow Orie Melvin law clerks Molly Creenan
and Lisa Sasinoski had been similarly tasked by Janine during the 2003
campaign.

Degener estimated that each questionnaire might take approximately one
day to complete, and he said that he assumed that Creenan and Sasinoski
required approximately the same amount of time to complete such tasks. This
work was done during their normal work day at Superior Court. Degener
acknowledged that this work detracted from time that would have been utilized
for judicial work, and that he would be required to make up that lost time on his
own in order to keep up with the judicial workload.

Degener also admitted that he prepared outlines and speeches that were
subsequently used or given by Orie Melvin for campaign purposes.

Degener further recalled that the day before the 2003 general election, he
had received a note from Janine Orie which directed him to attend a polling place
for the purpose of handing out poll cards on behalf of Orie Melvin's Supreme
Court candidacy. Degener stated that he was also aware that then-Chief Law
Clerk Lisa Sasinoski received a similar directive from Janine Orie, and that both

he and Sasinoski appeared at the same polling place the next day. Degener said
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that it is his belief that both Molly Creenan and Cathy Skidmore also received
directives from Janine to attend poiling locations as well.

Degener also observed Janine Orie, Kathy Squires, and possibly one
other staff member stuffing a large stack of political letters in the conference
room at Superior Court. Degener said he knew that Squires would “run errands”
of a political nature during her work day, such as delivering envelopes to Orie
Melvin's campaign office, located within the law office of her brother, Jack Orie.
Degener acknowledged that he himself made one such delivery to Jack Orie's
office as well.

Degener was also aware that Orie Melvin was driven to campaign events
by then - Chief Law Clerk Sasinoski, but he said that he believed that such
activities took place “after hours.”

Degener admitted that he was aware that computer files of a campaign or
politic;al nature had been stored on the public drive of Orie Melvin's Superior
Court's computer network, and he stated that he had access to these political
files. Degener recalled one such file as a “contributors list” or “contribution list",
and that was within a folder or folders that contained other similar political files.
Degener believed that Janine and Kathy Squires accessed and used these files
for political purposes during that time period.

Degener estimated that during the 2003 campaign cycle, Janine Orie
spent approximately three hours per day on political or campaign-related

activities.
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In 2005 or 2008, according to Degener, Janine Orie directed him to
transfer ali political or campaign-related files from the judicial computer network
onto floppy disks. Degener stated that he searched the public drive of the
network, identified those files of a political or campaign nature, and moved them
to floppy disks as directed. He then gave those disks to Janine Orie. Degener
expressed his belief that this directive was given as a result of the then-ongoing
criminal investigation and/or prosecution of Pittsburgh area State Representative
Jeffrey Habay. As also described by others in the Orie Melvin office, it was
Degener's recollection that Habay was alleged at that time to have engaged in
illegal political or campaign-related activities in his legislative offices.

In 2009, when Orie Melvin was again running for election to the Supreme
Court, Degener related that similar political activities occurred, but to a lesser
degree. He described still being directed to complete campaign questionnaires
on behalf of Orie Melvin through Janine, which, after the content was approved
by Orie Melvin, were then faxed by Degener from the judicial offices directly to
the special interest groups that had generated the respective questionnaires.

Degener acknowledged that Molly Creenan approached him around the
time of the 2009 election and she expressed her concerns about the political
work required of the staff by Janine. Degener said he recalled specifically
Creenan's comments to him about the campaign questionnaires being faxed from
the judicial office, and about the use of the office equipment for campaign
purposes. Degener recalled telling Creenan that “we” needed to tell Orie Melvin

that this activity was going on, and to make sure it was appropriate — yet
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Degener admitted that he himself never approached either Janine Orie or Orie
Melvin with any such concern; he admiited that he instead chose not to get
involved.

Degener went on to describe that in his opinion such an approach would
“not resonate” with Orie Melvin, as he understood Janine Orie's poalitical
directives as “being in concert with what Orie Melvin wanted done.”

Degener did acknowledge telling Creenan that if she was unhappy about
the situation, she should go to the Judge herself. Degener related that he was
not aware whether or not Creenan ever approached Orie Melvin to voice her
expressed concerns. Degener stated that he had no reason to believe that Orie
Melvin did not know of the political and/or campaign activities tasked to staff
members by Janine Orie, and which occurred in Orie Melvin's judicial office
during both the 2003 and 2009 campaign cycles.

Degener admitted having knowledge and understanding of the court's
policy against political work being done by court staffers, and he expressed his
understanding that such partisan political work was strictly prohibited. He also
acknowledged that this mandate was not adhered to by the staff of Orie Melvin,
and he admitted that he had fielded complaints from other staff members who
had been asked to participate in these prohibited activities.

Degener explained that Janine Orie held the ultimate authority among the
staffers in the office, and that the only recourse would have been to go directly to
Orie Melvin. Degener related that he did not believe any such complaint about

Janine's political directives with Orie Melvin would be “fruitful”. Degener, even
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during those time periods when he served as Chief Law Clerk for Orie Melvin in
both the Superior and Supreme Court, admitted that he never took any of these
complaints to either Janine Orie or to Orie Melvin herself, advising that it was not
“in his bailiwick" because Janine Orie had that authority in the office. Instead,
Degener suggested to these staff members that they address their own concerns
directly with Orie Melvin.

Degener related that he felt obligated to do the political or campaign work
assigned to him during the 2003 and 2009 campaigns, because he did not want

to jeopardize his position by refusing Janine Orie's directives.

PROHIBITION AGAINST POLITICAL ACTIVITIES
BY COURT EMPLOYEES

Some of the judicial staffers listed above from the Judge's own office,
realizing that their continued employment within the court system was predicated
on refraining from participating in any form of political activity, nonetheless were
induced to violate the court-mandated rules of employment by directives from
those who were in their immediate chain of supervisory authority: court staffer
Janine Orie, and even Judge Joan Orie Melvin herself. A number of these
judicial staffers admitted that although they realized at the time that by doing
these campaign related acts they were placing their continued employment with
the court in jeopardy, they also were acutely aware of the fact that to refuse a

directive from either then-Judge Orie Melvin or either of the Judge's sisters,
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Janine or Jane, would have resulted in an even more certain end of their tenure
with that office.

Rule 65.13 of the Superior Court's Internal Operating Procedures reads:

§ 65.13. Political Activity

Appointed judicial employees are not permitted to
engage in partisan political activities.

Comment: See Supreme Court Order of June 2,
1987, 82 Judicial Administration Docket No. 1., In re:
Prohibition of Political Activities by Court-Appointed
Employees.

The staffers admitted that they were placed in a truly untenable
predicament by the situation in which they found themselves as staffers in the
Orie Melvin Superior Court office during Orie Melvin's 2003 and 2009 political
campaigns. They could choose to openly disregard the directives of Orie Melvin
and her sister Janine Orie to engage in activity aimed at promoting Orie Melvin's
candidacy for higher office — an act of “disloyalty” which was perceived by the
staffers as a sure way to risk adverse retaliatory actions by their office
supervisors who had directed them to engage in such improper conduct - or else
they could choose to do “as told” and thereby risk possible sanctions from the
court if their political activities were discovered by others within the court system.

Orie Melvin's staffers admitted that they knew, and were concerned abott,
the fact that court employees who engaged in political and campaign activity,
regardless of whether performed on or of state time, or even on or off judicial

office premises, would place their professional careers at risk.
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It had been made known to all court employees at the time that they were
hired by the Superior Court that political, campaign-related tasks by court
employees were simply not permitted. However, based upon staffers'
observations, failure to participate in the political activity as was directed by Orie
Melvin and/or her sister Janine, or even by her sister, state Senator Jane Orie,
exposed those staffers to the type of retaliatory action as was experienced by
Chief Law Clerk Lisa Sasinoski.

As described above, Sasinoski was fired after she had personally
expressed concerns to Orie Melvin about political tasks being assigned to judicial
office personnel. Law Clerk Molly Creenan related to this Grand Jury how she
was ostracized by both Judge Melvin and her on-site supervisor Janine Orie for a
period of six months after she, Creenan, personally expressed to Joan Orie
Melvin, prior to the 2009 campaign, her unwillingness to repeat the type of
political activities performed by office staff in the 2003 election. Creenan
described how sister Jane Orie unexpectedly exhibited her displeasure with
Creenan at a social event that occurred soon after Creenan's expression of
reluctance to become engaged in Orie Melvin's then-upcoming 2009 election; in
Creenan's mind this was just one example of how the Orie sisters would speak at

times with one voice.

RESULTS OF SUBPOENA REQUESTS TO SUPERIOR AND SUPREME
COURTS OF PENNSYLVANIA REGARDING COMPUTER FILES OF COURT

EMPLOYEES
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As a result of subpoenas issued by this Grand Jury, certain evidence has
been acquired from the Administrative Office of Pennsylvania Courts. This
evidence includes search results of the archived materials that were retained
from the computer network of then-Superior Court of Pennsylvania Judge Orie
Melvin and her staff. Among the words and phrases that were searched were
the following file names: “$250 + contributors 2007.xIs", “08 A NA.xls" as well as
any other file containing the keywords “campaign”, “contributor® andfor
“fundraising”. The following is a breakdown of the results of that search by
computer user within the Orie Melvin office staff:

Kathleen Squires

» Nofiles titled "$250 + contributors 2007 .xIs", "08 A NA.xls" (or
§imi|ar) were found on the Home Drive (H:) files or on the user's PC

image

» No file titles containing the words “Campaign”, “Contributor”, or
“Fundraising” were found.

Janine Orie

» Nofiles titled "$250 + contributors 2007.xls", "08 A NA.xls" (or
similar) were found on the Home Drive (H:) files or on the user's PC
image

¢ File title containing "Contributors"
2003 Orie Contributors by Employer[1].xls.LNK" dated 3/4/2009
was found in the list of "Recent Documents" on this PC image.

¢ File title containing "Campaign”
"CAMPAIGN LETTERS.LNK" dated 7/6/2006
was found in the list of "Recent Documents" on this PC image.

» File title containing "Campaign"
"C:\Orie Melvin recent campaign picture.doc.LNK" dated 2/3/2009
was found in the list of "Recent Documents"” on this PC image.
No file titles containing the word “Fundraising” were found.

Molly Creenan

¢ Nofiles titled "$250 + contributors 2007 .xIs", "08 A NA.xIs" (or
similar) were found on the Home Drive (H:) files or on the user's PC
image

» No file titles containing the words “Campaign”, “Contributor”, or
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“Fundraising” were found.

John Degener

= Nofiles titled "$250 + contributors 2007 .xIs", "08 A NA.xls" (or
similar) were found on the Home Drive (H:) files or on the user's PC
image

» No file titles containing the words “Campaign”, “Contributor”, or
“Fundraising” were found.

Cathy Skidmore
o No files titled "$250 + contributors 2007 xIs", "08 A NA.xls" (or
similar) were found on the Home Drive (H:) files or on the user's PC
image
o File title containing "Contributors"
"combined list - contributors 2007 - .xIs.LNK" dated 7/27/2009
was found in the list of "Recent Documents" on this PC image.
¢ File title containing "Contributors"”
"Contributors Thank You.xls.Ink" dated 7/27/2009
was found in the list of "Recent Documents" on this PC image.
» File title containing "Campaign"
"2007 CAMPAIGN QUESTIONAIRES.Ink" dated 10/23/2006
was found in the list of "Recent Documents" on this PC image.
e File title containing "Campaign"
"CAMPAIGN LETTERS.Ink" dated 10/6/2006
was found in the list of "Recent Documents" on this PC image.
¢ File title containing "Campaign"
"CAMPAIGN QUESTIONAIRES.Ink" dated 9/28/2006
was found in the list of "Recent Documents” on this PC image.
» File title containing "Campaign"
"Orie Melvin recent campaign picture.doc.Ink" dated 10/23/2006
was found in the list of "Recent Documents™ on this PC image.
» File title containing "Campaign"
"PBA questionnaire campaign staff.doc.Ink" dated 10/21/2009
was found in the list of "Recent Documents” on this PC image.
» No file titles containing the word “Fundraising” were found.

It should be noted that the computer sources searched only include the
users’ “H" drive image, which was that local network drive specific to a user. The
local “C" drive of each computer and the office public “P” drives were not backed

up or retained in any way.
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The positive search results under the user names of Janine Orie and
Cathy Skidmore contain references to “.Ink", aka “link" or “shortcut” files. File
shortcuts (also known as Shell Links) were first introduced in Microsoft Windows
95. Microsoft Windows uses “.1nk” as the filename extension for shortcuts to
local files. Commonly referred to as "shortcuts" or "link files", both are displayed
with a curled arrow overlay icon by default, and no filename extension. Generally
the effect of double-clicking a shortcut is intended to be the same as double-
clicking the application or document to which it refers, but Windows shortcuts
contain separate properties for the target file and the "Start In" directory. If the
latter parameter is not entered, attempting to use the shortcut for some programs
may generate "missing DLL" errors not present when the application is accessed
directly. Although shortcuts when created point to specific files or folders, they
may break if the target is moved to another location. The shortcut, however,
would remain in place.

In this instance, shortcuts of files that were either not originally located
within the available "H" drive backup, or had been deleted, remained in place.
Shortcuts to  original file titles "2003 Orie Contributors by
Employer[1].xls.LNK”; "CAMPAIGN LETTERS.LNK", “combined list -
contributors 2007 - .xIs.LNK" and "C:\Orie Melvin recent campaign
picture.doc.LNK” were discovered within the computer backup for Janine Orie.

Shortcuts to original file titles "combined list - contributors 2007 -
XlIs.LNK" ; "Contributors Thank You.xls.Ink"; "2007 CAMPAIGN

QUESTIONAIRES.Ink" ; "CAMPAIGN LETTERS.Ink" ; "CA"PBA
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questionnaire campaign staff.doc.Ink” MPAIGN QUESTIONAIRES.Ink" and
"Orie Meivin recent campaign picture.doc.ink" were discovered within the
computer backup for Cathy Skidmore.

All of these shortcuts appear to reference political and/or campaign-
related files as opposed to judicial materials.

A file named “campaign list — contributors 2007 xIs" was also located
within the contents of a USB flash drive previously seized pursuant to a search
warrant from one of Senator Jane Orie's legislative staffers, Josh Dott. The
contents of this file consisted of a list of organizations, addresses and
contribution amounts, that was consistent with prior testimony of senatorial
staffer Josh Dott and others in describing a database of political campaign
contributions. The metadata for that particular file indicated that it was 1 of 37
files located on the USB flash drive and indicated that the files had been
authored using Microsoft software registered to either “Superior Court of PA” or
Superior Court of Pennsylvania”, Thé following file names and types of these
files authored under software registered to “Superior Court of PA” are listed

below:

FILE NAME
$250 + contributors Thank You Retention07 xls
$250 + contributors Thank You SCR03.xls
$250 + contributors Thank You.xls
2004 Orie Melvin Thank You.xls
2004 Orie Melvin Thank You1.xls
2004 Orie Melvin Thank YOU2.xIs
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April 14" Letter Pg1.doc
B1020092009[1].doc

Chris — Thank You Letter — Fundraiser.doc
Contrib Letter Pge1 Only.doc

Contribution Letter Joan 9-18-03.doc

Orie Melvin Bio Retention.doc

Judge Melvin Endosrement (sic) Letter.doc
Merged 2.doc

Merged April 1 09.doc

Merged L 4_14 09.doc

Merged Letters Sheet 2.doc

My Page One.doc

Nuns Letter for Joan 10-21-03.doc

Nuns Letter revised 10-21-03.doc

Nuns Letter Second Revision 10-21-03.doc
Orie Melvin Bio.doc

SCJM Thank Yous.xls

SCJM Thank Yous1.xls

In all of the above files, the author was listed as “computer user”. The file
“Orie Melvin Bio Retention.doc” metadata indicated that the file was last saved by

Janine Orie on October 5, 2007.

The following file names and types of these files authored under software

registered to “Superior Court of Pennsylvania” are listed below:;

FILE NAME AUTHOR
$250+ contributors 2007 .xls ksquires
250 + PAC Contributors Retention 07 xls ksquires
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Combined list — contributors 2007 .xls ksquires

Combined list — contributors 20071 .xls ksquires
Combined list — contributors 2007-.xls ksquires
Contributors 10-4-07.xls ksquires
Contributors 10-12-07 .xls ksquires
Contributors 10-12-071.xls ksquires
Contributors.xls ksquires
Copy of contributors 10-12-07.xls ksquires
Endorsement 07 .xls ksquires
Invitation.doc computer user
Response card.doc computer user

According to information received from Nick Williams, a Programmer
Analyst IV from the Legal Systems section of the Superior Court of Pennsylvania,
documents recovered from the USB flash drive which had been created in
Microsoft Word or Excel and whose metadata indicated the “company” name of
either “"Superior Court of PA" or “Superior Court of Pennsylvania”, are consistent
with files created utilizing software licensed to and installed on computers of the
Superior Court of Pennsylvania.

In addition, metadata of files entitled “Orie Melvin Retention Campaign
ATTORNEYLETTER.doc” and “Orie Melvin Retention Thank You Letter.doc”,
located within the contents of the aforementioned USB flash drive, indicated
them as being last saved by Janine Orie on September 26, 2007 and September
28, 2007, respectively. Neither of these two files was originally created using

software licensed to the Pennsylvania Superior Court.
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TESTIMONY OF WITNESSES OTHER THAN COURT EMPLOYEES

During the ongoing investigation by this Grand Jury into the illegal use of
state-paid workers for campaign-related services of then Pennsylvania Superior
Court Judge, and current Pennsylvania Supreme Court Justice, Joan Orie
Melvin, several past or current employees of Commonwealth Strategic Solutions,
a Harrisburg-based business hired by Orie Melvin to assist in her 2009 political
campaign for Pennsylvania Supreme Court, provided testimony pursuant to

subpoena.

TESTIMONY OF NOEL MARIE NYQUIST (BURCH)

One of these employees was Noel Marie Nyquist, née Burch (Burch), who
was hired on January 1, 2009 as an employee of Commonwealth Strategic
Solutions, and is currently an employee of Long, Nyquist and Associates, the
parent company of Commonwealth Strategic Solutions.

Burch testified that as an employee of Commonwealth Strategic Solutions
in 2009, she was assigned to work on Orie Melvin’s 2009 election campaign.

Burch initially assisted in scheduling appointments, and later in the
campaign became involved in the invoicing of political campaign-related material
or services as well. Burch testified that she was assisted at Commonwealth
Strategic Solutions in the work on the Orie Melvin campaign by Tracy Kolich, who
scheduled meetings, dealt with political questionnaires, and worked on campaign

finance reports for the Orie Melvin campaign. Burch stated that, as part of her
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involvement in  Orie Melvin's 2009 political campaign, she regularly
communicated by email with Orie Meivin herseif.

Burch testified that at some point in time early 2009, she recalled receiving
an email from Orie Melvin providing her (Burch) with the personal email
addresses of Orie Melvin's sisters, Senator Jane Orie and Janine Orie, the latter
being a person whom Burch testified she knew at the time of the political
campaign to be an employee of the Court. Burch described the emails that she
sent to Orie Melvin's sisters were to: “...basically keep them in the loop on
things.” Burch identified one email from Orie Melvin at

judgeoriemelvin4supreme@yahoo.com to Burch, dated February 13, 2009 at

3:50 PM that stated:

“Noel
Email me at the personal emal (sic) address
oriemelvin@yahoo.com

(jane) janeorie@aol.com

(Janine) bbboru@yahoo.com

| don't read this email
[meaning:judgeoriemelvindsupreme@yahoo.com ] | want

this for scheduler & campaign staff. | don't always check this.
My blackberry has my personal email connected. If you
email me send it there where | can access it.

thanksJOM”

Burch identified numerous email correspondence in which Burch was
either directly or indirectly (that is - through being cc'ed, or “copied”) a party to

some portion of political campaign-related communication with Orie Melvin at the
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oriemelvin@yahoo.com email address. Burch recognized that email address as

the one that Joan Orie Melvin used herself and was the best email address
through which Orie Melvin could be contacted.  She confirmed that

bbboru@yahoo.com and janeorie@aol.com were used to contact Janine and

Jane Orie, respectively.
Burch identified similar political campaign-related email correspondence
involving Senator Jane Orie's Chief of Staff Jamie Pavlot through Pavlot's

personal email address of jombie1013@yahoo.com. Burch festified that through

a series of emails in which she was a party, Pavlot was directly involved in the
planning and execution of an Orie Melvin campaign photo and video recording
referred to as the “St. Barnabas shoot.” Within these same emails, Burch
testified, Orie Melvin was not only copied within the emails, but was actively
engaged in the direction and planning of this event through her personal email

account, oriemelvin@yahoo.com.

Burch testified that to her knowledge there was no person who had been
designated “campaign manager” for Orie Melvin's 2009 campaign for
Pennsylvania Supreme Court, and acknowledged that the lack of an identified
“campaign manager” was unusual. Burch testified to the extent of Janine Orie's
role in the 2009 Orie Melvin campaign, and she made it clear that Janine Orie
engaged in the activities that are normally associated with the role and
responsibility of a “campaign manager.”

Examples of Janine Orie's directives or involvement in areas of the

campaign, as illustrated through emaiis entered into evidence before this Grand
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Jury, included, but were not limited to, the following: the ordering, payment,
procurement, delivery, storage or disbursement of campaign signage; the
ordering, payment, procurement, delivery, storage or disbursement of other
printed campaign material such as poll cards; the monitoring of campaign
contribution checks; the scheduling of campaign-related appearances by Orie
Melvin as part of her political campaign; the coordination or directing of persons
to complete, transfer or forward political questionnaires on behalf of Orie Melvin:
the monitoring, solicitation or documentation of endorsement solicitations of
various organizations or entities on behalf of Orie Melvin; input into the hiring,
direction and correspondence to and from Orie Melvin's campaign fundraiser,
Joanne Tsucalas, and; involvement in questioning or scrutinizing the billing and
invoices submitted to the Orie Melvin campaign by Commonwealth Strategic
Solutions.

Burch testified to, and the emails identified by her clearly corroborated, the
fact that the Judge herself, Joan Orie Melvin, was “cc'ed or copied” on a majority
of these campaign-related emails involving Janine Orie's role in the political
campaign activity that took place throughout the 2009 election cycle. And, based
upon emails placed into evidence before this Grand Jury, while some of Janine
Orie's involvement in the political work may have taken place over the weekend
or even outside of office hours, the majority of Janine Orie's involvement took
place while she was at work during office hours. Many of the campaign-related
emails that were copied to Orie Melvin bear time and date stamps proving how

much of Janine Orie's political activities were being done while she was “working”
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at the office and on the court payroll. A review of the court's attendance records
of Janine Orie for 2009, that is, sick days, annual leave, and personai days,
confirms that Janine Orie was not away from the office when so many of those
emails were processed.

In any event, Burch testified that she believed that Orie Melvin had
knowledge of the active involvement of both Janine Orie and Jane Orie in Orie

Melvin's 2009 campaign for Pennsylvania Supreme Court.

TESTIMONY OF TRACY KOLICH HALL

Another witness before this Grand Jury was Tracy Kolich Hall, (Kolich)
who testified that in 2009 she had been employed by the Pennsylvania Senate
Republican Campaign Committee to work on fundraising and campaigns on
behalf of members of the Pennsylvania Senate Republican Caucus. Kolich stated
that in March of 2009, she had been directed to commit half of her work hours to
work with Commonwealth Strategic Solutions on the Orie Melvin campaign for
Supreme Court.

Kolich testified that she worked on the campaign with Noel Burch at
Commonwealth Strategic Solutions on a daily basis. Kolich stated that she also
maintained regular contact with the candidate Orie Melvin through the email

address oriemelvin@yahoo.com, which Kolich knew to be the address primarily

monitored and used by Orie Melvin. Kolich testified that from the beginning of
her involvement in the Orie Melvin campaign, it had been her understanding that

Orie Melvin's sisters Jane Orie and Janine Orie were to be included in the
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campaign emails. In fact, Kolich testified that a campaign-related directive
received from Jane Orie or Janine Orie was to be acted upon in the same
manner as a directive from the candidate herself.

Kolich also testified that to her knowledge there was never a named
“campaign manager” for Orie Melvin's 2009 campaign for Pennsylvania Supreme
Court. Kolich also testified that Janine Orie was directly involved in the 2009
Orie Melvin campaign and engaged in activities normally associated with the role
and responsibility of a “campaign manager.”

Kolich testified to the content of multiple Orie Melvin campaign-related
emails that had been subpoenaed by this Grand Jury — many of which were

obtained from Kolich's “gmail” account, tikolich@gmail.com. Kolich stated that

within these emails - all related to the 2009 Orie Melvin campaign and many of
which were obviously done during business day work hours — is a
contemporaneous record of how frequently Kolich was in contact with Janine
Orie in regard to campaign-related questions or information, while also copying
Orie Melvin so as to keep her “in the loop” and to provide the Judge with the
same information regarding the dynamics of the campaign activity. This Grand
Jury find those email records to be corroborative of Kolich's testimony, and to be
illustrative of the extent to which Janine Orie immersed herself in campaign
matters during the business day.

Kolich testified to one such email from Kolich to Janine Orie, whom Kolich
knew at the time to work in Judge Orie Melvin's Superior Court office, dated

March 20, 2009 at 1:19 PM. The email related to a question from her to Janine
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Orie as to the existence of a campaign credit card to be used for an Orie Melvin
Harrisburg Hilton fundraising event. Orie Melvin was copied on this email
exchange, and replied in a subsequent email to Kolich, inquiring about how to get
one.

Another email exchange, dated March 27, 2009, at 1:12 PM, during the
business day, from Kolich to Janine Orie, in which Orie Melvin and Burch were
both copied, contained the subject line “LWV Questionnaire," referring to a voter
questionnaire. According to Kolich, voter questionnaires normally contained a list
of questions that an organization would send to a political candidate in order to
gauge that candidate's stance on issues pertaining to that organization. In this
instance, the emailed message stated:

“Janine,

Mike and Noel just spoke with the Judge and she is
fine with the League of Women Voters questionnaire.
The questionnaire is due today. When it is completed
can you please fax us a copy of the completed
questionnaire.

Also, we have yet to receive the NRA questionnaire.
Would you mind faxing a copy of that over as well?
Thanks!!!

Tracy” [Emphasis added]

Kolich stated that she routinely contacted Janine Orie through Janine

Orie's bbboru@yahoo.com email account, requesting Janine Orie's assistance,

approval or notification regarding campaign signs, poll cards, campaign
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contributions, questionnaires, campaign donors, fundraising events and “thank
you” letters, and, that in essence, Janine‘Orie directed the Orie Melvin campaign.

In an email from Janine Orie to Kolich, dated October 21, 2009 at 2:16
PM, and in response to several emails regarding in-kind Orie Melvin contribution
documents attached to emails previously sent to Orie Melvin's campaign

treasurer Ted Neighbors and Janine Orie, Janine Orie wrote:

“| printed invoice but none of the images appear can you print and fax to

me ted is at the dentist.”

On October 21, 2009 at 2:04 PM, Kolich replied and asked for the
fax number to which the documents could be sent to Janine Orie. On October

21, 2009 at 2:16 PM, Janine Orie replied:

“412-880-5894 OR JACKS OFFICE 412-232-0813"

The Grand Jury noted that the above-mentioned telephone number (412)
880-5894 was listed in 2009 as a fax number in the Pittsburgh Superior Court
chambers of Orie Melvin.

Kolich testified, and was corroborated by emails presented to the Grand
Jury, that Orie Melvin was cc'ed or copied on a majority of these emails, and, in
any event, Kolich believed that Orie Melvin had knowledge of the involvement of
both Janine Orie and Jane Orie in her 2009 campaign for Pennsylvania Supreme

Court.
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TESTIMONY OF SENATOR JANE ORIE'S CHIEF OF STAFF

Another area that was further explored by this Grand Jury was the extent
of the role that Judge Orie Melvin personally played in the utilization of Senator
Jane Orie's legislative office staff. It appears from evidence received by this
Grand Jury, that after judicial law clerk Molly Creenan's expressed reluctance to
Orie Melvin to engage in the “same type” political activity that had been
undertaken by judicial staff members in 2003, the “Plan B" measure that was
adopted in response to those expressed concerns, was simply to redirect the
vast majority of campaign work to staff members from Senator Jane Orie's
legislative office. Thus, certain campaign activities that needed to be done for
the Orie Melvin campaign were shifted from Superior Court staffers to senatorial
staffers such as Josh Dott and Senator Orie's Chief of Staff Jamie Pavlot.

Josh Dott's efforts included driving the Judge to campaign events across
the state, and also using senate-paid time to do data-basing of campaign
receipts from Orie Melvin fund-raising events. Jamie Paviot's efforts were
directed, as is reflected in email correspondence from the Judge herself, to
securing military veterans’ endorsements for Orie Melvin's candidacy, making
sure position responses got into political publications when required, and also
facilitating the production of a video that was taped at St. Barnabas retirement
and health care community in northern Allegheny County.

As to the latter, acquiring access to the location for most of the scenes
that were shot, contacting and coordinating with persons who were willing to

become involved in the taping itself, and arranging for the local police
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department's involvement, was delegated in great part to Pavlot. Pavlot admitted
that she did most of this campaign-related work for Orie Melvin on state-paid
time.

Jamie Pavlot was chief of staff of Senator Jane Orie from 2001 through
2009, working at the main legislative office of the Senator located on the first
floor of the Casa Blanca Building at 9400 McKnight Road. She was removed
from that position and transferred to a satellite office in Butler after the Senator's
arrest in 2010.

Pavlot testified that during her employment as chief of staff, she took
directives from both Janine Orie and then-Judge Joan Orie Melvin, noting that
“when you work for the Senator, you're basically working for the family.” She
also was told by Senator Orie that a request from “Janine or the Judge” was to
pe followed. As a result, both she, as well as selected members of the legislative
staff, performed campaign work for Orie Melvin's 2003 and 2009 election during
the legislative work day, and/or received compensatory time for doing so after
office hours.

During Orie Melvin's 2003 Supreme Court campaign, Pavlot testified that
Orie Melvin used Room 205 of the La Casa Blanca Building as a campaign
office. Located on the second floor, this office could be reached either via the
back of the building or through a staircase down a corridor from the Senator's
legislative office. It was sparsely equipped with some tables, chairs and a laptop,

and a person assigned by the campaign to work there, Nick Havens, would come
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downstairs to the legislative office to use the copier and interact with the
legislative concerning campaign work that needed to be done.

Pavlot confirmed her previous testimony, given during the recent trial of
Senator Jane Orie, relating to the work of members of the Senator's legislative
staff in performing campaign and fund-raising related work for the Orie Melvin
campaign. In the majority of instances, Janine Orie would give campaign
directives to Pavlot to assign to the legislative staff. However, in some instances,
Janine Orie would contact particular staff members directly.

Specifically, during the 2003 campaign Jason Davidek, and Sharon
Cochran, assisted Havens with driving Orie Melvin to campaign events
throughout the state, and Davidek and Cochran received compensatory time if
the travel took place beyond the legislative work day.

Senate staffers, Ginger Hope and Barbara Brown, employed in Senator
Jane Orie's Harrisburg office, were tasked with performing political campaign
duties for Joan Orie Melvin's campaign during the same time period in the
Harrisburg area.

Pavlot said that both she and legislative staff members were expected to
work the polls for Orie Melvin during the 2003 election, even though it was a
state holiday for the senatorial staff. Pavlot recalled communications about
campaign matters with members of Orie Melvin's judicial staff during that
election, including Lisa Sasinoski, Molly Creenan, Cathy Skidmore and Kathy

Squires.
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In the 2009 Pennsylvania Supreme Court election, Orie Melvin contacted
Pavlot through text messaging and asked her to make the necessary
arrangements for a political commercial to be video-taped at the retirement
community at St. Barnabas on August 11, 2009. Pavlot said she also contacted
the Sisters of Divine Providence for use of their facilities as an alternate filming
site.

Pavlot testified that she had previous experience in arranging a similar film
shoot at St. Barnabas for one of the Senator's prior election campaigns. Pavlot
did not deal with the film company directly, but took care of the on-site logistics
including reserving a date, getting permission to use specific sites within St.
Barnabas, and securing senior citizen residents for the Orie Melvin campaign film
shoot. Orie Melvin requested Pavlot by email to, “round up 5 to 6 women mid
20s to 50 for a domestic violence scene.” Pavlot also made arrangements to
have a police car and police officers available to show that Orie Melvin was
endorsed by law enforcement. Pavlot identified a series of emails conversations
between QOrie Melvin and Burch that detailed the logistical details of the shoot.
All of these communications occurred during the legislative working day while
Pavlot was employed as the Senator’s chief of staff.

Pavlot identified other email communications, through personal email

addresses, with Qrie Melvin (oriemelvin@yahoo.com), and Janine Orie

(bbboru@yahoo.com), which outlined other political/campaign work that she

performed during her legislative workday. Among these multiple communications

were a series of emails in September, 2009, when Orie Melvin tasked her with
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securing an endorsement from a veteran's group (I need a Vpac endorsement
asap.”) to put up on her website.

Pavlot explained that a relative of hers was affiliated with Soldiers and
Sailors Hall in Pittsburgh and a series of emails communicate her successful
efforts at that assignment during the 2009 campaign.

Pavlot also served as the liaison for a paid fundraiser for the Orie Melvin
campaign, Joanne Tsucalas, who lived and worked in Philadelphia, and an
individual who would be willing to underwrite the cost of an event at a Pittsburgh
venue for an October 2009 fundraiser for Orie Melvin. In addition, she and some
members of the Senator’s legislative staff were tasked by Janine Orie to make
the name tags for this fundraiser using equipment and supplies from the
senatorial office.

Pavlot also testified to her role in promoting Orie Melvin's candidacy at a
September gun bash. Pavlot emailed Janine Orie, copying both the Judge and
Senator Orie, to tell them that the Senator had made a contribution to the event
and suggested that the Judge might want to set out about 500 poll cards. Orie
Melvin responded to Pavlot, asking her if a one of the Senator’s legislative staff,
Josh Dott, would be going and whether he needed more hand cards. Pavlot
replied that she could send Dott and he would need cards. Orie Melvin replied
that she could drop off the hand cards at the Senator's district office.

One particular communication to Pavlot illustrates the involvement of the
entire Orie family in a relatively minor campaign matter that occurred during a

legislative work day. Pavlot and Senator Orie received an email on Tuesday,
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October 27, 2009, from a politically active resident of the North Hills who sought
approval for the inclusion of an article (attached to the email) about Judge Orie
Melvin's candidacy in the Ross Township Republican newspaper. The article
was then forwarded by Pavlot to two of the Senator's legislative staffers, Kurt
Acker and Josh Dott with the instruction to “show casey judge janine jco and get
approval asap thanks.” Staffer Josh Dott, in turn, forwarded the article to Janine
Orie, Casey Melvin, Orie Melvin’s daughter, (cmelvin@princton.edu) and Orie
Melvin. In a response to Dott, Orie Melvin wrote, “Approved. Excellent." Dott
then emailed a “thanks” to the Judge.

Pavlot related to this Grand Jury an outline of the events that occurred
during the last weekend in October 2009 when a University of Pittsburgh
graduate student and intern in Senator Orie’s legislative office, Jennifer Knapp
Rioja, filed a complaint with the District Attorney’s Office, asserting that political
activity related to the Orie Melvin campaign was occurring in the senatorial
district office. In response to that complaint, the senator tasked Pavlot with
coming into the office on Sunday, November 1, 2009, to write a letter to Rioja
indicating that no political activity had occurred. Pavlot then removed two boxes
from the office that contained political files, including Orie Melvin campaign
material, and with the assistance of Dott, transferred the boxes to her vehicle.
The next day, Pavlot and Jane Orie received an email attachment from Orie
Melvin that contained “twitter” communications of Knapp Rioja, which had been

sent to Orie Melvin and Jane Orie by Casey Melvin.
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Orie Melvin won the election to the Supreme Court the next day. During
the week foliowing that election, Paviot received a phone call from both Jane
Orie and Orie Melvin asking Pavlot about whether the files that she had removed
had contained “political things”. When Pavlot advised them both that there was
fund raising information and other political materials in those boxes, Orie Melvin
and Senator Orie requested that Pavlot remove “any information that was
political” from the files. Paviot had by that time consulted with counsel, and
ultimately turned over the boxes to her attorney without removing any of the

materials.

EXTENT OF TIME UTILIZED IN POLITICAL ACTIVITY ON STATE TIME

The Grand Jury has considered evidence regarding the amount of time
spent by state-paid staff on political campaign activity as outlined herein.
Testimony by one judicial staff member asserted that during the election year of
2003, Janine Orie spent most of her office time doing politically related work.
Two additional judicial staff members testified that during the 2009 election year
they observed Janine Orie doing political work on an “ongoing nature” and on a
“daily basis.” The Grand Jury has also been provided estimates of the time spent
by members of Jane Orie’s senatorial staff during the legislative workday on
political activities in 2003 and 2009 performed for the campaigns of Orie Melvin.

Evidence presented to this Grand Jury included numerical calculations by
Detective Jackelyn Weibel, certified fraud examiner, based upon estimates by

several staff members of both Orie Melvin and Senator Orie of time spent by
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themselves as well as Janine Orie, performing political campaign work during the
judiciai or senatorial work day.

Even a cursory analysis of the time spent by staff members, multiplied by
their respective compensation, demonstrates to this Grand Jury that the loss to
the Commonwealth far exceeds the $2,000 threshold that is required to support a

charge at the Felony level for each of the Theft offenses charged.

EMAILS INVOLVING JUSTICE JOAN ORIE MELVIN

A great number of emails have been obtained, reviewed, and analyzed
from the email accounts of Justice Joan Orie Melvin and from her sisters, court
secretary Janine Orie and Senator Jane Orie as well as campaign workers Tracy
Kolich and Noel Burch. Literally hundreds of those emails, dating from the May
primary election in 2009 through and including the general election in November
2009, provide documentary evidence that Orie Melvin herself was deeply
involved in the then-ongoing political campaign activity that was taking place
within her judicial office. The emails also reflect the utilization of other state-paid
employees to actively promote and facilitate the campaign efforts of Joan Orie
Melvin even during the business day, namely staff members from Jane Orie's
senatorial district office. Also among the emails that were reviewed were ones
from professional campaign workers who interacted with staffers from both the
respective judicial and legislative offices.

A small number of emails, as previously referenced, are attached as

Exhibit “A” through and including Exhibit “J.”
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The question of whether Orie Melvin personally knew of the
political/campaign work occurring within her judicial office during office business
hours appears to be readily answered by a review of the email traffic in which
she was either a recipient or sender. An analysis of emails from primary election
day through the general election in 2009 that included Joan Orie Melvin in the
email distribution and were of a political nature, involved judicial staffer Janine
Orie, occurred during the judicial work day, and numbered no less than two
hundred. Those email records show that Joan Orie Melvin not only was exposed
to, but also regularly participated in, almost daily email threads, the contents of
which were obviously political in nature, as opposed to matters of judicial
concern, emanating from, or going to or through, her judicial office staffer and
sister, Janine Orie.

Examples of these emails include correspondence toffrom judicial staffer
Janine Orie regarding palm cards and campaign signs and correspondence from
Orie Melvin to judicial staffers Creenan and Degener in which Orie Melvin
directed Creenan and Degener to locate and provide court decisions for Orie
Melvin's use when scheduled to meet or interact with specific political lobbying or
advocacy groups.

That the Defendant had personal involvement in having these campaign-
related activities accomplished by senatorial staffers can be seen within emails
from Judge Orie Melvin herself that are attached to this Presentment as Exhibits

“K” through and including Exhibit “N."
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Examples of these emails include correspondence to/from Senator Orie's
Chief of Staff Jamie Pavlot regarding the recording of Crie Melvin's campaign
filming at St. Barnabas, in which Pavlot coordinated details of the event; the
McDonald Sportsman’s Association 1st Annual Gun Bash event, in which Pavlot
and Orie Melvin corresponded over the delivery of Orie Melvin's poll cards by
Orie staffer Josh Dott; and correspondence to/from Pavlot requesting assistance

in obtaining a political endorsement from a veterans group.

A review of Janine Orie's personal email account "bbboru@yahoo.com”,
obtained by search warrant pursuant to the prior criminal investigation of Jane
Orie, revealed a multitude of political and/or campaign-related communications
that took place between Janine Orie and others during the normal business day
and during hours in which Janine Orie is believed to have been working in
Superior Court, based upon her attendance records that were obtained from the
Pennsylvania Superior Court.

Examples of these emails include correspondence toffrom

“judy@patriotsigns.com” regarding orders, invoices and deliveries of Orie Melvin

campaign signs. Another example included similar email correspondence to
Joanne Crane Tsucalas of UTA Associates of Philadelphia, a political fundraising
company, that include discussions regarding fundraising activities of Orie Melvin.
Among these and other related emails were ones found to have been copied to

Orie Melvin’s email account of “oriemelvin@yahoo.com.”

In one such email thread, Janine Orie responds to an accusation by

campaign workers that she is not contributing to the political work. In the email,
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sent on Friday, September 18, 2009 at 12:01pm, Janine Orie responds, with a
copy to Orie Melvin, that she has done “letters/solicitations thank yous /campaign
reports [. . .J"

The Grand Jury has been provided with the report of an interview of Orie
Melvin’s daughter, Casey Melvin, conducted on April 13, 2012, by an investigator
employed by the Judicial Conduct Board. In that interview, provided to law
enforcement pursuant to Judicial Conduct Board Rules of Procedure 17 and
18(C), Casey Melvin elaborated upon her role in her mother's 2009 judicial
campaign. Casey Melvin said that she was with her mother for a period of
approximately four and one half (4 1/2) months of the campaign - from early May
until September 15, 2009.

Casey Melvin stated that after her mother had obtained the Republican
endorsement for the PA Supreme Court in February 2009, she began receiving

copies of Orie Melvin's emails at cmelvin@princton.edu. (She opened a second

email account halfway through the campaign: casey.a.melvin@gmail.com).

Casey Melvin described her primary function in the campaign as maintaining her
mother’s Blackberry while she was with her at campaign events., However, she
said that she did not take Orie Melvin's Blackberry with her when she returned to
college in September. Casey Melvin stated that if pertinent emails were received,
addressed to her mother, she (Casey Melvin) would reply to them if she “...100%
knew the answer..." to what was being asked. If she was less certain or lacked
authority to respond to an incoming email, she would consult Orie Melvin and

then reply in a manner consistent with her mother's answer.
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When asked on several occasions why she was copied on her mother’s
emails, Casey Melvin responded that her mother was not good at checking
emails so people would send her copies so that she could respond to questions.
Her mother’'s typical mode of response, she said, was by telephone. In addition,
she explained that she was the only one who always knew how to contact her
mother, and she was always with her on weekends as her driver.

When asked about any campaign role of Orie's chief of staff, Jamie
Pavlot, Casey Melvin corroborated a portion of Pavlot's testimony, telling the
Judicial Conduct Board investigator of Pavlot's role in organizing the St.
Barnabas film shoot that had been done for Orie Melvin.

When asked about whether Janine Orie played an active role in her
mother's campaign, Melvin stated that Janine was “cc’ed” on emails because she
was the only person who had knowledge of Orie Melvin's court and campaign
schedule, and she, Janine Orie, needed to separate expenditures for court and
campaign purposes.

The investigator then showed Melvin seventeen (17) emails for the
purposes of determining, first, whether a particular email that included a
response from Orie Melvin was, in reality, a response from Casey, and second,
whether the content of email threads from Janine Orie was limited to scheduling
and expense matters as Melvin had claimed earlier during the interview. Of the
seventeen emails shown to Casey Melvin involving Janine Orie in the
conversation thread, sixteen did not concern scheduling at all. One email did

include a reference to the Judge's schedule by Janine who, at the same time,
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advised Tracy Kolich that she (Janine) would be sending Kolich contact
information for people who wanted to do a fundraiser. The majority of these
emails included direct communications between Janine Orie and Orie Melvin.
One, for example, was an email exchange on October 7, 2009; the
beginning of that thread began with an email from Joanne Tsucalas, a fund-raiser
from Philadelphia who was employed in the latter part of the campaign to raise
money in the eastern part of the state. That initial email went to Noel Burch, with
the subject: "Palm Cards.” Tsucalas then replied asking who she should contact
in order to send 200 palm cards to a named person. In a follow-up email, Burch

replied, copying Janine Orie's Yahoo account: (bbboru@yahoo.com), that “we

normally send these requests to Janine Orie since they hold most of the
inventory. | have cc:'ed her on this email.” Janine Orie than forwarded this

exchange to Casey Melvin (cmelvin@Princeton.EDU) along with a copy to Orie

Melvin at her Yahoo account: (oriemelvin@vahoo.com). Orie Melvin thereafter

responded to Janine Orie that: “| have josh (sic) on it.” Casey Melvin explained
to the investigator that this response meant that Josh would pick up the cards at
Kinko’s, acknowledging at the same time, that Janine's role in this
communication did not concern “scheduling.”

In an October 27, 2009, email from one of Senator Orie constituents to
Jamie Pavlot concerning approval of an article for the Ross Township Republican
newsletter, (See page 50 of this Presentment for a more detailed discussion of
this email) wherein both Casey Melvin and Orie Melvin were copied for approval

of the article, Casey Melvin indicated to the JCB investigator that the final reply
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from Orie Melvin, "Approved. Excellent’, was probably authored by her mother,
i.e., Joan Orie Melvin,

In an email exchange on September 17, 2009, that took place between
Tsucalas and Janine Orie, Janine Orie asked who the final host committee
members were for the upcoming Pittsburgh fundraiser, Tsucalas, copying
Senator Orie's Chief of Staff Pavlot, replied to Janine Orie: “This is the one | gave
to Jane last night but with the $500 level that was suggested this morning.”
Janine Orie thereafter forwarded that response to Jane Orie, with copies to
Casey Melvin and to Orie Melvin. Casey Melvin admitted to the investigator that
“this {email] means nothing to me. When asked why Janine Orie would need host
committee information, she responded: “That's a good question.”

On that same day, September 17" 2009, Janine Orie emailed Casey
Melvin and asked her to call a campaign volunteer to instruct him that signs were
at the Greentree Republican headquarters, that he needed to see Monica
Douglas, and that the larger signs were for distribution throughout Allegheny,
Beaver, Butler, Westmoreland and Washington Counties. Casey Melvin again
admitted that this particular email did not concern a “scheduling” matter.

In making reference to any emails that the investigator had shown to her
that included emails directed to or copied to her mother's name and account,
Casey Melvin told the investigator that the replies in those email threads were
“almost always me.” Casey Melvin went on to note that her mother was not
skilled at using the Blackberry for email or text messages and if a reply amounted

to more than a couple of lines of text, it was almost surely Casey Melvin who
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responded. Melvin stated that she had no recollection of her mother ever
replying to an email herself. Her mother received “hundreds” of emails a day and
Casey Melvin would tell Orie Melvin about the contents of an email “only if it was
a big issue.” Otherwise, she, Casey Melvin, would simply reply on her own.

The testimony of grand jury witnesses tends to cast doubt about Casey
Melvin's assertions that she played such a prominent role in responding to many
of the campaign-related emails addressed to Judge Melvin. John Degener, the
chief staff attorney for Orie Melvin, testified that as part of his office duties, he
had been tasked with answering judicial candidate questionnaires sent to the
Judge from various public interest groups, and received approval of his drafted
responses directly from Orie Melvin. One of these is reflected in a September
29, 2009 email wherein Degener forwards an attachment titled “Pro Business
Decisions List of JOM" to Orie Melvin, who responds as follows: “I'm going
before Pa chamber (sic) & Business Council tomorrow. Are these up to date. |
don't see Blood v. Old Guard or Toth v Donegal. Can you check & see what else
I may be missing? | need themby (sic) 9:30 am. Thanks."

Another series of emails concerning a judicial questionnaire were sent by
the news editor of the publication Pennsylvania Law Weekly to Burch and Orie
Melvin. Orie Melvin then forwarded the email thread to Molly Creenan, asking:
“Were you able to track down 2007 responses from Supreme candidates.”

Many such emails illustrate that Casey Melvin is not included at all in
emails relating to these campaign questionnaires, decision summaries, such as

"law and order decisions” “pro business decisions,” and “decisions that impact
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defense institute”, that were prepared by her clerks at the request of Orie Melvin
herself. In some communications, Casey Melvin appears to serve only as a
conduit to give reminders, pass on messages, and design hand cards for her
mother’'s approval while travelling. One group of pertinent emails are attached
hereto as Exhibit “O” through and including Exhibit “V"; the very verbiage of these
emails contradicts Casey Melvin's assertions that it was she, not Joan Orie
Melvin, who was responsible for those campaign-related emails.

Other emails in evidence before this Grand Jury demonstrate that Casey
Melvin and the use of her email address served the Orie Melvin political
communications for another purpose. In one such email thread, dated
September 22, 2009, a “Law journal questionnaire” attachment originally sent to
Peter Hall was sent from the email account of Casey Melvin to Janine Orie.
Janine Orie then forwarded the email and attachment on to judicial staff member
Kathy Squires with the message, “see judge/she and molly have corrections and

then you will open judgeoriemelvindsupreme@yahoo.com password cardinal09

and send to peter hall- see meail [sic] address below." See attached email

marked Exhibit “W.” It appears this email was intended to be used to conceal the

real source of that email that was generated in the Orie Melvin judicial office.
Another email included a “voter guide” from a media source that was

forwarded from the judgeoriemelvindsupreme@yahoo.com account to Janine

Orie with the instruction, “| just got this. Due tomorrow. Need Jack & Molly to
do.” That message was subsequently forwarded to staff member Creenan by

Janine Orie with the message, “can you and jack due [sic] and forward to casey
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at cmelvin@princeton.edu to send for the judge.” See attached email marked

Exhibit “X.”

In each of these examples, the judgeoriemelvindsupreme@yahoo.com

and cmelvin@princeton.edu addresses were each used as a “filter’ to shield the

actual email addresses from which the emails were generated, such as those of
Janine Orie, Creenan or Degener, which would have made it obvious to the
recipient that those political activities were being handled by judicial staffers of

the Pennsylvania Superior Court.
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SUMMARY

In the months that have passed since the Presentment against Janine
Orie was handed down, this Grand Jury has focused upon acquiring and
reviewing documentary evidence which has established to the satisfaction of this
Investigative Grand Jury that Judge Joan Orie Melvin was the beneficiary of
concerted efforts to have her court staff, as well as other state paid employees,
perform political campaign activity. It is also clear from both testimonial evidence
provided by court staff and others, as well as substantial documentary evidence
that has come before this investigative body, that Judge Joan Orie Melvin not
only knew that such illegal activity was occurring, but this Grand Jury has also
found probable cause to conclude that the Judge herself fostered the use of state
employees, both judicial and legislative, to do such political campaign work
through her own acts and directives, as well as through those of two of her
sisters who served as accomplices and co-conspirators.

Both testimonial and documentary evidence reflect that Superior Court
personnel, court-provided office facilities, and court-supplied office equipment in
the judicial office (including computers, copiers, printers, telephones, and fax
machines) were all utilized in furtherance of Judge Orie Melvin's political
aspirations for higher judicial office during two different election cycles, 2003 and
2009.

The 2010 Investigating Grand Jury has heard the testimony of numerous
witnesses, and has received and analyzed a significant quantity of documentary

evidence that establishes the extent to which Justice Orie Melvin herself created
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an environment for, and in certain instances, actually participated in and
promoted the illegal conduct of Janine Orie as she, Janine Orie, literally acted as
an “ex officio campaign manager” who directed and facilitated many of the
Judge's political activities in both the election years of 2003 and 2009. Both
testimonial evidence heard by this Grand Jury, and documentary evidence in the
form of email communications, confirm that both Judge Orie Melvin and Janine
Orie, through their respective supervisory authority in Orie Melvin's Superior
Court office, directed other judicial staffers to promote Orie Melvin's candidacies,
all while on state-paid time.

It is clear to this Grand Jury that campaign related activity by state paid
workers, both hers and her sister's, was actively condoned and even promoted
by the Orie Melvin herself. This is most clearly evidenced in the verbiage within
numerous 2009 emails that were either sent or received by, or copied to, then-
judge, now justice, Joan Orie Melvin - emails that on-their-face evidenced to all
who were on the respective email threads that prohibited campaign activity was
taking place regularly during state-paid time, and was being done by state-paid
employees.

The tale of corruption that is evidenced by the emails that have been
revealed as a result of this investigation demonstrates that the abuse of state-
paid, office staffers reached its pinnacle in the judicial office of one of the highest
appellate court judges in this Commonwealth. The acts of criminality that are
described within this Presentment were pervasive throughout two separate, year-

long election cycles that took place six years apart, a time period during which
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the consequences of such acts of abuse of the taxpayers dollars by public office
holders should have been made evident by high-profile events such as the
federal prosecution of State Senator Vincent Fumo, the years-long Bonusgate
investigation, and the well-known conviction of a local state legislator, Jeffrey
Habay, in December of 2005.

As a result of its investigation, this Grand Jury, based on our findings at
this time, recommends criminal prosecution against Pennsylvania Supreme
Court Justice Joan Qrie Melvin. Specifically, this Grand Jury submits that the
actions of Justice Joan Orie Melvin as identified in this investigation and outlines
within this Presentment give rise to the following alleged violations of the

Pennsylvania Crimes Code:
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CONCLUSIONS

We, the 2010 Allegheny County Investigating Grand Jury, do

hereby conclude as follows:

1. That there is probable cause to believe that Joan Orie Melvin committed
the crime of Theft of Services-Diversion of Services, specifically that she, the
Defendant, having control over the disposition of services of others to which the
Defendant was not entitled, knowingly diverted such services valued in excess of
$2000.00 to her own benefit when she utilized a member of her judicial staff,
namely her sister Janine Orie, to facilitate and promote then-Judge Joan Orie
Melvin's election campaigns for a position on the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania
at various diverse times in both 2003 and 2009.; a violation of [18 Pa.C.S.A§

3926(b)].

2. That there is probable cause to believe that Joan Orie Melvin committed
the crime of Theft of Services-Diversion of Services, specifically that she, the
Defendant, having control over the disposition of services of others to which the
Defendant was not entitled, personally and also through accomplices Janine Orie
and Jane Orie, pursuant to 18 Pa.C.S.A. § 306, knowingly diverted such services
valued in excess of $2000.00 to her own benefit when at various diverse times
she utilized members of her judicial staff, including Lisa Sasinoski, Molly
Creénan, Kathy Squires, and others, to facilitate and promote then-Judge Joan

Orie Melvin's political campaigns for a position on the Supreme Court of
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Pennsylvania during election cycles in both 2003 and 2009; a violation of [18

Pa.C.S.A.§ 3926(b)].

3. That there is probable cause to believe that Joan Orie Melvin committed
the crime of Theft of Services-Diversion of Services, specifically that she, the
Defendant, having control over the disposition of services of others to which the
Defendant was not entitled, personally and also through accomplices Janine QOrie
and Jane Orie, pursuant to 18 Pa.C.S.A. § 306, knowingly diverted such services
valued in excess of $2000.00 to her own benefit when at various diverse times
she utilized certain members of the Pennsylvania Senatorial staff of her sister,
Senator Jane C. Orie, to facilitate and promote then-Judge Joan Orie Melvin's
political campaigns for a position on the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania during
election cycles in both 2003 and 2009, those legislative staffers including, but not
being limited to, Sharon Cochran, Jason Davidek, Josh Dott and Jamie Pavlot; a

violation of [18 Pa.C.S.A.§ 3926(b)).

4. That there is probable cause to believe that Joan Orie Melvin committed
the crime of Criminal Conspiracy to Commit Theft of Services — Diversion of
Services, specifically that she, the Defendant, conspired with co-conspirators, her
sisters Janine Orie and Senator Jane Orie, to direct staffers from both Judge Orie
Melvin's Superior Court judicial staff, including Lisa Sasinoski, Molly Creenan,
Kathy Squires and others, and also, certain staffers from Senator Jane Orie's

legislative staff including Jamie Pavlot, Sharon Cochran, Jason Davidek, and
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Josh Dott, to facilitate and promote Defendant’'s election campaigns for higher
judicial office as a Justice of the Pennsylvania Supreme Court in both 2003 and

2009, a violation of [18 Pa.C.S.A. § 903, 3926(b)].

5. That there is probable cause to believe that Joan Orie Melvin committed
the crime of Criminal Conspiracy to Commit Tampering with Physical Evidence,
specifically that she, the Defendant, conspired with Senator Jane Orie, when,
believing that an official investigation was pending or about to be initiated,
encouraged or requested Jamie Pavilot to engage in conduct that would
constitute the crime of Tampering With Physical Evidence, or that would
establish Defendant’s complicity in the said crime, when the Defendant, while on
a telephone call with her sister, Senator Jane Orie and Senator Jane Orie's Chief
of Staff Jamie Paviot, told Pavlot to remove any political documents from two
boxes of materials which Pavlot had removed from Senator Orie's senatorial
district office on Sunday, November 1, 2009, a violation of [18 Pa.C.S.A. § 903,

4910].

6. That there is probable cause to believe that Joan Orie Melvin
committed the crime of Criminal Solicitation to Tamper With or Fabricate Physical
Evidence when, with the intent of promoting or facilitating the crime of Tampering
With Physical Evidence, the Defendant, believing that an official investigation
was pending or about to be initiated, encouraged or requested Jamie Pavlot to

engage in conduct that would constitute the crime of Tampering With Physical
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Evidence, or that would establish Defendant’s complicity in the said crime, when
the Defendant, while on a telephone call with her sister, Senator Jane Grie and
Senator Jane Orie's Chief of Staff Jamie Pavlot, told Paviot to remove any
political documents from two boxes of materials which Pavlot had removed from
Senator Orie's senatorial district office on Sunday, November 1, 2009, a violation

of [18 Pa.C.S.A. §902 and 4910(1)].

7. That there is probable cause to believe that Joan Orie Melvin
committed the crime of Official Oppression when the Defendant, personally and
through accomplice Janine Orie, pursuant to 18 Pa.C.S.A. § 306, unlawfully
subjected a member of then-Judge Joan Orie Melvin's Superior Court staff, to
wit, Lisa Sasinoski, to infringement of her personal or property rights, and denied
and/or impeded that member of Joan Orie Melvin's judicial staff in the exercise or
enjoyment of her rights, privileges, powers or immunities, that is by requiring her
to perform political and campaign related acts in 2003 that were prohibited by
Pennsylvania Supreme Court Order of Court and Procedures for all court
personnel and/or by requiring her to perform political and campaign related acts
during office hours when use of state employees in that manner violated
Pennsylvania criminal law, and/or by terminating her employment with the Court
after she expressed concerns about such work., a violation of [18 Pa.C.S.A. §

5301].
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8. That there is probable cause to believe that Joan Orie Melvin committed
the crime of Official Oppression when the Defendant, personally and through
accomplice Janine Orie, pursuant to 18 Pa.C.S.A. § 306, unlawfully subjected a
member of then-Judge Joan Orie Melvin's Superior Court staff, to wit, Molly
Creenan, to infringement of her personal or property rights, and denied and/or
impeded that member of Joan Orie Melvin's judicial staff in the exercise or
enjoyment of rights, privileges, powers, or immunities, that is by requiring her to
perform political and campaign related acts in 2003 and 2009 that were
prohibited by Pennsylvania Supreme Court Order of Court and Procedures for all
court personnel and/or by requiring her to perform political and campaign related
acts during office hours when use of state employees in that manner violated
Pennsylvania criminal law, and/or by continuing to exert pressure on Creenan to

perform political work despite her expressed opposition. [18 Pa.C.S.A. § 5301].

9. That there is probable cause to believe that Joan Orie Melvin committed
the crime of Misapplication of Entrusted Property of Government, when, as a
Judge of the Pennsylvania Superior Court, Defendant personally, and through
her accomplice Janine Orie, pursuant to 18 Pa.C.S.A § 306, used her Superior
Court office facilities and office equipment to facilitate and promote Orie Melvin's
political campaign activities in her bid for higher judicial office as a Justice of the
Pennsylvania Supreme Court in both 2003 and 2009, a violation of [18 Pa.C.S.A.

§ 4113(a)].
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The Grand Jury therefore recommends the following charges be filed

against Supreme Court Justice Joan Orie Melvin:

A. Theft of Services - Diversion of Services [18 Pa.C.S.A. § 3926(b)] -

Felony of the Third Degree — 3 Counts -

COUNT 1 - Having control over the disposition of services of others to which the
Defendant was not entitled, the Defendant knowingly diverted such services
valued in excess of $2000.00 to her own benefit when she utilized a member of
her judicial staff, namely her sister Janine Orie, to facilitate and promote then-
Judge Joan Orie Melvin's election campaigns for a position on the Supreme

Court of Pennsylvania at various diverse times in both 2003 and 2009.

COUNT 2 - Having control over the disposition of services of others to which the
Defendant was not entitled, the Defendant personally and also through
accomplices Janine Orie and Jane Orie, knowingly diverted such services valued

in excess of $2000.00 to her own benefit when at various diverse times she
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utilized members of her judicial staff, including Lisa Sasinoski, Molly Creenan,
Kathy Squires, and others, to faciiitate and promote then-Judge Joan Orie
Melvin’s political campaigns for a position on the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania

during election cycles in both 2003 and 2009.

COUNT 3 - Having control over the disposition of services of others to which the
Defendant was not entitied, the Defendant personally and also through
accomplices Janine Orie and Jane Orie, knowingly diverted such services valued
in excess of $2000.00 to her own benefit when at various diverse times she
utilized certain members of the Pennsylvania Senatorial staff of her sister,
Senator Jane C. Orie, to facilitate and promote then-Judge Joan Orie Melvin's
political campaigns for a position on the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania during
election cycles in both 2003 and 2009, those legislative staffers including, but not

being limited to, Sharon Cochran, Jason Davidek, Josh Dott and Jamie Pavlot.

B. Criminal Conspiracy to Commit Theft of Services - Diversion of Services,
[18 Pa.C.S.A. § 903, 3926(b) - Felony of the Third Degree
Defendant conspired with co-conspirators Janine Orie and Senator Jane
Orie, to direct staffers from both Judge Orie Melvin's Superior Court judicial staff,
including Lisa Sasinoski, Molly Creenan, Kathy Squires and others, and also
certain staffers from Senator Jane Orie's legislative staff including Sharon

Cochran, Jason Davidek, Josh Dott, and Jamie Pavlot, to facilitate and promote
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Defendant's election campaigns for higher judicial office as a Justice of the

Pennsylvania Supreme Court in both 2003 and 2009.

C. Criminal Conspiracy to Commit Tampering With Physical Evidence -

[18 Pa.C.S.A. § 903, 4910] — Misdemeanor of the Second Degree

Defendant conspired with Senator Jane Orie, when, believing that an
official investigation was pending or about to be initiated, encouraged or
requested Jamie Pavlot to engage in conduct that would constitute the crime of
Tampering With Physical Evidence, or that would establish Defendant’s
complicity in the said crime, when the Defendant, while on a telephone call with
her sister, Senator Jane Orie and Senator Jane Orie's Chief of Staff Jamie
Pavlot, told Pavlot to remove any political documents from two boxes of materials
which Pavlot had removed from Senator Orie's senatorial district office on

Sunday, November 1, 2009.

D. Criminal Solicitation to Tamper With or Fabricate Physical Evidence
[18 Pa.C.S.A. §902 and 4910(1)] - Misdemeanor of the Second Degree
With the intent of promoting or facilitating the crime of Tampering With
Physical Evidence, the Defendant, believing that an official investigation was
pending or about to be initiated, encouraged or requested Jamie Pavlot to
engage in conduct that would constitute the crime of Tampering With Physical
Evidence, or that would establish Defendant's complicity in the said crime, when

the Defendant, while on a telephone call with her sister, Senator Jane Orie and
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Senator Jane Orie's Chief of Staff Jamie Pavlot, told Paviot to remove any
poiitical documents from two boxes of materials which Paviot had removed from

Senator Orie's senatorial district office on Sunday, November 1, 2009.

E. Official Oppression [18 Pa.C.S.A. § §301]
— Misdemeanor of the Second Degree — 2 Counts

COUNT 1 - Defendant, personally and through accomplice Janine Orie,
unlawfully subjected a member of then-Judge Joan Orie Melvin's Superior Court
staff, to wit, Lisa Sasinoski, to infringement of her personal or property rights, and
denied and/or impeded that member of Joan Orie Melvin's judicial staff in the
exercise or enjoyment of her rights, privileges, powers or immunities, that is by
requiring her to perform political and campaign related acts in 2003 that were
prohibited by Pennsylvania Supreme Court Order of Court and Procedures for all
court personnel and/or by requiring her to perform political and campaign related
acts during office hours when use of state employees in that manner violated
Pennsylvania criminal law, and/or by terminating her employment with the Court

after she expressed concerns about such work.

COUNT 2 - Defendant, personally and through accomplice Janine Orie,
unlawfully subjected a member of then-Judge Joan Orie Melvin's Superior Court
staff, to wit, Molly Creenan, to infringement of her personal or property rights, and
denied and/or impeded that member of Joan Orie Melvin's judicial staff in the

exercise or enjoyment of rights, privileges, powers, or immunities, that is by
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requiring her to perform political and campaign related acts in 2003 and 2009
that were prohibited by Pennsylvania Supreme Court Order of Court and
Procedures for all court personnel and/or by requiring her to perform political and
campaign related acts during office hours when use of state employees in that
manner violated Pennsylvania criminal law, and/or by continuing to exert

pressure on Creenan to perform political work despite her expressed opposition.

F. Misapplication of Entrusted Property of Government,

[18 Pa.C.S.A. § 4113(a)] - Misdemeanor of the Second Degree
As a Judge of the Pennsylvania Superior Court, Defendant personally, and
through an accomplice Janine Orie, used her Superior Court office facilities and
office equipment to facilitate and promote Orie Melvin's political campaign
activities in her bid for higher judicial office as a Justice of the Pennsylvania

Supreme Court in both 2003 and 2008.

/14 X

Date Foreperson

75



OOVIVENNEALTHOF FENNSYLVANA mJGQQMm_ NT
ONTYF AULEGBNY OOVVINNEALTHCOF PENNSYLVANA
MDJ: PITTSBURGH MUNICIPAL COURT va
Magisterial District Number: 05-0-03 (NNEa O ADRESS: |
Address: 660 FIRST AVENUE ORIE MELVIN
PITTSBURGH, PA 15219 Ard Nerre Mdde Nare [=tNare | an
750 STONEGATE DRIVE WEXFORD, PA 15090
Phone: 412.350.6715
Felony - Full Extradition [
Osterce |
T ; LT, . DEFENDONTICENTIRCATICNINGGRVATICN: - T D 2
Docket Nurrber | Date Filed ONLiveScanNunier Congaintinddert e | SIDX Request LabServices?
((R-5930-/X | O -13- 1A G 562109-2 C-316-10 |3 Yes
GENCERFEMALE DCB 04/06/1956 | P8 AcdI DCB CoDsferctrt(s) )
RACEWHITE Firg Narre MddeNare Lest Narre Gn
ETHNOTY AA . B R B
HAROCOLCRBRO (BROWN) | EYEOOLCR GRN (GREEN) i
Driver Licase | Sate paA Licarse Nunrber{7070611 I Bqres: VHGHT (Ibs)
NA DNALocation
FEI Nurvber [ MNP | A HEGHT In
Deferciant Fingenpinted 5 [ o7
Fingerpint Qlassification
. % : TEFENDANTVEHOLEINFCRVATICN SEL o
Rate Sate | Henvat j i C\eh Reg
e am =
VIN |Yea- |wu<a Vocd Syle Cdar |_|

Cfice of tre atomey for the Comronaesiti ] Aqorovec ] Disspyoroved becaues

(The aticmey for the Qormmannesith rrey recyire thet the aomaint, amest warrant affidavit, or both begprroved by theyattamey for Coronweetth prier

tofling SeePaRQimP. 57).

rared theaiarey fo the Garmonnedth) (Sgrebured the ataney for the Comronedth) O=)

|, FRANCES LAQUATRA
(Neredfthe Affiart)
f DISTRICT ATTORNEYS DETECTIVES
(Icrtify Depertrrent o Aganoy Represerted ard Rdlitical SUbdvisiar)
co hereby steter (drack garopriate o))
1. X axneetredoerareddfadat woliesat treaddes st fathaoe
| e e the dfendent weeerareis uicoanto et wois desaibed as

26260 i
(PS’-‘IIVF‘(E!C-PESg'mAﬁatlDNJTtE&Ba@#

PAOD2013A - igii. . S [
(Rdice Agency CR Nureer) |

| zuseﬂedeferbthsemeadmﬂac&ﬁgﬂimaﬁdmmaewknmbneadw{ml rag
therefore, cesigreted as Jan Doear Jare Do '

withvidaing the pard lans o the Gomroweddth d Rarsivariaat

PITTSBURGH CITY

301
(SLxdivisian Q) (Paoe Rditical SLbchisian)
InAleghary Gourty ) CQoxa aaaodt 01/01/2003

AOPC 412A - Rev. 04/10

Page 1 of 7



Doclet Nurrber: DabeFlet | OTNLiveScan Nurber Cardantinddent Novber
G 562109-2 c-316:10 |
First Mdde et
Deferchrt Nre JOAN ORIE MELVIN

The acts comitted by the aoaused are desaibed belowwith eadh Act of Assenbly or statutediegedy, vidated, if
gppropriate. V\hen there is rore than one offerse, each offense should be nurbered drondogically.

(Set farth a brief sumary of the fadts suffident to advise the defenciart of the net.re of the offerse(s) charged. A ditation to the statuie(s) allegedly viclaed
withoLt nrore, is nt sufficient. In a sunrery case, youmLet dite the spedific sedion(s) and subeedtion(s) o the stetite(s) orad | inanoe(s) allegedy vidded. The
age of thevidimat the time of the offense rray be induded ifknoan. In addiion, sodial secwrity nurrbers and firendal inforretion (eg. FAINS) shoudnct be
lited. Ifthe idertity of an acoourt rmust be estehiished, fist arly the lest four digits. 204 PA.Code §5213.1—-2137.)
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StatLte DesaiptiaYAds of the acoused asscdated with this Clerse

18 39268 THEFT OF SERVICES F3 3 COUNTS

The actor having control over the disposition of services of others, namely THE ACTOR KNOWINGLY
DIVERTED SUCH SERVICES VALUED IN EXCESS OF $2000.00 TO HER OWN BENEFIT WHEN SHE
UTILIZED A MEMBER OF HER JUDICIAL STAFF, NAMELY HER SISTER, JANINE ORIE, TO FACILITATE
AND PROMOTE THEN-JUDGE JOAN ORIE MELVIN'S ELECTION CAMPAIGNS FOR A POSITION ON
THE SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA AT VARIOUS DIVERSE TIMES IN BOTH 2003 AND 2008, to
which the actor was not entitled, knowingly diverted such services to his own benefit or to the benefit of
another not entitled thereto in violation of 18 Pa.C.S.§3926(b).

The actor having control over the disposition of services of others, namely THE ACTOR, PERSONALLY
AND ALSO THROUGH JANINE ORIE AND JANE ORIE, ACCOMPLICES PURSUANT TO 18 PACS
§306,KNOWINGLY DIVERTED SUCH SERVICES VALUED IN EXCESS OF $2,000.00 TO HER OWN
BENEFIT WHEN AT VARIOUS DIVERSE TIMES SHE UTILIZED MEMBERS OF HER JUDICIAL ST(\FF,
INCLUDING LISA SASINOSKI, MOLLY CREENAN, KATHY SQUIRES AND OTHERS, TO FACILITATE AND
PROMOTE THEN-JUDGE JOAN ORIE MELVIN'S POLITICAL CAMPAIGNS FOR A POSITION ON THE
SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA DURING ELECTION CYCLES IN BOTH 2003 AND 20089, to which
the actor was not entitled, knowingly diverted such services to his own benefit or to the benefit of another not
entitled thereto in violation of 18 Pa.C.S5.§3926(b).

The actor having control over the disposition of services of others, namely THE ACTOR, PERSONALLY
AND ALSO THROUGH JANINE ORIE AND JANE ORIE, ACCOMPLICES PURSUANT TO 18 PA CS §306,
KNOWINGLY DIVERTED SUCH SERVICES VALUED IN EXCESS OF $2,000.00 TO HER OWN BENEFIT
WHEN AT VARIOUS DIVERSE TIMES SHE UTILIZED CERTAIN MEMBERS OF THE PENNSYLVANIA
SENATORIAL STAFF OF HER SISTER, SENATOR JANE ORIE, THOSE LEGISLATIVE STAFFERS
INCLUDING, BUT NOT BEING LIMITED TO, SHARON COCHRAN, JASON DAVIDEK, JOSH DOTT/AND
JAMIE PAVLOT, TO FACILITATE AND PROMOTE THEN-JUDGE JOAN ORIE MELVIN'S POLITICAL
CAMPAIGNS FOR A POSITION ON THE SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA DURING ELECTION
CYCLES IN 2003 AND 20089, to which the actor was not entitled, knowingly diverted such services to his
own benefit or to the benefit of another not entitled thereto in violation of 18 Pa.C.S.§3926(b).
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18 903A1 CRIMINAL CONSPIRACY F3 1 COUNT

The actor, with the intent of promoting or facilitating the crime of 18: 3926: B conspired and agreed with
JANINE ORIE AND SENATOR JANE ORIE, TO DIRECT STAFFERS FROM BOTH JUDGE ORIE MELVIN'S
SUPERIOR COURT JUDICIAL STAFF, INCLUDING LISA SASINOSKI, MOLLY CREENAN, KATHY
SQUIRES AND OTHERS, AND ALSO CERTAIN STAFFERS FROM SENATOR JANE ORIE'S
LEGISLATIVE STAFF INCLUDING SHARON COCHRAN, JASON DAVIDEK, JOSH DOTT AND JAMIE
PAVLOT, TO FACILITATE AND PROMOTE THE ACTOR'S ELECTION CAMPAIGNS FOR HIGHER
JUDICIAL OFFICE AS A JUSTICE OF THE PENNSYLVANIA SUPREME COURT IN BOTH 2003 AND 2009
that they or one or more of them would engage in conduct constituting such crime or an attempt or
solicitation to commit such crime, and in furtherance thereof did commit an overt act In violation of 18 Pa.

C.S. §903 (a)(1).
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18 4113A MISAPPLICATION OF ENTRUSTED PROPERTY AND PROPERTY OF GOVERNMENT OR
FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS M2 1 COUNT

The actor applied or disposed of property, namely THE ACTOR PERSONALLY AND THROUGH JANINE
ORIE, AN ACCOMPLICE PURSUANT TO 18 PA CS §306, USED HER SUPERIOR COURT OFFICE
FACILITIES AND OFFICE EQUIPMENT TO FACILITATE AND PROMOTE JOAN ORIE MELVIN'S
POLITICAL CAMPAIGN ACTIVITIES IN HER BID FOR HIGHER JUDICIAL OFFICE AS A JUSTICE OF THE
PENNSYLVANIA SUPREME COURT IN BOTH 2003 AND 2009, that had been entrusted to the actor as a
fiduciary, or property of the government or of a financial institution, in a manner which said actor knew was
unlawful and involved substantial risk of loss or detriment to the owner of the property or to a person for
whose benefit the property was entrusted, in violation of 18 Pa.C.S.§4113(a).
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18 53011 OFFICIAL OPPRESSION M2 2 COUNTS

The actor, acting or purporting to act in an offical capacity or taking advantage of such actual or
purported capacity namely JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA, knowing that said
actor's conduct was illegal subjected another to arrest, detention, search, seizure, mistreatment,
dispossession, assessment, lien or other infringement of personal or property rights; or denied or impeded
the exercise or enjoyment of any right, privilege, power or immunity by another, namely LISA SASINOSKI,
REQUIRING HER TO PERFORM POLITICAL AND CAMPAIGN RELATED ACTS IN 2003 THAT WERE
PROHIBITED BY PENNSYLVANIA SUPREME COURT ORDER OF COURT AND PROCEDURES FOR ALL
COURT PERSONNEL AND/OR BY REQUIRING HER TO PERFORM POLITICAL AND CAMPAIGN
RELATED ACTS DURING OFFICE HOURS WHEN USE OF STAFF EMPLOYEES IN THAT MANNER
VIOLATED PENNSYLVANIA CRIMINAL LAW AND/OR BY TERMINATING HER EMPLOYMENT WITH THE
COURT AFTER SHE EXPRESSED CONCERNS ABOUT DOI[\IG SUCH WORK, THE ACTOR COMMITTING
THIS OFFENSE PERSONALLY AND THROUGH JANINE ORIE, AN ACCOMPLICE PURSUANT TO 18 PA
CS §3086, in violation of 18 Pa. C.S. §5301(1) or (2) .

The actor, acting or purporting to act in an offical capacity or taking advantage of such actual or
purported capacity namely JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA, knowing that said
actor's conduct was illegal subjected another to arrest, detention, search, seizure, mistreatment,
dispossession, assessment, lien or other infringement of personal or property rights; or denied or impeded
the exercise or enjoyment of any right, privilege, power or immunity by another, namely MOLLY CREENAN,
REQUIRING HER TO PERFORM POLITICAL AND CAMPAIGN RELATED ACTS IN 2003 AND 2009 THAT
WERE PROHIBITED BY PENNSYLVANIA SUPREME COURT ORDER OF COURT AND PROCEDURES
FOR ALL COURT PERSONNEL AND/OR BY REQUIRING HER TO PERFORM POLITICAL AND
CAMPAIGN RELATED ACTS DURING OFFICE HOURS WHEN USE OF STATE EMPLOYEES IN THAT
MANNER VIOLATED PENNSYLVANIA CRIMINAL LAW AND/OR BY CONTINUING TO EXERT PRESSURE
ON CREENAN TO PERFORM POLITICAL WORK DESPITE HER EXPRESSED OPPOSITION, THE
ACTOR COMMITTING THIS OFFENSE PERSONALLY AND THROUGH JANINE ORIE, AN ACCOMPLICE
PURSUANT TO 18 PA CS §306, in violation of 18 Pa. C.S. §5301(1) or (2) .
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18 902A CRIMINAL SOLICITATION M2 1 COUNT

The actor with the intent of promoting or facilitating the crime of 18: 4910: 1 commanded, encouraged or
requested JAMIE PAVLOT TO ENGAGE IN CONDUCT THAT WOULD CONSTITUTE THE CRIME OF
TAMPERING WITH PHYSICAL EVIDENCE, OR THAT WOULD ESTABLISH THE ACTOR'S COMPLICITY IN
THE SAID CRIME, WHEN THE ACTOR, ON OR ABOUT EARLY NOVEMBER 2009, WHILE ON A
TELEPHONE CALL WITH HER SISTER, SENATOR JANE ORIE AND SENATOR JANE ORIE'S CHIEF OF
STAFF JAMIE PAVLOT, TOLD PAVLOT TO REMOVE ANY POLITICAL DOCUMENTS FROM TWO BOXES
OF MATERIALS WHICH PAVLOT HAD REMOVED FROM SENATOR ORIE'S SENATORIAL DISTRICT
OFFICE ON SUNDAY, NOVEMBER 1, 2009. to engage in specific conduct which would constitute the
aforesaid crime or an attempt to commit the aforesaid crime, or which would establish that person's
complicity in its commission or attempted commission, in violation of 18 Pa. C.S. §902 (a).
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18 903A1 CRIMINAL CONSPIRACY M2 1 COUNT

The actor, with the intent of promoting or facilitating the crime of 18; 4910: 1 conspired and agreed with
SENATOR JANE ORIE, WHEN, BELIEVING THAT AN OFFICIAL INVESTIGATION WAS PENDING OR
ABOUT TO BE INITIATED, ENCOURAGED OR REQUESTED JAMIE PAVLOT TO ENGAGE IN CONDUCT
THAT WOULD CONSTITUTE THE CRIME OF TAMPERING WITH PHYSICAL EVIDENCE, OR THAT
WOULD ESTABLISH THE ACTOR'S COMPLICITY IN THE SAID CRIME, WHEN ON OR ABOUT EARLY
NOVEMBER 2009, THE ACTOR, WHILE ON A TELEPHONE CALL WITH HER SISTER, SENATOR JANE
ORIE AND SENATOR JANE ORIE'S CHIEF OF STAFF JAMIE PAVLOT, TOLD PAVLOT TO REMOVE
ANY POLITICAL DOCUMENTS FROM TWO BOXES OF MATERIALS WHICH PAVLOT HAD REMOVED
FROM SENATOR ORIE'S SENATORIAL DISTRICT OFFICE ON SUNDAY, NOVEMBER 1. 2009. that they
or one or more of them would engage in conduct constituting such crime or an attempt or solicitation to
commit such crime, and in furtherance thereof did commit an overt act in violation of 18 Pa. C.S. §903 (a)(1).
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2 | asktret avarant o arest a a summons beissued and that the defendant be reqriredto answer the drarges | have
meck

31 mfy&etﬁefaissetfahnnmswrnartaetruea'domedtoﬁ'ebstdrryl«nnecgea‘lrfcm'alma'd
belief. This verification is made sugject to the perdheso‘Sedlmm&ﬂ'e Qimes Cod2 (18 PrACS§4%4)
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4. This aardaint is conprised o the preceding pege(s) nubered through
The adts conmitted by the aoaused, as listed and harealter, were acainst the peaoe and dignity of the Comronwedith

d Ferrsyivania and were cortrary to the Ad(s) o‘theA@errﬁy, or invidaion o the stalutes ated
(&fa’eamra'tdmestmbelsaed, anaffidavit of prabable cause Ut be conrpleted, swom to before the

issuing authority, and attached)
Vinanes, Roguatio

(Sgrehre cfpfﬁat)(t’

(Cete)

ANDNOWN anthis cate | certify thet the aomdlaint hes been property aovpleted ard verified
An affidavit o prababe cause must be aonrdeted before avarant canbeissued

CI—RC

(Vegsterial Tistrict Court Nurrber)
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First Mdde Lot l
Defercint Nerve JOAN ORIE MELVIN
AFFIDAVIT of PROBABLE CAUSE '
WHEN:

a) Date when Affiant received information:

10/30/2009

b) Date when the source of information (Police Officers, Informant, Victim, Co-Defendant, Defendant, etc.) received information:

10/30/2009

HOW:

a) How Affiant knows this particular person commited crime: (personal observation, defendant’s admissions, etc.):

evidence and/or information obtained from participants and eyewitnesses to the alleged criminal acts described
herein;evidence or information personally observed and/or obtainecj during the course of the investigation; evidence or
information obtained or observed by other Detectives directly involved in this investigation and the conclusion of the 2010
Allegheny County Investigating Grand Jury investigation resulting in the Issuance of Grand Jury presentment C-2

b} How the source of information knows this particular person committed the crime:

evidence and/or information obtained from participants and eyewitnesses to the alleged criminal acts described |
herein;evidence or information personally observed and/or obtained during the course of the investigation; evidence or
information obtained or observed by other Detectives directly involved in this investigation and the conclusion of the 2010
Allegheny County investigating Grand Jury investigation resulting in the issuance of Grand Jury presentment C-2

¢) How both Affiant and/or source of information knows that a particular crime has been commited: '
evidence and/or information obtained from participants and eyewitnesses to the alleged criminal acts described '
herein;evidence or information personally observed and/or obtained during the course of the investigation; evidence or
information obtained or observed by other Deteclives directly involved in this investigation and the conclusion of the 2010
Allegheny County Investigating Grand Jury investigation resulting injthe issuance of Grand Jury presentment C-2

WHAT CRIMES:

18 3926 B THEFT OF SERVICES
18 803 A1 CRIMINAL CONSPIRACY

18 802 A CRIMINAL SOLICITATION

18 3926 B THEFT OF SERVICES
18 3926 B THEFT OF SERVICES

18 5301 1 OFFICIAL OPPRESSION
18 5301 1 OFFICIAL OPPRESSION

18 4113 A MISAPPLICATION OF ENTRUSTED PROPERTY AND PROPERTY OF GOVERNMENT OR FINANCIAL
18 903 A1 CRIMINAL CONSPIRACY

WHERE CRIME(S) COMMITTED:

PITTSBURGH, PENNSYLVANIA

Page 1 of 3
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5. WHY AFFIANT BELIEVES THE SOQOURCE OF INFORMATION:
X Source is presumed reliable, i.e. otl?er Police Officer, Eyewitness, Victim of Crime, etc.
X Source has given information in the past which has led to arrest and/or conviction
Defendant's reputation for criminal activity
This source made declaration against his/her penal interest to the above offense
X Affiant and/or other Police Officers corroborated details of the information

The affiant of this affidavit is Frances Laquatra, a law enforcement office

of Section 5702 of the Pennsylvania Crimes Code and, as such, | am en

therein. | am currently employed as a Detective with the Allegheny Cou

r of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania within the meaning

npowered to make arrests for criminal offenses enumerated
nty District Attorney's office and have been employed in

this capacity for the past fourteen years. My current duties involve the investigation of all facets of criminal activity, including the

investigation and prosecution of white collar crime.

The information contained in this affidavit is based on: evidence and/or ipformation obtained from participants andl eyewitnesses to
the alleged criminal acts as described herein; evidence and/or informatign personally obtained or observed during the course of the
investigation; evidence and/or information obtained and/or observed by other Detectives (including Allegheny County Detective's
Perann Tansmore, Patricia Parker, Kevin Flanigan, Tim Cross, Alan Ballo, Rick Byers, Jackelyn Weibel and Lyle Graber) directly
involved in this investigation; the conclusion of the 2010 Allegheny Cour]'ty Investigating Grand Jury investigation {esulting in the
issuance of Grand Jury Presentment (C-2); the criminal trial which led to the conviction of Senator Jane Clare Orie in March 2012
and the conclusion of the 2010 Allegheny County Investigating Grand Jdry investigation resulting in the issuance of Grand Jury
Presentment (C).

During the course of the investigation, your affiant has personally interviewed or otherwise been present during the interview of
witnesses; of those interviews not personally interviewed, your affiant h%s reviewed the investigative reports prepared by other
Detectives of such interviews. Your affiant has reviewed all available evidence received during this investigation and read all grand
jury testimony provided under oath by witnesses. Your affiant has read Grand Jury Presentment (C-2) in its entirety, and avers

that the contents contained therein comport to your affiant's aforementio
result of both your affiant's and other officers' investigative activities that
regularity which surrounds the Grand Jury proceedings and as such you

Jury Presentment, is presumed reliable. Your affiant has attached a cop
affidavit of probable cause by this reference thereto and offers the Inform

of process, namely, a criminal complaint for the herein named actor.

Based upon the aforementioned information which is believed to be true
times pertinent to these charges (that being the time period spanning Ja

ned knowledge and understanding of thls investigation as a
have been told to me. There exists a presumption of
r affiant avers that the source of this information, the Grand
y of said Presentment (C-2)which is made part of this
ation contained therein as probable cause for the issuance

and correct, and noting that the accused herein has at all
nuary 2003 through November 2009) and at the current

time, Actor continues to be an elected member of the Judiciary of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and thus a 'public officer or
employee' and therefore subject to the provisions of the Judicial Code, 42 PA C.S. 5552 (c)(2) regarding the applicable statute of

limitations for the initiation of criminal proceedings, your affiant respectfully requests that a criminal complaint and warrant of arrest
be issued:
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i, FRANCES LAQUATRA EBGIJLYSAU-'NNIIFOI\BTOTI-ELNV DEPOSE AND SAY

THAT THE FACTS SET FORTHINTHE FammAFFIDGMTNE AND CORRECT TO THE BEEST OF MIY
KNONLEDGE, INFCRVIATION AND BELIEF. |

A&M&d%ﬂuafm

1

(S of Affiert)

Shom to ne ad subsaibed before e thi dyd .
1 h‘\.“.\‘
Cete ! , Megisteria Oistrict Judge

My conrrission exgires first Monday of JarLery, ol K :

oM

SIS S
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RY GRAND JURY ALLEG COUNTY i @009/037

4123:25/3133/2011 12:(;?':311:”4123503239 . ARRAIGNMENT COURT '
b
YRR
"IN THE COURT OF GOMMON PLEAS O oF ALLEGHENY COUNTY, .
, X PENNQYLVANIA - .
INRE: 2010 ALLEGHENY ¢ COUNTY “ . : Criminal Division
: INVESTIGATING GRAND .runv ' CP-02-AD-112-2010

: ﬂEiENIMENIQ

TO THE HONORABLE JOSEPH M. JAMES SUPERVISING JUDGE

We, the 2010 Al!eghany County lnvesﬂgahng Grehd Jury, dul‘y -
charged by the c°urt to lnqurre into, Oﬁ'enses against the criminal laws: of -the
CommonWoalth alleged to have been oommrtted within Allogheny County and
havlng obtained knowledge of such !nshnoes from witnesses sworn by this Court’
-and tesﬂfylng before us, and' havlng examined tho evldenoe prosenbd to us, and .
'ﬁndlng thereon reasonable grounds to belleve. and 80 bolleving. up'On ‘ouf
raspective oaths not fewer than twelve concurring. do horoby 'r'nako'.this
Presentment to this Honorable Court |
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INTRODUCTION
The allegation befors this Grand Jury s thét-Janine Mary Orie, an
employee of the Superior Court and Supreme Court of Penrisylvania from 1997
to the present,- engaged in political and campaign:related activities while belng
paid by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvanla as well as directed other state-paid
employees .to engage in political ' and campalgn-related activities. Orle
furthermore caused signrﬁcant resources of the Court to be applied to these
campalgn autlvlﬂes itis also _alleged that Janine Orle diractad a Court staff
mesmber to conceal and/or destroy evldence of the above-described | activity upon
leaming of an active mvesﬁgahon
Legal advisors to this Grand Jury filed a Notice of Submlsslon
requesting access to the tools of the Grand Jury in order to Investigate this
matter adequately, particularly the power to compel and obtain witness testimony
under oath, grant immunity in newssary Instances, require the production of
vanoua documenb and Initiate qvll and criminal oontempt proceedings, In
addihon to other resources ag provlded under the Grand Jury Act. The Notice of
Submission was then reviewed and approved by the Supemslng Judge of the
2010 Allegheny County lnvestlgatmg Grand Jury on July 26, 2010. Since that
time, numerous witnesses have testified before this Grand Jury, and
documentary evidence was received, and as a rasult. this Grand Jury, based on
our findings at this time, recommends criminal prosecution against Janine Orie,
This Grand Jury submits that the actlons of Janine Orle give rise to

the following alleged violationa of the Pennsylvania Crimes Code: Theft of -

15/42—
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Services [Diversion of Services] (18 Pa.C.S.A, § 3026(b)); Misapplication of
Entrusted Property (18 Pa.C.S.A. § 4113(a)); Tampering with or Fabricating
Physical Evidence (18 Pa.C.8.A. § 4910(1)), and; Criminal Solicitation (18
Pa.C.S.A. § 902).
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GRAND JURY ALLEG COUNTY 15:34:57  12-16-2011

ARRAIGNMENT COURT

A+

GRAND JURY

EINDINGS .

During the ongoing investigation by this Grand Ju:ry into the illegal use.of
state-paid workers for campalign-related services, employees, both former and
current, of then Superior Court Judge, and ctimt Pennsylvania Supreme Court
Justice, Joan Orie Melvin (hereafter refsrred to as “Orie Melvin"), provided
statements to members of the Office of the District Attorney of Allegheny County,
and testimony to this Investigating Grand Jury:

One of these employees was Lisa Sasinoski (Sasinoski), a former
Superior Court law clerk, and now Supreme Court law clerk. Sasinoski was
employed by Orle Melvin in 1990 as a law clerk in the Allegheny County Court of
Common Pleas and remained In her employ after Orie Melvin successfully ran for
Pennsylvania Superior Court in 1997, and continued until Ore Melvin's
unsuccessful 2003 campaign run for the Pennsylvania Supreme Court.
Sasinoeki left the employ of Orle Melvin in December, 2003, and Is cumently
employed as a clerk in the chambers of ancther Pennsylvania Supreme Court
Justice. According to Sasinoski, Janine Orie was hired In 1991 as a secretary for
Orie Melvin In the Court of Common Pleas, but shortly thereafter Janine Orie
took over @ number of supervisory roles, such as handling staff leave time, work

assignments, and scheduling, among others. According to Sasinoski, a court

employee on the Orie Melvin staff never questioned Janine Orle or any dlrective
coming from Janine Orie. Indeed, It was Janine Orle, who, on a daily basls,
dictated the priorities of tasks to be done by staffers, be it of a political or judicial
nature.

Janine Orie continued as a secnfary for Orle Melvin after her ascenslion to
the Superior Court In 1807, and continued to work In the same offices with
Sasinoski. During that time, Sasinosii experisnced first-hand the on-going
political work involving and undertaken by Orie Melvin court employees. Indeed,
Sasinoski acknowledged that political and/or campaign-related activities took
place within every judiclal office of Ore Melvin during the 1991 - 2003 time
period in which she (Sasinoski) was employed by Oria Melvin.
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Sa.sinoski testified that during her time as a law clerk with on'e Melvin, she
wag directed by Janine Orle to do a myriad of palitical tasks for Orle Melvin.
These fasks included: writing political speeches; filling out campaign

| 'questionnaires in furtherance of obtaining endorsemsnts from political action

commitiees, traveling with Orie Melvin and attending political functions with the
Judge during the 2003 éampaign year. In addition, Sasinoskl observed and/or
had knowledge of fellow court staff members Kathleen Squires, Molly Creenan,
John Degener, and Cathy Skidmore Being‘ directed by Janine Orie to participate
In political and/or campaign-related activities on behalf of Orie Melvin. Sasinoski
acknowledged that, to a degree, every Orie Melvin employee did some type of
political work while within the court offices. Sasinoski advised that there was
oftentimes a duplication of political work by 'slaﬁerg. in part because-Janine Oris
attemptéd to Isolate the st_irffays’ knowigdge from one .another as to what
particulat” paltical assignment each staffer had been tasked by Janine to
complete. Sasinoskl characterized Janine Orie's office role in 2003 as Ore
Melvin's “campaign manager”.. .

Saelnoski stated that these campaign or political assignments were
normally generated by Janine Orle, and those "nondudicia" tasks were
communicated by handwritten notes left at her desk or in her mallbox within the
Superior Court offices of Orie Melvin. Sasinaski etated that she recognized the
handwriting on theee notes' as always having been wiitten by Janine Orle,.but
she added that the notes sometimes were signed by Janine as "Judge” or “Joan”,
This political work also required Sasinosk ta bring judicial work home, bacause

her normal work hou;s were Interrupted by the political work demands of Janine, -

which, in tum, resulted in her inability to maintain her judicial workload during
office hours.

' Sasinoskl stated that she was also’ directed by Orie Melvin herself to
engage In poittical activities In the office. One example provided by Sasinoski in
this regard was when Orie Melvin requested her to research cpinions - lssued by
Orie Melvin — that were favorable to injured workers or plaintiffs; this ragsarch
was then to be used to foster.the endorsement of Orle Melvin by the
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Pennsylvania-Trlal Lawyeré. Several weeks éﬂer that assignment, Orie' Melvin
requested that legal resealjch be conducted by Sasinoski regarding cases
previously issued by Orie Mielvin which would further her solicitation of the

defense bar endorsement. |

Sasinoski also describéd how she traveled on a number of occas:ons with

Orie Melvin during the 2003 mpaign year. Aceordmg to Saalnoskl Janine Orie
sometimes ftried to schedu political or campangn-relatad activities around
judlclal sesslons in Harisburg r Phlladalphla in an effort to' save money, ajthough

" somp frips were solely political in nature, Aocordlng to Sasirioski, it was Janine -

Orle who notified Sasinoski tZat she wouid be elther traveHlng ~with; One Melvin,
ind/or ﬁlllng out campalgn queshonnalres At that'

writing campaign speeches,
time, Sasinoskl states that would also discuss the nature or content of the

campaign speechee with Orie/Melvin. Sasinoski estimated that she traveled with
Orie Melvirr over 20 times onlsuch- trips, which included both day and ovemlght

trips.

Orle Melvin in her chamb

Court Justice. Sasinoaki statdd that she knew that the judicial telephone within
Orie Melvin's. office had bee used for these political contacts that she had
overheard being done by Judge Orle Melvin because several months later she,
Sasmoski was berated by Janine Ore about the high telaphono bliis that had

been incurred by the office; Janine blamed those High bllis on Sasinoski and the”

other law clerks. As a result of this chasﬂsement. Sasinoski, subsequently
requested detailed billing records for those phona wlls The records that were
received displayed the billing in greater datall, and those records reflected that
the overwhelming majority of additional billed calls were from both Orie Melvin's

office extension and the additional telephone fine that had been installed by the

court at the residence of Orie Melvin, Those bifiing records further lndlcated calls
to telophone numbers across the state during the very same time period In which
Orle Melvin had been overhaard by ‘Sasinosk as Orie Malvin telephoned various

Sasinoski also descri od a period of time f1 2003 when she overheard
on her office telephone soliciting muttiple
Republican committee people|in furtherance of her own campaign for Supreme
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Republlcan committee peopla Saslnoskl advised that there were between 280 .
and 400 committee people and. it was "her underatandlng ‘that Orle Melvin .

' eontacted each one of them dunng that tlme

. Sasinoski stated. that 'she had also bean tequlred to work the polls on

behalf of Orie Melvin's cqnd:dacy o the Pennsylvamn 8upreme Court on the - "
i 2003 general election. day Among the taska that she sald she was directed to do

on lhat occaslon was to travel to ‘a pollmg place and dietnbute poll cards to
prospective. voters; theae cards she said, hag* boen provlded by Janine Orle.

According to Saslnoski's reoollecllon this dlrechve first: mme from Janine .
. Orle who announced to the staff: 'Everyone, we'ra going to work the. polh .-
: Saslnoskl descnbed how she subsequently racelved a follow-up- ﬁelephone call- "

message from Orle Melvin's slster. Senator Jane, Orie, in which the Senator told

' Sasinoski she had belterwork the polls on Tuesday and get your clerks in line, .’
andlfnot.tellthdmtheynaodedtobeinmeofﬁceonTuesdayandﬁndlwo

people to replaoe them at the' polls Sasinoski related that this recorded
message by Jane Orie, wmch she perceived to be an “order”, had been very

loud, forceful and laced with: ‘profanites:
Saslnoski acknowledged that she"knew that lt was wrong for judlclal staff

. to work at the polis on behalf of Orle MeMn, -and because of thls fact. she was
too’ embarrassed to require fellow staff members to work-the poliing places on

Election Day. However, Sasmoskl was later speclﬂcally dlracted by Janma Orie
to appear at a partlcular polllng place in Penn Hills. Sasinoski algo was aware

. | that fellow law clerk John Degenor had aleo been directed by Janine to appear

on behaif of Ore Melvin at a polling place in Penn Hills, and Sasinoski sald that

"she had both talked ‘with Degener over the lelephone and also met wlth him on

that day. Sasinoski said that allhough she was very uncomfortable about working

thie polls on behalf of Orie Melvin since she knew that such activity amounted fo )

a clear violation of court-mandated rules that prohibited partisan political activities
by judicial' employees, she nonetheless went along with the: directive handed
down to her by Janine. Orle because .she feared that the penally for not
pamclpatlng as required would have béen termination. of her employment
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Sasinoski further related that in the Orie Melvin judicial office, Janine's
directives were never questioned, and that Janine.had both the apparent and the
actual authorty to direct the staff to do whatever work needed to be
accomplished — whether such tasks were political or judicial In nature. Sasinoski
advieed that she never questioned Janine's directives becausge she, Janine, was
the Judge’s sister, and, In any event, any conversation that she, Sasinoski, had
with Janine, the Judge seemed to know about it, and, any conversation that she
had with the Judge, Janine seemed to know about it. It was clear to Sasinoski
that Janine's directives where to be considered in the same fashion as if they had
come from Orie Melvin heraelf. .

Sasinoski detslled her limited knowledge of the involverhent of fellow Orie
Melvin staif members in political and/or campaign-related activiies while
employed b_y the coutts; she described the following:

Kathleen Squites - a secretary. She date-based campaign contribution

checks In Microsoft Excel and merged the names of contributors onto
subsaquent “thank you® letters. Sasmoskl .recalled one instance in the
Judicial office in 2003 when Squires had approached her after Squmee hed
been working on a database for several hours, Squires was very upset
and refated that she had inadvertently deleted the file. Sasinoski contacted
Linda Olfio, the Court's local computer IT employee to recover the file,
Oliio located the file, but she refused to recover it as it contained political
material that was forbidden to be on the judiclal computers. (In a separate
telephone Intervlew Linda Ollio corroborated the detalls of this incident

with investigators.)

Moliv Creenan - a judicial law clerk. Creenan, like Sasinoski herself, also
worked on campaign questionnaires for Orie Meivin on the premises of

Orie Melvin's judicial office.
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Cathy Skidmore ~ also a judiclal law clerk. Skidmore photocopled
campaign checks, and deposited campaign checks at the bank.

John Degener — another law clerk. Degener was required to attend Penn
Hilis polling piace on Election Day, 2003 on behalf of Orie Melvin.

According to Sasinogki, the pressure to perform these political tasks on
behalf of Orie Melvin, which Sasinoskl knew to be illegal, became so axtreme

" that she became physically ill. The final episode for her, according to Sasinoek,

took place a week or so before the 2003 election, when Janine Orle placed &
stack of Orie Melvin's travel expenses on her desk and directed her to prepare a
duplicate of each of those expanse vouchers under the name of Jane Orie.
Sasinoski was told to then submit these fabricated.expense claims to the Orle

Melvin campaign. Sasinoski saw this to be an fllegal attempt to obtain cash,

described to her by Janine as “street money”, by circumventing the mandated

campaign finance reporting requirements.
Sasinoski chose not to act upon this directive from Janine, and

subsequently those travel expense forms were removed from her desk by Janine

after they lald there for several days.
On a Monday in early December 2003 (after Orie Melvin's falled bid for a

seat on the Supreme Court), Sasinoski approached Orie Melvin and told her that
the political activities that had occurred In the office in the past needed fo cease,
and that she (Sasinoski) could not do them anymore.

According to Sasinoski, Orle Melvin stated, “Well, if you can’t handle It..."
then turned to answer an incoming telephone call. Sasinoski then got up and left
the office and went back to work. Sasinoski worked her nomal schedule that
Tuesday without further encountaring Orie Melvin; however, when she anrived at
work on Wednesday, the following day, Sasinoski was directed by Janine to tum
in her building ID card and her court ID, and to clear out her desk.
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When asked why, Janine reportediy adv'ised Sasinoski that she would
need to talk to Orie Melvin. Sasinoski then cleared out her desk, left the office;
and her employment with Orle Melvin ceased at that time,

Ancther person in the employ of Orie Melvin's judiclal office was Cathy
Skidmore; she was employed &s a law clerk by Orle Melvin from September
2002 through November 2000,

.While a judiclal law clerk at the time of Orle Melvin's unsuccessful run for
Superior Court In 2003, Skidmore recounted a circumstance during which she
obsarved printed campaign solicitation letters and envelopes spread out on the
conferance room table in the judicial office. Skidmore sald that she and other
staff members assisted Janine Ore during the judiclal work day In the stuffing
this campaign-related literature for Orle Melvin info envelopea on that occasion.
Skidmore salid that she also accasionally observed other campaign literature and
brochures in the judicial office that dealt with the 2003 Orie Melvin campaign for
Supreme Court. Among those were letters soliciting campaign funds or
endorsements that were sent out under the name of Orie Melvin's sister, Senator
Jane Orie. Skidmore advised that she helped Janine complete this task by
signing the name of Jane Orie to the letters prior to their being stuffed into the
waiting envelopes.

Skidmore stated that a substantia! number of Orie Melvin campalign
checks were processed In the judiclal office during the 2003 cempalgn as well,
These checks were then usually deposited into the bank by secretary Kathy
Squires, aithough Skldmore admitted that occaslonally she made such depasits
as well. .

According to Skidmore, on the day before the general eiection in 2003, the
judiciel staff was called Into the reception area and given a bag of campaign
Iterature. Skidmore recalls being directed to work the polls on behalf of Orie
Melvin handing out the Judge's campalgh literature. Skidmore recalied that
Janine was responsible for giving all campaign-related directives in the office at
that time. Present at that time were Skidmore, Lisa Sasinogki, Jack Degener and

10




4123885334

GRAND JURY GRAND JURY ALLEG COUNTY 15:36:58  12-16-2011

24 /42

12/16/2011 12:42 FAX 4123503239 ARRA1GNHENL CUUKL U TATEY)

B o

Kathy Squires. Skidmore stated that she subsequently worked the polls on

Election Day, and believed other members of the Judge's staff did as well..

In 2009, Skidmore stated that she had been provided several computer
floppy dlsks by Janlne. Orle and Skidmore was dsked.to copy the contents onto
CD discs. Skidmore recalied there belng Excel. spreadshests contained within

' thess floppy disks, and that one had the temn “Republican” jn the title. Skidmore
‘took-the disks home and-used her computer to copy the files as instructed; the-

folléwing day she returned both sets to Janine Orle.
Skidmere stated that she knew that engaging in palitical activities in the
Judiciat office was wrong, but she generally tried to do what was asked of her.

Kathy Squires was Initially employed as a secretary by Orie Melvin in the
late 1980's, when Orie Melvin was the Chief Magisirate in the Ciy of Pitisburgh.
Squires left that position in 1989 In order to ralse her family, and she Iater

returned to work for Orie Melvin in Superior Court. Squires has worked for Orle

Melvin approximately 13 years, and is currently employed as & secrelary for Orle

Melvin at the S8upreme Court. _
Squires acknowiedged that she had both observed and engaged In

politica) and/or fund raising activities In Orie Melvin's judicial office, particularly In
2003.  Squires told of how, dudng that time period, she had been dwactod by
Janine Orie to puck up photocoples of Orle Melvin campalgn checks from the
office of attomey (enq brother of Orie Melvin) John “Jack” Orle; she then entered
the.check information into Excal spreadshests on the court’s computer during her
judiclal work ‘day. Squires described how she subsequently used such
spreadsheets In order to create mall-merged “thank you" letters that were
addressed to contributors to the Orie Melvin campaign. Squlres estimated she

'spent an average of three hours per day working on these political activities, and

she not only utilized judicial resources such as the office computers, but also the
Superior Court printers and paper In order to accomplish theee tasks. The Excel
gpreadsheets that were both created and used by 8quires were orlglnally kept on
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floppy disks, but at one point Janlne Orle di,recieél Squires to copy the ﬁi35 to the

"H® drive of her ]udlcial computer as a backup. -

Squires stated that Janine Orie was constantly working on poiitical
campalgn material in the office, and Squires séld that she often abserved stacks
of literature’and paperwork relatad to the campaign at or near the pnnterlcopler

in the office. ' t

Prior to Election Day in 2003, Janine ’Orle -directed Squires and other
Judiclal employees that they were to attend 'the polls on Election Day and hand

out literature on behalf of Orie Melvin's campalgn for the Supreme Court.
Squires recaﬂed that she was directed by Janine Orle to attend the polis at
Colfax School ‘on. Beechwood' Boulevard in:the City .of Pittaburgh. Also in

.atbndanoe at that polling place . with Squlres was’ fellow employee Cathy

Skldmom Squlres refated that she felt she had no cholce in thls issue and that

her job would have been In Jeopardy hud she maed to attend the polls as .

directed by Janine Orie.
Squires advised that during One Melvln s 2009 SUpnemo 00urt campaign

she was refleved when she was not required tq do the data baslng of eampalgn _
checks in Excel. Squires had not been providad an explanatlon for thls change. o

and ehe sald that she did not Inququ any further about that subject once she

realized that a change had tnken place. It should be nated that as set forth in.a_°
prior Presentment by a Grand Jury, it was during Orie Melvins run for the

Supreme Court in 2009 that the staff of Sanator Jane. Orie was enlisted to cany

out these eampalgn—related funchons, tﬂal in lhat case is now pending.
'Squires stated that late in the year '2009 when the crmnaanesﬂgatlon

regarding Senatpr Jane Orie became -known, Janlne One left Squires a note

which Squires recognized as being in.the hand writinig. of Janine Orle; that note
directed Squlres to delete aII of the campalgn mlated files from her "H° dnve that

were on her judicial camputer Squires then deleted these flles a8 dlrected snd -
subsequently provided the onginal ﬂonpy disks 1hat contained the same datato

Janine Orle. (A search of the computer backup data of Squiras Superlor Court
computer, a backup created as part of the shutdown pmcess of ere Melvin's
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Superior Court offices In or around January, 2010, falled to revéal any files of-a

.political and/or campalgn nature. The 'abse'noe of thése files on Squires’
computer as captured dunng thls shutdown prooess Is cansistent with Squires’
testimony lega:dlng Janine One & prévious diroctlve to delote the political and/or
campaign files from her Supellor Court oomputar) :

Squires was shown. coples.of oertoln Exoel gpreadsheets (ones prevlously
obtained from a USB jump drive during the 'course of theSenator Jane One
criminal investigation) whlch contained a Hst of polltlcal contributors and
'assoclatad data. The metadata assoclated wlth these files mduated that the
original aulhor of these campaign files was 'ksqulros and that the respecﬁve .
files were from a oompuler at Pennsylvanla Superior Court. Although Squires— "~~~ . .
.could not recognize to a oanomty the oontems of the spreadsheet as having
been lnput by her, she did moognlze the type.of epmadsheet as similar fo what
she . provlously described .as . havlng oomplelEd In 2003. Squuoo also
acknowledged that the mehdata aoourately rellocmd files that would have been
authored by her from a computer of the Supellor Court. : K

. Anolher ]udlclal law clerk, Molly Creenan was employed on drlo Melvin's
Superior Court staff from January,. 1908 through Dacamber 2009; afber that time
she oonﬁnued on as a Deputy Staff Altorney with Orie Mevin- upon her

: subsequent election to the Pennsylvanla Supneme Court In November 2009.
. Crasnan currently nemalns in the employ of Orle Melvin in the Supreme Court.

. Durmg Orie Melvlns 2003 oempalgn for Supreme Court, Creenan was

eware that members: of the: judicial staff, under the’ directiori of Janine Orle.

conduoted polltloel or campalgn work on behalf of. Orle Melvm at the office.
Creenan gbserved deposlt 'slips and, oampalgn contrlbutlon checks that were
placed by Jamne on “the ‘chair of oeoretary Kathy Squires, -which ‘Squires -
. subsequanlly deposited at the Allegheny Valley Bank into the Orie. Melvin
‘ wmpalgn acoount. Creerian knew thls to be true as she, had oocasionally
assisted Squlros by makmg the- deposlts at’ the bank duting her lunoh hour.
Squires elso picked up. these mpabn check and other campalign mell which
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had been mailed to the nearby law office of Orie Melvin's brother, John “Jack®
Orle. Creenan said that she was also aware that Squires had political campalgn

- databaa'es on her computer. Squires also was asked to complete campalgn
 finance reports, which she did. '

According to- 'Cmo'nan Janine Orie would often use the Judicial copier,
printer, fax and computors for campaign work.

Creenan was also aware that in 2003 Chlef Clerk Lisa Sasinoski traveled
regularly with Orie MeMn to Supenor Court sessions, and then attended
activities nelatmg to Orie Melvin's political campaign.

Creenan says that she too was oceasionally required by Janine Orie or
Orie Melvin to draft summaries of prior Orle Melvin court cases which Creenan
believed were used'for campaign purposes. Like other judicial staffers,
according to Creenan, she considered any order from Janine Orie fo be an ou!er
from Orie Melvin.

Creenan fecalled ‘one occasion when she had besn telephoned by
Senator Jane Orle, wha requested Craenan fax from the judicial office a political
questionnaire on behalf of Orle Melvin. Creenan advised the Senator that she
was uncomfortable with that request to fax political material from a judicial office.

According to Creenan, the Senator screamed at her over the telephone and -

demanded that she do it, and agaln Creenan refused. Creenan subsequently
agreed to fax that political material from a nearby Kinko's shop, which she did.
Creenan stated that just before the general Election Day in 2003, Janine
Orle indicated to her that Senator Jane Orie wanted everyone in the office to
work a polling place on Election Day. Creenan believed that other staff members
were aware of this request as well. Janine then handed out bags labaled with
the name and address of a specific polling place, and containing Orie Melvin
campaign literature such as poll cards. According to Creenan, Janine also
advised the staff to make attempts not to be recognized at the polis. Creenan
admitted that she was very uncomfortable with this request and reviewed her
Judiclal Law Clerk Handbook, within which was an Order of November 24, 1998,
that explicttly. forbade court employees to engage In partisan political activities -
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including working polling places on Elecﬂoh. Day. Creenan advised (the;{) Chlef
Clerk Lisa Sasinoski that she refused to atiend the polls a¢ directed by Janine

" Orle. Creenan sald that after her refusal to work the polls, Creenan was directed

by Janine Orle, either directly or indirectly through Lisa Sasinoskd, and in'spite of
the fact that Election Day was a “holiday” for court employees, that she

nonetheless would have.to work lnshead In the office on Election Day. Creenan

did appear and work at the Superior Court office on Election Day as directed,
because she feared retribution if she refused. Creenan belleved that Sasinoski,
Jank Degener, Skidmore and Squires aII worked at the polls pursuant to Janine
Orie's direcive. :
Creenan explalned that late in the year 2008, she became aware that Orie
Melvin was golng to run again for Supreme Court in 2008. Creenan spoke to
Cothy Skidmore and current Chisf ‘Clerk Degener regarding her ongoing
concerhs that the office and staff would again be required to assiet In the Orie

Malvin campaign. .

Creenan advised both SRidmore and Degenar that she was golng to:

address her concems with Orie. Melvln and she asked If they would accompany
her in that effort. Both Skidmore and Degener refused to go with her to confront

" the Judge. Creenan todk It upon herself fo approach Orie Melvin.
Upon meeting up with Orie Melvin, Creenan congratulated Orie Malvin on ‘

her announced intention to run once more for a position on the Pennsyivania
Supreme Court. Creenan said, however, that she then expressed her deep
concems regarding the Orie Melvin judicial staff performing political tasks as they
had been required to do during the 2003 election. She sald that she informed
Orie MeNvin that “what had happened In 2003 cannot happen in 2008.  told her

that no one should be asked to work a poll on Election Day as they were In 2003,

| also told her that the Superior Court ooplers, printers and compufers should not
be used In any way for this mmpalgn. :

Creenan says thut she went 80 far as to suggest to Orle Melvin that_
Janine Orie should take a leave of absence in order to work on the Judge's new .

campaign, . rather than sfay and perform polttical work at the office as had
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occurred the Judges office in 2003. To support this suggestuon. Creenan said
that she went on to discuss with Qrie Melvin two related matters; the first of these

had arisen with the Habay prosecutioh wherein a Pittsburgh-area state legislator-

had been convicted and sentenced to jail because.of the use of his staff for lllegal

'polmcal work while on °“state‘time”, and .also the then-ongoing "Bonusgate'

Investigation that was prominent in the news at the time. .

_ Creenan sald that she told Orie MeNVin that she could no Ionger assist her
with- any campalign work at the office. Orie Melvin_ feportedly then asked if
Creanan would-be willing to do campalgh work on her. own time, which Cteenan
says that she declinedto do. Creenan told Orle Melvin that if thers vu_/ere ever a
criminal investigation Into the campaign ‘activities oceurring In the office, Creenan
would tell the truth. According to Creenan, the conversation ended at that tims,
and Creenan belleved that Janine Orie was present or overheard this
conversation from hef nearby office. '

Creenan said that after this conversation with Orie Melvin, both Janine

and Orie Melvin were very upset and refused to speak to her for a long time.

Even after Creenan's blatant refusal to work on’ 'Orie-‘Melvin's eampalgn
material, Janine Orie nonetheless continued to place campaign questionnalres in
Creenan's mall inbox; accompanying these were attached handwritten ‘notes

stating “complete for Judge", or “FYI". . Instead of doing this assigned political

work, Creenan says that she gave those questionnalres instead to Orie Melvin's
Chief Law Clerk John Degener. Creenan said that she was aware that Orie

Melvin continued to be aware of Creenan's refusal to engage i this palitical. -

work, and she recalled one particular instance in which a questionnaire was
faxed to her-atténtion from Orie Melvin, with Orie Melvin's handwritten comment

| “Are you above this" contained thereon. CMﬁan stated that she was fearful of

losing her job as a result of her refusal but she felt that her ethleal obllgahons as

an attorney were more lmporhnt. -
' In the 2009 Supreme Court eampalgn Cteenan oontmued to .observe

Janine Orie printing out campangn material at the printer. When confronted about
this by Creenan, Janine advised that she was “using a ‘laptop”, as if that -
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explanaﬂon made the campaign-related work somehow "permissrble Creenan' '

stated that Janine subsequently began to work behind the oloeed daors of her

: office, but she said that Janlne Orle routrnely continued to use the judioial office .

'prlnter for campalgn purpoees . .
+John Degener was ﬁrst employed as a law clerk in the SUperlor Court

ofﬁce of Orie Melvin In January. 1808, .and he became Chief, Law Clerk under

Orle Melvin in’ 2003. . Degener continued hls employment as Penneylvanla '
‘Supreme Court Chlef Law Clerk for Orie Melvin in 2010, when she was elected to'
the Pennsylvania Suprenie Court. Dogener remalna employed as Orie Melvin 8.

-Chiefuwmerkatmepresentume .
Degener stated that One Melvin's ‘sigter Janlne Orle has been' employed-'

as a secretary for Orie Mel\dn In both Pennylvania Superior and SUpreme Court:

Degener ‘described Janine Ode's role and authority @s different :than other '
secretaries. Degener advised that In addition’to traditional secretaital work, -
' Janing would handle the' schedu!es of all staff employees ane sha regularly
' asolgnod cases for the clerks. Degener. stated that Orle Melvin -would pms her |

directives to the staff- through - Janlne Because of-this procedure, any directive
from Janine was assumed to be with the. full knowledge of Orie Melvin, and the,
psrception by office staﬂ wop that whatever was conveyed to the staff by Janine

"Orle was what Orle Melvin wanted done. In addmon as the sleter of Orle Melvm

Janine enjoyed a greater autonomy than mrght have been expected of someone

< In her poalﬂon as secmtary " Overall, Degener described Janine as havmg the

ultlmate authoruy' over the entire oomplement of Orie Melvin's ]udldal staff.
During Orle Melvin's 2003 campaign G Supreme Court Degener was

aware that members of the judicial staff, under the dquoﬂon - of Janme One '
‘ conducted political or oampargn work on behalf of Orie Melvrn at the offloe
' Degener himself had been tasked by Janine Orie to complete judictal candidate

questionnalres on behalf of (thon) Supreme- Court candidate- Otla Melvin.

. Degener also knew that fellow Orle Melvin law clerks Molly Creenan and Llsa

Sasinoski hsd been slmllarly tasked by Janlna during the 2003 campargn

' Degener estimated that each .queeﬁonnarre mlght take approxlmately one day to

LA
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complete, and assumed that Creenan and Sasinoski :requlred approximately the
same amount of time. This work was done during their normal work day at
Superior Court. Degener acknowledged that this work required time taken away
from the court work, and that he would be required to make up that lost time on
his own In order to keep up with the Judiclal workioad. g

Daéener also admitted that he prepared outiines and speeches that were
subsequently used or given by Orie Melvin for campalgn purposes.

Degener further recalled that the day before the 2003 general election, he
had received a note from Janine Orie which directed him to attend a polling place
for the purpoee of handing out poll cards on behalf of Orie MeMns Supreme

Court candidacy. Degener stated that he was also aware that ihen-ChIef Law -

Clerk Lisa Sasinoski received a simllar directive from Janlne Orie, and that both
he and Sasinoski appeared atthe same polling place the' next day Degener said
that it is his belief that both Molly Creenan and Cathy Skidmore also reeelvad
directives from Janine to attend palling locations as well.

Degener also obseirved Janine Orie, Kathy Squires, and poaslbly one

other staff member stuffing a large stack of political letters in the conference
room at Superior Court. Degener said he knew that Squires would “run errands®
of a political nature during her work day, such as dell\}ering envelopes to Orie
Melvin's campaign office, locatsd within the law office of her brother, Jack Orle.
Degener acknowledged making one such delivery to Jack Orie’s office as well.

Degener was also aware that Orie Melvin was driven to campaign events
by then - Chlef Law Clerk Sasinaski, but belleved that such activities took place
“after hours.” '

Degener admitted that he was aware that computer filea.of a mmpélgn or
political nature had been stored ‘on the public drive of Ore Mavin's Superior
Court's computer network, and he stated that he had access to these political
files, Degener recalled one such file as a "contributors fist” or "contributloh list",
and was within a folder or folders that contained other simitar political files.
Degener believed that Janine and Kathy Squires accessed and usad these files
for polltlcal purposes during that time period.

18
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Degener estimated that during the 2003 campaign cycle, Janing Orie
spent approximately three hours per day on political or campaign-related
activities. )

In 2005 or 2008, according to Degener, Janine Orie directed him to
transfer all political or campaign-related files from the Judicial computer network
to floppy disks. Degener stated that he searched the public drive of the network,
identified those files of a polltical or campaign nature, and moved them to floppy
disks. He then gave those disks to Janine Orie. Degener expressed his belief
that this directiva was given as a result of-the then-ongoing criminal Investigation
and/or prosgcution of Pittsburgh area State Representative Jeffrey Habay. As
described above by others In the Orle Melvin office, it was Degener's recollection
that Habay was alleged at that tme to have engaged in illegal political or

campaign-related activitiss In his legislative offices.
In 2009, when Orle Melvin was again running for election to the Supreme

Court, Degener related that similar political activiies occumed, but to a lesser
degree. Ho described still being directed to complete campaign questionnaires
on behalif of Orie Melvin through Janing. which, after the content was approved
by Orie Melvin, were then faxed by Degener from the judiclal offices directly to
the special interest groups.

Degener acknowledged that Molly Creenan approached him in 2009 and
expressed her concems about the political work required of the staff by Janine.
Degener sald he recalled specifically Cresnan's commenh to him about the
campaign questionnaires being faxed from the judicial office, and about the use
of the office equipment for campaign purposes. Degener recalled telling
Creenan that *we” needad to tell Orie Melvin that this actl\dbj was going on, and
make sure- it was appropnata yet Degener admitted that he himself never '
approached Janine Orie or Orie-Melvin wnh any such conoem; he admitted that
_he Instead chose not to-get involved. : ;

Degener went on to describe that i in his opmlon such an approach would
"not resonate" with Orie Melvin, as he understood Janma s political dmactlvn as
“being In concert with what Orie Melvin wanted done.”
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Degener did acknowledge telling Greenan that If she were unhappy about
the situation, she should go to the Judge herself, Degener refated that he was
not aware whether or not Creenan ever approached Orie Melvin to volce her
concems. Degener steted that he had no reason to believe that Orle Melvin did
not know of the political and/or campaign activities tasked staff members by
Janine Orie, which occumed in Orle Melvin's court in both the 2003 and 2009
campaign cycles. . _ , .

Degener admitted having knowledge and understanding of the court's
policy against political work being done by court staffers, and he expressed his
understanding that such partisan political work was strictly prohibited. He also
acknowledged that this mandate was not adhered to by the staff of Orie Melvin,
and he admitted that he had fielded complaints from other staff members who
had been asked to participate in these prohibited activities. .

Degener explained that Janine Orie held the ultimate authority among the
staffers in the office, and that the only recourse would have been to go directly to
Orie Melvin. Degener related that he did not believe any such complaint about
Janine's political directives with Orie Melvin would be “fruitful®. Degener, even
during that time period as Chief Law Clerk In both the Superior or Supreme
Court, admitted that he never took any of these complafﬁbs to either Janine Orie
or Orie Melvin, advising that it was not “in his balliwick” because Janine Orie had
that authority in the office, Instead, Degener suggested to these staff members
that they addrees their own concems directly with Orie Melvin. Degener related
that he feit obligated to do what political or campalgn work as had been assigned
him during the 2003 and 2009 campaigns because he did not want to jeopardize

- . his position by refusing Janine Orie's directives, -

RESULTS OF SUBPOENA REQUESTS TO SUPERIOR AND
NSYLVANIA

As & result of subpoenas issued by this Grand Jury, certaln evidence has
been acquired from the Administrative Office of Pennsylvanla Courts. This

20
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evidence Includes search results of the archived materials that were retained
from the computer network of then-Superior Coust of Pennsylvania Judge Orie

. Melvin and her staff. Among the words and ‘phrases that were searched were -

. the following file names: "$250 + contdbutors 2007xls “08 A NA.xIs".as well as

any other file contplnlng the- keywords "campalgn'. “contributor” and/or
“fundraising”. The following is-a breakdown of the results of that search by

computer user within the Orie Melvin office staff.

e No ﬁles ﬂﬂed "$250 + contributors 2007.x1s", “08 A NA.xis" (or
simllar) were found on the Home Drive (H:) files or on the user's PC -
image
. o No ﬁle titles containing the words “Campaign”, 'Contnbutor" or
'Fundtalalng" were found.

« " No files ﬂﬂed '$250 + contributors 2007.xis", "08 A NA. xls" (or ]

similar) were found on the Home Drive (H:) files or on the user's PC
Image

« Flle title eontalnlng “"Contributors”
#2003 Orle Contributors by Employer[‘l].xls.l.NK" datad 3/4/2009
was found in the list of "Recent Documents" on this PC image.

» Flie title containing "Campaign” .
“CAMPAIGN LETTERS.LNK" dabd 7/6/2008
was found in the list of "Recent Documents" on this PC Image.

¢ File title contalning "Campaign”
"C:\Orle Melvin recsnt campaign picture.doc.LNK" dated 2/3/2009 '

was found in the list of "Recent Dacuments” on this PC image.
No file titles containing the word “Fundraising” were found.

o No files titted "$250 + contributors 2007.xis", "08 A NA.xXIs" (or
similar) were found on the Home Drive (H:) files or on the user's PC

Image
¢ No ﬁle titles containing the words “Campaign”, “Contributor”, or

“Fundraising” were found.

J ) .
¢ No files titled “$250 + contributors 2007.xis", "08 A'NA.xis" (or

similar) were found on the Home Drive (H:) files or on the user's PC

Image
o No file ﬁtles.p'p'ntalnlng the words “Campaign", “Contributor”, or

21
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- *Fundraising” were found.

o Nofiles tltled “$250 + contributors 2007 xls", "08 A NA.xis" (or
similar) were found on the Home Drlve (H:) ﬁles oron the user's PC
Image

* o Flietitle eonulnmg "Contributors"
combined list - contributors 2007 - xle.LNK" dated 712712009
was found in the list of "Recent Documents” on this PC Image.

o Flle title containing "Contributors” |
“Gontributors Thank You.xls.Ink™ dated 7/27/2009
was found in the list of "Recent Documents" on this PC image.

o Fille title containing "Campalgn"
"2007 CAMPAIGN QUESTIONAIRES.Ink" dated '10/23/2008
was found n the list of "Recent Documents" on this PC Image.

e File titie contalning "Campaign".
"CAMPAIGN LETTERS.ink" dated 10/6/2006 .
was found in-the list of "Recent Documents” on this PC lmage.
o Flle title containing "Campaign”
“"CANPAIGN QUESTIONAIRES Ink" dated 8/28/2008 .
was found in the list of "Recent Documents” on thls PC Image

" e File thtle containing "Campaign® .
"Orie Melvin recent campalgn plcture. doc.lnk" datsd 1012312006
was found in the list of "Recent Documenis” on this Pc Image

« Flle title contalning "Campaign®

"PBA queotionnalro campaign shﬂ.doc.lnk" dated 10/21 J2009 -

was found In the list of "Recent Documents" on this. PC Image.
e No file titles containing the wold "Fundraising” were found.

it should be noted that the computer sources saan:had only include the
users' “H" drive image, which was that locel network drive specific to a user. The
local “C" drive of each computer and the office public g dmes were not backed
up or retained in any way.

The pOSItI\Ie search results undar the user names ‘of Jamne Orie and
Cathy Skidmore contain referances'to “.Ink"; aka "Imk"' or “shortout” files.  Flle
shortcuts (also known ag Shell Lmks) were first lntroduced in Microsoft Windows
96. Micrasoft Windows uges " - 1nk” ‘as the.filaname extension for shortcuts to
Iocal ﬁles Commonly re’faned to as “shortcuts” or "link ﬂles" both are dhplayed
with a curlad arrow overlay icion by default, and no ﬁlename extenslon. Generally
the effect of double-cllcklng a shortcut is. intended to be the same as doubie-
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cllcking the applicatlon or document to which lt refers but Windows' shortcuts -

contaln separate properties for the target ﬁle and the "Start In" directory. If the

_latter parameter is not entered, attemptlng to use the shortcut for some programs’
‘may generate “missing DLL" mm not presant when the application Is accessed
.dlmclly Although ‘shortcuts when created polnt to spec:ﬁc files or foldem. they
may break if the target ijs .moved to another locatlon The shortout, however, '

would remain in place.

In this ihstance, shortcuts of files that were, elther not orlglnally Iocated,
. . within the avallable *H" drive backup, or had been deleted, remained In place.
. Shortouts to  original  file . fitles "2003: Orla Contributors ' by '
Employerf1].xis.LNK"; “CAMPAIGN 'LETTERS,LNK"; “combined list. - .

contribiitors 2007 - ,xIS.LNK™ and = “C:\Ore Melvin .recent . eampalgn

. picture.doc.LNK" were discovered wlthln the oompuhr ‘backup for Janine Orle.

Shortcuts to onglnal fle tites “combined list - contrlbutou 2007 -

xls. LNK* : "Contributors Thank You.xls.lnk" 2007 CAMPAIGN
.oussnomuass Ink® ; "CAMPAIGN LETTERS.Ink" ; '"CA"PBA
quuﬂonnaln eampalgn ataff.doc.ink” IIPAIGN QUESTIONAIRES Ink" and '

*Orie Melvin recent campaign plcture. doo.lnk" were dlscovered whhln the

: 'computer backup for Cathiy Skidmore.
All of these shortcuts appear fo mfarence polit!cal and/or. comaplgn—'

related flles ae opposed to judicial materlals ,

A file named ° campalgn st — eontrlbutom 2007. xls* was also looahd'

within the contents of & USB flash drive previously seized pursuant to a aeamh

warrant from. one of Senator Jane Ones legislative staffers..!osh Dott. The-
'contents of this ﬁ!e consisted of a list of organizabons addresses and ..

contrlbuﬂon amounta oonslstent with prior nestlmony ‘of senatnﬂal staffer. Josh
Dott and others in descnblng a databasa of poliucal campalgn contrlbutlons The

: .metadata for that partlcular file Indlx:aiad that It was 1 of 37 files located on the. '

USB ‘flash drive and lndlcated that the files. had been ‘guthored using Microsoft

' soﬁware reglstered to elther "Superior Court of PA" or Superlor Court of
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Pennsyivania®. The followirig file names and types of these files authored under

software registered to “Superior Court of PA" are listed below:

EILE NAME

$250 + contributors Thank You Retention07.xls

$250 + contributors Thank You SCR03.xls
$250 + contributors Thank You.xls

2004 Orie Melvin Thank You.xis

2004 Orie Melvin Thank You1.xis

2004 Orie Melvin Thank YOU2.xls

~ April 14" Letter Pg1.doc

B1020092009[1].doc

Chris — Thank You Letter — Fundraiser.doc
Contrib Letter Pge1 Only.doc

Contribution l,etfer Joan 8-18-03.doc

Orie Melvin Bio Retention.doc .
Judge Melvin Endosrement (sic) Letter.doc
Merged 2.doc ‘

Merged April 1 09.doc

Merged L 4_14_09.doc

Merged Letters Sheet 2.doc

My Page One.doc

‘Nuns Letter for Joan 10-21-03.doc

Nuns Letter revised 10-21-03,doc
Nuns Letter Second Revision 10-21-:03.doc
Orie Melvin Bio.doc
SCJM Thank Yous.xls
SC.JM Thank Yous1.xls
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In all of the above files, the author was listed as “computer user”., The file "Orie
Melvin Bio Retention.doc® metadata indicated that the file was last saved by
Janine Orie on October 5, 2007.

The following file names and types of these files authored under software
registered to “Superior Court of Pennsyivania® are listed below:

EILE NAME AUTHOR
$250+ contributors 2007 .xis ksquires
250 + PAC Contributors Retention 07.xs ksquires
Combined list — contributors 2007 .xis ksquires
Combined list - contributors 20071.xIs ksquires
Combined fist — contributors 2007-.ds ksquires -
Contributors 10-4-07.xs ksquires
Contributors 10-12-07.xds ksquires
Contributors 10-12-071 xis kequires
Contributors.xis kequires
Copy of contributore 10-1 2-07 .xs ksquires
Endorsement 07.xls ksquires
Invitation.doc . computer user
Response card.doc computer uger

(According to information recelved from Nick Willlams, & Programmer Analyst IV
from the Legal Systems section of the Superior Court of Pennsyivania,
documents recovered from the USB flash drive which had been created in
Microsoft Word or Excel and whose metadata indicated the "company” name of
either “Superior Court of PA” or "Superior Court of Pennsylvania”, Is consistent
with files created utliizing software licensed to and installed on computers of the
Superior Court of Pennsylvania.)

In additon, metadata of files tiled *Orie Mshvin Retention Campaign
ATTORNEYLETTER.doc” and “Orie Melvin Retention Thank You Letter.doc”,
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‘located within the contents of the aforementioned USB flash drive, indicated

them ae being last saved by Janine Orie on September 26, 2007 and September
28, 2007, respectively. Neither of these two files were originally created using
software licansed to the Pennsyivania Superior Court.

Finally, a review of Janine Orie's personal email account
“bbboru@yahoo.com”, obtained by search warrant pursuant to the prior criminal
investigation of Jane Orie revealed a myriad of political and/or campalgn-related
communications that took place between Janine Orie and others during the
normal business day and during hours in which Janine Orle is believed to have
been working in Superior Court; this Is based upon her attendance records that
were obtained from the Pennsylvanla Supaerior Court, Examples of these emails
include correspondence toffrom ‘judy@patriotsigns.com” regarding orders,
invoices and deliveries of Orie Melvin campalgn signs. Another example Included
similar email correspondence to Joanne Crane Tsucalas of UTA Associates of

Philadeiphia, a political fundralsing company, in which discussions regarding
fundraiging activities of Orle Melvin are discussed. Among these and other
related emalls were ones found to have been copled to Orie Melvin's emall

account of “oriemelvin@yahoo.com “as well.

26
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We, the 2010 Allegheny Caunty ll:westigatlng Grand Jury, do
hereby conclude as follows . ' '
1. That there is probable cause to belleve that Janine Mary Orle‘
l:ommitted the crime of Theft of Services-Diversion of services, specifically that
-she, having control over the dlsbtlslﬁon of ;ervicas of others, namely, the
gervices of the Superior Coim staff of Judge Orie Malvin, for polméal purposes, to

‘which she was nct entitied, knowingly diverted suci-services to her own’ benefit
or to the beneﬂl of another not enhtlul thereto and the services had a total value |
grealer than $2,000 (18 Pa.C. SA§ 3926(b)).

. 2 That there Is probable cause to believe that Janine Orie oommltlad thé
crime of Misapplication of Eiitrusted Property, namely that she- applied or

: c_llspo.sad of 'prop'e‘rty that.l.lad beéen entrusted to h'er as a fiduclary, or property of
the 'govemment. in @ manner which she kﬁev;r was unlawful and Involved
subétantlal risk of loss or detriment to the owner of the praperty or to a peirson for
whose benaft the property was entrusted. (18 Pa.C.S.A. § 4113(a)). '

3. That there Is pmbable cause to believe that Janine Orle committed the
cnme of Tampering or Fabncaﬂng Physical Evidence, speclﬁully that, believing
thsl an official lnvestlgallon was pending or about to be instituted, doslroyed

concealed or removed campaign-related computer ﬁles with intent to lmpair ils
avallability in said lnvdsﬁqalion, spgclﬂcally that Janine Orie, having become
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aware that a criminal Invutlgatron by the Oﬂloe ‘of District Attomey of. Allegheny
Ctmmy had commenced mto eempalgn procedures surroundlng the 2009

elecﬁon campalgn of then-superior Court Judge Orte Metvin, dlrected Kathy

Squrres. a member of Orie Melvin's Supenor Court otﬂoe staff to transfer to drsk
and then delete all ortglnal cempargn ahd/or political computer files that had been
located on Judge One Melvln s Pennsylvania Superlor Court obmputer network.

(18,Pa.C.8A. § 4010).

4, That there is probable ceuee to believe that .lanme Otle oommltted the
crime of Crrmlnal Solicitation to' Commit Tampenng with Phyeloal Evldenoe,

namely believmq that an official prooeedmg or Inveeﬁgetlon was pendrng or ebout '
to be lnetltuted solicited . enother. Kathy Squrree, an employee of the -
Pennsylvanle Superior Court to alter, deetroy oonoeal or remove removed .
cempalgn—related computer ‘files with the mhent to Impelr its - avarlabllily ln seld .

investigation, specifically that Janine Orie, havlng become eware that a erlmmal
mvesﬂgatlon by -the OMoe "of District Attomey of Allegheny County had
oommenoed into’ oempargn prooedures surroundlng the 2009 election campargn

of then-Superior Court Judge Orle Melvln .directed Kathy Squrres. a member of

Orie Melvin's Superior Court ol'ﬂee staff to transfer oomputar data thet had been
stored upon a Superior Court computer to a disk, taking posseeston of the drsk

and subeequently dlrectmg that all eampalgn andlor poliﬂcal computer files thet_

hed been loeeted on Judge Orle Melvin's Pennsylvanla Supenor Court computer

‘network be deleted (18 Pa. C S.A. § 802).
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The Grand Jury thenefore recommends the followlng charges be '

' ﬁled agalnst Janine Mary Orie:

S 1)TheftofSemoes [Diversion ofServloes] 18 Pa.C.S.A. § 3926(h)

" Felony of the Third Degree ‘

. 2) Mnsappllcatlon of Entmsted Pmperty 18 Pa C 8.A. § 4113(5)
' Mlsdemeanor of the Second Degree

‘ ' 3) Tampeﬁng with o Fabﬁqatlng Physlcal Evidence (18 Pa C.SA.§ 4910(1)) .
| Mlsdameanor of the Second Degrae

H

4) cnmlnal Sol‘cltatlon to commlt Tamperlng wnth or Fabricating Physleal
Evldenoe (18 Pa C. S.A. § 902) - I _— B SRR
. Misdaneanorofhe Seoond Dagm A

T
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18 39268 THEFTGF SERVICES F3 1 COUNT .

‘'The acior having control over the disposition of services of others, namaly THAT SHE, HAVING
CONTROL OVER THE DISPOSITION OF SERVICES OF OTHERS BETWEEN JANUARY 1, 2003
THROUGH AND INCLUDING JANUARY 10, 2010, SAID SERVICES BEING THE SERVICES OF THE
SUPERIOR COURT STAFF OF JUDGE ORIE MELVIN FOR POLITICAL PURPOSES,, to which the
actor was not entitied, knowingly diverted wchservbea %o his own banefit or to the beneﬁt of anoiher not
antlﬂedelnvmlaﬁonof18PaCS§3926{b) _

" 184113A MISAPPLICATION OF ENTRUSTED PROPERTYAND PROPERTY oF GWERNMENT OR
FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS M2 1 COUNT
The actor applied or disposed of property, namely THAT BETWEEN JANUARY 1 2003 THROUGH
JANUARY 10, 2010, SHE APPLIED OR DISPOSED OF PROPERTY THAT HAD BEEN ENTRUSTED TO
HERASA FIDUOIARY OR PROPERTY OF THE GOVERNMENT, that had begn enfrusted to the aclor -
. an afiduciary, or property of the govemment or of a financial inatitution, in a manner which sald actor knew
was uniawful and involved substantial risk of Ioss. or detriment to the awner of the property or to a person
ﬁorwhouboncﬂnhe prupﬂlymsentrushd in violation cﬂa Pa.C.8.§4113(a). .

AOPC 412A - Rev. 09/08 - : : ' : Page 2 of 5
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/Acts of the acoused essociated Wi this Offense:

18 49101 TAMPER WITH/FABRICATE PHYSICAL EVIDENCEM2 1 COUNT )

The actor, believing that an'official proceeding or Investigation was pending or about to be Instituted,
did alter, destray, conceal or remove, with intent to Impair ite verity or availabllity in such proceeding or
investigation OR did make, present or use any tecord, document or thing knowing it to be false end with
intent to mislead a public servant, who was or might have been engaged in such procesding or
invastigation, namely BETWEEN JANUARY 1, 2003 THROUGH JANUARY 10, 2010, BELIEVING THAT
AN OFFICIAL INVESTIGATION WAB PEND|NG OR ABOUT TO BE INSTITUTED, DESTROYED,
CONCEALED OR REMOVED CAMPAIGN- TED COMPUTER FILES WITH INTENT TO IMPAIR ITS
AVAILABILITY IN SAID INVESTIGATION, SPECIFICALLY THAT JANINE ORIE, HAVING BECOME

. AWARE THAT A CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION BY THE OFFICE OF DISTRICT ATTORNEY OF
ALLEGHENY COUNTY HAD COMMENCED INTO CAMPAIGN PROCEDURES SURROUNDING THE
2009 ELECTION CAMPAIGN OF THEN-SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE ORIE MELVIN, DIRECTED KATHY
SQUIRES, A MEMBER OF ORIE MELVIN'S SUPERIOR COURT OFFICE STAFF TO TRANSFER TQ
DISK AND THEN DELETE ALL ORIGINAL CAMPAIGN AND/OR POLITICAL COMPUTER FILES THAT
HAD BEEN LOCATED ON JUDGE ORIE MELVIN'S PENNSYLVANIA SUPERIOR COURT COMPUTER
NETWORK, in viclation of 18 Pa. C.8. §4810 (1)or (2).

AOPC 412A - Rev. 09/08

Page 3 of 5
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4 POLICE CRIMINAL COMPLAINT

Docket Number: Dade Filed: | OTNLIvaSican Number Cotplainiinoider Number* *." 7
G 8483925 B2 o RN T

DefendantName | JANINE iy SR
) - .

Offertse.: DumA . mmmA ' Dum

oAl [dpte - | g c fotow | oag LA M e
2 | fcte, . [ SstetyZona CIwokzone
Sighte /Acts of the accused associated with thie Offenee;

18 902A CRIMINAL SBOLICITATION M2 1 COUNT

The actor with the intent of promoting or faciiitating the ¢rime of 18: 4910: 1 commanded, encouraged
or requested KATHY SQUIRES, AN EMPLOYEE OF THE PENNSYLVANIA SUPERIOR COURT, TO
ALTER, DESTROY, CONCEAL OR REMOVE REMOVED CAMPAIGN-RELATED COMPUTER FILES
WITH THE INTENT TO IMPAIR ITS-AVAILABILITY IN SAID INVESTIGATION BETWEEN THE DATES
OF JANUARY 1, 2003 THOROUGH JANUARY 10, 2010, SPECIFICALLY THAT JANINE ORIE, HAVING
BECOME AWARE THAT A CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION BY THE OFFICE OF DISTRICT ATTORNEY OF
ALLEGHENY COUNTY HAD COMMENCED INTO CAMPAIGN PROCEDURES SURROUNDING THE
2009 ELECTION CAMPAIGN OF THEN-SUPERIOR COURT JUDQE ORIE MELVIN, DIRECTED KATHY
SQUIRES, A MEMBER OF ORIE MELVIN'S SUPERIOR COURT OFFICE STAFF, TO TRANSFER
COMPUTER DATA THAT HAD BEEN STORED UPON A S8UPERIOR COURT COMPUTER TO A DISK,
TAKING POSSESSION OF THE DISK AND SUBSEQUENTLY DIRECTING THAT ALL CAMPAIGN
AND/OR POLITICAL COMPUTER FILES THAT HAD BEEN LOCATED ON JUDGE ORIE MELVIN'S
PENNSYLVANIA SUPERIOR COURT COMPUTER NETWORK BE DELETED to engage In epecific
conduct which would constitute the aforesald crime or an atternpt to commit the aforesald crime, or which
gogld§ msh that person's complicity in its commission or attampted commission, in violation of 18 Pa.

8. a). .

AOPC 412A - Rev. 09/08 . . Page4of 3
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DefondaniNeme .. | %\ NiARY BRiE

2. | sk that @ warrant of amest or @ summons be Issued and that the defendant be requined $o answer the charges | have
made.

3, | verity that the facis set forth in this complain are true and correct to the best of my knowledge o information and
bellef. This verification is mads subjack to the penaities of Section 4904 of the Crimes Code (18 PA.C.5.§4804)
relating to unswom falsffication to authoritles. .

" . 4. This complaint is comprised of the preceding pege(s) numbared  through : .

The acts commitiad by the accused, es listed and hereafier, were egainst the peace &nd dignity of the Commonwesith
of Pennsyivania and were contrary to the Act(s) of the Assembiy, or in violation of the steltites cited.

(Before @ warmant of arrest can be issued, an affidavit of probable cause must be compieted, to before the
issuing authority, and attached.)

(Dets)

AND NOW, on fhis date [ [t ~1 ] I certify thwt the complsint has been properly compietad end verified.
An affidavit of probebie cause must be cormpleted before a warrant can ba lssued.

0~ 0o ) ___Zl& /t"\.- ’
(Mwowat'ﬂﬁﬂwnbar) {1asuing Authority) SEAL

AOPC 412A - Rev. 09/08 : Page5of 5
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) POLICE CRIMINAL COMPLAINT

_ G 5483925 Hada0 Lt s T
Dotencorik b | F e TARY ORIE

AFFIDAVIT of PROBABLE CAUSE

1. WHEN:
@) Date when Affiant received information:
10/30/2000 - date

b) Date when the source of information (Police Officers, Informant, Victim, Co-Defendant, Defendant, etc.) received information:
10/30/2009 - date i

2. HOW:
. a) How Affiant knows this particular person commited crime: (personal abservation, defendant’s admissions, 650.):

avidencs ahd/or Information obtained from partidpants and eyswitnasses to the alleged criminal acts described hetein;
ovidanca or information personally chearved and/or obtained during the course of this investigation; evidence or infomation
obtained or cbsarved by other detectives directly involved in this investigation and the condlusion of the 2010 Allsgheny
Caunty Investigating Grend Juty Investigation resutting in the issusnee of Grand Jury Presentment (C)

b) How the source of information knows this particulsr person committed the crime:

evidence andfor Information obtalned from participants and eyewitnessss to the al criminal acts described herain;
avidenoe or information personally cbserved and/or obialined during the course of thls investigation; evidence or Information
obtained or observed by other datectives dimclly invalved in this investigation and the conclusion of the 2010 Allegheny
County Investigating Grand Jury invastigation resuting in the tssuance of Grand Juty Presentment (C)
¢) How both Afflant and/or source of information knows that a particular crime has been commited:

evidence and/or information obtained from participants and syewitnessas to the aileged eriminal acts described herein;
evidance of hformation parsonally chserved and/or obtained during the course of this investigation; evidence or information
obtained or chsarved by other datectives directly Involved in this investigation and the condluslon of the 2010 Allegheny
County Invesligating Grand Jury investigstion resulting in the issuance of Grend Jury Presentment (C)

3. WHATCRIMES:

18 4113 AMISAPPLICATION OF ENTRUSTED PROPERTY AND PROPERTY OF GOVERNMENT OR FINANC
18 802 A CRIMINAL SOLICITATION

18 3928 B THEFT OF SERVICES .

18 4910 1 TAMPER WITH/FABRICATE PHYSICAL EVIDENCE

4. WHERE CRIME(S) COMMITTED:
JUDIGIAL OFFICES OF (THEN) SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE JOAN ORIE MELVIN

Page1of3
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Badaraber | D Fia | OTNaAcn Vb i T T !
o G 5483626 A tegedgan L 1
Ditenciont Narie™ .| TiNg L ‘ Shie ;

BELIEVES THE SOURCE OF INFORMATION:
X Source is presumed reliable, i.c. other Police Officer, Eyswitnass, Victim of Crime, eic.
Source has given informstion In the past which hes led to arrest end/or conviction

Defendant's reputution for criminal activity
This source made declaration against his/her penal interest to the above offense
X  Affiant and/or other Polioe Offigers cotroborated details of the information

The affiant of this affidavit is Detective Lyle M. Graber, a pofice officer of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvanla within the
meaning of Pennsylvania statutory law and’Rules of Criminal Procedure, and, a3 such, | am empowsred to file criminal charges
and to make arests for criminal offenses enumereted therein. | was a Pennsyivania State Police Officer from March 15, 1982
untll my retirement on August 24, 2007. ‘During my tenure with the Pennsylvania State Police, 1 was assigned a8 & ciminal
investigator in May of 1985, the function;of which was o investigats all facets of criminal activity. On July 20, 1987, | was
assighed to the Pennsylvania State Polite Bureau of Criminal Investigations, Westem Organized Crime Unit, Alisgheny County,

Pennsyivania. | worked in that eapachty until my retirement in August of 2007, after which | was ewom as a Detective in the .
Office of the District Attorney of Allegheny County within the investigetions unit. a position thet has continued to dete.
The information containad in this affidevit is based upon: svidence and/or information obteined from participants and -
eyewitnesses to the alleged criminal acts as describad ﬁﬂm; evidenoe and/or information personally obtained or cbserved
. during the coursa of this investigation; evidence and/or information obtained and/or observed by other detectives
involved in this irvestigation ahd the conclusion of the 2010 Allagheny County Investigating Grand Jury Investigation resulting in
" the issuante of Grand Jury Pregentment (C). - .
During the course of this Investigation, your affiant has personally interviewed or otherwise been prasent when witnesses
have been Interviewad: of those withessas not perecnally interviewed, your afffant has reviewad the investigative or other -
documented reports prepared of such interviews. Your effiant has reviewed il available evidence received during this
investigation and read eil grend jury evidence testimony provided under cath by witnesses. Your affiant has read the original
Grand Jury Presentment (C) in its @ntirety, and avers thet the contents contained therein comport to your sfiant's .
aforerentioned knowledge and understanding of this investigation and @8 @ reault of your affiant's Investigative activities. There i
exists a presumption of regularity which surrounds Grand Jury proceedings and as such your affiant avers that this source of :
information, the Grand Jury Presentment, s presumed refleble. Your affiant hes stteched a copy of said Presentment which Is |
“made a part of this Affidavit of Probabis.Cause by thie reference thereto and offers the information contained therein as
probable cause for the issuance of precess, namely, & criminal complaint for the herein named actor. .
Basad upon the aforementioned information which is ballevad to be true end correct, and noting that the accused herein has

at ail times pertinant to theas cherges (that being the tima period spanning January 1, 2003 through and including Jenuary 10,

2010), ~ aithough currently suspendad with pay from the Supreme Court — an amployee of the Pennsylvania Superior Court and

thus & "public employse® and therefore subjectio the protisions of the Judiclal Code, 42 Pa. C.S. 5662 (c){2) regerding the

applicable Statute of Limitations for the Initiation of criminal proceedings, your affiant respectfully requests that'a criminal
complaint for the above-described charges bs lssued:

" e crem - i

Faga2of 3
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' , BEING Dm.vswoan Acoonnms TOTHE LAW,; DEPOSE AND BAY'
I LYLEGRABER HE LAW, DEPOSE AND BAY

_ THAT THE PACTS SET FORTH IN THE FOREGOING AFFIDAVIT ARE TRUE AND £0
KNOWLEDGE, INFORMATION AND BELIEF. ._

8womtomeandsubsm'bedbafortmemis o laya - Pea :.-..=

/,..,4.,, Date e e A : mgtm‘ﬂ'm-'udge

. Mywnmudon expires ﬁrstMmdedeanuary. EPTER
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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF ALLEGHENY COUNTY,

PENNSYLVANIA
IN RE: 2008 ALLEGHENY COUNTY : Criminal Division
INVESTIGATING GRAND JURY ; CP-02-AD-5-2008
PRESENTMENT H

TO THE HONORABLE JOHN A. ZOTTOLA, SUPERVISING JUDGE:

We, the 2008 Allegheny County Investigating Grand Jury, duly
charged by the Court to inquire into offenses against the criminal laws of the
Commonwealth alleged to have been committed within Allegheny County and
having obtained knowledge of such instances from witnesses sworn by this Court
and testifying before us, and having examined the evidence presented to us, and
finding thereon reasonable grounds to believe, and so believing, upon our
respective oaths, not fewer than twelve concurring, do hereby make this

Presentment to this Honorable Court.

- BOARD'S
A T




INTRODUCTION

The allegation before this Grand Jury is that Jane Clare Orie
(hereinafter “Orie"), a public official/public employee, while working in her
capacity as a Pennsylvania State Senator in the 40" Senatorial District, on
diverse occasions from 2001 through and including November 2009, used the
authority and resources of her office to further the pecuniary and political
interests of both herself and her sister, Pennsylvania Supreme Court Justice
Joan Orie Melvin (hereinafter “Orie Melvin"). It is alleged that Orie's actions
included, but were not limited to, using state paid office employees, office space,
and equipment in furtherance of both Orie's and Orie Melvin's election
campaign(s) in 2002 through and including November 2009. Detectives from the
Allegheny County Office of the District Attorney Investigations Unit sought the
assistance of the 2008 Allegheny County Investigating Grand Jury in order to
complete this inquiry.

This Grand Jury submits that the actions of Senator Orie and her
sister Janine Orie, give rise to the following alleged violations of the Pennsylvania
Crimes Code including Theft of Services [Diversion of Services] (18 Pa.C.S.A. §
3926(b)), Tampering with or Fabricating Physical Evidence (18 Pa.C.S.A. §
4910(1)), Criminal Conspiracy (18 Pa.C.S.A. § 903), and violations of the
Pennsylvania Public Official and Employee Ethics Act (65 Pa.C.S.A. § 1103(a)).

Legal advisors to this Grand Jury filed a Notice of Submission
requesting access to the tools of the Grand Jury in order to investigate this

matter adequately, particularly the power to compel and obtain witness testimony



under oath, grant immunity in necessary instances, require the production of
various documents and initiate civil and criminal contempt proceedings, in
addition to other resources as provided under the Grand Jury Act. The Notice of
Submission was then reviewed and apbroved by the Supervising Judge of the
2008 Allegheny County Investigating Grand Jury on November 12, 2009. Since
that time, numerous witnesses have testified before this Grand Jury, and
documentary evidence was received, and as a result, this Grand Jury, based on
our findings at this time, recommends criminal prosecution against Senator Jane

Clare Orie and her sister, Janine Orie.



FINDINGS

Based upon the information presented before this Grand Jury, there
is evidence to support the finding that Orie used her staff, employees of the
Pennsylvania Senate, along with office facilities and equipment and supplies that
were provided by the same, for political purposes for both herself and her sister,
Joan Orie Melvin. This Grand Jury also finds that Orie conspired with her sister,
Janine Orie and others, to further personal campaign interests of both Orie and
Orie Melvin by directing and facilitating senate staff employees to conduct such
activity during legislative work hours which activity included, but was not limited
to, drafting letters, making phone calls, maintaining databases of past and future
fundraising contributors, creating campaign-related materials, serving as a driver
for Orie Melvin to political events, utilizing senate office equipment and supplies
in furtherance of Orie and Orie Melvin's respective political campaigns, delivering
campaign-related materials, making data entries of campaign contribution
checks, and the pick-up and delivery of campaign contribution checks from a
campaign-related post-office box and delivery of the same to Orie’s personal
residence. These activities occurred as early as 2001 and continued through the
November 2009 general election.

This matter began on October 30, 2009, when Jennifer A. Knapp
Rioja (hereinafter "Rioja"), provided a handwritten complaint to the Investigations
Unit of the Allegheny County District Attorney's Office. Rioja later came before
this Grand Jury and testified that she is enrolled at the University of Pittsburgh

pursuing a Joint Master's Degree in the School of Social Work and in the School



of Public Administration. In order for Rioja to obtain a degree within her program,
she was required to successfully complete a student internship. Rioja ultimately
accepted an unpaid internship at the senatorial district office of Jane Clare Orie
on McKnight Road. Rioja testified that she, Rioja, is a Democrat, but she
accepted a position with a Republican’s office in order to “broaden her horizons".

Rioja began her academic internship on May 11, 2008. She
worked fifteen to twenty hours per week while enrolled in summer classes, and
then became a full-time internship staffer when she completed the summer
session.

Rioja testified that beginning in fall of 2009, she personally
observed Orie's paid staff members performing political campaign work for Orie’s
sister, now Pennsylvania Supreme Court Justice Joan Orie Melvin. These
activities that had been witnessed by Rioja occurred during regular business
hours at Orie's McKnight Road district office and consisted of numerous
employees conducting political campaign research, creating and working with
fundraising and campaign literature, and making telephone calls on behalf of Orie
Melvin's campaign.

Rioja became aware that various election and campaign materials
for Orie Melvin were being created on Orie’s district office equipment, including
the photocopier, scanner, computer(s) and telephone(s) which were provided
and paid for by the Pennsylvania Senate. In addition, Rioja stated that car

magnets and other signs for both Orie Melvin and Orie herself that were used in



parades for campaign purposes were stored in the McKnight Road district office’s
break and supply rooms.

Rioja testified that a majority of the political work that she observed
had been conducted in the Orie office during the legislative workday by senate
staffers Joshua Dott (hereinafter “Dott”) and Kurt Acker, Esquire (hereinafter
“Acker”); Rioja testified that Dott handled a majority of the political work that was
carried out for the Orie Melvin campaign. According to Rioja, Acker was more
“controlled” than Dott about openly discussing political work. However, Rioja
also stated that she had heard Acker state to fellow staffers on at least one
occasion that if the Attorney General's Office knew what was occurring in Orie’s
office, that “they all would be in handcuffs”,

Rioja indicated that a senate staffer Bonnie Shultz (hereinafter
“Shultz”) was an employee in Orie's Harrisburg, Pennsylvania office. Rioja
recalled on at least one occasion, a conference call took place during which
Shultz reprimanded both Charles Young (hereinafter “Young”) and Dott for not
completing their legislative workload requirements. Later, testimony from Dott
during this Grand Jury investigation confirmed that the reason for those staffers
falling behind on legislative work, especially as to Dott himself, occurred because
of the time that he, Dott, was spending doing Orie Melvin campaign work during
the legislative workday at Orie's senatorial office.

Rioja further testified that on the day of one of Orie Melvin's
fundraising events, Dott printed nametags for the event on the printer in Orie's

district office; this was confirmed by Dott to Rioja. Later, before this Grand Jury,



Dott admitted under oath that he had used the legislative printer in Orie's office
for such political activities for Orie Melvin's campaign. Rioja also testified that
she had observed both a check and a letter for Orie Melvin's fundraiser that had
been left in open view on Dott's desk in the Orie legislative office. In fact,
according to Rioja, a fellow senate staffer, Young, took a photograph of both of
these documents as they lay on Dott's desk. A photograph of the check and the
letter was subsequently admitted into evidence during Grand Jury testimony, and
Young admitted under oath that he had taken that photo. Dott also confirmed
during his testimony that he had left the check and its accompanying letter on his
desk as described by Rioja, and he further admitted that it was just one of the
many such items related to the Orie Melvin campaign that he had processed, as

directed, in the Orie legislative office.

According to Rioja, Young discussed with her the fact that he had
been asked to participate in an after-hours “phone bank" to make calls in support
of Orie Melvin's 2009 election. Young indicated to Rioja that he stated to Orie's
Chief of Staff, Jamie Pavlot (hereinafter “Paviot”), that he did not want to
participate in the phone bank. Pavlot responded to Young that he was hired with
the expectation that he would participate in these types of activities, and if he did
not, they would “have to discuss his future”.

Rioja stated that on October 29, 2009, she was seated in the
Cathedral of Learning at the University of Pittsburgh using AOL Instant
Messenger (IM) on her laptop conversing with Young. As Young and Erika

Frantz (hereinafter “Frantz”), who was at that time another of Orie's legislative



interns and also a student at the University of Pittsburgh, were IM chatting with
Rioja, Young indicated via IM that Frantz had been directed to conduct certain
campaign work for Orie Melvin's campaign during the legislative workday while at
Orie's office. Rioja became aware that Frantz had been asked to call nursing
homes or senior centers and convents in order to facilitate Orie Melvin's political
campaigning in the 40" district. Young indicated to Rioja that he had been
uncomfortable with Frantz handling political work.

Rioja testified that on October 30, 2009, at approximately 8:30 a.m.,
Rioja entered Orie's North Hills district office that was located on McKnight Road
and expressed to Pavlot that she had serious ethical concerns about the political
campaigning that was being carried out for Orie Melvin during legislative work
hours by staffers at Orie’s district office. Rioja then submitted her own
resignation as an intern. According to Rioja, Pavlot reacted negatively to the
conversation and demanded to know with whom she had discussed these
allegations. Rioja said that it appeared that Pavlot was trying to confuse Rioja,
and Pavlot told Rioja that all political activity done by staffers was either being

conducted by staffers who were on “comp” or vacation time.

That day, after Rioja had submitted her resignation from her
internship, Rioja called both the Pennsylvania Bureau of Elections and later the
Pennsylvania Office of the Attorey General to report the political activities that
were being carried out at Orie's legislative office. Rioja was told by the person
with whom she spoke at the Pennsylvania Office of the Attorney General that her

complaint should be directed instead to the Office of the District Attorney of



Allegheny County. Rioja's own telephone records for that day have been
admitted into evidence, and they corroborate Rioja's description of the sequence
of the phone calls that she made that day that ultimately led to her filing a written
complaint with the Investigations Unit of the Allegheny County District Attorney’s
Office.

Rioja also sent a text message to Young that same day, October
30, 2009, telling him that she had resigned. In a retun message Young
cautioned Rioja that Orie knew “high-ranking people” at the University of
Pittsburgh and Young speculated that Orie would contact these people and the
“entire situation would go away”. Transcripts of the aforementioned text
messages subsequently were received into evidence by this Grand Jury after
having been identified by Rioja.

Rioja stated that the day she resigned, Pavlot contacted her
supervising professors at the University of Pittsburgh, John Delassandro
(hereinafter “Delassandro”) and Tracey Soska (hereinafter “Soska”), in order to
determine what information Rioja may have related to them. Subsequently, on
November 2, 2009, Rioja received a letter from Orie, dated October 30, 2009,
denying any allegations of political campaigning during legislative time and
alleging that Rioja may have had a “political agenda” when she agreed to work
for Orie. The letter that Orie sent to Rioja was copied to Tracey Soska, John
Delassandro, and Chancellor Mark A. Nordenberg of the University of Pittsburgh.
Rioja subsequently denied any such motivation of a political agenda in testimony

before this Grand Jury.



Also, Rioja’s campus internship supervisors at Pitt, Professors
Soska and Delassandro, testified that neither of them had any reason to believe
that Rioja had any “political agenda” regarding her internship experience at the
office of Senator Orie. Professor Soska testified that while seeking an internship
placement, Rioja had considered several prospective sites in various federal,
state and local legislative offices, but eventually accepted a position with Orie
because Orie's North Hills office was in close proximity to Rioja's residence.
Professor Delassandro also appeared before this Grand Jury and he testified that
obtaining an internship is a formal, structured process with the school, and the
internship program has an online directory of over 500 agencies. The student
seeking the internship is required to select four prospective agencies and
schedule interviews with the prospective staff. Delassandro indicated that in
addition to Orie's office, Rioja had considered a number of other placements,
including the offices of Senator Bob Casey, Senator Arlen Spector, and Tim
Murphy because she was interested in learning about local social service
problems in the area from a governmental perspective.

Soska described how, on October 30, 2009, he received a phone
call from Pavlot wherein Paviot indicated that she was angry about Rioja’s
resignation and “did not appreciate Rioja leaving under those circumstances”.
Pavlot further explained to Soska that Rioja was “misinformed” about what she
had purportedly witnessed at Orie’s senate office. Pavlot then cautioned that the
actions by Rioja raised concerns as to whether Orie would want to continue to

place other interns from the University of Pittsburgh in the future. This Grand
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Jury subsequently heard testimony from Pavlot that she had been directed by
Orie herself to contact the University of Pittsburgh through both the two
supervising professors and Chancellor Nordenberg, in order to try to convince
them that the claims that had been made by the then-former intern were the
result of a “misunderstanding”; in reality, Pavlot admitted under oath before this
Grand Jury that she had been directed by Orie herself to lie about what had
actually occurred regarding the political-type work that had been conducted
within the legislative office. In fact, Pavlot admitted that the contents of the letter
that was hand-drafted by Orie herself were false when Orie claimed: “At no time
has any member of my staff engaged in any political activity during, or on official
state working time.” Pavlot told this Grand Jury that parts of the letter were simply
“untrue”; Paviot admitted, though, that she nonetheless prepared this letter
because she had been directed to do so by Orie herself.

Soska noted that in regard to the uniqueness of the Chancellor
being copied with that letter that was sent to Rioja by Orie, in his experience, the
Chancellor of the University of Pittsburgh generally does not become involved
with issues involving internships; Soska's thoughts in this regard were echoed in
testimony by Delassandro.

The incident on October 29, 2009, that became the core of the
original complaint in this matter has become well-documented in this
investigation through both the testimony of numerous witnesses who appeared

before this Grand Jury, and from documentary evidence, as well.

11



Frantz described in testimony before this Grand Jury how, on the
day of October 29, 2009, while performing her internship duties in Orie's
legislative office, Paviot told Frantz to contact various convents in the area for the
“Senator’s [Orie's] knowledge.” Frantz testified that as part of the work detail she
had been assigned that day, she also had been directed to make labels and
create envelopes for what Frantz believed were campaign-related materials for
Orie Melvin. Frantz described how she and another staffer had been assigned to
stuff a number of large envelopes at the conference table in the Senator's
legislative office. Into each of these envelopes she and the other staffer had
placed a letter upon which was a masthead, or letterhead, which bore a
photograph of Orie Melvin; each letter was signed by Orie. In addition, Frantz
identified the palm cards that had been inserted into each of those envelopes.
Those palm cards included a picture of Orie Melvin and recommended her for the
Supreme Court.

Testimony by Orie staffers provided a more complete
understanding of what occurred during this incident at the Orie legislative office.

One staffer, Young, testified that he worked for Orie as an intern
from April to August of 2009, and subsequently became a paid staff member in
August of 2009 earning $20,000 per year. Regarding the incident at Orie’s office
on the 29" of October, 2009, Young stated that Orie communicated through
Pavlot that she wanted a list created. Frantz was then asked to call and compile
the information that had been requested. Young further testified that he had

been asked to stay late that day and did, in fact, stuff the political envelopes in
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the legislative conference room. Other witnesses that testified, including Dott
and Kathy Campbell (hereinafter “Campbell”), confirmed that a number of those
envelopes containing Orie Melvin literature were actually hand-delivered by the
two of them to area convents during the legislative workday. All those staffers
agreed that no “comp time” was utilized while doing this work; it was done on
legislative time.

Although a number of the envelopes that were prepared and stuffed
in the conference room of Orie's legislative office that day were delivered to
convents, a larger amount of them were not actually delivered, but instead were
later made available to this Grand Jury. Those large envelopes contained not
only political correspondence on Orie Melvin's masthead, or letterhead, but also
contained within those envelopes that had been stuffed that day were numbers of
poll cards. Frantz testified that she had to call each convent and ask how many
nuns were domiciled there, and from that reported number, a similar number of
poll cards were added to each respective envelope. Frantz noted that only seven
of the places that she had been directed to contact were even in Orie's legislative

district.

Legislative staffer Campbell, who at the time was working for the
Senator in “constituent relations”, admittedly took part in the hand-delivery of
those envelopes to some of the addressees. Campbell gave this Grand Jury her
insight into how this incident developed.

On October 29, 2009, Campbell recalled walking outside the

McKnight Road office to Orie's own car where Orie was present. Orie informed
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her that Christine Bahr, a former employee of Orie who still authored
correspondence for her, was going to draft a letter. Campbell was supposed to
take the poll cards from the boxes and, along with the drafted letter, create
mailings that were to be delivered to nuns at local convents. Campbell testified
that she then helped to carry the boxes of the poll cards from Orie’s car into the
conference room in Orie’s legislative office. Pavlot then requested that Campbell
count out the poll cards in stacks of ten.

According to Campbell, there were seven to eight convents in the
neighboring area and the poll cards had Orie Melvin's pro-life stance and
photograph printed on them. Campbell said that Frantz assisted her in preparing
the packets. Campbell also testified that she typed up a mailing list for the
convents from researching the addresses on Google.

Campbell further stated that she helped stuff the envelopes for the
convents during the regular workday; each envelope contained the letter, the pro-
life cards, with an address label upon the front of each envelope. Campbell,
accompanied by Dott, then dropped off these packets to a number of convents
from approximately noon to 1:20 p.m. on October 29, 2009. According to
Campbell, she did not conduct any of this activity on “comp” time, but it was just
“part of her legislative workday".

Campbell brought another matter of interest to the attention of the
Grand Jury; she stated that on October 29, 2009, extra poll cards for Orie Melvin
were photocopied on the senate office copier in Orie's district office and, since

they were not all used, some ultimately were discarded into the garbage.
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Campbell went on to relate how, days later, on November 2, 2009, Campbell
again went to work at the Orie office, and while at the office she informed Pavlot
that surplus copies of Orie Melvin's poll cards had been placed in the office’s
trash container. Pavlot informed Orie of this revelation by Campbell and Orie
specifically directed that those poll cards be removed from the trash and given to
her. Campbell said that as had been instructed by Orie, Campbell gave the
previously discarded poll cards to Orie and Orie then placed the poll cards into

her purse. Campbell never saw them again.

During the first week of November, 2009, Frantz returned to Orie's
office and spoke to Pavlot. Pavlot talked to Frantz about the letters that she
stuffed into the envelopes on October 29, 2009, and during that conversation
Paviot tried to convince Frantz that she, Frantz, had “misunderstood the
situation” and in any event that any campaign tasks that Frantz may have
observed actually took place on “comp” time. Frantz testified that she knew that
she had not received any “comp” time for that workday's activity. According to
Frantz, it was her belief that Pavlot was trying to talk her into believing a scenario
that had not actually occurred; i.e., that non-political letters had been stuffed into
those envelopes that day.

Indeed, subsequent testimony from Paviot confirmed those
suspicions that had been voiced by Frantz to this Grand Jury. Jamie Paviot
testified that she had been an employee of the Pennsylvania Senate for thirteen
years, and for most of that time, she served as Chief of Staff at Orie's McKnight

Road office. According to Pavlot, she has conducted campaign work as directed
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by Orie for as long as thirteen years prior, and for at least the last ten years she
has continued doing political, non-legislative work on office time for Orie at Orie's
directive.

Pavlot recalled that on October 29, 2009, Pavlot directed Frantz to
make phone calls to convents because Orie wanted to deliver letters to nuns
promoting Orie Melvin's campaign for Supreme Court Justice. According to
Pavlot, the requested calls were made to the convents, then the addresses were
placed into the Senate Information Bank (SIB); address labels were then printed
to facilitate distribution of the envelopes. The subject of the letter that was
originally put into the envelopes was an endorsement of Orie Melvin by Orie.
Once those envelopes were created, Dott, a legislative staffer, was directed to
deliver the envelopes to the respective convents for distribution to the resident
nuns.

According to Pavlot, as per the directive by Orie, Campbell, Frantz,
Young and another Orie staffer, Dan Soltesz, all helped to prepare those
campaign materials for delivery to the convents; Pavlot admitted that this work
was done at the legislative office using senate-owned equipment and supplies,
as well as legislative workers who were on state time.

One e-mail dated October 29, 2009 was brought to the attention of
this Grand Jury; that e-mail from Janine Orie to Pavlot, directed Pavlot to check
with Orie about leaving Orie Melvin's campaign literature at the Vincentian/Divine

Providence convent.
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Another e-mail presented to this Grand Jury, dated October 29,
2009, was from Orie to Pavlot; that message was sent from Orie's Blackberry at
10:59 a.m. and it set forth the verbiage that ultimately was utilized in the
campaign endorsement letter that was later distributed by staffers to the
convents. Pavlot's response communication to Orie asking Orie whether those
letters should be addressed as “Dear Sisters” was also placed into evidence, as
was the response from Orie.

A third pertinent e-mail concerning this episode was also seen by
the Grand Jury; that third correspondence is also dated October 29, 2009, and
was from Janine Orie to Pavlot. In that e-mail, Janine Orie instructed Pavlot to
copy and paste two pages of Orie Melvin's endorsement letters subsequently
included in the packets that were destined for the convents as pages two and

three of the three page political correspondence.

In testimony to the Grand Jury, Pavlot confirmed that on October
30, 2009, Rioja appeared at the Orie legislative office and told Pavlot that she
was resigning because she did not feel comfortable with the campaign work that
was being conducted during the legislative workday. Pavlot then informed Orie
of this fact and according to Pavlot, Orie told her to generate a second letter -
one which this Grand Jury later confirmed was unknowingly written as a “cover-
up” letter by former Orie staffer Christine Bahr. This second “cover-up” letter was
to be different from the original one that actually had been put into the envelopes
that were originally destined for delivery to the convents; Pavlot conceded, as per

Orie's directive, that this second letter was to serve as a “cover-up” for the
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correspondence that had been actually prepared, and of which over half a dozen
had been already hand-delivered to various area convents. According to Pavlot,
Orie told her to show this “cover-up” letter to Frantz when she, Frantz, returned to
work and Pavlot was tasked by Orie with trying to convince Frantz that she had
not really seen what Frantz not only had seen, but actually done, in the legislative
conference room on October 29",

Pavlot also testified about other communications directed to her
from Orie on October 30", the day that Rioja resigned. Pavlot identified one of
these items was a message in which Orie told Pavlot to post a sign on the door
of the second floor of the building above Orie’s district office; this sign was to
state that the second floor was the “Campaign Office of Senator Jane Clare
Orie.” This was done in order to make it appear that the room had been used as
an Orie campaign office, unassociated with the Orie Melvin campaign, which, in
fact, was untrue. The actual wording of that message was as follows:
[Discussing putting a sign to denote the room as an Orie campaign room, not
Orie Melvin, on door of the room upstairs] “Yes...put it on letterhead so we
coli]ver (sic) ourselves...tell josh do letterhead on laptop at home...put sign on
door Senator Jane orue[sic-Orie] camaoign[sic-campaign] office.”

Pavlot also testified that she, along with Dott, went to the legislative
office on Sunday, November 1, 2009. At the direction of Orie, Pavlot and Dott
prepared the letter that was ultimately sent to Rioja and her professors about her
resignation. When the two left the office, they took with them two large boxes

which contained papers, including ones that were political in nature. Paviot later
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turned the contents of these two boxes over to the Allegheny County Office of the
District Attorney, and during her Grand Jury appearance, Pavlot testified as to
the political nature of the papers that she had removed from Orie's legislative
office.

Pavlot also told this Grand Jury about an incident that occurred in
the aftermath of the general election in November 2009. Pavlot described how
she was going through older files of papers in the Orie office and from them had
collected large packs of political papers which were sitting on the top of her desk.
Orie herself came into the office and inquired about what was in those stacks.
Pavlot explained that these were political papers that she had been storing in her
own desk. Pavlot described how Orie, upon seeing this files and hearing Pavlot's
explanation, told Pavlot that they “needed to be removed” as she, Orie, grabbed
two of the packages of files, hid them under her coat so they couldn't be seen by
a casual observer, and then hastily left the office leaving to dispose of the
remaining files. When asked if she knew why Orie did not just carry the files
outside to her car in plain view, Pavlot said that at that time Orie believed that the
office was under surveillance and that she, Orie, did not want to be seen exiting
with those political papers.

The extra office space that Pavlot discussed earlier was the subject
of review by this Grand Jury. Evidence brought before this Grand Jury indicated
that Alfred Thomson, the owner of the La Casa Blanca Building where Orie's
district office is located, stated that he had been leasing out the actual space

since December of 1998. In one instance, on January 23, 2001, Thomson stated
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that another suite, Suite 105, was donated as an in-kind contribution for Orie's
2001 campaign. Thomson said that the value of the donated office space was
$1,000. Suite 105 was also made available as a senior citizen tax service area
during tax time. According to Thomson, this was for very short periods of time.

After some period of time passed, Orie eventually required more
office space and she had the senatorial office relocated to Suite 105. Although
Orie had relocated, she still maintained the key and access to her former office,
which was known as Suite 205. Thomson indicated that he has always allowed
Orie to use the extra office space for the senior tax services, but that was the
only use he had authorized it for.

Thomson then explained that he only allowed Orie to use this extra
space because she was a tenant. Thomson stated that he would not have
allowed Orie to use this space for free if she had not been a tenant. It was
Thomson’s understanding that Suite 205 was only used as a senior tax office and
was not for use as Orie’s campaign office. According to him, Orie Melvin did not
have permission to use the office space on Thomson'’s property except for a few
months in 2003 when, at the request of Pavlot, an in-kind contribution of office
space was made. This procedure was not followed in the 2009 Orie Melvin
campaign.

What started initially as a complaint somewhat limited both in time
and scope regarding incidents allegedly occurring in the latter part of the year
2009 - that is, the unpaid intern's complaint to law enforcement that Orie's office

staff were being used to further the election aspirations of her sister Joan Orie
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Melvin — soon encompassed allegations of a much more expansive misuse of
Orie's staffers, as both current and past employees came before the Grand Jury
and described how they, and other Orie staffers like them, were required to
perform non-legislative jobs fully over the past ten years that Orie has served in
the Senate of this Commonwealth.

This Grand Jury takes note of the fact that during the pendency of
this investigation, no fewer than fifteen either current or past members of Orie's
Senatorial staff have testified under oath before this body that they either
participated in, and/or observed non-legislative work occurring during legislative
working hours. Staffers reported that directives to do this political and campaign
work came from at least three sources: Orie herself, Orie's Chief of Staff, and, in
regard to the 2009 political campaign of Joan Orie Melvin, from Orie's sister,
Janine Orie.

At least four of these individual Orie staffers who testified have
described instances wherein they themselves, or other staffers, were taken from
their respective legislative office duties to either make calls at a telephone bank
on Orie's behalf, or were taken to locations in the area to engage in “door
knocking” in order to promote Orie's candidacy for political office. According to
staffers, Orie herself was even present on occasion when such latter-described
tasks were performed during senatorial office hours. Specifically recalled were
trips to the Franklin Park area, the Middle Road area near Wagner's Market, and

also in residential areas near the Orie district office.
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A number of these staffers testified that during some periods of
time — for example, during fundraising periods or at times when political petitions
had to be processed in anticipation of an upcoming primary election — as much
as one-third to one-half of the actual legislative work time of an individual
Senatorial worker was devoted to non-legislative activities carried out on Orie's
personal behalf. Several staffers further reported to this Grand Jury that Orie’s
staffers were even taken out of the legislative office during the workday in order
to participate in telephone banks for candidates other than either Orie or Orie

Melvin.

Regarding non-legislative acts done on behalf of Orie, those
activities that were admittedly performed by senate staffers included yearly
participation in the annual fundraising activities that were aimed at enlarging
Orie's own political coffers from 2001 through and including the year 2009, and
also for political campaign work that was performed during Orie's own Senatorial
re-election campaigns in both 2002 and 2006.

Staffers have testified that while on state time, they participated in
the yearly fundraising events that were set up for Orie; they also placed calls to
invite prospective contributors to appear at fundraisers or make political
contributions to the Senator, they confirmed attendance of persons in anticipation
of the events themselves; they sent “thank you" notes to those who attended
those fundraising events or who contributed money to the Senator's political
campaigns; and they made sure that the names of contributors for each event

were placed into various databases for use at future fundraising events — all of
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this was done on state time. Testimony reveals that up until late spring of 2009,
some of those very campaign and political records of Orie’'s were maintained on
computer hard drives that were part of the state computer system; these were
identified by Orie's staffers as “O" and “S" drives, at various times. Testimony
from these staffers further revealed that in the late spring or early summer of
2009, Orie directed that these political files — specifically those still remaining on
the “S” drive - be transferred to a “thumb drive” and the non-legislative data that
was previously being maintained on the senate's system was then removed from
the drives that up until that time were then on the state's computer system.

Regarding the type of activity that was conducted over a period of
ten years in relation to Orie's fundraising efforts, numerous and/or former staffers
presented testimony.

According to Pavlot, she conducted campaign and other political
work on behalf of Orie for years, during legislative hours and at Orie's directive.
Numerous e-mails were brought before this Grand Jury documenting the extent
of the campaign work that Pavlot conducted on behalf of both Orie and Orie
Melvin especially during the 2009 Orie Melvin campaign. In addition, e-mails
presented to the Grand Jury gave substantive proof of the directives Orie gave to
Pavlot in order to have Orie's legislative staff conduct such campaign activities as
well.

Pavlot related how, at Orie’s directive, in May or June of 2009,
Pavlot participated in conducting a fundraiser for Orie. Pavlot testified that this

was an actual event for Orie. According to Pavlot, on those occasions she would
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make phone calls and write “thank you" letters during the legislative workday for
Orie’s fundraising. Pavlot testified that when she received an e-mail for Orie that
included the notation “see me” or “FR" (i.e. “Fundraiser”), that indicated to Pavlot
that the individual mentioned in the e-mail had been indentified by Orie as the
person who should be solicited for a donation to Orie’s campaign.

Pavlot stated that legislative staffer Audrey Rasmussen (hereinafter
“Rasmussen”), was tasked to oversee the database for the Orie fundraiser; that
political data was updated on her personal laptop and also on the senate
computer in the district office. Around May or June of 2009, Rasmussen
indicated to Pavlot that she felt uncomfortable doing campaign work during the
legislative workday. Pavlot then shared these concerns with Orie. Orie then
communicated to Pavlot a level of distrust towards Rasmussen.

According to both Pavlot and Rasmussen, Orie told Pavlot to
remove all of the political files from the state computer and place that data
instead on a digital storage “jump drive". Pavlot then stated that after
Rasmussen was relieved of those duties, the task of working with this data was
subsequently delegated to staffer Dott. Dott himself confirmed that he began to
work with the political files on the “jump drive” in the summer of 2009.

Elaine Rickard (hereinafter "Rickard”), testified that she was
employed in constituent relations at Orie's Cranberry, Pennsylvania, office from
June 2004 through March 2006. Rickard testified that she initially made $25,500

per year with a 3% yearly increase.
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According to Rickard, the first task that was assigned to her when
she joined Orie's staff was to organize a fundraiser for Orie in Butler County,
Pennsylvania. Rickard stated that she was contacted by Jamie Paviot and was
told that the “Senator [Orie] wanted this done”. Rickard testified that she was to
contact Tom King (hereinafter “King"), an attorney in the Butler area who was
actively involved with the Republican Party. Rickard stated that she was required
to contact King, during legislative business hours, who provided her with a list of
names of people to invite to the fundraiser. Rickard then told Pavlot that she
would be more than happy to work on the fundraiser but that it would have to be
after hours. Rickard further explained that her husband had been involved in
politics in the Butler area and she knew that conducting campaign work during
office hours was improper. Rickard was told that “this was not good enough” and
to turn the fundraiser file over to the McKnight Road district office. Rickard
testified that she sent the list she had been given via fax to the attention of
another Orie staffer, Joe Smith (hereinafter “Smith") at the McKnight Road district
office. Rickard said that she subsequently received a fax from Smith to
proofread a copy of the invitation that had a handwritten note on it from Smith.
Rickard testified that émith was ultimately given the responsibility of maintaining
fundraising lists because of her reluctance to continue this political activity.

Rickard was also asked to secure nominating petition signatures,
but indicated that she would not do so on office time. She related one instance
when she had to make a trip to the McKnight Road district office during the day

and while en route, personally observed legislative staff members from that
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district office circulating petitions in a neighborhood behind that office.
Nominating petitions were kept at the Cranberry district office for that purpose,
but staff was instructed to turn over petitions to voters “outside the office”.
Rickard further testified that if people came to the Cranberry district office and
wanted yard signs they were then directed to the McKnight Road district office.

Johnna Kerner (hereinafter “Kerner”), testified that she had been
employed as a full-time legislative aide for Orie between September 2004 and
October 2006. Kerner stated that her starting salary had been approximately
$21,500, with annual 3% raises. Kerner testified that from September 2004 until
December 2005, her duties consisted primarily of legislative activities. Kerner
stated that she became actively involved in doing campaign-related activities
during legislative work hours in the year 2006.

Kerner was given the duty of entering “FR" (fundraising) data into a
spreadsheet for Orie’'s campaign. The "FR" information that was entered was
normally given to her by Pavlot. Some of this information was received via mail
that was sent either directly to Orie's legislative office or to a P.O. Box 516 in
Ingomar, Pennsylvania. Kerner occasionally retrieved mail from P.O. Box 516.
After the mail was sorted and given to Orie for review, some items would be sent
back by Orie with a handwritten notation “FR" or “FR list”, which Kerner stated
would be her directive to enter such data into the appropriate spreadsheet.
Kerner stated that the term “FR”" was used often in e-mails to/from Orie during

this time period, and that they would always be related to Orie’s campaign

fundraising.
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Kerner stated that she also recalled being directed to assist another
local candidate in another area of Allegheny County during legislative work hours
by “door knocking” on that candidate's behalf. Kerner recalled that other
legislative interns also participated in that activity — all of which was done on
legislative time.

Orie's staffer Smith testified that he began work for Orie as a paid
intern in the summer of 2002 through 2004 when he graduated from college.
While serving as an intern, Smith made $11-$12 per hour. Smith testified that in
2004 he became a legislative aide, and he remained in that position through
2006. During that time, his salary went from an initial $26,000 per year to the
$32,000 that he was making when he left in 2006.

Smith testified that while he was an intern he did campaign work
that consisted of making fundraising phone calls and drafting invitations for Orie
on office time. This type of non-legislative, political-type work for Orie increased,
however, once he became a full-time legislative aide.

Smith testified that he was involved with Orie's annual fundraising
event usually held at the Rivers Club in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. According to
him, Smith would spend up to half of his legislative workday for a period of one
and-a-half to two months prior to the event planning for that event, the work for
which included, but was not limited to, coordinating guest speakers, creating
invitations, stuffing invitation envelopes and preparing the site location for the
event. Smith described this annual fundraising event as "Orie’s premier event”

and it often would generate close to $80,000 - $110,000 in contributions for Orie.
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Smith also stated that during the legislative workday he would help
facilitate Orie's “host committees” which would involve Smith calling and soliciting
various members for various political program(s). Smith described these
committees which he worked as being the “backbone” of Orie's ability to
generate campaign capital.

Smith himself said that he would receive multiple senate e-mails or
correspondences with the notation “FR" on him. This indicated to Smith that he
was supposed to input the individual's names on the e-mail into a fundraising list.
According to Smith, Orie “coveted” this information, and stated that she did not
want this information “lost or leaked” to others.

Smith explained that since he was proficient with computers, he
had to “back-up” several files that were campaign-related and kept on the senate
computers that were located in Orie’s district office. Smith described these files
as being “Fat Cat" lists, “fundraising” lists, and “donor” lists. In addition, Smith
testified that he helped to create the "O” drive on the senate system which gave
limited access to data only to Orie, Pavlot and Smith himself, within which were
stored political files.

Smith testified that during the 2006 senate election campaign,
Smith went “door-knocking” for signatures for Orie's nominating petitions during
the legislative workday. Furthermore, according to Smith, for sometime Orie did,
in fact, have a campaign office but she never had any campaign staff there.
Instead, Orie utilized and relied upon her legislative staff for conducting

campaign activities.
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After the Habay scandal erupted in a neighboring legislative office,
Smith testified that the campaign activity during legislative time did not cease, but
instead, Orie wanted to be more careful and conceal the improper activity that
was occurring during the legislative workday.

Alexander Brodsky (hereinafter “Brodsky”), stated that he worked
as an intern for Orie during the summer months of both 2003 and 2004. While
working those summers, Brodsky testified that he made between $7 — $8 per

hour.

Brodsky testified that after his internship in 2003, he wanted to
return to work for Orie in the summer of 2004. However, Brodsky stated to
Pavlot that he would like to receive a pay raise or a promotion for his next
summer's work. Pavlot indicated to Brodsky that she would “check with the
Senator and get back to him.” Brodsky then stated that Pavlot called him and
told him that due to budget restrictions that he could not receive an hourly raise,
but he could be paid an extra couple of weeks of work for time that he would not
have to be in attendance at the office. Brodsky testified that he received this pay
for two to three weeks that he did not actually work in summer of 2004.

Jamie Pavlot testified that this extra pay that was received by
Brodsky was approved directly by Orie herself.

During the second summer of his employment, Brodsky also stated
that he was directed by legislative office staff members from the McKnight Road

district office to make calls at a the 2004 Bush campaign phone bank during

regular work hours. This activity occurred over a course of a week for two to
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three days, and required him to be taken from the legislative office to an off-site
location.’

Brodsky testified that at this phone bank he used the fictitious name
“Austin” and he received a script from a legislative staffer as to what he should
say during the telephone calls. He would then dial *67 on his phone to block
where the call came from and would read from the script endorsing the
candidate. Pavlot corroborated that Brodsky did work at the phone banks during
the legislative workday for George W. Bush.

Christine Bahr (hereinafter “Bahr”), testified that she was at one
time a paid employee of Orie. She stated that she started her employment in
October of 1998 when Orie was a member of the Pennsylvania House of
Representatives. Bahr stated that she left her position with Orie for three to four
months, but later returned to work for her until 2005. During this time, Bahr
served as a legislative aide performing such tasks as writing, constituent work,
speaking on Orie's behalf and attending meetings. Bahr's weekly salary was
$750 per week while on staff.

Bahr testified that while she was a senatorial employee she was
directed to do campaign work such as making phone calls for Orie's election
during normal legislative working hours as early as 1999 and 2000 when Orie
was a State Representative and this political work continued throughout the
years that Orie was a senator. Bahr stated on occasion she was directed by

Pavlot to make phone calls to citizens and impersonate Orie. Bahr testified that

' A 2004 e-mail from Orie to Kim Ward where Orie personally committed "volunteers” to make
250 calls on behalf of George W. Bush was presented before this Grand Jury.
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such actions made her uncomfortable. These calls were made on legislative
time at another office near Orie's district office. When Bahr made these
campaign-related calls, she did not take vacation or “comp” time, and she would
do so roughly two days per week. In addition, Bahr testified that she would
occasionally be detailed to write election-related correspondence while working
as a legislative staff member.

Pamela Wahal (hereinafter “Wahal”) was another witness who
testified that she worked for Orie during the 2002 election campaign until June
2006 and that she had participated in improper campaign activity through
directives from Pavlot who would usually preface her remarks “per the Senator”
or "per JCO". For example, Wahal testified that at times she was instructed by
Orie herself during working hours to go “door knocking” and obtain signatures on
nominating petitions for Orie’s candidacy. She was chastised because she did
not get enough signatures on nominating petitions which she had requested to
do on her own time, rather than office time. She also recalled being directed to
go “door knocking” to pass out Orie literature on Martin Luther King, Jr. Day.

Christa Meeder (hereinafter “Meeder”) stated that she worked for
Orie from 2001 to 2003. Initially, Meeder began working as an intern for one
semester and then she became a legislative assistant. Her position was full-
time.

Meeder stated that most instructions to conduct political work
during legislative time came from Pavlot but occasionally such directives came

directly from Orie. Meeder indicated that she conducted ongoing fundraising
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tasks, such as data entry and organization of the actual political events. Meeder
stated that she would input "RSVPs", and also file contribution checks.
According to her, the data entry consisted of the names of individuals who
contributed to the campaign. Such work occurred during the legislative workday
and was done by her on the senate computer and printer.

Christa Meeder testified that the majority of the political work that
she did was in 2002 and 2003; she testified that the political portion of her work
amounted to about 50% of her legislative workday. Meeder acknowledged that
there were numerous attempts to shield the non-legislative work from
constituents.

Meeder also was tasked to pick up campaign contribution checks at
the P.O. Box 516 that was kept in Ingomar, Pennsylvania. When Meeder would
receive the Orie contribution checks, she would photocopy them on the district
office copier, place the copies in a binder, and then give the envelopes to Jamie
Pavlot. The binder was then kept in Pavlot's office in Orie's headquarters.
Meeder would then drive the checks to Orie’s residence on a daily basis and
leave them in a bag hanging on the door of the house. Meeder also testified that
she photocopied poll cards on the legislative copier and she would print 1,000

copies at a time.

Jason Davidek (hereinafter “Davidek”) is another staffer who
testified that he worked for Orie from May 2002 through January 2004. Davidek
said that he began his employment for Orie as an intern in Natrona Heights, then

became a legislative assistant, and later moved to the McKnight Road district
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office. Once Davidek became a legislative assistant, his salary increased to
$24,000.

On one occasion, Davidek recalled being directed to obtain
nominating petition signatures for Orie. Davidek carried out this assignment
during the legislative workday while being paid as a senate staffer. Davidek
further stated that he obtained signatures in the North Hills and Butler County
areas with other legislative staffers, including Christa Meeder. In addition,
Davidek admitted that he also assembled campaign signage during the
legislative workday, as directed.

Sharon Cochran (hereinafter “Cochran”), testified that she worked
for Orie from April 2001 until May 2004. Cochran initially was employed as a
staff member in the Natrona Heights office and was later moved to the North Hills
office when Orie no longer had that area within her district.

On one occasion, Cochran stated that she, Orie, and Christa
Meeder left the legislative office to go “door knocking”. At the time, Cochran
made $24,900 per year and was required to leave her legislative responsibilities
for several hours when doing such political activity. In addition, Cochran stated
that she made several non-legislative phone calls during the workday and was
even taken to an off-site location in order to participate in a phone bank to make
calls that were political in nature. Cochran testified that the orders to do these
types of non-legislative acts came typically from Jamie Pavlot, but would

occasionally be at the direction of Orie herself.
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Johnna Kerner (hereinafter “Kerner”) was a full-time legislative aide
for Orie from the fall of 2004 to the fall of 2006. Ouring fate 2005, Orie asked
Kerner to become involved in political work for the upcoming primary election.
Kerner stated that she became involved in such non-legislative activities as:
“door knocking” for Orie’s nomination petition; entering and/or printing data on
Orie’s campaign fundraising lists; stuffing envelopes; setting up and copying
nomination petitions and faxing fundraiser invitations. Kerner stated that in 2006,
Orie had a campaign office in the building across McKnight Road from her district
office, but she had no campaign staff at that location. According to Kerner, Orie
instead used her legislative staff for those election purposes, including staffers
George Dorko, Joe Smith and Jaime Pavlot.

In February 2006, Kerner stated that she and other legislative staff
members were directed to conduct “door knocking” during legislative work hours.
Kerner stated that she personally went “door knocking” during legislative work
hours for at least one full week, a weekend, and part of a second week. Kerner
recalled soliciting signatures in areas off of Babcock Boulevard, behind Orie's
district office, and in the area off of Middle Road, in Allegheny County. During
the week and the weekends, she was accompanied by Orie. Kerner advised that
even though they had obtained many more than the required number of
signatures, there was pressure by Orie staffers to acquire as many signatures as
possible on those election forms that were filed.

Kerner testified that she was provided with a new senate laptop

from Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, within which political and fundraising data was to
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be entered. Kerner stated that Senator Orie provided her with a flash drive to
use for campaign-related files. Kerner related that she was unable to connect the
laptop computer to the office printer provided by the Senate, so she would
transfer any file or document that needed printed to the flash drive. The flash
drive would then be inserted into the legislative computer and printing was done
from the legislative equipment. According to Kerner, campaign-related files,
including databases for nominating petitions, yard signs and fundraising, were
also transferred from the flash drive and stored on the legislative computers in an
“Q" drive, and access to that particular drive was given to only certain staff
members. According to Kerner, the "O" drive was Orie's own private drive, which
contained political and/or campaign files, including folders labeled “FR" and “FR
Harrisburg”. Kerner said that "“FR” meant “fundraiser’. She further testified that
her computer access to the “O" drive was facilitated through Harrisburg,
Pennsylvania, but only certain legislative staffers had access. When she left,
staffer Audrey Rasmussen took over most of her duties and was given access to
the “O” drive.

According to Kerner, Orie was careful to issue most campaign-
related directives through Jamie Pavlot. Kerner stated that Orie often left voice-
mails overnight for Pavlot in which Orie gave campaign-related directives to
Pavlot. Kerner herself personally heard these voicemails, and was given
permission to listen to them by Pavlot when Pavlot delegated the particular
directive to Kerner; according to Kerner, Paviot wanted to make sure that Orie’s

instructions were heard and completed.
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Kerner also stated that Pavlot herself transcribed some instructions
from Orie, especially when the directives were made over the telephone. Pavlot
used steno tablets to document this information, and Kerner estimated that
Pavlot would fill about one tablet per month. Pavlot would keep the older
notepads behind her desk in her office.

During her testimony before this Grand Jury, Kerner identified
several e-mails from Orie to Pavlot that were ultimately forwarded to her attention
and directed her to include the named individual on a “host” (host committee for a
fundraiser), “FR" (fundraiser) or "petition list". Kerner testified that there were
separate fundraiser lists for Butler, Pittsburgh and Harrisburg.

Kerner stated that from her date of hiring through December 2005,
100% of her work was legislative in nature. However, beginning in January 2006
until her resignation in October 2006, Kerner estimated that fully 25% of her
legislative work hours were dedicated to campaign activities. She further testified
that during the month of February 2006 approximately 50% of her legislative
work hours were dedicated to campaign activities.

In addition to the above-described testimonial evidence, the Grand
Jury was also provided with numerous non-legislative documents relating to
Orie's office that covered the period of 2001 through and including November
2009. A number of witnesses who brought these documents forward were, in
fact, either present or former employees of the Senator's staff who stated that
they kept those records because they “thought that [those documents relating to

non-legislative work done on office time] might become important later”. More
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than one of these witnesses before this Grand Jury testified that it was their
respective perception that it was “only a matter of time” until the unlawful acts
being required of Orie’s senatorial staffers would become public, especially in
light of similar investigations that were already known to be underway regarding
other officeholders within the state. Those various witnesses indicated that they
wanted to protect themselves by preserving some of the non-legislative
documents with which they were required to work as Orie staff members.

Certain of those documents that were brought to the Grand Jury by
witnesses as “hard copies”, as well as the downloaded contents of the above-
described “thumb drive”, comprise a record of only a portion of the non-legislative
activities that actually took place in the Orie office over the past decade.

Nonetheless, these documents include: individual spreadsheets
showing contributor data that contains amounts given as well as pertinent
identification information of those contributors; a “Fat Cat” list showing the more
affluent contributors; templates from previous events which were used, and could
also later be used to generate similar copy for future political events;
correspondence marked “FR"- a means for notifying a staffer to mark the person
or organization as a potential target for future fundraising attempts; and even
documents that had handwritten notes personally inscribed by Orie telling
staffers to include on political files the name of the person that appeared on the
respective writings. Even the seemingly-innocuous phrase “see me", when
placed upon an e-mail or other writing, was identified by staffers as a coded

method by which Orie would alert a staffer to include the named-individual or
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company as one to be added to Orie's political database for future campaign and
fundraising purposes. Some designations also reportedly tipped-off staffers to
mark a particular person for a future contact for a “petition list’, or to participate

as a future circulator for Orie's election petitions.

Orie Melvin's Campaigns

Further, multiple Orie senate staffers reported working, while on the
Senatorial payroll, at the directives of both Orie herself and those of her Chief of
Staff in both the 2003 and 2009 judicial campaigns of Orie's sister, Joan Orie
Melvin. In both of those respective years, Orie Melvin, then a Superior Court
Judge, was seeking a position as a Pennsylvania Supreme Court Justice; her
2003 election bid was lost to now-Justice Max Baer, but she won the 2009
general election for the same position as Justice of the Supreme Court.

Regarding the type of activity that was done towards promoting the
Orie Melvin campaigns, a number of current and/or former staffers testified.

One of Orie's staffers who talked about her involvement in the Orie
Melvin campaign was Jamie Pavlot. She testified that she would receive
directives for both herself and other legislative staffers from Janine Orie to
conduct campaign work for Orie Melvin. Janine Orie is Orie's and Orie Melvin's
sister and was at the time an employee of Orie Melvin's staff. According to
Pavlot, a request from Janine Orie was to be handled as if it was a request
directly from Orie herself. This Grand Jury has observed no less than 86 e-mails

corroborating Janine Orie's interaction with Orie's legislative staff concerning
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campaign activities on behalf of Orie Melvin's candidacy from August through
and including October of 2009.

In addition, during Orie Melvin's 2003 campaign for Supreme Court,
Pavlot also testified that she was instructed by Orie to make calls for Orie Melvin.

Orie staffer Pamela Wabhal testified that she was required to work
for Orie Melvin on Election Day in 2003 at Orie's direct instruction, and she says
she received “comp” time for Orie's office as a result of doing so. Wahal testified
that she was also directed by Orie to organize Orie Melvin's anticipated victory
party, and visited the Pittsburgh North Marriot with Pavlot during working hours in
order to plan that event.

Christa Meeder, also stated that she was responsible for obtaining
signatures on documents for election purposes during regular business hours
instead of doing legislative duties at Orie's district office. Meeder testified that
she gathered signatures for Orie Melvin during Orie Melvin's 2003 election
campaign against Max Baer for Supreme Court, a task she was directed to do by
Pavlot. Pavlot gave a list to Meeder at the Orie district office and instructed
Meeder as to what neighborhoods she would have to canvas. It was Meeder's
contention that Orie was aware of such activity because “no one in the office ever
did anything absent an order from the Senator” and saying “no” to Pavlot was the
same as defying an order from Orie herself.

Meeder also testified at that time that the second floor of the La
Casa Blanca building [Orie’'s McKnight Road district office] contained boxes,

materials, and campaign signs for both Orie and Orie Melvin.
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Jason Davidek, previously identified as one of Orie’s staffers,
testified that during Orie Melvin's 2003 campaign, he was directed to act as the
judge’s personal driver and “handler” during the legislative workday while he was
employed by Orie. According to Davidek, he drove Orie Melvin on trips to middle
and eastern Pennsylvania that included: Scranton, Hazleton, Reading,
Harrisburg, and Chester County. On occasion, those trips included overnight
stays. Davidek stated that he would receive a copy of Orie Melvin's itinerary by
fax from Janine Orie at Orie's office. As a result of serving as Orie Melvin's
driver, he had the option of either receiving additional pay or “comp” time, and he
said he generally accepted the “comp” time for most of the overnight stays.
According to Davidek, during Orie Melvin's 2003 campaign for Supreme Court,
he participated in over twenty trips where he acted as Orie Melvin's driver.
During May to November of 2003, he stated that one-third of his legislative
workday was devoted to conducting political work for Orie Melvin. Davidek's
legislative salary at the time was $24,000.

Sharon Cochran, also identified previously as an Orie staffer,
testified that she also was tasked to drive Orie Melvin to and from an event in
Johnstown, Pennsylvania, during the 2003 judicial campaign. As a result,
Cochran too received “comp” time at the Orie office; an e-mail between herself
and Pavlot documenting such approval was admitted into evidence before this
Grand Jury.

Cochran also recalled that Orie specifically requested that Cochran

speak with her ex-husband in order to get him to organize an event with the
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Steelworker's Union for Orie Melvin. Cochran stated that the event was
organized and held, but apparently was not well-attended by constituents. Orie
became furious with Cochran; Cochran was told by Orie that Cochran “did not try
hard enough to organize’ that event for Orie Melvin.  Orie complained to
Cochran that the event had been “a waste of Orie Melvin’s time".

An e-mail was introduced into evidence before this Grand Jury that
confirmed how Cochran received legislative “comp” time for attending an event
for Orie Melvin; this request was approved by Pavlot.

Jamie Pavlot indicated that she began campaign work for Orie
Melvin's 2009 run for the Supreme Court began in May of 2009 and included the
drafting of letters, placement of yard signs, and database entry for fundraising
during the legislative staffers’ normal working hours; all of this was done, Pavlot
said, at the direction of either Orie and Janine Orie. In addition, the legislative
office printer and copy machine was used for such activities.

Pavlot also stated that she was often required by Orie to direct Dott
and Acker to conduct campaign work for Orie Melvin. Pavlot would send herself,
Dott, or Rasmussen to the Orie's P.O. Box 516 in Ingomar, Pennsylvania,
because that is where the Orie Melvin fundraising checks were mailed. In fact,
the Grand Jury saw an e-mail to Joanne Tsculas, an individual working on the
2009 Orie Melvin election campaign, from Pavlot stating that the Ingomar,
Pennsylvania P.O. Box 516 was to be used for Orie Melvin's

campaign/fundraising checks.
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The key to the Ingomar P.O. Box 516 was kept in Paviot's desk
drawer. When Pavlot would receive the campaign-related checks, she would
then have the mail delivered to Orie's personal residence. In addition, Paviot
confirmed that Dott also delivered and processed campaign-related materials to
be filed for the judge.

Pavlot stated that for at least two weeks prior to Orie Melvin's
election, at least one hour to two hours a day of her time were used during the
legislative workday for work on the Orie Melvin election. Such political activity by
Pavlot was per the direct instruction from Orie, and sometimes a directive from

Janine Orie.

Pavlot stated that campaigning during the legislative workday was
not an exception. In fact, Pavlot estimated that in the latter part of October 2009,
20% of Orie's legislative staff time was being used strictly for campaign activities
and she said that percentage rose as high as 50% for select employees.

Other Orie staffers corroborated Pavlot's testimony. One of those
was Young, who was involved in the events of October 29, 2009. Young stated
that he himself did not want to become involved in campaign-related work
because “he knew it was wrong”. Young further indicated that it was his
impression that the other staff members knew that such non-legislative work was
not permitted under those circumstances.

Young testified that there was an office upstairs from Orie's district
office in which campaign signs were stored. Young further stated the he

personally assembled signs for short periods of time during regular office hours.
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In addition, Young averred that he was aware that campaign signs for Orie

Melvin were stored in Pavlot's office.

Young also stated that Dott spent at least half of his workday
performing campaign work for Orie Melvin.

It was Young's belief that Dott received orders for Orie Melvin's
campaign from Orie herself because he, too, often received directives from Orie.

Young stated that Orie was aware that campaign work for Orie Melvin was being

conducted by her legislative staff.

Young stated that a week prior to Orie Melvin's election, there was
a telephone bank across the street from Orie's office, and that all legislative
employees were required to work there at least twice. Young admits that he told
Paviot, Acker, and Dott that he did not want to campaign during office time.
However, he also felt that the atmosphere was such in the office that if he did not
participate at the phone bank the attitude of the office towards him would change.

Dott confirmed that he became integrally involved in the 2009 Orie
Melvin campaign. Dott told the Grand Jury that he worked for Orie in constituent
relations and made a salary of $20,000 per year. Dott began his tenure in Orie’s
office in April 2009 as an intern and he moved into a full-time position in the last
week of August of 2009.

According to Dott, Orie would assign campaign-related work once
she believed an employee was “loyal”. Dott testified that Orie was known not to
separate her legislative work from political work, and there was no separate

campaign team in her office. Dott admitted that he knew that such activity was
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illegal, and that close to 50% of his legislative workday for two to three weeks
prior to the 2009 general election was dedicated to campaign work for Orie
Melvin's campaign. In addition, Dott confirmed that Pavlot herself also
participated in campaign-related work during the Orie Melvin run for office. Dott
also said that it was not unusual for the staff of Orie Melvin, particularly Janine
Orie, to direct the Orie's staff to do campaign work for Orie Melvin. On one
occasion, Janine Orie contacted Dott and instructed him to call a group of
Edinboro students who wanted to participate in Orie Melvin’s campaign in order
to facilitate their support.

On another occasion, at the request of Pavlot, Dott says he was
asked to drive Orie Melvin to an event for a candidate in Wilkes-Barre,
Pennsylvania. Because this task extended beyond the workday, Dott was then
allowed to come into work at Orie's district office later in the day than usually
required, and he also received “comp” time for the period that he had spent
carrying out this assignment.

Dott also testified that he was delegated the responsibility for
picking up campaign fundraising checks for Orie Melvin during the legislative
workday from Orie’'s P.O. Box 516 in Ingomar, Pennsylvania. After bringing the
mail from that location, Dott brought the mail back to the district office and
scanned the Orie Melvin checks on the senate scanner and computer, and
turned the original checks over to Pavlot so they could be processed. Dott would
then enter the amount of the respective checks into a database that was kept on

a "thumb” or “jump” drive - a digital storage device that was provided to him for
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that purpose by Orie's staff. In addition, Janine and Pavlot then requested that
he write a “thank you note” to each contributor of checks to the Orie Melvin
campaign.

Dott stated that he would keep Orie Melvin contribution checks at
Orie's district office in his drawers and sometimes even on top of his desk. Dott
stated that he retained a photocopy of one check for $1,000 which was written
from Impel-Pac to Orie Melvin's campaign; this check copy was turned over the
District Attorney's Office and was ultimately introduced into evidence before the
Grand Jury. According to Dott, after he was done with the checks they were then

delivered to Orie's residence on a daily basis.

Dott stated that often he would receive e-mails from Orie that
contained the written words “see me” which was a “code” to him that meant that
the person in the e-mail was a person to list as a potential contributor for future
fundraising. Dott testified that when he did receive such coded directives, he
would print out the respective information and input the relevant material onto a
political database that he kept on the flash drive.

Dott also says that he kept palm cards, for Orie Melvin in his desk.
Dott received these hand cards from Janine herself.

Dott testified that the photocopying for Orie Melvin's campaign
occurred on the senate copier at the Orie district office. Dott testified that on one
occasion, he processed the Orie Melvin contribution checks on his laptop during
office hours in Orie's “upstairs office” one day in the summer of 2009. Dott

further noted that campaign yard signs for Orie Melvin were also assembled in
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that same upstairs office. Dott explained to the Grand Jury that he never took
“comp” time when he did campaign-related tasks, nor, to his knowledge, was it
ever expected of him to do so.

Soon after it was learned that Orie was being investigated, Dott, at
the request of Pavlot, helped remove two boxes of material from Orie's office. It
was later determined by the Grand Jury that that these boxes contained various
political and campaign-related materials of Orie's dating from as early as the year
2000.

Dott recalled that on the day that Rioja left the Orie office, Pavlot
received a text message from Orie stating that Pavlot was to make a sign that
stated “Committee to Elect Jane Orie”; that sign was to be placed on the door of
the upstairs office. Also, Pavlot was directed to create pro-life hand cards for
Orie and another letter to replace the letter from Orie endorsing Orie Melvin in an
attempt to try to confuse Frantz. It was Dott’s perception at the time that Orie
“could not undo what was already done”; he also said he thought it was unlikely
that Frantz would be fooled by such an endeavor.

Dott stated that the phone list that was used at the phone banks for
Orie Melvin's campaign was printed from the Orie district office computer. Dott
indicated that it was the perception in the office that if an employee did not
participate in the phone banks that they would be on Orie’s "s--t list.”

Dott also testified that he and Acker were in charge of placing yard

signs for Orie Melvin, and they both did so during the legislative workday.
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Other Orie staffers similarly confirmed that political work for the
Orie campaign was done by Orie's staff. Campbell testified that she recalled
seeing magnetic political signs kept in the Orie office. Campbell confirmed that
the second floor of the La Casa Blanca Building where Orie’s district office was
located would on occasion be used for stuffing envelopes that were political in
nature.

Another Orie staffer, Rasmussen, testified that she performed
political campaign work at the direction of both Orie and Pavlot beginning in the
end of 2007. According to her, the political campaigning at the Orie office for
Orie Melvin's most recent Supreme Court run began in June of 2009.
Rasmussen asserted that both Dott and Paviot also conducted political work and
she personally observed campaign material for Orie Melvin in Orie’s district
office.

Rasmussen indicated that political and fundraising information for
both Orie and Orie Melvin were transferred from the “S” drive that had been on
the senate computer, onto a “jump drive.” Rasmussen stated that she was told
to remove all of the information related to political campaigning from the senate
database by both Orie and Pavlot.

Rasmussen further stated that although working at the phone
banks for the election was “not mandatory”, she felt pressure to participate by
Orie. This perception was confirmed when Rasmussen later said that she no
longer wished to conduct campaign work for Orie, and found herself 'lowered on

the totem pole” in the office. Rasmussen felt that Orie had a bad temper and she
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was afraid that if she did not participate in the phone bank that she would lose
her job. Rasmussen further corroborated that she too had heard the statement
expressed by at least one legislative staffer that “if people knew what they were
doing [regarding politicking] they would all be in handcuffs”.

Summation

The body of evidence that this Grand Jury has received makes it
clear that both Orie and her sister Janine Orie, a court employee directed staffers
to perform certain non-legislative work such as campaigning and political
fundraising in pursuit of Orie Melvin's 2009 campaign for Justice of the
Pennsylvania Supreme Court.

Furthermore, this Grand Jury has reviewed some of those files from
the above-described “thumb drive” and has confirmed that, as testified to by
senatorial staffers before this investigative body, the contents of that digital
storage device do, in fact, contain large amounts of non-legislative data — data
that directly pertains to fundraising, campaigning, and other political activities of
both Orie and Orie Melvin.

Testimony and certain documentary evidence including text
messages, e-mails, and other writings that was reviewed during this Grand Jury
investigation make it clear that during the months leading up to the 2009 general
election there appeared to be a blatant disregard, by Orie and those she
designated to direct her staff, of the restrictions that the law places upon public

officeholders regarding the use of their office staff for legislative purposes only.
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This Grand Jury notes that the events of October 28, 2009, as
initially reported by Rioja, concerned only the 2009 judicial campaign of Orie
Melvin. However, after the investigation was underway, an attorney for Orie
“went public” with the fact that a criminal investigation of the Senator was in
progress. After that disclosure, this investigation was expanded and enhanced
when a significant number of individuals came forward to investigators.

When these witnesses were brought into the Grand Jury, the
investigation into the scope and extent of the illegal use of staffers in the Orie

office necessarily widened.
The fact that the utilization of office personnel to perform non-
legislative work persisted throughout virtually the entirety of the 2009 election

cycle was of special interest to this Grand Jury because of several factors:

° Orie herself is a lawyer, as well as a state
Senator;
° Orie is also a former prosecuting attorney at

both the county and state levels;

o Orie's own Senatorial district office was not
only geographically close to that of former
Representative Habay's legislative district office, but,
according to Orie's own staffers who testified before
this Grand Jury, the previous Habay investigation,
and ultimately the multiple convictions that he faced
for using his staff for non-legislative purposes,
caused those very staff members of Orie's own office
to become even more apprehensive because of the
apparent illegality of the non-legislative work that
they themselves were being required to perform for
both Orie's, and later, Orie Melvin's, political
campaigns;

o Much of Orie's most recent use of her
legisiative staff to promote the Orie Melvin campaign
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allegedly occurred after a lengthy federal
investigation resulted in the March 2009 conviction of
former State Senator Vincent Fumo for similar
misuse of his governmental staff,

o Much of the alleged use of Orie of her
legislative staff for political purposes appears to have
been ongoing during a portion of the almost two and-
a-half year probe by the State Aftorney General
known as “Bonusgate” that recently led to the
adjudication of guilt of at least one high ranking
member of the Pennsylvania General Assembly for
similar acts of public corruption; and

. Lastly, Orie, as a Senate Majority Whip, is a

member of the State Senate’s Committee of

Management Operations (COMO) that provides

interpretation of the Financial Operating Rules of the

Senate and also policy guidance for the members

and employees of the Pennsylvania Senate.

Indeed, the language in the decision by the Pennsylvania Superior
Court which upheld the conviction of former Representative Jeff Habay should
have been both a lesson to, and a guide for all, state lawmakers and their
respective staffs when it comes to utilization of legislative employees for non-
legislative, politically-related purposes. The portions of the Habay opinion which
was handed down by the Superior Court on October 10, 2007 - a full two years
before the Orie Melvin General Election in 2009 — and which this Grand Jury

finds to have confirmed the standard of permissible conduct in such cases,

includes the following language:

Appellant [Habay] had fair notice and could easily
predict that, in his capacity as an elected
representative, he was not allowed to direct state-paid
employees under his authority to conduct campaign
and/or fundraising-related work, during state-paid
time, for his personal benefit. Through his actions,
Appellant secured a private monetary advantage for
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himself because, by having state employees work for
him on his campaign and/or fundraising tasks while
they were being paid by the state, he obtained the
benefit of free campaign work funded by the
taxpayers. In this same vein, Appellant, by virtue of
using state employees, did not have to spend his own
money to pay workers involved in such matters. The
words of the statute surely allowed Appellant to
understand that such conduct was prohibited by law.
He could have easily gauged his contemplated
actions and predicted they were unlawful.

Commonwealth v. Habay, PA Super 2007, 934 A.2d 732, at page 738.

One of the witnesses who testified before this investigative body
was, Russell Faber (hereinafter “Faber”), Chief Clerk for the Pennsylvania
Senate. Faber holds a nonpartisan position that is elected by full membership of
the State Senate every two years. According to Faber, he is responsible for
overseeing many aspects of the administration of senate staff.

Faber testified before this Grand Jury that a committee of the
Senate known as COMO is the Committee of Management Operations; this is
the management committee of the Senate that provides interpretation of the
Financial Operating Rules of the Senate and provides additional policy guidance
for the Senate and its members and employees. Faber indicated that Senator
Orie is on the committee because she is the Senate Majority Whip.

Faber then testified before this Grand Jury as to his interpretation of
the Pennsylvania Ethics Act as it relates to a conflict of interest which states that
a person should not engage in any activity that will provide for a private
pecuniary benefit to an individual officeholder or to a sibling of an officeholder as

a result of the use or authority to his or her office. Faber further indicated that the
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use of senate equipment or staffers during the legislative workday for a reelection
campaign would qualify as a personal pecuniary benefit.

According to Faber, COMO, the Pennsylvania Ethics Act and
Financial Operating Rules of the Senate all provide a framework on what type of
activities are appropriate for a senate employee. Faber indicated that the two
caucuses of the Senate even provide training on these areas. In addition, Faber
stated that if a senate employee would have a question about whether they
could, for example, expense a certain item; they could call him directly and seek
guidance. According to him, neither Orie nor her staff has ever contacted him
with any such questions.

Faber also testified that the rules governing legislative vs.
nonlegislative work can be found on the senate Intranet, and there is also an
orientation given to new employees as to what can and cannot be lawfully done.

Faber testified that each Senator has at least one district office and
the expenses for the office are paid by his office specifically. Faber further stated
that a campaign office and a district office should be separate offices.

Faber indicated the following as being impermissible activities as
per the aforementioned guidelines:

. A senate employee cannot receive a bonus for doing
work that is personal or political in nature;

. An employee cannot receive a couple of weeks
advance pay for time he did not actually work;

. An employee cannot be hired as a personal assistant
to the Senator or the Senator's family members;
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. Senate office equipment cannot be used during the
legislative workday to further the Senator's or Senator's
sibling's campaign interests;

) Senate office equipment cannot be used after the
workday to further the Senator's or the Senator's sibling's
campaign interests,

) Senate office supplies such as paper or postage
cannot be used further the Senator's or the Senator's
sibling’s campaign interests;

o The Senate information database cannot be used to
generate names to create campaign literature;

o A Senator cannot have legislative employees attend
parades on their behalf and distribute campaign literature;

° A Senator cannot use constituent contact information
for the Senator’s or his or her sibling’s campaign interests;

o A Senator cannot have legislative staff members
during the workday draft “thank-you” notes and maintain
records of political contributions; and

) A Senator cannot use an employee as a driver to
transport the Senator’s siblings.

The Financial Impact

The actual cost that accrued to taxpayers as a result of Orie's
alleged misuse of her legislative staff — according to testimony before this Grand
Jury -- depended upon what was going on politically at any particular moment in
time in the Orie office: i.e., during the time frames of Orie's own runs for office in
2002 and 2006 political activity among Orie's staff was most elevated; so too was
it during those times that Orie held her yearly fundraising campaigns. As
evidence has shown in this investigation, the same increase in the use of the

Orie staff for non-legislative work took place during Orie Melvin's two campaigns
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for Justice of the Supreme Court in 2003 and 2009. Peaks of non-legislative
activity occurred during those periods of time that immediately preceded both the
primary and general elections.

Based upon the time periods which Orie staffers admittedly devoted
to non-legislative work, the monetary loss to the Commonwealth appears to
range from a low of approximately $37,000 to a high of $74,000. Testimony has
revealed that during the most active portions of those above-described times the
non-legislative work of Orie's staffers could account for up to 50%, or on some
occasions, even more, of the staffers’' workdays. At least three of Orie's staffers
so testified to this account: Joshua Dott, Jamie Pavlot and Christa Meeder.
Orie's own Chief of Staff, Jamie Paviot, admitted that as much as 20% of
legislative staff time, and sometimes as high as 50% for some individual staffers,

was expended to carry out campaign activities.

It should be noted that the above monetary calculations do not
encompass all of the financial benefits that accrued to Orie, Orie Melvin, or their
respective campaigns throughout the years that this scheme was ongoing. The
unfettered access that was available for political purposes to Orie's legislative
office space, equipment, and staffers willing to do their political bidding was
virtually without cost- except to the taxpayers of the Commonwealth. The actual
calculation of those benefits will, unfortunately, have to be left for a later time.

This Grand Jury is aware that after the attorney for Orie made the

general public aware of the existence of this investigation, a few former

employees were interviewed by the media and they were reported as saying that
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they had seen no evidence of any such non-legislative work being done by staff
of the Orie office. It appears to this Grand Jury that the evidence it has received
during this investigation makes it clear that while the intermingling of legislative
and political work was most pervasive during those times when either Orie or her
sister actually was involved in electioneering, or fundraising, those types of
activities weren't necessarily being pursued to the same degree of intensity at all
times of the year as they would have been during the actual election cycles
themselves, or, for that matter, during those times of Orie's most active periods of
fundraising such as the annual efforts that generally took place in late spring or
early summer.

It is thus entirely conceivable to this Grand Jury that some staffers,
including some short-term interns working in the fall or winter in a non-election
year, may never have been exposed to the type of non-legislative efforts that
were taking place at other times in the very same legislative office. And most
staffers agreed that the use of the senate employees by Orie for political
purposes was not necessarily something that staffers generally talked about —
especially to other workers who did not have a vested interest in continuing their
respective employment with Orie's district office.

A number of these same people, both current staff members as
well as some who had been previously-employed by the Orie office, have
testified that they were well aware of the illegality of the acts that they were being
required to perform on behalf of Orie herself and, at times, those that they did on

behalf of Orie's sister, Joan Orie Melvin. Nonetheless, they said that they felt
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compelled to carry out the directives handed down by Orie or her designates -
who included Orie's Chief of Staff Pavlot and, during the two Orie Melvin
campaigns, Janine Orie - because such activities were considered to be “part of
the job".

Orie staffers who testified before this Grand Jury further reported
how a member of Orie's senate office staff who would challenge directives
handed-down for them to perform non-legislative work while on senate time
would be met with repercussions by either Orie or her Chief of Staff. In some
cases such an unwillingness to cooperative in non-legislative activities by a
staffer while on state paid time was perceived as “evidence of disloyalty’, a
transgression that in some cases led to eventual termination of employment at
Orie's office.

On the other hand, those who were deemed to be “loyal” to Orie's
cause would sometimes reap significant benefits — such as through in-house
promotions. One other example of this was reflected in an episode that occurred
in 2004 when one temporary staffer, who could not receive an increase in salary
because of a state-imposed cap on intern salaries, was actually permitted to
accrue at leas two weeks of pay even though the staffer was not actually
required to be present at the office to perform any legislative duties.

A number of witnesses have observed to this Grand Jury that Orie
seemed to staff her legislative positions with people who were least likely to
complain about having to perform the non-legislative tasks in which they were

required to participate, specifically staffers in a one income family who could il-

56



afford to lose their jobs. The Grand Jury sees this common observation that was
made by a number a witnesses who testified before it as a reasonable basis for
understanding the reason why it took an unpaid intern who had no vested
interest in an ongoing job to come forward and report the illegal activity that
apparently had been going on for such an extended period of time within the Orie
legislative office.

Evidence before this investigative body made it clear that although
in actuality for years members of Orie's staff were being directed to do illegal,
non-legislative, political work by the Senator for herself and for others — including
her sister, Judge Orie Melvin - the public persona that was portrayed by Orie
projected quite the opposite picture — that is, that hers was an office that was
portrayed as having scrupulously adhered to the law when it came to assigning
work to her legislatively-paid staff. This projection was clearly echoed in the
letter that Orie herself originally hand-wrote to be typed up and sent to the
complaining intern as well as to the intern's supervisory professors at the
University of Pittsburgh in response to the allegations of improprieties that had
been made by that intern on October 30, 2009. Those words of Orie's in that
correspondence read as follows: “At no time has any member of my staff
engaged in any political activity during, or on official state working time."

As has been observed by this Grand Jury in both the documents
that it has reviewed and in the testimony of at least fifteen witnesses who testified
under oath as to the nature of the political work that has done literally for years in

her office, Orie's words in that correspondence appear to be substantially refuted
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by evidence uncovered during this inquiry. To say the least, the myriad of e-
mails, text messages, and other writings, as well as the actual testimony of those
staffers — past and present — who worked regularly for her, including at least one
who served as a supervisor in Orie's office for over ten years, directly contradict
the assertions that Orie made in that letter.

One witness before this Grand Jury made a comment that seemed
to especially “hit home” to this investigative body regarding the apparent the level
of hypocrisy that appears to have existed within the supervisory personnel who
worked within the Orie legislative office. When asked to describe a particular
piece of correspondence that was ultimately identified by the witness as one of
the innumerable political “thank you” notes that the witness had been tasked to
send out for Orie to a person who had contributed to the Senator's political
campaign, the worker directed the attention of the Grand Jurors to the words that
appear on the bottom of the letter itself; those words were, “Not paid for at

taxpayer's expense.” As she read these words, the witness seemed to bristle as

she explained that she was the very person who prepared that document, as well
as others like it — all while she did this she was on the state payroll as a staffer
for the Pennsylvania Senate. The staffer lamented that the printed words at the
bottom of that letter just were not true.

Among the legislative items that were also used by staffers to
promote the respective political activities of both Orie and her sister, Orie Melvin,

were some of a more concrete nature.
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The use of the office equipment in Orie's legislative office reportedly
occurred frequently according to staffers, and apparently took place for both
Orie's own political purposes and for those of Orie Melvin as well. While some of
the print work for both Orie and Orie Melvin was sent out to commercial printers
in the area, at least five of her staff reported that Orie's legislative office printer
being used for political purposes at other times. As recently as October 29",
2009, Orie's senate-owned equipment was utilized after Orie herself directed
staffers to draw up poll cards for the Orie Melvin campaign for delivery to
convents and nuns in the area (some of which were assigned destinations not
even in the area covered by Orie's Senatorial district).

As reflected above, on another occasion a staffer reported being
directed to draw up and print 1,000 poll cards at a time for use in one of Orie's
campaign. Other staffers reported the regular use of the legislative office
scanner to input political and campaign-related matters into databases for both
the Orie and Orie Melvin campaigns. When hard copies of the data within the
files of both Orie and Orie Melvin were needed, Orie's printer or photocopier
equipment was utilized to provide those hard copies. All of these things had a
cost to the taxpayers; but those costs are just not readily ascertainable at this
time.

In summary, the value of the investigative Grand Jury process to
pursue formal inquiries into allegations of public corruption was clearly evidenced
in this case. An obvious impediment to law enforcement’s ability to ferret out

pervasive acts of illegality by public officials can often arise in such cases, as it
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actually did occur on multiple occasions during this investigation.  Here,
subpoenaed witness after witness — the majority of who were either past or
current employees of Orie — sought the protections embodied within their
respective Constitutional rights against self-incrimination.

The Grand Jury noted throughout the investigation the reluctance of
several witnesses to come forward and describe what had been going on behind
the closed doors of the Orie office for so many years. Had it not been for the
authority of the Grand Jury Supervising Judge’s ability to grant immunity to those
witnesses who expressed reluctance to testify, the results of this inquiry may

have been very different.

Certainly the resolution and full scope of the allegations that had
been made at the initiation of this case would have taken much longer if the
Grand Jury had been denied access to the witness testimony and documentary
evidence that ultimately was brought forward. Had judicial immunity not been
available, most of the allegations now within this Presentment would still remain
hidden beneath the shroud of secrecy imposed by concerns for job security and
the desire to keep the fact of participation in such illegal acts from the public
view.

Clearly, this investigation has disclosed the existence of a system
of abuse of the services of legislative staff members of the Orie senate office that
persisted over no less than a full decade. The widespread commingling of
legislative versus non-legislative duties by staff members created an atmosphere

of abuse and corruption that permeated the atmosphere of that Senatorial office.
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By utilizing her own staffers, Orie was able to gain a financial advantage over
those of her political competitors who were required to go the open market in
order to obtain staff and equipment to mount a credible campaign; the situation
for Orie was obviously different due to a ready-made staff of state-paid workers
that she could draw upon to take care of her political needs as the occasion
arose.

Certainly what this Grand Jury has observed through the testimony
and documentary evidence in this case clearly demonstrate that Orie's on-going
campaign activities for years were the antithesis of political competition on a

“level playing field".
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CONCLUSIONS

We, the 2008 Allegheny County Investigating Grand Jury, do
hereby conclude as follows:

1. That there is probable cause to believe that Senator Jane Orie
committed the crimes of three (3) counts of Theft of Services-Diversion of
services, specifically that (1) between 2001 through and including November,
2009 {for her own personal political fundraising and campaign work}, (2) the 2002
and 2006 election cycles, {the election campaigns of Senator Orie}, and (3) the
2003 and 2009 election cycles {for the benefit of her sister, Joan Orie Melvin's
Supreme Court races}, she, having control over the disposition of services of
others, namely, the services of her legislative staff, for political purposes, to
which she was not entitled, knowingly diverted such services to her own benefit
or to the benefit of another not entitled thereto and the services had a total value

greater than $2,000 (18 Pa.C.S.A.§ 3926(b)).

2. That there is probable cause to believe that Janine Orie, as an
accomplice of Jane Orie, committed the crime of one (1) count of Theft of
Services — Diversion of Services (18 PA.C.S.A.§ Sec. 306(C)(1)(ii)), on diverse
dates during the 2009 election cycle when she knowingly participated in the
diversion of services of members of Jane Orie's legislative staff over which
Senator Orie had control of the disposition of such services, in order that such
staffers would conduct on legislative time political work for candidate Joan Orie

Melvin when Senator Orie, Janine Orie, and Joan Orie Melvin were not entitled to
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such services, such diverted services having a total value greater that $2000 (18
PA.C.S.A.§. 3926 (b).

3. That there is probable cause to believe that Senator Jane Orie
committed one (1) count of the crime of Criminal Conspiracy to Commit Theft of
Services, specifically that between 2001 through December, 2009, with the intent
of promoting or facilitating theft of services from the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania, agreed with Janine Orie, Jamie Pavlot, and legislative staffers
known and unknown, to divert the services of Senator Orie's legislative staff for
the personal benefit of Senator Jane Orie and/or Judge Joan Orie Melvin, neither

of whom were entitled to these services. (18 Pa.C.S.A. §903).

4. That there is probable cause to believe that Janine Orie committed (1)
one count of the crime of Criminal Conspiracy to Commit Theft of Services,
specifically that during the 2009 election cycle with the intent of promoting or
facilitating theft of services from the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, agreed with
Senator Jane Orie, Jamie Pavlot, and legislative staffers known and unknown, to
divert the services of Senator Orie's legislative staff for the personal benefit of
Judge Joan Orie Melvin, who was not entitled to these services. (18 Pa.C.S.A. §

903).
5. That there is probable cause to believe that Senator Jane Orie

committed the crimes of (3) three counts of Tampering or Fabricating Physical

Evidence, specifically that (1) between October 30, 2009 through early
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November, 2009, (2) November 2, 2009 and (3) November 4, 2009 through early
December, 2009, Senator Jane Orie, believing that an official investigation was
about to be instituted, destroyed, concealed or removed campaign-related
documents from her legislative office with the intent of impairing the availability of

these documents to an investigation. (18 Pa.C.S.A. § 4910).

6. That there is probable cause to believe that Senator Jane Orie
committed the crimes of three (3) counts of Conflict of Interest, specifically that
during the time (1) beginning from 2001 through and including November, 2009
{for her own personal fundraising}, (2) the 2002 and 2006 election cycles, {the
election campaigns of Senator Orie}, and (3) the 2003 and 2009 election cycles
{for the benefit of her sister, Joan Orie Melvin's Supreme Court races}, Senator
Jane Orie, a public official, engaged in conduct that constituted a conflict of
interest, by using her office for the private pecuniary benefit of herself and her
immediate family, specifically, her sister, Judge Joan Orie Melvin (65 Pa.C.S.A.

§1103(a))
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The Grand Jury therefore recommends the following charges be
filed against the following:
Senator Jane Orie
1) Theft of Services [Diversion of Services], 18 Pa.C.S.A. § 3926(b), (3 Counts),
Felony of the Third Degree
2) Tampering with or Fabricating Physical Evidence, 18 Pa.C.S.A. § 4910(1)
(3 counts), Misdemeanor of the Second Degree
3) Criminal Conspiracy, 18 Pa.C.S.A. § 903, to commit Theft of Services,
18 Pa.C.S.A. § 3926(b), (1 count), Felony of the Third Degree
4) Pennsylvania Public Official and Employee Ethics Act, 65 Pa.C.S.A. § 1103(a)
(3 counts), Statutory Felony
Janine Orie
1) Theft of Services [Diversion of Services], 18 Pa.C.S.A. § 3926(b)
(one count), Felony of the Third Degree
2) Criminal Conspiracy, 18 Pa.C.S.A. § 903, to commit Theft of Services,
18 Pa.C.S.A. § 3926(b), (one count), Felony of the Third Degree
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It is the further recommendation of this Grand Jury that, since the
investigation into the conduct of other principals who may have been involved in
these and related crimes remains unfinished at this time, as soon as practicable,
a subsequent Grand Jury be empanelled to ascertain the full criminal liability of
those individuals, known and unknown, who are not included within these

recommendations.

e Te, X

Date Foreman
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Noel Nyquist

From: Noel Burch [Noel@commonwealthstrategic.com]
Sent: Friday, February 13, 2009 3:51 PM

To: ‘Joan Orie Melvin'

Subject: RE:

Done.

Noel M. Burch

Commonwedlth Strategic Solutions

717.234.5424 Office

717.234.5427 Fax

717-805-9790 Cell

Sent: Friday, February 13, 2009 3:50 PM
To: Noel Burch
Subject:

Noel
Email me at my personal emal address

I don't read this email. I want this for scheduler & campaign staff. I don't always check this. My blackberry has
my personal email connected. If you email me send it there where I can access it.
ThanksJOM

'BOARD'S
~ EXHIBIT -




Ke:

Subject: Re:

From: "Casey Melvin" <cmelvin@princeton.edu>
Date: Fri, 18 Sep 2009 18:45:21 +0000

To: "Jan Orie" <bbboru@yahoo.com>

Jan that is bullshit todd is just afraid to death of jane. Tracy hasn't done the job right from the
start. Love you!!

From; janine Orie

Date: Fri, 18 Sep 2009 09:09:01 -0700 (PDT)

To: Casey A Melvin (cmelvin@Princeton.EDU)<cmelvin@Princeton. EDU>
Subject: Fw:

--- On Fri, 9/18/09, Noel Burch <Noel@commonwealthstrategic.com> wrote:

From: Noel Burch <Noel@commonwealthstrategic.com>
Subject:

To: "janine Orie" <bbboru@yahoo.com>

Cc: "judge orie melvin" <oriemelvin@yahoo.com>, "Mike Long"
<Mike@commonwealthstrategic.com>, "toddn25@yahoo.com"
<toddn25@yahoo.com>

Date: Friday, September 18, 2009, 8:27 AM

From: toddn25@yahoo.com [mailto:toddn25@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, September 18, 2009 11:20 AM

To: Noel Burch

Subject: Re: Sept 17

I want this sent to Janine! Janine, if u want to do some of this stuff instead of sitting on
your ass lecturing, feel free to jump in and actually help....| don't appreciate this email
and frankly am sick of your missives! This type of attitude doesn't help the judge and
frankly does little benefit toward our combined goal of winning.....and don't respond to
this email with a written response....Fell free to call mel.... but | will be damned if u will
scold my staff who is working hard!

Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

T BORRDS |
ExHiBr - f

From: janine Orie [mailto:bbboru@yahoo.com]




v,

Sent: Friday, September 18, 2009 11:02 AM

To: Noel Burch; Mike Long; todd nyquest

Cc: janeorle@aol.com; judge orfe melvin; joanne tsucalas
Subject: RE: Sept 17

| still believe it could have been avoided if tracy had just forwarded the revised
emailed daily schedule that joanne send her on Sept 15---with the updates of firms --it
did not require her doing a new revised weekly schedule—This should never happen
with firms---By the way, we actually sent you and tracy a list of firms after the primary
in Pittsburgh and requested that you contact them---the phone numbers were
given—-and this was never done in the summer--which we thought would be easier to
coordinate-—I do not believe it should have been Joanne apologizing and beleive that
Tracy owes the judge a personal apology for this error---which has not been done as
yet!

--- On Fri, 9/18/09, Noel Burch <Noe/@commonwealthstrategic.com> wrote:

From: Noel Burch <Noel@commonwealthstrategic.com>

Subject: RE: Sept 17

To: "janine Orie" <bbboru@yahoo.com>

Cc: "Mike Long" <Mike@commonwealthstrategic.com>, "toddn25@yahoo.com"
<toddn25@yahoo.com>

Date: Friday, September 18, 2009, 7:55 AM

Janine, it was honestly just an oversight. Joanne and Tracy are both doing separate schedules
for the judge and as you know, during this last morth things are getting a bit hectic.

| spoke with both Joanne and Tracy this moming and they are both going to forward their
separate agendas to me so that | can meld the two together and send them to you and the Judge
on the Friday before the up and coming week. We are hoping that adding a third set of eyes will
help during this busy scheduling time.

Considering the number of events that are going on, I'm quite surprised there haven't been more
errors! They are both doing a good job, but we will work to ensure that no events are missed in
the future.

Thanks.

From: janine Orie [mailto:bbboru@yahco.com]
Sent: Friday, September 18, 2009 10:49 AM
To: Noel Burch

Cc: Mike Long

Subject: FW: Sept 17

How was the major error made??????7?7????2?2?2?7?



Re:

--- On Thu, 9/17/09, Joanne <jct.uta@att.net> wrote:

From: Joanne <jct.uta@att.net>

Subject: FW: Sept 17

To: "janine Orie" <bbboru@yahoo.com>, "Joan Orie Melvin"
<oriemelvin@yahoo.com>, janeorie@aol.com

Date: Thursday, September 17, 2009, 4:13 PM

This is what | sent to Tracy as a final for Sept 17

From: Joanne <jct.uta@att.net>

Date: Tue, 15 Sep 2009 16:40:51 -0400
To: Tracy Kolich <tlkolich@gmail.com>
Subject: FW: Sept 17

Septi7:
9:30 am

Pepper Hamilton

One Mellon Bank Center

500 Grant Street, 50th Floor

Pittsburgh, PA 15219

POC: Richard Thomas, Esq., Managing Partner
412-454-5000

10:30 am

Jones Day

One Mellon Bank Building

500 Grant Street, 31st Floor
Pittsburgh, PA 15219

POC: Chuck Moellenberg, Esq.
412-391-3939

11:30 am

Zimmer Kunz

US Steel Tower

600 Grant Street, 33rd Floor
Pittsburgh, PA 15219

POC: Steven Perry, Esq.
412-434-5441

12:30 pm

Meeting Location:

The Terrace Room - Ground Floor
O'Brien Rulls

Omni William Pond Hotel



555 Grant Street, Suite 120

Pittsburgh, PA 15219

POC: Vito Bochicchio, Esq., Managing Partner
412-904-5206

1:30 pm
Edgar Snyder

US Steel Tower

600 Grant Street, 10th Floor
Pittsburgh, PA 15219

POC: Todd Berkey, Esq.
412-394-1000

Amy: asamarin@edgarsnyder.com

3:00 pm
Meyer Unkovic

Henry Oliver Building

535 Smithfield Street, Suite 1300
Pittsburgh, PA 15222

POC: Laurie Alderman
412-456-2854

Sept. 28

2:30 pm

Marshall Denehey

US Steel Tower

600 Grant Street, #2900
Pittsburgh, PA 15219
POC: Scott Dunlop, Esq.
412-803-1140



Subject: Fw:

From: janine Orie <bbboru@yahoo.com>

Date: Mon, 10 Aug 2009 06:38:44 -0700 (PDT)
To: janeorie@aol.com

C CC: judge orie melvin <oriemelvin@yahoo.com>

Joan please email that she was working for other candaite and due to her deficiencies we
were double charged for invites to pat solaro event invoice# 6081 from krick graphic 439.37
then invoice 6083 same invites 425.86 both dated may 13 addition of moran and also
mispelled Eileen Melvin's name on invite to Somerset event

--- On Mon, 8/10/09, Mike Long <Mike@commonwealthstrategic.com> wrote:

From: Mike Long <Mike@commonwealthstrategic.com>
Subject:

To: "janine Orie" <bbboru@yahoo.com>

Cc: "Noel Burch" <Noel@commonwealthstrategic.com>
Date: Monday, August 10, 2009, 6:22 AM

Janine, Ms. Conley has sent me a number of emails regarding the attached. She
claims here last invoice in the primary was reduced by $2,000 when t was paid. Would
you please check into this matter and let me know. Thanks.

C Michael S. Long

Commonwealth Strategic Solutions
121 State Street, Harrisburg, PA 17101
mike@commonwealthstrategic.com
717-234-5424 - phone

717-234-5427 - fax

Conley Balance Due
April.May Invoice.doc

Content-Type: application/msword
Content-Encoding: base64

Content-Description:
Conley Balance Due April.May Invoice.doc
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Marie Conley
742 South 80t Street
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17111

Invoice:

To: Mike Long, Hallowell Branstetter and Long

From: Marie Conley

Date: June 9, 2009

Re: Invoice

PAST DUE

April 16,2009 —May 15,2009..........cc0vvnirvicrmincnnnnnnn. $2,000.00
Total Amount Due: $2,000.00

Payment due upon receipt.
Please make checks payable and send to:

Marie Conley
742 South 80% Street
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17111



Subject: Fw: Marie Conley

From: oriemelvin@yahoo.com

Date: Mon, 10 Aug 2009 20:10:58 +0000

To:"J ane Orie" <janeorie@aol.com>,"Jan" <Bbboru@yahoo.com>

Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

From: Mike Long

Date: Mon, 10 Aug 2009 14:58:31 -0400

To: Joan Orie<oriemelvin@yahoo.com>: toddn25@yahoo.com<toddn25@yahoo.com>
Subject: RE: Marie Conley

Thanks, Judge. My email was not advocating for her but rather inquiring. She has constantly bugged me
about it and | did not know the facts. Now | do. See you Thursday for the T.V. shoot.

RAS 8 e AN b BArEA A VEALA R Ve rw e B8 e AL e el Y %e h mel o b e ety . At

From: Joan Orie [mailto:oriemelvin@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, August 10, 2009 2:35 PM

To: Mike Long; toddn25@yahoo.com

Cc: Jane orle; janine orie

Subject: Marie Conley

Mike,

The Primary was May 18, a mere 2 weeks of May. What was it she did in May? I remember her
attending the Lancaster GOP Dinner working for Kevin Brobson in May. He wasn't paying her. She put
C_ out his handcards on all the tables while Senator Orie & my daughter put out my cards on the table. She

- then worked the private cocktail handing Brobson's cards to all the heavy hitters while 1 tried to work the
room by myself. I'm furious she got paid for May.

Then there was double payment for the invitations for Pat Solano event. She had invitations printed and
billed $439.37 (invoice 6081) and then realized she made a mistake and had to have them reprinted at
my expense $425.86 (invoice 6083) because she left a principal's name (Moran) off the invitation. She
did ABSOLUTELY nothing for my campaign in May with the exception of A Somerset event through
mine & Jane's contact with the State Rep there. She was paid her expenses for that trip. By the way, it
was truly EMBARASSING that she mispelled Eileen Melvin's name on the invitation. Apparently she
didn't catch her error on that invitation or I would have billed for her mistake on reprints of the
invitation.

She made NO CONTACTS & did NOTHING for me in May. She should return her partial payment that
covered to the primary on May19th.

I complained to Todd in April and she said she was gone. That's why I had no contact with her in May.
She didn't even speak to me or Jane in Lancaster. She knew she wasn't working for me.

Joan

10f1 11182010 11-8¢



Subject: Re: Templeton & Walker

From: Joanne Crane Tsucalas <jct.uta@att.net>
Date: Thu, 15 Oct 2009 13:28:09 -0400

To: janine Orie <bbboru@yahoo.com>

Q Walker only sending $1,000 out today to Jack's office. He said that's the best he can do.

From: janine Orie <bbboru@yahoo.com>
Date: Thu, 15 Oct 2009 07:08:28 -0700 (PDT)
To: joanne tsucalas <jct.uta@att.net>
Subject: Fw: Re: Re: Templeton & Walker

--- On Thu, 10/15/09, oriemelvin@yahoo.com <oriemelvin@yahoo.com> wrote:

From: oriemelvin@yahoo.com <oriemelvin@yahoo.com>
Subject: Re: Re: Templeton & Walker

To: "Jan" <Bbboru@yahoo.com>

Date: Thursday, October 15, 2009, 6:58 AM

: I need 100,000 from templeton. That's what he gave lally green. Tell
C him Panella has $1million from philly trial lawyers has $600,000 from
out of state unions. He has gay lesbian & pro choice groups. This is

about majority court & future. | NEED to talk to him. Ask alan for

$25,000.
Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

From: janine Orie <bbboru@yahoo.com>
Date: Thu, 15 Oct 2009 06:49:27 -0700 (PDT)
To: <oriemelvin@yahoo.com>

Subject: Fw: Re: Templeton & Walker

--- On Thu, 10/15/09, Joanne Crane Tsucalas <jct.uta@att.net>
wrote:

From: Joanne Crane Tsucalas <jct.uta@att.net>
Subject: Re: Templeton & Walker
To: "janine Orie" <bbboru@yahoo.com>
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Date: Thursday, October 15, 2009, 6:47 AM

Give me $ amount | can shop to Templeton and Alan Walker
ie Ad to counter the 2 negatives. That's what these guys like
to do.

From: janine Orie <bbboru@yahoo.com>
Date: Thu, 15 Oct 2009 05:52:38 -0700 (PDT)
To: Joanne Crane Tsucalas <jct.uta@att.net>
Subject: Re:

please tell chris thank you for the offer but the
judge is booked thru election—

joanne we really need to find money -panella is
on tv with ads all last night —they said he has 2
negatives scheduled for next week- —nothing

lally-geen and the entire superior court ticket last
run---over 300, 000 each lastly NO one from
vrabanioc Isit showed last night----

--- On Wed, 10/14/09, Joanne Crane Tsucalas
<jct.uta@att.net> wrote:

From: Joanne Crane Tsucalas
<jct.uta@att.net>

Subject: Re:

To: "janine Orie"
<bbboru@yahoo.com>

Date: Wednesday, October 14, 2009,
1.51 PM

Just catching up on replies:

Spoke to Chris last Sunday and he
wanted to invite JOM to a class he
was teaching with a panel on the
Polanki extradition and new film out. it
was last minute but thought JOM as
well as the class would find it
interesting.

Last Friday sent Howden info on up
coming events he could attend.

11/17/2010 12:1
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From: janine Orie
<bbboru@yahoo.com>
Date: Fri, 9 Oct 2009
11:54:51 -0700 (PDT)
To: joanne tsucalas
<jct.uta@att.net>

can you please call chris
sepesy 724-322-1863 he
called for the judge but
she has been traveling
can you field this call
thanks

also did we ever find out
anything on dick howden
267-664-0749 remeber we
had you call him before

11/17/2010 12:12
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Subject: Re:

From: oriemelvin@yahoo.com

Date: Fri, 18 Sep 2009 15:04:00 +0000
To: "Jan" <Bbboru@yahoo.com>

Can you send letter from jane to toomey & corbett's campaigns asking for contribution

Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

From: janine Orie

Date: Fri, 18 Sep 2009 07:53:26 -0700 (PDT)
To: Joan Orie<oriemelvin@yahoo.com>
Subject: Re:

you can then i will send a note from jane on your behalf

--- On Thu, 9/17/09, Joan Orie <oriemelvin@yahoo.com> wrote:

From: Joan Orie <oriemelvin@yahoo.com>
Subject: Re:

To: "janine Orie" <bbboru@yahoo.com>

Date: Thursday, September 17, 2009, 11:47 PM

not yet do i do teamsters & ameris notes?

From: janine Orie <bbboru@yahoo.com>

To: judge orle melvin <oriemelvin@yahoo.com>

Cc: "Casey A Melvin (cmelvin@Princeton.EDU)" <cmelvin@princeton.edu>
Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2009 9:29:52 AM

Subject:

did you ever get the german names/addresses

CEXHIBIT

OARD'S
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Subject: Fw: Re: 1st Annual Gun Bash

From: janine Orie <bbboru@yahoo.com>

Date: Tue, 22 Sep 2009 05:25:50 -0700 (PDT)
To: joshua dott <joshuadott@gmail.com>

CC: judge orie melvin <oriemelvin@yahoo.com>

can you make sure they get them and the sportsmen the judge will tell you where they need
to go thank you

--- On Tue, 9/22/09, oriemelvin@yahoo.com <oriemelvin@yahoo.com> wrote:

| From: oriemelvin@yahoo.com <oriemelvin@yahoo.com>

Subject: Re: 1st Annual Gun Bash
To: "Jan" <Bbboru@yahoo.com>
Date: Tuesday, September 22, 2009, 5:24 AM

I ordered kinko nra. Will pick up today & take to josh
Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

From: janine Orie
Date: Tue, 22 Sep 2009 05:16:27 -0700 (PDT)
To: judge orie melvin<oriemelvin@yahoo.com>

Subject: Fw: 1st Annual Gun Bash
Joan do you have some handouts maybe can take or whoever is attending for jane

-— On Mon, 9/21/09, Jamie Paviot <jombie1013@yahoo.com> wrote:

From: Jamie Pavlot <jombie1013@yahoo.com>

Subject: 1st Annual Gun Bash

To: "Janine Orie" <bbboru@yahoo.com>

Cc: "Joan Melvin" <oriemelvin@yahoo.com>, "Jane QOrie" <janeorie@aol.com>

Date: Monday, September 21, 2009, 1:14 PM

Janine,

The Senator donated $100.00 as a sponsor for the
McDonald Sportsmen's Association c/o

Jim Rozum, Chairman.

Their event is set for this Saturday, September 26th and I
thought Judge might want to send

about 500 poll cards so they can set them out. He claims
they will have between 500-800

attendees. e

117N tTN". ¢



7. VG, J O MNNIUaGl W vadn

They are strongly affiliated with the National Rifle
Association, the Pennsylvania Rifle & Pistol Association,
the National Shooting Sports Foundation, Washington
County Sportsmen's and Conservation League, and a few

more.

Contact:

Jim Rozum

478 Pinion Drive
Imperial, PA 15126
(412) 498-9977
james.rozum(@verizon.net

Thanks,

Jamie
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Subject: Re: 1st Annual Gun Bash
From: "Dott, Josh" <jdott@pasen.gov>
Date: 9/21/2009 5:34 PM

O To: <oriemelvin@yahoo.com>

Ok I will take to labor union--i can drive anytime this week/ weekend as well so let me know If you need me to,

From: orlemelvin@yahoo.com

To: Dott, Josh

Sent: Mon Sep 21 17:28:25 2009
Subject: Fw: 1st Annual Gun Bash

| can drop off 800 handcards for this. | also have 2 boxes of hand cards Janine needs you to
drop off at Laborers office acrass from Palumbo. Thanks

Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

From: jombie1013@yahoo.com

Date: Mon, 21 Sep 2009 21:19:44 +0000
To: <oriemelvin@yahoo.com>

Subject: Re: 1st Annual Gun Bash

Yes

C Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

From: oriemelvin@yahoo.com

Date: Mon, 21 Sep 2009 21:07:54 +0000
To: Jamie Paviot<jombie1013@yahoo.com>
Subject: Re: 1st Annual Gun Bash

Does he need more handcards?

Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

From: jombie1013@yahoo.com

Date: Mon, 21 Sep 2009 20:18:26 +0000
To: Joan Orie<oriemelvin@yahoo.com>
Subject: Re: 1st Annual Gun Bash

| can send josh

Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry

C From: Joan Orie
Date: Mon, 21 Sep 2009 13:17:32 -0700 (PDT)
™ oms




To: Jamie Pavlot<jombie1b1 3@yahoo.com>
Subject: Re; 1st Annual Gun Bash

Who do i give them too? Will Josh be going?

From: Jamle Paviot <jombie1013@yahoo.com>

To: Janine Orie <bbboru@yahoo.com>

Cc: Joan Melvin <oriemelvin@yahoo.com>; Jane Orie <janeorie@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, Septermber 21, 2009 4:14:10 PM

Subject: ist Annual Gun Bash

Janine,

The Senator donated $100.00 as a sponsor for the McDonald
Sportsmen's Association ¢/o

Jim Rozum, Chairman.

Their event is set for this Saturday, September 26th and I thought
Judge might want to send

about 500 poll cards so they can set them out. He claims they will
have between 500-800

attendees.

i They are strongly affiliated with the National Rifle Assomatlon, the
Pennsylvania Rifle & Pistol Association, the National Shooting Sports
Foundation, Washington County Sportsmen's and Conservation League,
and a few more.,

Contact:

Jim Rozum

478 Pinion Drive
Imperial, PA 15126
(412) 498-9977

james.rozum(@verizon.net

Thanks,
Jamie



COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
COURT OF JUDICIAL DISCIPLINE

IN RE:

Joan Orie Melvin; -
Justice of the Supreme Court : 531D 2012
of Pennsylvania; :

PROOF OF SERVICE

In compliance with Rule 122(D) of the Court of Judicial Discipline Rules
of Procedure, on May 18, 2012, a copy of this BOARD COMPLAINT AND
PETITION FOR SUSPENSION was sent by both email, read receipt requested,
and Certified Mail to counsel for the Justice Orie Melvin, who agreed to

accept service of this Board Complaint on behalf of his client:

William I. Arbuckle, III, Esquire
Mazza Law Group, P.C.
3081 Enterprise Drive, Ste. 2
State College, PA 16801-5923

Email: arbuckle@mazzalaw.com
Email Read receipt received: P.M.

Certified Mail No. 71617145537302500124
Return Receipt Requested

DATE: May 18, 2012

Pa. Supreme Court ID No. 76540

Judicial Conduct Board

601 Commonwealth Avenue, Suite 3500
P.O. Box 62525

Harrisburg, PA 17106

(717) 234-7911
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