


1The City Solicitor has a position as a voting member of the Pension Board.  Mr. Meyer
was designated as an alternate board member who would sit on the Board whenever the City
Solicitor was unavailable.  Mr. Meyer previously held the position of Pension Board Legal
Advisor, but was replaced by Laura Teresinski some time after his appointment as alternate
board member.
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2Plantiff also asserts that the retaliation violates the free speech guarantee of the
Pennsylvania Constitution.  Because plaintiff fails to present any authority to show that
Pennsylvania’s guarantees are any broader than those of the First Amendment, the Court will
confine its discussion to the plaintiff’s federal constitutional claims.  See Saxe v. State College
Area Sch. Dist., 240 F.3d 200, 202 n.1 (3d Cir. 2001).
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3The DROP Ordinance provides that “

4Mr. Meyer’s opinion was based upon 
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5Rule 8.4 states in full:  

It is professional misconduct for a lawyer to:
(a) violate or attempt to violate the rules of professional conduct, knowingly assist or
induce another to do so, or do so through acts of another; 
(b) commit a criminal act that reflects adversely on the lawyer’s honesty, trustworthiness
or fitness as a lawyer in other respects; 
(c) engage in conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit or misrepresentation;
(d) engage in conduct that is prejudicial to the administration of justice;
(e) state or imply an ability to influence improperly a government agency or official; or
(f) knowingly assist a judge or judicial officer in conduct that is a violation of applicable
rules of judicial conduct or other law.

Plaintiff argues that 8.4(a), (c) and (d), in particular, are applicable to her situation.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

_______________________________________

PIA PYLES       : CIVIL ACTION
Plaintiff,       :

      :
vs.       : NO.  05-1769

      :
CITY OF PHILADELPHIA       :

Defendant.       :
_______________________________________

ORDER

AND NOW, this 8th day of December, 2006, upon consideration of Defendant’s Motion

for Summary Judgment (Doc. No. 15, filed Mar. 22, 2006); Plaintiff’s Memorandum of Law in

Opposition to Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment (Doc. No. 23, filed June 2, 2006); and

Defendant’s Reply Brief in Further Support of its Motion for Summary Judgment (Doc. No. 27,

filed June 16, 2006), for the reasons stated in the attached Memorandum, IT IS ORDERED that,

Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment is GRANTED and JUDGMENT IS ENTERED in

FAVOR of defendant, City of Philadelphia, and AGAINST plaintiff, Pia Pyles.

BY THE COURT:

____________________________

JAN E. DUBOIS, J.


