


thereafter engaged RC Services of New York, LLC (the “Investigator”) to conduct the
investigation.

4, On May 3, 2024, the Investigator reported the results of its work to the
Reference Panel.

a3 After consideration of the information provided by the Investigator, and after
due deliberation, the Reference Panel referred the matter to this Hearing Panel on June 7,
2024, See Canon I'V.11.3(e) (referral to Hearing Panel).

6. This Hearing Panel was appointed by the President of the Board to hear and
adjudicate the matters set forth below, which fall within its jurisdiction pursuant to Canon
IV.13.

7. This is an ecclesiastical matter under the exclusive jurisdiction of the Church.
See Canon IV.19.1. By taking ordination vows and receiving Holy Orders, Respondent
consented to subject himself to the jurisdiction of the Church with regard to the adjudication
of alleged violations of the Canons. Jd. Pursuant to the Canons, disciplinary cases involving
bishops are investigated, adjudicated, or otherwise resolved by the Board. See Canon
[V.17.3.a. The Hearing Panel in this matter is appointed to hear evidence and impose any
remedy authorized by the Canons. See Canon IV.17.5.

Summary of Material Facts

8. In February 2008, the Rt. Rev. Prince Singh (“Respondent™) was elected
Bishop Diocesan of the Episcopal Diocese of Rochester (“Diocese™). He was consecrated as
Bishop Diocesan of the Diocese on May 31, 2008, and served in that capacity until his

resignation in February 2022.



Episode One

9. In the year 2018, while attending a social event,_
B (cccived a report from an attendee concerning alleged sexual activity
by a [ Picst I
I () truth or falsity of the allegations was not known [}

I If true, the described activity would have constituted a violation of one or more

Canons of the Church.

10. -reporled personally to the Respondent that he had received the
allegations of misconduct described in the paragraph above. _ reminded the
Respondent that such allegations required prompt reporting to the Church as required by Title
IV of the Canons.

11. Rather than report the allegations to the Intake Officer for the Board, as they
related to Respondent, and to the Diocesan Intake Officer, as they related to the Priest,
Respondent advised _ that he would handle the matter by other means. _
disagreed with this proposed handling of the complaint, and specifically the diversion of the
matter away from the mandatory reporting processes governed by Title IV of the Canons but
was warned by the Respondent to have nothing more to do with it.

12. The allegations were never reported to the Intake Officer for the Board, in the
case of Respondent, or to the Diocesan Intake Officer, in the case of the Priest, from the time
of Jllflinitia! report to the Respondent, until the present day.

13.  Instead of referring the allegations against the Priest to the Diocesan Intake

Officer, the Respondent engaged in a series of direct contacts with the Priest. Respondent












reputation, good order and discipline of the Church, or any conduct of a nature to bring
material discredit upon the Church or the Holy Orders conferred by the Church.”
Offenses Charged
(Episode One)

30.  With regard to Episode One, Respondent was under a duty to report the
alleged misconduct of the involved Priest to the Intake Officer of the Diocese. Respondent
was also under a duty to report the allegations of misconduct against him to the Intake
Officer for the Board. From the time he first learned of the allegations of sexual impropriety
to date, Respondent took no action to report the allegations. The continuing failures to report,
as to either himself or the Priest, constitute violations of Canon 1V.4.1.f. for which
Respondent is accountable under Canon IV.3.2.

31.  The failures to report the allegations of misconduct by the Priest and the
Respondent each constituted a knowing violation of the Canons of the Church, a violation of
Canon IV.3.1.a.

32.  The directive to - not to report the alleged violation by the Priest and
to ignore Respondent’s failure to report the alleged violation by the Priest, was a violation of
the Canons through the acts of another person, a violation of Canon IV.3.1.a.

33. The facts and circumstances of Episode One in their entirety, including the
rejection of] _entreaties to follow the requirements of the Canons of the Church,
evidence a neglect or disorder that prejudiced the good order and discipline of the Church,
and constitute Conduct Unbecoming a Member of the Clergy, a violation of Canon

IV.4.1.h.9.






discipline, constituting Conduct Unbecoming a Member of the Clergy, a violation of Canon

IV.4.1.h.9.

Wherefore, the Church Attorney respectfully requests that the Hearing Panel, after the
taking of evidence, enter an Order imposing such Sentence upon the Respondent as it may

determine is proper.

Dated: June 21, 2024

éﬁdo, ’Zmﬂa‘:?W

Craig Thomas Merritt
MerrittHill, PLLC

919 East Main Street
Suite 1000

Richmond, Virginia 23219
(804) 916-1600

Church Attorney
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