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JOAN LICHTMAN, : IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF
: PENNSYLVANIA
Appellant

V.
PRUDENTIAL FOX ROACH,
HON. ALLAN TERESHKO,
HON. IDEE FOX,
HON. PAMELA PRYOR DEMBE,
HON. WILLIAM MANFREDI,
HON. GARY GLAZER, :
WILLIAM LEDERER, JOANNE DAVIDOW,
VICKI GOLDBERG, FRANK DeFAZIO,
REGER, RIZZO & DARNALL : No. 1301 EDA 2013

LOUIS RIZZO, RICHARD DARNALL AND
JASON SWEET

Appeal from the Order Entered April 1, 2013,
in the Court of Common Pleas of Philadelphia County
Civil Division at No. 01944 Oct. Term 2012

BEFORE: FORD ELLIOTT, P.J.E., MUNDY AND MUSMANNO, 1J.

JUDGMENT ORDER BY FORD ELLIOTT, P.J.E.: FILED SEPTEMBER 17, 2014

Although we could dismiss this appeal based on appellant’s
incomprehensible brief being in violation of the Rules of Appellate Procedure,
instead, we affirm on the basis of the trial court’s Rule 1925 Opinion, which
was filed July 22, 2013. Additionally, since the judicial officers listed as
appellees were never properly served below, we dismiss them from the
appeal.

Order affirmed.
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Judgment Entered.

Joseph D. Seletyn, Esq.
Prothonotary

Date: 9/17/2014
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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS PHILADELPHIA COUNTY
FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

CIVIL TRIAL DIVISION

JOAN LICHTMAN ; -

Plaintiff -

v / : OCTOBER Term, 2012

; No.: 01944

PRUDENTIAL FOX ROACLL, er al

Defendants
SUPERIOR COURT 1301, 1425 EDA 2013

MEMORANDUM OPINION PURSUANT TO Pa. R A.P. 1925(b)
I.  FACTS/PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff commenced a fraudulent conveyance action in Philadelphia County by
complaint on October 12, 2012. As is the process in this county, a Case Management
Conference was scheduled for January 29, 2013, The purpose of the Cuse Management
Conference is:

1o obtain carly disclosure of basic information aboul each case so that it cun be

managed more effectively. This conference is mandatory; all counsel of record

and unrepresented parties musi aitend, Failure 10 atlend the conference could

result jn entry of an Order for Rule Returnable 10 Show Cause why the matter

should not be non-prossed or why sunctions should not be imposed
Civil Administration At A Glanee 2005-2006, Sec. 2, p. 3 (emphasis added)

On January 21, 2013, Plaintff faxed a letter to the Honorable Armold L. New requesting a
continuance of the Case Manugement Conference. In this—and other documents submitted by
plainiff—Pluinil ties, imter alia, her pasticipation with a guarantee from the court of “physical
and financial™ safety, See Plaintiff’s Memorandum of Law, p. 7 (“Plaintff timely, and
repeatedly, notified the court in detail regarding the reasons why Plaintiff would be unable to be

in Court, in person, unless the Court ensured both Plamtiff's physical and financia) safety”),

Motion for Reconsideration and to Strike/Open Judgment: Exhibit E - January 21, 2013 letter, p.
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6-7 (. even were Your Hopor to ensure my safery and the return of my illeqully serzed hommne,
property, assets and money, along with the means for mie 16 return to Philadelphia for purposes of
ditending courl 7).

Plaintiff also provided that the cominuance request was so that the court could “uddress
widerlying issues i (he case before requiring 1 Cuse Management conference ' PlainulT's
[923(h) Staternent and Lssues 1o Be Raised on Appeal, p. | Plainilf wrote, "Moteaver, were
[the defendants] forced by this Court 1o obey the law, my home. property. money and assets will
be returned, immedsately, in [l and imaet. o ight ol the peeuey aed the meonuovertible
third-party evidence .1 respeetfully vequest that Your Honor vacate Lhe evietion.” Motion for
Reconsiderntion and 10 Strike/Open Judgment: Fxbibit E - January 21, 200175 letter p 6
Plaieift's request [or o continuanee was denied on January 28, 2013,

On January 29, 2013, failed (o appear for the mandatory Case Management Conference
termvee “avordable™ by the Plamtill See Stenent of Matiers Complained of on Appeal. p 2
Un Februy 5, 2013, (he caunrt issued a Rule 1o Show Cause upon PhunufT as o why sanelions
stiauld not be imposed for plamulTs counsel’s filure 1o appear at Case Management Conference
tor Mareh 28, 2013, Plant(T filed a reply providing that she did not have legal counsel

On March 28, 2013, PlainufT failed Lo appear 1n response (o the Rule, Plaintifl’s case was
dismissed with prejudice. An appeal was filed on April 24, 2013

OnApril 10,2013, Plaini!T Gled a Motion For Reconsideraton amd (o Sinke/Open
Judgment. I ber movon, PlamiiTatenpts 1o persuade this conit o recogimize o fivored skatus
Lor planuft's oF a certam economie Status. O April 29,2015 this court demed Plaintills
Matan for Reconsideration sad 1o Steike/Open Judgment. An appeal of tus Order was filed on

April 29, 2013

“as ol Jauary 29, 2005, no aMdav i of servici: vas dogksted; noamswer Med.
2
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I vesponse 0 Plaintill"s appeals. on May 1. 2013, 1S court issued an order direeting
PlainilT to file a “concise stateinent ol ervors conplained of on appeal”™. On May (4. 2013, 4
umely, yel lengthy, statement was filed. In disrepard of the court’s direetive, pluntifl’ produced a
G-page Statement nok limited 10 the erors complained of on appeal. PlainilTargues that the
court has escalated plamntiff's premature deatl; aids and abels o variety of ciiminal gets;
condemns planb o lve io the sewers of Philadelphia and semenced the prmpnlfro dewl See
Plamu(s Statement of 1ssues 1o be Raised on Appeal

1. DISCUSSION
A All Issues Should be Waived.
Penusylvania Rules of Appellale Procedure, §1925(b)(4) provides thal:

(1) The Stavement shall sey forth onty those rulings or ercors that e appellant
tnends ta challenge.

(i) The Statearent shall conersely dentily exeh roling ar ervor tnit the appellant
intends o ehallenge with sufticient detatl 1o identily all pertiment 1ssues for the

Judge

(1) The Statement shall not be redindant or provide lengthy explanations s o
alvy erro).

(i) Issues .. notrased in uecordance witl the provisions ol this paragraph (b)(4)
are wiived,

The court linds thar planmni 17 lengthy diibe. dded Statement of Issues 10 Be Rased on
Appeal. elfectively thwanted this court fron imeaninglul review ol the ervary complained of on
uppeal

Plaiuti{l’s Statement ts a continued effort to seek clevated stalus and oveinde (he entive
judiciul processes o obtain a favorable resull—personal o Plaintff Uhe Plaonll includes
material whally treelevan! Lo the eurrent appeals inoan allenipt Lo have this cout [ssue orders

bascd ypon emotions rather than the faets of tie case. The remmnder ol tie ducument conains
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conelusions drawn by the Plaintiff based upon her pereephions, real orimagined.

Should the appellate court not deem the issues waived upon appeal and grant review, this
court offers the following as explanation for the two orders on appeal.

With respeet 1o the Order of March 28, 2013, dismissing plaintiff”s action with prejudice,
plaintifl was directed to appear before the court to explain why no one appeared al the scheduled
Case Management Conference. Plaintiff failed 1o appear for the Rule as directed.

For the Order of April 29, 2013 denying plaintiff’s motion for reconsideration or 1o strike
the judgment non pros, the court denied Plaintffs request Lo Strike and/or Open the Judgment
Non Pros as no judgment non pros was entered.

B. CONCLUSION

Plantiff’s statement is subject to waiver pursunnt to Pa. R.AP. §1925(b) and should be so
dismissed  In the alternative, the court’s lwo Orders should be alfirmed for the abave provided

reasons.

BY THE COURT:

s . |
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