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 Respectfully, I dissent to the result reached by the Majority.  I am 

aware that in interpreting Section 6107, this Court has held that the word 

"shall" in 23 Pa.C.S.A. § 6107 (a) mandates that a final evidentiary hearing 

must be conducted within ten days of filing the Petition. Drew v. Drew, 870 

A.2d 377, 378 (Pa. Super. 2005); Burke ex rel Burke v. Bauman, 814 

A.2d 206, 208 (Pa. Super. 2002).  However, in this case, the trial court 

determined that Mother had previously litigated the same claims raised in 

the instant Petition.  Further, Mother was afforded due process, as the 

claims were the subject of a five-day hearing, less than two months prior to 

the filing of the instant Petition.  In this case, remanding for additional 

hearings on the same claims is an absolute waste of judicial time and 

resources.  Section 6107(a) affords due process to the PFA petitioner.  It 

does not envision repeated bites at the same apple.   


