












































ATTACHMENT “A” 



Magisterial District/ 
Magisterial District Judge 

Proposed 
Municipalities 

Effective Date of Proposed 
Alignment 

27-1-01 
Kelly J. Stewart 

East Washington Borough 
Washington City 

January 1, 2023 

27-1-02 
Mark A. Wilson 

Carroll Township 
Donora Borough 
Finleyville Borough 
Monongahela City 
New Eagle Borough 
Nottingham Township 
Union Township 

January 1, 2023 

27-1-03 
Eric G. Porter 

Allenport Borough 
Bentleyville Borough 
Charleroi Borough 
Dunlevy Borough 
Elco Borough 
Fallowfield Township 
Long Branch Borough 
North Charleroi Borough 
Roscoe Borough 
Speers Borough 
Stockdale Borough 
Twilight Borough 

January 1, 2028 

27-2-01 
Vincenzo J. Saieva, Jr. 

Canonsburg Borough 
Cecil Township 
Chartiers Township 
Houston Borough 

January 1, 2023 (Canton Township 
to Magisterial District 27-3-05) 
January 1, 2024 (Cecil Township 
from Magisterial District 27-3-06) 

27-3-01 
Vacant 

North Strabane Township 
Peters Township 

January 1, 2023 

27-3-02 
Curtis L. Thompson 

None – Eliminated January 1, 2028 

27-3-03 
Joshua P. Kanalis 

Beallsville Borough 
California Borough 
Centerville Borough 
Coal Center Borough 
Cokeburg Borough 
Deemston Borough 
East Bethlehem Borough 
Ellsworth Borough 
Marianna Borough 
North Bethlehem Borough 
Somerset Township 
West Bethlehem Township 
West Brownsville Borough 
West Pike Run Township 

January 1, 2028 

27-3-05 
Michael L. Manfredi 

Canton Township 
South Strabane Township 

January 1, 2023 

27-3-06 
Louis J. McQuillan 

Burgettstown Borough 
Cross Creek Township 
Hanover Township 
Jefferson Township 
McDonald Borough 
Midway Borough 
Mount Pleasant Township 
Robinson Township 
Smith Township  

January 1, 2024 

27-3-07 
Gary H. Havelka 

None – Eliminated January 1, 2024 

27-3-10 
John P. Bruner 

Amwell Township 
Blaine Township 
Buffalo Township 
Claysville Borough 
Donegal Township 
East Finley Township 
Green Hills Borough 
Hopewell Township 
Independence Township 
Morris Township 
North Franklin Township 
South Franklin Township 
West Finley Township 
West Middletown Borough 

January 1, 2023 

PROPOSAL I



Magisterial District/ 
Magisterial District Judge 

Proposed 
Municipalities 

Effective Date of Proposed 
Alignment 

27-1-01 
Kelly J. Stewart 

East Washington Borough 
Washington City 

January 1, 2023 

27-1-02 
Mark A. Wilson 

Carroll Township 
Donora Borough 
Finleyville Borough 
Monongahela City 
New Eagle Borough 
Nottingham Township 
Union Township 

January 1, 2023 

27-1-03 
Eric G. Porter 

Allenport Borough 
Bentleyville Borough 
Charleroi Borough 
Dunlevy Borough 
Elco Borough 
Fallowfield Township 
Long Branch Borough 
North Charleroi Borough 
Roscoe Borough 
Speers Borough 
Stockdale Borough 
Twilight Borough 

January 1, 2028 

27-2-01 
Vincenzo J. Saieva, Jr. 

Canonsburg Borough 
Houston Borough 
North Strabane Township 

January 1, 2023 

27-3-01 
Vacant 

None – Eliminated January 1, 2023 

27-3-02 
Curtis L. Thompson 

None – Eliminated January 1, 2028 

27-3-03 
Joshua P. Kanalis 

Beallsville Borough 
California Borough 
Centerville Borough 
Coal Center Borough 
Cokeburg Borough 
Deemston Borough 
East Bethlehem Borough 
Ellsworth Borough 
Marianna Borough 
North Bethlehem Borough 
Somerset Township 
West Bethlehem Township 
West Brownsville Borough 
West Pike Run Township 

January 1, 2028 

27-3-05 
Michael L. Manfredi 

Chartiers Township 
North Franklin Township 
South Strabane Township 

January 1, 2023 

27-3-06 
Louis J. McQuillan 

Cecil Township 
McDonald Borough 
Peters Township 

January 1, 2023 

27-3-07 
Gary H. Havelka 

Burgettstown Borough 
Cross Creek Township 
Hanover Township 
Jefferson Township 
Midway Borough 
Mount Pleasant Township 
Robinson Township 
Smith Township 

January 1, 2023 

27-3-10 
John P. Bruner 

Amwell Township 
Blaine Township 
Buffalo Township 
Canton Township 
Claysville Borough 
Donegal Township 
East Finley Township 
Green Hills Borough 
Hopewell Township 
Independence Township 
Morris Township 
South Franklin Township 
West Finley Township 
West Middletown Borough 

January 1, 2023 

PROPOSAL II
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ATTACHMENT “C” 
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*These maps were created from Washington County's Geographic Information System (GIS)
and include data from various municipal, county, state and federal sources, which may contain

errors. Maps should not be used for exact measurement of distance, direction, ground position,
precise location of geographic features, or a vulnerability assessment at a specific location. Maps
are provided "As-Is" without warranties of any kind, either expressed or implied, and are intended

for use only at the published scale. Detailed on-the-ground surveys and historical analyses of
sites may differ from these maps.
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*These maps were created from Washington County's Geographic Information System (GIS)
and include data from various municipal, county, state and federal sources, which may contain
errors. Maps should not be used for exact measurement of distance, direction, ground position,
precise location of geographic features, or a vulnerability assessment at a specific location. Maps
are provided "As-Is" without warranties of any kind, either expressed or implied, and are intended
for use only at the published scale. Detailed on-the-ground surveys and historical analyses of
sites may differ from these maps.
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ATTACHMENT “D” 



Below is a timeline of the reestablishment process that occurred in Washington 
County. 

 On September 17, 2021, the Court met with the MDJs.  At that time, the
MDJs were advised that the reestablishment process was beginning, and
that a committee would be formed with the MDJ representative being a

magisterial district judge who either had or was about to take senior
status.  This was so that no MDJ on the committee would have a stake in
the outcome.  In accordance with the reestablishment instructions,1 the

Court requested that any retirement plans be made known, and
encouraged all of the MDJs to provide any information they may have felt
was relevant to the reestablishment process.

 Between September 17 and late November 2021, Court Administration
analyzed the AOPC provided information and data for the County, and
worked to formulate a proposal for the Committee’s review.  It is important

to note that during this time period, the MDJs did not provide any
information regarding trends or issues in their districts, and did not
attempt to discuss the reestablishment with the President Judge or

District Court Administrator.

 On December 16, 2021, the Committee met to review a draft
reestablishment proposal.  The Committee consisted of the following

individuals: the President Judge, District Court Administrator, Deputy
Court Administrator – Special Courts, a soon-to-retire Magisterial District
Judge, the District Attorney and First Assistant, the Public Defender, and

a representative of the County executive branch.

 The Committee reviewed the draft proposal.  There were in-depth
discussions of all the changes.  The most extensive discussion centered

on whether to split the wards of the most populous city, Washington, into
two different magisterial districts.  The consensus was not to split the

wards, and the resulting proposal was unanimously approved.

 On January 6, 2022, a meeting was held with the MDJs to review the
proposed Plan.  A copy of the memorandum enclosing the Plan is

attached.  The meeting lasted for over 2 hours, and involved detailed
discussions of the proposal.

1 The instructions state that the process should begin by conferring with the MDJs to gain 

input concerning (1) any retirement plans; or (2) trends or issues the magistrates have seen in 

their districts.  The instructions make clear that the President Judge of a judicial district has 
“the final say” in making a recommendation to the Supreme Court.  In the explanatory material 

provided by the AOPC, it was also relayed that the Court is not required to have a committee, 

or, if one is created, that the MDJs are not entitled to pick, constitute, or dictate the process.    



 A second meeting was scheduled with the MDJs for January 11, 2022, to
provide an opportunity for any further comments or alternate proposals.
That meeting was postponed, at the request of MDJ Joshua Kanalis, due
to a COVID-19 issue among the MDJs.  The email string detailing the

delay is attached.

 MDJ Kanalis submitted an “alternate” proposal on January 12, 2022.
The alternate proposal purported to be on behalf of all the MDJs; however,

multiple MDJs contacted either the President Judge or Court
Administration to indicate that they had no involvement or knowledge of
the alternate proposal.  MDJ Kanalis’ proposal called for the status quo

to remain, except the combination of Districts 27-3-02 and 27-3-03 (the
latter being MDJ Kanalis’ district) in a different year than proposed by the
Court.2

 On January 13, 2022, the Court published a proposed reestablishment
Plan on its website at www.washingtoncourts.us, with a deadline of

February 14, 2022, for public comment.  Subsequently, notice of the
proposal was published in two newspapers of general circulation and the
official legal journal for the County.  Email notification was also made to

the municipalities in the County utilizing email addresses provided by the
County Finance Director.

 On January 18, 2022, the Court held a second meeting with the MDJs.
At that time, no written alternatives were set forth by the MDJs.  They did
not offer any information regarding trends or issues in their districts.

However, it was requested that Court Administration try to create an
alternative that utilized District 27-3-01 (which was vacated on January
3, 2022) in a different manner.  Following a few days to study and re-

analyze the data, Court Administration provided an alternative proposed
map that still contained the elimination of two districts but realigned the
magisterial districts differently.  This alternative was summarily rejected

by the overwhelming majority of the MDJs.

 On January 21, 2022, a front-page article on reestablishment was run by
the Observer-Reporter, the largest newspaper in the County.

2 It should be noted that at no time throughout this process has any MDJ (including the two 

that are affected) proposed an alternative that does not combine Districts 27-3-02 and 27-3-03.  
Rather, the question has been whether to realign and consolidate those districts into a single 

district in 2026 or 2028.  An effective date of 2026 causes the elimination of MDJ Kanalis’ 

district; delaying that date by 2 years eliminates MDJ Thompson’s district.   

http://www.washingtoncourts.us/


 On January 24, 2022, 8 of the 10 active MDJs delivered a signed letter to
the President Judge stating that they were in favor of the published (Plan)
for reestablishment.

 On February 11, 2022, a Common Pleas Board of Judges meeting was
held and the topic of reestablishment was discussed.  It was the
consensus that the proposed realignment created an overall better map
and distribution of the magisterial workload for the judicial district.  There

was some discussion that the data supported further reducing the
magisterial districts to 8 and not just 9.  Much of the discussion, however,

centered on the effective date for the consolidation and realignment of
districts 27-3-02 and 27-3-03.

 On February 14, 2022, the Court received yet another “alternative”
proposal from MDJ Kanalis (the alternative proposal was dated January
21, 2022). The proposal was provided by MDJ Havelka because MDJ
Kanalis apparently was unable to use a scanner.  The alternative called

for the elimination of only one magisterial district,3 and called for engaging
in judicial machinations to move significant swaths of traffic cases and

parking citations from one district to another to redistribute case
numbers.  Significantly, the alternative admittedly did not consider
workload at all, and justified ignoring the Supreme Court’s instructions

by making unsubstantiated assertions about projected growth in rural
areas and projected population stagnation in the County’s bustling

central corridor (the opposite of everything that has happened in the last
decade).

 The Court responded to the February 14, 2022, “alternative” by email to
all the MDJs, and asked for a response to five concerns raised by the
alternative.  Again, the President Judge and Court Administration were
contacted directly by multiple MDJs to say that they either did not know

about this alternate proposal and/or did not agree with it.  Subsequent
to responding, it was brought to the Court’s attention that the alternative

was actually backdated to January 21, 2022.

 At the close of business on February 14, 2022, the public comment period
ceased.  The Court received twelve timely public comments in total.  Those

comments are detailed later in this memorandum.

 On February 17, 2022, MDJ Havelka contacted the District Court
Administrator and informed him that he was retiring at the end of his

term, on December 31, 2023.  This would allow for the elimination of MDJ

3 Again, there was agreement to combine Districts 27-3-02 and 27-3-03, the only difference was 

the effective date being in 2028.  



Havelka’s current district (27-3-07) by attrition, and subsequent 
realignment and consolidation as called for in the published proposal.  In 

the course of discussing the Plan, the Court Administrator indicated that 
there were no plans to close or move the physical office location from its 

current location, which was a relief to MDJ Havelka.  On February 23, 
2022, MDJ Havelka met with the President Judge and intimated his 
intention to retire based on the acceptance of the proposal.  

 On February 24, 2022, MDJ Thompson submitted a letter to the President
Judge and District Court Administrator stating that he would not seek
reelection at the end of his current term.  MDJ Thompson, the longest

serving of all of the MDJs, requested that his district be eliminated and
realigned into Districts 27-3-03 and 27-1-03.

 On February 24, 2022, in consideration of the communications from
MDJs Thompson and Havelka, and after final review prior to submission
of the proposed Plan, it was decided to adjust the effective date of the

realignment and consolidation of Districts 27-3-02 and 27-3-03 from
2026 to 2028.  MDJ Thompson (District 27-3-02) has indicated that he
will not run for another term at the conclusion of his current term at the

end of 2027.  The Court did not feel that this adjustment was a significant
modification of the proposed plan as originally published and advertised.

 On February 25, 2022, the MDJs submitted a fourth alternative plan.

See attached (please note that it is dated February 23, but was hand

delivered on February 25).  This plan barely differs from the one

provided on January 12, 2022.  While apparently now satisfying the

MDJs after 44 days of reflection, this plan does not comport with any of

the guidelines for reestablishment.  This plan, like all others submitted,

misrepresents adherence to caseload analysis, ignores workload equity,

and blatantly bases the plan on individual political considerations of the

MDJs.

 After submission and review of the original proposal, the AOPC determined

that the adjustment of the effective date of realignment and consolidation

of Magisterial Districts 27-3-02 and 27-3-03 was, in fact, a significant

modification and informed the Court that the proposal must be re-

advertised.  It was also recommended by the AOPC that the Court consider

the use of the current vacancy in Magisterial District 27-3-01 for one of

the eliminated districts.

 On May 20, 2022, the Court published a second proposed reestablishment

Plan on its website at www.washingtoncourts.us, with a deadline of June

http://www.washingtoncourts.us/


21, 2022, for public comment.  Subsequently, notice of the proposal was 

published in two newspapers of general circulation and the official legal 

journal for the County.  Email notification was also made to the 

municipalities in the County utilizing email addresses provided by the 

County Finance Director. 

 On May 25, 2022, a front-page article on reestablishment was run by the

Observer-Reporter, the largest newspaper in the County.

 At the close of business on June 21, 2022, the public comment period

ceased.  Those comments are detailed later in this memorandum.



ATTACHMENT “E” 



Filings - Filings - Workload - Deviation from Deviation from Workload - Deviation from

Annual Average Current Annual Average Proposed Annual Average Judicial District Judicial District Annual Average Judicial District

Current # of Staff Proposed # of Staff Current Average [a] Average [b] Proposed Average [c]

27-1-01 7,522 5.0         6,601 5.0         59,853 +75.02% +43.20% 52,491 +25.59%

27-1-02 3,444 3.0         4,678 3.5         33,255 -2.75% -20.44% 41,538 -0.62%

27-1-03 4,268 3.0         5,184 4.0         34,302 +0.31% -17.93% 41,633 -.39%

27-2-01 3,402 3.0         5,520 4.0         33,987 -.61% -18.69% 40,935 -2.06%

27-3-01 3,734 3.0         6,197 5.0         24,453 -28.49% -41.50% 41,334 -1.11%

27-3-02 2,332 2.0         4,731 3.5         19,674 -42.47% -52.93% 43,480 +4.03%

27-3-03 3,315 2.5          - -         31,137 -8.95% -25.50%  -  - 

27-3-05 6,815 5.0         4,032 3.0         53,751 +57.18% +28.60% 39,882 -4.58%

27-3-06 4,785 3.5         4,779 4.0         32,615 -4.63% -21.97% 46,544 11.35%

27-3-07 3,198 2.5          - -         33,931 -0.78% -18.82%  -  - 

27-3-10 2,852 2.0         3,945 3.0         19,215 -43.81% -54.03% 28,336 -32.21%

Totals 45,667 34.5       45,667 35.0       376,173  -  - 376,173  - 

All data was provided by the Administrative Office of Pennsylvania Courts.

Traffic, Non-Traffic, Private Summary, Criminal, Private Criminal, and Civil filings were averaged over a 6-year period from 2014-2019.

Miscellaneous filings were average over a 3-year period from 2017-2019.

Average filing counts are used for judicial district comparison and staffing purposes only.  The current metric is 1 staff member per 1,500 filings.  Staffing is

 recommended at 1 staff member per 1,200-1,400 filings.  For the purpose of this proposal, the metric of 1 staff member per 1,300 filings was used.

Average workload is used for the purpose of magisterial district realignment.  The workload calculation differentiates between treating all case types

the same and acknowledging that a different level of effort is required for different types of cases.  No magisterial district should have a total workload

which is 15% higher or lower than the workload of any other district in the judicial district.  If a departure of that degree exists, an explanation must

be provided. 

[a] represents the deviation from judicial district average based on 11 magisterial district judges using current  magisterial district lines.

[b] represents the deviation from judicial district average based on 9 magisterial district judges using current  magisterial district lines.

[c] represents the deviation from judicial district average based on 9 magisterial district judges using proposed  magisterial district lines.
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Judge COMPLETE info at www.washingtoncourts.us/101/Judges 

DiSalle, 
John (PJ) 
CR#2 

Until further order, all motions, incl. Criminal & Orphans’ Court, shall be 
handled remotely via email or fax to chambers. Filing party must notify all 
necessary parties that a motion is being filed and if motion is contested. 
Contested motions shall include a scheduling order. Motions for Modifica-
tion of Bail or Release from Probation must be circulated first to Proba-
tion/Pretrial Services & DA’s Office for acknowledgment of objection or 
consent. An advance copy of any Orphan’s Court motion shall be sent to 
the Audit Attorney or Guardianship Clerk, where applicable. 

Gilman, 
Gary 

CR#1 

Tu, W, Th and Fr at 9:15a. Judge of the Term, Civil, 16th-end of the 
month. Copy of motion due before noon the business day prior to sched-
uled presentation. Motions in person. May be remote upon request.  
 

Costanzo, 
Valarie 

CR#3 

Motions on Tu, Th at 9:15a. Judge of the Term, Criminal: May, Jul, Sep, 
Nov, Dec. Motions in person. For complete Standard Operating Proce-
dures: https://www.washingtoncourts.us/194/Valarie-Costanzo 
NO MOTIONS Court June 7, 9 

Lucas, 
Michael 
CR#6 

M 1:15p and Tu, W, Th 8:45a; also Fr 8:45a when Civil Judge of the 
Term, 1st-15th of each month. Motions in person.  
 

Neuman, 
Brandon 

CR#4 

Tu, W, Th at 9:15a. Judge of the Term, Criminal: Apr, Jun, Aug, Oct. 
Dec. Motions to be signed up with chambers Motions Inbox at least 24hrs 
in advance. Motions in person. 

McDonald, 
Traci 
CR#5 

W, Th. Contested motions heard by telephone; contact chambers to sched-
ule. Filing party must notify all necessary parties and the court via email 
that a motion is being filed. The Court will reply by email a date and time. 
Proof of consent must accompany all consent motions. All motions must 
be emailed to billie.jo.pustovrh@washingtoncourts.us and 
court.crier.mcdonald@washingtoncourts.us 

Pettit, Jesse 

CR#7 

Motions on Tu at 9:15am (copies due by Fri noon) and W at 9:15a (copies 
due by Mon noon).   NO MOTIONS Court June 7, 8 

MOTIONS COURT SCHEDULE 
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From the ABA Journal Daily Newsletter:  [1] The Washington Supreme Court has 
held that a new state law strikes a balance between removing racial covenants from 
a home title while keeping them part of public record. The new law allows 
homeowners to obtain a court order to remove the illegal covenants from chains of 
title. A homeowner then takes the corrected document to county recording officials 
who place it in the public records with a notation that the original document was 
corrected. County officials then update the indexes of each original document 
referenced in the court order, adding a note that the original document is no longer 
the primary official record. The old document is then maintained separately by the 
county. The case at issue arose when a homeowner sought to remove racially 
restrictive covenants in his chain of title and eliminate the restriction from the 
public record. [2] The Colorado Supreme Court has ruled that the phrase “intended 
to harass” in the state’s cyber bullying law violates 4th Amendment protections as 
well as a free speech provision in the state constitution, noting that the phrase “is 
substantially over broad on its face, impermissibly encroach[ing] on protected 
speech.” The Colorado law at issue states that a person commits harassment “if, 
with intent to harass, annoy or alarm another person” they use electronic 
communication to initiate communication or direct language towards another 
person “in a manner intended to harass or threaten bodily injury or property 
damage.” The law also applies to anyone who makes obscene comments through 
electronic communication. The case arose from an individual who was accused of 
on-line harassment for a Facebook post alleging that a woman has a sexually 
transmitted disease addressing the post to anyone who was having sex with the 
woman. The court severed the phrase “intended to harass” from the statute, leaving 
in place the ban on electronic communications that are obscene or that threaten 
bodily injury or property damage. [3] The U.S. Supreme Court has declined to hear 
challenges to mandatory state bar associations in Michigan, Oklahoma, and Texas.  
Three federal appeals courts upheld the state bar’s right to collect mandatory bar 
dues last year “although the victories for Texas and Oklahoma’s bars were not 
complete.” [4] A Krispy Kreme customer contends, in a recently filed lawsuit, that 
he found a human tooth inside a “food product” that he purchased at a location in 
New York City. The Plaintiff’s suit states that the unexpected find was “disgusting 
and revolting.”  

OBITER DICTUM 

Note: O.D. does not necessarily reflect the views of the employees, officers, and/or members of the 
Washington County Bar Association. O.D. is not an editorial, it is a compilation of items about the law, 

attorneys, and related matters. It is not intended to endorse or promote any particular point of view. 

Following the federal census, the Washington County Court of Common 
Pleas has developed a proposal for reestablishment of the Magisterial 

District Courts in the 27th Judicial District.  Information and instructions 
on how to comment on this proposal may be found on the Court website 

at the following link:  https://www.washingtoncourts.us/
CivicAlerts.aspx?AID=14. 

NOTICE TO THE PROFESSION 
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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF  
WASHINGTON COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA 

CRIMINAL DIVISION 
No. CR 396-2020 

 
COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
V. 
JOSEPH BENNETT 
 

HEADNOTES: 
 

[1] Constitutional Law: Second Amendment 
 

The Second Amendment of the U.S. Constitution confers the right to individuals to 
keep and bear arms for the core purpose of allowing law-abiding, responsible citizens 
to defend hearth and home. 
 

[2] Federal Law: Commerce Clause 
 

In order to prove a violation of federal law which prohibits certain persons from 
possessing or obtaining firearms, the government must show that the firearm travelled 
through interstate commerce. Navarro v. Pennsylvania State Police. 212 A.3d 26 (Pa. 
2019). 
 

[3] Evidence: Hearsay 
 

Hearsay is an out-of-court statement offered to prove the truth of the matter asserted. 
Commonwealth v. Puskar. 740 A.2d 219, 255 (Pa. 1999). 
 

[4] Evidence: Res Gestae 
 

The “res gestae” exception to the rule against hearsay encompasses four areas: 
declarations as to present bodily condition; declarations of present mental state and 
emotion; excited utterances; and present-sense impressions. The present-sense 
impression exception allows statements made while the declarant is observing a 
condition or event, such that there is little opportunity for the declarant to reflect on or 
calculate what has been said. 
 

[5] Criminal Law: Firearms Act 
 

The purpose of the Firearms Act is to regulate the possession and distribution of 
firearms by certain persons within this Commonwealth. Commonwealth v. Baxter. 956 
A.2d 465, 471 (Pa. Super. 2008). 
 

[6] Criminal Law: Sentencing 
 

The sentencing court is permitted to deviate from the sentencing guidelines so long as 
the court places on records the reasons for such deviation; the court must demonstrate 
that it understands the prescribed sentencing guideline range for the crime(s) it is 
punishing; and the court must state the factual basis and specific reasons which 
compelled the court to deviate from the sentencing range. 

At the time of sentencing, the judge shall state on the record the reasons for the 
sentence imposed. Pa. R. Crim. P. 704(c)(2). The judge shall afford both the defendant 
and the Commonwealth the opportunity to present evidence and arguments relative to 
sentencing. Pa. R. Crim. P. 704(c)(1). 
 

[7] Criminal Law: Criminal Procedure 
 

Post-sentencing motions must be filed within ten days from the date of sentencing. Pa. 
R. Crim. P. 720(a)(1). 
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A  motion  to  modify  sentence  by  the  Commonwealth  must  be  filed  within  ten  
days  after  the  imposition  of the sentence. Pa. R. Crim. P. 721. 

Under  Rule  721(c)(1),  if  both  the  defendant  and  the  Commonwealth  have  filed  
post-sentencing  motions, the trial court must decide the motions simultaneously. 
 

[8] Criminal Law: Procedure 
 

Where there has been an error in the proceedings that would clearly result in the judge’s 
granting of post- sentence motions, the judge should grant the motion for extraordinary 
relief before sentencing occurs. This rule is intended to allow the trial judge the 
opportunity to address only those errors so manifest that immediate relief is essential; 
for example, when there is a change in case law or when a judge is likely to grant an 
arrest of judgment. See Commonwealth v. Grohowski, 980 A.2d 113 (Pa. Super. 2009). 
 

[9] Criminal Law: Procedure 
 

Challenges to the weight of evidence may be raised orally, in a written motion before 
sentencing, or in a post-sentence motion. Pa. R. Crim. P. 607. 
 

ORDER 
 

 AND NOW, this 3rd day of May, 2022, it is hereby ORDERED, ADJUDGED, and 
DECREED that the Commonwealth’s Motion to Modify Sentence is DENIED. 
Additionally, the Defendant’s Petition for Post-Sentence Relief Pursuant to 
Pa.R.Crim.P. 720(b) is DENIED. 
 

 On June 10, 2021, this Court found the Defendant, Joseph Bennett, guilty of the 
following: Making a Materially False Written Statement, 18 Pa. C.S. 611 l(g)(4)(ii), a 
Felony of the 3rd Degree; Unsworn Falsification to Authorities, 18 Pa. C.S. 4904(a)(1), 
a Misdemeanor of the 2nd Degree; and Statement Under Penalty, 18 Pa. C.S. 4904(b), a 
Misdemeanor of the 2nd Degree. Prior to sentencing, the Defendant filed a petition for 
extraordinary relief pursuant to Pennsylvania Rule of Criminal Procedure 704, which 
this Court determined was premature and thus did not address the merits of Defendant’s 
arguments. The Court sentenced the Defendant on April 8, 2022, to concurrent periods 
of 12 months of probation with the special condition that the first 6 months be served on 
Electronic Home Monitor (EHM). Both the Defendant and the Commonwealth filed 
timely post-sentencing motions. The Commonwealth asks the Court to modify the 
Defendant’s sentence. The Defendant raises the following issues: 
 

1. Whether the Court erred when it would not permit the Defendant’s 
witnesses to testify about what Mr. Eric Flint told the Defendant and 
David Pegher when the three had a conversation at Ace Sporting Good 
at the time the Defendant wanted to purchase a hand gun; 

 

2. Whether the Defendant’s Second Amendment constitutional rights 
were being infringed upon; 

 

3.  Whether Title 18 U.S.C. § 992(g) applies to the Defendant since the 
Commonwealth did not produce any evidence that the handgun that the 
Defendant tried to purchase was involved in interstate commerce. 

 

For the following reasons, the Court DENIES both the Commonwealth and the 
Defendant’s motions. 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 
 

 On July 8, 2019, the Defendant met a friend, 
David Pegher, at the Ace Sporting Goods store on Route 19, South Strabane Township, 
with the intention of purchasing a handgun. The Defendant testified that he was 
purchasing the firearm for home protection. The prior day, the Defendant and his wife 
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had returned home from vacation where they noticed that several things were amiss 
inside their home, while other property could not be accounted for. The Defendant had 
recently provided his garage door code to persons who were working on his home at the 
time. Consequently, the Defendant decided to purchase a gun and asked Mr. Pegher for 
assistance because he was an experienced and seasoned gun owner. 

The Defendant and Mr. Pegher went inside Ace and were assisted by Eric Flint, 
who had been a firearm salesman for 10 years. It is undisputed that Mr. Flint showed 
the Defendant several handguns and how they operated. The Defendant decided to 
purchase a Smith & Wesson 9 millimeter, so Mr. Flint provided two forms to the 
Defendant. The first form was Form-4497 from the U.S. Bureau of Alcohol Tobacco 
and Firearms. See Exhibit 1. Thereafter, the Defendant only signed the second form 
from the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. The Defendant did not fill out the second 
form; Mr. Flint used the information from Form 4497 to complete it on a store 
computer. 

Materially, the Defendant initially answered “Yes” to question 11(c) on Form 
4497, which states “Have you ever been convicted in any court of a felony, or any other 
crime for which the judge could have imprisoned you for more than one year, even if 
you received a shorter sentence including probation?” Id. (emphasis in the original).1 
The Defendant testified that he read the entire form, answered all of the questions, and 
then gave the completed form to Mr. Flint. Further, it is undisputed that Mr. Flint 
accepted the application and then realized that the application would be rejected due to 
the Defendant answering “yes” to question 11(c). 

Mr. Flint testified that he does not remember the specific transaction with the 
Defendant, but testified about his standard, routine practice regarding gun sales. The 
standard routine is that he first asks the customer to provide their driver’s license to 
verify who they are. Mr. Bennett provided a Pennsylvania driver’s license. Mr. Flint 
then gave the Defendant a blank Form 4497 to complete; the Defendant completed it 
and returned it to Mr. Flint. Mr. Flint used said information to complete the 
Pennsylvania form on a store computer; the Defendant then signed that form. 
Importantly, both forms require driver’s license information. Mr. Flint noticed that the 
Defendant answered “Yes” to question 11(c). Mr. Flint knew from his past experience 
and general knowledge that a “yes” response would result in the application being 
rejected. Mr. Flint testified that under such circumstances he always returns the form to 
the customer and asks the customer to confirm that their answers on the form are 
correct. As Mr. Flint testified, he is not an attorney and is prohibited from providing 
legal advice. Further, it is against store policy to provide advice to customers on how 
they should or should not answer the questions. If a customer is unsure how to answer a 
question, Mr. Flint directs them to the last 3 pages of the application labeled 
“Instructions.” Mr. Flint testified that he merely informs the customer how to change an 
answer (placing a line through the checked box and writing their initials next to the 
line) if they want to make a change, but never advises whether they should  change  an 
answer.  According  to  Mr.  Flint,  this  is  his  standard  operating  procedure  from 
which  he does not deviate. 

The Defendant testified that he initially answered “Yes” to question 11(c) because 
he knew that he had pled guilty to Involuntary Manslaughter, a misdemeanor of the 1st 
degree on September 6, 2005; the Erie County Court of Common Pleas sentenced him 
to no less than 13 months to no more than 60 months of incarceration.2 He returned 

1 This question is derived from 18 U.S.C.§ 922 (g), part of the Gun Control Act. 
2 The Defendant testified that he was responsible for an accident driving while intoxi-
cated that caused the death of his passenger. 
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Form 4497 to Mr. Flint, who then told him that the transaction was now over and 
inquired why the Defendant responded “Yes” to the question. The Defendant informed 
Mr. Flint that he was convicted of “a misdemeanor involuntary manslaughter” and 
gave the details of his sentence. The Defendant continued to testify that Mr. Flint then 
told the Defendant that because the conviction was not a felony and that he served less 
than one year, “you can change your answer” and “we’ll send it in and see what comes 
back.” The Defendant, therefore, changed his answer to “No” by following Mr. Flint’s 
instructions on how to do so on the form. Mr. Flint then filed the application via PICS, 
Pennsylvania Instant Check System, with the Pennsylvania State Police (PSP). The 
application was rejected. 

 On October 7, 2019, the South Strabane Police Department received a referral 
from the PSP regarding the PICS rejection. On December 27, 2019, South Strabane 
Police Officer Michael Schidlmeier filed aforementioned criminal charges against the 
Defendant. 
 

The Commonwealth’s Motion to Modify Sentence 
 

 Following sentencing, the Commonwealth filed a motion requesting that the Court 
modify the Defendant’s sentence. Specifically, the Commonwealth takes umbrage to 
the 12-month probation sentence, with the special condition that the first 6 months be 
on electronic home monitoring with work release privileges, for Felony of the Third 
Degree conviction of Materially False Written Statement-Purchase of a Firearm. This 
particular statutes’ sentencing guideline is a standard range of 12 to 18 months of 
incarceration based upon the Defendant’s prior record score of 1 and an offense 
gravity score of 8. The mitigated range is less 9 months; the aggravated range is plus 9 
months. The Commonwealth argued that the sentence is “unreasonable because it is 
excessively lenient without justification or mitigating circumstances.” See Motion to 
Modify, ¶5. 

When imposing a sentence, “the court shall follow the general principle that the 
sentence imposed should call for total confinement that is consistent with section 9725 
(relating to total confinement) and the protection of the public, the gravity of the 
offense as it relates to the impact on the life of the victim and on the community, and 
the rehabilitative needs of the defendant.” 42 Pa. C.S.A. § 9721. If a court imposes a 
sentence outside of the sentencing guidelines promulgated by Pennsylvania 
Commission on Sentencing, it is imperative that the court “provide a contemporaneous 
written statement of the reason or reasons for the deviation from the guidelines to the 
commission, as established under section 2153(a)(14) (relating to powers and duties). 
Failure to comply shall be grounds for vacating the sentence or resentence and 
resentencing the defendant.” 42 Pa. C.S.A. § 9721. 
 

A sentencing judge has broad discretion in determining a reasonable 
penalty,     and appellate courts afford the sentencing court great 
deference, as it is the sentencing court that is in the best position to 
view the defendant’s character, displays of remorse, defiance, or 
indifference, and the overall effect and nature of the crime. When 
imposing a sentence, the sentencing court must consider the protection 
of the public, the gravity of the offense as it relates to the impact on 
the life of the victim and on the community, and the rehabilitative 
needs of the defendant. As we have stated, a court is required to 
consider the particular circumstances of the offense and the character 
of the defendant. In particular, the sentencing court should refer to the 
defendant's prior criminal record, his age, personal characteristics, and 
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his potential for rehabilitation. 

Moreover, it is well settled that sentencing courts are not bound by the 
Sentencing Guidelines; the Guidelines are merely advisory. The 
sentencing court may deviate from the Sentencing Guidelines, because 
they are one factor among many that the court must consider when 
imposing a sentence. The sentencing court may depart from the 
guidelines if necessary, to fashion a sentence which takes into account 
the protection of the public, the rehabilitative needs of the defendant, 
and the gravity of the particular offense as it relates to the impact on the 
life of the victim and the community. 

Commonwealth v. Edwards, 194 A.3d 625, 637 (Pa. Super. 2018)(citations and 
quotations omitted). 

The Court stated on the record that it read the entire P.S.I., was going to consider it 
for crafting an appropriate sentence, and learned much at the trial and the sentencing 
hearing about why a standard range sentence should not be imposed, which can be 
summarized as follows: 

1. The Defendant only had a prior record score of 1;

2. The prior record score came from a crime (involuntary manslaughter) he
committed when he was only 19 years of age, and 15 years had passed
since that time until the Defendant was charged herein;

3. At the sentencing hearing, it was apparent to the Court that the Defendant
was truly sorrowful and remorseful of his crime that killed his friend 
(the Defendant stated he made the worst decision of his life when 
driving intoxicated, stated that he thinks about it every day, and stated 
that it changed his life ever since); 

4. The Defendant has live an exemplary life since being released from boot
camp at a State Correctional Institute. The Defendant been a productive
member of society; he completed his college education and is currently a
regional account manager in southwestern Pennsylvania for Verizon via
a series of promotions;

5. The legislative history of the federal Gun Control Act, as noted
repeatedly by the United States Supreme Court, was that “Congress
sought to rule broadly-to keep guns out of the hands of those who have
demonstrated that they may not be trusted to possess a firearm without
becoming a threat to society.” Dickerson v. Afew Banner Institute, Inc.,
460 U.S. 103, 112 (1983) citing Lewis v. United States, 445 U.S. 55, 63
(1980)(emphasis added);

6. Although  involuntary  manslaughter  qualifies  as  a  serious  crime  for
purposes  of  placing  him within the class of persons historically
excluded from Second Amendment protections,3 this Defendant’s
lifestyle for the last 15 years does not demonstrate to this Court that he is
a “threat to society” for sentencing purposes;

7. That the standard range punishment associated with such a conviction
was, therefore, ill-suited and would not serve any greater purpose that a
probationary sentence with electronic home monitoring.

3 See Holloway v. United States Attorney General, supra. 
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     The Commonwealth stresses that Anthony Vardaro’s character witness testimony 
included his opinions about how “the system failed Defendant and that the conviction 
was unjustified,” and how the Defendant blamed the Court, the District Attorney, and 
the firearm salesman. See Motion to Modify Sentence, ¶17. Certainly, Anthony 
Vardaro’s testimony went far beyond what would be considered a character witness 
testimonial; a fair part of it was more akin to a personal rant focused on a system 
wanting to persecute his stepson. The Commonwealth, however, never objected to the 
testimonial during the hearing. In fact, the Court called a side bar with the attorneys 
after Mr. Vardaro stepped down from the witness stand and informed the attorneys that 
it was not considering such testimony in fashioning its sentence. 

     With respect to the Commonwealth’s argument that the Defendant did not show any 
remorse or responsibility his crimes, that may be true.4 However, the Defendant was 
always respectful to the Court, and he did not blame “the system” as Anthony Vardaro 
had; he merely repeated that he just wanted his “voice to be heard.” The Court did hear 
his voice, albeit the Court found that the Commonwealth met its burden of proof and 
did not accept the Defendant’s arguments. Further, the Court should not punish a 
defendant for exercising his right to a trial. 

The cases the Commonwealth cited to support its position to modify the sentence 
reflect defendants who  committed  crimes  of  violence  and/or  had  a  substantial  
criminal  history.  In  Commonwealth  v.  Felix, 539 A.2d 371 (Pa. Super. 1998), the 
Superior Court vacated the trial court’s mitigated sentence where the appellee was 
convicted of burglary and theft, and had a criminal history of 21 arrests, 13 convictions, 
and several parole and probation violations were not fully reflected in the prior record 
score computation. Id. at 372-73. In Commonwealth v. Sims, 728 A.2d 357 (Pa. Super. 
1999), the defendant pled guilty to two counts of simple assault against his girlfriend 
and the girlfriend’s 9-year- old daughter. More specifically, the appellee held the 
girlfriend down, he bit her leg, put her into a chokehold, and threw her down a set of 
steps. Additionally, the appellee threw the child down the steps, slapped her on the back 
and punched her in the head. Id. at 358. Moreover, the appellee’s record “reflect[ed] a 
history of felonies.” Id. at 360. Consequently, the Superior Court vacated the trial 
court’s mitigated sentence. Finally, in Commonwealth v. Childs, 664 A.2d 994 (Pa. 
Super. 1995), the appellee was convicted of aggravated assault, a second- degree felony 
and possessing an instrument of crime. The appellee aimed the gun at the victim’s head, 
firing a shot while sitting in her car (the victim ducked at the time of the firing, and sped 
away to save her life). Id. at 995. The trial court imposed a ten-year probation sentence 
for the aggravated assault and three years concurrent probation terms for PIC. The 
standard range sentence for the aggravated assault was between 33 and 49 months. 
Further, the appellant had been convicted of voluntary manslaughter, and while serving 
a probationary sentence for the crime, he committed a bank robbery at a federal bank 
for which he was convicted and served approximately six years in federal prison. Id. at 
999. The Superior Court vacated the trial court’s mitigated sentence. 
 

 Unlike the aforementioned convicted persons, the Defendant herein did not commit 
a crime of violence, even though the Commonwealth classifies the crime of Materially 
False Written Statement- Purchase of a Firearm as a felony. Further, the Defendant’s 
criminal record is not as extensive or as serious as the persons in Childs, Felix, and 
Sims. Thus, the Court denies the Commonwealth’s motion. 
 

4 A lack of remorse is a permissible factor when fashioning a sentence. See Common-
wealth v. Begley. 780 A.2d 605, 644 (Pa. 2001). 
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THE DEFENDANT’S POST-SENTENCE MOTION 

I. Excluded Testimony Regarding the Conversation at Ace Sporting Goods. 

The  Defendant’s  first  argument  in  his  motion  for  extraordinary  relief  is 
based  on  evidence  that was  excluded  by  this  Court  during  trial.  At  the  non-jury 
trial,  the  Defendant called  Mr.  David  Pegher as his first witness. During direct 
examination, defense counsel, Peter Marcoline, asked Mr. Pegher: 

Q: I want you to give us specifics of what you heard and what was said by Mr. 
Flint and Mr. Bennett during this discussion. 

A: Okay. What I understand is that Joe [Bennett] had given him a detailed 
background about the incident that occurred to him when he was 19 years of age - 

ADA  Carolla:  And  I’m  going  to  object  again,  Your  Honor.  This  is 
hearsay.  This is now what Mr. Bennett is saying to the salesperson. This is exactly 
why we’re here today. Mr. Bennett can testify to what he said - 

The Court engaged the attorneys regarding the objection and, during this 
discussion, the Court informed the attorneys that it would not permit the witness to 
testify about what Mr. Flint said verbatim because that was hearsay. N.T., June 10, 
2021, p. 133, LL. 19-20. The Court would permit the witness to testify about what Mr. 
Flint “directed him (the Defendant) to do, yes, but not word for word. I won’t allow 
word for word.” Id. at p. 135, LL. 7-8. Defense counsel disagreed with the Court; he 
believed it was admissible as a present sense impression. Id. at p. 134, LL. 24-5. To 
support this exception to the hearsay rule, counsel stated, “He’s (David Pegher) 
listening to what Mr. Flint is describing and telling Mr. Bennett to do upon being 
proffered a form (4473) with a question answered yes if he knows will preclude the sale 
of a firearm.” Id. at p. 134, LL. 25; p. 135, LL. 3-5. 

Hearsay is an out-of-court statement that is being offered in court for the truth of 
the matter asserted in the statement. Commonwealth v. Fitzpatrick, 255 A.3d 452, 458 
(Pa. 2021). An exception to the hearsay rule is if the declarant’s statement is a present 
sense impression. The Superior Court has defined the present sense impression 
exception to the hearsay rule and the rational for it as follows: 

The present sense impression exception, regardless of the availability of the 
declarant to testify at trial, allows the admission of a statement describing 
or explaining an event or condition made while the declarant was 
perceiving the event or condition, or immediately thereafter .... The 
observation must be made at the time of the event or shortly thereafter, 
making it unlikely that the declarant had the opportunity to form an intent to 
misstate his observation. Consequently, the trustworthiness of the statement 
depends upon the timing of the declaration. 

The  rationale  for  this  exception  is  that  the  relative  immediacy  of  the 
declaration  insures that there will have been little opportunity for reflection 
or  calculated misstatement. 

Commonwealth v. Hood, 872 A.2d 175, 183 (Pa. Super. 2005)(emphasis added). 
Additionally, the exception allows testimony of declarations regarding conditions or 
events the declarant observed irrespective of whether the event was exciting. 
Commonwealth v. Gray, 867 A.2d 560, 571 (Pa. Super. 2005). 

It was not disputed that Mr. Flint, Mr. Pegher, and the Defendant had a 
conversation regarding the Defendant’s  attempted  purchase  of  the  firearm.  Defense 
counsel  was  asking  the  witness  questions  about what Mr. Flint said during that 
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conversation; the questions were to be about what Mr. Flint stated prior to the 
Defendant changing his answer on Form 4473. The court does not believe this qualifies 
as a “present sense impression,” as defense counsel argues. Pa. R.E. 803(1) gives the 
present sense impression exception to hearsay as “a statement describing or explaining 
an event or condition, made while or immediately after the declarant perceived 
it” (emphasis added). The statements at issue were not based on Mr. Flint’s immediate 
perception of the Defendant’s form regarding the Defendant answering “yes” to 
question 11, but rather his knowledge and experience as a firearms salesman, which the 
court does not find fit into this exception. 

Regardless,  despite  the  Court’s  ruling,  defense  counsel  asked  Mr.  Pegher  
about  the  conversation they had with Mr. Flint and the Commonwealth never objected. 
For example: 

Q. And—so if Mr. Flint testified earlier that he never tells an applicant how to 
answer a question, he would be lying; correct? 

A. In this particular case I would say yes. 

N.T., p. 147, LL. 10-3. 

Even   more   telling   was   defense   counsel’s   questioning   of   the   Defendant   
with   respect   to   the conversation with Mr. Flint. 

Q. Okay.  And you [the   Defendant] and Mr. Pegher didn’t walk out of the 
store at that point? 

A. No. He [Mr. Flint] said, why did you mark yes to it [Question 11 on  form 
4473]? 

Q. Okay. And what did you explain to him?  

A. that I had a— 

Q. And I want details because, unfortunately, Mr. Flint doesn’t remember 
anything. What do you remember telling Mr. Flint on July 8, 2019, why you 
marked yes and signed this form in attempting to purchase a firearm? 

A. I told him that I plead guilty to a misdemeanor for involuntary 
manslaughter, and I even told him that somebody passed away. 

Q. Okay. And where did that discussion go after you advised him of the 
misdemeanor plea of guilty to involuntary manslaughter? 

A. He just—he asked me a couple follow-up questions, and he said based off 
of what I told him ... he said well, nobody died, and I said, somebody did die. 

Q. So you weren’t hiding any of this information?  

A. No. 

Q. Now, I notice that the yes is ultimately crossed off. There is initials J.B. and 
7/8/19. Did you fill that information out? 

A. I did. 

Q. How did you know to do that? 

A. Because he [Mr. Flint] told me to—based off of what I told him that 
because I didn’t have a felony and the sentence was basically—the time I served 
was less than a year that I could cross that off and change the answer to no and 
initial, and then, I believe, he said something along the line of, like, we’ll send it in 
and see what comes back. 

Q. Okay. And based on that indication from Mr. Flint, did you do that?  
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A. I did. 

Id. at pp. 168-70. 

For these reasons, the Court dismisses this argument. 
 

II. THE DEFENDANT’S SECOND AMENTMENT CLAIM 
 

 The Defendant’s next claim is that his Second Amendment constitutional rights 
were infringed because an involuntary manslaughter conviction is not considered a 
serious crime, and “Pennsylvania generally does not recognize Involuntary 
Manslaughter as a crime of violence....” See Petition for Post-Sentence Relief, ¶33. The 
Court dismisses this argument as irrelevant to the matter at hand. 

 Pursuant to Binderup v. Office of the Attorney General of the United States, 836 
F.3d 336, 356-57 (3rd Cir.2016), if the prohibited or disqualifying offense under 18 
U.S.C. § 922(g) is not considered a serious crime, enforcement of the statue is 
considered an infringement upon a person’s Second Amendment rights. Herein, the 
Defendant’s crime of involuntary manslaughter was caused by a vehicle crash while 
under the influence of alcohol. The Third Circuit Court of Appeals has already ruled 
that driving under the influence is considered a serious crime. “[The Appellant] 
Holloway’s DUI conviction constitutes a serious crime, placing him within the class of 
persons historically excluded from Second Amendment protections. Holloway v. 
Attorney General of the United States, 948 F.3d 164, 177 (3rd Cir.2020)(internal 
quotations omitted)(Holloway was subject to a five-year period of incarceration like the 
Defendant herein).9 “[T]the fact that an offense does not include the use or threatened 
use of violence does not mean it is not serious.” Id. at 174. 

 Further,  the  Holloway  court  concluded  that  if  it  accepted  the  Appellant’s  
logic  that  misdemeanors should   not   be   considered   serious   crimes,   then   the   
crimes   of   involuntary   manslaughter,   terrorism, assaulting a child, abusing a care-
dependent person, making terroristic threats, threatening to use weapons of mass 
destruction, shooting a fire bomb into public transportation, indecent assault by forcible 
compulsion, concealing the murder of a child, luring a child into a motor vehicle or 
structure, restraining a person “in circumstances exposing him to risk of serious bodily 
injury,” and stalking, would not be considered serious. Id. at 175 (emphasis added). The 
Court of Appeals found Holloway’s logic to be incredulous. Id. 

 Regardless, the Defendant’s argument that his Second Amendment rights were 
infringed upon has no relation to the crimes of which he was convicted, and is better 
suited for an appeal of a denial to purchase a firearm. The cases cited by the Defendant 
regard plaintiffs bringing actions in federal court, challenging their classification as 
persons prohibited from possessing firearms. The Defendant’s classification as such is 
not an issue in this matter. The Defendant was not convicted of 18 Pa. C.S.A. § 6111 
(g)(4)(ii) because his application was denied or because he was a person prohibited 
from purchasing a firearm. This court found that the Defendant knowingly and 
intentionally made a materially false written statement on a federal form in connection 
with the purchase, delivery, or transfer of a firearm - which is all that the statute 
requires.10 The Defendant’s claim is rejected. 

9 The Holloway court found support in Begay v. U.S., 553 U.S. 137, 141 (2008) 
(“Drunk driving is an extremely dangerous crime.”). 
10 The two additional sections the Court found the Defendant to be in violation of, 18 
Pa. C.S. 4904(a)(1) and (b), have no relation specifically to firearms, and as such, the 
Court does not feel the need to address these individual statutes in connection with the 
Defendant’s Second Amendment argument. 
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III. The Application of 18 U.S.C. 992(G). 
 

Regarding the application of 18 U.S.C. § 992(g) to the case herein, the Defendant 
claims that it does not apply because the Commonwealth failed to provide any evidence 
that the attempted transaction for the purchase of the handgun involved interstate 
commerce, and as such, the Commonwealth did not meet its evidentiary burden to 
sustain the conviction of 18 Pa.C.S.A. § 611 l(g)(4)(ii). This argument is also rejected. 

At   the  conclusion  of  the  non-jury  trial,  the  Defendant  did  not  make  any  
argument that the Commonwealth needed to prove that the attempted transaction   
concerned a firearm that was part of interstate commerce and, therefore, an 
insufficiency of the evidence for a conviction. A sufficiency of the evidence claim, 
however, need not be made immediately at the conclusion of the trial. See Pa.R.Crim.P. 
607 (A)(2). A defendant can make this claim immediately after the court renders the 
verdict, or after sentencing. Pa.R.Crim.P. 607 (A)(4), (5), (6). “A defendant may 
challenge the sufficiency of the evidence in any one or more of the ways listed in 
paragraph (a) of this rule.” Id. at Comment. 

For support of this argument, the Defendant cites to the case of Navarro v. 
Pennsylvania State Police, 212 A.3d 26 (Pa. 2019) for support. In Navarro, the 
Appellee pleaded guilty to two counts of forgery graded as first-degree misdemeanors 
and the court sentenced him to twenty-four months of probation. Subsequently, the 
Appellee discovered that the Pennsylvania State Police (“PSP”) recovered his stolen 
firearm and he submitted an application for its return pursuant to Pennsylvania’s 
Uniform Firearms Act (“UFA”), 18 Pa.C.S.A. §§ 6101-6128. The PSP denied the 
application because a Pennsylvania Instant Check System (“PICS”) report indicated 
appellee had disqualifying convictions under federal law. 

The Appellee challenged the denial. The PSP informed him that the denial was 
based on federal Section 922(g) of the Federal Gun Control Act, 18 U.S.C. §§ 921 -931 
(“GCA”), which prohibits any person “who has been convicted in any court of, a crime 
punishable by imprisonment for a term exceeding one year ... to ship or transport in 
interstate or foreign commerce, or possess in or affecting commerce, any firearm or 
ammunition; or to receive any firearm or ammunition which has been shipped or 
transported in interstate or foreign commerce.” 18 U.S.C. § 922(g)(1). The Appellee 
was also informed that his 2013 forgery convictions — punishable by up to five years' 
imprisonment — were “prohibiting” under Section 922(g). This section of title 18 also 
requires a finding that the firearm had “been shipped or transported in interstate or 
foreign commerce.” Id. 

The Appellee appealed to the Office of the Attorney General (“OAG”), and at a 
hearing before an Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”), the ALJ sustained the PSP’s 
decision. The Appellee then filed an appeal to the Commonwealth Court. The 
Commonwealth Court vacated and remanded for further factual findings. That Court 
explained that Section 922(g) requires “proof of two things: (1) a disqualifying 
conviction, and (2) that the firearm in question was involved in interstate or foreign 
commerce.” Navarro, 212 A.3d at 28. The PSP filed an appeal to the Supreme Court 
wherein it argued that it was not required under Section 6111.1(e) of the UFA to 
provide proof that the handgun was involved in interstate commerce when it denied the 
firearm transfer based on Section 922(g)(1) of the federal GCA. The Supreme Court 
sustained the Commonwealth Court. 

As the Commonwealth Court here properly found, the federal prohibition of 
Section 922(g) simply cannot apply absent some proof the firearm at issue moved 
in interstate or foreign commerce. We agree with the panel’s conclusion the 
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evidence relating to such commerce need not be extensive and may be satisfied by 
showing the gun was manufactured outside Pennsylvania (or that the gun otherwise 
crossed state lines).  

Id. at 33.   

 While the facts of the two cases are not aligned since the Defendant was attempting 
to purchase a firearm instead of trying to have those which he owned returned, Navarro 
addresses and endorses the conclusion that the same outcome must apply when 
someone is attempting to purchase a firearm. The Supreme Court noted that there was 
not any case directly on point to assist it. They, however, found a Commonwealth Court 
case of Taylor v. Pa. State Police, No. 390 C.D. 2010, unpublished memorandum, 2011 
WL 10843320 (Pa. Cmwlth. filed Feb. 18, 2011) to be “instructive.” Id. 
 

 In Taylor, the Appellant tried to purchase a firearm and submitted an application on 
the PICS system. His application was “undetermined” and he was advised he had 30 
days to provide additional information. Taylor responded, but the PSP subsequently 
denied his application because he had been convicted for Firearms Carried Without a 
License, which was a prohibiting offense under 18 U.S.C. § 922(g)(1). Taylor appealed 
to the OAG, and the ALJ conducted a hearing on the issue. At the hearing, the PSP's 
representative testified Taylor's conviction was for a first-degree misdemeanor that, 
under state law, carried a maximum sentence of up to five years' imprisonment. Taylor's 
attorney argued the federal prohibition codified at Section 922(g) did not apply, among 
other reasons, because Taylor was not engaged in interstate commerce. The ALJ, 
however, sustained the PSP's decision to refuse the firearm purchase, concluding that 
the firearm had been manufactured in Florida. Taylor appealed to the Commonwealth 
Court, which affirmed. Accepting Commonwealth Court Judge Patricia A. 
McCullough’s reasoning in her concurrent opinion in Taylor, the Navarro Court noted 
there must be some evidence that the handgun was involved in interstate commerce for 
the prohibition of Section 922(g) to apply. “[T]he requirement of interstate or foreign 
commerce was clearly satisfied by the ALJ’s determination that the firearm was, as the 
Majority noted, manufactured in Florida.” Navarro, 212 A3d at 33, quoting Taylor v. 
Pa. State Police, No. 390 C.D. 2010, unpublished memorandum, 2011 WL 10843320 
(Pa. Cmwlth. filed Feb. 18, 201l)(McCullough, J., concurring). The Supreme Court 
emphasized that Judge McCullough “cited an exhibit introduced into evidence at trial of 
a photocopy of the firearm manufacturer’s website, showing it is located in Coca, 
Florida, and noted the evidence of out-of-state manufacture was in keeping with the 
requirements under federal law.” Id. (citations omitted). As a consequence, the Supreme 
Court stated, “[W]e conclude the Commonwealth Court did not err in determining the 
ALJ must make findings regarding the interstate or foreign commerce status of a 
firearm before affirming PSP's decision to deny transfer to appellee.” Id.11 
 

 Regarding the Making Any Materially False Written Statement (F-3), the 
Commonwealth charged the Defendant of “knowingly providing false information on 
ATF Form 4473, ... , in violation of Section 6111 (g)(4)(ii) of the Pennsylvania Crimes 
Code... .” As for the  
Unsworn Falsification to Authorities (M-2), and Statement Under Penalty (M-3), the 
Commonwealth charged the Defendant of “knowingly providing false information on 
ATF Form 4473, ... , in violation of Section 4904(a)(1) of the Pennsylvania Crime 
Code... .” Finally, the reason the Commonwealth charging the Defendant for Statement 
Under Penalty (M-3) was because of “knowingly providing false information on ATF 

11 The Supreme Court remanded the case to the Administrative Law Judge for addition-
al factual findings on the issue. 



 

WASHINGTON COUNTY REPORTS 16 

 

Form 4473, ... , in violation of Section 4904(b) of the Pennsylvania Crimes Code... .” 
See Bill of Information. Importantly, all three charges are premised on the notion that 
the Defendant provided materially false information on Form 4473, which corresponds 
to 18 U.S.C. § 922(g)(1), part of the Gun Control Act, 18 U.S.C. § 921 et. seq. The 
form specifically states, 
 
  WARNING: You may not receive a firearm if prohibited by Federal or State 
  law. The information you provide will be used to determine whether you are 
  prohibited from receiving a firearm. Certain violation of the Gun Control Act, 
  18 U.S.C. § 921 et.seq. are punishable by up to 10 years imprisonment and/or 
  up to a $250,000 fine. Read the Notices, Instructions, and Definitions on this 
  form. Prepare in original only at the licensed premises (“licensed premises ” 
  includes business temporarily conducted from a qualifying gun show or event 
  in the same State in which the licensed premises is located) unless the transact
  tion qualifies under 18 U.S.C. § 922(c). All entries must be handwritten in ink. 
  “PLEASE PRINT.” 
 

See Exhibit 1. 
 

 “[A]ny knowingly false statement given by a person in connection with the 
purchase of a firearm - even if given in response to the questions on the federal form - is 
‘material’ and subjects that person to prosecution under section 6111(g)(4).” 
Commonwealth v. Baxter, 956 A.2d 465, 472 (Pa.Super. 2008). 

 The record is devoid of any testimony or exhibit that verifies that the firearm that 
the Defendant attempted to purchase was involved with or in interstate commerce. 
However, the Court does not believe that the Commonwealth must introduce this 
evidence to support a conviction for 18 Pa. C.SA. § 6111 (g)(4)(ii). The form is 
premised on 922(g), but 922(g) only pertains to possession or sale of the firearm. It is 
unrelated to the specific act of filling out the application to purchase a firearm, unlike 
section 6111, which expressly relates to statements made in an attempt to obtain a 
firearm. The cases discussed above concerned the appellants’ rejected applications and 
what the PSP must show to uphold the denial, unrelated to how someone answers Form 
4473. The result of the Defendant’s application is immaterial to the crimes for which he 
was convicted. Again, this argument is better fit for an appeal of the denial to purchase 
a firearm, not a conviction for making false statements on the application to do so. The 
Defendant’s argument is dismissed. 
 

BY THE COURT: 
      /s/Gary Gilman, Judge 
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ESTATE  NOTICES

FIRST  PUBLICATION

Bohn, Edith Jane 
a/k/a Jane Bohn 
Late of South Strabane Twp. 
Washington Co., PA 
File No. 63-22-0366 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Executor or attor-
ney, and all persons indebted to the dece-
dent to make payment to the Executor 
without delay. 

Executor: Drew A. Bohn c/o 
Attorney: Mark E. Casper, Jr., Esq., 
Jones, Gregg, Creehan & Gerace, LLP, 
411 Seventh Ave., Ste. 1200, Pittsburgh, 
PA  15219 

 WCR Vol 102 Issues 46,47,48 

Clark, Stephanie Ann 
a/k/a Stephanie A. Clark 
Late of Amwell Twp. 
Washington Co., PA 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Executor or attor-
ney, and all persons indebted to the dece-
dent to make payment to the Executor 
without delay. 

Executor & Attorney: Cary D. Jones, 
Esq., Marriner, Jones & Fitch, 6 S. Main 
St., Ste. 600, Washington, PA  15301 

 WCR Vol 102 Issues 46,47,48 

Hatfield, Wilma V. 
Late of Washington 
Washington Co., PA 
File No. 63-22-0794 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Administrator or 

attorney, and all persons indebted to the 
decedent to make payment to the Admin-
istrator without delay. 

Administrator: Keith Hatfield, 1333 Deer-
field Rd., Washngton, PA  15301 
Attorney: Clark A. Mitchell, Esq., Law 
Offices of Clark A. Mitchell, 17 S. Col-
lege St., Washington, PA  15301 

 WCR Vol 102 Issues 46,47,48 

Izzo, Wilma L. 
a/k/a Wilma Izzo 
Late of Carroll Twp. 
Washington Co., PA 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Executrix or attor-
ney, and all persons indebted to the dece-
dent to make payment to the Executrix 
without delay. 

Executrix: Mary Louise Izzo, 4517 Win-
field St., Harrisburg, PA  17109 
Attorney: Mark E. Ramsier, Esq., 823 
Broad Ave., Belle Vernon, PA  15012 

 WCR Vol 102 Issues 46,47,48 

Knight, Ferne C. 
Late of Washington 
Washington Co., PA 
File No. 63-22-0695 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Executrix or attor-
ney, and all persons indebted to the dece-
dent to make payment to the Executrix 
without delay. 

Executrix: Debra K. Chain a/k/a Debra 
M. Chain, 18 Willow Ct., Ridgefield, CT 
06877 
Attorney: E.J. Julian, Esq., Julian Law 
Firm, 71 N. Main St., Washington, PA 
15301 

 WCR Vol 102 Issues 46,47,48 
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Lento, Barbara Ann  
a/k/a Barbara A. Lento 
Late of Chartiers Twp. 
Washington Co., PA 
File No. 63-22-0119 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Executor or attor-
ney, and all persons indebted to the dece-
dent to make payment to the Executor 
without delay. 

Executor: Betsy Renee McCarthy, 428 S. 
Washington St., Hastings, MI  49058 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 46,47,48 
 

Mason, Richard Lee  
a/k/a Richard L. Mason  
a/k/a Richard Mason 
Late of Vestaburg 
Washington Co., PA 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Executrix or attor-
ney, and all persons indebted to the dece-
dent to make payment to the Executrix 
without delay. 

Executrix: Debra Hughes c/o 
Attorney: Mark M. Mehalov, Esq., 18 
Miller Street Sq., P.O. Box 2123,  
Uniontown, PA  15401 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 46,47,48 
 

Matthews, Sr., Thomas J.  
a/k/a Thomas Joseph Matthews 
Late of Washington 
Washington Co., PA 
File No. 63-22-0730 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Executrix or attor-
ney, and all persons indebted to the dece-
dent to make payment to the Executrix 
without delay. 

Executrix: Joanne Longstreath, 1951 The 
Road, Washington, PA 15301 
Attorney: Dennis M. Makel, Esq., Makel 
& Assoc., LLC, 98 E. Maiden St., Wash-
ington, PA  15301 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 46,47,48 
 

Milich, Elaine H.  
a/k/a Elaine Milich 
Late of Brownsville 
Washington Co., PA 
File No. 63-22-0677 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Executor or attor-
ney, and all persons indebted to the dece-
dent to make payment to the Executor 
without delay. 

Executor: Karen Haiden, 136 Rices Land-
ing Rd., Rices Landing, PA  15357 
Attorney: Lisa J. Buday, Esq., P.O. Box 
488, California, PA  15419 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 46,47,48 
 

Molinko, Florence  
a/k/a Florence Marie Molinko 
Late of McMurray 
Washington Co., PA 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Executrix or attor-
ney, and all persons indebted to the dece-
dent to make payment to the Executrix 
without delay. 

Executrix: Kimberly Boyd, 108 Nancy 
Ln., McMurray, PA  15317 
Attorney: Jeffrey P. Derrico, Esq., Green-
lee Derrico Posa, LLC, 60 E. Beau St., 
Washington, PA  15301 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 46,47,48 
 

Murr, Lillian  
a/k/a Lillian June Murr 
Late of East Washington Borough 
Washington Co., PA 
File No. 63-22-0833 
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Zirngibl, Nancy O.  
a/k/a Nancy Clare Zirngibl 
Late of West Bethlehem 
Washington Co., PA 
File No. 63-22-0816 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Executor or attor-
ney, and all persons indebted to the dece-
dent to make payment to the Executor 
without delay. 

Executor: David M. Zirngibl, 5 Piper Rd., 
West Bethlehem, PA  15345 
Attorney: Daniel L. Goodyear, Esq., 
Sciullo & Goodyear, 3809 Willow Ave., 
Castle Shannon, PA  15234 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 46,47,48 

 

SECOND PUBLICATION 
 
Barber, Richard  
Late of Stockdale 
Washington Co., PA 
File No. 63-22-0811 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Administrator or 
attorney, and all persons indebted to the 
decedent to make payment to the Admin-
istrator without delay. 

Administrator: Wendy Barber, P.O. Box 
227, Stockdale, PA  15483 
Attorney: Michele P. Conti, Esq., 986 
Brodhead Rd., Moon Twp., PA  15108 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 45,46,47 
 

Bartoletti, Sr., Richard A.  
Late of Washington 
Washington Co., PA 
File No. 63-22-0800 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Executor or attor-

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Administrator or 
attorney, and all persons indebted to the 
decedent to make payment to the Admin-
istrator without delay. 

Administrator: Robert McFall, 1703B 
Dick Pond Rd., Myrtle Beach, SC  29575 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 46,47,48 
 

Sprock, Sandra Lee  
a/k/a Sandra Lee Spence 
Late of Canton Twp. 
Washington Co., PA 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Administrator or 
attorney, and all persons indebted to the 
decedent to make payment to the Admin-
istrator without delay. 

Administrator: Jerald Ray Dobroski,  
48 Spring St., Charleroi, PA  15022 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 46,47,48 
 

Wrubleski, Rose  
a/k/a Rose L. Wrubleski 
Late of South Strabane Twp. 
Washington Co., PA 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Executor or attor-
ney, and all persons indebted to the dece-
dent to make payment to the Executor 
without delay. 

Executor: Albert J. Wrubleski, 448 Coun-
try Club Rd., Washington, PA  15301 
Attorney: Thomas O. Vreeland, Esq., Bas-
si, Vreeland & Assoc., P.C., 62 E. Wheel-
ing St., Washington, PA  15301 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 46,47,48 
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ney, and all persons indebted to the dece-
dent to make payment to the Executor 
without delay. 

Executor: Gineen Ferrara FKA Gineen 
Bartoletti, 502 Harvester Dr., Oakdale, 
PA  15071 
Attorney: Wayne M. Chiurazzi, Esq.,  
101 Smithfield St., Pittsburgh, PA  15222 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 45,46,47 
 

Belcastro, Tracy  
Late of McDonald 
Washington Co., PA 
File No. 63-22-0056 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Executor or attor-
ney, and all persons indebted to the dece-
dent to make payment to the Executor 
without delay. 

Executor: Deborah J. Belcastro, 341 Wa-
terdam Rd., McDonald, PA  15057 
Attorney: Edwin W. Russell, Esq., Meyer 
Unkovic & Scott, LLP, Henry W. Oliver 
Bldg., 535 Smithfield St., Ste. 13, Pitts-
burgh, PA  15222 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 45,46,47 
 

Bethem, Gregg Leonard  
Late of Fallowfield Twp. 
Washington Co., PA 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Administratrix or 
attorney, and all persons indebted to the 
decedent to make payment to the Admin-
istratrix without delay. 

Administratrix: Angela Atkins, 816 Bar-
clay Rd., Indiana, PA  15701 
Attorney: Megan A. Kerns, 1747 Ros-
traver Rd., Belle Vernon, PA  15012 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 45,46,47 
 

Dewey, Sandra L.  
Late of McDonald Borough 
Washington Co., PA 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Administrator or 
attorney, and all persons indebted to the 
decedent to make payment to the Admin-
istrator without delay. 

Administrator: Jamie Grady, 3402 Gulf 
Shores Dr., Las Vegas, NV 89122 
Attorney: Kathleen B. Murren, Esq., 
Skarlatos Zonarich, 320 Market St.,  
Ste. 600W, Harrisburg, PA 17101 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 45,46,47 
 

Herriott, Donald K.  
Late of Midway Boro 
Washington Co., PA 
File No. 63-22-0080 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Executor or attor-
ney, and all persons indebted to the dece-
dent to make payment to the Executor 
without delay. 

Executor: James Fulmer, 1105 Robinson 
Hwy., McDonald, PA  15057 
Attorney: Loretta B. Kendall, Esq., 364 E. 
Lincoln Ave., McDonald, PA  15057 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 45,46,47 
 

Hoelle, James D.  
Late of N. Franklin Twp. 
Washington Co., PA 
File No. 63-22-0764 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Administrator or 
attorney, and all persons indebted to the 
decedent to make payment to the Admin-
istrator without delay. 

Administrator: Dara Hoelle, 118 Clubside 
Dr., Canonsburg, PA  15317 
Attorney: Kiersten L. Lane, Esq.,  
P.O. Box 38667, Pittsburgh, PA  15238 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 45,46,47 
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Levandosky, William P.  
Late of Marianna 
Washington Co., PA 
File No. 63-2022-0192 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Executor or attor-
ney, and all persons indebted to the dece-
dent to make payment to the Executor 
without delay. 

Executor: Margaret Roule, 23 2nd St., 
Marianna, PA  15345 
Attorney: Marjorie A. Marotta, Esq., 4160 
Washington Rd., Ste. 208, McMurray, PA  
15317 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 45,46,47 
 

McCollum, James Stanley  
Late of Carroll Twp. 
Washington Co., PA 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Administratrix or 
attorney, and all persons indebted to the 
decedent to make payment to the Admin-
istratrix without delay. 

Administratrix: Ruth Ann Fidanzato, 
10566 Valentine Rd. N., Tallahassee, FL  
32317 
Attorney: Bradley M. Bassi, Esq., Bassi, 
Vreeland & Assoc., P.C., P.O. Box 144, 
111 Fallowfield Ave., Charleroi, PA  
15022 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 45,46,47 
 

Menhart, Gail  
Late of East Bethlehem 
Washington Co., PA 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Administrator or 
attorney, and all persons indebted to the 
decedent to make payment to the Admin-
istrator without delay. 

Administrator: Richard Menhart, 101 Fan-
ton Ln., Prosperity, PA  15329 
Attorney: Timothy N. Logan, Esq., Logan 
& Gatten, 54 N. Richhill St., Waynesburg, 
PA  15370 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 45,46,47 
 

Menhart, Sr., Frank C.  
Late of East Bethlehem 
Washington Co., PA 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Administrator or 
attorney, and all persons indebted to the 
decedent to make payment to the Admin-
istrator without delay. 

Administrator: Richard Menhart, 101 Fan-
ton Ln., Prosperity, PA  15329 
Attorney: Timothy N. Logan, Esq., Logan 
& Gatten, 54 N. Richhill St.,  

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 45,46,47 
 

Merrill, Lane F.  
a/k/a Lane Merrill 
Late of Chartiers Twp. 
Washington Co., PA 
File No. 63-21-1868 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Administrator or 
attorney, and all persons indebted to the 
decedent to make payment to the Admin-
istrator without delay. 

Administrator: Nancy Mastrangioli,  
680 Allison Hollow Rd., Washington, PA  
15301 
Attorney: Marjorie A. Marotta, Esq.,  
4160 Washington Rd., Ste. 208,  
McMurray, PA  15317 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 45,46,47 
 

Nebel, Jr., Charles J.  
Late of Canonsburg Borough 
Washington Co., PA 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
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hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Executrix or attor-
ney, and all persons indebted to the dece-
dent to make payment to the Executrix 
without delay. 

Executrix: Dorothy M. Nebel c/o  
Attorney: Vance E. Antonacci, Esq., 
McNees Wallace & Nurick, LLC, 570 
Lausch Ln., Ste. 200, Lancaster, PA 
17601 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 45,46,47 
 

Poness, Patricia Marie  
Late of Strabane 
Washington Co., PA 
File No. 63-21-1789 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Administrator or 
attorney, and all persons indebted to the 
decedent to make payment to the Admin-
istrator without delay. 

Administrator: Rosemary Peffer,  
427 McGovern Rd., Houston, PA  15342 
Attorney: Marjorie A. Marotta, Esq.,  
4160 Washington Rd., Ste. 208,  
McMurray, PA  15317 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 45,46,47 
 

Sabo, Erin M.  
a/k/a Erin Maureen Sabo, MD 
Late of Smith Twp. 
Washington Co., PA 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Executor or attor-
ney, and all persons indebted to the dece-
dent to make payment to the Executor 
without delay. 

Executor: Daniel P. Sabo, 31 Number 3 
Hill Rd., Burgettstown, PA  15021 
Attorney: Thomas O. Vreeland, Esq., Bas-
si, Vreeland & Assoc., P.C., 62 E. Wheel-
ing St., Washington, PA  15301-4804 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 45,46,47 

 

Vensel, John Paul  
a/k/a Jack Vensel a/k/a John P. Vensel 
Late of Donegal Twp. 
Washington Co., PA 
File No. 63-22-0726 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons hav-
ing claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Executors or attor-
ney, and all persons indebted to the dece-
dent to make payment to the Executors 
without delay. 

Executors: Pamela Celeste McPherson & 
John Paul Vensel II c/o 
Attorney: John Paul Vensel, II., Esq.,  
6 S. Main St., Ste. 518, Washington, PA  
15301 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 45,46,47 
 

Williams, Theda G.  
Late of Claysville 
Washington Co., PA 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons hav-
ing claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Executor or attor-
ney, and all persons indebted to the dece-
dent to make payment to the Executor 
without delay. 

Executor: Frederick Thomas Williams,  
11 Milliken Blvd., West Alexander, PA  
15376 
Attorney: William H. Knestrick, Esq., 
Neighborhood Attorneys, LLC, 8 East 
Pine Ave., Washington, PA  15301 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 45,46,47 
 

THIRD PUBLICATION 
 
Columbine, Charles Gasper  
a/k/a Charles G. Columbine 
Late of Charleroi 
Washington Co., PA 
File No. 63-22-0716 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons hav-
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ing claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Executor or attor-
ney, and all persons indebted to the dece-
dent to make payment to the Executor 
without delay. 

Executor: Kenneth Bradley Mellor, 1800 
Main St., Ste. 200, Canonsburg, PA  
15317 
Attorney: Kathryn Gioia, Esq., Bowles 
Rice LLC, 1800 Main St., Ste. 200, Can-
onsburg, PA  15317 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 44,45,46 
 

Columbus, Garry John  
Late of Winter Haven, Polk County, FL 
Washington Co., PA 
File No. 63-22-0253 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Administrator or 
attorney, and all persons indebted to the 
decedent to make payment to the Admin-
istrator without delay. 

Administrator: Terri Pike, 4335 Hill For-
rest Dr., Kingwood, TX  77345 
Attorney: Geoffrey P. Wozman, Esq., 100 
Ross St., Ste. 130, Pittsburgh, PA  15219 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 44,45,46 
 

Drow, John Anthony  
a/k/a John A. Drow 
Late of Coal Center 
Washington Co., PA 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Executor or attor-
ney, and all persons indebted to the dece-
dent to make payment to the Executor 
without delay. 

Executor: John Adam Drow, 408 West 
8th St., Florence, KS 66851 
Attorney: Bradley M. Bassi, Esq., Bassi, 
Vreeland & Assoc., P.C., P.O. Box 144, 
111 Fallowfield Ave., Charleroi, PA  
15022 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 44,45,46 

Duran, Joann P.  
Late of Bulger 
Washington Co., PA 
File No. 63-22-0682 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons hav-
ing claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Executor or attor-
ney, and all persons indebted to the dece-
dent to make payment to the Executor 
without delay. 

Executor: Laurie Crawford, 137 Decker 
Ln., Monroe, TN  38573 
Attorney: Joseph L. Luvara, Esq., 2 PPG 
Place, Ste. 400, Pittsburgh, PA  15222 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 44,45,46 
 

Gisoni, Sr., Joseph A.  
a/k/a Joseph A. Gisoni 
Late of City of Washington 
Washington Co., PA 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons hav-
ing claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Executor or attor-
ney, and all persons indebted to the dece-
dent to make payment to the Executor 
without delay. 

Executor: Joseph A. Gisoni, Jr. c/o 
Attorney: Mark Geary, Esq., 225 Wash-
ington Trust Bldg., 6 South Main St., 
Washington, PA  15301 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 44,45,46 
 

Keplar, Louis J.  
Late of California 
Washington Co., PA 
File No. 63-22-0670 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons hav-
ing claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Executor or attor-
ney, and all persons indebted to the dece-
dent to make payment to the Executor 
without delay. 

Executor: Ann M. Keplar, 118 4th St., 
California, PA  15419 
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claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Executor or attor-
ney, and all persons indebted to the dece-
dent to make payment to the Executor 
without delay. 

Executor: Donald R. Piatt, 4488 Picket 
Court, Mason, OH  45040 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 44,45,46 
 

Sabatasse, Tina M.  
Late of City of Washington 
Washington Co., PA 
File No. 63-22-0741 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons hav-
ing claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Administrator or 
attorney, and all persons indebted to the 
decedent to make payment to the Admin-
istrator without delay. 

Administrator: Jalen M. Morris, 132 Piatt 
Estates Dr., Washington, PA  15301 
Attorney: Stephen J. Taczak, Esq., 
Taczak Law Office, LLC, 12 N. Jefferson 
Ave., Canonsburg, PA  15317 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 44,45,46 
 

Schaum, Joan L.  
Late of City of Monongahela 
Washington Co., PA 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons hav-
ing claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Executor or attor-
ney, and all persons indebted to the dece-
dent to make payment to the Executor 
without delay. 

Executor: Charles V. Schaum, 217 Grace 
Manor Dr., Coraopolis, PA  15108 
Attorney: Richard C. Mudrick, Esq., 300 
Fallowfield Ave., Charleroi, PA  15022 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 44,45,46 
 

Scorza, Helen  
a/k/a Helen Rose Scorza 
Late of Bentleyville 
Washington Co., PA 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 

Attorney: Lisa J. Buday, Esq., P.O. Box 
488, California, PA  15419 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 44,45,46 
 

Major, Joyce A.  
Late of Borough of Donora 
Washington Co., PA 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Executrix or attor-
ney, and all persons indebted to the dece-
dent to make payment to the Executrix 
without delay. 

Executrix: Vicki M. Wichterman, 378 
Patterson Ln., Rostraver Twp., PA  15012 
Attorney: Mark J. Shire, Esq., Shire Law 
Firm, 1711 Grand Blvd., Park Centre, 
Monessen, PA  15062 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 44,45,46 
 

Pesognelli, Dominick A.  
a/k/a Dominick Anthony Pesognelli 
Late of Monongahela 
Washington Co., PA 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Executor or attor-
ney, and all persons indebted to the dece-
dent to make payment to the Executor 
without delay. 

Executor: Dominick A. Pesognelli, Jr., 
777 Kennedy St., Monongahela, PA  
15063 
Attorney: Bradley M. Bassi, Esq., Bassi, 
Vreeland & Assoc., P.C., P.O. Box 144, 
111 Fallowfield Ave., Charleroi, PA  
15022 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 44,45,46 
 

Piatt, Doris Ann  
Late of Washington 
Washington Co., PA 
File No. 63-22-0787 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
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on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Executrix or attor-
ney, and all persons indebted to the dece-
dent to make payment to the Executrix 
without delay. 

Executrix: Melissa Scorza, P.O. Box 263, 
Amity, PA  15311 
Attorney: Gregory C. Hook, Esq., 189 W. 
High St., P.O. Box 792, Waynesburg, PA  
15370 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 44,45,46 
 

Walters, Ruth C.  
Late of South Strabane Twp. 
Washington Co., PA 

The Register of Wills has granted Letters 
on the Estate of the Decedent. Notice is 
hereby given to request all persons having 
claims against the decedent to make 
known the same to the Co-Executors or 
attorney, and all persons indebted to the 
decedent to make payment to the Co-
Executors without delay. 

Co-Executors: John Henry Holzapfel, Isa-
belle Holzapfel c/o 
Attorney: Frank C. Roney, Jr., Esq.,  
382 W. Chestnut St., Ste. 102, Washing-
ton, PA  15301 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 44,45,46 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

. 
 
 
 
 

Fictitious Name Registration  
  

Notice is hereby given that an Applica-
tion for Registration of Fictitious Name 
was filed in the Department of State of 
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania on 
February 03, 2022 for Meturetor at 529 
Cherryhill Drive, Bridgeville, PA 15017. 
The name and address of each individual 
interested in the business is Michael 
Kohler at 529 Cherryhill Drive, Bridge-
ville, PA 15017. This was filed in accord-
ance with 54 PaC.S. 311.417  

          WCR Vol 102 Issue 46 
 
 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT a 
Certificate of Organization was filed with 
the Department of State of the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania on March 31, 
2022, for a Limited Liability Company 
formed under the Pennsylvania Uniform 
Limited Liability Company Act of 2016.  
The name of the company is:  BELLA 
EXCAVATING & DEVELOPMENT, 
LLC.  Its principal place of business is 
171 Pine Street, Roscoe, Pennsylvania 
15477 
 

Mark J. Shire, Esquire 
Pa.I.D. #44843 
SHIRE LAW FIRM 
1711 Grand Boulevard 
Park Centre 
Monessen, PA  15062 
Tele:  (724) 684-8881 
Fax:  (724) 684-7475 
Email:  shire@shirelaw.com 

          WCR Vol 102 Issue 46 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CORPORATION NOTICES 
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CASE MAY PROCEED WITHOUT 
YOU AND A JUDGMENT MAY BE 
ENTERED AGAINST YOU BY THE 
COURT WITHOUT FURTHER NO-
TICE FOR ANY MONEY CLAIMED IN 
THE COMPLAINT OR FOR ANY 
OTHER CLAIM OR RELIEF RE-
QUESTED BY THE PLAINTIFF.  YOU 
MAY LOSE MONEY OR PROPERTY 
OR OTHER RIGHTS IMPORTANT TO 
YOU. 

YOU SHOULD TAKE THIS 
PAPER TO YOUR LAWYER AT 
ONCE.  IF YOU DO NOT HAVE A 
LAWYER OR CANNOT AFFORD 
ONE, GO TO OR TELEPHONE THE 
OFFICE SET FORTH BELOW TO 
FIND OUT WHERE YOU CAN GET 
LEGAL HELP.

PA Lawyer Referral Services 
PA Bar Association  
100 South Street  
Harrisburg, PA 17108  
Phone (800) 692-7375  

Northwestern Legal Services  
First Niagara Bldg., 4th Floor 
315 Second Ave., Suite 401  
Warren, PA 16365  
Phone (800) 665-6957  

William J. Gagliardino, Esquire 
THE LAW OFFICES WILLIAM J. 

GAGLIARDINO 
1310 Old Freeport Rd. 

Box 111293 
Pittsburgh, PA  15238 

(412) 837-2505 
wjg@gagliardinolaw.com 

 WCR Vol 102 Issue 46 

ACTION TO QUIET TITLE
NOTICE 

TO: THOMAS POLOVICHACK, JOHN 
PETROS,  THE ESTATE OF LEO DO-
BROSKY,  THE ESTATE OF CHESTER 
DOBROSKY, THE ESTATE OF STAN-
LEY DOBROSKY, THE ESTATE OF 
WALTER DOBROSKY, PETE B. 
RUCKI, EDWARD DOBROSKY and any 
and all unknown occupants of 432 Grun-
derville Road, Warren, Warren County, 
Pennsylvania, 16365. 

Please take notice that John 
Smelko, Plaintiff, has filed a complaint to 
Quiet Title against the above name defend-
ants, and others who may have an interest 
in 432 Grunderville Road, Warren, Penn-
sylvania, 16365, in the Court of Common 
Pleas of Warren County, Pennsylvania, 
Civil Division, at Docket No.: 77-2022. 
Plaintiff is the owner of the described 
property situate in the Township of Pleas-
ant, County of Warren and Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania, bearing parcel 
number YV-933-644600-000, more com-
monly known as 432 Grunderville Road, 
Warren, Pennsylvania, 16365.  The de-
fendants may have some interest in the 
above described property.  Plaintiff has 
filed this action to quiet title to the proper-
ty and seek to bar the defendants from ever 
asserting any right, title, interest, lien or 
claim against the property. 

NOTICE TO DEFEND

YOU HAVE BEEN SUED IN COURT. 
IF YOU WISH TO DEFEND AGAINST 
THE CLAIMS SET FORTH IN THE 
FOLLOWING PAGES, YOU MUST 
TAKE ACTION WITHIN TWENTY (20) 
DAYS AFTER THIS COMPLAINT AND 
NOTICE ARE SERVED, BY ENTERING 
A WRITTEN APPEARANCE PERSON-
ALLY OR BY ATTORNEY AND FIL-
ING IN WRITING WITH THE COURT 
YOUR DEFENSES OR OBJECTIONS 
TO THE CLAIMS SET FORTH 
AGAINST YOU.  YOU ARE WARNED 
THAT IF YOU FAIL TO DO SO, THE 

REAL PROPERTY NOTICE



27 

 

WASHINGTON COUNTY REPORTS 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
OF WASHINGTON COUNTY,  

PENNSYLVANIA 
CIVIL DIVISION  

 
NO: CV-2022-2454 

 
 

WILLIAM A. CAMPBELL,  
and MARY C. CAMPBELL,  

husband and wife, PLAINTIFFS 
 

v. 
 

CANTON TOWNSHIP, DEFENDANT. 
 

HEARING NOTICE/ 
NOTICE OF DEFAULT 

 

NOTICE TO the Defendant, Canton 
Township:  
 

You are notified that, by virtue of 
Court Order dated May 12, 2022 and filed 
of record in the Washington County Pro-
thonotaries Office at the above captioned 
case number, a hearing on Plaintiff’s Mo-
tion for Default Judgment/Summary Judg-
ment is scheduled for August 3, 2022 at 
9:00 a.m. in Courtroom number 6 of the 
Washington County Courthouse.  Should 
you wish to object, or otherwise contest, 
the requested relief, you must appear to so 
note said objection. 

 

FURTHER, YOU ARE IN DE-
FAULT BECAUSE YOU HAVE FAILED 
TO ENTER A WRITTEN APPEAR-
ANCE PERSONALLY OR BY ATTOR-
NEY AND FILE YOUR DEFENSES OR 
OBJECTIONS WITH THE COURT.  UN-
LESS YOU ACT BEFORE, OR DUR-
ING, THE HEARING ON AUGUST 3, 
2022, THE CASE MAY PROCEED 
WITHOUT YOU AND A JUDGMENT 
MAY BE ENTERED WITHOUT FUR-
THER NOTICE FOR THE RELIEF RE-
QUESTED BY THE PLAINTIFF.  YOU 
MAY LOSE MONEY OR PROPERTY 
OR OTHER RIGHTS IMPORTANT TO 
YOU. 

 

YOU SHOULD TAKE THIS 
NOTICE TO YOUR LAWYER AT 
ONCE.  IF YOU DO NOT HAVE A 

LAWYER, OR CANNOT AFFORD 
REPRESENTATION, YOU MAY BE 
ELIGIBLE FOR OR QUALIFY FOR AN 
ATTORNEY AT A REDUCED FEE OR 
NO FEE.  PLEASE CONTACT THE 
BELOW AGENCIES: 

 

Southwestern Pennsylvania  
Legal Aid Society  
10 West Cherry Avenue  
Washington, Pennsylvania, 15301  
(724) 225-6170 
  
Washington County Bar Association 
119 South College Street,  
Washington, Pennsylvania, 15301 
(742) 225-6710 

 

Christopher J. Blackwell, Esq.  
PA ID# 324512 
Blackwell & Associates 
6 South Main St., Ste 321 
Washington, PA 15301 
724-225-4005 
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SHERIFF’S SALE—Anthony E. Andronas, Sheriff 
Abstracts of properties taken in execution upon the writs shown, at the number and 
term shown, as the properties of the severally named defendants, owners or reputed 
owners, and to be sold by ANTHONY E. ANDRONAS, Sheriff of Washington Coun-
ty, Pennsylvania on FRIDAY, JULY 8, 2022 at 10:00 o’clock A.M. in Public Meet-
ing Room 104, Courthouse Square Building, 100 West Beau Street, Washington, 
Pennsylvania.  
 
CONDITIONS OF SALE: Ten (10%) percent of purchase bid (but not less than 
Sheriff’s costs) shall be paid in CASH, CERTIFIED FUNDS OR MONEY ORDER at 
the completion of the sale and the balance on or before the following WEDNESDAY 
at 4:00 o’clock P.M. If ten (10%) percent down payment is not made on the day of the 
sale, or if the balance of payment is not made on Wednesday following the date of 
sale, the property will again be put up for sale on the following FRIDAY at 10:00 
o’clock A.M., at the expense and risk of the bidder from the original sale. A schedule 
of distribution will be filed by the Sheriff not later than thirty (30) days from the date 
of the sale and distribution will be made in accordance with the schedule unless excep-
tions are filed within ten (10) days thereafter. (Complete description of the properties 
are on file in the Sheriff’s Office at Courthouse Square, 100 West Beau Street, Suite 
303, Washington, PA) 

CALIFORNIA 
 

PNC BANK, NATIONAL ASSOCIA-
TION, Successor by Merger to  

National City Bank 
vs 

TODD A. KLUS, Known Heir of DAR-
LENE KLUS A/K/A DARLENE ANN 
KLUS A/K/A DARLENE A. KLUS,  

ET AL 
 
DOCKET #: 2021-7712 
JUDGEMENT: $37,135.24 
 
In the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 
Washington County, California Borough; 
 
Address: 948 PENNSYLVANIA  
AVENUE, CALIFORNIA, PA 15419 
Tax #: 080-017-00-03-0001-01 
 
Improvements: Residential Dwelling 
 
Attorney: TUCKER ARENSBERG, P.C., 
(412) 566-1212 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 46,47,48 
 

 

BURGETTSTOWN 
 

US BANK TRUST NATIONAL AS-
SOCIATION, Not In Its Individual 

Capacity but Solely as Owner Trustee 
for VRMTG Asset Trust 

vs 
ERIKA GILBERT 

 
DOCKET #: 2021-5858 
JUDGEMENT: $63,327.39 
 
In the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 
Washington County, Burgettstown  
Borough; 
 
Address: 35 STELLA STREET,  
BURGETTSTOWN, PA 15021 
Tax #: 070-019-00-01-0007-020 
 
Improvements: Residential Dwelling 
 
Attorney: KML LAW GROUP, P.C., 
(215) 627-1322 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 46,47,48 
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CHARLEROI 
 

TRUIST BANK f/k/a BRANCH  
BANKING & TRUST COMPANY 

vs 
DEBORAH R. PROCTOR AND 

MARK A. PROCTOR, c/o  
Thomas P. Agrafiotis, Esquire 

 
DOCKET #: 2018-6471 
JUDGEMENT: $318,406.65 
 
In the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 
Washington County, Charleroi Borough; 
 
Address: 331 FALLOWFIELD AVENUE, 
CHARLEROI, PA 15022 
Tax #: 160-021-00-02-0005-00 
 
Improvements: Residential Dwelling 
 
Attorney: McCABE, WEISBERG & 
CONWAY, (215) 790-1010  

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 46,47,48 
 

MOUNT PLEASANT 
 

COMMUNITY LOAN SERVICING, 
LLC f/k/a BAYVIEW LOAN  

SERVICING, LLC 
vs 

PENELOPE G. KRAMER AKA  
PENEOPE G. KRAMER 

 
DOCKET #: 2021-7762 
JUDGEMENT: $33,506.02 
 
In the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 
Washington County, Mount Pleasant 
Township; 
 
Address: 1010 SECOND STREET, 
MCDONALD, PA 15057 
Tax #: 460-012-01-00-0022-00 
 
Improvements: Residential Dwelling 
 
Attorney: KML LAW GROUP, P.C., 
(215) 627-1322 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 46,47,48 

 

NEW EAGLE 
 

WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A. 
vs 

MARY ANN ROBERTS, as Executrix 
of the Estate of RICHARD B.  

CHARLTON AKA  
RICHARD HARLTON 

 

DOCKET #: 2021-6925 
JUDGEMENT: $37,525.98 
 

In the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 
Washington County, New Eagle  
Borough; 
 

Address: 433 FIRST AVENUE, NEW 
EAGLE, PA 15067 
Tax #: 480-012-00-01-0029-00 
 
Improvements: Residential Dwelling 
 
Attorney: MANLEY DEAS  
KOCHALSKI LLC, (614) 220-5611 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 46,47,48 

 
PETERS 
 

FLEXOSPAN STEEL BUILDINGS, 
INC. 

vs 
McCLURE CONSTRUCTION CO., 

LLC, MCCLURE SALES COMPANY, 
INC., and, in their individual  

capacities, Estate of ROBERT B. 
MCCLURE, ET AL 

 

DOCKET #: 2021-7495 
JUDGEMENT: $1,806,360.19 
 

In the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 
Washington County, Peters Township; 
 

Address: 110 MOORE DRIVE, 
MCMURRAY, PA 15317 & VACANT 
LOT IN PETERS TWP 
Tax #: 540-011-03-02-0009-01 & 
(VACANT LAND-540-011-03-02-0009-
02) (2) 
 

Improvements: Residential Dwelling 
Attorney: KNOX MCLAUGHLIN  
GORNALL & SENNETT, P.C.,  
(814) 459-2800             

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 46,47,48 
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UNION 
 

U.S. BANK NATIONAL  
ASSOCIATION 

vs 
STACEY DYRWAL, In Her Capacity 
as Executrix and Devisee of the Estate 
of JUDY L. TALMONTI A/K/A JULY 

LYNN TALMONTI A/K/A JUDY 
TALMONTI 

 
DOCKET #: 2020-1245 
JUDGEMENT: $126,829.34 
 
In the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 
Washington County, Union Township; 
 
Address: 3478 ORCHARD AVENUE  
A/K/A 3478 ORCHARD DRIVE,  
FINLEYVILLE, PA 15332 
Tax #: 640-010-02-03-0006-00 
 

Improvements: Residential Dwelling 
 
Attorney: BROCK & SCOTT, PLLC, 
(844) 856-6646 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 46,47,48 
 

 
WASHINGTON 
 
WASHINGTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 

vs 
JAMES E. DURBIN AND TRACY L. 

DURBIN 
 
DOCKET #: 2012-1092 
JUDGEMENT: $1,850.84 
 
In the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 
Washington County, City of Washington; 
 
Address: 480 BROAD STREET, WASH-
INGTON, PA  15301 
Tax #: 780-005-00-02-0002-00 
 
Improvements: Residential Dwelling 
 
Attorney: PORTNOFF LAW  
ASSOCIATES, LTD, (866) 720-9748 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 46,47,48 

  
 

WASHINGTON (Cont’d) 
 

FIRST NATIONAL BANK OF  
PENNSYLVANIA 

vs 
CHAD R. BAKER 

 
DOCKET #: 2022-1641 
JUDGEMENT: $109,701.16 
 
In the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 
Washington County, City of Washington; 
 
Address: 376 MAPLE AVENUE, 
WASHINGTON, PA 15301 
Tax #: 770-025-00-04-0005-00 
 
Improvements: Residential Dwelling 
 
Attorney: FIRST NATIONAL BANK OF 
PENNSYLVANIA IN-HOUSE COUN-
SEL, 412-320-2191 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 46,47,48 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WASHINGTON (Cont’d) 
 

CITY OF WASHINGTON 
vs 

GILES INVEST, L.L.C. 
 
DOCKET #: 2016-2727 
JUDGEMENT: $1,545.78 
 
In the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 
Washington County, City of Washington; 
 
Address: 30 OREGON STREET, 
WASHINGTON, PA 15301 
Tax #: 710-009-00-03-0013-00 
 
Improvements: Residential Dwelling 
 
Attorney: PORTNOFF LAW  
ASSOCIATES, LTD, (866) 720-9748 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 46,47,48 
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WASHINGTON (Cont’d) 
 

CITY OF WASHINGTON 
vs 

VALARIE D. SCHNORE 
 
DOCKET #: 2019-3887 
JUDGEMENT: $2,088.04 
 
In the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 
Washington County, City of Washington; 
 
Address: 643 ALLISON AVENUE, 
WASHINGTON, PA 15301 
Tax #: 770-008-00-02-0007-00 
 
Improvements: Residential Dwelling 
 
Attorney: PORTNOFF LAW  
ASSOCIATES, LTD, (866) 720-9748 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 46,47,48 

 

 
 
 
 
WASHINGTON (Cont’d) 
 
WASHINGTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 

vs 
SIX HUNDRED ONE BEECH ST. 

TRUST 
 
DOCKET #: 2015-4779 
JUDGEMENT: $1,425.49 
 
In the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 
Washington County, City of Washington; 
 
Address: 601 BEECH STREET,  
WASHINGTON, PA 15301 
Tax #: 760-015-00-01-0017-01 
 
Improvements: Residential Dwelling 
 
Attorney: PORTNOFF LAW  
ASSOCIATES, LTD, (866) 720-9748 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 46,47,48 
 
 

 

WEST PIKE RUN 
 

FIRST FEDERAL SAVINGS AND 
LOAN ASSOCIATION OF GREENE 

COUNTY, as existing under the laws of 
the United States 

vs 
DENNIS J. KUROWSKI, II 

 
DOCKET #: 2021-7813 
JUDGEMENT: $71,313.11 
 
In the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 
Washington County, West Pike Run 
Township; 
 
Address: 217 WHITEHALL ROAD, 
DAISYTOWN, PA  15427 
Tax #: 700-011-00-00-0010-00 
 
Improvements: Residential Dwelling 
 
Attorney: PEACOCK KELLER LLP, 
(724) 222-4520 

          WCR Vol 102 Issues 46,47,48 
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Kathy Tarr

From: Todd Pappasergi <todd.pappasergi@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, February 14, 2022 4:20 PM
To: Kathy Tarr
Cc: Patrick Grimm
Subject: Re: MDJ Realignment

Please accept the following as a comment in favor of the proposed MDJ realignment.  As indicated in 
the report/study following the census and latest statistics for Washington County, the status quo 
clearly cannot be maintained.  Washington County has the highest number of MDJs for 4th class 
counties, while at the same time having the 4th lowest caseload for the applicable time 
period.  Indeed, Monroe County, with a caseload of approximately 700 cases higher than Washington 
County, has a stable of only nine MDJs.  Even if Washington County would have increased population 
to classify as a 3rd class county, 11 MDJs still would not be warranted with the current caseload.   

Judicial budgets, both at the county and state level, have been under increasing scrutiny and 
tightening over the past twenty years, and this is a trend that will likely continue.  I applaud Court 
Administration and the Board of Judges for developing a plan that take that budget constraining into 
account, while simultaneously evenly distributing caseloads and geographic populations.  Moreover, 
phasing the reconfiguration will ensure that litigants, the minor judiciary, and court staff/employees 
have a smooth and seamless transition into the new MDJ districts. 

Sincerely, 

Todd Pappasergi, Esq. 

* Attorney Pappasergi is an officer of the Washington County Bar Association; however, this
statement is given by him as an individual and does not reflect the views of the WCBA or its Board of 
Directors.

PROPOSAL I - FAVORABLE



Kathy Tarr 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

John Egers <johnegers@julianlawfirm.com> 
Monday, February 14, 2022 1 :13 PM 

Kathy Tarr 
John Egers 

Comments on MDJ redistricting 

I find the proposed plan appropriate. Its clear that the caseloads have dropped and the reduction of districts is 

necessary from the data provided. As an attorney that practices both in the civil and criminal sides of the minor courts, 

the consolidation will assist in limiting conflicts not only in my scheduling, but with the scheduling of other private 

attorneys and Assistant District Attorneys would will have one less court in each of the their two zones of 

prosecution. Likewise, policing agencies, specifically the state police will have fewer magistrates to schedule with for 

hearings. This plan also alleviates the high caseload in the City of Washington with Magistrate Stewart. It also does a 
fair job of maintaining the identity of the bailiwicks in place, with Washington brought back together with East 

Washington, with Canonsburg, Houston Chartiers and Cecil being brought together on one side of Route 19 and North 

Strabane and Peters Township combined on the other side of Route 19. The elimination of the two districts will allow 

for the newly defined districts to relocate their offices in a more centralized location to service the wider area they will 

oversee. In the recent past, I have been to magistrate offices in this county to file a civil suit and noticed that on certain 

days no activity was occurring. Compare that with Judge Redlinger, now Judge Stewart's office where something is 

always happening. This is a cost saving measure that is necessary in light of the caseload here and in comparable 

counties in the remainder of the state. I am in favor the proposed plan. 

John E. Egers, Jr., Esq. 

Julian Law Firm 
Attorneys at Law 
71 North Main Street 
Washington, PA 15301 
724-228-1860
Fax 724-225-9643
Toll Free 1-855-730-4834

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE - This email message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended 

recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure, or 

distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all 

copies of the original message. 
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Borough of California 
225 Third Street 

California, PA 15419 

Dr. Frank Stetar, Mayor  Mr. Patsy Alfano, Council President      Mr. Phil Difilippo, Councilman 
Mr. Jon Bittner, Councilman Mr. Chip Glab, Councilman   Mr. Tony Mariscotti, Councilman 
Mr. John Frank, Councilman Mr. James Maddiex, Councilman    Dr. Richard Martin, Administrator 

February 11, 2022 
Mr. Patrick Grimm, Esq. 
Court Administrator 
Court of Common Pleas 
1 South Main Street Suite 1003 
Washington PA 

Dear Administrator Grimm: 

At its regular meeting of February 10, 2022, council directed me to summarize and submit to 
you their concerns about the proposed realignment of DMJ districts in Washington County.  We are 
particularly concerned about the effects of combining Judge Kanalis’ and Judge Thompson’s offices.  The 
increased workload on that combined office will cause us to have officers sitting and waiting for cases to 
be called rather than being available for patrol.  As hearings generally involve overtime, the longer they 
wait the more our taxpayers will have to pay.  Neither of these realities serves the interests of our 
community. 

 As home to the largest institution of higher learning in the county, California recognizes the 
need for our college students, and for that matter all residents, to be able to access justice efficiently 
and expeditiously.  As Gladstone poignantly observed, “Justice delayed is justice denied,” and this 
scheme will surely delay justice for our residents. 

According to the guidelines issued by the state Administrative Office of Pennsylvania Courts,  
the average number of filings per court in counties of the fourth class is 4150.  Washington County 
averages 4151 filings in its current 11 DMJ districts.  According to the realignment guidelines given to 
the county president judges, districts should not deviate from the average of all the county’s DMJ 
districts by more than 15% above or below. Judge Kanalis’ office is actually one of the few offices in the 
county that currently falls within those guidelines: yet, this addle-minded scheme would cause his office 
to be closed.  Just a few years ago several municipalities were reassigned to Judge Thompson’s court to 
bolster his numbers: even so, his office is to this day 41% below the county average in case filings.  Still, 
the county bench seems determined to preserve his district at the expense of our court. 

Judge Kanalis’ court is one of only three in the county that has actually shown an increase in 
filings over the past ten years.  The neighboring district has shown a twelve and a half percent loss over 
that same decade.  Why in the world would the judicial system want to replace a strong, growing district 
with a much weaker one? 

PROPOSAL I - UNFAVORABLE



Finally, we are concerned with the heavy-handed, dictatorial fashion in which this whole process 
has been approached in Washington County.  AOPC rule number one states that the process should 
begin by conferring with the DMJs in the county.  The only conferring that appears to have taken place 
was when they were all called together and told that this is how it’s going to be.  Questions and 
concerns appear to be met with a deaf ear.  We will not speculate on the political dynamic of whatever 
the motivation may be, but it is apparent that eliminating two MDJ districts while keeping a vacant 
office open pending the securing of a new judge is suspicious, particularly given the residence and 
political histories of some of the players in this bizarre drama and the fact that this office falls well 
outside of the 15% guideline 

If the Washington County bench is not willing to step up and get its own house in proper order, 
then perhaps the state judiciary needs to take a hard look at what’s going on here.  Serving the citizens 
of our region is of paramount importance to this council, and it is disappointing that such does not 
appear to be the case where this judicial realignment is concerned. 

Respectfully Yours, 

Richard H. Martin 

Dr. Richard H. Martin 
Borough Administrator 
California, PA   

C:    J. Mittleman 





Dear Ms. Tarr, 

Borough of Burgettstown 

Office of the Mayor 

1509 S. Main St. 

Burgettstown PA, 15021 

I am writing to ask you to please reconsider the current plan to realign the magisterial districts. The 

ability to utilize and access the local court system is a fundamental benefit of being an American. 

Because the citizens of Burgettstown Borough and surrounding townships do not have access to 

public transportation and a large portion of the population are near or below poverty level, I'm certain 

the geographic challenges created by the proposed alignment will unfairly impact our community. 

Additionally, eliminating our local courts will place an unnecessary burden on the Burgettstown Area 

School District since this court routinely handles disciplinary and truancy issues. If you would like to 

discuss this issue I can be reached at 724-947-2011. 

Sincerely, 

Mayor of Burgettstown 







DEPARTMENT OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND PSYCHOLOGY 
250 University Ave., Box 65   California, PA 15419-1394 
Office: 724-938-4100   |   Fax: 724-938-4606 

To: Honorable John F. DiSalle, President Judge 

From: Dr. Christopher Wydra, Associate Professor of Criminal Justice at California 
University of Pennsylvania  

RE: 2022 Magisterial District Judges Reestablishment/Realignment Plan 

February 11, 2022 

I am writing in reference to the Magisterial District Court Reestablishment Plan. As a 
Washington County resident and professor at California University of Pennsylvania, I am 
very concerned about the proposed elimination of Magisterial District Office 27-3-03.  The 
location of Magisterial District Office 27-3-03 is very convenient for California Borough 
residence and students at California University of Pennsylvania.  There is a large number 
of students the live on campus at Cal U or in housing that is near campus within the 
borough of California or in Coal Center.  The location of Magisterial District Office 27-3-
03 provides Cal U students access to justice in a location that is near campus or the college 
residence.  Without a local magisterial office, students will have a difficult time having 
easy access to justice in the area.  Additionally, if Magisterial District Office 27-3-03 
closes, there is not public transportation that would be available to the new location of the 
proposed realignment of the magisterial district offices.  This would be a disservice to the 
residence and employees of the area but what I am really concerned about is the 
elimination of access to justice for the thousands of college students at Cal U.  

Additionally, I would like to make some remarks regarding the “guidelines” for the 
proposed 2022 Magisterial District Judges Reestablishment/Realignment Plan.  I have 
reviewed the plan and guidelines and the plan does not appear to align with the guidelines 
that are being used for the realignment plan.  Specifically, as stated in the guidelines, 
proposed changes can be dependent upon retirement.  It is known that Magisterial District 
Office 27-3-02 will have an upcoming retirement yet will remain open but it is proposed 
that Magisterial District Office 27-3-03 should close.  Additionally, and even more 
concerning is that Magisterial District Office 27-3-02 ranks near the lowest in case filings 
and workload in Washington County, so these two factors should indicate that the more 
reasonable closure should be Magisterial District Office 27-3-02, not Magisterial District 
Office 27-3-03.  Another fact is that Magisterial District Office 27-3-03 does fall within the 
guidelines of 15% higher or lower workloads compared to other judicial districts in 
Washington County, while other fall considerably lower than 15%, even double and triple 
than the allowable – 



15% workload.  Yet, another indication that the proposed realignment is not even following 
its own guidelines for realignment which is quite confusing to a concerned resident of 
Washington County.   

I would strongly encourage at least another review of the guidelines and a fair and 
impartial decision to leave Magisterial District Office 27-3-03, especially considering the 
facts of case filing, workloads, and the guidelines that prescribe the realignment plan.  

Thank you for your time and consideration of this matter. 

Dr. Christopher Wydra 
Associate Professor of Criminal Justice 
California University of Pennsylvania  
wydra@calu.edu  

mailto:wydra@calu.edu
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Kathy Tarr

From: Kathy Tarr
Sent: Friday, February 25, 2022 10:06 AM
To: Andrea White
Subject: RE: Hopewell Township, Washington County - Opposition to elimination/reduction of 

magisterial districts

Hi Andrea, 

Thank you so much for taking the time to speak with me about the Hopewell Township Board of Supervisors' concerns 
regarding the proposed Magisterial District Reestablishment Plan.  To confirm our conversation, Hopewell Township is 
currently located in MDJ John Bruner's magisterial district and would remain in MDJ Bruner's district under the proposed 
plan.  Specifically, Hopewell Township would not be affected by any of the changes outlined in the proposal. 

If I can provide additional information or clarification, please let me know. 

Thanks, 

_____________________________________ 
Kathy A. Tarr 
Deputy Court Administrator – Special Courts 
1 South Main St., Suite 1003 
Washington PA  15301 
Phone:  724-228-6936 
Fax:  724-228-6938 
kathy.tarr@washingtoncourts.us 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Andrea White <parkview20avella@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Thursday, February 17, 2022 3:41 PM 
To: Kathy Tarr <kathy.tarr@washingtoncourts.us> 
Subject: Hopewell Township, Washington County - Opposition to elimination/reduction of magisterial districts 

Please see attached a letter from the Board of Supervisors of Hopewell Township regarding the Board's opposition to 
any elimination an/or reduction of individual magisterial districts in Washington County. We apologize for the delay in 
getting this letter to your office; however, the Board's regular business meeting was just held on February 14, 2022, 
where discussion was able to be held regarding this issue. Thank you for your attention to this matter.  

Thank You, 
Andrea White 
Secretary/Treasurer 
Hopewell Township 
Phone: 724-345-3333 
Fax: 724-345-8115 

Confidential and Privileged: The information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to which it is 
addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other 
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use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon, this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient 
is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender, destroy all copies and delete the material 
from any computer. Hopewell Township and/or its employees shall not be liable for the incorrect, incomplete or delay in 
transmission of this e-mail.CONFIDENTIAL- This E-mail message including any attachments, is for the sole use of the 
intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information based on law and HIPAA. Any 
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact 
the sender by reply email and destroy all copies. 





PROPOSAL II - FAVORABLE





























Kathy Tarr 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Ben Slagle <slagle81@hotmail.com> 
Tuesday, June 7, 2022 8:28 PM 
Kathy Tarr 
Removing the peters township magistrate 

My name is Benjamin Slagle. I live at 110 Scenery Circle McMurray PA 15817. It has recently 
been brought to our attention that you want to get rid of our magistrate and merge it with Cecil. 
That's unacceptable and it better not happen. It's obviously a political ploy and it's not 
acceptable. Find something better to do with your time than punish conservatives! 

Sent from my iPhone 

1 

PROPOSAL II - UNFAVORABLE









































































































Kathy Tarr

From: Patrick Grimm

Sent: Monday, June 6, 2022 9:10 AM
To: alopus@ciarkhiil.com
Cc: Kathy Tarr
Subject: RE; Proposed Magisterial Court changes

Mr. Lopus:

Thank you for your comments. I understand your concerns regarding the magisterial district
reestablishment proposal. You can find further information on the reestablishment plan at this link:
Magisterial District Judges I Washington County Courts. PA (washingtoncourts.usl. I have copied the
Deputy Court Administrator, Kathy Tarr, so that she can submit your email below as a public comment to
the plan.

I would also like to take this opportunity to attempt to address your concerns. The current boundaries of
the district include Peters, Nottingham, and Union townships. Peters Township will continue to be
served by a magisterial district court; the Court's reestablishment plan is not "shifting" all cases to Cecil
Township. Rather, the proposal redraws the boundaries for all magisterial district courts throughout the
County, which would result in Peters Township being part of a new and different district. The physical
location of an ofhce is not addressed in the proposal as it is not a criteria for reestablishment (ofhce
locations are a county-level decision). That said, the office in any district is, ideally, always placed in a
central or otherwise convenient location.

Ultimately, the proposal is required to balance the workload among the magisterial district courts. You
are correct to point out that Peters Township has a large population relative to other municipalities
within the County; however, the current magisterial district court that includes Peters Township is the
third smallest district court in the County. If comparing just Peters Township to Cecil Township, the
latter has a 28% larger average caseload and a 24% higher average judicial workload. The
reestablishment plan as a whole proposes to reduce the overall number of the magisterial district courts
by two, and to realign the boundaries for each court. The two districts identified for reduction are the
second and third smallest overall by workload over the past decade.

Again, thank you for taking the time to review and comment on the proposal. Public comments are an
important part of this process.

Best,

Pat

Patrick R. Grimm, Esquire
District Court Administrator

27*'* Judicial District of Pennsylvania
Court of Common Pleas of Washington County
1 South Main Street, Suite 1003
Washington, PA 15301
Tel. 724.228.6797

Fax. 724.228.6938

patrick.grimm@washingtoncourts.us

www.washingtopcourts.us



From: Irey Vaughan, Diana <lreyDL@co.washlngton.pa.us>
Sent: Tuesday, May 24,2022 10:35 AM
To: Lopus, Allen M. <alopus@clarkhill.com>
Cc: Trossman, Marie <trossmanm@co.washington.pa.us>; Patrick Grimm <patrlck.grimm@washingtoncourts.us>
Subject: Re: Proposed Magisterial Court changes

Allen,

Thank you for your email. The authority to make changes is with the Court, not the Board of Commissioners. The BOC
was not consulted or notified of this proposed change. I am forwarding your email to Court Administrator Patrick
Grimm for response.

Sincerely,
Diana Irey Vaughan, Chair
Washington County Board of Commissioners
724-228-6721

On May 24, 2022, at 10:28 AM, Lopus, Allen M. <aloDus(S)clarkhill.com> wrote:

Dear Commissioner Irey,
I have reviewed the proposal that would result In Peters Township losing Its magisterial
court and requiring all cases In the Township to be shifted to Cecil. I cannot imagine that
this would be a favorable (or popular) development for Peters Township
residents. Requiring Peters police officers to travel to Cecil for hearings would be onerous
and time-consuming. I also think Peters is large enough geographically and populations-
wise that It should have Its own magistrate. I can't pretend to know what the motive Is for
the proposed change, but I certainly am opposed to it, and I think you will see
overwhelming opposition to the proposal from Peters Township residents.

Thanks for all you've done for Washington County, and thanks for considering my email.

Al Lopus

Allen M. Lopus
Attorney at Low

Clark Hill

One Oxford Centre, 301 Grant Street, 14"^ floor, Pittsburgh, PA 15219
+1 412.394.7713 (office) | +1 412.996.7228 (cell) | +1 412.394.2555 (fax)

alopus@clarktilll.com | www.clarkhill.com
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2022 Magisterial District Judges Reestablishment/Realignment 

Plan 

The proposed realignment/reestablishment of Washington County’s current magisterial district 

courts includes abolishing Magisterial District 27-3-03. Consideration for the abolishment of Magisterial 

District Court 27-3-02 is herein being requested, as an alternative. 

 On January 6, 2022, Magisterial District Judge Curtis Thompson, of Magisterial District Court 27-

3-02, announced his plan to retire at the conclusion of his term. The vacancy created by Judge 

Thompson’s retirement provides a unique opportunity for Washington County to efficiently consolidate 

its districts by way of natural attrition. Judge Thompson’s current term concludes in 2028; this 

represents the latest this proposed plan could become effective. However, if Judge Thompson decides 

to retire before the conclusion of his term, Washington County can petition the Supreme Court of 

Pennsylvania to immediately enact this proposed plan upon receipt of Judge Thompson’s retirement 

letter.  

As it stands today, Magisterial District Court 27-3-03 cannot be abolished until 2026. In the 

event Judge Thompson completes the totality of his term, only a two-year benefit would be realized 

under the current reestablishment plan. In contrast, the proposed plan laid out here today, realizes a 

benefit into the foreseeable future. Additionally, in the event Judge Thompson decides to retire early, 

the framework for a path forward is already present, and ready to be enacted. This proposed plan 

provides for both seamless and efficient transition, as well as consistency and longevity of the 

Magisterial District Court system.  

Finally, under the AOPC’s 2021-2022 reestablishment plan, District Courts 27-3-02, 27-3-03 and 

27-1-03 are to be consolidated into just two districts. As District Court 27-3-02 consistently ranks at or 

near the bottom of the list in both case-filings and workload, its abolishment would present the least 

burden on the remaining consolidated district courts.  

According to the AOPC, this new proposed plan meets the guidelines for reestablishment. 

Specifically, guideline number 4e: “Proposed changes do not have to be effective immediately but can 

take place years in the future if a proposed change is dependent upon a retirement or term ending 

which will occur years hence.” 

Washington County Magisterial District Judges 

1-12-2022  
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Kathy Tarr

From: John F. DiSalle
Sent: Monday, February 14, 2022 7:08 PM
To: Gary Havelka; Joshua Kanalis
Cc: Curtis Thompson; Mark Wilson; Eric Porter; James Saieva; Michael Manfredi; Kelly J. 

Stewart; John P. Bruner; Louis J. McQuillan; Patrick Grimm; Kathy Tarr
Subject: FW: MDJ Proposal
Attachments: RAscan0002.pdf

Judges Havelka and Kanalis: 

I have received and reviewed the MDJ counter-proposal that you had emailed to me this afternoon.  I have the 
following concerns: 

1) In your letter, you begin by stating that “we” are submitting a counter-proposal.  Are all of the MDJs in favor
of this counter-proposal?

2) You begin by acknowledging that your proposal is based on a division of the caseload, and not taking into
account the work load endured by each of the MDJs.  The Reestablishment mandate tasks us with re-
distributing the work load more equitably among all of the MDJs.

3) Regardless of how the caseload is distributed, the data does not support having 11 or even 10 magisterial
districts in Washington County, when measured against other comparable Fourth Class counties or Third
Class counties.

4) You acknowledge that magisterial districts 27-3-03 and 27-3-02 should be combined, thereby conceding that 
those two districts cannot be justified in their current alignment, but you do not address the other under-
utilized districts in the County, including 27-3-07 or 27-1-02 or any of the other districts.

5) Ordering the State Police and the Parking Authority to re-direct the filing of their citations may or may not
be met with objections by those entities, but in any case will only re-distribute the caseload of those
magisterial districts, thereby not addressing the disparity of the work load of the affected MDJs.

Please address these concerns as soon as possible so that we can determine an appropriate course of action.  As 
you know, the public comment period for the Reestablishment plan published for Washington County ended at 
the close of business today, February 14th, and the final plan must be submitted in short order, for consideration 
by the AOPC and the Supreme Court.  It is regrettable that this counter-proposal could not have been circulated 
sooner, considering that we began this discussion on September 17th, 2021, and reviewed the published plan in 
significant detail when we met on January 6th and January 18, 2022.  (We had planned to meet again on January 
12th, but you asked that the meeting be postponed until the 18th).  The original plan was published on January 
13th.  On January 21st, we submitted an alternate proposal, which would have allowed for timely advertising and 
submission, but was summarily rejected by the overwhelming majority of the MDJs, and the two of you offered 
no comment to the alternate proposal. 

John F. DiSalle 
Court of Common Pleas of Washington County, Pennsylvania 
One South Main Street, Suite 2002 Courthouse 
Washington, PA  15301 
724-228-6908 
john.disalle@washingtoncourts.us 
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From: Kristi A Wyke <Kristi.Wyke@mdjs.pacourts.us>  
Sent: Monday, February 14, 2022 2:12 PM 
To: John F. DiSalle <john.disalle@washingtoncourts.us>; Patrick Grimm <patrick.grimm@washingtoncourts.us>; Kathy 
Tarr <kathy.tarr@washingtoncourts.us> 
Subject: MDJ Proposal 

We are forwarding the proposal for Judge Kanalis he was having issues sending it. 

GHH 
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