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39th Judicial District of Pennsylvania
Court Calendar for the Week of August 2, 2010

Court Calendar continued inside

Monday, August 2
8:15 a.m. — GFV Investors, LLC, v. The Guest Farm Village, second pretrial 		
	       conference
9 a.m. — Jury selection
9 a.m. — Commonwealth v. Nolan, jury trial
9 a.m. — One adoption hearing
9:30 a.m. — One adoption hearing
10:30 a.m. — One petition for involuntary termination of parental rights
1 p.m. — Shearer v. Salisbury, petition for involuntary termination of parental 		
	  rights
1:15 p.m. — Bench warrants
Tuesday, August 3
8 a.m. — MacInnes v. Hershey, custody trial
9 a.m. — Commonwealth v. Sharon, jury trial
9 a.m. — Support contempts/appeals
9 a.m. — Fulton County miscellaneous court
10 a.m. — In Re: Estate of Grove, status conference
Wednesday, August 4
9 a.m. — Sentences
9 a.m. — Vega v. Loss, custody trial
9 a.m. — Fulton County juvenile court
1:30 p.m. — Arraignments/dispositions/violations
2 p.m. — One adoption hearing
2:30 p.m. — One adoption hearing
Thursday, August 5
8:30 a.m. — Custody petitions
9 a.m. — Vega v. Loss, custody trial continues
9 a.m. — Commonwealth v. Elser, post-sentence motion
9 a.m. — Commonwealth v. Sharar, jury trial
9 a.m. — (Fulton County) Commonwealth v. Danfelt, jury trial
9:30 a.m. — Confirmation of accounts
9:30 a.m. — Commonwealth v. Dile, post-sentence motion



First Publication

ESTATE NOTICES

PUBLIC NOTICES

Notice is hereby given that in the estates of the 
decedents set forth below, the Register of Wills has 
granted letters testamentary or of administration to the 
persons named. All persons having claims or demands 
against any of said estates are requested to make known 
the same, and all persons indebted to said estates 
are requested to make payment without delay, to the 
respective personal representatives thereof or their 
attorneys named below.

Estate of Irene E. Davis, late of Greencastle, Franklin 
County, Pennsylvania.

Personal representatives:
Darlene S. Reynolds and Gary Richard Davis
c/o R. Thomas Murphy & Associates, P.C.
2005 E. Main St.
Waynesboro, PA 17268
Attorney:
R. Thomas Murphy
R. Thomas Murphy & Associates, P.C.
2005 E. Main St.
Waynesboro, PA 17268

7/23,7/30,8/6/2010

Estate of Mildred M. Dell, late of Dublin Township, 
Huntingdon County, Pennsylvania.

Personal representatives:
JoAnne Struchen and James Dell
c/o R. Thomas Murphy & Associates, P.C.
2005 E. Main St.
Waynesboro, PA 17268
Attorney:
Jared S. Childers
R. Thomas Murphy & Associates, P.C.
2005 E. Main St.
Waynesboro, PA 17268

7/23,7/30,8/6/2010
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Estate of Jack F. Bonebrake, a/k/a Jack F. Bonebrake 
Sr., late of Montgomery Township, Franklin County, 
Pennsylvania.

Personal representative:
Cynthia M. Everetts
15234 Maryland Line Road
Greencastle, PA 17225
Attorney:
Wertime & Guyer LLP
35 N. Carlisle St., Suite A
Greencastle, PA 17225

7/30,8/6,8/13/2010

Estate of Carl C. Hall, a/k/a Carl Calvin Hall II, late of 
Antrim Township, Franklin County, Pennsylvania.

Personal representative:
Jacqueline L. Hall
c/o R. Thomas Murphy & Associates, P.C.
2005 E. Main St.
Waynesboro, PA 17268
Attorney:
Jared S. Childers
R. Thomas Murphy & Associates, P.C.
2005 E. Main St.
Waynesboro, PA 17268

7/30,8/6,8/13/2010

Estate of Galen D. Powers, a/k/a Galen Powers, a/k/a 
Galen Dean Powers, late of Guilford Township, Franklin 
County, Pennsylvania.

Personal representative:
Sandra L. Powers
c/o Walker, Connor & Spang, LLC
247 Lincoln Way East
Chambersburg, PA 17201
Attorney:
David F. Spang
Walker, Connor & Spang, LLC
247 Lincoln Way East
Chambersburg, PA 17201

7/30,8/6,8/13/2010

Estate of James L. Simpson, late of St. Thomas 
Township, Franklin County, Pennsylvania.

Personal representative:
June P. Martin
170 Noe St.
San Francisco, CA 94114
Attorney:
W. Scott Arnoult
Arnoult Law Office, LLC
14 N. Main St., Suite 314
Chambersburg, PA 17201

7/30,8/6,8/13/2010

Estate of Helen F. Smith, late of Washington Township, 
Franklin County, Pennsylvania.

Personal representative:
Barbara Ann Smith
46620 Drysdale Terrace #103
Sterling, VA 20165
Attorney:
William S. Dick
Dick, Stein, Schemel, Wine & Frey, LLP
13 W. Main St., Suite 210
Waynesboro, PA 17268

7/30,8/6,8/13/2010

Estate of D. Roy Stoner, a/k/a David Roy Stoner, a/k/a 
D. Roy Stoner Jr., late of Waynesboro Borough, Franklin 
County, Pennsylvania.

Personal representative:
Christina S. McCleary
c/o David Wagenseller
120 N. Shippen St.
Lancaster, PA 17602
Attorney:
David Wagenseller
Reese, Pugh, Samley, Wagenseller & Mecum
120 N. Shippen St.
Lancaster, PA 17602

7/30,8/6,8/13/2010

Second Publication

but both he and C.S. were fully clothed.3 The disparity in the stories, and 
the age of the complainant, could lead to reasonable doubt as to whether 
the charged crimes occurred. In addition, evidence of a common scheme 
involving similarly situated complainants is relevant to bolster the credibility 
of those complainants, an important consideration in child sexual assault 
cases. See Commonwealth v. Hacker, 959 A.2d 380, 394 (Pa. Super. Ct. 
2008). Given the youth of the child, and the uncorroborated nature of her 
allegations, absent evidence of the Defendant’s common scheme, a jury 
could conclude the child is not credible. Thus, as in O’Brien, the Court may 
conclude the evidence is necessary to the Commonwealth’s case. 

The testimony will be prejudicial to the Defendant, which is “what 
it is designed to be.” Cf. O’Brien, 836 A.2d at 972. However, on the facts 
of the case, taking into account all the factors the Court is required to 
consider, it is not unduly prejudicial. The Commonwealth is not required 
to silence the Defendant’s daughter and prevent her from recounting the 
strikingly similar acts of abuse he forced upon her during her youth which 
demonstrate a common scheme to victimize his minor family members. 
The evidence is highly relevant despite the lapse in time, and its admission 
will not be unduly prejudicial.

ORDER OF COURT

April 6, 2010, upon review of the Commonwealth’s Motion to Consolidate 
and its Tender Years Motion, the Defendant’s Answer, the legal memoranda 
and arguments submitted by the parties, the evidence presented in the form 
of the stipulated transcript from the preliminary hearings in these matters, 
and after conducting a review of the applicable law, it is hereby ordered 
that the Commonwealth’s Motion to Admit Evidence of Prior Bad Acts is 
granted.

3  The Court notes such an assertion, presented at trial, would clearly render the testimony admissible under another 
prior acts exception, to prove absence of mistake or accident.
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Estate of Sue E. Byers, late of Chambersburg Borough, 
Franklin County, Pennsylvania.

Personal representatives:
Nora Pugh
2803 Maclay’s Mill Road
Shippensburg, PA 17257
and
Faye Grove
1156 McDowell Road
St. Thomas, PA 17252
Attorney:
Steiger and Steiger
120 N. Main St.
Mercersburg, PA 17236

7/16,7/23,7/30/2010

Estate of Wilda M. Clark, late of Peters Township, 
Franklin County, Pennsylvania.

Personal representatives:
Randy J. Clark and Barbara Clark
3105 Path Valley Road
Fort Loudon, PA 17224
Attorney:
Steiger and Steiger
120 N. Main St.
Mercersburg, PA 17236

7/16,7/23,7/30/2010
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Estate of Ralph C. Keiffer, late of Montgomery Township, 
Franklin County, Pennsylvania.

Personal representative:
Donna R. Yaros
408 Martina Drive
Chambersburg, PA 17201
Attorney:
Aaron C. Jackson
Tucker Arensberg, P.C.
P.O. Box 889 
Harrisburg, PA 17108-0889

7/23,7/30,8/6/2010

Estate of Pauline E. Myers, late of Chambersburg 
Borough, Franklin County, Pennsylvania.

Personal representative:
Evelyn Shatzer
2474 Etter Road
Chambersburg, PA 17202
Attorney:
Barbara B. Townsend
32 W. Queen St.
Chambersburg, PA 17201

7/23,7/30,8/6/2010

Estate of Ernest Edward Somers, a/k/a Ernest E. 
Somers, late of Chambersburg Borough, Franklin 
County, Pennsylvania.

Personal representative:
Bernice Ledford Somers
355 Roland Ave.
Chambersburg, PA 17201
Attorney:
Jan G. Sulcove
82 W. Queen St.
Chambersburg, PA 17201

7/23,7/30,8/6/2010

Estate of William M. Trail, late of Needmore Township, 
Fulton County, Pennsylvania.

Personal representative:
Marion L. Trail
c/o Walker, Connor & Spang, LLC
247 Lincoln Way East
Chambersburg, PA 17201
Attorney:
David F. Spang
Walker, Connor & Spang, LLC
247 Lincoln Way East
Chambersburg, PA 17201

7/23,7/30,8/6/2010

Estate of James C. Varden Jr., late of Chambersburg 
Borough, Franklin County, Pennsylvania.

Personal representative:
Lisa D. Varden-Rotz
c/o R. Thomas Murphy & Associates, P.C.
2005 E. Main St.
Waynesboro, PA 17268
Attorney:
R. Thomas Murphy
R. Thomas Murphy & Associates, P.C.
2005 E. Main St.
Waynesboro, PA 17268

7/23,7/30,8/6/2010

Estate of Shirley J. Walck, late of Antrim Township, 
Franklin County, Pennsylvania.

Personal representative:
Elissa M. Parsons
514 Colonial Drive
Greencastle, PA 17225
Attorney:
Wertime & Guyer LLP
35 N. Carlisle St., Suite A
Greencastle, PA 17225

7/23,7/30,8/6/2010
 
Estate of Randy E. Wyand Sr., late of Antrim Township, 
Franklin County, Pennsylvania.

Personal representatives:
Randy E. Wyand Jr.
15108 Mercersburg Road
Greencastle, PA 17225
and
Jeremy D. Wyand
15297 Bowman Court
Greencastle, PA 17225
and
Jason C. Wyand
15297 Bowman Court
Greencastle, PA 17225
Attorney:
Paul T. Schemel
Dick, Stein, Schemel, Wine & Frey, LLP
119 E. Baltimore St.
Greencastle, PA 17225

7/23,7/30,8/6/2010

Third Publication

Finally, the Court must consider whether the probative value of these 
crimes is outweighed by the potential for undue prejudice to the Defendant. 
See Commonwealth v. Gordon, 673 A.2d 866, 870 (Pa. 1996). Thus, the 
relevancy and the evidentiary need for the evidence of distinct crimes should 
be balanced against the potential such evidence will tend to suggest decision 
on an improper basis, or to divert the jury’s attention away from its duty 
of weighing the evidence impartially. See Pa. R.E. 403, cmt. In weighing 
the possible unfair prejudice to the defendant, the Court must also consider 
whether a cautionary jury instruction might ameliorate the prejudicial effect 
of other crimes evidence. See Commonwealth v. Dillon, 925 A.2d 131, 141 
(Pa. 2007); Pa. R.E. 404(b), cmt. 

The testimony of his daughter in the prosecution for the crimes 
committed against C.S. will indeed be harmful to the Defendant. Yet our 
precedent is clear that mere harm is insufficient to prevent the admission 
of evidence. See Dillon, 925 A.2d at 141. Rather, “exclusion is limited to 
evidence so prejudicial that it would inflame the jury to make a decision 
based upon something other than the legal propositions relevant to the case.” 
Commonwealth v. Page, 965 A.2d 1212, 1220 (Pa. Super. Ct. 2009). Our 
Supreme Court has stated that there is no requirement “to sanitize the trial 
to eliminate all unpleasant facts from the jury’s consideration where those 
facts are relevant to the issues at hand and form part of the history and natural 
development of the events and offenses for which the defendant is charged.” 
Dillon, 925 A.2d at 141 (citing Commonwealth v. Lark, 543 A.2d at 501). 
Evidence regarding the Defendant’s election to victimize his daughter and 
granddaughter in such a repeated, consistent, and depraved fashion does 
indeed make for unpleasant and damaging testimony. However, the abuse 
of Ms. Eckenrode completes the story of the case, explaining both the acts 
of the Defendant and his common design for both minor children, as well as 
the actions of his family after the abuse of C.S. was disclosed to her mother. 
In addition, instructions from the Court can elucidate for the jury the proper 
purpose of the evidence, instructions which the law presumes they will 
follow. See Commonwealth v. Brown, 786 A.2d 961, 971 (Pa. 2001). 

The Court is also required to consider the Commonwealth’s need 
for the evidence. See Luktisch, 680 A.2d at 879. The Superior Court has 
stated that “whether relevant evidence is unduly prejudicial is a function in 
part of the degree to which it is necessary to prove the case of the opposing 
party.” O’Brien, 836 A.2d at 972 (citing Gordon, 673 A.2d 866, 870 (Pa. 
1996)). As in O’Brien, here the Commonwealth must prove the charges on 
uncorroborated testimony by the minor victim. The Defendant asserts that 
the allegations of abuse are a mistake, arising from a misunderstanding 
between himself and C.S.’s mother as to an incident where he was aroused 
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Estate of M. Lorraine Fields, late of Guilford Township, 
Franklin County, Pennsylvania.

Personal representative:
William E. Fields
c/o Salzmann Hughes, P.C.
79 St. Paul Drive
Chambersburg, PA 17201
Attorney:
Nancy H. Meyers
Salzmann Hughes, P.C.
79 St. Paul Drive
Chambersburg, PA 17201

7/16,7/23,7/30/2010

Estate of Merle V. Fritz, late of Warren Township, 
Franklin County, Pennsylvania.

Personal representatives:
Vernon Fritz
12780 Little Cove Road
Mercersburg, PA 17236
and
Frederick Fritz
37502 Gill Ave.
Zephyrhills, FL 33541
Attorney:
Steiger and Steiger
120 N. Main St.
Mercersburg, PA 17236

7/16,7/23,7/30/2010

Estate of John Gress, a/k/a John Philip Gress, late of 
Waynesboro Borough, Franklin County, Pennsylvania.

Personal representative:
Laura M. Gress
254 N. Broad St.
Waynesboro, PA 17268
Attorney:
Clinton T. Barkdoll
Kulla, Barkdoll, Ullman & Painter, P.C.
9 E. Main St.
Waynesboro, PA 17268

7/16,7/23,7/30/2010

Estate of Clarence J. Marshall, late of Hamilton 
Township, Franklin County, Pennsylvania.

Personal representative:
Judy M. Mentzer
c/o R. Thomas Murphy & Associates, P.C.
2005 E. Main St.
Waynesboro, PA 17268
Attorney:
Jared S. Childers
R. Thomas Murphy & Associates, P.C.
2005 E. Main St.
Waynesboro, PA 17268

7/16,7/23,7/30/2010

Estate of Paul M. Mell, late of Franklin County, 
Pennsylvania.

Personal representative:
Ruth N. Stouffer
10992 Roxbury Road
P.O. Box 17
Roxbury, PA 17251
Attorney:
David W. Rahauser
157 E. Washington St.
Chambersburg, PA 17201

7/16,7/23,7/30/2010

Estate of Goldie Jean Moats, late of Washington 
Township, Franklin County, Pennsylvania.

Personal representative:
Myrna Fry Binkley
c/o R. Thomas Murphy & Associates, P.C.
2005 E. Main St.
Waynesboro, PA 17268
Attorney:
Jared S. Childers
R. Thomas Murphy & Associates, P.C.
2005 E. Main St.
Waynesboro, PA 17268

7/16,7/23,7/30/2010

CORPORATION NOTICE
Notice is hereby given that Articles of Incorporation were 
filed with the Department of State of the Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania at Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, on June 
30, 2010.
The name of the corporation is Patterson’s Diesel, 
Inc.
The corporation has been incorporated under the 
Pennsylvania Business Corporation Law of 1988 as 
amended.

Timothy W. Misner, attorney
39 S. Broad St.
Waynesboro, PA 17268-1610

7/30/2010

NOTICE
Notice is hereby given that on July 6, 2010, the 
application of Donaldo Sterling Jones for the name 
change of Donaldo Sterling Jones to Donaldo Sterling 
Jones-Fogle was filed in the Court of Common Pleas 
of the 39th Judicial District of Pennsylvania, Franklin 
County Branch, requesting a decree to change the 
name of Donaldo Sterling Jones to Donaldo Sterling 
Jones-Fogle.
The Court has fixed Wednesday, August 11, 2010, 
at 11 a.m. before the Honorable Angela R. Krom at 
the Franklin County Courthouse, Chambersburg, 
Pennsylvania, as the time and place for the hearing on 
said application, when and where all persons interested 
may appear and show cause, if any they have, why the 
prayer of the application should not be granted.

Jeffrey S. Evans, attorney for petitioner
2025 E. Main St.
Waynesboro, PA 17268

7/30,8/6/2010

sufficient to differentiate such similar courses of conduct with each victim. 
Cf. Commonwealth v. Andrulewicz, 911 A.2d at 168 (similar conduct in 
initiating abuse and similar location sufficient despite varying degree of 
impropriety with each victim). 

Defendant maintains the assaults upon his daughter are too remote 
in time to be considered probative of those alleged against C.S., occurring 
sixteen (16) years prior. Indeed, the lapse in time prevented prosecution of 
the acts by reason of the statute of limitations. The remoteness in time of 
prior bad acts should be considered in determining the probative value of 
other crimes evidence. See Commonwealth v. Aikens, ----- A.2d -----, 2010 
Westlaw 737642, at *3-4 (Pa. Super. Ct. 2010); Smith, 635 A.2d at 1098. Our 
Superior Court has stated that “the importance of the time period is inversely 
proportional to the similarity of the crimes in question.” Commonwealth v. 
Luktisch, 680 A.2d 877, 879 (Pa. Super. Ct. 1996).

The Defendant’s prior bad acts against his daughter and those alleged 
against C.S. are strikingly similar, especially in their allegations as to 
the Defendant’s sexual preferences. The details of the acts, coupled with 
their ongoing nature and pattern of repetition, occurring at any time the 
Defendant was alone with his victims, are sufficiently similar in the view 
of the Court to lessen the impact of the time lapse on the probative value of 
the evidence. This conclusion is consistent with that in Luktisch, a seminal 
case addressing admission of prior crimes evidence in instances of child 
sexual abuse. See Luktisch, 680 A.2d at 879. In that case, the Defendant’s 
adult daughter was permitted to testify as to abuse that ended nineteen (19) 
years prior to trial, and began twenty four years (24) previous. Id. In a more 
recent case, the Defendant’s then thirty two (32) year old daughter testified 
to abuse which occurred when she was fifteen (15), seventeen (17) years 
prior. See Aikens, supra, at *2. 

The Superior Court found that the “matching characteristics” of 
the acts served to “elevate the incidents into a unique pattern” so that the 
remoteness in time was insufficient to significantly lesson the probative 
value of the testimony. Id. at *4. In the instant case, while the lapse in time 
is likewise lengthy, the prior acts may be admitted because of the strikingly 
identical nature of acts and patterns of conduct to which each minor relative 
was subjected. Cf. Aikens. The Defendant points out that Ms. Eckenrode 
testified to vaginal rape, whereas C.S. testified that although the Defendant 
touched his penis to her vagina, there was no vaginal penetration. Yet Ms. 
Eckenrode testified vaginal rape began when she attained the age of thirteen 
(13), an age C.S. has not yet reached. As in Aikens, the conduct here is 
distinguishable only by reason that the victim herein reported the abuse 
and prevented the conduct from progressing. Id. at *4. 
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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
OF THE 39TH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
FRANKLIN COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA, 

ORPHANS’ COURT DIVISION
The following list of executors, administrators and 
guardian accounts, proposed schedules of distribution 
and notice to creditors and reasons why distribution 
cannot be proposed will be presented to the Court 
of Common Pleas of Franklin County, Pennsylvania, 
Orphans’ Court Division, for confirmation on August 
5, 2010:
BRENIZE: First and final account, statement of proposed 
distribution and notice to the creditors of Glenn K. 
Runshaw, executor of the estate of Marie E. Brenize, late 
of Lurgan Township, Franklin County, Pennsylvania.
PARKLAWNS: First and final account, statement of 
proposed distribution and notice to the creditors of 
U.S. Bank, National Association, resigning trustee, SCI 
Pennsylvania Funeral Services, Inc., d/b/a Parklawns 
Perpetual Care Trust Fund.
STONER: First and final account, statement of proposed 
distribution and notice to the creditors of Jeffrey E. 
Stoner, executor of the estate of Eva C. Stoner, late of 
Antrim Township, Franklin County, Pennsylvania.

William E. Vandrew
Clerk of the Orphans’ Court Division
Franklin County, Pennsylvania

7/23,7/30/2010

En la corte de COMMON SUPLICAS 
de la 39TH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

OF PENNSYLVANIA – FRANKLIN 
condado 

BRACH IN RE: Division de Tribunal 
de huerfanos 

De la adopcion de B.S.S., adopcion 
Docket 35-2010 

Volume 4, Pagina 405
Y ahora, el día 19 de julio 2010 tras el examen del 
movimiento del peticionario para la permanencia de la 
presente se ordena de la siguiente manera:
La audición planificada en el antes mencionado 
mencionó asunto para el 19 de julio de 2010 a las 
9:00 de la mañana con respecto a la Petición para la 
Terminación Involuntaria de Derechos de los padres de 
Franklin Rolando Robles será continuado hasta el 9 de 
septiembre de 2010 en 2:30 de la tarde.

7/30/2010

constitute a common scheme or design. The abuses alleged are not, as argued 
by the Defendant, isolated acts of abuse in either case. Both C.S. and his 
daughter allege the Defendant engaged in a “recurring sequence of acts over 
a continuous period of time” so alike in character the testimony of each 
complainant mirrors the other. Commonwealth v. Smith, 635 A.2d 1086, 
1089 (Pa. Super. Ct. 1993). The acts of abuse were not discrete, random 
or remote, but rather repeated incidents occurring at almost any time the 
Defendant had unfettered access to the victim. The acts against C.S. may not 
have occurred daily, but they did occur, as did those against Ms. Eckenrode, 
at any time the Defendant and the victim were unsupervised. Defendant 
had the opportunity to abuse his daughter daily because she lived in his 
home, but similarly abused C.S. whenever he had unsupervised access to 
the child. The majority of the abuses also occurred in the Defendant’s home, 
in almost every room, although both victims remembered and testified to 
incidents occurring on the Defendant’s living room couch. 

Each was a child under twelve (12) when the victimization began, 
such abuse being possible due to the close familial proximity between the 
victims and the Defendant. And, as the Court has stated and the findings 
of fact reveal, the Defendant subjected both his daughter, and later C.S., to 
repeated and consistent acts of sexual abuse. His daughter testified to such 
abuse being an expected part of her daily life from her earliest memory, 
ceasing only when she attained majority. C.S. has also testified to continuous 
acts of abuse from the time she was seven (7) years old. Defendant points to 
the ages of the victims as reason the prior acts are dissimilar to those alleged. 
However, given the repeated and escalating acts to which C.S. has already 
testified, there is no reason to believe that if the child had not disclosed the 
abuse to her mother, the Defendant’s conduct would not have continued. 
Both cases are also similar in that the alleged repeated abuse only ceased 
when the Defendant no longer had access to the victims, rather than due to 
any remorse or choice by him to stop his actions.

In addition, the prior acts themselves allegedly committed by the 
Defendant against his daughter are strikingly similar to the acts of abuse 
to which C.S. was subjected. Both victims were forced to perform oral sex 
on the Defendant while he was positioned above them. Both were stroked 
by the Defendant outside their clothes on their breasts and vaginas. The 
testimony of both C.S. and Ms. Eckenrode reveals the Defendant preferred 
to conduct his acts of abuse upon them while their backs were turned 
toward him. As the Court noted in its prior Opinion, there is no reason to 
believe the Defendant would not have continued his escalating course of 
conduct with C.S. as he did with his daughter, proceeding from anal to 
vaginal rape. The fact that C.S. has not yet attained the age at which Ms. 
Eckenrode testified her father began his acts of vaginal rape upon her is not 
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