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Sheriff’S Sale

iN PUrSUaNCe of a Writ of 
execution, Judgment No. 09-S-1210 
issuing out of Court of Common Pleas 
adams County, and to me directed, will 
be exposed to Public Sale on friday, the 
27th day of May, 2011, at 10:00 o’clock in 
the forenoon at the Sheriff’s Office locat-
ed in the Courthouse, Borough of 
Gettysburg, adams County, Pa, the fol-
lowing real estate, viz.:

ShOrT DeSCriPTiON

By virtue of Writ of execution  
No. 09-S-1210

farMerS aND MerChaNTS TrUST  

vs. 

rONalD C. ZeMSKY &  
KaThleeN r. ZeMSKY

385C ChUrCh rOaD 
OrrTaNNa, Pa 17353 
fraNKliN TOWNShiP

Parcel No.: 12 – B09-0121---000

iMPrOVeMeNTS ThereON: 
reSiDeNTial DWelliNG

JUDGMeNT aMOUNT: $52,226.86

attorneys for Plaintiff  
JaMeS SMiTh DieTTeriCK & 
CONNellY, llP 
717-533-3280

SeiZeD and taken into execution as 
the property of Ronald C. Zemsky & 
Kathleen R. Zemsky and to be sold by 
me.

James W. Muller-Sheriff 
Sheriff’s Office, Gettysburg, Pa

TO all ParTieS iN iNTereST aND 
ClaiMaNTS:  You are notified that a 
schedule of distribution will be filed by the 
Sheriff in his office on June 17, 2011, and 
distribution will be made in accordance 
with said schedule, unless exceptions are 
filed thereto within 20 days after the filing 
thereof. Purchaser must settle for prop-
erty on or before filing date.

all claims to property must be filed 
with Sheriff before sale date.

as soon as the property is declared 
sold to the highest bidder, 20% of the  
purchase price or all of the cost, which-
ever may be the higher, shall be paid 
forthwith to the Sheriff.

5/6, 13 & 20

Sheriff’S Sale

iN PUrSUaNCe of a Writ of 
execution, Judgment No. 11-S-0083 
issuing out of Court of Common Pleas 
adams County, and to me directed, will 
be exposed to Public Sale on friday, the 
27th day of May, 2011, at 10:00 o’clock in 
the forenoon at the Sheriff’s Office locat-
ed in the Courthouse, Borough of 
Gettysburg, adams County, Pa, the fol-
lowing real estate, viz.:

ShOrT DeSCriPTiON

By virtue of Writ of execution  
No. 11-S-0083

NaTiONSTar MOrTGaGe llC  

vs. 

larrY N. WeaVer, Jr. 

26 BUrNSiDe DriVe a/k/a  
24-26 BUrNSiDe DriVe 
eaST BerliN, Pa 17316-9217 
laTiMOre TOWNShiP

Parcel No.: 23103-0034---000

iMPrOVeMeNTS ThereON: 
reSiDeNTial DWelliNG

JUDGMeNT aMOUNT: $202,826.06

attorneys for Plaintiff  
PhelaN, halliNaN & SChMieG, llP 
215-563-7000

SeiZeD and taken into execution as 
the property of Larry N. Weaver, Jr. and 
to be sold by me.

James W. Muller-Sheriff 
Sheriff’s Office, Gettysburg, Pa

TO all ParTieS iN iNTereST aND 
ClaiMaNTS:  You are notified that a 
schedule of distribution will be filed by the 
Sheriff in his office on June 17, 2011, and 
distribution will be made in accordance 
with said schedule, unless exceptions are 
filed thereto within 20 days after the filing 
thereof. Purchaser must settle for prop-
erty on or before filing date.

all claims to property must be filed 
with Sheriff before sale date.

as soon as the property is declared 
sold to the highest bidder, 20% of the  
purchase price or all of the cost, which-
ever may be the higher, shall be paid 
forthwith to the Sheriff.

5/6, 13 & 20

Sheriff’S Sale

iN PUrSUaNCe of a Writ of 
execution, Judgment No. 09-NO-1123 
issuing out of Court of Common Pleas 
adams County, and to me directed, will 
be exposed to Public Sale on friday, the 
27th day of May, 2011, at 10:00 o’clock in 
the forenoon at the Sheriff’s Office locat-
ed in the Courthouse, Borough of 
Gettysburg, adams County, Pa, the fol-
lowing real estate, viz.:

ShOrT DeSCriPTiON

By virtue of Writ of execution  
No. 09-NO-1123

liTTleSTOWN BOrOUGh

vs. 

rOBerT J. Via t/d/b/a hUNTer’S iNN

36 SOUTh QUeeN ST.  
liTTleSTOWN, Pa 17340 
BOrOUGh Of liTTleSTOWN

Parcel No.: 008-0302---000

iMPrOVeMeNTS ThereON: 
reSiDeNTial DWelliNG

JUDGMeNT aMOUNT: $12,480.30

attorneys for Plaintiff  
JOhN WhiTe, eSQ. 
717-334-9278

SeiZeD and taken into execution as 
the property of Robert J. Via t/d/b/a 
Hunters’s Inn and to be sold by me.

James W. Muller-Sheriff 
Sheriff’s Office, Gettysburg, Pa

TO all ParTieS iN iNTereST aND 
ClaiMaNTS:  You are notified that a 
schedule of distribution will be filed by the 
Sheriff in his office on June 17, 2011, and 
distribution will be made in accordance 
with said schedule, unless exceptions are 
filed thereto within 20 days after the filing 
thereof. Purchaser must settle for prop-
erty on or before filing date.

all claims to property must be filed 
with Sheriff before sale date.

as soon as the property is declared 
sold to the highest bidder, 20% of the  
purchase price or all of the cost, which-
ever may be the higher, shall be paid 
forthwith to the Sheriff.

5/6, 13 & 20
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COMMONWEALTH VS. MUSE
 1. Where two prosecutions arise out of a single search and/or seizure, a decision 
by the suppression judge during the first prosecution can, upon motion of the previ-
ous prevailing party, become part of the second prosecution.  The party against whom 
this decision is being offered may offer any new evidence which was previously 
unavailable.  However, absent such new evidence, the suppression judge in the sec-
ond prosecution must adopt the findings and conclusions of the first judge and incor-
porate them into the record.
 2. The Superior Court ruled that Commonwealth vs. Lagana did not prohibit the 
Commonwealth from calling additional witnesses at a subsequent hearing following 
prior grant of the suppression of evidence where the evidence falls outside the ambit 
of the original suppression order.
 3. As jeopardy does not attach until the jury is sworn or,  in a bench trial, the trial 
court begins to hear evidence, the Commonwealth acted entirely within its rights by 
re-filing charges against the Appellant following dismissal of the same for failure to 
establish a prima facie case.

In the Court of Common Pleas of Adams County, Pennsylvania, 
Criminal, No. CP-01-CR-22-2010, COMMONWEALTH OF 
PENNSYLVANIA VS. KENNETH MARCEL MUSE.

Brian R. Sinnett, Esq.,  Assistant District Attorney, for Commonwealth
Robert J. Chester, Esq., for Defendant
George, J., December 9,  2010

OPINION PURSUANT TO PA. R.A.P. 1925(A)

Kenneth Marcel Muse (“Appellant”) appeals his convictions and 
sentences for possession with intent to deliver a controlled sub-
stance1 and criminal conspiracy.2  The sole issue raised on appeal is 
whether the trial court erred in denying Appellant’s Motion to 
Dismiss under the collateral estoppel rule enunciated in 
Commonwealth v. Lagana, 509 A.2d 863 (Pa. 1986).  As Appellant 
misapplies Lagana instantly, it is requested that Appellant’s convic-
tions and sentences be affirmed.  

Appellant was originally charged with possession with intent to 
deliver cocaine, criminal conspiracy to deliver cocaine, possession of 
a controlled substance,3 and misrepresenting a controlled substance4 

 1 35 P.S. § 780-113(a)(30).  
 2 18 Pa. C.S. § 903(a)(1).  
 3 35 P.S. § 780-113(a)(16).
 4 35 P.S. § 780-113(a)(1) (relating to possession of a controlled substance in a 
mislabeled container).
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by criminal complaint filed on May 1, 2009.5  The charges stem from 
an incident occurring on May 1, 2009 when Littlestown Borough 
Police units responded to a Sheetz convenience store in Littlestown 
Borough, Adams County, for a loud music complaint.  Upon arrival 
at the location, officers observed the Appellant in the rear of his 
vehicle and a female asleep in the front passenger’s seat.  Upon mak-
ing contact with Appellant, and while Appellant was retrieving his 
identification, a pill bottle fell from the front driver’s seat area onto 
the parking lot.  Upon taking custody of the pill bottle, the officers 
observed pills believed to be a controlled substance.  Appellant indi-
cated that the pill bottle belonged to a friend who was not present.  
The officers obtained consent from the Appellant to search the 
vehicle which yielded negative results.  The female passenger also 
gave consent to search her purse.  Inside the purse were approxi-
mately 20 separate baggies of crack cocaine.   When the Appellant 
was placed under arrest, a large amount of cash was found on his 
person.  

Following a preliminary hearing during which all charges were 
held to court, Appellant filed an Omnibus Pre-Trial Motion wherein 
he sought to suppress the pill bottle and controlled substances con-
tained therein, the cocaine found in the passenger’s purse, and the 
cash.  Additionally, Appellant filed for a writ of habeas corpus chal-
lenging whether a prima facie case had existed on the charges of 
possession with intent to deliver cocaine and criminal conspiracy.  

On July 24, 2009, an evidentiary hearing was held before Senior 
Judge Oscar Spicer.6  At hearing, the Commonwealth presented the 
testimony of the Littlestown Borough police officers.  At the conclu-
sion of the hearing, the parties were given the opportunity to brief the 
issues.  Thereafter, on September 22, 2009, Senior Judge Spicer 
entered an Order granting suppression of the money and the contents 
of the seized pill bottle, however, denying suppression of the cocaine 
found in the passenger’s purse.  Senior Judge Spicer reasoned that 
the passenger had consented to the search of her purse.  Senior Judge 
Spicer also granted the Motion for Writ of Habeas Corpus conclud-
ing that the evidence was insufficient, as applied to the Appellant, to 
establish either actual or constructive possession of the cocaine 
 5 The record in this matter is found at Commonwealth v. Kenneth Marcel Muse, 
CP-01-CR-492-2009 (Adams C. P.).
 6 Senior Judge Spicer has subsequently retired.
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found in the passenger’s purse.  Accordingly, all charges against the 
Appellant were dismissed.

On November 10, 2009, Littlestown Borough Police filed a second 
criminal complaint for the incident occurring on May 1, 2009.7  The 
second criminal complaint included only the charges related to the 
cocaine found in the passenger’s purse.  Once again, the charges were 
bound through preliminary hearing.  Thereafter, Appellant filed an 
Omnibus Pre-Trial Motion seeking suppression of the evidence on the 
basis of Senior Judge Spicer’s Opinion in CP-01-CR-492-2009.  
Appellant’s motion cited Commonwealth v. Lagana, 509 A.2d 863 
(Pa. 1986) for authority in support of his motion.  In his motion, 
Appellant acknowledged that Lagana permitted the Commonwealth 
to produce additional evidence in support of the legality of the seizure, 
however, argued that Lagana permitted the introduction of additional 
evidence only if that evidence was unavailable to the Commonwealth 
at the time of the previous suppression hearing.  Presumably, this 
argument was intended to preempt the Commonwealth’s use of the 
passenger’s testimony at the subsequent suppression hearing as the 
passenger was cooperating with the Commonwealth.  

Prior to the omnibus hearing, Appellant was specifically requested 
to identify his issue.  Appellant confirmed that the Commonwealth 
should be precluded from presenting the passenger’s testimony at the 
suppression hearing due to her being previously available, but not 
called, at the prior suppression hearing.  Appellant concludes that 
absent the new evidence, Senior Judge Spicer’s ruling at the prior 
suppression hearing is controlling.  

In order to understand Appellant’s misapplication of the law cur-
rently, it is necessary to understand the Supreme Court’s decision in 
Lagana.  In Lagana, the defendant was arrested for a firearm viola-
tion.  By separate criminal complaint, he was also charged with 
burglary based upon two items which were found in close proximity 
to him at the time of his arrest on the firearm violation.  Since the 
charges were filed separately, defense counsel filed separate motions 
to suppress.  Following the suppression hearing related to the 
burglary charge, the trial judge suppressed the evidence.  Thereafter, 
a suppression hearing was held on the firearm matter.  No evidence 

 7 This complaint is current captioned case listed at CP-01-CR-22-2010 (Adams 
C.P.).
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was taken at the subsequent hearing.  Rather, after receiving memo-
randum and hearing argument, the suppression judge ruled that by 
operation of collateral estoppel, the previous findings of fact and 
conclusions of law from the burglary suppression hearing were bind-
ing upon him.  Consequently, the evidence related to the firearm 
violation was suppressed.  

The Commonwealth did not appeal the suppression ruling on the 
burglary charge, however, appealed the grant of suppression of the 
firearm at the subsequent hearing.  On appeal, the Superior Court 
affirmed the trial court’s rulings, once again, on the basis of collat-
eral estoppel.  The Supreme Court granted allocator.  

The Supreme Court identified the issue as whether collateral 
estoppel should apply to pre-trial suppression rulings where separate 
prosecutions arise from a single arrest.  The court concluded that 
where two prosecutions arise out of a single search and/or seizure, a 
decision by the suppression judge during the first prosecution can, 
upon motion of the previous prevailing party, become part of a sec-
ond prosecution.  The court further explained that the party against 
whom this decision is being offered may offer any new evidence which 
was previously unavailable.  However, absent such new evidence, the 
suppression judge in the second prosecution must adopt the findings 
and conclusions of the first judge and incorporate them into the 
record.  Commonwealth v. Lagana, 509 A.2d at 866.  

While Lagana is controlling as it relates to Senior Judge Spicer’s 
prior suppression of the pill bottle and cash, it has no application to 
the cocaine seized from the passenger’s purse.  Appellant’s efforts to 
apply Lagana to the cocaine are frivolous due to one critical omis-
sion in Appellant’s argument:  Senior Judge Spicer did not previ-
ously suppress the cocaine and, in fact, found that seizure of the same 
was lawful.  Thus, application of the collateral source rule instantly 
would require a finding of the cocaine’s admissibility as, after hear-
ing, Senior Judge Spicer reached that conclusion.8

 8 Appellate cases applying the collateral source rule generally do so in the context 
of a defendant seeking to preclude re-prosecution and/or the suppression of 
Commonwealth evidence following an initial favorable ruling.  As this writer has 
failed to find any application of the rule against the defendant, in the exercise of cau-
tion, the Court conducted a second hearing on the seizure of the cocaine from the 
passenger’s purse.  At the subsequent hearing, the passenger testified that she freely 
consented to search of her purse.  Accordingly, this Court independently admitted the 
evidence consistent with Senior Judge Spicer’s consideration of the same issue.
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Appellant expends tremendous effort in arguing that the passenger 
should not have been permitted to testify against Appellant as she 
was available at the time of the initial suppression hearing, however, 
not called by the Commonwealth.  The Commonwealth notes that 
although the passenger had given a statement prior to the initial sup-
pression hearing, at the time of the hearing, she was represented by 
counsel on identical criminal charges pending against her and had 
not, at that time, consented to testifying against the Appellant.  
Resolution of this factual issue, however, is not necessary as even if 
Appellant’s factual history is accepted as true, there is no legal pro-
hibition to permitting the passenger’s testimony at the second sup-
pression hearing.  Lagana does not stand for that proposition nor has 
this Court found any authority supporting such an argument.  To the 
contrary, in Commonwealth v. Garcia, 746 A.2d 632 (Pa. Super. 
2000), the Superior Court ruled that Lagana did not prohibit the 
Commonwealth from calling additional witnesses at a subsequent 
hearing following prior grant of the suppression of evidence where 
the evidence falls outside the ambit of the original suppression order.  
Much like the current issue, the Garcia Court found that Lagana did 
not apply to prohibit the Commonwealth from presenting additional 
evidence of defendant’s guilt, where the evidence was not previously 
suppressed, at a trial conducted following an earlier dismissal of the 
charges against the defendant.

Although inartfully stated, Appellant appears to be raising a dou-
ble jeopardy issue based upon initial dismissal of the charges for 
failure to present a prima facie case and the subsequent re-filing of 
charges by the Commonwealth.  Unfortunately for Appellant, such a 
claim is meritless as this issue has conclusively been determined by 
our appellate courts in a manner contrary to Appellant’s position.  As 
jeopardy does not attach until the jury is sworn or, in a bench trial, 
the trial court begins to hear evidence, the Commonwealth acted 
entirely within its rights by re-filing charges against the Appellant 
following dismissal of the same for failure to establish a prima facie 
case.  See Commonwealth v. Jones, 676 A.2d 251 (Pa. Super. 1996).  
See also Commonwealth v. Garcia, 746 A.2d 632 (Pa. Super. 2000).  

For the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully requested that the trial 
court be affirmed.
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ESTATE 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 administra-
tion, to the persons named. All persons 
having claims or demands against said 
estates are requested to make known 
the same, and all persons indebted to 
said estates are requested to make pay-
ment without delay to the executors or 
administrators or their attorneys 
named below.

FIRST PUBLICATION

eSTaTe Of DOrOThY S. BreaM, 
DeC’D

late of the Borough of arendtsville, 
adams County, Pennsylvania

Co-executors: John l. Stevens and 
Jean e. McCauslin, c/o Sharon e. 
Myers, esq., CGa law firm, PC, 
135 North George Street, York, Pa 
17401

attorney: Sharon e. Myers, esq., CGa 
law firm, PC, 135 North George 
Street, York, Pa 17401

eSTaTe Of ira h. herriNG, DeC’D

late of franklin Township, adams 
County, Pennsylvania

Personal representative: roger 
heyser, 1560 Old harrisburg road, 
Gettysburg, Pa 17325

attorney: Wendy Weikal-Beauchat, 
esq., 63 West high St., Gettysburg, 
Pa 17325

eSTaTe Of leO J. KOlariK a/k/a leO 
J. KOlariK, Sr., DeC’D

late of Conewago Township, adams 
County, Pennsylvania

executor: leo J. Kolarik, Jr., 1T2 
Mitchell Court, hanover, Pa 17331

attorney: elinor albright rebert, esq., 
515 Carlisle St., hanover, Pa 17331

eSTaTe Of CarOliNe M. MUrreN, 
DeC’D

late of Mt. Pleasant Township, adams 
County, Pennsylvania

executrix: Debra M. Miller, 3037 
Centennial rd., hanover, Pa 17331

attorney: Keith r. Nonemaker, esq., 
Guthrie, Nonemaker, Yingst & hart, 
llP, 40 York St., hanover, Pa 17331

eSTaTe Of DOrMaN l. riChSTiNe, 
DeC’D

late of Mt. Pleasant Township, adams 
County, Pennsylvania

executrices: Nancy r. Brown, 75 Oak 
hill Drive, hanover, Pa 17331; 
Susan Y.r. avaritt, 4436 York road, 
New Oxford, Pa 17350

attorney: robert e. Campbell, 
Campbell & White, P.C., 112 
Baltimore St., Suite 1, Gettysburg, 
Pa 17325

eSTaTe Of KeNNeTh J. rOhrBaUGh, 
DeC’D

late of the Borough of Gettysburg, 
adams County, Pennsylvania

Donna Thelma McCleaf, 305 Table 
rock rd., Gettysburg, Pa 17325

attorney: Phillips & Phillips, 101 West 
Middle St., Gettysburg, Pa 17325

SECOND PUBLICATION

eSTaTe Of ThelMa M. GallOWaY, 
DeC’D

late of franklin Township, adams 
County, Pennsylvania

executrix: linda a. Mannion, 7907 
Orchard Parkway, Bowie, MD 20715

attorney: John r. White, esq., 
Campbell & White, P.C., 112 
Baltimore Street, Gettysburg, Pa 
17325

eSTaTe Of reBa V. halTer, DeC’D

late of the Borough of littlestown, 
adams County, Pennsylvania

executrices: Patricia O. Glass, 313 
West King Street, littlestown, Pa 
17340; Tracy a. Dunlap, 30 West 
King Street, littlestown, Pa 17340

attorney: elinor albright rebert, esq., 
515 Carlisle St., hanover, Pa 17331

eSTaTe Of aliCe h. lOOKiNGBill, 
DeC’D

late of Oxford Township, adams 
County, Pennsylvania

executor: robert e. lookingbill, 105 
Dogwood avenue, Thurmont, MD 
21788

eSTaTe Of Carl MilTON MOre-
heaD a/k/a Carl M. MOreheaD, 
DeC’D

late of the Borough of littlestown, 
adams County, Pennsylvania

executrix: Peggy ann Morehead 
Weems, 34215 Woodcrest road, 
Millsboro, De 19966

attorney: Stonesifer and Kelley, 209 
Broadway, hanover, Pa 17331

eSTaTe Of GlOria e. MYerS, DeC’D

late of the Borough of Biglerville, 
adams County, Pennsylvania

executors: edward l. Myers, David l. 
Myers and Michael e. Myers, c/o 
hamilton C. Davis, esq., Zullinger-
Davis, P.C., P.O. Box 40, 
Shippensburg, Pa 17257

attorney: hamilton C. Davis, esq., 
Zullinger-Davis, P.C., P.O. Box 40, 
Shippensburg, Pa 17257

eSTaTe Of Pearl a. reBerT, DeC’D

late of the Borough of abbottstown, 
adams County, Pennsylvania

executrix: Kimberly h. fenstermacher, 
7244 Valley road, Thomasville, Pa 
17364

attorney: Bernard a. Yannetti, Jr., 
esq., hartman & Yannetti, 126 
Baltimore St., Gettysburg, Pa 17325

eSTaTe Of PhYlliS f. SCheiNBerG, 
DeC’D

late of Menallen Township, adams 
County, Pennsylvania

executor: David l. Turner, 35 Scarlet 
Way, Biglerville, Pa 17307

attorney: John r. White, esq., 
Campbell & White, P.C., 112 
Baltimore Street, Gettysburg, Pa 
17325

THIRD PUBLICATION

eSTaTe Of GarY l. STUlTZ, DeC’D

late of Germany Township, adams 
County, Pennsylvania

Brad e. emerson, 35 Black lane, 
hanover, Pa 17331

attorney: David K. James, iii, esq., 
234 Baltimore Street, Gettysburg, 
Pa 17325

eSTaTe Of JeaN e. TOWNSeND, 
DeC’D

late of Oxford Township, adams 
County, Pennsylvania

executor: Matthew B. Townsend, c/o  
r. Thomas Murphy, esq., r. Thomas 
Murphy & associates, P.C., 2005 
east Main Street, Waynesboro, Pa 
17268

attorney: r. Thomas Murphy, esq.,  
r. Thomas Murphy & associates, 
P.C., 2005 east Main Street, 
Waynesboro, Pa 17268
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NONPrOfiT arTiCleS Of 
iNCOrPOraTiON

NOTiCe iS hereBY GiVeN that 
Nonprofit articles of incorporation were 
filed with the Department of State of the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, at 
harrisburg, Pennsylvania, on May 4, 
2011, for the purpose of obtaining a 
Certificate of incorporation under the 
provisions of the Nonprofit Corporation 
law of 1988.  The name of the proposed 
nonprofit corporation is The VillaS aT 
The reTreaT hOMeOWNerS 
aSSOCiaTiON.

The purpose for which it will be orga-
nized is:  To be a unit owners’ associa-
tion which provides for the management, 
maintenance and care of the residential 
community project located in Mount Joy 
Township, adams County, Pennsylvania, 
known as The Villas at The retreat at 
The links at Gettysburg, a Planned 
Community.

McNees Wallace & Nurick llC
100 Pine Street

harrisburg, Pa 17101

5/20

NOTiCe iS hereBY GiVeN that 
articles of incorporation were filed with 
the Department of State of the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, at 
harrisburg, Pennsylvania, on the 11th 
day of april, 2011, for the purpose of 
obtaining a Certificate of incorporation of 
a business corporation organized under 
the Business Corporation law of 1988, 
act of December 21, 1988, P.l. 1444.

The name of the corporation is:   
liNCOlN DiNer, iNC.

The purposes for which it is organized 
are: To operate as a restaurant and to do 
all things lawful for which corporations 
may be incorporated under Pennsylvania 
law.

William C. Kollas, esq.
Kollas and Kennedy

1104 fernwood avenue
Camp hill, Pa  17011

5/20

iNCOrPOraTiON NOTiCe

NOTiCe iS hereBY GiVeN that on 
april 21, 2011, articles of incorporation 
for MeriX, iNC. were filed with the 
Department of State of the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, at 
harrisburg, Pennsylvania, under the 
Pennsylvania Corporation law of 1988.

Griffith, Strickler, lerman,  
Solymos & Calkins,

Solicitor

5/20


