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 The Ethics Hotline provides free     
advisory opinions to PBA members based 
upon review of a member’s prospective 
conduct by members of the PBA Commit-
tee on Legal Ethics and Professional Re-
sponsibility. The committee responds to 
requests regarding, the impact of the provi-
sions of the Rules of Professional Conduct 
or the Code of Judicial Conduct upon the 
inquiring member’s proposed activity.    
All inquiries are confidential.  
 

Call (800) 932-0311, ext. 2214. 
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Our assistance is confidential,  
non-judgmental, safe, and effective 

 

To talk to a lawyer today, call: 
1-888-999-1941 

717-541-4360 
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 Chalk Hill, PA  15421 

 Attorney: Charles C. Gentile  
_______________________________________ 

 

FLORENCE P. RICHARDSON, late of 
Menallen Township, Fayette County, PA  (3)  
 Executrix: Dolores F. Bell 
 c/o 51 East South Street 
 Uniontown, Pa 15401 

 Attorney: Webster & Webster  
_______________________________________ 

 

ELIZABETH M. SAVARINO, late of 
Washington Township, Fayette County, PA  (3)  
 Co-Executors: Nancy A. Weinman 

 346 Sportsmen Road 

 Hunker, PA  15639 

 George R. Savarino 

 1109 Williams Drive 

 Belle Vernon, PA  15012 

 c/o 823 Broad Avenue 

 Belle Vernon, PA  15012 

 Attorney: Mark E. Ramsier  
_______________________________________ 

MARY ALICE DROBNY, late of Georges 
Township, Fayette County, PA  (2)  
 Executors: Joseph M. Braya and  
 Frank Balawender 
 c/o 9 Court Street 
 Uniontown, PA  15401 

 Attorney: Vincent J. Roskovensky, II  
_______________________________________ 

 

ANNABELLE DZURNAK, a/k/a 
ANNABELLE A. DZURNAK, late of 
Uniontown, Fayette County, PA  (2)  
 Personal Representatives:  
 David W. Dzurnak & Mark A. Dzurnak 

 c/o Watson Mundorff & Sepic, LLP 

 720 Vanderbilt Road  

 Connellsville, PA 15425 

 Attorney: Timothy J. Witt 
_______________________________________ 

 

BETTY L. EUTSEY, late of Connellsville, 
Fayette County, PA  (2)   

 Executrix: Janet Morris 

 c/o 815 A Memorial Boulevard 

 Connellsville, PA  15425 

 Attorney: Margaret Zylka House  
_______________________________________ 

 

 

 

KATHERINE T. BEAL, a/k/a KATHERINE 
TERESA BEAL, late of Springfield Township, 
Fayette County, PA  (3)  
 Executor: Jack B. Armstrong  

 1140 Valley View Drive 

 Scottdale, PA  15683 

 c/o 231 South Main Street, Suite 402 

 Greensburg, PA  15601 

 Attorney: Marilyn Gaut  
_______________________________________ 

 

LEAH KATHRYN CAUSER, late of 
Normalville, Fayette County, PA  (3)  
 Executor: Stanley R. Geary 

 c/o John & John 

 96 East Main Street 
 Uniontown, PA  15401 

 Attorney: Simon B. John  
_______________________________________ 

 

FRANCES MARIE DURITSKY, a/k/a 
FRANCES M. DURITSKY, late of Uniontown, 
Fayette County, PA (3)  
 Personal Representative: Theresa Wright 
 c/o Davis and Davis 

 107 East Main Street 
 Uniontown, PA  15401 

 Attorney: Gary J. Frankhouser  
_______________________________________ 

 

JOHN M. MCGAW, III, late of Merrittstown, 
Fayette County, PA  (3)  
 Administratrix: Melissa K. Hixon 

 121 Dinwiddie Drive 

 New Kensington, PA  15068  
_______________________________________ 

 
DIANE MONGALIER, late of Springhill 
Township, Fayette County, PA  (3)  
 Executor: Gary Mongalier 
 c/o 2944 National Pike Road, Box 245 

ESTATE  NOTICES 

Notice is hereby given that letters 
testamentary or of administration have been 
granted to the following estates. All persons 
indebted to said estates are required to make 
payment, and those having claims or demands 
to present the same without delay to the 
administrators or executors named.  

 

Third Publication 

 

Second Publication 
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ALLEN KOVACH, a/k/a ALLEN J. 
KOVACH, late of Brownsville, Fayette County, 
PA  (2)  
 Administratrix: Ilona Kovach 

 193 Hancock Road 

 Brownsville, PA  15417 

 c/o Conti Law 

 986 Brodhead Road 

 Moon Township, PA  15108 

 Attorney: Michele Conti  
_______________________________________ 

 

JEAN MALINSKY, late of Masontown, 
Fayette County, PA   (2)  
 Executrix: Deborah L. Malinsky 

 344 W. Church Avenue 

 Masontown, PA  15461 

 c/o 6 South Main Street Washington Trust 
 Building, Suite 214 

 Washington, PA  15301 

 Attorney: Joseph Brodak  
_______________________________________ 

 

JIMMIE R. MCGINNIS, late of German 
Township, Fayette County, PA  (2)  
 Personal Representative: Nancy J. Priselac 

 c/o Riverfront Professional Center 
 208 South Arch Street, Suite 2 

 Connellsville, PA  15425 

 Attorney: Richard A. Husband  
_______________________________________ 

 

PHILLIP M. SHIPLEY, a/k/a PHILLIP M. 
SHIPLEY, late of North Union Township, 
Fayette County, PA  (2)  
 Personal Representative:  
 William W. Cobert, Sr. 
 c/o George & George, LLP 

 92 East Main Street 
 Uniontown, PA  15401 

 Attorney: G.T. George  
_______________________________________ 

 

JAMES A. ULMER, late of Uniontown, 
Fayette County, PA  (2)  
 Personal Representative: Eleanor C. Ulmer 
 c/o Watson Mundorff & Sepic, LLP 

 720 Vanderbilt Road 

 Connellsville, PA  15425 

 Attorney: Timothy J. Witt  
_______________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

WILLIAM CRESS, a/k/a WILLIAM 
RUDOLPH CRESS, late of Bullskin Township, 
Fayette County, PA  (1)  
 Executor: William M. Cress 

 c/o Higinbotham Law Offices 

 45 East Main Street, Suite 500 

 Uniontown, PA  15401 

 Attorney: James Higinbotham  
_______________________________________ 

 

GARY THOMAS GLISAN, a/k/a GARY T. 
GLISAN, late of Franklin Township, Fayette 
County, PA  (1)  
 Personal Representative: Chad Glisan 

 c/o Davis and Davis 

 107 East Main Street 
 Uniontown, PA  15401 

 Attorney:  Jeremy J. Davis  
_______________________________________ 

 

JOSEPH P. HERRIOTT, a/k/a JOSEPH 
HERRIOTT, late of German Township, Fayette 
County, PA  (1)  
 Executor: David Howenstine 

 c/o Proden and O’Brien 

 99 East Main Street 
 Uniontown, PA  15401 

 Attorney: Wendy L. O’Brien  
_______________________________________ 

 

HENRY ADAM PADLO, a/k/a HENRY A. 
PADLO, a/k/a HENRY PADLO, late of 
German Township, Fayette County, PA  (1)  
 Co-Executors: Jerome M. Padlo and  
 Henry L. Padlo 

 c/o 9 Court Street 
 Uniontown, PA  15401 

 Attorney: Vincent J. Roskovensky, II  
_______________________________________ 

 

DOROTHA WILSON, late of Hopwood, 
Fayette County, PA  (1)  
 Executrix: Betty Lowe 

 c/o 2944 National Pike Road, Box 245 

 Chalk Hill, PA  15421 

 Attorney: Charles C. Gentile  
_______________________________________ 

 

ROBERT F. YANIK, late of South Union 
Township, Fayette County, PA  (1)  
 Administratrix: Patricia L. Yanik 

 c/o 9 Court Street 
 Uniontown, Pa 15401 

 Attorney: Vincent J. Roskovensky, II  
_______________________________________ 

 

First Publication 



 

FAYETTE LEGAL JOURNAL V 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF 

FAYETTE COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA 

ORPHANS ' COURT DIVISION 

NO.73 ADOPT 2019 

 

IN RE: ADOPTION OF 

MA' RYKAH CRAMER 

 

NOTICE 
 

TO: Piappa Cramer and Unknown Father 
 

A petition has been filed asking the Court to  put  
an end  to all  rights  you have to your child, 
Ma'Rykah Cramer. The court has set a hearing  
to  consider  ending  your  rights  to  your child. 
That hearing will be held  in Courtroom  No. 4 
of the Fayette County  Courthouse, Uniontown, 
Fayette County, Pennsylvania, on Thursday, 
March 26, 2020 at 1:30 p.m. You are warned 
that even if you fail to appear at the scheduled 
hearing the hearing will go on without you and 
your rights to your child may be ended by the 
court without your being there. 
 

YOU HAVE A RIGHT TO BE 
REPRESENTED AT THE HEARING BY A 
LAWYER. 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. THIS OFFICE CAN 
PROVIDE YOU WITH INFORMATION 
ABOUT HIRING A LAWYER. 
 

IF YOU CANNOT AFFORD TO HIRE A 
LAWYER, THIS OFFICE MAY BE ABLE TO 
PROVIDE YOU WITH INFORMATION 
ABOUT AGENCIES THAT MAY OFFER 
LEGAL SERVICES TO ELIGIBLE PERSONS 
AT A REDUCED FEE OR NO FEE. 
 

PENNSYLVANIA BAR ASSOCIATION  
100 SOUTH STREET 

PO BOX 186  
HARRISBURG, PA 17108  

(800) 932-0313 

_______________________________________ 
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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF FAYETTE COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA 

CRIMINAL ACTION 

 

COMMONWEALTH OF     : 
PENNSYLVANIA,     : 
         : 
 V.        : 
          : 
ANTONIO LANKO,     : No. 1289 of 2016 

 Appellant.      : Judge Joseph M. George, Jr. 
  

 

 

ATTORNEYS AND LAW FIRMS 

Mr. Sean Lementowski, Assistant District Attorney, For the Commonwealth 

Mr. Shane M. Gannon, Assistant Public Defender, For the Appellant 
 

OPINION 

GEORGE, J.                   January 28, 2020 

 

 Following a trial by jury, Appellant, Antonio Trevelle Lanko, was found guilty of 
Third-Degree Murder {1}, Receiving Stolen Property{2}, Possession of a Firearm Pro-
hibited {3}, Firearms Not to be Carried Without a License {4}, and Tampering with 
Physical Evidence {5}. On September 26, 2019 this Court sentenced Appellant to a 
term of imprisonment of not less than thirty-one (31) years nor more than sixty-two (62) 
years. Appellant filed a timely post-sentence motion and the Court denied same. He 
filed a direct appeal to the Superior Court of Pennsylvania. This Opinion is in support of 
the verdict of the jury. 
 

CONCISE ISSUES 

 

Appellant filed the following Statement of Errors Complained of on Appeal: 
 

1. Did the Trial Court err in denying Appellant's Motion for a Mistrial when a Juror 
 expressed to the other Jurors that she believed Appellant was Guilty prior to the 
 beginning of trial? 

 

2. Did the Trial Court err in denying Appellant's Motion in Limine to Exclude State-
ments made by the investigating officers during the interrogation of Appellant 
when the recording of the interrogation was played for the jury? 

 

__________________________________ 

{1} 18 Pa. C.S.A. § 2502 §§(C) 
{2} 18 Pa. C.S.A. § 3925 §§(A) 
{3} 18 Pa. C.S.A. § 6105 §§(A)(l) 
{4} 18 Pa. C.S.A. § 6106 §§(A)(l) 
{5} 18 Pa. C.S.A. § 4910 §§(1) 
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3. Did the Trial Court err in denying Appellant's Motion in Limine to Exclude          
 Statements made by a third party during multiple recorded telephone conversations 
 with appellant that were played for the jury? 

 

4. Did the sentencing court impose a harsh, severe, and manifestly unreasonable and 
 excessive sentence in light of the circumstances surrounding the alleged incident? 

 

FACTS 

 

 On November 3, 2017, at approximately 12:57 p.m., the Uniontown branch of the 
Pennsylvania State Police received a call in reference to shots being fired in the area of 
the Bierer Wood Acres, specifically in the area known as MacArthur Terr ace. (T.T. Pg. 
22-23). Trooper Joshua Wiskeman and his partner, Trooper Daniel Biddle, were the 
responding officers. (T.T. P g. 23). Upon arrival at the scene, it was determined that a 
female victim was lying in the doorway of 86 Macarthur Terrace and was unresponsive. 
(T.T. pg. 25-26). Three individuals were standing around the victim. One of these indi-
viduals was Appellant. (T.T. pg. 26). Troopers on the scene were informed the Victim 
was suffering from a panic attack. (T.T. pg. 27). The Pennsylvania State Police began 
conducting CPR on the victim. At the time, no gun shot wounds were immediately visi-
ble and there was no blood. (T.T. pg. 27-28). Shortly thereafter, Emergency Medical 
Services arrived at the scene. Trooper Wiskeman and Trooper Biddle went upstairs 
where they located a Mr. Harris exiting from the shower. (T.T. pg. 28-29). The Troopers 
instructed Mr. Harris to come downstairs and he complied. The Troopers then learned 
from the EMS personnel that there was a gunshot wound to the Victim 's back. (T.T. pg. 
29). Trooper Wiskeman contacted his supervisor to have additional patrol units dis-
patched to the scene to aid in the investigation. The crime unit was also dispatched to 
the scene. (T.T. pg. 29). 
 

 Trooper Wiskeman began to question Mr. Harris and inquired as to why Mr. Harris 
had gone upstairs to take a shower, Mr. Harris responded that "she [Victim] was all 
sweaty when we carried her in, and I had to take a shower". (T.T. pg. 30-31). Trooper 
Wiskeman subsequently exited the apartment and began to secure the scene by roping 
off approximately a hundred yards of the crime scene which included the vehicle. The 
Troopers then began to question other individuals located in the same housing complex 
in which the incident took place. (T.T. pg. 31). 
 

 Trooper Wiskeman testified that he observed Appellant acting in an emotional and 
confused state. When the Troopers questioned Appellant about what happened to the 
Victim, he would give a delayed response and then an excited reply, as though he had to 
think about his response. (T.T. pg. 31-32). Appellant never informed Trooper Wiske-
man that the victim had been shot. (T.T. pg. 32). Trooper Wiskeman also testified that 
Uniontown Hospital is located next to the crime scene and is visible in some crime sce-
ne photographs. (T.T. pg. 32-33). Appellant told Trooper Wiskeman that the victim was 
suffering a panic attack. (T.T. pg. 34). Trooper Wiskeman did not learn that the victim 
had been shot until EMS had arrived and examined her sometime later. (T.T. pg. 37). 
 

 Trooper Ed Burnworth arrived on scene after Troopers Wiskeman and Biddle. (T.T. 
pg. 43). Trooper Burnworth spoke with Appellant. Appellant informed Trooper Burn-
worth that he and the victim had arrived at the scene together in the Jeep. Appellant also 
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told Trooper Burnworth that as he and the victim were turning into the area of Bierer 
Wood Acres, they heard an audible "pop" sound. 
 

 Mr. Keith Lewis, a resident of Bierer Wood Acres, testified that he heard a gunshot 
on the afternoon of November 3, 2017 outside of his home. He immediately opened his 
window to look out. (T.T. pg. 56). Mr. Lewis observed Appellant hand a gun to Mr. 
Robert Harris, who subsequently ran into his apartment with the same. (T.T. pg. 58-59). 
Appellant then begins to drag the victim toward the Apartment. Appellant then hit the 
victim in her face four times. (T.T. pg. 62-63). Appellant then, assisted by Mr. Harris 
and Ms. Jazmin Robinson, carry victim to the Apartment belonging to Mr. Harris. (T.T. 
pg. 65-66). 
  
 Appellant testified that he and the victim had driven to Bierer Wood Acres together 
on November 3, 2017 after consuming alcohol. Upon entering the complex, Appellant 
observed a man who had previously shot Appellant. (T.T. pg. 317-318). Appellant be-
came angry and proceeded to tell the victim to stop the vehicle. Appellant then testified 
he grabbed a gun from the victim's purse. (T.T. pg. 318). After being persuaded by the 
victim not to shoot the man, Appellant testified that he was attempting to remove the 
bullet from the gun and the gun discharged. (T.T. pg. 319-320). Appellant testified that 
the victim then slumped over and that he did not know if she was having a panic attack 
or if she had been shot. (T.T. pg. 321). Appellant testified that he did not call 911, nor 
did he take the victim to the nearby hospital because he was panicking. (T.T. pg. 321-

322). Appellant also testified that his panicked state led him to give a false statement to 
the police. (T.T. pg. 322-323). 
 

DISCUSSION 

 

I. The first issue raised by Appellant concerns a situation which arose wherein a 
Juror expressed an opinion to other Jurors that she believed Appellant to be guilty 
prior to the start of the trial. 
 

 The refusal of a new trial on the grounds of alleged misconduct of a juror is largely 
within the discretion of the Trial Judge. When the facts surrounding the possible mis-
conduct are in dispute, the Trial Judge should examine the various witnesses on the 
question, and his findings of fact will be sustained unless there is an abuse of discretion. 
Commonwealth v. Russell, 665 A.2d 1239 (Pa. Super 1995). 
 

 During a break and as the jurors were sequestered in the jury deliberation room, 
Juror #113 made a statement that she had formed an opinion as to the guilt of the de-
fendant prior to hearing any testimony. Juror #337 approached the tipstaff and law clerk 
of this Court and informed them of the comments of Juror #113. This information was 
then relayed by the staff to the Court. 
 

 Subsequently, each Juror was brought out, one at a time, to the witness stand and 
questioned. (T.T. pg. 118-151). Each Juror was questioned by the Court, the Assistant 
District Attorney, and the Defense Attorney. Jurors were asked whether they heard the 
statement and whether or not it would have any influence over their respective abilities 
to sit as Jurors and be impartial in weighing the facts presented at trial. Each juror indi-
cated that they either did not hear the statement, or that they heard it and were con-
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cerned over the ability of Juror #113 to be impartial. All Jurors who heard the statement 
indicated that it would not influence their deliberations and they could remain fair and 
impartial. 
 

 Juror #113 was also questioned about the statements. She admitted to making the 
statement and also expressed remorse. Juror #113 indicated that the statement was made 
out of frustration for being selected as a Juror and not out of any actual bias or malice 
against Appellant. Juror #113 was removed from the Jury panel and was replaced by an 
alternate. 
 

 Through this Court's questioning of each Juror regarding the incident, and the indi-
cations from the Jury panel that these statements would not influence or color their abil-
ity to sit as objective Jurors in this case, this Court denied the request for a mistrial. 
'While the Court was initially concerned that the jury panel may have been exposed to 
extraneous information from Juror #113, it became clear as we questioned each juror 
individually that the only information the panel received from this juror was her opinion 
which was a result of her frustration in being selected. Her opinion in no way related to 
a central issue in the case, did not provide the jury with any information they did not 
have before them at trial and was not emotional or inflammatory in nature. The Court 
found the testimony of the individual jurors to be credible and determine that an objec-
tive typical juror would not be affected by her comments. The burden of proving wheth-
er this extraneous influence was prejudicial is on the moving party and the Court finds 
that Appellant has failed to sustain this burden. (See Commonwealth v. Pope, 3229 
EDA 2009 wherein the Superior Court found that an unauthorized visit by a juror to a 
crime scene did not warrant a mistrial.) 
 

 The grounds for a mistrial must be so severe and uncorrectable that a party is de-
nied a fair and impartial trial. Commonwealth v. Travaglia, 611 Pa. 481, 28 A.3d 868 
(2011). This Court determined that the grounds sought for a mistrial were correct ed by 
removing the juror in question and questioning the remaining jurors who all indicated 
that they could proceed in a fair and impartial manner. As such, we believe that a mist 
ria l would have been an improper remedy and Appellant's first issue lacks merit. 
  
II.  and III.  The second and third issues raised by Appellant relate to relate to the 
admission of evidence at trial. Thus, both issues will be discussed simultaneously. 
The standard of review is as follows: 
 

The admissibility of evidence is solely within the discretion of the trial court, and a 
trial court's evidentiary rulings will be reversed on appeal only upon abuse of dis-
cretion. An abuse of discretion will not be found merely because an appellate court 
might have reached a different conclusion, but requires a result of manifest unrea-
sonableness, or partiality, prejudice, bias, or ill-will, or such lack of support so as to 
be clearly erroneous. Moreover, an erroneous ruling by a trial court on an eviden-
tiary issue does not necessitate relief where the error was harmless beyond a rea-
sonable doubt. 

Commonwealth v. Travaglia, 611 Pa. 481, 28 A.3d 868 (2011) (citation omitted). 
 

 Appellant made two Motions in Limine to Exclude Statements. The first motion 
made was a Motion to Exclude statements by the investigating officers during the taped 
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interrogation of Appellant which was played for the jury. The second statements were 
those made by a third party during multiple recorded telephone conversations with Ap-
pellant. 
 

 Evidence is relevant if: a) It has any tendency to make a fact more or less probable 
than it would be without the evidence; and b) the fact is of consequence in determining 
the action. Pa. R.E. 401. 
 

 This Court reviewed the Statements which were raised by Appellant. Initially we 
note that the Superior Court affirmed the longstanding rule that prison tapes and record-
ed prison visits may be used against a defend ant at trial. Commonwealth v. Byrd, No. 
18 W.D.A. 2016 (decided April 30th, 2018). Through this review, we found nothing to 
indicate that these statements were irrelevant or that they pertained to any other poten-
tial prior bad act of Appellant which would be unfairly prejudicial. Rather, we found the 
statements to be relevant. We also believe that attempting to extract the questions and 
just play the answer for the Jury would lead to confusion since the jurors would have no 
context for the answer without a preceding question. As such statements are relevant to 
the case at bar, are not unfairly prejudicial to Appellant, and the omission of the same 
could lead to confusion and misleading of the jurors, it was proper to play the tapes in 
their entirety for the jury and Appellant's second and third issues are without merit. 
 

IV. Appellant last claims that his sentence was harsh, severe and manifestly unrea-
sonable and excessive. 
 

 This claim is based on Appellant receiving the maximum sentence for each offense 
and this Court running each offense consecutively. A Sentencing Court's discretion to 
impose consecutive as opposed to concurrent sentences generally does not present a 
substantial question. The mere fact that the multiple crimes commit ted by Appellant 
arose out of the same incident does not mean he is entitled to receive concurrent sen-
tences. Commonwealth v. Bonner, 135 A.3d 592 (Pa. Super 2016), Common wealth v. 
Zirkle, 107 A.3d 127 (Pa. Super 2014). 
 

 Imposition of a sentence is vested in the discretion of the Sentencing Court and will 
not be disturbed absent a manifest abuse of discretion. Commonwealth v. Vasquez, 560 
Pa. 381, 384-85, 744 A.2d 1280, 1282 (2000). An abuse of discretion is not shown 
merely by an error in judgment; rather, the Appellant must establish, by reference to the 
record, that the sentencing court ignored or misapplied the law, exercised its judgment 
for reasons of partiality, prejudice, bias or ill will, or arrived at a manifestly unreasona-
ble decision. Commonwealth v. Mastromarino, 2 A.3d 581, 589 (Pa. Super. 2010). A 
sentence imposed is not excessive if it does not exceed statutory lim its and the sentence 
proceedings clearly demonstrate that this Court carefully considered all evidence rele-
vant to the determination of a proper sentence. Commonwealth v. Burtner, 453 A.2d 10, 
12 (Pa. Super. 1982). Finally, in considering whether a sentence is excessive and harsh, 
the appellate court must give great weight to the discretion of the trial court judge, as he 
or she is in the best posit ion to measure various factors. Commonwealth v. Ellis, 700 
A.2d 948, 958 (Pa. Super. 1997). 
 

 Appellant was sentenced to the legal maximum sentence for each offense: (1) twen-
ty to forty years for third degree murder; {6} (2) five to ten years for Receiving Stolen 
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Property {7}, (3) five to ten years for Possession of Firearms Prohibited Conviction; 
{8}, {9} and (4) one to two years for Tampering with Evidence {10}. Additionally, this 
Court imposed the sentences consecutive to one another. {11} As a result, Appellant's 
aggregate sentence was a term of imprisonment of thirty-one (31) years to sixty-two 
(62) years. 
 

 Upon sentencing Appellant, this Court took into consideration the number of of-
fenses to which the Appellant was convicted of, the pre-sentence report, the extensive 
prior record of the Appellant, the sentencing guidelines, the rehabilitative needs of the 
Appellant and the gravity of the offenses and felt any lesser sentence would depreciate 
from the seriousness of the crimes committed. 
  

 The jury found that Appellant murdered victim and committed the other crimes as 
charged. The Court listened to several victim impact statements and through these state-
ments, it was made clear to the Court what a tragic effect the loss presented to the loved 
ones of the victim. 
 

 In order to challenge the discretionary aspects of a sentence, an appellant must 
show actions by the sentencing court that were either: (1) inconsistent with a specific 
provision of the sentencing code; or (2) contrary to the fundamental norms underlying 
the sentencing process. Commonwealth v. Hornoman, 920 A.2d 1282, 1284 (Pa. Super. 
2007). After reviewing the pre-sentence investigation report and considering the facts 
and circumstances of the case, Appellant's sentence was neither inconsistent with the 
sentencing code provisions nor contrary to the fundamental norms underlying the sen-
tencing process. This Court considered that a hospital with an emergency department 
was a very short distance from the scene of the crime, but  that Appellant made no at-
tempt to procure medical care for the victim. Rather, he sought to protect himself from 
punishment by trying to conceal the firearm and her body in a nearby residence in a cold 
and callous fashion. 
 

 Therefore, the Court finds no rea son why Appellant should be entitled to any lesser 
sentence due to a "volume discount"{12}. Accordingly, Appellant's last concise issue is 
without merit. 
          BY THE COURT: 
          JOSEPH M. GEORGE, JR., JUDGE 

 

 ATTEST: 
 Clerk of Courts  
 

__________________________________ 

{6} 18 Pa. C.S.A. § 2502 §§(C) 
{7} 18 Pa. C.S.A. § 3925 §§(A) 
{8} 18 Pa. C.S.A. § 6105 §§(A)(l) 
{9} No Further Penalty was imposed for the conviction for Firearms Not To Be Carried Without a License. 
{10} 18 Pa. C.S.A. § 4910 §§(1) 
{11} The imposition of consecutive, rather than concurrent, sentences may raise a substantial 
question in only the most extreme circumstances, such as where the aggregate sentence is unduly 
harsh, considering the nature of the crimes and the length of imprisonment." Commonwealth v. 
Moury, 992 A.2d 162, 171-72 (Pa. Super. 2010). 
{12} It is well established that defendant's convicted of multiple offenses are not entitled to a 
volume discount on their aggregate sentence. Commonwealth v. Foust, 180 A.3d 416 (Pa. Super 2018) 
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Upcoming live simulcast and video replay continuing legal education courses at the 
Fayette County Bar Association Office, 45 East Main Street, Suite 100, Uniontown. 

 

 Registration:  http://www.pbi.org/fayette-county  
 

   

 March 4   Civil Litigation Update  
     9:00 a.m. to 4:15 p.m. 
     5 substantive/1 ethics 

 

March 24  Handling the Workers’ Comp Case 

     9:00 a.m. to 4:15 p.m. 
     5 substantive/1 ethics 

 

March 26  Elder Law Update 2019 

     9:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. 
     3 substantive 

 

March 31  The Binders on Pennsylvania Evidence 2020 

     1:00 p.m. to 4:15 p.m. 
     3 substantive 

 

April 3    Litigation Blunders, Bloopers and Boons 

     9:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. 
     4 substantive/2 ethics 

 

April 7   Securing Electronic Communications, Email Etiquette and Ethics  
     9:00 a.m. to 12:15 p.m. 
     2 substantive/1 ethics 

 

April 14   Sheriff's Sales in Pennsylvania 2020  
     9:00 a.m. to 1:15 p.m. 
     3 substantive/1 ethics 

 

April 23   Personal Injury Law Conference 2019 
     9:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. 
     5 substantive/1 ethics 

 

April 27   A Day on Ethics 2020 

     9:00 a.m. to 4:20 p.m. 
     6 ethics 

 

April 29   Legal Issues in an Age of Aging 2020 
     9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. 
     5 substantive/1 ethics 
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FCBA LUNCH & LEARN SERIES 
 

 The Fayette County Bar Association’s next presentation in its Lunch & Learn           
Series will be: 
 

 •  Date: Wednesday, March 18th from 12:00 p.m. to 1:30 p.m. 
 

 •  Location: Courtroom No. 1 of the Fayette County Courthouse 

 

 •  Discussion topics: Issues in Bank Fraud and Safeguarding your IOLTA 
 Account, Online Wire Transfers for Closings & Electronic Notifications  
 

 •  Presenters: Daniel Flynn, Fraud Investigations Manager, Karla Strosnider,      
 Operational Risk Manager, and Jacquie Stanley, Senior Vice President and  
 Regional Manager of Commercial Services, all of United Bank.  
 

 

CLE Credit 
 

1.5 hours of Substantive CLE credit for the program. The fees are as follows: 
 

   Members of the FCBA 

    •  No charge for attendance without CLE Credit 
    •  $10 fee for attendance with CLE Credit 
 

   Attorneys admitted to practice in Pennsylvania after January 1, 2012 

    •  No charge for attendance with CLE Credit 
 

   Non-members of the FCBA 

    •  $10 fee for attendance without CLE Credit 
    •  $40 fee for attendance with CLE Credit 
 

** All fees to be paid at the door ** 

A light lunch will be provided. 
 

 

RSVP 
 If interested in attending, please call Cindy at the Bar office at 724-437-7994 or by 
email to cindy@fcbar.org on or before Monday, March 16th. 

LUNCH & LEARN SERIES 
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