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 ERIE COUNTY LEGAL JOURNAL 
NOTICE TO THE PROFESSION

IN THE UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

MOTION COURT DATES FOR JUDGE THOMAS P. AGRESTI
ERIE AND PITTSBURGH DIVISION CASES

AUGUST 2019 NOTICE

The following is a list of August 2019, September 2019, and October 2019 motion court 
dates and times to be used for the scheduling of motions pursuant to Local Rule 9013-5(a) 
before Judge Thomas P. Agresti in the Erie and Pittsburgh Divisions of the Court. The 
use of these dates for scheduling motions consistent with the requirements of Local Rule 
9013-5(a) and Judge Agresti’s Procedure B(1)-(3) summarized below and on Judge Agresti’s 
webpage at: www.pawb.uscourts.gov. The motions will be heard in the Erie Bankruptcy 
Courtroom, U.S. Courthouse, 17 South Park Row, Erie, PA 16501 and Courtroom C, 54th 
Floor, U.S. Steel Building, 600 Grant Street, Pittsburgh, PA 15219.

Counsel for a moving party shall select one of the following dates and times for matters 
subject to the “self-scheduling” provisions of the Local Bankruptcy Rules and the Judge’s 
procedures, insert same on the notice of hearing for the motion, and serve the notice on all 
respondents, trustee(s) and parties in interest. Where a particular type of motion is listed at 
a designated time, filers shall utilize that time, only, for the indicated motions(s) unless: (a) 
special arrangements have been approved in advance by the Court, or, (b) another motion 
in the same bankruptcy case has already been set for hearing at a different time and the 
moving party chooses to use the same date and time as the previously scheduled matter.

SCHEDULE CHAPTER 13 MOTIONS ON:

Wednesday, August 7, 2019
Wednesday, August 28, 2019
Wednesday, September 25, 2019
Wednesday, October 23, 2019

Select the following times, EXCEPT for the specific matters to be scheduled at 11:30 a.m.:

 9:30 a.m.: Open for all Erie & Pittsburgh Ch. 13 matters
10:00 a.m.: Open for all Erie & Pittsburgh Ch. 13 matters
10:30 a.m.: Open for all Erie & Pittsburgh Ch. 13 matters
11:00 a.m.: Open for all Erie & Pittsburgh Ch. 13 matters
11:30 a.m.: Ch. 13 Sale, Financing and Extend/Impose Stay

NOTE: Chapter 12 matters are now scheduled on Ch. 11/7 Motion Court days, only.

SCHEDULE CHAPTERS 12, 11 & 7 MOTIONS ON:
Select the following times, EXCEPT for Ch. 7 Motions to Extend/Impose Stay scheduled only at 
11:00 a.m., and, all sale motions and all Ch. 12 matters which are only to be scheduled at 11:30 a.m.:

 9:30 a.m.:   Open for all Erie & Pittsburgh Ch. 11 matters
10:00 a.m.: Open for all Erie & Pittsburgh Ch. 11 matters
10:30 a.m.: Open for all Erie & Pittsburgh Ch. 7 matters
11:00 a.m.: Open for all Erie & Pittsburgh Ch. 7 matters,
 including all Ch. 7 Motions to Extend/Impose Stay
11:30 a.m.: Ch. 11 and 7 Sale Motions and all Ch. 12  
 matters at this time, only

Thursday, August 1, 2019
Thursday, August 22, 2019
Thursday, September 12, 2019
Thursday, October 3, 2019
Thursday, October 17, 2019
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 ERIE COUNTY LEGAL JOURNAL 
NOTICE TO THE PROFESSION

ALL OF THE ABOVE DATES ARE SUBJECT TO REVISION. Please check 
each month for any changes in the dates that have been published previously. THIS 
SCHEDULE CAN BE VIEWED ON PACER (Public Access to Court Electronic Records) 
and on the Court’s Web Site (www.pawb.uscourts.gov).
Michael R. Rhodes
Clerk of Court

July 26
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MILLCREEK TOWNSHIP SCHOOL DISTRICT
v. 

MILLCREEK TOWNSHIP EDUCATION SUPPORT PERSONNEL ASSOCIATION

LABOR AND EMPLOYMENT / COLLECTIVE BARGAINING
 When reviewing an arbitrator’s interpretation of a collective bargaining agreement, the 
arbitrator’s decision is to be accorded broad deference.

LABOR AND EMPLOYMENT / COLLECTIVE BARGAINING
 The standard of review in a challenge to a labor arbitration award under the Public 
Employee Relations Act is the “essence test,” which requires a two-prong analysis: (1) a 
trial court shall determine if the issue as properly defined is within the terms of the consumer 
bargaining agreement; and (2) if the issue is embraced by the consumer bargaining agreement, 
and thus, appropriately before the arbitrator, the arbitrator’s award will be upheld if the 
arbitrator’s interpretation can rationally be derived from the consumer bargaining agreement.

LABOR AND EMPLOYMENT / COLLECTIVE BARGAINING
 An arbitration award will not be upheld if it contravenes public policy.

LABOR AND EMPLOYMENT / COLLECTIVE BARGAINING
 For the public policy exception to apply, the public policy must be well-defined, dominant 
and ascertained by reference to the laws and legal precedents, not from general considerations 
of supposed public interest.

LABOR AND EMPLOYMENT / COLLECTIVE BARGAINING
 A three-step analysis to be used to determine whether an award violates public policy: (1) 
the nature of the conduct leading to the discipline must be identified; (2) a trial court must 
determine if that conduct implicates a public policy which is well-defined, dominant, and 
ascertained by reference to the laws and legal precedents and not from general considerations 
of supposed public interests; and (3) a trial court must determine if the arbitrator’s award 
poses an unacceptable risk that it will undermine the implicated policy and cause the public 
employer to breach its lawful obligations or public duty, given the particular circumstances 
at hand and the factual findings of the arbitrator.

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF ERIE COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA
CIVIL DIVISION
NO. 13252 - 2016

Appearances:  Robert D. Zaruta, Esq., on behalf of the Millcreek Township School District 
   (Appellant)
 Richard S. McEwen, Esq., on behalf of the Millcreek Township Educational 
   Support Personnel Association (Appellee)

OPINION
Domitrovich, J.             April 12, 2017
 The instant matter is before the Pennsylvania Commonwealth Court on Millcreek Township 
School District’s (hereafter referred to as “Appellant”) appeal from this Trial Court’s Order 
dated January 30, 2017, whereby this Trial Court affirmed the Arbitration Award of Bernard 

ERIE COUNTY LEGAL JOURNAL
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S. Fabian (hereafter referred to as “Award”) and denied Appellant’s Petition to Vacate 
Arbitration Award. This Trial Court found and concluded the Award satisfied the “essence 
test” in that: (1) the issue is properly defined within the terms of the Collective Bargaining 
Agreement (hereafter referred to as “CBA”), and (2) Arbitrator Bernard S. Fabian’s (hereafter 
referred to as “Arbitrator Fabian”) interpretation is rationally derived from the CBA. This 
Trial Court further found and concluded the Award does not contravene public policy as 
the Award does not pose an unacceptable risk of undermining public policy and will not 
cause Appellant to breach its lawful obligations or public duty under the Public Employee 
Relations Act (“PERA”).
Procedural History
 The CBA entered into between Appellant and the Millcreek Township Education Support 
Personnel Association (hereafter referred to as “Appellee”) became effective on July 1, 2011. 
See Petition to Vacate Arbitration Award, Exhibit A. Article III, Paragraph H of the CBA contains 
language regarding subcontracting and specifically states: “No work of the bargaining unit 
shall be subcontracted for the life of the Agreement.” See id, page 6. During labor negotiations 
in July of 2016, Appellant notified Appellee that Requests for Proposals (“RFP’s”) had been 
issued. Appellee was provided with bid information Appellant received from a successful 
bidder for custodial services. No final contract was entered into with the successful bidder.
 Appellee filed a grievance on April 7, 2016, claiming Appellant violated the CBA by 
accepting bids for custodial labor services. Said grievance was submitted to arbitration and 
an Arbitration Hearing was held on August 16, 2016 before Arbitrator Bernard S. Fabian. On 
November 7, 2016, Arbitrator Fabian granted Appellee’s grievance, holding that Appellant 
had violated the “no outside subcontracting” provisions of the Collective Bargaining 
Agreement and the RFP’s could not be used in bargaining with Appellee to secure an 
advantage. See Petition to Vacate Arbitration Award, Exhibit F, page 15. Arbitrator Fabian 
further held “outside contracts which eliminate the Bargaining Unit cannot be used unless 
or until the parties are at legal impasse.” See id. Arbitrator Fabian concluded that, if the 
parties reached a legal impasse, the parties would be subject to the applicable Pennsylvania 
law, Pennsylvania Labor Relation Board action, and NLRB provisions. See id. Arbitrator 
Fabian held any formal selection of prior RFP’s were considered null and void. See id.
 Appellant filed a Petition to Vacate Arbitration Award on December 6, 2016. Appellee filed 
a Motion to Strike Portions of Petition to Vacate Arbitration Award on December 28, 2016. 
A hearing on Appellee’s Motion to Strike Portions of Petition to Vacate Arbitration Award 
was held before this Trial Court on January 23, 2017. This Trial Court granted Appellee’s 
Motion by Order dated January 23, 2017 and struck Exhibits B, C, D and E from Appellant’s 
Petition to Vacate Arbitration Award, leaving only Exhibit A (the parties’ CBA) and Exhibit 
F (the Award of Arbitrator Fabian) for consideration. A hearing on Appellant’s Petition to 
Vacate Arbitration Award was held before this Trial Court on January 30, 2017, at which the 
undersigned judge heard argument from Appellant’s counsel, Robert D. Zaruta, Esq., and 
Appellee’s counsel, Richard S. McEwen, Esq. On January 30, 2017, this Trial Court affirmed 
the Award of Arbitrator Fabian and denied Appellant’s Petition to Vacate Arbitration Award.
 Appellant filed a Notice of Appeal to the Pennsylvania Commonwealth Court on February 
16, 2017. This Trial Court filed its 1925(b) Order on February 22, 2017. Appellant filed its 
Concise Statement of Matters Complained of on Appeal on March 14, 2017.
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Legal Analysis
 In its Concise Statement of Matters Complained of on Appeal, Appellant raises four (4) 
issues, which this Trial Court will consolidate into the following two (2) issues:

1. This Trial Court concluded properly that Arbitrator Fabian’s Award satisfied the 
“essence test,” since this Trial Court found the issue is properly defined within the 
terms of the parties’ CBA and Arbitrator Fabian’s interpretation is rationally derived 
from the parties’ CBA.

 It is well settled that, in reviewing an arbitrator’s interpretation of a collective bargaining 
agreement, the arbitrator’s decision is to be accorded broad deference. See Delaware County 
v. Delaware County Prison Employees Independent Union, 713 A.2d 1135, 1137 (Pa. 2003). 
The standard of review in a challenge to a labor arbitration award under the Public Employee 
Relations Act (“PERA”) is the “essence of the Collective Bargaining Agreement test,” also 
known as the “essence test,” which requires a two-prong analysis. First, a trial court shall 
determine if the issue as properly defined is within the terms of the CBA; and second, if the 
issue is embraced by the CBA, and thus, appropriately before the arbitrator, the arbitrator’s 
award will be upheld if the arbitrator’s interpretation can rationally be derived from the CBA. 
New Kensington-Arnold School District v. New Kensington-Arnold Education-Association, 
PSEA/NEA, 140 A.3d 726, 731 (Pa. Commw. Ct. 2016). A reviewing court may vacate a PERA 
arbitration award only where the award is indisputably and genuinely without foundation in, 
or fails to logically flow from, the underlying CBA. See Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission 
v. Teamsters Local Union No. 77, 87 A.3d 904, 908 (Pa. Commw. Ct. 2014).
 First, this Trial Court found and determined that the issue regarding subcontracting is 
defined properly within the terms of the parties’ CBA. See New Kensington-Arnold at 731. 
Article III, Paragraph H of the CBA specifically and clearly states: “No work of the bargaining 
unit shall be subcontracted for the life of the Agreement.” See Petition to Vacate Arbitration 
Award, Exhibit A, page 6. Furthermore, Article III, Paragraph E states: “The rights and 
privileges of the Association [Appellee] and its representatives as set forth in this Agreement 
shall be granted only to the Association [Appellee] as the exclusive representative of the 
employee and to no other organization. See id, page 5 [emphasis added]. Therefore, the 
issue is defined properly in the parties’ CBA and, thus, properly before Arbitration Fabian.
 Furthermore, this Trial Court found and concluded Arbitrator Fabian’s interpretation is 
rationally derived from the parties’ CBA. An arbitrator, in all cases in which interpretation of 
a collective bargaining agreement is called for, decides the factual question of what the parties 
intended. See Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission, 639 A.2d 968, 973 (Pa. Commw. Ct. 
1994). An arbitrator’s interpretation of the parties’ intent is treated as a finding of fact, and a 
claim that an arbitrator has incorrectly interpreted the intention of the parties to the agreement 
is not cognizable on appeal. See id. A reviewing court should respect the arbitrator’s award 
if “the interpretation can, in any rational way, be derived from the agreement, viewed in 
the light of its language, its context and any other indicia of the parties’ intention.” See 
Community College of Beaver County v. Community College of Beaver County Society of 
the Faculty (PSEAINEA), 375 A.2d 1267, 1275 (Pa. Commw. Ct. 1977).
 In the Arbitration Award, Arbitrator Fabian first indicated the “no subcontracting” clause 
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contained within the parties’ CBA was the result of prior subcontracting of bus driver positions 
by Appellant, which caused “raw nerves” between Appellant and Appellee. See Petition to 
Vacate Arbitration Award, Exhibit F, page 9. Arbitrator Fabian then noted subcontracting 
custodial positions, which Appellant was alleged to have commenced in the instant case 
by issuing RFP’s, would “decimate and eliminate” the Bargaining Unit. See id, page 10. 
Arbitrator Fabian acknowledged, in the event the parties carried out negotiations and reached 
a legal impasse, Appellant could have unilaterally initiated subcontracting, subject to review 
or appeal to the judicial procedure. See id. However, Arbitrator Fabian further acknowledged 
the parties have not reached a legal impasse during negotiations and Appellant’s request for 
RFP’s was a bargaining tactic to achieve an advantage in negotiations, which had a “chilling 
effect on the negotiation process, and, as such, Appellant was not “bargaining in good faith.” 
See id, pages 11-12.
 As to the issue of subcontracting, Arbitrator Fabian determined subcontracting is a process, 
which starts when Appellant decides to pursue outside contracting, issues RFP’ s and advises 
Appellee of the subsequent bid information. See id, page 13. Arbitrator Fabian ultimately 
concluded Appellant violated the “no subcontracting” clause of the parties’ CBA by issuing 
RFP’s and providing bid information to Appellee during negotiations. See id.
 Finally, Arbitrator Fabian noted Appellant (1) went through the expense of advertisement, 
(2) met with potential bidders, (3) took walkthroughs at the various twelve [12] buildings 
of the Millcreek School District, (4) advertised a date to open bids and (5) held meetings 
to select a successful bidder. Arbitrator Fabian concluded, and this Trial Court agrees with 
Arbitrator Fabian’s conclusion, that these actions were not simply to afford Appellee with 
bid information in order for Appellee could form counterproposals, but were indicative of 
the subcontracting process, which is prohibited specifically by the parties’ CBA.
 This Trial Court concluded Arbitrator Fabian’s well-reasoned and thorough analysis was 
clearly and rationally derived from the CBA; therefore, the Arbitration Award satisfies both 
prongs of the “essence test” and said Arbitration Award was properly affirmed by this Trial 
Court.

2. This Trial Court concluded properly that Arbitrator Fabian’s Award does not pose 
an unacceptable risk of undermining public policy and will not cause Appellant to 
breach its obligations under the Public Employee Relations Act (“PERA”).

 A reviewing court should not enforce a grievance arbitration award that contravenes public 
policy. Westmoreland Intermediate Unit #7 v. Westmoreland Intermediate Unit #7 Classroom 
Assistants Educational Support Personnel Association, PSEA/NEA, 939 A.2d 855, 865-866 
(Pa. Commw. Ct. 2007). Such public policy, however, must be well-defined, dominant and 
ascertained by reference to the laws and legal precedents, not from general considerations 
of supposed public interests. See id. The appropriate test is not whether a party’s actions 
violated public policy, but whether the arbitrator’s award contravenes an established public 
policy, such that the arbitration award should be vacated. See Shamokin Area School District 
v. American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees District Council 86, 20 
A.3d 579,583 (Pa. Commw. Ct. 2011).
 Arbitrator Fabian’s Award does not prohibit Appellant from meeting its obligations under 
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the PERA; in fact, in the Award, Arbitrator Fabian clearly stated that if the parties had 
commenced negotiations and reached a legal impasse, Appellant could have unilaterally 
initiated subcontracting, subject to review or appeal to the judicial procedure. See Petition 
to Vacate Arbitration Award, Exhibit F, page 10. Arbitrator Fabian acknowledged the parties 
had not reached a legal impasse during negotiations and further concluded Appellant’s 
issuance of RFP’s was only a bargaining tactic, which would have a “chilling effect” on 
negotiation. See id, page 12. In the Award, Arbitrator Fabian ultimately and properly held 
the RFP’s issued by Appellant were null and void because the parties had not reached a legal 
impasse and the RFP’s would aid Appellant in securing an advantage in negotiations. This 
Trial Court concluded Arbitrator Fabian’s Award does not contravene public policy; to the 
contrary, Arbitrator Fabian’s Award is consistent with public policy as the Award prohibited 
Appellant from using RFP’s until the parties reached a legal impasse so as to not allow 
Appellant to gain an advantage over Appellee during negotiations.
 For all of the reasons as set forth above, this Trial Court respectfully requests the 
Pennsylvania Commonwealth Court affirm this Trial Court’s Order dated January 30, 2017.
      BY THE COURT
      /s/ Stephanie Domitrovich, Judge
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA
WESTERN DISTRICT

SAYLOR, C.J., BAER, TODD, DONOHUE, DOUGHERTY, WECHT, MUNDY, JJ.

MILLCREEK TOWNSHIP SCHOOL DISTRICT, Appellee
v. 

MILLCREEK TOWNSHIP EDUCATIONAL 
SUPPORT PERSONNEL ASSOCIATION, Appellant

No. 37 WAP 2018

Appeal from the Order of the Commonwealth Court entered February 13, 2018 at 
No. 187 CD 2017, reversing the Order of the Court of Common Pleas of Erie County 

entered January 30, 2017 at No. 13252-16

ARGUED: April 10, 2019

OPINION
JUSTICE DONOHUE     DECIDED: JULY 17, 2019
 In this case, we review whether the Commonwealth Court disregarded the law when it 
vacated a grievance arbitration award based on its independent interpretation of the parties’ 
collective bargaining agreement (“CBA”). Pursuant to this Court’s decisions under the Public 
Employee Relations Act, 43 P.S. §§ 1101.101-1101.23011 (“PERA”), a reviewing court must 
apply the highly deferential two-prong “essence test” to grievance arbitration awards: first, 
the court must decide whether the issue is encompassed by the CBA; second, the court must 
uphold the arbitrator’s award if the arbitrator’s interpretation can rationally be derived from the 
CBA. Westmoreland Intermediate Unit #7 v. Westmoreland Intermediate Unit #7 Classroom 
Assistants Educ. Support Pers. Ass’n, 939 A.2d 855, 863 (Pa. 2007) (plurality) (quoting State 
Sys. of Higher Educ. (Cheyney University) v. State Coll. Univ. Prof’l. Ass’n., 743 A.2d 405, 413 
(Pa. 1999)). As discussed in more detail herein, subject to a narrow exception for awards that 
violate a dominant public policy, proper application of the essence test prohibits a court from 
vacating an arbitrator’s award unless “the award indisputably and genuinely is without foundation 
in, or fails to logically flow from, the [CBA].” Id. Because we have no trouble concluding that 
the award in the instant matter draws its essence from the CBA and because no public policy 
will be violated by its enforcement, we reverse the decision of the Commonwealth Court.
 Millcreek Township Educational Support Personnel Association (the “Association”) 
and Millcreek Township School District (the “District”) are parties to a CBA that became 
effective on July 1, 2011, and was set to expire on June 30, 2016.2 The bargaining unit 

   1 Act 195 of 1970, P.L. 563
  2 On June 9, 2016, the parties agreed to maintain the “status quo” following expiration of the CBA, pending 
the negotiation of a successor agreement. See Arbitration Exhibit E (June 9, 2016 Letter from Association). 
They subsequently agreed to extend the status quo further pending an arbitration decision. Arbitration Decision, 
11/7/2016, at 3.
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   3 The CBA defines a “grievance” as “a complaint regarding the meaning, interpretation or application of any 
provision of this [CBA].” CBA, Art. I, Section A, at 1.
   4 The Association also alleged that the District’s actions violated the following additional CSA provisions:

represented by the Association consists entirely of custodians for the District’s properties. 
As pertinent to this appeal, the CBA provides that “[n]o work of the bargaining unit shall 
be subcontracted for the life of the Agreement.” CBA, Art. III, ¶ H (hereinafter, the “no 
subcontracting provision”). The CBA further provides that “the rights and privileges of the 
Association and its representatives as set forth in the [CBA] shall be granted only to the 
Association as the exclusive representative of the employees and to no other organization.” 
Id., Art. III, ¶ E (hereinafter, the “exclusivity provision”).
 Negotiations for a successor CBA commenced on January 26, 2016 when the Association 
offered its initial proposal to the District. Approximately one month later, the District 
presented a counter proposal in which it sought, among other items, to eliminate the no 
subcontracting provision. N.T., 8/16/2019, at 24-25; Arbitration Decision, 11/7/2016, at 4. 
The Association rejected this proposal. N.T., 8/16/2019, at 24-25.
 On March 29, 2016, with successor CBA negotiations ongoing between the Association 
and the District, the District issued a request for proposals (“RFP”) seeking quotes from 
prospective bidders for the provision of custodial labor services. See RFP Cover Letter, 
3/29/2016, at 1. Specifically, the RFP sought quotations for guaranteed pricing during a 
three-year contract period to begin the day after the current CBA was set to expire, namely 
from July 1, 2016, through June 30, 2019. Id. Bids were due by 11:00 a.m. on May 2, 2016, at 
which point they would be publicly opened. Id. All bids were to be submitted to the District 
in an envelope clearly marked “RFP CUSTODIAL SERVICES LABOR CONTRACT,” 
and all prospective bidders were required to attend a pre-bid meeting on April 28, 2016. 
Id. Bidders were required to conduct site visits at the District’s buildings. Id. The District 
advertised the RFP announcement in at least two regional newspapers.
 On April 7, 2016, upon learning that the District had issued an RFP to subcontract the 
bargaining unit’s work, the Association filed a grievance with the District.3 Grievance, 
4/7/2016. As set forth in the grievance, the Association alleged that the District “[had] violated 
the [CBA] by placing in several papers ... a Legal Notice that the District [was] accepting 
bids for custodial labor services” and by announcing the pre-bid meeting scheduled for April 
28, 2016. Id. According to the Association, “these actions directly violate[d] the [CBA], 
and in particular the provision that there will be no subcontracting.” Id.4 The Association 

Recognition

The [District] hereby recognized the Association as the exclusive and sole representative 
for collective bargaining for all employees included in the bargaining unit as certified and 
determined by the Pennsylvania Labor Relations Board. A copy of said determination is attached 
hereto and made a part hereof, as surely as though the same were set forth herein in length.

CSA, Recognition Clause.

Statutory Savings Clause

Nothing contained herein shall be construed to deny or restrict to any employee such rights 
as he/she may have under the Public School Code of 1949 as amended, or the [PERA], or 
other applicable laws and regulations. The rights granted to employees hereunder shall be 
deemed to be in addition to those provided elsewhere.
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   4 continued

Id., Art. II, Rights of the Parties, ¶ A.

Just Cause Provision

No employee shall be disciplined, reprimanded, reduced in rank or compensation or deprived 
of any advantage without just cause. All information forming the basis for disciplinary action 
will be made available to the employees and the Association.

Id., ¶ B.

Exclusive Rights

The rights and privileges of the Association and its representatives as set forth in this 
Agreement shall be granted only to the Association as the exclusive representative of the 
employee and to no other organizations.

The officers of the Association or their designated representatives shall have the right to visit 
district buildings to investigate employment related problems of members of the bargain unit. 
Such investigations shall be conducted during the non-working hours of the investigator if said 
investigator is an employee of the District. The investigator shall conduct such investigation 
during the employee’s break or lunch period.

Id., Art. 111, ¶ E.

Negotiation of a Successor Agreement

Deadline Date

The parties agree to enter into collective bargaining over a successor agreement no later than 
180 days prior to June 30, 2015. Any agreement so negotiated shall be reduced in writing 
after ratification by the parties.

Modification

This Agreement shall not be modified in whole or in part by the parties except by an instrument, 
in writing, duly executed by both parties.

Id., Art. XII.

requested that the District “cease and desist efforts to subcontract the custodial labor force” 
and “withdraw all present and scheduled Legal Notices.” Id. It further requested that the 
District “inform any party contacting [it] with questions or actual proposals that there is no 
subcontracting of custodial labor services” and additionally sought “any other specific relief 
that the arbitrator deems appropriate.” Id.
 Following a grievance hearing on May 11, 2016, before the District’s Board of Education 
(the “Board”), the Board issued a brief decision wherein it stated, “we do not believe that 
[Mr. Revell] demonstrated that [the District] violated the [GBA] by soliciting RFPs from 
outside vendors. No member of the bargaining unit lost work hours nor was any work done 
by an outside vendor. Request for ... RFPs [sic] is not the same as outsourcing actual work.” 
Decision of Board, 5/19/2016. The Board also explained its belief that the District “has an 
obligation to the tax payers to manage its budget and ensure it is paying a competitive price for 
the services provided.” Id. It concluded that “the only way to determine what pricing options 
are available to [the District] is to ask,” and opined that the District did not demonstrate bad 
faith in its negotiations with the Association by issuing the subcontracting RFP. Id.
 On July 11, 2016, the District advised the Association that Facilities Management Systems 
(“FMS”) had been selected as the successful bidder. Arbitration Decision, 11/7/2016, at 4. 
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The District provided the Association with the bid information it received from FMS but 
did not in fact enter into a contract with that bidder or any other.
 Pursuant to the grievance procedure set forth in the CBA, the Association appealed 
its grievance to arbitration, consistent with section 903 of PERA.5 See CBA, Art. I, ¶ C. 
Following a hearing before an arbitrator selected by the parties and briefing, the arbitrator 
granted the Association’s grievance in a written decision dated November 7, 2016. See 
Arbitration Decision, 11/7/2016, at 15. The arbitrator stated that the issue before him was 
whether “the District violate[d] the CBA by its issuing of a[n RFP] for custodial services in 
the District,” and if so, what the remedy should be. Id. at 8. He also noted that “the primary 
factor to be determined” was when subcontracting begins. Id.
 As set forth by the arbitrator, the District believed that it was acting within its managerial 
rights to investigate alternatives when it issued the RFP, conducted building walkthroughs and 
received bids. The District was also of the view that using this research in CBA negotiations 
with the Association, either to modify the CBA or to reach impasse and subsequently enter 
into a subcontract for custodial services, was both permissible under the terms of the CBA 
and in the best interest of taxpayers. Id. The arbitrator, however, did not credit the District’s 
position because, in his view, it would have been possible to conduct due diligence and 
compare costs without formally requesting bids, advertising in newspapers, conducting 
building walkthroughs, and holding a public meeting to open bids. He characterized the 
District’s conduct as a bad faith tactic that had a chilling effect on the negotiation process, 
noting that “the only step remaining in the outside contracting scheme of the District was to 
declare ‘impasse,’ sign the contract of the successful RFP bidder and have them commence 
work.” Id. at 14. He indicated that those “final acts” would merely be the culmination of 
the subcontracting process which began, at the latest, on March 29, 2016, when the District 
issued its RFP.
 The arbitrator reached this conclusion based on testimony regarding the parties’ long 
history together. Specifically, the arbitrator made the following findings of fact:

 • The parties’ history includes the prior subcontracting of school bus drivers’ work, which 
eliminated that work from the bargaining unit;

   5 Section 903 of PERA provides:

Arbitration of disputes or grievances arising out of the interpretation of the provisions of a 
collective bargaining agreement is mandatory. The procedure to be adopted is a proper subject 
of bargaining with the proviso that the final step shall provide for a binding decision by an 
arbitrator or a tripartite board of arbitrators as the parties may agree. Any decisions of the 
arbitrator or arbitrators requiring legislation will only be effective if such legislation is enacted:

(1) If the parties cannot voluntarily agree upon the selection of an arbitrator, the parties shall 
notify the Bureau of Mediation of their inability to do so. The Bureau of Mediation shall 
then submit to the parties the names of seven arbitrators. Each party shall alternately strike 
a name until one name remains.

The public employer shall strike the first name. The person remaining shall be the arbitrator.

(2) The costs of arbitration shall be shared equally by the parties. Fees paid to arbitrators 
shall be based on a schedule established by the Bureau of Mediation.

43 P.S. § 1101.903.
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 • this conduct “created raw nerves” and lasting wounds within the Association;

 • the Association was aware of this history and its effect on employees;

 • this history was the driving force, pursuant to testimony, behind the Association 
negotiating for the current and former CBA to include the no subcontracting provision.

Id. at 10.

 Addressing the specific question of whether the District had subcontracted work in the 
instant situation, the arbitrator first concluded that the question was “definitely within the 
confines of the CBA.” He then explained his interpretation of the CBA, as informed by the 
parties’ testimony and history, that subcontracting “begins when the District decides to pursue 
that outside contracting avenue and then advises the Association and advertises through the 
use of RFPs.” Id. Accordingly, he held that the District’s actions had violated the CBA’s no 
subcontracting provision. As relief, he ordered that “the RFPs cannot be used in bargaining 
with the Association to secure an advantage.” Id. He also proscribed the use of “outside 
contracts which eliminate the Bargaining Unit ... unless or until the parties are at a legal 
impasse” and directed that “any formal selection of prior RFPs are therefore considered to 
be null and void.” Id.
 The District filed a petition to vacate the arbitrator’s award in the court of common pleas. 
That court affirmed the award. Applying this Court’s two prong essence test, the trial court 
concluded that (1) “the issue of subcontracting is within the terms of the CBA” and (2) the 
arbitrator’s interpretation of the subcontracting clause was “derived rationally from the CBA.” 
Trial Court Order, 1/30/2017, at 1; Trial Court Opinion, 4/12/2017, at 4 (pointing to both the 
no subcontracting provision and the exclusivity provision). The trial court further held that 
the arbitration award did not pose an unacceptable risk of undermining public policy and 
would not cause the District to breach its lawful obligations or public duty under PERA. Trial 
Court Order, 1/30/2017, at 2 (applying the Commonwealth Court’s three-step analysis for 
determining whether an arbitration award that satisfies the essence test nonetheless violates 
public policy, as set forth in City of Bradford v. Teamsters Local Union No. 110, 25 A.3d 
408, 413 (Pa. Commw. 2011)).
 The District appealed and the Commonwealth Court reversed. Millcreek Twp. Sch. Dist. v. 
Millcreek Twn. Educ. Support Pers. Ass’n, 179 A.3d 1167 (Pa. Commw. 2018). It explained 
that the issue before the arbitrator was whether the issuance of the RFP violated the CBA, 
not whether the District had subcontracted out work. Id. at 1172. It then found that because 
the plain language of the CBA provided that “[n]o work of the bargaining unit shall be 
subcontracted for the life of the Agreement,” and because the CBA is “completely silent” 
as to RFPs or any other part of the “process” of subcontracting, it was constrained to hold 
that the issue before the arbitrator did not fall within the terms of the CBA. Id. Based on 
this same analysis, the Commonwealth Court further concluded that the arbitrator’s award 
was not rationally derived from the CBA and therefore failed the essence test. Id. at 1173.
 Finally, the Commonwealth Court held that even assuming arguendo that the arbitrator’s 
award passed the essence test, it must nonetheless be vacated pursuant to that test’s public 
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policy exception. Id. at 1173-74. Tracking it’s City of Bradford’s three-step analysis, the 
Commonwealth Court concluded that (1) the conduct leading to the grievance was the 
District’s issuance of an RFP for custodial services; (2) the conduct implicates a “well-
defined, dominant” public policy because section 701 of PERA mandates parties to “confer 
in good faith with respect to wages, hours and other terms and conditions of employment, 
or the negotiation of an agreement ... ”; and (3) the arbitrator’s award poses an unacceptable 
risk of undermining the implicated public policy because directing that the RFPs cannot 
be used in bargaining with the Association contravenes the notion that “such solicitations 
[are] prerequisites for intelligent bargaining,” rather than “inherently coercive.” Id. at 1176 
(quoting PLRB v. Sch. Dist. of the Twp. of Millcreek, 9 PPER, ¶ 9136 (No. PERA-C-10, 
439-W, June 7, 1978)).
 The Association appealed and we granted allocatur to review:

(1) Whether the Commonwealth Court panel grossly departed from this 
Court’s accepted practices regarding review of labor arbitration awards 
and abused its discretion when it failed to give proper deference to the 
arbitrator’s factual findings and contractual interpretation.

(2) Whether the Commonwealth Court panel’s decision conflicts with 
numerous decisions of both this Court and the Commonwealth Court 
applying the deferential essence test and defining the authority of the 
arbitrator.

(3) Whether the panel erroneously held that the award violated public 
policy despite the fact that it specifically acknowledges and accounts for 
the District’s legal duty under [PERA].

Millcreek Twn. Sch. Dist. v. Millcreek Twn. Educ. Support Pers. Ass’n, 195 A.3d 562 (per
curiam).
 We begin by addressing the first two issues on review, the resolution of which requires us 
to probe how much deference is expected of a reviewing court pursuant to the essence test. 
In particular, we must decide the extent to which the essence test requires deference to an 
arbitrator’s interpretation of a contractual provision. As an initial matter, we observe that 
while the parties do not dispute that the essence test (including its public policy exception) 
is the governing standard of judicial review, they disagree as to whether the Commonwealth 
Court properly applied it here.
 The Association argues that the Commonwealth Court failed to give proper deference 
to the arbitrator’s interpretation in applying the essence test and erroneously engaged in a 
merits review of the award, re-evaluating the evidence and substituting its own judgment. 
Association’s Brief at 19-20. Specifically, the Association argues that an arbitrator is 
authorized to make findings of fact and to interpret undefined terms in the CBA. The 
Association posits that a reviewing court is not authorized to undertake an independent 
factual analysis because an arbitrator’s factual findings are unreviewable so long as the 
arbitrator was “even arguably construing or applying the contract.” Id.
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 Regarding contract interpretation, the Association urges that an arbitrator is entitled to 
rely on the CBA’s “language, its context, and any other indicia of the parties’ intention” 
and, importantly, that an arbitrator’s interpretation of the parties’ intent is not cognizable on 
appeal because it too is considered a finding of fact. Id. (citing Cmty. Coll. of Beaver Cnty 
v. Cmnty. Coll. of Beaver Cnty., Soc’y of Faculty (PSEA/NEA), 375 A.2d 1267, 1275 (Pa. 
1977)) (“Beaver County”). In the Association’s view, because the arbitrator here considered 
the no subcontracting provision together with other provisions of the CBA as well as the 
parties’ previous subcontracting dispute and the inherently destructive effect of the District’s 
actions, his conclusion that the parties intended the no subcontracting provision to prohibit 
the entire process of subcontracting drew its essence from the CBA. Id. at 22.
 The District urges that because the CBA makes no mention of the issuance of RFPs, and 
because the term “no subcontracting” unambiguously prohibits “nothing other than the act 
of removing work from the bargaining unit via entering into a contract with a third party, 
which the parties agree[] has not happened,” the issue is not within the terms of the CBA. 
District’s Brief at 14.6 In the District’s view, the arbitrator impermissibly ignored the plain 
and unambiguous language of the CBA, adding new provisions that appear nowhere in the 
contract. Id. at 13-14. For this reason, according to the District, the Commonwealth Court 
did not err in vacating the award, which derived not from the CBA itself but from these 
manufactured provisions. Id.7

 Although this Court’s articulation of the essence test has evolved over time, we first 
formally adopted the deferential standard of review more than forty years ago in Beaver 
County. There, we explained that the standard of review applicable to grievance arbitration 
awards was consistent with the standard of review under federal labor law. Beaver County, 
375 A.2d at 1272. In that regard, we discussed with approval the “Steelworkers Trilogy,” 
explaining that the United States Supreme Court had established therein “that arbitration 
under the collective bargaining agreement is the preferred manner of resolving labor disputes 
and that the less judicial participation, the better.” Id. at 1272 n.6.8

 Accordingly, we adopted the policy as articulated in United Steelworks v. Enterprise Wheel 
and Car Corp., 363 U.S. 593, 596 (1960):

   6 The District also appears to argue that because the precise issue before the arbitrator contained the term “RFP” but 
did not contain the term “subcontracting,” the issue was not “within the terms” of the no subcontracting provision. 
This view merely begs the question actually answered by the arbitrator, namely whether the no subcontracting 
provision encompasses a bar on issuing RFPs. Moreover, requiring that in order for an issue to be “within the 
terms” of the CBA, the precise issue statement presented to the arbitrator must include the exact same language 
as the CBA provision alleged to have been violated, arguably elevates form over function.
   7 The Pennsylvania School Boards Association (“PSBA”), together with the Pennsylvania State Association of 
Township Supervisors, the Pennsylvania State Association of Township Commissioners, and the Pennsylvania 
Municipal League, filed an amici curiae brief in support of the District which we refer to, hereinafter, as PSBA’s 
Amicus Brief. The Pennsylvania State Education Association (“PSEA”) filed an amicus brief in support of the 
Association which we refer to, hereinafter, as PSEA’s Amicus Brief.
   8 The trilogy of cases includes United Steelworkers v. Am. Mfg. Co., 363 U.S. 564 (1960), United Steelworkers 
v. Warrior & Gulf Navigation Co., 363 U.S. 574 (1960), and United Steelworkers v. Enterprise Wheel and Car 
Corp., 363 U.S. 593 (1960).

The refusal of courts to review the merits of an arbitration award is the 
proper approach to arbitration under collective bargaining agreements. The 
federal policy of settling labor disputes by arbitration would be undermined 
if courts had the final say on the merits of the awards.
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An arbitrator is confined to interpretation and application of the collective 
bargaining agreement; he does not sit to dispense his own brand of 
industrial justice. He may, of course, look for guidance from many 
sources, yet his award is legitimate only so long as it draws its essence 
from the collective bargaining agreement. When the arbitrator’s words 
manifest an infidelity to this obligation, courts have no choice but to refuse 
enforcement of the award.

Beaver County, 375 A.2d at 1272.
 Of particular relevance to the case at bar, this Court in Beaver County explained that 
because the task of interpreting a CBA involves determining the intention of the contracting 
parties, as evidenced by their agreement and the circumstances surrounding its execution, 
“the arbitrator’s award is based on a resolution of a question of fact and is to be respected 
by the judiciary if ‘the interpretation can in any rational way be derived from the agreement, 
viewed in light of its language, its context, and any other indicia of the parties’ intention.’” 
Id. at 1275 (citing Ludwig Honold Mfg. Co. v. Fletcher, 405 F.2d 1123, 1128 (3d Gir. 1969)).
 Twenty-two years later, we recounted the seemingly explicit philosophy of judicial restraint 
embodied in Beaver County, but acknowledged that “what exactly the essence test means, 
and the concomitant extent of judicial review, has proved a nettlesome question.” State Sys. 
of Higher Educ. (Cheyney Univ.) v. State Coll. Univ. Prof’l. Ass’n., 743 A.2d 405, 412 (Pa. 
1999) (“Cheyney”) (discussing cases that have employed “differing verbiage” signifying 
“various degrees of judicial deference”). In an effort to provide clarity, we announced in 
Cheyney that the essence test entails two prongs: “First, the court shall determine if the issue 
as properly defined is within the terms of the [CBA]. Second, if the issue is embraced by the 
agreement, and thus, appropriately before the arbitrator, the arbitrator’s award will be upheld 
if the arbitrator’s interpretation can rationally be derived from the [CBA].” Id. at 413.
 Emphasizing the import and impact of the essence test, we observed that a reviewing 
court “must accord great deference” to an arbitration award. Cheyney, 743 A.2d at 413. We 
concluded in Cheyney that “in the vast majority of cases, the decision of the arbitrator shall 
be final and binding upon the parties.” Id. We framed the essence test as a narrow exception 
to this finality doctrine - the arbitration award must be affirmed unless it “indisputably and 
genuinely is without foundation in, or fails to logically flow from, the collective bargaining 
agreement.” Id.
 Since Cheyney, this Court has discussed and/or applied the essence test several times, 
uniformly finding that the Commonwealth Court erred in determining that an arbitration 
award failed to draw its essence from the CBA. See, e.g., Danville Area Sch. Dist. v. Danville 
Area Educ. Ass’n, PSEA/NEA, 754 A.2d 1255, 1261 (Pa. 2000) (observing that application 
of the essence test limits a reviewing court to merely verifying that the “arbitrator applied 
the terms of the agreement and discerned the intent of the parties viewed in light of the 
language, its context and other indicia of the parties’ intent”); Office of Attorney General v. 
Council 13, American Fed’n of State, Cnty. Mun. Emps., 844 A.2d 1217, 1222 (Pa. 2004) 
(emphasizing that the General Assembly expressly provided in section 903 of PERA that 
the decision of the arbitrator “must be final and binding”); Westmoreland, 939 A.2d at 
863 (emphasizing that the essence test requires more deference than would a “manifestly 
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unreasonable” standard of review and remanding for consideration of narrow public policy 
exception); Phila. Hous. Auth. v. Am. Fed’n of State, Cnty. and Mun. Emps., Dist. Council 
33, Local 934, 52 A.3d 1117 (Pa. 2012) (finding that there was no dispute that the arbitration 
award flowed logically from the CBA but vacating award as violative of public policy).
 We now turn to application of the essence test. The first prong of the essence test requires 
the reviewing court to determine whether the issue decided was properly before the arbitrator. 
See Cheyney, 743 A.2d at 413 (noting that a reviewing court only moves on to the second 
prong of the test “if the issue is embraced by the agreement, and thus, appropriately before 
the arbitrator”); see also Pa. Tpk. Com’n v. Teamsters Local Union No. 77, 45 A.3d 1159, 
1163 (Pa. Commw. 2012) (citing Cheyney and characterizing consideration of whether 
the issue is embraced by the CBA as a question of the arbitrator’s jurisdiction to address 
the issue). The Commonwealth Court here attempted to distinguish between the issue that 
was actually before the arbitrator and the issue the arbitrator addressed. According to that 
court, whether the District violated the CBA by issuing an RFP was the issue before the 
arbitrator and that issue was not encompassed by the terms of the CBA. On the other hand, 
the issue the arbitrator addressed was whether the District had subcontracted work, which 
the Commonwealth Court characterized as “clearly ... within the CBAs terms prohibiting 
subcontracting.” Millcreek, 179 A.3d 1171. Because these two issues are inextricably 
intertwined, we view the distinction between them as immaterial.
 More to the point, the Association expressly framed the issue in its grievance by reference 
to the terms of the CBA. See Grievance Procedure, 4/7/2016 (setting forth the Association’s 
allegations that the District “violate[d] the [CBA], and in particular the provision that there 
will be no subcontracting” by, inter alia, “accepting bids for custodial labor services”). Thus, 
the issue that was actually before the arbitrator was itself plainly encompassed by the CBA. 
We decline to allow the District to reframe the grievance in an attempt to persuade us that 
the issue was not properly before the arbitrator. We observe that analysis pursuant to the 
first prong of the essence test should not consist of a word-for-word comparison between 
the language of the issue and the language of the CBA. The fact that the CBA makes no 
reference to an “RFP” is far from outcome determinative.
 Because we acknowledge that the quasi-jurisdictional nature of the first prong might 
suggest to reviewing courts that their de novo review is appropriate, we observe that, in the 
case at bar, the question of whether the issue is embraced by the terms of the CBA cannot 
be answered without first deciding the meaning of the relevant terms. As earlier discussed, 
interpretation of contractual terms is a task for the grievance arbitrator and is entitled to a 
high degree of deference. See supra, pp. 13-16. Therefore, we hold that the reviewing court 
must give deference to the arbitrator’s interpretation of the CBA including for purposes of 
the first prong of the essence test. Cf. Town of McCandless v. McCandless Police Officers 
Ass’n, 901 A.2d 991, 995 (Pa. 2006).9

   9 Town of McCandless arose in the analogous arena of an Act 111 arbitration. Pursuant to Act 111, grievance 
arbitration appeals are subject only to a “narrow certiorari” scope of review, which allows the reviewing court to 
inquire into four limited areas: the arbitrator’s jurisdiction, the regularity of the proceedings, questions of excess 
in exercise of powers, and constitutional questions. While we explained in Town of McCandless that “generally 
speaking, a plenary standard of review should govern the preliminary determination of whether the issue involved 
implicates one of the four areas of inquiry ... thus allowing for non-deferential review,” we further observed that 
extreme deference to the arbitrator is required where the preliminary determinations themselves turn “upon arbitral 
fact-finding or a construction of the relevant CBA.” Town of McCandless, 901 A.2d at 1000.
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   10 Midland was decided prior to our articulation of the two-prong essence test in Cheyney. However, nothing in 
Cheyney undercuts our reasoning in Midland, which nonetheless explored the contours of what would become the 
test’s first prong, namely whether the issue was properly before the arbitrator.

Ultimately, in Midland, we vacated the arbitration award to the extent it ordered the parties to comply even after 
the existing CBA expired, concluding that the arbitrator was without jurisdiction to make an award that extended 
“well beyond the temporal parameters by which the parties ... agreed to be bound.” Id. at 638.

 Our conclusion that a reviewing court must defer to the arbitrator’s interpretation of the 
terms of the CBA for purposes of the first prong of the essence test is consistent with the 
highly deferential spirit of that test. It is also consistent with this Court’s decision in Midland 
Borough School Dist. v. Midland Educ. Ass’n, PSEA, 616 A.2d 633 (Pa. 1992). In that case, 
during the term of a two-year CBA with the Midland Education Association (“MEA”), 
Midland School District (“MSD”) entered into an agreement with Beaver School District 
(“BSD”) to send MSD’s seventh through twelfth grade students to Beaver on a “tuition 
basis.” Id. at 634. This agreement had the effect of eliminating all teaching positions for those 
grades in MSD. The MEA was the bargaining representative for all professional employees 
in MSD, including the teachers whose positions were eliminated. Accordingly, the MEA 
filed a grievance alleging that the MSD’s agreement to “tuition out” the students amounted 
to “subcontracting out of bargaining unit work,” and therefore violated the parties’ CBA. 
Id. Notably, the CBA in Midland did not contain a no subcontracting provision or any other 
provision that explicitly addressed the issue of subcontracting. Id.
 Following a hearing before an arbitrator selected by the parties, the arbitrator ordered 
MSD to rescind its contract with BSD, to bargain in good faith with the MEA, and to make 
the affected teachers whole. When the case reached this Court, the question before us was 
whether the arbitrator properly exercised his authority in concluding that “subcontracting 
out” students constituted the “allocation of bargaining unit work,” despite the CSA’s silence 
on subcontracting. Id. We also characterized the question presented as “whether an arbitrator 
may resolve an issue not expressly covered by the collective bargaining agreement.” Id. 
at 635. Discussing and applying the essence test, we concluded that the arbitrator had the 
authority to resolve the “subcontracting” issue even though the CBA did not speak directly 
to the “tuitioning” or “subcontracting” of students. Specifically, we reasoned that because the 
CBA contained provisions relating to “Hours of Work and Other Conditions of Employment” 
and “Job Security and Job Progression,” the issue of subcontracting out students, which 
inevitably led to the elimination of teaching positions, was implicitly encompassed by the 
terms of the CBA. Id.10

 Similarly, in the case at bar, the arbitrator interpreted the no subcontracting provision to 
encompass the issue before it despite the fact that the CBA did not expressly prohibit the 
precise act of issuing an RFP. The arbitrator pointed to the no subcontracting provision and 
reasoned, based on the chilling effect of the District’s conduct and the parties’ contentious 
subcontracting history, that the parties intended that provision to disallow the formal process 
of subcontracting, including the issuance of an RFP, not merely the final act of entering into 
a subcontract.
 Based on the foregoing, it was within the purview of the arbitrator to find that issuing an 
RFP, an act the District concedes is a necessary step in the process of subcontracting the work 
of the bargaining unit, is within the terms of a CBA that expressly prohibits subcontracting. 
Arbitration Decision, 11/7/2016, at 10; see also Danville, 754 A.2d at 1257-58 (holding that 
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the issue of teacher’s entitlement to certain retirement benefits was within the terms of a CBA 
provision conditioning benefits upon at least thirty “years of service in public education” even 
though teacher had worked in the school district for less than thirty years); Juniata-Mifflin 
Cnties. Area Vocational-Tech. Sch. v. Corbin, 691 A.2d 924 (Pa. 1997) (affirming arbitrator’s 
definition of his own ability to address issue where the parties’ intention to incorporate 
job security provisions of the Public School Code into the CBA was not clearly set forth 
therein but “the language employed was sufficient for the arbitrator to conclude” that those 
provisions were incorporated). The Commonwealth Court erred in rejecting the arbitrator’s 
interpretation of the CBA for purposes of the first prong of the essence test. In doing so, that 
court impermissibly converted what is supposed to be a highly deferential standard of review 
into a de novo review courts typically employ when deciding matters of law.11

 We thus turn to the second prong of the essence test. Under the second prong, we ask whether 
the award itself can rationally be derived from the CBA. Here, again, we emphasize that the 
parties to a CBA have agreed to allow the arbitrator to give meaning to their agreement and 
fashion appropriate remedies for “unforeseeable contingencies.” See Warrior & Gulf, 363 U.S. 
at 578-79 (observing that a CBA “is more than a contract; it is a generalized code to govern a 
myriad of cases which the draftsmen cannot wholly anticipate”). The words of the CBA are not 
“the exclusive source of rights and duties.” Id.; see Enterprise Wheel, 363 U.S. at 597-99. The 
arbitrator is authorized to make findings of fact to inform his interpretation of the CBA. United 
Paperworkers Internat’l Union, AFL-C/O v. Misco, Inc., 484 U.S. 29, 38 (1987) (“Misco”).
 Accordingly, even though an arbitrator is not permitted to ignore the CBA’s plain language 
in fashioning an award, the arbitrator’s understanding of the plain language must prevail. 
A reviewing court “should not reject an award on the ground that the arbitrator misread the 
contract.” Misco, 484 U.S. at 38. The law is clear that an arbitrator’s award must draw its 
essence from the CBA. It need not, contrary to the District’s position, reflect the narrowest 
possible reading of the CBA’s plain language. Cheyney, 743 A.2d at 411 (citing Enterprise 
Wheel, 363 U.S. at 597); see also Danville, 754 A.2d at 1260 (observing that an arbitrator 
“is not confined to the express terms” of the CBA in discerning the parties’ intent). Even if 
a court’s interpretation of the CBA is entirely different than the arbitrator’s, the award must 
be upheld so long as it rationally derives from the CBA. Westmoreland, 939 A.2d at 863 
(holding that the essence test clearly does not permit the reviewing court “to intrude into the 
domain of the arbitrator and determine whether an award is ‘manifestly unreasonable”’).
 Here, the arbitrator’s interpretation and resulting award reflect a reading of the CBA that 

   11 The Association urges that the Commonwealth Court improperly ignored the exclusivity provision, see supra, 
note 4, in determining that the issue addressed was not encompassed by the terms of the CBA. Specifically, the 
Association states that the exclusivity provision gives it the “exclusive right and privilege to discuss the terms and 
conditions of employment of the District’s custodial employees.” Association’s Brief at 25. Because an exclusivity 
provision is breached whenever a party “knowingly engages in activity which effectively fosters and instigates 
competition,” the Association argues that the District violated the provision by issuing an RFP that invites other 
organizations to set the terms and conditions of the District’s custodial employees. Id. (citing Aiken Indus., Inc. v. 
Estate of Wilson, 383 A.2d 808, 811 (Pa. 1978)).

Had the arbitrator relied on the exclusivity provision and interpreted it in this way in his decision and award, 
we would be inclined to pay deference to his interpretation. However, beyond listing the exclusivity provision 
along with various other provisions of the CBA that the Association cited in its grievance, the arbitrator did not 
reference the exclusivity provision in his analysis. While the arbitrator’s failure to rely on this provision does not 
necessarily preclude us from finding that the issue before the arbitrator was encompassed by that provision, we 
find it unnecessary to do so in light of our determination that the issue was within the terms of the CBA by virtue 
of the no subcontracting provision.
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was informed by his understanding of the parties’ history and the context. Specifically, 
the arbitrator found that because of the parties’ contentious subcontracting history, the no 
subcontracting provision should be read to protect contract negotiations from the chilling 
effect occasioned by even the prospect of subcontracting. In this regard, the arbitrator rejected 
testimony from the District that it issued an RFP merely to discover whether eliminating 
the no subcontracting provision might be beneficial to taxpayers and in furtherance of its 
obligation to bargain in good faith. Instead, the arbitrator found that the District issued the 
RFP “as a tactic in negotiations to secure advantage or to bargain to impasse.” Arbitration 
Decision, 11/7/2016, at 14. Based on these considerations, which he was entitled to entertain, 
the arbitrator concluded that the parties intended to prohibit the process of subcontracting 
including, in particular, the formal steps the District took toward entering a subcontract. 
This interpretation rationally derives from the CBA.
 By way of relief, the arbitrator granted the Association’s grievance, directed the District not 
to use the bids it received to secure an advantage in negotiations with the Association, and 
ordered that outside contracts could not be considered unless and until the parties reached 
impasse. The arbitrator also declared the prior selection of a successful bidder “null and 
void.” Id. at 15. This award is aimed directly at remedying the District’s violation of the no 
subcontracting provision, as rationally interpreted by the arbitrator to prohibit the process 
of subcontracting. Therefore, we conclude that it logically flows from the CBA. The second 
prong of the essence test is satisfied.
 We are particularly persuaded by the arbitrator’s observation that the steps the District took 
toward subcontracting the custodial work (e.g., issuing an RFP, advertising in newspapers, 
meeting with bidders, conducting walkthroughs and selecting a successful bidder at an open 
meeting) are the typical prerequisites to subcontracting. Because these steps are required in 
circumstances where subcontracting is permissible, we conclude that it was not irrational 
for the arbitrator to decide that they are impermissible under circumstances where, as here, 
subcontracting is contractually prohibited.
 Stated differently, the District concedes that the work of the bargaining unit cannot be 
subcontracted absent the issuance of an RFP and that the CBA prohibits subcontracting the 
work of the bargaining unit. Because it would be eminently reasonable for the Association to 
view the issuance of an RFP as the formal initiation of subcontracting, it was similarly rational 
for the arbitrator to interpret the no subcontracting provision as barring these preliminary 
steps. The arbitrator soundly exercised his duty to interpret the CBA when he concluded that 
the no subcontracting provision barred not just the act of subcontracting but those activities 
directly and necessarily incident to it. Cf. Hughes v. Seven Springs Farm, Inc., 762 A.2d 
339, 344 (Pa. 2000). The Commonwealth Court disregarded the law in substituting its own 
narrower view of the CBA’s language.
 This Court addressed a similar interpretative question in Hughes, albeit in a context that 
actually called for our de novo review (of a statute), rather than our highly deferential review 
of a CBA. Id. There, the question was whether the Skier’s Responsibility Act, which made 
the doctrine of assumption of the risk applicable to skiers engaged in the sport of downhill 
skiing, applied to a skier who “was not in the process of skiing downhill, but rather was 
propelling herself toward the ski lift at the base of the mountain following a downhill run,” 
when she was injured. Id. We declined to interpret the Skier’s Responsibility Act or the 
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sport of downhill skiing “in an extremely narrow, hypertechnical and unrealistic manner.” 
Id. Instead, we observed that “the sport of downhill skiing encompasses more than merely 
skiing down a hill. It includes those other activities directly and necessarily incident to the 
act of downhill skiing.” Id. While the statute we reviewed in Hughes unmistakably referred 
to “downhill skiing,” we recognized there, as we do here in the case of a CBA that references 
“subcontracting,” that ostensibly precise language may reveal itself to have broader meaning 
when considered in light of specific factual circumstances.
 As we have indicated in the past, one reason such a high degree of deference is appropriate 
in the context of CBAs is that “if an arbitrator’s interpretation is contrary to one party’s 
understanding of the agreement ... the agreement can be renegotiated to reflect the ‘true’ 
intention of the party” the next time the parties negotiate their CBA. Danville, 754 A.2d 
at 1262 (emphasizing the “give and take” of the bargaining process). Here, if it chooses 
to, the District may bargain to erase the arbitrator’s interpretation of the no subcontracting 
provision in any successor CBA with the Association. Id.
 Having determined that the arbitration award satisfies the essence test, we must now analyze 
whether the award survives the public policy exception to the test which we formally recognized 
for the first time in Westmoreland. In that case, the arbitration award reinstated a classroom 
assistant who had been discharged after overdosing from the use of a Fentanyl patch in the 
school bathroom. The Commonwealth Court vacated the arbitration award, holding that it did 
not rationally derive from the CBA and noting further that the award violated the employer’s 
ability to discharge its “core function” of educating children. On appeal, we held that the 
award satisfied the essence test because the arbitrator determined that the employee’s conduct 
was merely “foolish” and not “immoral,” which meant that there were insufficient grounds to 
substantiate a termination for “just cause,” as required by the CBA. Westmoreland, 939 A.2d 
at 866. Accordingly, the award of reinstatement rationally derived from that agreement. Id.
 However, citing the “federal public policy exception” as well as Pennsylvania contract 
law principles, we indicated that a reviewing court could nonetheless vacate an arbitrator’s 
award that satisfies the essence test if (and only if) it violates a “well-defined, dominant” 
public policy as provided “by reference to the laws and legal precedents and not from 
general considerations of supposed public interests.” Id. at 864-66 (quoting W.R. Grace & 
Co. v. Local Union 759, Int’I Union of United Rubber Workers, 461 U.S. 757, 766 (1983)).12 

Specifically, we noted that “if the contract as interpreted by the arbitrator violates some 
explicit public policy, then the award cannot be enforced.” Id. at 864. Finally, we placed the 
burden of establishing a public policy violation on the party asserting it, and emphasized that 
“the violation of such a policy must be clearly shown.” Id. at 865. Although our Opinion in 
Westmoreland garnered only a plurality, now-Chief Justice Saylor, in a concurring opinion, 
joined the plurality in adopting the narrow public policy exception. See id. at 868 (Saylor, C.J., 
concurring) (emphasizing his understanding that “the exception is exceptionally narrow”).
 Subsequently, in Philadelphia Housing, we granted allocatur to address the proper 
application of the public policy exception. Phila. Hous., 52 A.3d at 1128. Like Westmoreland, 

   12 In Westmoreland, we rejected the previously applicable “core functions” exception to the essence test relied 
upon by the Commonwealth Court in that case, finding that it ran the risk of “swallow[ing] the essence test by its 
sheer breadth.” Westmoreland, 939 A.2d at 865. Under the “core functions” exception, a reviewing court could 
vacate an arbitration award if the award impacted a “core function” of a public employer “and would deprive the 
employer of its ability to discharge that function.” Id. at 860.

ERIE COUNTY LEGAL JOURNAL
Millcreek Twp. Sch. Dist. v. Millcreek Twp. Educ. Support Pers. Ass’n



- 24 -

   13 Philadelphia Housing was submitted to this Court on November 22, 2011. The Commonwealth Court decided 
City of Bradford on June 23, 2011.
   14 As in Westmoreland and Philadelphia Housing, City of Bradford involved a grievance related to an employer’s 
termination of an employee for “just cause” pursuant to the terms of the governing CBA. Id. In that case, the 
employee was a refuse collector who had stolen money from a purse he found in a garbage can. The arbitrator 
reduced his discipline from termination to suspension without pay. On review, the Commonwealth Court applied 
its test and affirmed the award, concluding that (1) the nature of the conduct leading to discipline was theft; (2) 
on-the-job theft by a public employee implicates a well-defined public policy because theft is a crime and because 
theft undermines PERA’s policy to protect the safety and welfare of the public; and (3) the award did not pose a 
significant risk that the public policy against theft would be undermined in light of mitigating factors, including 
the fact that the employee had a good work history, made restitution, and his conduct was isolated, unplanned and 
unlikely to be repeated. Id.

the case involved arbitration to resolve a grievance related to an employee’s discharge 
where the governing CBA contained a “just cause” provision. The issue was whether the 
Philadelphia Housing Authority had “just cause” to terminate the employee following an 
internal investigation into accusations that he had sexually harassed a coworker. Despite 
finding that the employee had engaged in “lewd, lascivious and extraordinarily perverse” 
behavior constituting “unacceptable” sexual harassment, the arbitrator nonetheless ordered 
that the employee be reinstated with back pay.
 This Court unanimously agreed that the arbitration award violated a dominant public policy 
against sexual harassment. The Majority stated that the “egregious” nature of the employee’s 
conduct could not be squared with an award reinstating him because doing so “makes a 
mockery of the dominant policy against sexual harassment.” Id. at 1128. However, despite 
the Majority’s recognition that the “crux of this matter lies in the proper application of the 
public policy exception,” the Majority did not articulate a clear test for applying the public 
policy exception, noting only that there should be “some reasonable, calibrated, defensible 
relationship between the conduct violating dominant public policy and the arbitrator’s 
response.” Id. at 1121, 1128; see id. at 1135-36 (McCaffery, J., concurring, joined by Baer, 
J.) (observing that the Majority fails “to articulate any scope or standard of review for when 
a PERA arbitration award purportedly violates public policy”).
 Notably, Philadelphia Housing did not include any discussion of the Commonwealth 
Court’s City of Bradford test.13 In City of Bradford, apparently seeking a concrete framework 
for applying Westmoreland’s public policy exception, the Commonwealth Court announced a 
three step analysis. See City of Bradford, 25 A.3d at 414. Under the Commonwealth Court’s 
analysis, a reviewing court should examine:

First, the nature of the conduct leading to the discipline must be identified. 
Second, we must determine if that conduct implicates a public policy which 
is “well-defined, dominant, and ascertained by reference to the laws and 
legal precedents and not from general considerations of supposed public 
interests.” Westmoreland I, 595 Pa. at 666,939 A.2d at 866. Third, we must 
determine if the arbitrator’s award poses an unacceptable risk that it will 
undermine the implicated policy and cause the public employer to breach 
its lawful obligations or public duty, given the particular circumstances 
at hand and the factual findings of the arbitrator.

Id.14 This is the test the Commonwealth Court in the case at bar drew upon to reach the 
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conclusion that the arbitrator’s award could not be enforced.
 The Association urges us not to apply the analysis from City of Bradford, arguing that it 
is not faithful to Westmoreland. According to the Association, Westmoreland requires the 
reviewing court to focus solely on whether the remedy imposed by the arbitrator implicates 
a dominant public policy, not on whether the conduct giving rise to the remedy itself violates 
public policy. Because the first two steps of the City of Bradford analysis inquire into the 
conduct, the Association posits that the analysis allows for a review of the merits of the 
arbitrator’s decision, which conflicts with the essence test and with the limited nature of the 
public policy exception. The Association also views the City of Bradford analysis as ill-fitted 
to issues outside the employee discipline context in which it was developed. Finally, the 
Association argues that, contrary to City of Bradford’s third prong, Westmoreland requires 
more than a “mere risk of undermining” a public policy. Association’s Brief at 39.
 The Association instead proposes that, pursuant to Westmoreland, a reviewing court should 
first identify precisely what remedy the arbitrator ordered and then inquire whether that 
remedy compels the employer to violate a well-defined and dominant public policy expressed 
in positive law. Id. at 40. Because this analysis follows a reviewing court’s conclusion that 
the award is valid under the essence test, the Association cautions that a court must base 
its determination about the public policy exception on the arbitrator’s interpretation of the 
CBA. Id. Applying its proposed analysis to the remedy ordered by the arbitrator in the instant 
matter, the Association observes that the arbitrator crafted “traditional make-whole relief for 
a contract violation” which, notably, does not permanently prevent the District from issuing 
an RFP and therefore does not violate the District’s good faith bargaining obligations or 
any dominant public policy. Id. at 41-42. To the contrary, the Association posits that the 
arbitrator’s award promotes good-faith bargaining by recognizing that the District was “not 
contractually privileged to pursue subcontracting” under the terms of the CBA. Id. at 47.
 Without expressly advocating for or against any specific analytic framework for 
implementing the public policy exception, the District impliedly concedes that the focus of 
the exception is on the remedy. It generally argues that the arbitrator’s award violates public 
policy and must be vacated, even if we conclude that it satisfies the essence test. District’s 
Brief at 16. Specifically, the District asserts that it cannot comply with the arbitrator’s award 
without violating its duty to bargain in good faith and consequently, committing an unfair 
labor practice. In this regard, the District reasons that because the Public Labor Relations 
Board (“PLRB”) has held that PERA’s good faith bargaining obligation requires an employer 
seeking to propose subcontracting to solicit bids and to apprise the union about the bids during 
negotiations, failure to do so violates a dominant policy as defined by reference to PERA. Id. 
at 16-18 (citing PLRB decisions). In one case cited by the District, the PLRB determined that 
a school district had violated its duty to bargain in good faith where it failed to provide the 
union with an opportunity to review subcontracting bids and make counterproposals prior to 
subcontracting the work of the union. Id. at 20 (discussing Council Rock Sch. Dist., 20 PPER 
¶ 20066 (PLRB 1989)). The District does not contend, and our research does not indicate, 
that any of the decisions relied upon by the District involved a no subcontracting provision.
 The District and its amici also urge that the arbitration award violates the public policy 
set forth in section 528 of the Public School Code, 24 P.S. § 5-528.15 Specifically, they argue 

   15 Act of June 22, 2018, P.L. 241, No. 39, § 2, effective July 1, 2018.
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that section 528 “requires Pennsylvania school districts ... who wish to contract out ‘non-
instructional services’ with third party contractors to solicit bids from said contractors ... in 
advance of approving any contract.” PSBA’s Amicus Brief at 22; District’s Brief at 22-23.
 As evidenced by the foregoing discussion of Westmoreland, Philadelphia Housing and 
City of Bradford, application of the public policy exception has developed primarily in 
the context of employee discipline grievances, which bear little similarity to the present 
matter. Accordingly, without opining on the suitability of the test in the employee discipline 
grievance context, we agree with the Association that City of Bradford is ill-suited to the 
grievance presented here. Its application risks inviting reviewing courts to take a broader 
view of the public policy exception than our cases permit. We also agree that the inquiry 
into whether an arbitration award violates a dominant public policy requires an inquiry into 
the award itself, i.e. the remedy. That said, although there may be some awards that violate 
public policy regardless of the context in which they are applied, other remedies may violate 
public policy only as applied to the circumstances. Accordingly, the circumstances giving 
rise to the grievance and subsequent award are not entirely irrelevant to the analysis.
 Before articulating the applicable analysis, we note that not only is the public policy 
exception “exceptionally narrow” in its own right, Phila. Hous., 52 A.3d at 1125 (quoting 
Westmoreland, 939 A.2d at 868 (Saylor, C.J., concurring)), but it is also an exception to 
the essence test, which is itself a narrow exception to the doctrine that arbitration awards 
are final and binding. See Cheyney, 743 A.2d at 413. A baseline recognition that the public 
policy exception is a narrow exception to a narrow exception must guide a reviewing court’s 
analysis.
 Guided by this standard of review and our precedent identifying the public policy exception, 
we advance a three part test. First, a reviewing court must identify precisely what remedy 
the arbitrator imposed. Westmoreland, 939 A.2d at 865-66 (urging that “a court should not 
enforce a grievance arbitration award that contravenes public policy”). Next, the court 
must inquire into whether that remedy implicates a public policy that is “well-defined, 
dominant, and ascertained by reference to the laws and legal precedents and not from general 
considerations of supposed public interests.” Id. at 866. Finally, the reviewing court must 
determine if the arbitrator’s award compels the employer to violate the implicated policy, 
given the particular circumstances and the factual findings of the arbitrator. We emphasize 
that the arbitrator’s interpretation of the contract controls during this entire analysis, which is 
only triggered upon the reviewing court’s determination that the award satisfies the essence 
test, and should be upheld absent a clear violation of public policy. Id. at 864. The burden is 
on the party that opposes the award to demonstrate that it violates public policy. Id. at 865.
 We now apply this test to the award sub judice. Here, upon finding that the District violated 
the no subcontracting provision, the arbitrator issued a remedy that: prohibited the use of 
RFPs in bargaining with the Association; ordered the District not to use outside contracts 
“unless or until the parties are at legal impasse”; directed that upon legal impasse, any use 
of outside contracts “would be subject to the applicable Pennsylvania Law, [PLRB] action, 
and NLRB provisions”; and declared the “formal selection of prior RFPs” to be “null and 
void.” Arbitration Decision, 11/7/2016, at 15. As discussed, the District urges that this 
award implicates the dominant public policy requiring it to bargain in good faith around 
the decision to subcontract work. The District further posits that enforcement of the award 

ERIE COUNTY LEGAL JOURNAL
Millcreek Twp. Sch. Dist. v. Millcreek Twp. Educ. Support Pers. Ass’n



- 27 -

will compel it to violate this public policy by preventing it from soliciting and sharing bid 
information with the Association in anticipation of subcontracting out the custodial work.
 As an initial matter, we recognize that section 701 of PERA requires parties to a CBA 
to “confer in good faith with respect to wages, hours and other terms and conditions of 
employment, or the negotiation of an agreement ... .” 43 P.S. § 1101.701. Moreover, pursuant 
to section 1201 of PERA, “refusing to bargain collectively in good faith” over mandatory 
subjects for bargaining constitutes an unfair labor practice. Id. § 1101.1201. We further 
recognize that a proposal to subcontract the work of bargaining unit employees is a mandatory 
subject for bargaining that triggers the parties’ good faith duty. Pa. Labor Relations Bd. v. 
Mars Area Sch. Dist., 389 A.2d 1073 (Pa. 1978); Morrisville Sch. Dist. v. PLRB, 687 A.2d 
5, 8 (Pa. Commw. 1996) (explaining that employer has a duty “to bargain in good faith to 
a bona fide impasse before subcontracting any bargaining unit work”).
 Indeed, we do not dispute, (nor does the Association), that before actually subcontracting 
the work of a bargaining unit, under circumstances where doing so is not prohibited by the 
CBA, an employer’s duty to bargain in good faith may include a duty to provide the union 
with proposals submitted by potential subcontractors. See Association’s Brief at 44; see also 
PSEA’s Amicus Brief at 18 (observing that “the Association agrees wholeheartedly that the 
District has a bargaining obligation” prior to subcontracting); Faculty Fed. of Comm. Coll. 
of Phila. Local 2026, AFT, AFL-CIO v. Phila. Comm. Coll., 25 PPER ¶ 25172 (1994) (citing 
PLRB final orders for the proposition that a public employer desiring to subcontract has an 
“affirmative duty to seek out the representatives of its employes, announce its intentions 
and provide the employe representative with relevant information necessary for it to fulfill 
its bargaining obligation”). However, the District has not met its burden to demonstrate 
that, under the circumstances of this case, a specific duty to solicit bids and provide them 
to the Association constitutes “dominant public policy that is ascertained by reference to 
the laws and legal precedents.” See Westmoreland, 939 A.2d at 867. It has not shown that 
any Pennsylvania statute or decision of this Court sets forth a clear requirement regarding 
the conduct at issue in this case.
 Although we are not persuaded that decisions of the PLRB are expressions of binding public 
policy, the PLRB decisions relied on by the District are inapposite to the case at bar. Here, the 
relevant and permissible subject of bargaining was not whether to subcontract but whether to 
eliminate the provision in the CBA that prohibits subcontracting.16 Thus, any duty the District 
had to bargain in good faith at this juncture was a duty to bargain over the continued inclusion 
of the no subcontracting provision. To that end, the arbitrator specifically found:

   16 The District itself urged during the arbitration hearing that it had merely commenced “a process to determine 
whether or not subcontracting can or will occur” and that it had “presented a proposal to eliminate” the no 
subcontracting provision. N.T., 8/16/2016, at 11. The Association conceded that the District had a right to make such 
a proposal, observing that if the Association “were ever to agree to that, that language would cease to exist.” Id. at 25.

The District did not have to advertise, collect and select through the RFP 
process to try and obtain Association consent through the negotiation process 
to change or modify the [no subcontracting provision]. [It was] free to broach 
the subject of changing the language in negotiations without soliciting bids 
from outside contractors or announcing the same to the Association.
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   17 Similarly, the arbitration award does not interfere with the District’s obligations pursuant to section 528 of 
the Public School Code. As soon as the District gains the ability to engage in subcontracting, it may choose to 
pursue that course of action. At that time, it will be required to meet the conditions set forth in section 528. See 
24 P.S. § 5-528 (requiring a school employer to, inter alia, “solicit applications from third parties” containing 
specified information, conduct at least one public hearing to present a selected third-party proposal to the public, 
and receive public comment).

Arbitration Decision, 11/7/2016, at 12; see id. at 14 (noting further that “there are obviously 
many other avenues they could have pursued” in order to obtain information for purposes 
of cost analysis). The District has not even attempted to argue otherwise, let alone set forth 
an argument that there is a dominant public policy requiring the issuance of an RFP for 
purposes of negotiating the elimination of a no subcontracting provision.
 Based on the arbitrator’s interpretation of the CBA, the parties explicitly agreed to limit the 
District’s ability to engage in the subcontracting process. Thus, when the District issued an 
RFP, collected bids and shared that information with the Association, it violated a bargained 
for provision of the CBA. Even assuming, arguendo, that the duty to bargain in good faith 
about subcontracting represents a “dominant public policy,” it does not follow that the 
arbitrator’s award here compels the District to violate that policy. The District’s proposal 
to eliminate the no subcontracting provision did not trigger the same set of duties that the 
decision to subcontract would trigger. Pursuant to the arbitration award, the District’s freedom 
to subcontract, including the duties attendant to that pursuit, would arise only following 
legal impasse or under a successor CBA wherein the no subcontracting provision has been 
eliminated or modified. See PSEA’s Amicus Brief at 21.17

 To this end, we observe that the District’s characterization of the arbitrator’s award as not 
merely violative of public policy but also adverse to the Association’s interests, evinces a 
misunderstanding of the award. The award does not, as the District contends, “remove[] [the 
Association’s] ability to negotiate against or to beat the subcontractor’s bid.” District’s Brief 
at 21 n.5. Instead it protects the Association from having to negotiate against a subcontractor’s 
bid during the pendency of a CBA that prohibits subcontracting.
 Moreover, as the arbitration award expressly recognizes, should the parties reach legal 
impasse, the District could eliminate the no subcontracting provision. Arbitration Decision, 
11/7/2016, at 15; see also PSEA’s Amicus Brief at 21 (explaining that upon impasse, the 
District could, “consistent with law, implement a final best offer related to [the parties’] 
agreed upon subcontracting provision”) (citing Morrisville Sch. Dist. v. Pa. Labor Relations 
Bd., 687 A.2d 5 (Pa. Commw. 1996)); Norwin Sch. Dist. v. Belan, 507 A.2d 373, 380 n.9 
(Pa. 1986) (observing that an “employer may, after bargaining with the union to a deadlock 
or impasse on an issue, make unilateral changes that are reasonably comprehended within 
his pre-impasse proposals”).
 Importantly, if the District unilaterally eliminates the no subcontracting provision upon 
impasse, the resulting CBA would be different than the one the arbitrator interpreted sub 
judice. Under this hypothetical, post-impasse CBA, subcontracting would be permissible 
so long as the District complied with all of the legal duties and obligations discussed 
hereinabove. See Arbitration Decision, 11/7/2016, at 15 (directing that any subcontracting 
after impasse “would be subject to the applicable Pennsylvania Law, [PLRB] action, and 
NLRB provisions”); see also Association’s Reply Brief at 26 (urging that only if the District 
reached impasse and removed the no subcontracting provision “would the good faith 
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bargaining obligations cited by the District and the Commonwealth Court apply”).
 In conclusion, we hold that the Commonwealth Court erred in substituting its own 
interpretation of the contract for the arbitrator’s interpretation where the latter rationally 
derived from the CBA. It erred further in concluding that the arbitration award violated 
a dominant public policy. Under the highly deferential essence test and its exceptionally 
narrow public policy exception, when reviewing the propriety of the arbitration award, the 
Commonwealth Court was required to rely on the arbitrator’s findings of fact, including 
his view that the parties intended to prohibit the process of subcontracting. Because the 
Commonwealth Court did not adhere to this standard, we reverse.
 Chief Justice Saylor and Justices Baer, Todd, Dougherty, Wecht and Mundy join the 
opinion.
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COMMON PLEAS COURT LEGAL NOTICE   COMMON PLEAS COURT

FICTITIOUS NAME NOTICE
Pursuant to Act 295 of December 
16, 1982 notice is hereby given 
of the intention to file with the 
Secretary of the Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania a “Certificate of 
Carrying On or Conducting Business 
under an Assumed or Fictitious 
Name.” Said Certificate contains the 
following information:

FICTITIOUS NAME NOTICE
1. The fictitious name is Colonial 
Family Pharmacy.
2. The address of the principal office 
is 3822 Colonial Avenue, Erie, 
Pennsylvania 16506, Erie County.
3. The names and addresses of all 
persons or parties to the registration 
are Millcreek Community Hospital, 
5515 Peach Street, Erie, Pennsylvania 
16509, Erie County.
4. An application for registration 
of a fictitious name has been filed 
under the Fictitious Names Act, as 
amended.

July 26

FICTITIOUS NAME NOTICE
1. Fictitious Name: LECOM Center 
For Health and Aging
2. Address of principal place of 
business, including street and 
number: 406 Peach Street, Erie, 
PA 16507.
3. The real names and addresses, 
including street and number, of 
the persons who are parties to the 
registration: Erie Center on Health 
and Aging, 406 Peach Street, Erie, 
PA 16507
4. An application for registration of 
a fictitious name under the Fictitious 
Names Act was filed on June 11, 
2018.
Aaron E. Susmarski, Esq.
Susmarski Law Offices
4030 West Lake Road
Erie, PA 16505

July 26

FICTITIOUS NAME NOTICE
Notice  i s  hereby g iven tha t 
an Application for Registration 
of Fictitious Name was filed in 
the Department of State of the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
on June 20, 2019 for True Crime 
Collective at 11098 Silverthorn Rd., 

Edinboro, PA 16412. The name and 
address of each individual interested 
in the business is Jordan Cook at 
11098 Silverthorn Rd., Edinboro, PA 
16412. This was filed in accordance 
with 54 PaC.S. 311.

July 26

INCORPORATION NOTICE
ERIE INNOVATION DISTRICT 
has been incorporated under 
the provisions of the Nonprofit 
Corporation Law on July 10, 2019
Elliott J. Ehrenreich, Esq.
KNOX McLAUGHLIN GORNALL 
  & SENNETT, P.C.
120 West Tenth Street
Erie, Pennsylvania 16501-1461

July 26 

LEGAL NOTICE
AT T E N T I O N :  U N K N O W N 
BIOLOGICAL FATHER
INVOLUNTARY TERMINATION 
OF PARENTAL RIGHTS IN THE 
MATTER OF THE ADOPTION 
OF MINOR MALE CHILD A.L.H. 
DOB: 04/16/2018
BORN TO: CATHERINE ANN 
HALL
66 IN ADOPTION, 2019
If you could be the parent of the 
above-mentioned child, at the 
instance of Erie County Office of 
Children and Youth you, laying aside 
all business and excuses whatsoever, 
are hereby cited to be and appear 
before the Orphan’s Court of Erie 
County, Pennsylvania, at the Erie 
County Court House, Judge Joseph 
M. Walsh, III, Courtroom I #217, 
City of Erie on September 12, 2019 
at 9:30 a.m. and there show cause, 
if any you have, why your parental 
rights to the above child should 
not be terminated, in accordance 
with a Petition and Order of Court 
filed by the Erie County Office 
of Children and Youth. A copy of 
these documents can be obtained by 
contacting the Erie County Office 
of Children and Youth at (814) 
451-7740.
Your presence is required at the 
Hearing. If you do not appear at this 
Hearing, the Court may decide that 
you are not interested in retaining 
your rights to your children and 
your failure to appear may affect 

the Court’s decision on whether to 
end your rights to your child. 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 present.
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.
Family/Orphan’s Court Administrator 
Room 204 - 205
Erie County Court House
Erie, Pennsylvania 16501
(814) 451-6251
NOTICE REQUIRED BY ACT 101 
OF 2010: 23 Pa. C.S §§2731-2742. 
This is to inform you of an important 
option that may be available to you 
under Pennsylvania law. Act 101 
of 2010 allows for an enforceable 
voluntary agreement for continuing 
contact or communication following 
an adoption between an adoptive 
parent, a child, a birth parent and/
or a birth relative of the child, if 
all parties agree and the voluntary 
agreement is approved by the court. 
The agreement must be signed and 
approved by the court to be legally 
binding. If you are interested in 
learning more about this option for 
a voluntary agreement, contact the 
Office of Children and Youth at (814) 
451-7726, or contact your adoption 
attorney, if you have one.

July 26

LEGAL NOTICE
ATTENTION: DRAKE CARNES
INVOLUNTARY TERMINATION 
OF PARENTAL RIGHTS IN THE 
MATTER OF THE ADOPTION OF 
MINOR FEMALE CHILD O.J.M.N. 
DOB: 05/03/2010
BORN TO: ELISHA MARIE 
HULSINGER A/K/A ELISHA 
MARIE NORRIS
60 IN ADOPTION, 2019
If you could be the parent of the 
above-mentioned child, at the 
instance of Erie County Office of 
Children and Youth you, laying aside 
all business and excuses whatsoever, 
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are hereby cited to be and appear 
before the Orphan’s Court of Erie 
County, Pennsylvania, at the Erie 
County Court House, Senior Judge 
Shad Connelly, Courtroom B-208, 
City of Erie on September 3, 2019 
at 1:30 p.m. and there show cause, 
if any you have, why your parental 
rights to the above child should 
not be terminated, in accordance 
with a Petition and Order of Court 
filed by the Erie County Office 
of Children and Youth. A copy of 
these documents can be obtained by 
contacting the Erie County Office 
of Children and Youth at (814) 
451-7740.
Your presence is required at the 
Hearing. If you do not appear at this 
Hearing, the Court may decide that 
you are not interested in retaining 
your rights to your children and 
your failure to appear may affect 
the Court’s decision on whether to 
end your rights to your child. 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 present.
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.
Family/Orphan’s Court Administrator
Room 204 - 205
Erie County Court House
Erie, Pennsylvania 16501
(814) 451-6251
NOTICE REQUIRED BY ACT 101 
OF 2010: 23 Pa. C.S §§2731-2742. 
This is to inform you of an important 
option that may be available to you 
under Pennsylvania law. Act 101 
of 2010 allows for an enforceable 
voluntary agreement for continuing 
contact or communication following 
an adoption between an adoptive 
parent, a child, a birth parent and/
or a birth relative of the child, if 
all parties agree and the voluntary 
agreement is approved by the court. 
The agreement must be signed and 
approved by the court to be legally 
binding. If you are interested in 

learning more about this option for 
a voluntary agreement, contact the 
Office of Children and Youth at (814) 
451-7726, or contact your adoption 
attorney, if you have one.

July 26

LEGAL NOTICE
IN THE COURT OF COMMON 

PLEAS OF Erie COUNTY, 
PENNSYLVANIA

NO. 11866 TERM, 2019
EMINENT DOMAIN 

PROCEEDING
IN REM

IN RE: CONDEMNATION 
BY THE COMMONWEALTH 

OF PENNSYLVANIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF 

TRANSPORTATION, OF THE 
RIGHT-Of-WAY FOR STATE 

ROUTE 0019, SECTION 
B02 IN THE TOWNSHIP Of 

WATERFORD
NOTICE OF CONDEMNATION 

AND DEPOSIT OF 
ESTIMATED JUST 
COMPENSATION

Notice is hereby given that the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 
by the Secretary of Transportation, 
whose address is the Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania, Department of 
Transportation, Office of Chief 
Counsel, Real Property Division, 
Commonwealth Keystone Building, 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120, 
pursuant to the provisions of Section 
2003(e) of the Administrative Code 
of 1929, P.L. 177, 71 P.S. 513(e), 
as amended, has filed on July 
15, 2019 a Declaration of Taking 
to the above term and number, 
condemning the property shown on 
the plans of the parcels listed on the 
Schedule of Property Condemned 
which have been recorded in the 
Recorder’s Office of the above 
county at the places indicated on the 
said schedule. The name(s) of the 
owner(s) of the property interest(s) 
condemned is (are) also shown on the 
aforesaid Schedule. The Secretary 
of Transportation, on behalf of 
himself/herself and the Governor has 
approved the within condemnation 
by signing on June 11, 2019 a 
plan entitled Drawings Authorizing 
Acquisitions of Right of Way For 

State Route 0019, Section B-02, a 
copy of which plan was recorded in 
the Recorder’s Office of the aforesaid 
county on June 20, 2019, in Erie 
County, Pennsylvania.
The purpose of the condemnation is 
to acquire property for the completion 
of a bridge replacement project.
P lans  showing  the  proper ty 
condemned from the parcels listed on 
the Schedule of Property Condemned 
have been recorded in the aforesaid 
Recorder’s Office at the places 
indicated on the Schedule, where 
they are available for inspection. The 
Property Interest thereby condemned 
is designated on the Declaration 
of Taking heretofore filed. The 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
is not required to post security, 
inasmuch as it has the power of 
taxation.
Because  the  ident i ty  or  the 
whereabouts of the condemee(s) 
listed below is (are) unknown or 
for other reasons he (they) cannot 
be served, this notice is hereby 
published in accordance with Section 
305(b) of the Eminent Domain Code 
(26 Pa.C.S. §305(b)).
Claim No. Parcel No. 2500868000
Parcel No. 7
Name: Unknown Owner
Address: Unknown/Undeterminable 
after diligent Search
The power or right of the Secretary of 
Transportation of the Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania to appropriate the 
property condemned, the procedure 
followed by the Secretary of 
Transportation or the Declaration of 
Taking may be challenged by filing 
preliminary objections within thirty 
(30) days of the date of this notice.
FURTHERMORE, NOTICE IS 
GIVEN THAT the Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania, Department of 
Transportation, pursuant to Section 
522 of the Eminent Domain Code 
(26 Pa.C.S. §522), will, at the end 
of the above-referenced thirty (30) 
day time period within which to 
file preliminary objections to the 
Declaration of Taking, present a 
petition to the Court of Common 
Pleas of the above county to deposit 
into court the just compensation 
estimated by the Commonwealth 
to be due all parties in interest for 
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damages sustained as the result of 
the condemnation of the property 
herein involved.
The petition to deposit estimated just 
compensation may not be presented 
to the court if the owner(s) of the 
property herein involved inform the 
District Right-of-Way Administrator 
of the District noted below of their 
existence and/or whereabouts prior 
to the expiration of the noted period. 
After estimated just compensation 
has been deposited into court, the 
said monies may be withdrawn by 
the persons entitled thereto only upon 
petition to the court. If no petition is 
presented within a period of six years 
of the date of payment into court, 
the court shall order the fund or any 
balance remaining to be paid to the 
Commonwealth without escheat.
Greg J. Hughes
District Right-of-Way Administrator
Engineering District 1-0
Pennsylvania Department 
  of Transportation

July 26
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SHERIFF SALES
Notice is hereby given that by 
virtue of sundry Writs of Execution, 
issued out of the Courts of Common 
Pleas of Erie County, Pennsylvania, 
and to me directed, the following 
described property will be sold at 
the Erie County Courthouse, Erie, 
Pennsylvania on

AUGUST 16, 2019
AT 10 A.M.

All parties in interest and claimants 
are further notified that a schedule 
of distribution will be on file in the 
Sheriff’s Office no later than 30 days 
after the date of sale of any property 
sold hereunder, and distribution of 
the proceeds made 10 days after 
said filing, unless exceptions are 
filed with the Sheriff’s Office prior 
thereto.
All bidders are notified prior to 
bidding that they MUST possess a 
cashier’s or certified check in the 
amount of their highest bid or have 
a letter from their lending institution 
guaranteeing that funds in the 
amount of the bid are immediately 
available. If the money is not paid 
immediately after the property is 
struck off, it will be put up again 
and sold, and the purchaser held 
responsible for any loss, and in no 
case will a deed be delivered until 
money is paid.
John T. Loomis
Sheriff of Erie County

July 26 and Aug. 2, 9

SALE NO. 1
Ex. #30877 of 2019

QRS Realty Corporation, 
Plaintiff

v.
Mary Bentner, Defendant

DESCRIPTION
By virtue of a Writ of Execution 
filed to No. 30877-2019, QRS 
Realty Corporation vs. Mary 
Bentner, owner of property situated 
in City of Erie, Erie County, 
Pennsylvania being 0 East 6th 
Street, Erie, Pennsylvania
approximately seventeen square 
feet (17 sq. ft.), triangular
Assessment Map Numbers: (14) 
1007-239
Assessed Value Figure: $500.00
Improvement Thereon: Vacant Land

Nicholas R. Pagliari
Pa. Supreme Court ID No. 87877
MacDONALD, ILLIG, JONES 
  & BRITTON LLP
100 State Street, Suite 700
Erie, Pennsylvania 16507-1459
(814) 870-7754
Attorneys for Payor/Plaintiff
QRS Realty Corporation

July 26 and Aug. 2, 9

SALE NO. 2
Ex. #11061 of 2019

Northwest Bank, Plaintiff
v.

Corey J. McLaughlin, Defendant
DESCRIPTION

By virtue of a Writ of Execution filed 
at No. 2019-11061, Northwest Bank 
v. Corey J. McLaughlin, owner of 
property situated in the City of Erie, 
Erie County, Pennsylvania being 
commonly known as 938 East 37th 
Street, Erie, PA 16504.
Assessment Map No. 
18053096022000
Assessed Value Figure: $59,508
Improvement thereon: Residential
Mark G. Claypool, Esquire
Knox McLaughlin Gornall 
  & Sennett, P.C.
120 West Tenth Street
Erie, Pennsylvania 16501
(814) 459-2800

July 26 and Aug. 2, 9

SALE NO. 3
Ex. #10907 of 2019

CITIZENS BANK, N.A. 
S/B/M CITIZENS BANK OF 
PENNSYLVANIA, Plaintiff

v.
Patrick Conner, Personal 

Representative of the Estate 
of Lauretta R. Valerio a/k/a 

Lauretta Valerio a/k/a Lauretta 
Rose Valerio a/k/a Laura Rose 

Pernice Valerio, Deceased, 
Defendant

DESCRIPTION
ALL THAT CERTAIN piece 
or parcel of land situate in the 
City of Erie, County of Erie and 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.
BEING KNOWN AS: 1450 West 
37th Street, Erie, PA 16508
PARCEL #19-061-037.0-216-00
Improvements: Residential 
Dwelling.

Gregory Javardian, Esquire
Id. No. 55669
Attorneys for Plaintiff
1310 Industrial Boulevard
1st Floor, Suite 101
Southampton, PA 18966
(215) 942-9690

July 26 and Aug. 2, 9

SALE NO. 4
Ex. #10897 of 2019

J.P. Morgan Mortgage 
Acquisition Corp., Plaintiff

v.
Theresa L. Hedges, Defendant

DESCRIPTION
By Virtue of Writ of Execution filed 
to No. 2019-10897, J.P. Morgan 
Mortgage Acquisition Corp. vs. 
Theresa L. Hedges, owner(s) of 
property situated in City of Erie, 
Erie County, Pennsylvania being 
1922 Cascade Street, Erie, PA 
16502
0.0895 acres, 800 square feet
Assessment Map number: 
19060029010300
Assessed figure: $38,300,00
Improvement thereon: Single 
Family Residential
Lauren L. Schuler, Esquire
289 Wissahickon Avenue
North Wales, PA 19454
(215) 855-9521

July 26 and Aug. 2, 9

SALE NO. 5
Ex. #13101 of 2018

MIDFIRST BANK, Plaintiff
v.

SANDRA A. BATTAGLIA, 
Individually and as 

Administratrix of the Estate of 
Charles F. Battaglia, Deceased, 

Defendant
DESCRIPTION

By virtue of a Writ of Execution 
filed to No. 2018-13101, 
MIDFIRST BANK vs. SANDRA 
A. BATTAGLIA, Individually and 
as Administratrix of the Estate of 
Charles F. Battaglia, Deceased, 
owner(s) of the property situated in 
the Township of Harbor Creek, Erie 
County, Pennsylvania being 8827 
BELLE ROAD, HARBORCREEK, 
PA 16421
Assessment Map Number: 
27063207001200
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Assessed Value Figure: $119,700.00
Improvement Thereon: A 
Residential Dwelling
KML LAW GROUP, P.C.
ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF
701 MARKET STREET, SUITE 
5000
PHILADELPHIA, PA 19106
(215) 627-1322

July 26 and Aug. 2, 9

SALE NO. 6
Ex. #13396 of 2016

U.S. BANK NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION, AS TRUSTEE 

FOR THE PENNSYLVANIA 
HOUSING FINANCE AGENCY, 

Plaintiff
v.

ANTHONY W. BOYKIN, 
Defendant

DESCRIPTION
By virtue of a Writ of Execution 
No. 2016-13396, U.S. BANK 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION, 
AS TRUSTEE FOR THE 
PENNSYLVANIA HOUSING 
FINANCE AGENCY, Plaintiff 
vs. ANTHONY W. BOYKIN, 
Defendant
Real Estate: 238 EAST 30TH 
STREET, ERIE, PA 16504
Municipality: City of Erie
Erie County, Pennsylvania
Dimensions: 27 x 135
See Deed Book 1095, page 1424
Tax I.D. (18) 5082-138
Assessment: $16,800 (Land)
   $41,800 (Bldg)
Improvement thereon: a residential 
dwelling house as identified above
Leon P. Haller, Esquire
Purcell, Krug & Haller
1719 North Front Street
Harrisburg, PA 17104
(717) 234-4178

July 26 and Aug. 2, 9

SALE NO. 7
Ex. #10457 of 2019

PENNSYLVANIA HOUSING 
FINANCE AGENCY, Plaintiff

v.
MATTHEW R. KOJANCIE, 

Defendant
DESCRIPTION

By virtue of a Writ of Execution No. 
2019-10457, PENNSYLVANIA 
HOUSING FINANCE AGENCY, 

Plaintiff vs. MATTHEW R. 
KOJANCIE, Defendant
Real Estate: 1022 PRIESTLEY 
AVENUE, ERIE, PA 16511
Municipality: Lawrence Park 
Township
Erie County, Pennsylvania
Dimensions: 19.35 x 117
See Instrument #: 2010-029167
Tax I.D. (29) 18-55-15
Assessment: $16,400 (Land)
   $45,390 (Bldg)
Improvement thereon: a residential 
dwelling house as identified above
Leon P. Haller, Esquire
Purcell, Krug & Haller
1719 North Front Street
Harrisburg, PA 17104
(717) 234-4178

July 26 and Aug. 2, 9

SALE NO. 10
Ex. #11773 of 2018

MidFirst Bank, A Federally 
Chartered Savings Association, 

Plaintiff
v.

Jorge Garibay Alfaro, AKA 
Jorge G. Alfaro, AKA Jorge 

Alfaro; Hope Alfaro, AKA Hope 
Rose-Alfaro, AKA Hope Rose, 

Defendants
DESCRIPTION

By virtue of a Writ of Execution file 
to No. 2018-11773, MidFirst Bank, 
A Federally Chartered Savings 
Association vs. Jorge Garibay 
Alfaro, AKA Jorge G. Alfaro, AKA 
Jorge Alfaro; Hope Alfaro, AKA 
Hope Rose-Alfaro, AKA Hope 
Rose, owner(s) of property situated 
in The Borough of Waterford, Erie 
County, Pennsylvania being 246 
East 5th Street, Waterford, PA 
16441
2031 SQFT
Assessment Map Number: 
46007015000700
Assessed Value figure: $116,610.00
Improvement thereon: Single 
Family Dwelling
Justin F. Kobeski, Esquire
Manley Deas Kochalski LLC
P.O. Box 165028
Columbus, OH 43216-5028
614-220-5611

July 26 and Aug. 2, 9

SALE NO. 12
Ex. #10045 of 2019
The Huntington National Bank, 

Plaintiff
v.

George T. Fadale, as 
Administrator of the Estate of 
Elizabeth B. Fadale, Defendant

DESCRIPTION
By virtue of a Writ of Execution file 
to No. 2019-10045, The Huntington 
National Bank vs. George T. Fadale, 
as Administrator of the Estate of 
Elizabeth B. Fadale, owner(s) of 
property situated in The City of 
Erie, Erie County, Pennsylvania 
being 541 Shunpike Road, Erie, PA 
16508
1008 SQFT
Assessment Map Number: 
18053025010800
Assessed Value figure: $69,040.00
Improvement thereon: Single 
Family Dwelling
Justin F. Kobeski, Esquire
Manley Deas Kochalski LLC
P.O. Box 165028
Columbus, OH 43216-5028
614-220-5611

July 26 and Aug. 2, 9

SALE NO. 13
Ex. #13093 of 2018
PNC Bank, National Association, 

Plaintiff
v.

Richard J. Hall, Defendant
DESCRIPTION

By virtue of a Writ of Execution 
file to No. 2018-13093, PNC Bank, 
National Association vs. Richard J. 
Hall, owner(s) of property situated 
in The City of Erie, Erie County, 
Pennsylvania being 617 East 6th 
Street, AKA 617-619 East 6th 
Street, Erie, PA 16507
2628 SQFT
Assessment Map Number: 
14010019021200
Assessed Value figure: $40,800.00
Improvement thereon: Single 
Family Dwelling
Justin F. Kobeski, Esquire
Manley Deas Kochalski LLC
P.O. Box 165028
Columbus, OH 43216-5028
614-220-5611

July 26 and Aug. 2, 9
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SALE NO. 14
Ex. #12780 of 2018
Wells Fargo Bank, NA, Plaintiff

v.
James Williams, as believed 

Heir and/or Administrator to 
the Estate of Mary M. Hanks; 
Jamari Williams, as believed 
Heir and/or Administrator 
to the Estate of Mary M. 

Hanks; Unknown Heirs and/or 
Administrators of the Estate of 

Mary M. Hanks, Defendants
DESCRIPTION

By virtue of a Writ of Execution 
file to No. 2018-12780, Wells Fargo 
Bank, NA vs. James Williams, as 
believed Heir and/or Administrator 
to the Estate of Mary M. Hanks; 
Jamari Williams, as believed Heir 
and/or Administrator to the Estate 
of Mary M. Hanks; Unknown Heirs 
and/or Administrators of the Estate 
of Mary M. Hanks, owner(s) of 
property situated in The City of 
Erie, Erie County, Pennsylvania 
being 734 East 7th Street, Erie, PA 
16503
1320 sqft
Assessment Map Number: 
14010022033600
Assessed Value figure: $28,100.00
Improvement thereon: Single 
Family Dwelling
Justin F. Kobeski, Esquire
Manley Deas Kochalski LLC
P.O. Box 165028
Columbus, OH 43216-5028
614-220-5611

July 26 and Aug. 2, 9

SALE NO. 15
Ex. #13130 of 2018
Wells Fargo Bank, N.A., Plaintiff

v.
Nichole M. Krahe, Defendant

DESCRIPTION
By virtue of a Writ of Execution 
file to No. 2018-13130, Wells Fargo 
Bank, N.A. vs. Nichole M. Krahe, 
owner(s) of property situated in 
The City of Erie, Erie County, 
Pennsylvania being 1150 Brown 
Avenue, Erie, PA 16502
1440 SQFT
Assessment Map Number: 
19060035013800
Assessed Value figure: $70,050.00
Improvement thereon: Single 

Family Dwelling
Justin F. Kobeski, Esquire
Manley Deas Kochalski LLC
P.O. Box 165028
Columbus, OH 43216-5028
614-220-5611

July 26 and Aug. 2, 9

SALE NO. 16
Ex. #10441 of 2019
The Huntington National Bank, 

Plaintiff
v.

Nicholas A. Silman, Defendant
DESCRIPTION

By virtue of a Writ of Execution file 
to No. 2019-10441, The Huntington 
National Bank vs. Nicholas A. 
Silman, owner(s) of property 
situated in The Township of Girard, 
Erie County, Pennsylvania being 
10559 Peach Road, AKA 10559 
Peach Street, Girard, PA 16417
1260 SF
Assessment Map Number: 
24021076000301
Assessed Value figure: $147,140.00
Improvement thereon: Single 
Family Dwelling
Justin F. Kobeski, Esquire
Manley Deas Kochalski LLC
P.O. Box 165028
Columbus, OH 43216-5028
614-220-5611

July 26 and Aug. 2, 9

SALE NO. 17
Ex. #11662 of 2018

Alaska USA Federal Credit 
Union, Plaintiff

v.
Brandon Sheakley-Ward; Linda 

Ward, Defendants
DESCRIPTION

By virtue of a Writ of Execution 
file to No. 2018-11662, Alaska 
USA Federal Credit Union vs. 
Brandon Sheakley-Ward; Linda 
Ward, owner(s) of property situated 
in The City of Erie, Erie County, 
Pennsylvania being 221 West 21st 
Street, Erie, PA 16502
.1271 acres
Assessment Map Number: 
19060006010400
Assessed Value figure: $98,180.00
Improvement thereon: Single 
Family Dwelling
Justin F. Kobeski, Esquire

Manley Deas Kochalski LLC
P.O. Box 165028
Columbus, OH 43216-5028
614-220-5611

July 26 and Aug. 2, 9

SALE NO. 19
Ex. #12385 of 2018

HSBC Bank USA, National 
Association, as Trustee for the 
Holders of the ACE Securities 

Corp. Home Equity Loan Trust, 
Asset Backed Pass-Through 
Certificate Series 2006-CW1, 

Plaintiff
v.

Tameki Roberts, Defendant
DESCRIPTION

By virtue of a Writ of Execution 
filed to No. 2018-12385, HSBC 
Bank USA, National Association, as 
Trustee for the Holders of the ACE 
Securities Corp. Home Equity Loan 
Trust, Asset Backed Pass-Through 
Certificates Series 2006-CW1 vs. 
Tameki Roberts, owners of property 
situated in Erie City, Erie County, 
Pennsylvania being 1278 East 33rd 
Street, Erie, PA 16504
0.125 Acres
Assessment Map number: 
18051006013200
Assessed Value figure: $59,940.00
Improvement thereon: Residential 
Dwelling
Roger Fay, Esquire
1 E. Stow Road
Marlton, NJ 08053
(856) 482-1400

July 26 and Aug. 2, 9

SALE NO. 20
Ex. #10246 of 2019
Nationstar Mortgage LLC d/b/a 
Champion Mortgage Company, 

Plaintiff
v.

Benjamin Dedionisio, in His 
Capacity as Heir of Americo 
Dedionisio a/k/a Americo DE 

Dionisio, Deceased, William F. 
Dedionisio, in His Capacity as 

Heir of Americo Dedionisio a/k/a 
Americo DE Dionisio, Deceased, 
Paul Dedionisio, in His Capacity 

as Heir of Americo Dedionisio 
a/k/a Americo DE Dionisio, 
Deceased, Unknown Heirs, 
Successors, Assigns, and All 
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Persons, Firms, or Associations 
Claiming Right, Title or Interest 

From or Under Americo 
Dedionisio a/k/a Americo DE 

Dionisio, Deceased, Defendant(s)
DESCRIPTION

By virtue of a Writ of Execution 
filed to No. 10246-19, Nationstar 
Mortgage LLC d/b/a Champion 
Mortgage Company vs. Benjamin 
Dedionisio, in His Capacity as Heir of 
Americo Dedionisio a/k/a Americo 
DE Dionisio, Deceased, William 
F. Dedionisio, in His Capacity as 
Heir of Americo Dedionisio a/k/a 
Americo DE Dionisio, Deceased, 
Paul Dedionisio, in His Capacity as 
Heir of Americo Dedionisio a/k/a 
Americo DE Dionisio, Deceased, 
Unknown Heirs, Successors, 
Assigns, and All Persons, Firms, or 
Associations Claiming Right, Title 
or Interest From or Under Americo 
Dedionisio a/k/a Americo DE 
Dionisio, Deceased
Amount Due: $174,029.81
Benjamin Dedionisio, in His Capacity 
as Heir of Americo Dedionisio 
a/k/a Americo DE Dionisio, 
Deceased, William F. Dedionisio, 
in His Capacity as Heir of Americo 
Dedionisio a/k/a Americo DE 
Dionisio, Deceased, Paul Dedionisio, 
in His Capacity as Heir of Americo 
Dedionisio a/k/a Americo DE 
Dionisio, Deceased, Unknown Heirs, 
Successors, Assigns, and All Persons, 
Firms, or Associations Claiming 
Right, Title or Interest From or 
Under Americo Dedionisio a/k/a 
Americo DE Dionisio, Deceased, 
owner(s) of property situated in 
HARBORCREEK TOWNSHIP, 
Erie County, Pennsylvania being 
8236 Clark Road, Erie, PA 16510-
6038
Dimensions: 42 X 48
Assessment Map number: 
27076237000400
Assessed Value: $166,500.00
Improvement thereon: residential
Phelan Hallinan Diamond & Jones, LLP
One Penn Center at Suburban 
Station, Suite 1400
1617 John F. Kennedy Boulevard
Philadelphia, PA 19103-1814
(215) 563-7000

July 26 and Aug. 2, 9

SALE NO. 23
Ex. #10353 of 2019
PENNYMAC LOAN SERVICES, 

LLC, Plaintiff
v.

CRAIG A. FARRELL, LAURIE 
A. FARRELL, Defendants

DESCRIPTION
All that certain piece or parcel of 
land situate in the Township of 
Harborcreek, County of Erie and 
State of Pennsylvania
BEING KNOWN AS: 
8098 BUFFALO ROAD, 
HARBORCREEK, PA 16421
PARCEL # 27-031-030.1-021.01
Improvements: Residential 
Dwelling.
POWERS KIRN, LLC
Amanda L. Rauer, Esquire
Id. No. 307028
Attorneys for Plaintiff
Eight Neshaminy Interplex
Suite 215
Trevose, PA 19053
(215) 942-2090

July 26 and Aug. 2, 9

SALE NO. 25
Ex. #10951 of 2019

DITECH FINANCIAL LLC, 
Plaintiff

v.
RONALD DANISZEWSKI, 

Defendant(s)
DESCRIPTION

ALL THOSE CERTAIN LOTS 
OR PIECES OF GROUND 
SITUATE IN THE TOWNSHIP OF 
SPRINGFIELD, ERIE COUNTY, 
PENNSYLVANIA:
BEING KNOWN AS: 5736 
ROUTE 215 SPRINGFIELD, PA 
16417
PARCEL NUMBER: 
39054018002000
I M P R O V E M E N T S : 
RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY
RAS Citron, LLC
Robert Crawley, Esq.
Attorney ID No. 319712
133 Gaither Drive, Suite F
Mt. Laurel, NJ 08054
855-225-6906

July 26 and Aug. 2, 9

SALE NO. 26
Ex. #10986 of 2019

FEDERAL HOME LOAN 

MORTGAGE CORPORATION, 
AS TRUSTEE FOR FREDDIE 

MAC SEASONED CREDIT 
RISK TRANSFER TRUST, 

SERIES 2017-4, AS OWNER OF 
THE RELATED MORTGAGE 

LOAN C/O NATIONSTAR 
MORTGAGE LLC D/B/A MR. 

COOPER, Plaintiff
v.

LARRY E. SHATTO; ROSE M. 
SHATTO, Defendant(s)

DESCRIPTION
ALL THOSE CERTAIN LOTS 
OR PIECES OF GROUND 
SITUATE IN THE TOWNSHIP 
OF GIRARD, ERIE COUNTY, 
PENNSYLVANIA:
BEING KNOWN AS: 33 
MECHANIC STREET, GIRARD, 
PA 16417
PARCEL NUMBER: 23-12-27-26
IMPROVEMENTS: 
RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY
RAS Citron, LLC
Robert Crawley, Esq.
Attorney ID No. 319712
133 Gaither Drive, Suite F
Mt. Laurel, NJ 08054
855-225-6906

July 26 and Aug. 2, 9

SALE NO. 27
Ex. #11691 of 2018
Specialized Loan Servicing LLC, 

Plaintiff
v.

Unknown Heirs Successors, 
Assigns, and All Persons, Firms, 
or Associations Claiming Right, 
Title or Interest From or Under 
Jeremy J.J. Weinberg, deceased 
and Heidi N. Weinberg, Known 
Heir of Jeremy J.J. Weinberg, 
deceased and K.R.W., Minor, 
Known Heir of Jeremy J.J. 

Weinberg, deceased and A.S.W., 
Minor, Known Heir of Jeremy 

J.J. Weinberg, deceased, 
Defendants

DESCRIPTION
By virtue of a Writ of Execution 
filed to No. 2018-11691, Specialized 
Loan Servicing LLC vs. Unknown 
Heirs Successors, Assigns, and All 
Persons, Firms, or Associations 
Claiming Right, Title or Interest 
From or Under Jeremy J.J. 
Weinberg, deceased and Heidi N. 
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Weinberg, Known Heir of Jeremy 
J.J. Weinberg, deceased and K.R.W., 
Minor, Known Heir of Jeremy J.J. 
Weinberg, deceased and A.S.W., 
Minor, Known Heir of Jeremy J.J. 
Weinberg, deceased and owner(s) 
of property situated in City of Erie, 
Erie County, Pennsylvania being 
2943 Poplar Street, Erie, PA 16508
38X125*67
Assessment Map number: 
19060044033900
Assessed Value figure: $65,610.00
Improvement thereon: a residential 
dwelling
Katherine M. Wolf, Esquire
Shapiro & DeNardo, LLC
Attorney for Movant/Applicant
3600 Horizon Drive, Suite 150
King of Prussia, PA 19406
(610) 278-6800

July 26 and Aug. 2, 9

SALE NO. 29
Ex. #12411 of 2017

PNC BANK, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION, Plaintiff

v.
CARLOS M. LOPEZ, Defendant

DESCRIPTION
By virtue of a Writ of Execution filed 
to No. 12411-2017 PNC BANK, 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION vs. 
CARLOS M. LOPEZ, owner(s) of 
property situated in BOROUGH 
OF GIRARD, Erie County, 
Pennsylvania being 208 Olin 
Avenue, Girard, Pennsylvania 16417

0.2027 acres
Assessment Map number: 
23012027000600
Assessed Value figure: $49,800.00
Improvement thereon: single family 
dwelling
Kevin J. Cummings, Esquire
1500 One PPG Place
Pittsburgh, PA 15222
(412) 566-1212

July 26 and Aug. 2, 9
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Commercial Banking Division
2035 Edinboro Road  •  Erie, PA 16509

Phone (814) 868-7523  •  Fax (814) 868-7524

www.ERIEBANK.bank

Our Commercial Bankers are experienced, dedicated, 

and committed to providing exceptional service. 

Working in partnership with legal professionals, we 

provide financial insight and flexible solutions to  

fulfill your needs and the needs of your clients.  

Contact us today to learn more.
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AUDIT LIST
NOTICE BY 

KENNETH J. GAMBLE
Clerk of Records

Register of Wills and Ex-Officio Clerk of
the Orphans’ Court Division, of the

Court of Common Pleas of Erie County, Pennsylvania
	 The	following	Executors,	Administrators,	Guardians	and	Trustees	have	filed	
their	Accounts	in	the	Office	of	the	Clerk	of	Records,	Register	of	Wills	and	Orphans’	
Court	Division	and	the	same	will	be	presented	to	the	Orphans’	Court	of	Erie	County	
at	the	Court	House,	City	of	Erie,	on	Wednesday, July 10, 2019	and	confirmed	Nisi.
 August 21, 2019	is	the	last	day	on	which	Objections	may	be	filed	to	any	of	
these	accounts.	
	 Accounts	in	proper	form	and	to	which	no	Objections	are	filed	will	be	audited	
and	confirmed	absolutely.	A	time	will	be	fixed	for	auditing	and	taking	of	testimony	
where	necessary	in	all	other	accounts.

2019  ESTATE           ACCOUNTANT   ATTORNEY
220.  Theodore A. Lata .................................. Brenda M. Wells, Executrix .................... Melissa L. Larese, Esq.
221.  James Edward O’Leary ........................ Carl F. Larese, Executor .......................... Melissa L. Larese, Esq.
  a/k/a James E. O’Leary
222.  Molly I. Rogowski................................ Eugene Dobrzynski, Executor ................. Al Lubiejewski, Esq.

KENNETH J. GAMBLE
Clerk of Records

Register of Wills & 
Orphans’ Court Division

July 19, 26

The USI Affinity Insurance Program

Call 1.800.327.1550 for your FREE quote.

We go beyond professional liability to offer a complete range of insurance solutions covering 
all of your needs.

USI Affinity’s extensive experience and strong relationships with the country’s most respected 
insurance companies give us the ability to design customized coverage at competitive prices.

•   Life Insurance
•   Disability Insurance

•   Lawyers Professional Liability
•   Business Insurance
•   Medical & Dental 

www.usiaffinity.com
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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 
administration, 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 payment without delay 
to the executors or their attorneys 
named below.

FIRST PUBLICATION

ANDERSON, BARBARA A., a/k/a 
BARBARA ANDERSON, a/k/a 
BARBARA ANN ANDERSON,
deceased

Late of the Township of Fairview
Executor: Cornelius A. Anderson, 
III
Attorney: Michael G. Nelson, 
Esquire, Marsh, Spaeder, Baur, 
Spaeder & Schaaf, LLP, 300 
State Street, Suite 300, Erie, 
Pennsylvania 16507

ANTONUCCI, CONCETTA T.,
deceased

Late of the Township of Millcreek, 
Erie County, Pennsylvania
Executor: Carl C. Antonucci, 611 
Rondeau Drive, Erie, PA 16505
Attorney: Gary J. Shapira, Esquire, 
305 West 6th Street, Erie, PA 
16507

ARKWRIGHT, NANCY E., a/k/a 
NANCY ARKWRIGHT,
deceased

Late of the Township of Fairview, 
County of Erie, Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania
Executor: Dennis G. McDonald, 
237 Penn Avenue, Girard, PA 
16417
Attorney: James R. Steadman, 
Esq., 24 Main St. E., P.O. Box 87, 
Girard, PA 16417

BURHENN-GEIGER, PATTI A., 
a/k/a PATTI ANN BURHENN 
G E I G E R ,  a / k / a  PAT T I  A . 
GEIGER,
deceased

Late of Millcreek Township, Erie 
County, Pennsylvania
Co-Executors: Steven E. Burhenn, 
Suzanne D. Hurst and Daniel K. 
Burhenn, c/o Jeffrey D. Scibetta, 
Esq., 120 West Tenth Street, Erie, 
PA 16501
Attorney: Jeffrey D. Scibetta, 
Esq., Knox McLaughlin Gornall 
& Sennett, P.C., 120 West Tenth 
Street, Erie, PA 16501

CARLI, EUGENE G., a/k/a 
GENE G. CARLI, 
deceased

Late of Girard Borough, Erie 
County,  Commonweal th  of 
Pennsylvania
Administrator: Charles G. Carli, 
c/o Jerome C. Wegley, Esq., 120 
West Tenth Street, Erie, PA 16501
Attorney: Jerome C. Wegley, 
Esq., Knox McLaughlin Gornall 
& Sennett, P.C., 120 West Tenth 
Street, Erie, PA 16501

DELIO, MARIE K.,
deceased

Late of City of Erie, Erie County, 
Pennsylvania
Administrator: Mark J. Delio, c/o 
Jeffrey D. Scibetta, Esq., 120 West 
Tenth Street, Erie, PA 16501
Attorney: Jeffrey D. Scibetta, 
Esq., Knox McLaughlin Gornall 
& Sennett, P.C., 120 West Tenth 
Street, Erie, PA 16501

DONIKOWSKI, STANLEY G., 
deceased

Late of the Township of Amity, 
Erie County, Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania
Executrix: Barbra Davis, c/o Paul 
J. Carney, Jr., Esq., 224 Maple 
Avenue, Corry, PA 16407
Attorney: Paul J. Carney, Jr., 
Esq., 224 Maple Avenue, Corry, 
PA 16407

LEROY, CHESTER S., a/k/a 
CHESTER SYDNEY LEROY, 
a/k/a CHESTER LEROY,
deceased

Late of the Township of Millcreek, 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Executor: Marsha S. Holland, c/o 
Vendetti & Vendetti, 3820 Liberty 
Street, Erie, Pennsylvania 16509
Attorney: James J. Bruno, Esquire, 
Vendetti & Vendetti, 3820 Liberty 
Street, Erie, PA 16509

SCHAAF, WILLIAM J.,
deceased

Late of the Township of Millcreek, 
County of Erie and Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania
Executrix: Carolyn M. Totten, 
c/o James E. Marsh, Jr., Esq., 
Suite 300, 300 State Street, Erie, 
PA 16507
Attorney: James E. Marsh, Jr., 
Esq . ,  MARSH,  SPAEDER, 
BAUR, SPAEDER & SCHAAF, 
LLP., Suite 300, 300 State Street, 
Erie, PA 16507

SHAFFER STALHEIM, 
ALICIA E.,
deceased

Late of the Township of Venango
Administrator: Mary L. Shaffer
Attorney: Andrew J. Sisinni, 
Esquire, 1314 Griswold Plaza, 
Erie, PA 16501

SWENSON, JOHN G., SR., a/k/a 
JOHN G. SWENSON,
deceased

L a t e  o f  t h e  To w n s h i p  o f 
Millcreek, County of Erie, and 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Executrix: Rosalie Swenson, 
c/o Quinn, Buseck, Leemhuis, 
Toohey & Kroto, Inc., 2222 West 
Grandview Blvd., Erie, PA 16506
Attorney: Melissa L. Larese, 
Esq., Quinn, Buseck, Leemhuis, 
Toohey & Kroto, Inc., 2222 West 
Grandview Blvd., Erie, PA 16506
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WELSH, FREDERICK
EDWARD, a/k/a FREDERICK 
E. WELSH, a/k/a FREDRICK 
EDWARD WELSH,
deceased

Late of City of Erie, Erie County, 
PA
Adminis trator:  PNC Bank, 
National Association, 901 State 
Street, Erie, PA 16501
Attorney: Jeffrey C. Youngs, Esq., 
Pepicelli, Youngs and Youngs PC, 
363 Chestnut Street, Meadville, 
PA 16335

SECOND PUBLICATION

CAMP, HUGH CHRISTOPHER, 
a/k/a HUGH CAMP, a/k/a 
HUGH C. CAMP,
deceased

Late of the Township of Millcreek, 
County of Erie and Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania
Executor: Edric M. Camp
Attorney: Craig A. Zonna, Esquire, 
ELDERKIN LAW FIRM, 150 East 
8th Street, Erie, PA 16501

DAMIANO, PIETRO (PETER) 
A., a/k/a PIETRO ALFONSO 
DAMIANO, a/k/a PETER A. 
DAMIANO,
deceased

Late of the Township of Millcreek, 
County of Erie, Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania
Executrix: Angelina M. Salerno, 
45 Peachtree Lane, Hicksville, 
NY 11801
Attorney: James R. Steadman, 
Esq., 24 Main St. E., P.O. Box 87, 
Girard, PA 16417

DYLON, JAMES E., a/k/a 
JAMES EDWARD DYLON,
deceased

Late of Union City, Erie County, 
Pennsylvania
Executor: Andrew Dylon, c/o 150 
East 8th Street, Erie, PA 16501
Attorney: Gregory L. Heidt, 
Esquire, 150 East 8th Street, Erie, 
PA 16501

EATON, JAMES L., a/k/a 
JAMES EATON,
deceased

L a t e  o f  t h e  To w n s h i p  o f 
Springfield, County of Erie, 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Executr ix :  Joyce  A.  Pyle , 
14391 West Ridge Road, West 
Springfield, PA 16443
Attorney: James R. Steadman, 
Esq., 24 Main St. E., P.O. Box 87, 
Girard, PA 16417

KUFTIC, DENNIS G.,
deceased

L a t e  o f  t h e  To w n s h i p  o f 
Washington, County of Erie and 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Executrix: Vicki Kuftic Horne, c/o 
2222 West Grandview Blvd., Erie, 
PA 16506
Attorney:  Thomas E. Kuhn, 
Esquire, QUINN, BUSECK, 
L E E M H U I S ,  TO O H E Y & 
KROTO, INC. ,  2222 West 
Grandview Blvd., Erie, PA 16506

MIENTKIEWICZ, JANE T., a/k/a 
JANE MIENTKIEWICZ,
deceased

Late of the Township of Summit, 
County of Erie, Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania
C o - E x e c u t o r s :  J o h n  J . 
Mientkiewicz, 376 W. Townhall 
Road, Waterford, PA 16441 and 
Joan F. Rowland, 396 W. Townhall 
Road, Waterford, PA 16441
Attorney: Valerie H. Kuntz, Esq., 
24 Main St. E., P.O. Box 87, 
Girard, PA 16417

OSTROWSKI, VERA P., a/k/a 
VERA OSTROWSKI,
deceased

Late of the City of Erie, County 
of Erie and Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania
Executrix: Laura A. Pomykalski, 
c/o Vlahos Law Firm, P.C., 3305 
Pittsburgh Avenue, Erie, PA 16508
Attorney: Darlene M. Vlahos, 
Esq., Vlahos Law Firm, P.C., 3305 
Pittsburgh Avenue, Erie, PA 16508

SHELDON, RAYMOND G.,
deceased

L a t e  o f  t h e  To w n s h i p  o f 
Summit, County of Erie, and 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Administrator: John Sheldon, 
c/o Quinn, Buseck, Leemhuis, 
Toohey & Kroto, Inc., 2222 West 
Grandview Blvd., Erie, PA 16506
Attorney: Melissa L. Larese, 
Esq., Quinn, Buseck, Leemhuis, 
Toohey & Kroto, Inc., 2222 West 
Grandview Blvd., Erie, PA 16506

THIRD PUBLICATION

ANDERSON, GERALDINE J., 
a/k/a JOYCE McCALL,
deceased

Late of the City of Erie, County 
of Erie and State of Pennsylvania
Executor: Joyce M. Baker, c/o 227 
West 5th Street, Erie, PA 16507
Attorney:  Mark O. Prenatt , 
Esquire, 227 West 5th Street, 
Erie, PA 16507

COFFMAN, RUBY M.,
deceased

Late  o f  the  Ci ty  o f  Er ie , 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Executrix: Donna J. Gallagher, c/o 
Vendetti & Vendetti, 3820 Liberty 
Street, Erie, Pennsylvania 16509
Attorney: Richard A. Vendetti, 
Esquire, Vendetti & Vendetti, 3820 
Liberty Street, Erie, PA 16509

PUZAROWSKI, JOANNE C.,
deceased

Late of Harborcreek Township, 
Erie County, Erie, PA
Co-Executors: Judith M. Iesue and 
Carol J. Cook, c/o 33 East Main 
Street, North East, Pennsylvania 
16428
Attorney: Robert J. Jeffery, Esq., 
Knox McLaughlin Gornall & 
Sennett, P.C., 33 East Main Street, 
North East, Pennsylvania 16428
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RIGAZZI, JOSEPHINE M., 
a/k/a JOSEPHINE MARTHA 
RIGAZZI,
deceased

Late of City of Erie, County of Erie
Executor: Catherine J. Jeannerat, 
5739 Pilgrim Drive, Erie, PA 
16509
Attorney: Gene P. Placidi, Esquire, 
MELARAGNO, PLACIDI, & 
PARINI, 502 West Seventh Street, 
Erie, PA 16502

THELIN, RUSSELL P.,
deceased

Late of the Township of Millcreek, 
County of Erie, Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania
Executor: Stephen R. Thelin, 3733 
Chapel Hill Drive, Erie, PA 16506
Attorneys: MacDonald, Illig, Jones 
& Britton LLP, 100 State Street, 
Suite 700, Erie, Pennsylvania 
16507-1459

VOYDA, BONITA L.,
deceased

Late of the City of Erie, County 
of Erie and State of Pennsylvania
Administrators:  Timothy W. 
Voyda & Michael J. Voyda, c/o 
Justin L. Magill, Esq., 821 State 
Street, Erie, PA 16501
Attorney: Justin L. Magill, Esquire, 
821 State Street, Erie, PA 16501

16 offices to
serve you in
Erie County.

Only deposit products offered by Northwest Bank are Member FDIC.        

www.northwest.com
Bank  |  Borrow  |  Invest  |  Insure  |  Plan
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CHANGES  IN  CONTACT  INFORMATION  OF  ECBA  MEMBERS

Honorable Marshall J. Piccinini ...........................................814-451-6287
Erie County Court House .........................................................................(f) 814-451-6345
Courtroom F #220
140 West 6th Street
Erie, PA 16501 .................................................................... mpiccinini@eriecountypa.gov

Anthony Angelone ..........................................................................814-454-1600
Law Offices of Gery T. Nietupski, Esquire LLC .....................................(f) 814-454-1502
818 State Street
Erie, PA 16501 ....................................................................... Aangelone@sslegalone.com

 Looking for a legal ad published in one of 
Pennsylvania's Legal Journals? 

► Look for this logo on the Erie County Bar Association 
website as well as Bar Association and Legal Journal 
websites across the state.
► It will take you to THE website for locating legal ads 
published in counties throughout Pennsylvania, a service of 
the Conference of County Legal Journals.

login directly at www.palegalads.org.   It's Easy.  It's Free.

ATTENTION ALL ATTORNEYS
Are you or an attorney you know dealing with personal issues 

related to drug or alcohol dependency, depression, anxiety, 
gambling, eating disorders, sexual addiction, other process 

addictions or other emotional and mental health issues?
YOU ARE FAR FROM BEING ALONE!

You are invited and encouraged to join a small group of fellow attorneys who meet 
informally in Erie on a monthly basis. Please feel free to contact ECBA Executive 
Director Sandra Brydon Smith at 814/459-3111 for additional information. Your 

interest and involvement will be kept strictly confidential.
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LawPay has been an essential partner in our firm’s 
growth over the past few years. I have reviewed 
several other merchant processors and no one 
comes close to the ease of use, quality customer 
receipts, outstanding customer service and 
competitive pricing like LawPay has.

— Law Office of Robert David Malove

LAWPAY IS FIVE STAR! 

877-506-3498 or visit lawpay.com

Getting paid should be the easiest part of your job, and 
with LawPay, it is! However you run your firm, LawPay's 
flexible, easy-to-use system can work for you. Designed 

specifically for the legal industry, your earned/unearned fees 
are properly separated and your IOLTA is always protected 

against third-party debiting. Give your firm, and your clients, 
the benefit of easy online payments with LawPay.

THE #1 PAYMENT SOLUTION FOR LAW FIRMS




