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September 16, 1987

By Order of Commonwealth Court, case filed, ORDER as follows: ANOW,
September 16, 1987, upon consideration of petitioners= petition for

review, and it appearing that petitioners= action is essentially
for alleged breach of contract by the Commonwealth, this action 1is

transferred to the Board of Claims. 42 Pa. C.S. 55103(d); 72 P.S.

34651-4. The Chief Clerk shall certify to the Board of Claims a
copy of the docket entries iIn the above-captioned matter and shall

remit to the Board the record thereof.=
THE FOLLOWING FILED IN COMMONWEALTH COURT:
September 11, 1987

Petition filed.

September 11, 1987

Proof of service filed.
September 16, 1987

Order rendered by Commonwealth Court. (See previous September 16,
1987 entry.)

BEFORE THE BOARD OF CLAIMS:
November 16, 1987

Record transferred from Commonwealth Court.
November 17, 1987

File received from Commonwealth Court.
November 20, 1987

Additional copies of Complaint and filing fee received. Amount of
Claim: $250,000.00+.

November 20, 1987

Plaintiff filed Petition for Review.
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December 2, 1987

Copies of Complaint forwarded to attorneys for Defendants and Chief
Deputy Attorney General.

December 11, 1987

Acceptance of Service of Complaint received from Office of Attorney
General. Receipt of same acknowledged by Office of Attorney
General December 4, 1987.

December 22, 1987

Entry of Appearance (by letter) of David L. Horwitz, Assistant
Counsel on behalf of all Defendants filed by Mr. Horwitz.

December 23, 1987

Motion for More Specific Pleading filed by attorney for Defendants.
Copy forwarded to attorney for Plaintiff by attorney for
Defendants.

December 23, 1987

Acceptance of Service of Complaint received from Theodore G. Otto,
1. Receipt of same acknowledged by Theodore G. Otto, 111
December 23, 1987.

January 4, 1988

Preliminary Objections to the Complaint as well as Exhibit A filed
by attorney for Defendant. Copy fTorwarded to attorney for
Plaintiff by attorney for Defendant.

January 5, 1988

Exhibit A to the Complaint filed by attorney for Plaintiff. Copy
forwarded to attorney for Defendant by attorney for Plaintiff.
January 6, 1988

Copies of Exhibit A to the Complaint forwarded to attorney for
Defendant and Chief Deputy Attorney General.

January 12, 1988

Acceptance of Service of Exhibit A to the Complaint received from
Defendant. Receipt of same acknowledged by Defendant January 12,
1988.
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January 14, 1988

Acceptance of Service of Exhibit A to the Complaint received from
Office of Attorney General. Receipt of same acknowledged by Office
of Attorney General January 7, 1988.

February 3, 1988

Brief In Support of Defendant=s Preliminary Objections filed by
attorney for Defendant. Copy forwarded to attorney for Plaintiff
by attorney for Defendant.

March 23, 1988

Plaintiff=s Brief in Opposition filed by attorney for Plaintiff.
Copy forwarded to attorney for Defendant by attorney for Plaintiff.

June 29, 1988

The Board rendered an Opinion and made the following Order: AAND
NOW, this 29th day of June, 1988, upon consideration of the
Preliminary Objections filed on behalf of the Defendants herein, it
is hereby ORDERED that the Preliminary Objections wherein
Defendants argue that the Statute of Limitations has lapsed is
hereby DISMISSED. The Preliminary Objections filed on behalf of
the Defendants in the Nature of a Demurrer are also DISMISSED and
Defendants are hereby ordered to file a responsive pleading to
Plaintiffs= Complaint within thirty (30) days of the date of this
Order .z

June 30, 1988

Copies of Opinion and Order dated June 29, 1988 forwarded to
attorney for Plaintiff and attorney for Defendant.

July 11, 1988

Acceptance of Service of Opinion and Order dated June 29, 1988
received from attorney for Defendant. Receipt of same acknowledged
by attorney for Defendant July 6, 1988.

July 18, 1988

Acceptance of Service of Opinion and Order dated June 29, 1988
received from attorney for Plaintiff. Receipt of same acknowledged
by attorney for Plaintiff July 7, 1988.

July 28, 1988

Answer and New Matter fTiled by attorney for Defendant. Copy
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forwarded to attorney for Plaintiff by attorney for Defendant.
August 29, 1988

Plaintiffs= Answer to Defendants= New Matter filed by attorney for
Plaintiff. Copy forwarded to attorney for Defendant by attorney
for Plaintiff.

March 20, 1989

Entry of Appearance of Frank A. Gerolamo, Esquire, on behalf of
Plaintiffs filed by Mr. Gerolamo. Copy forwarded to attorney for
Defendant by attorney for Plaintiff.

May 28,1991

Board issued an Order. Order as follows: AND NOW, this 28th day of
May, 1991, a Rule to Show Cause is issued upon the named Plaintiffs
to show cause why this Board should not dismiss this action based
upon the iIn activities of the Plaintiffs. This Rule is returnable
within 45 days from the date of this Order. If there is a fadilure
to establish a legally acceptable reason for failure to prosecute
or answer this Rule to Show Cause, then in that event, the Rule may
be made absolute and the case dismissed with prejudice. Further,
Paragraph 35, Sections C, D, E, and F are DISMISSED by this Board.
Copy forwarded all parties of record.

December 6,1991

Board issued an Order. Order as follows AND NOW, this 6th day of
December, 1991, the letter forwarded by counsel for Plaintiffs,
Jack Lopinson, George Bradley, William Murphy, Jr. and Claude
Vealy, dated July 31, 1991, adequately answers the Board’s Rule to
Show Cause. Accordingly, the rule i1s now DISMISSED and counsel for
Plaintiff 1s directed to proceed in accordance with the spirit of
this Opinion.

May 8,1992

Plaintiffs” Interrogatories addressed to Defendant the
Pennsylvania Department of Corrections.

May 8, 1992

Plaintiffs’ Interrogatories Addressed to Defendant Commonwealth
of Pennsylvania.
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May 8,1992
Request for Production of Documents Directed to All Defendants.

May 8, 1992

Plantiffs” Interrogatories addressed to Defendant the Pennsylvania
Department of Labor and Industry.

May 8, 1992

Plaintiffs” Interrogatories Addressed to Defendant the Pennsylvania
Joint Apprenticeship and Training Council

May 8, 1992

Plaintiffs Interrogatories Addressed to Defendant the Pennsylvania
Department of Education.

November 13, 1992

Board issued an Order. Order as follows: AND NOW, this 13th day of
November, 1992, a Rule is issued upon the Defendants, Commonwealth
of Pennsylvania, Department of Labor and Industry, Department of
Education, Department of Corrections, Pennsylvania Joint
Apprenticeship and Training Council, to show cause on or before
December 15, 1992, why sanctions should not be imposed by the Board
for failing to respond thereto. Copy forwarded to all parties of
record.

January 13, 1993

Board issued an Opinion and Order. Order as follows: AND NOW,
this 13t day of January, 17993, it is hereby DIRECTED that the Rule
to Show Cause as issued upon the Defendants is now DISMISSED. Same,
however, 1is premised on Tfull compliance by the Department of
Corrections to the Interrogatories and the Request for Production
of Documents. Thirty (30) days from the date of exit of this Order
iIs granted to comply herewith. Copy forwarded to all parties of
record.
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February 11, 1993

Defendant filed Motion Tfor Extension of Time to Respond to
Discovery Requests. Copy forwarded to Plaintiff.

February 24, 1993

Board issued an Opinion and Order. Order as follows: AND NOW,
this 24t day of February, 1993, it is ORDERED AND DIRECTED that the
Defendants” Motion for Extension of Time to Respond to Discovery
Requests be, and i1s hereby, GRANTED. Counsel for Defendants is
ORDERED to comply with the discovery requests on or before March
31, 1993. Copy forwarded to all parties of record.

April 2, 1993

Plaintiff filed Answers to Interrogatories Addressed to Defendant
the Pennsylvania Department of Corrections.

October 6, 1993

Plaintiff filed Motion for Sanctions. Copy forwarded to
Defendant.

November 4, 1993

Plaintiff filed Brief in Support of Motion for Sanctions. Copy
forwarded to Defendant.

November 24, 1993

Defendants” Brief In Response to Plaintiff’s Motion for Sanctions.
Copy forwarded to Plaintiff.

January 25, 1994

The Board rendered an Opinion and made the following Order. Order
as follows: AND NOW, this 25th day of January, 1994, the Motion of
the Plaintiffs, Jack Lopinson, George Bradley, William Murphy, Jr.,
and Claude Vealy, in the nature of a Motion for Sanction is held in
reserve by the Board. The Board DIRECTS counsel for Plaintiffs and
counsel for Defendants, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Department of
Labor and Industry, Department of Education, Department of
Corrections, and Pennsylvania Joint Apprenticeship and Training
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Council, to meet and to resolve all discovery questions within
sixty (60) days of the date of this Order. At the end of sixty
(60) days, the Plaintiffs are to advise the Board of any discovery
that they are of the opinion the Defendants are frustrating. At
the time of trial, i1f any evidence is presented by the Commonwealth
that could have been discovered through the Petitions filed by the
Plaintiffs, that evidence will not be introduced at the time of
hearing. Copy forwarded to all parties of record.

March 25, 1994

Defendant filed Supplemental Response to Plaintiff’s
Interrogatories. Copies forwarded to Plaintiff.

October 19, 1994
Plaintiff filed Proposed Order, Petition to Withdraw as Counsel.

December 20, 1994

The Board rendered an Opinion and made the following Order: AAND
NOW, this 20th day of December, 1994, upon due consideration of the
Petition to Withdraw as Counsel for the Plaintiffs; Jack Lopinson,
George Bradley, William Murphy, Jr., and Claude Vealy, filed by
German, Gallagher & Murtagh i1n this matter and the Response,
thereto, of Plaintiff, William Murphy, Jr., it is hereby ORDERED
and DECREED that the Petition is GRANTED. It is ordered further -
that German, Gallagher & Murtagh shall arrange to deliver to such
substitute counsel as Plaintiffs may obtain the files iIn 1its
possession deemed necessary fTor the Plaintiffs to continue to
prosecute their claim in an orderly manner. Further, the Board of
Claims shall place this case on hold until the Plaintiffs secure

counsel for a reasonable time.=z
December 30, 1994

Acceptance of Service of Opinion and Order dated December 20, 1994
received from attorney for Plaintiff. Receipt of same acknowledged
by attorney for Plaintiff December 23, 1994.

January 12, 1995

Acceptance of Service of Opinion and Order dated December 20, 1994
received from Plaintiff. Receipt of same acknowledged by Plaintiff
January 3, 1995.
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November 5, 2008
Board forwarded Notice of Proposed Termination of Case for Lack of
Activity Pursuant to Pa. Rule of Civil Procedure 230.2 to
Plaintiff, with copy to Defendant.

January 5, 2009
Plaintiff filed The Statement of Intention to Proceed.

October 22, 2010
Plaintiff filed letter requesting settlement.

October 25, 2010

Board forwarded letter to Plaintiff advising that if the case iIs to
be settled that is to be resolved between the parties themselves.

November 5, 2010
Plaintiff (William Murphy) filed 2 letter relative to settlement.
July 6, 2011

Plaintiff (William Murphy) filed Iletter relative to lack of
communication with Defendant relative to settlement.

August 5, 2011
Plaintiff (William Murphy) filed letter advising of the status of
his case as well as attaching a copy of a letter he forwarded to
counsel for Defendant.

August 10, 2011

Plaintiff (William Murphy) filed letter advising of the status of
his case and requesting settlement.
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August 22, 2011

Defendant filed Iletter advising of their position regarding
settlement and advising they are unwilling to pursue a monetary
settlement of this matter.

August 29, 2011

Plaintiff (William Murphy) filed a copy of a letter which was
forwarded to Defendant.

September 1, 2011

Plaintiftf (William Murphy) filed letter outlining the status of his
case.

September 14, 2011

Plaintiff (William Murphy) filed letter requesting information as
to whether or not new iInformation from internet sites (Youtube.com,
Facebook.com and Myspace.com) pertaining to his biography can be
used as evidence iIn this case.

January 12, 2017

Board forwarded Notice of Proposed Termination of Case for Lack of
Activity Pursuant to Pa. Rule of Civil Procedure 230.2 to
Plaintiffs at last known address, with copy to Defendant.

January 30, 2017

Board received Mr. Jack Lopinson’s returned Notice of Proposed
Termination of Case for Lack of Activity Pursuant to Pa. Rule of
Civil Procedure 230.2 i1n envelope, which envelope was marked
“DECEASED.”

January 30, 2017
Board received Mr. Claude Vealey returned Notice of Proposed
Termination of Case for Lack of Activity Pursuant to Pa. Rule of

Civil Procedure 230.2 in envelope, which envelope was marked
“REFUSED INMATE TRANSFERRED OR RELEASED.”
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January 30, 2017

Board received Mr. George Bradley’s returned Notice of Proposed
Termination of Case for Lack of Activity Pursuant to Pa. Rule of
Civil Procedure 230.2 in envelope, which envelope was marked
“REFUSED THIS PRISON INMATE COMMITMENT NAME AND NUMBER DO NOT
MATCH.”

January 31, 2017

Board re-issued Notice of Proposed Termination of Case for Lack of
Activity Pursuant to Pa. Rule of Civil Procedure 230.2 to Mr.
George Bradley with corrected inmate number.

February 6, 2017

Board received Mr. George Bradley’s returned Notice of Proposed
Termination of Case for Lack of Activity Pursuant to Pa. Rule of
Civil Procedure 230.2 in envelope, which envelope was marked
“REFUSED INMATE TRANSFERRED OR RELEASED.”

March 23, 2017

Board rendered the following Opinion and Order. Order as follows:
“AND NOW, this 23vd day of March, 2017, pursuant to Pa. R.C.P. 230.2
in the above captioned case is TERMINATED, ENDED and DISMISSED with
prejudice due to lack of activity.” Copy forwarded to Plaintiffs
and Defendants.

April 3, 2017

Board received Mr. George Bradley’s returned Opinion and Order
terminating the case for Lack of Activity Pursuant to Pa. Rule of
Civil Procedure 230.2 i1n envelope, which envelope was marked
“REFUSED INMATE TRANSFERRED OR RELEASED.”

April 3, 2017
Board received Mr. Claude Vealy’s returned Opinion and Order
terminating the case for Lack of Activity Pursuant to Pa. Rule of

Civil Procedure 230.2 in envelope, which envelope was marked
“REFUSED INMATE TRANSFERRED OR RELEASED.”
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April 3, 2017

Board received Mr. Jack Lopinson’s returned Opinion and Order
terminating the case for Lack of Activity Pursuant to Pa. Rule of
Civil Procedure 230.2 in envelope, which envelope was marked
“REFUSED INMATE TRANSFERRED OR RELEASED.”

April 3, 2017

Board received Mr. William Murphy, Jr.’s returned Opinion and Order
terminating the case for Lack of Activity Pursuant to Pa. Rule of
Civil Procedure 230.2 i1n envelope, which envelope was marked
“REFUSED INMATE TRANSFERRED OR RELEASED.”’

April 6, 2017
Defendant (David Farney) filed Acceptance of Service of Opinion and

Order dated March 23, 2017. Receipt of same acknowledged March 31,
2017.

April 6, 2017

Defendant (Theron Perez)filed Acceptance of Service of Opinion and
Order dated March 23,2017. Receipt of same acknowledged on.March
31, 2017
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