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RECENT IMPORTANT COURT DECISIONS

Rufo  v. Philadelphia Bd. Of Licensure, No. 2735 C.D. 2015, Commonwealth Court
The Philadelphia Board of Licensure and Inspections cited Anthony Rufo owner of the vacant Getz Brewing Company building for violating the city’s Property Maintenance Code. The ordinance required owners of vacant property that lacked windows and doors to fix the windows as well as the doors in order to prevent vagrants from moving in, vermin from taking over the building, and further deterioration of the property.  It also addressed property values in the surrounding area if those were occupied.
Rufo argued that it was an abuse of police power for the city to enforce this ordinance and that the fines and penalties were excessive. He further countered that the ordinance was in effect for aesthetic values and not true safety factors.
Commonwealth Court agreed and struck down the “window and doors” ordinance as regulating the appearance of buildings and not  a true safety issue.
Commonwealth v. Gruber, No. 475 MDA 2016, PA Superior Court
Ms. Gruber, a resident of Jackson Township, Lebanon County attended every meeting of the township supervisors and she always addressed the board during the public participation section of the meeting. 
At one meeting she asked the township supervisors to build a community center on a lot that the board had just purchased. The board responded that was not their plan and from then on she became very belligerent when they wouldn’t rule the way she wanted.
Over time she began interrupting the board, other residents, during the whole meeting. Her voice was very loud and argumentative.  When the chairman of the board gaveled her down, she refused to yield the floor or comply with the rules of decorum.  At times the chairman had to adjourn the meeting because her behavior was so disruptive and other members of the public were intimidated by Ms. Gruber.  At one point Ms. Gruber tried to push her way into a private meeting with the board and the township solicitor. Thereafter the State Police attended the meetings in order to maintain order and take action to remove her from the meetings.
Finally the board took her to court and when the decision was appealed to PA Superior Court it decided that she was on probation for 18 months and could not attend any meetings plus she would be allowed to address legitimate items of township business by letter not to exceed 750 words and then the solicitor would read it into the record.
Her probation was unique in that she did not report to a probation officer
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