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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA : IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF
: PENNSYLVANIA

TREVAUGHN STRIBLING-JACKSON

Appellant :  No. 487 WDA 2025

Appeal from the Judgment of Sentence Entered March 31, 2025
In the Court of Common Pleas of Venango County Criminal Division at
No(s): CP-61-CR-0000077-2024

BEFORE: LAZARUS, P.J., STABILE, J., and NEUMAN, 1J.
MEMORANDUM BY NEUMAN, J.: FILED: June 2, 2026

Appellant, Trevaughn Stribling-Jackson, appeals from the aggregate
judgment of sentence of life imprisonment, without the possibility of parole,
followed by a consecutive term of 16 to 32 years’ incarceration, imposed after
a jury convicted him of first-degree murder (18 Pa.C.S. § 2502(a)),
aggravated assault (18 Pa.C.S. § 2702(a)(9)), abuse of a corpse (18 Pa.C.S.
§ 5510), and related offenses. On appeal, Appellant challenges the
discretionary aspects of his sentence, as well as the sufficiency of the evidence
to sustain his convictions. We affirm.

The trial court briefly summarized the facts and procedural history of

Appellant’s case, as follows:

This matter arises out of the death of KM (“victim”), a two (2)
year-old male. On December 20, 2023, Caleigh Gladfelter, the
victim’s mother, reported the child-victim missing to the Qil City
Police Department. Gladfelter reported the child was last seen
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alive on December 18, 2023. In the subsequent search for the
child, Oil City police officers conducted a search of the victim’s
residence ... in Oil City, Pennsylvania. The victim had been living
in the basement of the residence for approximately one month
with Gladfelter, Gladfelter’s boyfriend ([Appellant]), [the victim’s]
brother, and another family (Devonte Riedel, Misty Unangst, and
her four (4) children). The victim was found deceased without
any clothes in an air mattress bag located in the basement of the
[residence]. An autopsy performed by the Erie County Medical
Examiner’s Office determined the manner of death was homicide
and the cause of his death was hemorrhagic shock from repeated
blunt force trauma to the head, neck, face, abdomen, and
extremities.

On March 4, 2024, [Appellant] was charged by formal information
with seven (7) counts of criminal conduct. On January 14, 2025,
[Appellant] filed a motion to sever count 4, flight to avoid
apprehension, from the other counts of criminal conduct. On
January 23, 2025, the court granted the motion and severed count
4 from the remaining counts and ordered it to be tried separately.
On February 3, 2025, a jury was selected and a three (3) day jury
trial began on February 10, 2025.

On February 13, 2025, the jury returned a verdict finding
[Appellant] guilty on count 1, first[-]degree murder...; count 2,
aggravated assault of a victim less than 13 years old and the
defendant 18 years old or older...; count 3, concealment of the
whereabouts of a child, ... in violation of 18 Pa.C.S.[] § 2909(a);
count 5, abuse of a corpse, ... in violation of 18 Pa.C.S.[] § 5510;
count 6, tampering with or fabricating physical evidence, ... in
violation of 18 Pa.C.S.[] § 4910(1); and count 7, false identity to
law enforcement, ... in violation of 18 Pa.C.S.[] § 4914(a).

On March 31, 2025, [Appellant] was sentenced to an aggregate
term of life imprisonment followed by a consecutive period of
incarceration [of] a minimum sixteen (16) years to a maximum
thirty-two (32) years. [Appellant] was given time served credit
for four-hundred and sixty-seven (467) days for time previously
served in jail. Also on March 31, 2025, the Commonwealth filed
a motion for nolle prosequi of count 4, flight to avoid
apprehension[,] which was granted by an order of court that same
day. On April 9, 2025, [Appellant] filed a timely post-sentence
motion. On April 16, 2025, the court denied the post[-]sentence
motion.
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[Appellant] filed his notice of appeal on April 16, 2025[,] and Tina
Fryling, Esquire, entered her appearance on behalf on [Appellant].
On April 21, 2025, the court ordered [Appellant to] file a concise
statement of issues complained of on appeal pursuant to Pa.R.A.P.
1925(b). On May 12, 2025, [Appellant] filed a concise statement.

Trial Court Opinion (TCO), 7/15/25, at 1-3 (footnote and unnecessary
capitalization omitted; some formatting altered). The trial court filed its Rule
1925(a) opinion on July 15, 2025.

Herein, Appellant states two issues for our review:

[I.] The trial court abused its discretion by imposing an excessive
sentence in regard[] to its length, consecutiveness, departing
from the sentencing guidelines, and failing to consider relevant
mitigating factors.

[II.] The evidence presented by the Commonwealth in this case
was not sufficient for a jury to return a verdict of guilty for any of
the charges.

Appellant’s Brief at 2 (footnote and emphasis omitted).?!
In Appellant’s first issue, he challenges the discretionary aspects of his

sentence, claiming

the sentences given were unreasonable and an abuse of discretion
based on the fact ... they were run in terms that ... were ordered
to be served consecutive to each other rather than concurrent to
each other. He further argues that since the various crimes were
all related and run from the same incident, the [court] should have
made the sentences concurrent.

Id. at 11.
In Appellant’s second issue, he contends the evidence was insufficient

to support the jury’s verdict for any of his offenses because: (1) no direct

1 Appellant indicates his first issue “does not include the false identity to law
enforcement charge for which [he] was also convicted.” Appellant’s Brief at
2 n.1 (unnecessary capitalization and internal quotation marks omitted).

-3-
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evidence identified him as the perpetrator, id. at 15; (2) “[o]nly Devonte
Reidel indicated to the police that he saw [Appellant] go into the basement on
the day that the victim’s life was taken, but he then indicated that he couldn’t
actually remember whether it was Sunday or Mondayl[,] id.; and (3) a light
colored hair was found on the victim, but Appellant has dark hair. Id.; see
also id. at 13-23 (Appellant’s repeating these same arguments in challenging
the sufficiency of the evidence to sustain each of his offenses).

In assessing Appellant’s issues, we have reviewed the certified record,
the briefs of the parties, and the applicable law. Additionally, we have
examined the well-reasoned opinion of the Honorable Matthew T. Kirtland,
President Judge of the Court of Common Pleas of Venango County. We
conclude Judge Kirtland’s comprehensive opinion accurately disposes of the

issues presented by Appellant.2 Accordingly, we adopt Judge Kirtland’s

2 We note that, although Judge Kirtland acknowledges it is necessary for
Appellant to “raise a substantial question regarding the appropriateness of his
sentence under the Sentencing Code” to invoke our jurisdiction to review
Appellant’s sentencing claim, Judge Kirtland does not explicitly state whether
Appellant satisfied this requirement. See TCO at 7 (citing Commonwealth
v. Radecki, 180 A.3d 441, 467 (Pa. Super. 2018)). See also Pa.R.A.P.
2119(f) ("An appellant who challenges the discretionary aspects of a sentence
in a criminal matter shall set forth in a separate section of the brief a concise
statement of the reasons relied upon for allowance of appeal with respect to
the discretionary aspects of a sentence.”). In Appellant’s Rule 2119(f)
statement, he contends the court abused its discretion in imposing
consecutive sentences where his crimes all arose from the same incident. See
Appellant’s Brief at 11. This Court has declared:

[A] defendant may raise a substantial question where he receives

consecutive sentences within the guideline ranges if the case
(Footnote Continued Next Page)
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opinion as our own and affirm Appellant’s judgment of sentence for the

reasons set forth therein.

Judgment of sentence affirmed.

Judgment Entered.

B..pwﬂ L&Y

Benjamin D. Kohler, Esg.
Prothonotary

6/2/2026

involves circumstances where the application of the guidelines
would be clearly unreasonable, resulting in an excessive sentence;
however, a bald claim of excessiveness due to the consecutive
nature of a sentence will not raise a substantial question.

Commonwealth v. Diehl, 140 A.3d 34, 45 (Pa. Super. 2016) (citation
omitted). Because here, Appellant raises more than a bald claim of
excessiveness, we conclude he has raised a substantial question for our
review. Notwithstanding, we agree with Judge Kirtland’s thoughtful and
detailed discussion of why Appellant’s sentencing challenge is substantively
meritless. TCO at 7-16.



Circulated 05/14/2026 09:49 AM

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF VENANGO COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA
COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA :

V. H Can N°| 77"‘2024

TREVAUGHN STRIBLING-JACKSON, ;
Defendant/Appellant |

1925(h) OPINION

AND NQW, this _\i_"/:l‘ay of July, 2025, this Court enters its opinion pursuant to Pa.R.A.P.
1925(b) in response to the Defendant’s Notice of Appeal, filed on April 16, 2025, Defendant
appeals from the Order of Sentence entered on March 31, 2025. On April 9, 2025, the
Defendant filed a Post-Sentence Motion which was denied by an Order of Court on April 16,
2025, On May 12, 2025, the Defendant filed the instant concise staterent,
L FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY

This matter arises out of the death of K.M, (“victim”), a two (2) year-old male, On
December 20, 2023, Caleigh Gladfelter, the victim’s mother, reported the child-victim missing
to the Qil City Police Department. Gladfelter reported the child was last seen alive on December
18, 2023. In the subsequent search for the child, Oil City police officers conducted a search of
the victim’s residence, (S - Oi] City, Pennsylvania. The victim had been living in
the basement of the residence for approximately one month with Gladfelter, Gladfelter’s
boyfiiend (the Defendant), his brother, and another family (Devonte Riedel, Misty Unangst, and
her four (4) children). The victim was found deceased without any clothes in an air mattress bag
located in the basement of the (] An avtopsy performed by the Brie County

Medical Examiner’s Office determined the manner of death was homicide and the cause of his































The Defendant is not entitled to a volume discount because he committed several offenses.
See Commonwealth v. Hoag, 445 Pa.Super. 455, 665 A.2d 1212, 1214 (Pa. Super.1995); see
also Commonwealth v, Prisk, 13 A.3d 586 (Pa. Super, 2011)(finding & 633-t0-1,500-year
sentence Is not manifestly excessive); Commonwealth v. Dodge, 957 A.2d 1198 (Pa. Super.
2008) (finding an aggregate imprisonment sentence of 58 ¥ to 124 years is not excessive), The
Court ptoperly analyzed all relevant factors at the time of sentencing to determine an
appropriate sentence, Therefore, the sentence is not excessive in length and the Defendant's
clain 15 meritless, |
b. Consecufive Sentences
The Defendant next asserts that the court abused its discretion in imposing an excessive
sentence becauss Counts 2 through 7 were imposeci consecutively to the life sentence imposed
on Count 1, See Defendant’s Concise Statement, 5/12/2025,9 5. A sentencing judge las
discretion to impose & sentence concurrently or consecutively to other sentences being imposed
simultaneously or to sentences already imposed, See Commonwealth v. Mastromarino, 2 A.3d
581 (Pa. Super. 2010)(and cases cited therein). The appellate court will not disturb consecutive
sentences unless the aggregate sentence is grossly disparate” to the defendant's conduct, or
“vigcerally appear[s] patently unreasonable.” Commonweanlth v. Gonzalez-Defusus, 994 A.2d
595, 599 (Pa. Suer. 2010).
Here, The Coust found that the Defendant’s conduct warranted the imposition of
consecutive sentences: | -
THE COURT: The evidence presented at the trial was very disturbing. The testimony and
' revealed the significant injurles and damages sustained by
The nature of this crime can best be described as savage, cruel,
and brutal, However, words cannot truly capture the severity and nature of

this trauma. Dr, Vey attempted by testifying to the lacerations, abrasions,
and bruising. He could not aveurately state the number of bruises due to
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committed several offenses. See Commonwealth v. Hoag, 445 Pa.Super. 455, 665 A.2d 1212,
1214 (Pa. Super.1995). Therefore, the imposition of & consecutive sentence is not an abuse of
discretion and the Defendant’s claim is meritless.

¢ Sentencing Guideline Departure

The Defendant asserts that the sentencing court abused its discretion by departing from the
sentencing guidelines. See Defendant’s Concise Statement, 5/12/2025, § 5. The sentences
imposed on Counts 2, 3, 5, and 6 are upward departures from the sentencing guidelines and
Count 7 is a aggravated range sentence. However, the sentencing guidelines are purely advisory
in nature, not mandatory. Commonwealth v. Yuhasz, 923 A.2d 1111, 1118 (Pa. 2007). A
sentencing court, in its discretion, may depart from the guidelines as long as it does not exceed
the maximum sentence allowed by statute, /d, at 1118-19. When a u;aurt deviates from the
gentencing guidelines, it must state the reasons for doing so on ihe record. See Commonwealth
v. MeLaine, 150 A.3d 70, 76 (Pa. Super. 2016).

Here, the Sentenoing Court did not exceed the maximum allowable sentence allowed under
statute and stated the reasons for departing from the sentencing guidelines on the record. See
Sentencing Tr., 03/3 1!202?, p. 29. The sentencing court found that the Defendant’s crime, the
murder of a two-year old and the Defendant's attempt to hide the crime, was savage, cruel, and
brutal in nature, Sentencing v, 03/31/ 2025, p. 20, At the Sentencing Hearing, the Court stated
the following:

THE COURT: It's hard to fathom any reason that would lead someone to

w type and amount of trauma on a two-year-old child,
did not stand a chan g cannot accurately reflect

the horror, pain, and fear went. through in his final
moments. The moments where he finally succumbed to his
injuries. But your actions didn't stop with the brutal beating and
killing of a two-year-old child. The coverup was equally
disturbing. You sttempted to conceal and destroy evidence,
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hide your ctime by folding the child into an air mattress bag,
removing the child’s clothing, washing away blood stains, and
hiding the bag behind miscellaneous items in a basement, You
then slept in the same room as the body and went about your
day as if nothing had happened. The Court cannot unw
how you slept in the sifhe basement area with
deceased, rolled up in a bag,

Sentencing Tr., 03/31/2025, p. 22.

At the time of his arrest, the Defendant had multiple warrants for his arrest. Jd. at 23.
Throughout the proceedings, the Sentencing Court did not observe the Defendant display any
remorse for his actions, Jd. at 20. Accordingly, the Sentencing Court stated the following:

THE COURT: The sentence imposed on Counts Two, Three, Five, Six and
' Seven are guideline departures necessary for the public
protection considering the gravity of the offense--offenses and

vulnerability of the victim and the Defendant’s abuse of &

position of trust, The Court determines that any Jesser sentence

would depreciate the seriousness of the offenses and the Court

imposed total confinement because the conduct of the

Defendant indicates he will commit another crime if not
imprisoned.

Id. at29.

The only part of the Defendant’s sentence not strictly guided by the Sentencing Code was
the imposition of the sentences to run consecutive, not concurrent, to the life sentence. It is well
settled that the sentencing judge has discretion to impose & sentence concurrently or
consecutively to other sentences being imposed simultaneously or to sentences already imposed.
See Commonwealth v. Mastromarino, 2 A.3d 581 (Pa. Super. 2010)(and cases cited therein). In
exercising this discretion, courts have a duty to impose a sentence that is “consistent with the
protection of the public, the gravity offense as it relates to the impact on the life of the victim
" and on the community, tmd rehabilitative needs of the defendant. 42 Pa. C.S, § 9721(b).

As stated in the analysis for an excessive sentence, the fa‘ots establish the i)efcndant
assaulted, murdered, and abused the corpse of a two (2) year old vietim. The crimes were
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