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Appeal from the PCRA Order Entered January 8, 2021, 

in the Court of Common Pleas of Philadelphia County 

Criminal Division at No(s):  CP-51-CR-0012167-2014,  
CP-51-CR-0013498-2014, CP-51-CR-0013501-2014,  
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Criminal Division at No(s):  CP-51-CR-0012167-2014,  
CP-51-CR-0013498-2014, CP-51-CR-0013501-2014,  

CP-51-CR-0013502-2014. 
 

 
BEFORE:  PANELLA, P.J., KUNSELMAN, J., and STEVENS, P.J.E.* 

MEMORANDUM BY KUNSELMAN, J.:                   FILED DECEMBER 15, 2021 

 In these consolidated pro se appeals, Ronald Walker challenges the 

PCRA court’s denial of his first petition filed pursuant to the Post Conviction 

Relief Act.  42 Pa.C.S.A. §§ 9541-9546.  We affirm. 

 The PCRA court summarized at the length the pertinent facts and trial 

testimony underlying Walker’s criminal convictions as follows: 

____________________________________________ 

* Former Justice specially assigned to the Superior Court. 
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 The evidence at trial established that [Complainant] and 
[Walker] had been in a relationship for approximately six 

months in 2014 after having met at [Complainant’s] 
Daycare Center where [Walker’s] children attended.  After 

living together for a while, Complainant ended the 
relationship.  On August 10, 2014, a week after [Walker] 

moved out, he returned to Complainant’s home, brandishing 
a gun and awakened her with “Wake up bitch.”  [Walker], 

who was initially wearing a mask and gloves, while holding 
the gun, continuously punched Complainant about the head 

and stomach, interrogated her about messages on her 
phone, and forced her to perform oral sex on him.  The 

violent physical and sexual assault went on for hours, 
culminating with [Walker] transporting [Complainant] to his 

home where [she] begged to receive medical attention. 

Finally, [Walker] drove her to the hospital, but gave an 
implied threat that her family would be harmed if she did 

not fabricate a story that she was jumped by a group of 
girls.  At the hospital, [Walker] posed as [Complainant’s] 

fiancé, remained nearby as she was treated. 
[Complainant’s] injuries were so severe that she had to be 

transported by ambulance to a facility that specialized in 
concussions where she remained heavily medicated for 

several days.  [Walker] remained close throughout 
[Complainant’s] hospitalization, drove her home when she 

was discharged and remained and cared for her children 
while she recuperated.  Fearing for her life and that of her 

family, [Complainant] did not disclose the incident to 

anyone. 

 As [Complainant] recovered and returned to work, 

[Walker’s] behavior, once again, became increasingly 
abusive and threatening.  Finally, [Complainant] decided to 

tell her family about the August 10th incident.  Ultimately, 
[Walker’s] barrage of harassment and threats compelled her 

to contact the police on August 29, 2014.  Following the 

report to the police, Complainant attempted to serve 
[Walker] with a Protection From Abuse Order, but he 

refused to meet her.  A few days later, Complainant learned 
that her Daycare Center had been burglarized and items 

stolen and another center that she was in the process of 
renovating had been set on fire.  She also learned that an 

attempt had been made to attack her brother and that her 
Daycare van had been stolen.  Afraid for her life, 
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Complainant took her mother and children to a hotel in New 
Jersey.  [Walker] continued to try to contact Complainant, 

who, ultimately, out of fear, agreed to meet with him. 
During the meeting, [Walker] admitted to the damage to 

her businesses and the attack on her family member. 
Despite her fears, Complainant agreed to move back into 

[Walker’s] home in the hope that her family would be spared 
further attacks.  While there, Complainant was constantly 

reminded by [Walker] that she was not to tell anyone about 
his beating her up, destroying her businesses or attacking 

her brother.  She remained with [Walker] for several weeks 
until he was arrested for the August 10th attack. After 

[Walker] was arrested, Complainant made arrangements to 

move out of the city to an undisclosed location. 

 The trial evidence included a surveillance camera video 

showing [Walker] in the vicinity of [Complainant’s] Daycare 
Center at the time of the fire.  404(b) evidence of [Walker’s] 

prior abuse against women he had relationships with was 
also admitted.  Detectives and police officers testified to 

their investigations into the incidents which occurred on 

September 3, 2014 at the Prestige Daycare Center, 4907 N. 
5th Street in Philadelphia (vandalism and theft), at 5060 

Copley Road in Philadelphia (shattered window and spent 
cartridge casings) and at 1509-1511 Wadsworth Avenue in 

Philadelphia (fires set in six different locations and heavy 

smell of gasoline). 

 Complainant’s assistant, Tanita Carodine, testified that 

on September 3, 2014, she noticed that the Dodge van she 
used for her job at the Daycare Center was missing from her 

back driveway.  Inside the van, among other things, was a 
bag which contained her daughter’s uniforms.  Sometime 

thereafter, [Walker] contacted Ms. Carodine and arranged 
to meet her near the Daycare Center.  At that time, he gave 

her the bag with her daughter’s uniforms.  The van was 

recovered later parked on the street. 

 [Walker] testified and denied all of the accusations 

against him.  He testified that he had no idea why 
Complainant, her brother and the Daycare assistant would 

testify and implicate him the way they did.  He also 
presented his mother, daughter and son who all stated, 

after viewing the surveillance video, that they could not 
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recognize the man in the video who was seen in the back of 

the Daycare the night of the fire. 

PCRA Court Opinion, 3/21/21, at 3-5 (citations and footnote omitted). 

 The PCRA Court also summarized the procedural history as follows: 

On September 25, 2014, [Walker] was arrested and charged 

with aggravated assault, involuntary deviate sexual 
intercourse, burglary, sexual assault, possession of an 

instrument of crime, witness intimidation and related 
offenses.  Thereafter, on October 28, 2014, [Walker] was 

charged with arson, two more counts of burglary, three 
counts of retaliation against a witness or victim, three more 

counts of witness intimidation, criminal mischief` and 

related charges. 

 Due to the allegations of witness intimidation, the 

Commonwealth requested that a grand jury be empaneled 
pursuant to Pa. R Crim P. 556 et seq.  A grand jury was 

convened and voted to indict [Walker] on the above 
charges.  The supervising judge of the grand jury, the 

Honorable Charles Ehrlich, after receiving the grand jury’s 
indictments authorized the Commonwealth to prepare bills 

of information pursuant to Pa. R. Crim. P.  560. 

 A jury trial was held before this court. On April 15, 2015, 
the jury returned a verdict of guilty on all aforementioned 

charges, a verdict of not guilty on one charge of discharging 
a firearm into an occupied structure and all remaining 

charges were nolle prossed.  Sentencing was deferred for 
presentence and mental health reports to be filed.  On 

September 15, 2016, the Commonwealth chose not to 

pursue a Sexually Violent Predator designation at 
sentencing.  [Walker] was sentenced to an aggregate term 

of thirty-six to ninety-seven years of incarceration. 

 On February 13, 2017, a notice of appeal to the Superior 

Court was filed.  On October 30, 2017, the Superior Court 

ordered a Grazier Hearing.  On November 13, 2017, a 
Grazier hearing was held and [Walker] was permitted to 

proceed pro se.  On August 23, 2018, judgment of sentence 
was affirmed. [Walker] filed a petition for allowance of 

appeal to the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania which was 
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denied on September 4, 2019.  [Walker] thereafter filed 
motions to both the Supreme Court and Superior Court 

requesting reconsideration and a new trial which were both 

denied. 

 The instant [PCRA] petition was filed on December 9, 

2019.  [Walker] became dissatisfied with his PCRA counsel 
and requested to proceed pro se.  Due to COVID-19 court 

protocols and technical difficulties with the video equipment 
used to communicate with state inmates, it took until 

November 23, 2020 for a Grazier hearing to be held.  At 
this time, [Walker] was permitted to proceed pro se and 

informed that a 907 Notice of Intent to Dismiss would be 
filed.  The 907 Notice was filed that day.  Despite the court 

informing [Walker] that a formal dismissal of the PCRA 
[petition] would follow the 907 Notice and that he should 

wait until the formal dismissal was filed to file an appeal, 
[Walker] filed a notice of appeal to the Superior Court on 

December 9, 2020.  This untimely appeal was docketed at 
116 EDA 2021, 117 EDA 2021, 118 EDA 2021, and 119 EDA 

2021 and this court was advised by the Superior Court 

Prothonotary’s Office to dismiss the PCRA [petition] as 
planned and that no opinion was needed for the untimely 

appeal.  On January 8, 2021, the Order Dismissing the PCRA 
Petition was entered.  [Walker] filed this timely appeal, pro 

se, on January 25, 2021. 

PCRA Court Opinion, 3/21/21, at 1-2 (excess capitalization omitted). 

 We set forth Walker’s multiple issues raised in this appeal verbatim: 

1. Is it not the duty for the trial court to redress a procedural 

error, sua sponte, when the invocation of jurisdiction is 

absent? 

 

2. Is it not an Equal Protection Right, and a Due Process 
Right violation, pursuant to our State and Federal 

Constitution, for trial court to continue to proceed with 
judicial proceedings knowing that [our] procedural Rules, 

Statutes and well settled PA. laws were abrogated? 
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3. Is it not unreasonable, bias, prejudice, abuse of 
discretion and an egregious example of Judicial 

Misconduct against appellant for the trial court/PCRA 
court not to address ‘Lack of Jurisdiction/Void Judgment’ 

claims in accordance with [our] ‘stare decisis’ doctrine? 

4. Is it not uncinstitutional to keep appellant illegally in 

State confinement, 1,600 days, on a ‘void judgment’? 

5. Is it not the only remedy a discharge with prejudice 
pursuant to Rule 600(C)(1), for Commonwealth’s lack of 

due diligence? And a double jeopardy violation to remand 

back to lower court for a new trial in which 42 PA. C.S.A. 
5552(b), would prohibit it, due to a statute of limitation 

violation? 

6. Did not this Court error in affirming the admission of prior 

bad acts, when Commonwealth’s argument was to show 

why the victim delayed in reporting the incident? (N.O.T. 
4/6/15 pg 4 @ 22, attached Exhibit ‘G’). Which is not one 

of the exceptions to PA.R.E. 404. Furthermore, was not 
the testimony of Shataria Waddy more prejudicial than 

probative? Ms. Waddy’s incident shares no similarity with 
the case at bar. Ms. Waddy’s testimony was not of any 

sexual contiguous or any jealous rages. (pages 35 & 36 

of appellant’s ‘Emergency Appeal..’). 

7. Is it not the onus of the Commonwealth to secure and 

serve an arrest warrant? And for the Commonwealth to 
obtain and record the Order (Certification) from the 

Supreme Court of Pa. to resume the use of the Indicting 

Grand Jury? 

8. Did not the appellant preserve the right to appeal the 

arrest warrant(s) and indictment(s), by filing a motion to 
suppress the arrest warrant(s) and indictment(s) on 

December 19, 2014?  Which was denied by operational 

of law? 

9. Would it not be unreasonable and a waste of judicial 

proceedings to remand for an ‘Evidentiary Hearing’ and 
a ‘Writ of Habeas Corpus’, if lower court cannot provide 

this Court or appellant with the pertinent documents? 
(arrest warrant for docket MC-CR-0036887-2014/CP-51-

CR 0013501-2014; and the Order (Certification) from the 
Supreme Court of PA., for the resumption of the Indicting 
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Grand Jury). Howbeit, could it not be inferred that these 

documents doesn’t exist? 

10. Is it not an egregious example of Judicial 
Misconduct for the judge who presided over the two 

Indicting Grand Jury hearings, 10/19/14 & 11/17/14, to 

do so without the Order (Certification) from the Supreme 
Court of PA> to resume the use of an Indicting Grand 

Jury? pursuant to Rule 556(B). 

11. Is not {trial} counsel(s) ineffectiveness for: 

a. not addressing Constitutional and procedural violations 

to and after trial? For failing to preserve or remediate a 

procrdural issue? 

b. for agreeing with Commonwealth not to call appellant’s 

alibi witness(es)? N.O.T. 4/9/15 pg 128 @ 14-21. 

c. Foe no addressing the absence of a prerequisite Order 
from the Supreme Court of PA. to resume the use of an 

Indicting Grand Jury? This would have been palpable if 
there was proper preparation for trial. Without this Order 

(Certification) from the Supreme Court of PA., the 
indictments from the Indicting Grand Jury is a nullity. 

And without an indictment from a preliminary hearing, 
there is nothing on record to invoke trial to commence. 

Therefore, court had no jurisdiction. Our Supreme Court 
of PA. held in Re Casale, 517 a.2d 1269 (1986), “we now 

hold that while common pleas has jurisdiction to 

determine controversies of the general class to which 
case belongs, it lacks the power to act until that 

jurisdiction has been invoked in accordance with our 

pertinent Rules of Criminal Procedure”. 

d. for not addressing the impermissible admission of prior 

bad acts in which the Commonwealth’s argument was to 
show why the victim did not report the incident promptly? 

This is not an exception to Rule 404. 

e. for not addressing the fact that appellant was not 

sentenced within the period required under 

Pa.R.Crim.P.704. Commonwealth v. Padden, 783 A.3d 

299,315 (Pa. Super 2001). 

f. for abandoning appellant with no good cause on record. 
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g. for not objecting to the allowance of a forensic report 
without certifications [and] or the forensic expert on record, 

which was prejudicial and caused appellant’s claim to be 

waived. 

h. for not objecting to appellant paying restitution without 

a hearing to show that appellant has the ability to pay. 

i. for not addressing the absence of any arrest warrant 

prior to trial which caused appellant claim to be waived. 

j. for court appointed counsel filing a defective amended 
PCRA petition, and never speaking with appellant prior to 

filing his amended petition? And for not filing a supplemental 

petition, as requested by appellant and filing it on record? 

k. was it not for the aforementioned ineffectiveness of 

counsel(s), prejudicial to appellant’s case and “so 
undermined the truth determining process that no reliable 

adjudication of guilt or innocence could have taken place”. 

And caused pertinent claims to be waived. 

Walker’s Brief at 5-6. 

 Our scope and standard of review is well-settled: 

 
In PCRA appeals, our scope of review is limited to the findings 

of the PCRA court and the evidence on the record of the PCRA 

court's hearing, viewed in the light most favorable to the 
prevailing party.  Because most PCRA appeals involve 

questions of fact and law, we employ a mixed standard of 
review. We defer to the PCRA court's factual findings and 

credibility determinations supported by the record. In 
contrast, we review the PCRA court's legal conclusions de 

novo. 

Commonwealth v. Reyes-Rodriguez, 111 A.3d 775, 779 (Pa. Super. 2015) 

(en banc) (internal citations and quotations omitted). 

 To be eligible for post-conviction relief, a petitioner must plead and 

prove by a preponderance of the evidence that his conviction or sentence 

resulted from one or more of the enumerated errors or defects in 42 Pa.C.S.A. 
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section 9543(a)(2), and that the issues he raises have not been previously 

litigated.  Commonwealth v. Carpenter, 725 A.2d 154, 160 (Pa. 1999).  An 

issue has been "previously litigated" if the highest appellate court in which the 

petitioner could have had review as a matter of right has ruled on the merits 

of the issue, or if the issue has been raised and decided in a proceeding 

collaterally attacking the conviction or sentence.  Carpenter, 725 A.2d at 

160; 42 Pa.C.S.A. § 9544(a)(2), (3).  If a claim has not been previously 

litigated, the petitioner must then prove that the issue was not waived.  

Carpenter, 725 A.2d at 160.  An issue will be deemed waived under the PCRA 

“if the petitioner could have raised it but failed to do so before trial, at trial, 

during unitary review, on appeal, or in a prior state post-conviction 

proceeding.”  42 Pa.C.S.A. § 9544(b). 

 Regarding Walker’s claims of ineffective assistance of counsel, we note 

that, to obtain relief under the PCRA premised on a claim that counsel was 

ineffective, a petitioner must establish by a preponderance of the evidence 

that counsel’s ineffectiveness so undermined the truth determining process 

that no reliable adjudication of guilt or innocence could have taken place.  

Commonwealth v. Johnson, 966 A.2d 523, 532 (Pa. 2009).  “Generally, 

counsel’s performance is presumed to be constitutionally adequate, and 

counsel will only be deemed ineffective upon a sufficient showing by the 

petitioner.”  Id.  This requires the petitioner to demonstrate that: (1) the 

underlying claim is of arguable merit; (2) counsel had no reasonable strategic 

basis for his or her action or inaction; and (3) the petitioner was prejudiced 
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by counsel's act or omission.  Id. at 533.  A finding of "prejudice" requires the 

petitioner to show "that there is a reasonable probability that, but for counsel’s 

unprofessional errors, the result of the proceeding would have been different."  

Id.  A failure to satisfy any prong of the test for ineffectiveness will require 

rejection of the claim.  Commonwealth v. Martin, 5 A.3d 177, 183 (Pa. 

2010). 

 Here, the PCRA court has authored a thorough and well-reasoned 

opinion pursuant to Rule 1925(a).  The Honorable Gwendolyn N. Bright has 

addressed the claims as stated in Walker’s pro se Rule 1925(b) statement, to 

the extent she could discern them, and found several of Walker’s issues either 

previously litigated or waived.1  In addition, Judge Bright has addressed each 

of Walker’s ineffectiveness claims raised in his Rule 1925(b) statement and 

explained why none of them warrants post-conviction relief.  

  We discern no legal errors in Judge Bright’s analysis, and we find her 

factual findings and credibility determinations fully supported by our review of 

the record.  As such, we adopt Judge Bright’s 1925(a) opinion as our own in 

affirming the order denying Walker post-conviction relief.  See PCRA Court’s 

Opinion, 3/21/21, at 5-6 (addressing Walker’s multiple issues which 

essentially misapprehend the requirements for proceeding in a criminal case 

____________________________________________ 

1 Our review of the record supports Judge Bright’s characterization of Walker’s 
Rule 1925(b) statement as including eleven “main issues,” and that he 

“framed his issues on appeal as questions, some deliberately vague.”  PCRA 
Court Opinion, 3/21/21, at 3. 
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by grand jury); at 6 (explaining that no Rule 600 violation occurred); at 6-7 

(acknowledging that Walker’s issue involving the introduction of prior-bad-act 

evidence was previously litigated on direct appeal); at 7 (rejecting Walker’s 

after-discovered evidence claim based on a missing arrest warrant as refuted 

by the record); and at 8-11 (rejecting Walker’s multiple claims of 

ineffectiveness as lacking arguable merit, refuted by the record, or 

undeveloped).2   

 Order affirmed. 

Judgment Entered. 

 

 

Joseph D. Seletyn, Esq. 

Prothonotary 

 

Date: 12/15/2021 

 

____________________________________________ 

2 The parties are directed to attach Judge Bright’s March 21, 2021 opinion to 
this memorandum in any future appeal. 
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