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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

#1 Did the Supreme court of Virginia err when it determined
‘that the circuit court didn't‘have the jurisdiction to give
the petitioner the relief éought by vacating its void

conviction order?

#2 Did the Supfemev50urt of Virginia err when it determined
" that the circuit courts eviaence was sufficient to enter
a qnviction"ofdersby the Commonwealth where there is

no probable cause'for arrest on the Petitioner?

#3--Did the Supreme court of Virginia err when it determined

that the circuit court didn't falsely imprisoned the

petitioner and its citizens by allowing its officers to
enforce an unléqul custom to arrest without a warrant,
and not take the citizen at anytime to see a magiétrate
that is required by statute(Tr 165,202=03. 2/27/2013)
§Va code 19.2F82'McNabb@Mallory rule ?

#4 Did the Supreme Court of Virginia err when it determined
that the circuit court didnt violate the petitioner .
constitutional rights when exculpatory evidence waé-lost

“with thé public intoxication éllegation and the camera from

the offiCers patrol car as not se#ing the magistrate was the

link to this deprivation of a fair trial

iy



LIST OF PARTIES|

[x] All parties appear in the caption of the case on thé cover page.

[ ] All parties do not ébppear in the caption of the cdse on the cover'page. A list of
all parties to the proceeding in tTe court whose judgment is the subject of this
s ,- , : .

petition is as follows: ] 5
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CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

fyﬁ_'The States violation of the 4th Amendment of the U.S.
Constitution of an illegal seizure of my person not being

brought before a magistrate for a probable cause determination

- #2.The states violation of virginia statute $§19.2-82 and
federal rules of criminal procedure rule:.5
- 3# violation of the 14th amendment of equal protection

by not seeing the magistrate upon arrest without a warrant



STATEMENT‘OF THE CASE
On July 20, 2017 the| Petitioner Apostle Antonio Demetrius Parker
submitted a motion to vacate void abinitio|@rder of conviction
to the Frederlcksurg Circuit Court and exhibits for the courts
Wrongful conviction 48 a nexus to no subJectmatter jurisdiction
and extrinsic fraud by the Commonwealth its agents sand .
,app01nted counéel The Commonwealth refused t0“re$pon to the
motion.,Subsequently the Petitioner submitted a writ of mandamus
to compel comliance with the Commonwealth for refusing to respond
to the motion.The Sup.Ct. of Virginia wrote the Petitioner on
Auguet 28,2017 stating that it'contacted thle Commonwealth and

the circuit anj they |stated that the CommWealth said| iti.

will respond to the cpurt about the motion.On‘September 7;2017v
The'CommonWealth wrote the court by letter stating that it is
ndfrequired to respond to civil matters and it nor the court

hés jurisdiction in the matter'to vacate void abinitio orders.
The Commonwealth also|stated that the Petitioners evidence along
-with his exhibits dont show extrinsic fraud| The court sent

the Petitionerva final order ibyﬂdismissing the motion on
September 19,2017 stating that the-pleadings and evidence in
support are not well founded.and the circuit court does not

have jurisdiotion‘to give'the felief sought., The Petitibner
submitted a notice of appealfto the circuitAcourt on‘September.
27,2017 of thisimotion and attaohed:a motion to rehear case
pursutant to Va. Sup Qt. rule 1:1'in’hopes that it might
reconsider its decision..The court dismissed this motion

on October 4,2017 The Virginia Supreme Court dismissed the

Petition for appeal on November 20,2018 and lthis appeal follows.

.
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continue statement of case
saw the magistrate required by statute for a probable cause
determination.The Petitioner presented cases from Virginia
law showing that not being brought before ma magistrate can
void a judgment when the Petitionér was deprived his
right to prepare for trial.see Winston v.Commonwealth 188 va
386 49 SE 2d 116(1948) Also considered false, imprisionment
see Mullins v.Sanders 189 va 642 54 SE 2d 116 (1949)
The Petitioner was denied his right to call for evidence
upon arrest that he was not in public or intoxicateds
A main key issue is that the conviction order on its face
is void abinitio.The order only shows charges against the
administration of justice. There are no former chargés of
conviction to give a basis for the charges in the order.
The petitioner was never charged with committing a crime
in society as demonstrated by the record. The Petitioner
explained to both courts below that the statute Va code
§19.2-82 reads that the petitioner must be brought before
an officer having jurisdiction upon arrest with out a
warrant.This procedure wasn't followed so the courts
below had no jurisdiction to hear the case. The Police
brought fraud charges by assult and battery to cover
up unlawful excessive force torts against the Petitio%er,
The Petitioner had his hands up and was shot with a taser

for no reason by Police.The Police was scared that the
Petitioner was going to bring charges against them.

This is why the petitioner was not brought before

a magistrate. The law has held that procedural

6
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