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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA 
EASTERN DISTRICT

No. 417 EAL 2024COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA,

Respondent

v.

JOSEPH D. REAVES,

Petitioner

ORDER

Petition for Allowance of Appeal 
from the Order of the Superior Court

PER CURIAM

AND NOW, this 28th day of May, 2025, the Petition for Allowance of Appeal is

DENIED.

A True Copy Darian Holland 
As Of 05/28/2025

Attest; r
Chief Clerk
Supreme Court of Pennsylvania
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NON-PRECEDENTIAL DECISION - SEE SUPERIOR COURT O.P. 65.37

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA ; IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF

■ PENNSYLVANIA
v. ‘

No. 2455 EDA 2023

JOSEPH D. REAVES
Appellant

^pTaI f,rom tfle PCRA Order Entered August 25 2023 
Crtln^ °f C°mmon Pteas of ^Hadelphia county 
Cuminal Division at No: CP-51~CR-i2i9021-i987y

BEFORE. STABILE, J., KING, J., and COLINS, J,*

MEMORANDUM BY STABILE, J. :
FILED OCTOBER 17, 2024

Appellant, Joseph D. Reaves, appeals pm se from the August 

order of the Court of Common Pleas of Philadelphia County dismissing his 

petition for lateral relief filed pursuant to the Post Conviction Relief Act 

("PCRA"), 42 Pa.C.S.A. §§ 9541-46. Upon review, we affirm.

The underlying facts of the case are not at issue here. Briefly, on April 

4, 1988, Appellant pled guilty to rape, involuntary deviate sexual intercourse, 

aggravated assault, simple assault, kidnapping, and robbery. On July 28,' 

1988, the trial court sentenced Appellant to an aggregate term of 22% to 90 

years' Incarceration. Appellant did not file a petition to withdraw his guilty 

plea or file a direct appeal from his judgment of sentence.

Retired Senior Judge assigned to the Superior Court.
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Appellant hied his first PCRA petition on September 

ower court dismissed on Juiy 12, 1993. Our Court afflrme(J

August 11, 1994,,

In 2010 and 2019, Appellant fl(ed h|s seCQnd

respectively, aHeging that his post-traumatic stress disorder diagnosis 

constituted newly discovered evidence F-<rh
ence' Each of these petitions were 

dismissed as untimely.

th 2019, Appellant flled a separate CM( federal case a(legjng he was 

entitled to disability payments from the U.S. Army. The district court 

ismissed the case as untimeiy. The court of appeais agreed with AppeHant, 

reversing the dismissal and remanding to the district court for further 

proceedings. See v_ UlM

2022). "
2

On October 18/ 2022, Appeilant fiIed a documfin[

Submit Newly Discovered Evidence to the Administrative Record " m it 

Appellant argued that the August 8, 2022 decision of the 

veterans Benefits Administration (which, for benefit purposes, fuily recognized 

service connection" for Appellant's post-traumatic stress disorder) 

constituted a newly discovered fact.

The PCRA court treated It as a PCRA petition and issued a notice 

pursuant to Pa.R.Crim.P. 907 alerting Appellant that it was its intent to dismiss 

his petition for falling to present a claim cognizable under the PCRA. See 

PCRA Court Order, 7/14/23,

■■ 2 -
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°n August 2S, 2023, pcRA

:x::etop-a“9“PCRA Court Order, 8/25/23. This appea| fo||owed

"[A]n appeilate court rev|ews the pcRA

• determine whether they are supported by the record
™ w uy me record, and reviews' ib? 

“delusions of iaw to determine whether they are free fmm legal error «

PCRA petitions, ’inciuding a second or subsequent petition, shah be hied 

one year of the date the Judgment becomes hnar unless an exception 

:::r “■42 pa'c-sA § — - -s:: 
stnctions are jurisdictional in nature. Thus if a ncna

neither th> r. PCRA Petltion is untimely,
this court nor the (PCRA) court has Jurisdiction over the petition

OU jurisdiction, we simply do not have the legal authority to address the

2006) (internal citations and quotation marKs omitted) (overru.ed on other 

-nds by ComntmweM ' e

timeliness is separate and distinct from the merits of Appeilanfs underiy.ng 

claims, we first determine whether this PCRA petition is timely filed 

commonwealth v, stokBs 959 A 2d 3o6< 3iq 2Q08^

- 3'-
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«».»... jz “ zzzzrz” t “ b“ 
intoxication To thic 'nsanlty and/or

Z7"CT™ »«„.ofeZ°UrtV°^e,^®cel Clalrn^dfsposSUon^tTd to the conclusion of 

RecordTVemanX™ XS. tT

Pa r q a r onn “e'®’-»ng to .insanity!” in d c c -5Ta 18

*■■ ■» ■:,b-.#rLr
2 TTU

Petition,

Ss^aV^SS ^'"e
930 A ?d\So^the exercfee of "due diligence "^«»°U,d not have ascertained
930 A.2d 1264, 1270-72 (Pa. 2007) ' Commo^M k

- 4 „
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exceeds the ten years or less

proceedings, Appellant is 

on lack of "competency. "3 To show ' 

relies on some federal proceedings 

payments owed to Appellant. See

of the 
ffifite Administration, supra. Appellant 

provide new evidenr«^mn«-.^„

appeal'Xe°als‘thl? A^XusX^TnflXfe"95 ‘° the instant
competency and culpability. nf at ng (or using Interchangeably)

Incompetency of the defendant that
statute under Com. v. Smith.

Appellant's Briefat 15-16 (verbatim).

consistent with his plan, in the instant 

attempting to undue the guilty p|ea based 

that he was not competent, Appellant 

dealing with disability retirement

United States
■ pa, see also August 8, 2Q22

department of Veterans

that these^deral decisions provk’ 

he was incompetent at th^ k 
notes that, a Appellantnotes that under K

- entitled to a retroactive determination of his competency. We disagree.' 

qualifies a^a APPe"ant ,S ar9U,n9 that the — — decision

“ . a new.y discovered fact, it is weii established that a Judiciai opinion

no qualify as a previously unknown "fact" capable of triggering the newly ' 

discovered fact exception codifled In the pcra See ea c

* 23 A.3d 980, 983-87 (Pa. 2011, ' ' C—«

that ^d'6 7tent A“ ~ ~ “ —g
d dec,Sion of the Department of Veterans Affair qualifies as a new|y

covered fact, we note that "Whe focus of the exception is on (the) newiy

- 5 -
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newly discovered facts.

diSCOVered ,aCtS' not * -wly discovered or
Previously known facte " V W ng sourc® for

. Appellant's Brief ato4 Tr .
piously knowjvgp him a < ' ' therefore' were
/•- " As such' Appellant cannot rely on the n
discovered fact exrpn«ftn y n the newly

<ception to overcome the facial
underlying petition.* ™t™ellneSS of the

Furthermore, that Appellant "discovered vet annrh
same claim dons another conduit for the

nor hisS-mental/medlcal conditions quallfy as

Elsewhere in the hri<af n» 1
aware of his conditions as^far^e ?9«,atcPpeHant acknowledges that he was 
was incompetent from 1982 until 20^®“/ e'9" "APPe“ant aUeges that he 
complained of psychiatric s^mX^in l^'T Brief at

5 T *

- 6 -
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- 7-

functions at the time 

competency at the time- 

were committed, 

misplaced. s@@

Section 7402 defines competency as follows:

to be substaEynUnableh to understan^the Crtme iS found 
the proceedings against him or to> the nature or object of
defense, he shall be deemedlncomoetonr r Ptte and assist in his 
sentenced so long as such IncapadtJ-continues. ' Convicted °r

50 P.s. § 7402(a).

To the extent that Appell^t relies 

 

misplaced. While at times co/uSing, the thr 

appears to be that he suffered from men

/he( offenses.'. Because Santiago deals with 

and not mental health at the time theoffenses 
855 A.2d at 692-94, reliance on Sa^go^ 

Commonwealth v. Avery, 2022 WL J 073821

1992). Mo relief is due
§ 7402 XTT 7402 Perti”'nS t0 inCOmPetenCy 8^dSee d p.s.
he suffered f 'h0"' fe

he suffered from mental Issues at the time of th„' ■
a l^ cnmes^that affected his

Cj SUCh' re"ance on Secti°" 7402 is misplZed.

on 'San 90, such reliance is 

of Appellant's argument 

issues affecting his cognitive
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s»«rr'Appe,,ant fa,is to exp,a,n fact,  such r S W'th Pr°SeCUtOrial m,scoridu^ which IS not the7as7here As 
' reliance on Smith is misplaced. " ‘

TO the extent that Appellant argues that th. r
*>me sort of prosecutorial ■ Commonweafth engaged In

/dFagn^ m'S“n<1UCt * W'thh°,din9 Appellan^^S
La,a9nos^, we note that the records . ' )
Vhbted multiple times h t>a^ation'

P times here, Appellant's diagnosis if pTcri , 
AP-nant. Ses, «-~o .

Appellant knew about h.s own diagnosis t " "
deemed to have enoaoed , Commonwealth cannot be
e ' n prosecut°rial misconduct by withholding it See

Common^ v. 202q wl _
memorandum (Pa. super filed m ' unpub,lshed

PT reference t ,h ' ^ove
nee to the record, that evidence was withheld

Prosecution," no relief - ' ' °f suppressed by theuun, no rehef (s due und^
(196311" rnr 1 373 U.S. 83
2016„. " (P..SW,

In light of the foregoing we affirm i-k 
y; we amim the August 2*; ona-a

PCRA court dismissing Appeilant's underlying petition. ' ' ' "

Order affirmed. .

~ 8 -
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BenjWln D.' Ifohferr.BQ,-FWta'rtdtt'iry

ww

Date: 10/17/2024

™ Cj UH





IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF PHILADELPHIA COUNTY 
FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

TRIAL DIVISION - CRIMINAL SECTION

COMMONWEALTH OF 
PENNSYLVANIA

v.

JOSEPH REAVES,
Petitioner

CP-5LCR-12190214987

ORDER

AND NOW, this ../>• & day of' , 2023, upon consideration of  

Petitioner’s Post Conviction Relief Act (“PCRA”), it. is hereby ORDERED and DECREED that 

Petitioner's Post Conviction Relief Act Petition is DISMISSED FOR FAILURE TO PRESENT 

A COGNIZABLE CLAIM? DUE TO LACK OF STANDING pursuant to 42 Pa. Cons. Stat. § 

9543(a)(1)®.1 .

BY THE COURT:

DiCLAUDIO, J.

1 This order is being issued more than twenty days after Petitioner was served with notice of the forthcoming dismissal 
of his Post Conviction Relief Act petition. Pa.R.Crirn.P. 907.
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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF PHILADELPHIA COUNTY 
FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

TRIAL DIVISION - CRIMINAL SECTION

COMMONWEALTH OF 
PENNSYLVANIA 

v.

JOSEPH REAVES, 
Petitioner

This Court has reviewed the Petition, captioned “Defendant Submit Newly Discovered 

Evidence to the Administrative Record”, which was filed on October 18, 2022. Post-conviction 

petitions are reviewed under the Post Conviction Relief Act, regardless of the title of the 

document filed. Williams v. Erie County Dist. Attorney's Office, 848 A.2d 967, Super. 2004, 

appeal denied, 864 A.2d 530, 581 Pa. 692 (2004).

The petition is seeking to “keep the Honorable Common Pleas Court Post Conviction Act 

Court and Unit to include District Attorney.. .advised about the proceeding before the Federral 

[sic] Court of Claims decision on Summary Judgment or Remand to the Army Board Correction 

of Military Records to make the psychiatric disability determination dating back to 1983 during 

the time of Army errors and regulatory violations.” The petition further states that “Defendant 

does not want to re-argue the issues before the Court of Federal Claims before the Common 

Pleas Court of Philadelphia (Pennsylvania) and submit such evidence that is why he will 

immediately inform this Court of all decisions ASAP.” Petitioner appeal's to be referencing a

CP-51-CR-1219021-1987

FILED
AUG 2 5 2023

PCRA Unit 
CP Criminal Listings



case that he alleges that he is currently pursuing in federal court, Reaves v. United States, Docket 

No. 2021-2306.

The PCRA “provides for an action by which persons convicted of crimes they did not 

commit and persons serving illegal sentences may obtain collateral relief.” 42 Pa.C.S. § 9542. To 

that end, the claims deemed reviewable under the PCRA all deal with matters affecting “the 

conviction and sentence.” 42 Pa.C.S. § 9543. This petition appears to be an attempt to merely 

keep this Court apprised of the status of another unrelated proceeding. Thus, the issue raised in 

the petition are not cognizable under the PCRA. As Petitioner is not eligible for relief under the 

PCRA, this Court is constrained to dismiss this petition for lack of standing.

BY THE COURT:

DiCLAUDIO, J.


