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 Appellant David Riley appeals from the judgment of sentence imposed 

following his convictions for aggravated assault and violations of the Uniform 

Firearms Act (VUFA).  Appellant challenges the sufficiency and the weight of 

the evidence.  Following our review of the record, we affirm on the basis of 

the trial court’s opinion. 

 We adopt the trial court’s summary of the facts underlying this matter.  

See Trial Ct. Op., 5/24/19, at 1-2.  Briefly, Appellant was charged with 

aggravated assault, VUFA, and related offenses at two docket numbers for a 

May 2017 shooting that injured two people.  See CP-51-CR-0007669-2017, 

CP-51-CR-0007670-2017 (Docket Nos. 7669-2017, 7670-2017).  On April 27, 

2018, following a multi-day jury trial, Appellant was convicted of both counts 

of aggravated assault and one count each of possession of a firearm 
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prohibited, carrying a firearm without a license, and carrying a firearm in 

public in Philadelphia.1,2 

On August 24, 2018, the trial court sentenced Appellant to an aggregate 

term of ten to twenty years’ incarceration and five years’ probation.  At Docket 

No. 7669-2017, the trial court imposed concurrent terms of eight to sixteen 

years’ incarceration for aggravated assault and eight to sixteen years’ 

incarceration for carrying a firearm without a license.  At Docket No. 7670-

2017, the trial court imposed a consecutive term of two to four years’ 

incarceration followed by five years’ probation for aggravated assault. 

Appellant filed timely post-sentence motions challenging the weight of 

the evidence supporting his convictions, which the trial court denied.  

Appellant timely filed separate notices of appeal at each docket number and 

subsequently filed a court-ordered Pa.R.A.P. 1925(b) statement.3  The trial 

court issued a Rule 1925(a) opinion addressing Appellant’s claims. 

____________________________________________ 

1 18 Pa.C.S. §§ 2702(a)(1), 6105(a)(1), 6106(a)(1), and 6108, respectively. 

 
2 The Commonwealth withdrew the VUFA charges against Appellant at Docket 
No. 7670-2017. 

 
3 Appellant was charged at two docket numbers that were consolidated for 

trial.  The record confirms counsel’s representation that he filed separate 
notices of appeal at each trial court docket number in compliance with 

Commonwealth v. Walker, 185 A.3d 969, 977 (Pa. 2018) (stating that “the 
proper practice under Rule 341(a) is to file separate appeals from an order 

that resolves issues arising on more than one docket.  The failure to do so 
requires the appellate court to quash the appeal”).  The fact that Appellant 

listed both docket numbers on each notice of appeal does not affect our 
conclusion.  See Commonwealth v. Johnson 236 A.3d 1141, 1148 (Pa. 
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On appeal, Appellant raises the following issues: 

1. Were the guilty verdicts against the weight of the evidence for 
aggravated assault, as there was no evidence that Appellant 

attempted to cause serious bodily injury to either 
complainants, T.L. or M.B., and the forensic evidence was tied 

to three other people having made contact with a sweatshirt 

allegedly worn by one of the shooters?  

2. Were the guilty verdicts against the weight of the evidence for 

all of the charges as the Appellant was not identified by either 
T.L. or M.B. as one of the shooters, and there was no 

identification by Officer Troccoli of Appellant with a firearm in 

his hand?  

3. Was the evidence insufficient to sustain the guilty verdicts for 

aggravated assault as there was no evidence that Appellant 
attempted to cause serious bodily injury to either complainant, 

T.L. or M.B.?  

4. Was the evidence insufficient to sustain the guilty verdicts for 
any of the charges as there was no identification of the 

Appellant with any firearm in his possession or shooting any 

firearm? 

Appellant’s Brief at 7. 

Following our review of the record, the parties’ briefs, and the well-

reasoned conclusions of the trial court, we affirm on the basis of the trial 

court’s opinion.  Specifically, we find no abuse of discretion by the trial court 

in rejecting Appellant’s weight claims.  See Trial Ct. Op. at 3-9.  Further, we 

agree with the trial court that there was sufficient evidence to support 

____________________________________________ 

Super. 2020) (en banc) (partially overruling Commonwealth v. Creese, 216 

A.3d 1142 (Pa. Super. 2019), and declining to “invalidate an otherwise timely 
appeal based on the inclusion of multiple docket numbers”). 
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Appellant’s convictions for aggravated assault and VUFA.  See id. at 9-13.  

Accordingly, we affirm.  

Judgment of sentence affirmed.  Application for relief denied. 

 

 Judgment Entered. 

 

 

Joseph D. Seletyn, Esq. 
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