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 Defendant appeals from a January 8, 2020 order denying his petition for 

post-conviction relief (PCR) after oral argument but without an evidentiary 

hearing.1  He contends that he was entitled to an evidentiary hearing on his claim 

that his trial counsel was ineffective in failing to discuss with him the 

requirements, restrictions, and penalties for violations of parole supervision for 

life (PSL).  The record establishes that defendant was adequately advised that 

he would be subject to PSL because of the convictions to which he was pleading 

guilty.  Accordingly, we affirm. 

 In 2014, defendant was charged with seven crimes, including second-

degree sexual assault, N.J.S.A. 2C:14-2(b), and third-degree endangering the 

welfare of a child, N.J.S.A. 2C:24-4(a).  In a separate indictment, defendant was 

charged with fourth-degree failure to notify authorities of a change of address 

as required by Megan's Law, N.J.S.A. 2C:7-2(d)(1).  Defendant had been 

sentenced to comply with restrictions under Megan's Law on a prior conviction. 

In 2015, defendant pled guilty to third-degree endangering the welfare of 

a child, N.J.S.A. 2C:24-4(a), and fourth-degree failure to notify authorities of a 

change of address under Megan's Law.  

 
1  Given that defendant's convictions involve sex crimes, we use initials in the 

caption to protect privacy interests.  See R. 1:38-3(c).   
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 Before pleading guilty, defendant reviewed, initialed, and signed plea 

forms that expressly informed defendant that the conviction for third-degree 

endangering the welfare of a child would include PSL and what PSL involved.  

During the plea colloquy with the trial judge, the judge confirmed that defendant 

had reviewed and understood those forms, including the form that notified him 

of and discussed PSL.  The judge also confirmed that defendant understood what 

PSL was and had no questions.  The judge then accepted defendant's guilty pleas.  

Thereafter, defendant was sentenced in accordance with his plea agreement to a 

suspended term of five years in prison on the third-degree conviction.  

Defendant was also sentenced to PSL and required to undergo an Avenel 

evaluation.  See N.J.S.A. 2C:47-1. 

 Defendant did not file a direct appeal.  Instead, in 2019, he filed a petition 

for PCR contending that his plea counsel was ineffective in failing to fully 

explain PSL to him.  Judge Mitzy Galis-Menendez, who was the same judge 

who accepted defendant's guilty plea and sentenced him, heard oral arguments 

on defendant's PCR petition.  On January 8, 2020, Judge Galis-Menendez issued 

a written opinion and order denying defendant's PCR petition.  In her opinion, 

Judge Galis-Menendez correctly identified the governing law concerning a 

showing of ineffective assistance of counsel and when an evidentiary hearing is 
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warranted.  See Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 688, 694 (1984); accord 

State v. Fritz, 105 N.J. 42, 58 (1987) (adopting the Strickland standard in New 

Jersey); R. 3:22-10(b); State v. Porter, 216 N.J. 343, 355 (2013); State v. 

Preciose, 129 N.J. 451, 462-63 (1992).  She also correctly reviewed the record 

and summarized how it rebutted defendant's contention. 

 On appeal, defendant argues: 

THE PCR COURT ERRED IN DENYING 

[DEFENDANT'S] PETITION FOR POST-

CONVICTION RELIEF WITHOUT AN 

EVIDENTIARY HEARING ON HIS CLAIM THAT 

TRIAL COUNSEL WAS INEFFECTIVE BY 

FAILING TO DISCUSS THE REQUIREMENTS, 

RESTRICTIONS AND PENALTIES FOR 

VIOLATION OF PSL WITH HIM. 

 

 Having conducted a de novo review of the record, we reject this argument 

substantially for the reasons explained by Judge Galis-Menendez in her well-

reasoned and thorough written opinion. 

 Affirmed. 

 


