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 Appellant, Angelo Echevarria, Jr., appeals from the order entered in 

the Lancaster County Court of Common Pleas, dismissing his petition filed 

pursuant to the Post Conviction Relief Act (“PCRA”).1  We affirm.   

 The PCRA court opinion fully sets forth the relevant facts and 

procedural history of this case.  Therefore, we have no reason to restate 

them.   

 Appellant raises one issue for our review: 

WHETHER [APPELLANT’S] GUILTY PLEA WAS INDUCED BY 

THE INEFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL?   

 
(Appellant’s Brief at 4).   
____________________________________________ 

1 42 Pa.C.S.A. §§ 9541-9546.   
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 Our standard of review of the denial of a PCRA petition is limited to 

examining whether the record evidence supports the court’s determination 

and whether the court’s decision is free of legal error.  Commonwealth v. 

Ford, 947 A.2d 1251, 1252 (Pa.Super. 2008), appeal denied, 598 Pa. 779, 

959 A.2d 319 (2008).  This Court grants great deference to the findings of 

the PCRA court if the certified record contains any support for those findings.  

Commonwealth v. Boyd, 923 A.2d 513, 515 (Pa.Super. 2007), appeal 

denied, 593 Pa. 754, 932 A.2d 74 (2007).  If the record supports a PCRA 

court’s credibility determination, it is binding on the appellate court.  

Commonwealth v. Knighten, 742 A.2d 679, 682 (Pa.Super. 1999), appeal 

denied, 563 Pa. 659, 759 A.2d 383 (2000).   

 After a thorough review of the record, the briefs of the parties, the 

applicable law, and the well-reasoned opinion of the Honorable David L. 

Ashworth, we conclude Appellant’s issue merits no relief.  The PCRA court 

opinion comprehensively discusses and properly disposes of the question 

presented.  (See PCRA Court Opinion, filed September 13, 2013, at 12-24) 

(finding: trial counsel discussed with Appellant option of going to trial, 

Commonwealth’s evidence against him, possible trial strategies and possible 

defenses; counsel properly advised Appellant of potentially long sentence if 

convicted at trial; Appellant understood testifying to his version of facts at 

trial could backfire because of his crimen falsi convictions; after thoroughly 

reviewing discovery material with counsel and concluding trial on aggravated 
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assault charge would essentially be credibility dispute with police officer, 

Appellant told counsel he wanted to plead guilty; Appellant understood 

aggregate sentence would be 12 to 24 years’ incarceration; Appellant, who 

cannot read or write English, confirmed at plea colloquy that trial counsel 

read each question on colloquy form to him and answered any questions he 

had; Appellant made statements during colloquy indicating he was guilty of 

charges and wished to plead guilty; Appellant understood questions posed 

by court during colloquy, understood his rights as explained to him, and 

signed colloquy form knowingly, voluntarily, and intelligently; trial counsel 

denied Appellant told him he did not want to plead guilty during or after 

colloquy; counsel’s advice against going to trial on aggravated assault 

charge was reasonable because jury could have easily determined Appellant 

intended to hit officer with car as he fled scene; trial counsel did his best to 

get favorable plea deal for Appellant, who had nothing to gain by going to 

trial in light of overwhelming evidence against him; record demonstrates 

Appellant voluntarily, knowingly, and intelligently consented to imposition of 

sentence; Appellant’s testimony at PCRA hearing lacked credibility; Appellant 

did not meet burden of proving reasonable probability that but for trial 

counsel’s action or inaction, Appellant would not have pled guilty; trial 

counsel was not ineffective).  Accordingly, we affirm on the basis of the 

PCRA court’s opinion.   

 Order affirmed.   
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Judgment Entered. 

 

 

Joseph D. Seletyn, Esq. 
Prothonotary 

 

Date: 4/14/2014 

 

 


















































