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NON-PRECEDENTIAL DECISION - SEE SUPERIOR COURT O.P. 65.37

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA : IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF
: PENNSYLVANIA

NORMAN DELANO MOORE

Appellant :  No. 1651 MDA 2024

Appeal from the Judgment of Sentence Entered October 7, 2024
In the Court of Common Pleas of Lackawanna County Criminal Division at
No(s): CP-35-CR-0000645-2023

BEFORE: LAZARUS, P.J., OLSON, J., and BECK, J.
MEMORANDUM BY LAZARUS, P.J.: FILED: AUGUST 12, 2025

Norman Delano Moore appeals from the judgment of sentence, entered
in the Court of Common Pleas of Lackawanna County, following his negotiated
guilty plea to one count of corruption of minors—course of conduct—defendant
age 18 and up.! After careful review, we affirm on the basis of the well-written
opinion authored by the Honorable Michael ]. Barasse.? See Trial Court
Opinion, 3/20/25, at 1-10.

The factual and procedural histories of this case are more thoroughly
set forth in the trial court opinion, which we adopt. See id. at 1-5. Briefly,

between April 1, 2020 and October 13, 2020, Moore sexually assaulted J.M.,

118 Pa.C.S.A. § 6301(a)(1)(ii).

2 Despite adopting Judge Barasse’s opinion, we note that Judge Barasse, in
the opening paragraph of his opinion, incorrectly uses the wrong name when
referring to Moore. See Trial Court Opinion, 3/20/25, at 1.
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a 13-year-old girl. As a result, the Commonwealth charged Moore with, inter
alia, the above-mentioned offense.® Ultimately, on June 10, 2024, Moore
entered into a negotiated guilty plea wherein he agreed to plead guilty to one
count of corruption of minors—course of conduct—defendant age 18 and up,
graded as a felony of the third degree, and to a negotiated sentence of time
served to 24 months’ incarceration followed by five years’ probation. In
exchange, the remaining offenses were nolle prossed.

Following Moore’s guilty plea, the trial court, pursuant to the Sexual
Offenders Registration and Notification Act, conducted a colloquy and Moore
underwent an assessment by the Sexual Offender Assessment Board (SOAB).
Paula Brust, a SOAB member, conducted Moore’s assessment.

On October 7, 2024, the trial court conducted a combined sexually
violent predator (SVP) and sentencing hearing at which Brust testified. Brust
testified that she reviewed various pieces of evidence, including, but not
limited to Moore’s prior criminal history, prior involvement with drugs, prior
high school history, and actions in the instant case. See Trial Court Opinion,
3/20/25, at 2-5 (trial court summarizing Brust’s testimony). Ultimately, Brust
concluded that Moore met the SVP requirements. The trial court accepted

Brust as an expert,* found her credible, and concluded that Moore is an SVP.

3 The trial court sets forth the numerous charges the Commonwealth brought
against Moore. See id. at 1-2.

4 The parties stipulated that Brust was an expert in sexual deviancy and
predatory tactics. See N.T. Sentencing Hearing, 10/7/24, at 4-5.
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See N.T. Sentencing Hearing, 10/7/24, at 38. As a result, the trial court
sentenced Moore to the negotiated sentence of time served to 24 months’
incarceration, followed by five years’ probation, and designated Moore as an
SVP subject to lifetime registration.

Moore did not file any post-sentence motions. Moore filed a timely
notice of appeal and a court-ordered Pa.R.A.P. 1925(b) concise statement of
errors complained of on appeal. The trial court filed a Rule 1925(a) opinion.

Moore now raises the following claim for our review: “Whether the trial
court committed an error of law and/or of fact in finding that the
Commonwealth met its burden of proving that [Moore] is a[n SVP], tier 1,
requiring a lifetime registration[?]” Brief for Appellant, at 4.

Moore challenges his SVP designation. See id. at 12-17. Specifically,
Moore argues that the trial court erred in designating him as an SVP and that
Brust's testimony did not satisfy the clear and convincing evidentiary
standard. See id. Moore acknowledges that our standard of review requires
us to consider the facts in the light most favorable to the Commonwealth as
verdict winner. See id. at 12-13. Additionally, in the alternative, Moore
argues that even if Brust’'s testimony were accepted as true, there is no
evidence that the instant case involved multiple victims, violence, or threats.
See id. at 17-19.

In considering the evidence supporting an SVP designhation, we

recognize:
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In order to affirm an SVP designation, we, as a reviewing court,
must be able to conclude that the fact-finder found clear and
convincing evidence that the individual is an SVP. ... [We] view
all evidence and reasonable inferences therefrom in the light most
favorable to the Commonwealth. We will reverse a trial court’s
determination of SVP status only if the Commonwealth has not
presented clear and convincing evidence that each element of the
statute has been satisfied.

Commonwealth v. Hollingshead, 111 A.3d 186, 189 (Pa. Super. 2015)
(citation and brackets omitted); see also Commonwealth v. Meals, 912
A.2d 213, 219 (Pa. 2006) ("The clear and convincing standard requires
evidence that is so clear, direct, weighty, and convincing as to enable the trier
of fact to come to a clear conviction, without hesitancy, of the truth of the
precise facts in issue.”) (citation and brackets omitted).

Upon review of the record, it is clear that the trial court properly found
Brust to be credible and, relying upon her credible testimony, aptly concluded
that Moore satisfies the SVP designation requirements. See Trial Court
Opinion, 3/20/25, at 6-10. Indeed, the record reflects that, in the light most
favorable to the Commonwealth, the evidence is sufficient to meet the clear
and convincing standard and, thus, the trial court properly concluded that
Moore is an SVP. See Hollingshead, supra.

Thus, mindful of the record, the applicable standard of review, the
relevant case law, and the parties’ briefs, we affirm on the basis of the trial
court opinion. See id. at 1-10. Consequently, we afford Moore no relief. The
parties are directed to attach a copy of the trial court’s opinion in the event of

further proceedings.
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Judgment of sentence affirmed.

Judgment Entered.

Bl Ko,

Benjamin D. Kohler, Esq.
Prothonotary

Date: 8/12/2025
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