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PER CURIAM



Self-represented defendant Phillip Dixon appeals from the denial of his
motion to correct an illegal sentence. Finding no merit, once again, to his
arguments, we affirm.

Defendant was convicted of murdering a thirteen-year-old girl, aggravated
criminal sexual contact, and other offenses in 1985. The initial sentencing court,
finding depravity, torture, and aggravated battery were involved, sentenced him
to death. In 1991, the Supreme Court vacated the death sentence and remanded

the convictions for resentencing. State v. Dixon, 125 N.J. 223 (1991).

Defendant was then sentenced in November 1991 to life in prison, plus
five years, subject to a thirty-two-and-one-half year period of parole
ineligibility.! Defendant did not appeal this second sentence, but filed a petition
for post-conviction relief, which was denied in 1997. We affirmed, see State v.
Dixon, No. A-7031-96 (App. Div. Feb. 25, 2000), and the Supreme Court denied

certification, see State v. Dixon, 165 N.J. 528 (2000).

In 2018, defendant filed a motion for a new trial and to correct an illegal
sentence, which was denied. We affirmed the denial of those motions in 2019,

see State v. Dixon, A-5246-17 (App. Div. May 22, 2019), where we concluded

' The record is unclear as to whether defendant has completed his term of

incarceration.
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defendant's illegal sentence arguments did not warrant sufficient merit for
further discussion pursuant to Rule 2:11-3(e)(2). The Supreme Court denied

certification. See State v. Dixon, 240 N.J. 88 (2019).

Undeterred, defendant filed this present appeal of the denial of his motion
to correct an illegal sentence. We decline to address the alleged illegal sentence
substantively, and instead rely upon the cogent opinion of the Honorable Edward
J. McBride, and our 2019 opinion denying his first appeal of the denial of a
motion to correct an illegal sentence. We find no merit to defendant's arguments
and conclude no further discussion is warranted. R. 2:11-3(e)(2).

Affirmed.
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