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Appeal froma judgnent of the Cayuga County Court (Thomas G
Leone, J.), rendered COctober 29, 2015. The judgnent convicted
def endant, upon his plea of guilty, of rape in the third degree (two
counts).

It is hereby ORDERED t hat the judgnent so appealed fromis
unani nously affirnmed.

Menor andum  Def endant appeals froma judgnent convicting him
upon his plea of guilty of two counts of rape in the third degree
(Penal Law 8 130.25 [2]). Defendant, who was on parole at the tine of
t he disposition of this case, contends that the plea was not entered
knowi ngly, intelligently, and voluntarily because County Court failed
to advise himthat it would result in a parole violation. Defendant
failed to preserve that contention for our review inasnuch as his
notion to withdraw the plea did not include that ground (see People v
G bson, 140 AD3d 1786, 1787 [4th Dept 2016], |v denied 28 Ny3d 1072
[2016]). In any event, we conclude that defendant’s contention is
wi thout merit. “[A] trial court nust advise a defendant of the direct
consequences of [a] plea, but [it] has no obligation to explain to
def endants who plead guilty the possibility that coll ateral
consequences may attach to their crimnal convictions” (People v Mnk,
21 NY3d 27, 32 [2013] [internal quotation marks omtted]). \Were, as
here, a defendant is sentenced pursuant to Penal Law § 70.80 (5), the
sentence must run consecutively to a previously inposed undi scharged
sentence (see 8 70.25 [2-a]). That is a collateral consequence of the
conviction, and the court’s failure “to address the inpact of Pena
Law § 70.25 (2-a) during the plea colloquy does not require vacatur of
the plea” (People v Belliard, 20 NY3d 381, 389 [2013]).

Def endant was sentenced to the m ni num sent ence perm ssi bl e under
the law, and we therefore reject his contention that the sentence is
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undul y harsh and severe (see People v Barlow, 8 AD3d 1027, 1028 [4th
Dept 2004], |v denied 3 NY3d 657 [2004]).

Ent er ed: Decenber 22, 2017 Mark W Bennett
Cerk of the Court



