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Appeal from a judgnment of the Genesee County Court (Robert C
Noonan, J.), rendered Novenber 17, 2015. The judgnent convicted
def endant, upon his plea of guilty, of crimnal sexual act in the
first degree.

It is hereby ORDERED that the judgnment so appealed fromis
unani nously affirnmed.

Menorandum  On appeal froma judgnment convicting him upon his
plea of guilty, of crimnal sexual act in the first degree (Penal Law
8 130.50 [3]), defendant contends that his waiver of the right to
appeal is invalid because it was not know ngly, voluntarily, and
intelligently entered. W reject that contention. The record
establishes that County Court engaged defendant “in an adequate
colloquy to ensure that the waiver of the right to appeal was a
know ng and voluntary choice” (People v Carr, 147 AD3d 1506, 1506 [4th
Dept 2017], |v denied 29 NY3d 1030 [2017] [internal quotation marks
omtted]; see People v Sintoe, 74 AD3d 1858, 1859 [4th Dept 2010], Iv
denied 15 NY3d 778 [2010]). In addition, the plea colloquy, together
with the witten waiver of the right to appeal, adequately apprised
defendant that “the right to appeal is separate and distinct from
those rights automatically forfeited upon a plea of guilty” (People v
Lopez, 6 NY3d 248, 256 [2006]; see People v G bson, 147 AD3d 1507,
1507 [4th Dept 2017], |v denied 29 NY3d 1032 [2017]; see generally
Peopl e v Ranbs, 7 NY3d 737, 738 [2006]). Defendant’s valid waiver of
the right to appeal forecloses his challenges to the severity of the
sentence and the factual sufficiency of the plea allocution (see
Lopez, 6 NY3d at 255; Sintoe, 74 AD3d at 1859.

By failing to nove to withdraw the plea or vacate the judgnment of
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conviction, defendant failed to preserve for our review his contention
that his plea was involuntary because it was entered too early in the
prosecution to allow himsufficient tine to consider the plea (see
People v Brown, 9 AD3d 884, 885 [4th Dept 2004], |v denied 3 NY3d 671
[2004]). This case does not fall within the rare exception to the
preservation requirenment because the plea colloquy did not “clearly
cast[] significant doubt upon the defendant’s guilt or otherw se
call[] into question the voluntariness of the plea” (People v Lopez,
71 NY2d 662, 666 [1988]).

W reject defendant’s final contention that the court should have
sua sponte ordered a conpetency eval uation pursuant to CPL article

730. “ *‘There is no evidence in the record that would have warranted
the court to question defendant’s conpetency or ability to understand
the nature of the proceedings or the charge[]’ 7 (People v Padill a,

151 AD3d 1700, 1701 [4th Dept 2017], |v denied 31 NY3d 1016 [2018]).

Entered: Septenber 28, 2018 Mark W Bennett
Clerk of the Court



