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The People, etc., respondent, 
v Von Knowlden, a/k/a Salim Abdul-Malik, appellant.

(Ind. No. 2864/98)

 

Von Knowlden, a/k/a Salim Abdul-Malik, Cape Vincent, N.Y., appellant pro se.

Richard A. Brown, District Attorney, Kew Gardens, N.Y. (John M. Castellano,
Sharon Y. Brodt, and John F. McGoldrick of counsel), for respondent.

Appeals by the defendant from (1) a judgment of the Supreme Court, Queens County
(Griffin, J.), rendered June 30, 2003, convicting him of criminal possession of a weapon in the third
degree and criminal contempt in the second degree, upon his plea of guilty, and imposing sentence,
(2) an amended sentence of the same court imposed August 12, 2003, and (3) an amended sentence
of the same court imposed October 19, 2005.

ORDERED that the appeal from the amended sentence imposed August 12, 2003, is
dismissed, as that amended sentence was superseded by the amended sentence imposed October 19,
2005; and it is further,

ORDERED that the judgment is affirmed; and it is further,

ORDERED that the amended sentence imposed October 19, 2005, is affirmed.
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Contraryto the defendant’s contention, the Supreme Court properlydetermined, after
a hearing, that he violated certain conditions of his plea agreement by willfully failing to enroll in or
complete a treatment program(see People v Messenger, 7 AD3d 642; see generally People v Outley,
80 NY2d 702, cert denied sub nom. Maietta v Artuz, 519 US 964).  Moreover, the court properly
rejected the defendant’s motion to withdraw his plea because, according to the specific conditions
of the plea, he would have been allowed to withdraw the plea only if his failure to enter or complete
a program was not of his own doing (see People v Escalona, 300 AD2d 505, 505-506).

The delaybetween the defendant’s plea and sentencing was not unreasonable (see CPL
380.30[1]; People v Drake, 61 NY2d 359, 365-366).

The defendant’s claim of ineffective assistance of counsel is substantially based on
matter dehors the record, which cannot be reviewed on direct appeal (see People v Weekes, 289
AD2d 599). To the extent the claim is reviewable on the record before us, counsel provided the
defendant with meaningful assistance (People v Baldi, 54 NY2d 137, 151-152), not the least in
counsel’s role in obtaining a favorable plea arrangement for the defendant (see People v Sanchez, 33
AD3d 633, 634; People v Manzullo, 14 AD3d 717).

The defendant’s remaining contentions are without merit.

CRANE, J.P., GOLDSTEIN, DILLON and CARNI, JJ., concur.

ENTER:

James Edward Pelzer
Clerk of the Court


