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Appeal froma judgnent of the Suprene Court, Monroe County
(Joseph D. Vvalentino, J.), rendered June 10, 2008. The judgnent
convi cted defendant, upon his plea of guilty, of robbery in the first
degr ee.

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

Menorandum  On appeal froma judgnment convicting himupon his
pl ea of guilty of one count of robbery in the first degree (Penal Law
8§ 160.15 [4]), defendant contends that his plea was not know ngly,
intelligently and voluntarily entered and thus that Suprenme Court
erred in denying his notion to wwthdraw the plea. W reject that
contention. “Permission to withdraw a guilty plea rests solely within
the court’s discretion . . ., and refusal to permt wthdrawal does
not constitute an abuse of that discretion unless there is sone
evi dence of innocence, fraud, or m stake in inducing the plea” (People
v Robertson, 255 AD2d 968, |v denied 92 NY2d 1053). During the plea
col l oquy, defendant admitted forcibly stealing the victim s property
whil e his acconplice displayed a firearm and he acknow edged that he
di scussed the plea with defense counsel and understood the plea
proceedi ngs. Defendant’s contention that he was pressured into
accepting the plea is belied by his statenents during the plea
proceedi ngs (see People v Beaty, 303 AD2d 965, |v denied 100 Ny2d
559). In addition, defendant’s conclusory and unsubstanti ated cl ai m
of innocence is belied by his adm ssions during the plea colloquy (see
People v Wight, 66 AD3d 1334, |v denied 13 NY3d 912), and his claim
that he was under “duress” and has no recoll ection of the plea do not
requi re vacatur of the plea (see People v Al exander, 97 NY2d 482,

486). Thus, we conclude that defendant’s plea was know ngly,
intelligently and voluntarily entered (see generally People v
Singletary, 51 AD3d 1334, |v denied 11 NY3d 741).
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We reject defendant’s further contention that he was denied
effective assistance of counsel. Defendant’s contention “survives his
guilty plea only to the extent that defendant contends that his plea
was infected by the alleged ineffective assistance” (People v N eves,
299 AD2d 888, 889, |v denied 99 Ny2d 631). “In the context of a
guilty plea, a defendant has been afforded nmeani ngful representation
when he or she receives an advant ageous plea and nothing in the record
casts doubt on the apparent effectiveness of [defense] counsel”
(People v Ford, 86 Ny2d 397, 404), and that is the case here (see
Peopl e v Bal anean, 55 AD3d 1353, |v denied 11 NY3d 895). “To the
extent that defendant contends that defense counsel was ineffective
because he coerced defendant into pleading guilty, that contention is
belied by defendant’s statenent during the plea colloquy that the plea
was not the result of any threats, pressure or coercion” (People v
Canpbel | , 62 AD3d 1265, 1266, |v denied 13 NY3d 795).
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