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Appeal froma judgnent of the Monroe County Court (Al ex R Renzi,
J.), rendered March 14, 2007. The judgnent convicted defendant, upon
his plea of guilty, of robbery in the first degree.

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

Menmorandum  On appeal froma judgnment convicting him upon his
plea of guilty, of robbery in the first degree (Penal Law 8 160. 15
[4]), defendant contends that County Court erred in refusing to allow
defendant to withdraw his guilty plea because the plea was not
voluntarily entered. W note that, in support of his notion to
wi t hdraw t he pl ea, defendant contended only that he was denied
ef fective assistance of counsel. Defendant thus failed to preserve
for our review his present contention that his plea was not
voluntarily entered, inasnmuch as he also failed to nove to vacate the
j udgnment of conviction on that ground (see People v Mackey, 79 AD3d
1680, Iv denied 16 Ny3d 860). In any event, we reject defendant’s
contention. The court’s statenment that defendant could not receive a
nore |l enient sentence if a jury convicted himafter trial and that the
sentence prom se of 10 years was reasonable did not render the plea
involuntary, in view of the transcript of the plea colloquy when read
as a whole (see People v Jackson, 64 AD3d 1248, 1249, |v denied 13
NY3d 745; see al so People v Boyde, 71 AD3d 1442, 1443, |v denied 15
NY3d 747). * ‘The fact that defendant nmay have pleaded guilty to
avoi d receiving a harsher sentence does not render his plea coerced’
(Boyde, 71 AD3d at 1443).

”

We further conclude that the police had reasonabl e suspicion to
stop and detain defendant for the two show up identification
procedures based upon the totality of the circunstances (see People v
Casillas, 289 AD2d 1063, 1064, |v denied 97 Ny2d 752; see al so People
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v Wley, 32 AD3d 1352, |Iv denied 7 NY3d 930). Finally, although show
up identifications are generally disfavored because they are
suggestive by their very nature (see People v Otiz, 90 Ny2d 533,
537), we conclude under the circunstances of this case that the show
up identifications that were the subject of the suppression hearing

arising fromtwo distinct robberies were valid (see People v Riley, 70
NY2d 523, 529).
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