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\% MVEMORANDUM AND ORDER
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Appeal froma judgnent of the Monroe County Court (Al ex R Renzi,
J.), rendered January 8, 2014. The judgnent convicted defendant, upon
his plea of guilty, of assault in the first degree.

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

Menmor andum  Def endant appeals from a judgnent convicting him
upon his plea of guilty, of assault in the first degree (Penal Law
§ 120.10 [1]). Defendant contends that County Court erred in denying
his request, which he nade just prior to sentencing, for the
assi gnment of new counsel to advise himon whether he should nove to
wi thdraw his plea. W conclude that defendant’s contention inplicates
t he voluntariness of the plea and thus survives his plea and his
wai ver of the right to appeal (see People v Morris, 94 AD3d 1450,
1451, |Iv denied 19 NY3d 976; see also People v Guantero, 100 AD3d
1386, 1387, |v denied 21 NY3d 1004; People v Phillips, 56 AD3d 1163,
1164, |lv denied 12 NY3d 761).

We nonet hel ess reject defendant’s contention that the court
abused its discretion in denying his request for a substitution of
counsel. W conclude that the court made the requisite “m nimal
inquiry” into defendant’s conplaints concerning his attorney and his
request for a substitution of counsel (People v Sides, 75 NY2d 822,
825; see People v Porto, 16 Ny3d 93, 99-100; People v Linares, 2 Ny3d
507, 511). Although it was incunbent upon defendant to show “good
cause” for the substitution of counsel (Sides, 75 Ny2d at 824; see
Peopl e v Sawyer, 57 Ny2d 12, 18, rearg dism ssed 57 Ny2d 776, cert
deni ed 459 US 1178), defendant expressed only “vague and generic”
conplaints having “no nmerit or substance” and thus failed to show that
assigned counsel “was in any way deficient in representing hinf
(Linares, 2 Ny3d at 511). Further, the circunstances of this case
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evince that defendant’s request for a substitution of counsel was
sinmply a delaying tactic to allow himto avoid or postpone his

i mm nent sentencing and thereby “ ‘delay the orderly adm nistration of
justice’ 7 (People v Johnson, 292 AD2d 871, 872, |v denied 98 Nyad

652, quoting Sides, 75 NY2d at 824).
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