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Appeal froma judgnent of the OGswego County Court (Walter W
Haf ner, Jr., J.), rendered August 24, 2012. The judgnment convicted
def endant, upon his plea of guilty, of grand larceny in the fourth
degr ee.

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

Menor andum  Def endant appeals from a judgnent convicting him
upon his plea of guilty, of grand larceny in the fourth degree (Pena
Law 8 155.30 [4]). W reject defendant’s contention that he did not
know ngly, voluntarily, and intelligently waive his right to appeal.
County Court engaged defendant “in an adequate colloquy to ensure that
t he wai ver of the right to appeal was a knowi ng and vol untary choice”
(People v Ripley, 94 AD3d 1554, 1554, |v denied 19 NY3d 976 [i nternal
guotation marks omtted]; see People v Marshall, 144 AD3d 1544, 1545),

and “ ‘[d]efendant’s responses to County Court’s questions
unequi vocal | y establish that defendant understood the proceedi ngs and
was voluntarily waiving the right to appeal’ ” (People v Buryta, 85

AD3d 1621, 1622). Defendant’s valid waiver of the right to appea
enconpasses his contention that the court abused its discretion in
denying his request for youthful offender status (see People v Jones,
96 AD3d 1637, 1637, |Iv denied 19 NY3d 1103; People v Rush, 94 AD3d
1449, 1449-1450, |v denied 19 Ny3d 967; cf. People v Mtsul avage, 121
AD3d 1581, Iv denied 24 NY3d 1045).
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