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Appeal from a judgnent of Suprenme Court, Monroe County (Alex R
Renzi, J.), rendered June 18, 2014. The judgnent convicted defendant,
upon his plea of guilty, of arson in the third degree.

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

Menmor andum  On appeal from a judgnment convicting himupon his
plea of guilty of arson in the third degree (Penal Law 8150.10 [1]),
def endant contends that Suprenme Court abused its discretion by denying
himthe prom sed yout hful offender status. W reject that contention.

“ “The determnation . . . whether to grant . . . youthful offender
status rests within the sound discretion of the court and depends upon
all the attending facts and circunstances of the case’ ” (People v

Dawson, 71 AD3d 1490, 1490, |Iv denied 15 Ny3d 749). At the plea
proceedi ng, the court stated that, in order to receive youthful

of fender status, defendant would have to, inter alia, conply wth

el ectronic nonitoring and attend school every day while awaiting
sentencing. The court warned defendant that he would go to jail if he
failed to conply with those conditions. Defendant violated the

condi tions by absconding for approximately four nonths and failing to
attend school. 1In light of defendant’s failure to conply with the
conditions of the plea agreenent, his contention that the court abused
its discretion in denying himyouthful offender status and in inposing
a termof incarceration is without nmerit (see People v Perkins, 188
AD2d 281, 281).

Contrary to defendant’s further contention, we conclude that the
sentence is not unduly harsh or severe.
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