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Appeal from a judgment of the Onondaga County Court (Stephen J.
Dougherty, J.), rendered January 19, 2018.  The judgment convicted
defendant upon a plea of guilty of criminal possession of a weapon in
the second degree, assault in the second degree (two counts), unlawful
imprisonment in the first degree, grand larceny in the fourth degree,
menacing in the second degree and endangering the welfare of a child
(two counts).  

It is hereby ORDERED that the judgment so appealed from is
unanimously affirmed. 

Memorandum:  Defendant appeals from a judgment convicting her upon
her plea of guilty of, inter alia, two counts of assault in the second
degree (Penal Law § 120.05 [2], [6]).  As defendant contends in her
main brief and the People correctly concede, defendant did not validly
waive her right to appeal because County Court’s oral colloquy
conflated the right to appeal with those rights automatically forfeited
by the guilty plea (see People v Lopez, 6 NY3d 248, 256 [2006]; People
v Rogers, 159 AD3d 1558, 1558-1559 [4th Dept 2018], lv denied 31 NY3d
1152 [2018]).  Nevertheless, we reject defendant’s contention in her
main and pro se supplemental briefs that the sentence is unduly harsh
and severe.

Finally, we have considered the remaining contentions in
defendant’s pro se supplemental brief and conclude that none warrants
reversal or modification of the judgment.
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