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Appeal from a judgment of the Wayne County Court (Arthur B.
Williams, J.), rendered March 12, 2024. The judgment convicted
defendant upon his plea of guilty of criminal contempt in the first
degree.

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

Memorandum: On appeal from a judgment convicting him upon his
plea of guilty of criminal contempt in the first degree (Penal Law
§ 215.51 [c]), defendant contends that County Court erred in imposing
an enhanced sentence and that the enhanced sentence is unduly harsh
and severe. We affirm.

Initially, we agree with defendant that, as the People correctly
concede, defendant’s waiver of the right to appeal does not encompass
his contentions on appeal because the court failed to advise him of
“the potential periods of incarceration for an enhanced sentence”
(People v DeAngelis, 227 AD3d 1475, 1475 [4th Dept 2024] [internal
guotation marks omitted]; see People v Semple, 23 AD3d 1058, 1059 [4th
Dept 2005], 1v denied 6 NY3d 852 [2006]; cf. People v May, 169 AD3d
1365, 1365 [4th Dept 2019]).

Defendant’s contention that the court abused its discretion in
imposing the enhanced sentence is unpreserved for our review because
he failed to object to the sentence, move to withdraw his plea, or
move to vacate the judgment of conviction on that ground (see People v
Little, 183 AD3d 1269, 1270 [4th Dept 2020], 1v denied 35 NY3d 1046
[2020]; People v Fumia, 104 AD3d 1281, 1281 [4th Dept 2013], 1v denied
21 NY3d 1004 [2013]). We decline to exercise our power to review that
contention as a matter of discretion in the interest of justice (see
CPL 470.15 [3] [c]).
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Finally, we reject defendant’s contention that the enhanced
sentence is unduly harsh and severe.
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