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Appeal from a judgment of the Supreme Court, Monroe County (Alex
R. Renzi, J.), rendered May 24, 2023.  The judgment convicted
defendant, upon a plea of guilty, of criminal possession of a weapon
in the second degree.  

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

Memorandum:  On appeal from a judgment convicting him, upon a
plea of guilty, of criminal possession of a weapon in the second
degree (Penal Law § 265.03 [3]), defendant contends that his waiver of
the right to appeal is invalid.  Even assuming, arguendo, that
defendant’s waiver of the right to appeal is invalid (see People v
Rivera, 225 AD3d 1286, 1286 [4th Dept 2024], lv denied 41 NY3d 1004
[2024]; People v Fernandez, 218 AD3d 1257, 1257-1258 [4th Dept 2023],
lv denied 40 NY3d 1012 [2023]) and thus does not preclude our review
of the remainder of his challenges on appeal (see People v Coffee
[appeal No. 1], 236 AD3d 1467, 1467 [4th Dept 2025], lv denied 43 NY3d
1007 [2025]; People v Baker, 158 AD3d 1296, 1296 [4th Dept 2018], lv
denied 31 NY3d 1011 [2018]), we nevertheless affirm.  Defendant
contends that Supreme Court erred in refusing to suppress his
statements to the police because they were the product of coercion and
he had invoked his right to counsel.  We reject that contention (see
People v Jenkins, 159 AD3d 1419, 1420 [4th Dept 2018], lv denied 31
NY3d 1118 [2018], reconsideration denied 32 NY3d 1005 [2018]; see also
People v Hymes, 174 AD3d 1295, 1297 [4th Dept 2019], affd 34 NY3d 1178
[2020]; People v Jones, 188 AD3d 1682, 1682 [4th Dept 2020], lv denied
36 NY3d 1057 [2021]; People v Jackson, 105 AD3d 866, 868-869 [2d Dept
2013], lv denied 21 NY3d 1016 [2013]).  Additionally, defendant failed
to preserve his contention that the statements to the police should
have been suppressed on the ground that he invoked his right to remain
silent (see People v Sullivan, 239 AD3d 1371, 1372 [4th Dept 2025]). 
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Finally, we reject defendant’s contention that the bargained-for
sentence of incarceration is unduly harsh and severe.
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