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order, supreme court, Bronx County (,John p. collins, J. ),
rendered December L, zoog, which denied defendant,s cpl 440.46
motion for resentencing, unanimously affirmed.

Defendant, a reincarcerated parole violat.or, is not eligible
t.o be resentenced under the 2OOg Drug Law Reform Act (L ZOAL, ch
56) . we concr-ude that the 2009 DLRA, like its predecessors, ,,was

not intended to apply to t.hose offenders who have served their
t,erm of imprisonment, have been rereased from prison to parole
supervision, and whose parole is t.hen vi_orated, with a resulLing
period of incarceration" (peopJe v Bagrby, r-1 Misc 3d gB2, gg7

[2006] ) . The purpose of the DRLA resentencing provisions is to
relieve prison inmates of onerous senLences of incarceration.
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This defendant was relieved of his sentence of incarceraLion when

he was parored., and he could have remained at, riberty by ad.hering
to his parole condit,ions. Moreover, had he done so for two
years, he could have also been relieved of his entire sentence/
including parole, pursuant. to Executive Law S 259_j (3_a) *If
defendant had not vi-olat,ed his parore conditi-ons, he wour_d not
have been in the custody of the Department. of correct,ionar_

services when he moved to be resenLenced, and he would t,herefore
have been ineligible for resenLencing', (people rz Rodriguez, 6g

AD3d 676, 676 i20091 ) . There is no reason t.o believe Lhat the
Legislature int.ended parole viorations to trlgger resentencing
opportunities (see peopJ-e v MiJJs, 11 Ny3 d, 527 , 537 [2ooe] ;
Bagby, 11 Misc 3d at, 887) . A stat.utory interpretation that is
"contrary to the dictates of reason or reads to unreasonabr-e
results is presumed to be against the legislative intenL,,
(McKinney's Cons Laws of Ny, Book 1, Statutes S 143).

we have considered and reject,ed defendant,s remaining
arguments, including those addressed to the alleged dist.inctions
between the 2009 DRLA and its predecessors.
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M-2634 peopl-e v Jesus pratts

Motion seeking leave to appear and file l.rri aF
as amicus curiae granted.

THIS CONSTITUTES THE DECISION AND ORDER
OF THE SUPREME COURT, APPELLATE DTVISION, FIRST DEPARTMENT.
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