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Appeal by the defendant from a judgment of the Supreme Court, Westchester County
(Molea, J.), rendered June 2, 2005, convicting him of murder in the second degree and criminal
possession of a weapon in the third degree, upon a jury verdict, and imposing sentence.

ORDERED that the judgment is affirmed. 

The defendant's challenge to the legal sufficiency of the evidence is unpreserved for
appellate review, since he failed to raise this specific contention at trial (see CPL 470.05[2]; People
v Lawson, 40 AD3d 657).  In any event, viewing the evidence in the light most favorable to the
prosecution (see People v Contes, 60 NY2d 620), we find that it was legally sufficient to establish
the defendant's guilt of the crime of murder in the second degree beyond a reasonable doubt.
Contrary to the defendant’s contention, his intent to cause the death of the victim can be inferred from
evidence that he plunged a knife three to four inches deep into the victim’s chest (see People v Dones,
279 AD2d 366; People v Angarita, 247 AD2d 397).  Moreover, upon the exercise of our factual
review power (see CPL 470.15[5]), we are satisfied that the verdict of guilt was not against the
weight of the evidence (see People v Romero, 7 NY3d 633). 
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The defendant's disagreement with the strategyemployed bydefense counseldoes not
amount to a deprivation of effective assistance of counsel (see People v Benevento, 91 NY2d 708,
712; People v Lassiter, 44 AD3d 877; People v Palacios, 295 AD2d 452).

LIFSON, J.P., MILLER, DILLON and ENG, JJ., concur.

ENTER:

James Edward Pelzer
  Clerk of the Court


