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2006-04858 DECISION & ORDER

The People, etc., respondent, 
v Glen Cummins, appellant.

(Ind. No. 3066/04)

                                                                                 

Lynn W. L. Fahey, New York, N.Y. (Sarah J. Berger of counsel), for appellant.

Charles J. Hynes, District Attorney, Brooklyn, N.Y. (Leonard Joblove and Morgan
J. Dennehy of counsel), for respondent.

Appeal by the defendant from a judgment of the Supreme Court, Kings County
(Gerges, J.), rendered April 28, 2006, convicting him of murder in the second degree, burglary in the
first degree, and intimidating a witness in the third degree, upon a juryverdict, and imposing sentence.

ORDERED that the judgment is affirmed.

The defendant's contention that he was denied a fair trial by certain remarks made by
the prosecutor during summation is unpreserved for appellate review (see CPL 470.05[2]).  The
defendant either failed to raise any objection to the challenged remarks, voiced only general
objections, or failed to seek further relief after objections were sustained and curative instructions
given (see People v Crawford, 54 AD3d 961, 962; People v Boyce, 54 AD3d 1052; People v Kanios,
53 AD3d 555; People v Brown, 48 AD3d 590).  In any event, the challenged remarks were either fair
response to the defense summation or fair comment on the evidence (see People v Ashwal, 39 NY2d
105; People v Crawford, 54 AD3d 961, 962; People v Boyce, 54 AD3d 1052; People v Friel, 53
AD3d 667; People v Brown, 48 AD3d 590).  

Viewing the totality of the evidence, the law, and the circumstances of the case, we
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find that the defendant's trial counsel provided meaningful representation (see People v Benevento,
91 NY2d 708, 712-713; People v Baldi, 54 NY2d 137, 147-148; People v Robinson, 55 AD3d 636;
People v Biscombe, 54 AD3d 1051).

The defendant’s remaining contention is unpreserved for appellate review (see People
v Udzinski, 146 AD2d 245).

RIVERA, J.P., ANGIOLILLO, ENG and BELEN, JJ., concur.

ENTER: 

James Edward Pelzer
  Clerk of the Court


