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The People, etc., respondent,
v James Tisdale, appellant.

(Ind. No. 2751/06)

Lynn W. L. Fahey, New York, N.Y. (Benjamin D. Gold of counsel), for appellant.

Charles J. Hynes, District Attorney, Brooklyn, N.Y. (Leonard Joblove, Diane R.
Eisner, and Danielle Gurkin of counsel), for respondent.

Appeal by the defendant from a judgment of the Supreme Court, Kings County
(McKay, J.), rendered August 6, 2007, convicting him of criminal possession of stolen property in
the fourth degree, upon a jury verdict, and imposing sentence.

ORDERED that the judgment is affirmed.

The defendant’s claim that the People adduced legally insufficient evidence at trial
regarding the knowledge element of the crime of criminal possession of stolen property in the fourth
degree is unpreserved for appellate review (see CPL 470.05[2]; People v Hawkins, 11 NY3d 484,
491-492; People v Robles, 34 AD3d 849). In any event, the People’s evidence was legally sufficient
to establish the defendant’s guilt (see People v Contes, 60 NY2d 620, 621; People v Chapman, 255
AD2d 218, 219). The defendant was identified as the man who stole the complainant’s handbag, was
found in possession of the complainant’s wallet containing credit cards shortly after the wallet was
stolen, and ran from police officers when they observed him near the location where the
complainant’s wallet was stolen.
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Additionally, upon our independent review pursuant to 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; People v Bleakley, 69 NY2d 490, 495).

The defendant’s repugnancy argument is unpreserved for appellate review (see CPL
470.05[2]; People v Alfaro, 66 NY2d 985, 987; People v Ferguson, 55 AD3d 926, 928) and, in any
event, is without merit (see People v Tucker, 55 NY2d 1, 4).

The defendant’s argument regarding the ineffectiveness of counsel is without merit
(see People v Benevento, 91 NY2d 708, 712; People v Carter, 44 AD3d 677, 679).

FISHER, J.P., DILLON, BELEN and CHAMBERS, JJ., concur.

ENTER:
C James Edward Pelzer %Q
Clerk of the Court
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