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Appeal by the defendant from a judgment of the Supreme Court, Kings County
(Chun, J.), rendered July 29, 2009, convicting him of kidnapping in the second degree and assault
in the first degree (two counts), upon ajury verdict, and imposing sentence.

ORDERED that the judgment is affirmed.

The defendant was convicted of kidnapping in the second degree and two counts of
assault in thefirst degree based upon evidence that during the period of time between July 3, 2008,
and July 20, 2008, he restrained and repeatedly beat his then girlfriend with an extension cord,
causing multiple lacerations and scarring.

The Supreme Court’ s Sandoval ruling (see Peoplev Sandoval, 34 NY 2d 371), which,
inter alia, alowed inquiry into the defendant’ s misdemeanor convictionin Californiafor threatening
awoman with aweapon, and three prior convictions for criminal contempt for violating orders of
protection, was not an improvident exercise of discretion. The Supreme Court properly balanced
the probative value of the defendant’s prior convictions on the issue of the defendant’s credibility
against the risk of unfair prejudice to the defendant (id.; see People v Celleri, 29 AD3d 707, 708-
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709; Peoplev Avila, 69 AD3d 642, 642). Thesimilarity of the convictionsto the crimescharged did
not precludeinquiry into their nature (see Peoplev Hayes, 97 NY 2d 203; Peoplev Aguayo, 85 AD3d
809, Ivdenied 17 NY 3d 812; Peoplev Harris, 74 AD3d 984, 985; Peoplev Avila, 69 AD3d at 642).

The defendant was not deprived of the effective assistance of counsel, asthe record
revealsthat defense counsel provided meaningful representation (see Peoplev Taylor, 1 NY 3d 174,
People v Benevento, 91 NY 2d 708; People v Baldi, 54 NY 2d 137).

Thedefendant’ sremai ning contentionsare unpreserved for appellatereview (see CPL
470.05[2]), and we decline to reach them in the exercise of our interest of justice jurisdiction.

RIVERA, J.P., FLORIO, AUSTIN and SGROI, JJ., concur.

Matthew G. Kiernan
Clerk of the Court
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