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SCOTT D. MCNAMARA, DI STRICT ATTORNEY, UTICA (STEVEN G COX OF
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Appeal from a judgnment of the Oneida County Court (M chael L
Dwyer, J.), rendered February 4, 2008. The judgnent convicted
def endant, upon a jury verdict, of rmurder in the second degree (three
counts) and robbery in the first degree.

It is hereby ORDERED that the judgnent so appealed fromis
unani nously affirmed.

Menor andum  Def endant appeals froma judgnent convicting him
upon a jury verdict of three counts of nmurder in the second degree
(Penal Law 8 125.25 [1], [3]) and one count of robbery in the first
degree (8 160.15 [1l]). Defendant failed to preserve for our review
his contention that the evidence is legally insufficient to support
the conviction of robbery in the first degree (see People v Gray, 86
NY2d 10, 19). W reject defendant’s further contention that the
evidence is legally insufficient to support the conviction of three
counts of nurder in the second degree. “It is well settled that, even
in circunstantial evidence cases, the standard for appellate review of
| egal sufficiency issues is ‘whether any valid Iine of reasoning and
perm ssible inferences could | ead a rational person to the concl usion
reached by the [factfinder] on the basis of the evidence at trial,
viewed in the Iight nost favorable to the People’ ” (People v Hines,
97 NY2d 56, 62, rearg denied 97 NY2d 678; see People v Pichardo, 34
AD3d 1223, 1224, |v denied 8 NY3d 926) and, here, we conclude that the
evidence at trial could lead a rational person to the concl usion
reached by the jury (see People v Daniels, 75 AD3d 1169, 1170;

Pi chardo, 34 AD3d at 1224; see generally People v Bl eakl ey, 69 Ny2d
490, 495). Viewing the evidence in light of the el enents of the
crinmes as charged to the jury (see People v Danielson, 9 NY3d 342,
349), we reject defendant’s contention that the verdict is against the
wei ght of the evidence (see generally Bl eakley, 69 NY2d at 495).

We further conclude that County Court did not abuse its
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discretion in admtting in evidence certain autopsy photographs and
phot ographs of the crine scene (see generally People v Pobliner, 32
Ny2d 356, 369-370, rearg denied 33 NY2d 657, cert denied 416 US 905).
The aut opsy phot ographs were relevant to illustrate and corroborate
the testinony of the pathologist with respect to the victinms injuries
and the cause of death (see id. at 370; see People v Sinon, 71 AD3d
1574, 1575-1576, |v denied 15 Ny3d 753, 757, 853, 856; People v Hayes,
71 AD3d 1477, |v denied 15 NY3d 751), and the photographs of the crine
scene were relevant to denonstrate defendant’s intent and to
corroborate the statenents that defendant made to a wi tness concerning
the comm ssion of the crinme (see Sinon, 71 AD3d at 1575-1576; People v
Camacho, 70 AD3d 1393, |v denied 14 NY3d 886, 887; People v
McCul | ough, 278 AD2d 915, 916, |v denied 96 Ny2d 803).
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