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Appea by the defendant from ajudgment of the County Court, Westchester County
(AnneE. Minihan, J.), rendered April 5, 2017, convicting him of robbery in the second degree, grand
larceny in the fourth degree, and attempted assault in the third degree (two counts), after anonjury
trial, and imposing sentence.

ORDERED that the judgment is affirmed.

The defendant was charged with robbery in the second degree, grand larceny in the
fourth degree, and two counts of attempted assault in thethird degree. Atanonjury trial, the People
presented eyewitnesstestimony that the defendant approached one of the complainantsat aparty and
asked him about his wristwatch. The complainants testified that, after they left the party, the
defendant and another person attacked them on the sidewalk and stole the wristwatch. The
complainants further testified that, after the robbery, but prior to reporting it to the police, they
viewed photographs of the defendant on Facebook. The court found the defendant guilty of al
charges. The defendant appeals.

Viewing the evidence in the light most favorable to the prosecution (see People v
Contes, 60 NY 2d 620), wefind that it waslegal ly sufficient to establish the defendant’ sguilt beyond
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areasonable doubt.

Infulfilling our responsibility to conduct an independent review of the weight of the
evidence (see CPL 470.15[5]; People v Danielson, 9 NY 3d 342), we nevertheless accord great
deference to the factfinder’s opportunity to view the witnesses, hear testimony, and observe
demeanor (see Peoplev Mateo, 2 NY 3d 383). “[T]heappropriate standard for evaluating [a] weight
of the evidence argument is the same, regardless of whether the factfinder was a judge or jury”
(People v Rojas, 80 AD3d 782, 782 [internal quotation marks omitted]). We disagree with the
defendant’ s contention that the complainants’ viewing of photographs of him after the robbery
undermined the reliability of their in-court identifications of him. Both complainants testified that
they had an opportunity to observe the defendant during the robbery and that they recognized him
from earlier that night at the party. Accordingly, upon our review of therecord, we are satisfied that
the verdict of guilt was not against the weight of the evidence (see People v Romero, 7 NY 3d 633).

SCHEINKMAN, P.J., COHEN, DUFFY and CONNOLLY, JJ., concur.
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