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Appeal froma judgnent of the OGswego County Court (Donald E
Todd, J.), rendered Cctober 3, 2016. The judgnment convicted
def endant, upon a jury verdict, of arson in the third degree and
reckl ess endangernment in the second degree.

It is hereby ORDERED t hat the judgnent so appealed fromis
unani nously affirnmed.

Menor andum  Def endant appeals froma judgnent convicting him
upon a jury verdict of arson in the third degree (Penal Law 8§ 150. 10
[1]) and reckl ess endangernent in the second degree (8 120.20).
Def endant contends that the evidence is legally insufficient to
establish that he intentionally set fire to his vehicle. W reject
that contention (see People v Dale, 71 AD3d 1517, 1517 [4th Dept
2010], Iv denied 15 Ny3d 749 [2010], reconsideration denied 15 NY3d
803 [2010]; see generally People v Bl eakley, 69 NY2d 490, 495 [1987]).
The evidence, viewed in the Iight nost favorable to the People (see
Peopl e v Gordon, 23 NY3d 643, 649 [2014]), is legally sufficient to
establish that the fire started on the front passenger seat of the
vehicle and not in the wiring underneath the seat or in the engine,
and that defendant had the opportunity and the notive to set the fire.
Thus, there was “[a] valid |ine of reasoning and perm ssible
i nferences which could lead a rational person to the concl usion
reached by the jury on the basis of the evidence at trial” (Bl eakley,
69 Ny2d at 495).

Contrary to defendant’s further contention, view ng the evidence
inlight of the elements of the crinmes as charged to the jury (see
Peopl e v Dani el son, 9 NY3d 342, 349 [2007]), we conclude that the
verdict is not against the weight of the evidence (see generally
Bl eakl ey, 69 Ny2d at 495). Although a different verdict would not
have been unreasonabl e, we cannot conclude that the jury failed to
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give the evidence the weight it should be accorded (see generally id.;
Peopl e v Bowyer, 91 AD3d 1338, 1338-1339 [4th Dept 2012], |v denied 18
NY3d 955 [2012]).

Finally, we note that the certificate of conviction incorrectly
recites that defendant was convicted of reckless endangernment in the
second degree under Penal Law 8 120.25 and it nust therefore be
anended to reflect that he was convicted of that crime under Penal Law
8 120.20 (see People v Geen, 132 AD3d 1268, 1269 [4th Dept 2015], |v
deni ed 27 NY3d 1069 [2016], reconsideration denied 28 Ny3d 930 [2016];
Peopl e v Guppy, 92 AD3d 1243, 1243 [4th Dept 2012], |Iv denied 19 Ny3d
961 [2012]).
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