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SUMMARY

The New York Appellate Division, Fourth Department, unanimously affirmed Joe Washington’s
conviction for first-degree manslaughter arising from a fatal stabbing. The court rejected challenges
concerning the justification defense, access to the victim’s criminal record, ineffective assistance of
counsel, prosecutorial misconduct, a Batson challenge, and the severity of the sentence. Several claims

were deemed unpreserved, and the court declined to review them in the interest of justice.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant appealed from a judgment of Onondaga County Court

convicting him, after a jury trial, of manslaughter in the first degree.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviewed the verdict under the weight-of-the-evidence
standard, viewing the evidence in light of the elements of the crime as
charged and the justification instruction. Unpreserved claims were
reviewed only for possible discretionary interest-of-justice relief,
which the court declined to exercise. Ineffective-assistance claims

were evaluated under New York's meaningful-representation standard.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether the jury's verdict was against the weight of the evidence with respect to defendant's justification

defense.

. Whether County Court erred by denying defendant's pretrial request for the victim's entire criminal

record and related police reports for use in presenting a justification defense.

. Whether defendant was deprived of a complete justification defense because the victim's criminal record

was not produced, and whether counsel was ineffective for failing to obtain the record and reports.

. Whether alleged prosecutorial misconduct during opening statement and summation deprived defendant

of a fair trial.

. Whether the prosecutor's stated reasons for striking a prospective juror were pretextual under Batson.

. Whether defendant's sentence was unduly harsh or severe.

HOLDINGS

1.

The manslaughter conviction was not against the weight of the evidence because the jury could

reasonably find that the victim was not using or attempting to use deadly physical force when defendant
stabbed him.

. The court properly denied defendant's request for the victim's entire criminal record because defendant

did not establish that the identified prior violent acts were reasonably related in time and quality to the

homicide or that defendant knew of the other acts at the time of the homicide.

. Defendant's claim that denial of the record request deprived him of a complete justification defense was

unpreserved, and the court declined to review it in the interest of justice; alternatively, the evidence

admitted at trial was sufficient for the jury to consider justification.

. Defendant was not denied effective assistance because he failed to demonstrate the absence of strategic

or other legitimate explanations for counsel's failure to obtain the victim's criminal record and related

police reports, and the record showed meaningful representation.

. The court declined to review defendant's claims that the prosecutor vouched for witnesses, denigrated

the defense, or misrepresented evidence because most claims were not preserved by timely objection and

the objections made were on different grounds; the court also declined interest-of-justice review.

. Defendant's claim that the prosecutor's reasons for striking a prospective juror were pretextual was

unpreserved because defendant failed to articulate why the prosecutor's explanations were pretextual,
and the court declined interest-of-justice review.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“It is well settled that a court may permit a defendant who asserts a justification defense in a homicide trial to

introduce evidence of specific acts of violence committed by the victim, provided that the defendant



establishes that they had knowledge of the acts at the time of the homicide and that the acts are reasonably

related to the crime of which the defendant stands charged” ([*1])

“Viewing the evidence, the law, and the circumstances of this case in totality and as of the time of the

representation, we conclude on the record before us that defendant received meaningful representation™ ([*2])

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Defendant and the victim became involved in an argument, and defendant fatally stabbed the victim. Defendant
admitted stabbing the victim but claimed that he acted in self-defense or justification. The evidence included
testimony that the victim was not using or attempting to use deadly physical force when defendant stabbed him,
while defendant testified about the victim's short temper, prior displays of weapons, and defendant's awareness

of some prior violent acts.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Following an argument in which defendant fatally stabbed the victim, a jury convicted defendant of first-degree
manslaughter. Onondaga County Court denied defendant's pretrial request for the victim's entire criminal record,
and the court entered judgment on September 30, 2019. The Appellate Division unanimously affirmed, rejecting
or declining to review defendant's claims concerning justification, access to the victim's criminal record,
ineffective assistance, prosecutorial misconduct, a Batson challenge, and sentence severity.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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