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In the Matter of Lemar H. (Anonymous).
Forestdale, Inc., et al., respondents,
Ervin H. (Anonymous), Jr., appellant.
(Proceeding No. 1)

In the Matter of Kenmar H. (Anonymous).
Forestdale, Inc., et al., respondents,

Ervin H. (Anonymous), Jr., appellant.
(Proceeding No. 2)

(Docket Nos. B-7616-06, B-7617-06)

Richard L. Herzfeld, New York, N.Y., for appellant.
John R. Eyerman, New York, N.Y., for respondent Forestdale, Inc.

Steven Banks, New York, N.Y. (Theo S. Liebmann, Tamara A. Steckler, and Judith
Waksberg of counsel), attorney for the children.

In two related proceedings pursuant to Social Services Law § 384-b to terminate the
mother’s parental rights, the father appeals, as limited by his brief, from so much of two orders of
fact-finding and disposition (one as to each child) of the Family Court, Queens County (Richroath,
J.), dated March 20, 2007, as, after fact-finding and dispositional hearings, determined, upon his
consent, that he was not entitled to notice of the subject children’s adoptions pursuant to Domestic
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Relations Law § 111-a, and that he was not a putative father whose consent to the adoptions was
required pursuant to Domestic Relations Law § 111, and transferred guardianship and custody of the
subject children to the petitioner Forestdale, Inc., and the Commissioner of Social Services of the City
of New York for the purpose of adoption.

ORDERED that the appeals from so much ofthe orders of fact-finding and disposition
as determined that the father was not entitled to notice of the adoptions and that he was not a putative
father whose consent to the adoptions was required are dismissed, without costs or disbursements;
and it is further,

ORDERED that the orders of fact-finding and disposition are affirmed insofar as
reviewed, without costs or disbursements.

The appeals from so much ofthe orders as determined that the father was not entitled
to notice of the adoptions and that his consent to the adoptions was not necessary must be dismissed
as those portions of the orders were entered on the father’s consent and no appeal lies from an order
entered on the consent of the appealing party (see Matter of Angelique L., 42 AD3d 569, 571; Matter
of Tyshawn Jaraind C., 33 AD3d 488, 488).

Contrary to the father’s contention, the Family Court properly determined that freeing
the subject children for adoption by their maternal grandmother was in their best interests (see Matter
of Kasiem H., 230 AD2d 796, 797).

SPOLZINO, J.P., CARNI, DICKERSON and ENG, JJ., concur.

ENTER:
C James Edward Pelzer %Q
Clerk of the Court
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