
Supreme Court of the State of New York
Appellate Division: Second Judicial Department

D31460
G/prt

          AD3d          Submitted - May 6, 2011

WILLIAM F. MASTRO, J.P. 
JOHN M. LEVENTHAL
LEONARD B. AUSTIN
JEFFREY A. COHEN, JJ.

                                                                                      

2010-08050 DECISION & ORDER

In the Matter of Jamel Goodridge, respondent, v
Evelyn Gonzalez, appellant.
(Proceeding No. 1)

In the Matter of Evelyn Gonzalez, appellant,
v Jamel Goodridge, respondent.
(Proceeding No. 2)

(Docket Nos. V-15143-07, V-15205-07)

                                                                                      

Steven P. Forbes, Jamaica, N.Y., for appellant.

Anthony Augustus, Jamaica, N.Y., for respondent.

Jacqueline Cabrera, Jamaica, N.Y., attorney for the child.

In two related child custody proceedings pursuant to Family Court Act article 6, the
mother appeals, as limited by her brief, from so much of an order of the Family Court, Queens County
(McGrady, Ct. Atty. Ref.), dated July 25, 2010, as, after a hearing, granted the father’s petition for
sole custody of the parties’ child and denied her cross petition for sole custody of the child and to
relocate with the child.  

ORDERED that the order is affirmed insofar as appealed from, without costs or
disbursements. 
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The Family Court properly awarded the father sole custody of the parties' child. In
making a custody determination, the paramount consideration is the best interests of the child (see
Eschbach v Eschbach, 56 NY2d 167; Friederwitzer v Friederwitzer, 55 NY2d 89). Since the Family
Court’s determination is largely dependent upon an assessment of the credibility of witnesses and
upon the character, temperament, and sincerity of the parents, its determination should not be
disturbed unless it lacks a sound and substantial basis in the record (see Allain v Allain, 35 AD3d
513, 513-514).  Here, the Family Court’s determination to award the father sole custody of the child
has a sound and substantial basis in the record.  That determination was supported by, among other
things, the evaluation of the court-appointed forensic evaluator (see Nicholas T. v Christine T., 42
AD3d 526, 527; Gorelik v Gorelik, 303 AD2d 553, 554).

The mother’s remaining contentions are without merit.

MASTRO, J.P., LEVENTHAL, AUSTIN and COHEN, JJ., concur.

ENTER: 

Matthew G. Kiernan
  Clerk of the Court
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