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In a child custody proceeding pursuant to Domestic Relations Law article 5, the
mother appeals from an order of the Supreme Court, Nassau County (Ross, J.), dated October 14,
2010, which, inter alia, granted that branch of the father’s motion which was for leave to pay a
certain portion of his child support obligation to the mother’ s attorney for deposit into an escrow
account, instead of directly to the mother.

ORDERED that the order is affirmed, with costs.

A custodia parent’s deliberate frustration of, or active interference with, the
noncustodia parent’ s visitation rights can warrant the suspension of future child support payments
(see Domestic Relations Law 8§ 241; Ledgin v Ledgin, 36 AD3d 669; Hiross v Hiross, 224 AD2d
662, 663). Pursuant to a prior order of this Court (see Matter of Lew v Sobel, 46 AD3d 893), the
father paid one half of his child support obligation to the mother and one half to the mother’s
attorney, to be held in an escrow account until the mother could certify, to the satisfaction of the
Supreme Court, her compliance with the visitation provisions of an order of the Supreme Court,
dated April 28, 2006, and the absence of her interference with the father’s visitation rights. In
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February 2010 the father moved, inter alia, for leaveto pay, to the mother’ s attorney for deposit into
the escrow account, the one half of his child support obligation which he had been paying directly
to the mother. In light of the father’s showing to the Supreme Court that the mother continued to
deliberately interfere with his visitation rights, the Supreme Court providently exercised its
discretion in granting that branch of the father’s motion (see Domestic Relations Law § 241).

The mother’ s remaining contention is without merit.

MASTRO, A.P.J., BALKIN, CHAMBERS and ROMAN, JJ., concur.

ENTER:

Aprilanne/Agd<lino
Clerk of the Court
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