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IN THE MATTER OF NORVAN E. CREEN
PETI TI ONER- RESPONDENT,

\% MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

JACQUELI NE BONTZOLAKES, RESPONDENT- APPELLANT.
(PROCEEDI NG NOS. 1 AND 3.)

I N THE MATTER OF JACQUELI NE BONTZOLAKES,
PETI TI ONER- APPELLANT,

V

NORMAN E. GREEN, RESPONDENT- RESPONDENT.
( PROCEEDI NG NO. 2.)

CHARLES J. GREENBERG BUFFALO, FOR RESPONDENT- APPELLANT AND
PETI TI ONER- APPELLANT.

NORVAN E. GREEN, PETI TI ONER- RESPONDENT AND RESPONDENT- RESPONDENT PRO
SE.

MARY ANNE CONNELL, ATTORNEY FOR THE CHI LD, BUFFALO, FOR NYDAYA G

Appeal from an order of the Famly Court, Erie County (Rosalie
Bailey, J.), entered October 7, 2009 in a proceedi ng pursuant to
Fam |y Court Act article 6. The order, anong other things, awarded
sol e custody of the parties’ child to petitioner Norman E. G een and
visitation to respondent Jacquel i ne Bont zol akes.

It is hereby ORDERED t hat the order so appealed fromis
unani mously affirmed w t hout costs.

Menorandum  The nother of the child at issue, the respondent in
proceeding Nos. 1 and 3 and the petitioner in proceeding No. 2,
appeals froman order that, follow ng a hearing, granted the petitions
in proceeding Nos. 1 and 3. The father, by those petitions, alleged
that the nother violated the provisions of a prior order of custody
and visitation and sought to nodify that order by awardi ng himsole
custody of the parties’ daughter and granting visitation to the
nmother. Famly Court also denied the nother’s petition in proceeding
No. 2 seeking nodification of the visitation provisions of the prior
order. Contrary to the nother’s contention, the court properly
awar ded the father sole custody of the child (see Matter of Dubuque v
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Bremller, 79 AD3d 1743). “ *‘Generally, a court’s determ nation
regardi ng custody and visitation issues, based upon a first-hand
assessment of the credibility of the witnesses after an evidentiary
hearing, is entitled to great weight and wll not be set aside unless
it lacks an evidentiary basis in the record ” (id. at 1744). W see
no basis to disturb the court’s determ nation.

W have considered the nother’s renmining contentions and
conclude that they are without nmerit.

Entered: April 1, 2011 Patricia L. Morgan
Clerk of the Court



