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Appeal from an order of the Supreme Court, Oswego County (Norman
W. Seiter, Jr., J.), entered November 14, 2017 in a proceeding
pursuant to Family Court Act article 6.  The order, among other
things, denied the petition seeking modification of a prior custody
order.  

It is hereby ORDERED that the order so appealed from is
unanimously affirmed without costs.

Memorandum:  In this proceeding pursuant to Family Court Act
article 6, petitioner mother appeals from an order that denied her
petition to the extent that it sought modification of a prior custody
order, thereby continuing in effect the terms of the prior order that
awarded her and respondent father joint physical and legal custody of
the subject children and directed that the father have parenting time
for four days a week and that his residence be deemed the children’s
residence for school enrollment purposes.  Contrary to the mother’s
contention, there is a sound and substantial basis in the record for
Supreme Court’s determination that the mother failed to make the
requisite evidentiary showing of a change in circumstances to warrant
an inquiry into whether the changes to the custody arrangement that
she requested are in the best interests of the children (see Matter of
Peay v Peay, 156 AD3d 1358, 1360 [4th Dept 2017]; Gizzi v Gizzi, 136
AD3d 1405, 1406 [4th Dept 2016]).  In any event, the record also
establishes that continuation of the relevant terms of the prior order
are in the children’s best interests (see Gizzi, 136 AD3d at 1406).
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