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Appeal from a judgment of the Supreme Court, Erie County (Paula L.
Feroleto, J.), entered October 21, 2021.  The judgment, among other
things, dissolved the marriage between the parties and equitably
distributed marital property.  

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

Memorandum:  In this contested matrimonial action, plaintiff wife
appeals from a judgment entered following a nonjury trial that, inter
alia, equitably distributed marital property. 
 

Initially, the wife’s contention that Supreme Court erred in
failing to determine defendant husband’s child support and maintenance
obligations is not properly before us inasmuch as she consented to the
referral of those issues to Family Court, and “no appeal lies from that
part of an order entered on consent” (Matter of Lasondra D. [Cassandra
D.—Victor S.], 151 AD3d 1655, 1656 [4th Dept 2017], lv denied 30 NY3d
902 [2017]; see generally Koziol v Koziol, 60 AD3d 1433, 1434 [4th Dept
2009], appeal dismissed 13 NY3d 763 [2009]).

Contrary to the wife’s other contention, the court did not abuse
its discretion in its equitable distribution of the marital property. 
Although the wife contends that the equitable distribution award
ignores the husband’s dissipation of marital assets, “[the wife’s]
claims [of dissipation] are conclusory and rely on the credibility of
the parties, and in such circumstances, [this Court] shall afford the
trial court great deference” (McPheeters v McPheeters, 284 AD2d 968,
969 [4th Dept 2001] [internal quotation marks omitted]).  The evidence
presented at trial established that the parties mutually liquidated
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marital assets, and accumulated significant debt, in an unsuccessful
attempt to save their family business.  “Courts should not second-guess
the economic decisions made during the course of the marriage, but
rather should equitably distribute the assets and obligations remaining
once the relationship is at an end” (Mahoney-Buntzman v Buntzman, 12
NY3d 415, 421 [2009]; see Ferrel v Ferrel, 132 AD3d 1421, 1422 [4th
Dept 2015]).
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