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Appeal from an order of the Fam |y Court, Onondaga County
(Sal vatore Pavone, R ), entered March 31, 2016 in a proceedi ng
pursuant to Fam |y Court Act article 6. The order, anong other
t hi ngs, awarded petitioner primary physical custody of the subject
child and awarded respondent visitation wth the subject child in
Onondaga County as the parties nutually agree.

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

Menorandum I n this proceeding pursuant to Fami |y Court Act
article 6, respondent nother appeals froman order nodifying a prior
custody and visitation order by awarding petitioner father primry
physi cal custody of the subject child upon stipulation of the parties,
and awarding the nother visitation with the child as the parties
mutual ly agree, with the visitation to occur in Onondaga County.
Contrary to the nother’s contention, we conclude that there is a sound
and substantial basis in the record supporting Famly Court’s
determination that it is in the child s best interests to require that
the nother’s visitation occur in Onondaga County rather than to
require that the child visit the nother in Florida, where the nother
resides (see Matter of Brown v Brown, 130 AD3d 923, 924, |v denied 26
NY3d 916; Matter of Shangraw v Shangraw, 61 AD3d 1302, 1304).

Al though a child s wishes are not determ native, “[t]o the extent that
the [court] relied upon the in canmera interview of the
then-13-year-old child, it was entitled to place great weight on the
child s wishes, [inasnuch as she] was nmature enough to express thenf
(Matter of Mhabir v Singh, 78 AD3d 1056, 1057; see Matter of Coull v
Rott man, 131 AD3d 964, 965, |v denied 26 NY3d 914; Matter of VanDusen
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v Riggs, 77 AD3d 1355, 1356).

We further conclude that the court did not inproperly delegate to
the parties its authority to schedule visitation, and we thus reject
the nother’s contention that the matter should be remtted to the
court to fashion a nore specific visitation schedule (see Matter of
Thomas v Smal |, 142 AD3d 1345, 1345-1346; Matter of More v Kazacos,
89 AD3d 1546, 1547, |v denied 18 NY3d 806). The record does not
support the nother’s contention that the arrangenent is untenable
under the circunstances here (see Matter of Alleyne v Cochran, 119
AD3d 1100, 1102; cf. Matter of Mchael B. v Dolores C., 113 AD3d 517,
518). If the nother is unable to obtain visitation with the child “as
the parties nutually agree,” she may file a petition seeking to
enforce or nodify the order (see Thonas, 142 AD3d at 1346; see
generally Matter of Gelling v McNabb, 126 AD3d 1487, 1487-1488).
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