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Appeal from an order of the Family Court, Oneida County (Julia
Brouillette, J.), entered August 17, 2020 in proceedings pursuant to
Family Court Act article 6. The order, among other things, adjudged
that the parties share joint custody of the subject child with the
child’s primary residence with petitioner-respondent Ashley Narolis.

It 1s hereby ORDERED that the order so appealed from is
unanimously affirmed without costs.

Memorandum: In this proceeding pursuant to Family Court Act
article 6, respondent-petitioner father appeals from an order that,
inter alia, granted petitioner-respondent mother’s petition to modify
a prior order of custody by granting her primary residential custody
of the child. “The court’s determination iIn a custody matter is
entitled to great deference and will not be disturbed where, as here,
it 1s based on a careful weighing of appropriate factors” (Matter of
Stevenson v Smith, 145 AD3d 1598, 1598 [4th Dept 2016] [internal
quotation marks omitted]; see generally Eschbach v Eschbach, 56 NY2d
167, 172-174 [1982]). As Family Court noted in its decision, both
parents love the subject child, but both parents have their
challenges. Many of the factors do not favor one parent over the
other, but we agree with the court’s conclusion that the evidence
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presented at the hearing establishes that the mother is better able to
provide for the child’s educational and medical needs (see generally
Matter of Schram v Nine, 193 AD3d 1361, 1361-1362 [4th Dept 2021], lv
denied 37 NY3d 905 [2021]).
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