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BARBER, JUDGE: Appellant M ke d adden and Appel |l ee Kinberly

G adden are the parents of a son, age, eight years old. The
parti es separated when the child was three and continued to |ive
in the sane city. The parties agreed on joint custody of the
mnor child at the tine of the dissolution of marriage.

Al t hough the child resided in the nother’s hone, the custody
arrangement provided for visitation with M ke d adden severa
afternoons a week, and every other weekend, alternate holidays,

and four weeks during the summer. The record shows that M ke



consistently exercised his visitation rights. Testinony at the
heari ng showed that the child was thriving on the visitation
schedul e, and that M ke was very involved in the child s
school i ng, hel ped himw th homework, and performnmed regul ar
parental duties for the child.

Two years |ater, Kinberly d adden noved with the m nor
child to another city. M ke d adden requested nodification of
the visitation agreenent to permit himto see the child for an
addi ti onal overnight a nonth, with the father delivering himto
school the follow ng norning in place of the previous severa
afternoons a week. The short period of tine allotted to M ke
for afternoon visits was unduly burdensone to M ke due to his
di stance from Ki nberly’s new hone. Under M ke’s proposed
visitation schedule, he would see his son three weekends a
mont h, and an afternoon or overnight a week. Kinberly d adden
objected to Mke's proposed nodification, and requested that the
court reduce Mke's visitation to two weekend visits a nonth,
and one afternoon a week w thout a school night overnight,
arguing that the child starting school was a substantial change
in circunstances warranting a revision of the custody and
visitation schedule. The trial court accepted Kinberly
d adden’ s proposed visitation schedule, which allowed M ke only
two weekends per nonth, one afternoon a week w thout any
overni ght stay, and shortened his sumer visitation with the
chi I d.

Kentucky | aw permits nodification of a visitation

agreenent where nodification serves the best interest of the
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child. KRS 403.320(3). Mdification may take place where there
is a change in circunstance affecting the previous visitation

schedul e or the best interest of the child. Dull v. George, Ky.

App., 982 S.w2d 227, 229 (1998). A parent’s visitation should
not be restricted unless the visitation causes harmto the

child. Kulas v. Kulas, Ky. App., 898 S.W2d 529, 530 (1995).

Parents should be allowed equal tinme with the child unless such
a division of tine is not in the best interest of the child.

Jacobson v. Edel stein, Ky. App., 959 S.wW2d 781, 783 (1998).

M ke d adden argues that the parenting schedul e he proposed was
in the best interest of the child. The record shows that the
changes to the visitation schedul e proposed by Kinberly would
substantially reduce the time M ke could spend with his son.

Ki nberly d adden argued that she did not like the visitation
schedul e whi ch had been in place since the dissolution, and that
the child needed nore tine to “relax” in her honme rather than
spending that time with his father. There is no testinony in
the record showing that nore time wwth his nother, and less with
his father is in the best interest of the child.

No evi dence was presented showi ng that the child was
upset or was not thriving under the visitation schedul e al ready
in place, or that the father’s proposed change in the schedul e
to accommobdate his inability to spend two afternoons a week with
the child would be unreasonable. The trial court nade no
findings of fact in support of the nodification of the
visitation schedule. Were the parents have joint custody of a

m nor child, the trial court must make “an individualized
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determ nation of reasonable visitation . . . .” Drury v. Drury,

Ky. App., 32 S.W3d 521, 524 (2000). Findings of fact nust

support any nodification to the custody award. Bi ngham v.

Bi ngham Ky., 628 S.W2d 628 (1982). No findings of fact
support the reduction in visitation tinme nade by the tria
court.

In the present case the determ nati on was made w t hout
findings of fact that reduced the tine the father is able to
spend with his son. The nother’s argunent that the child needed
nore tine in her hone is without support in the record, and not
based on the proven best interest of the child. In light of the
fact that the child appears to have an excellent relationship
with both parents, reduction of the visitation tinme to the
father is unsupported by any evidence. W reverse and remand
this action to the trial court for a determnation as to a
visitation schedul e that does not reduce tinme spent with the

non-resi dential parent.
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