
 NOT FINAL UNTIL TIME EXPIRES TO FILE REHEARING
MOTION AND, IF FILED, DETERMINED

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF APPEAL

OF FLORIDA

SECOND DISTRICT

CHRISTOPHER M. OWENS, )
)

Appellant, )
)

v. )        Case No.  2D01-4074
  )
KIMBERLY A. STALLINGS, )

)
Appellee. )

                                                                     )

Opinion filed June 5, 2002.

Appeal from the Circuit Court 
for Polk County;
Judith J. Flanders, Judge.

Virginia R. Vetter of Vetter &
Hunter, Tampa, for Appellant.

Michael P. McDaniel of C. Ray
McDaniel, P.A., Bartow, for Appellee.

KELLY, Judge.

Christopher Owens appeals from an order awarding Kimberly Stallings

primary residential custody of the parties’ daughter.  Owens argues that the trial court

abused its discretion when it awarded primary residential custody to Stallings.  We

disagree.  It is evident from the record that either parent could serve as primary

custodial parent.  However, the trial court had to choose between the two parents, and
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we cannot say that no reasonable person could have awarded primary residential

custody to the mother.  Accordingly, we find no abuse of discretion and affirm the trial

court’s custody determination.  Canakaris v. Canakaris, 382 So. 2d 1197, 1203 (Fla.

1980) (holding that if reasonable men can differ regarding the propriety of the trial

court’s action, the action is not unreasonable and there is no abuse of discretion).  

We also disagree with Owens’ contention that the trial court failed to

establish a visitation schedule.  The trial court ordered “no less than standard non-local

visitation,” and specified that Owens should at a minimum have visitation every other

weekend with holiday visitations to occur “as set forth in the guidelines.”  This fulfilled

the trial court’s obligation to decide the matter of visitation.  However, we agree with

Owens that the order needs to be more specific regarding the guidelines the parties are

to follow.   The trial court did not specify which “guidelines” it was referring to, nor are

there any guidelines attached to the court’s order.  Accordingly, we reverse and remand

for the limited purpose of permitting the trial court to attach to the order the “guidelines”

it is requiring the parties to follow.

Affirmed in part, reversed in part, and remanded.

FULMER and GREEN, JJ., Concur.


