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Anthony Harris (Father) appeals the trial court’s judgment and decree of dissolution of 
marriage.  Father claims the trial court erred in:  (1) calculating Father’s child support obligation 
because Father was entitled to an adjustment for overnight visitation; (2) characterizing the 
physical custody award as sole physical custody to the mother; and (3) awarding the mother her 
entire pension.  We reverse and remand as to Father’s first point on appeal.  With respect to 
Father’s second and third points, we affirm the trial court’s judgment pursuant to Rule 84.16(b).1 

 
REVERSED AND REMANDED. 
  
 Division Four Holds:  The Supreme Court has held that, where the paying parent has 
custody or visitation of the child between 92 and 109 days per year, the trial court must make a 
ten percent adjustment in the child support obligation.  Russell v. Russell, 210 S.W.3d 191, 198 
(Mo. banc 2007).  Additionally, where the paying parent has custody or visitation of the child for 
more than 109 days per year, he or she may receive an adjustment of over ten percent.  Id.  
Because Father has visitation with the parties’ son for more than 109 days per year, the trial court 
abused its discretion in failing to adjust Father’s child support obligation by at least 10 percent.   
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1 We have reviewed Father’s second and third points on appeal and find no trial court error.  An 
extended opinion as to those points would have neither precedential nor jurisprudential value.  
Therefore, Father’s second and third points are affirmed in accordance with Rule 84.16(b).  We 
have furnished the parties a memorandum setting forth the reasons for our decision. 


