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PER CURIAM: Affirmed pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following
authorities: Buistv. Buist,  S.C. |, 730 S.E.2d 879, 885 (Ct. App. 2012)
("[T]he welfare and best interests of the child are the primary considerations in
determining visitation. Similarly, visitation is addressed to the broad discretion of
the family court and its decision will not be disturbed on appeal absent abuse."
(citation omitted)); Frye v. Frye, 323 S.C. 72, 76, 448 S.E.2d 586, 588 (Ct. App.
1994) (A family court may impose upon a noncustodial parent such conditions
and restrictions on his visitation privileges as the court, in its discretion, thinks
proper.").!

AFFIRMED.?

HUFF, THOMAS, and GEATHERS, JJ., concur.

! We note both parties agree the current order denying phone visitation imposes a
condition that requires the children to seek counseling before any visitation can be
revisited. While the family court had the discretion to impose this condition, the
family court may also revisit this condition in the future.

% We decide this case without oral argument pursuant to Rule 215, SCACR.



