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SUMMARY

The Tennessee Supreme Court considered the standard for modifying child custody from one parent to
the other. It held that modification requires both a material change in circumstances affecting the
child’s well-being and a determination that the change is in the child’s best interests. The court
affirmed the Court of Appeals as modified, concluding that the evidence did not establish a material
change in circumstances, and remanded for proceedings concerning child-support-related expenses
and current support.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. What standard governs a petition to modify custody from one parent to the other parent?

2. Did the evidence establish a material change in circumstances sufficient to justify modifying Jordan's
custody?

3. Whether the court needed to decide the child's best interests after finding no material change in
circumstances.

4. What child-support-related matters required remand after disposition of the custody appeal?

HOLDINGS

1. A trial court may modify an award of custody from one parent to the other only when both a material
change of circumstances has occurred and a change of custody is in the child's best interests.

2. The preponderance of the evidence did not establish a material change in circumstances affecting
Jordan's well-being in a meaningful way.

3. Because no material change in circumstances was shown, the court did not reach the separate question
whether changing custody was in Jordan's best interests.

4. The trial court was required to determine qualifying expenditures made by the father for the children's
necessities, apply those amounts as directed by the Court of Appeals against child-support arrearages,
and award an appropriate amount of current child support for Jordan under the Tennessee Child Support
Guidelines.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We hold that a trial court may modify an award of child custody when both a material change of
circumstances has occurred and a change of custody is in the child’s best interests.” (-3)

“Having determined that no material change in circumstances has occurred in this case, we need not address
whether a change in custody is in Jordan’s best interests.” (-9)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Timothy Kendrick and Judy Kendrick Shoemake divorced in 1990, and the marital dissolution agreement
awarded Shoemake custody of their children. Their son Jordan, who is developmentally delayed, was the subject
of the later custody dispute. In 1998, Kendrick sought emergency and permanent custody based on alleged
turmoil in Shoemake's household, concerns about her work schedule, Jordan's education and medical care, and
her alleged prioritization of her own interests. After a hearing, the trial court awarded Kendrick custody but
made no specific findings of fact supporting a material change in circumstances or the child's best interests.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The trial court granted Timothy Kendrick's petition to modify custody without making specific findings
identifying the material change in circumstances or explaining why a custody change was in the child's best
interests. The Court of Appeals reversed, applying a substantial-harm standard. The Tennessee Supreme Court
granted permission to appeal, adopted the material-change-and-best-interests standard, concluded that the
evidence did not establish a material change in circumstances, affirmed the Court of Appeals as modified, and
remanded for child-support-related proceedings.

DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Affirmed the Court of Appeals as modified. The trial court must determine the amount of the father's
expenditures for necessities not provided by the mother between February 28, 1998, and September 3, 1999;
apply those payments as an offset against child-support arrearages as directed by the Court of Appeals; and
award an appropriate amount of current child support to the mother for Jordan under the Tennessee Child
Support Guidelines.
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