
COURT OF APPEALS OF INDIANA

Deitra Mangrum and Randy Mangrum v. Randi Mangrum and
Bryce Walker

25A-MI-2003 (Ind. Ct. App. Apr. 30, 2026) · No. 25A-MI-2003 · Decided April 30, 2026

SUMMARY

The Indiana Court of Appeals reviewed the termination of a grandparent visitation order involving
Deitra and Randy Mangrum and Randi Mangrum and Bryce Walker. The court held that the
grandparents waived their challenge to the change of judge but concluded that the trial court abused its
discretion by terminating visitation under the Grandparent Visitation Act. The court reversed and
remanded.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the grandparents waived their challenge to the trial court's grant of the mother's motion for
change of judge by failing to object below.

2. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by terminating the existing grandparent-visitation order.

HOLDINGS

1. The grandparents waived their challenge to the trial court's grant of the mother's motion for change of
judge because they did not object when the motion was granted and raised the issue for the first time on
appeal.

2. Indiana Code section 31-17-5-7 requires only that modification of a grandparent-visitation order serve
the best interests of the child; it does not independently require proof of a substantial change in
circumstances.

3. The trial court abused its discretion by terminating the grandparent-visitation order because the mother's
petition relied substantially on reasons and evidence previously rejected or litigated, and termination
rewarded the parents' continued noncompliance with the existing order.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Grandparent Visitation Act “contemplates only occasional, temporary visitation that does not
substantially infringe on a parent’s fundamental right to control the upbringing, education, and religious
training of their children.”” (at 12)

“Similarly, here, Indiana Code Section 31-17-5-7 requires only that modification of the grandparent visitation
order serve the best interests of the child.” (at 13)

“Mother’s motion “invited the trial court to reward her persistent non-compliance.”” (at 16)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Deitra and Randy Mangrum, the maternal grandparents, had regularly visited their grandchildren until the
children's mother stopped contact in December 2022. The trial court granted the grandparents' petitions for
visitation in March 2024, but the parents permitted only one visit and then ceased communication and visitation.
After finding the parents in contempt, a new judge granted the mother's petition to terminate the visitation order
based on asserted changes including the parents' separation and shared custody, homeschooling and
extracurricular activities, the older child's wishes, and additional children in the family.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The trial court initially granted the grandparents' petitions for visitation and entered a visitation schedule. After
the parents ceased complying with the order, the trial court found them in contempt. Following a change of
judge, the trial court granted the mother's petitions to terminate grandparent visitation, and the grandparents



appealed. The Court of Appeals held that the change-of-judge issue was waived but reversed the termination
order and remanded.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remanded for proceedings consistent with the opinion concerning the grandparent-visitation order.
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