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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF FLORIDA

CASE NO. SC18-847

IN RE: AMENDMENTS TO FLORIDA
RULES FOR QUALIFIED AND 
COURT-APPOINTED PARENTING COORDINATORS
________________________________________

COMMITTEE ON ADR RULES AND POLICY RESPONSE TO 
COMMENTS TO THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO RULES 

FOR QUALIFIED AND COURT-APPOINTED PARENTING 
COORDINATORS 

The Supreme Court Committee on Alternative Dispute Resolution 
Rules and Policy (Committee) by and through its Chair, the Honorable 
Michael S. Orfinger, acting pursuant to the Court’s publication of notice for 
comment on the Committee’s proposed amendments to the Florida Rules for 
Qualified and Court-Appointed Parenting Coordinators (Parenting 
Coordinator Rules) submits this response to comments filed by Valorie 
Hoppenworth.

The Court’s notice for comment instructed interested persons to 
submit comments on or before November 15, 2018, and for the Committee 
to respond by December 6, 2018.  The Committee requested an extension of 
time to file a response and the Court granted an extension to February 4, 
2019.

The Committee thanks Valorie Hoppenworth for her thoughtful 
comments.  In some of her comments, Ms. Hoppenworth refers to the 
Committee’s charges contained in In re: Committee on Alternative Dispute 
Resolution Rules and Policy, Fla. Admin. Order No. AOSC16-40 (June 28, 
2016), which include identifying ways in which the Committee may assist in 
accomplishing the goals of The Long-Range Strategic Plan for the Florida 
Judicial Branch 2016-2021 (hereinafter referred to as “The Plan”).
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I. Rule 15.260 Parenting Coordinator Review Board

A. Composition of the Board and Goal 5.1 of The Plan Promoting 
Public Trust 

Ms. Hoppenworth disagrees with the Committee’s proposal to delete 
the requirement in rule 15.260(a)(3) that the four attorney members of the 
PCRB have no disciplinary history with The Florida Bar.  The rule would 
continue to require that the attorney members be in good standing with The 
Florida Bar.  Ms. Hoppenworth asserts that people with a disciplinary 
history “have proven that they cannot manage themselves ethically” and 
“have proven that they have flawed judgement [sic].”  Allowing persons to 
serve on the Board who have a prior disciplinary history but are currently in 
good standing with The Florida Bar, or with the respective licensing bodies 
of non-attorney parenting coordinators, is not contrary to Goal 5.1 of 
“promot[ing] public trust and confidence by maintaining high standards of 
professionalism and ethical behavior.”  To the contrary, The Florida Bar 
standards and disciplinary rules were established to ensure that attorneys 
licensed to practice in Florida maintain high standards of professionalism 
and ethical behavior.  An attorney in good standing with The Florida Bar 
meets those requirements.

Additionally, the Committee notes that the Chief Justice of the Florida 
Supreme Court appoints members to the PCRB and the Mediator 
Qualifications and Discipline Review Board (MQDRB), thus there is a 
review process for all applicants.  The Rules for Certified and Court-
Appointed Mediators do not require the attorney members of the MQDRB to 
have no disciplinary history.  The Committee believes the present 
requirements and appointment system continue to work well to provide 
boards comprised of ethical and professional members. 

B. Composition of the Board and Rule Violation Complaint 
Committees and Goal 1.1 of The Plan

Rule 15.260 proposes that the PCRB be comprised of 20 members, 
consisting of six judges, ten qualified parenting coordinators from professions 
eligible to be qualified parenting coordinators under section 61.125, Florida 
Statutes, and four attorneys.  Thus, the parenting coordinator members may be 
licensed mental health professionals, licensed physicians, Florida Supreme Court 
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certified family law mediators, or members of The Florida Bar.  Ms. Hoppenworth 
contends that the six judges and four attorneys are ten professionals with legal 
backgrounds, therefore the parenting coordinator members should be from non-
legal backgrounds to promote a balanced perspective which “helps guard against 
bias and prejudice” as Goal 1.1 states.  Correspondingly, Ms. Hoppenworth also 
proposes that rule 12.260(d)(2), regarding the composition of the three-member 
Rule Violation Complaint Committee (RVCC) assigned to each complaint filed, 
should read “the parenting coordinator members are from different non-legal 
regulatory backgrounds” to promote more uniformity and fairness.

The Committee maintains that the proposed composition of the PCRB and 
the RVCCs will provide a variety of diverse perspectives from non-legal and legal 
professions alike.  The judges and attorney/non-parenting coordinator members are 
needed to serve as RVCC chairs, and the judges are also needed to chair hearing 
panels.  The disciplinary process is a legal process involving legal determinations 
such as facial sufficiency, probable cause, the weighing of evidence, and 
application of a burden of proof.  The judge and attorney/non-parenting 
coordinator members provide legal expertise and guidance during the rules 
violation complaint process portion of a parenting coordinator disciplinary case.  
The judge makes legal decisions regarding procedures, evidence, and pleadings at 
a panel hearing, although the ultimate decision regarding whether violations have 
occurred and what sanctions will be imposed is made by the entire panel.

The Committee does not believe the exclusion of attorney/parenting 
coordinators from the PCRB would add to the fairness of the proceedings or 
substantially increase the variety of perspectives.  Attorneys are one of the 
categories of professionals who may be qualified as parenting coordinators under 
section 61.125, Florida Statutes.  Attorney/non-parenting coordinators do not have 
a perspective identical to attorney/parenting coordinators.  The appointments to the 
PCRB are made by the Chief Justice of the Florida Supreme Court who will make 
those decisions in accordance with the goals of The Plan.  Although the Parenting 
Coordinator Operating Procedures which exist now do not include Ms. 
Hoppenworth’s suggestion that the parenting coordinator members of the PCRB 
have non-legal backgrounds, the professionals currently appointed to the PCRB 
comprise a variety of non-legal and legal parenting coordinators with no imbalance 
of one type of profession over the other.  Of the five current parenting coordinator 
members, only one is an attorney and he is also a licensed mental health counselor.  
The non-attorney parenting coordinator members are either licensed mental health 
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professionals or Florida Supreme Court certified family law mediators with at least 
a master’s degree in a mental health field.

C. Composition of Hearing Panels and Goal 5.1 of The Plan 

 Ms. Hoppenworth believes that a three-member hearing panel will not 
provide equal access to fairness and justice for the parenting coordinator who is the 
subject of the complaint as at least two members will be legal professionals, the 
judge and attorney members and only one member would be a qualified parenting 
coordinator.  Equal access to fairness and justice are facilitated daily in our justice 
system by judges and attorneys.  Ms. Hoppenworth states that the PCRB hearing 
panels should mirror the five-member MQDRB hearing panels.  The Committee is 
working on proposed revisions to the Mediator Rules to reduce the MQDRB 
hearing panels to three members to make the hearing process more manageable 
and does not believe in either situation that a three-member panel impedes equal 
access to fairness and justice.

II.      Rules 15.210 Procedure and 15.220 Responsibilities of Chief Judge

The Committee believes the proposed rules achieve the goals Ms. 
Hoppenworth and The Plan promote.  The proposed revisions do not eliminate rule 
15.210.  Part I of the Parenting Coordinator Rules was created to establish ethical 
standards for parenting coordinators.  The Committee is now petitioning the Court 
to establish Part II disciplinary rules for enforcing the Part I standards.  Rule 
15.210 is being amended to provide the scope and purpose of the Part II rules and 
provides that the PCRB shall be responsible for enforcing those standards.  The 
DRC has never been responsible for enforcing the standards for mediators or 
parenting coordinators; those tasks are the responsibility of the MQDRB and 
PCRB, respectively.  Existing rule 15.210 does not provide the needed procedures 
for enforcing the Part I standards.  The proposed rules provide procedures similar 
to those for mediators in Part III of the Rules for Certified and Court-Appointed 
Mediators (Mediator Rules).  The proposed rules provide for a disciplinary system 
that applies uniformly to qualified and court-appointed parenting coordinators 
throughout the state.  In revised rule 15.210, the PCRB is charged with 
implementing the disciplinary process, and in proposed rule 15.230, the DRC is 
charged with serving as the administrative staff to the PCRB.

Ms. Hoppenworth argues that the DRC should take on the tasks of 
qualifying and disqualifying parenting coordinators under section 61.125, Florida 
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Statutes, on a statewide basis.  However, the Court, in In re: Parenting Coordinator 
Application Form and Training Standards, Fla. Admin. Order No. AOSC14-64 
(November 14, 2014), has already delegated that task along with the responsibility 
of maintaining a roster of parenting coordinators to the judicial circuits, while 
charging the DRC with approving parenting coordinator training courses and the 
administrative responsibilities associated with the disciplinary procedures of the 
Parenting Coordinator Rules.  The Court has adopted an application form to be 
used statewide for parenting coordinators who wish to be qualified.  In this 
manner, the Court spread the burden of supplying resources for these tasks among 
the circuit courts and the Office of the State Courts Administrator (OSCA)/DRC.  
The rules petition filed by the Committee is not requesting that the Court change 
the present allocation of tasks.

III. Rule 15.280 Contempt Process

The contempt process in proposed rule 15.280 may be either civil or 
criminal contempt.  A person can be found in civil contempt if they disobey a court 
procedure or court order and a person can be found in criminal contempt when the 
person disrespects a judge.  Either may be appropriate under the rules based on the 
specific act or circumstances.

IV. Mirroring the Mediator Disciplinary Procedures, Rules 10.820 
through 10.880.  

The proposed Parenting Coordinator Rules were created from the Mediator 
Rules with improvements the Committee believes are beneficial.

V.      Other Rules

A. Rule 15.290

The Committee responds to Ms. Hoppenworth’s question regarding what 
happens after a dismissal is signed under proposed rule 15.290(o) by noting that 
the case is then closed.  This subdivision is regarding a stipulation of dismissal at 
the investigative or complaint stage of the process.  The rule specifies that the 
complaint is dismissed with prejudice and thus cannot be refiled.
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B. Rule 15.300

Ms. Hoppenworth asks how parenting coordinators can preserve the 
confidentiality of the parenting coordinator process and yet defend themselves in a 
disciplinary proceeding.  The Committee is addressing this issue through the 
legislative process to request an exception to the confidentiality under section 
61.125(7) instead of by proposing a rule.  Currently, a parenting coordinator could 
request a waiver from the parties.

C. Rule 15.320(b)(5)

The Committee agrees the subdivision of the rule should be amended as 
proposed by Ms. Hoppenworth to state that the notification rule applies to “current 
clients.”  It is not the intention of the Committee to have the parenting coordinator 
notify past clients.  Thus, the revised proposed rule will state:

(5) suspension, which is defined as removal of the parenting 
coordinator from the list of qualified parenting coordinators in all 
circuits for a period of up to 2 years and the parenting coordinator 
shall not be appointed to any new cases as a parenting coordinator in 
any circuit during the suspension.  In the case in which the complaint 
against the parenting coordinator was filed, the parenting coordinator 
shall notify the parties and the court of the suspension in writing, 
delivering the written letter to the parties and sending a courtesy copy 
to the judge.  The parenting coordinator shall also file a letter with the 
clerks of court in all circuits in which the parenting coordinator serves 
and send a letter to all current clients of the parenting coordinator, and 
include a certificate of service stating: 

(Revised word indicated by double underline.)

D. Rule 15.330

Rule 15.330(c) does not contain the grounds for automatic disqualification 
that are currently stated in Operating Procedure 13(c)(1) because the grounds in the 
Operating Procedure are identical to the grounds for disqualification already stated 
in section 61.125(5)(a), Florida Statutes.  Instead, rule 15.330(b) says that a 
parenting coordinator shall inform the DRC about any disqualifying event 
delineated in Chapter 61, Florida Statutes.  The PCRB does not have jurisdiction 



7

over the qualification and disqualification of parenting coordinators, the judicial 
circuits have jurisdiction over those functions.  

The provisions of rule 15.330(e) have not been deleted but have been 
expanded to include “or is disciplined, suspended, or disbarred by any professional 
licensing organization in which the parenting coordinator is a member,” and 
moved to (f).

CONCLUSION

The proposed amendment to rule 10.320(b)(5) which the Committee 
agrees to revise in response to Ms. Hoppenworth’s comment and asks the 
Court to adopt, is attached in legislative and two-column chart format in 
Response Appendices A and B.  The Committee respectfully requests this 
Court approve that change and adopt the proposed revisions to the Rules for 
Qualified and Court-Appointed Parenting Coordinators.

Respectfully submitted this 1st day of February, 2019.

/s/ Michael S. Orfinger, Circuit Judge
morfinger@circuit7.org
Florida Bar No. 814830
Chair of the Committee on 
Alternative Dispute Resolution Rules 
and Policy
Seventh Judicial Circuit
125 E. Orange Avenue, Suite 304
Daytona Beach, Florida  32114
Telephone:  386-257-6091

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing 
Response to Comments to the Proposed Amendments to the Rules for Qualified 
and Court-Appointed Parenting Coordinators by the Committee on Alternative 

mailto:morfinger@circuit7.org
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Dispute Resolution Rules and Policy was furnished by e-mail through the Florida 
Courts E-Filing Portal this 1st day of February 2019, to:

Deborah Day
2737 West Fairbanks Avenue
Winter Park, FL  32789
Dday234@aol.com 

Michael Holler
Florida Mental Health Counselors Association
2101 Vista Parkway
Suite 265
West Palm Beach, FL  33411
mholler@flmhca.org 

Valorie Hoppenworth
723 Truman Avenue #200612
Tallahassee, FL  32314- 6298
hoppenworthv@gmail.com 

Tia E. Jensen
2831 Ringling Boulevard
Suite C-112
Sarasota, FL  34237
Tia@AlternativeLegalResolutions.com 

The Honorable Diana Moreland
Manatee County Judicial Center
1051 Manatee Ave West
Bradenton, FL  34206
DMoreland@jud12.flcourts.org 

Sharon O’Day
9040 Town Center Parkway
Lakewood Ranch, FL  34202
soday@odayresolutions.com

Deborah Meyer, Director of Central Staff
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