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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF FLORIDA  

CASE NO. SC18-847 

 

IN RE: AMENDMENTS TO THE FLORIDA RULES FOR QUALIFIED AND COURT 

APPOINTED PARENTING COORDINATORS  

____________________________________________________/  

 

 

Motion for supplemental responsive comments by Florida Court 

Qualified Parenting Coordinator Valorie Hoppenworth, LMHC, 

CRC(ret.) 

 

 

The consideration given to some of my previous comments by “the 

Committee”is appreciated.  

At the same time, respectfully, I’d like to request considera-

tion of two points about which “the committee’s” response seemed 

silent, in my understanding.  

 

 

1. On the issue of goal 5.1 of “the plan” :”promoting public 
trust and confidence by maintaining high standards of profes-

sionalism and ethical behavior” : 

 

Regarding “the Committee’s” recommendation for changes to rule 

15.210 of the AOSC-16-17 section 6 to become proposed rule 

15.260.  

 

a. How does deleting the requirement to be free of disciplinary 

history for attorneys maintain high standards ?  It seems this 

proposed change lowers standards for potential review board mem-

ber (PCRB) qualification.  

 

b. Respectfully, the overarching goal of my comment is to re-

quest the Court extend the standard currently applied to lawyers 

to the entire parenting coordinator review board panel (“PCRB”) 

regardless of their individual professional background.  

Specifically, current rule 15.210 requires qualified review 

board panel members who are lawyers to present “with no disci-

plinary history.”  

 

c.  The clarified intent of my comment is to respectfully re-

quest the Court’s consideration to simply apply the same stand-

ards to all professionals serving on the PCRB by maintaining the 

highest standards of professionalism and ethical conduct. This 

suggestion serves as an alternative to avoid lowering the exist-

ing standards for qualification of some panel members.  
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To that end, the words ”with no disciplinary history” could be 

added to the description of required qualifications for every 

non-lawyer panel member regardless of their qualifying profes-

sion. 

 

d. The current language already requires attorneys to be without 

any history of discipline. The committee’s response suggested an 

attorney being in good standing “is sufficient” for qualifica-

tions for PCRB service. It appears the committee considered my 

comments merely asked the Court to abstain from removing the 

language that applied to attorney members.  However, context for 

why the current higher standard was deleted for attorneys rather 

than expanded to all professions eludes this reader. 

 

e. What could be foreseeably detrimental to Florida Citizens 

about holding ethical review board members to a standard higher 

than the standard currently in place to qualify to practice par-

enting coordination? 

 

Requiring all review board members to be free of a history of 

discipline on their qualifying license or certification was 

merely intended to provide for the selection of professionals 

demonstrating exemplary conduct.  It seems pragmatic to apply a 

standard of demonstrated excellence in one’s given profession to 

individuals specifically selected to review allegations about 

unethical conduct. Moreover, ensuring the same standard of ex-

cellence is extended to all panel members regardless of their 

professional background maintains high standards of profession-

alism and ethical behavior.  

 

Holding PCRB board members to a higher standard than the ones 

promulgated by their given profession seems aligned with the 

goal to promote public trust maintaining high standards.  Se-

lecting individuals with a proven track record of successfully 

maintaining high ethical standards is a means to ensure quality 

parenting coordinators and parenting coordination review pro-

cesses.  

 

The language currently in effect regarding the obligation for 

attorneys to be free of a history of discipline already meets 

goal 5.1.  

 

Whereas lowering the current standards seems antithetical to the 

goal of maintaining high standards of ethical conduct. Promoting 

public trust and confidence by maintaining high standards of 

professionalism and ethical behavior was a goal identified by 
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this honorable Florida Supreme Court in "the  plan”  GOAL 5.1 

promulgated in 2017. AOSC 16-17 was adopted prior to development 

of "the plan”.  

 

Respectfully, consideration is hereby requested for all members 

of the review board to be equally free from a history of disci-

pline on any license or certification they hold that would qual-

ify them to practice parenting coordination.  In addition,  I 

have previously proposed a specific guideline could be created 

in the event the committee or this Court takes a position that 

there could be an occasion when a person with a disciplinary 

history remains better qualified than professionals who have not 

received any discipline. Both of these suggestions seem con-

sistent with “the Plan” goal 1.5 to implement consistent proce-

dures.  

 

The language currently in effect under ORDER AOSC 16-17 rule 

15.210 section 6 is:  

 

“6. PARENTING COORDINATOR DISCIPLINE REVIEW BOARD (a) Generally. 

The Parenting Coordinator Discipline Review Board (PCDRB) shall 

be composed of 10 individuals selected based on the following 

criteria 

 

(1)judges: 3 circuit, family or county judges;  

(2)parenting coordinators: 5 qualified parenting coordinators; 

and 

(3)attorneys: 2 attorneys licensed to practice law in Florida 

for at least 3 years who have or had a substantial family 

practice and are neither qualified as parenting coordinators 

nor judicial officers during their terms of service on the 

PCDRB but who have a knowledge of and experience with parent-

ing coordination practice, statutes, and procedures. These at-

torneys must be members in good standing of The Florida Bar 

with no disciplinary history.” 

 

1.2 Regarding the request for consideration to implement parity 

and diversity as part of the issue of promoting public trust 

goal 5.1 of “the plan” :  

Specifically addressing the qualifications of the number and 

type of professional to serve on the PCRB:  

It remains undisputed 

 

A. The framework from which attorneys, mental health profession-
als and medical doctors analyze a set of facts are rooted in 
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thought paradigms originating from their respective educa-

tional backgrounds and professional experience.  

 

B. The Florida administrative code sets forth different standards 
for different mental health and medical professions.  This 

further diversifies perspectives as well as obligations.   

  

 Furthermore,  it appears retaining the words “if feasible” di-

lutes the strength of the stated intention to implement diver-

sity in panel composition by professional category.  

  

 Respectfully , the request consideration be given to prioritize 

upholding the principle of diversity in the Florida Courts’ ad-

ministration is hereby restated.  

 

Representation of diversified professional backgrounds and par-

ity can serve to enhance meeting Goal 5.1 of “the Plan” : en-

hance public confidence. In the Committee’s proposal, Ten (10) 

persons out of twenty (20) nominated to serve on the panel will 

have a legal background , in part for procedural reasons. Hence, 

10 persons required to abide by rules of conduct for legal pro-

fessionals will participate in a discussion about a given griev-

ance. To promote principles such as social justice and inclusiv-

ity, I respectfully request consideration be given to commit 

wholeheartedly to parity when carrying out panel member selec-

tion by removing the words “if feasible”.   

 

The committee suggests in its response : “attorneys who have 

been trained in parenting coordination will think differently” 

[than the 4 others].  However, the committee requires the 4 

other attorneys to “have knowledge of and experience with par-

enting coordination practice, statutes, and procedures”.  It 

seems likely the paradigms used to analyze facts will be more 

similar among the two attorney groups in contrast to comparing 

with various other non-legal professions. Furthermore, all qual-

ified non-legal professions are governed by different sections 

of the Florida administrative code. Hence the request to select 

the other ten(10)members from a non-legal background is re-for-

mulated.  

 

The committee’s proposed language to change the rule does not 

seem to reference the changes from AOSC 16-17 cited above. In-

stead, it  proposes all new language as if no comparable lan-

guage existed previously. Respectfully, I request consideration 

be given to language that has already been adopted as a point of 

departure.  
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The new proposed rule replacing section 6 of rule 15.210 to 

which these comments relate is :  

 

Rule 15.260. “Parenting Coordinator Review Board (a) Generally. 

The PCRB shall be composed of 20 individuals selected based on 

the following criteria:  

(1)judges: 6 circuit, family or county judges;  

(2)(2) parenting coordinators: 10 qualified parenting coordina-

tors from professions eligible to be qualified parenting coor-

dinators under section 61.125, Florida Statutes.  

(3)(3) attorneys: 4 attorneys licensed to practice law in Flor-

ida for at least 3 years who have or had a substantial family 

practice and are neither qualified as parenting coordinators 

nor judicial officers during their terms of service on the 

PCRB, but who have knowledge of and experience with parenting 

coordination practice, statutes, and procedures. These attor-

neys must be members in good standing of The Florida Bar.  

 

AND  

(d) Rule Violation Complaint Committee (RVCC). Each RVCC shall 

be composed of 3 members of the PCRB selected by the DRC on a 

rotation basis. RVCCs are assigned to a single case; however, 

they may be assigned to related cases to be disposed of collec-

tively as is deemed appropriate by the Chief of Alternative Dis-

pute Resolution. A RVCC shall disband after the disposition of 

the case(s) to which it is assigned. Each RVCC shall be composed 

of: (1) one judge or attorney, who shall act as the chair of the 

RVCC; and (2) two qualified parenting coordinators from differ-

ent regulatory backgrounds, if feasible.” 

 

The following edits are hereby proposed to future rule 15.260:  

 

(1)judges: 6 circuit, family or county judges with no discipli-

nary history; 

 

(2) parenting coordinators: 10 qualified parenting coordinators 

from non-legal professions eligible to be qualified parenting 

coordinators under section 61.125, Florida Statutes with no dis-

ciplinary history. 

 

(3) attorneys: 4 attorneys licensed to practice law in Florida 

for at least 3 years who have or had a substantial family prac-

tice and are neither qualified as parenting coordinators nor ju-

dicial officers during their terms of service on the PCRB, but 

who have knowledge of and experience with parenting coordination 
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practice, statutes, and procedures. These attorneys must be mem-

bers in good standing of The Florida Bar with no disciplinary 

history1. 

 

AND  

 

(d) Rule Violation Complaint Committee (RVCC). Each RVCC shall 

be composed of 3 members of the PCRB selected by the DRC on a 

rotation basis. RVCCs are assigned to a single case; however, 

they may be assigned to related cases to be disposed of collec-

tively as is deemed appropriate by the Chief of Alternative Dis-

pute Resolution. A RVCC shall disband after the disposition of 

the case(s) to which it is assigned. Each RVCC shall be composed 

of: (1) one judge or attorney, who shall act as the chair of the 

RVCC; and (2) two qualified parenting coordinators from differ-

ent regulatory backgrounds, if feasible. 

 

 

The deletion of the language “with no disciplinary history” from 

AOSC 16-17 section 6 does not appear to be described, nor ad-

dressed in “the Committee’s” response to my previous comments.  

Furthermore, I was unable to detect any reference to the reason 

for maintaining the words “if feasible” in the response related 

to the stated goal of panel member diversity. I hereby restate 

and clarify that it seems  holding all professionals that serve 

on the panel to the highest identical standard, regardless of 

background, respecting parity and diversity serves to enhance 

and support public confidence maintaining high standards of pro-

fessionalism and ethical behavior.  

 

Respectfully submitted on this 25th day of February 2019,  

 

 

Valorie Hoppenworth, licensed FL clinical supervisor,LMHC, Fl 

court qualified parenting coordinator, CRC(ret.), Fl approved 

Continuing education provider (ret.).   

hoppenworthv@gmail.com 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing 

responsive comments to Comments on the Proposed Amendments to 

the Rules for Qualified and Court-Appointed Parenting Coordina- 

tors by the Committee on Alternative Dispute Resolution Rules 

                                                 
1 This underlined language is not an actual addition because it is already included in rule 15. 210 section 6 

currently in effect.  

mailto:hoppenworthv@gmail.com
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and Policy was furnished by e-mail through the Florida Courts E-

Filing Portal this 25th day of February 2019, to: 

 

Michael S. Orfinger, Circuit Judge 

morfinger@circuit7.org 
Chair of the Committee on 

Alternative Dispute Resolution Rules 

and Policy 

Seventh Judicial Circuit 

125 E. Orange Avenue, Suite 304 

Daytona Beach, Florida 32114 

 

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 
 

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 

 

Juan Collins  

collinsj@flcourts.org 
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