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Inamatrimonial actioninwhich the partieswere divorced by judgment entered April
7, 2005, the plaintiff former wife appeals from an order of the Supreme Court, Nassau County
(Falanga, J.), dated November 16, 2010, which, inter alia, in effect, granted that branch of the
defendant former husband’ smotion which wasto appoint aparenting coordinator to assist the parties
in implementing the terms of the existing child custody and visitation arrangement provided for in
the parties' stipulation dated October 22, 2007.

ORDERED that the order is affirmed, with costs.

Although a court may properly appoint a parenting coordinator to mediate between
parties and oversee the implementation of their court-ordered parenting plan (see generally Berg v
Berg, 85 AD3d 952; Raviv v Raviv, 64 AD3d 638, 639; Ragone v Ragone, 62 AD3d 772, 772-773)
acourt may not delegate to a parenting coordinator the authority to resolve issues affecting the best
interests of the children (see Matter of Edwards v Rothschild, 60 AD3d 675, 678; see also Matter
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of Henderson v Henderson, 9 AD3d 569; Matter of Hirsch v Hirsch, 4 AD3d 451, 452; Merrill
Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & Smith v Benjamin, 1 AD3d 39, 44).

Here, despitethe expansive scope of theissuesentrusted to the parenting coordinator
by the Supreme Court’s order, his power is properly limited to implementing the terms of the
existing child custody and visitation arrangement provided for in the parties stipulation dated
October 22, 2007, subject to the Supreme Court’s oversight. Likewise, although the parenting
coordinator is empowered to issue a written decision resolving a conflict where he is unable to
broker an agreement between the parties, the Supreme Court’ s order also provides that the parties
may seek to havethe parenting coordinator’ sdecision so-ordered by the Supreme Court and that they
“retain their right to return to Court and seek a modification of their parenting plan at any time.”
Accordingly, the Supreme Court properly limited the role of the parenting coordinator and properly
provided that his resol utions remain subject to court oversight (see Matter of Edwardsv Rothschild,
60 AD3d at 678; see also Matter of Henderson v Henderson, 9 AD3d at 569; Matter of Hirsch v
Hirsch, 4 AD3d at 452; Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & Smith v Benjamin, 1 AD3d at 44).

The plaintiff also contends that the order insufficiently protects the confidential and
privileged information of the parties and the children because it requires the parties to execute
authorizations and releases allowing the parenting coordinator to obtain information which is
otherwise confidentia or privileged. However, the order requires that the parenting coordinator
maintain the confidentiality of theinformation and when read asawhole, clearly limitshisauthority
to request authorizations or releases and use information only in furtherance of his duty to mediate
between the partiesintheimplementation of their parenting plan. Accordingly, nofurther limitation
IS necessary.

The plaintiff’s remaining contentions are without merit.

MASTRO, J.P., BALKIN, CHAMBERS and LOTT, JJ., concur.

Matthew G. Kiernan
Clerk of the Court
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