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WRIT GRANTED 

  

Dr. Stephanie Haywood, a parenting coordinator appointed in a 

custody dispute, seeks supervisory review of a May 6, 2026 judgment of 

the district court denying her “Motion to Vacate Exparte [sic] Orders to 

Call Parenting Coordinator to Testify.”  The ex parte orders were filed 

by defendant, Shannon Impastato, calling for her to testify as a witness 

at the custody trial and for deposition.  The custody trial is currently set 

to commence on August 18, 2026. 

The parenting coordinator is a statutorily created role for 

assisting parties in reaching agreements to resolve disputes in child 
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custody cases.  La. R.S. 9:358.4.  Credentials required for parenting 

coordinator appointment include Louisiana licensure as a mental health 

professional, three years of professional post-degree experience, 

completion of specialized parenting coordination training, and 

possessing qualified mediator requirements under La. R.S. 9:334.   

In furtherance of the parenting coordinator’s purpose for 

facilitating extrajudicial settlements of child custody disputes, the 

Legislature has restricted their involvement in the parties’ litigation.  

Specifically, La. R.S. 9:358.5 states, “A. The parenting coordinator shall 

not be called as a witness in the child custody proceedings without prior 

court approval.”  Only a few reported cases have interpreted this 

statute.  While the official comments are not law, they may be 

considered persuasive authority, and to that extent, provide guidance: 

(a) Paragraph A allows the parties to call the parenting coordinator 

as a witness only with permission of the court.  The approval of a 

parenting coordinator to be a witness does not require a 

contradictory hearing.  Compare Evidence Code Article 507 which 

requires court approval and a hearing before a lawyer may be 

called as a witness in a criminal case.  A judge should not 

authorize the issuance of a subpoena to a parenting coordinator 

unless the calling party demonstrates a need for the testimony 

and that the evidence cannot be adduced from other sources.  The 

court may not call the parenting coordinator as a witness on its 

own motion.  See C.E. Art. 614. 

(Emphasis supplied.) 

 

In her first ex parte motion to call Dr. Haywood as a witness filed 

on August 27, 2025 and granted a few days after on September 2, 2025, 

Mrs. Impastato stated as the reason for her request only that “[t]he 

Court will benefit from hearing from Stephanie Haywood regarding her 

work with the parents on this issue.”  There is nothing in this statement 
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indicative of a need for Dr. Haywood’s testimony or that her testimony 

could not be adduced elsewhere.   

In her second ex parte motion, filed on February 2, 2026 and 

granted a day later, Mrs. Impastato made additional allegations that 

Dr. Haywood, in her role as parenting coordinator, had sent 

correspondence directly to the District Court Judge concerning the 

parenting coordination process.  Mrs. Impastato also averred that she 

had already sought and was granted the right to call Dr. Haywood in 

her previous motion.  We note Dr. Haywood’s appointment as parenting 

coordinator in this case ended on January 29, 2026. 

On the showing made, we find that the trial court erred in 

granting these unsupported ex parte motions.  Nothing in them 

indicates a need for Dr. Haywood’s testimony or that the information 

such testimony could contain may not be elicited elsewhere.  

Consequently, we find that the trial court erred in denying Dr. 

Haywood’s motion to vacate.  Accordingly, we grant this writ 

application and reverse the May 6, 2026 judgment of the trial court.  

The ex parte September 2, 2025 and February 3, 2026 orders of the trial 

court allowing Dr. Haywood to be deposed and called as witness are 

hereby vacated. 

 

Gretna, Louisiana, this 31st day of August, 2026. 
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