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Chairman Thomas and members of the House Judiciary Committee, 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit testimony in support of House Bill 693. My name is 

Nicole Amill, and I am a mother from Lorain, Ohio. I am here as a first hand witness of what it is 

like living through the consequences of what happens when the State is allowed to override 

parental rights without due process, clear standards, or accountability. 

This issue is not about whether we want what is best for our children. We all do. The real issue is 

who decides what “best” means and under what legal standard? Because in my case, that 

decision was made not by law, not by evidence, but by discretion. 

I am a fit parent confirmed by a forensic psychologist in my case. There has been no finding of 

abuse, no finding of neglect, and no legal determination that I am unfit. Yet despite this, my 

parental rights have been restricted, my relationship with my son has been interfered with, and 

decisions about my son’s life have been made by third parties who were never even properly 

joined to the case. 

The phrase “best interest of the child” has been used not as a legal standard, but as a justification. 

There is no objective definition or measurable standard for “best interest,” yet it is used to 

override fundamental constitutional rights. In practice, this means a parent can lose time with 

their child, a child can be forced into relationships or environments, and third parties can 

influence outcomes without accountability, and without any required finding of harm. That is not 

due process. That is unchecked discretion. 

 

This is not theoretical. This is happening right now. I have experienced repeated interference at 

my son’s school. When I arrived as a volunteer, I was met by a school resource officer and 

escorted off the property after a late-night communication from the guardian ad litem to the 

school. I was then placed in a position where I could be removed, threatened with trespass, or 

even arrest simply for trying to attend his event, say hello, or hug my own child. This was not 



based on a court order and not based on a finding of danger. It was based on discretion and 

communication influenced by individuals connected to my case through ex parte communication.  

 

The private school president, whose institution receives EdChoice state funding, admitted in 

writing that my ability to attend my son’s school events is subject to prior permission from the 

school, a requirement he stated is unrelated to any court order and instead based on the school’s 

discretion over who may or may not be on campus. He further stated that I could be asked to 

leave and that future incidents would not be handled the same way. This is what it looks like 

when parental rights are treated as conditional instead of fundamental. 

 

In my case, this was never a custody dispute. It was a safety issue involving third parties who 

were never properly made part of the case. Yet decisions affecting custody were still made, 

without proper jurisdiction, without those parties being joined, and without the protections due 

process requires. When decisions affecting custody can be made without jurisdiction and without 

required parties being joined, then the legal protections families are supposed to rely on no 

longer exist. The impact is not just on me, but on my biological son, who is being conditioned to 

experience his parent as someone who can be restricted, removed, or labeled without cause. 

 

The current system allows interference with parental rights based on a minimal evidentiary 

threshold, often without sworn testimony being tested or subject to meaningful cross-

examination.  In my case, it feels even lower because decisions are being made without evidence, 

through post-decree interim orders issued without full evidentiary hearings by magistrates, 

without testimony being tested, and without accountability for those making the claims. If the 

State can interfere with a parent-child relationship at such a low threshold, then no parent is truly 

protected. 

 

What I am experiencing is not unique to me. There is a growing pattern across Ohio where 

parents are separated from children without findings of harm, guardian ad litems and third parties 

operate without oversight, courts impose reunification, supervision, or restrictions without clear 

legal justification, and schools and institutions begin enforcing these informal narratives as if 



they are law. This creates a system where allegations outweigh evidence, discretion outweighs 

rights, and parents are forced to prove innocence rather than the State proving harm. 

House Bill 693 is not about preventing the State from protecting children. It is about ensuring the 

State does not interfere without evidence, override parents without due process, or rely on vague 

standards to justify life altering decisions. Ohio law already provides mechanisms to address 

abuse and neglect when supported by evidence. What is missing, and what House Bill 693 

provides, is protection against unnecessary and unjustified government intrusion into the lives of 

fit families. 

 

This is not just about parents. Children are being separated from fit parents, placed in confusing 

and conflicting environments, and conditioned to distrust or fear a parent without cause. A child 

should never have to question why they cannot hug their parent, see their parent freely, or 

receive something as simple as a gift at a school event when there is no finding of harm. That is 

not protection. That is harm created by the system itself. 

 

The Constitution does not give the State authority to parent in place of fit parents. It limits the 

State from doing exactly what is happening right now. House Bill 693 restores that boundary. It 

restores due process, evidentiary standards, and the fundamental rights of both parents and 

children. 

 

I urge this committee to support House Bill 693, not just for families like mine, but for every 

Ohio family who deserves protection from government overreach. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

 

Nicole Amill 

 

 


