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Ist Amendment
PARTNERSHIP

Chair Jim Thomas

Judiciary Committee

The Ohio House of Representatives

Subject: Support for HB 693

Chair Thomas, Vice Chair Swearingen, Ranking Member Synenberg & Members of the Committee:

My name is Lance Kinzer, and I am the Policy Director for 1st Amendment Partnership where we are privileged to
work with some of the nation’s largest faith communities with respect to their common commitment to First

Amendment freedoms, and opposition to harmful gender ideology.

Protecting Parents from False Claims of Abuse and Neglect

HB 693 stands for the simple proposition that parenting that affirms a child’s biological sex is not abuse or
neglect, nor contrary to the best interests of a child. This bill is a needed and natural extension of this legislatures
2024 action in passing HB 68 (Safe Act), which provided in part:

When allocating parental rights and responsibilities or parenting time, no court shall deny or limit a
parent's parental rights and responsibilities or parenting time based on the parent's decision to do
any of the following: (A) Refer to and raise the child in a manner consistent with the child's
biological sex; (B) Decline to consent to the child receiving gender transition services as defined in
section 3129.01 of the Revised Code; (C) Decline to consent to the child receiving counseling or
other mental health services for the purpose of affirming the child's perception of the child's gender
or sex, if the child's perception is inconsistent with the child's biological sex. O.R.C §3109.054

Moreover, the bill helps to further clarify and implement Ohio HB 8 (Parents’ Bill of rights) passed last year, which
established that:

(A) The general assembly maintains that a parent has a fundamental right to make decisions
concerning the upbringing, education, and care of the parent's child. O.R.C §3313.473

The need to protect parents from adverse governmental action grounded in animus against those who choose to raise
their child consistent with their biological sex is increasingly well recognized at both the state and federal level.

Federally, on March 3, 2026 the Administration for Children and Families within the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services sent letters to all 50 states reminding them that in the view of the Administration, children may not
be removed from their homes solely because parents decline to support a child’s self-identification as the opposite sex.
ACF Assistant Secretary Alex J. Adams noted, “Parents have the right to raise their children according to their
sincerely held religious beliefs and moral convictions. When states overstep their bounds, ACF will take action to
deter inappropriate policies that drive unnecessary interactions with child welfare systems. This is one such example.”!
Given this new guidance it is reasonable to conclude that one benefit of HB 693 is that it will serve to ensure

that Ohio does not violate federal policy around child removal.

'https://acf.gov/media/press/2026/acf-defends-biological-reality-parental-rights-letter-50-
states?vermeid=6iF8ECGS51ka9NgGYR3cuoQ&vermiid=A 1Gmu-j82UaDRrocTvSUdg



At the state level, legislation embodying many of the same provisions as SB 693 passed and was signed into law by
the Democrat Governor of North Carolina last year.? A bill shielding parents from abuse and neglect claims for raising
a child consistent with their biological sex also became law in 2025 in Indian.® Furthermore, bills similar to HB 693
have passed the New Hampshire House, The Iowa House and the Tennessee Senate, all within the past few weeks.

We all agree the state can and should step in when there is real abuse—when as current Ohio law puts it a child:
“(A) Is the victim of "sexual activity" as defined under Chapter 2907. of the Revised Code, where such activity would
constitute an offense under that chapter ... (B) Is the victim of disseminating, obtaining, or displaying "materials" or
"performances" that are "harmful to juveniles" as defined under Chapter 2907. of the Revised Code, where such
activity would constitute an offense under that chapter ... (C) Is endangered as defined in section 2919.22 of the
Revised Code, ... (D) Exhibits evidence of any physical or mental injury or death, inflicted other than by accidental
means, or an injury or death which is at variance with the history given of it. ... (E) Because of the acts of the child's
parents, guardian, custodian, or caretaker, suffers physical or mental injury that harms or threatens to harm the child's
health or welfare. (F) Is subjected to out-of-home care child abuse.” O.R.C §2151.031

But we are crossing a very different line when loving and involved parents are treated as dangerous simply
because they do not believe in current trends in gender ideology. Unfortunately, in states across the country
children are being removed from, (or denied access to), safe, stable, healthy, and loving homes due to government
overreach driven by gender ideology. This has happened in Red states and in Blue states.* The wisdom of parental
caution regarding gender ideology, and a parental commitment to raising children consistent with their
biological sex, is supported by the science. It is not abuse, it’s prudent parenting.

This is especially the case given the emergence of new evidence questioning the efficacy of so called “gender affirming
care” for minors. As noted in a recent Federal HHS Report: “Health authorities have also recognized the
exceptional nature of this area of medicine. That exceptionalism is due to a convergence of factors. One is that
the diagnosis of gender dysphoria is based entirely on subjective self-reports and behavioral observations,
without any objective physical, imaging, or laboratory markers. The diagnosis centers on attitudes, feelings,
and behaviors that are known to fluctuate during adolescence. Additionally, the natural history of pediatric
gender dysphoria is poorly understood, though existing research suggests it will remit without intervention in
most cases. >

HB 693 safeguards the integrity of safe, stable, healthy, and loving homes that affirm the biological sex of their
children — while also providing the state with the appropriate leeway to intervein in actual cases of abuse or neglect.

Prohibiting Discrimination Against Adoptive and Foster Parents

HF 693 also protects the right of people with traditional views on gender identity to continue to be licensed to
foster or adopt, and to be considered for placements, consistent with the best interests of the child. Ohio should
welcome a diverse range of qualified adoptive and foster parents - including people of faith. While not every family
is the right placement for every child, Ohio should not make the mistake other states have, of excluding
otherwise qualified parents from adopting or fostering at all, simply because of their religious or moral beliefs
around gender identity.

Traditionally Courts had recognized that attempts to disqualify parents from being licensed or otherwise approved to
foster or adopt based upon their religious beliefs raises serious 1st Amendment issues.® But these good results took

2 https://www.ncleg.gov/EnactedLegislation/SessionLaws/PDF/2025-2026/SL2025-59.pdf

3 https://iga.in.gov/legislative/2025/bills/house/1412/details

+See for example: https://becketfund.org/case/m-c-and-j-c-v-indiana-department-of-child-services/;
https://www.heritage.org/gender/commentary/parents-just-lost-custody-teenage-daughter-who-wants-transition-boy-what-you-need;
https://fox17.com/news/nation-world/mother-who-questioned-12-year-old-daughters-gender-transition-loses-custody-battle

5 https://opa.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/2025-05/gender-dysphoria-report-exec-summary.pdf
¢ See Lasche v. NJ Division Child Protective Services, Case #20-2325 (US Ct of App 3rd Cir. 2022); Blais V Hunter, 493 F. Supp. 3d 984 (ED
Wash. 2020)



years to litigate. Troublingly, a more recent line of cases has yielded mixed results (or are still in doubt) regarding
the status of adoptive/foster parents unable to affirm gender ideology. ’

The pressing nature of this issue was recognized by Ohio Attorney General Dave Yost, when he joined 19 other
state’s Attorney Generals in an Amicus Brief in the Bates case before the 9" Circuit. He noted that policies like the
one HB 693 is designed to stop “tell religious people to take their faith and stay home” and “unchecked it will
spread to effectively ostracize people of faith from society.”®

In recent months, the federal government has taken steps to defend the ability of parents to adopt and foster
regardless of their views on gender ideology.” Moreover, left leaning states such as Massachusetts and Vermont,
that had previously fought to block parents with traditional views on gender ideology from fostering and
adopting, have reversed course.!’ It should be a matter of common sense to ensure that such parents are
protected in law in Ohio. Individual placements should always be made consistent with the best interests of the
child, but Ohio law should be clear that this process never starts with a presumption that an otherwise qualified current
or prospective parent is not appropriate for a placement merely because they hold common place religious beliefs
about issues of sex and gender.

Ohio should encourage as many qualified people as possible to provide loving homes for children in need.
Imposing ideological litmus tests, as other states have done, is unjust to those parents, needlessly limits the pool
of available families, and is exactly the opposite of what kids in the foster system need. The Legislature is well
aware of the ongoing need for more foster and adoptive parents in Ohio. Driving well qualified people of faith out of
the foster system would only worsen the already significant problems of foster care capacity and placement instability.
Christians are 3x more likely to seriously consider fostering, and 2x more likely to adopt, than the general
population. Families recruited through church or religious foster organizations, foster on average 2.6 years
longer than other foster parents.!! Legislation making it clear that such parents are welcome in Ohio is in
everyone’s best interests.

Prohibiting Confidential Social Transitioning

HB 693 would also put an end to “confidential social transitioning” in Ohio public schools. In a poll released in
January of 2024, 79% of Americans opposed schools hiding information from parents about a child’s decision
to use a new name or pronouns, or to begin a gender transition — a practice known as confidential social
transitioning. The U.S. Supreme Court recently sided with parents in just such a case (See Mirabelli v. Bonta,
607 U.S. __ (2026)), finding that parents were likely to prevail on both free exercise and due process grounds in
a California case where school district policy involved hiding information from and misleading parents about
their children’s “gender presentation” at school. '

As noted in a 2023 New York Times Article, it is not merely conservative or religious parents that are shocked
to learn that school officials are facilitating the social transitioning of their child without their knowledge.'> The
article begins with the following story: “Jessica Bradshaw found out that her 15-year-old identified as transgender at
school after she glimpsed a homework assignment with an unfamiliar name scrawled at the top. When she asked about
the name, the teenager acknowledged that, at his request, teachers and administrators at his high school in Southern
California had for six months been letting him use the boy’s bathroom and calling him by male pronouns. Mrs.

7 (See Bates v. Director Pakseresht, Case # 2:23-cv-00474 (US D. Or. 2023), and Case # 23-4169 (U.S. 9" Cir Court of Appeals, 224); Burke v.
Walsh, Case 1:23-cv-11798 (US D. MA. filed 2023); DeGross v. Hunter — Case #3:24-cv-05225 (WD WA, filed 2024); Wuoti and Gantt v.
Winters et al. - Case #2:24-cv00614 (US D. VT. filed 2024); Kellim v. Dept. of Human Services, Case #A179722 (Oregon Ct of Appeals, appeal
filed 2023); Antonucci and Mathieu v Winters et al. - Case No. 2:24-cv-783 (US S, VT. 2024)

8 https://adflegal.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/01/Bates-v-Pakseresht-2024-01-18-Appellate-Amicus-Brief-20-States.pdf

? https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/11/fostering-the-future-for-american-children-and-families/

10 https://adflegal.org/article/massachusetts-religious-discrimination-is-leaving-kids-without-a-home/; https://adflegal.org/article/massachusetts-
religious-discrimination-is-leaving-kids-without-a-home/

' https://becketnewsite.s3.amazonaws.com/FosterCareCrisisFaithBasedAgencies.pdf

12 https://www.scotusblog.com/2026/03/divided-court-sides-with-parents-in-dispute-over-california-policies-on-transgender-
students/

13 When Students Change Gender Identity, and Parents Don’t Know, NYT Jan. 22, 2023



Bradshaw was confused: Didn’t the school need her permission, or at least need to tell her? It did not, a counselor later
explained, because the student did not want his parents to know. District and state policies instructed the school to
respect his wishes. ‘There was never any word from anyone to let us know that on paper, and in the classroom, our
daughter was our son,” Mrs. Bradshaw said. The Bradshaws have been startled to find themselves at odds with the
school over their right to know about, and weigh in on, such a major development in their child’s life — a dispute that
illustrates how school districts, which have long been a battleground in cultural conflicts over gender and sexuality,
are now facing wrenching new tensions over how to accommodate transgender children. The Bradshaws accepted
their teenager’s new gender identity, but not without trepidation, ... Given those complexities, Mrs. Bradshaw said
she resented the fact that the school had made her feel like a bad parent for wondering whether educators had put her
teenager, a minor, on a path the school wasn’t qualified to oversee. It felt like a parenting stab in the back from the
school system,” she said. “It should have been a decision we made as a family.””

HB 693 stands for the principle that parents do not shed their constitutional rights in the “companionship, care,
custody, and management” of their children, when their children are at school (See, e.g., Stanley v. Illlinois, 405
U.S. 645, 651 (1972)). Because social transition is an active mental-health intervention, it falls within the ambit
of this fundamental right, even if school officials dislike or disagree with a fit parents’ exercise of their
discretion. See, e.g., Lassiter v. Dep’t of Soc. Servs., 452 U.S. 18, 27 (1981) (re-affirming that parents’ interest
over their children “undeniably warrants deference and, absent a powerful countervailing interest,
protection”).

As noted in legal filings before the United States Court of Appeals for the First Circuit, social transition is not
mere “Teaching Respect” or “Fostering an Inclusive Environment”, but constitutes an active mental health
intervention for children who would otherwise likely desist in their adopted gender identity before adulthood.
Medical research worldwide semonstrates that social transition is a mental-health intervention with medical
implications for children and adolescents parents are typically best-positioned to discern the benefits and risks of
social transition. Given all this evidence, the question of whether to pursue social transition of students falls
squarely within fit parents’ constitutionally protected discretion to make their children’s health-care decisions.
School officials act unconstitutionally when they socially transitioning students against their parents’ wishes
and in secret. Even worse, they put the mental and physical health of minors at risk. '#

HB 693’s protection of parental rights in this regard are important from both a constitutional and policy perspective.

Thank you so much for your consideration. Don’t hesitate to contact me with any questions.

Respectfully,

Lance Y. Kinzer
Director of Policy & Government Relations

st .
1" Amendment Partnership
LKinzer@lstamendmentpartnership.org

14 https://www.city-journal.org/article/correcting-the-record-on-social-transition



