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Chairwoman, Vice Chair, Ranking Member, and members of the committee, 
 
My name is Nicole Amill, and I am here today for the third time, in opposition to 
Senate Bill 174 as currently written. 
 

I first want to acknowledge that some concerns previously raised by parents, advocates, 

survivors, and Josh Williams appear to have been heard through recent amendments. Efforts 

addressing domestic violence considerations and clarifying portions of parenting language along 

with the removal of the “complete discretion” are important steps. 

 

However, the largest issue within Ohio family courts remains entirely untouched: the unchecked 

authority and lack of accountability surrounding immunity, Guardians ad litem, prolonged 

temporary orders, and due process violations occurring under the current system. 

 

You cannot reform family court while leaving the enforcement mechanism unacknowledged. 

 

Across Ohio, families are not simply complaining about outcomes. They are raising concerns 

about process, about temporary orders functioning as long-term custody determinations, about 

the financial devastation caused by prolonged litigation, and about court-appointed actors 

operating with little meaningful oversight or enforcement.  

 

One of the most concerning areas requiring legislative attention is the continued misuse of 

temporary custody mechanisms under Ohio Civil Rule 75(N). 

 

Temporary orders were intended to stabilize situations briefly while parties move toward a full 

evidentiary hearing. Instead, many Ohio families are experiencing temporary orders that remain 

in effect for months or even years, functioning as de facto final custody determinations without 

the procedural safeguards normally required for permanent parental rights decisions. 

 

In my own case, after an emergency custody transfer was granted through a temporary order, I 

requested findings of fact and conclusions of law so the basis of the decision could be properly 

reviewed. The magistrate denied that request, stating in the order, the Court finds that the Civ.R. 

75(N) order is temporary in nature and therefore findings of fact and conclusions of law are not 

required. 

That order was issued approximately 783 days ago and counting. 

By comparison, Ohio Civil Rule 53(D)(4)(e)(ii) permits interim relief without waiting for 

objections to be resolved, but such relief is generally limited to 28 days unless extended for good 

cause shown. 

Yet families across Ohio routinely experience "temporary" orders that remain in effect for 

months or years while significantly affecting parental rights, custody, parenting time, and 

financial obligations. 
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When a temporary order remains in effect for approximately 783 days, more than twenty-six 

times the duration contemplated by the 28-day interim relief framework, it ceases to function as a 

short-term measure and instead operates as a de facto final order. 

That statement should concern every parent in Ohio including legislation. 

 

If an order is powerful enough to remove a child, restrict parental rights, impose supervised 

visitation, or alter a family for months or years, then parents should absolutely have the right to 

understand the factual and legal basis for those decisions. 

 

A temporary label should not be used to avoid transparency, appellate review, or constitutional 

protections while the effects of the order become functionally permanent in a child’s life. 

In another order issued under the same temporary-order framework, guardian ad litem fees were 

converted into child support enforcement mechanisms.  

The order stated: 

 

“Plaintiff’s GAL fee obligation shall be enforced through the Lorain County Child Support 

Enforcement Agency in the same manner as child support.” 

The order further stated: 

"Guardian ad litem fees are in the nature of child support." 

It also stated: 

"All guardian ad litem fees in this case are to be considered in the nature of child support and 

constitute a domestic support obligation..." 

And further: 

"For purposes of the Lorain County CSEA, the obligation to pay GAL fees as child support is 

supported by R.C. 3103.03(D)(2)." 

This raises an important policy question for this committee. 

Ohio Revised Code 3103.03(D)(1) was enacted to allow a person who provides a child's 

necessities such as food, shelter, or medical care  to recover the reasonable value of those 

necessities from a parent who failed to provide them. 

A guardian ad litem does not have legal custody of the child. 

A guardian ad litem is not a parent. 

A guardian ad litem is not a party to the action. 
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A guardian ad litem is not providing the child's food, housing, clothing, or medical care out of 

their own pocket. 

Yet in my case, this statute was used to justify converting litigation fees owed to a court-

appointed professional into child support obligations enforceable through the Child Support 

Enforcement Agency. 

This should concern every Ohio family because child support enforcement tools were designed 

to provide for the direct support and necessities of children,  not to enforce civil litigation debt 

through the threat of garnishment, license suspension, contempt proceedings, or incarceration. 

A system should not be permitted to call an order temporary when accountability is requested yet 

treat that same order as permanent when enforcement is requested. 

The financial structure surrounding GAL appointments must also be addressed. 

Many guardian ad litem are practicing attorneys simultaneously handling private litigation while 

serving as GALs in separate cases. In many Ohio counties, including Lorain County, parents are 

already burdened by attorney fees, expert fees, supervised visitation costs, and repeated hearings. 

Yet there is still little oversight or limitation regarding GAL billing practices, hourly 

accumulation, or prolonged involvement in litigation. 

 

There should be reasonable statutory caps, auditing requirements, and transparency standards 

regarding GAL compensation, especially when the position often functions as supplemental 

income in addition to a private law practice. 

 

Without safeguards, the current structure creates the appearance of a system where prolonged 

litigation financially benefits multiple court-connected participants while families become 

financially devastated attempting to maintain relationships with their children. 

 

Ohio families are not asking for perfection. We are asking for transparency, accountability, 

measurable outcomes, and the same level of oversight that exists in nearly every other 

government system entrusted with the welfare of children. 

 

If SB 174 is truly intended to modernize family court proceedings, then meaningful reform must 

include: 

 

• Safeguards preventing temporary orders from operating as long-term de facto custody 

determinations. 

 

• Mandatory findings of fact and conclusions of law whenever parental rights, custody, or 

parenting time are substantially restricted. 

 

• Removal or substantial reform of Civ.R. 75(N) procedures that allow temporary orders to 

function as permanent outcomes without timely adjudication or findings of facts. 

 

• Independent oversight of guardian ad litem conduct. 



 4 

 

• Reasonable caps on GAL fees to prevent excessive financial burdens on families already 

paying attorney fees, expert fees, and court costs. 

 

• Mandatory financial transparency, itemized billing, and periodic auditing of GAL 

compensation. 

 

• Full disclosure of conflicts of interest, prior professional relationships, and other circumstances 

that may affect neutrality. 

 

• A statutory surety bond requirement for every court-appointed guardian ad litem, filed with the 

court at the time of appointment and available to compensate families harmed by proven 

misconduct, unethical conduct, material misrepresentations, undisclosed conflicts of interest, or 

prohibited ex parte communications. 

 

• Creation of an independent post-case review and audit division that evaluates completed family 

court cases at six months and twelve months after final disposition to measure outcomes, identify 

patterns of misconduct, assess compliance with statutory requirements, and determine whether 

court interventions actually improved the well-being of children and families. 

 

• Public reporting of anonymized audit findings so lawmakers and citizens can evaluate whether 

family court policies are producing the outcomes they were intended to achieve. 

 

• Accountability measures when judicial officers knowingly allow temporary orders to be 

extended in ways that undermine constitutional due process protections. 

 

• And meaningful remedies for families whose rights have been substantially affected by 

misconduct occurring within the family court system. 

 

No parent should lose years with their child under a “temporary” order that was never intended 

to function as a permanent outcome. 

Children deserve stability and safety. 

Parents deserve due process without fear of retaliation, and Ohio families deserve a system 

where accountability applies equally to every participant within the courtroom. 

Vote NO on SB174 as currently written. 


