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Chair Thomas, Vice Chair Swearingen, Ranking Member Synenberg, and members of the House
Judiciary Committee:

My name is Jennifer King, and I am a mother, pro se litigant, former Independent candidate for
Williams County Commissioner, and citizen of Williams County, Ohio. I respectfully submit this
testimony in opposition to Substitute Senate Bill 174.

My opposition is rooted in my lived experience navigating Ohio’s family and juvenile court
systems, but it is also rooted in a much broader concern: the preservation and protection of
constitutional rights within proceedings that already exercise tremendous power over parents,
children, and families.

As a pro se litigant, I have experienced firsthand how difficult it is for an ordinary citizen and
parent to protect fundamental rights inside a system that often operates with broad discretion,
limited transparency, and very little meaningful accountability. As a former Independent
candidate for county office, I have also seen how local systems of power can become deeply
interconnected, leaving families with few practical avenues for redress when court actors,
agencies, providers, appointed professionals, or public officials exceed their proper roles.

I am deeply passionate about preserving constitutional rights because I know what happens when
those rights are treated as optional, procedural, or secondary to court convenience. Parental
rights, due process, equal protection, freedom of speech, religious liberty, and the right to be
heard are not technicalities. They are foundational protections against government overreach.

For that reason, I oppose S.B. 174. This bill does not meaningfully correct the existing failures
within Ohio’s family-court system. Instead, it risks further undermining and eroding
constitutional protections by expanding court-controlled parenting-plan authority without first
requiring stronger safeguards, clearer limits, transparency, GAL accountability, protection from
improper third-party delegation, enforceable remedies, and meaningful judicial accountability
when parents are denied notice, participation, records, or due process.

I oppose this bill not because I oppose children having meaningful relationships with both
parents. I oppose this bill because Ohio families are already suffering under a court system that
too often operates without meaningful accountability, and S.B. 174 expands that system’s
authority before fixing the abuses already taking place inside it.

My family’s experience has shown me firsthand what happens when courts, court-appointed
actors, GALs, agencies, and private providers are given broad power over a family without
strong due-process protections. Parenting rights can be restricted, redirected, or functionally
taken hostage through court orders, third-party “treatment” requirements, ex parte
communications, GAL recommendations, provider letters, and proceedings where one parent is
not given meaningful notice, participation, records, or a real opportunity to be heard.



That is not justice. That is not child protection. That is government power being exercised over
the most sacred relationship a parent has: the relationship with his or her child.

S.B. 174 may be presented as family-law reform, but from the perspective of a parent who has
lived through the failures of Ohio family and juvenile court, this bill does not go far enough to
protect families from the courts themselves. It reorganizes language. It creates more required
parenting plans. It gives courts more procedure to administer. But it does not adequately address
what happens when the people administering those procedures are conflicted, biased, politically
connected, financially incentivized, or simply wrong.

Families are already financially and emotionally exhausted by family-court litigation. Many
parents cannot afford attorneys, GAL deposits, expert witnesses, repeated hearings, or years of
procedural confusion. Adding more court-controlled requirements without stronger
accountability will not protect children. It will deepen the burden on families.

In my own experience, the most serious harm did not come from a lack of court involvement. It
came from too much unchecked court involvement, combined with too little accountability.

Ohio parents do not merely need rights that exist in theory. We need rights that are enforceable
in practice.

Some may argue that parents already have rights to notice, participation, due process, written
findings, limits on judicial delegation, and remedies through appeal or judicial-conduct
procedures. If that is true, then the problem is even more serious: these protections are not being
uniformly followed, enforced, or remedied at the local level.

In Williams County, Ohio, my lived experience has shown that a parent can still be excluded
from proceedings affecting her child, denied meaningful participation, denied timely access to
records, subjected to court-involved communications and provider recommendations without
proper transparency, and left to spend years attempting to correct violations that never should
have occurred in the first place.

If existing protections are already in place, then they are failing because there is no immediate,
practical, enforceable remedy when local courts or court-connected actors disregard them. A
right that requires years of motions, objections, appeals, grievances, public-records requests,
complaints, and extraordinary writs to enforce is not a meaningful right for a parent actively
trying to protect a child.

Families do not have years to wait while a child’s education, safety, treatment, placement,
custody, and relationship with a parent are being affected in real time.

When a local court operates in what feels like its own procedural bubble, disconnected from
constitutional safeguards and statewide standards, families are left with no meaningful protection
unless the law provides immediate accountability.



That is why S.B. 174 should not move forward merely on the assumption that existing legal
protections are enough. If the General Assembly is going to expand or restructure parenting-plan
authority, it must also require enforcement, oversight, remedies, and consequences when those
protections are ignored.

When unlawful exclusion happens, there must be an immediate remedy.

When ex parte communications influence custody, treatment, juvenile, school, or child-welfare
decisions, there must be disclosure and accountability.

When a GAL fails to perform basic duties, conceals bias, ignores evidence, or financially
burdens a family through extraordinary fees, there must be meaningful review.

When a judge or magistrate allows parental rights to be restricted through procedural confusion,
third-party delegation, provider recommendations, or proceedings held without one parent’s
participation, there must be enforceable consequences.

When court actors misuse “best interest of the child” as a shield to avoid constitutional scrutiny,
there must be a higher standard of accountability.

For that reason, S.B. 174 should not move forward unless it includes actual judicial
accountability and enforceable remedies for misconduct. Expanding court authority without
accountability does not protect children. It empowers the very system many families are already
being harmed by.

Ohio parents need enforceable rights to notice. We need the right to participate in every
proceeding affecting our children. We need courts to make clear written findings before
restricting parental rights. We need meaningful protections against ex parte communications
between courts, GALs, agencies, schools, law enforcement, prosecutors, and private providers.
We need strict limits on delegating parental decision-making to private counseling centers,
religious-based agencies, mediators, GALs, or unlicensed individuals. We need transparency in
GAL billing, GAL investigation duties, and court approval of extraordinary fees. We need
protection for domestic violence survivors when family-court processes are misused to continue
coercive control through litigation, counseling requirements, parenting-plan manipulation, or
false narratives.

Most importantly, we need a family-court system that recognizes that “best interest of the child”
cannot be used as a blank check for government actors to disregard a parent’s constitutional
rights.

A child’s best interest is not served by secret communications.

A child’s best interest is not served by excluding a fit parent from proceedings.

A child’s best interest is not served by financially draining families through endless court
involvement.



A child’s best interest is not served by empowering conflicted court actors while silencing
parents.

A child’s best interest is not served when domestic violence, coercive control, trauma, and
agency misconduct are ignored.

I respectfully ask this committee to stop S.B. 174 unless and until it includes meaningful
safeguards for parents and children. At minimum, any family-law reform bill should include:

1. Enforcement mechanisms for notice and participation rights, including automatic
remedies when a parent is excluded from proceedings affecting custody, parenting time,
school placement, treatment, counseling, juvenile matters, or child-welfare issues.

2. Meaningful consequences for failure to make required findings, including vacatur or
rehearing when parental rights are restricted, conditioned, suspended, redirected, or
delegated without clear written findings.

3. Enforceable limits on judicial delegation, including express remedies when parental
rights or custody-related authority are improperly delegated to private providers,
counselors, mediators, religious-based agencies, GALs, or other third parties.

4. Mandatory disclosure and remedy provisions for ex parte communications,
including communications involving courts, GALs, JFS/CPS, schools, law enforcement,
prosecutors, private providers, or one parent without notice to the other.

5. GAL accountability with practical remedies, including billing transparency,
investigation standards, conflict disclosures, fee review, and a meaningful process to
challenge bias, misconduct, or failure to perform basic duties before harm becomes
irreversible.

6. Domestic violence and victim-services protections with enforcement, including
safeguards against court-ordered processes that interfere with trauma treatment,
counseling, safety planning, victim advocacy, or the rights of parents receiving victim
services.

7. Judicial and court-actor accountability, including consequences when judges,
magistrates, attorneys, GALs, agencies, or providers misuse the family-court process,
ignore conflicts, deny due process, or fail to protect constitutional rights.

8. Immediate remedies for procedural violations, including vacatur, rehearing, disclosure
of records, disqualification review, fee review, and restoration of parental participation

when a parent is denied notice, denied records, or excluded from proceedings affecting
their child.

Ohio does not need a bill that simply gives courts more power to manage families. Ohio needs a
bill that protects families from the misuse of that power.

The family-court system touches parents and children at the most vulnerable moments of their
lives. When that system is wrong, biased, conflicted, or abusive, the damage is not theoretical. It
is generational. It affects a child’s safety, education, mental health, family relationships, and
future. It affects parents who are trying to protect their children while being forced to navigate a
system that can punish them for speaking up.



I am asking you to listen to the parents who have lived this. Do not pass legislation that expands
judicial control without first requiring judicial accountability.

For these reasons, I respectfully urge this committee to oppose Substitute Senate Bill 174, or at
minimum, to hold it until substantial due-process, transparency, domestic violence, GAL-
accountability, anti-delegation, judicial-accountability, enforcement, and constitutional
safeguards are added.

Respectfully submitted,

Jennifer King

Williams County, Ohio

Mother, pro se litigant, former Independent candidate for Williams County Commissioner, and
Ohio citizen



