House Bill 166 (As Introduced) Testimony
BASA
April 9, 2019

[image: image2]





House Primary & Secondary Education Subcommittee
House Bill 166 (As Introduced) Testimony
Buckeye Association of School Administrators
April 9, 2019

Co-chairs Cupp and Patterson and members of the Primary and Secondary Education Subcommittee of the House Finance and Appropriations Committee, thank you for the opportunity to speak to you on the as introduced version of House Bill 166. My name is Thomas Ash, and I am the Director of Governmental Relations for the Buckeye Association of School Administrators (BASA).

BASA represents school superintendents and other education leaders throughout Ohio through not only advocacy but also technical assistance to our members with a special emphasis on induction training for new superintendents. I am here today as an interested party to the budget bill, House Bill 166, as introduced.

At their news conference announcing the budget proposal for fiscal years 2020 and 2021, Governor DeWine and Lieutenant Governor Husted related how they heard from our members at numerous campaign stops of the need to address what are called “wraparound” and other services to address barriers which impede learning.

Their response is a new proposal to invest $550 million over the biennium to support the creation of the Student Wellness and Success Funds (SWSF) initiative. The funding will be distributed directly to school districts and joint vocations school districts (JVSDs) based on the number of students the district educates and according to a sliding scale based on the federal poverty guidelines.

Under the executive proposal, schools are divided into five groups (quintiles) based on the percentage of the district’s students with a family income below 185% of federal poverty guidelines. The per-pupil amounts for each quintile range from $20 to $250 per pupil in FY 2020 and from $25 to $300 per pupil in FY 2021.

The executive budget requires schools to use the SWSF funds for certain services that address the nonacademic barriers to student success, including mental health services, family engagement and support services, and mentoring. We support this initiative since school district funds will often not provide for such services.

Districts are also required to coordinate with at least one community partner in using SWSF funds. Furthermore, schools must report annually on how the SWSF funds were spent.

In terms of accountability, the executive proposal provides an additional $350,000 in FY 2020 for the Ohio Department of Education to conduct a return on investment study on services funded with SWSF funds and to provide technical assistance to districts on implementing services.

We support the SWSF initiative for several reasons. First, it is linked to poverty data. We know that these nonacademic barriers to student success are more prevalent in areas of higher economic disadvantagement.

Second, every district would be eligible for some funding under this proposal. No district would receive less than $25,000 in fiscal year 2020 and $30,000 in fiscal year 2021. While I noted above that such barriers are more common in higher poverty school districts, no district has no students who face these barriers.

Third, there is no supplanting provision. If districts had been able to fund some of these services in the past, they could now use the SWSF money to redirect those previous expenditures to instruction and other student supports.

[bookmark: _GoBack]If we are encouraging support for this initiative, the question naturally arises as to why we are not supporting HB 166 instead of being an interested party. There are several reasons.

First, the current school funding formula would remain. Ever since the current formula was introduced, we have shared our concerns about a formula that contains elements that are beyond the control of a local community.

Second, this proposal contains significant revisions to the current Academic Distress Commission (ADC) program. It appears to us that HB 166 incorporates the recommendations on ADCs by the State Superintendent of Public Instruction, as he was required to do by the General Assembly. While we admire many of his recommendations and recognize the desirable goal that passage of these initiatives soon would permit their implementation in the next school year, we think that a separate standalone bill might permit additional vetting in this important area of public policy. We pledge to work with policy makers to accomplish that yet this spring.

Third, we believe that there is a need to increase state funding for educational service centers, which provide vital support for school districts and direct services for thousands of Ohio’s students. When educational service centers were created by the General Assembly almost 25 years ago, there was an understanding that ESCs would receive 1% of the basic per pupil subsidy annually. If that had come to pass, ESCs would be receiving $61 per pupil today rather than the $26 per pupil they receive today. We believe that the request from the Ohio Educational Service Center Association for an increase to $30 per pupil in FY 2020 and to $34 per pupil in FY 2021 is reasonable considering the support provided to school districts and to students.

Co-chairs Cupp and Patterson and members of the subcommittee, thank you for this opportunity to offer testimony on House Bill 166 as introduced, and I would be happy to address any questions at the pleasure of the co-chairs.
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