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Chairman Coley, Vice Chair Seitz, Ranking member Yuko and members of this 
committee, my name is Clara Osterhage, and I am providing proponent testimony 
for SB 213.   

SB 213 is a solid start to bringing the laws that govern the cosmetology industry 
here in Ohio to a contemporary state.  We are currently operating under laws that 
are antiquated and are not friendly to most who seek to earn a living under them. 
SB 213 is specifically focused on preparing the industry for long-term 
sustainability as a licensed profession in Ohio.  There are 115,866 licensed 
Ohioans and 11,573 licensed Ohio salons.  I am qualified to submit this testimony 
to you today because I am a job-provider for nearly 600 of those licensees in nearly 
60 of those licensed salons.  

Our licensed employees count on me to provide them with the opportunity to earn 
a good living.  It is an obligation that I embrace.  I spend my days working to make 
their opportunities greater and their earnings better.  I also work very hard to 
remove obstacles that get in the way of those goals.  As the cosmetology industry 
is personnel-dependent, for me to be successful, I must work to make the journey 
for those who choose cosmetology as their profession a better one. 

The cosmetology industry in Ohio is highly regulated—and I believe—over-
regulated.  Appropriate regulation helps the industry in the same way that over-
regulation harms it.  De-regulation of the industry in Ohio is not a desirable 
outcome for any branches of the cosmetology industry.  Nationally, there have 
been attempts to de-regulate the cosmetology industry, and I believe that de-
regulation attempts will eventually succeed in Ohio if our current regulations are 
not rationalized.  It is essential that the laws, rules, and regulations that govern our 
industry be defensible in a logical way such that you, the legislators, believe that 
there exists the need for regulation to protect the health and safety of the 
consuming public and of our professionals, while not creating impediments to 
licensee employment opportunities. 

As such, I am supportive of the provisions in SB 213, but there are several 
components of the Bill for which I will speak to specifically in my testimony. 



	
	

1. MANAGING COSMETOLOGY LICENSE MANDATE 

The issue of greatest concern in Ohio cosmetology law today can be found in ORC 
§4713.41 Salon Requirements that states:  

“The state board of cosmetology shall issue a license to operate a salon 
to an applicant who pays the applicable fee and affirms that all of the 
following conditions will be met: 

(1) A person holding a current, valid managing cosmetologist license 
or license to manage that type of salon has charge of and 
immediate supervision over the salon at all times when the salon 
is open for business…” (O.R.C. §4713.41(A)(1)) 

PLEASE CONSIDER: 

• Ohio is the only state that has such a license – a license that dictates who is 
in charge in a salon.   

• Even I am not qualified to be in charge of or provide immediate supervision 
over my salons in spite of my 20 years of experience in this business.  That 
makes no sense.  

• No matter how many years of experience an individual holding a basic 
license has and no matter how much I may trust them, according to O.R.C. 
§4713.41, he or she cannot be in charge of or provide immediate supervision 
over my salons.   

There are four subsets, or branches, of cosmetology that consist of Hair Designer, 
Esthetician, Natural Hair Stylist, and Manicurist for which a basic license can be 
obtained.  The managing license mandate applies to these branches of cosmetology 
just as they do for cosmetology.   

LICENSE BASIC LICENSE 
HOURS 

MANAGER 
LICENSE HOURS 

TOTAL HOURS 

Cosmetology 1500 300 1800 
Hair Designer 1200 240 1440 

Esthetician 600 150 750 
Natural Hair 

Stylist 
450 150 600 

Manicurist 200 100 300 

PLEASE CONSIDER:  



	
	

• Although the educational hours requirements for the manager license 
education vary from 100 to 300 among the branches, the candidates for each 
of the five manager licenses take the EXACT SAME manager license exam, 
which makes no sense for the different investments in both time and money 
that the students make. 

• According to the website of the Ohio State Board of Cosmetology, the 
content of the manager license examination – which is for cosmetology and 
its four branches of cosmetology – consists of the following topics:  

Analyzing salon location area Business Math 
Business Operations Inventory 
Salon Expenses Supervision/Management Duties 
Salon Ownership Advertising: media, costs, and 

benefit 
Insurance Lease Agreements 
Compensation Regulations/Zoning 
Retail Business Laws 
Financial Record Keeping Ohio Laws and Rule 

Newly licensed cosmetologists don’t start out owning their own salons.  In 
the same way that an M.B.A. is helpful to run a business but is not a 
necessity, the curriculum for the manager license could be helpful to new 
business owners, but it should never be required.  Licensees generally  seek 
jobs that will provide them with technical experience and put them in the 
position to learn enough on the job to perhaps have a longer-term goal of 
being a salon owner.  Most salon owners are seeking to provide jobs to 
qualified candidates who are ready to enter the job market – prepared to 
either begin delivering services or to start training in an effort to further 
prepare.  We don’t need cosmetology candidates who are knowledgeable 
about lease negotiations or financial statements.   

The necessity of a manager’s license mandate must be removed from Ohio’s law.  
It is a job-entry barrier.  It is a salon owner albatross.  It serves no logical purpose. 

SB 213 removes the manager license mandate. 

2. LICENSE VERIFICATION AND PORTABILITY 

According to ORC §4713.56, entitled, “Posting License or Certificate,” states that 
“[e]very holder of a practicing license, managing license, instructor license, or 



	
	

independent contractor license issued by the state board of cosmetology shall 
display the license in a public and conspicuous place in the place of employment of 
the holder.” 

At the forefront of a patron, owner or inspector’s mind, the main objective should 
be to confirm that the individual performing services does, in fact, hold a current, 
valid license. Most professional licensing boards have transitioned from large and 
conspicuously displayed licenses to wallet-sized licenses, and now many are not 
issuing paper licenses at all.  In Ohio, all state-issued licenses are verifiable on-
demand using the Ohio License Center’s license database.  This is a public 
database that can easily be used by patrons, owners or inspectors to ensure that the 
service provider has a current, valid license. 

Today, the cosmetology industry looks quite different than it did in the 1930’s.  
Licensees frequently work in multiple locations, and the last thing they often 
remember is to take their license and board-approved photo with them.  It is 
difficult because many licenses are mounted in frames secured to the wall in the 
licensee’s “home” salon.  Since a state ID with a photo is required to secure a 
license to begin with, inspectors could easily ask for it in the process of using the 
Ohio License Center’s database to confirm current licensing.   

PLEASE CONSIDER: 

• License verification would be real-time. 
• Time and cost reductions to the licensee would be achieved. 
• Time and cost reductions to the Ohio State Board of Cosmetology would be 

achieved. 
• Violations served and fines levied to licensees would be markedly reduced. 

SB 213 addresses these issues. 

3. CAREER TECHNOLOGY SCHOOLS 

The law as it is written today precludes the career technology student who has 
obtained licensure in a branch of cosmetology to continue practicing in their school 
clinic after licensure and until graduation.  ORC §4713.16 entitled “Exemptions” 
states, “This chapter does not prohibit any of the following:… (E) A student 
engaging, as a student, in work connected with a branch of cosmetology taught at 
the school of cosmetology at which the student is enrolled.”    
 



	
	

In essence, when the student obtains his/her license, the Ohio State Board of 
Cosmetology no longer considers him/her as a “student” according to the law – 
even though he/she has not yet graduated from high school.   

While we should celebrate that the educators in the public schools have worked 
with great tenacity to prepare students to take the licensure exam before they have 
completed their senior year, the law prohibits them from gaining additional 
experience in the school clinic.  This needs to be changed.  

SB 213 specifically exempts and permits the “student” to continue practicing prior 
to graduation. 

4. APPRENTICESHIP – REMOVE  

SB 213 calls for a period of time when a new entrant to the job market in 
cosmetology serves an apprenticeship.  It would be my recommendation that this 
language be struck from the bill.  The original intent of the proposed 
apprenticeship was to serve as a compromise with those who felt that additional 
supervised experience was needed to replace the manager license.  In fact, the 
apprenticeship would become just another unnecessary burden for our industry.  It 
is the responsibility of all salon owners to insure that job candidates – whose skill 
sets and level of maturity have a very wide range – have the necessary attributes to 
be successful, and to do so in a way that keeps the safety of the public and of 
themselves as a top priority.   

5. EDUCATIONAL REQUIREMENTS FOR COSMETOLOGY 

The cosmetology industry is clearly not aligned from state to state with educational 
requirements that vary from 1000 in New York and Massachusetts to 2000 hours 
or more in Iowa, Idaho, and Nebraska.  How that plays out here in Ohio should be 
of considerable concern to all stakeholders. 

Why does it take only 1000 hours of education to prepare a cosmetologist in New 
York to perform the same services that are performed in Ohio where the 
requirement is 1500 hours of education – and that doesn’t include the 300 
additional hours or 2000 hours of work experience needed for the manager license 
that is a legal necessity to work alone in a salon.  There is no evidence that 
suggests that newly licensed Ohio cosmetologists are any better prepared for the 
job market than those from other states that have lower hours requirements.  In the 
end, the perception of those who advocate for de-regulation is that the hours 
established for each state are arbitrary and not defensible.    It is not difficult to see 



	
	

how that argument could find support considering that it takes less than 1000 hours 
of education to become a licensed EMT or paramedic in Ohio – licensed 
professionals who save lives—but 1800 hours of expensive education to cut hair in 
a beauty shop.  The comparison in hour requirements patently indicates that Ohio’s 
hour requirements for cosmetology are way off the mark. 

Reciprocity is a very real issue for our industry, as well.  It is more difficult for a 
licensed cosmetologist to move his or her license from one state to another than it 
is for a Registered Nurse.  It is even more difficult for someone to move their 
license into Ohio and secure employment because of the manager license mandate.  
Ohio should work to make reciprocity easier for licensed cosmetologists.  When 
the process is perceived to take too long time and as too burdensome, candidates 
can choose to either leave the profession or go “underground” – providing services 
without proper licensing. 

Additionally, it is important to note that career technology students, according to 
the Ohio State Board of Cosmetology’s website, are required to have 1125 hours of 
cosmetology instruction (as opposed to 1500 hours) in addition to their academic 
coursework required for graduation:   

 

Career technology schools are certainly a significant source of professionals in the 
cosmetology industry.  Offering predominantly the basic license curriculum (that 
is, without the manager license curriculum), in FY 2015 these public schools 
represented 47% of the schools that are licensed by the Ohio State Board of 
Cosmetology (89 Career Tech Schools, 18 Adult Education Programs, and 84 
private schools).   

Career technology graduates are as good of a candidate as any for employment – 
and sometimes better because they do not have the burden of repaying government 
loans for their education.    



	
	

Although SB 213 does not call for any changes to hours requirements for licensing, 
I would like to see the Ohio State Board of Cosmetology staff conduct an analysis 
of hours actually needed to produce the desired skill sets and safety knowledge in 
candidates for licensure.  The stated goals of this effort should include 
consideration to all current threats to our industry.  One specific threat that should 
be included in that review is the impact of the Gainful Employment Act and the 
challenges it brings to the private schools and the need to be license-transfer-
friendly.   

FINAL THOUGHTS 

As a likely constituent in most of your areas of representation, it is my hope that 
you will consider the proposed changes to the law suggested by SB 213.  There are 
many other challenges that the cosmetology industry will be facing in the next five 
to ten years, and I see SB 213 as being a good start to preparation for our future.  
Please support SB 213 and help to move it through the processes so that change 
will be ours. 

Thank you for your time. 

 

 


