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To Chairman Coley, Vice Chair Seitz, Ranking Member Yuko, and members of the Senate Government
Oversight and Reform Committee and to Chairman Brown, Vice Chair Blessing, Ranking Member Clyde
and members of the House Government Accountability and Oversight Committee:

| graduated beauty school and passed the cosmetology exam in 1989, became a salon owner for
independent contractors with my wife who is also a licensee in 1998, and still spend a majority of my time
behind the chair with clients and mentoring young professionals. With this professional lifestyle lam
consciously aware through the eyes of licensees, newly inexperienced licensees, and public clients the
needs of this profession. The bills would definitely modernize some of the aged laws that regulate this
industry, but also create areas of great concerns.

@ Boutique services are the gateway to diluting and eventual deregulation along with the immediate
devaluation of current services provided by licensees. These services are already part of one or
more of the current curriculum. Adding the language, ‘arid any other beauty service considered to be

a "boutique service” by the board of cosmetology’ would put the board in a position of possible
inconsistency and eventually a legal conflict. In the past months | have explained these possible
‘certifications’ with many current licensees and they respond with great disparagement, with the
perception that their license is being violated.

@ Random salon inspections as they are done today bring the greatest comfort to clients receiving
services, especially when they find out that the licensed facility had no warning. A toll free number
for complaints seems acceptable, but anonymous reporting could be harmful to licensed facilities

from disgruntled employees and clients.

® FEducational requirements will be a major talking point between oppositions nationwide. | remind
all lawmakers that this is a profession and like other career paths it might not be for everyone, but
should never be considered a default path to employment. Cutting hair is a microscopic segment of
this industry and the evolution of products and services today is skyrocketing. Increasing
educational requirements are present in nearly every industry today including cosmetology and
should not be reduced.

Many sources will declare the Ohio State Board of Cosmetology curriculums should be, primarily, safety
and sanitation. Let’s not ignore that federal dollars (that the board indirectly requlates) are funding



education to develop skill sets and confidence, which equates to positive financial employment. When we
define employable does that mean ability to get a job or does that mean the ability to get a job with a
substantial income and have a long, fulfilling career?

The parties that have introduced these bills have my most upward respect and have been very successful
with the current standards, not saying that changes need to be avoided. With my broad exposure to the
licensees, students and clients, | assure you these groups oppose a great deal of this proposed language in
the bills.

The bills are overflowing with positivity for the cosmetology community with the exception of a few points
that should be worked out and could be worked out before going to any vote. While serving on different
professional boards and committees | have been referred to several of times as the “voice-of-reason”, and |
am asking the Ohio legislature to consider tabling these bills for now. | have utmost confidence that the all
stakeholders can come to the agreement on the right language.

Thank you for your consideration,

Steve Thompson



