
Dear Chair White, Vice Chair Salvo, Ranking Member Lett, and Members of the Committee, 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony in opposition to HB 649. 

My name is Constance Johnson, and I have been a Licensed Type B Family Child Care Provider in 

Cuyahoga County since July 1995. I am deeply concerned about HB 649 and the broader pattern of 

policies that place increasing burdens on licensed childcare providers. This bill appears to be based 

on unsubstantiated claims made by a social media influencer in Minnesota. I respectfully ask: how 

much fraud has the State of Ohio actually identified and recovered? Public policy should be 

grounded in verified data, not anecdotal or unproven allegations. 

Throughout my 30 years as a provider, I have faced occasional accusations from disgruntled clients; 

none were found to be substantiated. A common challenge for providers is enforcing established 

policies. When clients are asked to comply—particularly with notice requirements, frustration can 

lead to false complaints intended to retaliate against providers. 

HB 649 contains significant ambiguities and loopholes that raise serious concerns about its 

implementation and its impact on children and providers. I strongly oppose allowing unknown 

entities to photograph or record children in my care or to store those images. In an era of increasing 

cybersecurity risks and documented threats posed by child predators, there is no assurance that such 

data would be securely handled, protected from misuse, or shielded from unauthorized access. The 

use of facial recognition technology on children is especially troubling and represents a profound 

invasion of privacy. 

The bill also raises questions about data retention requirements. The proposed 60-day storage 

period lacks justification, particularly when providers are simultaneously being required to produce 

90 days of written attendance records. This inconsistency undermines confidence in the stated goals 

of fraud prevention. 

Additionally, eliminating backdating would create significant barriers for programs serving school-

age children and families with nontraditional work schedules or limited transportation. Many families 

rely on multiple caregivers for drop-off and pick-up and are understandably unwilling to share 

personal PINs. Penalizing providers for circumstances outside their control is neither fair nor 

effective. 

The current complaint process is sufficient in investigation any allegations of fraud, abuse, and other 

urgent matters of the childcare system. Even a representative from the Ohio Attorney General’s 

Office was against giving them any more responsibilities regarding mistreatment within the childcare 

system. 

Ohio childcare providers are among the lowest paid in the nation, often earning less than $4 per 

child per hour while managing frequent regulatory changes, addressing childhood trauma, and 

meeting increasing administrative demands. Instead of allocating resources to punitive surveillance 



measures, the state should prioritize policies that strengthen the childcare system—such as 

providing livable wages, expanding grants, improving the existing online attendance portal that 

requires a parent to take a photo and enter a pin for the system, and increasing access to childcare 

subsidies for working families. 

Finally, the authority to suspend payments or revoke licenses without due process creates a serious 

risk of abuse. False allegations—even when later disproven—can result in immediate financial harm, 

reputational damage, and disruption for families who depend on stable childcare. This approach 

ultimately harms both providers and the communities they serve. 

I urge you to reconsider HB 649 and to focus instead on policies that support, rather than 

undermine, the childcare professionals who are essential to Ohio’s workforce and economy. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Constance Johnson 

 


