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WRITTEN Tes*mony to House Educa*on Commi7ee 
Subs*tute Senate Bill 19 – Opponent 

June 8, 2026 
Jeff Talbert, Co-Chair, The Ohio 8 Coali*on  

Superintendent, Canton City Schools 
 

Chairwoman Arthur, Vice Chair Odisio, Ranking Member Brennan, and members of the House 
Educa>on Commi?ee, my name is Jeff Talbert. I am the Co-Chair of The Ohio 8 Coali>on and the 
Superintendent of Canton City Schools. I appreciate the chance to submit tes>mony on behalf of 
our Coali>on as an Opponent to Subs>tute Senate Bill 19. The Ohio 8 is a strategic alliance 
composed of the superintendents and teacher union presidents from the following Ohio urban 
school districts – Akron, Canton, Cincinna-, Cleveland, Columbus, Dayton, Lorain, Toledo, and 
Youngstown.  
 
Posi*ve Amendments 
The following provisions are posi>ve developments within Subs>tute Bill 19:  

1. Removal of Math Interven>on and Improvement Plans (MIMPS); 
2. Removal of manda>ng a single statewide soUware system; 
3. Inclusion of parental involvement regarding math accelera>on  
4. Inclusion of mul>ple assessment vendors 

 
Ongoing Concerns 
1. Selec*ve Applica*on: If this bill seeks to improve statewide math literacy among students 

then why would it not apply to all students? Exemp>ng private, parochial, charter, and 
classical educa>on students does not help address statewide math literacy and it a glaring 
omission in this legisla>on.  

2. Implementa*on for 2027-2028 School Years: requiring implementa>on for various 
components with 2 school years is an unrealis>c mandate. There must be appropriate 
prepara>on and training of educators and staff; development of instruc>onal materials by 
DEW; sufficient >me for communica>on between DEW and school district administrators; and 
>mely communica>on to parents regarding any changes to standards and expecta>ons. 
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3. Conflicts with GiXed and Advanced Learning Policies: Proposed changes to advanced math 
placement conflict with how districts currently implement giUed educa>on and do not align 
with Ohio’s mathema>cs learning standards. Allowing students who score “accomplished” to 
have the op>on of not enrolling in advanced math opportuni>es is a welcome change. We 
are, however, s>ll concerned that even with a parental exemp>on the mandate to opt out 
aUer automa-c accelera>on places significant burden on school district administrators to 
secure and confirm. Allowing an opt in choice for parents would be the preferred policy. 

4. Norm Referenced Tes*ng (NRT):  The suggested provision directs the state to apply for a 
waiver from the United States Department of Educa>on to shiU Ohio’s state assessment 
system to a na>onal normed referenced test. This provision has several challenges in general 
and specific to this proposed policy including the following: 

a. NRT vs. State Accountability: NRTs lacks diagnos>c specificity and shows how a student 
compares to their peers, but does not offer insight on specific skills or concepts the 
student has/has not mastered to meet state standards. 

b. Curriculum Mismatch: Because these tests evaluate broad knowledge, they oUen do 
not align closely with specific local classroom curricula or daily lessons. 

c. Broader School District Engagement: A policy shiU this significant demands further 
public delibera>on and feedback to understand impact and implica>ons.  

d. Poten>al for Bias: Norm groups may not always represent diverse socioeconomic, 
linguis>c, or cultural backgrounds, which can unfairly skew results for some student 
groups. 

5. Unfunded Mandates: Requires mandates that will absorb significant >me, training, and 
ongoing professional development without providing the funding necessary to implement 
such mandates effec>vely. 

6. Proper Public Delibera*on: For proposed changes to the Ohio Revised Code of this 
magnitude, the Ohio 8 Coali>on respecgully wishes to state for the record that the >me 
allo?ed to review Subs>tute Senate Bill 19 has been inadequate. The subs>tute bill was made 
available approximately 24 hours prior to the commencement of commi?ee proceedings, 
which coincided with the deadline for submission of tes>mony. This limited >meframe does 
not allow the K–12 educa>on community sufficient opportunity to conduct a thorough review 
of a 125-page bill or to provide thoughgul, informed input. Such constraints hinder 
meaningful stakeholder engagement and raise concerns regarding the delibera>ve process. 
 

 
 

 


