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Chair Brenner, Vice Chair Blessing, Ranking Member Ingram, and members of the Senate 
Education Committee: 

My name is Joshua Ferry, and I am submitting opponent testimony regarding Senate Bill 
113, which seeks to prohibit diversity, equity, and inclusion initiatives in Ohio’s public 
schools. 

One of the most significant concerns with this legislation is the absence of any clear 
definition of “diversity, equity, and inclusion.” Without a precise definition, the scope of 
what could be restricted is extraordinarily broad. Such ambiguity raises serious questions 
about how this bill would be interpreted and enforced, and whether it could conflict with 
longstanding constitutional principles, including those established by the United States 
Supreme Court in Brown v. Board of Education. 

The bill’s vagueness also creates the risk that a wide range of educational practices could 
be curtailed. Many states—including Ohio, Florida, Texas, and California—have 
experienced increasing de facto segregation in public schools. Eliminating DEI efforts 
without defining what is prohibited could further exacerbate these disparities and 
undermine efforts to ensure that all students feel supported, represented, and safe in their 
learning environments. 

The bill also seeks to ban mandatory diversity training. In my 13 years as a student in Ohio 
public schools, I do not recall any form of mandatory diversity training, either during the 
school day or outside of it. This raises the question of what specific problem the bill is 
attempting to solve. 

Additionally, the provision prohibiting schools from contracting consultants or third parties 
who promote admissions, hiring, or promotion based on protected characteristics is overly 
broad and may have unintended consequences. For example, a school district may wish to 
hire a Christian history teacher to teach a course on the Protestant Reformation, where 
both historical and theological expertise would be relevant. Under the current language, it 
is unclear whether such a hiring decision could be construed as a violation. 

Senate Bill 113, as written, risks restricting legitimate educational practices, undermining 
local decision-making, and creating confusion for school districts across the state. I urge 
the committee to consider the far-reaching implications of this legislation and to reject SB 
113 alltogether 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony. 



 


