
12 OAGC Review  I  Fall 2022

This is an election 
year, so the Ohio 
House and Senate 
will be on summer 
break to campaign. 

Even after summer break, very little will happen. In fact, 
the Speaker of the Ohio House, Bobb Cupp, has already 
stated that there will be no House sessions until after 
the November elections. This usually means there will 
be a good deal of legislative activity in November and 
December as the General Assembly embarks on what is 
called the “lame-duck” session. This is when education 
advocates need to pay attention as bills that have 
languished for the previous 22 or 23 months are revived. 
Because there are so many controversial bills that have 
not yet passed, including several bills banning critical race 
theory and prohibiting the teaching of certain subjects, 
it is very possible some of these will receive hearings in 
the lame-duck session. Other bills may surface that are 
totally out of left field. Even if the lame-duck session is a 
tame one this year, we still need to gear up for the biennial 
budget, which must be passed by June 30, 2023. There 
will likely be tweaks to the education funding formula as 
well as education policy changes. 
 We also will be watching the release of the new state 
report card this fall as it will be the first sign of how 
the new gifted performance indicator and gap-closing 
measure are working. In addition, the gifted rule is up for 
the five-year review, and gifted advocates will be involved 
in reviewing the Ohio Department of Education’s draft 
changes and working with the State Board of Education 
and the ODE’s staff to implement any needed changes to 
the rule. This article will review some of the areas that we 
will be watching over the next few months.

Report Card We are all excited to see what impact 
the new gifted performance indicator will have on 
the new report cards. To review, the following reflects 
the old and new gifted performance indicator.

Gifted Performance Index 
Old Rule Scoring: 117 (out of 120+) and above is 
required for a “met” status.
Changes: Mirroring the general population 
performance index changes in the revised 
achievement component, the gifted index will be 
tied to the average of the top 2 percent maximum 
district/building scores. The score required for a 
met status will fluctuate based on that average. 
Instead of a hard score of 117, the met score will 
be based on a percentage of the average maximum 
score. This component will be phased in over 
three years with increasing standards, as was done 
when the indicator was originally introduced in 
the report card. All content areas tested will be 
used in this measurement. 

Gifted Progress 
Old Rule Scoring:  A grade of A, B, or C is required 
for a met status.
Changes: Met status will change from grades to 
stars. Three, four, or five stars will be required for 
a met status.

Gifted Identification and Service 
Old Rule Scoring:  This element measures the 
level of identification and service across different 
grade bands, types of gifted categories, and student 
subgroups (i.e., economically disadvantaged 
and minority students, as required by the Ohio 
Revised Code). Each of these areas is assigned a 
point value. Districts/buildings are measured out 
of a hard score of 100, regardless of their subgroup 
student population. A score of 80 is required for 
a met status. 
Changes: Changes to this element reflect 
requirements from the Ohio Revised Code and 
address problems with the point system that 
unfairly limit the scores of smaller (mostly rural) 
districts that have small subgroup populations. 
The workgroup also recommended changes to 
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better match this element to the standards set out 
in the gifted rule. Nothing new is measured in this 
element. The changes include: 
• Restructuring the grade levels to K–2, 3–6, 

7–8, and 9–12 to have a more discrete look at 
early identification practices. 

• Increasing the points from 100 to 140, again to 
allow a more discrete delineation of scores and 
to better emphasize some policy goals. 

• Using the representation index for subgroup 
populations so that districts are measured 
only  on the basis of populations that reside in 
those districts. 

• Allowing the scores for districts and 
buildings to fluctuate, based on their 
populations. For example, if District XYZ 
has no underrepresented minority students, 
the number of maximum points on which 

the district is rated drops from 140 to 110. 
Currently, the district would lose the points 
for that subgroup population but still would 
be measured on the same scale of 100. 

As with the gifted performance index score, 
districts and buildings will be rated not by a 
hard-and-fast score but by a percentage of their 
maximum points. This element would also be 
phased in over three years.

The biggest changes are to what was previously called 
“gifted input points.” This element is now renamed 
the “gifted identification and service element.” The 
point scale as increased from 100 to 140 to allocate 
more points to the identification of underrepresented 
minority and economically disadvantaged gifted 
students. The indicator is now included in the gap-
closing component and is measured as follows:
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The gifted performance indicator is broken out into 
the three elements (performance index, progress, and 
gifted identification and services), each of which is 
assigned 5 points. Unlike the previous system, which 
was all or nothing, districts and buildings can receive 
points toward a met status for each element of the 
indicator. 
 What will we be looking for in the new indicator? 
First, we will  determine whether there has been any 
progress in identification and service from the dips 
that we have seen in the last few years. We also will 
pay attention to the equity gaps in underrepresented 
student subgroups to see whether these gaps are 
easier to determine across various district typologies 
(e.g., rural or large urban). We also will be viewing 
the performance of smaller, rural districts to 
determine whether some of the changes in the gifted 
identification and service sections have made these 
standards fairer for these districts. Finally, we will be 
analyzing how the gifted points in the gap-closing 
measure play out in various district typologies.
 The Performance and Impact Committee of the 
State Board of Education had many questions about 
gifted education in general as they discussed the 
gifted performance indicator. As a follow-up to that 
discussion, Chairman Paul LaRue scheduled a joint 
ODE-OAGC presentation. The presentation was to be 
held in March but was pushed off for various reasons 
until June. The presentation, which can be accessed 
at https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ekhCoS7h8KAex
88UQeWiWaHnyQacthXu/view?usp=sharing,
was very well-received and elicited several good 
questions from board members. The timing for this 
presentation was ideal, as the state board will be 
working on the five-year review of the gifted rule 
soon. 
Gifted Rule Revision 
Given the tentative revision timeline (see below) that 
the ODE put forth several months ago, we thought 
that there would have been more progress by now. 
Unfortunately, other than input on the current 
rules, there has been little in the way of stakeholder 
engagement because of concerns from the ODE 
legal department on the proposed draft, which 
stakeholders have yet to see. How will this impact 
the final timeline? We do not know for sure. What 
we do know is that the OAGC has concerns about 
how the last rule has been implemented, especially 
with regard to classroom teachers providing 

gifted services with only 60 hours of high-quality 
professional development. The OAGC will advocate 
for tightening some of the rules about who can 
provide those services and for increasing the level 
of specificity of what should be covered. There are, 
of course, other areas that the OAGC would like to 
see addressed, especially with regard to definitions 
of service, service time requirements, and support 
for gifted intervention specialists and coordinators. 

Biennial Budget and Other Gifted Policy Issues  
As we look toward another biennial budget, the 
OAGC will work to secure some gains made in the last 
budget, most particularly the funding accountability 
measures that 
• Require a school district to spend the gifted funds 

it receives through the school funding formula 
on the identification of gifted students, gifted 
coordinator services, gifted intervention specialist 
services, other service providers approved by the 
ODE, and gifted professional development. 

• Require each district to submit, as part of its annual 
report to the ODE regarding the identification 
of gifted students required by current law, the 
number of students receiving gifted services in 
each category of giftedness. 

• Require the ODE’s annual report of each district’s 
expenditures of gifted funding (as required under 
continuing law) to include the amount of gifted 
funding received by each district. 

• Require the ODE to publish the following by 
October 31 each year, using data submitted by 
school districts:

•   Services offered by districts to students 
identified as gifted in each of the K–3, 
4–8, and 9–12 grade bands; and 

•        The number of licensed gifted intervention 
specialists and coordinators employed or 
contracted by each district.
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• Require the ODE to audit each district’s gifted 
service numbers in the same manner as it audits 
each district’s gifted identification numbers 
under current law. 

• Require rather than permit, as under current law, 
the ODE to reduce a district’s foundation funding 
if the district is not in compliance with existing 
requirements regarding identification of gifted 
students and the reporting requirement regarding 
the services provided to gifted students. 

 We will also attempt to correct issues with 
the gifted funding formula, including securing 
professional development funding at current levels, 
decreasing gifted intervention specialist-to-student 
ratios, and decreasing coordinator-to-average daily 
membership ratios. 
 In addition to these budget-related items, we will 
need to address the issue of degraded gifted licensure 
paths, which have lowered the bar of entry into the 
profession. In general, the lack of trained gifted 
staffing in districts is extremely concerning, as one 
can see by the following graph:

The level of staffing versus the level of services 
provided in the regular classroom, with little gifted 
staff support, is striking:

If you have other issues that you would like the OAGC 
to include in our 135th General Assembly Legislative 
Platform, please e-mail them to anngift@aol.com.

Bills We Are Watching or That Have Passed
Along with several bills prohibiting critical race 
theory and vaccine requirements, here are a few 
others that the OAGC will continue to monitor. 
Some of these bills were slipped into other legislation 
and passed in late May and early June. HB 322 and 

HB 327 both deal with “divisive concepts.” HB 327 
has been amended, and hearings continue. Not to be 
outdone by Florida, the General Assembly has taken 
up another bill, HB 616, which combines anti–divisive 
concepts language with a “don’t say gay” component. 
This bill had an initial hearing at the end of May. HB 
529 would require teachers to post their curricula 
online for parents to view. This bill continues to have 
hearings. 
 Another bill that we have been watching, HB 
368, would allow districts to determine how to 
weight College Credit Plus courses. Gifted advocates 
may remember that when districts previously were 
allowed to assign disparate weights to College Credit 
Plus courses vis-à-vis Advanced Placement or Honors 
courses, students taking College Credit Plus courses 
were often put at a disadvantage in calculating class 
standing. Under this process, many worthy students 
were unable to receive scholarships as a result of 
unequal treatment of advanced coursework. In 
sponsor and proponent testimony, Most sponsor 
and proponent testimony appears to be based on 
anecdotes rather than on data. To date, there has 
been no hearing for interested party or opponent 
testimony. There have been no hearings on this bill 
in 2022, but it is possible that it could be resurrected 
in the lame-duck session. 
 Other bills that we are watching include HB 298, 
which would return the State Board of Education to 
an all-elected status based on Ohio’s congressional 
districts. Like many other bills, HB 298 has not had a 
hearing in 2022. Because the new state electoral maps 
have drastically redistricted state board regions to 
favor Republicans, it will be interesting to see if this 
bill moves forward. 
 HB 290, the so-called backpack bill, would allow 
scholarships for any student to attend a private 
school. If passed, every school-aged child would 
be eligible for either a $5,500 (grades K–8) or a 
$7,500 (grades 9–12) voucher. Parents could spend 
these dollars on private school tuition, homeschool 
supplies, Advanced Placement testing, or education 
therapies. The bill had a hearing in February, and the 
main concern appears to be the cost involved. Some 
believe that the price tag could approach one billion 
dollars. There have been no subsequent hearings, so 
it appears the bill is dead, for now. 

Gifted Service Changes from 2014 to 2021 Compared to Gifted Staff Changes
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Regular classroom with cluster grouping 21,007 32,624 39,368 52,301 55,710 69,621 76,170 67,678 322%
Resource room/pullout with GIS 14,071 13,855 13,124 13,842 11,288 11,782 12,873 9,548 -32%
Licensed Gifted Staff 1,348 1,379 1,336 1,289 1,149 1,161 1,128 1,106 -18%
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 HB 61 and SB 132 would prohibit transgender 
girls from participating in either K–12 or college 
athletics. The language of these bills was slipped into 
HB 151, which dealt with teacher residency program 
revisions and which the Ohio House passed in early 
June. It is unclear what the full impact of this bill will 
be if the Ohio Senate passes it in November. However, 
some of the language is deeply concerning: 

(D) If a participant’s sex is disputed, the participant
shall establish the participant’s sex by presenting 
a signed physician’s statement indicating the 
participant’s sex based upon only the following:
(1) The participant’s internal and external 
reproductive anatomy; 
(2) The participant’s normal endogenously 
produced levels of testosterone;
(3) An analysis of the participant’s genetic makeup.

One can only imagine how this will be implemented 
across Ohio’s districts. 
 HB 99 (passed in June) changes the training 
requirements for a school staff member who wants to 
carry a firearm at a K–12 school. An Ohio Supreme 
Court ruling essentially made the training on par with 
what peace officers are currently required to have in 
order to be certified in the state. The bill drops the 
requirement down less than 24 hours of training plus 
an additional two hours of firearms training. Current 
required training is over 700 hours. The bill passed 
despite opposition from both education and law 
enforcement lobbies. 
 Finally, HB 563, an education catch-all bill, was 
passed in June. A late amendment in the bill allows 
for five years of alternative licensure in content areas 
as well as K–12 licenses, such as those for gifted 
intervention specialists. The OAGC is still analyzing 
the impact of this bill. 

New State Superintendent Search
In May, the State Board of Education finally selected a 
new state superintendent of public instruction, Steve 
Dackin. He previously had been the vice president of 
the board and was in charge of the superintendent 
search committee until he resigned and applied for 
the position himself. This raised a few eyebrows, and 
an ethics complaint was filed. At end of the day, the 
ethics complaint was too much to ignore, and Dackin 
resigned in June. The state board is now back to 
square one, despite an effort in June by seven board 

members to appoint the runner-up candidate, Larry 
Hook of Springboro Schools, to the position. That 
effort was defeated, and Stephanie Siddons is once the 
interim state superintendent. Mr. Hook subsequently 
was hired as the new superintendent of Forest Hills 
so it is unlikely that he will continue to be a candidate 
for the state superintendent. The state board is back 
up to nineteen members with the appointments of 
Melissa Bedell and Sue Hackett. The board is now 
fully back to in-person meetings, though parts of the 
meetings still will be shown on the Ohio Channel at 
www.ohiochannel.org. For more information about 
State Board of Education meetings, please go to 
http://education.ohio.gov/State-Board.
 To keep abreast of all advocacy news, please check 
the OAGC website frequently for new policy and 
advocacy items. Also, if you wish to sign up for the 
Ohiogift listserv, please e-mail artsnyder44@cs.com 
for directions. You may also e-mail me directly at 
anngift@aol.com, and I will make sure that you are 
added to the listserv. 
Do you tweet? For breaking news, follow the OAGC 
at www.twitter.com/oagcgifted.
Are you on Facebook? Please become a fan of the 
Ohio Association for Gifted Children
by going to www.facebook.com/OhioAGC.
This article may be reprinted in local OAGC affiliate 
publications.

 


