
March 3, 2025

To the Members of the House Education Policy and Administration Committee,

I oppose HB 748 and respectfully ask you to recommend ITL. In addition to all the concerns I have about school voucher programs in general, there are many flaws in this particular bill, and that’s what I’ll focus on here.

The warrant article language is misleading. HB 748 could be financially devastating to many school districts. Yet the notice required to be put in the warrant article[footnoteRef:1] doesn’t contain even a hint of the idea that the local district - i.e. property taxpayers - would be paying for this program.  It’s easily foreseeable that partially informed people, perhaps influenced by well heeled pro-voucher, out-of-state lobbyists we’ve seen here before, would vote for it and regret it later when their property taxes increase.  At that point, if they’re able to opt out, they’ll be obligated to continue paying for existing EFAs until all students graduate or reach age 20, and to never pay students less than they received their first year, even if the state decides to reduce its own contribution. [1:  “Shall we adopt the provisions of RSA 194-G to allow the establishment of a local education freedom account program in (local school district?) “ page 9, lines 25-26.] 


Oversight of the scholarship organization is non-existent under the bill.   HB 748 lacks even the minimal requirements of oversight over the scholarship organization that appear in the current EFA statute.  That law  (RSA 194-F) created a legislative oversight committee to “monitor the implementation of RSA 194-F.”  Moreover, in 2022 the legislature enacted a law requiring a performance audit of the state EFA program, though the Commissioner has put up some obstacles to a full audit. In HB 748, there is not even this minimal oversight.  There’s no legislative or school district oversight committee and no requirement that the scholarship organization be subject to a performance audit. The fiscal note says: “The Department has not identified any state administrative costs relative to this program,” suggesting DOE will spend no time overseeing the scholarship organization’s management of the program. Meanwhile, the bill gives the scholarship organization total immunity from liability in their handling of potentially millions of dollars of public funds (p. 8 line 24). What justifies this unusual protection?

Transparency is lacking.  Neither the school district nor its property taxpayers would have any insight into how the parents are using their property tax dollars. While the bill requires the scholarship organization to publish a list of approved service providers, it doesn't require them to publish which providers were paid in a given year and how much each received, or how they operate or what their qualifications are or how students do under their care. 

There are no prohibitions on self-dealing.  Under this bill, parents can pay their relatives - possibly even themselves - to tutor their children. Employees of the scholarship organization and their family members can set up tutoring services or learning pods and direct EFA families - and their EFA funds - to them.

The language about special education funding and services is insufficient.  The bill requires the scholarship organization to inform EFA parents that their student is eligible to receive special ed services from the resident district. (p. 4 of HB 748)  Where is this requirement actually stated in the bill, and what are the details? Meanwhile, why would the district have to send the differentiated aid it receives for students with special needs to their EFA account (along with the school district’s “matching grant” of the same amount), if it’s the district school that’s providing the special ed services? Usually, when a student entitled to special ed services leaves public school for private school, the district’s obligation to provide special ed services ends. Why not in this case?

There’s a lack of clarity about the district’s potential ability to put limits on the number of students approved for local EFAs at any given time.  The bill states (pg. 3 line 19) that the scholarship organization must approve a student’s application “if funds are available”.  What does that mean?  Who decides if funds are available? The fiscal suggests this language means districts may establish “slots” depending on available appropriations.  Before a vote is taken on this bill, this needs clarification and detail. 

The scholarship organization’s fees must be adjusted; this bill doubles them. As noted below (p. 4), the scholarship organization would take a 10% fee, as it does in the current EFA program.  But the EFA grants will actually be twice as big as they currently are.  So in real dollars, the scholarship organization will be getting twice as much for doing the same work.

It’s unclear how districts that don’t have town meetings would adopt the program.

The rational for increasing the voucher amount is opaque: Why would students in a local EFA program get double the money that students in the current state EFA program get? 

There are many more inconsistencies, gaps and ambiguities identified on the attached page-by-page list. They should be addressed before any vote is taken.

For these reasons, please recommend ITL on HB 748.  Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely,
Mary Wilke
Concord, NH

