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I would first like to state that | am in favor of open enrolment. Parents should have a choice in what
school their child/children attend. There are many reasons why a parent(s) would want to send their
children to a different school. Some examples may be bullying, issues with school
administration/faculty, repetitive disruptive classmates, class sizes, and more opportunities. |
personally know multiple families that have pulled their children to homeschool, move to a different
school district, or are paying tuition to send their children to a different public school district for all of
the reasons listed above.To have a true free public school open enroliment, | believe the bill needs to
have additional verbiage in the bill that addresses students that are already attending a nonresident
public school by paying tuition and possibly already eligible to play sports at the nonresident public
school in regards to MSHAA rules. With the way that the bill reads currently, a transferring student is
defined as a student that is enrolled and completed one semester in their resident district immediately
prior to transferring to a nonresident district. It is also noted that transferring under this bill the
student is ineligible for sports for 365 days. | believe that there needs to be verbiage added that if a
student has been paying tuition for a nonresident public school for a year or over and is already
eligible in the nonresident school to play sports (per MSHAA transfer rules, if they play sports) that
they should be able to stay at the nonresident school under this bill without having to follow the
procedures for a child that is currently attending their resident district and wanting to transfer out
under this bill for the first time. The money should follow the student already paying tuition to where
they don’t have to pay tuition anymore to the nonresident public school district and still be eligible for
sports if they have already met the MSHAA transfer rules. With the way that | interpret the current bill,
the student would have to transfer back to the resident school district, attend and complete the
semester, hope that the lottery system picks them to be able to apply to transfer back to the
nonresident school district that they were paying for, and then they would be ineligible to play sports
for 365 days. With the current verbiage the parents that have already removed their child/children from
the resident school district is either being forced to continue to pay tuition to a nonresident public
school or will be forced to put their child/children back into a school district that did not work for them
and disrupt their education/social life with transferring back. Just for the simple hope of getting drawn
from the lottery system to be able to get back to the nonresident school and would also be penalized
by not being able to play sports that they were possibly already eligible to play in the nonresident
school district by being enrolled in the nonresident district for a year or over. To have true free open
enrollment, shouldn’t we also be including the families that have already taken a stand and pulled their
kids from their resident district as well without being forced back into the resident district that they
have already pulled out of?
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I would first like to state that | am in favor of open enrolment. Parents should have a choice in what
school their child/children attend. There are many reasons why a parent(s) would want to send their
children to a different school. Some examples may be bullying, issues with school
administration/faculty, repetitive disruptive classmates, class sizes, and more opportunities. |
personally know multiple families that have pulled their children to homeschool, move to a different
school district, or are paying tuition to send their children to a different public school district for all of
the reasons listed above.To have a true free public school open enroliment, | believe the bill needs to
have additional verbiage in the bill that addresses students that are already attending a nonresident
public school by paying tuition and possibly already eligible to play sports at the nonresident public
school in regards to MSHAA rules. With the way that the bill reads currently, a transferring student is
defined as a student that is enrolled and completed one semester in their resident district immediately
prior to transferring to a nonresident district. It is also noted that transferring under this bill the
student is ineligible for sports for 365 days. | believe that there needs to be verbiage added that if a
student has been paying tuition for a nonresident public school for a year or over and is already
eligible in the nonresident school to play sports (per MSHAA transfer rules, if they play sports) that
they should be able to stay at the nonresident school under this bill without having to follow the
procedures for a child that is currently attending their resident district and wanting to transfer out
under this bill for the first time. The money should follow the student already paying tuition to where
they don’t have to pay tuition anymore to the nonresident public school district and still be eligible for
sports if they have already met the MSHAA transfer rules. With the way that | interpret the current bill,
the student would have to transfer back to the resident school district, attend and complete the
semester, hope that the lottery system picks them to be able to apply to transfer back to the
nonresident school district that they were paying for, and then they would be ineligible to play sports
for 365 days. With the current verbiage the parents that have already removed their child/children from
the resident school district is either being forced to continue to pay tuition to a nonresident public
school or will be forced to put their child/children back into a school district that did not work for them
and disrupt their education/social life with transferring back. Just for the simple hope of getting drawn
from the lottery system to be able to get back to the nonresident school and would also be penalized
by not being able to play sports that they were possibly already eligible to play in the nonresident
school district by being enrolled in the nonresident district for a year or over. To have true free open
enrollment, shouldn’t we also be including the families that have already taken a stand and pulled their
kids from their resident district as well without being forced back into the resident district that they
have already pulled out of?



