Public Comment on HF 2123 (Subcommittee: Shipley, Ramirez, Stone)

Chad Webb — Carlisle, Iowa
I am a registered Republican.
I am writing in opposition to HF 2123 as written, specifically because it will chill and punish “inclusion” in K–12 schools. Without inclusion, transition services are pointless.
HF 2123 proposes extreme enforcement measures—termination of employment, mandatory revocation of professional licenses, and civil penalties against school districts tied to the district budget. Those provisions do not simply “enforce compliance.” They create fear and over-correction, where educators and administrators will avoid anything that could be interpreted as “inclusion” work—even when inclusion is simply ensuring that children with disabilities can safely participate in school and community life.
If anyone ever told you these kids don’t care or don’t feel, that is false. Parents know their children. Talk to the parents.
My position is this: if the legislature wants to address certain concepts, training (CRT, gender theory, etc.), or administrative structures, debate those issues or just cut them out. But do not treat inclusion as optional or suspect or tie it to those other (political) manufactured issues. Its unfair to the kids that don’t understand and need the public more now than ever to keep them safe. 
Inclusion is not a political project. Inclusion is the daily work of ensuring children, especially children with neurological and physical disabilities, are not pushed out, segregated, or treated as a burden. If we can honor and support veterans and heroes who live with injuries and disabilities, we should not tolerate a system that makes disabled children feel disposable.
Parents must be heard first — not service providers or districts whose incentives are financial
One of the most damaging patterns families faces is that decisions are too often driven by institutions, service providers and school districts—whose interests are tied to budgets, staffing, liability, and contracts. Parents are the ones acting out of care and love, and we live with the consequences when systems make decisions based on money instead of a child’s wellbeing. If there are no staff to do the job as they claim, then save money and pay the parents while running a media campaign emphasizing the importance of community to get involved and help these kids.
HF 2123 will amplify that imbalance by making districts and staff more defensive and less willing to work with families. What Iowa needs is the opposite: mandatory parent-centered decision-making, transparency, and accountability when children are excluded or pushed into restrictive settings.
Iowa policy trends already risk more segregation and institutional pathways
Separately, Iowa is discussing and building systems that can increase segregation (for example, proposals involving separate attendance centers for certain special education or behavioral categories). Iowa’s Medicaid waiver redesign materials also repeatedly reference institutional settings and “facility-based” alternatives when services aren’t available. When inclusion is weakened in schools and community supports fail, the system drifts toward segregation and institutional placement—not because it’s best for kids, but because it’s administratively easier.
HF 2123 would accelerate that drift by scaring schools away from doing inclusion correctly.
A moral point: “Pro-life” rhetoric must include disabled children living in their communities
Many Republicans identify as pro-life and pro-family, often with no exceptions. If those values are sincere, then they must apply to children with disabilities in a real and practical way: children should be supported to live in their communities, remain with their families, and access education and social life—not be separated, isolated, or pushed into restrictive settings because a system won’t provide support.
This type of contradiction is part of what turns people away from Christianity—when policy claims “life” and “family” as values but treats disabled children as a problem to be managed, removed, or segregated. That is the opposite of what the Bible teaches about caring for the vulnerable and protecting the least among us.
What I ask you to do (solutions)
1. Amend HF 2123 to explicitly protect disability inclusion and parent-centered supports, including inclusion in the classroom, extracurricular activities, and peer community life.
2. Remove or narrow the career-ending penalties (mandatory termination + license revocation), so schools can correct issues without creating a fear-based environment.
3. Require structured parent input and documented attempts at inclusion before any restrictive placement decisions are made.
4. If the legislature wants to improve outcomes, require a K–12 disability curriculum that teaches what disabilities actually are, how to be a friend/classmate to kids with more severe symptoms, and what real inclusion looks like—so disability doesn’t become a label used to justify exclusion.  This is an education issue and a taxpayer issue: when inclusion doesn’t happen, students do worse academically and socially, require more intensive interventions, and the public ends up paying more over time, while too many people still lack basic understanding of children with disabilities.
5. Enforce existing civil rights laws for children with neurological and physical disabilities.
6. We also need more honest oversight and better data. Federal reporting has already identified staffing shortages and missing support personnel as major barriers to delivering services to students with disabilities. We need transparency and accountability—because without accurate data, families and state governments get gaslit and kids get pushed out. (U.S. Government Accountability Office, GAO-24-106264, 2024)
I respectfully urge you to vote NO on HF 2123 unless it is amended to preserve and protect inclusion. Inclusion is not a culture-war issue. It is how we keep children with disabilities safe, connected, and part of their communities.
Respectfully,

Chad Webb
Carlisle, Iowa

