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Chair Miller, Vice Chair Hiner, Ranking Member Jarrels, and members of the House Arts, Athletics and Tourism
Committee, thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony in opposition to House Bill 138 on behalf of
the Ohio Hotel & Lodging Association (OHLA) and the tens of thousands of hotel owners, operators, managers,
and employees we represent across the state, as well as hundreds of companies that make brick-and-mortar

investments and provide jobs in Ohio communities.

We appreciate the work that has been done on this proposal, and the opportunities to provide input. We
recognize that some of our suggestions have been incorporated into the Substitute Bill, and thank the sponsor

and the committee for those steps. But we do feel there are still important considerations to discuss.

Our industry and our organization include lodging businesses of all sizes, from the largest hotels to unique
properties that are part of the short-term rental market. The hotel & lodging industry comprises many
franchised businesses as well as many entrepreneurial small business owner-operators. These businesses are
largely locally owned and operated, even when affiliated with a national brand. A large percentage are family-
owned companies. Hotels provide more than 36,000 direct jobs in the state of Ohio with more than $1.5 billion
in wages. Hotel guests spend more than $12 billion annually in Ohio. The industry directly generates $1 billion
in local, state and federal taxes and indirectly induces $4 billion. The most recent data published by the Ohio

Department of Taxation shows that a total of $286 million in lodging tax was collected in 2024.

These results are maximized when we ensure that Ohio maintains a competitive environment for travel to the
state, and within the state. Hotel businesses across the state are concerned that House Bill 138 will handicap
them with mandatory increased costs for consumers, making us less competitive. Numerous aspects of how

the proposed districts would be formed and operate also create potential threats to the travel economy.

Any assessment from proposed tourism districts will be layered on top of existing taxes and mandated charges
that already exist. They need to be considered as part of the total tax and fee rate at checkout. Many Ohio
destinations already have total tax rates at checkout that are already among the highest in the nation, and
among the cities with which they compete. This includes 17.5 percent in Cleveland, 18 percent in Columbus,
and 19.3 percent in Cincinnati. By the way, in Covington, Kentucky, just across the bridge and with hotels that

service Cincinnati, the rate is only 12.36 percent.

A 2025 lodging tax study published by the American Hotel & Lodging Association showed that the total rate in
Las Vegas was 13.38 percent. NYC 14.75. Orlando 12.5. Phoenix 12.57. There were only eight destinations in
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the entire country with a total tax rate more than the highest rate in Ohio, and four of those were in Georgia

which has a flat fee which skews the result due to varying base rates.

This bill will increase costs for consumers, precisely at a time when our industry is battling issues of consumer
confidence and concerns about affordability. Now is not the time to create additional costs for consumers if
we want to increase travel to and within Ohio. It is not just travelers from out of state who pay these higher
charges. Local businesses, employers and in-state residents that use our hotels will pay these increased costs

as well.

There is also concern if assessments could lead to flat fee charges, a regressive tax which negatively impacts
certain segments of hotel businesses disproportionately, such as the economy segment, and the travelers who

patronize those businesses. Changes were made in the sub. bill regarding this, but they may not be sufficient.

High taxes and mandatory assessments lose business. The total cost of a stay is important to groups and to
individual travelers. NYC learned this the hard way in the mid-1990s after raising charges on hotel stays. The
DMO had to advocate lowering their taxes on hotels. New York City’s travel and tourism officials said they
lost more than $52 million in one year (equivalent to $98 million in 2025) when its tax was too high. U.S.

Travel has published research showing almost half of all travelers will alter their travel plans due to high taxes.

Ohio has a statutory cap on lodging tax for a reason. It was recognized when creating the taxes that setting
them too high would deter business. It simply is not tenable to say that any amount of tax or assessment can
be levied with no impact on purchase of goods or services. Sin taxes show us that, as they exist in part to deter
consumption. And in many places, our total tax rate on hotel stays is higher than some sin taxes. Other taxes
which will raise the rate at checkout are always being proposed, like transit taxes, or taxes for special

purposes.

But assessments also have a detrimental impact on investment and development in the hotel industry. High
taxes depress the rates that these businesses can charge, impacting their profitability. Many Ohio markets
already suffer from low rates. While much of the cost of these districts is passed on to consumers, it is not
always 100 percent. A recent study from hotel revenue analytics firm HVS in October 2022 reaffirmed this.
Because of competitive pressure and differences in price elasticity, hotels can’t always pass on the full cost of
tax to guests. In those cases, this model penalizes the businesses who are making brick-and-mortar investments

and creating jobs in their communities.

We believe that there are hotel businesses who may choose to participate in such districts, when given the
choice to do so. Others have made it clear that they have no desire to do so. It has been proven that

mechanisms like this work best when there is complete trust and buy-in on the part of the participating entities.
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Compelling businesses who do not wish to participate to do so will ultimately undermine the concept and

burden districts with counterproductive dynamics.

Ill

An attempt is being made to obscure this threat by saying that with this legislation, hotels will “choose” to
participate in tourism districts. But that is not true for all hotels. The proposed legislation allows a majority of
hotels in a district to impose something akin to a tax on other hotels that don’t want to pay or participate. It is
not a voluntary program for those hotels. Proponents repeat the legislation would be “permissive” but that
should not be confused as meaning participation is voluntary. Nor does it mean new assessments wouldn’t be

widespread. County sales tax is permissive in Ohio, and all 88 counties have levied sales tax.

Many hotels oppose the compulsory funding mechanism because they already fund tourism promotion
through lodging tax, which is used to support convention and visitors bureaus. And many involved in the
discussion have said the industry should first address what is being done with current resources and the results
obtained, and whether those are satisfactory, before creating a new tax. Average Daily Rates are still far below

where they need to be in Ohio markets. Higher taxes and fees depress hotel rates even further.

There is also concern among the hotel industry about discussions regarding the existence of tourism districts
in other states as a rationale for House Bill 138. But there are many differences between Ohio and other
markets that need to be carefully considered. When we examined this concept several years ago, a list of
existing districts at that time touted 186 of them in the U.S. But none of those districts had a tax rate as high
as 18.3%, the highest rate in Ohio at that time, let alone 19.3 percent, the highest currently. Only one had a
tax as high as 17.5%. Many of the existing districts had tax rates of less than 10 percent, some even in 6-7
percent range. And of the total number of 186 districts at that time, 112 were in California. The number of
districts has grown over the years, but when one considers the total number of jurisdictions and destinations
in the United States, it is by no means universal or even pervasive. Different markets require different

approaches.

Another difference is that Ohio has statutory language directing some (but not all) of our lodging tax to CVBs

and destination marketing. Many other jurisdictions in the U.S., including many of the existing districts, do not.

In Ohio, taxes collected under a 1967 statute are deposited in local general revenue funds from which
jurisdictions may make discretionary contributions to travel economy related purposes. At least two-thirds of
taxes collected under a 1980 statute are required to be deposited in a separate fund to be used for county
convention and visitors bureau expenses. Municipalities/townships are required to allocate at least one-half
of tax authorized in 1980 for convention and visitors bureaus located within the county. Convention Facility
Authority lodging tax revenue is used for constructing, equipping, and operating a convention/sports centers.

Revenue from special county or municipal lodging taxes is used for the purpose designated for that tax levy.
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The existing system of producing lodging taxes and funding travel promotion includes important protections
that may not be guaranteed in House Bill 138. The legislation allows district boundaries to extend into the
territory of another governmental jurisdiction, such as a different county, which would lead to poaching of
resources. Hotels in the service area of one CVB could be compelled to fund another such entity in a different
county altogether. H.B. 138 applies to the entire state, when many jurisdictions are not seeking this model, or

have specifically rejected it.

Details of how districts operate which are concerning include a lack of detail in the formation steps, undefined
terms such as types and classes of lodging businesses, weighted voting based on the proposed benefit
assessment of a hotel which puts smaller hotels at a disadvantage, restrictive timeframes which could make
exiting or ending a district more difficult, and potential conflicts regarding bonding requirements with existing

law.

This legislation will also create more pressure for the diversion of lodging tax dollars away from tourism

promotion, as some will view it as a way to replace those dollars.

Finally, the bill compounds an existing inequity in travel and tourism promotion by focusing on hotels, including
those forced to participate involuntarily, as a funding stream, while not addressing the growing number of
lodging businesses in the short-term rental market that do not contribute equally to the marketing efforts

which benefit them.

We ask members of this committee to not increase costs for consumers, to not put our industry at a
competitive disadvantage, and to not pit business against business with a model that allows those who may

benefit from such a scheme to force others who have no desire to do so. Please oppose House Bill 138.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
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