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Chair White, Vice-Chair Salvo, Ranking Member Lett, and members of the Committee, 
thank you for the opportunity to provide opponent testimony on House Bill 649. 
 
My name is Shayla Favor, and I serve as the Franklin County Prosecuting Attorney. 
 
I was here a week ago to provide testimony and I’m here again because this bill still poses 
a significant risk to Ohio. As I stated previously, our office shares this Committee’s 
commitment to protecting public dollars and holding individuals accountable when fraud 
occurs. That responsibility is central to the work of a prosecuting attorney, and it extends 
far beyond the courtroom. It includes evaluating evidence, advising investigators, ensuring 
constitutional protections are upheld, and making charging decisions that are both legally 
sound and in the interest of justice. 
 
House Bill 649 proposes significant changes to how potential fraud is identified and 
referred, including increased surveillance requirements, expanded reporting mechanisms, 
and new investigatory processes. While well-intentioned, these provisions raise serious 
concerns from a prosecutorial standpoint. 
 
It is important to clearly state for the record: our office has not declined any referred cases 
of publicly funded child care fraud. In fact, we have not received referrals from the 
appropriate investigating agency that would allow us to initiate prosecution. Prosecutors 
cannot act in the absence of a completed investigation and a formal referral supported by 
evidence that meets criminal standards. The same applies for the prosecutors in the 
Attorney General’s office. Furthermore, there is no evidence that county prosecutors are 
unwilling or have been unwilling to pursue child care fraud cases or would treat them any 
differently than any other felony fraud matter. So there is no justification for removing our 
authority to do so. 
 
Criminal prosecution requires more than suspicion. It requires proof beyond a reasonable 
doubt. Systems that generate large volumes of allegations based on incomplete data, 
third-party reporting, or unverified indicators risk overwhelming the system with cases that 
do not meet that standard. This not only strains prosecutorial resources but also 
undermines the credibility of legitimate enforcement efforts. 
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Additionally, the bill blurs the line between administrative oversight and criminal 
enforcement. Not every compliance issue or billing discrepancy rises to the level of 
criminal fraud. Intent matters. When administrative processes are treated as proxies for 
criminal liability, it creates legal risk, due process concerns, and ultimately weaker cases. 
 
I also want to address a point raised by both Chair White and Representative Fowler Arthur,  
that publicly funded child care fraud has a direct economic impact that the state is liable 
for, and therefore the state should not have to rely on county prosecutors to prioritize 
these cases. 
 
Respectfully, that argument does not reflect how prosecutorial offices operate. Our duty is 
not determined by the funding source of the dollars at issue, but by the law and the 
evidence. As I shared last week, our office has vigorously investigated and prosecuted 
pandemic-related fraud cases, dollars that did not originate at the state nor local level but 
from the federal level. We pursued those cases because the evidence supported criminal 
charges and because protecting public resources, regardless of their source, is part of our 
mission. 
 
The charge of a county prosecutor is to uphold public safety, economic fraud is part of 
that. I believe the people of Franklin County deserve systems that do not take advantage of 
them or their dollars. That is why our office takes economic fraud issues as seriously as the 
next case.  
 
The suggestion that local prosecutors are unwilling to pursue certain cases based on the 
origin of funds is simply inconsistent with our record. 
 
If the goal is to strengthen accountability, the most effective approach is to ensure that: 

• Investigations at the state level are thorough and properly resourced 
• Referrals to prosecutors are complete and evidence-based 
• Administrative and criminal processes remain clearly distinct, and 
• Constitutional protections are preserved 

 
Without these safeguards, there is a real risk that House Bill 649 will generate more 
allegations, but fewer prosecutable cases. 
 
Accountability is not achieved by volume it is achieved by building strong, legally sound 
cases that can withstand scrutiny and result in just outcomes. 
 
Additionally, we have concerns with the video surveillance portion of the Bill. Video can be 
a useful investigative tool when used appropriately. But this bill does not simply allow for 
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the use of video, it mandates widespread, continuous surveillance of child care settings 
without clear standards for how that footage will be used, secured, or interpreted. 
From a prosecutorial standpoint, that raises serious concerns. 
 
Most notable is that chain of custody and authenticity issues become unavoidable. Who 
maintains this footage? How is it stored? Who has access? How do we ensure it has not 
been altered? Without clear, enforceable standards, this kind of evidence becomes 
difficult to use, and even easier to challenge, in court. 
 
Additionally, this raises significant privacy and security concerns. These cameras would be 
recording young children, families, and staff for extended periods of time. If that data is 
improperly accessed, mishandled, or breached, the consequences are serious. And from a 
legal standpoint, it creates additional risk around discovery, confidentiality, and the 
protection of minors’ information. Not to mention, we’re living in a time where both 
individuals and governments are falling victim to cyberattacks. 
 
For these reasons, we respectfully urge the Committee to carefully consider the 
unintended consequences of House Bill 649. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. I am happy to answer any questions. 


