Testimony on Data Centers, Home Rule, Transparency, and Local Control
Chairman Holmes, Chairman Chavez, and members of the Select Committee:
Thank you for the opportunity to submit written testimony.

My name is Quintin Koger Kidd. I am a retired CPA, Certified Fraud Examiner, former city
council member, former mayor, and longtime student of public governance. I have spent much of
my professional life evaluating risk, accountability, controls, and the consequences that arise
when decisions are made without adequate transparency or oversight. I also have more than three
decades of experience in information technology, including work involving enterprise systems,
cybersecurity, governance, compliance, and technology-related risk management.

Unlike many public policy debates, this is a subject that intersects directly with both my
professional experience in technology and my experience in public governance.

I am submitting this testimony as an Ohio citizen concerned not only about data centers
themselves, but about the broader principles of local self-government that have guided Ohio
communities for generations.

I believe data centers are, first and foremost, a land-use issue, and land-use decisions have
historically been among the most local functions of government.

Ohio's Home Rule provisions exist for a reason. They recognize that the people who live in a
community are best positioned to determine how their community should grow, what
development is appropriate, and what tradeoffs they are willing to accept. Local elected officials
are accountable to those citizens because they must live with the consequences of their decisions
long after state officials, developers, consultants, and lobbyists have moved on to the next
project.

Data centers may be part of a national conversation about technology, artificial intelligence, and
economic development, but their impacts are local.

The questions citizens ask are local:

¢ How much water will be consumed?

¢ What demands will be placed on infrastructure?

¢ What effects will there be on roads, utilities, and public services?

¢ What noise, visual, and environmental impacts will neighboring property owners
experience?

¢ How will these projects affect the character and future development of the
community?

o What happens if the promised benefits fail to materialize?

These are not unreasonable questions. They are the questions responsible citizens should be
asking.



Unfortunately, I am increasingly concerned that ordinary Ohioans who raise such questions are
too often treated as obstacles rather than stakeholders. Instead of answering concerns with facts
and transparency, some have chosen to respond with insinuation, speculation, and rhetoric

designed to question the motives of citizens rather than address the substance of their concerns.

Disagreement is not disinformation. Asking questions is not obstruction. And citizens who seek
transparency should never be treated as enemies of progress.

When citizens raise concerns about water, electricity, property rights, taxation, public health, or
local planning, they deserve answers. They should not be dismissed through insinuations about

their motives, affiliations, or loyalties.

That should concern every member of this committee regardless of where they stand on data
centers.

The greatest threat to local control is not citizens exercising their rights. The greatest threat to
local control comes when those in positions of power seek to diminish citizen participation while
simultaneously restricting access to the information necessary for informed public debate.

Ohio's tradition of self-government depends upon transparency.

Citizens cannot meaningfully participate in decisions when access to information is restricted.

Citizens cannot hold government accountable when public records become harder to obtain.

Citizens cannot exercise self-government when opportunities for public review and referendum
are weakened or eliminated.

Officials cannot be fully accountable when they operate in secret. Nor can citizens meaningfully
exercise self-government when the information necessary to evaluate public decisions is
withheld from them.

Non-disclosure agreements in economic development do more than conceal information. They
undermine local democracy by preventing citizens, planning commissions, elected officials, and

neighboring property owners from evaluating projects before key decisions are made.

It is difficult to reconcile calls for informed public debate with laws that reduce access to the
very records citizens need to evaluate these projects.

Transparency is not the enemy of economic development.
Transparency is what gives economic development legitimacy.
Likewise, public participation is not a threat to progress.

It is how a free people consent to progress.



The people most directly affected by these projects should not merely be informed. They should
have a meaningful opportunity to consent through the democratic processes that have long
existed under Ohio law.

I am also concerned that current tax structures and incentive programs often create a disconnect
between those who receive the benefits of a project and those who bear its burdens.

Communities hosting data centers are frequently asked to accommodate increased demands on
infrastructure, public services, utilities, roads, and long-term planning. They may face concerns
regarding water consumption, noise, land use, and the permanent conversion of large tracts of

property.

Yet a substantial portion of the economic benefits associated with these projects may flow
elsewhere through tax abatements, incentive agreements, and state-level policies. Local citizens
can therefore find themselves carrying significant long-term costs while receiving only a portion
of the promised benefits.

Too often, local communities are asked to subsidize global corporations while accepting
increased demands on infrastructure, utilities, public safety services, and long-term planning. If
the benefits of these projects are truly as substantial as proponents claim, those benefits should
be transparent, measurable, and sufficient to justify the burdens placed upon host communities.
Whether that tradeoff is acceptable should not be decided in Columbus.

It should be decided by the people who will live with the consequences.

This is not an argument against data centers.

This is not an argument against economic development.

It is an argument for accountability.

It is an argument for transparency.

It is an argument for preserving the constitutional principle that local communities should retain
meaningful authority over decisions that fundamentally affect their future.

When multinational corporations arrive with teams of attorneys, engineers, consultants, and
lobbyists, transparency and public participation become even more important—not less. They are
often the only tools ordinary citizens have to level the playing field.

The debate is not whether Ohio should have data centers.

The debate is who should decide where they belong: the people who live in the affected
communities, or officials and interests located hundreds of miles away.



The closer government is to the people, the more accountable it becomes. The farther decisions
are removed from the communities affected, the less responsive they become.

That principle has guided Ohio's approach to local government for generations, and it remains
just as important today.

As you consider legislation affecting data centers, I respectfully ask that you:

¢ Respect Ohio's Home Rule tradition.

e Preserve local zoning authority.

¢ Protect public access to government records.

¢ Limitthe use of non-disclosure agreements in economic development matters,
including repealing ORC 9.66(D)

¢ Preserve meaningful opportunities for citizen participation.

¢ Protect the referendum process.

¢ Ensure that communities bearing the burdens of development have a meaningful
voice in determining whether the benefits justify those burdens.

¢ Ensure that local communities retain the ability to evaluate, question, support,
oppose, or modify major development proposals affecting their future.

Data centers may be a new form of development.
The principle at stake is not.
Ohio's communities should continue to have the right to determine their own future.

Home Rule is not anti-development. It is pro-accountability. It recognizes that those who bear
the burdens of a decision should have a meaningful voice in making it.

The strength of Ohio has never come from concentrating power farther away from the people. It
has come from empowering citizens and communities to govern themselves.

Ohio's communities should not be asked to surrender that principle in exchange for promises
made on their behalf by others.

Thank you for your time and consideration.



