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Good afternoon, Co-Chairs Holmes and Chavez, and members of the Select Committee on Data
Centers. Thank you for the opportunity to testify. My name is Cory Parent. I am a resident of
Allen County and a software and platform engineer who builds and operates cloud infrastructure
for regulated industries — healthcare, financial services, and commercial real estate. I work daily
with the platforms these facilities are built to serve and with the economics that govern how their
capacity is bought, sold, and consumed.

I am here to make one argument, and to make it plainly: Ohio extends substantial public benefits
to data center developers without requiring them to disclose who they are. That gap should be
closed. I am not opposed to data centers — Ohio should welcome them, and the bills already
before this Committee get a great deal right. But every other safeguard the State is building
depends on a question Ohio law does not currently make anyone answer: who is the customer?

The Gap: Ohio Subsidizes Developers It Cannot Name

Ohio grants tax abatements through the Department of Development, commits public water and
power, and in some cases finances infrastructure — and it does so for entities that need never
disclose their ultimate ownership to the public bodies extending those benefits. A shell company
can hold the deed, sign the development agreement, and receive the abatement while the
principal behind it stays hidden from the community paying for it.

I can speak to this directly. In American Township, in my county, a data center representing
roughly half a billion dollars in capital investment was negotiated for about fifteen months under
a non-disclosure agreement with a Delaware shell company formed for the purpose. The
developer’s identity was withheld from the public the entire time, and key engineering
specifications were redacted from a public environmental permit as proprietary. The local
officials who approved abatements and committed water did so in good faith, on incomplete
information, because nothing in Ohio law required more. This is not a criticism of those officials.
It is a description of a gap in the law — and it is fixable.'

A Commeon Definition the Whole Code Can Use

Before the State can disclose who is behind a facility, it has to agree on what the facility is. Ohio
law does not currently give it a single answer. The only definition of “computer data center” in
the Revised Code lives in the tax-exemption statute, where it is written to administer that one
program — a facility used primarily to house computer data center equipment used in conducting
a computer data center business, tied to capital-investment and payroll minimums.? That

Page 1 of 8



definition is circular and program-bound. It says nothing about size, load, or function, and it was
never meant to govern zoning, water allocation, utility service, or environmental permitting —
the very contexts in which these facilities now collide with communities. The proposed
constitutional amendment shows the alternative instinct at work: it defines a data center by a
measurable threshold, an aggregate or peak load above twenty-five megawatts.’ Reasonable
people can argue about where that line belongs, but the amendment is right about one thing: a
rule that turns on what counts as a data center needs a definition precise enough to apply and
hard enough to measure. Ohio should adopt one standard definition — capacity-based,
technology-neutral, and able to aggregate facilities under common ownership — and use it
across the Revised Code, so that the abatement statute, the utility tariff, the water-reporting rule,
and any size threshold the General Assembly enacts are all governing the same thing. Without it,
every safeguard this Committee builds rests on a term each agency is free to read differently, and
a developer is free to structure around.

Why Disclosure Is the Foundational Fix

Disclosure matters because nearly every other protection the State is pursuing quietly depends on
it. The testimony this Committee heard on May 27 makes the point better than I can. The
cost-causation principle that runs through the PUCQO’s data center tarift and through House Bill
706 depends on knowing who the cost-causer is. The anti-speculation forecasting the Ohio
Consumers’ Counsel urged depends on verifying who stands behind a load request — and PJM’s
own load-forecasting reform now requires non-disclosure agreements that at least permit sharing
a load’s identity with the grid operator, an explicit acknowledgment that disclosure and reliability
travel together. The 25-megawatt threshold in the proposed constitutional amendment cannot
aggregate parcels to a common owner precisely because no disclosure requirement exists; as an
engineer, | can tell you that hyperscale infrastructure is distributed by design and routes around a
per-parcel ceiling as a matter of routine site planning.* And public trust — the petition’s own
organizers used the words “cloaked in secrecy” — erodes when a community cannot find out
who it is being asked to subsidize.

Each of these is a real concern, raised by serious people from different seats. Disclosure does not
compete with any of them. It is the common foundation underneath all of them. Closing this one
gap strengthens every other safeguard at once, which is why I would urge the Committee to treat
it as the first priority rather than the last.

What Ownership Hides: The Government-Cloud Premium

There is an economic dimension to ownership that the public record cannot currently see, and it
is sharpest in a state with Ohio’s defense footprint. In my work I deal with the difference
between commercial cloud and government cloud — the isolated “GovCloud” environments that
host federal and defense workloads. Those environments are not a labeling difference; they are a
different cost structure and different addressable market. Government cloud capacity runs
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roughly twenty to thirty percent above commercial rates because of physical isolation,
U.S.-persons staffing requirements, and compliance overhead.

What drives that premium is the authorization level, and the authorization level also dictates the
physical facility. Federal cloud work is governed by FedRAMP and, for defense data, by the
Department of Defense’s impact levels. The two frameworks form a ladder: FedRAMP Moderate
and High cover unclassified and controlled-unclassified information, while the DoD impact
levels run higher — IL4 and IL5 for sensitive and national-security data, and IL6 for classified
information up to SECRET. The level is not a paperwork tier. At the higher levels the rules
require dedicated, physically isolated infrastructure and vetted U.S.-persons staffing; a facility
built to host IL5 or IL6 workloads is, by regulation, not the flexible shared capacity a
commercial abatement forecast assumes.” This is not abstract in Ohio. The state hosts
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base and an extensive network of defense primes and suppliers,
which makes high-authorization hosting a realistic end use here rather than a hypothetical.® A
facility serving that demand has a different margin, a different customer, and a far more durable
revenue base than a commercial cloud site — and when the State scores an abatement on
commercial assumptions, the public may be underwriting a more valuable and more permanent
enterprise than the one it was shown. Without disclosure of ownership, end use, and
authorization posture, the State cannot tell which kind of facility it is subsidizing, and cannot
price the deal accordingly.

The authorization posture also governs something an economic-impact projection rarely accounts
for: who in Ohio is allowed to do business with the facility at all. A commercial cloud region is,
in principle, a resource local employers can buy from and local technicians can be hired into. A
high-authorization government enclave is the opposite by design. Its capacity is not sold to the
open market; an IL5 or IL6 environment cannot host a local hospital system, a regional bank, or
a county government as a tenant, because the isolation that defines it is the whole point. The
vendors who service it must clear federal requirements that a local integrator or managed-service
firm will not meet. So a facility presented to a community as shared digital infrastructure may,
depending on its end use, be capacity the community is structurally barred from using — built on
local land, drawing local water and power, and closed to local enterprise. Whether that is the case
for any given site turns entirely on the end use and authorization posture the State does not
currently require anyone to disclose.

The same posture determines whether the facility seeds a local technology economy or remains
an island. The case made for these projects is rarely the direct jobs alone — a hyperscale
building is highly automated and employs comparatively few people once it is running. The case
is the amplification effect: the expectation that a major facility anchors a cluster, that contractors,
suppliers, startups, and skilled workers accrete around it, that the presence of serious
infrastructure makes the region a place where a technology sector can compound. That effect
depends on openness. It comes from the facility transacting with local firms, from its workforce
circulating through the regional labor market, from its capacity being available to local builders.
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A government enclave generates little of it. Its supply chain is federal and largely out-of-region,
its workforce is constrained by clearance requirements rather than drawn from the local pool, and
its capacity is closed to the local ventures that a spillover story assumes will use it. A community
can therefore grant abatements on the promise of becoming a technology hub and receive instead
a sealed, low-employment installation that exports its economic value and circulates almost none
of it locally. The difference between those two outcomes is, once again, a function of end use and
ownership — exactly the facts disclosure would put on the record before the bargain is struck.

The stakes here are not theoretical, and the contrast between two states makes them concrete.
Ohio exempts data-center equipment from sales tax and, unlike many states, levies no tangible
personal property tax — so the servers, networking, and generators that are the bulk of a
facility’s value generate little local tax liability, and the real-property improvements are typically
abated 75 percent for fifteen to thirty years. The result is visible in the State’s own numbers: of
thirteen data-center agreements approved through September 2024, covering roughly $5.1 billion
in investment, the facilities generated 356 jobs and $31.6 million in annual payroll, against a
state revenue loss of about $281.9 million — closer to $1 million per job once local sales-tax
losses are included.’ Virginia structures the same capital differently. Because it taxes data-center
equipment as business personal property, Loudoun County — on roughly four percent of its
commercial parcels — now draws about thirty-eight percent of its general-fund revenue from
data centers, more than $100 million in new revenue a year, and has cut its residential
property-tax rate every year for a decade. The same kind of facility, in other words, can fund
schools and lower homeowner taxes, or it can occupy land and draw power while contributing
almost nothing to the local base for a generation. The instrument that closes that gap is a
community benefits agreement with binding commitments on jobs, resource use, and local
investment — and to date no such agreement has been negotiated for any Ohio data center,
because NDA-governed negotiations present a community with terms already finalized. Which
outcome a community gets is a function of the terms it sets, and the terms depend on knowing,
before the abatement is signed, what is being built and for whom. '’

A Technical Caution on the Sales-Tax Exemption Forecast

I want to offer one point from the engineering side that bears directly on the fiscal estimates this
Committee will rely on. The Data Center Tax Exemption applies to qualifying equipment —
servers, networking, cooling — and the State scores that exemption against a forecast of what the
facility will buy." That forecast is far harder to get right than it looks, for a reason specific to this
industry: the equipment does not sit still. A hyperscale facility refreshes its servers on a roughly
three-to-five-year cycle, and at Al-class densities the per-rack hardware cost has risen by an
order of magnitude over a conventional server rack.'? The exempted purchases are therefore not a
one-time build-out that can be estimated up front; they are a recurring, escalating stream of
high-value equipment buys over the life of the agreement. A forecast built on initial fit-out, or on
conventional server unit costs, will understate the realized exemption substantially — and the
gap compounds with every refresh cycle and every generation of denser, costlier hardware. I
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raise this not to argue against the exemption, but because the State should know that the
foregone-revenue figures attached to these deals are likely to prove low, and should build refresh
cycles and current unit costs into the forecast rather than scoring a single snapshot.

Where the Current Bills Get It Right — and Where Thev Stop Short

I want to be clear that the State is not starting from nothing, and that the work already underway
is good. House Bill 706, from Representatives Thomas and Rader, is the strongest vehicle in
front of the Committee: it makes cost causation enforceable through long-term service
agreements, minimum billing demand, exit fees, and a bar on shifting data-center-caused costs
onto other ratepayers, and it extends statewide a tariff the PUCO has confirmed is working."
House Bill 646’s study commission is the right venue for the questions that genuinely need study
first. The Electricity Forecast Integrity Act addresses speculation directly. My argument is not
that these efforts are insufficient — it is that they are incomplete without disclosure, and that
disclosure makes each of them work better.

On HB 646 specifically, a study commission is only as good as the information it is fed, and that
is precisely the risk. The parties with the most detailed knowledge of these facilities — their
economics, their workloads, their true demand — are the operators themselves, and they have
every incentive to shape what a commission concludes. Without an independent source of
facility-level data, a study commission is vulnerable to capture: it will tend to ratify the
industry’s own framing because that is the only well-developed information in front of it. The
remedy is the same disclosure I have been describing, plus the real-time public reporting I
recommend below. A commission that can independently verify ownership, end use, and
resource consumption is a fact-finding body. One that cannot is a venue for the regulated to brief
the regulator.

One practical note on HB 706, offered constructively. The cost-and-authority framework PJIM
presented is the right guide: the Federal Power Act gives FERC authority over wholesale cost
creation, while the states retain authority over retail rates and how costs are allocated among
customer classes. HB 706’s core sits squarely on the state side of that line. Keeping its
requirements anchored in retail service terms, and drafting any interconnection provisions to
align with FERC’s recent PJM framework rather than against it, will help the bill hold up if
challenged.

Recommendations
I respectfully recommend that the General Assembly:
1. Condition any public incentive, abatement, or public infrastructure commitment on
disclosure of the developer’s beneficial owner and controlling parent into the public

record — a disclosure concept already familiar from the federal Corporate Transparency
Act framework and from Ohio procurement, and one the State can require as a condition
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of the benefits it alone chooses to extend. This is the foundational fix; most other

safeguards depend on it."*

2. Advance HB 706 as the core consumer-protection vehicle, keeping its requirements
anchored in retail service terms and aligning any interconnection provisions with FERC’s
framework so the bill holds up on review.

3. Use HB 646’s study commission to close the water-visibility gap Director Mertz
identified — by requiring data centers served by public water systems to meter and report
facility-level use — and to recommend a load standard based on local grid headroom
rather than a flat megawatt figure.

4. Require publicly accessible, near-real-time facility-level reporting of resource use —
water usage effectiveness and power usage effectiveness — and disclosure of the
facility’s federal authorization posture, including any FedRAMP authorization or DoD
impact-level accreditation and any government-related equipment or capacity hosted on
site. The resource metrics are not new measurements: operators already track WUE and
PUE continuously in their own systems. The authorization posture is likewise already
known to the operator and determines the facility’s true economic and physical profile —
including whether its capacity is open to local enterprise or sealed to it, and whether it
can anchor a local technology cluster or will export its value with little local spillover.
What is missing is not the data but the requirement to publish it per facility rather than
rolled into a corporate aggregate.

5. Build on the forecasting and anti-speculation work already underway, so that
infrastructure investment rests on demonstrated need and existing consumers are
protected from stranded costs.

6. Treat each abatement as a negotiation rather than a concession, so the public return
matches the public investment. With disclosure of ownership and end use in hand, the
State and its political subdivisions can condition incentives on enforceable community
benefits — commitments on permanent employment, resource use, and local investment
of the kind no Ohio data-center agreement has yet secured — and can weigh whether
facilities whose equipment escapes tangible-property taxation are delivering the returns
that other states capture from the same capital.

Disclosure and Standing

I filed written comment in my own community’s local zoning process before the circumstances
described above became publicly known, establishing a good-faith record as a process
participant. In the same spirit of transparency I am asking the Committee to require of others, I
disclose that my recently incorporated govtech startup which seeks to offer transparency as its
thesis and makes enabling it a core design principle, not a burden of the subdivision. My
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recommendations do not depend on disclaiming that interest; they rest on the structural facts,
which are a matter of public record.

Ohio can welcome this industry and protect the communities that host it. The framework is most
of the way built. Requiring developers to disclose who they are completes it — so that Ohio
families benefit from Ohio’s future, and can always see who they are building it with. Thank
you, and I am happy to answer any questions.

Sources

! Ohio data center NDA secrecy and local-official disclosure. Rural Ohioans cite frustration that
non-disclosure agreements between technology companies and local officials leave residents unable
to learn basic project details, including water use; Reps. Brian Stewart and Adam Bird introduced
House Bill 695 to prohibit certain local officials from signing economic-development NDAs. Ohio
Society of CPAs / Ohio Capital Journal, March 2026.

Ohio statutory definition of “computer data center.” The only definition in the Revised Code appears in
the tax-exemption statute, R.C. 122.175(A)(2), defining a computer data center as a facility used
primarily to house computer data center equipment used in conducting a computer data center
business, paired with the program’s capital-investment and payroll minimums (R.C. 122.175(A)(5)).
The definition is program-specific and contains no size, load, or function threshold; it is not written
for zoning, utility, water, or environmental use. Ohio Revised Code; Ohio Administrative Code
122:28-1-01.

Capacity-based definition in the proposed constitutional amendment. The Ohio Prohibition of
Construction of a Data Center Amendment (2026), proposed Section 36a, Article 11, defines a data
center by a measurable threshold — aggregate monthly demand or peak load greater than 25
megawatts — illustrating a capacity-based, technology-neutral approach distinct from the
program-bound tax definition. Ballotpedia; Ohio Capital Journal, April 2026.

Aggregation and the 25-megawatt threshold. The amendment sets a 25-megawatt ceiling but contains
no ownership-disclosure or parcel-aggregation mechanism; certified by the Ohio Ballot Board for
signature gathering (approx. 413,000 required by July 1, 2026). Because hyperscale capacity is
distributed by design, a per-parcel ceiling without aggregation to a common owner can be routed
around in site planning. Ballotpedia; Ohio Capital Journal, 2026.

Petitioner characterization of data center secrecy. Organizers of the Ohio data center ballot effort and
rural residents describe projects advanced under non-disclosure and frustration at the inability to
obtain basic facility information; the petition’s organizers used the phrase “cloaked in secrecy.” Ohio
Capital Journal; Cincinnati Enquirer, 2026.

Government cloud pricing premium. AWS GovCloud compute prices run roughly 20-30% above
equivalent commercial AWS pricing; a representative on-demand instance shows a 26% premium
(m5.large, GovCloud US-East vs. US East / N. Virginia). Boston Consulting Group documents a
premium of up to 30% for sovereign cloud offerings, driven by physical isolation, U.S.-persons
staffing, and compliance overhead, and by jurisdictional constraints such as the 2018 U.S. CLOUD
Act. ProsperOps, 2024; CapLinked, 2026; Boston Consulting Group, “Cloud Cover,” August 2025.

" FedRAMP and DoD Impact Levels. The DoD Cloud Computing Security Requirements Guide (CC
SRG) extends FedRAMP: IL4 (CUI) and IL5 (higher-sensitivity CUI and national security systems)
require dedicated infrastructure and U.S.-citizen personnel; IL6 covers classified information up to
SECRET and requires wholly dedicated, physically isolated infrastructure connected via SIPRNet.
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Google Distributed Cloud achieved DoD IL6 authorization in May 2025. Second Front; CompassITC;
Microsoft Azure Government documentation; Google Cloud blog, 2025-2026.

¥ Ohio defense footprint and government edge compute. Ohio hosts Wright-Patterson Air Force Base and

an extensive defense supplier network. Google Distributed Cloud’s air-gapped appliance holds DoD
Impact Level 5 accreditation and meets MIL-STD-810H ruggedization; the Air Force Rapid
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of thirteen data-center agreements approved through September 2024, covering nearly $5.1 billion in
investment, the facilities generated 356 jobs and $31.6 million in annual payroll, against a state
revenue loss of about $281.9 million — exceeding $343 million, or nearly $1 million per job, once
local sales-tax losses are included. In a separate 2024 example, new Microsoft facilities were 90.9%
of announced investment but 4.8% of new full-time-equivalent jobs. Policy Matters Ohio, January
2025; News 5 Cleveland, 2026.

Virginia / Loudoun County comparison. Because Virginia taxes data-center equipment as business
tangible personal property, Loudoun County draws approximately 38% of its general-fund revenue
from data centers — on roughly 4% of its commercial parcels — amounting to more than $100
million in new revenue per year, and has reduced its residential real-property tax rate every year from
$1.145 (2016) to $0.805 per $100 (2025). No community benefits agreement has yet been negotiated
for an Ohio data center. Loudoun County, Virginia (official FAQ and data-center pages); Policy
Matters Ohio; WOUB, 2025-2026.

Ohio data center sales-and-use tax exemption. R.C. 122.175 authorizes a full or partial exemption on
computer data center equipment for qualifying projects (minimum $100 million capital investment
over three years and at least $1.5 million in annual payroll), approved by the Ohio Tax Credit
Authority. The State provided approximately $554.9 million in data center sales-tax exemptions in
2024; Ohio levies no tangible personal property tax on such equipment. Ohio Revised Code; Tax
Foundation; Policy Matters Ohio; News 5 Cleveland, 2025-2026.

Hardware refresh cycles and Al-class rack costs. Hyperscale operators refresh servers on roughly
three-to-five-year cycles (industry guidance favors a three-year TCO horizon for Al hardware).
Traditional racks draw about 5—15 kW; Al-optimized racks routinely require 40—120+ kW, and single
GPU server systems run from roughly $200,000-$450,000 (H100-class) to over $500,000
(B200-class), driving an order-of-magnitude increase in per-rack hardware cost. McKinsey; Dell’Oro
Group; CHG-Meridian, 2025-2026.

Ohio House Bill 706 (Reps. David Thomas and Tristan Rader). Requires large data center customers to
enter long-term service agreements with minimum billing demand, exit fees or liquidated damages,
and collateral before utilities build dedicated infrastructure, and bars shifting data-center-caused costs
to other ratepayers; extends statewide the AEP Ohio tariff structure the PUCO has reported is
working as designed. Ohio House of Representatives; Statechouse News Bureau, February—March
2026.

Federal beneficial-ownership disclosure framework. The Corporate Transparency Act established
beneficial-ownership reporting to FinCEN; a March 2025 interim final rule narrowed the
reporting-company definition to entities formed under foreign law and registered to do business in a
U.S. state, exempting U.S.-formed entities. The disclosure concept nonetheless remains established in
federal law and in Ohio procurement practice, and the State may require it as a condition of
incentives. FinCEN; U.S. Department of the Treasury, 2025.
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