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Chairperson, Vice Chair, Ranking Member, and members of the Committee: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony regarding House Bill 646. 

My name is Laura Bickel, and I am a public-school educator in Ohio. I am submitting this 
testimony because I am deeply concerned about the future of public education funding in our 
state and the growing trend of granting large-scale tax abatements and incentives to data centers 
and other technology companies at the expense of local schools. 

As an educator, I understand the importance of economic development. I want businesses to 
invest in Ohio, create jobs, and strengthen our communities. However, economic development 
should not come at the cost of adequately funding the public schools that serve Ohio's children. 

Across Ohio, data centers have received extraordinary property-tax abatements, often ranging 
from 15 to 30 years. In many cases, these facilities receive 100 percent abatements while 
creating relatively few permanent jobs. Public records show examples of data centers receiving 
tax incentives worth tens or even hundreds of millions of dollars while employing only a few 
dozen workers. 

The central concern is simple: property taxes are one of the primary funding sources for local 
schools. When a large facility receives a long-term tax abatement, schools lose revenue that 
would otherwise support teachers, instructional programs, technology, transportation, special 
education services, and facility maintenance. 

Supporters often point to voluntary payments, PILOT agreements, donations, or community 
grants as evidence that schools will still benefit. However, these arrangements raise several 
important questions. 

First, these payments are frequently determined through negotiations with the company itself 
rather than through the normal local tax structure. Schools are not guaranteed to receive the same 
level of funding they would have received through standard property taxation. 

Second, legislators and local communities are frequently told that schools will be adequately 
compensated through PILOT agreements and other negotiated payments. However, there is often 
a lack of transparent, verifiable data showing whether those payments actually match the revenue 
schools would have received under normal property taxation. If these agreements are truly 
beneficial to schools, the state should require clear public reporting that allows taxpayers, 
educators, and local officials to compare promised payments against the full value of the taxes 
being forgiven. 

Third, there is a significant difference between guaranteed tax revenue and voluntary corporate 
contributions. School districts build budgets years in advance and must be able to rely on 
consistent funding to support students and maintain educational programs. While donations and 
negotiated payments may be well-intentioned, they can be modified or discontinued over time. 
Property-tax revenue, on the other hand, provides the stability, predictability, and local 
accountability that schools need to plan for the future. 



Examples from around Ohio suggest that schools frequently receive only a fraction of the 
revenue they would have otherwise collected. In some cases, local governments and schools 
receive approximately half of what normal property taxes would generate. In others, schools 
receive fixed annual payments that are significantly lower than the estimated tax revenue being 
forgiven. 

As an educator, I see firsthand the challenges schools already face, from addressing learning loss 
and student mental health needs to recruiting teachers and maintaining facilities. At a time when 
schools need stable funding to meet these responsibilities, Ohio should not ask local 
communities to sacrifice educational resources to subsidize some of the wealthiest corporations 
in the world. The cost of attracting these companies should not come at the expense of our 
students. 

Before further expanding tax incentives for data centers through HB 646, I respectfully ask the 
Committee to consider the following: 

1. Require complete transparency regarding all tax abatements, PILOT agreements, and 
school payments. 

2. Publish side-by-side comparisons showing what schools receive versus what they would 
have received through normal property taxation. 

3. Guarantee that schools are fully compensated for any revenue lost through abatements. 
4. Require stronger evidence that the promised economic benefits justify the public cost. 
5. Ensure that local school districts have a meaningful voice in decisions that directly 

impact their funding. 

Ohio's students deserve strong schools, and strong schools require stable funding. Economic 
development and educational investment should work together, not compete against one another. 

Thank you for your time and consideration of my testimony. 

 

Respectfully, 

Laura Bickel 

 


