
Testimony Against the Sub H.B. 1 

To: Chair Abrams, Vice Chair Miller, Ranking Member Thomas, and members of the House 
Public Safety Committee  

From: Xiaohong Feng, 8579 Hermitage Lane, Cincinnati, Ohio, 45236  

Subject: Opposition to Substitute House Bill 1 (The Ohio Property Protection Act) 

Chair Abrams, Vice Chair Miller, Ranking Member Thomas, and members of the 
Committee, 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify in strong opposition to the latest substitute version 
of House Bill 1. My name is Xiaohong Feng, and I am a resident of Cincinnati. I urge this 
committee to reject this sub-bill, as it represents an unprecedented expansion of 
government overreach that threatens both our constitutional values and Ohio’s economic 
future. 

Unprecedented Scope and Vagueness 

The core of my opposition lies in the bill’s prohibition of property ownership for legal 
immigrants within ten miles of "critical infrastructure." The definition of "critical 
infrastructure" provided is so broad and vague that it effectively renders vast swaths of 
Ohio off-limits to law-abiding residents. This is not a surgical security measure; it is a 
blanket restriction that infringes upon the basic rights of individuals who call Ohio home. 

Significant Legal Vulnerabilities 

As currently drafted, HB 1 stands on precarious legal ground. If passed, it will almost 
certainly trigger immediate and costly judicial challenges based on the following: 

• The Federal Fair Housing Act (FHA) of 1968: This federal law explicitly prohibits 
housing discrimination based on national origin. HB 1 targets individuals 
specifically because of their heritage, a clear violation of federal anti-discrimination 
protections. 

• The 14th Amendment (Equal Protection Clause): The U.S. Constitution mandates 
that no state shall deny any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the 
laws. This bill engages in discriminatory profiling that fails to meet constitutional 
scrutiny. 

• Federal Preemption (FIRRMA): Authority over foreign investment and national 
security rests with the federal government through the Committee on Foreign 



Investment in the United States (CFIUS). Ohio does not have the legal jurisdiction 
to create its own parallel foreign policy. 

• Ohio Constitution (Article I, Section 1): Our state constitution protects the 
"inalienable right" of acquiring, possessing, and protecting property. HB 1 directly 
contradicts this fundamental principle. 

• The Supremacy Clause: The U.S. Constitution establishes that federal law is the 
supreme law of the land. States cannot blacklist specific countries or their citizens 
in a way that interferes with federal foreign relations. 

Impact on Ohio’s Economic Future 

Beyond the legal ramifications, HB 1 is bad for business. It sends a chilling message to the 
global talent and investment that Ohio has worked so hard to attract. By complicating real 
estate transactions and alienating skilled professionals, this bill risks driving away the very 
innovation and research that fuel our state’s growth. 

Conclusion HB 1 is a legally flawed proposal that invites litigation and harms Ohio’s 
reputation as an open, competitive state. I respectfully urge you to protect the rights of all 
Ohioans and vote NO on Substitute HB 1. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Xiaohong Feng 

 


