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Dear Chair Abrams, Vice Chair Miller, Ranking Member Thomas, and Honorable Members of
the Ohio House Public Safety Committee,

My name is Charles Jiang, testifying on behalf of the Asian American Legal Defense and
Education Fund (“AALDEF”). I respectfully submit this testimony in opposition to HB1, the
Ohio Property Protection Act. AALDEF is a national nonprofit organization that protects and
promotes the civil rights of Asian Americans through litigation, advocacy, education, and
organizing. Throughout our fifty-year history, AALDEF has supported Asian American
communities facing racial discrimination and exclusion, including through partnerships with
community organizations in Ohio.

In its current form, HB1 bears little relation to the national security concerns its sponsors have
purported to address.! Instead, HB1 echoes the shameful history of racial discrimination and
xenophobia that “Alien Land Laws” brought upon Asian American communities over a century
ago.? These old, nativist laws have long been found unconstitutional and have since been
uniformly repealed—and rightfully so.

No national security rationale can justify imposing a blanket ban that prevents individuals and
small business owners from leasing or purchasing property based on their national origin. Ohio
already restricts individuals and entities from China, Cuba, Iran, North Korea, Russia, Syria, and
Venezuela from acquiring agricultural land in the State.? Even this ban was a disproportionately
harsh ‘solution’ in search of a problem. When it comes to China, according to a U.S. Department
of Agriculture Farm Service Agency Report, Chinese investors own less than one percent of all
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3 See Save Our Farmland and Protect Our National Security Act, OHIO SEC’Y STATE (2026),
https://www.ohiosos.gov/publicintegrity/save-our-farmland/.




foreign-owned agricultural land.* Compare that figure to Canadian investors, who account for 34
percent of all foreign-owned agricultural land.> David Ortega, a professor of Agricultural, Food,
and Resource Economics at Michigan State University, stated the disconnect clearly: “The
discourse surrounding Chinese ownership of U.S. agricultural land has been clouded by
misconceptions. . . . Chinese ownership of agricultural land does not threaten our ability to
produce food.”®

While there are valid concerns about foreign government interference with our energy and
telecommunications infrastructure, a property purchase ban on individuals and entities does not
address those worries. What valid relationship could a Chinese college student’s apartment,
doctor’s residence, or small business owner’s storefront have to securing America’s
infrastructure? None.

Nor would limiting the geographic reach of the property ban mitigate the harm. Given the vast
array of facilities included in the statutory definition of “critical infrastructure”’—energy, water,
railroad, manufacturing, and telecommunications equipment—even a one-mile radius would wall
off a large swath of Ohio’s towns and neighborhoods from families and business owners. The
proposed ten-mile ban would make Ohio an impossible destination for future students, workers,
and families.

It is disappointing that the Legislature is willing to invite discrimination and suspicion against
Asian Americans and immigrant communities for a frivolous proposal with minimal connection
to national security. Given the spike in anti-Asian harassment and discrimination since the
COVID-19 pandemic—which has already produced deadly results— HBI is likely to exacerbate
already-unprecedented levels of racial violence.

HB1’s reliance on blatant national origin discrimination may violate constitutional guarantees to
due process and equal protection under the law. Perhaps recognizing the legally deficient nature
of these discriminatory laws, the Texas Attorney General submitted in federal court that he
would not enforce Texas’s law prohibiting foreign property acquisitions against nonimmigrant
visa-holders.®

Furthermore, State and local policies purporting to address national security, including HB1,
may unlawfully conflict with federal law. Specifically, under a carefully constructed federal
statutory scheme, the President and an inter-agency body, the Committee on Foreign Investment
in the United States (“CFIUS”), have the authority to screen and approve or block foreign
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investments and real estate transactions on national security grounds.® State laws that interfere
with the operation of CFIUS may violate the Constitution’s Supremacy Clause.

The policy justifications and legal foundation for HB1 are suspect, but the likely fallout on Asian
American and other immigrant communities is clear. Throughout U.S. history, Asian Americans
have been unjustly scapegoated in times of conflict with foreign nations. We are perennially
regarded as ‘foreign,” ‘other,” and ‘not truly American.” This “perpetual foreigner stereotype”
has led to overt and systemic discrimination. One of the most infamous examples in this nation’s
history is the incarceration of Japanese Americans during World War II. Originally justified as a
national security measure considering the U.S. conflict with Japan, the forcible movement and
incarceration of more than 100,000 Japanese Americans resulted in reparations for Japanese
Americans and the U.S. Supreme Court’s recent repudiation of its Korematsu ruling, which had
upheld this shameful policy.'°

More recent events that have relied on harmful stereotypes to stoke unfounded fears are no less
damaging. In the 1980s, the Knights of the Ku Klux Klan destroyed Vietnamese fishing boats—
and by extension, their livelihoods—and threatened the lives of Vietnamese people because
white fishermen feared competition. After 9/11, a special registration program required nearly
100,000 men from Muslim-majority countries residing in the United States to report to the
federal government for fingerprinting and interrogation. Thousands of South Asian and Muslim
men were unjustly deported and tens of thousands continued to face surveillance. More recently,
during the COVID-19 pandemic, many Asian Americans were attacked in part due to anti-
Chinese rhetoric that painted our communities as a threat to public health. HB1 would continue
to falsely cast Asian American students, workers, and families as the “enemy.”

We urge the House to reject HB1. The real threat to Ohio’s safety and economy is not Chinese
and other foreign individuals, but rather the harm that will fall upon Ohio’s Asian American and
immigrant communities because of the suspicion, harassment, and violence that discriminatory
and baseless bills such as HB1 inevitably foment.

We are grateful for the opportunity to offer testimony on this important issue.

Respectfully Submitted,

clly

Charles Jiang, Esq.
Attorney & Liman Law Fellow
Asian American Legal Defense and Education Fund
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