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Chairwoman Abrams, Vice Chair Miller, Ranking Member Thomas, and members of the 
Public Safety Committee, thank you for the opportunity to provide opponent testimony on 
Substitute House Bill 1.  

There are two major differences between the previous version and sub-HB 1. First, Sub HB 
1 reduces the restricted distance from 25 miles to 10 miles around military installations or 
critical infrastructure facilities. Second, Sub HB 1 adds exemptions for lawful permanent 
residents and active or reserve members of the U.S. Armed Forces.  

While this may appear to broaden protection for individuals who contribute to our 
communities and national defense, these two exemptions effectively overlap. One of the 
basic eligibility requirements to enlist in the U.S. Armed Forces is to be either a U.S. citizen 
or a lawful permanent resident. Because of this requirement, many active or reserve 
service members who are not citizens already fall within the lawful permanent resident 
category.  

As a result, these exemptions largely refer to the same group of individuals rather than 
meaningfully expanding protections. Moreover, Sub HB 1 doesn’t serve the purpose of 
protecting our national security. Instead, it increases administrative expenses on state 
government.   

I oppose Sub HB1 for four reasons: 

1. Overbroad and Discriminatory 

o Many of these bills target individuals based on nationality rather than 
actual conduct or threat level, potentially violating: 

 The Fair Housing Act 

 Equal protection principles under the Constitution 

o Example: A legal resident from China or Iran could be denied the right to buy 
a home near a water plant—even if they are U.S. allies or asylum seekers. I 
will share my personal story in oral testimony. 

2. National Security Impact is Minimal 



o Serious espionage efforts wouldn’t rely on homeownership. Renting, 
drones, or cyber intrusions don’t require owning nearby land. 

o True threats to infrastructure often come through cyberattacks, insider 
threats, or supply chain vulnerabilities—not residential property. 

3. Economic and Diplomatic Consequences 

o Risk of retaliation against U.S. citizens or companies abroad. 

o Could hurt foreign investment, university enrollment, and even real estate 
markets—particularly in diverse urban areas. 

4. Slippery Slope & Historical Parallels 

o Raises concerns of racial profiling or echoes of past discrimination—like the 
Japanese internment policies or alien land laws targeting Asian immigrants 
in the early 1900s. 

In closing, Sub HB 1 uses national security as a disguise to discriminate against people 
based on their birthplace. It is a step backward for Ohio as it drives talents and foreign 
companies out of Ohio and undermines the state’s economic vitality. It will not only 
weaken our housing market but also risk violating federal civil rights law. Therefore, I 
respectfully urge this committee to vote NO on Sub HB 1! Thank you for your time and 
consideration!  

 

 


