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Chair Manchester, Vice Chair Brenner, Ranking Member Weinstein, and members of the 
Committee, thank you for the opportunity to submit testimony today. My name is Mary Alleger, 
and I am a voting citizen of Ohio. I am writing to express my strong opposition to SB 202.  

This legislation, which seeks to provide special legal protections for the "thin blue line" flag, 
represents a significant government overreach and a departure from the principles of ideological 
neutrality and limited government. 

1. Discriminatory Protection of Political Speech  

Freedom of expression is a cornerstone of our society, but for it to be true freedom, the state 
cannot pick and choose which ideologies to protect. SB 202 singles out a specific, highly 
controversial symbol—the "thin blue line"—and elevates it to a protected status. If the state is 
going to intervene in private contracts to protect an ideological flag, it must protect all of them. 
By protecting only this symbol while allowing landlords and HOAs to continue banning Pride 
flags, Black Lives Matter flags, or other forms of expression, the state is engaging in 
state-sanctioned political favoritism. 

2. State-Mandated Symbols of Division  

For many Ohioans, particularly those in minority communities and women, the "thin blue line" 
flag is not a symbol of safety, but one of systemic oppression and a lack of accountability within 
law enforcement. It is often viewed as a marker of a "brotherhood" that prioritizes covering up 
misconduct and violent acts over public service. By forcing landlords and neighborhood 
associations to permit this display, the government is effectively mandating that citizens be 
forced to live alongside symbols that represent systemic bias and state-sponsored violence. 

3. The Hypocrisy of "Small Government" Overreach  

This bill is an egregious example of government oversight into private affairs. It declares private 
rental agreements and neighborhood governing documents to be "void and against public 
policy" if they restrict this specific symbol. This is a "police-state" policy masquerading as a 
rights protection. For a legislature that frequently advocates for property rights and reduced 
state interference, SB 202 represents a massive expansion of government power to 
micromanage the aesthetic and political standards of private communities and private property 
owners. 

4. Infringement on Community and Contractual Autonomy  

Regardless of one's personal feelings on Homeowners Associations (HOAs), they are private 
entities founded on contractual agreements between neighbors. If a community decides to 
maintain a certain aesthetic or a neutral political environment to avoid conflict, they should be 
permitted to do so without the state government intervening to force a specific political viewpoint 
into their common or private spaces. SB 202 strips away the right of local residents and 
landlords to manage their own properties as they see fit. 
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Conclusion  

SB 202 is an unnecessary and ideologically driven piece of legislation that violates the 
principles of equal protection and limited government. It forces a divisive symbol into private 
spaces while ignoring the rights of those who find that symbol representative of systemic harm. I 
urge this committee to reject this overreach and vote NO on SB 202. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 
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