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Chair O’Brien, Vice Chair Gavarone, Ranking Member Smith, and members of the
Senate Local Government Committee, thank you for the opportunity to appear before
you today regarding House Bill 186. My name is Dr. Michael Hanlon, Superintendent of
Chardon Local Schools. | am joined by Mr. Mike Sobul, retired school treasurer and
former Chief of Research with the Ohio Department of Taxation. We are providing
testimony on behalf of the Fair School Funding WorkGroup.

We would like to begin by reaffirming a foundational principle of Ohio’s approach to
public education finance: the state and local partnership. Our school funding system is
built on the premise that both the state and local communities share responsibility for
ensuring every child has access to a high-quality education, no matter their ZIP code.
The Fair School Funding Plan reflects this principle, establishing a rational, transparent,
and student-centered calculation of both state and local shares.

When the state pays its fair share under this formula, the partnership holds. Schools are
funded predictably, communities experience stability, and local taxpayers are protected.
But when the state’s share declines, the cost does not disappear, it is shifted. It is
shifted onto local homeowners, senior citizens on fixed incomes, and families who are
already stretched. For many districts across the state, the state share of the formula has
eroded to a dangerous level, meaning local taxpayers are carrying more of the cost
simply because the state has not fully funded its portion. This shift is not the result of
voters choosing to expand services or increase spending. It is the result of structural
imbalance, one that can and must be corrected.

Following the passage of House Bill 920 in 1977, the Ohio Revised Code was amended
to protect school districts from losing too much operating revenue as property values
changed. This amendment established what is commonly referred to as the 20-mill
floor, which prevents the House Bill 920 reduction factor from reducing voted millage
below a minimum threshold. In effect, it guarantees that each district will generate the
equivalent of at least 20 effective mills for current operating expenses. The intent was to



ensure that school districts could maintain a stable and predictable base level of local
revenue, even as property values fluctuated over time.
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We want to acknowledge that the intent behind House Bill 186 is understandable. Rising
property values and tax pressures are real, and communities deserve meaningful relief.
The recent amendment to prevent mid-year disruptions is a responsible step that
respects local budget planning already underway. However, without restoring the
formula adjustment that was included in the “as introduced” version, House Bill 186
would limit the growth of local property tax revenue while the state funding formula
would continue to calculate districts’ capacity based on the higher, uncapped valuation.
In other words, districts would be credited with revenue they are no longer allowed to
collect. This results in reduced local revenue and reduced state aid, shifting the funding
responsibility onto local homeowners rather than providing true tax relief. This is not tax
relief, it is a tax shift.

In addition to House Bill 186, We want to acknowledge that the committee is
considering several other proposals, House Bills 129, 309, and 335, that similarly affect
the local side of the state and local funding partnership. While each bill approaches the
issue differently, they share a common effect: they reduce or limit the ability of local
communities to generate and maintain voter-approved revenue. We are already seeing
the impact of these pressures in real time. Approximately thirteen counties have
exercised, or are preparing to exercise, the “piggyback” provision to readjust local tax
collections. Layering additional statutory constraints on top of those adjustments risks
compounding the reduction in local support at the exact same time the state share is not



keeping pace. Taken together, these bills will accelerate levy cycles, shorten levy
duration, increase reliance on renewal campaigns, and elevate the burden on
homeowners, particularly in districts that are already at or near the 20-mill floor.

If the intent is to provide relief to taxpayers, then the state must ensure that its share
adjusts to reflect the revenue limitations being placed on local property taxes. Put
simply, the valuation used to limit local tax capacity must match the valuation used to
determine the state share in the funding formula. When these calculations do not align,
the state’s contribution shrinks and the local taxpayer is left to make up the difference.
That is not what tax relief looks like. That is the state shifting its constitutional
responsibility to local homeowners.

True and lasting tax relief occurs when the state funds its portion of the Fair School
Funding Plan. When the state pays its fair share, several things happen simultaneously:
operating levies stretch further; levy cycles lengthen; school districts do not need to
return to the ballot as frequently; and the growth of local property tax burden slows.
Fully funding the formula is property tax relief. It is direct, immediate, meaningful, and
fiscally responsible relief that strengthens both schools and communities.

Therefore, We respectfully urge the committee to restore the formula adjustment -
included in the original version of House Bill 186 - that would adjust a school district’s
real-property valuation for purposes of the state school-funding formula in the event
the bill reduced that district’s local property-tax revenue. Specifically, it would subtract
from the district’s real-property valuation the amount derived by dividing the “property
tax revenue lost” (due to the bill’s credit) by the district’s effective tax rate. This
amendment aligns the bill with its intended purpose, prevents a tax shift to local
homeowners, and preserves the integrity of state-local partnership that is central to
Ohio’s school funding framework by directing funding to base cost rather than
guarantees.

Thank you for your time, for your service, and for your continued work to support Ohio’s
students and communities. We would be glad to answer any questions.



