
10/27/2025 

The Honorable Members 

Statehouse – 1 Capitol Square 

Columbus, OH 43215 

Dear Speaker and Distinguished Members of transportation committee: 

I write today to express strong concern regarding any proposed legislation that would prohibit 

the purchase of foreign-made unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs)—in particular, widely-used 

platforms from DJI—or ban their use by police departments in the State of Ohio. While I 

understand and respect the public‐safety, procurement and security motivations behind such 

efforts, I believe that a blanket prohibition would have serious unintended consequences for the 

State’s UAV operations, public-safety missions, cost efficiency, and technological capability. 

1. Operational Capability Risks 

Many law‐enforcement, public-safety, fire‐rescue and other governmental UAV programs have 

come to rely on DJI platforms because of their mature, proven performance and feature set. 

Independent observers note that while several U.S.-made alternatives exist, they “can’t match 

DJI tech and features … all costing much more than DJI” in many cases. DJI Mavic, Air & Mini 

Drone Community+2Drone U™+2 In short: forcing a switch to domestic‐only models would 

degrade capability. 

Some of the feature differences worth noting: 

• DJI’s extensive payload ecosystem, sensor integration, camera-gimbal stability and flight 

time have for years been benchmarks in civil/enterprise UAV operations.  

• The U.S. drone industry is still catching up in terms of price + capability for many of 

these applications. For example, one user on Reddit commented: 

“I think … most people can’t afford to pay more. American made drones with the 

equivalent would most likely be more expensive.”  

• Observers of the U.S.-law-enforcement and inspection markets note that in the absence of 

access to the dominant foreign-platforms, many departments would either reduce UAV 

usage or purchase a less capable system. For example: 

“Without any state assistance … I would either forgo a new drone or tighten the belt in 

equipment maintenance elsewhere.”  

In other words, a prohibition risks leaving Ohio’s police, fire, emergency‐services and inspection 

agencies with less capable equipment, forcing them to accept degraded performance (shorter 

flight times, fewer sensors, weaker ranges, less reliability) at higher cost. 

2. Economic & Cost Implications 

https://mavicpilots.com/threads/dji-vs-american-drones.151630/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://mavicpilots.com/threads/dji-vs-american-drones.151630/?utm_source=chatgpt.com


If agencies in Ohio have invested in DJI platforms (or intend to do so) and a change in law forces 

sale, disposal or abandonment of existing systems, then the State (or localities) will face sunk-

cost losses. These include the purchase cost, training, software, licenses, payloads and mission 

integration already developed around those platforms. A policy change that bans future 

purchases would mean money already spent may become stranded or significantly depreciated. 

Moreover, switching to domestic alternatives—even assuming they exist with equivalent 

capability—will likely cost more. The higher acquisition and lifecycle costs mean fewer units for 

the same budget, less redundancy, or both. 

The “opportunity cost” is also real: If agencies are delayed or unable to procure proven 

platforms, mission responses may be slower or less effective—something that may cost more in 

human, social or property‐damage terms. 

3. Impact on Public‐Safety, Inspection & Operational Missions 

UAVs are now integral to many municipal, county and state-level operations: 

• Search and rescue, wildfire mapping, hazardous materials scenes, disaster response. 

• Law enforcement aerial surveillance, crowd monitoring, pursuit support, crime‐scene 

documentation. 

• Infrastructure inspection (bridges, towers, power lines, pipelines, transportation 

networks). 

If Ohio bans the use of DJI or foreign-manufactured drones, agencies may encounter: 

• Gaps in deployment due to fewer available units or delayed procurement. 

• Training and operational complexity if forced to switch to new platforms with different 

flight profiles, sensors and software. 

• Compatibility issues with existing data workflows or software ecosystems. 

• Loss of interoperability with regional partners who may continue to use DJI platforms. 

Given the realities of budgets and urgency in public-safety scenarios, any reduction in capability 

or increase in cost directly translates into higher risk. The legislative intent of enhancing public 

safety could paradoxically be undermined by preventing access to the best available equipment 

today. 

4. Strategic Recommendation 

Rather than an outright prohibition, a more balanced approach might include: 

• A policy review of procurement criteria that assesses platform capability, lifecycle cost, 

supplier transparency and supply-chain security (including origin, firmware, data 

transmission). 



• A phased approach: for new purchases, encourage domestic alternatives, but 

do not invalidate or ban existing platforms which are fully operational and mission‐

capable. 

• An allowance for exceptions: in cases where an agency demonstrates via documented 

operational need that a foreign‐manufactured drone offers materially superior 

performance or value, procurement may proceed under oversight. 

• A reinvestment mechanism: help expedite domestic manufacturing capacity and drive 

innovation, but without diminishing current operational readiness. 

• Training and software interoperability standards: ensure that whichever platforms are 

used, agencies have full access to training, secure data handling, and ongoing 

maintenance/upgrades. 

5. Conclusion 

In summary: banning the purchase and/or use of foreign-manufactured drones—especially 

widely deployed, well-tested platforms like those from DJI—could materially and negatively 

impact UAV operations in Ohio. It risks degrading mission capability, squandering prior 

investment, increasing cost, and reducing public‐safety responsiveness. While the goal of 

bolstering domestic industry and ensuring supply-chain security is valid, I urge the Committee to 

consider a measured policy that preserves operational readiness today while nurturing domestic 

alternatives for tomorrow. 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments, and for your careful deliberation on 

this important matter. I would be pleased to provide further information or testimony if 

requested. 

 

 
 

Captain Paul B. Lovell, CLEE, SPI (AOC) 

West Chester Township Police Department 

Uniform Patrol Commander  

D.513.759.7255   C.513.284.5251   F.513.777.6806 

Protect & Serve…Join Us Today! Apply Here! 
Protecting and serving West Chester with integrity, 
commitment, professionalism, and courage. 
 

 

http://www.westchesteroh.org/
https://www.westchesteroh.org/government/careers/police-recruitment

