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INTRODUCTION

Brian Spitznagel and other residents of the Village of Walton HIlls (collectively the

"residents") petitioned to transfer the Village of Walton Hills from the Bedford City School

District to the Cuyahoga Heights School District, clainiing they were isolated from Bedford and

that Bedford had acadeniic and safety problems. The residents' petition was considered at two

administrative hearings. Having found that the isolation and academic/safety claims had no

evidentiary basis and that the transfer would cost Bedford over $4 million in real property tax

revenue annually-approximately 10% of its operating revenue-the hearing of6cer

reconnnended that the transfer be denied. The State Board of Education accepted the hearing

officer's recommendation denying the transfer, and that decision was affirmed by the courts

below.

The residents now aslc this Court to reverse. They no longer contest the factual fiudings

underlying the State Board's decision, but rather assert two legal errors. First, they contend that

the factual findings are legally insufficient for failing to linlc a loss of revenue to edncational

harm. Second, they conteizd that the Board improperly analyzed the racial impact of the transfer.

Both of those claims are meritless.

'fhe residents' fiscal argument fails on tln-ee levels. First, it ignores the fact that those

seeking a school district transfer bear the burden of proving that the transfer is warranted. Here,

the residents' isolation, academic, and safety claims were found to have no evidentiary basis-

and the residents failed to appeal those tmdings. Accordingly, the residents failed to make an

affirmative case for the transfer, making fiscal impact irrelevant. But even if fiscal impact were

relevant, the residents still had the burden of proof. That is, contrary to the resiclents' misguided

argument, neither Bedford nor the State Board bad any burden of proving a negative fiscal

impact to some particular degree. Rather, the residents had the burden to rebut whatever



negative flscal impact was proffered and/or to demonstrate that the negative fiscal inipact was

outweighed by other factors. This the residents completely failed to do.

Second, the State Board can deny a transfer based on tiscal impact alone, and there was

ample basis for doing so here. The Ohio Administrative Code counsels against transfers that

would "be detrimental to the fiscal or educational operation of the relinquishing school district."

Ohio Adm. Code 3301-89-02(B)(9) (empbasis added). T'hat disjunctive phrasing is intentional.

Poor finances can have effects outside the classroom, including increased borrowing costs and

loss of local control under R.C. Chapter 3316. The State Board therefore has discretion to deny a

transfer based solely on unctue fiscal harm.

Third, even if Ohio law required a specific nexus between fiscal and educational harm, the

administrative decisions in this case specifically found such a nexus. The hearing ofEicer

determined that the loss of tax revenue from a transfer would require Bedford "to make

significantly detrimental modifications to the educational programming," including "faculty

cutbacks and other curtailnlents damaging to the district students." The hearing officer also

found that "the loss of the Walton Hills tax monies ... would grossly hinder the effective

utilization of [Bedford's] educational facilities." Report and Reconsmendation ("Pirst Report')

at 14, 22, Appellants' Apx. 81, 89.

The residents' racial impact argument fares no better. As a preliminary matter, there is no

need even to reach this constitutional argument because racial impact played no role in the Court

of Appeals' ultimate decision. In any event, no constitutional violation occurred here because

the effect on the racial composition of the school districts was only one of multiple factors

considered-an approach the United States Supreme Court has validated. Finally, even if there

were error on this score, it was hannless, since the transfer's fiscal inipact fully justified the State
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Board's decision. In other words, even if no racial impact could be shown, the absence of that

particular har-m would have done nothing in this case to rebut the serious fiscal detriment a

transfer would have caused the Bedtord City School District.

For all of these reasons and the rcasons below, this Court should affirm the Tenth District's

decision denying the residents' h-ansfer request.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE AND FACTS

A. Ohio law establishes the process for proposing changes to school district boundaries.

Ohio law outlines, in both statutory and regulatory provisions, a proeess for proposaig

changes to a school district's boundaries. R.C. 3311.24(A) allows residents of a school district

to petition for a transfer of part of their district's terTitory to another school district. The State

Board of Education reviews the petition through a process outlined in Ohio Adni. Code 3301-89-

02. The State Board starts by sending each affected district that is, the district that would lose

the territory (the "relinquishing district") and the district that would gain it-a questionnaire

inquiring into various factors relevant to the transfer. Ohio Adm. Code 3301-89-02(B)(1)

through (17).' The factors focus on the impact that a territory transfer woutd have on the

districts involved. Id. The districts send their responses to the Ohio Department of Education,

wliich analyzes the responses for the State Board. Ohio Adin. Code 3301-89-02(C) and (D). If

the State Board decides that the proposal warrants further consideration, it allows the interested

parties to be heard in an administrative hearing. The hearing officer then makes a

recommendation to the Board. The parties may respond to the recommendation, and the Board

then decides whether to approve or reject the proposed transfer. Ohio Adm. Code 3301-89-02(E)

through (1).

1 Although not relevant here, Ohio Adm. Code 3301-89-02(B) now provides 25 factois.



The State Board decides the issue based on the ultimate criterion of whether the transfer

would further "the present and ultimate good of the pupils concerned." Ohio Adm. Code 3301-

89-01(F). Sections 3301-89-02 and 3301-89-03 of the Ohio Administrative Code set forth more

specific criteria, all of which relate to the impact on all the students involved, including all the

students in both districts. In sum, Ohio law assesses the impact of a potential territory transfer

by focusing on students' educational needs and the financial and operational effects of a potential

transfer on the school districts involved.

Pursuant to R.C. 119.12, State Board decisions may be appealed only to the Franklin

County Court of Common Pleas, and from there to the Tenth District Court of Appeals, and then

to this Court.

B. Walton Hills residents' informal requests to join the Cuyahoga IIeights School
District were rejected by Cuyahoga Heights.

The Village of Walton Hills (the "Village") has been part of the Bedford City School

District since the early 1800s. Over the years, its demographics have diverged from Bedford's,

and the Village is now more affluent and much less diverse than Bedford. Fif•st Repor•t at 23,

Appellants' Apx. 90.

Village residents have twice approached the demographically similar Cuyahoga Heights

School District about joining that district, but Cuyahoga Heights has resisted those eftorts. The

first overture was in 1999. The Cuyahoga Heights school board unanimously responded that it

was "not soliciting or requesting" the transfer and it expressed concern about increasing

expenditures and the potential harm such a transfer would cause to "neighboring school districts

or the students they serve." Bedforcl Ex. 1, p. 1, State Board's Apx. 1. Village residents

approached Cuyahoga Heights again in 2002. At that time, Cuyahoga Heights held an open

forum on the issue, and allowed presentations from Bedi'ord; Village residents, and the general
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public. For essentially the same reasons expressed in 1999, Cuyahoga Heights again

unanimously rejeeted the transfer of the Village into the Cuyahoga Heights School District. Id,

at pp. 3-5, State Board Apx. 3-5; '1'estimony of Mayor Anielski, Tr. Vol. I, pp. 110- 114, State

Board Apx. 6-1 1.

C. Village residents filed a formal petition to transfer from the Bedford City School
District to Cuyahoga Heights, but the State Board rejected the transfer because the
residents did not justify the transfer.

This case arises from the Village residents' formal petition, made in March 2004, to

transfer into the Cuyahoga Heights School District. The residents sought to transfer based on

their clairns of "social isolation" from Bedford and concems about academic perforniance and

safety. F6rst Report at 5, 7, 8, Appellants' Apx. 72, 74, 75.

At au initial hearing to evahiate the merits of the proposed transfer, the property owners

and Bedford presented extensive evidence. The hearing officer found that while Village

residents had pulled way from the Bedford District, that was their owm doing. He fotimd that

Bedford remained open to the residents' involvement, had made efforts to engage them, and that

those Walton Hills residents who chose to engage had been satisfied with the results. 4'he

hearing officer concluded that the residents' alleged social isolation was not a valid basis for the

transfer. First Report at 25-26, Appellants' Apx. 92-93. '1'he residents have abandoned their

earlier chatlenge to these find'nigs.

'1'he hearing ofGcer found the residents' academie and safety concerns similarly unfounded.

IIe foLmd "compelling and convincing evidence" that Bedford "offers a wide variety of

programming and extracurricular activities," and that "there [was] no reliable, probative, or

substantial cvidence ... indicating that [Bedford] is unsafe ... or incapable of offering a quality

education to any student who desires it," First Report at 25, 27, Appellants' Apx. 92, 94. The

residents have never challenged those findings.
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Accordingly, the hearing officer recommended denying the transfer. Notably, he

concluded that "the rnain factor militating against the transfer is the financial detrinient which

will clearly and irrefutably be foisted upon [Bedford]. Correlatively, the fiscal resources to be

transferred to the [Cuyahoga Heights] would not be cormnensurate with the educational

responsibilities assumed." First Report at 28, Appellants' Apx. 95. The hearing officer

explained how the loss of tax revenue would affect Bedford by summarizing the testimony of

Mary Ann Nowak and the residents' own witness, Lowell Davis. According to the testimony,

the transfer would result in Bedford losing approximately $7.5 million of operating revenue each

year. First Report at 6, Appellants' Apx. 73. Of that loss, $4 million would result from lost real

property taxes, and $3.5 million would result from lost tangible personal propertytaxes. Id at

14, 15, Appellants' Apx. 81, 82. 'That loss would eliminate approximately 10% of Bedford's

annual operating revenue. Bedford Ex. 15A, line 2080, State Board's Apx. 12.; First Report at

15, Appellants' Apx. 82.

According to the testimony, the consequences of that loss would be significant. As the

First Report detailed, staff would be laid off, and the school district would likely find itself in

dire fiscal straits. Id. 14, 22, Appellants' Apx. 81, 89. Summer school, special education,

vocational/technology training, extracurricular programs, and busing would be reduced or

eliminated. Nowak Testimony, Jan. 26, 2005, Tr. Vol. 11, pp. 350-3, State Board's Apx. 22-28.

Accordingly, the hearing officer concluded:

It is wholly foreseeable that the loss of the Walton Hills tax monies wotdd cause the
closing of facilities, reduced educational programming, and staff and faculty
cutbacks, and other curtailments darnaging the district students. Such a response to
the loss ol' the Walton Hills tax monies, wholly predictable and necessary, would
grossly hinder the effective utilization of BCSD educational facilities.

First Report at 22, Appellants' Apx. 89.
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In addition to the economic impact of a territory transfer, racial isolation is one of many

other factors considered under Ohio Adrn. Code 3301-89-02(B) and 3301-89-03(B) in evaluating

a territory transfer. But the hearing officer had difficulty analyzing the racial isolation issue in

this case because there was little data in the record, and the little information that was available

could be interpreted in various ways. Ultimately, he concluded that there was "no quantifiable

evidence that racial isolation [] exists in either" the Bedford or the Cuyahoga Heights districts

and that the transfer "would ever so slightly change the racial composition" in the districts. First

Repof-t at 20, Appellants' Apx. 87. The hearing officer concluded that the resulting "change in

percentages, while deemed to be a factor disfavoring the transfer," would nonetheless be

considered "de ininimus." Id at p. 19, Appellants' Apx. 86.

The hearing officer made clear that, while he felt that the Administrative Code compelled

him to address the racial isolation matter, it was not a decisive factor in his decision. As noted

above, the hearing officer emphasized that "[t]he main factor militating against the transfer is the

fmancial detriment which will clearly and irrefutably be foisted upon [Bedford]." First Report at

28, Appellants' Apx: 95.

The State Board considered the transfer during its July 2005 meeting, but due to

intervening legislation on tangible personal property taxes, it did not act on the proposed transfer

tlien. Instead, the State Board remanded the matter to the liearing officer to reconsider the

financial impact oP the transfer on botli districts in light of the new legislation.

At the hearing, which occurred in April 2006, the residents and Bedford again presented

evidence of the financial impact of the proposed transfer on Bedford and Cuyahoga Heiglits, this

time with a focus on tangible personal property taxes. The evidence indicated that the "best case

scenario" for Bedford would be to lose app-oxiniately $7 million in tangible personal property

7



tax revenue over five years, resulting in an average annual loss of approximately $1.4 million.

Id, at p. 77, Appellants' Apx. 66. That would be in addition to the annual $4 million in lost real

property taxes that would be in no way mitigatcd by the new laws. That would result in Bedford

losing approximately $5.4 million in operating revenue each year. The residents do not dispnte

those findings.

The residents suggested that Bedford's expected revenue loss could be offset by a

combination of five factors. Second Report at pp. 5-6, Appellants' Apx. 64-65. Those were:

(1) cost savings of $600,000; (2) $900,000 in sG.^.te payments to compernsate for lost tangible

personal property taxes; (3) a $500,000 tax levy imposed by the Village of Walton Hills; (4) the

transfer of other territory from a third school district, netting $1,900,000; and (5) an unspecified

amotmt equaling 75% of whatever surphis futids Walton Hills may have.

While the hearing officer credited the amounts realized rmder the first and second

mechanisms (cost savings and state payments), be found that the efficacy of the other

mechanisms could not be proven. Id. at p. 6-7, Appellants' Apx. 65-66. He found that the

revenue from a Village tax levy and payments li•om Village surphises could not coLnlted on

because the Village was not under any "legally binding" obligation to take those actions. Id. at

p. 7, 8, Appellants' Apx. 66, 67. Hc also rejected the residents' suggestion that a transfer of

territory from a third school district could raise significant revenue, since it would likely be

opposed by the third district and might be barred as a "tax grab." Td. at p.7, Appellants' Apx. 66.

See Ohio Adm. Code 3301-89-02(B)(I 1). The residents do not dispute those findings.

The other reasons for denying the transfer stated in the First Report remained unchanged,

and were expressly incorporated into the Second Reporl. Id. at p. 3, n. 1, Appellants' Apx. 62.
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The hearing officer, in the Second Report, reiterated the prior recommendation that the State

Board deny the transler, and the State Board accepted that recommendation.

D. The court of common pleas court affirmed the State Board's denial of the transfer,
and the appeals court initially reversed the Board.

The Village residents unsuceessfidly appealed the denial of tratisfer to the Franklin County

Court of Common Pleas. Their assignments of error focuscd on the sufficiency of the evidence

underlying the Reports' findings. Essentially, they argued that the hearing officer failed to

interpret the evidence in their favor. The connnon pleas court analyzed the residents' arguments

and in each instance found that reliable, probative, and substantial evidence supported the State

Board's adoption of the hearing officer's reports. The residents did not appeal those evidentiary

holdings, but instead claimed that the findings were legally insufficicnt and that the Board made

other legal errors.

On appeal, the 1'enth District initially reversed both the trial court and the State Board. The

court reached that result because, in its view, "the referee made errors of law that render[edi the

board's decision contraiy to law." Spitznagel v. State Board of Ed. (10t11 Dist.), 2008-Ohio-

5059, 111 ("Spitzn(igel I"). 'fhe appeals court said that the hearing officer incorrectly presumed

that a relinquishing district's loss of revenue alone resulted in ineffective utilization of its

educational facilities, id. at ¶ 69; that a relinquishing district's loss of revemie equated to a

significant detrimental iinpact on the district, ict. at ¶ 54; and that a change in racial cornposition

causes racial isolation, id. at ¶¶ 60, 61.

In examining Bedford's loss of revenue, the Tenth District relied on its earlier decision in

Bartchy v. State Board of Education (10th Dist.), 170 Ohio App. 3d 349, 2007-Ohio 300

("8arichy P'), and explained that the question before the coui-t was whether the hearing officer

erred in recommending a denial of the transfer based on revenue loss alone, without findings

9



about how detritnental the arnotmt lost would be to Bedford. Spitznagel I at ¶ 50. The appeals

court ruled that "denial may not be based upon a loss of revenue alone; there must also be a

properly supported finding concerning how the financial loss is significant enough to stand in the

way of the transfer." Id. at ¶ 53.

The conrt of appeals reversed and remandecl the matter to the trial court with instructions to

vacate the State Board's trausfer denial and to remand the matter to the Board for a new decision.

Id. at ¶ 78. Notably, the court of appeals decision, which relied on its own decision in Bartchy,

was issued on September 30, 2008-the saine day that this Court issued its decision on the

Bartchy appeal, reversing the Tenth District. Bartchy v. State Bd ofEduc., 120 Ohio St. 3d 205,

2008-Ohio-4826 ("Barichy IP').

E. On reconsideration, the appeals court reversed itself in light of Barichy II and
affirmed the Board's denial of the transfer.

The State Board moved the Tenth District to reconsider, explaining that the opuiion below

conflicted with this Court's opinion in Bartchy II. On November 20, 2008, flie Tenth District

granted the motion for reconsideration and affirmed the State Board's decision denying the

transfer. S"pitznagel v. Slate Board of Ed. (10th Dist.), 2008-Ohio-6080, ¶ 1 l ("Spitznagel II").

In doing so, the Tentli District explained how this Court's Bartchy 11 decision warranted greater

deference to the Board than Bartchy I had allowed, including on the specific issue of revenue

loss. The appeals court noted "that the board is within its anthority to weigh loss of revenue into

its overall balance test, without making specific findings quantifying the harm." Spitzncagel II, at

¶ 7, (einphasis in original) (citing Bartchy II, at ¶¶ 82-83). 1'he Tenth District recognized that

Bartchy II "articulated a mandate for appellate deference to the board's consideration oi' the

effects of projected revenue loss that would accompany a requested transfer." Spitznagel II, at

¶ 8. After determining that its decision to reverse the State Boai-d could not stand based on the

10



sole remaining eiror regarding racial implications, the Tentll District vacated its decision in

Spitznagel L

The residents have now asked this Court to review and reverse the Tenth District's

iudament.

ARGIJMENT

Appellee State Board of Education's Proposition of Law No. I:

The State Board of Education may deny a petition to transfer territory between school
districts based on significant revenue loss withoaat making specific fndings quantifying the
operational harm resultingfrom the revenue loss.

The residents insist that the State Board cannot conclude that a transfer will be detrimental

to a relinquishing district t.uider Ohio Adm. Code 3301-89-02(B)(9) based solely upon the

alleged loss of funds. 1'hey furtlier contend that the Tenth District established this standard in

Crowe v. State Bd. of Fduc. (10th Dist.), 1999 Ohio App. LEXIS 4993, and that the appeals

court's decision below in Spitznagel II undercuts Crowe. For multiple reasons, they are wrong.

As a preliminary matter, the residents lose sight oP thc fact that those seeking to change

school district boundaries bear the burden-and it is a high one-of proving that the transfer

meets the standards established by the Ohio Administrative Code. In other words, it is not for

the relinquishing district or the State Board to prove a negative fiscal impact to sonre particular

degree. Ratlier, the burden is upon those seeking a tratisfer to rebut wliatever negative fiscal

impact has been proffered and/or to demonstrate that the negative fiscal impact is outweighed by

other factors.

As to the specific issues raised by the residents, the courts below properly deferred to the

State Board's conclusion that they failed to prove their entitlement to a transfer. Even though the

State Board was not required to speeify the educational impact of fiscal loss, the record shows

that the Board and the hearing officer did make and rely on specifie hndings of detrimental
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educational effects. hi short, the State Board did more than simply find that Bedford would lose

revenue.

A. Those seeking to change school district boundaries bear a high burden of proot.

This Court's plurality opinion in Bartchy II reiterated the well-settled rtile that those

seeking to transfer territory from one school district to another carry the burden of proving that a

transfer sliould be approved. Bccrtchy II, 2008-Ohio-4826, ¶ 87. 'The lead opinion also reiterated

that courts must aSford robust deference to the State Board's transfer decisions, and may overtum

such decisions only if the challenger can show that the Board abused its discretion. Id at ¶ 95;

see also Bd. of Edzuc. of Rossford ExemBted Vill. Sch. Dist, v. State Bd. of Educ. (1992), 63 Ohio

St. 3d 705, 707. Justice Lanzinger's concurrence agreed with the principles regarding

petitioners' burden of proof and the need for deference. Bartchy II at °( 98 (Lanzinger, J.,

concurring) (noting that petitioners "failed to carry their burden" and that the appeals court

improperly "substituted its judgment for the trial court."). Thus, Bartchy II established a

majority view on those core principles, and differences in details do not help the residents here.

The court of appeals decisiou in SI)itzraagel II shows that it based its decision on these core

principles that garnered majority support-that is, the burden of proof and the need for

deference. Specifically, the Tenth District stated that Bcn•tchy II "at-ticulated a mandate for

appellate deference" to factors such as revenue loss. Spitznagel II, 2008-Ohio-6080 at ^ 8. And

while the Bartchy II concLurence did not specify revenue loss as a factor on which to defer, it

noted that the appeals court had "substituted its judgment for the trial court," and the core issue

on which the appeals court had done so was the revenue-loss issue. Barichy II at ¶ 98

(Lanzinger, J., concurring). Equally important, the deferential standard of review existed long

beliore Bartchy II, and it was only the court of appeals decisions in Barichy I and Spitznagel I

that were the deviatiori. See Rossford F,xempted Village Sch. Dist. v. State Bd. of F,duc. (1989),
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45 Ohio St. 3d 356, syllabus; Levey v. State Bd. of Educ. (10th Dist.), 1995 Ohio App. LEXIS

765.

To prevail on a transfer request, a petitioner must prove that the transfer would further "the

present atid ultimate good of the pupils coneerned," which accounts for the transfer's impact on

both the relinquishing and receiving school districts. Ohio Adm. Code 3301-89-01(f), 3301-89-

02(B)(3) through (10); 3301-89-03(B)(8) through (10). That broad inquiry makes sense when

one considers that "a change in school district boundaries affects more than just the students in

the transferring area; it also affects the students remaining in the relinquishing district[,] those

already in the receiving district," and "extends to future students." Bartchy 11, J^JJ 51, 52.

Financial impact is at the heart of that inquiry. This Court has repeatedly recognized that

schools cannot perform their mission without adcqnate resources. DeRolph v. State (1997), 78

Ohio St. 3d 193, 204, 208, 211; Bd. ofEduc. v. IValter (1979), 58 Ohio St. 2d 368, 386-7; Miller

v. Korns (1923), 107 Ohio St. 287, 298. The Court's most recent staternent on this subject put it

well: "F,lthough a student's success depends upon numerous factors besides rnoney, we must

ensure that there is enough money that students have the chance to succeed." DeRolph, 78 Ohio

St.3dat211.

Section 3301-89-02(I3)(6) of the Ohio Administiative Code therefore requires scrutiny of a

transfer's effect on the district's student population, which is the key determinant of state

funding. It also requires inquiry into a school district's property valuation, which is the ultimate

detenninant of how much local revenue is available. Tying those considerations togetlier, Ohio

Adm. Code 3301-89-02(B)(9) asks whether the transfer would cause a "loss of either pupils or

valuation [that would] be detrimental to the fiscal ... operation of the relinquishing school

district."
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In short, fiscal impact on the relinquishing school district is a crucial consideration. And

because the burden of proof rests with those proposing a transfer, it is not upon the relinquishing

district or the State Board to prove a negative fiscal impact to some particular degree. Rather,

those seeking a transfer bear the burden of negating whatever undue fiscal impact has been

proffered or proving that the negative fiscal inipact is outweighed by other factors.

That is a heavy burden. But that is as it should be. First, school district boundaries are of

tremendous public importanee, and changing them is disruptive. Therefore, those proposing

such changes should be required to make a strong case. The impact of school district boundaries

on property values is well documented: "School quality is the most important cause of the

variation in eonstant-quality house prices." Donald R. Haurin & David Brasington, School

Quality and Real House Prices: Inter- and Intrametropolitan Effects, J. of IIousing Econ., 5,

351-368, 363 ( 1996). That, in turn, has tax implications. Increased property values boost tax

bases aud decreases in property values result in decreased services or iticreased taxes. Steven

Garasky & Donald R. Haurin, Teibout Revisited: Redrenving Jurisdictional Boundaries, J. of

Urban Econ., 42, 366-376, 368, 370 (1997). Thus, boundary changes complicate liscal planning,

"which necessarily require[s] some stability[.]" School Dist. No. 119 v. Stiehl (Ill. App. 1959),

161 N.E.2d 28, 30.

Second, inost school district boundaries are long-settled and easily discenied. Those

considering home purchases can decide what district they want to live in, easily locate the

boundaries before they buy, and act accordingly. A standard that respects existing district

boundaries therefore imposes no real harm on individual property owners. By contrast, a slack

burden of' proof-such as the one the residents seek-threatens to disrupt these settled

expectations.
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B. The courts below properly deferred to the State Board's conclusion that the Village
residents failed to meet their burden of proving that a territory transfer was
warranted.

'L'he residents contend that the State Board must prove how revenue loss will lead to

educational problems for the rel'uiquishing district. In particular, they cite pre-Bartchy II cases

such as Crowe v. State Bd of Edatc. (100i Dist. 1999), 1999 Ohio App. LEXIS 4993, for the

proposition that loss of revenue cannot be considered absent findings specifying the harm

resn1ting from the revenue loss. 1'hat argument fails on at least four levels.

First, the residents' approach to this issue demonstrates starkly that they do not fully

appreciate Bar•tchy IPs reminder that the Statc Board need not justify a denial, but instead,

petitioners bear the burdeti of showing entitlement to a ti°ansfer. Nowhere do the residents

explain how they met this burden, let alone in a way tlia.t overcomes the required defercnce to the

Board and the derivative deference to the court of common pleas. Indeed, the residents no longer

dispute the findings that tlley failed to prove the only grounds they proffered in favor of the

transfer-their social isolation, academic, and performance claims. Without such a showing,

there is no basis for the Court to revisit how much evidence was on the otlier side of the scale.

As .lustiee O'Connor's lead opinion in Bartchy II explained, even scant evidence for a transfer

denial is enough when the petitioners' evidence in favor of a transfer is too weak to nieet their

burden. Bartchy II at j( 81. That is exactly the case here.

Second, the residents' claun that loss of revenue alone cannot defeat a territory transfer is

not only wrong in light of the burden of proof, but it fundamentally misreads the administrative

rules governing territory transfers. Section 3301-89-02(B)(9) of the Administrative Code

counsels against transfers that would be "detrimental to the fiscal or educational operation of the

reliniquishing school district." Ohio Adm. Code 3301-89-02(B)(9) (emphasis added). The test is

plu•ased in the disjunetive- either fiscal or educational impact can counsel against a territory
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transfer. Indeed, there are good reasons to decouple fiscal impact from educational operational

impact. Naniely, poor finances can have independently adverse effects on a school district. For

instance, poor finances lower a school district's credit rating; thereby increasing the cost of bond

issues. Left uncorrected, these problems can strip a district of local control and set-aside

contractual rights if the district slips into hscal emergency under R.C. Chapter 3316. See

generally E. Liverpool Educ. Ass'n v. E. Liverpool City Sch. Dist. Bd of Ed. (7th Dist.), 177 Ohio

App. 3d 87, 2008-Ohio-3327. Ohio law acknowlcdges these realities and therefore requires

districts to submit fiscal projections twice each fiscal year. R.C. 5705.391. These concerns also

animate the declaration in R.C. 3316.02(A) that it is the "public policy ... of the state to require

fiscal integrity of school districts[.]"

The factual findings in this case atnply supported the Board's conclusion that the proposed

transfer would cause an unduly hartnful fiscal impaet on the Bedford City School District.

Indeed, the record shows that the Board here had evidence of a far greater fiscal impact than was

at issue in Bartchy, and the Board further had before it the hearing officer's findings concerning

the resulting detrimental effects. The hearing officer's reports, which the Board relied on,

showed that the transfer woulcl cost Bedford $5.4 million per year: $4 million in real estate taxes

and $1.4 million in tangible personal property tax receipts. First Report at 14, 15, Appellants'

Apx. 81, 82; Second Report, p. 5, Appellants' Apx. 64. That loss would equal almost 10% of its

budget. Bedford Ex. 15A, line 2080, State Board's Apx. 12.

The Second Report found that the residents failed to show that those losses could be

recovered. Although it accepted the $600,000 in cost savings and $900,000 in State

reimbursements the residents pointed out, it rejected the vast majority of the other offsets they

attempted to idcntify. It found "myriad" problems with the largest offset, a h•aaisfer of territory
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from a third school district. Those included opposition from that district and the fact that it

would likely be an illegal "tax grab." It also Pound that "there was no evidence" that two of the

key proposed replacements, a Village tax levy and uriquantified payments from whatever

surpluses the Village might generate, could be counted upon. Seconcl Report, pp.7, 8,

Appellants' Apx. 66, 67.

'I'hat means that the residents otily proved replacement of $1.5 million of the $5.4 million

annual loss. 'The transfer would therefore leave a $3.9 niillion hole in Bedford's annual budget, a

reduction of almost 10% of the district's total revenues.

Although the residents initially challenged those factual findings in the comnion pleas

court, they abandoned those challenges on appeal and no longer dispute them. They have

therefore waived any challenges to those factual findings and so those findings must be accepted

as tnie. State v. Hawkins (1993), 66 Ohio St. 3d 339, 348; Ohio Historical Soc'y v. SERB

(1993), 66 Ohio St. 3d 466, 471.

The State Board clearly had the expertise to detennine that a loss of that magnitude would

be detrimentalto the fiscal operation of the relinquishing school district. On a general level, the

Board establishes statewide financial practices, supervises schools' expenditure of state and

federal funds, trains district persormel on fiscal practices, and helps them develop budgets and

fiscal projections. R.C. 3301.07(B), (C) (1); 3301.072; 3301.073. Drilling deeper into the

matter, it reviews each district's finances every year and helps determine how to address any

problems discovered through that analysis. R.C. 5705.391 and Ohio Adm. Code 3301-92-04;

R.C. 3316.03(A), (A)(3)(a), (B)(3)(a)l; 3316.031(B)(1), (E). "1'he courts below were tberefore

correct to "accord due deference to the board's interpretation of the technical" question of
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whether the residents adequately negated fiscal detriment. Pons v. Ohio State Med. Bd. (1993),

66 Ohio St. 3d 619, 621.

Third, even though the law does not require a nexus between negative fiscal impact and

educational operational harm, the record shows that the State Board specifically considered and

enumerated the consequences of the revenue loss in this case. The First Report found that

"absent replacement for [the lost] tax money" Bedford would be required "to make significantly

detrimental modifications to the educational progralnming now in place," including "reduced

edncational programming . . . faculty cutbacks and other curtailments damaging to the disti-ict

students ," Pirs•t Reporl at 14, Appellants' Apx. 81, and at 22, Appellants' Apx. 89. The hearing

ot'ficer also found that "the loss of the Walton Hills tax monies ... would grossly hinder the

effective utilization of [Bedford's] educational facilities." Id. at p. 22, Appellants' Apx. 89. The

Second Repor(, whieh addressed the inipact of the new personal property tax laws, expressly

incoiporated those findings and reiterated the recommendation that the transfer be denied.

Second Report at p. 3, n. 1, Appellants' Apx. 62.

In short, the State Board did more than find that Bedford would stand to lose revenue. It

had before it reliable, probative, and substantial evidence showing how the loss would affect

Bedford's educational operations. As the Tenth District properly explained, the Board did not

even need that much, since "the board is within its authority to weigh loss of revenue ... without

making specific findings quantifying the harrn." Spitznagel II at ^7, citing Bartchy II at111( 82-

83. But even if the Board needed to meet the higher standard, it did so.

Finally, the residents' reliance on the Tenth District's clecisions in ('rowe and Levey is

inisplaced. First, neither Crrowe nor Levey involved losses on the scale of this case. By contrast,

Crowe involved only a loss of bchveen $61,840 and $93, 530 (less than 1% of the relinquishing
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district's budget), Crowe, 1999 Ohio App. LEXIS 4993, at *5, and the loss in Levey was only

$52,765, which constituted merely .028% of that relinquishing district's $190 million dollar

budget. Levey, 1995 Ohio App. LEXIS 765, at *5. Second, in Crowe and Levey, the transfer

proponents had otherwise made an affirmative case for the transfer. The Vi1lage residents in this

case did not. I-Iere, the Village residents based their petition on their alleged social isolation

from the Bedford school district and alleged acadeniic and safety concerns. But the hearing

officer expressly found those concerns unfounded and the Village residents have not appealed

those findings. Simply put, uniike in Crowe and Levey, there is simply nothing on the pro-

transfer side of the ledger here. Lastly, neither Crowe nor Levey explored the consequences of

the fiscal loss to the degree the hearing officer and lower courts did here. Indeed, the

relinquishing districts in those cases seemed to have made no effort to explain the impact of the

revenue loss. Here, by contrast, Bedford presented two witnesses and documentary evidence

establishing the ways the 10% revenue loss would affect the school district.

For all of these reasons, the courts below properly deferred to the State Board's conclusion

that the residents failed to meet their burden of proving that a territory transfer was proper.

Appellce State Board of Education's Proposition of Law No. Il:

The State Board rnay consider racial isolation as part of the mitlti-factor balancing tests
applicable to potential territory transfers.

The residents also urge this Court to use this case to review the extent to which race may be

considered by the State Board in assessing transfer requests. But this case does not present that

issue at all, and even if it did, the State Board may consider racial isolation as part of a multi-

factor balancing test for evaluating territory transfers. Further, any error-although there was

none--was harniless because this transfer's undue fiscal impact fiilly supported the decisions

below.
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This Court has repeatedly explained that coui-ts should avoid answering constitutional

questions unless it is absolutely necessary to do so. See, e.g., State v. Talty, 103 Ohio St. 3d 177,

2004-Ohio-4888, 119; Norandex, Inc. v. Limbach (1994), 69 Ohio St. 3d 26, 28. Here, the

alleged racial isolation issue never tilted the balance of decision-making at the State Board or in

the courts. The court of appeals explained that this issue was a minor one, since the fiscal issues

predominated; and the State Board found that neither district faced the risk oi' racial isolation.

As the Court of Appeal.s explained:

Not only was this factor but one of numerous factors that the board considered, it was
by no means the primary factor that drove the board's decision. Loss of revenue was
clearly the factor that weighed most lheavily into the board's determination, and racial
isolation was far less concern, especially in light of the board's findings that no racial
isolation presently exists, or would likely arise, in either affected school.

SpitznagelIl, 2008-Ohio-6080, at T 9. Moreover, the residents raised the issue only in their reply

brief and oral argument in the appeals coru-t, so it was never part oi' the common pleas court's

review, and it was not part of the appeals court's reasoning. In short, the issue was not part of

the decisions below and therefore should not be reviewed here.

Nevertheless, even if this Courl somehow could reach the issue, the consideration of race,

as part of a multi-factor balancing test to detennine territory transfers, does not violate the Oliio

or U.S. Constitutions. The residents rely on one case: Parents Involved in Commzanity Schools

v. Seattle Sch. Dist. No. 1 (2007), 127 S.Ct. 2738. But that case is not implicated here. Parenis

Involved concerned the assignment of individttal students based on race. Moreover, race was

used under the challenged plans as the sole criterion for determining a student's school

placement. Id. at 2749. 'I'he plurality opinion explained that the usc of race alone was

unjustified, and it contrasted that with the affirmative action case, Grutter v. Bollinger (2003),

539 U.S. 306, 331, wluch allows consideration of race as one factor, among many, in law scliool

admissions. Id. at 2753. In addition, Justice Kennedy's critical fifth-vote concurrence explained
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that, unlike with individual assignment decisions, institutional decisions, such as drawing

attendance zones and selecting sites for new schools, may account for racial isolation or

balancing. Id. at 2791-92. School district territory transl'ers are plainly that type of institutional

decision. Accordingly, Parents Involved is inapposite, and Ohio's law is constitutional.

Finally, even if orie assmnes that it was error to consider racial isolation issues in the

transfer evaluation, such an error provides no grounds for reversal. "It is axiomatic that errors of

differing degrees of severity may be committed during the course of a trial. In the interest of

fairness and judicial finality ... errors causing a party no prejudice or• deprivation of rights-

harmless error-are not to forrn the basis for reversal ...." State v. 7'horrtas (1973), 36 Ohio St.

2d 68, 70-71. As discussed above, the uncontested findings that the transfer would strip Bedford

of almost 10% of its operating finnds were independently sufficient to justify denying the

transfer. In other words, even if no racial impact could be shown, the absence of that particular

harnl would have done nothing in this case to rebut the serious fiscal detriment a transfer would

have caused the Bedford City School District. Thus, any en•or in evaluating racial impact

although there was none-was harmless and provides no basis for reversal.
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CONCLUSION

For all of the foregoing reasons, the Court should affirm the decision of the Tenth District.
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Cuyaho9a HeEahts School I?istrict

ltesolut ►on 1999-19

L-M ANNEXATION RESOLUTION

WHERE.AS, several communities have expressed a desire to leave their current school
distticts and transfer their land to the Cuyahoga Hei-ehts School District; and

'lG'HEREAS, the Cuyahona. fleinhts School District is not soliciting or requesting any land
transfers4 s>3d

WHEREAS, the Ohio State 8onrd of Education has the aothority, under the provisions of
ORC 33 i 1.?-i, to approve or disapprove the transfer requested; and

1t'iLERE.-^S, the Educational Ser+ice Center of Cuy'ahotra County has jurisdiction nver the
traatsfer° and

'WHEREaS, the General Assembly has chosen to eliminate the tanSible pcrso7al property tax
Nc•ithout makinE any provisions for the repldcement of revenue lost to school
districts; and

WHEREAS, the General Assembly has decided to reimburse school districts for only five
years for revenue lost duc to the dereculat'ton of utilittes, after which time each
school disttiet will need to replace that lost revenue at a local level; and

t1'1-TEREAS, schobl districts across the state continue to lose re-venue 2enerating propr.rty
taxes under current tax abatement laws; and ^

tS, the Ohio Supreme Oourt has yet to issue a final ruling9n the De. ol case which
has declared the current system of fundin; school districts uneoaastitutional; and

WHEREAS, the Cuyaho,a HeigEits Board of Educatiort presently has serious concerns about
increasitsg the enrollment of the district and, therefore, the expenditures; arid

WHEREAS, many residents of the district have expresscd concern about increasing the
enrollment of the district and, therefore, increasing expettditures; and

tNF FS, the best interests of the students and residents of the Cuyahoga Heights School
District will always be the first priority in any decision made by the Cuyahoga
Heights Board of Education; and

WIERF-AS, the Guyaho^a Fieights Board of Education will take no action which would harm
any of our neighboring school districu or the students they serve,

Bed£otcl Ex. I

State Board Apx. 1



NOW, TFiEREFf7RE, BE IT RES{3I.VET),that the Cuyaho^a He3ghts Board of Education
oppose the transfer of any tecritory at the present time to the Cuyaho;a Hgiohts
School.i?istairt: and

BE IT FLTRTfi:ER RESOLVED that the Board of Education of the Cuyah©*a Hzi;hts School
District hereby infozans the Board ofEds:cation of the Educntionai Service Center
of Cuyahoza County and the Ohio State Board of Education of its opposition to
any eransfer of tezritory.

Adopted:

Board President:

Treasurcr:

° 1`l:^r ° p.1

State Board Apx. 2



CUYAHOGA HEIGHTS SC190(DI.,S

Itm9c€tion 2002 -14
Reaffirming Resolution 1999 - 19

d A€anexat'soh Resolution"

WREREAS, the Mayors of the three [3] municipalities which are served by Cuyahoga ffieights
Sc4aooB 53istrict requested that the Board of Education hear presentations and comments from
members of Walton Mlls [Bedford City School District] pertain'sng to land transfer; and

AS, a Special Board meeting was called to conduct an Open Forum for such
presentations arad eomrnents; and

AS, said meeting was held on.Uctober, 28, 2002, 6:30 p.m. in the Cuyahoga Heights
feteria; and

. EAS, all Board members were present; and

AS, the Nlaycir of Walton Idilis and legal counsel for the Bedford ]3oazd of Educat.ion
e presentations to the Cuyahoga Heights Board ofEducation; and

Bedford, Bedford tieights, Oaicwood Village, Brooklyn Hei$hts, Cuyahoga Heights, and Valley
View; and

VyHEREAS, the Members of the Cuyahoga Heights Board of Education wish to a#firsat the
asiginaE Resolution pertaining to iand transfer that was adopted:Decembnr 15, 1999 in an opese
Board meeting, and.

"b REAS, the Members tsfthe Board also heard eoiatments from residents of Waiton. Hitls,

:EAS, the law has changed in regard to jurisdiction;

WIIEREAS, pas'agraph'four j9] of the original Resolution 1999 - 19 which read: ^.^'..I+.i^4S, the
F.aucation Service Center of Cuyahoga CounV tuts;jurzsdtcfion over the trnrzsfer, is no longer'
appUcable; and

^ MREAS, the Cuyahoga Heights Board of Education wishes to c]atify paragraphs rxine [9jand
tenT40j of the one,,,inal Resolution 1999 - 19 as to enrotIment and increased expenditures

REF0RE BF, IT RESOLVED, that the or9ginai R:esolution 1999 - 19 "Land Annexation
Reso[ution" is herehy reafiirmed (with the deletion of paragraph four (4) and the clarification of
paragraphs nine (9) aTtd ten (10)] and adopted by the current members ofthe Cuyahoga Heights
Board ofEducatioaa as follows:' -

State Board Apx. 3



Page2 of 3
Resolution 2042 - 14
Reaffirming Resolution 2999 - 19

S, several coamunities have expressed a desire to leave theis current school.districts
and transfer their land to the Clryahoga Heights School District; and

the Cuyahoga Heights School Distriotis notd

. REAS, the t;3hio StateBoard of Education has the authi
3311.24, to approve or disapprovc the transfer requested; erad

tg or requesting any land

under the provisions of tJiZC

AS, the General Assembly has chosen to eliminate the tanD'ble personal property tass
out anal3ng any provisions for the replacement ofrevenue lost to school districts; and

WHEREAS, the General Asseanbly has decided to reimburse school district.s for only five years
for revenue lost due to the deregulation of utilities, after which time each school d'sstrict, will need
to replace that lost revenue at a local level: and

WgEREAS, school districts across the state continue to lose revenue generating prop
under curtent tax abatesnent laws; and

WHxREr1S, the 4}hio.Supreme Court has yet to issue a final ruling in the TDeRoI$ case vahich
has declared the cixn'enY systezn offi.nding school districts uncoristitutional;and

wHEREA.S; the Cuyahoga Heights Board of Education, as weJ! as the residents of the distract,
have serious concerns about increasing expenditures throzbgh additiona;_ enrollment of the district;
anlij . .. .

WHEREAS, the best interest oftixe students and residerats of the Cuyahoga Heights School
District iviil always be the first priority in any decision made by the Guyahoga Heigfits Board of
Eduaation; and,

wHEREAS, the Cuyahoga Heights Board of Education witl take no action which would hama
any of our neighboring school districts or the students they serve;

State Board Apx. 4



Page3 of 3
Resolutiaia 2002 - 14
Reaffirming 3tesotutiofi 1999 - 19

NOW, . IIEFd3RE, BF, IT RESOLVED, that the Cuyahoga Heights Board cefEducatiorz
oppose the Yransfeg of any tesxetot}+ at the present time to the Cuyahoga Heights School YYists'set;
and

BIE I`l.`FE7i2 R. 5OLVEiB,thattlieBoardcfEducation.ofthe,Cuyahogai3eigtatsSchoal
District hesaby in€orms the Board ofEducatiava of the Educational Service CenterofCuyahoga
Co€anty and the Ohio State Board ofEducat'sosi of its opposition ta any tra.n,sfer afteTritosy.

•Batscd Rdeeting;

oContipell's, Posidertt C. H. Strickland, RSBFO, Treasure;

x revisQd
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This is Exhibit R that you

identified before. This is the letter that you

got from the Village of Cuyahoga Heights. It's

their letterhead from -- signed by the Mayor

the Village of Valley View, right?

A. Correct.

Q. In January, just -- well, jizst a

couple of weeks aga, right?

A. Yes.

Q. Right?

A. Yes.

Q. Okay. And what commuszities make tip

the Ctiiyahoga Heights Loca:l. School District?

A. The Village of Valley View, Cuyahoga

eights and Brookland Heights.

Q. So the Broc.ikl.and Heights Mayor

didn't sign this letter, right?

did not sign this letter, but I

believe there is another letter.

Q. Okay. Let me ask you this; you made

sentation to the Cuyallioga Heights Local

School District in 2002, right?

A. Yes.

24 1 Q. Had an open meeting

Arinstrong & Okey, Inc. Col.umbus, Ohio (614) 224-9481

State Board Apx. 7



these, probably a couple, 300 people there,

right?

3

6

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

A. Yes.

Q. And you got up and you made a

presentation to the Bedford -- Cuyahoga Heights

Local School District Board of Education, right?

A. Yes, as well as you.

Q. And a lot of the inLormation that

was presented today to Mr. Byers was presented

to that school board, is that right, in 2002?

A. Okay. Not as late of information

that is today.

Q. The same kind of information?

A. The same type of information, yes.

Q. How inuch money CuyaYx.oga. Heights

would get if this were to happen, how much

Bedford would lose, how many student.s would come

and that type of thing?

A. Yes.

Q. And iiow well the Walton Hills

students do academically and those sorts of

th:ingU, right?

A. Yes.

Q. All right. Azid so you made that

Armstrong & Okey, inc. Columbus, Oli;i.o (614) 22h-9481

State Board Apx. 8



112

presentation to the CuyahQga Heights Board in

October bf 2002, is that right?

A. Yes.

Q. I would like you to turn to Exhibit

1. in the big black binder. The other one

there. The big black one there. Mayor

Anielski, do you recognize that document?

A. Yes, I do.

Q. What is that?

A. That is a Cuyahoga Heights Local

School District Resolution 1999-19 Land

Annexation 12esolutiori.

4•

resoli: iori?

Bas?cally, what's tkae import of that

A. It has indicated that there have

been coniFnunities that expressed a desire to

leave their current district an.d transter to the

Cuyahoga Heights Local School Districti

Q. What did they decide to do -- what

did they resolve to do in 1999?

A. In 1999, they passed this resolution

and it's indicated that "'The Cuyah.oga Heights

Board of Education will take no action whictz

would harm any of our neighboring school

Armstrang & Okey, Inc. Columbus, OtiicS (6147 224-9481

State Board Apx. 9



districts or the stucl.ents they serve."

Q. Keep qoing.

A. "Now, therefore be it resolved,

the Cuyahoga fieights Board of Education oppose

the transfer of any territo-cy at the present

time to the Cuyahoga Heights School District."

Q. So they opposed it axid that was

A. Correct.

Q. Rnd then in 2002 you rnade your

presentati.on. Turn a couple more pages passed

the yellow sheet there, and is this the

x'esoluti.on that was passed in 2002 after your

A. It appears to be.

Okay. And it's basically the same

resolution, ienTt it?

A. I didn't check it word for word, but

it appears to be.

Q. They again opposed the transfer,

lit?

A. Co

Q. Okay. So that was the last word

troin the Guyahoga. Heights Local School Dis

Arm.strozxg & Okey, Tnc. Columbus, Ohio (614) 224-9481

State Board Apx. 10



A. Excuse me, what do you mean by last

word?

Q. They had not rescinded this

resolution, isn't that correct?

A. To my knowledge, no.

Q. So despite the requests of the

Mayors as '!ate as two weeks ago for the Cuyahoga

Heigtits Local School District to reniain neutral,

they have not remained neutral, ri.ght?

A. Correct.

Q. How many of the -- well, how many

school age kids are there in Walton Hills now?

A. 267.

267. How many of those kids are

white?

A. I don't know.

Q. You rlon' t. know?

A. I don't know.

Q. How many of those 267 kids are going

to attend school in Cuyahoga Heights if this

transfer is approved?

A. I don't know that either.

Q. How many kids attend school in

Armstrong & Okey, Inc. Columbus, Ohio (614) 224-9481

State Board Apx. 11
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^o,` Reverwes, Eftpsnditi

Line
Number

;td Changes in FundBalances
^,?J^ine 30,.2002,.2003 and 2004
June 30, 2005 Thrbu

3-Year
Average
Arrntralal Year

Aclual Change

1.010

Revnn+ae

Generat Property{fteai Estate) 19; 600,597 1 H;452, 861 i9,732,568 0.34%

1.020Tangible Person8l PropertyTax 10,693;662 1Q718,670 9,076,482-7.54k
1 030 TaI.
1.035.

zncome
Unrestri'Ked Grants-ln•Aid (Al13100'sezcep:3130) 4,902,638 6,962,244 5,060,158 3.24°/u

1.040 RestrictedGrar-tsIn-Ak7(Ai13200's) 175,722 175,722 247,900 20.54%

1.050 Property Tax Alotation(3130) 2,278,473 2,304,519 2,344,301 1,43%
1.060 All Otiter Rev, excePt 1931;33;40,50,5100 & 5200 868,064. 580,408 1,558,091 67,65%
1.070 TotatRevenue 38,519,156 39,194,424 38,019,500 -0.62%n

2.010
Other FInane9ng Sources
Proceeds!rorri 1heSale afNotes (1940)

2,020 StateEm,crg: Loans & a:dv. (Approved -1960)
2:040 Oparationa{Transfers-in(5100)

2:05C Advances -In (5200) 759,400 924,600 2,239;30081.97;5

2.060 AitOtherFir,anci7:g Sources (1931 & 1933) 414,848 211,849
2.070 Total Other Financing Sr,urCes 759A00 1,339,448 2,451,149 79,69%

2.080 Totaiftevenue ant7Otner Financing Sources 871 40,470,649

3.010
Expendltures
PersonaiServices 22 486 972 23.606,730 24 420 590 421%

3.020 6mpâavee Retirement I Insurance Beneflts
, ,

6,619,360 6,844,870
, ,

8.14°.57,725,757
3.030 Purchases Services 3,470,502 4,319,776 6,434,519 25.14%
3.040 Scipy:iesand Materials 1,290,827 1;615,329 1,417,224 6.44%
3:050 CapitalOutlay 345;349 247,878 746,004 86:37%

3.060 Intergovernmental (7600 and 7700 Functiona)

4.010
Debt Service:

Ait Principat •(H7storiaal Only)

4.020 Prlicipai - Notes

4.030 Peircipal- State Loans
4.040 Prirrapai -State A6vanoam3nts.

4,050 PrincipaL-HB264Loans z85,000 310,000 :75,0u0 •33.52 %
4.055 PvincipaS - Otller 15,000 - 63,000

4.060 tnteiest and Fscai C,harges 40,771 37,688 34,561 -7.92%
4.300 Ott^2r Objects 879,750 715,635 849,527 0,03%
4.500 TotaExpenditures 35,433,531 37,699,307 40,766,182 7.26°In

5.010
CYtiter ^'rinan ctn{( U se s
OperationalTransfers-Out 246,234 296,216 305,391 11.70^Ja

5:020

5.030

Advances-Out

All OtherF`,nancing Uses

869,000 2,248;900 1,401,694 60:56%

5.040 Total Other Financng Uses 1;115,234 2,545,216 1,707;085 47.65%
5;a50 Tota4Expendr!uresandOEherFinancing Usas 48,76540,244.523 42,473,267 7.82%

Farthe HtsQbrical Fia6a1 Yeat4 E,

Farecasted Fiscak Years End!

Fiscal Year Fisoaf Year P!
2002 Actuat 2003 A.ctuai 2004

sc

;n zvrr^

Fiscal l'ear Fiscal Year FtscalYear Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2005 Spendhig 2006 2007 2008 2009

Plan Forecassted Forecasted Forecasted Foxeeaatetl

21,110,458 22,715,567 22,793,270 22;871,239 22,949,474
9,201.250 9,393,541 8,952,045 8,531,299 8,104,734

4,925,000 5,000;000 5,000,000 4,500,000 4,500,000

242,722 252,900 257,900 262,900 267,940
2,300,000 2.332,998 2;366,469 2,400,421 2,434,860
1,346,450 1,350,000 1,450,000 1,550,000 1,650,000

39,t25,880. 41,045,606 40,819,684 40,115,859 39,906,968

1,300,000 125,000 128,750 132,613 136,891
160;000 976,000 193,600 212;960 234.256

.1;460.,000 301;000 . 322,350. 345;573 370.847

40,585,880 . 41,346,006 41,142;034 46,4461,432 40,277,815
i t4 a 1Wi!fiIVIi^ 1 ^ i)._ «. . . .y.2rhSl I . ,, tUlf . ..,.

25,063,909 26,323,404 .27,376;341 28;471,394 29,610,250
7;668,447 7,986,521 7,908,105 8,224,429 8,553,407
5,130,846 5,386,981 5,753,660 61155,808 6,574,038
9;496,258. 1,814,218 51678,787 1,745,938 1,815,776

419,479 408,952 400,000 400,000 400,000

75,000 86,000 _ - _
E7,000 69,000 72,000 74,000 7700
38;700 32,042 25,199 22,033 18,764

886,971 889,215 889,458 889,702 889,946
40,792,609 42,770,,333 44;103,550. 45,983,303 . 47,939,181

144,044 135,188 139,243 143,420 147,723

135,187 135,188 139,243 143,420 147,723

279,231. 270.,375 278,486 286,841 295.,446
i 41,071,840 43 040706 4 4 382 036 46,270144 48234,627

{ s fit ^{;ly N "+ S N Yth " {,°^, a1(k . r tt I.
1 t? i ,

i I
tl

,,



Line
Number

Excas.s of Revenues and Other Flnancing

Sourcesaver (under) Expenditures and

6.OTa OtlserFEnancingSeurces

Cash 6alance July1 - EYcluding Proposal ,Renewet!

7.010Rep3ac.ammnt and New Levies

7.020 Cash Be;ance 3une 30

8.010 Estimated EncumbraaeesJnna $0

Reservation ofFundBaiance

9.010 TextbeoK and Insttoctidnat Materials

9.020 Gapitai tmprovements

9.030 budget{2eserve
9.040 o?tA
9.050 OebtService
9.060 Property Tax Advances

9.070 Bus Purchases

9.080 Subtatal

fundBa(anceJune 30For Cer7ffoa?ion

10.010 cf Appropriakans

Revenuefrom Replacement I Renewa3 (.evtss

11:010 incomeTaxRenewat

19:02C Praperty7ax-Rene'walorReptacement

111030 Cum,6alanceafRenewat7ftep(acemenb6ares

Fund Balance Surtie 30 For Certl6ca91an of Contraats,
12.010 Salarf5c3*edu;es, and Other Obligations

Ravenue FrorteNcu Levias
13.010 Income 7ax • iVow

operfy Tax - New

13_030 CurnztlaGvc Sa4ance of h+ew Levies

14:010 Revenue from Future State AdvancemenEs

15.010 Unreserved Fund Balance June30

Bedford City 8choolDistrict
(tuyahC ^unty

Scheifu9e of Revenues, Expendit. ;;nd Changes in FandBa(ancas
For the Nistorfcal Ffsnal Years Ended June 30;2002, 2003 and 2aa4

Forecasted Fiscal YearsEndingJljne30; 2005 Thro

. . . . . 3-Year
Average

FsaalYear e=FScaiY9ar FiscalYeat Annual
2002A.ctual203Aotual2004Aciual Change

2,729,791 289;349 (2;002,618) -440:763

215,120 104,108 (271,561) .206,22%
(923,200) (753,338) (208;916) -45:47%

(768,a8a)__.. (649,230) (478,476) ,17,31%

9,604;003 9,834,5047,661;^>32

9,604,003 9,834,504 7,661,132 -9185°f

4A03__....9,834,504 7,661,132

01-10-05 BOE RAeeting, Treasuser's Exhibit#2

gn [uuu

Fiscal Year FEscai Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2005 Spending 2006 2007 2008 2009

Plan Forecasted Farecested Forecasted Forecasted

(485,960) (1,694;703) (3,240,002). (5,808:712) (7,956,812)

7 y82,6Sf:

`-::int
6,696,696

Ihl,4.'
9;OOoWO

61696696 S 009 995 2761 993 (4,046,719)

^„i^,^^.,?ilir^ ..,,,;^,4t;Fl^i,^i'^,r .,.c,^.11(,t`^':, i",^;
51009,985 1,761;993 (4,045,749) (12,003,531)

;bveL^4'{f^ 1111"'F .;.1^^^ ^ i' ,.^ i!iI
1,000;a0p 1,ca0,000„ , 1,Wfi,000 1:aoa,0ot7

5;696,696 4,a01:995 7s1,99a (S,oa6,719 13.aa3^s31)

6,696,696 4,001w995 761,993 (6,046,719) (13003,531)

5,696,698. _. 4,001,995 761,9914 f5,04G,719} {T3,003,531)
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Bedford City Sch®o! District
5-Year Forecast AsssampfBons for FY05

^EVEN[!E:
"Fiscal Year 2005 Spending Ptan" column represents the Bedford CSD Revenue Estimate for FY05.

Real Estate Taxes for FY05 are estimated based upon the Schedule A's dated 04-08-04 and 12-16-04 and conversation with the Cuyahoga
County Auditor's Budget Comrnission whohas indicated that collections remain at a 97:45°/a rate, possibly movingto 1009`4.

Tangible Personal Property Tax reflects the declining percentage of tax coilected on inventory. A. further assumption is that tax collected on
machinery and equipementwill remain stable or grow as businesses continue to invest in capital equipment: Conversat€ons with the C7istrict's
Board of Revision counse! €ndicates that our increases and decreases in values are ba!ancing each other out.

4 Unrestricted Grants-In-Aid represents the amount received from school foundation and the estimate4hat this amount will remain flat for future
years is unlike{y. At the end of FY06 $1.1 million wiU drop off from electricai deregulation. Student enrolirnent is holding steadywith moderate
fluctuations both increasing and decreasing from year toyear: Deregulation revenue is in at slightly over $1 mili'ron.

Restricted Grants-in-Aid represents the amount collected for Disadvantaged Pupil Impact Aid (DPIA), Career Technical Education,
and bus aliowance. These areas are specifically earmarked for special purposes.

Property Tax Allocation is the Homestead and Rollback collections that d'srectty correlate to the level of Real Estate Tax that is co3lected. The
reduction in FY06 also reflects an approximate $50K administrative fee assessed tSythe State of Ofiio.

All other revenue would include interest, miscellaneous other state receipts, facility rentals, sale of fixed assets and any other revenue sources
that do not fail within the previous categories. A modest increase of $1 cOK has been reflected beginning with FY07 from FY06. FY05 has been
decreased from the FY04 level because the FY04 collections appear to be unusuatly high based upon FY02 and FY03.

Advances are estimated low since the amount needed is unknown until the district moves closer to the end of the fiscal year. Past years
have been between $869,000 and $2,250,000; $1,401 ,694 was needed in FY04, The majority of the advances go to thefiederal grant funds.

EXPENDITURES:
"Fisca Year 2005 Spending Plan" oofumn represents the Sedfore! CSD ApproprisEion for FY05 as approved bythe BOE ors 08-16-04 and any
subsequent amendments adopted by the Bcard of Education.

2 Salaries are estimated to increase at a rate of 2.6°h beginning with FY05 and 3.8% beyond. This may require modification pending negotiations:
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This figure includes a 1% cost of retirements, new and replacement staff.

3 Benefits are equal to approximately30°lo of salaries beginning with FY05 and FY06. Future years, estimated at 29%, may be estimated too
4ow depending upon negotiations. A c#ose analysis of FY05 expenditures may warrant an adjustment of this value.

4 Purchased ServCcesfor FY05 are flat in FY05 due to budget cuts, incresing in FY06 at4,5°la; increasing by7.2°! in FY07, 6.9®fm in FY08 and
6.8% in FY09. Our history indicates an approximate million dollar per year increase, however a more conservative estimate is reflected here.
Future years also reffeet $117;000.00 to cover the cost of a lease payment for the new telecommunications equipment and $55,000,00 for the
stadium i.ur( The teiecommunicatiqns equipment wi31 be sa"sf6ed on 9-23-08 abd the turPwil[ be satisfied on 6-27-2012.

5 Supplies are estimated to €ncease 5.5% in FYO577.9°Fo in FY06 and 4% for years FY07 through and including FY09. Although budget cuts were
made in FY05, the district has been committed to provBdng Instructional supplies at a level higher tttan the state recommended levefs.

6 Capital Outiay is estimated to decrease due to budget cuts in FY05 and remain flat for FY07 through and including FY09.

7 Debt Service reflects actua{ required ol}{igations.

Transfers and Advances are estimated low since the amount needed is unknown until the district moves closer to the end of the fiscal year
Receipt of grant proceeds weigh heavily upon the amount required for advance: I recommend spending out grant proceeds early in the year
in order to request the cash earlie'and avert advancing large sums of money.

Other Objects represent such charges as county auditor fees, administative charges from the educational service center, bank
fees and any other sundry expenditures that do not fall into routine operational expense categories. The projected increase is based
upon the previous 3-year history. The district incurred additional debt in F'1'03-04 for the Maintenance Facility yteiding gradualty
increasing principal payments from $48K to $59K and interest paymerits decreasing from $24K to $15K from FY03-04 through and
including FY08-09;

OTHER FACTORS:
TransEers-Out and Advances-Out are very moderate compared to previous years. If keeping with p
considerabiy higher.

, this amount is likely to go

2 Revenue from the new 4.9 mill levy is reflected in the estimated property tax revenues. At the current rate of spending, certifidation of
appropriat=ons and contracts can be made through FY07. For years beyond FY07, the district faces deficit spending.



Bedford Ci!ySclrool Disttict
Cuyah )unty

Scheduie ofRevenaes; Expendi ndOhanges in t=u

For the Histtirica€ Fiscal Years Ended June 30 2002, 20

Forecasted FiscaP Years EnoEng June30, 2005 Throt

3-Year
Average

Line
Number

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2002 Actual 2003 Actual

Fisas€ Year Annuad
2004 Actual Chenge

1.010
Revenue

Generai Property (Real Estate) 19,600,597 19,452,861 19,732;558 0.34%
1.020 Tangiblo Personal Property Tax 10,693,662 10,718,670 9,0781482 -7.54%
1.030 inoome Tax
1.035 UnresU;ctedGrants-in-AkI (all3100's except3130) 4,902,1538 5,952244 5,080,158 324%
1.04g Restr*cted Grants-in-Aitl (A€i8200's) 175.722 175,722 247,900 20.54%
1.050 Property Tax Allocation (3130) 2,278 473 2 304 519 344,301 12 43%
1.060 A€13ther Rev. except 1.931,33,40,50,5100 & 5200

, , ,

868;064 .580,408

, .

1,558,091 67.65%
1.070 Totaf Revenue 38,519,158 39;194,424 38.,019,500-0.62%

Other F€nancing Sources

Property Taxes A#tributabto to Walton Hills

School Faundafion 23 mth Chargooff far WaPton Hills

2.010 Pro:eedstrorrtneSaEeofNotes(1940)

2.020 State Ernerg. Loans& Adv. (Approved - 1950)

2.040 Operatlona€ Transfers-in (5100)

2,050 Advances -In (5200)

2.C60 Ak( Other F:nancing5ouroes(193181933)

2.070 Total Other Flnancing Sources

2.080 Tota€ Revenue and Other Finarzc'tng Sources

Expenditures

3.01i; Persc~raiServices

3.020 Employee Retirement / Insurance$enefts

3.030 PurchasesServices

3.040 6upyies and Materials

3.050 Capital bu5ay

3.00 inter0ovehnmentaf (7600 aru9 7700 FuncSo

GebtService:

4.010 A;Priritipai - (r-1:6torioa! Only)

4.020Prlncipal-Notes

759.4 924,600
414,848

1,339,448

22,4E6,972 23,608,730 24;427;590 4.21%

6,619,360 6.844,870 7,725,757 8:14%
3,470,502 4,319,776 5,434,519 25:141/,
1,290,8271,615,329 1,417,224 6.44%

345;349 247,878 746,004 86.37%

4:030 Principal - State Lo2ns

4.040 Principal - State Advancements

41050 Prir,cipal - HB 264 Leans 310,000 75,000 2°
4.055 prinutiqa4.Ot6er 15,000 - 63,000
4.060 tnterestzrid Fiscal Chaeges 40,771 37,088 34,561 -7.92%
4:300. Other3bjects 879,750 715;635 849,527 0.03%
4.600 TOta€ Expena:itures 35,433,531 37;699,307 40,766,182 7.26%

Other FSnanc3ngUses

5.010 Operational Transiecs-Out 246,234 296;316 305,391 11.70",6
5.020 f.dvances-Out 869,000 2 248 900 4011 69460 56%
5.Q30. :Ali Other Financing:Jses

, , , , .

5.040 Total ©'.her Fiaar,cirg Uses 1,115,234 .2;545,215 1.,797,085 47.6

r v i- ,^ ,sc [v ^v:^a- v-°^ttsur s rxnto^r i?"!
) {^

'
t

tid Balances i I. ^
^

` ( lr j Ef
3antl 2004 ?

^

i J + ,t 4^^;f ^j {^j(

gh 2009 U\Y V

,

FiScalYea; FiseatYear FiscalYeer Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2005 Spending 2006 2007 2008 2009

Pian Forecasled Forecasted Forecasted Forerasted

21,110,458. 22,715,567 22,793,270 22;871,23922,949,474
9;201,250. 9,393,541 8,952,045 8,531,299 8,104,734

4;925,000 5,000,000 5,000,000 4,500,000 4,500,000
242,722 252,900 257,900 262,900 267,900

2,300,000 2,332,998 2,366,489 2,400,421 2,434,860
1,346,450 1,350,000 1,450,000 1.550;000 1,650,000

39;125,880 41,045,006 40;859,684 40,115,859 39,906,988

-7517546 -7517546 -7517546 -7517546 -7517548

3913895 3913895 3913895 3913895 3913895

1,300,060 125,000 128,750. 132,61 3 136,591
160,000 176,000 193,600 212,960 234,256

(2,'b43,B5d) (3,302,951) (3281,301) (3,258,078) (3,232,804j
389822^9 37747355 37538383 36857781 36674164

Jfi^;d{j^
^4i"St

'^^ ]^tltrij, ^t"3, , . .u r i. .

25 069,909 26,323;404 27,376,341 28,471,394 29,610,250
7,606,447 7,986,521 7,908,105 8,224,429 8,553,407
5,1301845 5,366;981 5,753,660 6,155,806 6,574;038
1;496;258 1,614,21.8 1,678,787 1,745,938 1,815,776

419,479 408,952 400,000 400,000 400,000

75,000 80,0(7J
67,000 69,000 72,000 74,000 77,000
38,700 32.042 25,199 22,033 18,764

888,971 889,215 889,458 889,702 889,946
40,792,609 42,770,333 44,103,550 45,983,303 47,939;181

144,044 135,1 88 139,243 143,420 147,123
135, i 87 135;188 139,243 143,420 147,723

.279,231 270;375 278,488 286,841 295,446



Setlford City School District

Line
Number

5.050

6.010

7.070

Cuyah iunty

ScheduCeaf ftevenues, Expendr .nd Charges in Fu

Far the Nistorical Fiscal Years Ended Jurie 30, 2002,.20E

Forecasted Fiscal Years. Ending,lune 30, 2005 Thrauz

3-Year

obl Expendituresand OtherFinancing Uses

Fiscal Year FrecaE Year
2002 Actual 2008 ActUpt

36,548,765.,... 40,244,523

Fisca! Year
2004 Actual

42,473,267

Average
Annuaf

Change

7.82%<

f R es r Fin iE uen d Oth ancxcess n e an e ngu
Sources over(nndar) Expendltures and

Other Finanting Sources 2,729;791 289;349 (2,002,678). 440.76°/a

^Iance July 1 -F,.xcluding Proposal Ren

,cement and New Levies

8.0' 0 Estimated Encumbrancas June 30

Reservatton of FundSalanee

9.010 Textnoak and Instrucfional Materials

9.020 CaPitall.rnprovements

9.030. Sudget Reserve

9.040 DPIA

9.050. Debt Service
9.060 Property7ax Advances
9:070 Bus Purchases
9.080 Su*,t.ctat

=und SafanceJurre 30 ForCertificatioi

10.010 ofApprcpriafiorrs

Ravenueiron Reptaeementl Renewal t.e
11.010 Vicome7azR'enewal

11.020PropeikyTax-RenawwalorRepia

0. Gum:Balanoaa{Renewat;Rea^aoement.Levies

Fund Salar:;eJune 30 For Cer9Eflcatfan of Contracts,

12.410 5alarySchedutes, andGthpObllpat'rqns

RevenueFromNewLevfes
8.9 mlft Levy at New VaCuation wtoVdaltan Hills
13.O1D {neome 1`ak -'1ew

13.020 PropertV?ax- New

Cumulaifve Batance orNew Levies

215,120 104,108 (271,561) -206.22",4
(32.3,200)(753,338) (206,916) -45.475E

0) (649,230)(478,476) -1731I

03 9:834,504 7,861,132 -9,85°!<

9,834,504 7,661,132 -9.L544
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3and 2zaf>ik j°
^;h2009

F1scalYear pLscalYear FiscalYear FiscaiYear FtscatYear
2005Spanding 2006 2007 2008 2009

Plan Forecas-ted Forecasted Forecasted a`-orecasted
41,071,840 48,040;708 44,382,036 46,270,144 48,234,627

(4,089,811) (5,296;352) (6,843,653) (9,412,363) (11,560,463)

7,182,656 3,093,045 (2;205;307) (9,048,960} (18,461,323).
^4' }a i4i^^ ^)(

5)([# f
ii l^ h`̂,7, r i} p. : ,a .Iaittl

,,W
...I.::dM (E. , r F,j3f, ll

.3,093,045 (2205,307) (0,048961)) (18,461 ,323 1 (30 021 786)
^t^ l^b.

+ ^JOitrh,tT^. 77 (^
,^ i„4fYS ,3u

i (^ r--'^----,^.
.^ . ,;ixSc( ^ t ( 5.n,

t,000,OW 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1;0001000

i - ' - - -

2,093,045. (3,205;507) (10,048,990) (19;461,323) (31,021.78E)

2;093,045 .(3;105,307) (10,048,960) (19,461,323) (31,021;786)

3027869 6055738 6055738 6055738

3,027,869 9^083,607 t5,'139,345 21,195,083
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Schedule otf2evertves; Expendi. ind Changes in Fun

Fortie HistoricalFisaal Years FndedJune 30, 2002, 200

Ferecasted Fiscal Years Ending June 30, 2005TIirau

d Balances
3and2004

gh 2609

Llne EscalYear isaalYe3r

3-Year
Average

Fisea!'(ear Rni•iual
Fiscal Year

2005 Spantling
Nvm6er 2G02 Actual 2003Actual 2004 Actual Chaclge Plan

15.G i0 Unreserved Fund Batancs June 30 9,504,003 7,884,132 -9.85% 2,093,045

Fiscal Year Fiscat Year Fiscal Year Fisca! Year
2006 2007 2008 2009

Forecasted Forecasted Fareeasied Forecasted

(177,438) (963,353) (4,321978) (9,826 703s
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Bedford City Schoal District
5-Year Forecast Assumptions for FY05

REVENUE:
"Fiscal Year 2005 Spending Plan" column represents the Bedford CSD Revenue Estimate for FY05.

2 Real Estate Taxes for FY05 are estimated based upon the Scliedu€eA's dated 04-08-04 and 12-16-64 and conversation with the Cuyahoga
County Auditor's Budget Commission who has indicated that collections remain at a 97.15% rate, possibly moving to 100%.

3 Tangible Personal Property Tax reflects the declining percentage of tax collected on inventory. A further assumpfion is that tax collected on
machinery and equipement will remain stable or grow as businesses continue to invest in capital equipment. Conversations with the Distriet's
Board of Revision counsel indicates that our increases and decreases in values are balancing each other out.

4 Unrestricted Grartts-In-Aid represents the amount received from school foundation and the estimate that this amount will remain flat for future
years is un{ikety: At the end of FY06 $1 .1 milEionwilt drop off from. electrical deregulation. Student enrollment is holding steady with moderate
fluctuations both increasing and decreasing from year to year. Deregulation revenue is in at slightly over $1 million.

5 Restricted Grants-In-Aid represents the amount collected for Disadvantaged Pupi( Impact Aid (DPIA), Career Technical Education;
and bus allowance. These areas are specificaliy earmarked for special purposes.

6 Property Tax Allocation is the Homestead and Rollback collections that directly correlate to the tevel of Real Estate Tax#hat is collected. The
reduction in FY06 aEso reflects an approximate $50K administrative fee assessed by the State of Ohlo.

7 All other revenue would inclurJe interest, miscellaneous other state receipts; facility rentals, sale of fixed assets and any o€her revenue sources
fitat do not fall within the previous categories. A modest increase of $?OOK has been reflected beginning with FY07 from FY06. FY05 has been
decreased frcin fne FY04 Ievel because the FY04 collections appear to be unusually high based upon FY02 and FY03..

8 Advances are estimated low since the amount needed is unkrown untittPte district moves closer to the end of the fiscaB year. Past years
have been between $869,000 and $2,250,000; $1,401,694 was needed in FY04, The majority of the advances go to the federal grant funds.

EXPEND3TURES:

"Fiscaf Year 2005 Spending Plan" column represents the Bedford CSD Appropriation for FY05 as approved by the BOE on 08-16-04 and any
subsequent umendinents adopted by the Board of Edi:cation.

2 Salaries are estimated to incs ease at a rate of 2.6% beginning with FY05 and 3.8% beyond. This may require rnodification pending negotiations.
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This figure includes a 1% cost of retirements, new and repfacement staff.

3 Senefi*.s are equal to approzimately 30% of salaries begPnningwith FY05 and FY06,. Future years, estimated at 29%, may be estimated too
low depending upon negotiations. A ctose analysis of FY05 expenditures may warrant an adjustment of this value.

4 Purchased Services for FY05 are fiat in FY05 due to budget cuts, incresing in FY06 at 4.510, increasing by 7.2°lo in FY07, 8.9% in FY08 and
6.8% in Fl'09. C^ur history irdicates an approximate mii3lon dollar per year increase, hiov,rever a more conservat9ve estimate is reflected here,
Future years also refiect $117,000:00 to cover the cosYof a€ease payment for the new telecommunications equipment and $55;000.00 for the
stadium turf The telecommunications equipment wiii be satisfied on 9-23-08 abd the turf•will be satisfied on 6-27-2012.

5 Suppfies are estlmated to incease 5:5°fo in FY05, 7.9% in FY06 and 4% for years FY07 through and including FY09. Although budget cuts were
made in FY05, the district has been comrriitted to providing instructional supplies at a level higher than the state recommended levels.

6 Capital Outlay is estimated to decrease due to budget cuts in FY05 and remain flat for FY07 through and inciuding FY08.

7 Debt Service reflects actual required obligations.

8 Transfers and Advances are estimated low since the amount needed is unknown until the district moves closer to the end of the fiscal year
Receipt: of grant proceeds weigh heavily upon the amount required for advance. I recommend spending out grant proceeds eariy in the year
in order to request the cash earlier and avert advancing large sums of money.

9 Other Objects represent such charges as county auditor fees, administrative charges from the educational service center, bank
fees and any other sundry expenditures that do not fa9l into routine operatiohat expense categories. The projected increase isbased
upon?he previous 3-year history. The district incurred additidnai tlebt in FY03-04 for the Mlaintenance Factlityyielding gradually
increasing principal payments from $48K to $59K and interest payments decreasing from $24K to $15K from FY03-04 through and
including FY08-09.

OTHER FACTORS:
T:ansfers-Out and Advances-Out are very moderate compared to prev3ous years. If keeping with past practice, this amount is Ciketyto go
considerably higher.

2 Revenue from the new 4.9 mill levy is reflected in the estimated property tax revenues. At the current rate of spending, certification o
approproatidns and contracts can be made through FY07. For years beyond FY07, the distrietfaces deficit spending.



Bedford City School District
Schedule of Revenues (EO1( Recap)

H.B. 412 Five°Yecar Forecast

1.010 General Property (Real Estate)
1.020 Tangible Personal Property
1,035 Uciresfelcted Grants-In-Aid (Af( 3100's excep
1.040 F2estricfeea Grants-in_Aid (AI13200's)
1.050 Property Tax Allocation (3130)
1.060 All Other Revenue ;except 1931,38,40;50, 100 &5200)

Budget

19 644,862.00
9;548,521.00
4,949,759.00

246,787.39
2,182,470.00
1;192,467.68

Actual

18;425,783.48
7,642,11 t}.67
3,968,151.05

185,507.20
1;161,173,02
1,139,038:92

Difference

1;218,878:52
1,906,410:33

981,607.95
61,280.19

1,021,296.98
53;428.76

Total Revenue

2.050 Advances - In (5200)
2,060 All Other Financing Sources (1931 & 1933)

37,764,667.07

2,248,900.00
700.00

32,521,764.34

2,196,300,00
700.00

5,242;902.73

82,600.00
-

Tofia1 40,014,267.07 34,718,764.34 5,295,502.73

7-01 through 12-31 FY02-03 FY03-04 Difference
1 st half Tangible Personal Property 931,199.42 308,415.47 624,783.95
2nd half Real Property and F'.Cl. Tarrgib(e 10212,263:29 10,167,463.78 44,799.51
2nd half "3 angibie Personal Property 8,014,720.24 7,335,695.20 679,025.04

1-01tYirougii 6-30
Rest.0.g Real Estate 5,081,889.80 5;168,489:56 (86,599:76)
Other Real Estate 5;234,352.24 5;396,117.48 (161,765:24)
P.U. Tangible 1,210,570.40 1,213,542.20 (2,971.80)
General Tangible Personal Property 962,078.88 1,230,059.75 (267,980:671

Total Tax Revenue $1,647;074.27 30;817,783.44 829,290.83



BEFORE THE STATE OF OHIO

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

In the Matter of
Proposed Transfer of
Territory From the
Bedford City School
District to the
Cuyahoga Heights
Local School District
Pursuant to Ohio
Revised Code 3311.24

VoLt7ME ZI
PROCGEDINGS

before Mr. Kevin P. Byers, Hearing Examiner, at

the State of Ohio, Department of Education,

77 South High Str.eet, Room 1952, Columbus, Ohio,

at 9:10 a.m. on Wednesday, January 26, 2005.

ARMSTRONG & OKEY, INC.
185 South Fifth Street, Suite 101

Columbus, Ohio 43215-5201.
(614) 224-9481 - (800) 223-9481

Fax - (614) 224-5724

Armstzong & Okey, l:rzc. Columkk}us, Ohio (614) 224-9481
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far as a positive or negative situation for

fiscal year 2006, even in the event that the

district is able to pass a 8.9 mill levy this

year for fiscal year '04?

A. Well, the simulation indicates that

there is no recovery. We wottld still find

ourself in the deficit position.

Q- Now, Ms. Nowak, have you also

prepared some calculations relating to the

different programs that are in effect in the

Bedford Schools?

A. Yes, I did.

Q. If you would please refer to E:xhibit-

16C. What is that?

A. The analysis of our summer school

progra

Q. What did you do here?

A. What I did is I took a look at the

cost of summer school for the Bedford City

School. District, just to determine what the cost

was for the most recent prior year and arrived

at a total of $159,000. And what this indicates

is that the summer school program for that

particular fiscal year costs us nearly $160,000.

Armstrong & Okey, Tnc. Columbus, Oha.o (614) 224-9481
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Q. Is this summer school program a

discretionary program?

A. It is a discretionary program. The

summer school program is a vital progra.m. It's

very important to the Bedford City School

District, insofar as this program assists our

students for passage of the proficiency exam as

well as preparinq studenGs for graduation.

Q. Now, behind the first sheet of paper

here, what do you have in Exhibit 16C?

A. I have the supporting documentation

that enables me to arrive at these values.

Q. This is where you got the figures?

A. That's correct.

Q. Now, look at Exhibit 16B please.

What ' s that?

A. That is an analysis of our career

technology educati.on costs for fiscal 03-04.

Q. Okay. And what did you do here?

A. What I did is basically the same

thing I did with the summer school, is I took a

look at the cost of vocational instructiosa

throughout the district. I also took a look at

the career technology Federal and State grant5

Aa.°mstrong & Okey, Iric. Columbus, Ohio (614) 224--94II1

State Board Apx. 24



that we get to augment these programs and this

gives us a cost of our career technology

programs within the school district of 1.7

million dollars.

Q. Is the career tech prograttt a

discretionary program?

A. No, it is not.

Q. So does the school district have to

pay 1.7 million dollars no matter what?

A. No. The school district does not

have to pay 1.7 million dollars, but we do

receive money to cover :a portion of the prograrn,

but Bedford City Schools is very committed to

this program because it's good for kids.

Q. So is this a program that may have

be scaled, back if revenue is lost?

t likely it will be.

0. What do you have behind the

page of Exhibit 16D?

A. This represents the gx`ant

allocations for fiscal '04 and also the

allocations that we've received so far for

fiscal '05.

Q. And the rest of the pages, is that

Armstrong & Okey, Inc. Columbus, Ohio (614) 224-9481

State Board Apx. 25



the supporting documentation for your

calculations?

A. That's correct.

Q. Okay. Turn to Exhibit 16E. What's

that?

A. This is an analysis of our

extracurricular activities at Bedford City

School District. What this exhibit tells you is

that the cost of -- the total cost the

extracurricular, which includes both the student

managed activities as well as district managed

activities, equals $734,000 of which the general

fund contributes $446,000.

Q. Is this a discretionary program?

A. Yes, uit is.

Q. And is this aprogram that the

district would have to look at if revenue were

lost?

A. Most assuredly.

Q. Now look at 16F, please. And what

this?

A. This represents an analysis of pupil

traiisportation costs for the Bedford City School

DistriCt for fiscal 03-40. The tota

Armst.r.ong & OkPy, Tnc. Columntas, Ohio (614) 224-9481
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pupil transportation is 4.2 mill.ion dollars and

this is an example of the impact of the loss of

the Walton Hills District. It's about the same

amount of moazey.

4, Is the transportation service

optional?

A. In part. We must provide

transportation for our students. However, we

probably would have to scale this back.

Q. And do you have behind Exhibit 16F

the documentation supporting your computation?

A. Yes, I do.

Q. And one last one. Turn to Exhibit

16G. What is that?

A. This is an analysis of our special

education costs for the district. And as you

can see, Bedford City ScYiciol District is very

dedicated to providing services for its special

education population and our special educatiozi

program is 9.6 million dollars.

Q. Okay. Is this an optional program?

A. No, it's not. IIowever, there are

portions of it that we -- we provide more than

what is required.

Armstrong & Dlcey; Inc. £o].r:tmbus, Oh?o {63-4} 224-9481
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And if revenue were to be lost, is

this a program that the distri.ct would

necessarily have to look it?

A. There"s a very good chance that this

will be scaled back.

Q. Now, if the district were to lose

the kind of money that you computed as being

attributable to the Village of Walton Hills,

wlxat is the first item in the district's

forecast or budget that the district would have

ook at as far as expenditures are concerned?

A. Without a doubt, it would be salary,

personnel services.

Q. Does that mean that people would

have to lose their jobs?

A. Yes.

4- When you la.stezied to Mr. Davis

testify yesterday, he shared a computation about

how much he thought Cuyahoga Heights would

receive in the event of a transfer. Did you

agree with his computation?

A. I did.

MR. CL,ARK c Thank you.

HFiAR_CNG OFFICER I3YERS ; Cross?

xii-mstroxsg & Olcey, Inc:, Co1_i*mbus, Ohio (614) 224-9487.
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