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I. INTRODUCTION 

 Plaintiffs lack standing for the claims asserted.  The Tenth District Court of Appeals was 

correct to affirm the decision of the Franklin County Court of Common Pleas on that basis, and 

this Court should likewise affirm.   

It is inarguable that a litigant seeking relief in Ohio courts must establish standing to sue.  

Much more than a formulaic prerequisite for litigation, standing is a constitutional requirement 

that prescribes the proper role for courts in a democratic society.  See ProgressOhio.org, Inc. v. 

JobsOhio, 139 Ohio St.3d 520, 13, N.E.3d 1101, 2014-Ohio-2382, ¶ 11 (“The Ohio Constitution 

expressly requires standing for cases filed in common pleas courts.”).  The doctrine of standing 

requires an actual and concrete injury-in-fact precisely to avoid suits like this one, where the 

losing side of a political debate seeks to overturn legislative enactments without any personal 

stake beyond that alleged for the general public.   

 As this Supreme Court has long recognized, Ohio’s judicial branch is not a quasi-

legislative body with the power to veto laws enacted through the democratic process.  Rather, the 

standing requirement limits litigation only to matters where the “private rights of persons or 

property are in jeopardy.”  Pfeifer v. Graves, 88 Ohio St. 473, 488, 104 N.E. 529 (1913); 

JobsOhio, 2014-Ohio-2382, ¶ 1 (2014) (standing requires a “personal stake in the outcome” of a 

case).  Without standing, litigants could use the courts to “regulate the affairs of another branch 

of government” based on a philosophical disagreement.  Pfeifer, 88 Ohio St. at 488.  But as 

recently reiterated in JobsOhio, mere “ideological opposition to a program or legislative 

enactment” is not sufficient to establish a justiciable case or controversy.  JobsOhio, 2014-Ohio-

2381, ¶ 1.   
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  In this case, Plaintiffs1 are anti-gambling activists who, having lost in the political arena, 

now challenge the legality of the constitutional, statutory, and regulatory framework for casino 

gaming and video lottery terminals (“VLTs”) in Ohio.  As demonstrated by the State Appellees’2 

Brief, Plaintiffs have not presented any cognizable injury-in-fact, shown that the applicable 

amendments or statutes caused any particularized injury, nor established that their requested 

relief would redress the purported harm.  The Casino and VLT Appellees3 hereby join and adopt 

the State Appellees’ Brief, which makes clear that Plaintiffs have not adequately alleged 

standing.     

Without standing, permitting Plaintiffs’ suit to move forward would frustrate the will of 

Ohio’s electorate, which has repeatedly approved the expansion of gaming through voter 

initiatives.  It also would undermine the constitutional separation of powers, permitting this 

Court to interfere with a democratic process that has enacted numerous gaming statutes through 

the General Assembly.   

Indeed, continued litigation over the regulations at issue in this case would have real 

world impact far beyond the checks and balances of Ohio government.  Relying on those 

regulations, companies, workers, and state and local governments have made significant long-

term investments in casino and VLT facilities that Ohio’s electorate has authorized.  Permitting 

                                                             
1 “Plaintiffs” refers to Plaintiffs-Appellants Robert L. Walgate, Jr., David P. Zanotti, the 

American Policy Roundtable dba Ohio Roundtable, Sandra L. Walgate, Agnew Sign & Lighting, 
Inc., Linda Agnew, Paula Bolyard, Jeffrey Malek, Michelle Watkin-Malek, Thomas W. Adams, 
Donna J. Adams, Joe Abraham, and Frederick Kinsey.   

2 The “State Appellees” refers to Defendants-Appellees Ohio Governor John R. Kasich, 
the Ohio Casino Control Commission, the Ohio Lottery Commission, and Ohio Tax 
Commissioner Joseph W. Testa.   

3 The “Casino and VLT Appellees” are Intervening Defendants-Appellees Central Ohio 
Gaming Ventures, LLC, Toledo Gaming Ventures, LLC, Rock Ohio Caesars LLC, Rock Ohio 
Caesars Cleveland LLC, and Rock Ohio Caesars Cincinnati LLC, Thistledown Racetrack, LLC, 
Northfield Park Associates, LLC, Lebanon Trotting Club, Inc. (now known as Miami Valley 
Gaming & Racing, LLC), MTR Gaming Group, Inc., and PNK (Ohio), LLC.     
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Plaintiffs to sue – absent standing – would encourage serial challenges to the viability of this 

industry, and seriously inhibit its growth and development. 

Accordingly, the Casino and VLT Appellees respectfully request this Court to affirm the 

judgment of the Tenth District Court of Appeals and dismiss Plaintiffs’ suit.   

II. COUNTER STATEMENT OF THE CASE AND FACTS 

A. Ohio’s Gaming Laws Have Been Repeatedly Implemented By The 
Democratic Process. 

The expansion of legalized gaming in Ohio has been repeatedly authorized by the 

electorate, the General Assembly, and the Governor.  Consistent with the democratic process, the 

passage of gaming-related constitutional amendments and statutes has been the focus of a public 

debate and intense media coverage since the 1970s.    

1. Ohio voters have repeatedly approved the expansion of legalized 
gaming.   

Voters have repeatedly passed constitutional amendments to expand legalized gaming in 

Ohio.  The electorate first approved legalized gaming in 1973 with the passage of Ohio Issue 1, 

which amended Article XV, Section 6 of the Ohio Constitution, by permitting the General 

Assembly to establish the Ohio Lottery.  Voters approved this amendment by a vote of 64% in 

favor to 36% against.  See Ohio Sec’y of State, “Amendment And Legislation” (attached at 

Appx. A).4   

                                                             
4  Available at http://www.sos.state.oh.us/sos/upload/elections/historical/issuehist.pdf 

(accessed Jan. 23, 2015).    This Court may take judicial notice of information in the public 
domain, such as election results, tax revenues and other government reports, and media 
coverage.  See Ohio Evid. R. 201; Ohio State Ass’n of United Ass’n of Journeymen & 
Apprentices v. Johnson Controls, Inc., 123 Ohio App. 3d 190, 196, 703 N.E.2d 861 (8th Dist. 
1997) (taking judicial notice of public improvement project which “was the subject of a 
countywide election and received widespread media attention,” because this was “generally 
known within the territorial jurisdiction of the trial court.”); State v. Howard, 12th Dist. Warren 
No. CA2009-11-144, 2010-Ohio-2303, ¶ 22 (taking judicial notice of information from a 
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Critically, this voter initiative was the subject of substantial press coverage and public 

debate.  See Editorial, Plain Dealer Recommendations, Cleveland Plain Dealer (May 6, 1973) 

4AA (endorsing passage of Ohio Lottery Issue 1) (attached at Appx. B); Editorial, The Blade’s 

Recommendations, Toledo Blade (May 7, 1973) 14 (addressing Ohio Lottery Issue 1) (attached 

at Appx. C);5 Staff, Pros And Cons Of State Lottery Issue Are Debated, Columbus Citizen 

Journal (May 7, 1973) 17 (discussing public debate over Ohio Lottery Issue 1) (attached at 

Appx. D); Editorial, Dispatch Supports COTA, Spurns State-Run Lottery, Columbus Dispatch 

(May 6, 1973) 22A (attached at Appx. E).   

In 2009, Ohio voters passed Issue 3, which amended the Ohio Constitution to permit the 

establishment of casinos in Cincinnati, Cleveland, Columbus, and Toledo.  See Ohio Constitution 

Article XV, Section 6(C).  This amendment was approved with 53% of the vote.  See Ohio Sec’y 

of State, “Amendment and Legislation”.  In 2010, Ohio voters approved an amendment to 

Article XV, Section 6(C), permitting the relocation of the Columbus casino from a parcel of land 

near downtown, to a location on the southwestern side of Columbus.  This was approved by Ohio 

voters with 68% of the vote.  See id.  

As with the passage of the Ohio Lottery amendment, the casino initiatives were the 

subject of intense media coverage and public debate.  See e.g. Editorial, Ohio Voters Should Pass 

Issue 3, Amending The State Constitution To Allow Casino Gambling In Cleveland And Three 

Other Cities, Cleveland Plain Dealer (Oct. 13, 2009) (attached at Appx. F); Editorial, Election 

Endorsements: Issues And Offices, Toledo Blade (Oct. 30, 2009) (endorsing 2009 casino 

                                                                                                                                                                                                    

government website as “a source whose accuracy cannot be questioned given its status as an 
official source of government information.”). 
 

5 Available at:  

• http://news.google.com/newspapers?id=8QhPAAAAIBAJ&sjid=RAIEAAAAIB
AJ&pg=7444%2C4723240 (accessed Jan. 14, 2015).   
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referendum) (attached at Appx. G); Editorial, Dispatch Endorsement: For State Issue 2, 

Columbus Dispatch (March 28, 2010) (endorsing the voter referendum to relocate the Columbus 

casino) (attached at Appx. H); Editorial, Ohio Voters Should Approve Issue 2 So Columbus Can 

Change Casino Site, Cleveland Plain Dealer (April 4, 2010) (attached at Appx. I).6 

2. The General Assembly and the Executive Branch have repeatedly 
enacted legislation establishing a regulatory regime for casinos and 
VLTs. 

After voters amended the Ohio Constitution to allow expanded gaming, the General 

Assembly passed a series of bills establishing a regulatory regime for casinos and VLTs, two of 

which are challenged in this litigation.   

Specifically, on July 13, 2009, the legislature passed Am. Sub. H.B. No. 1 (“H.B. 1”).  

This bill was signed by the Governor on July 17, 2009.  Among other things, H.B. 1 authorized 

the Ohio Lottery Commission to operate VLTs.  See R.C. 3770.03(A) (permitting Lottery 

Commission to implement rules for VLTs); R.C. 3770.21 (authorizing VLTs). 

In July 2009, the legislature also passed Am. Sub. H.B. 519 (“H.B. 519”), which was 

later amended by Am. Sub. H.B. No. 277 (“H.B. 277”).  Governor Kasich signed this legislation 

on July 15, 2011.  H.B. 519/277 set forth numerous specific statutory requirements relating to 

casino gaming in Ohio.  These provisions addressed the timing for a $250 million capital 

investment (R.C. 3772.27(B)), the potential for a casino to be opened in phases (R.C. 

                                                             
6 Available at: 

• http://www.cleveland.com/opinion/index.ssf/2009/10/ohio_voters_should_pass_is
sue.html 

• http://www.toledofreepress.com/2009/10/30/election-endorsements-issues-and-
offices 

• http://www.dispatch.com/content/stories/editorials/2010/03/28/for-state-issue-
2.html 

• http://www.cleveland.com/opinion/index.ssf/2010/04/editorial_ohio_voters_shoul
d_a.html 

 (accessed Jan. 15, 2015).   
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3772.27(C)), the definition of “gross receipts” for casinos for purposes of calculating the 

commercial activity tax (“CAT”) (R.C. 5751.01(F)(2)(hh)), and the establishment of the casino 

operator settlement fund (R.C. 3772.34).   

As with the voter initiatives, legislation implementing casino and VLT regulations has 

been the focus of intense media coverage.  See e.g. Jon Craig, Deal Oks Slots For Racetracks, 

Cincinnati Enquirer, 2009 WLNR 27882906 (July 11, 2009) A1 (describing VLT regulations) 

(attached at Appx. J); Ken Gordon, A Winning Bet?, Columbus Dispatch, 2009 WLNR 

13675927 (July 17, 2009) 01A (discussing proposal to add VLTs to horse racing tracks) 

(attached at Appx. K); Mark Naymik, State Issues Rules For Running Video Slot Machines At 

Tracks, Cleveland Plain Dealer, 2009 WLNR 15832984 (Aug. 13, 2009) B1 (discussing VLT 

regulations) (attached at Appx. L); David Eggert, Rules On Racetrack Relocation Laid Out, 

Columbus Dispatch (Oct. 21, 2011) (discussing VLT regulations) (attached at Appx. M);7 Joe 

Vardon, Casino Deal A Win For Almost Everyone, Columbus Dispatch (June 19, 2011) 

(discussing legislation to regulate VLTs and casinos) (attached at Appx. N).8 

B. Relying On These Constitutional And Legislative Enactments, Ohio 
Companies, Ohio Workers, And Ohio Governments Have Invested Heavily 
In The Gaming Industry.   

With a regulatory regime in place, Ohio’s economy has benefited from billions of dollars 

of investment in the gaming industry.  Since 2009, the Casino and VLT Appellees opened four 

full-service casinos (in Cincinnati, Cleveland, Columbus, and Toledo) and seven licensed VLT 

facilities (in Columbus, Cleveland, Northfield, Lebanon, Cincinnati, Dayton, and Youngstown).  

See Ohio Casino Control Commission, Ohio Casinos (listing location of Ohio casinos) (attached 

                                                             
7 Available at http://www.dispatch.com/content/stories/local/2011/10/21/rules-on-

racetrack-relocation-laid-out.html (accessed Jan. 21, 2015). 
8 Available at http://www.dispatch.com/content/stories/local/2011/06/19/casinos-deal-a-

win-for-almost-everyone.html (accessed Jan. 21, 2015). 
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at Appx. O); Ohio Lottery Commission, VLT Sales Agent Licensing Status (listing location of 

VLT facilities) (attached at Appx. P).9  The Casino and VLT Appellees spent billions of dollars 

in construction, capital improvements, and real estate acquisition relating to these facilities.  See 

e.g., Ohio Casino Control Commission, Toledo February Construction Report 2012 (noting over 

$164 million in construction contracts to date, 997 projected employees, and 220 vendors) 

(attached at Appx. Q); Ohio Casino Control Commission, Cleveland Casino Commission 

Meeting Progress Report (noting approximately 600 construction workers per day, $79.6 million 

awarded in Cleveland construction contracts, $82.1 million in Cincinnati construction contracts, 

and 800 projected employees) (attached at Appx. R);10 Robert Connelly, Study Says Ohio 

Casinos Racinos Supported Close To 14K Jobs, Economic Impact Of $2.2B In 2013, 

Youngstown Vindicator (Dec. 21, 2014) (attached at Appx. S).11  

Ohio workers also have benefitted from this economic investment.  Building these eleven 

gaming facilities has employed thousands of construction workers throughout the state.  Casino 

and VLT facilities also directly employ thousands of Ohioans on a daily basis.  And the 

increased economic activity of casino and VLT facilities supports jobs in the local economy.  See 

id.; Ohio Lottery Commission, Economic Impacts (noting Lottery gaming has “a significant 

effect on spin-off jobs of local businesses, restaurants”) (attached at Appx. T);12 Joanne Huist 

Smith, Dayton Racino Gets Plan Board Support, Dayton Daily News (Nov. 20, 2012) (noting the 

                                                             
9 Available at: 

• http://casinocontrol.ohio.gov/About/OhioCasinos.aspx  

• https://www.ohiolottery.com/Retailers/VLT-Central/VLT-Racetracks  
(accessed Jan. 16, 2015).   

10 Available at http://casinocontrol.ohio.gov/MinutesNotices/ProgressReports.aspx 
(accessed Jan. 16, 2015).   

11 Available at http://www.vindy.com/news/2014/dec/21/gaming-had-b-impact-in-ohio-
in-/ (accessed Jan. 21, 2015). 

12 Available at https://www.ohiolottery.com/About/Financial/Economic-Impacts 
(accessed Jan. 16, 2015).   
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Dayton VLT facility will generate 1,000 construction jobs, 1,000 jobs at the facility or related 

businesses, $125 million in construction costs, $75 million in relocation fees, and $50 million in 

VLT operator fees) (attached at Appx. U);13 Pat Galbincea, Thistledown Plans $88M Update, 

1,150 Video Lottery Terminals, Cleveland Plain Dealer (Aug. 22, 2012) (attached at Appx. V).14 

In addition, state and local governments have benefited substantially from casino and 

VLT facilities.  Casino and VLT Appellees were required to pay more than $550 million to the 

State in licensure fees in order to construct and operate these gaming facilities.  See Ohio 

Constitution Article XV, Section 6(C)(4) (requiring $50 million up-front payment for each of 4 

casinos); Ohio Adm. Code 3770:2-11-01(B) (requiring $50 million license fee for each of 7 VLT 

facilities).  In terms of ongoing taxes, casino companies pay a 33% tax on gaming revenues, 

which are disbursed to state and local government agencies throughout Ohio.  See Ohio 

Constitution Article XV, Section 6(C)(2).  Similarly, 33.5% of VLT income is paid to the Ohio 

Lottery Commission.  See Ohio Adm.  Code 3770:2-3-08(A).   

In 2014 alone, these taxes and payments totaled more than $410 million.  See Ohio 

Lottery Commission, 2014 VLT Revenue Report (noting $146 million paid to Ohio Lottery in 

2014) (attached at Appx. W);15 Ohio Casino Control Commission, Total Casino Revenue Tax 

Distributions (chart) (noting distributions of over $272 million from casino tax revenue in 2014) 

                                                             
13 Available at http://www.daytondailynews.com/news/business/economy/dayton-racino-

gets-plan-board-support/nTBys/ (accessed Jan. 21, 2015). 
14 Available at 

http://www.cleveland.com/metro/index.ssf/2012/08/thistledown_approved_to_obtain.html 
(accessed Jan. 21, 2015). 

15 Available at https://www.ohiolottery.com/About/Financial/VLT-Revenue (accessed 
Jan. 12, 2015).   
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(attached at Appx. X).16  As a result, the Casino and VLT Appellees have paid, in the aggregate, 

well over $1.3 billion in fees, taxes, and other payments since the authorization of casino and 

VLT gaming in 2009.  See e.g. id.; Ohio Constitution Article XV, Section 6(C)(4) (describing 

$200 million up-front fee); Ohio Adm. Code 3770:2-11-01(B) ($350 million up-front fee); Ohio 

Casino Control Commission, Total Casino Revenue Tax Distributions (chart) (noting state and 

local casino tax disbursements since 2009 exceed $650 million); Ohio Lottery, VLT Results for 

Fiscal Year 2012, 2013, 2014 (noting VLT payments to Ohio Lottery since 2012 exceed $205 

million). 17  Future licensure, tax and revenue payments to state agencies and local governments 

will likely exceed $300 million on a yearly basis for the foreseeable future.   

C. The Lower Courts Dismissed Plaintiffs’ Claims For Lack Of Standing.   

In spite of the endorsement of the Ohio electorate, and this substantial increase in 

economic activity, a group of thirteen Plaintiffs, armed only with anti-gaming ideology, initiated 

litigation in the Franklin County Court of Common Pleas on October 21, 2011.  (Trial Ct. Rec. 

No. 3.)  Plaintiffs’ initial Complaint challenged the constitutionality of various casino and VLT 

regulations, and such claims were substantially reiterated in the First Amended Complaint, filed 

on January 5, 2012 (the “Amended Complaint”).  (Trial Ct. Rec. No. 174.)   

In both the initial and Amended Complaint, Plaintiffs set forth only minimal and 

insufficient allegations to address the requirements of standing.  For example, Plaintiffs allege, 

without any additional factual detail, that each of them is a “citizen, resident, and taxpayer of the 

State of Ohio.” Am. Compl. at ¶¶ 1-10.  Furthermore, Plaintiffs also make a series of summary 

                                                             
16 Available at 

http://casinocontrol.ohio.gov/Compliance/DeptofTaxationDistributions.aspx (accessed Jan. 16, 
2015).   

17 Available at https://www.ohiolottery.com/About/Financial/VLT-Revenue (accessed 
Jan. 16, 2015).   



 

10 
 
CO\4795612.3 

allegations in an effort to establish standing and injury-in-fact, alleging, for example, that various 

Plaintiffs were gambling addicts, or have children in public schools.  See id. at ¶¶ 1-10 (alleging 

at least one of Plaintiffs: had a gambling addiction; paid the CAT tax; had children in public 

schools; owned property in the same county as casino or VLT facilities; wished to operate a 

casino business; and/or were politically opposed to expanded gaming in Ohio).   

Both the State Appellees and the Casino and VLT Appellees filed motions to dismiss the 

initial Complaint, and renewed those motions after Plaintiffs filed the Amended Complaint, 

demonstrating that these allegations were insufficient to satisfy the three elements of standing: 

(1) injury-in-fact; (2) causation; and (3) redressability.  (Trial Ct. Rec. Nos. 125, 126, 133, 134, 

267, 273, 284, 289.)  Plaintiffs did not seek to amend their allegations by filing a Second 

Amended Complaint, but instead opposed the motions to dismiss, claiming they had adequately 

alleged standing, or in the alternative, had established a claim of “public right standing” under 

State ex rel. Ohio Academy of Trial Lawyers v. Sheward, 86 Ohio St.3d 451, 469, 715 N.E.2d 

1062 (1999).  Notably, Plaintiffs did not argue that they had “statutory standing” before the trial 

court.  (Trial Ct. Rec. Nos. 197, 199, 200, 205, 297, 301-03.)       

The trial court dismissed Plaintiffs’ claims for lack of standing.  Specifically, the trial 

court held that Plaintiffs had not sufficiently alleged an injury-in-fact distinct from harm to the 

general public.  State ex rel. Walgate v. Kasich, Franklin C.P. No. 11-CVH013126, at 10 (May 

30, 2012) (Trial Ct. Rec. No. 334.).  In addition, the trial court held that Plaintiffs could not 

establish redressability.  Though Plaintiffs asserted purported injuries caused by increased 

gaming, a successful claim would not – and could not – prevent legalized gaming in Ohio.  See 

id. at 14-15. As to public right standing, the trial court noted that Sheward involved the “rare and 

extraordinary” case regarding a statute that would have “divest[ed] the courts of judicial power;” 
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by contrast, Plaintiffs’ challenge to various gaming regulations would not have affected such 

fundamental rights.  Id.  Absent standing, the trial court observed that the instant litigation was 

being used to promote Plaintiffs’ anti-gambling political views.  See id. at 17 (litigation should 

not be used “for political or social gain”).  Accordingly, the case was dismissed.   

Plaintiffs then appealed to the Tenth District Court of Appeals, making substantially the 

same arguments they made before the trial court.  Again, Plaintiffs did not argue before the 

appellate court that they had “statutory standing.”  (10th Dist. Rec. No. 143, 155-56.)  Like the 

trial court, the Tenth District held that Plaintiffs could not establish injury-in-fact, causation, or 

redressability.  State ex rel. Walgate v. Kasich, 2013-Ohio-946, ¶ 16, 989 N.E.2d 140 (10th 

Dist.) (10th Dist. Rec. No. 158).  As to public right standing, the appellate court reiterated that 

doctrine is reserved for matters of “great public interest and import” and held that the gaming 

statutes “challenged here [are] not of the same magnitude … .”  Id. at ¶¶ 30, 32.  Accordingly, 

the Tenth District affirmed the trial court’s dismissal of Plaintiffs’ claims.   

The Plaintiffs then sought discretionary appeal before the Ohio Supreme Court seeking 

review based on four propositions of law, that: (1) they had public right standing under Sheward; 

(2) they had standing based on the purported negative effects of unconstitutional gambling; (3) 

parents of public school students had standing because they were contributors to a special fund; 

and (4) the trial court did not permit Plaintiffs to file a Second Amended Complaint.  See Pls. 

Juris. Memo. (filed April 26, 2013).  Consistent with proceedings in the lower courts, Plaintiffs 

did not seek discretionary review relating to a claim of “statutory standing.”  Id.  

This Court accepted jurisdiction, but stayed proceedings until issuance of a decision in 

JobsOhio.  See State ex rel. Walgate v. Kasich, 136 Ohio St.3d 1449, 2013-Ohio-3210, 991 

N.E.2d 256.  In JobsOhio, this Court limited the application of public right standing under 
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Sheward to “original actions in mandamus and/or prohibition” which “do[] not appl[y] to actions 

brought in common pleas courts.” JobsOhio, 139 Ohio St. 3d 520, 2014-Ohio-2382, ¶¶ 10, 26, 

13 N.E.3d 1101.   

In light of this decision, this Court dismissed Plaintiffs’ first proposition of law and 

permitted the discretionary appeal to continue on the remaining three propositions of law.  See 

State ex rel. Walgate v. Kasich, 140 Ohio St.3d 1412, 2014-Ohio-3785, 15 N.E.3d 881.   

III. ARGUMENT 

A. The Casino And VLT Appellees Join In And Adopt The State Appellees’ 
Response Brief Because The Plaintiffs Lack Standing To Sue.   

State, Casino, & VLT Appellees’ Proposition Of Law No. 1: 

Plaintiffs lack standing to challenge the constitutionality of statutes in the absence of any 

allegations of a concrete injury distinct from that sustained by the public generally. 

State, Casino, & VLT Appellees’ Proposition Of Law No. 2: 

Dismissal for lack of standing is proper, without a further opportunity to amend a 

complaint, when Plaintiffs never sought to amend and offered no facts, by affidavit or 

otherwise, showing a redressable injury-in-fact.   

As set forth by the State Appellees, Plaintiffs lack standing to challenge the constitutional 

amendments and legislation that implements expanded gaming in Ohio.  Specifically, the Casino 

and VLT Appellees join in and adopt the State Appellees’ Merit Brief as to State Appellees’ 

Propositions of Law Nos. 1 and 2, which establish that Plaintiffs lack standing to sue, and that an 

additional amendment to Plaintiffs’ Amended Complaint is inappropriate.  See State Appellees’ 

Merit Br.  Accordingly, the Casino and VLT Appellees respectfully request this Court to affirm 

the decision of the Tenth District Court of Appeals and dismiss this case for lack of standing. 

B. Plaintiffs Cannot Use Litigation To Advance Their Political Opposition To 
The Expansion Of Legalized Gaming In Ohio.   

Because Plaintiffs lack any concrete, personal, and redressable injury, this litigation must 

be seen for what it is – an attempt to stop through the courts what Plaintiffs could not prevent in 
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the political arena.  But using the judiciary to undermine a democratically enacted regulatory 

framework for expanded gaming in Ohio – based solely on a litigant’s personal and ideological 

disagreement with the economic activity at issue – is precisely what the standing doctrine is 

designed to prevent. 

Under the Ohio Constitution, the jurisdiction of the common pleas courts is limited to 

“justiciable matters.”  Ohio Constitution Article XV, Section 4(B).  To assert a justiciable matter, 

a litigant must show standing to sue.  See JobsOhio, 139 Ohio St. 3d 520, 2014-Ohio-2382, ¶ 14, 

13 N.E.3d 1101 (“Article IV requires justiciability, and justiciability requires standing.”); Fed. 

Home Loan Mtge. Corp. v. Schwartzwald, 134 Ohio St.3d 13, 2012-Ohio-5017, ¶ 41, 979 N.E.2d 

1214 (“[A] party commencing litigation must have standing to sue in order to present a 

justiciable controversy.”); Cleveland v. Shaker Heights, 30 Ohio St.3d 49, 51, 507 N.E.2d 323  

(1987) (“Whether a party has sufficient stake in an otherwise justiciable controversy to obtain 

judicial resolution of that controversy is what has traditionally been referred to as the question of 

standing to sue.”).   

Both this Court and the United States Supreme Court continually emphasize that standing 

is a constitutional requirement because it addresses “general concerns about how courts should 

function in a democratic system of government.”  See Sheward, 86 Ohio St.3d at 469, 715 

N.E.2d 1062; Clapper v. Amnesty Int’l, --- U.S. ----, 133 S.Ct. 1138, 1146, 185 L.E.2d 264 

(2013) (“no principle is more fundamental to the judiciary’s proper role in our system of 

government than the constitutional limitation [of standing]”); Warth v. Seldin, 422 U.S. 490, 497, 

95 S.Ct. 2197, 45 L.E.2d 343 (1975) (standing sets the boundaries for the “properly limited” role 

of the courts in a democratic society).   
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Accordingly, standing limits the power of the judicial branch to the adjudication of 

“issues that have a direct and immediate impact on the plaintiffs.”  See JobsOhio, 2014-Ohio-

2382, ¶ 11; Fortner v. Thomas, 22 Ohio St.2d 13, 14, 257 N.E.2d 371 (1970) (courts may only 

“decide actual controversies between parties legitimately affected by specific facts”).  Said 

differently, standing requires a party to have a “personal stake in the outcome of the controversy 

as to ensure that the dispute sought to be adjudicated will be presented in an adversary context 

and in a form historically viewed as capable of judicial resolution.”  State ex rel. Dallman v. 

Court of Common Pleas, Franklin Cnty., 35 Ohio St.2d 176, 179, 289 N.E.2d 515 (1973).  

Importantly, a generalized grievance shared by every citizen or taxpayer is insufficient to create 

the personal stake required to trigger standing to sue.  See State ex rel. Masterson v. Ohio State 

Racing Comm’n, 162 Ohio St. 366, 369, 123 N.E.2d 1 (1954) (“[P]rivate citizens may not 

restrain official acts when they fail to allege and prove damages to themselves different in 

character from that sustained by the public generally.”).   

The standing requirement is directly related to the constitutional separation of powers.  

As a jurisdictional prerequisite, standing “serves to prevent the judicial process from being used 

to usurp the powers of the political branches.”  Clapper, 133 S.Ct. at 1146.  Indeed, if “no private 

rights of person or property are in jeopardy” courts would “simply [be] asked to regulate the 

affairs of another branch of government.”  See Pfeifer, 88 Ohio St. at 488, 104 N.E. 529; 

Summers v. Earth Island Inst., 555 U.S. 488, 492, 129 S.Ct. 1142, 173 L.E.2d 1 (2009) (the 

judiciary has no general “charter to review and revise legislative and executive action”). Where 

litigants ask the Court to invalidate democratically enacted laws, the requirements of standing are 

“more acute [as] there may be an intrusion into areas committed to another coequal branch of 

government.”  Sheward, 86 Ohio St.3d at 469.   
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As this Court has previously emphasized: 

The legislative power of the General Assembly is plenary … .  Now what is the power of 
the judiciary with reference to legislative enactments?  Its power to declare legislative 
enactments unconstitutional is not a superior power, neither one of veto nor of greater 
wisdom … .  The wisdom, policy, propriety, or expediency of legislation is not 
subject to judicial inquiry.   

 
Ostrander v. Preece, 129 Ohio St. 625, 629-30, 169 N.E. 670 (1935) (internal quotes and 

citations omitted, emphasis added).   

Applying these constitutional principles, this Supreme Court has recently held that 

litigants may not challenge democratically authorized regulation, in the absence of a direct stake 

in the matter.  See JobsOhio, 2014-Ohio-2382, ¶ 8 (plaintiffs lacked standing to challenge statute 

establishing public-private economic development agency; plaintiffs had no personal stake in the 

outcome of the litigation and could not establish public right standing; ideological opposition to 

legislation enacting economic policy is insufficient to satisfy standing). 

JobsOhio followed a long line of similar holdings emphasizing the absolute requirement 

that a litigant must have a personal stake in the controversy in order to sue.  See Cuyahoga Cnty. 

Bd. of Comm’rs v. State, 112 Ohio St.3d 59, 2006-Ohio-6499, 858 N.E.2d 330, ¶¶ 21-29 (county 

lacked standing to challenge law authorizing state’s transfer of welfare funds to general revenue 

fund because county’s alleged entitlement to funds above its base allocation was “discretionary 

and speculative”); State ex rel. Leslie v. Ohio Hous. Fin. Agency, 105 Ohio St.3d 261, 2005-

Ohio-1508, 824 N.E.2d 990, ¶ 47 (former government employee lacked standing to challenge the 

Ohio Housing Finance Agency’s purported illegal disbursement of funds under certain laws 

because he did not have “a personal stake in the outcome of his lawsuit nor a special interest in 

the funds involved”); Fortner, 22 Ohio St.2d at 19 (permit holder lacked standing to challenge 

constitutionality of agency rule that had not yet been used against him); Ostrander, 129 Ohio St. 
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at 632 (heir lacked standing to challenge inheritance statute because she was not an heir at the 

time of enactment and therefore suffered no injurious loss of property to which she had vested 

rights).   

 Similarly, federal courts prohibit litigants who lack standing from challenging the 

constitutionality of a statute.  See Clapper, 133 S.Ct. at 1147-48 (litigants lacked standing to 

challenge statute that permitted surveillance of foreign nationals; absent an actual injury to a 

particular individual, judicial process could not be “used to usurp the powers of the political 

branches”); Summers, 555 U.S. at 493-95 (litigants lacked standing to challenge regulations 

permitting salvage timber sales in National Forest; “allowing courts to oversee legislative or 

executive action would significantly alter the allocation of power … away from a democratic 

form of government”) (internal quotes and citations omitted). 

The application of these principles is routine.  See also Arizona Christian Sch. Tuition 

Org. v. Winn, --- U.S. ----, 131 S.Ct. 1436, 1442, 179 L.E.2d 523 (2011) (litigants lacked 

standing to challenge school vouchers for parochial schools; if courts were permitted to declare 

legislation unconstitutional without standing, “the resulting conflict between the judicial and the 

political branches would not, in the long run, be beneficial to either”); Hein v. Freedom From 

Religion Found., 551 U.S. 587, 597-98, 127 S.Ct. 2552, 168 L.E.2d 424 (2007) (litigants lacked 

standing to challenge executive expenditures to hold a conference for faith-based community 

organizations; “the judicial power … is not an unconditioned authority to determine the 

constitutionality of legislative or executive acts”); Warth, 422 U.S. at 499-501 (1975) (litigants 

who resided in Rochester lacked standing to challenge zoning ordinances of nearby Penfield that 

purportedly excluded persons of low and moderate income; without standing “the courts would 
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be called upon to decide abstract questions of wide public significance even though other 

governmental institutions may be more competent to address the question”). 

 This precedent is directly applicable here.  Ohio’s electorate has repeatedly voted to 

expand gaming in Ohio through the passage of constitutional amendments authorizing the Ohio 

Lottery and Ohio’s casinos.  The General Assembly passed legislation establishing a regulatory 

regime that governs the construction, operation, licensure, taxation, and management of casino 

and VLT facilities.  This legislation was signed by the Governor, making it the law of the State.  

Throughout, the enactment of this regulatory framework has been closely scrutinized in a public 

debate with extensive media coverage.   

Absent a personal and concrete injury-in-fact, this case is nothing more than a belated 

expression of political opposition to expanded gaming in Ohio – disguised as a lawsuit.  If 

Plaintiffs want to roll back expanded gaming in Ohio, they can lobby the General Assembly to 

pass new laws, or promote a voter initiative to repeal the constitutional amendments permitting 

the Ohio Lottery and Ohio’s casinos to operate.  What they cannot do is undermine the 

democratic process by requesting this Court to invalidate laws that have been requested and 

endorsed by Ohio’s electorate, and passed by the General Assembly with the Governor’s 

concurrence.  Without an actual and concrete injury, permitting such claims to move forward 

would be contrary to this Court’s longstanding precedent and the Ohio Constitution’s standing 

requirement.  It would also violate the United States Supreme Court’s repeated admonitions that 

the doctrine of standing precludes such political challenges as a violation of the separation of 

powers between the judiciary and the political branches.  

Accordingly, this Court should affirm. 
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C. Continued Litigation Will Adversely Impact The Gaming Industry In Ohio. 

Allowing Plaintiffs to continue this litigation will also have a profound real world impact 

on the gaming industry in Ohio.  And establishing a rule permitting a constitutional challenge to 

an entire regulatory framework, without adequate standing, will have a broadly felt chilling 

effect on economic development in Ohio. 

Relying on the expansion of gaming authorized by the electorate and the General 

Assembly, numerous stakeholders have invested billions of dollars, hundreds of thousands of 

hours of labor, substantial expertise, and other resources in building a gaming industry and 

related infrastructure in Ohio.  Indeed, Ohio companies, Ohio workers, and state and local 

governments have created long-term plans that depend on the continued operation of these 

gaming facilities and the public revenue they are expected to generate. 

Four casinos and seven VLT facilities are currently open for business in eleven locations 

throughout Ohio.  The construction of just one of these facilities required several hundred 

million dollars in capital investment – for real estate acquisition and construction alone.  These 

facilities then require specialized systems specific to gaming, such as video surveillance, cash 

management, and hospitality services.  In the aggregate, Casino and VLT Appellees have 

invested well over $3.0 billion in the initial construction and licensure of these gaming facilities. 

Ohio workers have also invested heavily in the gaming industry.  The construction of one 

casino or VLT facility requires several hundred workers to lay the foundation and construct the 

physical building.  Tradesman and technicians must then install high-volume heating and cooling 

systems, electrical systems that can power thousands of gaming machines or VLTs, plumbing 

that can handle thousands of patrons, computer systems that can manage surveillance, gaming, 

and other data, and numerous other features typical to a gaming facility.   
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Once construction is complete, each casino or VLT facility employs several hundred 

workers – at a minimum – to operate the business.  This includes security, building maintenance, 

customer service, and management of gaming machines or tables.  Accordingly, Casino and VLT 

Appellees have created well over 15,000 jobs that would not otherwise exist in this State.   

In turn, state and local governments have greatly benefited from gaming tax revenues and 

licensure fees, and the overall increase in economic activity.  Under the Ohio Constitution, taxes 

on casino revenues are allocated among the following governmental entities and funds: 

• 51% of the tax is distributed to all 88 Ohio counties in proportion to their 
population distribution and cities within those counties whose population exceeds 
80,000; 

• 34% of the tax is distributed to public school districts; 

• 5% of the tax is distributed to the host city; 

• 3% of the tax is distributed to the Ohio Casino Control Commission; 

• 3% of the tax is distributed to the Ohio State Racing Commission; 

• 2% of the tax is distributed to law enforcement; and 

• 2% of the tax is distributed to a gambling addiction fund. 
 

See Ohio Constitution Article XV, Section 6(C)(3)(a)-(g).  Based on these allocations, the 

following governmental entities have received more than $650 million in funds from casino 

revenue since 2009: 

• County Fund – $332,318,504.29 

• Student and School District Fund – $221,545,669.51 

• Host City Fund – $32,580,245.50 

• Ohio Casino Control Commission – $19,548,147.30 

• State Racing Commission Fund – $19,548,147.30 

• Law Enforcement Fund – $13,02,098.20 

• Problem Gambling Fund – $13,032,098.20 

• TOTAL – $651,604,910.30 
 
See Ohio Casino Control Commission, Casino Tax Distributions. 
 

Similarly, 33.5% of the income from VLTs will be paid to the Ohio Lottery Commission.  

See Ohio Adm. Code 3770:2-3-08(A).  In just 25 months of operation since 2012, payments to 
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the Ohio Lottery as a result of VLT income has totaled $205,749,224.  See Ohio Lottery, VLT 

Results for Fiscal Years 2012, 2013, 2014.  

State and local governments also receive additional tax revenues from payroll taxes for 

increased employment, higher tax revenues based on higher property values around casino and 

VLT facilities, and increases in business taxes for secondary businesses that benefit from 

increased economic activity due to casino and VLT traffic.   

 The United States Supreme Court has repeatedly emphasized that policy-based litigation, 

unmoored from the requirements of standing, has a deeply negative impact on adverse parties, 

such as the Appellees in this case.   

[S]tanding also reflects a due regard for the autonomy of those persons likely to be most 
directly affected by a judicial order.  The federal courts have abjured appeals to their 
authority which would convert the judicial process into no more than a vehicle for the 
vindication of the value interests of concerned bystanders.  Were the federal courts 
merely publicly funded forums for the ventilation of public grievances …  the concept of  
standing would be quite unnecessary.  But the “cases and controversies” of Article III 
forecloses the conversion of courts … into judicial versions of college debating forums 
… .  The exercise of judicial power which can so profoundly affect the lives, liberty, 
and property of those to whom it extends, is therefore restricted to litigants who can 
show “injury in fact” from the action which they seek to have the court adjudicate.   

 
Valley Forge Christian Coll. v. Americans United for Separation of Church & State, 454 U.S. 

464, 473, 102 S.Ct. 752, 70 L.E.2d 700 (1982) (dismissing for lack of standing claims by 

advocates seeking to challenge donation of federal property to religious organization) (internal 

quotes and citations omitted, emphasis added); see also Schlesinger v. Reservists Comm. to Stop 

the War, 418 U.S. 208, 227, 94 S.Ct. 2925, 41 L.E.2d 706 (1974) (dismissing challenge to statute 

exempting members of Congress from reserve membership in the armed services; “The 

proposition that all constitutional provisions are enforceable by any citizen simply because 

citizens are the ultimate beneficiaries of those provisions has no boundaries”). 
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 Absent standing, such policy-based litigation also undermines faith in the courts and the 

public’s trust in government in general.  For these reasons, the United States Supreme Court has 

become increasingly focused on ensuring that the restrictions of standing are rigorously 

enforced: 

Few exercises of judicial power are more likely to undermine public confidence in the 
neutrality and integrity of the Judiciary than one which casts the Court in the role of a 
Council of Revision, conferring on itself the power to invalidate laws at the behest of 
anyone who disagrees with them.  In an era of frequent litigation … courts must be 
more careful to insist on the formal rules of standing, not less so.   

 
Arizona Christian Sch. Tuition Org., 131 S.Ct. at 1449 (litigants lack standing to challenge 

tuition school vouchers for parochial schools) (emphasis added); see also United States v. 

Richardson, 418 U.S. 166, 179, 94 S.Ct. 2940, 41 L.E.2d 678 (1974) (litigants lacked standing to 

challenge nondisclosure of CIA budget; as courts become more influential, restrictions of 

standing must be adhered to).     

If Plaintiffs’ lawsuit moves forward despite the lack of any personal injury-in-fact, 

Ohio’s nascent gaming industry will be the target of endless litigation from activists whose only 

interest is a political disagreement with the expansion of legalized gaming.  Companies, workers, 

and state and local government agencies will not be able to make long-term plans for the 

viability of casino and VLT facilities.  The constant threat that political litigation could 

undermine the entire legal basis for gaming in Ohio – or any part of it -- will have a profound, 

negative impact on the development of this multi-billion dollar Ohio industry.  Businesses do not 

invest or create jobs in such a climate.       

Indeed, this principle does not apply to the gaming industry alone.  A finding by this 

Court that Plaintiffs may litigate this case – based solely on a disagreement regarding economic 

legislation – will undermine business investment throughout Ohio for years to come.  If any 
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uninjured party with a philosophical difference of opinion can challenge the regulatory 

framework that makes certain economic activity possible, companies and workers will avoid 

investing time, money, and energy into that activity.  This will have a chilling effect on the 

development of new business and industry throughout the State, and negatively impact Ohio’s 

overall economic growth.   

 Rather, the ultimate decision as to the development of legalized gaming in the State is 

best left to the political process.  There, the concerns of activists like the Plaintiffs can be 

balanced with the interests of business and workers, as well as the State’s goal of economic 

development.  Opponents of legalized gaming can gather political support, the media can report 

on their progress, and the public can have yet another debate – if there is renewed interest – 

about the benefits and drawbacks of expanded gaming.   

But such decisions – with such far-reaching economic consequences – cannot be made by 

the courts in the absence of the constitutional prerequisite of standing, as is the case here.   

Accordingly, this Court should affirm.   

D. Plaintiffs Waived Their Claim Of Statutory Standing, And Such Claims Are 
Without Merit In Any Event.   

State, Casino, & VLT Appellees’ Proposition Of Law No. 3: 

This Court specifically rejected a proposition about public-rights standing in light of 

JobsOhio.  Plaintiffs’ arguments about that proposition are improper, but fail anyway. 

As noted earlier, the Casino and VLT Appellees join and adopt the State Appellees’ 

Propositions of Law Nos. 1 and 2, making clear that Plaintiffs lack standing to sue, and that 

further amendment to the Amended Complaint is inappropriate.  The Casino and VLT Appellees 

also join and adopt the State Appellees’ Proposition of Law No. 3, making equally clear that 

Plaintiffs cannot raise an argument as to public right standing, but that such claim fails in any 

event.  See State Appellees’ Merit Br.    
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In addition to those arguments, the Casino and VLT Appellees provide this short 

supplement to address the claim of “statutory standing” raised by Plaintiffs.  Plaintiffs argue that 

“standing may be conferred by a specific statutory grant of authority,” and that they have 

standing under R.C. 2731.02 (mandamus) and R.C. 2721.03 (declaratory judgment).  See Pls’ Br. 

at 14-19.  But this argument fails for three reasons. 

First, Plaintiffs waived “statutory standing” because it was not raised in the trial court or 

in the Tenth District Court of Appeals.  As recently noted in JobsOhio, this Supreme Court will 

not address standing arguments that were not raised in the intermediate appellate court.  See 

JobsOhio, 2014-Ohio-2382, ¶ 18; State ex rel. E. Cleveland Fire Fighters’ Ass’n Loc. 500, Int’l 

Assoc. of Fire Fighters v. Jenkins, 96 Ohio St.3d 68, 2002-Ohio-3527, ¶ 12, 771 N.E.2d 251 

(appellants waived a claim of standing by failing to raise it in the intermediate appellate court).       

Second, Plaintiffs cannot establish standing under R.C. 2731.02 in any event.  Section 

2731.02 provides for the extraordinary writ of mandamus, which “may issue on the information 

of the party beneficially interested.”  As Plaintiffs acknowledge, however, absent traditional 

standing, the test for determining whether a litigant has a “beneficial interest” in mandamus is 

the same as the test for establishing “public right” standing under Sheward.  See Pls. Br. at 16-

17.  But addressing “public right” standing is both procedurally and substantively inappropriate 

for the reasons amply discussed in the State Appellees’ Brief.  See State Appellees’ Br. at 46-49 

(noting that Sheward “public right” standing was dismissed as a proposition of law in this case, 

is foreclosed by JobsOhio because this is not an original action in mandamus, and cannot apply 

here because this case is not “rare and extraordinary”).   

Third, Plaintiffs also cannot establish standing under R.C. 2721.03.  That section permits 

Ohio courts to adjudicate a declaratory judgment action.  The prerequisites to a declaratory 
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judgment action are: (1) a real case or controversy; (2) that is justiciable; and (3) that a speedy 

resolution will preserve plaintiffs’ rights.  See JobsOhio, 2014-Ohio-2382, ¶18-19; Burger 

Brewing Co. v. Liquor Control Comm’n, 34 Ohio St.2d 93, 97, 269 N.E.2d 261 (1973).   

Under these requirements, Ohio courts routinely hold that a litigant must establish the 

traditional elements of standing in order to assert a declaratory judgment action.  See Ohio 

Contractors Ass’n v. Bicking, 71 Ohio St.3d 318, 320-21, 643 NE.2d 1088 (1994) (in order to 

assert claim for declaratory relief, litigant must establish standing, which includes injury-in-fact); 

Corron v. Corron, 40 Ohio St.3d 75, 79, 531 N.E.2d 708 (1988) (declining review of a will 

under Declaratory Judgment Act because there was no injury-in-fact, and any ruling would be 

advisory where will had not been admitted to probate).   

Federal courts similarly hold that in order to assert declaratory relief, a litigant must 

establish the elements of standing.  See Clapper, 133 S.Ct. at 1142-43, 1146-47 (litigants seek 

declaration that statute permitting surveillance of foreign nationals is unconstitutional; litigants 

must show injury-in-fact, causation, and redressability); Golden v. Zwickler, 394 U.S. 103, 108, 

89 S.Ct. 956, 22 L.E.2d 113 (1969) (requiring litigant in declaratory judgment action to establish 

actual, rather than merely speculative, injury); Simon v. E. Kentucky Welfare Rights Org., 426 

U.S. 26, 45, 96 S.Ct. 1917, 48 L.Ed.2d 450 (1976) (finding plaintiffs lacked standing to seek 

declaratory judgment because they could not establish injury or redressability).   

Plaintiffs themselves concede that they must establish “common law standing” to assert a 

declaratory judgment action.  See Pls. Br. at 18-20.  But for the reasons set forth in the State 

Appellees’ Brief, Plaintiffs cannot establish the elements of injury-in-fact, causation, and 

redressability.  See generally, State Appellees’ Br. (addressing and disposing of Plaintiffs’ 
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propositions of law).  Thus, Plaintiffs’ claim that they have “statutory standing” under R.C. 

2721.03 must fail.   

IV. CONCLUSION 

Based on the foregoing argument, the Casino and VLT Appellees respectfully request the 

Ohio Supreme Court to affirm the judgment of the Tenth District Court of Appeals, and dismiss 

this case for lack of standing.   

  



 

26 
 
CO\4795612.3 

Respectfully submitted,  

/s/ Christopher S. Williams via email 

authorization 1/26/2015 
/s/ Albert G. Lin      

Christopher S. Williams* (0043911) 
   *Counsel of Record 
James F. Lang (0059668) 
Matthew M. Mendoza (0068231) 
Alexander B. Reich (0084869) 
Lindsey E. Sacher (0087883) 
CALFEE, HALTER & GRISWOLD LLP 
The Calfee Building 
1405 East Sixth Street 
Cleveland, OH 44114-1607 
Tel: (216) 622-8200 
Fax: (216) 241-0816 
cwilliams@calfee.com 
jlang@calfee.com 
mmendoza@alfee.com 
areich@calfee.com 
lsacher@calfee.com 
Attorneys for Intervening Defendant-
Appellees Rock Ohio Caesars LLC, Rock 
Ohio Caesars Cleveland LLC, and Rock Ohio 
Caesars Cincinnati LLC 
 

Matthew L. Fornshell* (0062101) 
   *Counsel of Record 
John H. Oberle (0073248) 
Albert G. Lin (0076888) 
Elizabeth E. Cary (0090241) 
ICE MILLER, LLP 
250 West Street 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
Tel:  (614) 462-2700 
Fax: (614) 462-5135 
Matthew.Fornshell@icemiller.com 
John.Oberle@icemiller.com 
A1bert.Lin@icemiller.com 
Elizabeth.Cary@icemiller.com 
Attorneys for Intervening Defendant-Appellees 
Central Ohio Gaming Ventures, LLC and 
Toledo Gaming Ventures, LLC 
 

 

/s/ Alan H. Abes via email authorization 1/26/2015 /s/ James D. Abrams via email authorization 
1/26/2015 

Alan H. Abes (0062423) 
DINSMORE & SHOHL LLP 
255 East 5th Street, Suite 1900 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 
Tel: (513) 977-8149 
Fax: (513) 977-8141 
alan.abes@dinsmore.com 
Attorneys for Intervening Defendant-
Appellees Thistledown Racetrack, LLC 
 

Charles R. Saxbe* (0021952) 
   *Counsel of Record 
James D. Abrams (0075968) 
Irv Berliner (0033150) 
Celia M. Kilgard (0085207) 
TAFT STETTINIUS & HOLLISTER, LLP 
65 E. State St., Suite 1000 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
Tel: (614) 334-6162 
Fax: (614) 221-2007 
rsaxbe@taftlaw.com 
jabrams@taftlaw.com 
iberliner@taftlaw.com 
ckilgard@taftlaw.com 
Attorneys for Intervening Defendant-Appellees 
Northfield Park Associates, LLC, Lebanon 
Trotting Club, Inc., MTR Gaming Group, Inc. 
and PNK (Ohio), LLC 

 



 

27 
 
CO\4795612.3 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 The foregoing was served on the following counsel by email or U.S. Mail on January 26, 

2015: 

Thomas W. Connors*  (0007226) 
   *Counsel of Record 
James M. Wherley, Jr.  (0082169) 
BLACK, MCCUSKEY, SOUERS & 
ARBAUGH 
220 Market Avenue South 
Suite 1000 
Canton, Ohio 44702 
Tel: (330) 456-8341 
Fax: (330) 456-5756 
tconnors@bmsa.com 
jwherley@bmsa.com 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs-Appellants Robert L. 
Walgate, Jr., David P. Zanotti, The American 
Policy Roundtable dba Ohio Roundtable, 
Sandra L. Walgate, Agnew Sign & Lighting, 
Inc., Linda Agnew, Paula Bolyard, Jeffrey 
Malek, Michelle Watkin-Malek, Thomas W. 
Adams, Donna J. Adams, Joe Abraham, and 
Frederick Kinsey.   
 

Mike DeWine (0009181) 
Ohio Attorney General  
Eric E. Murphy* (0083284) 
State Solicitor 

   *Counsel of Record 
Michael Hendershot (0081842) 
Chief Deputy Solicitor General 
Stephen Carney (0063460) 
Deputy Solicitor General 
Matthew R. Cushing (0092674) 
Deputy Solicitor   
OFFICE OF THE OHIO ATTORNEY 
GENERAL 
30 East Broad Street, 17th Floor 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
Tel: (614) 466-8980 
Fax: (614) 466-5087 
eric.murphy@ohioattorneygeneral.gov 
Michael.Hendershot@ohioattorneygeneral.gov 
matthew.cushing@ohioattorneygeneral.gov 
Attorneys for Defendants-Appellees Ohio 
Governor John R. Kasich, Ohio Casino 
Control Commission, Ohio Lottery 
Commission, and Ohio Tax Commissioner 
Joseph W. Testa  

 

 /s/ Albert G. Lin      
An Attorney for Intervening Defendants-
Appellees Central Ohio Gaming Ventures, 
LLC and Toledo Gaming Ventures, LLC  

 
  



 

28 
 
CO\4795612.3 

APPENDIX 

A. Ohio Sec’y of State, “Amendment And Legislation” 

B. Editorial, Plain Dealer Recommendations, Cleveland Plain Dealer (May 6, 1973) 

C. Editorial, The Blade’s Recommendations, Toledo Blade (May 7, 1973) 

D. Staff, Pros And Cons Of State Lottery Issue Are Debated, Columbus Citizen Journal 
(May 7, 1973) 

E. Editorial, Dispatch Supports COTA, Spurns State-Run Lottery, Columbus Dispatch (May 
6, 1973) 

F. Editorial, Ohio Voters’ Should Pass Issue 3, Amending The State Constitution To Allow 
Casino Gambling In Cleveland And Three Other Cities, Cleveland Plain Dealer (Oct. 13, 
2009) 

G. Editorial, Election Endorsements: Issues And Offices, Toledo Blade (Oct. 30, 2009)  

H. Editorial, Dispatch Endorsement: For State Issue 2, Columbus Dispatch (March 28, 
2010) 

I. Editorial, Ohio Voters Should Approve Issue 2 So Columbus Can Change Casino Site, 
Cleveland Plain Dealer (April 4, 2010) 

J. Jon Craig, Deal Oks Slots For Racetracks, Cincinnati Enquirer, 2009 WLNR 27882906 
(July 11, 2009) 

K. Ken Gordon, A Winning Bet?, Columbus Dispatch, 2009 WLNR 13675927 (July 17, 
2009) 

L. Mark Naymik, State Issues Rules For Running Video Slot Machines At Tracks, Plain 
Dealer, 2009 WLNR 15832984 (Aug. 13, 2009) 

M. David Eggert, Rules On Racetrack Relocation Laid Out, Columbus Dispatch (Oct. 21, 
2011) 

N. Joe Vardon, Casino Deal A Win For Almost Everyone, Columbus Dispatch (June 19, 
2011) 

O. Ohio Casino Control Commission, Ohio Casinos  

P. Ohio Lottery Commission, VLT Sales Agent Licensing Status 

Q. Ohio Casino Control Commission, Toledo February Construction Report 2012 

R. Ohio Casino Control Commission, Cleveland Casino Commission Meeting Progress 
Report 



 

29 
 
CO\4795612.3 

S. Robert Connelly, Study Says Ohio Casinos, Racinos Supported Close To 14K Jobs, 
Economic Impact Of $2.2B In 2013, Youngstown Vindicator (Dec. 21, 2014) 

T. Ohio Lottery Commission, Economic Impacts 

U. Joanne Huist Smith, Dayton Racino Gets Plan Board Support, Dayton Daily News (Nov. 
20, 2012) 

V. Pat Galbincea, Thistledown Plans $88M Update, 1,150 Video Lottery Terminals, 
Cleveland Plain Dealer (Aug. 22, 2012) 

W. Ohio Lottery Commission, VLT Results for Fiscal Years 2012, 2013, 2014 

X. Ohio Casino Control Commission, Total Casino Revenue Tax Distributions (chart) 

 



 
 
 
 

AMENDMENT AND LEGISLATION 
 

PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS, INITIATED 
LEGISLATION, AND LAWS CHALLENGED BY REFERENDUM, 

SUBMITTED TO THE ELECTORS 
 

Compiled through 1954 by 
Arthur A. Schwartz 

Director, Legislative Reference Bureau and 
Brought up to date through 2014 by 

Jon Husted 
Secretary of State 

(updated 6/11/2014) 

 
 

AMENDING THE CONSTITUTION 
 
The people of Ohio participated directly in making their constitution, and 
it cannot be amended without their consent.  In 1849 the General Assembly 
submitted to the people of the state a proposition to call a constitutional 
convention.  A majority voted to do so.  A constitutional convention was 
elected, it rewrote the constitution, and the new constitution was submitted 
to a vote of the people on June 17, 1851.  Having received a majority vote, 
the new constitution went into effect on September 1, 1851, superseding 
Ohio's original constitution which had been adopted in 1802.  The 
Constitution of 1851 has been amended many times since its adoption.  Each 
of the procedures described below has been used. 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL CONVENTION--A convention may be called to amend or revise the 
constitution, but any amendment or revision it proposes does not become 
effective unless adopted by the people by majority vote.  There are two ways 
to call such a convention.  First, it may be called at any time by a 
two-thirds vote of both houses of the General Assembly, which has never been 
done.  Second, every twenty years a statewide election must be held on the 
question of calling a convention. 
 
In 1871 the first election on this question was held, and the people voted 
for a convention, and consequently delegates were elected.  This convention 
rewrote the constitution, but when the revised constitution was submitted to 
the people, they rejected it.  In 1891 the people voted against calling a 
convention.  In 1910 they voted to call a convention.  The ensuing 
convention wrote 41 amendments, which were submitted to the people at the 
general election in November 1912.  Thirty-three were adopted by the people, 
and eight were rejected.  The 33 amendments amounted to a significant 
revision of the constitution.  This was the last time, however, that the 
constitution was amended in this way.  In 1932, 1952, 1972 and 1992, the 
people voted against calling a convention.  The question will appear on the 
ballot again in 2012. 
 
JOINT RESOLUTION--A second method of amending the constitution is for the 
General Assembly to pass a joint resolution proposing an amendment.  Such a 
proposal becomes an effective amendment only if the people vote to accept 
it.  The joint resolution must be passed by a three-fifths majority of the 
members elected to each house of the General Assembly. 
 
INITIATIVE PETITION--The third method of amending the constitution was 
proposed by the constitutional convention in 1912 and adopted by the people 
by their vote on June 17.  Essentially, it is a method whereby the people 
propose an amendment by petition, their proposal appears on the ballot, and 
if a majority vote favorably, the proposal becomes an amendment to the 
constitution.  No action by the General Assembly is involved.  
Constitutional and statutory requirements must be followed. 
 
Each of these various procedures provides a different method for proposing 
amendments.  No amendment is adopted, however, except by vote of the people. 
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INITIATIVE AND REFERENDUM 

 
A discussion of initiative and referendum must almost necessarily begin with 
definition of the terms.  These words are often confused and used 
interchangeably. Initiative and referendum are not, however, the same thing. 
Each word has its own precise meaning. 
 
Initiative is a process whereby the people make laws, directly and without 
action by a legislature.  Ordinarily, the process involves the circulation 
of a petition asking for the law, and then an election on the question of 
whether the proposition shall become law. 
 
Referendum is a process whereby the people block legislation enacted by a 
legislative body, preventing its going into effect.  Most types of laws do 
not go into effect for some time after their passage--thirty to ninety days. 
If during that time a referendum petition is filed, the law does not go into 
effect until an election is held to determine the peoples' will in the 
matter.  If a majority vote against it, it is killed. 
 
STATE INITIATIVE--The Constitution of Ohio provides that interested citizens 
may, by petition, submit a proposed law to the General Assembly.  A petition 
for that purpose must be signed by qualified electors of the state equal in 
number to 3% of the total votes cast for governor at the last preceding 
state election.  Such a petition is filed with the Secretary of State, and 
if he finds it sufficient, he submits the proposed law to the General 
Assembly.  If after four months the General Assembly has not passed the 
proposed law, a supplementary petition bearing the signatures of another 3% 
of the electors may be filed and in that case the proposed law will be 
submitted to the people at the next general election.  If at that election a 
majority of the people vote for the proposal, it becomes a law without being 
enacted by the General Assembly. 
 
STATE REFERENDUM--The Constitution of Ohio provides that, with certain 
exceptions, laws passed by the General Assembly and signed by the governor 
do not go into effect for ninety days.  During that ninety days, a 
referendum petition may prevent their going into effect pending an election. 
If at the election a majority vote against the law, it never goes into 
effect. 
 
It is important to note that certain types of laws are not subject to this 
procedure.  Those types are:  Laws providing for tax levies, appropriations 
for the current expenses of the state government and institutions, and 
emergency laws necessary for the immediate preservation of the public peace, 
health, or safety.  An emergency law must be enacted by a two-thirds 
majority, and the emergency clause must be voted on separately in the 
General Assembly.  These three types of laws-tax levies, appropriations and 
emergency laws-go into effect immediately upon being signed by the governor, 
and they are consequently not subject to the referendum. 
 
Assuming that the General Assembly has enacted a law which is subject to 
referendum, its opponents can file their referendum petition during the 
ninety day period before it goes into effect.  Their petition must bear the 
signatures of 6% of the electors.  If such a petition is filed with the 
Secretary of State, the law does not go into effect until an election can be 
held.  If the majority vote against the law, it is dead.  If the majority 
vote for it, it goes into effect. 
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SUMMARY OF OPERATION OF THE INITIATIVE AND REFERENDUM IN OHIO 
1912 THROUGH 2014 

 
The provision for the initiative and referendum in Ohio was incorporated in 
the Ohio Constitution at a special election held September 3, 1912. 
 
Five bills, proposed by initiative petition, were introduced in the General 
Assembly which convened in regular session January 6, 1913.  The titles of 
these bills together with the action taken by the General Assembly on each, 
are as follows: 
 
H.B. No. 1.  Relative to regulating newspapers and publication of nothing 
but the truth.  PASSED. 
 
H.B. No. 2.  To provide for the removal of certain officers.  PASSED. 
 
H.B. No. 3.  To prohibit the shipment, conveyance, or receiving of intoxi- 
cating liquors into territory in which the sale of intoxicating liquors as a 
beverage is prohibited.  LOST. 
 
H.B. No. 4.  To provide for license to traffic in intoxicating liquors and 
to regulate the traffic therein.  LOST. 
 
H.B. No. 5.  To classify municipal corporations and to define their powers.  
LOST. 

NOVEMBER 4, 1913 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
Short Ballot for state officers (Art. III, Secs. 1, 2 and 3): 
 Yes--239,126 No--461,555 (Failed) 
 
Short Ballot for county and township officers (Art. X, Secs. 1 and 2): 
 Yes--217,875 No--449,493 (Failed) 
 
Exemption from taxation of State of Ohio, city, village, hamlet, township, 
road district and school bonds (Art. XII, Sec. 12): 
 Yes--312,232 No--340,570 (Failed) 
 
Eligibility of women to appointment as members of boards or positions in 
departments and institutions affecting or caring for women and children 
(Art. XV, Sec. 4): 
 Yes--435,222 (Passed) No--255,036 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
Small legislature (Art. XI, Secs. 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5): 
 Yes--240,237 No--418,114 (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 3, 1914 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
Home rule on subjects of intoxicating liquors (Art. XV, Sec. 9a): 
 Yes--559,872 (Passed) No--547,254 
 
Limitation of tax rate and for classification of property for purpose of  
taxation (Art. XIX, Secs. 1 and 2):   
 Yes--223,873 No--551,760 (Failed) 
 
To extend the suffrage of women (Art. V, Sec. 1): 
 Yes--335,390 No--518,295 (Failed) 
 
Prohibition of sale, manufacture for sale, and importation for sale of 
intoxicating liquors as a beverage (Art. XV, Sec. 9): 
 Yes--504,177 No--588,329 (Failed) 
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JANUARY 4, 1915 

 
The General Assembly which convened the above date had before it for 
consideration one bill proposed by initiative petition.  This bill provided 
compulsory compensation to employees injured and to dependents of employees 
killed in the course of their employment.  The bill was lost in the 
Assembly. 

NOVEMBER 2, 1915 
 
Prohibition of the sale and manufacture for sale of intoxicating liquor as a 
beverage (Art. XV, Sec. 9): 
 Yes--484,969 No--540,377 (Failed) 
 
To fix the terms of all county officers at four years, to provide for their 
election quadrennially, and applying the amendment to incumbents (Art. X, 
Sec. 2): 
 Yes--207,435 No--604,463 (Failed) 
 
To limit elections on twice defeated constitutional proposals and to prevent 
the abuse of the initiative and referendum (Art. XVI, Sec. 4): 
 Yes--417,384 No--482,275 (Failed) 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To exempt bonds issued on or after January 1, 1916, of the State of Ohio, or 
any subdivision or district thereof authorized to issue bonds, from taxation 
(Art. XII, Sec. 12): 
 Yes--337,124 No--401,083 (Failed) 
 
LAWS PASSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY SUBMITTED TO THE PEOPLE BY REFERENDUM 
PETITION: 
 
The Sprague Act-Congressional District Bill.  An act to amend Section 4828-1  
of the General Code, making an apportionment of the State of Ohio into 
congressional districts under the Thirteenth Census of the United States: 
 Yes--291,927 No--329,095 (Failed) 
 
The McDermott Act-Amended Senate Bill No. 307.  An act to provide for 
licenses to traffic in intoxicating liquors and to further regulate the 
traffic therein: 
 Yes--242,671 No-355,207 (Failed) 
 

JANUARY 1, 1917 
 
The General Assembly which convened the above date had before it one bill 
submitted by initiative petition.  The bill, which made void contracts 
indemnifying employers against loss or liability for the payment of 
workmen's compensation, became a law by action of the General Assembly. 
 

NOVEMBER 6, 1917 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY INIATIVE PETITION: 
 
Prohibition of the sale and manufacture for sale of intoxicating liquors 
(Art. XI, Sec. 9):  
 Yes--522,590 No--588,382 (Failed) 
 
LAWS PASSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY SUBMITTED TO THE PEOPLE BY REFERENDUM 
PETITION: 
 
The Reynolds Act--Women may vote for, and be voted for presidential 
electors: 
 Yes--422,282 No--568,382 (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 5, 1918 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
Referendum provision, reserving to the people the power to approve or reject 
an action of the General Assembly ratifying any proposed amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States (Art. II, Sec. 1): 
 Yes--508,282 (Passed) No-315,030 
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Prohibition of the sale and manufacture for sale of intoxicating 
liquors as a beverage (Art. XV, Sec. 9): 
 Yes--463,354 (Passed) No--437,895 
 
The General Assembly shall classify property for taxation purposes (Art. 
XII, 
Sec. 2): 
 Yes--336,616 (Passed) No--304,399 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
Law may be passed to provide against double taxation that results from the 
taxation of both the real estate and mortgage or the debt secured thereby, 
or other lien upon it (Art. XII, Sec. 2): 
 Yes--479,420 (Passed) No--371,176 
 
(Note:  The amendment to Art. XII, Sec. 2 of the Ohio Constitution submitted 
under authority of House Joint Resolution No. 34, adopted by the 82nd 
General Assembly March 12, 1917, received a larger number of votes than the 
amendment to such section which was proposed by initiative petition; 
therefore the above amendment submitted by the General Assembly was adopted 
although both amendments received a majority of the votes cast.  State ex 
rel v. Fulton 99 O.S. 168) 
 

NOVEMBER 4, 1919 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
Defining the phrase "Intoxicating Liquor" (Art. XV, Secs. 9 and 1): 
 Yes--474,907 No--504,688 (Failed) 
 
To repeal statewide prohibition (Art. XV, Sec. 9): 
 Yes--454,933 No--496,876 (Failed) 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
Classification of property (Art. XII, Sec. 2): 
 Yes--439,987 No--517,245 (Failed) 
 
LAWS PASSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY SUBMITTED TO THE PEOPLE BY REFERENDUM 
PETITION: 
 
S.J.R. No. 4--Ratifying national prohibition: 
 Yes--499,971 No--500,450 (Failed) 
 
H.B. No. 24--The Crabbe Act.  To provide for state prohibition and its 
enforcement: 
 Yes--474,078 No--500,812 (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 2, 1920 
 
Law passed by the general assembly submitted to the people by referendum 
petition: 
 
H.B. No. 620--The Crabbe Act.  To provide for state prohibition and its 
enforcement: 
 Yes--1,062,470 (Passed) No--772,329 
 

NOVEMBER 8, 1921 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To provide for a soldier bonus (Art. VIII, Sec. 2A): 
 Yes--949,109 (Passed) No--324,447 
 
To provide for the apportionment of the members of the General Assembly by 
dividing the state into twenty-six senatorial districts (Art. XI, Sec. 7): 
 Yes--336,574 No--518,524 (Failed) 
 
To authorize the levying of a poll tax (Art. XII, Sec. 1): 
 Yes--244, 509 No--672,581 (Failed) 
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NOVEMBER 7, 1922 

 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMEMDMENTS PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
To provide for 2.75 per cent beverage (Art. XV, Secs. 9 and 1): 
 Yes--719,050 No--908,522 (Failed) 
 
To provide for debt limitation, etc., for counties, school districts, 
townships, municipal corporations, or other political subdivisions (Art. 
VIII, Sec. 13): 
 Yes--499,203 No--691,471 (Failed) 
 
To provide a limitation on tax rates of 15 mills, but additional levies may 
be authorized by vote.  State tax rate limited to 1 mill (Art. XII, Sec. 1): 
 Yes--475,740 No--720,237 (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 6, 1923 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMEMDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To amend the Workmen's Compensation law increasing the authority of the 
Industrial Commission (Art. II, Sec. 35): 
 Yes--588,851 (Passed) No--528,572 
 
Eliminating the words "white male" from the Ohio Constitution to conform to 
federal amendments (Art. V, Sec. 1): 
 Yes--536,762 (Passed) No--421,744 
 
Authorizing publication of notice of constitutional amendments and proposed 
laws in newspapers (Art. II, Sec. 1g): 
 Yes--351,513 No--493,786 (Failed) 
 
LAWS PASSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY SUBMITTED TO THE PEOPLE BY REFERENDUM 
PETITION: 
 
H.B. No. 20--Mr. Taft.  Providing for changes in the law relative to tax 
limitations: 
 Yes--367,277 No--728,087 (Failed) 
 
H.B. No. 330--Mr. Albaugh.  Making the county the unit for assessment of 
personal property, and abolishing the office of elective assessor: 
 Yes-231,152 No--765,163 (Failed) 
 
PROPOSED LAW BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
Providing for a system of old age pensions: 
 Yes--390,599 No--777,351 (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 3, 1925 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
Restrictions on the incurring of indebtedness by political subdivisions 
(Art. VIII, Sec. 13):   
 Yes--450,218 No--535,251 (Failed) 
 
Taxation by uniform rule of real property and all tangible personal property 
except motor vehicles and a different rate for intangible personal property 
(Art. XII, Sec. 2): 
 Yes--435,944 No--501,221 (Failed) 
 
Four year terms for state and county officers (To amend Art. III, Sec. 2 and 
Art. X, Sec. 2: and to repeal Art. XVII, Sec. 2 and Art. X, Sec. 3): 
 Yes--325,451 No--543,183 (Failed) 
 

AUGUST 10, 1926 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
Authorizing municipalities to levy assessments for entire cost of public 
improvements (Art. XVIII, Sec. 11): 
 Yes--234,754 No-352,301 (Failed) 
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NOVEMBER 2, 1926 

 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
To eliminate the compulsory primary (To amend Art. V, Sec. 7, and enact Art. 
V, Sec. 8): 
 Yes--405,152 No--743,313 (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 8, 1927 
 
PROPOSED LAW BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
Providing for a State Board of Chiropractic Examiners: 
 Yes--522,612 No--765,093 (Failed) 
 
Law passed by the general assembly submitted to the people by referendum 
petition: 
 
Am. S.B. No. 72--Mr. Marshall.  Relating to the fees of Justices of the 
Peace and Constables: 
 Yes--438,458 No--916,016 (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 6, 1928 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
To equalize the compensation of judges (Art. IV, Sec. 14): 
 Yes--704,248 No--1,197,324 (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 5, 1929 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
Relative to taxation and which authorized classification in this state (To 
amend Art. XII, Sec. 2, and to repeal Art. XII, Sec. 3): 
 Yes--710,538 (Passed) No--510,874 
 

NOVEMBER 4, 1930 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
Relative to the distribution of income and inheritance taxes (Art. XII, 
Sec. 9): 
 Yes--930,914 (Passed) No--574,017 
 

NOVEMBER 3, 1931 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To authorize the contracting of debts by the state in an aggregate amount 
not exceeding $7,500,000 for the welfare institutions of the state (Art. 
VIII, Sec. 2b): 
 Yes--487,459 No--766,057 (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 8, 1932 
 
MANDATORY SUBMISSION OF CONSTITUTIONAL QUESTION: 
 
Shall there be a convention to revise, alter or amend the Constitution: 
 Yes--853,619 No--1,056,855 (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 7, 1933 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
Relative to repeal of prohibition (Art. XV, Sec. 9): 
 Yes--1,250,923 (Passed) No--578,035 
 
PROPOSED LAW BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
Granting of aid to aged persons under certain circumstances: 
 Yes--1,388,860 (Passed) No--526,221 
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CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
To provide a ten mill tax limitation on real estate (Art. XII, Sec. 2): 
 Yes--979,061 (Passed) No--661,151 
 
Relative to county and township organizations and government, and granting 
counties home rule government (Repealing existing Sec. 16 of Art. IV and 
existing Secs. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 of Art. X, and adopting new Secs. 1, 
2, 3 and 4 of Art. X): 
 Yes--846,594 (Passed) No--742,925 
 
RATIFICATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION: 
 
Proposing to repeal the 18th Amendment: 
 For ratification-1,444,033 (Passed)      Against ratfication-584,238 
 

NOVEMBER 6, 1934 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
Prohibiting the taxation as property of motor vehicles on which license 
taxes have been imposed and paid, and restricting the use of such licenses 
to public thoroughfares and related purposes (Art. XII, Sec. 5a): 
 Yes--825,157 No--883,373 (Failed) 
 
Requiring motor vehicle fuel excise taxes to be measured by a sum for each 
gallon or other like unit, and limiting the amount thereof to three cents 
per gallon and restricting the use of such excise taxes to public 
thoroughfares and related purposes (Art. XII, Sec. 5b): 
 Yes--760,589 No--859,525 (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 3, 1936 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To eliminate the additional liability of stockholders of corporations 
authorized to receive money on deposits (Art. XIII, Sec. 3): 
 Yes--1,078,170 (Passed) No--824,968 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
Prohibiting the levy or collection of an excise tax on the sale or purchase 
of food for human consumption off the premises where sold (Art. XII, Sec. 
12): 
 Yes--1,585,327 (Passed) No--719,966 
 

NOVEMBER 8, 1938 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
To provide for the original appointment of judges of the Supreme Court and 
Courts of Appeals (Art. IV, Sec. 1 to be supplemented by adding Secs. 1a, 
1b, 1c, 1d, 1e, 1f and 1g; and amending Secs. 2, 6, 10, 13, 14, 15 and 18): 
 Yes--621,011 No--1,237,443 (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 7, 1939 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
Relative to a State Board of Education (Art. IV, Sec. 4): 
 Yes--747,545 No--1,137,054 (Failed) 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
Relative to old age pensions (Art. XII, Sec. 13): 
 Yes--464,670 No--1,546,207 (Failed) 
 
Requirements necessary to qualify initiative petitions (Art. II, Sec. 1h): 
 Yes--406,612 No--1,485,919 (Failed) 
 
Law passed by the general assembly submitted to the people by referendum 
petition: 
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Relative to civil service eligibility lists, certification, sick leave and 
layoffs in the classified service: 
 Yes--634,269 No--1,132,279 (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 3, 1942 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
Relative to vacancies in judicial office (Art. IV, Sec. 13): 
 Yes--954,704 (Passed) No--448,981 
 

NOVEMBER 7, 1944 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To permit the use of temporary or substitute judges in the Supreme Court 
(Art. IV, Sec. 2): 
 Yes--1,429,635 (Passed) No--611,276 
 
Jurisdiction of the Court of Appeals (Art. IV, Sec. 6): 
 Yes--1,279,216 (Passed) No--633,813 
 

NOVEMBER 4, 1947 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To provide a bonus to veterans (Art. VIII, Sec. 2b): 
 Yes--1,497,804 (Passed) No--478,701 
 
Six year term for judges of probate courts, and to eliminate the provision 
that their compensation be payable out of the county treasury (Art. IV, Sec. 
7; Art. XVII, Sec. 2): 
 Yes--855,106 (Passed) No--692,061 
 
To increase the number of members of the Sinking Fund Commission to include 
the Governor and the Treasurer of State (Art. VIII, Sec. 8): 
 Yes--782,158 (Passed) No--762,129 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
Relative to the prohibition of the expenditure of money from motor vehicles 
license taxes and gasoline taxes for other than highway and related purposes 
(Art. XII, Sec. 5a): 
 Yes--1,037,650 (Passed) No--669,718 
 

NOVEMBER 8, 1949 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To provide that each county may have more than one probate judge (Art. IV, 
Sec. 7): 
 Yes--874,291 No--876,647 (Failed) 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
Providing that electors of the State of Ohio may vote for candidates only by 
separately indicating their vote for each candidate (Art. V, Sec. 2a): 
 Yes--1,007,693 (Passed) No--750,206 
 
PROPOSED LAW BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
To permit the manufacture and sale of colored oleomargarine: 
 Yes--1,282,206 (Passed) No--799,473 
 

NOVEMBER 6, 1951 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To provide that each county may have more than 1 probate judge (Art. IV, 
Sec. 7): 
 Yes--875,083 (Passed) No--696,672 
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NOVEMBER 4, 1952 

 
MANDATORY SUBMISSION OF CONSTITUTIONAL QUESTION: 
 
Shall there be a convention to revise, alter or amend the Constitution: 
 Yes--1,020,235 No--1,977,313 (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 3, 1953 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To authorize the issuance of bonds up to $500,000,000, the proceeds thereof 
to be used to construct an adequate highway system for the State of Ohio 
(Art. VIII): 
 Yes--1,035,869 (Passed) No--676,496 
 
To create a State Board of Education with power to appoint a Superintendent 
of Public Instruction (Art. VI, Sec. 4): 
 Yes--913,134 (Passed) No--693,624 
 
Relative to militia duty for all male citizens, by removing the word "white" 
as a designation from those eligible or required to serve in the state 
militia (Art. IX, Sec. 1): 
 Yes--905,059 (Passed) No--650,567 
 
To eliminate two conflicts with the United States Constitution (Art. II, 
Sec. 1 and Sec. 27): 
 Yes--1,004,862 (Passed) No--405,210 
 
To eliminate an obsolete provision concerning the eligibility of women to 
offices (Art. XV, Sec. 4): 
 Yes--1,092,268 (Passed) No--500,380 
 
Relating to the payment of adjusted compensation to soldiers of World War 1 
(Art. VIII, Sec. 2a): 
 Yes--984,014 (Passed) No--616,113 
 
Relative to the election of militia officers (Art. IX, Sec. 2): 
 Yes--755,725 (Passed) No--622,245 
 
To repeal sections which authorized the appointment of three commissioners 
to revise, reform, simplify, and abridge the practice, pleadings, forms, and 
proceedings of the courts immediately following the adoption of the 
Constitution of 1851.  (Art. XIV, Secs. 1,2 and 3): 
 Yes--789,511 (Passed) No--541,477 
 
Relating to officials in office November 7, 1905 (Art. XVII, Sec.3): 
 Yes--835,195 (Passed) No--493,099 
 

NOVEMBER 2, 1954 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
Four-year terms of office for Governor, Lieutenant Governor, Attorney 
General, Secretary of State, and to limit the office of Governor to two 
successive terms (Art. III, Sec. 2; Art. XVII, Secs. 1 and 2): 
 Yes--1,165,650 (Passed) No--933,716 
 
Four-year terms for members of the Ohio Senate and House of Representatives 
(Art. XI, Secs. 1, 3, 6, 9, 10 and 11): 
 Yes--945,373 No--1,081,099 (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 8, 1955 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To provide for a long range building program for public buildings and 
structures excluding highways, and for issuance of $150,000.000 in 
securities to provide the funds therefore (Art. VIII): 
 Yes--1,154,976 (Passed) No--909,030 
 
To provide that the compensation of any officer may be increased or 
diminished during his existing terms (Art. II, Sec. 20): 
 Yes--793,384 No--1,142,738 (Failed) 
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To provide that the compensation of judges of the Supreme Court, the 
Court of Appeals, Probate Court, and the Court of Common Pleas, and of other 
courts inferior to the Court of Appeals, may be increased or diminished 
during their term of office (Art. IV, Sec. 14): 
 Yes--849,677 No--1,107,646 (Failed) 
 
PROPOSED LAW BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
To increase unemployment compensation: 
 Yes--865,326 No--1,481,339 (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 6, 1956 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To pay a bonus to veterans of the Korean conflict (Art. VIII): 
 Yes--2,202,510 (Passed) No--889,245 
Increasing the terms of members of the State Senate to four years (Art. II, 
Sec. 2 and Art. XI, Sec. 1, 6, 9, 10 and 11): 
 Yes--1,636,449 (Passed) No--1,214,643 
 

NOVEMBER 5, 1957 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To permit the appointment to state offices of persons not possessing the 
qualifications of an elector of the state (Art. XV, Sec. 4): 
 Yes--696,372 No--1,040,638 (Failed) 
 
To permit new residents of the state, who have not yet attained the 
qualifications of electors by one year's residence, to vote for President 
and Vice President only (Art. V. Sec. 1): 
 Yes--1,072,396 (Passed) No--658,244 
 
To permit the electors of counties to adopt county charters (Art. X, Sec. 
3): 
 Yes--832,912 (Passed) No--799,094 
 

NOVEMBER 4, 1958 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
To permit the electors of the counties to form metropolitan federations 
(Art. X, Sec. 5): 
 Yes--1,108,383 No--1,410,277 (Failed) 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
To forbid labor contracts which established union membership as a condition 
for continuing employment (called "right to work") (Art. I, Sec. 1a): 
 Yes--1,160,324 No--2,001,512 (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 3, 1959 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To remove the limitation on the sale of water and sewage services by 
municipalities outside their corporate limits (Art. XVIII, Sec. 6): 
 Yes--1,085,378 (Passed) No--775,610 
 
To permit the General Assembly to create additional judgeships in Courts of 
Appeals where the press of business requires (Art. IV, Sec. 6): 
 Yes--1,028,914 (Passed) No--809,957 
 

NOVEMBER 7, 1961 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To establish a different method of filling vacancies in the General Assembly 
(Art. II, Sec. 2): 
 Yes--1,251,105 (Passed) No--650,064 
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Continuity of state government in case of emergency caused by enemy 
attack (Art. II, Sec. 42): 
 Yes--1,394,429 (Passed) No--516,992 
 
To increase the age limits for the militia, provide for calling out the 
militia in time of disaster, and to conform the Constitution of Ohio to 
federal law (Art. IX, Secs. 1, 3 and 4): 
 Yes--947,130 (Passed) No--944,705 
 
To provide for appointments being made subject to the advice and consent of 
the Senate (Art. III, Sec. 21): 
 Yes--1,168,831 (Passed) No--642,512 
 

NOVEMBER 6, 1962 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
To limit the power of the state to forbid the sale of certain goods and 
services on Sunday (Art. I, Sec. 21): 
 Yes--1,274,792 No--1,697,433 (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 5, 1963 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To raise the public debt limit by 250,000,000 dollars to permit the state to 
issue bonds in that amount for public improvements (Art. VIII, Sec. 2f): 
 Yes--1,397,971 (Passed) No--922,687 
 

MAY 5, 1964 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To raise the public debt limit by 500,000,000 dollars to permit the state to 
issue bonds in that amount for highways (Art. VIII, Sec. 2g): 
 Yes--1,011,817 (Passed) No--538,684 
 

MAY 4, 1965 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To guarantee loans to residents attending institutions of higher education 
(Art. VI, Sec. 5): 
 Yes--847,927 (Passed) No--438,945 
 
Bond issue for development (Art. VIII, Sec. 2h): 
 Yes--715,642 (Passed) No--548,557 
 
To apportion the House of Representatives (Art. XI, Secs. 1, 3, 8, 10 and 
11; Art. XI, Secs. 4 and 5): 
 Yes--595,288 No--681,283 (Failed) 
 
To guarantee loans for industrial development (Art. VIII, Sec. 13): 
 Yes--711,031 (Passed) No--542,802 
 

NOVEMBER 2, 1965 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To authorize the same person to serve as judge of more than one court in 
counties of less than 40,000 population (Art. IV, Sec. 23): 
 Yes--1,194,966 (Passed) No--1,073,671 
 
To authorize the creation of an urban service authority (Art. X, Secs. 5 and 
6): 
 Yes--892,657 No--1,346,597 (Failed) 
 
PROPOSED LAW BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
To amend the school foundation program and to increase taxes to support it: 
 Yes--805,762 No--1,717,724 (Failed) 
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MAY 2, 1967 

 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
Relative to the creation of the Ohio Bond Commission (Art. VIII, Sec. 21): 
 Yes--508,364 No--1,022,078 (Failed) 
 
To provide for the apportionment of the Ohio House of Representatives and 
the Ohio Senate (Art. II, Sec. 3; Art. XI, Secs. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 
and 10): 
 Yes--699,021 No--850,068 (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 7, 1967 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To provide a method for the apportionment of the House of Representatives 
and Senate into single member districts (Art. II, Secs. 2, 3; Art. XI, Secs. 
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14 and 15): 
 Yes--1,315,736 (Passed) No--908,010 
 

MAY 7, 1968 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
Disposition of school and ministerial funds (Art. VI, Sec. 1): 
 Yes--847,861 (Passed) No--695,368 
 
Filling vacancies in the House of Representatives of the General Assembly 
(Art. II, Sec. 11): 
 Yes--1,020,500 (Passed) No---487,938 
 
Administration and organization of the Ohio Judicial System (Art. IV, Secs. 
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 12 and 14; Art. XI, Secs. 12 and 13): 
 Yes--925,481 (Passed) No--556,530 
 

NOVEMBER 5, 1968 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
Issuance of bonds or other obligations for highways and for other capital 
improvements (Art. VIII, Sec. 2i): 
 Yes--1,732,512 (Passed) No--1,550,959 
 
To permit the General Assembly to grant homestead exemptions for certain 
residents (Art. XII, Sec. 2): 
 Yes--1,382,016 No--1,825,615 (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 4, 1969 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To lower the voting age from twenty-one to nineteen years (Art. V, Sec. 1): 
 Yes--1,226,592 No--1,274,334 (Failed) 
 
To provide for the elimination of the short term election of state officers 
to fill a vacancy, where the remainder of the term is less than one year 
(Art. III, Sec. 18; Art. XVII, Sec. 2): 
 Yes--1,432,960 (Passed) No--795,813 
 

NOVEMBER 3, 1970 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To permit enactment of laws reducing the valuation of the homestead and 
taxes for residents sixty-five years of age and over (Art. XII, Sec. 2): 
 Yes--2,115,557 (Passed) No--711,761 
 
To reduce the voter residency requirement from one year to six months (Art. 
V, Sec. 1): 
 Yes--1,702,600 (Passed) No--1,073,058 
 
To allow newspaper advertising in lieu of mailed notice of proposed 
municipal charter amendments (Art. XVIII, Sec. 9): 
 Yes--1,326,818 (Passed) No--1,212,814 
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NOVEMBER 2, 1971 

 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To require newspaper in lieu of mail notice of laws, proposed laws, or 
proposed amendments to the constitution (Art. II, Sec. 1g): 
 Yes--1,645,961 (Passed) No--900,549 
 

NOVEMBER 7, 1972 
 
MANDATORY SUBMISSION OF CONSTITUTIONAL QUESTION: 
 
Shall there be a convention to revise, alter or amend the constitution: 
 Yes--1,291,267 No--2,142,534 (Failed) 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
Conditions for Prohibitions Upon the Levy of a Tax on Income, Except a 
Municipal Income Tax, or Increasing the Rates Thereof, Without the Approval 
of a Majority of the Voting Electors (Art. XII, Sec. 8): 
 Yes--1,164,653 No--2,571,516 (Failed) 
 

MAY 8, 1973 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To authorize the state to conduct lotteries, the net proceeds of which shall 
be paid into the general revenue fund of the state (Art. XV, Sec. 6): 
 Yes--973,956 (Passed) No--547,655 
 
To permit the obtaining of possession before payment in the taking of 
property for water and sewage purposes (Art. I, Sec. 19): 
 Yes--405,035 No--993,245 (Failed) 
 
To repeal a section of the Ohio Constitution relative to disqualification 
from holding public office (Art. II, Sec. 5): 
 Yes--530,232 No--848,743 (Failed) 
 
To repeal a section of the Ohio Constitution relative to a Supreme Court 
Commission (Art. IV, Sec. 22): 
 Yes--563,919 No--692,623 (Failed) 
 
*Relative to Amendments to Court rules of practice and procedure (Art. IV, 
Sec. 5): 
 Yes--580,106 No--679,223 (Failed) 
 
*Relative to the Compensation of Judges (Art. IV, Sec. 6): 
 Yes--646,384 No--677,787 (Failed) 
 
Relative to the administration, organization and procedures of the General 
Assembly (Proposing to amend Sections 4, 6, 7, 9, 11, 14 and 16 of Art. II, 
to enact new Sections 8 and 15 or Art. II, and to repeal Sections 8, 15, 17, 
18, 19 and 25 of Art. II): 
 Yes--680,870 (Passed) No--572,980 
 

NOVEMBER 6, 1973 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To permit agricultural land to be valued for taxation in accordance with its 
agricultural use (Art. II, Sec. 36): 
 Yes--1,810,630 (Passed) No--567,189 
 
To authorize the General Assembly to provide by law for the amount of income 
which is exempt from taxation (Art. XII, Sec. 8): 
 Yes--1,299,882 (Passed) No--883,123 
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Relative to the Administration and Organization of the Courts of Ohio 
(Art. IV, Secs. 1, 4, 5 and 6): 
 Yes--1,317,379 (Passed) No--778,466 
 
To authorize the issuance of bonds or notes to provide a veterans bonus for 
Vietnam and other military service (Art. VIII, Sec. 2j): 
 Yes--1,650,120 (Passed) No--647,629 
 
*Presented as separate questions request of legislature. 
 

MAY 7, 1974 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To equalize the compensation of Public Officers and Members of the General 
Assembly (Art. II, Secs. 20 and 31): 
 Yes--611,726 No--747,518 (Failed) 
 
To permit increases in the compensation of Public Officers with more than 
two years remaining in their terms (Art. II, Sec. 20a): 
 Yes--365,921 No--992,978 (Failed) 
 
To provide for preparation of ballot language on constitutional amendments 
proposed by the General Assembly, to provide procedures for timely 
challenges to such language, and to provide information to voters about such 
amendments (Art. XVI, Sec. 1): 
 Yes--964,885 (Passed) No--376,022 
 

NOVEMBER 5, 1974 
 

CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To permit laws reducing real estate taxes on the homesteads of permanently 
and totally disabled residents (Art. XII, Sec. 2): 
 Yes--2,266,355 (Passed) No--492,813 
 
To repeal a section of the Ohio Constitution which requires the Governor to 
appoint a Superintendent of Public Works for a one-year term (Art. VII, Sec. 
12): 
 Yes--1,463,408 (Passed) No--995,748 
 
To include the following among the purposes for which public industrial 
development revenue bonds may be issued and loan guarantee programs 
undertaken, without obligating or pledging moneys raised by taxation:  1.  
The preservation of existing jobs; 2.  The control of air, water and thermal 
pollution; 3.  The disposal of solid waste, and 4.  The construction of 
electric and gas utility services facilities for pollution control or solid 
waste disposal (Art. VIII, Sec. 13): 
 Yes--1,613,444 (Passed) No--882,778 
 

NOVEMBER 4, 1975 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
To create and preserve jobs by the authorization of tax incentives to 
industrial plants (Art. XII, Sec. 13): 
 Yes--573,874 No--2,164,957 (Failed) 
   
To authorize the issuance of bonds and notes in an amount not to exceed one 
billion seven hundred fifty million dollars ($1,750,000,000) to be paid from 
an additional levy of nine-tenths (9/10) of one cent (1¢) per gallon 
gasoline tax, commencing April 1, 1976 and from other highway funds and the 
general revenue fund if the additional gasoline tax moneys are insufficient, 
for the development, restoration, and upgrading of highways and other 
transportation facilities (Art. VIII, Sec. 2k): 
 Yes--439,041 No--2,304,854 (Failed) 
 
Relative to the authority of the state, municipal corporations and counties 
to provide assistance with respect to housing and nursing, extended care and 
other health facilities (Art. VIII, Sec. 14):   
 Yes--869,437 No--1,882,454 (Failed) 
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To authorize the issuance of bonds and notes in the amount not to exceed 
two billion seven hundred fifty million dollars ($2,750,000,000), with the 
principal and interest to be paid by an additional levy of seven-tenths 
(7/10) of one (1) per cent sales and use tax commencing July 1, 1976, and 
from the general revenue fund, if such additional tax moneys are 
insufficient, for capital improvements for cities, villages, counties, and 
other subdivisions and for other capital improvements including energy 
facilities and heart and cancer facilities (Art. VIII, Sec. 21): 
 Yes--487,326 No--2,219,093 (Failed) 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To authorize laws to be passed which permit land that is devoted exclusively 
to outdoor recreation to be valued for tax purposes at its current value for 
recreational use, except land which is utilized and controlled or owned by 
an organization or person who discriminates against or violates the civil 
rights of individuals (Art. II, Sec. 36a): 
 Yes--1,014,425 No--1,539,423 (Failed) 
 
To require the General Assembly to provide by law methods to give each 
candidate's name reasonably equal treatment on the ballot by rotation or 
other methods appropriate to the voting procedure used (Art. V, Sec. 2a): 
 Yes--1,619,219 (Passed) No--915,599 
 
To require delegates to national conventions of political parties to be 
chosen by the voters in a manner provided by law (Art. V, Sec. 7): 
 Yes--1,653,931 (Passed) No--906,156 
 
To permit the state, or any city, village, county, township or regional 
transportation authority to give or loan its credit to aid federal 
corporations and state agencies for reorganization of rail systems in the 
state.  Laws may be passed to reduce the taxation on property used to 
provide the state with rail transportation service and to permit the state 
to reimburse local governments for revenue lost as a result of such tax 
reductions.  Moneys raised by taxation shall not be obligated or pledged for 
the payment of bonds or other obligations issued pursuant to this section 
(Art. VIII, Sec. 14): 
 Yes--871,726  No--1,614,597 (Failed) 
 
To permit the general assembly to authorize and regulate the operation of 
bingo conducted by charitable organizations for charitable purposes (Art. 
XV, Sec. 6): 
 Yes--1,405,453 (Passed) No--1,205,009 
 

JUNE 8, 1976 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To require the Lieutenant Governor to be elected jointly with the Governor, 
and to provide for the duties of the Lieutenant Governor (Art. III, Sec. 3; 
Art. V, Sec. 2a; adopt Art. III, Sec. 1a, 1b; repeal Art. III, Sec. 16): 
 Yes--1,085,175 (Passed) No--689,244 
 
To provide rail transportation services (Adopt  Sec. 14 of Art. VIII): 
 Yes--775,697  No--953,322 (Failed) 
 
To authorize issuance of bonds for projects to conserve energy or energy 
resources (Art. VIII, Sec. 13): 
 Yes--819,424 No--833,454 (Failed) 
 
Relative to the qualifications of electors and to remove unconstitutional 
and unnecessary language (Art. V, Secs. 1 and 4; repeal Art. V, Secs. 3 and 
5): 
 Yes--975,196 (Passed) No--743,060 
 
Relative to elections, terms of office and vacancies and to remove unneces- 
sary language (Art. XVII, Secs. 1 and 2): 
 Yes--954,446 (Passed) No--668,159 
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To require political divisions to make provisions for payment of debt 
from taxation or other sources and to specify property tax limitations 
(Adopt Art. XII, Sec. 7; repeal Art. XII, Sec. 11): 
 Yes--675,012 No--890,896 (Failed) 
 
To require a return of not less than 50% of the estate taxes to political 
subdivisions, etc. (Art. XII, Secs. 4 and 9): 
 Yes--951,310 (Passed) No--699,823  
 
To consolidate into one section provisions for imposition of taxes and to 
clarify language (Adopt Art. XII, Sec. 3; repeal Art. XII, Secs. 7, 8, 10 
and 12): 
 Yes--918,450 (Passed) No--712,489 
 

NOVEMBER 2, 1976 
 

CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
Relative to limiting the rates which may be charged to residential consumers 
for fixed amounts of gas and electricity (Adopt Art. XIX): 
 Yes--1,247,388 No--2,334,816 (Failed) 
 
Relative to providing for representation of residential utility regulatory 
actions affecting their interests (Adopt Art. XX): 
 Yes--1,092,781 No--2,557,265 (Failed) 
 
Relative to establishing procedures for legislative hearings and approval of 
safety features of nuclear power plants and related facilities (Adopt Art. 
XV, Sec. 11): 
 Yes--1,150,360 No--2,462,000 (Failed) 
 
Relative to simplifying the procedures for initiative and referendum (Adopt 
Sec. 1 of Art. II and Art. XIV; repeal Secs. 1a, 1b, 1c, 1d, 1e, 1f and 1g 
of Art. II): 
 Yes--1,175,410 No--2,407,960 (Failed) 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To provide for certain provisions in regard to the Governor and Lieutenant 
Governor (Adopt Secs. 15, 16 and 17 of Art. III; repeal Secs. 15 and 17 of 
Art. III): 
 Yes--2,388,184 (Passed) No--1,048,967 
 
To eliminate from the Constitution obsolete and unnecessary provisions 
(Repeal Secs. 2, 5 and 8 of Art. XV): 
 Yes--2,284,178 (Passed) No--1,129,165 
 
To require the declaration of election results for state executive officers 
at the next regular session of the General Assembly (Art. III, Sec. 3; 
repeal Sec. 4 of Art. III): 
 Yes--2,297,422 (Passed) No--1,103,822 
 

NOVEMBER 8, 1977 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
To provide that a person is entitled to vote if he has been registered for 
thirty days.  Elector failing to vote at least once in four consecutive 
years must register again before voting.  (Amends Sec. 1 of Art. V): 
 Yes--1,964,361 (Passed) No--1,225,852 
 
Prohibits use of leghold traps or any trapping device causing prolonged 
suffering (Adopts Art. XIX): 
 Yes--1,169,068 No--2,027,642 (Failed) 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
Authorizes state, municipal corporations and counties to lend aid and credit 
and issue bonds or notes for housing; validates bond authority of Sub. H.B. 
870 (Amends Art. VIII by adopting Sec. 14): 
 Yes--1,120,885 No--1,773,779 (Failed) 
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Revises limitations upon state indebtedness (Adopt Sec. 1 of Art. 
VIII; repeal Secs. 1, 2, 2b, 2c, 2d, 2e, 2f, 2g, 2h, 3, 7, 9 and 10 of Art. 
VIII and Sec. 6 of Art. XII): 
 Yes--759,327 No--1,999,791 (Failed) 
 

JUNE 6, 1978 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
Requires the Ohio Ballot Board to write ballot language for the state 
issues; limits advertising of proposals and make requirements for 
circulating and signing initiative and referendum petitions (Amends Sec. 1g 
of Art. II): 
 Yes--720,661 (Passed) No--379,067 
 

NOVEMBER 7, 1978 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To modify the procedures by which the voters of a county may adopt, amend, 
or repeal a charter form of county government (Amends Sec. 4 of Art. X): 
 Yes--1,297,846 (Passed) No--1,039,259 
 
Allows the General Assembly to regulate prison labor by law; removes 
Constitutional restrictions on sale of prison-made goods (Amends Sec. 41, of 
Art. II): 
 Yes--1,281,941 (Passed) No-1,083,814 
 

NOVEMBER 6, 1979 
 
PROPOSED LAW BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
To provide mandatory deposits on all bottles and prohibits sale of beverages 
in metal cans that have detachable pull-tabs. 
 Yes--768,898 No--2,019,834 (Failed) 
 

JUNE 3, 1980 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To authorize public financing of electric generating facilities by allowing 
non-profit corporations to become political subdivisions to operate electric 
utilities; permits the legislature to pass laws regulating such utilities; 
allows such political subdivisions to issue bonds (Art. VIII, Sec. 14): 
 Yes--793,256 No--1,124,596 (Failed) 
 
To authorize the State, municipal corporations and counties to borrow money 
for the purpose of making available lower cost financing of privately owned 
housing for persons of low and moderate income (Art. VIII, Sec. 14 (or 15)): 
 Yes--797,020 No--1,137,028 (Failed) 
 
To authorize the issuance of bonds and notes for construction, restoration 
or other permanent improvements of bridges, highways, roads, streets and 
highway rest areas (Art. VIII, Sec. 2k): 
 Yes--815,011 No--1,084,438 (Failed) 
 
To change the method by which copies of proposed municipal or county 
charters, or changes to existing charters, are delivered to registered 
voters (Art. X, Sec. 4 and Art. XVIII, Sec. 8): 
 Yes--868,199 No--956,204 (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 4, 1980 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To authorize the general assembly to classify real property for tax purposes 
(Art. XII, Sec. 2a): 
 Yes--1,973,344 (Passed) No--1,751,277 
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PROPOSED LAW BY INITIATIVE PETITON: 
 
To restructure state taxes on personal income, real estate, corporations, 
and personal property: 
 Yes--880,671 No--3,000,028 (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 3, 1981 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
To authorize the sale of workers compensation insurance coverage by private 
insurance companies (Art. II, Sec. 35): 
 Yes--572,227 No--2,164,395 (Failed) 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
To abolish the present methods of establishing general assembly and 
congressional districts, to create the commission for reapportionment and 
re- districting, and to require the commission to approve the plan which is 
most compact.  (Art. II, Sec. 2 and Art. XI): 
 Yes--1,093,485 1,513,502 (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 2, 1982 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To allow the state to issue revenue bonds to make financing available for 
low cost housing (Art. VIII, Sec. 14 or 15): 
 Yes--1,827,453 (Passed) No--1,356,336 
 
To authorize the Ohio Rail Transportation Authority to build high speed rail 
system and levy a 1% sales tax to build it (Art. VIII, Sec. 14): 
 Yes--708,605 No--2,420,593 (Failed) 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
To provide for electing members of the Public Utilities Commission and 
provide public financing of their campaigns (Art. XIX): 
 Yes--1,053,274 No--2,175,893 (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 8, 1983 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
To raise the minimum age to 21 years for the consumption of beer (Art. XV, 
Sec. 11): 
 Yes--1,386,959 No--1,965,469 (Failed) 
 
To require a 3/5 Majority of the General Assembly to raise taxes (Art. II, 
Sec. 15): 
 Yes--1,354,320 No--1,967,129 (Failed) 
 
To repeal all taxes passed since 1982 (Art. XII, Sec. 3a): 
 Yes--1,452,061 No--1,883,270 (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 5, 1985 
 

CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To allow the state to issue bonds to finance coal research (Art. VIII, Sec. 
15): 
 Yes--1,439,344 (Passed) No--807,647 
 

NOVEMBER 3, 1987 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
The entire net proceeds of the state lotteries be used solely for the 
support of elementary, secondary, vocational, and special education programs 
(Art. XV, Sec. 6): 
 Yes--1,984,905 (Passed) No--564,421 
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CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
Permit the state to finance or assist local governments in financing the 
construction of improvement of roads and bridges, waste water treatment 
systems, water supply systems, solid waste disposal facilities, and storm 
water and sanitary collection, storage, and treatment facilities (Art. VIII, 
Sec. 2k): 
 Yes--1,674,913 (Passed) No--689,383 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
Change the way Ohio selects its Supreme Court and Appeals Court Judges by 
abolishing the direct election method and replacing it with an appointment 
system. (Adopt Sec. 7 and amend Secs. 6 and 13 of Art. IV. 
 Yes--878,683 No--1,600,588 (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 7, 1989 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
 Whenever there is a vacancy in the office of the Lieutenant Governor, the 
Governor shall nominate a Lieutenant Governor who shall take office upon  
confirmation by vote of a majority of the members elected to each house of 
the general assembly (Art. III, Sec. 17a) 
 Yes--1,641,719 (Passed) No--873,114 
 

NOVEMBER 6, 1990 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To allow the state and political subdivisions to provide or assist in 
providing housing and housing assistance by grants, loans, subsidies, 
guarantees, or other means as determined by the general assembly.  The state 
may provide funding by issuing obligations, including obligations backed by 
appropriations of state revenues, but the state's full faith and credit 
shall not be pledged to retire obligations issued for this purpose. (Art. 
VIII, Sec. 16) 
 Yes--1,705,528 (Passed) No--1,517,466 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To permit the general assembly to allow surviving spouses of persons who 
were receiving a homestead tax reduction at the time of death to continue 
receiving the reduction if the surviving spouse:  (Article XII, Sec. 2) 

November 6, 1990 
 
1.Is 60 years old or older, and 
2.Continues to live in a qualifying homestead. 
 Yes--2,967,935 (Passed) No--372,950 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
1.To authorize the licensing of a casino resort hotel, including games by 

electronic and mechanical devices, for profit, in the City of Lorain 
as a pilot project for a period not yet specified, but for not less 
than five years, if approved by the voters of the City of Lorain 
pursuant to laws required to be enacted by the general assembly. 

 
2.To allow the voters of the City of Lorain to vote on the continuation of 

the casino after the expiration of the pilot period. 
 
3.If after three years the Lorain pilot project is determined by the general 

assembly to be a success, then the state shall be divided into seven 
districts.  A license to establish a single casino facility in each 
district may be issued if approved by the voters both in the district 
and in the political subdivision in which the facility would be 
located. 
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4.To levy taxes on gross revenues of games of chance at licensed casinos, 

on the state lottery, and on horse-racing with pari-mutuel wagering for 
education and treatment of compulsive gambling, and to levy taxes on 
gross revenues of games of chance at licensed casinos for other special 
purposes.  (Art. XV, Sec. 6) 

 Yes--1,270,387 No--2,098,725 (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 3, 1992 
 
MANDATORY SUBMISSION OF CONSTITUTIONAL QUESTION: 
 
Shall there be a convention to revise, alter or amend the constitution: 
 Yes--1,672,373 No--2,660,270 (Failed) 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
To limit successive terms of office for United States Senator from Ohio to 
two terms and United States Representative from Ohio to four terms. 
 Yes--2,897,123 (Passed) No--1,476,461 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
To limit successive terms of office for State Senator to two terms and State 
Representative to four terms. 
 Yes--2,982,285 (Passed) No--1,378,009 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
To limit the successive terms of office for Lieutenant Governor, Secretary 
of State, Treasurer of State, Attorney General, or Auditor of State to two 
terms. 
 Yes--3,028,288 (Passed) No--1,349,244 
 
PROPOSED LAW BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
To require businesses to provide labels and/or warnings in the use or 
release of toxic chemical substances. 
 Yes--1,007,882 No--3,587,734 (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 2, 1993 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
 (Bond Issue/Capital Improvements for Parks) 
 
To improve state and local parks, recreation areas and to enhance the use 
and enjoyment of Ohio's Natural Resources. 
 Yes--1,547,841(Passed) No--1,008,172 
 

NOVEMBER 8, 1994 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To change the procedure for appeals of cases in which the death penalty is 
imposed. 
 Yes--2,199,791 (Passed) No--936,323 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To afford victims of criminal offenses constitutional rights. 
 Yes--2,447,260 (Passed) No--704,650 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To increase opportunities to the residents of the State of Ohio for higher 
education and to encourage Ohio families to save ahead to better afford 
higher education. 
 Yes--1,816,087 (Passed) No--1,191,116 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDEMENT PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
Prohibiting the current wholesale tax on soft drinks and other carbonated, 
non-alcoholic beverages. 
 Yes--2,228,874 (Passed) No--1,126,728 
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NOVEMBER 7, 1995 

 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
To limit the governor’s authority to reduce criminal sentences by requiring 
the governor to follow regulations prescribed by law when granting 
commutation to a person convicted of a crime. 
 Yes--1,816,213 (Passed) No--742,590 
 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
 
In order to preserve and expand public infrastructure of local governments 
and the state including highways and to improve Ohio’s economic well-being. 
 Yes--1,408,834 (Passed) No--865,698 

 
NOVEMBER 5, 1996 

 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
To Authorize the establishment of River Boat Casino Gambling in Ohio. 
 Yes--1,639,955 No--2,659,076 (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 4, 1997 
 

CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY GENERAL ASSEMBLY 
 
To Provide that a Court may Deny Bail to a Person Charged with a Felony 
Offense where the Proof is evident or the presumption great that the Person 
Committed the Offense and that the person Poses a Substantial Risk of 
Serious Physical Danger to Others.  
(Art. I, Sec. 9) 
 Yes--2,168,949 (Passed) No--803,658 
 
Am. S.B. No. 45—Relating to and Amending Ohio’s Workers’ Compensation Laws. 
 Yes--1,305,040                      No--1,730,502  (Failed) 
 

MAY 5, 1998 
 

CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY GENERAL ASSEMBLY 
 
To adopt Sections 2(n) and 17 of Article VIII of the Constitution of the 
State of Ohio to authorize the state to issue bonds and other obligations 
to pay for or assist in paying for capital facilities of local public 
school districts and state-supported and state assisted institutions of 
higher education. 
 Yes--714,823 No--1,101,625  (Failed) 
 
EDUCATION LEGISLATION SUBJECT TO VOTER APPROVAL 
(PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY) 
 
To enact the provisions of House Bill 697 levying a statewide one percent 
sales and use tax, to be used one-half for school operations, education 
technology, school facilities and debt service for school facilities, and 
one-half for additional property tax relief for homesteads. 
 Yes--383,913 No--1,527,536  (Failed) 

 
November 3, 1998 

 
PROPOSED LAW BY INITIATIVE PETITION: 
 
To amend Ohio Revised Code sections 1531.01 and 1531.02 to prohibit the 
hunting or taking of mourning doves in Ohio. 
 Yes--1,348,533 No--1,976,981  (Failed) 
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NOVEMBER 2,1999 

 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 
 
To adopt sections 2(n) and 17 of Article VIII of the Constitution of the 
State of Ohio to authorize the issuance of bonds and other obligations to 
pay cost of construction, renovation and repair of facilities for Ohio’s 
public schools and state-supported colleges and universities. 
 Yes--1,303,830 (Passed) No--840,240 
 

NOVEMBER 7, 2000 
 
PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT – Issue No. 1 
(Proposed by Resolution of the General Assembly of Ohio) 

 
Authorize the state to issue bonds and other obligations to pay the costs 
of projects for environmental conservation and revitalization purposes. 
 Yes--2,197,773 (Passed) NO--1,628,716 

 
NOVEMBER 5, 2002 

 
PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT – Issue No. 1 
(Proposed by Initiative Petition) 
 
In order to provide for persons charged with or convicted of illegal 
possession or use of a drug, in certain circumstances, to choose treatment 
instead of incarceration.  (Drug treatment in lieu of incarceration) 
 Yes--1,012,682 No--2,048,770  (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 4, 2003 
 

PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT – Issue No. 1 
(Proposed by Resolution of the General Assembly of Ohio) 
 
To adopt Section 2p of Article VIII to create jobs and stimulate economic 
growth in Ohio; to support science and technology based research and 
development purposes… 
 Yes--1,195,706 No--1,235,323  (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 2, 2004 
 
PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT – Issue No. 1 
(Proposed by Initiative Petition) 

 
Only a union between one man and one woman may be a marriage valid in or 
recognized by this state and its political subdivisions.  This state and 
its political subdivisions shall not create or recognize a legal status for 
relationships of unmarried individuals that intends to approximate the 
design, qualities, significance or effect of marriage. 
 Yes--3,329,335 (Passed) No--2,065,462 
 

NOVEMBER 8, 2005 
 
PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT – Issue No. 1 
(Proposed by Resolution of the General Assembly of Ohio) 
 
To adopt Section 2p of Article VIII of the Constitution of the State of Ohio 
for the purpose of creating and preserving jobs and stimulating economic 
growth. 
 Yes—1,512,669 (Passed) No—1,282,571 
 
PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT – Issue No. 2 
(Proposed by Initiative Petition) 
 
To adopt Section 6 of Article XVII of the Constitution of the State of Ohio 
in order to expand to all electors the choice to vote by absentee ballot in 
all elections. 
 Yes—1,065,109 No—1,840,658  (Failed) 
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PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT – Issue No. 3 
(Proposed by Initiative Petition) 
 
To adopt Section 5 of Article XVII of the Constitution of the State of Ohio 
in order to establish revised limits on political contributions, establish 
prohibitions regarding political contributions and provide for revised 
public disclosure requirements of campaign contributions and expenditures. 
 Yes—955,334 No—1,927,502  (Failed) 
 
PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT – Issue No. 4 
(Proposed by Initiative Petition) 
 
To amend Article XI of the Constitution of the State of Ohio to provide for 
the creation of a state redistricting commission with responsibility for 
creating legislative districts. 
 Yes—871,898 No—2,005,952  (Failed) 
 
PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT – Issue No. 5 
(Proposed by Initiative Petition) 
 
To adopt Section 4 of Article XVII of the Constitution of the State of Ohio 
to create a newly appointed board to administer elections. 
 Yes—854,918 No--2,001,983  (Failed) 
 

NOVEMBER 7, 2006 
 

PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT – Issue No. 2 
(Proposed by Initiative Petition - Minimum Wage)  
 
To adopt Section 34a of Article II of the Constitution of the State of Ohio 
to raise the state minimum wage rate.   
 Yes—2,205,850 (Passed) No—1,687,996 
 
PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT – ISSUE NO. 3 
(Proposed by Initiative Petition - Ohio Learn & Earn) 
 
To adopt Section 12 of Article XV of the Constitution of the State of Ohio 
to provide moneys for scholarships/education funding by permitting limited 
gaming. 
 Yes—1,753,452 No—2,286,840 (Failed) 
 
PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT – ISSUE NO. 4 
(Proposed by Initiative Petition – Smoke Less) 
 
To adopt Section 12 of Article XV of the Constitution of the State of Ohio 
to provide a smoking ban in enclosed areas with certain exceptions. 
 Yes—1,450,164 No—2,590,448 (Failed) 
 
PROPOSED LAW BY INITIATIVE PETITION (SMOKE FREE) – ISSUE NO. 5 
To enact Chapter 3794. of the Ohio Revised Code to restrict smoking in 
places of employment and most places open to the public. 
 Yes—2,370,314 (Passed) No—1,679,833 
 

NOVEMBER 4, 2008 
 

PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT – Issue No. 1 
(Proposed by Resolution of the General Assembly of Ohio) 
 
To provide for earlier filing deadlines for statewide ballot issues. 
 Yes – 3,397,389 (Passed) No- 1,550,365 
 
PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT – Issue No. 2 
(Proposed by Resolution of the General Assembly of Ohio) 
 
To authorize the state to issue bonds to continue the Clear Ohio program 
for environmental revitalization and conservation. 
 Yes – 3,574,294 (Passed) No – 1,585,410 
 
PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT – Issue No. 3 
(Proposed by Resolution of the General Assembly of Ohio) 
 
To protect private property rights in ground water, lakes and other 
watercourses. 
 Yes – 3,631,380 (Passed) No – 1,415,933 
 
REFERENDUM – Issue No. 5 
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Legislation making changes to check cashing lending sometimes known as 
"payday lending" fees, interest rates and practices. 

Yes – 3,396,968 (Passed) No – 1,943,721 

PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT – Issue No. 6 
Proposed by initiative petition for a casino near Wilmington in Southwest 
Ohio and distribute to all Ohio counties a tax on the casino. 

Yes – 2,092,074 No - 3,466,574 (Failed) 

NOVEMBER 3, 2009 

PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT – Issue No. 1 
(Proposed by Joint Resolution of the General Assembly of Ohio) 

To authorize the state to issue bonds to provide for compensation to 
veterans of the Persian Gulf, Afghanistan, and Iraq conflicts. 

Yes – 2,277,521 (Passed) No- 876,520 

PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT – Issue No. 2 
(Proposed by Joint Resolution of the General Assembly of Ohio) 

To create the Ohio Livestock Care Standards Board to establish and implement 
standards of care for livestock and poultry. 

Yes – 2,020,851 (Passed) No- 1,148,538 

PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT – Issue No. 3 
(Proposed by Initiative Petition) 

To allow for one casino each in Cincinnati, Cleveland, Columbus, and Toledo 
and distribute to all Ohio counties a tax on the casinos. 

Yes – 1,713,288 (Passed) No- 1,519,636 

May 4, 2010 

PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT – Issue No. 1 
(Proposed by Joint Resolution of the General Assembly of Ohio) 

To extend the Ohio Third Frontier Program by authorizing the issuance of 
additional general obligation bonds to promote economic growth. 

Yes – 1,050,265 (Passed) No- 650,988 

PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT – Issue No. 2 
(Proposed by Joint Resolution of the General Assembly of Ohio) 

To change the location of the Columbus casino facility authorized by 
previous statewide vote. 

Yes – 1,154,504 (Passed) No- 534,013 

November 8, 2011 

PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT – Issue No. 1 
(Proposed by Joint Resolution of the General Assembly) 

To increase the maximum age at which a person may be elected or appointed 
judge, to eliminate the authority of the General Assembly to establish 
courts of conciliation, and to eliminate the authority of the governor to 
appoint a Supreme Court Commission 

Yes – 1,273,536 No- 2,080,207 (Failed) 

REFERENDUM – Issue No. 2 
(Law passed by the general assembly submitted to the people by referendum 
petition) 

Referendum on new law relative to government union contracts and other 
government employment contracts and policies 

Yes –1,373,724 No- 2,202,404 (Failed) 

PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT – Issue No. 3 
(Proposed by Initiative Petition) 

To preserve the freedom of Ohioans to choose their health care 
and health care coverage 

Yes – 2,268,470 (Passed) No- 1,190,385 
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November 6, 2012 

MANDATORY SUBMISSION OF CONSTITUTIONAL QUESTION: 

Shall there be a convention to revise, alter or amend the constitution: 
Yes – 1,523,271 No – 3,248,183 (Failed) 

PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT – Issue No. 2 
(Proposed by Initiative Petition) 

To create a state-funded commission to draw legislative and congressional 
districts 

Yes – 1,800,105 No – 3,088,402 (Failed) 

May 6, 2014 

PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT – Issue No. 1 
(Proposed by Joint Resolution of the General Assembly) 

To enact Section 2s of Article VIII of the Constitution of the State of Ohio 
to fund public infrastructure capital improvements by permitting the 
issuance of general obligation bonds. 

Yes – 797,207  (Passed) No - 427,273 
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COMPILED BY: 

Jon Husted 
SECRETARY OF STATE 

 
SUMMARY OF ACTION ON CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS 

1913 - 2014 
(updated 6/11/2014) 

 
 SUBMITTED BY SUBMITTED BY SUBMITTED BY SUBMITTED BY 

 
 INITIATIVE GENERAL INITIATIVE GENERAL 
 PETITION ASSEMBLY PETITION ASSEMBLY 

 
YEAR ADOPTED REJECTED ADOPTED REJECTED YEAR ADOPTED REJECTED ADOPTED REJECTED 
 
 
1913  1 1 3 1963   1  
1914 1 3   1964   1  
1915  3  1 1965   4 2 
1916     1966     
1917  1   1967   1 2 
1918 3  1  1968   4 1 
1919  2  1 1969   1 1 
1920     1970   3  
1921   1 2 1971   1  
1922  3   1972  1   
1923   2 1 1973   6 5 
1924     1974   4 2 
1925    3 1975  4 3 2 
1926  1  1 1976  4 8 3 
1927     1977 1 1  2 
1928  1   1978   3  
1929   1  1979     
1930   1  1980   1 4 
1931    1 1981  2   
1932     1982  1 1 1 
1933 2  1  1983  3   
1934  2   1984     
1935     1985   1  
1936 1  1  1986     
1937     1987  1 2  
1938  1   1988     
1939  2  1 1989   1  
1940     1990  1 2  
1941     1991     
1942   1  1992 3 1  1 
1943     1993   1  
1944   2  1994 1  3   
1945     1995   2  
1946     1996  1   
1947 1  3  1997   1   
1948     1998  1  2  
1949 1   1 1999   1   
1950     2000   1  
1951   1  2001     
1952     2002  1    
1953   9  2003    1  
1954   1 1 2004 1     
1955   1 2 2005 0 4 1 0  
1956   2  2006 2 2    
1957   2 1 2007      
1958  1  1 2008  1 3   
1959   2  2009 1 0 2 0  
1960     2010 0 0 2 0  
1961   4  2011 1 1 0 1  
1962  1   2012  1  1 
     2013  
     2014   1  
     GRAND 
     TOTAL 19 53 103 51  
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Ohio voters should pass Issue 3, amending the state 

Constitution to allow casino gambling in Cleveland and three 

other cities -- editorial 

The Plain Dealer Editorial Board By The Plain Dealer Editorial Board

on October 11, 2009 at 5:10 AM, updated October 13, 2009 at 10:16 AM

Let's be frank: Ohioans go to casinos and they gamble. 

But because this state's Constitution forbids casinos, they do not do so in Ohio, where at least some of their 

losses would translate into jobs for their neighbors and revenue for critical public services. Instead, they 

leave an estimated $1.4 billion a year on the gaming tables of nearby states. That puts people to work in 

Pennsylvania, West Virginia, Michigan, Indiana and New York, and it helps those states pay for schools and 

roads -- and for programs to counsel and treat gambling addicts. 

Gov. Ted Strickland and legislative leaders of both parties acknowledged that reality earlier this year when 

they tried to balance the state's budget by allowing the Ohio Lottery Commission to put slot machines at 

racetracks, effectively turning horse parlors into casinos. A former Methodist minister, Strickland did not 

pretend he was happy about that prospect -- delayed at least for now by the Ohio Supreme Court -- but he 

was persuaded by the need to hang on to some of the money that Ohioans so willingly spend just across the 

state line. 

Now Ohio voters have another chance to amend the Ohio Constitution's language on gaming and to keep 

some of that cash here. Issue 3 on this fall's ballot would license one casino in each of Ohio's four largest 

cities, Cleveland, Columbus, Cincinnati and Toledo. The Cleveland and Cincinnati casinos would be built and 

operated by a company headed by Dan Gilbert, owner of the Cavaliers and Quicken Loans. 

After a great deal of discussion and soul-searching, this newspaper has decided to support Issue 3. 

It was not an easy decision. Our editorial page has long been reluctant to embrace gambling as a solution to 

any of Ohio's or Cleveland's economic problems. We understand that while casinos may bring glitz and gold, 

they invariably are accompanied by heavy social costs. We are also extremely skeptical of any initiative that 

enshrines a monopoly for any individual or business in the state Constitution and sets regulations for that 

enterprise in a way that can be changed only by yet another statewide vote of the people. 

We would have preferred to see leaders of both parties and various gaming interests unite behind an 

amendment that would lift the constitutional ban and establish a rational, transparent process for allocating 

casino licenses, determining locations and setting rates of taxation. 
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But after waiting in vain for such leadership to emerge following the defeat of two gaming initiatives since 

2006 alone, we frankly have no confidence it will happen. And so we are left with this imperfect vehicle. 

From the parochial standpoint of Cleveland and Northeast Ohio, passing Issue 3 will allow for another 

building block in the re-imagining of downtown. Gilbert's casino, which he promises will be far more 

elaborate than the $250 million construction budget required by Issue 3, would put more cranes along the 

city's skyline at roughly the same time as the medical mart and convention center are being built nearby on 

the Mall. 

All those construction jobs will stimulate our local economy. Once the casino, the medical mart and the 

convention center are done, they should complement one another -- and downtown's existing assets -- to 

help draw more visitors to Cleveland. Those visitors, in turn, will fuel the vigorous foot traffic needed to 

support downtown's restaurants and clubs, entice more retail investment and draw more young 

professionals to live and work in the region's economic center. 

It is this confluence of opportunities that leads us to hope Gilbert's gaming hall will not do what so many big-

city casinos have done: undermine everything around them. Most casinos use a business model that 

depends on keeping customers in their buildings as long as possible. They offer deeply discounted food, 

drinks and entertainment, because if people stay longer, they gamble more and lose more. It is very difficult 

for surrounding businesses to compete with that. 

Gilbert insists he will craft a business plan that actually benefits the rest of downtown. He has already 

persuaded an impressive coalition of labor, business and civic leaders, including the Greater Cleveland 

Partnership and the black business owners of the Presidents' Council, to support his vision. Given his own 

significant investments downtown -- including a Quicken Loans office with 300 employees -- we expect him 

to reach out to other stakeholders to develop a true win-win strategy. We also expect the city to use some 

of its casino earnings to help sustain and grow downtown. 

At the state level, the legislature must create a credible gaming commission that can enforce professional 

standards and guard against corruption. State officials will also have to step up vigorously to seal any 

loopholes in Issue 3 and make wise use of money earmarked to aid gambling addicts. 

Issue 3 is a gamble. But business as usual will not work for Cleveland or for Ohio. That alone makes Issue 3 

a worthy bet. 

© 2015 cleveland.com. All rights reserved.
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OPINION

Election endorsements: issues and offices
Written by Michael Miller | Editor in Chief Emeritus | mmiller@toledofreepress.com

“If God wanted us to vote, he would have given us candidates.”

— Jay Leno

There may be a lot to complain about as Toledo faces the Nov. 3 election, but a lack of candidates isn’t one of them. 
The Sept. 15 primary gave us a wide field of mayoral and city council hopefuls, and there are many quality choices on 
the ballot as we face some tremendously important decisions.

After reporting on all the races, discussing the issues in-house with our editing team and consulting with a number of 
community leaders, Toledo Free Press offers the following endorsement suggestions. Agree or disagree, but do the one 
thing that matters on Nov. 3: vote.

The issues

Yes on Issue 1: State Issue 1 would “authorize the state to issue up to $200 million of bonds to provide compensation 
to veterans of the Persian Gulf, Afghanistan and Iraq conflicts, and to pay for the administration of the Persian Gulf, 
Afghanistan and Iraq Conflicts Compensation Bond Retirement Fund and the Persian Gulf, Afghanistan and Iraq 
Conflicts Compensation Fund.”

There’s no cogent argument against supporting this issue, which is just the beginning when it comes to taking care of 
our veterans.

No on Issue 2: Issue 2 would “create the Livestock Care Standards Board to prescribe standards for animal care and 
well-being.”

The idea of trying to protect farm animals and to protect us as consumers on face value is a good thing. While the 
intentions of Issue 2 may be to do that, it’s the lack of clear guidelines in how Issue 2 would make that happen that 
has given us pause. One glaring example: while it’s stated that “family farms” would have representation on the 13-
member Livestock Care Standards Board  that Issue 2 would create, there is no definition of exactly what a “family 
farm” is. There would need to be additional legislation created by the Ohio General Assembly, to not only define 
what a “family farm” is but to also create laws related to Issue 2.

We understand one of the unspoken premises behind Issue 2 is it would make it difficult for a ballot issue similar to 
California’s Proposition 2 to ever pass here in Ohio. We believe the General Assembly could address any necessary 
changes to Ohio’s Animal Cruelty laws without requiring a constitutional amendment.

Yes on Issue 3: Issue 3 would “authorize only one casino facility at a specifically designated location within each of the 
cities of Cincinnati, Cleveland, Columbus and Toledo and levy a fixed tax of 33 percent of gross casino revenue 
received by each casino operator of the four casino facilities.”

These casinos are a major attraction, a world-class operation that would put Toledo in the rare position of getting its 
share along with the state’s “Three C” cities. It would boost the region’s self-esteem to have such a big league draw, 
and we have to give our citizens (and law enforcement officials) enough credit to believe the attendant challenges will 
be met with intelligence and careful preparation.

Yes on Issue 4: The levy, a replacement, funds Area Office on Aging (AOoA) programs for those with Alzheimer’s 
disease and dementia as well as their caregivers; meals to homebound and frail elderly; health care services to help 
Lucas County senior citizens remain independent and at home; medical transportation; outreach and chore services; 
as well as funding 13 senior centers across Lucas County.
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As the state cuts back and philanthropic giving struggles to regain previous levels, this growing population will 
continue to need the community’s help. A yes vote on Issue 4 will help AOoA maintain its services and adjust to 
help this significant portion of our neighbors, friends and family.

TPS Board of Education

There are three seats to fill on the Toledo Public Schools (TPS) board. We believe the two best candidates are 
Darlene Fisher and Bob Vasquez. The supporters of each of these candidates may be surprised that the other meets 
our standards, but balance and open conversation is the crux of the process. Fisher has proven herself to be focused 
on issues that have direct impact on students: school supplies, financial transparency and the preservation of existing 
facilities such as Scott High School. Vasquez has worked to reach out to the community and has the seeming full 
support of the unions. The hope is these wildly divergent candidates can unite the board.

Toledo Municipal Judge

All three of the candidates running for the one Toledo Municipal Court judge seat — Bill Connelly, Mark Davis and 
Ian English — have the professional experience to be a judge. Connelly and English expressed their desire to 
prevent some of the felony cases they see as prosecutors from taking place by striving to keep misdemeanor 
offenders from becoming repeat offenders.  Davis cites his experience in the practice of criminal and civil law.

While we as a community would be well served by any of these three men being elected to judge, our endorsement is 
for Ian English with Connelly a razor-thin second.  English acknowledges the distance some in our community feel 
from the court system. His willingness to engage the community  is needed in this region.

Toledo City Council

With six open seats on Toledo City Council, the new mayor will have a potentially very different group to work with. 
There are sinners and saints running, but the four candidates we have the most faith in are Rob Ludeman, Joe 
McNamara, Adam Martinez and George Sarantou. Ludeman and Sarantou bring established business voices to 
council McNamara has continued to grow and mature as a leader; his drive for the failed Issue 2 is one example that 
he understands the right thing to do is not always the most politically popular thing to do. Martinez brings a fresh 
mind, and his experience as a Community Development Corporation director should help him understand where 
politics has its greatest impact: at the neighborhood level.

Toledo Mayor

After numerous weeks of conversation, monitoring debates and talking with the candidates, the consensus is: There 
is no consensus. Mike Bell and Keith Wilkowski offer potential for vast improvement in Toledo’s future. As our 
endorsements are not anonymous, but very much linked to our names and faces, it would be dishonest for one of us 
to capitulate to a stance that is not fervently believed. As our decisions have not changed, neither have our basic 
arguments.

Tom Pounds: Mike Bell literally put his life on the line for Toledo and he has parlayed the respect and experience he 
earned into a career that took him to Columbus as the state’s fire marshal. He is a proven leader with first-responder 
experience, and no one else has that inside view.

I believe Bell “knows what he doesn’t know,” and he will hire people who are experts in their fields, not try to over-
reach and perform duties he is unqualified to attempt.

I believe Bell has a greater tendency to allow private enterprise to take its course, as his hands-off stances on the 
United Way building and Route 66 demonstrate.

Michael S. Miller: Keith Wilkowski understands Toledo’s financial problem: “It’s not that Toledoans aren’t paying 
enough taxes, it’s that there aren’t enough Toledoans to pay taxes,” he said.

Wilkowski has endorsements from many established political and business leaders, and while some see that as a 
detriment, I have a different take on it. Yes, Toledo needs a break from politics as usual, but how does a radical, cold 
turkey fracture with the establishment move the city forward? Wilkowski represents a bridge from the failed ways of 
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the past to a hopeful vision for the future, a natural transition from the arc of descent we are riding to a leveling 
period and then, hopefully, a progressively upward slope.

Thomas F. Pounds is publisher of Toledo Free Press. Michael S. Miller is editor in chief of Toledo Free Press.

This entry was posted on Friday, October 30th, 2009 at 2:00 am and is filed under Lighting The Fuse, Opinion, Publisher's 
Statement.
You can follow any responses to this entry through the RSS 2.0 feed.
Both comments and pings are currently closed.
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For State Issue 2 -

Ohioans should vote yes on State Issue 2 in the May 4 primary.

This proposed amendment to the Ohio Constitution is the simplest ever to 

appear on the statewide ballot: an address change. But the effect of its 

passage would be substantial.

This amendment would change the location of the Columbus casino 

authorized by a statewide vote on a constitutional amendment in 

November. The 300,000-square-foot casino would be relocated from an 

18.3-acre site in the Arena District to the 123-acre former GM/Delphi auto

-parts plant on the Far West Side.

The amendment would make no other change in the casino plan approved 

as State Issue 3 in the fall. That plan authorized casinos in Cincinnati, 

Cleveland, Columbus and Toledo.

Because State Issue 3 specified the land parcels on which casinos could be 

built in each of the four cities, the only method of changing the Columbus 

site is through another statewide vote, even though the amendment 

affects only Columbus.

Issue 3 won big in the other three cities and was favored by a 53-47 ratio 

statewide. But it lost in central Ohio by an overwhelming 58-42 ratio. One 

reason for the poor showing in central Ohio was community sentiment 

that the location, on Nationwide Boulevard just west of Huntington Park, 

was inappropriate for a business that will be open 24 hours a day, seven 

days a week, attracting a projected 10,000 customers a day.

Fortunately, after the election, Penn National Gaming Inc. agreed to 

consider other locations in Franklin County. After several weeks of 

extensive community discussions over appropriate sites, the company 

chose the GM/Delphi plant location.

Business and civic organizations on the Far West Side strongly support 

the $400 million casino project, as do business and labor groups 

throughout the region and state, including the Ohio AFL-CIO and the 

Columbus Chamber.

Unlike the Arena District site, the Far West Side location has ready 

freeway access, is accessible from all directions and is in an area 

desperately in need of redevelopment and jobs.

Sunday March 28, 2010 6:31 AM

Comments: 0 0 0 New
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State Issue 2 is endorsed by the Ohio Democratic and Ohio Republican 

parties and by Gov. Ted Strickland, a Democrat, and his Republican 

opponent, former U.S. Rep. John Kasich. The resolution to place the 

proposed amendment on the statewide ballot was approved by large 

majorities in Ohio's Senate and House.

Because most casino tax revenues will be shared by all 88 counties, all 

Ohioans have an interest in enabling the Columbus casino to be built as 

quickly as possible in an area that has broad community support.

For these reasons, The Dispatch strongly endorses State Issue 2.
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Editorial: Ohio voters should approve Issue 2 so Columbus can 

change casino site 

The Plain Dealer Editorial Board By The Plain Dealer Editorial Board

on April 04, 2010 at 4:23 AM

ENDORSEMENT

Ohioans should vote "yes" on Issue 2, to let Penn National Gaming Corp. change the site of the Columbus 

casino that Ohio voters authorized in November. The other casinos the voters approved -- for Cleveland, 

Toledo and Cincinnati -- would not be affected. 

Issue 2 would allow Penn National to build its Columbus-area casino on the site of a vacant General Motors-

Delphi car-parts plant in western Franklin County, near where the Columbus Outerbelt (Interstate 270) 

crosses Interstate 70. Otherwise, the casino will go up downtown, near Nationwide Arena. Columbus political 

and business leaders, virtually unanimously, prefer the GM-Delphi site, and Penn National, bowing to 

political reality, is on board. 

Normally, that would be that, but remember: The casino question was decided as an amendment to the Ohio 

Constitution -- a document that now lists specific tracts of land, identified by county auditors' parcel 

numbers, as destined for the construction of casinos. 

That's not what state constitutions are for, but now that all of that verbiage is in the constitution, the merest 

tweak requires placing yet another constitutional amendment on the statewide ballot -- no matter how local 

the issue might seem to be. 

That's why it would have been far preferable for the General Assembly to work up the courage to do its job, 

rather than punting issues of casino location and design to the voters of Ohio as constitutional questions. 

As it now stands, the only way for Penn National to drop the arena-area site that the constitution requires is 

to ask Ohioans to approve a move. And that's all Issue 2 would do. 

Columbus boosters promote what they call the Arena District as a family-oriented neighborhood. The once-

seedy area, now booming, includes the site of the old Ohio Penitentiary. It is, of course, pertinent that the 

Nationwide insurance group, headquartered nearby, redeveloped the Arena District -- and that its 20-

percent partner in the project is a Columbus Dispatch real-estate arm. That is, given the array of Columbus 

clout, local officials' support for a site switch is no shock. 

Page 1 of 2Editorial: Ohio voters should approve Issue 2 so Columbus can change casino site

1/23/2015http://blog.cleveland.com/opinion_impact/print.html?entry=/2010/04/editorial_ohio_voters...

Appx. 42

cary
Text Box
APPENDIX
I




But these facts also are pertinent: Whatever the politics, the developers neither wanted nor planned for a 

casino in a neighborhood their investments helped revive. And Franklin County -- unlike Cuyahoga, Lucas 

and Hamilton -- voted against casinos altogether. In a real sense, Issue 2 is about home rule. 

What's more, among Issue 2's backers is the Ohio AFL-CIO. It also won lopsided approval in both the 

Republican-run state Senate (31-2) and the Democrat-run Ohio House (71-26). 

Ohio voters should approve it, too, on May 4. 

© 2015 cleveland.com. All rights reserved.
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Deal OKs slots for racetracks

July 11, 2009

Ohio budget logjam over

By Jon Craig

jcraig@enquirer.com

and the Associated Press
 COLUMBUS – Slot machines would be allowed at horsetracks in Ohio – including two local ones – as part of a deal
announced Friday that ends the state's budget stalemate.
Under the deal, Gov. Ted Strickland would sign an executive order authorizing electronic slot machines, also known
as video lottery terminals or VLTs.
The General Assembly would include language in the $54 billion, two-year state budget that clarifies state gambling
law to protect the state from lawsuits.
Officials from River Downs and Lebanon Raceway, the two tracks in Greater Cincinnati, said the slots come just in the
nick of time – the state's horse-racing industry was in such peril that the tracks were in danger of shutting down.
"What's happening now is we're going to be able to create a new industry alongside another industry that desperately
needed help," said River Downs publicist John Englehardt.
But it's a blow to Kentucky's struggling horse-racing industry, which has been pushing for slots of its own.
Supporters of Kentucky's horse-racing industry vowed to keep fighting after a bill that would have allowed video
gambling casinos at that state's tracks failed during last month's special session.
"So we're home less than three weeks since that day and already another state has had the leadership and initiative to
do this and put themselves in a better position relative to Kentucky," Bob Elliston, the president of Turfway Park in
Florence, said Friday evening.
The deal will allow Ohio to move forward with a balanced, two-year operating budget – a budget already 11 days
overdue.
"I look forward to completing our work on a two-year state budget on Monday," said Senate President Bill Harris, a
Republican from Ashland.
House Speaker Armond Budish, a Beachwood Democrat, announced Friday afternoon that the compromise had been
reached among the Democrat-led House, Republican-led Senate and Strickland.
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The three had been locked in an impasse since the governor announced June 19 that he had changed his stance on
lottery-run slots and would rely on them to help balance the budget.
That disagreement over slots delayed a state budget, which begins on July 1, for the first time since 1991. The state
legislature instead passed two seven-day budgets to keep state government partially operating, but Strickland threatened
that he would not sign a third interim budget.
By reaching a bipartisan compromise on slot machines at seven horsetracks, including River Downs in Anderson
Township and Lebanon Raceway in Warren County, Budish said legislators could balance the $54 billion state budget
for 2010-11.
Strickland's budget plan had a projected deficit of $3.2 billion before legislators agreed on about $2 billion in program
and spending cuts. Slot machines at horsetracks are estimated to bring in another $933 million over two years, according
to the governor's budget staff, although gambling opponents challenge those figures.
Friday's agreement calls for an executive order by Strickland instructing Ohio's Lottery Commission director to begin
placing slot machines at Ohio's seven race-tracks.
This will be followed by legislative language in the state operating budget – Amendment Substitute House Bill
1 – acknowledging the lottery's authority to set up slot machines, provide for a statutory definition and other
implementation requirements.
Legislators had disagreed whether an executive order could avoid lawsuits, or secure outside funding, to place slot
machines at the tracks.
Other critics say it may open Ohio up to casino gambling, which Ohio voters have turned down in four state constitutional
ballot issues since 1990. A new ballot issue is proposed for Nov. 3 asking voters to approve casinos at Cincinnati's
Broadway Commons, Columbus' Arena District, Cleveland and Toledo.
David Zanotti, executive director of the anti-gambling Ohio Roundtable, said his group will follow through with threats
to sue over the slots move.
"Last time I checked, he was elected governor, not king," Zanotti said. "It'll be interesting if the governor has the
courage to take this stand in court and explain to the people of Ohio how in 1973 their vote (in favor of the Ohio Lottery)
authorized casino-style gambling in racetracks in this state. I'm anxious to hear his testimony in court."
The evolution of the compromise
How a plan to allow lottery-run slots in Ohio has evolved since Gov. Ted Strickland first proposed it June 19:
GOVERNOR'S PROPOSAL
2,500 video lottery terminals at each of 7 Ohio horsetracks
Authorized by act of Legislature
Allow machine vendors refunds if casino gambling is legalized this fall
SENATE PROPOSAL
Unspecified number of terminals made available to highest bidder
Authorized by voters
Machines could be at tracks or other locations
THE COMPROMISE
2,500 terminals at horsetracks
Authorized by combination of governor's executive order, legislative language
Removes provision allowing vendor refunds if fall casino issue passes
Source: AP research
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A winning bet?

Ken Gordon

Many horsemen are confident that adding slot machines will rescue Ohio's horse-racing industry -- and thousands of backstretch
jobs

No one knows how much money Ohio's horse-racing industry can expect to see -- and how soon -- now that the state has passed
a budget allowing electronic slot machines at its seven racetracks.

But to the thousands who make their living racing horses in Ohio, those matters are mere details. The fine print behind the news
was far less a concern than the headline: Slots, which Ohio horsemen have sought for most of the past decade, are on the way.

"It's going to save the industry," said Scott Mogan, a 50-year-old trainer from Ashville who has worked in racing for 35 years.

As he spoke Wednesday from the backstretch at Scioto Downs, Mogan watched approvingly as his 14-year-old son, Zachary,
donned a helmet and hopped into the sulky behind a handsome brown horse named Feel The Love for a morning exercise ride.

To Scott Mogan and most horsemen like him, the industry is much more than a job. It's a passion, a vocation that gets in the
blood and is passed down through the generations.

That's what had Mogan so concerned in recent years. The Ohio racing industry had crumbled in the face of mounting competition
from neighboring states that had legalized slot machines or casinos at their tracks. Horsemen suffered as the money dried up,
and many have either quit the business or moved out of state.

"I grew up in central Ohio," Mogan said. "My family is here, my son is going to be a freshman at Teays Valley (High School).
He's into sports and his friends are here, and my main concern was not having to move him.

"It was looking like that could happen if we couldn't get the slots here pretty quick."

That's why the passage of the state budget, permitting up to 2,500 slots at each of Ohio's four standardbred and three
thoroughbred tracks, was hailed by horsemen as nothing less than salvation.

Millions in gambling revenue apparently is on its way, and just in time, horsemen say.
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"It was getting to where you couldn't make it in Ohio," said Geraldine (Geri) Rodak, a thoroughbred owner and trainer based
near Mt. Sterling. "This is just such a relief for all of us."

Caution signs posted

Some horsemen say the rising tide of money back into Ohio will lift all boats, leading to a rejuvenation of the state's breeding
program and the hiring of thousands more trainers, grooms and exercise riders.

There are concerns, however, among officials who represent the interests of horsemen in legislative and other matters that they
did not have enough of a say in how much money from slots would be directed toward purse money and the promotion of
live racing in the state.

Now, the Ohio Horsemen's Benevolent and Protective Association, which represents thoroughbred owners and trainers, and
the Ohio Harness Horsemen's Association will have to negotiate with the tracks the percentage of the revenue's which will be
used for purses.

Horsemen in surrounding states that have passed similar legislation receive between 12 and 15 percent of gaming revenues, the
benevolent association said. But testimony during Ohio Senate hearings indicated that 4 percent of the gross gaming revenue
would be sufficient for the racing industry.

"Four percent of VLT revenue's for horsemen simply isn't enough to revitalize the racing industry in Ohio," Dave Basler, Ohio
HBPA executive director, said in a statement.

The legislation requires tracks to pay a $65 million licensing fee to get the slots, including $13 million by Sept. 15. There also
is a provision requiring tracks to spend $80 million on facility upgrades.

Sam Zonak, executive director of the Ohio State Racing Commission, said he thinks the tracks will come up with the money.

"I have said in the past that we could be losing all of our racetracks but one or two," Zonak said. "Now, I am confident that all
seven will be able to put up the money and will be up and operating."

Stacy Cahill, general manager of Scioto Downs, would not comment, on orders from the track's corporate owner, MTR Gaming
Group. Beulah Park owner Charles Ruma did not return phone calls and told general manager Mike Weiss not to comment.

Yesterday, church leaders vowed legal action, declaring the slots legislation unconstitutional.

"All the church groups were against it, and I didn't understand it," Rodak said. "I'm Catholic, and all the churches have bingo.
My priest was always going to Atlantic City. What's the big deal?"

Optimism on backstretch

Certainly, there are battles ahead for legislators and track owners. But among the rank and file, there is nothing but optimism
that the hard times are over.

It has been tough for them to watch their beloved industry wither.

Mary Ann Travis, a caretaker for Virgil Morgan Jr. Stables at Scioto Downs, recalls going to Sunday morning breakfasts with
her family at the track's now-defunct backstretch restaurant.
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"I've seen a lot of people leave," she said. "It used to be a lot of fun; now, it's just another day. It's dead, but it could be a family
affair again if everything gets going back upstream."

Dan Ater, a Clarksburg, Ohio, native who owns 15 standardbreds, currently is in Canada with some of his horses, in pursuit
of higher purses.

He said as recently as last week that he was considering selling the farm that's been in his family for three generations. His son,
Kyle, a leading driver at Scioto, represents a fourth generation.

"I want to stay home," Ater said. "Here I am up in Canada paying their blacksmith, paying their tack shops, paying their people
to work for you -- it doesn't seem right. There's nothing I'd rather do than stay home and support our economy."

kgordon@dispatch.com
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State issues rules for running video slot machines at tracks

Mark Naymik

Slot machines will spin seven days a week, 24 hours a day at horse-racing tracks with multimillion-dollar makeovers.

That's the vision Gov. Ted Strickland has for a controversial plan to raise state revenue by allowing tracks to install thousands
of video slot machines, according to a set of rules released Wednesday by the Ohio Lottery Commission.

The rules require the state's seven tracks to each spend $80 million to improve their facilities within the next five years. The
rules also offer some detail about how the licensing and oversight of the tracks will work, including the leveling of hefty fines
against tracks that don't meet deadlines.

The rules come as the Strickland administration faces more pressure - from vendors, legislators, track owners and others - to
provide details about how the state plans to integrate the slots, known as video lottery terminals, or VLTs, into the Ohio Lottery
by May. The lottery commission is expected to vote on the rules on Aug. 17.

Strickland also decided Wednesday to use the Greek gaming company that operates the Ohio Lottery to initially set up slot
machines at state's seven race tracks.

Intralot, which runs the state's $2.4 billion online lottery games, including Mega Millions and Pick 4, has a contract option that
allows it to bid first for installing the central computer system that will monitor the daily slots activity at the tracks.

But the state recently told Intralot to back off just as it was about to formally present its bid and a timeline for integrating the
computer system.

The Strickland administration and lottery officials said Monday they were still trying to figure out the best deal for the state
without sacrificing time.

The decision to use Intralot gives the company a two-year contract to create and run the central computer system. The state
plans to seek bids from Intralot and other gaming companies to manage the slots long-term. This is the "hybrid" approach lottery
officials hinted at earlier this week.
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The decision follows a recommendation by the recently formed VLT Advisory Committee, made up of several former lottery
directors.

The group, which has had little to say until Wednesday, issued a two-page advisory explaining its decision to recommend
Intralot.

Strickland hopes the decision to add slots - made through an executive order and without input from lottery officials - will
generate $933 million in lottery profits for Ohio over the two-year budget cycle, which began July 1. Any delays could produce
a revenue shortfall for the state.

The office also confirmed the names of three administrators leading the integration: Amy Andres, chief of staff to the Department
of Insurance chief Mary Jo Hudson; Office of Information Technology administrator Christian Selch; and Strickland policy
adviser Terra Goodnight. Strickland spokeswoman Amanda Wurst said that all three have extensive project management
experience.

An early draft of the governor's proposed timeline for integrating slots obtained by The Plain Dealer shows the state is pushing
up against its own deadlines. The draft timeline shows, for instance, that it wants to settle its contract with Intralot by the end
of the month and it wants to "draft, review, refine" its license agreements by Aug. 15.

Strickland plans to keep pressure on race tracks that want a piece of the lucrative slots business. The state, according to the draft
rules, will fine any race tracks $15 million if they fail to file an application to run slot machines by Sept. 15. The application
fee is $100,000 but its unclear how the state will impose a fine before the track enters into an agreement.

The state will also fine tracks up to $100,000 a day if they fail to pony up their first installment toward a $65 million license
fee. The state is demanding that each track pay $13 million on Sept. 15.

Some track owners - worried about the lack of specifics and the potential impact of a November casino ballot issue - have
privately talked about balking at the first payment.

At least one track owner is ready to pay up.

"We just secured our financing," said Robert Griffin, president and CEO of MTR Gaming Group, which owns Scioto Downs
track. "I look forward to being the first licensed track owner in the state in September."

To reach this Plain Dealer reporter: mnaymik@plaind.com, 216-999-4849

Box

Track rules

The state released draft rules Wednesday for integrating slots at Ohio's seven horse-racing tracks. The rules include:

Separating the video lottery terminals from the racing wagering areas.

Allowing tracks to operate VLTs 24 hours a day, seven days a week.

Requiring all VLT players to be at least 18 years old.

Requiring each track with VLTs to spend $80 million on improvements, including $20 million during the first year.
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Requiring tracks to provide educational materials on gambling addiction and to offer a program for problem gamblers.

Requiring tracks to monitor VLTs through a closed circuit television system.

Ohio Lottery Commission issues rules on operation of video slot machines at race tracks
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Seven horse tracks now can apply to move within Ohio, a step some might 

take before adding slot machines billed as a savior for the racing industry.

Emergency rules approved yesterday by the State Racing Commission lay 

out the process for track owners to follow. The 3-0 vote by the panel came 

after an executive order by Gov. John Kasich, his second in a week 

designed to speed along the development of “racinos.”

Hanging over yesterday’s action was a lawsuit to be filed today by the 

Ohio Roundtable, a critic that argues that racetrack slots must first be 

approved by voters.

“If there’s a lawsuit, everything comes to a halt is my understanding,” 

commission Chairman Robert Schmitz told reporters.

The state’s existing thoroughbred and harness tracks are concentrated 

primarily near the state’s four largest cities, the same places where casinos 

are opening in 2012 and 2013.

With so many slots dollars up for grabs at the tracks — nearly $1.3 billion 

a year by one estimate — the owners are looking to maximize their odds of 

success by locating in desirable areas and not cutting into their own 

interests.

Penn National Gaming — owner of casinos coming to Columbus and 

Toledo — hopes to relocate Beulah Park in Grove City to northern Dayton 

and its Toledo track to Youngstown. Columbus still would have Scioto 

Downs, whose owner, MTR Gaming Group, runs two casinos, in 

Pennsylvania and West Virginia.

Tracks must spend $50 million to get a video-lottery-terminal license 

from the Lottery Commission, plus invest at least $125 million on their 

facilities. It is undetermined, however, how much they will have to pay the 

state to relocate, Schmitz said.

Tracks probably will want to know that key piece of information before 

submitting applications.

Spokesman Bob Tenenbaum said Penn National is committed to moving 

to Dayton and Youngstown.

“We need a little time to review these rules. This is the first we’ve seen 

them,” he said.

The new rules allow tracks to apply to build a temporary racino, but they 

must spend at least $5 million on the facility — not including the cost of 

video lottery terminals that run $20,000 to $30,000 each.

By David Eggert

The Columbus Dispatch • Friday October 21, 2011 10:26 AM

Comments: 0 0 0 2
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Tracks wanting to move also must list “incremental economic benefits” in 

their application: job-creation figures, capital investments, and tax 

revenue for schools and local communities.

Lebanon Raceway, located on Warren County-owned fairgrounds between 

Dayton and Cincinnati, is expected to move to the I-75 corridor because 

the county does not want slots on public property. The state is waiving the 

relocation fee for Lebanon if it moves no more than 20 miles.

Former state Rep. Todd Book, a member of the racing commission, 

recused himself from voting on the rules yesterday because of a potential 

conflict of interest. He said Intralot, which runs games for the lottery, has 

been talking to him about a VLT-related job at the company.

“I thought it’d be better for me to stay away from (a vote) and see what 

happens,” Book said.

deggert@dispatch.com
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Casinos deal a win 

for almost everyone 

-

When Gov. John 

Kasich made it clear in 

April that he thought 

Ohio's casinos should 

have to pony up more 

cash, he knew he had 

no legal authority to 

make that happen.

About two months, an expensive gambling expert, two construction-site 

work stoppages and a weeklong standoff later, Kasich effectively has 

squeezed casino operators for an extra $220 million. When he started, he 

could count on only the $50 million license fees and 33 percent tax on 

gross revenue for each casino outlined in the 2009 voter-approved 

constitutional amendment.

The Republican governor more than doubled what the state was set to 

receive from Penn National Gaming and Rock Ohio Caesars in licensing 

fees for their Columbus, Cincinnati, Cleveland and Toledo casinos.

Moelis and Co., the gambling consultant he hired to help him pull it off, is 

expected by administration officials to reach its maximum earnings of 

$15.4 million off of Kasich's deal. The company's contract promised 3.25 

percent of any added revenue Kasich secured, to a maximum of $13 

million, on top of the company's $200,000 per month retainer over the 

yearlong pact.

Kasich succeeded by wielding an aggressive bargaining chip in the threat 

of higher taxes. He also agreed to a softer deal on fees and taxes related to 

slots at horse tracks in exchange for guaranteed, multimillion-dollar 

investments at those facilities.

"It's a good deal for the casinos and a good deal for the state," said casino 

expert and gambling newsletter editor Frank Fantini, who is based in 

Dover, Del. "One unqualified good move by the governor was to make it so 

if you want to have slots at the racetracks, you have to make a significant 

investment.

"What the governor did in Ohio was come up with a reasonable tax 

system."

Track owners installing slots will be required to invest at least $150 

million in their facilities, including the gambling devices, with a maximum 

credit of $25 million for the value of existing facilities and land.

By Joe Vardon

The Columbus Dispatch • Sunday June 19, 2011 10:48 AM
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They also will be required to pay a $50 million license fee and a 33.5 

percent tax on slot-machine revenue, netting the state $350 million in 

license fees from its seven racetracks and an untold amount in taxes.

But some critics view the financial terms Kasich set for expanding slot 

machines as a key weakness.

When then-Gov. Ted Strickland and the legislature attempted to 

implement slots at tracks in mid-2009 to help solve the state's budget 

problems, he set a license fee of $65 million and a 50 percent tax rate.

Moelis submitted a report to the governor last month that showed the 

average tax rate on slot machines in other states is about 48 percent.

"The question is, did we get enough in return for what we gave up?" said 

Dale Butland, spokesman for the liberal policy group Innovation Ohio.

Butland's group is headed by Janetta King, a former Strickland 

administration official.

"For the longest time, Gov. Kasich has been saying the 33percent tax rate 

is a really bad deal, and we agree with him," Butland said. "But if that's a 

bad deal, why did he extend the same bad deal to operators of VLTs (video 

lottery terminals)?"

Rob Nichols, Kasich's press secretary, said the agreement was constructed 

in such a way that "the state could maximize revenue and the tracks would 

be successful."

Nichols said the landscape has changed since Strickland and the 

legislature rolled slots fees and tax rates into the 2009 budget - before 

casino gambling was allowed.

"With VLTs and casinos, I don't think the tracks would've prospered well 

with a higher tax rate," said Matt Cullen, president and chief operating 

officer of Rock Ohio Caesars.

Caesars Entertainment, which is partnering with Cleveland Cavaliers 

owner Dan Gilbert to operate the Cleveland and Cincinnati casinos, also 

owns Thistledown racetrack near Cleveland.

Penn National, the Columbus and Toledo casino developer, owns the 

Beulah Park horse track in Grove City and Toledo Raceway. Penn wants to 

move those operations to the Dayton and Youngstown areas, respectively, 

to get them away from its new casinos.

Of course, neither Penn National nor Rock Ohio Caesars would have 

bargained with Kasich if not for the governor's move to craft tax language 

that would have cost the casinos tens of millions of dollars each year.

Kasich had inserted into the state budget a provision that applied Ohio's 

commercial-activity tax to casinos based on all revenue before winnings 

were paid out. Casino operators insisted that the tax should be applied 

only after payouts to winners were subtracted.

Rock Ohio was so frustrated over what Kasich's interpretation of the tax 

could do to its bottom line that it stopped construction in Cleveland and 

Cincinnati.

"The governor got his money in exchange for a bluff," Fantini said. 

"Interpreting taxes that way is certainly not done anywhere else, and it 

made no sense."
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While the Kasich administration thinks the courts would have upheld its 

interpretation of how the tax should be applied, multiple casino experts 

said the casino developers could have pursued a legal challenge and 

succeeded.

One of those experts, William N. Thompson, a public-administration 

professor at the University of Nevada, Las Vegas, said Kasich's deal is bad 

for Ohio because the money the governor extracted from Penn and Rock 

won't be there for them to pump back into their casinos.

But as part of the agreement, both developers pledged investments of at 

least $700 million in their two projects - more than the $500 million 

required by the 2009 constitutional amendment. Rock is planning an 

initial investment of $900million.

"With the blend of investments, tax money and additional payments we've 

agreed to, we don't feel like they left any money on the table," Cullen said.

Of course, gambling opponents don't think Kasich's deal is good for 

Ohioans. The Ohio Roundtable might challenge the pact in court, saying 

the governor can't unilaterally change the terms of the 2009 

constitutional amendment.

The conservative group also might fight allowing electronic slots at horse 

tracks without a vote of the people or changing the constitution. 

Strickland's plan, which eventually was dropped, was challenged because 

the proposed installation of slot machines was depicted as an expansion of 

the Ohio Lottery, the only form of gambling allowed in the constitution 

until the 2009 casino amendment.

jvardon@dispatch.com
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Ohio Casinos

Hollywood Casino Columbus

200 Georgesville Road

Columbus, OH 43228

(614) 308-3333

(855) 617-4206 – Toll Free

www.hollywoodcolumbus.com

Hollywood Casino Toledo

777 Hollywood Blvd.

Toledo, OH 43605

(419) 661-5200 

(877) 777-9579 – Toll Free

www.hollywoodcasinotoledo.com

Hollywood Casinos Owned/Operated by: Penn National Gaming

www.pngaming.com

Problem 
Gambling 
Helpline 800-
589-9966

  |   State Agencies   |   Online Services

You are here : About  >  Ohio Casinos

Home About Licensing Compliance Enforcement Legal

Responsible Gambling News

Search...

Page 1 of 2Ohio Casinos
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Horseshoe Casino Cincinnati

1000 Broadway St.

Cincinnati, OH 45202

(513) 252-0777

(877) 955-3436 – Toll Free

www.horseshoecincinnati.com

Horseshoe Casino Cleveland

100 Public Square

Cleveland, OH 44113

(216) 297-4777

(855) 746-3777 – Toll Free

www.horseshoecleveland.com

Horseshoe Casinos Owned/Operated by: Rock Gaming   

www.rock-gaming.com

Ohio.gov Contact Us

10 West Broad Street, 6th 

Floor,

Columbus, OH 43215

614.387.5858

Toll Free Line – 855.800.0058

Fax – 614.485.1007

Info@casinocontrol.ohio.gov

Media Contact

Jessica Franks

Director of Communications

614.914.2529

614.653.1717 - Cell

Jessica.Franks@casinocontrol.ohio.gov

Page 2 of 2Ohio Casinos
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Ohio Lottery ● 61 5 West Superior Avenu e ● Cleveland, Oh io 4411 3-1879  ● 1.800 .686 .420 8 ● ww w.ohiolottery.com
An Equal Opportun it y Employer and Service Provider

VIDEO LOTT ERY SALES AGEN T 

LICEN SING STATUS 

DBA Lice nsing Status B usiness  Addr ess Alte rn ate Shipp ing Address 

Scioto Downs Operating License 
Expires May 22 , 201 5 

6000  South Hig h Street , 
Columb u s, OH 4320 7  

Thistledown Operating License 
Expires Apr il  2, 201 6

21501  Emery Road, 
Cleveland , OH 44 128

Holl ywoo d Ga ming at 
Dayton Raceway 

 Operating License
Expires August 26, 2017

777 Hollywood Blvd.  
Dayton, OH 454 14 

Holl ywoo d Ga ming at 
Mahoning Vall ey Race 

Cour se 

 Operating License
Expires Sept. 15, 2017 

777 Hollywood Ave.  
Youn gstown, OH 4451 5 

B elterra Park Gaming
and Entertainment

Center
 Operating License 

Expi res  Apr 28, 2017
 

 
6301  Kellogg  Avenu e 
Cincinn ati,  OH 4532 0 

Miami Vall ey Ga ming Operating License 
Expires Dec. 6 , 201 6 

6000  State Route 63 
Lebanon, OH 4503 6 

Hard  Rock Rocksino Operating License 
Expires Dec. 12 , 201 6 

10715  Northfield Rd. 
Northfield, OH 4406 7 
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February 13 Minutes

March 20 Minutes

April 17 Minutes
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Toledo Progress Report - April 2012

Toledo Progress Report - March 2012

Toledo February Construction Report 2012

Toledo January Construction Report 2012

Cleveland Casino Commission Meeting Progress Report 

Hollywood Casino Toledo Construction Progress Report 

Cleveland and Cincinnati Progress Report

Hollywood Casino Columbus, October 2011 Progress 

Caesars' Responsible Gaming in Action

Penn Responsible Gaming Presentation to Ohio

Rock Ohio Caesars – Horsehoe Casino in Cleveland and Cincinnati

Penn National – Hollywood casino in Toledo

Penn National – Hollywood Casino in Columbus

Ohio.gov

Media Contact

Jessica Franks

Director of Communications

614.914.2529

614.653.1717 - Cell

Jessica.Franks@casinocontrol.ohio.gov

Problem Gambling Helpline 800-589-9966
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Contact Us

10 West Broad Street, 6th Floor,

Columbus, OH 43215

614.387.5858

Toll Free Line – 855.800.0058

Fax – 614.485.1007

Info@casinocontrol.ohio.gov

Contact Us

Page 2 of 2Progress Reports

1/23/2015http://casinocontrol.ohio.gov/MinutesNotices/ProgressReports.aspx

Appx. 62



1/23/2015

1

February 1, 2012

Casino Facility Progress Report

Construction Progress – February 1, 2012

Contract sum to date: 164,372,575

Total project completed to 

date:

85%

MBE / WBE awarded to date: $   35,900,000 *

Average daily # of 

construction workers on-site:

300

Note:

* - MBE/WBE amount exceeds original goal by over $14,000,000.
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Arial View

January 26, 2012 Tour

• Team member Training 

Room.
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January 26, 2012 Tour – Team Member Dining Room

January 26, 2012 Tour – Epic Buffet
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January 26, 2012 Tour – Gaming Floor

Comparative Photos (Final Cut Steak & Seafood House – photo #1)
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Comparative Photos (Final Cut Steak & Seafood House – photo #2)

Comparative Photos (Epic Buffet)
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Comparative Photos (Skybox Restaurant & Bar)

Comparative Photos (Serpentine Sign)
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Comparative Photos (Poker Room)

Summary Timeline
• Surveillance:

– System Programming/Testing: January 3-15, 2012

– System Turnover to Property: January 16, 2012

• Food & Beverage:
– Epic Buffet & Final Cut Steakhouse Partial Certificate of Occupancy: December 27, 2011

– Team Member Dining Room Open: January 6, 2012

• Slots:
– Carpet Installation: December 14, 2011 to February 10, 2012

– Slot Bases Installation: December 19, 2011 to March 2, 2012

– Order/Delivery: All games ordered and ready to ship (awaiting final Commission approval)

– Estimated Installation: TBD (30 day duration)

• Table Games:
– Artwork/layouts submitted to Commission for review & approval: December 21, 2011

– Carpet Installation (Pit areas): To be completed by February 29, 2012

– Order/Delivery: All games ordered and ready to ship (awaiting final Commission approval)

– Estimated Installation: March 1-5, 2012

• Final Inspection/Certificate of Occupancy:
– Certificate of Occupancy: March 15, 2012
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Staffing Update

Status Number

Active Team Members 69

Future Dated Offers 228

Completed Offers in 2 Weeks 700

Total 997

• All employees identified as key employees to date have submitted a 

complete key license application (14 in total).

Vendor Update

Status Number Percentage

MBE/WBE Vendors 23 10.50

All Other Vendors 197 89.50

Total 220 100.00
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Public Safety Outreach

• Most recent meeting held on January 30, 2012 with the following 

attendees:

– Captain Brad Weis – Toledo PD (Strategic Response – Hollywood Contact 

person for opening

– Thomas Wiegand – Toledo PD (Area Commander)

– Chief Mark Hetrick – Perrysburg Township PD

– Chief Thomas Cairl – Northwood PD

– John Altman – Ohio Highway Patrol

– Eric Reynolds – Deputy Chief, Wood County

– Seven (7) other members of local law enforcement

• Topics included: Team member & guest safety, Traffic flow, Natural 

Disasters, Gangs, Miscellaneous crimes & threats.

• Bi-weekly meetings to occur going forward.
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Problem Gambling Helpline 800-589-9966
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Contact Us

10 West Broad Street, 6th Floor,

Columbus, OH 43215

614.387.5858

Toll Free Line – 855.800.0058

Fax – 614.485.1007

Info@casinocontrol.ohio.gov

Contact Us
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Study says Ohio casinos, racinos supported close 
to 14K jobs, economic impact of $2.2B in 2013

Numbers to improve with Austintown racino, others opening this 

year

By Robert Connelly

Sunday, December 21, 2014

By ROBERT CONNELLY

rconnelly@vindy.com

AUSTINTOWN

A recent study reports the Ohio gaming industry, casinos and racinos, had a total economic impact of 
approximately $2.2 billion in 2013 and supported close to 14,000 jobs.

That study, performed by Oxford Economics for the American Gaming Association, was based on last 
year’s numbers, when three of the four casinos and only one of the seven racinos were fully operational 
for the full year in the Buckeye State. The study was done state by state and nationwide.

Those numbers are expected to go up after more facilities opened this year, including Austintown’s 
Hollywood Gaming at Mahoning Valley Race Course.

“Currently, we’ve created more than 400 jobs at the facility. I think that’s really a great start,” said Mike 
Galle, Hollywood Gaming general manager and vice president.

Hollywood Gaming still has positions open involving both gaming and racing. These positions can be 
found online at hollywoodmahoningvalley.com/careers.

That’s on top of the 1,530 employees who worked construction at Hollywood Gaming, according to 
Turner Construction — the head contractor on the $125 million project. Penn National Gaming Inc. paid 
$125 million in license and track relocation fees to bring the company’s total investment to $250 
million.

State Rep. Ronald V. Gerberry of Austintown, D-59th, talked about the impact on the workforce at the 
facility in the beginning and now. He listed all the job positions, from workers with the horses, gaming 
floor to veterinarians and valets.
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“All of those things are all contributors to economic growth in the area,” Gerberry said. “And just to 
watch the construction, it was incredible just the number of local trades people working out there. ... It’s 
had a tremendous impact so far and will continue.”

Statewide, the total labor income impact was $546.65 million, of that $291.6 million in direct labor 
income, and a total tax impact of $672.5 million, of which $356.5 million is in gaming taxes, the study 
said.

The study, released this month, used surveys from national casino operators; federal, state and private 
data sources for employment, revenue and expense numbers; and calculated direct, indirect and 
economic impacts statewide last year.

“Certainly, there was every expectation that these racinos were going to be job creators. If anyone’s had 
a chance to visit the track at Austintown, it’s a very labor-intensive job,” said Mark Munroe, a member 
of the state racing commission and chairman of the Mahoning County Republican Party. 

He also noted how supportive Mahoning Valley residents have been of the track, from the video lottery 
terminal players to the patrons watching the live horse racing that began Nov. 24.

STUDY SPECIFICS

For the whole country, the study detailed an industry with an economic impact of $340 billion 
supporting 1.7 million jobs and bringing in $38 billion in tax revenues.

The analysis excluded parimutuel gaming, or wagering on horses; slots and video lottery terminals in 
noncasino locations; Native American casinos; card rooms and gaming manufacturer revenues and 
employment impacts.

Aran Ryan, executive director of Oxford Economics, based in the Philadelphia area, explained those 
exclusions were made so the study fell in line with parameters that the AGA uses for the “State of 
States” analysis that it releases yearly.

He said this was the first year it did the gaming study and plans to do it in coming years.

The figures Oxford produced for 2013 highlighted the jumps in economic impact that the Buckeye State 
has made since 2012, when some of the facilities were open after statewide Issue 3 passed in 2009. That 
made way for the casinos in Toledo, Columbus, Cincinnati and Cleveland.

Ryan specifically pointed to the statistics about ancillary spending, which is spending by patrons of the 
facilities at surrounding businesses who indicated a casino was the main purpose of their trip, and said 
“that was another piece previously underappreciated.”

He continued, “I think [the report] shows the full scope of the industry nationally.”

Ancillary spending across the Buckeye State was about $84 million. The economic impact of horse 
racing in the Valley could be $7.1 million, counting costs of horse feeding, blacksmiths, veterinarians 
and other needs, officials have estimated.

Galle said Hollywood Gaming continues to build partnerships in the community after opening the 
gaming floor to Valley residents Sept. 17. That includes a listing of area hotels that are partners on its 
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website. Those hotels in Austintown are: Best Western Meander Inn, Candlewood Suites, Comfort Inn, 
The Fairfield Inn & Suites, Hampton Inn, Holiday Inn Express & Suites and Sleep Inn. It also partners 
with the Boardman Holiday Inn and the Niles Residence Inn Marriott.

“We had a lot of rooms that were booked from our property to local hotels here in Austintown, and 
we’re definitely looking to expand those opportunities,” Galle said.
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Economic Impacts

• The Lottery transferred $728.6 million in Fiscal Year 2010, from the sale of online and instant tickets, to the Lottery 

Profits Education Fund for use by primary and secondary schools in Ohio.

• The Lottery distributed more than $1.5 billion in prizes to holders of winning tickets, the majority whom reside in Ohio.

• The Lottery withheld approximately $51 million in Federal taxes and $12.2 million in State taxes from prize awards 

during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2010.

• More than 8,900 retailers sell lottery products made up of a variety chain retailers and independent stores. Lottery 

retailers selling lottery products received $153.4 million in bonuses and commissions in Fiscal Year 2010.

• Retailer floor traffic increases as a direct result of lottery sales. The Lottery helps draw customers into retail 

establishments.

• On a weekly basis, an average of $21 million is on deposit in Ohio financial institutions through its electronic transfer 

(EFT) collection system of more than 8,900 retailers across the state.

• For Fiscal Year 2011, the Lottery’s operating budget is approximately $130 million, which provides for a variety of 

goods and services that are procured from vendors here in the state of Ohio.

• The Lottery leases office and warehouse space in eleven major facilities throughout Ohio, totaling approximately 

215,000 square feet. Total leases paid by the Ohio Lottery amounted to over $1.4 million.

• The Lottery employs nearly 350 Ohioans throughout the state.

• The Lottery’s major vendor, Intralot, operates out of another facility located in the state where in addition to operating 

the Ohio Lottery, it houses data-processing information for five other state lotteries.

• The Lottery purchases Multi Game Vending Machines from our vendor that are assemble in the state of Ohio.

• The Lottery contracts with Ohio-based advertising firms for radio, television, production, media placement, billboards 

and other marketing related services.

• Additional staff are employed by companies such as: Northlich Advertising, Marcus Thomas Advertising, WEWS, Mills 

James, and Hooven-Dayton strictly due to the Lottery’s existence.

• The Lottery and vendor employees have a significant effect on spin-off jobs of local businesses, restaurants, etc.
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Dayton racino gets plan board support

Ty Greenlees 

Related

By Joanne Huist Smith 

Penn National Gaming’s development plan for the Hollywood Dayton Raceway got unanimous support from the City Plan Board on Tuesday.

The seven-member board recommended the City Commission approve Penn’s application to amend the city zoning map to allow for construction of a racino on 119 acres at the 
southwest corner of Needmore and Wagner Ford roads. The plan will be presented to the City Commission for final consideration at 6 p.m. on Jan. 16.

“This is really a significant step in the process. Obviously, the Planning Commission approval is something we needed to move forward,” Bob Tenenbaum, spokesman of Penn 
National said.” We hope the City Commission feels the same way.”

Penn wants to break ground early next year and open the racino in 2014.

The project would feature a harness racetrack, an up-to-150,000-square-foot gaming building with a simulcast theater for on- and off-track wagering, self-bet/full bet mutual service 
stations and theater and box seating.

The clubhouse will have a sports bar with full-service, terraced and concourse dining. Hollywood Dayton also will have a live entertainment stage and miscellaneous food and 
beverage outlets.

The racino is expected to create 1,000 jobs at the facility or related businesses and 1,000 construction jobs throughout the life of the project.

“What we have seen with our other facilities…this really can serve as an economic development driver,” Tenenbaum said.

The construction costs are estimated at $125 million. The racetrack relocation fee is $75 million and the video lottery terminal operator fee is $50 million.

The first step in construction will be demolition of the foundation of the former Delphi plant, which can be done during the winter. Penn has applied for a city permit to do that. 
Environmental assessments, supervised by the city, also are under way.

While a major step forward, obstacles still remain for Penn. The gaming company’s applications to state commissions to relocate Raceway Park from Toledo to Dayton and to become 
a video lottery sales agent still are pending. And, a hearing date has not been set on an appeal of a court ruling against an anti-gambling organization that is questioning Gov. John 
Kasich’s authority to allow video lottery terminals at racetracks.

More News

• AP source: FBI completes federal probe of Ferguson shooting

• Area man loses 245 pounds, changes life

• Officer calls for help at Miller Lane

• Child wanders to neighbor’s house nude, asks for help

• 9 Easy Exercises to Cure Back Pain, Especially Number 6(Interesticle)

• People With Crohn's Disease Should Pass On These Foods(HealthCentral)

• You Won't Believe These Celebrities Never Went To College, Especially 

Number 6(Interesticle)
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Recommended by

Comments 

If you would like to post a comment please Sign in or Register

• Dayton No. 1 on ‘Queerest Cities in America 2015’ list

• Vehicle flees from police; crashes in Meijer parking lot

• Amber Rose & 15 Celebs Who Slayed In Swimwear(Styleblazer)

• Republican Flattens Democratic Strategist On MSNBC Over False Claims Of 

Racism In Tea Party(Downtrend)

• Olivia Munn Opens Up About Her Hottie NFL Boyfriend Aaron Rodgers: So 

Sexy Watching Him Dominate on the Football Field(E! Online)
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Marvin Fong, The Plain Dealer

The sale of racing permits at Thistledown racetrack in North Randall to 

Rock Ohio Caesars was approved by the Ohio Racing Commission, 
clearing the way for the track to become a racino.

Previous Plain Dealer coverage

• Thistledown agreement outlines area where track can move 

(June 7, 2012)

• Slotlike gambling will come to Thistledown, but racetrack 

may soon move (June 6)

Thistledown to add 1,150 video lottery terminals as part of $88 

million project

Pat Galbincea, The Plain Dealer By Pat Galbincea, The Plain Dealer

Email the author

on August 22, 2012 at 6:31 PM, updated January 24, 2013 at 8:28 AM

NORTH RANDALL, Ohio — Thistledown 

racetrack will add 1,150 video lottery 

terminals by spring and undergo other 

renovations as part of an $88 million 

project planned by Rock Ohio Caesars LLC. 

The Ohio Racing Commission gave Rock 

Ohio Caesars approval to obtain racing 

permits that will enable the company to 

apply for video terminal licenses from the 

Ohio Lottery Commission, said Jennifer 

Kulczycki, spokeswoman for Rock Gaming 

LLC. 

Once it receives the lottery commission's 

approval, Thistledown will transform into a "racino," similar to the changes unveiled at Scioto Downs in 

Columbus in June. Scioto Downs currently has 2,180 video terminal machines. 

Enhancements to the racetrack in North Randall will be noticeable by the second quarter of 2013, Kulczycki 

said. 

The transformations include turning the main floor of Thistledown's grandstand into a 57,000-square foot 

gaming space that will accommodate about 1,150 video lottery terminals, also known as VLTs. The area will 

also include a 60-seat restaurant, two food court outlets and a lounge for racino guests. 

Kulczycki also said the track's 2,300 space parking lot will be renovated. 

Kulczycki said the Rock Ohio C also plans 

to install new simulcast viewing 

equipment, update mutual teller windows 

and create a premium seating area. In 

addition, a second lounge and a 500-seat 

restaurant overlooking the racetrack will 
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• Ohio's first 'racino' opens in Columbus; several hundred 

wait in line for gaming (June 1)

• Hard Rock, Northfield Park unveil racino plans (April 18)

• Greater Cleveland's Thistledown racetrack would need time 

to get slots out of gate (Sept. 22, 2011)

• Casino gambling at Ohio's race tracks a matter of survival, 

horse-racing industry officials say (April 2)

be updated. Thistledown is now owned 

jointly by Rock Ohio Caesars and Caesars 

Entertainment 

A spokeswoman from the Ohio Lottery 

Commission's legal department said 

Thistledown has already applied for VLT 

licensing and the commission is reviewing 

it. She said it took six months to approve the VLTs at Scioto Downs. It was the first race track to apply 

earlier in the year. A second has since been approved. 

The Ohio Lottery Commission is reviewing VLT licensing applications from four other racetracks in the state 

besides Thistledown. Of Ohio's eight horse racetracks, the only track that has not yet applied is Northfield 

Park in Northfield in northern Summit County. 

Marcus Glover, regional senior vice president for Caesars Entertainment, said Thistledown's $88 million 

project will add 300 new jobs to the track. The track currently employs 200 during the live racing season. 

Past Plain Dealer articles have hinted at Thistledown moving from its current site and relocating near the 

Akron-Canton Airport, but Kulczycki said the current owners have no plans to move – for now. 

"The investment we've made is at the racetrack in North Randall," Kulczycki said. "We announced back in 

June that we'd be investing in the track where it currently is. Some construction has already started and 

we're anticipating it will be completed next year in the spring, where we will then put in the VLTs." 

But she added that an opportunity to relocate the racetrack through the development of a new combined 

racino facility "remains as an option for our company in the future, but neither a decision nor a timeline for a 

future move has been made." 

Live and simulcast racing will continue at Thistledown through the construction period, she added. 

© 2015 cleveland.com. All rights reserved.
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OHIO LOTTERY 
615 West Superior Avenue 

Cleveland, Ohio 44113 
www.ohiolottery.com  

 

Definition of Terms 
Credits Played: The amount of onscreen credits wagered on a video lottery terminal (VLT). This amount represents cash, vouchers and promotions inserted into the VLTs. 
Credits Won: The amount of onscreen credits won on a VLT. Also includes any progressive jackpot liability due to players. 
Promotional Play Credits: The amount of promotional play for the month. 
Net Win: The net revenues remaining after payout of prizes to players. (Credits Played less Credits Won and less Promotional Credits). 
Average Number of VLTs: The average number of VLTs at the property. 
Win/VLT per day: Net win for the month divided by the number of days in the month divided by the average number of VLTs. 
Racino Commission: The portion of Net Win paid to the racino operator as compensation for operating the gaming facility. 
Ohio Lottery: The portion of Net Win retained by the Ohio Lottery. 

VLT Results for Fiscal Year 2012 (Revised) 

  
         

        
Distribution of Net Win: 

          Month Credits  Credits  Promotional 
 

Number of Win/VLT 

 
Racino   

Ending Played Won Play Credits Net  Win VLTs per day 

 
Commission Ohio Lottery 

July $0 $0 $0 $0 0 $0 
 

$0 $0 

August 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 

0 0 

September 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 

0 0 

October 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 

0 0 

November 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 

0 0 

December 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 

0 0 

January 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 

0 0 

February 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 

0 0 

March  0 0 0 0 0 0 
 

0 0 

April 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 

0 0 

May 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 

0 0 

June 122,671,970 109,925,139 1,671,152 11,075,679 1,787 207 
 

7,365,327 3,710,352 

TOTAL $122,671,970 $109,925,139 $1,671,152 $11,075,679 
   

$7,365,327 $3,710,352 
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OHIO LOTTERY 
615 West Superior Avenue 

Cleveland, Ohio 44113 
www.ohiolottery.com  

 

Definition of Terms 
Credits Played: The amount of onscreen credits wagered on a video lottery terminal (VLT). This amount represents cash, vouchers and promotions inserted into the VLTs. 
Credits Won: The amount of onscreen credits won on a VLT. Also includes any progressive jackpot liability due to players. 
Promotional Play Credits: The amount of promotional play for the month. 
Net Win: The net revenues remaining after payout of prizes to players. (Credits Played less Credits Won and less Promotional Credits). 
Percent Payout: Represents the actual amount of payout to patrons. This is calculated by dividing the net win by credits played, then subtracting from 100 percent. 
Average Number of VLTs: The average number of VLTs at the property. 
Win/VLT per day: Net win for the month divided by the number of days in the month divided by the average number of VLTs. 
Racino Commission: The portion of Net Win paid to the racino operator as compensation for operating the gaming facility. 
Ohio Lottery: The portion of Net Win retained by the Ohio Lottery. 
Unclaimed Credit Vouchers: Funds available as unclaimed credit vouchers, as defined as over 180 days, shall be owed to the commission in accordance with ORC 3770:2-3-08. 
*Thistledown conducted a controlled demonstration on April 2 from 5 pm - 11 pm. Opened on April 9 at 4:30 pm. 

VLT Results for Fiscal Year 2013 - Revised 

             

         
Distribution of Net Win: 

  

             Month Credits  Credits  Promotional 
 

Percent   Average Number Win/VLT 

 
Racino   

 
Unclaimed Credit 

Ending Played Won Play Credits Net  Win Payout   of VLTs per day 

 
Commission Ohio Lottery 

 
Vouchers 

July $142,476,251 $127,773,736 $2,874,622 $11,827,893 91.70% 1,787 $214 
 

$7,865,549 $3,962,344 
  August 153,878,759 138,047,191 2,705,299 13,126,269 91.47% 2,088 203 

 
8,728,969 4,397,300 

  September 160,411,305 143,871,242 3,280,221 13,259,842 91.73% 2,117 209 
 

8,817,795 4,442,047 
  October 128,191,782 114,776,070 3,154,810 10,260,902 92.00% 2,117 156 

 
6,823,500 3,437,402 

  November 122,079,469 109,107,193 3,124,285 9,847,991 91.93% 2,117 155 
 

6,548,914 3,299,077 
  December 119,725,747 106,676,618 3,170,786 9,878,343 91.75% 2,117 151 

 
6,569,098 3,309,245 

 
$9,679  

January 120,790,977 107,647,446 2,983,441 10,160,090 91.59% 2,116 155 
 

6,756,460 3,403,630 
 

5,133  

February 124,501,000 110,774,673 2,741,929 10,984,398 91.18% 2,107 186 
 

7,304,625 3,679,773 
 

8,111  

March  150,264,713 133,955,614 3,703,186 12,605,913 91.61% 2,107 193 
 

8,382,932 4,222,981 
 

8,548  

April 228,869,129 204,727,262 4,823,778 19,318,089 91.56% 2,907 222 
 

12,846,530 6,471,559 
 

5,111  

May 267,630,122 238,632,609 6,463,471 22,534,042 91.58% 3,205 227 
 

14,985,138 7,548,904 
 

3,132  

June 277,221,500 247,014,663 8,485,857 21,720,980 92.16% 3,229 224 
 

14,444,451 7,276,529 
 

3,606  

TOTAL $1,996,040,754 $1,783,004,317 $47,511,685 $165,524,752   
   

$110,073,961 $55,450,791 
 

$43,320 

Note: Figures reported are unaudited. 
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OHIO LOTTERY 
615 West Superior Avenue 

Cleveland, Ohio 44113 
www.ohiolottery.com  

 

Definition of Terms 
Credits Played: The amount of onscreen credits wagered on a video lottery terminal (VLT). This amount represents cash, vouchers and promotions inserted into the VLTs. 
Credits Won: The amount of onscreen credits won on a VLT. Also includes any progressive jackpot liability due to players. 
Promotional Play Credits: The amount of promotional play for the month. 
Net Win: The net revenues remaining after payout of prizes to players. (Credits Played less Credits Won and less Promotional Credits). 
Percent Payout: Represents the actual amount of payout to patrons. This is calculated by dividing the net win by credits played, then subtracting from 100 percent. 
Average Number of VLTs: The average number of VLTs at the property. 
Win/VLT per day: Net win for the month divided by the number of days in the month divided by the average number of VLTs. 
Racino Commission: The portion of Net Win paid to the racino operator as compensation for operating the gaming facility, less Problem Gambling Services disbursement. 
Ohio Lottery: The portion of Net Win retained by the Ohio Lottery. 
Problem Gambling Services: As of July 1, 2013, each racino shall disperse one-half of one percent of their commission to the Ohio Lottery for the purpose of providing funding support for programs that provide 
for gambling addiction and other related addiction services. 
Unclaimed Credit Vouchers: Funds available as unclaimed credit vouchers, as defined as over 180 days, shall be owed to the commission in accordance with ORC 3770:2-3-08. 

VLT Results for Fiscal Year 2014 

             
         

Distribution of Net Win: 
 

           

Problem 

 Month Credits  Credits  Promotional 
  

Average Number Win/VLT 

 
Racino   Gambling Unclaimed Credit 

Ending Played Won Play Credits Net  Win Percent Payout   of VLTs per day 

 
Commission Ohio Lottery Services Vouchers 

July $292,451,507 $260,912,414 $8,976,144 $22,562,949 92.28% 3,229 $225 
 

$14,929,339 $7,558,588 $75,022 $3,310 

August 297,996,802 266,285,771 8,805,176 22,905,855 92.31% 3,233 229 
 

15,156,231 7,673,462 76,162 5,899 

September 282,965,759 252,463,853 8,177,953 22,323,953 92.11% 3,248 229 
 

14,771,202 7,478,524 74,227 5,182 

October 284,909,316 254,353,378 6,439,750 24,116,188 91.54% 3,257 239 
 

15,957,078 8,078,924 80,186 10,380 

November 281,315,238 250,744,736 6,000,570 24,569,932 91.27% 3,256 252 
 

16,257,310 8,230,927 81,695 19,474 

*December 386,499,276 345,013,473 5,955,531 35,530,272 90.81% 5,286 217 
 

23,509,493 11,902,641 118,138 12,638 

January 433,914,337 387,493,775 7,228,695 39,191,867 90.97% 7,083 178 
 

25,932,279 13,129,275 130,313 23,672 

February 484,329,996 432,605,559 8,124,792 43,599,645 91.00% 7,079 220 
 

28,848,795 14,605,881 144,969 19,463 

March  582,864,314 521,417,373 10,524,914 50,922,027 91.26% 7,111 231 
 

33,693,832 17,058,879 169,316 13,777 

April 542,691,403 485,359,551 10,042,507 47,289,345 91.29% 7,091 222 
 

31,290,177 15,841,931 157,237 15,553 

*May 634,200,490 567,334,108 11,150,829 55,715,553 91.21% 8,577 210 
 

36,865,589 18,664,710 185,254 11,084 

*June 572,499,277 512,310,789 11,339,714 48,848,774 91.47% 8,585 190 
 

32,322,012 16,364,339 162,423 87,594 

TOTAL $5,076,637,715 $4,536,294,780 $102,766,575 $437,576,360   
   

$289,533,337 $146,588,081 $1,454,942 $228,026 
Note: Figures reported are unaudited and rounded for presentation. 
*Miami Valley conducted two controlled demonstrations: December 8 from 4 pm - 9 pm and December 10 from 6 pm - 9 pm. Opened on December 12 at 11 am. 
*Hard Rock Rocksino conducted a controlled demonstration on December 16 from 6 pm - 10 pm. Opened on December 18 at 5 pm. 
*Belterra Park conducted a controlled demonstration on April 29 from 8 am - 12 noon. The controlled demonstration revenue information is included in the May totals. Opened on May 1 at 4 pm. 
* June total for unclaimed credit vouchers includes a correction for previous reporting periods. 
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Casino Tax Distributions

Jul‐12 19,760,132.67$                Jul‐12 10,077,667.67$               Jul‐12 6,718,445.11$                  Jul‐12 988,006.63$                      
Oct‐12 39,439,630.66$                Oct‐12 20,114,211.65$               Oct‐12 13,409,474.42$                Oct‐12 1,971,981.53$                   
Jan‐13 52,417,622.00$                Jan‐13 26,732,987.22$               Jan‐13 17,821,991.48$                Jan‐13 2,620,881.10$                   
Apr‐13 62,935,379.00$                Apr‐13 32,097,043.29$               Apr‐13 21,398,028.86$                Apr‐13 3,146,768.95$                   
Jul‐13 70,645,627.00$                Jul‐13 36,029,269.77$               Jul‐13 24,019,513.18$                Jul‐13 3,532,281.35$                   
Oct‐13 70,244,213.09$                Oct‐13 35,824,548.68$               Oct‐13 23,883,032.46$                Oct‐13 3,512,210.65$                   
Jan‐14 68,691,396.00$                Jan‐14 35,032,611.96$               Jan‐14 23,355,074.64$                Jan‐14 3,434,569.80$                   
Apr‐14 66,267,980.41$                Apr‐14 33,796,670.01$               Apr‐14 22,531,113.34$                Apr‐14 3,313,399.02$                   
Jul‐14 68,189,741.00$                Jul‐14 34,776,767.91$               Jul‐14 23,184,511.94$                Jul‐14 3,409,487.05$                   
Oct‐14 69,174,951.62$                Oct‐14 35,279,225.33$               Oct‐14 23,519,483.55$                Oct‐14 3,458,747.58$                   
Jan‐15 63,838,236.85$                Jan‐15 32,557,500.80$               Jan‐15 21,705,000.53$                Jan‐15 3,191,911.84$                   
Total 651,604,910.30$              Total 332,318,504.29$             Total 221,545,669.51$              Total 32,580,245.50$                 

Jul‐12 592,803.98$                     Jul‐12 592,803.98$                    Jul‐12 395,202.65$                     Jul‐12 395,202.65$                      
Oct‐12 1,183,188.92$                  Oct‐12 1,183,188.92$                 Oct‐12 788,792.61$                     Oct‐12 788,792.61$                      
Jan‐13 1,572,528.66$                  Jan‐13 1,572,528.66$                 Jan‐13 1,048,352.44$                  Jan‐13 1,048,352.44$                   
Apr‐13 1,888,061.37$                  Apr‐13 1,888,061.37$                 Apr‐13 1,258,707.58$                  Apr‐13 1,258,707.58$                   
Jul‐13 2,119,368.81$                  Jul‐13 2,119,368.81$                 Jul‐13 1,412,912.54$                  Jul‐13 1,412,912.54$                   
Oct‐13 2,107,326.39$                  Oct‐13 2,107,326.39$                 Oct‐13 1,404,884.26$                  Oct‐13 1,404,884.26$                   
Jan‐14 2,060,741.88$                  Jan‐14 2,060,741.88$                 Jan‐14 1,373,827.92$                  Jan‐14 1,373,827.92$                   
Apr‐14 1,988,039.41$                  Apr‐14 1,988,039.41$                 Apr‐14 1,325,359.61$                  Apr‐14 1,325,359.61$                   
Jul‐14 2,045,692.23$                  Jul‐14 2,045,692.23$                 Jul‐14 1,363,794.82$                  Jul‐14 1,363,794.82$                   
Oct‐14 2,075,248.55$                  Oct‐14 2,075,248.55$                 Oct‐14 1,383,499.03$                  Oct‐14 1,383,499.03$                   
Jan‐15 1,915,147.10$                  Jan‐15 1,915,147.10$                 Jan‐15 1,276,764.74$                  Jan‐15 1,276,764.74$                   
Total 19,548,147.30$                Total 19,548,147.30$               Total 13,032,098.20$                Total 13,032,098.20$                 

*Gross Casino Revenue is taxed at 33%, per the constitutional amendment that was approved by voters in 2009.

Student Fund (34%)

OCCC (3%) Law Enforcement (2%)

Host City Fund (5%)

State Racing (3%)

*The figures compiled in this chart come from the Ohio Department of Taxation and are for informational purposes only. Any questions should be directed 
to the Department at 614‐752‐7409.

Statewide Distribution

Problem Gambling (2%)

County Fund (51%)

*Distributions to school districts from the Student Fund occur semi‐annually rather than quarterly.
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