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The Appellees argument, while stating the history of governmental immunity, 

continues, as did the 10”‘ District in Waters v. Columbus, to ignore the entire statutory 

scheme of public safety as it relates to highways and the legislative intent with the 

exception to immunity set forth in R.C. 2744.02(B](3) to assure the political subdivisions 

continue as mandated by RC. 4511.11[A] to carry out the provision of R.C. 4511.01 to 
4511.76 to regulate, warn or guide traffic. 

As a result, Appellee fails to recognize that the rules of statutory interpretation 

applicable to this case are those relating to public safety which requires that the statutes be 

liberally construed to the end that the health, safety and welfare of the people of this State 

is protected. Mason v. Roberts, 33 Ohio St. 2d 29,294 N.E.Zd 884. 

When the entire statutory scheme is considered, the propositions oflaw suggested 
by the Appellants are the only conclusions that can be reached to protect the health, safety 

and welfare ofthe public. 

A contrary holding would make statutes such as 4511.11 (A) totally meaningless. 
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