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SUMMARY

The Ohio Supreme Court consolidated appeals involving municipal residency requirements for
employees of Lima and Akron. The court held that R.C. 9.481, which generally prohibits political
subdivisions from requiring employees to reside in a specific area, was enacted under Section 34,
Article II of the Ohio Constitution and therefore overrides conflicting municipal charter provisions and

ordinances. The court reversed the judgments of the courts of appeals.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether R.C. 9.481 was enacted pursuant to the General Assembly’s authority under Section 34, Article
IT of the Ohio Constitution.

2. Whether R.C. 9.481 overrides conflicting municipal residency requirements enacted under the Home
Rule Amendment, Section 3, Article XVIII of the Ohio Constitution.

3. Whether R.C. 9.481 is constitutional as applied to municipal employee residency requirements.

HOLDINGS

1. R.C. 9.481 was enacted pursuant to the General Assembly’s authority to provide for the comfort and

general welfare of employees under Section 34, Article II.

2. R.C. 9.481 prevails over conflicting municipal charter provisions and ordinances because Section 34,
Article II provides that no other constitutional provision may impair or limit legislation enacted under

that section.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We hold that R.C. 9.481 was enacted pursuant to the authority granted by Section 34 and that the local laws

before us in this case therefore cannot stand.” (at 155; 9 1)

“R.C. 9.481 provides for the comfort and general welfare of public employees by ensuring that they will be
able to choose the municipality in which they reside.” (at 159; 9 14)

“We conclude that R.C. 9.481 is constitutional and, therefore, that municipalities may not require their
employees to reside in a particular municipality, other than as provided in R.C. 9.481(B)(2)(b).” (at 160;
17)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Lima City Charter Section 72 authorized the city council to establish residency requirements, and Lima
Ordinance 201-00 required mayor-appointed employees to live within the city limits. Akron Charter Sections
105a and 106(5b) similarly required classified and unclassified civil servants to reside within Akron during their
employment. After the General Assembly enacted R.C. 9.481, prohibiting political subdivisions from
conditioning employment on residence in a specific area, Lima and Akron challenged the statute as exceeding
the legislature’s authority under Section 34, Article II of the Ohio Constitution and as violating municipal home-

rule powers.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Lima challenged R.C. 9.481 after the statute prohibited its residency requirement for employees. The Lima trial
court granted summary judgment to the State, but the court of appeals reversed. In the Akron litigation, the trial
court consolidated the city’s challenge with an action by police and firefighter unions and granted summary
judgment to the State and unions; the court of appeals reversed. The Supreme Court of Ohio accepted

discretionary appeals and reversed both appellate judgments.

DISPOSITION

reversed
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