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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Ohio held that statutes reducing a municipality’s share of state local-
government funds by the amount of traffic-camera fines and requiring an advance deposit for court
costs do not violate the Ohio Constitution’s Home Rule Amendment. The court concluded that neither
provision conflicts with municipal ordinances authorizing traffic-camera enforcement. The judgment
of the Eighth District Court of Appeals was reversed, and the matter was remanded.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Ohio's spending setoff, which reduces a municipality's share of local-government funds by the
amount of traffic-camera fines collected, conflicts with municipal home-rule authority under Article
XVIII, Section 3 of the Ohio Constitution.

2. Whether Ohio's requirement that municipalities pay an advance deposit for costs and fees when
litigating traffic-camera citations conflicts with municipal home-rule authority under Article XVIII,
Section 3.

3. Whether the challenged statutes unconstitutionally penalize or otherwise burden municipalities for
exercising their authority to enforce local traffic laws through traffic cameras.

HOLDINGS

1. R.C. 5747.502's spending setoff does not violate the Ohio Constitution's Home Rule Amendment
because it does not prohibit or invalidate a municipality's ordinance authorizing traffic cameras and
therefore does not conflict with local law.

2. R.C. 4511.099's advance-deposit requirement does not violate the Home Rule Amendment because it
regulates the costs of litigating in state-created courts and does not prohibit municipalities from using
traffic cameras to enforce their ordinances.

3. The challenged spending setoff and deposit requirement are constitutional because they establish state
funding priorities and court-cost requirements rather than restricting the municipalities' authority to
enact or enforce traffic-camera ordinances.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Municipalities shall have authority to exercise all powers of local self-government and to adopt and enforce
within their limits such local police, sanitary and other similar regulations, as are not in conflict with general
laws.” (¶ 28)

“The test for determining whether state and local laws conflict is ‘ “whether the ordinance permits or licenses
that which the statute forbids * * *, and vice versa.” ’” (¶ 29)

“Municipalities remain free in the sphere of local self-government to use traffic cameras, and the General
Assembly does not encroach on municipal power by setting its own funding priorities and providing for the
maintenance of state courts.” (¶ 35)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Newburgh Heights and East Cleveland operated programs using automated traffic cameras to enforce municipal
traffic laws. Ohio law required municipalities to report traffic-camera fines, reduced their local-government-fund
distributions by the amount of those fines, and reallocated the funds to the relevant transportation district. Ohio
law also required municipalities litigating traffic-camera citations, except for school-zone violations, to pay an



advance deposit for court costs and fees. The municipalities argued that these measures infringed their authority
under the Ohio Constitution's Home Rule Amendment.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Newburgh Heights sought a declaratory judgment and preliminary injunction against the spending setoff,
exclusive-jurisdiction provisions, and deposit requirement applicable to traffic-camera citations. The trial court
granted preliminary relief as to a police-presence statute not at issue on appeal but denied relief as to the
spending setoff, exclusive jurisdiction, and deposit requirement. The Eighth District affirmed in part and
reversed in part, holding that the spending setoff and deposit requirement unconstitutionally burdened municipal
home-rule powers. The Supreme Court of Ohio accepted the state's discretionary appeal, reversed the Eighth
District's judgment, and remanded to the trial court.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remand to the trial court for further proceedings consistent with the opinion.
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