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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Ohio dismissed the Attorney General’s mandamus action against the Columbus
City Schools Board of Education for lack of standing. The court held that parens patriae standing,
which permits suit for indirect injury to a substantial segment of the State’s population, is inconsistent
with the requirement that a mandamus relator be directly benefited or injured by the judgment. The
court concluded that the action concerned a relatively small number of pupils in one school district and
that the Attorney General had not established a statutory or quasi-sovereign basis for standing.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Original mandamus action brought by the Ohio Attorney General
seeking to compel a school board to provide interim transportation to
private- and charter-school pupils during mediation and administrative
review. The Supreme Court of Ohio granted an alternative writ,
considered the parties' evidence and motions, and dismissed the action
for lack of standing.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Standing is a threshold requirement that must be established before the
court considers the merits. To obtain mandamus, a relator must
ordinarily establish a clear legal right to relief, a clear legal duty on the
respondent, and the absence of an adequate remedy in the ordinary
course of law.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published opinion; binding Supreme Court of Ohio precedent, subject
to formal revision before publication in the Ohio Official Reports
advance sheets.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Attorney General had standing to bring an original mandamus action based solely on the
parens patriae doctrine.

2. Whether parens patriae standing, which permits the State to sue for indirect injury to a quasi-sovereign
interest, is compatible with Ohio's requirement that a mandamus relator be directly benefited or injured
by the judgment.

3. Whether the action was moot because the school board allegedly offered or provided transportation.

4. Whether the Attorney General's motion for leave to file rebuttal evidence should be granted and whether
the school board should be permitted to file a rebuttal affidavit.

5. Whether the school board's evidentiary objections should be sustained.

HOLDINGS

1. The Attorney General's motion for leave to file rebuttal evidence was granted because the proposed
affidavits challenged the school board's contentions concerning mootness and parens patriae standing.

2. The school board's motion for leave to submit a rebuttal affidavit was denied because the applicable rule
permits only the relator to file rebuttal evidence.

3. The school board's objections to alleged hearsay and inadmissible opinions were overruled without
deciding the admissibility questions.

4. The mandamus action was not moot because the school board failed to establish that it had provided
interim transportation to every pupil whose family requested mediation.

5. The Attorney General lacked standing to bring the mandamus action because he did not show that he or
his office would be directly benefited or injured by issuance of the writ, and he identified no statute
authorizing him to act for those who would directly benefit.

6. Parens patriae standing cannot supply standing for an Ohio mandamus action because it permits the
State to sue for indirect injury, whereas mandamus requires the relator to be directly benefited or injured
by the judgment.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“Thus, the parens patriae doctrine of standing allows the State to sue for indirect injury—which is
inconsistent with our mandamus jurisprudence.” (¶ 27)

“To the contrary, the attorney general appears to be seeking mandamus to redress injury to particular people,
which is not a proper use of parens patriae standing.” (¶ 34)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Columbus City Schools adopted resolutions under R.C. 3327.02 declaring transportation impractical for certain
private- and charter-school pupils, initially in response to a bus-driver shortage. The board made additional
determinations after the statutory deadline and offered payment in lieu of transportation; some families requested
mediation, during which the statute required interim transportation. The Attorney General alleged that the board
was not providing interim transportation to all pupils whose families requested mediation and sought a writ
compelling compliance.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Attorney General filed the mandamus action on September 5, 2024, along with an emergency motion for a
temporary writ. The court denied the emergency motion, denied the school board's motion to dismiss, and
granted an alternative writ. The court granted the Attorney General leave to file rebuttal evidence, denied the
school board leave to file a rebuttal affidavit, overruled evidentiary objections, rejected the mootness argument,
and dismissed the cause for lack of standing.
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