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HERE’S HOW YOU CAN SHARE YOUR OPINION

F
or 45 years by consistently wide margins, Hamilton
County voters have supported a levy to provide
health care to the poor.

Until now, most voters didn’t feel the need to
question which services or, especially, which poor.

But Enquirer reporter Sharon
Coolidge’s analysis of how those
funds have been spent over the last
decade will surely raise serious
questions for voters.

As the county’s financial picture
has grown more desperate, more
and more of the $48 million annual-
ly generated by the Health and
Hospitalization Levy has been rout-
ed to the criminal justice system.

In 2002, $4.5 million went for in-
mate medical care. This year, $14.5
million will.

In the same period, the share
dedicated to University Hospital
and Cincinnati Children’s Hospital
Medical Center dropped from 83
percent of levy proceeds to 59
percent.

If local voters meant for their tax

dollars to serve regular folks facing
a medical emergency – the newly
unemployed, the chronically unem-
ployed, the working poor – then the
county’s use of the funds is at least
out of synch with voters’ intent.

At worst, it is misleading.
The implication is not that Ham-

ilton Countians want to deny medi-
cal care to those incarcerated –
they pay $6.7 million annually to an-
other levy that funds the county’s
drug court and halfway house and
re-entry programs – but that they
thought they were funding care for
their neighbors who came upon
hard times, not those doing it. Orig-
inal levy language described its
purpose as “supplementing the gen-
eral fund to provide health and hos-
pitalization services, including Uni-

versity Hospital.”
Steadily moving larger chunks of

levy funds to pay for medical care
for prisoners has a feeling of be-
trayal about it, or at least of duplici-
ty.

Compounding that feeling is the
shell game the county is playing to
scratch out money for its stadium
debt.

Commissioners raised property
taxes to chip away at the county’s
stadium obligations. Then they cre-
ated a levy review committee to see
if things like the indigent care levy
or the Children’s Services Levy
could be cut.

The move was ostensibly to re-
duce the tax burden on residents,
but clearly it was also to appease
them.

Unfortunately, the same bad vibe
underlies both the tax changes and
the county’s use of levy funds.

It’s the feeling that county offi-
cials are free to interpret or reinter-
pret the voters’ will on the indigent
care levy as they like, and to funnel

the funds it generates to patching
their own budget first, then ad-
dressing community health issues.

Those priorities lie at the heart
of the problem.

County officials committed no
crime routing more of the money to
prisoners’ medical care.

It’s also true that citizens don’t
get to attach an asterisk to their
vote, explaining how they’d like
their tax dollars spent.

Still, like the spirit of the law,
there is the spirit of this levy.

What citizens think they’re pay-
ing for is what they should be pay-
ing for.

When it’s comes up for a vote, it
has been promoted as funding for
the general poor, not for prisoner
care and not as a malleable fund
that can help balance the county
budget.

This fall supporters will worry
that lack of clarity about the levy’s
intended use – and what the money
actually goes for – will erode voter
support, which ran to 63 percent in

2006.
A ‘No’ vote would be catastroph-

ic for University Hospital, which is
charged with the vast majority of lo-
cal safety-net care. A 9 percent re-
duction in the 2006 levy resulted in
a 24 percent funding cut for Univer-
sity.

Our region has always had its
own approach to providing medical
care for the poor, from the indigent
care levy to the health clinics main-
tained by the city of Cincinnati.

As city and county budgets tight-
en, it’s time to revisit the cost effec-
tiveness and efficiency of the sys-
tem we’ve created. Certainly the
crisis over the stadium debt is forc-
ing the county to dig for every bit of
funding and to consider how far
taxpayers can be pushed.

But the right place to start will al-
ways be with transparency and
community dialogue. The county’s
questionable use – perhaps its ex-
ploitation – of the indigent care levy
creates suspicion and distrust just
when we can least afford it.
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County’s use of indigent levy creates distrust

The discussion about raising the
government’s debt limit reminded
me of the most important meeting
I’ve ever had as a business owner.
We had been in business for sever-
al years. During that time many
well-intended decisions turned out
poorly and our business suffered.
We borrowed a lot of money to
keep our business. Every time we
borrowed money, we said it would
be the last time.

At an annual meeting with our
banker, we were asked if we need-
ed to borrow more money. It
seemed like an offer. Then the
banker politely said, “You can’t bor-
row any more.” This was the wake-
up call we needed. We worked with
our employees to reform the way
we run our business. Everyone
worked harder and smarter, and
sacrifices were made by all. Today
our business is on solid ground and
has expanded.

Every year since then, I have
thanked that banker. He saved us
from ourselves. Who is willing to
do the same for the government?
Will the current politicians in Wash-
ington? I don’t think so.

— Chris McKeown
Montgomery

Cash for clunkers did it
Thank you for publishing “Used-

car cost zooms,” (Apr. 18). The situ-
ation exists because President
Barack Obama, Sen. Harry Reid
and then-Speaker Nancy Pelosi
used hijacked tax dollars to remove
tens of thousands of perfectly good
vehicles from circulation in the
cash for clunkers fiasco. The result
is the poor and middle class bid-
ding against each other for reliable
transportation and not a single job
created.

Now these titans of economic
theory want to force upon us their
wavering opinions on health care,
the budget, the deficit and the debt

ceiling? 2012 can not arrive soon
enough.

— Michael Pottebaum
Columbia Township

Reds’ wheels fell off
I was so excited after the first

five games this season. The Reds
played like an extension of last sea-
son. Now the wheels have fallen off.
The starting pitchers get us so far
behind after the first half of the first
inning that it’s hard to catch up. At
the rate the Reds are going, by Au-
gust, we’ll be so far in the base-
ment, it won’t matter.

— Nancy Sonneman
Dillonvale

Medicare a necessity
Medicare was started because

the elderly could not get affordable
health insurance from private insur-
ance companies. Most, if not all,
private insurance companies are
for-profit businesses. Their goal is
to make money for their stockhold-
ers and their CEOs. Do you think
that a voucher from the govern-
ment would pay for a private insur-
ance policy that will cover the con-
ditions that many people develop
by the time they are ready to retire?
Even if insurance companies are re-
quired to cover anyone who applies
and rates must be the same for
everyone in a particular age brack-
et, when the age bracket is over 65,
you can bet the rates will not be
cheap. I know Medicare has to be
fixed but let’s not throw out the ba-
by with the bathwater.

— Sherrill Graham
Wilmington

Cops should pay
Cops’ extra work cost us

millions. I think the police officers
should pay at least half of what they
earn per hour when off duty. Who
pays for the uniforms? Who pays
for the weapons? Who pays for the

batteries & radios? Who pays for
their continued training?

And the double whammy: Kro-
ger adds security costs to the pric-
es we pay.

— Ronald Larbes
Sycamore Township

Privatize off-duty work
There have been ongoing discus-

sions about the pros and cons of
privatization of public services. The
current controversy regarding off-
duty police work and coordination
would seem to be an easy decision
to privatize.

The city could release a request
for proposals to outsource the de-
tail coordination unit. The selected
company would pay the city an an-
nual licensing fee plus some per-
centage of the hourly fee charged
to businesses for the work. The li-
censing fee would provide the pri-
vatized detail coordination unit to
work closely with the Cincinnati Po-
lice Department on schedules and
availability.

This would be a win for all in-
volved. The city could reduce the
expense budget by $1,000,000 annu-
ally. The privatized detail coordina-
tion unit company would be a suc-

cess. The off-duty police officers
would lose some of their current
hourly wage, but a private company
could provide additional incentives
which cannot be offered by the Cin-
cinnati police department.

— Dutch Witte
Delhi

Kasich is failing many
Gov. Kasich was praising his al-

leged accomplishments as being a
good sign for Ohio and to welcome
any accolades that the residents of
Ohio might offer.

Sadly, his approval rating is near
30 percent. As he struggles with
taxing ambivalence relative to the
casino issues, risking massive eco-
nomic failures for the subsequent
regions and as he feels pride over
his handling of the destruction of
collective bargaining for Ohio pub-
lic servants, he should take a good
long look in the mirror and face the
reality that he is failing miserably in
the eyes of many Ohioans.

— Rick Rotundo
Loveland

You want equality?
Obama and the Democrats con-

tinue to broadcast the canard that

the rich are not paying their fair
share despite the fact that the top
five percent of wage earners con-
tribute 44 percent of federal tax rev-
enues..

You want equality across the
board? Eliminate all deductions and
have everyone pay a flat rate of 18-
20 percent. Then, say bye-bye to
the IRS, at least half of the lobbyists
in D.C., income tax accountants,
etc. We all should have a stake in
this game, and when Congress or
Obama talk about tax hikes, every-
one gets stirred up.

— John Rush
Blue Ash

What about yard waste?
Glad to hear pools will open.

However, equally important to
homeowners who do not need or
use pools is what to do with our
yard waste.

Since December, we were told to
place our yard waste in with regular
trash. Overnight, the policy
changed and we found all yard
waste left behind. So much for,
“Keep Cincinnati Beautiful.”

We need answers and a solution.
— Ginny Murphy

Mount Lookout
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Government must
be saved from itself

A committee of the Ohio House
of Representatives recently ap-
proved an aggressive anti-abortion
measure. It outlaws abortions once
a fetal heartbeat is detected, hence
its name: the “Heartbeat Bill.” Re-
publican leaders in the House are
considering whether to bring this
measure to a full vote. Like the
Ohio Right to Life, they appear con-
cerned that the legislation – if enact-
ed – will be struck down by the fed-
eral courts in ways that will
ultimately reinforce women’s consti-
tutional right to choice, setting the
right-to-life movement back years or
more.

Virtually everyone agrees the
Heartbeat Bill violates existing con-
stitutional abortion rules. These
rules hold that, prior to fetal viabili-
ty, the final abortion choice belongs
to the pregnant woman.

Practically, the Heartbeat Bill can

only withstand constitu-
tional attack if the U.S. Su-
preme Court substantially
rewrites existing rules gov-
erning women’s reproduc-
tive rights. Will it?

A Supreme Court deci-
sion issued four years ago
in a case called Gonzales v.
Carhart offers a tiny glim-
mer of hope. In this case,
the court allowed the fed-
eral government to ban
doctors from performing
an abortion procedure
known as intact dilation and evacua-
tion, perhaps more familiarly, “par-
tial-birth” abortion. The court
reached this conclusion even
though the federal abortion ban had
some pre-viability applications. If
the Supreme Court thought it per-
missible to ban partial-birth abor-
tions before viability, might it not

similarly affirm a pre-viabil-
ity ban on abortions after a
fetal heartbeat is detected?

Anything is possible.
But defenders of the Heart-
beat Bill shouldn’t pin too
many dreams on Gonzales
v. Carhart. Yes, the deci-
sion upheld a pre-viability
abortion regulation that re-
stricted women’s choice.
But it didn’t suggest the
government possesses the
power to enact more
sweeping pre-viability abor-

tion bans like the Heartbeat Bill.
To the contrary, the Carhart

opinion emphasized how limited the
federal abortion ban’s pre-viability
reach was. Crucial to the court’s rul-
ing was the fact the federal abortion
ban blocked only one single (and
pre-viability, an uncommon) meth-
od of abortion. Pre-viability partial-

birth abortions could thus be re-
stricted without generally restrict-
ing or unduly limiting a woman’s
right to choose. Women’s abortion
rights, somewhat diminished, were
seen to remain otherwise intact.

Whatever else the Carhart decision
is, it’s no endorsement of aggressive
pre-viability abortion bans like the
Heartbeat Bill, which could block
abortions as early as 6 to 8 weeks
after conception. Fairly read, nothing
in the Supreme Court’s Carhart opin-
ion shows a majority of the Court itch-
ing or predisposed to reconsider the
basic architecture of existing abortion
rules. Lest it be missed, these prece-
dents, acknowledged and relied on by
Carhart, are the same ones that must
be toppled for the Heartbeat Bill’s
post-heartbeat, pre-viability abortion
ban to stand. If that’s the goal, Car-
hart is less solution than part of the
problem.

Recognizing this, the leadership
of the Ohio House of Representa-
tives may well side with the Ohio
Right to Life against other pro-life
advocates of the Heartbeat Bill. If
enacted, the proposed measure,
when challenged in federal court,
appears destined to be a vehicle for
reaffirming and strengthening wom-
en’s abortion rights. That’s much
more likely, anyway, than that the
court will use the case to announce
the fetus is a person, constitutional-
ly guaranteed a right to life.

If and when that happens, the de-
cision to pass the Heartbeat Bill into
law will look, from a pro-life per-
spective, not like heroism, but politi-
cal bumbling.

For women’s reproductive rights,
the message is clear: The Heartbeat
Bill is a threat, but, for now at least,
one that’s either politically or legally
doomed.

m GUEST COLUMN: MARC SPINDELMAN

Marc Spindelman
is a professor of
law at Ohio State
University’s Mi-
chael E. Moritz
College of Law.

Anti-abortion ‘Heartbeat Bill’ unlikely to withstand court
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