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City Commission 
City of Springfield 
76 East High Street 
Springfield, Ohio  45502 
 
 
We have reviewed the Independent Auditors’ Report of the City of Springfield, Clark County, 
prepared by Clark, Schaefer, Hackett & Co., for the audit period January 1, 2005, through 
December 31, 2005.  Based upon this review, we have accepted these reports in lieu of the audit 
required by Section 117.11, Revised Code.  The Auditor of State did not audit the accompanying 
financial statements and, accordingly, we are unable to express, and do not express an opinion on 
them. 
 
Our review was made in reference to the applicable sections of legislative criteria, as reflected by 
the Ohio Constitution, and the Revised Code, policies, procedures and guidelines of the Auditor of 
State, regulations and grant requirements.  The City of Springfield is responsible for compliance 
with these laws and regulations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BETTY MONTGOMERY 
Auditor of State 
 
August 10, 2006 
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CINCINNATI     COLUMBUS    DAYTON   MIDDLETOWN    SPRINGFIELD 

 
Report on Internal Control Over Financial Reporting and on Compliance and Other Matters 

Based on an Audit of Financial Statements Performed in Accordance with 
Government Auditing Standards 

 
City Commission 
City of Springfield 
76 East High Street 
Springfield, Ohio 45502 
 
We have audited the financial statements of the governmental activities, the business-type activities, 
discretely presented component unit, each major fund, and the aggregate remaining fund information of 
the City of Springfield, Ohio (the City) as of and for the year ended December 31, 2005, which 
collectively comprise the City’s basic financial statements and have issued our report thereon dated June 
23, 2006. We did not audit the financial statements of the Springfield Bus Company, the City’s only 
discretely presented component unit. Those financial statements were audited by other auditors whose 
report has been furnished to us, and our opinion, insofar as it relates to the amounts included for the 
component unit, is based on the report of the other auditors. We conducted our audit in accordance with 
auditing standards generally accepted in the United Sates of America and the standards applicable to 
financial audits contained in Government Auditing Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the 
United States. 
 
Internal Control Over Financial Reporting 
 
In planning and performing our audit, we considered the City’s internal control over financial reporting in 
order to determine our auditing procedures for the purpose of expressing our opinion on the financial 
statements and not to provide an opinion on the internal control over financial reporting. Our 
consideration of the internal control over financial reporting would not necessarily disclose all matters in 
the internal control that might be material weaknesses.  A material weakness is a reportable condition in 
which the design or operation of one or more of the internal control components does not reduce to a 
relatively low level the risk that misstatements caused by error or fraud in amounts that would be material 
in relation to the financial statements being audited may occur and not be detected within a timely period 
by employees in the normal course of performing their assigned functions. We noted no matters involving 
the internal control over financial reporting and its operation that we consider to be material weaknesses. 
 
Compliance and Other Matters 
 
As part of obtaining reasonable assurance about whether the City’s financial statements are free of 
material misstatement, we performed tests of its compliance with certain provisions of laws, regulations, 
contracts and grant agreements, noncompliance with which could have a direct and material effect on the 
determination of financial statement amounts.  However, providing an opinion on compliance with those 
provisions was not an objective of our audit, and accordingly, we do not express such an opinion. The 
results of our tests disclosed instances of noncompliance or other matters that are required to be reported 
under Government Auditing Standards and which are described in the accompanying schedule of findings 
as item 2005-001. 



We also noted certain additional matters that we reported to management of the City in a separate letter 
dated June 23, 2006. 

This report is intended solely for the information and use of the City Commission, City Manager, 
management, and federal awarding agencies and pass-through entities, and is not intended to be and 
should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties. 

Springfield, Ohio 
June 23, 2006 
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CINCINNATI     COLUMBUS    DAYTON   MIDDLETOWN    SPRINGFIELD 

Independent Auditors' Report on Compliance with Requirements 
 Applicable to Each Major Program and Internal Control Over 
 Compliance in Accordance with OMB Circular A-133 
 
 
City Commission 
City of Springfield 
76 East High Street 
Springfield, Ohio 45502 
 

Compliance 
 
We have audited the compliance of the City of Springfield, Ohio (the City) with the types of compliance 
requirements described in the U.S. Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-133 Compliance 
Supplement that are applicable to its major federal programs for the year ended December 31, 2005.  The 
City’s major federal programs are identified in the summary of auditor's results section of the 
accompanying schedule of findings.  Compliance with the requirements of laws, regulations, contracts 
and grants applicable to its major federal programs is the responsibility of the City’s management.  Our 
responsibility is to express an opinion on the City’s compliance based on our audit. 
 
We conducted our audit of compliance in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the 
United States of America; the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing 
Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United States; and OMB Circular A-133, Audits of 
States, Local Governments, and Non-Profit Organizations.  Those standards and OMB Circular A-133 
require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain reasonable assurance about whether noncompliance 
with the types of compliance requirements referred to above that could have a direct and material effect 
on a major federal program occurred.  An audit includes examining, on a test basis, evidence about the 
City’s compliance with those requirements and performing such other procedures as we considered 
necessary in the circumstances.  We believe that our audit provides a reasonable basis for our opinion. 
Our audit does not provide a legal determination of the City’s compliance with those requirements. 
 
In our opinion, the City complied, in all material respects, with the requirements referred to above that are 
applicable to its major federal programs for the year ended December 31, 2005. 
 

Internal Control Over Compliance 
 
The management of the City is responsible for establishing and maintaining effective internal control over 
compliance with requirements of laws, regulations, contracts and grants applicable to federal programs.  
In planning and performing our audit, we considered the City’s internal control over compliance with 
requirements that could have a direct and material effect on a major federal program in order to determine 
our auditing procedures for the purpose of expressing our opinion on compliance and to test and report on 
internal control over compliance in accordance with OMB Circular A-133. 
 



Our consideration of the internal control over compliance would not necessarily disclose all matters in the 
internal control that might be material weaknesses.  A material weakness is a condition in which the 
design or operation of one or more of the internal control components does not reduce to a relatively low 
level the risk that noncompliance with applicable requirements of laws, regulations, contracts and grants 
that would be material in relation to a major federal program being audited may occur and not be detected 
within a timely period by employees in the normal course of performing their assigned functions.  We 
noted no matters involving the internal control over compliance and its operation that we consider to be 
material weaknesses.  However, we noted a matter involving the internal control over compliance that 
does not require inclusion in this report, that we have reported to management of the City in a separate 
letter dated June 23, 2006.

Schedule of Federal Awards

We have audited the financial statements of the governmental activities, the business-type activities, the 
discretely presented component unit, each major fund, and the aggregate remaining fund information of 
the City as of and for the year ended December 31, 2005, and have issued our report thereon date June 23, 
2006.  We did not audit the financial statements of the Springfield Bus Company, the City’s only 
discretely presented component unit.  Those financial statements were audited by other auditors whose 
report thereon has been furnished to us, and our opinion, insofar, as it relates to the amounts included for 
the component unit, is based on the report of the other auditors.  Our audit was performed for the purpose 
of forming opinion on the financial statements that collectively comprise the City’s basic financial 
statements.  The accompanying schedule of expenditures of federal awards is presented for the purpose of 
additional analysis as required by OMB Circular A-133 and is not a required part of the basic financial 
statements.  Such information has been subjected to the auditing procedures applied in the audit of the 
basic financial statements and, in our opinion, is fairly stated, in all material respects, in relation to the 
basic financial statements taken as a whole.  

This report is intended solely for the information and use of the City Commission, City Manager, 
management, and federal awarding agencies and pass-through entities, and is not intended to be and 
should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties.  

Springfield, Ohio 
June 23, 2006 



CITY OF SPRINGFIELD, OHIO

Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards

For the Year Ended December 31, 2005

Pass Through Federal

Entity CFDA Award

Number Number Disbursements

U.S. Department of Commerce

Economic Adjustment Assistance (Revolving Loans) (1) 11.307 35,000$

Total U.S. Department of Commerce 35,000

Department of Army:

Water Resources Development Act 1999 Grant (3) 12.xxx 858,369

Total Department of Army 858,369

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development:

Community Development Block Grant - Entitlement (1) 14.218 2,053,225           
Homeless Assistance (1) 14.231 95,047                

       Supportive Housing Program (1) 14.235 16,701                

Shelter Plus Care Program (1) 14.238 50,331                

HOME Fund (1) 14.239 606,765              
       Lead Abatement Grant (1) 14.900 1,149,064

Total U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 3,971,133

U.S. Department of Transportation:

Federal Aviation Administration

  Airport Improvement Program (1) 20.106 1,434,664           

Federal Transit Transportation:

  Federal Transit Cluster:

     Capital and Capital Planning (1) 20.500 658,964              
     Operating (1) 20.507 451,510

  Total Federal Transit Cluster 1,110,474           

Federal Highway Administration

  Passed through Ohio Department of Transportation
  Highway Planning and Construction (2) 20.205 1,350,838           

Passed through Office of the Governer Highway Safety Office
Governor's Hwy Safety Grant (2) 20.600 22,897

Total U.S. Department of Transportation 3,918,873

(Continued)

Federal Grantor/Program Title



CITY OF SPRINGFIELD, OHIO

Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards

For the Year Ended December 31, 2005

(Continued)

Pass Through Federal

Entity CFDA Award

Number Number Disbursements

U.S. Department of Justice:

Federally Forfeited Property Sharing (3) 16.xxx 24,467                

Local Law Enforcement Block Grants (1) 16.592 64,528                

Bullet Proof Vest Grant (1) 16.607 6,558                  
COPS in Shool Grant (1) 16.710 17,051

Total U.S. Department of Justice 112,604

U.S. Department of Defense:

Airport - Arm/DeArm Pit (1) 12.400 8,720

Total U.S. Department of Defense 8,720

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency:

Brownfield Assessment Agreement (1) 66.818 434,333

Total U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 434,333

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)

FEMA Fire Trailer Grant (1) 83.554 164,337

TOTAL FEDERAL AWARD EXPENDITURES 9,503,369$

(1) - Direct

(2) - Pass Through

(3) - CFDA number not available for program

CFDA - Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance

See accompanying notes to Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards

Federal Grantor/Program Title



CITY OF SPRINGFIELD, OHIO 

Notes to the Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards 

For the Year Ended December 31, 2005 

1. Basis of Presentation

The accompanying Schedule of Federal Awards has been prepared using the cash basis of accounting 
in accordance with the format as set forth in the Governmental Auditing Standards, issued by the 
Comptroller General of the United States, and OMB Circular A-133, Audits of States, Local 
Governments, and Non-Profit Organizations.

2. Loans

As of December 31, 2005, the City has the following amounts outstanding under federal loan 
programs. 

 EDA Revolving Loan Fund (CFDA # 11.307) $ 624,809 
 Community Development Block Grant (CFDA # 14.218)  1,803,418 
   Home Deferred, Home Loan Grant (CFDA # 14.239) 4,226,760 
   Lead Abatement Grant (CFDA # 14.900) 1,859,916 

None of the above mentioned loan programs have continuing compliance requirements and therefore, 
the total loan balances from previous years have been excluded from the Schedule of Expenditures of 
Federal Awards. However, the value of new loans issued during 2005 have been included in the 
expenditure amounts reported for the respective programs. 

3. Sub-recipient Payments

For the year ended December 31, 2005, the City has provided federal awards to sub-recipients as 
follows:

Community Development Block Grant (CFDA #14.218) $ 321,485  

Supportive Housing Program (CFDA #14.235)  16,701 

Shelter Plus Care Program (CFDA #14.238)  50,331 

Homeless Assistance Grant – Emergency Shelter    
(CFDA #14.231)  93,706 

Federal Transit Administration – Operating  
(CFDA #20.507)  451,510 

Federal Transit Administration – Capital & Capital Planning
(CFDA #20.500)    658,964 



SCHEDULE OF FINDINGS

OMB CIRCULAR A-133 § .505 

CITY OF SPRINGFIELD 
DECEMBER 31, 2005 

1. SUMMARY OF AUDITORS’ RESULTS 

(d)(1)(i) Type of Financial Statement Opinion Unqualified

(d)(1)(ii) Were there any material control weakness 
conditions reported at the financial statement 
level (GAGAS)? 

No

(d)(1)(ii) Were there any other reportable control 
weakness conditions reported at the financial 
statement level (GAGAS)? 

No

(d)(1)(iii) Was there any reported non-compliance at the 
financial statement level (GAGAS)? 

Yes

(d)(1)(iv) Were there any material internal control 
weakness conditions reported for major 
federal programs? 

No

(d)(1)(iv) Were there any other reportable internal 
control weakness conditions reported for 
major federal programs? 

No

(d)(1)(v) Type of Major Programs' Compliance Opinion Unqualified

(d)(1)(vi) Are there any reportable findings under 
§.510?

No

(d)(1)(vii) Major Programs (list): Program                   CFDA#

Home fund                   14.239 

Airport Improvement  

    Program                   20.106 

Federal Transit Cluster: 

    Capital                     20.500 

    Operating                 20.507 

Highway Planning and 
Construction             20.205 

(d)(1)(viii) Dollar Threshold:  Type A\B Programs Type A: > $300,000 
Type B:  All others 

(d)(1)(ix) Low Risk Auditee? Yes



2. FINDINGS RELATED TO THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS REQUIRED 

TO BE REPORTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH GOVERNMENT AUDITING STANDARDS

Finding Number 2005-001 

The Charter of the City of Springfield, Article XII, Section 86, General Disqualifications, states “No 
member of the city commission, the city manager, or any other office or employee of the city, shall 
directly or indirectly be interested in any contract, job, work or service with or for the city; nor in the 
profits or emoluments thereof, nor in the expenditure of any money on the part of the city other than his 
fixed compensation; and any contract with the city which any such office or employee is, or becomes, 
interested may be declared void by the city commission”.  

A Memorandum of Understanding, dated October 26, 2004, was entered into by the City of Springfield 
and two individuals, one was, and continues to be, a member of the City Commission and the other being 
the Commissioner’s spouse. That agreement states in paragraph 6(f) “within five days after the said 
subdivision plat has been recorded and the Springfield City Commission has adopted the ordinance 
referred to in paragraph (b), above, Springfield will pay to the Landowners the sum of One Hundred Fifty 
Eight Thousand Seven Hundred Thirty Five Dollars ($158,735.00) as total and complete consideration for 
the conveyance of the Lindeman Street and the Hampton Place right-of-way (including the road pavement 
and drainage facilities in the right-of-way), for the utility easements on the Property, for the conveyance 
to Springfield of the 6” water line, 8” sanitary sewer line and 12” storm sewer lines comprising the 
Improvements and for the other promises made by the Landowners to Springfield in this MOU”. Through 
the adoption of an emergency ordinance dated October 26, 2004, the City Commission authorized the 
City Manager to enter into the Memorandum of Agreement with said parties. The City Commissioner 
who was a party to the Memorandum of Agreement abstained from voting on this ordinance.  

The Memorandum of Agreement was amended twice, on July 11, 2005 and October 10, 2005. After the 
two amendments, the maximum amount the City was obligated to pay under this Memorandum of 
Agreement totaled $165,166.77.   

During 2005, the City issued payment to this City Commissioner totaling $155,979.67 associated with 
above noted Memorandum of Agreement.  

While there is no indication the member of the City Commission used the position to obtain preferential 
treatment in the contract with the City, the above noted Memorandum of Agreement and subsequent 
payment on said, appear to be violations of Section 86 of Article XII of the Charter of the City of 
Springfield.

Management’s Response
We acknowledge that the transaction described in your finding #2005-001 took place. We understand 
the concerns expressed concerning Section 86 of the Charter. We have discussed this finding with the 
City Commission and with Senior Staff. As a result, there is an increased awareness of the 
restrictions which the Charter and applicable state law impose. We are confident that this 
circumstance will not reoccur. In addition, it is our intention to sensitize all City employees with these 
restrictions. We are currently discussing the best means for doing so.

3. FINDINGS RELATED TO THE  CITY’S FEDERAL AWARDS 

None



SCHEDULE OF PRIOR AUDIT FINDINGS

CITY OF SPRINGFIELD 
DECEMBER 31, 2005 

None
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CITY OF SPRINGFIELD 
 

CLARK COUNTY 
 
 
 
 
 

CLERK’S CERTIFICATION 
This is a true and correct copy of the report which is required to be filed in 
the Office of the Auditor of State pursuant to Section 117.26, Revised Code, 
and which is filed in Columbus, Ohio. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

CLERK OF THE BUREAU 
 
CERTIFIED 
AUGUST 22, 2006 
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