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BUTLER COUNTY
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT

April 26, 2002

To the Citizens of Butler County and the Butler County Transportation Improvement District Board of Trustees:

We are pleased to present the Butler County Transportation Improvement District (TID) Comprehensive Annual Financial
Report (CAFR) for the year ended December 31, 2001. This report contains basic financial statements and other financial and
statistical information — providing complete and full disclosure of all financial aspects of the TID for 2001. 

Responsibility for the accuracy, completeness and fairness of this report rests with the TID and the Finance Department, in par-
ticular. This report was prepared in conformance with generally accepted accounting principles set forth by the Governmental
Accounting Standards Board (GASB) and other recognized authoritative sources, and it is representative of the TID’s commit-
ment to provide complete financial information to the citizens of Butler County.

The CAFR is divided into three sections:

1. The Introductory Section contains a letter of transmittal, our GFOA Certificate of Achievement for 2000 and organizational
charts for the TID staff and Board of Trustees. 

2. The Financial Section contains the independent auditors’ report; management’s discussion and analysis; basic financial
statements; notes to the basic financial statements, and the combining statements for nonmajor funds and other schedules that
provide detailed information relative to the basic financial statements.

3. The Statistical Section includes selective financial, economic, and demographic information about the TID and Butler County,
which may be used to extrapolate trends in comparison to other fiscal years.

FORM OF GOVERNMENT AND REPORTING ENTITY
The Butler County TID was created on June 30, 1993, under the auspices of House Bill 154 and Ohio Revised Code Section
5540.02. On December 7, 1993, the Butler County Commissioners authorized the creation of the TID by resolution 93-12-2209.
This resolution brought the TID together as an organized entity on January 31, 1994. The TID includes all of the territory with-
in the following political subdivisions of Butler County: the City of Hamilton, the City of Fairfield, Fairfield Township, West
Chester Township and Liberty Township.

The TID is a jointly governed organization — both corporate and politic — given the powers to finance, construct, maintain,
repair, and operate transportation systems. The TID is governed by a Board of Trustees which acts as the authoritative and leg-
islative body. The Board of Trustees currently is comprised of eighteen members, of which, thirteen are voting and five are non
voting. Of the eighteen, three are elected as officers of the TID: the Chair, Vice-Chair and Secretary-Treasurer. Each officer
serves a one-year term. TID Board members are appointed by the following member governments: Butler County, the City of
Hamilton, the City of Fairfield, Fairfield Township, Liberty Township, West Chester Township, the State of Ohio, and the Ohio
Kentucky Indiana Regional Council of Governments.  The Butler County Engineer is designated by law as a member.

The Board of Trustees annually appoints the Chair of the Board from the existing Board members. The Chair is charged with
the responsibility of presiding at all Board meetings and acting as chief legislative officer of the TID.  An Executive Director of
the TID, also appointed by the Board of Trustees, is charged with the responsibility of serving as chief executive officer of the
TID as prescribed by the Board of Trustees.
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For financial reporting purposes, the TID includes all funds and account groups in accordance with the Governmental
Accounting Standards Board (GASB) Statement No. 14, “The Financial Reporting Entity”.  A complete discussion of the TID’s
reporting entity is provided in Note 1 of the Basic Financial Statements.

MAJOR INITIATIVES

Union Centre Boulevard Extension

The Union Centre Boulevard Extension (formerly
Symmes Road Extension) from State Route 747 to
Seward Road was opened for traffic on December 10,
2001.  As one of the original
projects, funding became
finalized in 2000.  Funding
was initially estimated at
$13 million dollars but by
the time the project was fin-
ished, the total cost was
slightly over $8 million.
Right-of-way donations and
a lower than estimated con-
tract price helped get the project started. On February 16,
2001, the project became tangible when the John R.
Jurgensen Company started clearing the area for the
roadway. 

The project is a 1.7 mile, four lane roadway with eight foot
paved berms.  The
roadway has addi-
tional turn lanes at
the intersections
with State Route
747 and Seward
Road.  The project
involved two other
significant elements.
First, the project had

to cross the Norfolk Southern Railroad, the old Miami-Erie
Canal and part of the Mill Creek.  This involved building a
large bridge over the area.  The second was wetland mit-
igation and conservation along the southside of the road-
way in West Chester Township.  This involved creating
and restoring over fifteen acres of wetlands.

The project was submitted for the TRIKO Valley Section
of the American Society of Highway Engineer’s Donald
Schramm Award for construction projects over two million
dollars in December 2001.   The project was winner of the
award in February 2002.

With the extension completed, the
areas located in West Chester
Township and the City of Fairfield
will see prosperous economic
development.  Schumacher Dugan
Construction Company has already
started construction of a facility on
the southwestern side of the exten-
sion and Industrial Development Industries is expecting to start
construction on their property next year.

West Chester Road

Towards the end of 2000, West Chester Township asked the
TID to manage the West Chester Road project.  The project
was to widen the existing road to include a turn lane, curbs and

gutters, and paved six foot
berms.  The project was com-
pleted in two separate phases.

The contract for the Phase B
project got underway during
2000.  Several problems with
utilities delayed the job getting
finished until the spring of 2001.

SK Construction was the contractor for this project which
extended from the bridge over Interstate 75 to the West
Chester Road/Union Centre
Boulevard intersection.  The
Muhlhauser/Lakota West/West
Chester Road intersection need-
ed new signalization to accom-
modate the West Chester Road
turn lanes.  A major addition to
the project was the I75 bridge
paving.  The West Chester Road
Phase B project cost $1,969,768.
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Phase A continued the widening from Union Centre
Boulevard to Beckett Road and part of the western portion
of Beckett Road.  The project was similar to Phase B with
the addition of a turn lane and curbs, gutters, and side-
walks.  LP Cavett started the work in the early spring of
2001 and completed the project in October 2001.  The
West Chester Road Phase A project cost $850,523.

With both phases complete, West Chester Road provides
another access to the rapidly growing Union Centre area.
Schumacher Dugan has nearly finished construction of
their third centre point building with the other two buildings
being rented to capacity.

Princeton Road @ State Route 4 Bypass 

The Princeton Road at State Route 4 Bypass project was
initiated by Fairfield Township to improve infrastructure to
service this developing area.  Even before construction
was started on the project, a Home Depot was built and
construction of a Wal-Mart was underway.  The Township
undertook the improvement to accommodate the traffic
generated by the new development and thereby eliminat-
ing traffic congestion.

The construction on the project started in early October
2001 with Don S. Cisle
performing the work.  The
project consisted of widen-
ing Princeton Road and
Bypass State Route 4
including installing a new
signal at the Winford Drive
intersection and revising
the signalization at State
Route 4 Bypass to meet
Ohio Department of Transportation guidelines.  The con-
tract amount for the project is $1,068,737, with $940,916
expended in 2001.

Michael A. Fox Highway Extension/Cox Road

Liberty Township has experienced substantial economic devel-
opment from the Michael A. Fox Highway at Cincinnati-Dayton
Road and would like to capitalize on that success by utilizing
over three hundred acres of prime developable land to the north
of the Michael A. Fox Highway.  The Township approached the
TID to manage a feasibility study for changing the Michael A.

Fox Highway into a full inter-
change at Interstate 75.  The
Highway would then extend
east to Cox Road and possibly
further east depending on the
desires of Warren County and
other local governments
affected.

The Township and Butler
County would like to extend Cox Road from Hamilton-Mason,
where it currently ends, north through the Township as a paral-
lel connector to Interstate 75.   The ultimate destination point
would be to intersect State Route 63 at Union Road.

The TID and Liberty Township are initiating a major study to
assess the interchange modification.  The modification must be
approved by ODOT and the Federal Highway Administration
and get accepted in OKI’s North-South Initiative study for the
Interstate 75 corridor.

Michael A. Fox Highway

The highway has been open for over two years and Butler
County continues to reap additional economic benefits from the
10.7 mile interstate connector.  The financial side of the project
is ninety-nine percent complete with only a couple of details
remaining but the impact that the highway has on Hamilton,
Liberty Township and the rest of Butler County can not be
measured.  Economic development continues throughout the
County at an alarming pace since the highway opened.
Commuter and commercial usage continues to surpass all
expectations as the highway has proven over these two years
what everyone knew for the previous thirty - an outlet like this
would be used to maximum potential.
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FACTORS AFFECTING FINANCIAL CONDITION

The TID operates from four financial sources: a state bi-annual oper-
ating grant, interest revenue, local government contributions and a
three percent administration charge on construction projects the TID
manages.  Butler County Commission has initiated the passage of a
one half percent increase in the sales tax which would fund addi-
tional capital improvement projects.  The TID would receive several
of those earmarked improvement projects.  For additional informa-
tion on the financial condition of the TID, please review the
Management Discussion and Analysis starting on page 3 of the
report.

CASH MANAGEMENT

Cash temporarily idle during the year was invested in obligations of
the U.S. Treasury, commercial paper, and repurchase agreements.
The maturities range from from thirty days to three years, with an
average maturity of one year.  The average yield on investments was
4.30 percent for the government with the money management
account averaging 5.65 percent for the year.  Overall, the higher than
average interest rate for the investments relates to the need for more
liquid cash as construction projects progress.  

RISK MANAGEMENT

The TID maintains control over insurance through the Selective
Insurance Company.  The TID has had no settlements that exceed-
ed the insurance coverage for the past six years.  The TID maintains
workers’ compensation coverage by paying premiums to the State
Bureau of Workers’ Compensation.  The TID has not incurred a claim
in six years.

AWARDS AND 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The Government Finance Officers Association
(GFOA) awarded a Certificate of Achievement
for Excellence in Financial Reporting to the TID
for its comprehensive annual financial report
(CAFR) for the fiscal year ended December 31,
2000.  This was the sixth consecutive year that
the TID has received this award for excellence
and the first year reporting under the guide-
lines of GASB Statement No. 34.  In order to
be awarded a Certificate of Achievement, the
TID published a clear and effective CAFR.

The TID staff works to develop a level of profes-
sionalism and sound financial reporting.  The
preparation and publication of this CAFR serves
as a cornerstone for the TID’s efforts.  The report
demonstrates a level of accountability that we
continue to maintain.  We hope this report
increases public confidence in the operation and
management of the TID.  The report also pro-
vides a fair presentation of the financial condition
of the TID as of and for the year ended
December 31, 2001.

Respectfully submitted,

Sean Fraunfelter, CPA
Finance Director

David Gully
Secretary/Treasurer - TID Board of Trustees

Michael Samoviski, PE
Executive Director
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TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT OF BUTLER COUNTY
MANAGEMENT’S DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS
FOR THE YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2001

Our discussion and analysis of the Butler County Transportation Improvement District’s financial performance provides an
overview of the District’s financial activities for the fiscal year ended December 31, 2001.  Please review it in conjunction
with the transmittal letter and District’s basic financial statements, which begin on page 11.

FINANCIAL HIGHLIGHTS

- Total net assets increased $6.9 million which represents a 10.7 percent increase from 2000.

- General Revenues accounted for $1.6 million in revenues or 9.37 percent of all revenues.  Program specific revenues in 
the form of charges for services and capital grants accounted for $15.4 million or 90.63 percent of all revenues.

- The District expended $10.9 million on infrastructure during the current year.

- The District had $10.1  million in expenses related to governmental activities with $15.4 million in program revenues to 
cover the cost of those programs.   The excess revenues were used to pay for increased capital assets during the
year.

- Among the major funds, the Union Centre Extension, Michael A. Fox Highway, West Chester Road and Princeton Road 
at State Route Bypass 4 funds had expenses of $7.2 million, $.9 million, $1.8 million and $1.1 million, respectively,
as the District completed the Union Centre Extension and West Chester Road projects and wrapping up utility 
issues on the Michael A. Fox Highway.  Princeton Road at State Route Bypass 4 was started in the fall of 2001.

USING THIS ANNUAL REPORT

This annual report consists of a series of financial statements.  The Statement of Net Assets and the Statement of
Activities (on pages 11-12) provide information about the activities of the District as a whole and present a longer-term
view of the District’s finances.  Fund financial statements start on page 13.  These statements tell how these services were
financed in the short term as well as what remains for future spending.  Fund financial statements also report the District’s
operations in more detail than the government-wide statements by providing information about the District’s most financial-
ly significant funds.

Reporting the District as a Whole

The Statement of Net Assets and the Statement of Activities

Our analysis of the District as a whole begins on page 4.  One of the most important questions asked about the District’s
finances is “Is the District as a whole better off or worse as a result of the year’s activities?”  The Statement of Net Assets
and the Statement of Activities report information about the District as a whole and about its activities in a way that helps
answer this question.  These statements include all assets and liabilities using the accrual basis of accounting, which is
similar to accounting used by most private-sector companies.  Accrual of the current year’s revenues and expenses are
taken into account regardless of when cash is received or paid.
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Reporting the District’s Most Significant Funds

Fund Financial Statements

Our analysis of the District’s major funds begins on page 7.  The fund financial
statements begin on page 14 and provide detailed information about the most sig-
nificant funds-not the District as a whole.  Some funds are required to be estab-
lished by State law.  However, the Board of Trustees establishes many other
funds to help control and manage money for particular purposes (ex. various capi-
tal projects funds).  The District only has governmental funds.

Governmental Funds: The District’s services are reported in governmental funds, which focus on how money flows into
and out of those funds and the balances left at year-end that are available for spending.  These funds are reported using
an accounting method called modified accrual accounting, which measures cash and all other financial assets that can
readily be converted to cash.  The governmental fund statements provide a detailed short-term view of the District’s opera-
tions and the services it provides.  Governmental fund information helps you determine whether there are more or fewer
financial resources that can be spent in the near future to finance the District’s programs.  We describe the relationship (or
differences) between governmental activities (reported in the Statement of Net Assets and the Statement of Activities) and
governmental funds in a reconciliation beside the fund financial statements.

Notes to the Financial Statements: The notes provide additional information that is essential to a full understanding of the
data provided in the governmental-wide and fund financial statements.  The notes to the financial statements can be found
on pages 18-35 of this report.

Other information: In addition to the basic financial statements and accompanying notes, this report also presents combin-
ing and individual fund statements and schedules which can be found on pages 39-50 of this report.

Major Funds

- General
- Debt Service
- Union Centre Extension
- Michael A. Fox Highway
- West Chester Road
- Princeton Road at State

Route Bypass 4

THE DISTRICT AS A WHOLE

The District’s total net assets changed from a year ago, increasing from $64.3 million to $71.2 million.  Our analysis below
focuses on the net assets (Table 1) and changes in net assets (Table 2) of the District’s governmental activities.

These two statements report the District’s net assets and changes in them.  You can think of the District’s net assets, the
difference between assets, what the District owns, and liabilities, what the District owes, as one way to measure the
District’s financial health, or financial position.  Over time, increases or decreases in the District’s net assets are one indi-
cator of the whether its financial health is improving or deteriorating.  You will need to consider other nonfinancial factors,
however, such as changes in the District’s jurisdiction, the availability of capital projects, and continuing local government
support to assess the overall health of the District.

Table 1
Net Assets (in millions)

2000 2001
Current and other assets 28.1$  25.6$  
Long term receivables 133.6  128.0  
Capital assets 43.8  54.7  
   Total Assets 205.5  208.3  

Long-term obligations (138.8)  (133.5)  
Other liabilities (2.4)  (3.7)  
   Total Liabilities (141.2)  (137.2)  

2000 2001
Net assets:
  Invested in capital assets,
    net of related debt 43.8$  54.6$  
  Restricted 16.0  14.7  
  Unrestricted 4.5  1.8  
Total net assets 64.3$  71.1$  
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Net assets of the District’s activities increased 10.7 percent or $6.9 million.  Unrestricted net assets, the part of net
assets that can be used to finance day-to-day operations without constraints established by debt covenants, enabling
legislation, or other legal requirements - decreased from $4.5 million to $1.8 million at the end of 2001.  The decrease
can be attributed the District paying for utility relocation costs relating the Michael A. Fox Highway that are not reim-
bursable and also for engineering costs associated with new projects in 2001.

Table 2 compares the 2001 change in net assets to the 2000 change in net assets.

Table 2
Changes in Net Assets for 2001

Compared with 2000 activity
(in millions)

2000 2001 Change
Program Revenues:
   Charges for Services 0.2$  0.4$  0.2$  
   Capital Grants 21.3  15.0  (6.3)  
General Revenues:
   Operating Grants 3.1  0.3  (2.9)  
   Other 2.4  1.3  (1.1)  
Total Revenues 27.0$  17.0$  (10.0)$  

Program Expenses
  General Government 6.6  3.0  (3.6)  
  Interest of Long-Term Debt 7.4  7.1  (0.3)  
Total Expenses 14.0  10.1  (3.9)  

Increase in Net Assets 13.0$  6.9$  (6.1)$  

2001 Governmental Activities Revenues 2001 Governmental Activities Expenses

8%

2%

2%

88%

Charges for
Services

Capital Grants

Operating
Grants

Other

General
Government

Interest of Long-
Term Debt

28%

72%
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The graphs below depict the change in cost of services for the program expenses from 2000 to 2001 and also show the
net cost of services for those expenses in the two years.

Table 3 presents the cost of each of the District’s programs as well as each program’s net cost (total cost less revenues
generated by activities).  The net cost shows the financial burden that was place on the District by each of these functions

Table 3
Governmental Activities

(in millions)

2000 2001 2000 2001

General Government 6.5$  3.0$  2.6$  5.3$  
Interest on Long-Term Debt 7.4  7.1  -  -  

Total Expenses 13.9$  10.1$  2.6$  5.3$  

Total Cost of Services Net Cost of Services

The decrease in general government from 2000 to 2001 for $3.5 million can be attributed to more capital assets being
constructed in 2001 than 2000.  This is the main reason why the general government was able to generate such a large
excess of program revenues over program expenses for both years.The District also reduced general operating expenses
during the year by moving into a shared county facility and reducing operating expenses by almost fifty percent.

$6.5

$3.0

$7.4 $7.1

$-

$1.0

$2.0

$3.0

$4.0

$5.0

$6.0

$7.0

$8.0

2000 2001

Total Cost of Services

General Government

Interest on Long-Term
Debt

$2.6

$5.3

- -$-

$1.0

$2.0

$3.0

$4.0

$5.0

$6.0

2000 2001

Net Cost of Services

General Government

Interest on Long-Term
Debt
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THE DISTRICT’S FUNDS

Table 4 presents the fund balances of the individual major funds and total nonmajor funds and an analysis of significant
changes in the fund balances.

 2000 2001 % Change

General 3.5$  3.9$  11.4%
Debt Service 0.4  0.1  -75.0%
Union Centre Extension 0.2  0.2  0.0%
Michael A. Fox Highway 14.6  13.8  -5.5%
West Chester Road -  0.5  100.0%
Princeton Road at State
  Route Bypass 4 -  (0.3)  0.0%
Nonmajor Funds 3.6  0.7  -80.6%

Total Governmental Balances 22.3$  18.9$  -15.2%

The 11.4% increase in the General Fund can be attributed to the District reducing general operating costs by moving
offices into the shared county facility during 2001.  The District also collected a larger administration fee than anticipated
with the additional phase on West Chester Road and Princeton Road at State Route Bypass 4 projects

The 75% decrease in the Debt Service Fund is attributed to a large amount of the balance at the end of 2000 being used
for interest payments during 2001.

The 100% increase in the West Chester Road Fund is attributed to the project being completed in October 2001.  Final
costs of the project were completely wrapped up and the remaining fund balance is minimal.

The 80% decrease in the Nonmajor Funds can be attributed to several of the projects that were classified as major funds
for 2000 that their completion and lack of activity caused to become nonmajor funds this year.   Of these funds, the
Muhlhauser Road fund saw the most activity as the District is responsible for a portion of the current road widening project
through previously issued special assessment monies.

Table 5 presents a summary of governmental fund revenues for the 2001 fiscal year and the amounts and percentages of
increases and decreases in relation to the prior year.

Table 4
Changes in Year End Fund Balance

in (Millions)
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Table 5
Total Governmental Fund Revenues

Increase Percent
2001 Percent (Decrease) Increase

Revenue Source Amount of Total Over 2000 (Decrease)

Intergovernmental 19,793,111$  92.7% (9,518,102)$  -32.5%
Charges for Services 86,202  0.4% (105,410)  -55.0%
Investment Earnings 1,201,655  5.6% (609,804)  -33.7%
Change in Fair Value 23,909  0.1% 7,236  43.4%
Other 253,803  1.2% (322,720)  -56.0%

Total 21,358,680$  100.0% (10,548,800)$  -33.1%

The 32.5% decrease in intergovernmental revenues and 55% decrease in charges for services can be attributed to
the District only having three active projects during the 2001 year compared with five for 2000.  All the District’s projects
are funded through local government participation contracts.  With less projects in 2001, the District received less rev-
enues.

The 33.7% decrease in investment earnings is attributed the Federal Reserve reducing interest rates to a very low per-
centage causing the District’s overall return on investment to be reduced by almost three percent between the two
years.

The 56% decrease in other revenues is attributed to the sales of property in 2000.  The District only had sales of con-
struction plans, a few property sales and rent for fiscal year 2001.

Table 6 presents the General Fund budget and the difference between the original budget and final budget for fiscal year
2001.  Table 7 discusses the variance between the final budget and the actual results for the fiscal year.

Original Final Variance
Revenues:
Intergovernmental 250,000$  250,000$  -$  

 Charges for Services 60,000  75,000  15,000  
 Investment Earnings 48,720  345,000  296,280  
 All Other -  10,200  10,200  
Expenditures:
     Total General Government 2,361,472  2,208,296  (153,176)  
Other Financing Sources (Uses):
 Operating Transfers In 185,027  2,625,007  2,439,980  
 Operating Transfers Out -  (125,000)  (125,000)  

Budgeted Amounts

Table 6
Original and Find Budget - General Fund
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Table 7
Final Budget versus Actual Results

General Fund

Final
Budget Actual Variance

Revenues:
Intergovernmental 250,000$  250,000$  -$  

 Charges for Services 75,000  68,367  (6,633)  
 Investment Earnings 345,000  307,074  (37,926)  
 Change in Fair Value of Investments -  23,909  23,909  
 All Other 10,200  10,224  24  
Expenditures:
     Total General Government 2,208,296  415,931  (1,792,365)  
Other Financing Sources (Uses):
 Operating Transfers In 2,625,007  2,624,497  (510)  
 Operating Transfers Out (125,000)  (2,297,556)  (2,172,556)  

Original versus Final Budget

The large variance between original and final budgeted amounts for Investment Earnings relates to the District not know-
ing the Federal Reserve policy relating to interest rates and the availability of cash and cash equivalents that could be
invested.

The difference in General Government can be attributed to the additional cost savings that the District encountered with
moving into shared county offices.  The District was not aware of all the costs associated with the move when the original
budget was prepared.

The difference in Operating Transfers In can be attributed to the capital projects funds repaying initial monies after the
District had received reimbursement by the participating governments.  The original budget did not anticipate these projects
being completed during 2001.

Final Budget versus Actual Results

The large variance in General Government is attributed to the District budgeting the contingency payment to the Ohio
Department of Transportation (ODOT) in fiscal year 2001 but the monies were not paid as of December 31, 2001 and are
recorded as a liability on the statement on net assets.

The variance in Operating Transfers Out is partially attributed to the District transferring monies at the end of the 2001 to
eliminate negative fund balances in the Michael A. Fox Highway of nearly $1.2 million.  This deficit is used to offset the full
amount of the contingency payment to ODOT for administration fee reimbursement.
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CAPITAL ASSETS AND DEBT ADMINISTRATION

Capital Assets

At year-end, the District had $54.6 million invested in construction in progress assets.  This amount represents a net
increase (including additions and deletions) of $10.8 million, or 24.8%, over the last year.  The amount of construction can
be attributed to the local governments continued use of the District’s ability to process and complete road improvement
and construction projects in an efficient manner.   The major construction projects that attributed to the fiscal year 2001
increase are Union Centre Extension (formerly Symmes Road Extension), Muhlhauser Road, West Chester Road Phases
A and B and Princeton Road at State Route Bypass 4.  The construction in progress is recorded on the financial state-
ments until a dedication plat is recorded with Butler County even if the project is completed.

Debt Administration

At year-end, the District had $133.6 million in outstanding special obligation bonds payable versus $138.8 million last year,
a decrease of 3.7%.   The fiscal year 2001 interest rate was 4.75% with the interest rate graduating to 6.00% in the year
of maturity 2017. For a breakdown of the interest payment schedule refer to Note 10 of the the basic financial statements.

ECONOMIC FACTORS

The District has operated solely in Southeastern Butler County since its 1994 formation.  The District is currently looking at
opportunities for expanding north of Hamilton, west to the Trenton/Oxford part of the County with a current study looking at
alternatives around the City of Hamilton.  The District is also working on a justification study for the extension of the
Michael A. Fox Highway eastward into Liberty Township with Cox Road being a parallel connector running with Interstate
75 from the Michael A. Fox Highway to north of Princeton Road.

It is important that the District is able to succeed in the development of these projects not only for Butler County and its
residents but also for the longevity of the District.  The District has no continued revenue source except an administration
fee charged on the various projects that it conducts.   With additional construction projects to better the transportation
quality in Butler County the District will be able to survive and continue to provide the residents of Butler County with an
easier way to get from one place to the next.

REQUEST FOR INFORMATION

This financial report is designed to provide a
general overview of the District’s finances for all
those with an interest in the government’s
finances. Questions concerning any of the infor-
mation provided in this report or requests for
additional financial information should be
addressed to the Office of the Finance Director,
315 S. High Street, Hamilton, Ohio 45011

Sean Fraunfelter, CPA
Director of Finance and Administration
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Independent Accountants' Report on Compliance and Internal Control Over 
Financial Reporting Based on the Audit of the Financial Statements in 

Accordance with Government Auditing Standards 
 
Board of Trustees 
Transportation Improvement District of Butler County, Ohio 
Hamilton, Ohio 
 
We have audited the financial statements of the governmental activities, each major fund and the 
aggregate remaining fund information of the Transportation Improvement District of Butler 
County, Ohio (the “District”) as of and for the year ended December 31, 2001, which collectively 
comprise the District’s basic financial statements, and have issued our report thereon dated April 
26, 2002. We conducted our audit in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the 
United States of America and the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government 
Auditing Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. 

Compliance 

As part of obtaining reasonable assurance about whether the District's financial statements are free 
of material misstatement, we performed tests of its compliance with certain provisions of laws, 
regulations, contracts and grants, 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 no instances of noncompliance that are 
required to be reported under Government Auditing Standards. 

Internal Control Over Financial Reporting 

In planning and performing our audit, we considered the District's internal control over financial 
reporting in order to determine our auditing procedures for the purpose of expressing our opinions 
on the financial statements and not to provide assurance 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 over financial reporting 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 misstatements 
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.   

This report is intended solely for the information and use of the Board of Trustees and management 
and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties. 

April 26, 2002 



            



88 East Broad Street
P.O. Box 1140
Columbus, Ohio  43216-1140

Telephone 614-466-4514
800-282-0370

Facsimile  614-466-4490

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT OF BUTLER COUNTY

BUTLER 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 13, 2002
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