Finance Committee Meeting Minutes
Tuesday, October 5, 2021, 8:00 a.m. Village Hall

Members Present:

Chairman Berger, Councilman Carroll, Fiscal Officer Romanowski

Berger called the meeting to order and read the roll.
Berger addressed the Credit Card Policy. The Fiscal Officer reviewed the recommendations of
the State Auditor to update the Village’s Credit Card Policy to align with the requirements of the
Ohio Revised Code (ORC). The users would need to be listed as well as the length of time the
cards were allowed to be out of control. Berger asked who the authorized users were, and the
Fiscal Officer explained it was the Department Heads. She explained that it was preferrable to
make purchases using a check and that credit cards were to be used as a last resort. The credit
card limit is $2,000 per card. It was determined that the credit card policy was enacted through
motion. Berger clarified that Council would then need to make a motion amending the Credit
Card Policy. The revised policy would be presented to Council at the October 11, 2021, Regular
Council meeting.
The committee discussed the criteria for the time the card could be held by the user and agreed
that it should be flexible. The committee considered making it three days before the need to use
it and returning it the next business day upon returning to work. The Fiscal Officer felt what was
important was to have it in writing.
The Fiscal Officer advised that the State Auditor requires Council to pass legislation pertaining
to the maximum dollar amount for which a blanket purchase order may be written. She obtained
examples from surrounding municipalities. Currently, the blanket purchase orders are done for
utilities and auto supplies. The Fiscal Officer wanted to get clarification from the auditor.
The committee discussed finance software. The Fiscal Officer advised that the Village currently
uses Fund Balance, which is not the one that everyone in the State uses. She was reluctant to
change systems because of the arduous process. However, the other system is easier and
preferred by the County Auditor. Carroll addressed the benefit of the other system. Berger
asked for the cost of the software. The Fiscal Officer did not know but said it is based on the
Village’s budget. The current system costs $3,000 per year for support and maintenance. She
would find out the details of the other system.
The committee agreed that the blanket purchase order policy could be presented to Council in
November.
The Fiscal Officer reminded the committee about the upcoming Zoom meeting with Bond
Counsel and the need to be prepared with questions.
A follow-up joint HR/Finance Committee meeting would be scheduled by Councilwoman Nairn
regarding the tiered salary system. It will address performance bonuses and service bonuses.
Carroll favored the service bonus over the performance bonus because of the issues with
evaluations. He did not want to complicate the employee evaluations, which the Village should
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do consistently before adding it as a component of a raise. In terms of justification, Berger
addressed the problem with providing raises to employees who end up being terminated. Carroll
discussed the need to document issues leading to the termination. He cautioned that it was
difficult to tie a raise to a measurable in the public sector. The Fiscal Officer advised that
evaluations are good in the way of opening a conversation about performance and expectations.
She emphasized the need to maintain documentation of problems that exist. Carroll concurred
and discussed the use of progressive discipline. Berger suggested criteria to use for the
evaluations, and the Fiscal Officer described the evaluation templates provided by Clemens
Nelson.
The Fiscal Officer acknowledged both perspectives that in the private sector, raises are based on
evaluations and in the public sector, the raises are given across the board. She viewed the
evaluations as an opportunity to open a conversation, and if there were a problem, perhaps the
raise would be held in abeyance of a subsequent evaluation to correct the issue. Carroll’s
concern was proper application of a policy across the Village. Berger stated this was not a policy
problem but a management problem. Carroll explained that to avoid the arbitrary nature of how
raises have been given in the Village, he would like to see more of a tiered and definitively
structured system to get away from the shot in the dark raises.
The Fiscal Officer described the tiers used in the Police Department. She was envisioning a
structure that specified how an employee would obtain raises, like obtaining a certain
certification, for example. She felt the current proposed system had become much bigger than
perhaps what was needed. The Fiscal Officer asked if the Village policy could just utilize the
system used by the Police Department. Berger said there were not enough job descriptions to do
this. It would be necessary to consider all the classifications and certifications. The Fiscal
Officer advised that in the Service Department, there are laborers. If there were laborers and one
mechanic, there would only be one job description based on the number of years. Once they hit
so many years, all the employees would know all parts of the jobs and would be at their max and
on the same page. Carroll added that when they reached this point, this would be where the
service bonus could start. Berger indicated that there would not be a point where there were no
further raises because employees would continue to get a cost-of-living adjustment (COLA).
The Fiscal Officer asked Berger if he thought COLA increases should stop at some point for
employees, and Berger said there were none in the private sector but there were inflationary
bumps. Berger stated that in the private sector an employee must obtain more skills to be of
value to the employer. It is all about pay for performance. Carroll acknowledged that there are
certain situations in the public sector where someone can be paid more for obtaining
certifications, but it is easier in some departments rather than others.
Berger addressed the scenario of the employee who performs the same work for 10 years and
questioned whether that employee should be making 3% more each year for 10 years
compounded. Had this person provided greater value to the Village? The Fiscal Officer
indicated that in some of the Village departments, professional development is mandatory
regardless of raises. Other jobs may not have required development/training, but they have
value. Berger said that these individuals need to find more skills to make them valuable or find
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another employer that will pay them more for the same job. If a person who cuts grass gets a 3%
yearly raise, over time that person will be making $70,000 to cut grass. The Fiscal Officer
explained that in the past, Council believed the Service Department staff had skills that should
address other issues and so the Village outsourced the grass cutting to save money.
Carroll suggested using pay bands for the Service Department, similar to the Police
Department’s system. He asked the Fiscal Officer to consider this for her department. Carroll
indicated that he has used evaluations that include discussion of goals and an employee
professional development plan and policy related to promotion. From a professional
development standpoint, the pay becomes increased when the employee is promoted. Berger
stated that the evaluation is a professional development tool but in a reactive manner.
The Fiscal Officer discussed training in terms of a succession plan, and Berger added that an
employee can also obtain the training and go somewhere else to get paid more. The discussion
continued about multiple employees obtaining certifications that pertain to a single Village job
and compensation for the certifications. Berger indicated that it is the job of the Department
Heads to determine the pertinent certifications to qualify an individual for additional pay and
Council will figure out how to reward them. Carroll suggested contacting the Police Chief and
Street Commissioner to identify applicable training and certifications.
Berger questioned whether the committee should pull back from the system that had been
discussed. Carroll indicated that the spreadsheet is an option, and the different components can
be used in a variety of combinations. The other option would be to use pay bands like the Police
Department. Another would be to base raises on certifications. Berger asked the committee to
consider what would happen if the Village were not financially sound. What would happen with
the system. Council would need to have the ability to deny the raises despite the policy. Carroll
indicated that Council has always had this ability.
Carroll took exception with Council receiving a 3.5% raise yearly when the employees have
received less. Berger felt that the compensation Council receives is nominal.
Berger addressed the Solicitor’s contract and indicated that she conducts business for the Village
for approximately 10 to 12 hours per week. If this is normal, he questioned if the Village could
get 40 hours a week for a full-time person for the same amount of money. Carroll asked how
much was spent on the Solicitor under Mayor Brett, and the Fiscal Officer stated $35,000 to
$45,000. Carroll said with a change in administration, there was an increase, which is the bottom
line. He asked the committee to consider what would happen then if the Village were to contract
with an attorney for $100,000 per year and then get a Mayor who never, or more appropriately,
used the Solicitor. He stated that there were two investigations that cost the Village a lot of
money because of the Mayor. Berger agreed. Carroll continued that the Mayor had the Solicitor
write up a proclamation for a reporter, which the Fiscal Officer should have done. He argued
that the expense is much more tied to the administration and cause and effect of the
administration that has caused the cost to go up. That being said, he thought costs could be
curtailed with having the Fiscal Officer being consulted before calling the Solicitor. The Mayor
needed to hear this loud and clear. The Solicitor attends meetings she does not need to attend.
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The Mayor’s approach to the use of legal services surpasses anyone on Council. The Fiscal
Officer added that the Solicitor is being used more as an administrator. Under the former
administration, questions were to be held until the Council meeting and all other research options
should be exhausted before going to the Solicitor. The former Mayor would call the Fiscal
Officer to ask his questions before contacting the Solicitor. Berger clarified that what was being
said was that the Solicitor was not being used appropriately and as a result more money was
being spent. The Solicitor provided several options to include a $10,000 monthly retainer.
However, Council first needed to agree that the current usage is not a normal course of business.
The Fiscal Officer indicated that the committees needed to be willing to do the footwork and use
the Solicitor for review of the final product.
The Committee discussed the cyclical problem with policy being written and rewritten and then
put off and not addressed. The Solicitor is being involved in these matters, so money was spent
on something that would never happen. Carroll agreed and reiterated that committees should do
the work and reach out the Fiscal Officer for guidance first.
Berger stated that at the October 11, 2021, Council meeting, the committee would state that it
had a discussion with the Solicitor who provided the Village with some options. The committee
does not like the options because they assume that the Village will continue to operate the way it
has been operating, which does not make sense to the committee. The Village needs to change
the way the Solicitor is used to reduce the fees. Realistically, the committee believes the Village
could cut the fees in half, which would be $60,000 to $70,000 per year. Carroll thought this
would be a good goal. Berger indicated that Council must buy into this, and Carroll added that
this included the Mayor, and Berger agreed. There must be fiscal restraint and it starts with the
Mayor. The Fiscal Officer added that the Solicitor is willing to teach her how to look up topics
in the ORC to help with guidance and research.
Berger addressed the workload of the Fiscal Officer in relation to becoming the gatekeeper to the
Solicitor. The Fiscal Officer advised that she used to be that person, although her responsibilities
have expanded within her department. She felt that more hours might be needed. He questioned
whether more hours were needed or more people at lower rates were needed to ultimately reduce
the overall cost of the Solicitor by having the Fiscal Officer serve as gatekeeper. Carroll
indicated that there was push-back by one member of Council about making the Administrative
Assistant full-time but thought Council should consider this. Additionally, she could help the
Building Department Administrative Assistant/Board Clerk/Assistant Zoning Inspector. As long
as the work is there to justify it, the position would provide flexibility. Berger stated that instead
of elevating a part-time position to a full-time position, maybe it would be better to hire another
part-time position to work in both departments. Berger stated that this was where management
comes in and asked how much can get done at lower costs? The Fiscal Officer agreed and said
that she is struggling to get by and is doing things on a high level just to get them done and meet
deadlines. She is unable to be proactive in her approach.
Berger said the money to hire another part-time person would come from the Solicitor’s budget
to add another person or more hours. Berger reiterated that to do this means more pressure on
the Fiscal Officer, which means more support must be added from below. The Fiscal Officer
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needs to understand she must be able to off-load more work. The Fiscal Officer agreed. Berger
stated this is what needs to be presented to Council.
The committee discussed the three contract options presented by the Solicitor.
The meeting was adjourned at 9:29 a.m.

________________________
Christopher Berger, Chairman
Prepared by Leslie Galicki
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Finance Committee Meeting
December 7, 2021, 8:00 a.m.
Members Present:

Chairman Berger, Council Member Carroll, Fiscal Auditor Lechman

The Fiscal Auditor reviewed the fund balances for November. He stated that the fund balances
at the end of November 30, 2021, were $3.989 million. The fund balances were arrived at
independently and matched those of the Fiscal Officer to the penny. The fund balances
decreased by almost $103,000 in November, which was typical for the time of year. The Village
received a lot of revenue in November which included the final installment for Ambulance fees,
which exceeded expectations with a $70,000 credit when $54,000 was expected. The Building
Department had an almost all-time year at $73,000 which was over what was budgeted. Cable
Franchise frees had gone down a little. The Cemetery fees were the highest the Village had seen.
Gas Tax was the only area where the Village might not reach the budgeted amount along with
liquor tax and interest rates. However, revenue targets in the major categories of Real Estate
Tax/ Homestead and Income Tax far exceeded expectations despite Covid concerns. Overall, the
Village was at 110% of its budgeted revenues. This also would not be attributed to grants
because $276,000 was budgeted for grants and the Village was at $262,000. It was primarily due
to Income Tax. Carroll asked if this was due to people working from home. And the Fiscal
Auditor thought this was a possibility. Additionally, the Village has businesses that did well
during the pandemic and the Village also received a lot of resident tax income. He concluded
that this might be one of the biggest years the Village has seen for Income Tax.
Regarding expenses, there were some larger expenses this month with the Lake Louise bridge
replacement project. However, the Village was below what was projected at 79% of the budget.
For the year, the Village was up $723,000 and had budgeted being down $500,000. Carroll
asked if the Village Hall detention pond project was reflected in the figures, and the Fiscal
Auditor said no. He explained the timing of reporting receipt of grants and corresponding
expenses. Carroll explained that for Council’s purposes, it was important not to view the
$500,000 as extra money because there were pending obligations with ongoing projects. The
Fiscal Auditor explained that the best indicator was the year-to-date revenues for budget to see
how the Village really did.
Berger suggested that with the current trend, it might be possible that the Village would end the
next year flat or positive. He was considering this in terms of the next Budget Commission
hearing. If the Village predicted a deficit and ended up flat, how would this be viewed? The
Fiscal Auditor stated that the key was for the Village to start spending money next year where
the Village will see expenditures outpace revenues by quite a bit. Berger hoped that this was
what the budget looked like. Carroll stated that the Village would have the Village Hall
detention pond, Whitetail project, and possibly an increased Road Program, which the Budget
Commission would look at favorably. The Budget Commission was aware that the Village had
made a lot of promises for projects and had passed the Road Levy so that there would be funds
available to address stormwater issues. However, the Village had not spent this money. Berger
concluded that from the Budget Commission’s perspective, the Village should spend the money.
Carroll added that it was also necessary to have a plan for the money. Reserve funds would
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enable the Village to encumber the funds for projects the Village knew it wanted to do. Berger
noted that in the first quarter, the Village should start creating the reserve accounts. The
committee addressed the need to be prepared with a plan for the next Budget Commission
hearing, to include a five-year plan.
In creating the 2022 budget, Berger questioned the Fiscal Auditor about income. The Fiscal
Auditor asked if the 2022 Budget had been approved, and Berger said expenditures had been
approved but did not know whether income was considered. The Fiscal Auditor offered that he
would raise income tax and homestead and rollback targets in the budget and lower interest
income. Berger felt it was better to have more realistic numbers. The Fiscal Auditor said it was
good to be a little conservative when budgeting. Berger noted that it would be beneficial to have
more realistic revenue numbers to drive Council’s vision of expenditures. The Fiscal Auditor
explained that if the Village did not hit its budget, it would not be problematic.
Berger addressed the Fiscal Officer’s need for extra help. He proposed that a second part-time
person be hired to give the Village more coverage and backup for the Building Department.
Berger recommended that the Fiscal Officer move forward with creating a job description for
this person and identify what areas she would want to assign to the second person as well has
how many hours a week would be needed. With this information, the committee could make a
recommendation to Council to go forward with a hiring plan. The Fiscal Auditor asked if the
Fiscal Officer wanted somebody to help. Carroll explained that one proposal was to make the
current Administrative Assistant full-time and share the position between Admin and the
Building Department. The Fiscal Auditor said this was what he was thinking because it was hard
to find someone good. If there were already someone the Fiscal Officer liked who could put in
more hours, that would be ideal. Carroll concurred and added that the position could be shared.
He noted that the Village had cycled through part-time personnel, and if there were a person to
whom 39 hours had already been allocated, making it full-time with the time divided between
departments would provide backup and consistency. The Fiscal Auditor noted that the Village
historically would hire employees as part-time and then move them to full-time, but typically
individuals seek one or the other for a reason. He added that it was hard to find someone good
who was trustworthy. Carroll added that the Village would be encumbering benefits for the fulltime position, but those benefits would be equal or less than having a second part-timer. The
Fiscal Auditor said that it was worth it to have better employees.
Berger thought the recommendation of the committee to the Fiscal Officer would be that she
needed to decide what she wanted and make a formal recommendation to the committee in
January. Carroll agreed that the Fiscal Officer should express what she wanted.
The committee discussed having a joint meeting with HR and Streets Committees relative to
overtime and the tiered salary system. Carroll stated that the Police Department has a good
model that has worked well. Having a system to identify how Village employees progress would
eliminate the ambiguity of the previous arbitrary system and help the employees know what to
expect. He did not think it was right to give raises to people who were liked and withhold raises
for people who were not. Berger concurred.
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Carroll explained to the Fiscal Auditor the issue the committees had been discussing about
overtime and comp time. Carroll and the Fiscal Auditor discussed uses of comp time to include
an employer’s ability to send employees home during times where there was no work and have it
count against the employee’s comp time. The Fiscal Auditor saw the issue with comp time as
being a scheduling and managerial problem. Berger said he had not been involved in this
conversation and was not sure the Street Commissioner understood that he had the right to send
employees home on comp time. The Fiscal Auditor questioned how a comp time balance would
be maintained when there was no work to be done. Berger said this was an HR issue, not a
Finance Committee issue and should be discussed with the Street Commissioner. The Fiscal
Auditor saw comp time as a liability on the Village’s books. He would want to see the balances
reduced.
Berger said the biggest comp issue the Village had was with the Fiscal Officer. Carroll stated
she had a lot of time on the books right now, but the reason the Street Department employees had
a lot on the books was because the former Street Commissioner capped it. The law limits time
that can be carried over each year. However, the Village is Federal Labor Standards Act (FLSA)
exempt to a degree, and he was unsure how the laws applied. Berger asked Carroll to explain his
status as an exempt employee with the City of Lyndhurst. Berger then asked who was exempt in
the Village of South Russell. Carroll stated that any of the Department Heads would be. Berger
asked if the Fiscal Officer was a Department Head, and Carroll said yes and explained that she
receives flex time. Berger said no and said that what was being discussed was comp time, not
flex time. Carroll said he would have to ask the Fiscal Officer. Berger said he did not
understand why the Village had a Department Head who received comp time. She should be an
exempt employee. Carroll saw that perhaps the wrong verbiage was being used between comp
time and flex time. Carroll agreed and said there should not be 400 hours on the books.
However, he only knew his own experience as a city employee. The Fiscal Auditor felt there
should be no more than 100 hours on the books. Carroll offered that as an exempt employee, the
individual is on 24/7 and has a salaried position. Berger suggested that if such an individual
could get the job done in 20 hours and go home, that was on management to question why the
person was being paid for 40 hours when the job could be done in 20. If the employee can get
the job done in 20 hours a week, he should get his full salary and good on him. Berger stated
that exempt employees do not get overtime or comp time because it is the job.
Berger adjourned the meeting at 8:55 a.m.

_____________________________
Chris Berger, Chairman
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Finance Committee Meeting Minutes
Tuesday, May 18, 2021 Village Hall and via Zoom
Members Present:

Chairman Berger, Councilman Carroll, Fiscal Officer Romanowski, Fiscal
Auditor Lechman, Mayor

Berger called the meeting to order at 8:01 a.m. and called the roll.
Regarding the American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA), the Fiscal Officer distributed sections of the plan the
Solicitor thought were applicable to the Village. It was permissible for the funds to be used for
stormwater projects. Carroll was pleased to hear this and hoped the Village could make some headway
this year. Berger asked when the first installment would be received, and the Fiscal Officer said she
believed it would be within the next month; half would be received this year and half next year. The
Village had until the end of 2024 to spend the funds or at least have the funds allocated. She advised
that a new Village fund was created for the monies, and when decisions were made as to how it would
be spent, line items would be created within the fund.
Berger wanted to look at it as a revenue discussion and asked the Fiscal Auditor about the current
revenue stream. The Fiscal Auditor verified revenue was as anticipated. Berger addressed the issue of
upcoming levies in terms of revenue. Berger noted the third component of the Village’s significant
revenue would be the ARPA funds. He suggested the ARPA funds could be used to replace the levies
and not pass a levy for the next two years. The Fiscal Officer explained that the funds are a one-time,
spread over two years, event and it was easier to renew a levy. The Fiscal Auditor explained that the
Village does have money in the bank. However, when a point comes where operating expenses exceed
operating income, the Village would then be faced with a replacement levy, which would be an increase
for the voters who tend to struggle with the amount of the increase. He recommended doing a renewal
because it was not a change in taxes for the residents. The Fiscal Officer added that the Bell Road
project would be coming up and was estimated at $860,000 without any changes to it. The ARPA was a
one-time event. Council had discussed addressing stormwater issues for years and how the Village
would pay for it. One pond, for example, could cost $750,000 which would be the entire ARPA
amount. She saw this as the perfect opportunity to address the stormwater issues but still have the
money for the roads. Carroll agreed and said the Village had been discussing stormwater since the early
2000’s. He would look at this as an opportunity to address big projects to address stormwater. The
Fiscal Officer stated this could allow the Village to address stormwater projects from an engineering
perspective identifying the project with the greatest benefit. The Fiscal Auditor suggested renewing the
operating levies to continue to cover operating expenses and then when the county asked what was being
done with the money in the bank, the Village could respond that it was addressing stormwater projects
that may not be offset by grants. The Mayor asked if the Village should renew now or wait until next
spring. The Fiscal Auditor said that typically the Village tried to renew at least one cycle in advance in
case it did not pass the first time. Carroll concurred. The Mayor expressed his concern about putting
the levies on the ballot in fall with the residents knowing the Village would be getting the ARPA money.
He felt there would be some push back and wanted it to be done next spring. The Fiscal Officer advised
that it should occur this fall. If the levies do not pass, then the Village would need to get out there and
explain the need more thoroughly. The Fiscal Auditor explained that if the levy did not pass after all
attempts, the Village would have a deficit and find itself having to make big changes down the road.
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This was a more difficult scenario to sell to the voters. It would be better to say that the Village would
be keeping residents’ taxes the same. Carroll agreed and said to the Fiscal Auditor’s point, this could
even offset a levy increase down the road.
Berger stated if there were grant monies available from the State, they should always be a top priority.
The committee discussed the benefits and constraints/limitations of grant funds.
The Fiscal Officer advised that she had received the certifications from the county and if the Road and
Bridge renewal passed, it would bring in $242,458 and the operating renewal would bring in $184,149.
She said she would prepare legislation to introduce the legislation at the May 24th Council meeting.
Berger said it sounded from a revenue perspective, the Village had a plan moving forward. He said the
fun part was how to spend the money. Carroll offered that stormwater in general had been discussed.
Specifically, he provided a list that included detention/retention on Village property, consideration of the
red ranch for stormwater detention/retention, limb and brush chipping for the community, a possible
single event to dredge all settling ponds which could help stormwater issues, allocation of funds to
widen Bell Road East to the Newbury line or at least to Snyder Road reestablishing all ditch and swales
across the Village for stormwater mitigation purposes since ditching had been neglected for at least 20
years, a hazardous waste disposal day for Village residents, enclosing the pavilion similar to Frohring
Meadows so it could be used year round. He explained that these were just his initial thoughts for use of
the money, but stormwater mitigation would be his priority. Berger asked who would come up with the
priority list of stormwater projects and Carroll advised that the Engineer would. However, Council had
been waiting for an updated stormwater study for quite some time. He hoped to have this soon.
The Fiscal Auditor suggested financing the purchase of property to serve as detention/retention by
selling other Village property.
Berger asked Carroll to have the Engineer put a priority list together and then the committee could
discuss how to finance each priority.
Berger asked if there were any other issues that would be considered for the ARPA funds outside
stormwater issues, roads, or the five-year plan. The Mayor suggested a restroom in the park. Berger
said this should be at the top of the list. Berger addressed the Village departments’ priority lists. The
Street Commissioner’s top priority was a loader. Carroll advised that the Streets Committee did not
support this. Berger asked if the issue should be revisited, and Carroll said no. The loader was not that
old, and he and Porter had discussed the matter in depth. They agreed that the loader was not needed at
this time.
The Mayor stated there was an issue with broadband in Rolling Ridge. He clarified that it was a
Spectrum, Cablevision, AT&T, Windstream issue. It was only one person in one neighborhood who
complained. Carroll suggested leveraging the Public Utilities Committee to identify the issues within
that area. The Mayor stated that the only two communities that had consistently complained about
service were Lake Louise and Daisy Lane. The Fiscal Auditor noted that the Village received revenue
from the cable companies. The committee discussed cell phone reception, towers, and the potential to
provide free wi-fi.
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Regarding the Treasury Investment Board, the Fiscal Auditor explained that the Village has a codified
ordinance, 235.02, which established a Treasury Investment Board consisting of the Mayor, Fiscal
Auditor, and the Solicitor. The Fiscal Auditor was unaware that this existed. The board is responsible
for making key decisions as to how the Village invests monies not needed for six months. He liked the
idea of a group decision. The Auditor suggested possibly expanding the committee to include the Chair
of Finance. This way, there would be a member of Council who would be aware of project expenses
and issues with tying up funds for a period of time. The Mayor asked why the Solicitor was on the
Board. The Fiscal Auditor surmised it was to ensure the Board was staying within the rules of
permissible methods and appreciated her involvement. Carroll proposed there be five members for
voting purposes and suggested having a resident with investment experience on the Board as well. The
Fiscal Auditor thought it would be beneficial to have this Board particularly when interest rates begin to
improve.
Berger suggested to the Fiscal Auditor having a ladder of some sort in terms of the Village investment
structure. The Fiscal Auditor proposed identifying how much in the form of a percentage of the
Village’s annual budget should be set aside as liquid funds and not invested. The Fiscal Officer added
that there are advisors that specialize in government investments who could assist in advising and
investing. The Mayor suggested they meet with the Solicitor before the next Council meeting to discuss
changes. He did not think the Solicitor should have a vote. He directed the Fiscal Officer to begin
amending the legislation. The committee discussed the makeup of the Board, and whether the Solicitor
should or should not have a vote. The Mayor asked if the resident should have a vote, and the
committee stated yes.
Regarding the Chagrin Valley Fire Department request, the Mayor explained he met with Dan Fritz, the
Mayor of Moreland Hills, and Erinn Grube, the Chair of the Chagrin Falls Village Council. The Fire
Department is trying to raise $1,000,000 and has raised $600,000. It wants the six communities that use
the Chagrin Falls Fire Department to kick in to help their capital improvement. The committee
questioned the request given that Chagrin Falls Fire Department was a contracted service provider for
the Village that is approaching the Village for a donation to enable them to continue to provide its
service. The timing of the request was also questioned given the ARPA funds. The committee
discussed that the Fire Department building improvements should have been considered in the business
plan and potentially built into future contracts. It was noted that there is a board for Chagrin Falls Fire
Department which consists of representatives from participating communities, but the board never
meets. The Mayor would see if he could arrange a meeting to discuss the $70,000 request. The Village,
however, has no vote with this board. The Mayor relayed that the document containing the request stated
that there were additional significant donations that were anticipated once the local communities commit
to a share of the capital that is required to complete renovations.
Regarding blanket purchase order legislation, the Fiscal Officer would obtain samples from the Auditor
for the committee. She also provided the committee with a copy of the Village Credit Card Policy as
well as four bullet points that should be added to this policy even though they are already in practice.
The Fiscal Officer advised that this was a policy, not legislation, and amendments could be done by
motion.
The 2019-2020 audit will begin in the beginning of June, but no date has yet been set.
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The Fiscal Officer provided legislation regarding food expenditures and what qualifies to be paid for by
the Village. In the employee handbook, there is also guidance about dollar amounts and limitations with
food purchases for employees. There are seven identified items on which money can be spent. Outside
of this, permission would be required from Council. This topic was addressed in the audit meeting. The
Mayor asked if he could buy breakfast if he were to meet with David Maistros of the Board of Zoning
Appeals. The Fiscal Officer stated this was not on the list of approved food expenses. The Fiscal
Auditor suggested Council authorized each committee to spend up to a certain amount each year at
business meetings that involve food. The Fiscal Officer said it would be necessary to amend the
legislation to make this permanent. The Auditor questioned how the Mayor’s discretionary fund applied
to the food purchases. The Fiscal Officer reiterated the legislation would have to be amended. Carroll
offered that this would be normal for private sector but was not in the public sector. Berger said this
was draconian. The Mayor needed to meet with people to move forward with the business of the
Village. The fact that he cannot meet with someone who is doing work for the Village like the Chair of
BZA and buy that person breakfast is absurd. Carroll stated that there are entities like the Ohio Ethics
Commission to make sure everything is in line. The Fiscal Auditor did not have a problem with the
Mayor covering his own meal during a meeting, and Carroll said he just did not want it to be a personal
spending account. He added that the Mayor received pay for being the mayor as do council members.
The Fiscal Auditor said it could be specified. The Mayor stated he used to take Craig Cawrse out to
lunch to get free advice for a $14 lunch for hundreds of dollars of free landscaping advice. He verified
this was not legal, and Carroll stated not according to the way the legislation is written. The Fiscal
Officer explained that it was taxpayer’s money, and meetings do not have to occur at lunch time. She
said Council could amend the current legislation and add what they want to allow.
Berger noted that according to the legislation, attendance at seminars, conferences, and meetings is
authorized by Council. If Council blanketly authorizes the Mayor to meet with such individuals of the
Village and/or employees or representatives of the Village, then it is all covered. Carroll offered that
Council does not know about all of those. Berger asked if Council needed to know. Carroll explained
that the Mayor would have to get approval of Council. Berger suggested making a motion at the
Council meeting to authorize the Mayor’s meetings. Carroll stated he would not agree to a blanket
statement. He would set limits. Carroll asked the Fiscal Officer how often Mayor Brett submitted
receipts for meeting meals. The Fiscal Officer stated that in 12 - 13 years, Mayor Brett never submitted
such receipts. Carroll said he would consider limits but did not want this to be a personal spending
account. Carroll would need to think about what the balance should be. Berger suggested coming up
with a meeting amount and a dollar amount for the next meeting.
With regard to the permissible events to purchase food, the Mayor stated that item 7 was for annual
employee and public officials’ appreciation. On June 3rd, the Mayor wanted to have an end of COVID
luncheon for everybody. If he cannot do that, he will call it an appreciation luncheon.
The Mayor addressed the Parkland dam. He advised that C.W. Courtney, the engineer for the Parkland
dam community, assessed the dam and said it would cost $425,000 to repair. There are things that can
be done including lowering the water level. The Mayor met with two of the homeowners and the
Engineer to figure out how to go forward. The Mayor stated that the Village could take on the project.
Solon had done this as had Medina, so it could be done. Carroll advised that this situation was different.
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The Mayor stated that if the Village took it on, there would be a contract with the 11 homeowners that
would raise their taxes for 20 years or so. This proposal came to the Village last November. The Mayor
thought it was valid. The residents will be attending the May 24th Council meeting. By June 10th, the
Village would want to see an escrow account with $11,000 in it to show their commitment. The Fiscal
Auditor likened it to the financing of sewers. Once the resident moved, they are no longer were
responsible. Carroll said it was and it was not similar. The sewers involved a bond to take on the
project, a tie-in fee of $10,000 - $15,000, and the assessment. It was a big hit, not $1,000. Furthermore,
Solon was a rated type 1 dam, and he assumed the dam in Medina was also rated. The Mayor did not
know. Carroll asked the Mayor for the name of the dam, and the Mayor did not know and had gotten
this information from one of the Parkland residents. Carroll explained that the Parkland dam was not a
rated dam. They also had not yet lowered the dam, so they had not done anything to demonstrate their
commitment. Additionally, Carroll questioned whether, by raising the level of the water as the Parkland
community did, if they were responsible for damage to the Village’s infrastructure. He also questioned
whether the Village had the right to just lower the lake level given this issue. Berger explained that
Aqua Doc put in a new slow-release pipe at a higher level, which raised the water level. Carroll
explained that if the water level had been kept where it was previously, the residents would not have the
current problems. Carroll acknowledged that the Village had the ability to do the project but questioned
whether Council should. The Fiscal Auditor noted that it was a creative financing solution like the
sewers, but the Fiscal Officer stated that the sewers were done through the county. The Fiscal Officer
further explained that the quote of $425,000 would likely increase if the Village were to take the project
on because of requirements to include prevailing wage. Additionally, if the Village required a loan for
the project, it was not bond rated. Carroll said that theoretically, the money was available to pay for the
project upfront. The Fiscal Auditor suggested charging an interest rate, and Berger said the Village
could not do this. Carroll explained that the Engineer’s opinion was that if the community lowered the
water level, the project would not be as costly as Parkland’s engineer indicated.
The Mayor said that at the Council meeting, the residents would be told that the 11 residents must
contribute $1,000 each to the escrow account. If only nine of the 11 do this, there would be a whole
political thing with which to deal. The Mayor wanted to see some commitment from them in the form
of money. The Fiscal Auditor added that the Village should see action as well by lowering the water.
Carroll thought $1,000 was a little soft. A sewer tie-in was $10,000. The Fiscal Auditor explained that
the tie-in is paid by the resident and the assessment is put on the tax assessments. The Fiscal Auditor
noted that the project would be a loss for the Village financially. Carroll asked if the Fiscal Auditor
could determine the true cost of the project. The Mayor did not want a lot of work done if the residents
were going to pull out. After they provide the $11,000, the Village would have the Engineer do a study.
The committee discussed determining the actual project cost. Berger explained that he was told the
Village could not charge interest by one of the Parkland dam residents who is an attorney and has done
government work. He said it was not allowed under state code.
Carroll stated that it would be taxpayer dollars being used and to lose it on a private project is
problematic unless the money could be recouped through the initial fees. Berger suggested applying an
administrative fee to ultimately get to net zero. He did not think there would be any problem getting the
residents to kick in money to get the project started. Carroll added that it was first necessary for them to
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lower the lake. Berger argued that this was an engineering decision. Once the Engineer had control of
the project, he could lower the lake if he wanted. This was not a finance issue.
The Fiscal Auditor asked the Fiscal Officer whether the county would allow the proposed financing and
assessments over 20 years. The Fiscal Officer spoke to the County Auditor about it a few months ago,
and she would reach back out to him to clarify the issue of charging interest.
The Mayor stated that the Village was going to lose money but should find a way to break even. Carroll
stated that the Village did not want to do this. The Mayor addressed the Engineer and Solicitor’s hourly
fees, and the Fiscal Auditor stated that it was one thing to lose money if the Engineer looked at a
situation, but another to have a whole Village make a big investment. Carroll agreed and added that it is
for 11 homes. Carroll stated it was not a done deal as it is. The Fiscal Auditor agreed and said that
contributing $1,000 did not make it a done deal. That would get the Village good research. The Mayor
said he was at the point that he wanted to cut the Village’s loss. Every time the Engineer talks to them,
it is $136.
The Mayor stated that the bids for the Road Program were fantastic. The bids were $436,000, $420,000
and $371,000. $371,000 was Specialized Construction. The Engineer had to review the bids to ensure
they were apples to apples. To do everything would be $371,000 and $350,000 was budgeted. Carroll
clarified that that was with the alternates, and the Mayor concurred. The Fiscal Officer stated it could
not be awarded until July because of the grant for Bel Meadow. The Mayor stated that CT quoted
$304,000 just for Bel Meadow and Specialized came in at $191,000. The others came in around
$200,000. The committee noted the disparity between CT’s quote and the contractors’ bids and Carroll
offered that Streets Committee would investigate this and report back. Carroll advised it would be
discussed and a recommendation would be made to Council.
Berger asked whether there was more that the Village should do with the Road Program since the
numbers were so good. Carroll stated that $350,000 was budgeted and with grants the alternates could
be considered. The Street Committee would discuss this.
Berger adjourned the meeting at 9:38 a.m.

____________________________
Christopher Berger, Chairman

Prepared by Leslie Galicki
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Finance Committee Meeting
June 1, 2021 8:00 a.m.
Members Present:

Chairman Berger, Councilman Carroll, Mayor Koons,
Fiscal Officer Romanowski

Berger called the meeting to order. Berger stated that the Mayor sent the committee an email
with suggested agenda items.
The Mayor recommended sending the community a survey concerning use of the American
Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) funds. Berger asked if this was typical of what the Village does, and
the Mayor stated no. He felt the residents should be notified of the Village’s receipt of money to
allow them to be involved with providing ideas. He did not think the Village would receive
much out of it, but it was a way to allow residents to know what was being considered. Berger
asked if this would be an open-ended question regarding what residents wanted to see done with
the $700,000 received from the Federal Government. The Mayor stated no, that the residents
would be given five prioritized ideas. The Fiscal Officer advised that the money was limited in
its use. Carroll agreed and stated it was limited to infrastructure use. He suggested submitting
an article to the Chagrin Valley Times discussing the receipt of the money and potential uses.
The article would include an invitation to reach out to Mayor and Council with any thoughts on
the matter. The Mayor stated that he suggested utilizing the newsletter because it is the only
guaranteed communication with residents, and because there is a need to notify residents of the
July 12th public hearing regarding the zoning issues. The Fiscal Officer reminded the committee
that the Village places an ad in the paper for the public hearings. The Mayor felt the newsletter
is the most effective communication. Berger stated that the committee agreed that articles in the
newsletter and in the Chagrin Valley Times made sense, but with an explanation of the limited
use of the funds for infrastructure. He added that there were lots of ways to describe things as
infrastructure, like park restrooms and phone systems.
The Fiscal Officer advised that the phone system was only a couple years old. Berger stated
perhaps training was needed. The Fiscal Officer advised that often issues with the phone can be
resolved with programing the Chief is able to do. The issue that occurred on Friday, May 28th
was with a man calling five times between 12:17 p.m. and 12:22 p.m. If it were an emergency, it
could go to the Police Department. Carroll asked what the issue was, and the Fiscal Officer
stated that the man wanted to speak to a human. Berger did not think there were many numbers
one could call and immediately get a human. Automated operators are a way of life.
Berger further suggested that website development could be considered infrastructure. Carroll
offered that there is a list of potential uses, and the Village should have the Solicitor review it to
ensure compliance. Berger thought defining infrastructure was a problem on a national level. A
deadline for the newsletter article was discussed, and the Mayor stated he wanted the information
to be out before the July 12th Council meeting.
The Mayor recommended postponing when the levies appeared on the ballot. He thought that
with getting the ARPA money now, it would be better to hold off on putting the levies on the
ballot until next spring. The Fiscal Officer advised that the levy legislation had been filed with
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the Board of Elections to go onto the November ballot. She explained that Council passed
legislation for this at the May 24th meeting. It was necessary to file early to ensure everything
was in order.
At the last Council meeting, Berger reported that Porter suggested creating a fund for dredging
all the silt ponds in South Russell. As part of this, it would be necessary to do a survey of all the
silt ponds and then come up with a priority list. Berger reported that the Mayor said it would be
less than $1,000 to analyze a silt pond. The Mayor stated someone would be hired to do this.
Berger stated that there are 21 lakes and ponds, which would mean $21,000 just to get the
surveys done. Berger asked if the list would include an estimate of cost. Carroll asked the
Mayor how he determined the $1,000 fee. The Mayor obtained this information through the
dams and dredging meetings with Aqua Doc and another private contractor. Carroll offered that
Bellwood Lake would be in the range of $20,000 to $30,000 to dredge. Berger said it would be a
matter of coming up with a priority list for $15,000 - $20,000. Carroll explained that not every
lake and pond would need to be dredged because of properly operating silt ponds. Carroll stated
that he and Porter had discussed this in the Street Committee meeting as well and suggested
presenting it as a grant opportunity because he believed the neighborhoods should have some
skin in the game for some of the issues. The Fiscal Officer asked for clarification on how this
would be funded, and Carroll’s preference would be with the ARPA funds. As far as how it
relates to infrastructure, Berger said it would fall under stormwater, which would include
functioning silt ponds.
The Mayor saw the survey of the ponds to be a service of the Village, and the neighborhoods
would still have to find out what the Village would do to help. Berger said this had yet to be
defined. He thought Carroll’s suggestion was good to have community financial participation.
Berger asked whether the committee would present a request to Council to authorize the
Engineer to spend money for this. The Fiscal Officer stated that the Village did not have the
money yet nor had it made the appropriations, so it could not be authorized yet. Council could
discuss it, however. Berger clarified that the money would be coming in June, and the Fiscal
Officer said she hoped so, but explained there was a process. Berger proposed that at the June
14th meeting, pending receipt of the funds, the committee would recommend using $15,000 $20,000 for the Engineer to have an analysis done of all the silt ponds. The Mayor stated that the
Engineer would recommend the Village hire someone like Aqua Doc to do all the ponds. Carroll
suggested opening the process to bids to keep it open and transparent. The Mayor suggested
doing it in July.
Returning to the phone system issue, Berger stated it appeared to be a method issue of where
phone calls were directed. The Mayor stated that the issue boiled down to a question of why,
with two people, were the Village offices closed. The Fiscal Officer explained that her
Administrative Assistant is part-time and was scheduled off. The Fiscal Officer has over 400
hours of flex time in addition to her vacation time and she chose to make it a long weekend.
Berger stated that things happen that are not anticipated, and it is a failure of imagination. This
was an unusual situation, and it was a question of how to deal with it. Carroll asked what the
urgency was with the call, and the Mayor stated the caller was some sort of veteran who saw the
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article in the newsletter and Friday decided to send in his information. He did not send it
properly, and without stereotyping him, the Mayor said he was an older man who got intense and
did it. The Mayor further explained that the information had been requested in January. Friday
was the man’s day to send a picture of his daughter. The Fiscal Officer stated that there was no
deadline associated with the request, and the newsletter specified where it should be sent. The
message the Fiscal Officer received from the man was asking where he should send the
information. Within five minutes, he called back and said he had called the Village several
times, and every call was routed back to the Fiscal Officer, and he felt sorry for her. However,
he said he wanted to speak to a human. The Fiscal Officer explained that on occasion when she
calls the Building Department and the Building Department Administrative Assistant is not
there, the Fiscal Officer gets voicemail. Similarly, if no one is available at Village Hall, it goes
to voicemail. Carroll acknowledged the issue and said a solution for the man would have been to
email the message since most people have email on their phones. The Mayor stated that it was
poor planning. Berger relayed that his first inclination would be to dial a phone and not to text.
The Mayor explained that eventually, the man figured out how to leave a message, which the
Mayor received and returned his call.
Berger stated that the Building Department had been considering software updates and had
viewed several presentations. The existing company offers an update at a significantly smaller
cost than going with another company. The Mayor suggested that there would be $10,000 $30,000 worth of software costs involved that needed to be budgeted. The Fiscal Officer asked
if this was for this year or next. The Mayor wanted it by the end of this year. The Building
Department Administrative Assistant/Board Clerk/Assistant Zoning Inspector felt all the Village
needed was the $10,000 base plan. The Mayor could not remember which software company
offered this package. Berger explained that the more expensive packages had more than what
the Village would need. The base system would allow the general public to access the Building
Department online. They could make permit applications, and credit card payments could be
taken. Scheduling requests could also be made through the system. Berger said this would be
the recommendation but thought a line item needed to be placed in the budget for the upgrade.
The Fiscal Officer explained that for this year, it would be necessary to amend the budget.
Berger added that the maintenance fee for the software was only $1,000 a year. Berger advised
that there would be a lot of work that was required. The Mayor said he would like to see nothing
done the rest of the year and budget for it the following year. Berger said it would be necessary
to spend the money this year to put the software in place to go live January 1st. Carroll thought
this made sense. The Fiscal Officer verified this was $10,000, and the Mayor stated he would
not guarantee that. Berger said this was the low end. He explained that the company could take
the existing records and dump them into the new software package. It would have the capability
to look up plots, parcel numbers, and view all the permits that had ever been associated with a
piece of property. Carroll asked when there would be a definitive recommendation, and Berger
thought July. Berger added that there would be no server, and that the information would be
backed up to the cloud.
Berger returned the discussion to the ARPA funds and infrastructure. He said the suggestion was
to think about taking some of the load off the Chief from a technology standpoint and hire a
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technology consultant or someone to handle those issues. Berger asked if technology were
considered infrastructure, could the Village hire a technology consultant for the next two years to
address technology issues, funding it with ARPA funds. Carroll asked if Berger discussed this
with the Police Chief, and whether this was a responsibility he was looking to shed. The Mayor
stated that the Chief was not looking to shed it, but said the Chief said he has worked harder than
he has ever worked. The Mayor thought that with addressing the Building Department software
and a new website, it should be taken off his shoulders and given to someone to do it on a limited
basis. Carroll reminded the committee that the Chief just got another employee who could take
some of the internal work. The Chief has done a good job with the Village’s technology and
having some of it inhouse has been nice. The Fiscal Officer offered that when there is a problem
with the phone system, the Chief is notified, and he is able to address it. If it is outsourced, there
would be waiting and downtime. Regarding the Village website, the company would be setting
it up. Berger asked if the Village would have less technology in five years than today and if the
demand will only go up, did the Village need a technology person. Carroll weighed the pros and
cons of having an IT service. Berger suggested that it could be parceled out or the Village could
hire someone on staff. The Fiscal Officer explained the service she utilizes to maintain her fiscal
software. Berger said that the Chief has attended meetings to navigate the Zoom Council
meetings, and added that there is an effort to run a lean operation, but questioned when lean is
too lean. He asked what would happen when the Chief of Police decides to retire, and his
predecessor is not a technology person. The Mayor stated it was time to have a discussion with
the Chief to determine what the future looked like. Carroll suggested talking to the Chief to see
if this was a burden on him now that he has additional staff. Berger asked if there were a couple
of jobs to band together with the technology person to create a full-time position. The Mayor
stated he hoped not. Berger thought this was a discussion to pass to HR. Nothing would be
budgeted for the moment.
Berger stated that at the last Council meeting, there was a request for $70,000 from the Chagrin
Suburban Fire Department for their renovation. From a finance perspective, the Village has
$70,000. Berger questioned whether it was an appropriate use of money, and said he did not
think so. If they want to raise their fees or put it in the contract, then they can do that. Carroll
agreed and said the Village would not pay for a home addition to hold the contract Building
Inspector’s manuals. If they were a fire district, it would be a different discussion. Carroll asked
the Mayor if he met with the other elected officials, and the Mayor stated no. He would see the
Fire Chief in the morning. He thought it would be at the end of June before the six communities
were approached with the proposal. The Mayor thought there would be push-back. Berger
stated that was good and the Village should also push back.
Berger stated he could not have a discussion about Manor Brook, which was an agenda item, and
said the Mayor could talk about easements. The Mayor relayed that he wanted to first discuss
Sugar Bush. Berger stated that from a Finance standpoint, Council authorized $6,500. The
Mayor stated he looked at it two to three weeks ago and it would cost more than that. There was
no bid yet. The Mayor reported that some Sugar Bush residents got together over the weekend
and were ready to come in with a check for $6,500. The Mayor told them to hang on because he
thought it would be more than this. Carroll thought that Sugar Bush would be getting the bid,
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and the Village agreed to fund $6,500 based on an old quote. Council would have to weigh in as
a whole to consider increasing the match. Berger stated that it was not a 50%-50% proposition
from what he recalled. Berger added that it was a private piece of property and a private project,
and he was trying to understand the rules of the game. Carroll explained that with the Bell Road
project, it could be argued that the Village contributed to the Sugar Bush silt pond filling very
quickly due to the lack of some infrastructure or dredging. He compared the situation to
driveways that required repair after completion of paving. The Village paid to have the repairs
done, but if the cost of doing so over time increased, it would be on the resident. Berger referred
to the discussion earlier in the meeting about silt ponds where an 80%-20% deal was proposed.
He asked if the Sugar Bush silt pond would fall under the same rules as other silt ponds in terms
of receipt of ARPA funds. Berger thought that since the Village contributed to the problem, it
would not be an 80%-20% deal, and should probably pay more than 20% of the project. The
committee discussed the necessity to obtain the quote to determine the Village’s portion in lieu
of anticipating a cost and leaving the remainder to Sugar Bush to cover. Carroll felt they should
obtain a minimum of three quotes. Berger said that the committee could then see how much
funding it could get for Sugar Bush based on the bids, adding that the Village has money at the
moment so that would not be a problem.
The Fiscal Officer reported that the Solicitor would like the opportunity to speak to the Finance
Committee about ideas to reduce solicitor costs. Berger said he would have this discussion seven
days a week. The Fiscal Officer asked if she should invite the Solicitor to the next meeting, and
Berger agreed.
Berger told the committee it could discuss Manor Brook and he would sit on the sidelines.
Carroll agreed that Berger could not participate. The Mayor asked if there were any change in
thought besides $1,000 to Manor Brook. Carroll stated not at this point and said based on an
email from Porter, it was not looking good. Porter received correspondence from Nancy Moran
and the property issue was still being decided. They were not inclined to do anything until they
figured out the property transition issue. From a financial standpoint for the funding, Carroll
stated it was still $1,000 until the Village heard back from the homeowners’ association (HOA).
Once they countered, or if they countered, then Council could weigh in to make a determination.
The Mayor asked if Carroll were to live in Manor Brook, would he give the Village an easement.
Carroll said yes. The Mayor asked why Manor Brook should give the Village an easement for
their property. Carroll replied that it was a project the Village was asking to be done. They did
not have to do the project and could easily step away. He viewed the project as worthwhile.
Carroll stated that he would not be looking to make money on it, and that most easements were
much less than what was being proposed. The Mayor rephrased his question to ask what the
Manor Brook residents had to gain from the project. Carroll stated they might gain nothing. The
Mayor suggested then that they should probably want to gain financially. Carroll disagreed and
speculated what may or may not be the motivation of the HOAs involved. From his discussions
with Porter, it would appear that Peter Daughtery was all in for the amount offered, but there was
the whole issue with the transfer of property. Manor Brook Gardens may want to make money
on it. If it were that important to the Village, as Porter indicated, it could be taken by imminent
Page 5 of 7

domain. That would not be Carroll’s preference. To be blunt, Carroll said he had asked multiple
times if there were any hidden costs and the Mayor made the comment in a Council meeting that
Carroll was questioning his integrity. It seemed to bother the Mayor, and Carroll said that
perhaps he was questioning it. He added that he was in receipt of emails that showed
correspondence discussing $10,000 because of trees and $8,000 in legal fees which were never
brought to Council until the eleventh hour. The Mayor had this discussion with the members of
the HOA board and never shared it with Council. Furthermore, with 319 grants, most often a
private entity would bring the 319 project to a community and ask for financial help to offset the
319 project costs. The Village took the lead on this project, which would be outside the norm.
The project area was identified as one that could have an impact with stormwater, although it
was not directly stormwater mitigation.
In answer to the Mayor’s question, Carroll offered that if he were a Manor Brook resident he
could say he wanted to make money on the project, and then the Village could say it was not
going to do the project or possibly take it by imminent domain or give a fair market easement.
However, Council had weighed in and felt $1,000 was an appropriate amount and had not
received a counteroffer. Once they countered, there could be negotiation, but currently $1,000
was the offer. He could see the amount possibly increasing, but $18,000 would never happen.
He said Porter relayed that Whitetail Run had recouped some of the legal costs, and Carroll felt
badly for the HOAs with how they got themselves into a pickle trying to straighten out the
property ownership relative to easements. However, this was an internal issue and not an outside
project issue. The Mayor asked Carroll if he thought it was worth $15,000 to take it by imminent
domain to help the flooding issue. Carroll said he did not say that.
Berger asked to add one piece of information that would help the discussion. His understanding
was that the title to the properties is now being returned to Thomas and Thomas. It was not
being transferred directly from Whitetail to Manor Brook. It was going back to Thomas and
Thomas with the intention that it was then going to be transferred to Manor Brook Gardens.
There was discussion about doing a deal with Whitetail and then when the property transferred,
the easement would run with the property. Berger stated that it did not look like Whitetail would
have any control over that because the properties were being transferred back to Thomas and
Thomas, or at least are. The one property is owned by Whitetail Run, and that is a no brainer
and that one the Village should be able to do easily. Carroll said he appreciated the information
which was for informational purposes only. He said Porter indicated that from talking to Peter, it
was an easy discussion. Hopefully when the transfers take place of the other three parcels, a
reasonable discussion can be had about an easement.
Carroll would not speak for the rest of Council but said he was confident that $15,000 would not
happen. The discussions had been ongoing relative to whether the project helped Manor Brook,
and he had had discussions with the Engineer in Streets Committee about identifying positive
impact. Other options were available for consideration. The goal would be for this project to go
forward, but it must be reasonable. $15,000 for an easement was unheard of. Even if the Village
were to purchase the land from Thomas and Thomas, there could still be an issue with Manor
Brook or Whitetail claiming the property.
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Carroll reiterated that in answer to the Mayor’s question, the negotiations remained at
$1,000/$250 per parcel and the Village would wait to see what headway was made with property
transfers. He reiterated that he felt confident $15,000 would not fly.
Berger offered to complicate the discussion. He stated that there was discussion of changing the
culvert pipe under Chillicothe Rd. that feeds Manor Brook. Berger said he could tell the
committee that from discussions with people in the neighborhood that if the Village did this
without having the Stream Enhancement project in place, there would be all sorts of hate and
discontent because the Village would be dumping a whole lot more water into a system that was
not prepared to handle it. Carroll explained that as he understood it, when the pipe is changed,
the inlet will be sized the way it currently is sized. It will restrict it so it will not change. This
was based on discussion in Street Committee with the Engineer, and Carroll offered to double
check with him. Berger stated that it is 12” on the east side and 24” on the west. Carroll
suggested Berger attend the Special Council Meeting where stormwater will be discussed. It is
Carroll’s understanding that it will be restricted until something is done downstream. Berger
stated that this is an issue, and it will bother Manor Brook bigtime because they will be the ones
impacted by it. Carroll offered that perhaps this would make the easement discussion that much
easier. Berger agreed.
Carroll reiterated that the current offer is $1,000, $250 per parcel. Berger said OK. Carroll
further relayed that Porter has had discussions with Nancy Moran and Peter and Whitetail sounds
easy, but the Manor Brook part needs to be figured out. When there is a counteroffer, Council
will have the discussion. Again, $15,000 would probably not happen. Carroll asked the Mayor
why he said $15,000. The Mayor said this was what Jim McSherry and the Solicitor thought it
would cost to take it by imminent domain, but that was a couple of years ago with Jim McSherry.
The Mayor said he was just saying the Village was taking this land because it was an
improvement and would make the Village better and you don’t give them a penny. Berger
clarified the Mayor was talking about three pieces because the fourth piece has the water plant on
it, so that would be hard to take by imminent domain. Carroll verified that this parcel has the
water plant on it, and Berger explained that when entering Manor Brook Dr. off of Chillicothe
Rd., on the left-hand side is a gravel drive just beyond the stream. This goes to the water plant.
He suggested thinking of it as four rectangles, and stated it is the southwest rectangle that is the
water plant and is owned by Whitetail. He added that this would be an interesting imminent
domain discussion. Carroll said this would be the easement with which Whitetail was good to
go. Berger said yes. Carroll added that he was partially optimistic that the Village could work
things out with Manor Brook.
Berger adjourned the meeting at 9:03 a.m.

____________________________
Chris Berger, Chairman Financ
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Finance Committee Meeting
July 9, 2021 8:00 a.m.
Members Present:

Chairman Berger, Councilman Carroll, Mayor Koons (phone),
Fiscal Officer Romanowski, Fiscal Auditor Lechman

Visitor:

Greg Heilman

Berger called the meeting to order.
Berger addressed the five-year budget departmental goals. The Fiscal Officer acknowledged that
she had received them, and they were distributed in the last Council packets. Berger asked if
there were anything else to be done, and the Fiscal Officer advised she was working on the Tax
Budget. She was able to use these goals in conjunction with compiling the Tax Budget, and it
would be useful in working on the annual appropriations in the fall.
Berger asked if this included the American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) funds, and the Fiscal
Officer stated no and verified that would be a separate issue. The Fiscal Officer stated that it was
initially thought that the Village would be getting $734,000. However, it was determined that
townships had not been included in the distribution, and the revised amount would be closer to
$392,000 spread over two years.
Berger asked if the Tax Budget projected a deficit or a surplus for next year. The Fiscal Officer
explained that she was not at that point yet. Berger noted that for the current year, a deficit was
projected when the budget was put together and asked if it would be a deficit or surplus. The
Fiscal Officer explained that since Council amended the budget for the $130,000, she had not
looked at this but thought a deficit was projected. She added that the Lake Louise Bridge project
must happen this year and thought a deficit would be projected. She further explained that the
Village was on borrowed time with this project, which should have been completed last year.
She hoped that the bills for this project would be paid within the current year.
Regarding 2017-2018 audit issues, the Fiscal Officer addressed the credit card policy and
provided the committee with the Auditor’s recommendations. She provided these to the
committee along with House Bill 312 which identifies what is required, and the current Village
Credit Card Policy. The recommendations included adding the authorized designated users of
the Village Credit cards within the policy, the length of time the card is allowed to be out of the
control of the Fiscal Officer, and itemized receipts for purchases. She added that an employee
may be liable and required to reimburse the Village if an itemized receipt were not provided.
Berger asked if the Village really had trouble with the credit cards and asked if the policy had
been designed for the City of Cleveland and not for the Village of South Russell. Carroll stated
that it sounded like the Auditor wanted to do it either way. The Fiscal Officer stated that the
Village has a policy, and according to House Bill 312, these are items that should be in the
policy. The Village amended it a few years ago to make it more stringent. However, more was
wanted.
Berger asked what the next steps would be, and the Fiscal Officer asked the committee members
to read the material before the next meeting so that it could be discussed.
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The Fiscal Officer addressed the Auditor’s issues with the blanket purchase orders. It will be
necessary to put legislation in place pertaining to the maximum dollar amount for which blanket
purchase orders may be written. The Auditor provided her with samples from other
municipalities. The Fiscal Officer provided the committee with the Ohio Revised Code that lists
the elements the Auditors require. She wanted to have a further discussion with the Auditor first
since blanket purchase orders are new to the Village.
The Fiscal Officer provided the status of the audit and explained that she had to pause it to get
the Tax Budget completed. She would resume it the following week and expected that it would
be completed soon.
Berger addressed the Parkland Dam project to try to determine whether the Village would move
forward with having the Engineer obtain quotes and determine the expense. The Fiscal Auditor
asked if the county would permit the Village to do this. His question related to discussing
investments and the issue with investing in anything for over five years. The project required a
20-year loan. The Fiscal Auditor wanted to make sure it was permitted. The Fiscal Officer
stated that she did not know that the Village could really give them a loan. She had heard of
getting a bond for such projects. The Solicitor explained that at the July 12th Council meeting,
Council could choose to move forward with doing the Engineering and design research to
determine the cost. At the end of this process, the Village would decide on whether to move
forward or not. She concluded that the Village could incur a lot of expenses before making the
final decision. If Council decided to follow this process, none of it had been budgeted. The
Fiscal Auditor concluded that the Village could spend money and then find out that it could not
lend them anything without going through a bonding process. Berger stated that Solon did this.
Carroll advised that Solon was a type one dam, which was a completely different situation.
Carroll thought they needed to weigh all the factors. Solon had a class one dam that had
different implications and Solon had a much different finance position than the Village. Berger
said he was not there to argue the merits of the project one way or the other. Instead, he was
asking what finance issues were that the committee needed to consider if the Village chose to
move forward. He also questioned if the Village is technically allowed to do it. There are other
communities that have done it, so it is permitted in some form. The Fiscal Officer asked if Solon
just loaned the money. Berger understood that Solon did it out of pocket and did not get a bond.
The Fiscal Auditor was concerned that there would be some sort of obstacle to the Village
financing it. It would be a mishap to discover this after investing money to research the project.
The Fiscal Officer said her concern was that if the Village had the money to loan a neighborhood
$500,000, the county could disallow the Village to bring more levies. The rationale was if there
was money available to loan, then there was no need for levies. She added that Council must be
aware of the big projects that are coming up to include Bell Road East at a minimal cost of
$860,000. There was also the Lake Louise Bridge project, Manor Brook, the proposed
detention/retention pond next to Village Hall, culvert pipes, traffic lights, etc.
The Fiscal Auditor stated that 20% to 40% of the Village’s money should be in sureties that are
three to five years. The rule of thumb is that at the low point, December 31st, take that balance,
set aside 20% of that and keep it in the bank and consider investing the rest. If the Village is
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going to do a half million-dollar project and then with other expenditures, this would be the key
to knowing if the Village should invest at all. Carroll agreed and added that the Village also has
$1.5-million in stormwater and infrastructure work identified that potentially needs to be done.
This would impact the entire Village. The Fiscal Auditor asked that even if the Village can do it,
would it feel comfortable locking up a half million dollars for 20 years.
Berger stated that in playing the devil’s advocate, it might be locked up in the first year, and then
decide to go out and do a bond to finance it from that point forward. The Fiscal Auditor said it is
possible, but for the Village to get a bond would be a process. Berger stated that there were
other options. Berger said he did not know why the Village would want to tie up any money for
three to five years when interest rates are at historic lows. The Fiscal Auditor explained the
investment strategy. Berger concluded that before the Treasury Investment Board could decide
what it was going to do, it needed to know the requirements of the Village. The Fiscal Auditor
said that the Village’s balances have been consistent for the last few years. Absent Council
finding that it would be used, it would seem the Village is not meeting its investment objectives
of safety, liquidity, and yield. It is hitting the safety and liquidity objectives but not yield. But to
increase yield, liquidity is the key. Input from Council would be necessary to determine what the
Village expected to spend in the next year or two.
Berger stated that the Village had a surplus that had not been touched for two to three years. The
Fiscal Auditor explained that this had built up since purchasing the park. The Village spent its
excess money on the Village Park in 2006-2007. Since then, more attention was given to the
budget to make sure it was not incurring expenses in excess of income. It was necessary to
increase taxes. Over the years, it steadily grew to an average balance of about $2.5 million.
Carroll asked if it was best practice to keep a certain amount in reserve, and the Fiscal Auditor
agreed and said the annual budget is about $3 to $3.5 million. Generally, one would want a full
year in reserve. The Fiscal Officer explained that in the County Auditor’s Tax Budget training,
he said to reserve 40% of the budget. Berger stated that would be $1 million as reserve. The
Fiscal Officer explained it is 40% of the budget, not your cash reserves. Berger stated there
would still be over $2 million dollars that needs to be laddered in an investment strategy unless
the Village decided to do $1.5 million in stormwater projects. Berger advised that somebody
should lay this out and say when the Village expected to spend money or it will do the Parkland
dam and this was what the numbers look like. Then, the Treasury Investment Board could make
a decision about how to structure investment policy. The Fiscal Auditor advised he certainly
would not want to enter into an agreement with Meeder Investments to help the Village execute
this, because there would be a cost involved. Why would the Village want to incur a cost if it
could not invest anything.
The Fiscal Auditor explained that there is a serious effort to do something more strategic than the
Star Ohio plan. The Village was riding high with 2.5% interest and then all of a sudden COVID
hit and the interest rate risk really came to fruition. To protect against that, it makes sense to
look into it, but he thought it was critical to know how much the Village could invest. Berger
said that even with the worst-case scenario, half of the $2 million could be used to start an
investment program with $1 million and start looking at laddering with the first million. That
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would give Council some time to come up with the true strategy on some of these projects and
their costs. Berger indicated that the Fiscal Auditor was not going to go out and invest $2
million tomorrow. Berger said that the Fiscal Auditor would feed it slowly into the process. The
Fiscal Auditor advised that Council’s approval would be required since the investments are not
free. The Treasury Investment Board cannot spend money on behalf of the Village. Berger
concurred that they could only make recommendations. The Fiscal Auditor explained the
contractual requirements with the investment process and reiterated that nothing could be done
without Council’s involvement.
Berger asked if the Fiscal Auditor would be making a presentation to Council and the Fiscal
Auditor said no, that the Treasury Investment Board would not be meeting until Monday. So far,
he did not know if anything could be invested. He acknowledged that the Fiscal Auditor was
working on this, and that the Village would be moving forward with a more sophisticated
strategy. Berger stated it provided direction to the committee and Council that it needed to get
its ducks in a row.
The Fiscal Auditor indicated it was necessary to determine whether more than 40% of the
Village’s budget should be set aside. If the County Auditor suggested 40%, which is
conservative, that would be about $1.4 million set aside. If this were enough for Council, then
the Treasury Investment Board would have some direction. The Fiscal Officer stated that it is
necessary to get a plan in place for the projects. Lake Louise was supposed to have been done
last year and was not done. Manor Brook should have been started. There were outstanding
projects which were not moving forward. The Fiscal Officer advised that the grant for the Lake
Louise Bridge had technically expired, and the Village was on borrowed time. The Manor
Brook grant expires in 2022, so the Village needed to get going on it. She added that the culverts
must also be done before Chillicothe Rd. is paved. The Traffic Light replacement is getting
approved this year, so there will be time with that. She concluded that they just cannot keep
going out and getting grants and then not following through with the projects. The Fiscal
Auditor explained that first, Council would need to decide if it wanted to go with the county
guideline of 40% and secondly, Council would need to decide if there were any reason to think
this amount would not enough.
Berger suggested starting with the revenue stream. There had not been a dip in revenues in the
last six months against the expected revenues. The Fiscal Auditor said the Village’s revenues had
been extremely consistent. Berger said that it was not like some catastrophic downfall in
revenue would be expected where the Village would need readily available reserves to meet
current expenses. The Fiscal Auditor said this was correct. He explained Council budgeted a
deficit this year of $200,000, which needed to be taken into account. Berger said that the
discussion was a driving point to tell Council that in order to invest the money, it would be
necessary to know when it would be needed. The Fiscal Officer stated that the Village must
have a strategic plan to understand the timeline. Berger said that part of the problem was that the
committee put together a five-year budget or goals with all the expenses but did not go outside
the operating entity to think about road and stormwater projects to budget in terms of a five-year
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strategic plan. The Fiscal Officer explained this was just internal identification of what was due
to be renewed, not the bigger picture. The Village needed a timeline map of expenses.
Berger said it would be wonderful if Council could provide the Fiscal Auditor a five-year
lookout on what the funding requirements might be to identify excess cash, and a percentage of
this would go into the investment program. Carroll addressed the cost of the Road Programs and
noted the additional potential expense of the Bell Rd. east project. The Fiscal Auditor stated that
this type of project would be what he would need to understand what the Village might need
beyond the normal operating costs. Carroll would address Road Programs and Stormwater with
the Engineer through Street Committee. $1.5 million was projected for stormwater projects
which had been identified by CT Consultants in the stormwater study update, and Carroll
questioned how this would look over the next three years if it were to be expended. The original
2004 study identified issues, but only Chelsea Ct. was addressed. Carroll verified this with the
Engineer. Chelsea Ct. was $1,000,000. Part of the $1.5 million may not have included the
detention/retention on Village property which would be about $500,000.
The Fiscal Officer said that the committee had the internal information for the next five years as
far as what needed to be replaced. The committee knows that the Village is getting ready to
invest money that will be locked up. Before locking it up, should there not be a meeting with all
the elected officials to figure out a plan. The Fiscal Auditor suggested that perhaps this should
be presented to Council as a first cut to identify the starting point instead of soliciting the
information from them. Berger suggested coming up with this information in the next 60 days
by September. The committee could suggest holding a strategic planning meeting based on the
rough-cut draft to come up with a five-year plan to help guide investment decisions.
Berger stated that the Mayor sent him an email asking to add the Chagrin Falls Volunteer
Suburban Fire Department’s (CFVSFD) request to consider contributing $69,767 to their
building fund. The Fiscal Auditor stated the stumbling block would be that the Village would
want this worked into its next contract. Berger suggested creating a five- or six-year program and
adding $10,000 per year to it. Carroll asked who owned the building, and the Mayor said he
would imagine it was the Village of Chagrin Falls. Carroll asked who paid for the last
renovation in the late 1980’s. The Mayor had no idea. Berger guessed the Village of Chagrin
Falls. The Fiscal Auditor stated that it was reasonable to build those costs into their budget and
to try to recoup them from the communities that were benefitting. He had no problem with them
wanting to charge out their renovations cost as far as overhead. Generally, it would be charged
over a certain period through the contract. As stewards, he questioned just giving a $60,000
check and then in a year, the Village might decide to go to Russell for services instead. It would
make more sense if the Village was in a longer-term contract with them.
Berger verified with the Mayor that there would be a presentation about this matter at the July
12, 2021 Council meeting. The Mayor stated that it would be Mayor Dan Fritz and a
representative from Chagrin Falls Council. He provided a hand-out that Fritz would explain at
the meeting. Then Council could think about it and make a decision at the August 9th Council
meeting. Berger asked with whom the Village would negotiate. The Mayor said he was not sure
who would be the representative. Berger explained that the Village would want to discuss a
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long-term contract in relation to the donation. If the Village had to make an upfront payment,
ok, but a tie-in would be needed. The Mayor said he would find out and set something up before
the next Council meeting in August. It would give the Village a month to see if they are willing
to increase the contract. Berger asked if this sounded like a reasonable first step. The Fiscal
Auditor said his point was that if they wanted to improve the building, they should consider
doing it with a longer-term contract. Carroll stated he struggled with the fact that they are a
private contractor. If it were a mechanic who wanted to put an addition on his garage, and the
Fiscal Auditor interjected that the contractor would increase his rates to cover this for a period of
time. Berger said the Village needed to discuss this with CFVSFD’s Finance people. Berger
added that he had been involved where he prepaid a capital investment for a vendor. He had
bought equipment for a vendor and then amortized over the term of the contract. Berger was not
so much against paying the money upfront but asked what the term of the contract on the back
end was and what would be the commitment from South Russell and Chagrin Valley to continue
to have the services.
The Fiscal Auditor presented a concept of providing the funds as a loan that potentially could be
forgivable. Carroll stated that to this point, if the Village were to have an agreement with
CFVSFD where the Village would give them the $70,000, there would be a clause whereby
CFVSFD must return a specified portion of the funds should the Village choose to obtain
services elsewhere at the end of the contract. If the Village were to stay with CFVSFD, then at
the end of the next contract period, the clause would expire. Berger said this was a discussion
the committee needed to have with CFVSFD. Berger said there was negotiation in that the
Village had alternatives, although they might not be great alternatives.
The committee discussed the previous renovations of the Chagrin Falls Fire Station. Carroll
explained that this situation was different than with Chagrin Valley Dispatch where there was a
Council of Government (COG) and everyone had a seat at the table.
The committee agreed to meet August 9th at 8:00 a.m.
Berger adjourned the meeting at 9:00 a.m.

_________________________
Chris Berger, Chairman Finance

Prepared by Leslie Galicki
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Special Finance Committee Meeting Minutes
Wednesday, August 19, 2021, 8:00 a.m. Village Hall
Officials Present:

Chairman Berger, Councilman Carroll, Fiscal Officer Romanowski, Fiscal
Auditor Lechman, Mayor, Solicitor Matheney

Visitor:

Councilman Canton, Alec Sapolin (CVT)

Berger called the meeting to order and read the roll.
The Fiscal Officer explained that at the Tax Budget Hearing with the county there were concerns
about the Village’s cash balances. She stated the Village has a lot of projects that are on the
table, but they are not getting completed. She said many of these projects are time sensitive; the
Lake Louise bridge must be done by next year and the Village was already on borrowed time for
this grant. Two of the culverts on Chillicothe Road will be covered by a grant and one will have
to be paid outright by the Village – these must be done before Chillicothe Road gets paved by the
state in 2023. The replacement of the traffic light should also be done before the paving in 2023.
There is also the retention basin next to Village Hall for which Council appropriated money to
get the engineering started. This project should be completed next year. These projects total
$958,000 and should be completed next year. She said she recalled that when other communities
had been called on the table for not spending down, they had been able to go to the Budget
Commission and show that they passed legislation stating that they acknowledge the high cash
balances, that the projects had not been completed, and that they commit to completing the
projects by the following year prior to appearing again before the Budget Commission. She
obtained legislation from Russell Township which did this last year. Its budget was then
approved by the County, but when they returned to the Budget Commission this year without
having completed the projects, the Commission passed legislation taking away the Township’s
collection for a year. The Fiscal Officer felt strongly that the projects must be done next year
and if Council could pass legislation stating that the Village is committed to getting the projects
done, she thought that the Budget Commission would consider it. She further explained that she
had called both the Auditor and Prosecutor, both of whom seemed to have the biggest concerns
at the Budget Hearing and presented her argument. When she asked if they would consider it,
she was told that although they could not speak for the entire board, other communities had done
this in the past, and they would be willing to listen and consider it if the Village were dedicated
to the terms of the resolution. The Fiscal Officer stated that rather than giving up tax money, the
Village should commit to completing the projects and added that there must be follow-through.
The Fiscal Auditor asked if the projects were currently in the Village’s budget, and the Fiscal
Officer said some were. She explained that this was part of the problem because the Village had
been budgeting for the Lake Louise bridge because there had been a three-year grant, but the
project has not been done; it should have been done by December of last year. In speaking to
the Engineer, it will not be completed this year, but it will be started which would lock in the
grant money. It will not be completed and paid for until next year. The culverts, traffic light,
and retention basin are not in the budget yet. She explained that the Budget Commission reviews
the Tax Budget to certify the Village’s revenue for the upcoming year – it is not approving
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expenses. The problem at the Tax Budget Hearing was that the Village has $4 million in the
bank and is considering giving a loan - the Village is not a banking business. Additionally, the
Village keeps budgeting for projects such as Lake Louise and Manor Brook, and nothing is
getting dome. The Fiscal Auditor asked if the issue was that the Village either must spend
revenue, drop the Parkland Dam project, or prove that the Village needed all the money. Carroll
said that at the meeting it was mentioned that if the municipality had funds reserved for a
specific project, the Budget Commission could understand this. They wanted the Village to
spend reserves for a year or prove that the Village needed the money and expend it accordingly.
Carroll offered that he would also include the Road Program. He added that the Village had not
obtained an estimate for the Angler’s swale either, but that would be done this year or next,
which might help. Carroll explained that the Budget Commission had consternation about the
Parkland Dam in the way that they had heard or understood comments about a possible loan.
That definitely caused grief with them. He noted that the Fiscal Auditor was right on point with
the three options he mentioned.
The Fiscal Officer reiterated that if the Village could commit to getting the projects done next
year and that it would not be giving a loan, although the Village could consider doing a bond, the
Budget Commission might consider it.
The Mayor asked where the additional culvert the Fiscal Officer mentioned was located. She
explained that there was one by Manor Brook, one by the intersection, and one near Village Hall.
Carroll stated that with the updated stormwater study, $1.5 million for stormwater mitigation
projects could be set aside, although they would not all be done by next year. However, the
Village could commit to spend the money on the very narrowly specific focus projects. If the
money were to be put into specific project buckets and used for those projects, the Budget
Commission might be more amenable to the Village’s reserves.
The Mayor clarified that the Fiscal Officer’s strategy would be to not rescind the 1-mill and
prove the Village needed the money. The Fiscal Officer explained that it was not rescinding but
suspending the collections for a year. The Fiscal Officer thought the Budget Commission would
consider it if the Village would commit through legislation to moving forward with stormwater
mitigation. She suggested providing the Commission with a copy of the stormwater study as
well. Carroll stated that he would specifically identify monies in the reserves for stormwater
mitigation. He explained that one million dollars in stormwater mitigation was identified that
had not been done. Berger questioned whether this would be good enough for the Budget
Commission.
The Fiscal Auditor asked if the Budget Commission indicated what the proper level of funds on
hand should be. The Fiscal Officer explained that the biggest concern was the talk about the
Village giving a loan. They were under the impression that if the Village planned to give a loan
to the Parkland Dam residents, then the Village did not need the money because it had money in
the bank. There was talk about $180,000, but when she spoke to the Auditor, he said that if the
Village chose to go this way and suspend some of the collections, it would not have to be done
by millage but could be done by dollar amount and the Auditor’s office would do the millage
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calculation. The Village could commit to completing the projects referred to, and then look at
doing a bond if the Village were to assist with the dam project in any way.
The Mayor said he liked her idea to go in and say these are the things we want to get done. The
Village could also add to it. The Fiscal Officer said this was a starting point that was close to $1
million for next year. The Mayor said if the Village appeared before the Budget Commission
and stated that it was willing to knock off $180,000, hopefully when the meeting was over, they
would say the Village did not have to because the Village proved it would spend enough money.
The Mayor stated he was concerned that the Village would be rolling back $180,000 and then in
November ask the residents to renew a Safety Levy and a Road Levy. The Solicitor reminded
the Mayor that the Village would not be rolling back, but rather asking them not to collect. She
realized this was just semantics but suggested there should be something in the newsletter
explaining what was happening. The Solicitor suggested doing the alternative and having both
things ready for the meeting just in case. The Solicitor said that oddly, the way that the Auditor
made the motion was strange because it basically said that if the Village did not do this, then
what they would do would be to take up the Prosecutor’s motion to involuntarily suspend the
Village’s collection. Her point was that it would be beneficial to address all the concerns and
have both options ready. The Solicitor added that she had seen the suspension of a levy for a
year with other Townships and Villages. She suggested working on a public relations piece for
residents.
Carroll asked if there would be two different resolutions, one to potentially suspend collections
and the other to complete the identified projects, identify money in reserves for stormwater
mitigation, etc. This was what the Solicitor would suggest. Berger asked what would prevent
them from saying the dollar amount identified was not good enough. The Solicitor said there
was nothing that would prevent them from doing this. Carroll stated that in speaking to the
County Prosecutor, his impression was that the Commission was looking at the 1-mill or
$180,000 amount. The Solicitor asked the significance of the 1-mill/$180,000 and the Fiscal
Officer offered that the Commission arrived at this number from the Operating Levy which
would be on the ballot, and it would bring in about that amount. The Fiscal Officer explained
that the Village was going out a year early for this levy and there was discussion to instead wait
to see where the Village stood next year. The Commission also told the Village to sharpen its
pencils and figure out what the amount would be, which was why they told the Fiscal Officer she
could provide a dollar amount and they would calculate the mills.
The Fiscal Auditor noted that the Village’s balances were not significantly different from the
previous year where there was a five-minute Tax Budget Hearing. He questioned whether the
difference was due to the Parkland Dam project. The Fiscal Officer concurred and added that it
was because of the discussions of a loan. Carroll stated that it was not the Village’s mission to
loan money. There were other vehicles to do this. The bond was discussed at this meeting
because it would not cost the Village anything other than getting a bond rating. The Budget
Commission also addressed that the Village was saying it was doing projects, but no projects
were getting done. The Prosecutor is a resident. He knew that the Road Levy was passed
because the Village was going to take the offset for stormwater projects, but nothing had been
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done for stormwater. Two residents sit on the Budget Commission who pay attention to South
Russell politics and that, he thought, impacted the meeting outcome. The Parkland Dam
absolutely affected it with discussions of loans and charging 1% over prime. This was a hot
button. Carroll thought that having reserves designated into buckets would be helpful.
Regarding the Treasury Investment Board, Carroll asked how the Budget Commission might
look at investment considerations relative to it being a reserve and doing a short-term
investment. The Fiscal Officer explained that the Village collects taxes to do the projects. If too
much money was being collected that the Village had enough to give out a loan, then it did not
need to collect that much. This was the point behind the concerns. The Fiscal Officer added that
the Village was not the only community that had issues.
The Mayor stated that the big mistake was with Parkland Dam and the term “loan” should not
have been used. The Village is going to do a bond. Carroll advised that a “loan” had absolutely
been discussed. The Mayor stated that the perception was that the Village was giving them
money. The other thing that surprised him was that it seemed foreign to the Budget Commission
that a municipality could actually take on a project where the private people pay for it. He did
not think any of them had heard of the idea of 1% over prime, but he thought that was what
shook them; if the Village had just talked about Parkland dam and how the Village would float a
bond and do the project and make a little money. The Fiscal Officer stated that no, the Village
would not. The Mayor continued that probably the Village would be making some excess
money to pay for the Engineer and Solicitor, and everything would be covered. That would have
probably eased that issue. The other issue was that he thought they were looking at the $4
million and why the projects had not gotten done.
The Fiscal Officer wanted the record to correctly reflect that the Village would have to do the
project by a bond and in the bond, the Village nor the taxpayers should be on the hook for the
engineering costs - it should be the 11 residents owning the dam that cover this. It would be
necessary to go to bond counsel to figure out how this works. The Village would then need to
take out a bond, and then the 11 residents would be paying for all of it. The Village would just
assist them in getting the funding, but they would pay all the costs. The Village would not make
any money on it.
There was a question about who paid for the cost of the Village obtaining a bond rating. The
Solicitor stated that getting bond counsel involved would be a cost to the Village. The Fiscal
Officer acknowledged that it would be good to understand the process and saw this as a
legitimate expense for the Village. Carroll said his understanding from talking to the Lyndhurst
Finance Director was that the Village would want all the bond counsel matters and legislation
done on the front end, which was how the Village obtained a rating. This would be a cost the
Village would have to absorb. The Solicitor indicated that this matter took time and indicated
that there were some bonds which must go on the ballot and some that did not. It was necessary
to figure out which is which, and she stated that she did not specialize in this.
The Fiscal Auditor asked if there were additional requirements brought upon the Village after
obtaining the bond. The Fiscal Officer thought there were and reiterated that it would be good to
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talk to bond counsel to learn the process. Otherwise, the Village could be on the hook for the
expenses.
Carroll stated that the Village did not currently need a bond for any of its projects. While he
could appreciate taking on some of the expenses, he felt that if it were being done for the
Parkland Dam, it should be borne by those residents and asked why the Village should pay for
something it did not need. The Solicitor asked what if the Village needed it in the future, and
Carroll pointed out that it should be addressed at that time because bond ratings change
depending on reserves, debt, etc. The Fiscal Officer saw merit in doing the initial consultation to
find out how the process worked and what the parameters were, etc.
The Mayor stated that he thought they were losing track. Five minutes ago, they had what he
thought was a track. They were going to go with the 1-mill/$180,000. Then they would look at
the list of possible projects. The Mayor thought they were getting into the weeds with the bond
for Parkland and they may never even go near that issue. The Fiscal Officer explained that they
would need to comment on it since it was the biggest concern of the Budget Commission. The
Village would need to assure them that the Village would not be giving a loan. If the Village
were to assist, it would be a bond and the Village would work through the process to see what
was involved. The Mayor stated that through the Mayor’s Association lawyer, the Village could
obtain some information about the bond process. It would be gratis.
Berger stated that South Russell had never floated a bond. So, they used the term of art, and said
“loan”, not understanding the process. So, they need to go back and understand that if the
Village were to go forward with Parkland Dam that it would be in floating a bond to assist them
in doing the project. They needed to stay focused on that term of art because the buzzword,
“loan”, seemed to be a hotspot for the Budget Commission. Berger indicated that they should
use the term and get used to it because they were tripping over words instead of dealing with
substance. Carroll stated that it was important to be factual, too. Even as the Auditor said, the
Village will not make money if it does a bond. They cannot put out information that it would be
a benefit to the Village. It is important to use the right verbiage, and to be factual and concise.
Berger acknowledged that they did not understand it and thought bond counsel should be
engaged. The Mayor thought they needed to follow the advice of the Solicitor because it was
unchartered territory and they needed to be very careful. He suggested they get all the free
advice they can. Berger agreed.
Berger asked how they would resolve their issue with the Budget Commission. Carroll reiterated
that they would develop the two resolutions which they had discussed. Berger said that at the
last Council meeting, the Fiscal Auditor stated that the Village’s fund balances were as high as
they had ever been, but that virtually all of the revenue had been collected for the year. The
number would only go down from there, and this needed to be communicated to the Board. The
Fiscal Auditor offered that the Village had a budgeted year-end amount of $3.6 million. The
Fiscal Officer saw part of the problem as the Lake Louise Bridge having been included for the
last three years and was now on the fourth year. Now there was also Manor Brook. These things
were not being done, but then in Council meetings it was being said that the Village has a $4.1
balance and were considering loaning money. Berger said that if they go back to the Board and
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say that the Village will have a $3.6 million fund balance as of December 31st, would this be
okay. He did not think the question could be answered. Carroll offered that there had not been a
prior issue with similar balances, and the Fiscal Officer concurred. Berger argued that the
Village was challenged last year and commented that the Village had a lot of money. Carroll
thought the hot button issue was the Parkland loan. The verbiage that was being tossed around
was problematic. If the Village were to go back to a $3.16 balance and indicated that it had been
consistent for these many years and identify the outstanding projects that the Fiscal Officer
proposed, he thought this was a reasonable approach to the problem. Carroll offered that another
option would be to pull the levy from the ballot for this year. The Fiscal Officer explained that
this would not satisfy the Budget Commission. Carroll pointed out that the levies were on the
ballot early and the Village had the high balance now.
The Solicitor advised that the Village could rescind the resolutions that were certified by the
Board of Elections to be on the November ballot. Berger asked what the deadline was to do this,
and the Solicitor thought it might be two weeks before the election.
The Mayor indicated that the Village still showed a proposed deficit this year of $522,000, which
he thought would help their cause to indicate that this was the Village’s plan. The Fiscal Auditor
advised that if the Village were showing on an annual basis that its planned operating revenue
were short of its planned operating expenses, that had always been a concern. There had been
times where there were positive balances and the Village decided to renew, increase, or replace
levies. This was not because the Village was broke, but because it recognized it could not put
forth a balanced budget each year. Berger asked how many years in a row the Village had
projected a deficit spending but ended in the positive. Berger said that playing Devil’s advocate
for the Budget Commission, they might say that every year the Village tells them it will have a
deficit and then surprisingly the balances go up because it does not end up spending the money.
Carroll stated that the counter argument would be that the Village had projects that just had not
hit the books.
Berger said it would also have been helpful if they had the five-year strategic plan in place. He
did not know that giving the Budget Commission a piece of paper that said the Village would
spend $1.5 million over income next year was good enough. Carroll said that Russell Twp. did
this last year, did not spend the money, and got lambasted. The Fiscal Officer concurred and
said the Commission said that even if Russell Twp. passed their levy, they would not be
permitted to collect it. They did not do this to the Village, and she thought this could be the
Village’s last attempt to say that the Village promised to have the projects complete or at least in
process with the bills being paid next year. This would be helpful.
The Fiscal Officer advised that the County Auditor offered to address Council to explain. The
Commission does not understand why the cash balances were going up and the Village was
talking about loans - that was the problem. Carroll agreed that this was the triggering
mechanism. Berger agreed. He asked the committee if the Auditor should be invited to the
Tuesday, August 24th 7:00 p.m. special meeting. The Mayor said yes and said he is a good guy,
too. Berger clarified that he was asking if Council wanted the Auditor present to have the
discussion and would he be willing to have the discussion without other members of the Budget
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Commission. The Fiscal Officer said that he could not make promises of how they would vote,
but she had discussed the matter with him. Berger noted there was agreement in having the
Fiscal Officer invite the County Auditor to the August 24th meeting. The Mayor said to tell the
Auditor he would buy him dinner. The Fiscal Officer and Berger replied, “no, you won’t.”
Berger summarized that the Auditor would come to the meeting and Council would have the
discussion and get a sense of which track would be more appealing to them. The Fiscal Officer
reiterated that she spoke to the Auditor and the Prosecutor and made the argument to both
scenarios. They each conveyed that if the Village were to present the acknowledgement that
there was an issue and the commitment to completing the projects that they would consider it,
but no promises were made. Additionally, neither could speak for the other members of the
Commission. They did say that this approach had been approved for other communities. Carroll
added that bluntly, he wanted to see reserves committed to stormwater mitigation. For six years,
the Village had said it would address stormwater mitigation, but had not really done anything.
Whatever the number would be that was committed whether $300,000 or $500,000, he did not
care. Berger suggested $1.1 million. Berger asked if the upcoming South Russell projects list
was part of the packet that went to the Budget Commission. The Fiscal Officer said it was not
and that she had just put it together. Beyond the list, Berger clarified that a resolution of Council
was required making a firm commitment. He questioned what would occur if the Village failed
to honor the commitment, and the Fiscal Officer reiterated that in the case of Russell Township,
the Commission suspended the collection of taxes.
The Mayor asked if the Road Program should have been included on the list. The Fiscal Officer
said no because the Road Program is in the normal budget. The items on the list were outside the
normal budget. Bell Road east was discussed, and the Fiscal Officer indicated that Council
should be prepared to determine details of the project so that these can be presented next year to
the Budget Commission. Berger asked when the Bell Rd. east project was anticipated, and
Carroll said it was in the next five years, but would not be in 2022 or 2023. It could be in 2026
to 2028. It depended on PCI ratings by the Engineer as well as the Engineer’s ability to secure
funding. The Streets Committee had been discussing this in conjunction with building out the
five-year plan.
The Mayor thought the East Washington repaving should be included. It will be $115,000 for
next year. The Fiscal Auditor asked if this would be over and above the normal budget. Carroll
thought it was an add-on to the Road Program. The Mayor indicated there had been discussion
about repaving the Lake Louise roads after the completion of the bridge. This would be
$525,000 instead of $350,000 for the Road Program. The Fiscal Officer advised that these are
the things she needs Council to think about before the meeting Tuesday. The Fiscal Auditor
addressed expanding the Road Program while prices were low so that when prices increased, the
roads were in good shape. Carroll indicated the plan moving forward would be to identify the
primaries and alternates that could be pulled in if the price came in really low. The Engineer had
estimated $100,000 too low on the Lake Louise Bridge and $100,000 too high on the Road
Program. Berger asked why the Village would not put the Bell Road east project out to bid now.
If the Village did not like the bid, it could delay a year. If the bid were good, why not do it now
since the Village had the money. The Fiscal Auditor explained that there were other streets that
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were more urgent. Berger stated it would be an addition. Carroll explained that it all needed to
be mapped out with the PCI ratings, etc. He saw the benefit to determining a five-year Road
Program and the potential costs. He emphasized that it should be done strategically. Berger
stated that they should not be talking about a robust Road Program at $375,000. Rather, talk
about it at $600,000 or $700,000. He stressed that they should spend the money. Carroll
reminded the committee that there was a reason the Village passed the Road Levy, which was to
use the money to address stormwater. The reserves had increased because the Village had done
nothing with stormwater. Berger suggested doing both.
The Mayor said that $640,000 could be added to the list for the Road Budget for 2022, to include
the Lake Louise roads. Carroll suggested talking to the Engineer.
Berger asked if there were other projects to go on the list. The Mayor asked what they were
going to do about the Fire Station since they had requested $70,000. Berger said he would have
to look at the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), which he had not seen. The Solicitor
stated that she had it, and Berger asked her to email it to him. Carroll asked how the Budget
Commission would feel about this. The Fiscal Officer said this was her concern – she
questioned giving a “donation”. She thought it should be worked into some kind of business
plan. She thought this would be a better way to approach it than to say the Village is giving
them a “donation” for $70,000. From a business perspective, it should address how the Village
would get its money back in the event the Village were to change to another fire service. Berger
said he did not mind prepaying the obligation, but he would want it spelled out so that there was
a claw back clause and milestones if the Village were to leave or Chagrin Falls Suburban
Volunteer Fire Association (CFSVFA) were to terminate services to the Village. The Fiscal
Officer addressed the proposed escrow account and said phrasing should be used like with the
Chagrin Valley Dispatch. The Village fronted the money, but there was an agreement. It must
be done this way and not as a donation. Carroll agreed.
Berger suggested reviewing and marking up the MOU and returning it to CFSVFA explaining
that these were the terms under which the Village was willing to frontload this obligation. The
Fiscal Auditor said he liked to think of it as a prepaid expense. It normally would be included in
the contract price. Berger thought that was the way to handle that situation.
Berger suggested looking at the Resolution drafted by the Solicitor. Carroll suggested that with
the projects listed in the Resolution, he would only put the absolute and not the probable
projects. He would not put the Manor Brook project, but include the ones highlighted in yellow.
The Fiscal Officer concurred that she just planned to present the highlighted items because they
were concerned about next year. She included Lake Louise Bridge, Chillicothe Rd. culverts,
traffic light, and the retention basin that had been identified as the top priority. The Fiscal
Officer added that it was necessary to have someone from the Village pushing and doing followup to get the projects done. Berger proposed that there could be an internal list of other possible
projects. Carroll agreed and said this could include Manor Brook and possibly the bathroom at
the Village Park. This would be part of the five-year strategic plan.
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The committee discussed potential issues with the resolution, to include a change in the required
millage. Carroll indicated that the Village would make its best argument and see what happened.
The Solicitor addressed the ability to fill the resolution in that night or quickly do it the following
morning and have the Mayor sign off. She acknowledged that the committee was ensuring that
the Village was committed. She said to keep in mind that it was only one board member. A
motion was made by the Prosecutor that was not even seconded. Carroll concurred that it was
tabled. Then the Auditor suggested more of a voluntary suspension, and then it was tabled. The
Village did not know that there would be a consensus. Carroll agreed and said that the
Prosecutor’s motion involved the $186,000 he wanted to suspend, so the Village had met what
the Prosecutor proposed essentially with the 1-mill offer. Carroll suggested leaving it blank and
Council could decide after hearing from the Auditor. It would not be a guarantee, but he thought
the Village had a reasonable argument to say it was putting its best foot forward by providing a
list of projects and a mill or dollar amount which the Budget Commission offered up, and the
Village was willing to do internally. The Solicitor clarified that it was from the Operating Levy,
which was outside the mill. The Fiscal Officer explained that this was what the Prosecutor was
referring to because that was the amount that would be on the ballot for the Operating levy.
Berger stated that the Auditor talked about it being from the inside General Fund. The Fiscal
Officer explained that this was because the Village would not want to lose Homestead and
Rollback. The Solicitor wanted to make sure the two were not being confused. The Fiscal
Officer further explained that the reason they wanted inside millage was when it was said that it
was 1-mill levy, and it would bring in a certain dollar amount, the State paid 12.25% in
Homestead and Rollback which reduces the taxpayers’ liability. Any new levy passed after
2013, the Homestead and Rollback is gone. This was why the Budget Commission did not want
to risk the Village losing this because in the end it would cost the taxpayers the 12.25% the
Village gets from the state on the taxpayers’ behalf.
The Mayor stated there would be a three-prong attack. Tuesday night, the County Auditor would
attend the meeting and would probably give Council some indication that it would be fine for the
Village to go with an inside 1-mill / $180,000. The Fiscal Officer reminded the Mayor that the
Auditor could not say it would be fine, but only recommend what other communities had done.
The Mayor stated that they would want the resolution blank. Secondly, the Village would want
the list that the Fiscal Officer had done, which was very nice, to be ready for the hearing August
27th. He added that the third thing would be to be ready if they wanted to take the two ballot
initiatives off. Worst case scenario would be that they would make the Village give back money
and then the Village would look bad if it tried to renew the two levies. The Fiscal Officer
explained that if the levies were taken off the ballot, then the Village would only have next year
to pass them. The Village would want its opportunity and would want to do its public relations
explanation as to why the collections were being suspended but the levy was needed. The Mayor
stated that the levies could be put on the ballot next spring and if necessary next fall. He stated
that these were renewals, and the Village had a long history of passing renewals. The Solicitor
stated that the Operating levy was from 1976. The Mayor said it was a nothing. He concluded
they had a three-pronged attack for Tuesday’s meeting.
The Mayor stated they would never use the word “loan” again to talk about Parkland.
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The Solicitor asked the Fiscal Officer if she wanted a resolution drafted with respect to the list so
it would be ready to go, and the Fiscal Officer agreed. The Fiscal Officer advised she would
speak to the Engineer to find out which of the projects should come out of the stormwater report.
Carroll advised that he emailed the Engineer to get some numbers from him.
The Mayor said that anything involving the bond should wait. Berger stated this was a separate
issue and his understanding was that there were two firms that handle bond counsel in the State
of Ohio. He would consult with the Solicitor and set up a preliminary fact-finding mission
meeting. Carroll asked if it would make sense to do a Request for Quote (RFQ) for the two
major firms. He thought it would be necessary to set aside some money for this. Berger
explained that he would call and explain that the Village was only interested in a fact-finding
discussion to understand the steps and cost. Carroll wanted to know the cost of the initial
meeting. The Solicitor offered that even though they are giant firms, they have a municipal rate.
Berger indicated that they would explore the process and have the knowledge for the next time.
The Mayor distributed the resolution to support the CFSVFA capital campaign. He indicated it
was non-binding resolution. He suggested reading through it and added that they wanted to have
the Village sign by September, which he did not think was possible. Berger said that if it were
non-binding, the Mayor could sign it that morning; he did not know why it was non-binding.
Carroll said that he did not want to speak for Council, but in concept Council supported the
initiative. As discussed, however, it needed to be built out as a MOU or contract with a claw
back. He was not sure how to say that in essence the Village supported the cause but had its
criteria by the September deadline. Berger added that they had discussed an escrow account and
explained that an escrow account is a contract administered by an attorney who determines that
when certain events occur, certain monies will be paid. He had not seen the escrow agreement
and did not know how it would be done. Carroll asked if the escrow account would then include
all the elements discussed by the committee, and Berger did not know. It would depend on
whether CFSVFA accepted the Village’s conditions. The Village would be making a
prepayment conditional upon certain terms and conditions. He did not know if these would be
put in the escrow account. Berger added that information was conveyed that there would be
municipalities giving money to CFSVFA, but if they received other donations from private
funding sources, then they would give the money back. He questioned how this is reflected in an
agreement and who would decide if the money were needed or not. Carroll suggested creating
some bulleted points with some of the elements discussed and to provide it to whomever was
taking the lead so that it could be included within the resolution. The Fiscal Officer suggested
looking at the verbiage used with Chagrin Valley Dispatch pertaining to the reimbursement of
funds as new members joined. Regarding the claw back clause, Berger proposed $10,000 per
year for seven years. Berger thought there should be protections. He added that perhaps this
would motivate CFSVFA to become more professional in their capital expenditure funds and
think about these things as they go forward. The Fiscal Officer added that there should be
regular meetings with CFSVFA and the communities. Carroll wanted to spell out the terms as
quickly as possible so they could move forward. This should be discussed at the next Finance
Committee meeting.

Page 10 of 12

The Solicitor offered that Chagrin Falls already prepared a resolution and it was on the agenda
for September. Their resolution is similar to what had been prepared. She would provide this to
the committee. The Solicitor asked if the committee wanted Council to approve the list to send
back to CFSVFA at the September 13th Council meeting or were they thinking that the Finance
Committee would do it. Carroll suggested hitting the high points and then giving it to Council to
consider. Berger added that it would then be forwarded to CFSVFA on September 14th. The
Mayor asked if this was on the non-binding resolution, and Berger said it would be all the issues
Council had with the existing MOU. The Solicitor explained that the MOU discussed a cost
sharing agreement. What the committee was really discussing was the agreement going forward.
The Mayor stated that the agreement would be coming in 2022. The Solicitor stated that it
referred to a cost sharing agreement, and the Village did not know what that was. The Mayor
asked what Chagrin Fall’s issues with the proposed non-binding resolution. The Solicitor did not
know. The Fiscal Officer indicated that the project would be going out 10 years, and on
September 8th, Council had a long-range planning meeting, and this would be something that
could be discussed.
Berger asked the Mayor by what date CFSVFA wanted it funded. The Mayor said they were just
talking about getting the six communities to sign resolutions by September. Then they would
come out with the agreement in 2022. Berger suggested that it would not be funded until
sometime in 2022. The Solicitor indicated that it was December 31, 2022. The committee
agreed that this did not make sense in that with a $1.5 million project, every year that goes by the
costs would increase. They should act quickly, secure the funding of the additional doners, and
start the project. The Mayor said they just want to see if the Village was in or out. Berger asked
if a management meeting had been scheduled with all the mayors. The Mayor stated no. Berger
asked if they were going to do so, and the Mayor said he could call, and they just usually talk.
He added that this seemed to be a bugaboo for people. Carroll advised that it was in the contract
that the communities had the ability to get together, and he thought it was prudent to do so.
Berger agreed and said a professional process oversight should be initiated. The Mayor stated
that the other communities were happy, and they did not even want to come. He understood
what Berger was saying about keeping an eye on the chickens. Carroll added that when the
Village was spending $400,000 on a contract, it was prudent that the Village had conversations
with them. Berger offered if the Mayor did not want to attend, he should designate a
representative from Council. The Mayor said he would have a meeting hopefully before
September 13th so he could report to Council who attended.
The Solicitor asked if Bentleyville, Chagrin Falls Township, or Hunting Valley had passed the
resolution yet. The Mayor said, no, and said frankly that they were all in and looking at the
Village. The Fiscal Officer stated that South Russell had done many good things in a lot of
agreements over the years, and she thought it was good to address the questions. Carroll wanted
to be sure that Council continued to move forward on this matter.
The Mayor suggested not reaching out to bond counsel until he heard back from the Mayor’s
Association. Berger advised he would just be getting contact names so he could make a phone
call. If the Village were to say it was going forward, the project would not get done until 2022.
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There could be some conversations over the fall to start getting the ball rolling if the Village
wished to go forward.
Berger adjourned the meeting at 9:13 a.m.

____________________________
Christopher Berger, Chairman
Prepared by Leslie Galicki
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Special Finance Committee Meeting Minutes
Tuesday, September 7, 2021, 8:00 a.m. Village Hall
Members Present:

Chairman Berger, Councilman Carroll, Councilman Canton, Fiscal Officer
Romanowski, Solicitor Matheney

Visitor:

Greg Heilman, Chillicothe Rd.

Berger called the meeting to order and read the roll.
Berger addressed the Credit Card policy. Berger asked the Solicitor to be prepared to amend
legislation for the Credit Card policy based on the recommendations of the State Auditor.
Blanket purchase orders were addressed. The Fiscal Officer explained she would be in contact
with the State Auditor the following week to review the audit. She would obtain clarification
about blanket purchase orders before anything is changed. This matter is listed for the October
meeting.
Berger addressed the Village’s proposed contribution to the Chagrin Valley Fire Department. He
looked at the resolution and agreement done for Chagrin Valley Dispatch Council and thought
this was the way the Village should do the one for the Fire Department. The claw-back is
addressed in it as well as stating that it was an advance of payment. Berger explained that the
Fire Department is asking for a $69,769 contribution from South Russell towards the remodel of
its fire station. Money has been requested from the six other municipalities that are served. The
concern from the committee providing $69,769 of taxpayer money without some controls. The
Fire Department has put out a draft non-binding resolution that it wants the municipalities to
approve. Berger explained that the important aspects are that it is non-binding, and that funding
is not required until December 2022. They want the resolution passed by the municipalities to
encourage other private donations to ultimately raise $1.5 million. According to the documents,
they have $800,000. If they can raise the entire amount through private donations, they will take
no money from the municipalities. However, a show of faith helps them in their fundraising
activities. The committee needs to make a recommendation to Council. He questioned what the
true meaning was of a non-binding resolution. Council could approve the resolution and then
provide them with an agreement that works for the Village. If they decline, then the Village does
not give them the money. The Solicitor concurred. Carroll agreed. Berger concluded that the
committee would recommend submitting the non-binding resolution to Council at the September
13th Council meeting and explain that it is non-binding and in theory the Village supports
providing them the funds in advance. However, the mechanism under which this is done and
what the controls are will have to be worked out. As a non-binding resolution, the committee
had no problem with it. Carroll agreed.
Another issue discussed at previous meetings was the Treasury Investment Board and how to
invest funds in relation to the five-year plan. Berger asked for the committee’s thoughts on how
to interact with the Treasury Investment Board and to consider what recommendations it should
be making. Carroll stated that based on the Budget Commission hearing, funds could be put in a
reserve fund for the Treasury Investment Board to take care of that could be pulled out if needed.
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He suggested discussing it at the strategic planning meeting to see if it is something Council
wanted to do. Carroll was a little confused by the information provided through the Budget
Commission regarding having 40% of annual expenses available. The Fiscal Officer explained
that government investing is not like private investing where the plan is not to touch the money.
In government, this is part of the cash balance unless it is in a reserve fund which would be for a
specific purpose. Invested funds are not encumbered. It is cash available. Carroll presented a
hypothetical situation where the Village put $500,000 in a reserve fund for a specific project, and
asked if the Treasury Investment Board could invest these funds. The Fiscal Officer explained
that this would be allowed because the county would see these funds as encumbered with a
specific purpose and specific date. The committee discussed laddering investments in relation to
reserve funds. Carroll suggested that the Village use the updated Stormwater Study to identify
funds for a reserve fund. Similarly, a five-year plan for the Road Program would suffice. His
understanding is that the Budget Commission wanted to see a plan indicating the Village’s
commitment to following some sort of guidance in the expenditure of funds. Berger and Carroll
addressed the procedure necessary to use funds in a reserve fund for a different project. It would
be necessary to bring the funds back to their original location and then create a new reserve fund
for the project.
Berger said that money put in reserve funds is encumbered and questioned how these funds
would be invested. He spoke to the Fiscal Auditor who said that currently there is not much of
an advantage to go out 10 years from an interest rate standpoint. Investment opportunities are
less than 2%. Clearly there are funds not needed for general operating expense that need to be
put to work in an investment ladder. Carroll reiterated his proposal to create a reserve fund for
Bell Rd. east and allow these funds to be invested. The committee needed to start making
suggestions and getting approval from Council to set up reserve funds. This way, the Investment
Board would understand Council’s intentions so they can determine if there are investments that
make sense.
The Fiscal Officer thought the long-range planning meeting scheduled for September 8th would
be helpful in figuring out the plan. Carroll added that the Village lost $150,000 because the
Village agreed to pay off the 0% loan that could have been put in an investment. Financially
speaking, the Budget Commission questioned why the Village would pay off this loan. Carroll
strongly recommended doing a reserve fund for Bell Road east and one for stormwater since the
Village has the plan with identified projects with dollar amounts. Berger referred to the Fiscal
Auditor’s report and said the total of all funds at the end of August was $4,157,126. The balance
went up. The Fiscal Officer explained that the Village received the last of its real estate taxes
and is at the high point. Berger reiterated that it should be put in reserve funds and if it is
needed, then the Village claws it back.
Carroll advised that with ambulance billing fees, the Village is already at 100% with four more
months to go. He wants to ask for the data for the last three years. He thought many of the
ambulance runs were going to The Lantern. These impact contract fees. Carroll would
anticipate the contract based on calls for service would be going up in the next year and a half.
He wanted to determine why and where the calls are increasing. Berger asked if Carroll was
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looking at the revenue sources with ambulance fees net, which is at $53,000 and is essentially the
budget. This is what is billed to the residents for ambulance services. Carroll explained that the
Village does soft billing, so a bill is sent to the insurance company and then those revenue fees
are what is collected by Life Force. It looks like the revenue is going up which means they are
going on more calls potentially. The Fiscal Officer explained that the contract with the Fire
Department is for three years and asked if Carroll was suggesting that at the next contract date
the price would increase. Carroll explained that the contract price has never gone down,
although in some years it stayed the same. However, there had also been contract increases of
12% over three years. Carroll viewed it as something for the committee to keep an eye on
moving forward.
Berger explained that the Solicitor was invited to attend the meeting to explain her services and
costs. The Solicitor explained that she had asked to speak to the committee relative to concerns
and questions about how legal costs could be reduced. She explained that she is happy to work
for the Village and to be accessible to any of the Council, Board, Commission, or employees.
In 2019, her monthly bills averaged $11,700. In 2020, it was around $11,000. This does not
account for the grants. The Manor Brook and Village Hall/Park 319 grants are separate. For
2021, the average monthly legal bill was $12,500. Some municipalities have two meetings per
month and only ask that the Solicitor to attend one of them. Regarding the length of the
meetings, she was told that prior to 2018 they were not as long. They now average 2.5 hours.
There are times that she stays after the meetings to answer questions as well. Just by having her
attend one meeting per month could save the Village $6,500. Another option would be to have
her leave after giving her report or to move the agenda around to have both the Engineer and
Solicitor give their reports first and then leave. The meetings are the largest charges.
Likewise, she may not be needed at some of the meetings of the Planning Commission, although
they are currently engaged in amending the Zoning Code.
With research, she could minimize costs by notifying the requestor of when she hit a certain cap
like one hour of research. She also tries to use an associate to do research.
Yet another cost saving idea would be a flat fee arrangement where it is a certain amount per
month. She would except out litigation and possibly special projects such as the Building
Department Audit.
The Solicitor suggested that committees do as much internal work as possible. A lot of her work
involves researching the codified ordinances or fee structures of other municipalities. She is
happy to do it, but any member of a committee or Council could do it as well as the employees.
The Solicitor added that the Village has great Department Heads and indicated that the Fiscal
Officer is a wealth of knowledge and could be the filter. She is Council’s designee for Sunshine
Law training and knows all about public records and Ohio Open Meetings Act. She can not only
filter the questions but can answer many of the questions. The Fiscal Officer is identified by the
Budget Commission as the Fiscal Officer to emulate as far as finances and budget matters. She
is a great resource and should be used more.
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The Solicitor reviewed different situations where charges were incurred including the research
involved with the potential closing of the Building Department, job description changes,
personnel issues, agreements, COVID law and CARES ACT monies, and Zoning Code
amendments and updates.
Training courses for Elected Officials, Board members, and Commission members with respect
to public records, Sunshine Law, and finances would be helpful. Many of the questions are
about public records and could be filtered through the Fiscal Officer.
The Fiscal Officer explained that with some municipalities one of the two monthly Council
meetings is more of a work session, which is why they do not require their Solicitor. The second
meeting is where decisions are made, and the Solicitor is present.
The Solicitor wanted to see the Village get to a point of being proactive instead of reactive.
Carroll acknowledged that there had been some outlier expenses over the last several years, to
include two investigations. Some of the work done, like with the Building Department, is not
lost and could be beneficial for the future. However, the Solicitor should not be doing letters of
commendation. The Solicitor agreed. He questioned her presence at other meetings like some of
the Manor Brook meetings. The Fiscal Officer advised that for a time, these were every Friday
for an hour and a half. To have her at all these meetings is ludicrous, according to Carroll. If
they were better about the meetings and using the Fiscal Officer, the Village would benefit.
Carroll advised that the Village’s costs had gone up exponentially once there was a mayor
change. The meetings have become longer, and it has been about issues tied to a different
administration. Carroll thought things could be streamlined but thought there was value in
having the Solicitor coming to the Council meetings. Carroll suggested that perhaps there were
other possible arrangements where the Solicitor received a flat fee for meetings, or there would
be budgeted amounts for Council, Mayor, etc.
The Solicitor relayed that when she was at the Prosecutor’s Office, there was a requirement with
the townships where an individual Trustee could not make a phone call to the Assistant
Prosecuting Attorney. It would have to be authorized by a majority of the board. She
acknowledged that this could be cumbersome with a six-person Council, but it is a way to
minimize the various calls. Carrol offered that he did not like this because there might be a
sensitive Council issue that needed to be addressed. Carroll suggested that a flowchart would be
helpful for committees.
The Fiscal Officer said that former Mayor Brett had a rule that for Department Heads and
Elected Officials, every avenue should be exhausted before calling the Solicitor. This is the
reason she belongs to the Clerks groups so that she could get information through this
organization. She felt that now, people go to the Solicitor first before exhausting other avenues.
Carroll added that regarding the Solicitor’s attendance at meetings like the Manor Brook
meetings, there should value to the Solicitor being there.
Berger stated that if the Village continued to operate as it had been, there was no reason to
expect the Solicitor’s charges to decrease. He acknowledged that there had been special projects
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and thought that the Village would continue to have them. Berger asked the Solicitor if she
considered the last several years to be the normal course of business. The Solicitor said yes.
Berger concluded that either the Village changes the way it uses the Solicitor, or it accepts the
fact that in using Thrasher, Dinsmore and Dolan as the Solicitor, this is the fee structure. Berger
raised the question about whether it would be more cost effective to bring it inhouse with a fulltime Solicitor at $150,000 per year. This would be the first step if the Village was not using the
Solicitor appropriately. He asked if it is using the Solicitor correctly, then what does the future
look like.
Carroll debated the amount of available work for a full-time Solicitor, and questioned if it might
be better to hire a special firm to do the special projects. Carroll explained that this was why
Clemans Nelson was brought in to look at salaries because they specialize in HR matters.
Berger said that a lack of work may not be an issue with an inhouse Solicitor who may not have
the efficiency or experience of Thrasher, Dinsmore and Dolan and might take extra time to
research matters. Berger added that a full-time Solicitor could also do other administrative work
if there were not enough legal work to fill the time.
Carroll suggested that first developing a flowchart for the Boards, Committees, and Commission,
that showed the issue first going through the Chair and then to the Fiscal Officer, who would be
the filter. Berger indicated that the Fiscal Officer is currently overloaded, and this would be
adding another responsibility. An unintended result would be having to increase administrative
hours or hiring more administrative help. The Fiscal Officer stated this would be a good
discussion for the long-range planning meeting. She added that meeting times could be reduced
if work were done in committees where written reports were provided for inclusion in the
Council packets. She added that it had gotten better with the minutes, but if the committees
planned to bring something forward, the report would explain that it would be put on the agenda
for the Council meeting and why. This would preclude unnecessary discussion at the meetings.
In the past, the Engineer was required to provide a report, which could reduce the amount of time
in the meeting that both the Engineer and Solicitor are being paid to attend. Carroll added that
visitors, who are supposed to have a five-minute limit, are permitted to go on for hours. The
Fiscal Officer added that for most cities, the visitors are at the end of the meeting.
The Solicitor asked the committee if they would want her to provide alternate billing models.
Carroll asked whether there is a mechanism with the grants to recoup the Solicitor fees. She did
not think so but added that typically there is a budget for legal and engineering fees with the
grant. The Fiscal Officer concurred and added that some of the matching grants pay some of the
fees.
Carroll suggested dividing the Solicitor’s fees according to department with a cap on each. He
was interested in corralling the fees and holding people accountable for contacting the Solicitor
for every little thing. Having the Solicitor draft a resolution for a retiring reporter was a waste of
taxpayer dollars.
Carroll addressed the five-year forecast for the Road Program in terms of a reserve fund and said
it would be an item discussed at the long-range planning meeting. The capital replacement
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schedule would as well. He said that the Service Department would have the largest cost with
the big equipment, and he wanted to be sure to map them out well. The plan would involve the
trucks, loader, and backhoe. The plow and dump trucks have a 16 – 20-year useful life, and the
plan would be to replace one every five years to space out these expenditures.
Regarding a Bond Counsel informational meeting, the Solicitor indicated that Council could
attend such a meeting but must not discuss among themselves. It could be a question-andanswer session with the presenter. Carroll supported having this informational session. The
Fiscal Officer concurred and suggested all of Council attend. It would not be necessary to
Sunshine it because it would be for information gathering. Berger indicated that all of Council
could attend. Carroll suggested putting together a list of questions ahead of time, and Berger
agreed.
Berger wanted to have a learning discussion about the Village’s meetings with the Budget
Commission to better understand what happened and to avoid it from happening in the future. It
turned into a costly event for the Village.
Berger adjourned the meeting at 9:12 a.m.

____________________________
Christopher Berger, Chairman
Prepared by Leslie Galicki
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Special Joint Human Resource and Finance Committee Meeting
Friday, October 29, 2021, 8:30 a.m.
Members Present:

Chairman Nairn, Chairman Carroll, Porter, Berger, Fiscal Officer
Romanowski, Street Commissioner Alder

Visitors:

Meghan Walsh, CVT

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Nairn. The Fiscal Officer read the roll.
Nairn continued the discussion of overtime. She stated that it was necessary to follow the rules of
the Employee Handbook concerning overtime until such time that it was discussed and changed.
The Fiscal Officer clarified that this would have to be done by ordinance since it was established by
ordinance. The committee could reach a consensus, however, and perhaps present it to Council in
November.
To recap, the Fiscal Officer explained that there was an issue with an employee who had off during
the week and would not receive overtime as a result if he were to have come in on Saturday for
Shredding Day. According to the handbook, overtime is based on the day for the Street Department
but on the week for the other departments. There was also discussion about changing the handbook
to make all callouts overtime. She stated that Council could allow any changes it wished to make to
the overtime policy, but currently the handbook states that overtime is based on hours in a day in
that department. Federal Law is hours worked in a week. There was discussion of making it hours
worked in a week for all departments, but then specifying that callouts would be automatic
overtime. Furthermore, Council also had the option to allow vacation and sick time to count
towards it. The Fiscal Officer explained that hours in a week would make it easier to understand.
She relayed that there was an incident where the employees worked four ten hour shifts and took
Friday off, so they received overtime for the four days. Using hours in a week, they would have
gotten their 40 hours, but there would not have been overtime. Porter asked how the Friday off was
counted, and the Fiscal Officer replied it was taken as comp time, but they still had another half day
remaining from the overtime received.
Berger asked the Street Commissioner to define a callout. The Street Commissioner said it would
be a downed tree, flooding, snowplowing, salting, road hazard, etc. Berger concluded it would be
an emergency issue, and Nairn added that it would be something that was not preplanned. He
clarified that the issue was that the employee had not worked any hours for the week and would not
get overtime as a result. Berger said that the employee was being penalized for taking vacation.
Carroll and the Fiscal Officer clarified that it was a matter of Federal Law with the hours worked.
Berger questioned that vacation time was not considered in hours worked. The Fiscal Officer stated
no. Berger said his understanding was that the employee refused to come in because he would not
be paid overtime, and he did not disagree with the employee’s actions. Nairn stated that the
vacation time was something he had already earned, and it belonged to him. Carroll pointed out that
the expectations were documented in the Employee Handbook, which was signed by each
employee. He was sorry the employee took it the way he did, but the handbook is clear. Carroll
added, however, that if Council did not like the rule, the rule could be changed. The committees
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had discussed compensating the emergency callouts, but preplanned events were a different
discussion.
The Fiscal Officer thought it should be consistent and noted that in a similar situation, the Police
would not receive overtime for coming in to fill in on a shift. They are based on a 40-hour week.
The 40-hour week would simplify the matter and then Council could decide what would qualify as
hours worked for overtime. Porter concurred but deferred to the Street Commissioner, who asked
what would count as part of the 40-hour week. Porter offered that comp time, vacation time, and
sick time would not count for it. It would allow the Street Commissioner to utilize ten-hour
workdays for certain periods of time. Porter thought that the Police model would be the one to
follow to equalize the system. He added that he liked the provision used by Chagrin Falls that
Saturday callouts were time and a half. Carroll asked if all Saturday hours would be overtime
regardless of the 40 hours worked rule. The committee discussed the use of vacation, sick time, and
comp time towards the 40 hours worked. Carroll explained the issue from a labor management
perspective.
The Fiscal Officer clarified that the handbook did not specify the policies according to department.
Rather it states hours based on the day and the week, depending on department. The portion that
specified by the day applies to the Street Department. The Police use a 40-hour week as does the
Building Department. Carroll added that the changes with the Police and Building Department
were done by ordinance; the ordinance would trump the Employee Handbook. Porter asked
whether it was in writing that the Street Department is eight hours, and the Fiscal Officer explained
that it is based on hours worked in a day, not hours paid, and it is by regularly scheduled hours. It
does not specifically say Service Department.
Carroll suggested that HR take a closer look at the 40-hour work week to see how it would play out
with the Police Department. He suggested the committee consider what would be counted as hours
worked in terms of vacation, sick, and comp time. Carroll added that with certain scheduled events
occurring on weekends, if the employees want overtime on the weekend, then they should plan to
be at work all week. Lastly, Carroll suggested HR consider emergency callouts as overtime. From
a Streets Committee standpoint, he would support this. The Fiscal Officer said that this should also
apply to the Police. Porter said that the Chief’s position is that the department is 24/7 on a routine
basis and the police officers sign up for this and know that they can be called in at any time and it
may or may not be overtime depending on the week. This is what they do when they put the
uniform on. To be consistent and not cost the Village a ton of money, he did not support including
vacation time for hours worked.
The Street Commissioner agreed that sick time should not be counted as hours in a week for
overtime on a scheduled event but felt vacation and personal days should count. He added that with
the overtime issue being discussed, the employee did not act with malice in not coming in for
Shredding Day. He had to work on his camper, which was why he took the time off. The Street
Commissioner has a system for offering the overtime shifts and callouts, and the shift was passed to
the next employee on the list. Nairn said that she and the Street Commissioner had discussed the
problem with the appearance of an employee trying to get something for nothing. She added that
this was not necessarily the case, and she did not think there was a problem with it in the Village.
Nairn said it did not look good that the employee did not work for the bulk of the week and then
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expected overtime. The Street Commissioner said it was an oversight on his part and he should
have gone to the next employee on the list.
Nairn addressed the topic of the data collection for the mechanic’s time. The Street Commissioner
had been collecting seasonal data. He said that with the culvert work over the summer, there had
been no mechanic time. However, there had been problems with the backhoe which would require
mechanical work soon. He added that the Police are not necessarily compensated for what they do,
but what they may have to do. The mechanic position is like that. He should be compensated for
the work he does and for what he might have to do.
Carroll examined the data for routine tasks versus mechanical tasks and found that about 10% of the
employee’s time was spent on actual mechanical work. Two ways to approach the issue would be
to pay the employee the mechanic’s rate when he was doing mechanic’s work and otherwise pay
him his current rate. The alternative would be to increase his salary by a certain amount with the
mechanic job title. Carroll recognized that more mechanical work might be done in the winter
rather than the summer, and it could be built into his hourly rate as being the individual who does
the heavier mechanical work. Carroll further explained when determining the percentage, he took
out the employee’s time off so that it just reflected how his time was spent while at work. The
Mayor had suggested a onetime bonus to compensate the employee for the mechanical work, but
Carroll recommended determining a reasonable salary increase. The Street Commissioner stated he
preferred the hourly rate be increased and not the per job increase to avoid accusations of generating
mechanical work.
The committee compared the benefits of having an in-house mechanic versus sending work out.
Cost savings, downtime, and the potential of liability were discussed.
Porter saw the value in compensating the employee and giving him the Mechanic 1 job title. Nairn
asked if Mechanic 1 was an arbitrary title, or whether it was overseen by the State. Porter said it was
a job description and pay range developed by the committee. Within the description was the
expectation that the employee be Automotive Service Excellence (ASE) certified or to become ASE
certified at the expense of the Village. Berger clarified that he would only be paid as such when he
was acting as a mechanic. Carroll said no, he would be paid according to the job description. He
would still be doing all the other jobs but would have additional responsibilities to justify that
additional hourly rate. Berger asked what the rate was, and Porter said it was above the range for
the laborer in the Street Department.
Berger viewed that the raise was based on mechanical work being done as well as availability.
Carroll disagreed and said individuals are compensated for the job, not for them to be on call for the
job.
The Fiscal Officer explained that some communities track mechanic work time and pay
accordingly. Nairn addressed the issue of the other employees who do some mechanical work. The
Street Commissioner said this is in their job descriptions. Carroll maintained that the rate of pay
should be consistent with the job description. Berger asked the Street Commissioner to continue to
track the mechanical work being done. Berger stated that at the next meeting the committee would
determine the increase.
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Carroll presented a spreadsheet that examined the three options for the tiered salary system for the
committee. The committee was provided access to the spreadsheet to change variables and see the
overall impact on employee compensation. Carroll proposed questions for the committee to
consider in examining the system. For example, in the Police Department, the full-time patrolmen
receive the same salary regardless of years with the Village. Should a service bonus or longevity be
added? Why is there a difference between the Street Department personnel? There are some
disparities. Should part-time employees get a service bonus for longevity? Should service bonus be
every year regardless of raise? Finally, he asked if the Street Commissioner who has served in the
position for two years should be at the maximum, why or why not? Positions should be worth a
certain value and should be compensated accordingly. He also suggested the committee consider
the cost of healthcare increases. In looking at the information, Carroll said the two biggest
questions for Council would be what the raise would be for this year, and would Council want to
add the performance increase based on evaluations and the service bonus based on longevity? The
timing of raises was also discussed.
Because of a work commitment, Carroll left the meeting.
The Street Commissioner said that instead of having three employees making three different
amounts, he thought the laborer/driver/operator should make the same amount of money. It could
create dissention. Berger and the Street Commissioner discussed longevity and experience in terms
of raises. The Fiscal Officer explained the dynamics of the pay of the Service Department
personnel. At some point the two laborer employees would catch up to each other. Berger added
that the increases of the most experienced employee should taper off so that the people behind
should catch up. Porter said that the system is built for continuous increases because of the yearly
raises. The only way to even things out would be to give the lower people higher raises and the
higher people lower raises. Nairn asked why an employee would stay. Porter explained that even
with a smaller percentage increase, the person with longevity would get more money. Berger and
Nairn thought this would be a problem, and Berger thought his suggestion of using performance
evaluations would counter this. Berger thought that Carroll’s message was that having a
performance evaluation-based compensation program was not doable in the public sector.
Porter suggested establishing the overall increase in Executive Session at the November 8th Council
meeting. The committees can address the service bonus separately.
The Fiscal Officer provided the committees with the survey of administrative assistant staffing in
area municipalities. The average per villages or municipalities comparable to the Village was three
administrative staff members. She did not include tax administrators or utilities clerk. She stated
that the Village was not overstaffed, and thought having a full-time assistant would be a benefit.
Due to work commitments, Porter left the meeting.
Nairn noted that the Fiscal Officer with the current situation was struggling to catch up. Her
Administrative Assistant was allowed up to 166 hours per month, and Nairn asked if the committee
would move forward with making the Administrative Assistant full-time. The Fiscal Officer added
she had the work to support it. Berger said he made a recommendation at the last Finance
Committee meeting to have the Fiscal Officer consider hiring a second part-time administrative
assistant to give the Village more flexibility. It would add hours, but there would be a second
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person to cross train. He was not sure making one administrative assistant full-time would
accomplish all the goals. Berger suggested a second part-time position rather than one full-time.
The Fiscal Officer clarified that Berger was recommending two part-timers so that the total hours
would be over the 40 hours per week. Berger said yes. The second part-time person might start at
the 18 to 20 hour a week range. This would be necessary to do cross-training and cover the
Building Department because one administrative assistant cannot be in two places at one time and
do both jobs. Berger also said that the committee had discussed getting more clerical assistance and
reducing the dependence on the Solicitor as a way of paying for it. If the Fiscal Officer is to be the
gate keeper for the Village legal issues, then she would need to off-load more work down the line
and he thought having two part-time administrative people was a better solution than one full-time
person.
Nairn asked if the Fiscal Officer agreed, and the Fiscal Officer said it was appealing to have more
than 40 hours of help. She also considered the matter from the employee standpoint where an
employee was kept under 40 hours and received no benefits. The Fiscal Officer stated that she had
delegated the Cemetery and other work to her Administrative Assistant. The grants took up a lot of
time for the Fiscal Officer because of their many moving parts. She reiterated that she did need
more administrative help.
Nairn said this was the first she was hearing of this. The Fiscal Officer said that ultimately it was a
decision of Council. She knew that there was enough work to have one full-time and a part-time
assistant who could float. The Fiscal Officer noted that it was not fair to the Building Department
Administrative Assistant who has concerns about coverage for the office when she is out. Berger
reviewed staffing of the Building Department. Berger said this coverage should come from an
administrative pool, which was why he was suggesting hiring a second part-time administrative
assistant.
Nairn asked if the committee was complicating things even more for the Fiscal Officer by putting
another part-time person in the mix. The Fiscal Officer reiterated that the work was there, but there
was a question of fairness to the employee. She had enough work to delegate for one full-time and
a part-time employee and understood the costs that come with full-time help. She pointed out that
when the Police asked for another full-time officer, it was one and done. She had demonstrated to
the committee that she needed help. Berger stated that while the police officer was an easy hiring
process, it took the committee 18 months to get the Building Department position turned around to
make it a full-time position. This was his compromise at the moment. The Fiscal Officer
acknowledged that she was seeing the benefit of the additional hours that were recently approved.
She was able to teach her Administrative Assistant the Cemetery procedures and delegate more
work. She was willing to give the currently approved hours additional time to see if it was enough
help. Berger said he was not averse to starting the process to hire a second part-time person. If
other costs could be reduced, then this would be an appropriate way to handle it. The Fiscal Officer
agreed that hiring another part-time person would not really cost the Village anything. She
reiterated that she had enough work for her Administrative Assistant for full-time, but in addition to
this, there was more work than that. The Fiscal Officer said that even with a full-time assistant, she
was not sure she could catch up 100% and stay that way. From an administrative perspective, to get
to where the department needed to be and to stay there and function in a proper fashion, it would
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mean a part-time person in addition to making the Administrative Assistant full-time. She stressed
that back-up training and cross-training were needed in addition to addressing the quantity of work.
There was a lot of behind the scenes work that was done. Berger added that flexibility was also
needed for coverage.
Nairn clarified that Berger was saying not to make the Administrative Assistant full-time, and
Berger said not yet. The other members of the committee might feel differently. The Fiscal Officer
explained that she misunderstood Berger’s position from the last meeting and needed time to digest
his proposal. She thought he was saying two part-timers to equal one full-time employee.
Berger reiterated that if costs would be added from an administrative standpoint, it was necessary to
determine the source of the funds from other expenses. He had been focused on the Solicitor’s bill
and hoped to balance these two issues.
The Fiscal Officer advised that Finance Committee was scheduled to meet on Friday, November 5th
and asked if it should be a joint meeting with HR Committee to discuss the overtime and prepare to
amend the Employee Handbook at the November 8th Council meeting. The committee discussed
having the joint meeting on Thursday, November 4th, at 6:00 p.m. to address the tiered salary
system, overtime, and potential changes to the Employee Handbook.
Berger made a motion to adjourn, seconded by Nairn. Voice vote – ayes, all. Motion carried.

____________________________________
Chris Berger, Finance Committee Chairman

_____________________________
Cindy Nairn, HR Chairwoman

Prepared by Leslie Galicki
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Special Joint Human Resource and Finance Committee Meeting
Friday, November 5, 2021, 7:00 a.m.
Members Present:

Chairman Nairn, Chairman Carroll, Porter, Berger, Fiscal Officer
Romanowski, Fiscal Auditor Lechman

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Nairn. The Fiscal Officer read the roll.
Nairn explained that the committees had been discussing an overtime issue which occurred in the
Street Department. The committees realized that there was a discrepancy in the policy and not
everyone was on the same page. The committees discussed overtime based on a 40-hour work
week and raised the question of whether these hours would include sick, vacation, and/or comp
time. The committees needed to make the policy consistent throughout the departments. This
would necessitate a change to the Employee Handbook, which would require legislation.
Berger clarified that the committee was discussing overtime being after 40 hours of worked time in
a seven-day period and hours over this would be compensated at time and a half. Nairn added
worked time would involve being physically present. The Fiscal Officer explained that clarification
was required because the handbook specifies that overtime is based on hours worked in a day, not
hours paid. The first step would be to change the policy to 40-hours in a week. However, the
Police schedules are such that the officers’ have 80 hours in a two-week period due to the cycle of
shifts. Berger suggested having a different policy for the Police Department than the rest of the
Village. Carroll concurred.
Carroll stated that basing the overtime on a 40-hour week was fine with him for the rest of the
Village. Porter and Nairn agreed that this would be for the Service, Building, and Administration
departments. Porter summarized that the policy would be that the Police would be on an 80-hour,
14-day period.
Nairn questioned this system in terms of 10-hour workdays.
Berger asked about double time, and the Fiscal Officer clarified it was for holidays, but not for the
Police. Berger asked how the holiday pay worked with callouts. The Fiscal Officer explained that
first, the employee is paid for the holiday. If called in, the employee also gets double time. In
essence, they get triple time. Porter added that it is also a four-hour minimum.
Porter questioned the definition of emergency callout, and the Fiscal Officer stated that emergency
callout is specifically defined in the Employee Handbook as an unexpected event to include storm
damage, snowplow, last minute shift coverage, etc. Due to the inconvenience of the callout, the
minimum callout is four hours, but calculation of the overtime is based on the department. Carroll
clarified that the event that prompted this discussion was prescheduled. Porter asked if
“unexpectedly” should be deleted. Berger asked if the employees must show up for a callout.
Porter indicated it was voluntary. Carroll stated that the job description includes the unexpected
callout. He would keep the policy as written but would make the emergency callouts as overtime
regardless of hours worked in a week. This would include calling an employee off vacation during
a normal work week.
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Berger questioned how this would be handled with the Police Department. The Fiscal Officer had
spoken to the Chief about this and explained that if an employee were called in from vacation for
coverage, they would be paid straight time as stated in the handbook. However, if other
departments were getting overtime for unexpected callouts, then it should be the same for the Police
Department. She further explained that the policy indicates that an emergency callout includes shift
coverage. Carroll felt that shift coverage was different.
Berger stated that emergency non-scheduled callouts in the Service Department should be overtime.
Porter asked how this would be applied to the Police. Carroll and the Fiscal Officer stated it would
apply to emergency situations/crisis events, and not to fill a shift.
The committee agreed to remove the sentence in the Employee Handbook which states, “the
calculation when overtime begins may vary depending upon the department.”
Berger asked who would define what a crisis event was, the Mayor, Police Chief, or Street
Commissioner. Carroll thought there should be a framework with examples. Back filling a shift
would not be a crisis. The Fiscal Officer suggested removing “shift coverage,” and the committee
concurred. She added that this should be a Department Head decision. The committee agreed that a
questionable emergency could be addressed by Council without penalizing the employee. Porter
suggested including, “such as storm damage, snowplowing, or public disturbance, as determined by
the effected Department Head.” Nairn and Carroll recommended the inclusion of verbiage
pertaining to the public health and safety. Porter summarized that the Employee Handbook
definition would read, “such as storm damage, snowplowing, or public disturbance, as determined
by the effected Department Head to preserve the public health and safety.” The Fiscal Officer
added that the next sentence in the policy would be changed to, “due to the inconvenience of lastminute callouts, the minimum callout time is four hours overtime.”
Berger addressed the topic of the time that would count towards the 40 hours worked in a week.
Carrol felt that sick time should not count, but paid time off (PTO) and comp were another
discussion. The Fiscal Officer advised that overtime is based on the Fair Labor Standards Act
(FLSA) as a benefit. Porter considered the situation where an employee was on vacation for the
week and then came in to work for an event. If PTO and comp were included in the 40 hours, the
employee would get time and a half. Nairn questioned the impact this would have if all employees
chose to take the week off to take advantage of this policy, and Berger said this would be for the
Department Head to manage. Carroll pointed out that the Village only really had three situations to
which this would apply, Fall Festival, Trash Day, and Shredding Day. Berger said it would cost the
Village $39 for overtime for one employee for three hours.
The committee agreed that comp time and PTO should be considered in the 40-hour work week.
The committee discussed the verbiage to be changed and included in the Employee Handbook
policy, to include that sick time shall not count towards hours worked. Porter suggested stating that
comp time and vacation count towards hours worked, but sick time does not.
Nairn addressed the tiered salary schedule. The Fiscal Officer provided her sample version of the
tiered salary schedule for all departments, which included department specific criteria. Carroll
thought the example was good. He added that the Police Department also has a good model.
Carroll noted the salary disparity between two of the Service Department personnel. The Fiscal
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Officer explained that the one individual received a $1.00 raise after probation and then in 2012 was
given another raise of $1.45 per hour for doing mechanic work. When the other individual came off
probation, he received a $.25 raise and had not received another raise since. When the most recent
Service Department employee came off probation, he received a $.68 raise per hour. There was no
consistency. Carroll clarified that the employee doing the mechanical work had already been
compensated for these responsibilities. The Fiscal Officer stated that this matter had been the
subject of reoccurring conversations. Carroll explained that with the Police Department model,
based on experience, an employee might start at a higher rate, but eventually when the employees
have the same amount of experience with working in the Village, they should max out at the top
rate with the Police Department. The Fiscal Officer indicated it was four to six years to reach the
maximum rate, and Porter said the Pay Ordinance comes into play with this. Carroll stated that in
the Service Department, there was inconsistency.
Berger articulated that Carroll was saying that the two components of salary would be a raise tied to
performance or experience, and the other would be the cost of living. The Fiscal Officer stated this
is true for the Police Department. She offered that in the Service Department, this could be based
on years of experience or responsibilities, Council could design it however they felt best fit. Carroll
offered that other than mechanical work, the Service Department employees were all doing the
same job description. After a certain amount of time, they should be at the maximum pay ban for
the laborer position.
The Fiscal Officer stated that over the years, she had heard complaints from the Service Department
about the disparity in pay. She thought having a model which described how to get to the next pay
ban would add clarity. The committee discussed the arbitrary way raises had been handled within
the Village. Carroll provided the example of the summer help for whom Council designated a
specific salary, but the Mayor and Department Head went against Council’s wishes and paid him
more. As a result, Council had to balance it by not giving the employee a raise. Porter concurred.
Carroll thought this model would help prevent this. He explained that at some point in time the two
non-mechanic laborers should be earning the same amount. Furthermore, the Street Commissioner,
who started at a lower rate than his predecessor, should be earning what the former Street
Commissioner did because this is the value of the position.
Porter asked if the system penalizes the long-term employee by capping what they can make.
Carroll replied that this is the purpose of the service or longevity bonus. In the public sector,
employees will max out within three to five years. The longevity or service bonus then starts at five
years.
Regarding cost-of-living adjustments (COLA), last year, two employees received raises in addition
to the COLA for coming off probation. Carroll saw these as two separate topics. The COLA is an
annual amount the committee is discussing. The topic of coming off probation and/or maxing out
of a ban is where the Village needs consistency. The Police Department is very consistent. The
Fiscal Officer concurred and indicated that it is mapped out in such a way that everyone knows
what the tiers are; it’s in black and white. Carroll reiterated that the Service Department does not
have this consistency. One employee has been with the Village for 14 years and the other almost 10
years and there is a $5,000-$6,000 difference between them. One employee does mechanical work
and is compensated $5,000 - $6,000 more than the other employee. Berger indicated that the
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employee had been with the Village five years longer, and Carroll asked if he was saying that any
employee who has been on five years longer than another should earn $5,000-$6,000 more.
Everyone would be earning something different. Carroll agreed that someone who had worked for
the Village longer should earn more, and that was where the service bonus/longevity bonus applied.
Regarding the employee who does the mechanical work, Carroll reiterated that in 2012, Council
compensated him for his additional mechanical ability and the experience he brought to the Village.
He felt that the other two should be earning the same, excluding time in service. They would be at
the maximum pay ban and their time in service would be what differentiated the two employees.
Berger addressed the COLA in terms of the model described by Carroll and Carroll explained the
pay band gets the raise across the board. Nairn asked if the COLA is a given each year and was
informed that for a number of years it was 0. Berger said he did not agree with the raise given the
previous year because there was no justification for the percentage. He offered that it would be
acceptable to use the statistics from the State Employment Relations Board.
Carroll addressed health care costs. The Village had seen minimal increases compared to the public
sector for the last couple of years. This year was higher. He addressed the projected COLA, using
the township average of 2.43%. If the Village absorbed the 15% healthcare increase for full-time
employees, he asked if a 2.5% COLA be reasonable. He added that the part-time employees should
not be punished because of the full-time employees. Carroll considered the different models and
provided their potential cost to the Village. He added that his calculations did not include the
increased cost of healthcare to the Village. Ultimately, he did not see the impact of his calculated
raises to be substantial to the Village. He added that the employees are the number one asset and
are more out in the community than Council is. Carroll indicated the committee could apply
different percentage amounts to the equation, but it all comes down to the impact of the raise on
overall Village budget and how the committee wished to justify it. Carroll concluded that a 2.5% to
3% raise would be reasonable based on statistical information.
The Fiscal Auditor added that the Village was not a private corporation and could not tie increases
to performance. Employees have no ability to impact tax revenues. They do not get bonuses when
things go well. Over the years, there had been steady increases and there had also been efforts to do
merit-based increases. Generally, the raises were under 3%. With government work, typically
there were no big jumps in salary. The expectation was generally to have a steady job with small
steady increases and no bonuses but also no cuts.
Porter made a motion to go into Executive Session at 8:15 a.m., seconded by Nairn. Roll call –
ayes, all. Motion carried.
The committee exited Executive Session at 8:45 a.m.
Nairn addressed the contract recommendation for the Solicitor. The Fiscal Officer referred to the
three contract options provided by the Solicitor. The first was the same as it had been at $225 per
hour. The second option was $1,600 for the first 10 hours a month, and then after this it would be
$225 per hour. The Fiscal Officer recommended this option. The last option would be $10,000 per
month with grants being outside of this amount. The committee agreed the second option was the
best choice. The Fiscal Officer asked if the committee had prepared the decision tree it had
discussed. Berger replied that this would be done over time. Berger offered that using the Fiscal
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Officer as the gate keeper was a good idea and the committee should determine how to implement
this.
The Fiscal Officer drafted and distributed an ordinance for blanket purchase orders. She explained
that Ohio Revised Code (ORC) requires that on blanket purchase orders, there must be a dollar
limit. She queried surrounding communities and found that $25,000 was a good limit. The
committee concurred.
Porter made a motion to adjourn at 8:49 a.m.

____________________________________
Chris Berger, Finance Committee Chairman

_____________________________
Cindy Nairn, HR Chairwoman

Prepared by Leslie Galicki
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Joint Finance and Human Resource Committee Meeting
September 3, 2021 8:00 a.m.
Members Present:

Chairman Nairn, Chairman Berger (8:10 a.m.), Carroll, Porter,
Fiscal Officer Romanowski, Chief Rizzo

Nairn called the meeting to order and requested it be recorded. The Fiscal Officer read the roll.
Berger was absent.
Nairn addressed the part-time Zoning Inspector position which had been discussed for many
months. Two qualified candidates were interviewed, but the situation had not been rectified.
She advised that there are zoning issues which need to be addressed by the Village. Nairn also
expressed concerns that the Building Department Administrative Assistant/Board Clerk/Assistant
Zoning Inspector was being paid to do zoning, but is unable to get to it. Nairn referenced a
comment by the Mayor that he did not want to hire anyone in that capacity until next April, and
she asked if the committee recalled why this was the case. Porter did not know. Carroll stated
that the Village has zoning issues, and if the Building Department is that busy and the Building
Department Administrative Assistant/Board Clerk/Assistant Zoning Inspector is there by herself,
he did not understand why the Village had not hired a Zoning Inspector. He provided examples
of zoning issues in the Village and was unclear as to who was enforcing zoning in the Village.
Carroll was aware that the Building Inspector did not want to do zoning but was addressing some
of it. However, if he is not paid to do zoning as part of his contract, it should not be expected of
him. This begged the question as to why a Zoning Inspector had not been hired and when it
would occur.
Porter relayed that at the Safety Committee meeting, the Chief updated the committee about a
pair of zoning violations involving a collection of Volkswagens. The matter had been referred to
court and this was the first such case in a long time, which indicated progress. He added that he
did not understand the Mayor’s rationale in waiting to hire a Zoning Inspector. There were two
qualified candidates for the Building Inspector position, and they could easily do zoning. The
committee could recommend to the Mayor that one or the other be hired as a part-time Zoning
Inspector, but it is the Mayor’s appointment. Council does not have the power to force the
Mayor to do that. Carroll questioned this. The Mayor has authority for certain appointments and
if this is one that is not legislated at the State level, it is something Council could do. Porter
recalled that the Village’s ordinance provides that the Mayor appoints the Zoning Inspector
subject to Council confirmation or rejection. Carroll advised that Council could change the
ordinance, and Porter agreed. His view was that the position had been open for quite some time
and while he was glad some of the zoning issues were being handled, there were still matters that
should be enforced. If the Mayor were going to drag his feet on appointing a position that had
been open for quite some time, it is Council’s responsibility to take the necessary action to fill
the position. He did not understand the logic in delaying until April. He understood that in the
winter there may not be much going on with tall grass and weeds, but there are other issues like
the vehicle violations. Furthermore, Carroll pointed out that the Village is paying a premium
rate to the Building Inspector to do zoning. It is irresponsible for the Mayor or the Village not to
have a Zoning Inspector. If the Mayor cannot move off top-dead-center, then Council should
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encourage him to do so or take action which would allow Council to fill that position. The
Village has a bad track record of kicking the can down the road and this is another example of
Council not taking appropriate action to fill an open position. If there is no substantive reason
not to fill it, it should be filled.
Porter indicated that the record should reflect that Berger joined the meeting at 8:10 a.m. Porter
explained that the Mayor’s rationale was that over the winter, there was not a lot of work for a
Zoning Inspector. However, Porter did not see any reason not to hire one now. The ordinance
could be modified to make the Mayor’s appointment a Council appointment and it would require
three readings, the drafting of legislation, and then the first reading at the September 13th
Council meeting. Carroll pointed out that it could be done by emergency. Carroll’s point was
that Council needed to move on filling the Zoning Inspector position. There had been loose
zoning in the Village for a couple of years because of the lack of a formal Zoning Inspector.
Porter added that the Building Department Administrative Assistant/Board Clerk/Assistant
Zoning Inspector was the part-time assistant Zoning Inspector. In winter, she was not as busy
and might have time for zoning even though there is not as much demand for zoning. Porter
thought there should be a Zoning Inspector out and about in the Village to look for problems and
to respond to them. The Chair of HR could touch base with the Solicitor to have the legislation
drafted to change the ordinance for consideration at the next Council meeting.
As Chair of the Building Committee, Berger advised that the committee had met, and this topic
was discussed. He thought the Mayor was concerned about the expense of having a part-time
Zoning Inspector over the winter and wanted to ease into the process. If the position were filled
from March through October, it would allow the Village to assess the workload. Berger
explained that when the Building Department Administrative Assistant/Board Clerk/Assistant
Zoning Inspector was hired, it was thought that she would have time to get out of the office and
address zoning issues. She has not had this time. Nairn asked if the Building Department
Administrative Assistant/Board Clerk/Assistant Zoning Inspector were not being paid to do
zoning. Berger indicated that as the Assistant Zoning Inspector, she does the administrative
portion of the zoning work. Carroll indicated that it was his understanding that the
administrative work was what constituted the Assistant Zoning Inspector aspect of her job, not
going out and doing the zoning. Berger explained that the Building Department will be
transitioning to new software which would make it even less likely that the Building Department
Administrative Assistant/Board Clerk/Assistant Zoning Inspector would have time to do zoning.
Berger stated he was in favor of hiring a part-time Zoning Inspector being hired immediately.
Carroll clarified that he understood the Building Department Administrative Assistant/Board
Clerk/Assistant Zoning Inspector was busy and he had no expectation that she would be doing
zoning. He added that she is doing an outstanding job. Carroll reiterated that the Village needed
to hire a part-time Zoning Inspector and that Council is getting nowhere in doing so because of
the Mayor. Porter directed Nairn to get ahold of the Solicitor to draft legislation to change the
ordinance to make the part-time Zoning Inspector position a Council appointment. Berger
questioned why legislation was necessary. Porter explained that the position is appointed by the
Mayor and it might be necessary to change it to a Council appointment. Then Council would
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interview candidates and appoint someone, taking the power away from the Mayor. The Fiscal
Officer explained that in the Ohio Revised Code (ORC), there are certain positions that must be
appointed by the Mayor, but she did not believe this was one of them. Carroll further explained
that the reason for this possible action was because the Mayor did not want to hire anyone until
April. Berger said he thought if Council made a recommendation to begin the hiring process, the
Mayor would have no problem with it. Carroll pointed out that the committee made a
recommendation to hire a part-time Building Inspector, and the Mayor did not appoint. Berger
said it was a different position. Based on the conversation in the Building Committee meeting,
there was strong support for a part-time Zoning Inspector. Berger said he was speaking for the
Mayor and as the Chair of the Building Committee, he had no problem with it. He encouraged
the committee to take action and would tell the Mayor that the Finance and Building committees
wanted him to appoint a part-time Zoning Inspector at the September 13th meeting, given
Council had sufficient notice to consider the appointment. The Fiscal Officer verified that the
interview process would be observed, and the Berger agreed. He would contact the Mayor to get
the process started so that the job could be posted and interviews conducted. Nairn questioned
how it all could be accomplished by the September 13th meeting, and Berger said that at the least,
he could provide Council with the action that had been taken. Porter added that Berger should
let the Mayor know that legislation is being considered to make the position a Council appointed
position rather than a mayoral appointment.
Nairn reiterated the need to have a Zoning Inspector year-round because the Village had issues
that were more than seasonal. Nairn asked Berger if there was discussion at the Building
Committee meeting of a potential candidate from Russell. Berger thought this was one of the
candidates that had been recommended to the Mayor.
The tiered salary schedule was discussed. The three elements that were identified regarding
modification of the salary structure were a service bonus based on years of service for full-time
employees, 1% performance increase based on the evaluation, and cost of living adjustment
(COLA). Carroll provided a presentation of how these three elements would affect the pay of
current Village employees into the future. For each employee for 2021, the average would be a
2.5% increase with this system. Berger clarified that the COLA was the variable that Council
must approve every year. Regarding the impact of this system, Carroll explained that the
percentage increase would be different for every employee. If it were a flat rate for performance
and longevity, it would be the same for each person based on the criteria. Carroll addressed the
timing of the raises and suggested with new hires, the raise should not occur until after the
probationary period. Berger suggested utilizing the anniversary date to institute raises instead of
a January 1st date, which would preclude a situation where someone was hired in November and
then received a raise in January. Porter asked if the COLA would be effective January 1st.
Carroll clarified that in terms of Berger’s proposal, this would not be received until the
anniversary date. From a management and fiscal standpoint, this system involves a lot of
tracking. Functionally, the January date works better. From his experience in the public sector,
raises occur January 1st, service/longevity bonuses are received on the anniversary date. Most
public sector entities do it this way, and Carroll explained the different ways the municipalities

Page 3 of 7

apply such payments. Porter agreed that the COLA should be applied at the beginning of the
year and the service bonus received relative to the anniversary date.
Carroll explained that if this system were instituted in 2021, the cost to the Village would be
$4,800 for service bonus and $14,000 for percentage increase. The cost for the first year would
be about $18,000. COLA was not included. Carroll asked how the committee would suggest
implementing the system and suggested making it effective January 1, 2022. Carroll added that
he struggled with the 1% tied to the evaluation because the tendency is that everyone would
receive a good evaluation. Nairn asked if the Department Head is doing a great job if everyone
under him/her is getting a fabulous evaluation. Carroll cautioned that Council should understand
the consequences down the road of the system and consider whether it is sustainable. It would
be unfair to the employees to implement a system and then change it a couple of years later.
Carroll liked the tiered system and the service bonus for time in grade. He saw the service bonus
as reflecting a commitment to the job, which should be recognized. Carroll explained that the
Village needed to get away from arbitrary raises. Nairn concurred. She said she was struggling
with the yearly Department Head evaluations. Berger suggested that in the private sector
evaluations are sometimes done with a point system which relates to a percentage of a maximum
raise. Carroll explained how this system could be an issue in the public sector, and Berger stated
that this was his reason for favoring a pass/fail model. He added that the Village did not have
Department Heads who were trained in doing evaluations with quantifiable goals. This would be
the next step and would likely take three to five years. Carroll questioned the raises based on
evaluations, and Porter stated that the evaluations are documentation that may become important
down the road. Traditionally, it had not been done in the Village and had only recently started.
Carroll indicated that based on the discussion, he would create a model to reflect flat rate options
versus percentage increases and provide it to the committees. Berger noted the financial
difference between the two and asked if the person making the lower salary would be adequately
rewarded or would it be a slap in the face for the person making the higher salary. Carroll
supported a percentage and explained the percentage increments as they relate to longevity.
Porter suggested doing a reverse percentage whereby the employee would receive less of a
percentage as their pay and time increased. The committee discussed the incentive that would be
provided to employees to stay with the Village based on the flat rate or percentage increase
models.
Berger asked if the 2.5% reflected by the model put the Village in the ballpark, and added that
with COLA for 2021, the inflation rate was running in the 6-7% range. Raises could be 8-9%,
which would be a significant financial hit to the Village. The Fiscal Officer indicated that most
of the recent annual raises were 2-2.5%. Carroll suggested looking at other measures of COLA
to determine if the numbers indicated in the model were in the ballpark. He considered that the
2-3% range was adequate.
Nairn addressed the mechanic position. The committee had requested data of the amount of
mechanic work being done seasonally. Carroll explained that the Street Commissioner
documented mechanical work done daily through July. Carroll called into question the data
collection, indicating that for March 12th, 8 hours of mechanical work was documented, but the
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employee only worked for 4 hours that day. Carroll indicated that often in the private sector, a
mechanic will charge for time on a job by a schedule. For this analysis, he preferred to have a
good estimate. Ultimately, Carroll calculated the time spent on mechanical work for March to be
38% of the employee’s time. In April, May, June, and July it was 42%, 27%, 10%, and 22%
respectively. He did not have data for August. The total average from March until the end of
July was about 27-28% of the employee’s time. Carroll explained that the mechanical work
varied with the season and it ebbed and flowed. Carroll asked what the value was for the
employee to be spending 27% doing mechanical work. Would it be cheaper to contract it out or
keep it in house? He thought keeping it in house would be cheaper, but then there are tools,
equipment, and supplies that must be included.
Berger suggested that the annualized percentage would be higher than 27%. It would be closer
to 35%. Carroll indicated that more information was needed to include data from the remainder
of the year as well as information about work completed. Berger asked what the difference was
between the mechanic’s rate and the regular Service Department rate. The Fiscal Officer stated
there is a range. The employee in question is currently at $29.65 and the other two are at $26.75
and $23.18. Nairn stated that for Bedford Heights, an Auto Mechanic Grade 1 had a pay range
of $27.22 to $32.26 and required certifications. Nairn said this was close to what the Village had
looked at with Russell and Gates Mills. Porter thought this sounded low. The committee
examined the current rates of pay of the Service Department employees and noted that the
employee in question was already at a high rate of pay. Carroll asked if the employee were the
only one who was doing mechanical work, or were the others as well. Will these employees
seek raises based on the raise given to one employee doing mechanical work? Porter said it
boiled down to how mechanical work was defined. The committee discussed the different types
of mechanical work listed on the spreadsheet by the Street Commissioner. Carroll explained that
he considered mechanical work to involve engines, brakes, etc. and things that were mechanical
and not routine work like washing a mower deck and changing lawn mower blades.
Berger questioned that if the pay of the employee were bumped up $6.00 per hour which would
translate to an increase of $12,000 per year, would this be more cost effective than sending the
work out? Carroll reiterated that there were some things that were being measured and
quantified that did not qualify as mechanical work like checking and filling all fluids. All four
Service Department employees can do this. Carroll asked about the basic job description for the
Service Department employees and explained that the committee should be looking at work that
was above and beyond the basic. Porter agreed. Berger stated that there are things that should
not be listed on the spreadsheet, so instead of 27.5% now the committee is down to 24%. Carroll
noted that Berger mentioned a $6.00 per hour raise, which he did not find appropriate because
the individual was already the highest paid employee in the Service Department. Although the
committee was trying to justify the position, it needed to be realistic with what the other
employees were doing when they may be doing similar work. Would this mean all employees
would be worth an additional $6.00 per hour?
Porter advised that more data was required that would be more tailored to actual mechanical
work like that done at a car dealership. The current information appeared to reflect anything
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involving vehicles. Porter also wanted to know what mechanical work was done for the rest of
the year. Carroll specified that the mechanical work documented should not be work the other
employees can do.
Carroll added that the individual should definitively have certifications, especially if he is
working on brakes on police cars.
Regarding staffing and hours, the Fiscal Officer stated that at the last HR meeting, she mentioned
the possibility of having her Administrative Assistant assist in the Building Department as well
as the Administrative Department. Aside from this, she needed more hours for the
Administrative Assistant. There had been many more meetings and there was not enough time to
get the work done. Carroll noted that cross training had been discussed. The Fiscal Officer said
she presented the idea of possibly hiring the Administrative Assistant full-time. She had been
with the Village for three years and it is known that she is dependable, reliable, does the work,
and personality wise, everyone gets along. The Fiscal Officer spoke to the Building Department
Administrative Assistant/Board Clerk/Assistant Zoning Inspector who feels pressure not having
back-up. She would like to have cross-training. If Council would consider bringing on the
Administrative Assistant full-time, there would be flexibility to help out in the Building
Department, especially with the new software. It would enable the Building Department
Administrative Assistant/Board Clerk/Assistant Zoning Inspector to take time off as needed by
allowing someone to be at the counter who had a little knowledge of the process. The Fiscal
Officer explained that aside from this suggestion, she needed more hours for the Administrative
Assistant.
Porter said that making the Administrative Assistant full-time was a major step. Porter asked if
four more hours a week would help, and the Fiscal Officer said that from the present to the end
of the year, maybe not. She could use another day because the department is behind. Berger
indicated that 30 hours was full-time, and the Fiscal Officer explained that 40 hours is full-time.
Porter said there was something about 30 hours, and the Fiscal Officer said that this was changed
to 40. Berger said that anything over 29 hours per week was full-time. Carroll thought that this
was over a period of time. Porter agreed that this was the problem with the handbook, and the
Fiscal Officer again explained that the handbook was changed to 40 hours. Porter suggested
going up to 28 or 30 hours per week but was not ready to go to full-time. Carroll liked the idea
of cross-training and assisting in the Building Department and having a full-timer who floated
for consistency in the departments. If the work could justify it, he supported the Fiscal Officer’s
proposal of having someone who could cover when the Fiscal Officer or Building Department
Administrative Assistant/Board Clerk/Assistant Zoning Inspector were off. Porter indicated that
16 hours per week was a major increase. The Fiscal Officer explained that this would be for
both departments. Porter said he was fine with 28 or 30 hours, and Nairn added she was fine
with 30 because the Fiscal Officer is behind. Berger asked for what period of time, and the
Fiscal Officer stated forever. She further explained that she has 456 hours of flex time and five
weeks’ vacation which she would probably lose at the end of the year.
Porter asked if the Finance Committee would be fine with 30 hours, and Berger asked if it would
be 30 hours forever. Carroll was fine with 30 but thought full-time should be considered as long
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as there was cross-training with the Building Department. The Building Department
Administrative Assistant/Board Clerk/Assistant Zoning Inspector is doing a great job and it
would be good for her to have this flexibility. Currently if she needed time off, there was no one
to cover. Porter stated that the Mayor needed to weigh in on the matter. This could be addressed
at the September 13th Council meeting.
Berger explained that with the new software, it would be possible to fill out the applications
online. Eventually, it should be possible to pay for the permits online. There would then be a lot
less foot traffic.
Porter made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 9:27 a.m., seconded Carroll. Voice vote, ayes,
all. Motion carried.

_______________________________
Cindy Nairn, Chairwoman HR

____________________________
Chris Berger, Chairman Finance
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