
EXECUTIVE & FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING 
MAY 9, 2011 

 
Chairwoman Holzheimer Gail called an Executive & Finance Committee meeting for Monday, May 09, 
2011 at 6:30 PM in the Euclid Municipal Center Council Chamber. 
 

AGENDA 
GENERAL FUND REVIEW 
 
Ord. (284-11)  An ordinance enacting a special assessment upon all property within the City of Euclid to 
be used for the payment of street lighting within the City.  (Sponsored by Mayor Cervenik)  
 
Ord. (285-11)  An ordinance authorizing the continuation of the solid waste collection fee for residential 
accounts for the years 2012 through 2016.  (Sponsored by Mayor Cervenik)   
 
Ord. (118-10)  An ordinance providing for the submission to the electorate of the City of Euclid, the 
question of whether Article V, Section 7, Duties of the Civil Service Commission of the Charter of the 
City of Euclid shall be amended.  (Sponsored by Councilman Van Ho)  
 
Ord. (119-10)  An ordinance providing for the submission to the electorate of the City of Euclid, the 
question of whether Article X, Section 1, Submission by Council or Petition, of the Charter of the City of 
Euclid shall be amended.  (Sponsored by Councilperson Scarniench)  
 
 
Members Present:  Gilliham, Scarniench, Minarik, O’Neill, Wojtila, Langman, Van Ho, 
         Holzheimer Gail 
   Excused:  Jones (arrived 6:45 pm) 
 
Councilman O’Neill moved to excuse Councilwoman Jones.  Councilman Wojtila seconded.  Yeas:  
Unanimous. 
 
Others Present:  Mayor Cervenik, Law Director Frey, Finance Director Brett, Clerk of Council Cahill. 
 
President Holzheimer Gail – We have several pieces of legislation on our agenda tonight, but it I think it 
would make most sense to start with the General Fund review and some information that the Finance 
Director and Mayor have put together.  I’ll turn it over to Director Brett. 
 
Director Brett – I have given you the budget performance report through the end of April 2011.  The 
bottom line is we’ve gone through one-third of the year and between expenditures and encumbrances 
we’ve extended 37% of the appropriations and we’ve brought in 37% of the revenues that we’ve 
expected.  Bare in mind that one of the things that needs to be considered is the fact that we do all of our 
transfers at once.  So, basically $2 million we expensed shortly after the budget was passed, not $2 
million, $1.2 million, $1,190,000 we expensed upon the passage of the budget.  Only a third of that 
should be recognized as having been expended as you look at it on an over time basis.  Essentially 
$400,000 instead of $1.2 million. 
 If you look at that, it brings it down to 35%.  Encumbrances are expenses that we’re going to incur 
in the future, so again it doesn’t quite fit into the model of the year’s passage, actual time passed is up to 
April 30th whereas encumbrances are going to go beyond April 30th.  If you take those out, it drops even 
further to 33 1/3 % which is on par. 
 Income taxes are at 40%, which is the exact figure that we mentioned in the budget discussions 
this year that even though it is a third of the year past, in most every year we have expected to collect 
between 40-45% of the total year’s income taxes by the end of April.  The other thing in the case of 
income taxes, is Nick Caplik, the Tax Administrator made an effort to refund as much as he could in 
April, as far as tax refunds to people who overpaid in 2010.  Those refunds usually take place in May.  If 
you look at the 40% and consider the fact that a lot of the refunds have gone out already, then that number 
is even a better number and is on par with our projections. 
 Talked with Nick briefly this morning, we were about $200,000 ahead of where we were last year 
for the month of May at this time, 9th of May, that’s not a whole lot of banking, but for nine days, 
$200,000 ahead, is significant. 
 From the standpoint of where we are now with the budget performance, we’re about where we 
want to be short of things unexpected items coming our way.  Good news on the gasoline front at least for 
now, the price of a barrel of gasoline fell to 2009 prices last Thursday, approximately a 10% reduction in 
the cost of a barrel of oil which should translate eventually into about 35 cents a gallon, once that makes it 
way to the pump.  That didn’t hit yesterday as of when I was filling up my car with $10 worth of gas 
which got me 2.5 gallons because I’m playing the future game with my car right now.  
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That should take some of the edge off of the gasoline budget that we’ve proposed.  I was even talking 
with the Service Director this morning and was suggesting that he defer or reduce the amount of gasoline 
that he was getting purchased to see where the price of oil goes.  Oil was up slightly this morning but still 
I believe is under $100 a barrel.  If that keeps to form, then maybe we can expect a little break there 
because the Mayor in his budget really increased the budget for gasoline in all of the departments where 
that is.  The other item is salt and we won’t know until the end of the year where we are on that.  That 
actually doesn’t impact the general fund as much as it does street construction and maintenance and state 
highway.   
 All in all I see some robust income tax collections.  We know that Lincoln has added 145 jobs at 
their plant.  The Bureau of Labor Statistics came out with their numbers last Friday, 245,000 additional 
non-farm payroll were added nationwide, even though the unemployment rate went up, that was an 
addition of jobs that was much better than even optimistic expectations by analysts.  We’re starting to see 
both nationally and locally a little bit of a recovery in the jobs market.   For the present, I think we can 
breath a sigh of relief until we start to look at stuff coming out of Columbus.  
 I prepared a one page sheet which kind of goes over what we’re looking at with proposed changes 
out of Columbus.  It is to Mayor Cervenik, Council President Holzheimer Gail and Members of Council, 
dated this date and we went over the items.  The budget is still in the Senate.  It has passed the House.  If 
it passes the Senate, I’m not sure if it follows the same model of the national, but if there’s still 
differences between the Senate and the House then it goes to conference where they’ll iron out whatever 
differences there can exist between two Republican houses of legislature.   
 You can see from the Estate tax that we should not have any impact until 2013. Republican passed 
the budget, calls for the Estate Tax to be eliminated in 2013 as of January.  There’s a time limit of filing 
of nine months.  I’m going to guess that if most accountants are like me, they file at 8 months and 30 days 
after the deceased is buried, so that would give us about 9 months of extra collections in that area.  Still 
extremely volatile, as you seen this year, we actually came up with a payment that we had to make to the 
Ohio Treasurer because we had more refunds than we had income coming in from the Estate tax on one of 
the disbursements.  Overall we’re at about $72,000 right now which is well behind what we would like it 
to be.  Again last year we were well behind our estimates until November and December where at which 
point we past them significantly.  A very volatile source of revenue but we can map out 2013 we’ll get a 
much reduced, even on moderate estimates and we wouldn’t expect any estate tax in 2014 or 2015. 
 On local government funds, I went to the Ohio Municipal League site and reviewed their estimates 
from a statewide level as far as distribution of the local government fund to cities, libraries and other 
agencies and used their calculations because the State is on a fiscal year as it goes from July 1st to June 30 
and we’re on a January 1st to December 31st.  To make out what was affecting us was difficult.  The plan 
for the first year is to reduce the local government fund distribution to the municipalities by 25% and then 
in fiscal year 2013 to reduce that again by 50%.  Not 50% of the original but 50% of the reduced, of the 
75% so you’d eventually get down to 35% of what we are currently receiving in that fund.  Giving that 
and using the OML, the OML listed out through 2013, the first six months of 2013, what it expected as far 
as distributions to the cities, I took those same fractions and adjusted them to be Euclid.  What we get is in 
this year we can expect a reduction of $117,000 once the fiscal year 2012 state budget goes into effect.  
But next year we can expect a drop off of $793,000 in the local government fund distributions. 
 Perhaps the biggest surprise as we’re going through and let me put out the caveat.  This is still a 
proposal but it involves Commercial Activities Tax.  According to the State budget, the city has already 
received all of a commercial activity tax it will ever receive as of right now.  The ironic thing is there was 
a threshold that determined whether or not you would get any payments after June 30th.  If you were under 
3.23% you would be cut off.  Using 2008 tax returns, our municipal income tax from 2008, you have to 
go back two years to get a number that high, or three years to get a number that high, we came in at 3.22 
like one basis point below that threshold and therefore we’re cut off.  That’s something we need to take up 
with our State Senator and say why are you using 2008 municipal tax revenues when you’re using 2009 
or 2010 levels for every other tax revenue to determine what your dependency is on this particular activity 
or this particular state shared revenue.   
 This by and far has the largest impact.  We were expecting this year $900,000 and because we’ve 
received our first half distribution, we will not get a second half distribution.  Commercial Activity tax is 
structured such that you get 6/7 of that tax in the second half of the year.  So you can see right out of the 
first year we are being asked for forego 7/8 of our CAT distribution this year because of 1/100 of a 
percentage and a calculation.  Then it goes from, we would have received approximately $2.4 million 
over the next 7-8 years as that tax was going to be phased out and that has been changed to a nice round 
number, which allows me not even to have to use the computer to add it up and we’re looking at $104,000 
over the next 8 years.  That has a difference of $3.1 million over the next year that we’re going to forego.  
This is an immediate unless they change that formula, this is an immediate change that will affect us this 
year.  That actually is even more dramatic than the local government or the inheritance tax.  Inheritance 
tax is always a roll of the dice anyway. 
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 Council President had sent me a copy of my predecessor’s break out as to what would happen if 
the House Bill 920 provisions of the Euclid Charter were phased out or were eliminated.  I come up with 
almost exactly the same numbers, with the exception of the fact that the 2 mil levy is already gone.  That’s 
the major difference between Mr. Johnson’s estimates and myself.  One thing to bare in mind when 
you’re looking at these if you go to page three and look at the total changes, you can go from $5.4 million 
to a total of $10.156 million by eliminating those provisions.  However, if you pop back to the first page, 
fourth column at the bottom, 2.476.  That’s the effective millage on agricultural and residential real estate.  
What’s actually been levied or what was voted on originally is 9.72.  Whereas 9.72 was voted, 2.4 is 
actual with the Auditor uses as his calculation for deriving how much income those levies should 
generate.   
 If you go to the following page, you have other real estate which is basically commercial and 
industrial.  That’s 5.589 effective millage.  On the same levied millage of 9.72.  The reason I point that 
out, if you were to elect to phase out or eliminate the House Bill 920 provisions in the Charter, it is going 
to impact the real property and agricultural property much more significantly than it will commercial and 
industrial.  For real and agricultural you’re basically looking at an increase of 114% if you would go that 
full route.  Whereas for commercial industrials you’re looking at an increase of 46%, if you went the full 
route from the 5.58 back to the 9.72.   
 I wasn’t able to get to it today, but I have discussed with Nick again what would happen if we 
were to look at changing the credit on the income tax.  He and I would like to go over that a little more 
thoroughly before we present that.  That would have a huge impact and bare in mind when we present 
these, we try to look at who makes up your revenue base in those cases.  When you change the credit 
obviously you’re limiting that to residents of Euclid because they’re the only ones who take advantage of 
the credit as opposed to somebody who works from out of town and works in the City of Euclid.  So 
you’re looking at residents of Euclid who work elsewhere.  But what you are kind of insulating are people 
who do not pay income tax, people on pensions or who derive most of their income from interest or 
people who are retired.  Again I try to keep in mind who is the one paying these increases as different 
options are reviewed.  I’m open for questions. 
 
President Holzheimer Gail – Let’s start with questions on the budget report and the information that was 
just presented if there are any. 
 
Councilman Langman – Director Brett, do you have an idea because there has been some conversation 
about if Cleveland was to vote on an income tax increase of let’s say a quarter percent, what impact that 
would have on Euclid? 
 
Director Brett – That would lower significantly, I can run that Mr. Caplik and find out.  There one of our 
largest employer, that city employs more people from Euclid than I think any other city.   
 
President Holzheimer Gail – For the public’s knowledge and those who are not as familiar with this, what 
that means is because Euclid gives 100% credit to the income tax that you pay in another community, in 
this case Cleveland, Cleveland is at 2% right now, if they were to go up to 2.25 that would mean anyone 
from Euclid that works in Cleveland, their income tax that comes back to Cleveland would be less .25.  It 
would mean a reduction in the money we get with no control by anything that we’ve done.  I don’t know 
if I’ve explained that quite right.  Trying to make it clear, I know the public, when we talk about, we need 
to make sure we are explaining what we are talking about.   When we’re talking about the House Bill 920 
impact, what that does is, our Charter, typically it is applied to schools across the State but Euclid is one 
of the few communities, the only community that applies House Bill 920 to our bond issues internally.  
Property tax, any levies, any bond issues that the city pays is stable as to when it was passed.  So if it was 
passed in 1980, we’re receiving the same amount now that we did in 1980, it does not increase with 
property values increasing.  If we were to repeal, the voters would have to make that choice to repeal 
House Bill 920, it would mean an increase in our property tax, but that’s an increase paid directly by the 
residents and businesses.  I want to make sure every option we talk about, we are talking about the impact 
to the residents.  I know everyone is very concerned about not wanting to burden our residents with 
additional tax.   
 
Councilman Van Ho – Using the example Councilman Langman used where we give 100% reciprocity, is 
that guaranteed in the Charter or can Council? 
 
Mayor Cervenik – It is in the Charter.  The only way that will be changed is if City Council put it in front 
of the voters to have them change the credit amount and that would cost our residents that are employed 
elsewhere significant dollars depending on what percentage you reduce the credit by.   
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Councilman Langman – If we went down the road of changing the charter on the credit, could we word it 
as such as the responsibility is the Council’s and the Council can give 100% reciprocity or 80% 
reciprocity or whatever percentages? 
 
Director Frey – If Council chose to put this issue on the ballot for the voters, the Charter could be changed 
so that it would either create a flexible amount giving the Council the authority to adjust that; or you 
could repeal the section altogether and then it would be up to Council to vote for any type of credit 
amount. 
 
Mayor Cervenik – The City of Parma a few years back had 100% credit, but it wasn’t chartered because 
they don’t have a charter.  The only way they survived default was for their city council to eliminate 50% 
of the credit.  The City of Eastlake, it is not in their charter, very few cities have it in their Charter.  Euclid 
is one of those cities that has a lot of things in their charter that other cities don’t.  They did the same 
thing, they reduced the credit amount until they accumulated enough cash balance to straighten 
themselves out.  Again with us, it is up to the voters.  We did this quite awhile back.  We asked, we put an 
issue, when I was on city council, to allow City Council to increase the Recreation levy up to as much as 
1% higher and the voters turned it down pretty strongly.   
 
Councilman Wojtila – Director Brett on the memo that you sent to us, the Estate Tax, that $980,000 listed 
for 2011, that matches what we had in our budget?   
 
Director Brett – That’s the number the Mayor put in.  That’s correct.  
 
Councilman Wojtila – The local government funds, the difference is $117,000 versus our projection? 
 
Director Brett – The $117,000 is over the prior year.   
 
Councilman Wojtila – I think this is helpful in letting us know where we are projection-wise.   
 
Director Brett – We projected $2,569,077.  Judging from what OML is telling me at this point, it is going 
to be $2,438,159. 
 
President Holzheimer Gail – You’re looking at page 2 of the budget performance, the Local Government 
county portion only. 
 
Director Brett – The State was $356,250.  OML estimating $353,000 a difference of $3,000.   
 
Councilman Wojtila – Based on where we are now, May 9th versus the approved budget, what are we 
saying with regard to the local government funds?  What are we saying with regard to the local 
government funds now versus what the approved budget has? 
 
Director Brett – I’m saying for the approved budget, the number was $2,569,077.  Now we’re looking at 
$2,438,159.  That would require an amendment to the County Auditor, I don’t think it would require any 
change to the ordinance. 
 
Councilman Wojtila – The Commercial Activity Tax, I was searching through the budget trying to figure 
out what we had so I didn’t have to ask the question.  I show a $535,000 number for that. 
 
Director Brett – That’s because the number I’m giving you is for all of the funds that receive the 
Commercial Activity Tax.  The commercial activity tax is spread over the same funds that property tax is 
spread over.  It was initially designed to replace the elimination of the personal property tax.  So you’re 
going to have it in your general fund, bond retirement fund, recreation fund, recreation capital fund and 
formerly your two mil levy and bond retirement fund.   
 
President Holzheimer Gail - $898,000 is all of those funds combined. 
 
Director Brett – All of those funds together and now for all of those funds we’re looking at $104,000. 
 
Councilman Wojtila – Just discussing the general fund, we had budgeted $535,000? 
 
Director Brett - $535,000 so roughly 5/8 so 60% so roughly $60,000.  $558,000 so roughly half a million 
dollars. 
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President Holzheimer Gail – Is that still dependent upon State budget or that’s decided at this point? 
 
Director Brett – We’ve gotten that word from the Tax Commissioner but talking with Cathy Hlavka 
today, she talked with Brian Dunn from the County and he’s saying that nothing is final, nothing is 
written in stone.  That’s one I want to contact our State Senator on. 
 
Mayor Cervenik – It was reported the other day that the State of Ohio revenues are projected to be 
approximately $1 billion higher than originally projected.  Hopefully that will minimize some of the cuts 
or at least some of the cuts in the local government fund.  We won’t know that until the Senate does their 
work and if they go into committee or conference.  We may not know this until June 30th, but hopefully 
some of that $1 billion will be given back to the communities or not taken away from the communities. 
 
Councilman Wojtila – One last question related to this sheet that you past out.  When you talk about the 
effective millage for the residential properties being 2.476 and the other which would be commercial 
industrial at 5.589.  How does that happen that the effective millage? 
 
Director Brett – That’s a good question.  My guess is that the commercial and industrial is newer than the 
residential agricultural.  Again trying to explain how assess evaluation work is kind of calculus, if I tell 
you I understand it, then you know I’m lying to you.  But my understanding is that new construction is 
not subject to the House Bill in its first year so you get an actual value.  So as you have things come on 
later, the prior impacts of inflation that have been negated for everything else haven’t been negated for 
that yet.  From the point it comes on until the duplicate and goes forward, it will enjoy the benefits of 
House Bill 920. When it first comes on, it comes on as an inflated price relative to whatever House Bill 
920 came into impact.  My guess is that most of the commercial evaluations came on later than much of 
the housing valuation and the agricultural. 
 
Councilman Gilliham – This particular estimate of House Bill 920 being removed, this is at the current 
millage that we have right now, but Council does have the ability to change these particular millages to 
address certain issues, is that correct? 
 
Director Brett – Not without a vote of the people, no. 
 
Councilman Gilliham – So a vote of the people actually control the millage, okay. 
 
Councilwoman Minarik – Director Brett, if I’m understanding, we’re anticipating with these three funds 
about a $900,000 lower than we budgeted for, about.  Between the CAT tax and the Local Government 
Fund cuts, that’s about $900,000 between the two, is that correct? 
 
Director Brett – With respect to the general fund, we’re looking at $500,000 less.  With respect to Local 
Government, there’s only $3,000 difference in the State and we were only at $100,000.  This year is not 
significant with the exception the CAT. 
 
Councilwoman Minarik – That’s about $600,000.  We found out we need to budget $150,000 for the EPA 
suits, Ohio and US.  Did we budget for that $150,000? 
 
Director Brett – No we did not. 
 
Councilwoman Minarik – So we have to come up with that $150,000. 
 
Mayor Cervenik – No, we will not have to come up with $150,000 in the general fund.  That will be part 
of the rate setting structure for the sewer rates that will come out of that fund, not the general fund. 
 
Councilwoman Minarik – Do we have any unanticipated retirements that we have to do separation 
payments so far? 
 
Mayor Cervenik – Depending on what happens on November 8th, there could be tremendous amounts of 
retirements. 
 
Councilwoman Minarik – When we get to the income tax revenues, Director Brett you anticipate that we 
will be hire than the 22.2 that we anticipated, is that what you said? 
 
Director Brett – At this time, I never go out further than three days from now.  But right now we’re 
$200,000 ahead for May and that might be a function of the accelerated refunds.  $200,000 ahead this 
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early in the month is definitely a good sign.  Hearing Lincoln Electric hiring 145 employees, good sign.  
Hearing national news that the national economy added 245,000 non-farm payroll, that’s a good sign.  
That can all turn around very quickly as everyone knows. 
 
Councilwoman Minarik – Do you think that we should get more than the 22 that we budgeted? 
 
Director Brett – Right now, when we discussed the budget, 40-45% is collected by the end of April. 
We’re on the low end of that, 40%.  Take into the account the accelerated revenues where maybe 42%, 
we’re in a comfortable range to achieve our projections. I wouldn’t want to be more optimistic than that. 
 
Councilwoman Minarik – Just to be conservative we’ll at least achieve them. 
 
President Holzheimer Gail – We’re on track to achieve them. 
 
Director Brett – I believe we will, we’re on track, I’ll say that. 
 
President Holzheimer Gail – The first two pieces of legislation we have deal with the garbage and lighting 
fee.  Do you have actual figures for collection of both of those? 
 
Mayor Cervenik – They’re contained in the budget performance report.  I’ve got a slightly different 
version than you have.  My numbers are about $100,000 difference but that’s because I ran this Thursday 
and they did some posting.   
 Refuse collection year to date transactions for this year is $928,850.  As you know it says zero for 
prior year because we did not send out the first bill until June.  We budgeted $1.7.  We are a little higher 
because the billing should be the same for the second half of the year, but there’s been a concerted effort 
before we assess properties in September that did not pay the 2010 bill, the Finance Dept. personnel have 
been doing a pretty good job of collecting well over $100,000 of 2010 money.  Also the fact that it is on 
the real estate tax bill, makes the delinquent percent much lower than if you’re sending out bills.  We’re 
right on track there.  
 Street lighting, we’ve got the dollars in now for the first half, which we didn’t have last year.  But 
they were set by millage and they should be virtually no different than what our projections are.   
 I will say that since we are discussing those two pieces of legislation, if you add up the numbers 
for 2012 of $793,000 less in local government funds and $695,000 less than expected in CAT tax, minus a 
little bit for other funds, however some of those funds we make transfers to from the general fund.  If we 
lose those dollars, plus the $2.5-$2.6 million that the trash fees and the lighting fees bring in, we will 
decimate the services that our residents are receiving right now.  Decimate is probably a kind word to use.  
No city can take that kind of hit in a year’s time. 
 
Ord. (284-11)  An ordinance enacting a special assessment upon all property within the City of Euclid to 
be used for the payment of street lighting within the City.  (Sponsored by Mayor Cervenik)  
 
Ord. (285-11)  An ordinance authorizing the continuation of the solid waste collection fee for residential 
accounts for the years 2012 through 2016.  (Sponsored by Mayor Cervenik)   
  
President Holzheimer Gail – The Mayor had put these on because as Council remembers when we passed 
these two years, or a year and a half ago, we did put a two year limit on it so it would require council’s 
action to continue these as funding sources. 
 I did send some information to Council last week.  One of the items did talk about and listed out 
all the different options that at some point have been on the table and we’ve discussed and what type of 
action would be needed to make that decision.  We talked about a couple of them, repeal or change in HB 
920 is a charter provision, would require a vote of the people.  Changing 100% credit for the income tax is 
a charter issue and would require a vote of the people.  Any change to an income tax would require a vote 
of the people, currently it is 2.85; .47 of that does go to the schools.  As I understand it, any change to that 
has other impacts to the funding that comes in for the schools.  Another option is a property tax levy.  
That would have to be a vote of the people.  If we did a special safety force levy, that requires a vote of 
the electorate.  The extending of the garbage or extending of the lighting fees, both can be done through 
Council action. 
 Those were the ones that I had written down through the years.  Why we wanted to keep talking 
about this was at the time we did the garbage and lighting fees, we wanted to look at other options to see 
if there were other ways to bring revenue in.  We’re sort of at the same place.  All of these issues would 
require a vote of the people.  I will throw it out for comments or questions about the legislation.  From my 
perspective we’re at the beginning of our discussion tonight.  I’m not necessarily looking to make a 
decision tonight.  I want to make sure we have plenty of public participation and we have time to digest 
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the numbers, make sure we’re finding out accurate information that’s happening from the State level, so 
we can make a good decision. 
 
Councilwoman Scarniench – I have a real concern that we’re doing this for more than one year.  When we 
approved this to begin with, that’s when everybody agreed upon so we could come back each year and 
look at what we need to do.  Why is it necessary to extend this so much because I will never vote for this 
unless this is only for the one year if we decide to keep them?  I’m saying that right up front. 
 
Mayor Cervenik – Part of our discussion tonight is long term answers.  If you require city council and the 
administration to be uncertain of a revenue stream that’s no longer than one year’s time; very tough to 
manage.  Very, very tough to manage a community, period.  We are not an odd community in the fact that 
we charge for garbage.  Total garbage fee is $16.25, we’re charging $9.  Most communities charge 
exactly what it costs.  We don’t stack up with what other communities charge.  Many communities charge 
for street lighting, many communities charge for tree maintenance.  If you go on their websites and pull 
off real estate taxes from other communities, you will see a whole list of charges being done.   
 This City of Euclid also gives 100% reciprocity for payments.  When we talked about this and 
went to a number of town hall meetings, I explained to people that okay we have $100,000 the real estate 
tax on the $100,000 is $2,540.  The City of Euclid, money that you control for police and fire and 
everything else that we do for our residents, we get $210.  That may not make anybody else feel good that 
the other $2300 is somewhere else, but we’re only getting $210.   
 A person that lives in the City of Euclid, makes $50,000 and works in Cleveland, that .85, they 
pay 2% to Cleveland not their own community and they pay .85 to City of Euclid or $190, period that’s it.  
If you live in a $100,000 home and are making $50,000 a year, you give the City of Euclid who provides 
all of your services $400 plus garbage and lighting fees.   
 If we have to determine each and every year whether that revenue stream is coming in, it is 
difficult.  We presented city council a budget, $700,000 less than we spent in 2008 and I can’t stress that 
enough.  We did it with very little reduction in our safety force manpower.  If I can’t count on, or whoever 
the Mayor is, cannot count on at least 2-5 years of that revenue stream coming in, that’s not going to be 
possible.  It is a part of management, you have to have some idea, especially when we depend so much on 
income taxes which, as we found out in 2008 and other years, is very volatile.   
 
Councilwoman Scarniench – I understand that but to me this just means that we, Council members, the 
nine of us, have to work very hard to come up with some kind of a plan that we can present to the voters 
in November that they could live with, that we all have to live with, we all live here.  If that doesn’t work, 
maybe a year from now I could say that okay it is long term, but the plan is to move this forward and 
figure out a way, whether its reducing income tax, changing 920, whatever it is, we have been talking 
about it for the last couple of years and this is the first time we’re really talking about it.  To me we have 
to do it, we have to make that decision and we have to live with that decision.  Then it goes to the voters.  
If the voters say no to what we think is the best, then I’d be happy to talk about long term.  Until we do 
that, I can’t agree with doing it more than the one year. 
 
Councilman Langman – First a question to Law Director Frey, in reviewing former Director Johnson’s 
memo, it talks about authorized millage.  For the folks watching,  who authorized the millage level that 
we’re not collecting the full amount of? 
 
Director Frey – You’re asking me to define that?   
 
Councilman Langman – Yes. 
 
Director Frey – I’m not sure that I can define that. 
 
Councilman Langman – Let me put the question a different way.  Did voters vote the millage in for 
various rec programs and other items that we now no longer collect the full amount on because of House 
Bill 920? 
 
Mayor Cervenik – That is not the case.  What authorized is, is at the time that the voters authorized 
specific millage amount that was asked for that was assessed to the property value at that time, because of 
our 920 provision, that value never changes.   
 
Councilman Langman – Right, but I’m saying the voters voted the rec millage, originally authorized that 
and than from that point on it decreases because of 920. 
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Mayor Cervenik – It didn’t decrease it froze, it doesn’t increase, it just stayed where it was on their 
property value.  The million dollars or so we get, actually we get less than that because of delinquencies 
from our rec millage, the two mill levy, is the same $1 million that we got 25 years ago. 
 
Councilman Langman – But we’re not collecting the fully authorized millage amount? 
 
Mayor Cervenik – Some years we collect more, other years we don’t.  I think a few years ago we 
collected 103% because of delinquencies.  What it is, is that other communities, if you lived in a house 
that was worth $50,000 when you voted for the recreation two mill levy, 20 years ago, and now you’re 
house is worth $100,000, you’re still getting taxed on $50,000.  In other communities, now you’re getting 
taxed on $100,000 and that provided the growth the communities needed to keep up with inflation.  We 
don’t have that. 
 
Director Brett – Are you asking that if two mill were voted and then the need came up for 2.05 that would 
be assessed?  I want to make sure that’s not the question. 
 
Councilman Langman – No, what I’m asking is that original millage for two mills and raised a million 
dollars then, House Bill 920 that will always raise a million dollars, even though the effective millage to 
raise that $2 million or whatever it is, is year by year slowly declining. 
 
Director Brett – Correct, that’s the effective millage that we talk about. 
 
Councilman Langman – My question is, is what people vote on is it an actual dollar amount or is it the 
number of mils? 
 
Director Brett – It is the millage at that point in time. 
 
Councilman Langman – So because of House Bill 920 we really our authority to collect on the millage 
approved declines year by year. 
 
Director Brett – With the increase in valuation of housing. 
 
Councilman Langman – Right.  Most years until very recently valuations were generally heading up.  I 
agree somewhat with my colleague Councilwoman Scarniench, I wouldn’t hold it to one year that does 
make it difficult in planning but we saw last year that the fees were sold to us as very critical or else we 
would have to lay off “x” number of employees, close things and we wound up putting a million dollars 
in cash reserves, which in normal times would be wonderful.  I know that Moody’s is happy, Wall Street 
is happy, but I think certain segments of the population can easily bare those costs better than others.  I 
know that a lot of folks that I represent that live in side-by-side or a slab home or rent, that’s very, very 
difficult.  It doesn’t mean that we don’t need the revenue in some form.   
 I’ll go back to what I said before, Number one, you have to address those charter restrictions just 
from a flexibility standpoint.  If Cleveland were to do something this fall or next spring or the fall after, 
we would really be caught short.  I don’t think you can depend on raising trash fees forever if Cleveland 
were to raise their income tax.  Will they have to do that?  Will the casino and medical mart bring in more 
money to them?  Perhaps it will, but from a flexibility standpoint the city government needs that in 
addressing any economic issues going forward. 
 Further, we’ve done very well lately by bringing in experts to help us with things like lakefront 
development.  I know, you know, the Mayor knows, we spent 20-25 years and gathered a lot of 
information, a lot of good ideas, a lot of stuff.  Without the experts helping us along, there was nobody to 
put it into a cohesive plan.   
 You can talk about Shore, same thing.  We simply don’t know how to run a cultural building and 
that’s no knock against anybody employed by the city.  Expertise how now put the building on a better 
track. 
 You can say the same thing about Billy Casper, although it is early yet.  We’ve had Ad Hoc 
committees to look at healthcare for Council.  We have special committees to look at our Charter.  I 
would like to see and this is something Cleveland and Shaker and other communities have, I really think 
we need an Ad Hoc committee with some members of some of the premiere firms worldwide that preside 
here in the city like Lincoln or Cleveland Clinic or University Hospitals, to help weigh all these factors 
and help us chart a course as to what is the best way to raise revenue.  I think it would be a great 
investment in time and they can focus on that because obviously we have many, many issues to tackle, 
this being one of them.  I would like to see something like that because they can bring a certain expertise 
that can help us make these decisions.   
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Councilman Gilliham – To further piggy-back on what Councilman Langman said.  I received a couple of 
emails and a couple of phone calls saying do not reinstate these fees.  I truly understand based on what we 
may be losing as far as revenue from the State, local government, and also from our commercial activity 
tax, that we could be in a very dire situation. 
 A compromise would initially look at it being two years and with the advent of an Ad Hoc 
committee to study these particular avenues.  In my opinion, this is only my opinion, I think House Bill 
920 restricts us from reaching our economic potential.  When we’re talking about promoting growth, 
other cities are able to do that because they do not have House Bill 920.  I have my opinion on the income 
tax as well, but I’ll reserve that until we get to that later. My concern is we didn’t do enough on this 
council to discuss these and now that we are discussing them, we’re bringing in other avenues.  Maybe 
the experts are needed in combination of some council members.  I personally feel that four years may not 
be the best option for the city at this time until we are astute at studying this, putting people together to 
really go after this.  In two years that’s enough time for anybody to figure out yeas or nay, these particular 
issues.  I’m not saying I’m voting for two years, but I’m saying one year would cause a disastrous 
situation.  In deference to Councilwoman Scarniench and I understand her opinions for doing that, I know 
that budgets even from a non-profit standpoint are not able to project those further out, you run into 
difficulties year by year.  I like two years initially but I’m not saying I’ll vote for it but I definitely feel 
that if we’re going to extend this, we need to have some serious work being done to address these issues.  
That’s my comment. 
 
Councilman Van Ho – Law Director, if we pass this it will take five votes.  If we were going to pass the 
garbage and the street lighting taxes it would take five votes, is that correct? 
 
Director Frey – That’s correct, yes. 
 
Councilman Van Ho – If we were to pass this for four years and the economy and Governor Kasich come 
here and help us all out in this budget mess, it would only take five votes to repeal this tax, correct? 
 
Director Frey – That’s correct. 
 
Councilman Van Ho – So wouldn’t it make more sense to pass it for four years with the understanding 
we’ll review it every year and vote it down, if we get the budget wonderfully in shape? 
 
Mayor Cervenik – At this point, when we did this a little less than two years ago, we had no idea the 
shortfall that was going to be forced upon us by the State government.  I don’t think that we want to sit 
here and talk tonight about how long you want to pass the legislation for.  I think you need to understand 
the need for the legislation.  If two years is good, if one year is what it is going to take right now, I need to 
get through year 2012, God willing I’m still sitting in this chair. 
 If it is not passed for anytime, I will probably be making about $2.5 million in cuts in the month of 
July and they will affect every department, all the quality of life issues that we deal with.  As I said 
earlier, we presented a budget that’s $700,000 in the general fund less than 2008.  We fully expect to 
adhere to that.  We will try to do more. 
 There’s a comment made that we shouldn’t have put $1.1 million additional into the cash fund.  It 
really came, if you look at the budget numbers, we got an additional $500,000 in revenue which in the big 
scheme of things was we had the one time, which we hope we get again, but last year we received about a 
half million dollars more in Estate taxes than we expected.  But even more importantly, we spent $1.2 
million less than we budgeted.   
 To say the garbage fees and the street lighting fees are needed because we spent less than what 
was budgeted makes no sense to me.  It makes no sense to me at all.  Because as you see this year, we’ve 
got a $600,000 transfer to another fund.  If we didn’t make the savings last year, I think that’s what my 
job is.  Is to, this is what we need and then go through as we did all year long and make cuts and make 
cuts and make combinations.  We’re going to continue to do that regardless of how long you pass this.  
But there comes a point where the only way we’re going to be able to continue to do that is to start 
touching our safety forces.  There is no way this city can absorb the elimination of the trash fees and the 
lighting fees, as well as what the Governor is giving to us and the State legislature is giving to us, it 
cannot happen.  There will be a 20-25% reduction in safety forces.  It will be that high because I firmly 
believe there will be a tremendous number of retirements coming along with the cuts and we’re going to 
need that for payouts.  That’s not a threat.  I have very few areas to cut because we’ve already cut them.  
Certainly we can eliminate all recreational programs.  I will expect Council to tell me what their priorities 
are.  Don’t tell me you don’t want to do this, tell me what you don’t want to do anymore.  Tell me what 
services you don’t want the city to provide anymore and I will make those my priorities, but tell me.  
We’re in serious, serious problems here now with the combination of consideration of not maintaining 
these fees which many other cities have, as well as facing what the State is giving us.  I need to know and 
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I need to know soon.  I can’t wait until it is January of next year to start making these cuts.  They’ve got 
to start now. 
 
Councilman O’Neill – Regarding the street lighting fees and the garbage collection fees.  I think I was the 
first to say that I don’t like them, nobody likes them.  It is money out of people’s pocket, people that are 
burdened with trying to make their own budgets at home meet.  Unfortunately, we had this downturn in 
the economy that has been going on for quite some time and we instituted these fees to try to somewhat 
bridge a gap.  Well apparently the gap has not closed.  I will be for extending, reluctantly but I’m for 
extending the user fees for garbage and street lighting.  I would suggest not to exceed two years.  That 
may cause us more work, we’re fine with that.  That might cause us to meet more with the administration 
and see how things are going, I certainly would have a goal in mind of totally eliminating down the road 
if possible.  Hopefully the State trying to maneuver and attract more jobs, hopefully Euclid is one of the 
city’s that attracts more jobs and we can offset some of our budget woes with new jobs and income tax.  
Hopefully people will be returning back to the City of Euclid and pay property taxes on delinquent 
properties but I don’t know how we cannot extend it for two more years.  I say that, I don’t like it and I 
hear from constituents that we shouldn’t extend it.  Frankly when we’re talking about it, Councilman Van 
Ho and myself, suggested that maybe we’re not charging enough and we maybe needed to have a little bit 
more money.  We settled in on what we settled in on with $9 a month for garbage and $4 for street 
lighting, so that’s what we have. 
 What the Mayor has presented to us and the Finance Director, I really don’t see how we can not 
extend these user fees.  Nobody likes paying taxes, nobody does.  I don’t care what party affiliation 
you’re with, nobody likes taxes.  But to keep this city moving forward and I think we have some traction, 
I think we have to extend it and I would be for two more years.  It gives the administration a little bit of 
room to try to project a little bit more.  That’s my suggestion. 
 
Councilwoman Jones – Mayor you mentioned about the additional cuts that would have to be made in 
July to the budget.  You mentioned an amount, what was that amount again? 
 
Mayor Cervenik – I can see as much as a 25% reduction in safety forces, both police and fire.  With the 
cuts and if you were not to extend the service fees for two more years, three more years, one more year, 
obviously I’ve got confidence that we really wouldn’t have to do anything until 2012, but that would be 
pretty ignorant.  Because in 2012 the cuts would be even higher and deeper.  If I know it is coming, just as 
I know the State cuts are coming, I’m going to have to make some changes regardless.  I’ve just got to 
wait to know what the State cuts are.  If I found out this evening that there’s not support to and like I said 
for long term planning is why I put in five years.  At this stage, if it needs to be one year to get five votes, 
I’ll live with that.  We’re talking a larger reduction in revenue than we had in 2008 with $3 million 
reduction with the income taxes, between not having this and what the State is going to do to us.  The 
sooner you make the cuts, the more money you save for the future so that maybe the cuts won’t be as deep 
the following year, because there’s definitely going to be changes the following year as well.  The 
following year on Mr. Brett’s sheet is, you’ve got $793,000 on Local Government Fund and $695,000 to 
the other funds for next year.  The other point to keep in mind, during our last budget meeting, we talked 
about transfers from the general fund to the bond retirement fund.  That would be totally impossible to do 
with the revenue projections, with losing both these two revenue streams plus what the State is doing.  
Which would more than likely require us to either take the last two years of the estate tax that we do 
receive and put it into the bond retirement fund.  Or just not do capital improvements for 3-4 years.  
That’s not a good thing.  I don’t think the city with the infrastructure as old as ours can go 3-4 years 
without capital improvements.  That’s why I need to know from Council before you go on break, if we’re 
going to extend these.  I certainly will know June 30th what the actual affects the State of Ohio will be 
having.  I certainly hope that $1 billion increase in sales tax helps reduce what they’re talking about. 
 You do need to remember, people don’t understand this.  Everybody down in Columbus is saying 
they’re making cuts.  They’re not making cuts, they’re breaking deals with the communities that they had 
many, many years ago that the income tax and the sales tax that goes down to Columbus comes back to us 
at a certain percentage of local government funds.  That’s not making cuts, that’s stealing from us.  
Making cuts is doing what we’ve done over the last few years and combined departments and reduced 
items.  That’s not what they’re doing, they’re taking money away from us.  That’s our money, that’s our 
residents’ money.  They expect us to either cut further than we have.  When I testified to the State Senator 
committee, I told them we cut.  The one Republican Senator said Mayor, we commend you for what your 
city has done in cutting, I wish the State of Ohio would have done the same over the last four years.  Little 
slap at the Democrats but she at least recognized the fact the City of Euclid really did cut and we tried to 
explain to her at that moment that if you take $1.2 million away from us, it affects our safety forces and it 
affects our quality of life. 
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 I need to know from you soon because the assessments have to go on, I think it is the 14th of 
September.  There is quite a bit of work that involves that.  It is very important decision you have to 
make. 
 
Councilwoman Jones – Even though we’re talking about revenue from these two different fees, I think 
residents also look at the services that they’re receiving for street lights and garbage fees, and when we 
have so many street lights that are out or not working, our residents are looking at, I’m paying for this 
street light assessment but some of the street lights are not working.  I don’t feel we have the turn around 
or the quick response that we used to have as far as getting some of the street lights working and back on 
again.  Is there some way that we can at least work on getting that part of it fixed?  When a resident looks 
at a street light that has been out for maybe six months or a year, that does make a difference if they’re 
paying these fees and the street lights are not working. 
 
Mayor Cervenik – We had some rather stern discussions with Mr. Chad Self from CEI, he is our 
government liaison.  Just recently there had been some street lights that had been off for some time, they 
were supposed to be fixed on Euclid Ave.  They did get them fixed.  The easiest way for us to get them 
fixed is to at least have the address, better if you provide us with the pole number.  We’re going to be on 
them very hard.  My guess is that less than 1% of our street lights in the city are out at any one time.  Yes, 
I firmly agree with you that the response from CEI or First Energy needs to be more effective and it will 
be, I promise you that.  If it takes more conversations like we had, but we’ll get those done. 
 I know the Police Chief at times has asked the midnight shift to mark down poles that aren’t done.  
During the wintertime, the Service Dept. when we have the night shifts out, we asked them to mark down 
the poles that have lights out.  I’ve asked you to do the same.  We will make that a priority.  We have only 
so much control over that because CEI does replace them.  The cost of the street lighting for the City of 
Euclid is about $900,000, we are charging just about that much from our residents.  We will continue to 
try to get the response from CEI to be better than it has been. 
 
Councilwoman Jones – I don’t agree with continuing the fees for the four years.  In my opinion, if that 
were to happen, I don’t believe it would be reviewed every year, other priorities will come up and 
something would happen and they would get pushed aside.  I would prefer that we revisit it, I rather not 
have it at all, but I would prefer that it is revisited every year instead of going the four year timeframe.  In 
the same year that we’re talking about the renewal of the street light and garbage fees, residents are also 
being asked for additional costs for school levies.  I know that is a separate entity from the city revenue, 
but to a resident it is still something that’s being added to their property tax.  When you have the two 
coming together asking for more funds from a household that is already struggling, where does a resident 
turn to to be able to resolve these issues. 
 One other thing I want to ask.  We talked about the number of delinquencies that we currently 
have.  If there are additional fees for the street light and the garbage fee and if by chance the school levy 
passes, do we have an estimate, are we going to guess at additional delinquencies that we may come up 
with?  Are we going to be estimating that number? 
 
Mayor Cervenik – I believe the County has us at about a 95% collection rate, somewhere in that 
neighborhood. 
 
Director Brett – We actually negotiate with the County Auditor every year to determine what our 
collection rate should be because that’s a number we have to put on our certificate of estimated resources, 
which is our cap as far as what we can appropriate.  To give us the maximum amount of flexibility, we try 
and negotiate as high a number for collections as we can while at the same time being realistic.  Last year 
in 2010, we had 104% collection of our levies because we must have picked up some past year’s 
delinquencies on the sale of homes or something.  This year for 2011 we’ve set our collection rate at 95% 
after speaking with the Auditors, that’s been a rate that has been used pretty much year in and year out.  
Often times we will collect more than that because we got a back log of delinquencies that we seem to be 
making end roads on as time goes by.  Whenever there’s a point of sale, the outstanding taxes have to be 
brought up to date.  We were experiencing very good collections at this point.  This time I don’t know if 
there would be any impact were the school levy to pass.  We don’t benefit from over estimating our 
collections.  Right now, last year 104%, this year we’re estimating 95%. 
 
Councilman O’Neill – To Law Director Frey, you may have answered this earlier but I don’t think I heard 
it.  If there was something that was going to go on the ballot in November for the voters to vote on, what 
is the deadline on it?  Was it September 4th? 
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Director Frey – Typically for Charter issues it is in September.  I’ll look and see, I’m not sure whether we 
can affectively act the first meeting in September and still get a matter onto the Charter.  I’ll get the 
schedule and send an email to council on what the last date is for charter changes. 
 
Councilman O’Neill – If there is some action that we want to take to put something on the ballot for this 
November we may have to vote on it by the last meeting in June. 
 
Director Frey – I would certainly encourage that so that there’s adequate time for the Board of Elections 
to review the ballot language and as you’re aware those get sent to the Secretary of State’s office for 
ballot language review and there can be some back and forth before that final language is settled on. 
 
Councilman Langman – Over the 10 years that I’ve been here, we’ve cut almost every year just because 
as I’ve started serving we’ve always been under the gun budget wise.  My first budget we were 
anticipating a drop in revenue in about what we’ve seen recently about $3 million.  It is never easy to do 
these things.  But we have talked about many of these items for many, many years.  I’ve had 
conversations with former Director Johnson about House Bill 920 the limitations it puts on us.  I know he 
was a proponent of trying to do something with that.   
 My point is, we need to do something.  We can’t just go along with fees and wait for the crunch to 
hit.  We’ve talked about these things for many, many years and I think it is time that they be addressed.  
We are operating unlike any other community.  Yes other communities have trash fees and lighting fees, 
but they don’t have millage restrictions like we do.  They don’t have credit restrictions that are built into 
our charter.  We don’t have the flexibility and that puts us in these binds all the time. 
 We can continue to watch our budget and I know that in my time here on Council we usually don’t 
spend what is appropriated at the end of the year, which is good, it is a good thing.  But we can’t get away 
from the fact that the city is shrinking, we continue to lose population, and our residents don’t have the 
wealth they did, five years ago, 15 years ago, 20 years ago.  I don’t think we can just say we need these 
fees and okay the city government does better and yet most of our residents struggle. 
 That’s why, again I’m going to push it.  We need to have some outside eyes looking at this to help 
us through it.  The City of Cleveland did something similar, so did Shaker Hts., so do other communities.  
We need to do that instead of just saying we’re going to continue the fees because eventually those fees 
will become permanent and they will go up.  Before we get to far down the line if we’re truly in a crisis 
situation which is not of our own doing but I will agree with the Mayor, the State pushes their problems 
down to us and the feds push their problems down to the State.  Whenever you hear about healthcare 
reform and cutting reimbursements to Medicare and Medicaid, that has a direct impact on the amount of 
jobs that two of our primary employees have.  Because to cut reimbursements they have to cut staff, that’s 
just the bottom line. 
 Yes, we are the last stop on the line.  Given the current state and local situation of course we have 
to consider extending the fees.  But I’m also looking for something a little more substantial than just 
pushing fees out.  Thank you. 
 
Mayor Cervenik – The list that you distributed to Council.  Repeal House Bill 920 brings more in from 
existing millages, increases costs to all property owners.  That’s residents, seniors and businesses.  My gut 
instinct tells me if you just get rid of 920, it is going to cost a lot more than $15 a month. 
 Repeal 920 with a throwback option. That’s fine, again you’re affecting residents, seniors and 
businesses.  Probably going to cost more than $15 a month.   
 Change the 100% credit for income tax.  It is a burden on every single working family that lives in 
the City of Euclid. 
 Income tax reduced to 2.38% and the schools .47, that’s fine, you’re just going to make the burden 
worse on the schools.  They’re going to be on the ballot even more considering what the State of Ohio is 
doing to them.  It is also going to have a negative effect on services because the .38 brings in somewhere 
around $4.5 million. 
 Property tax levy, vote of the electorate.  Again, you’re going to heavily affect seniors and 
businesses as well as residents. Safety force levy the same thing. 
 All we need to make those long term changes is six people on City Council to sponsor legislation 
to put it in front of the voters.  I can’t do that.  That’s all that’s needed to do virtually everyone of these.  
If Council really feels the voters will do that and you’re willing to campaign and show them the positive 
ness of this, that’s fine.  We’re sitting here talking about $15 a month.  These changes we’re talking about 
considerably more than $15 a month and we’re talking about really putting a much heavier burden on 
many of our senior citizens.   
 We can talk about it, you can bring experts in, but you all know who this affects and how many 
dollars.  We have the worksheets right here.  Six people on city council sponsor legislation to put it before 
the voters, takes care of that.   
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Councilwoman Minarik – I have a radically different take on this than my colleagues.  Rather than 
charging residents $15 a month, I would like to charge residents $15 a year.  The reason I say that is 
because there’s a company out there called Waste Zero. What they do is supply bags and they reduce 
city’s trash fees.  They’ve given me based on our tonnage, based on our population and our households. 
They do all the billing, all the inventorying, all the delivering.  We charge residents $15 a year which is 
less than 30 cents a week, that’s a stable income of $375,000. Above and beyond that, Waste Zero, based 
on the numbers estimates that the city can actually generate depending on what we charge for the bags 
and I’m going to show you one in a minutes, anywhere between an additional $1.1 million and $2.1 
million.   
 The reason I bring that up is because I’m really tired of seeing tree lawns covered with bags, 
covered with furniture, covered with mattresses and everybody in the city is paying the same amount of 
money.  That to me is socialism.  Basically my $9 a month is subsidizing someone else’s wasteful 
lifestyle.  Reduce, reuse, recycle.   
 The bag, this is the coolest thing since sliced bread.  You can get them in 15 or 30 gallon sizes.  
What happens is people buy these bags. This particular bag is the city logo for the town of Stonington.  
Euclid would have its logo on every bag.  People buy bags at Drug Mart, at City Hall, wherever.  For $15 
a year they would be allowed to have two garbage cans on their lawn.  That’s the service.  Anything 
above that, you buy the doggone bags.  I’ve also talked to people in Athens, Ohio who use industrial tags 
for the bulk items. We have on the books, you can’t throw anything out that is over 50 pounds.  Why are 
we letting people throw couches away without paying extra?   
 It is not fair.  It is not a just system.  I’m tired of the fact that the only options we’re given are the 
options the administration gives us.  There are other options.  But if we never hear about them and if we 
never look at them, then of course we’re going to keep charging the same amount of money.  We can 
actually raise more money and Waste Zero is willing to come out and do a presentation on their program.  
They have generated revenue for cities that implement their plans and this is just one that’s out there.  We 
can actually raise more money through a program like this than through $15 a month.  The $15 a year is a 
reasonable charge because people are getting weekly pick up and we have a stable source of revenue. 
 It is just like looking in the newspaper to see what is playing at the movie theater.  You see all 
these theaters, they list their theaters, they list what movies they’re playing, but you know there are other 
theaters out there that aren’t listed.  Shucks, half the time Loehman’s doesn’t list their movies.  It’s the 
same as this plan the administration is giving us.  There are other options, but we need to look at them. 
 I cannot support charging people who put out one bag a week the same as charging people who 
put out 50 bags a week and I just sent a photo two weeks ago, a tree lawn was literally filled, including 
the kitchen sink with bags and they got picked up.  That’s not right.  It is not right.  It is not fair.  This 
system can generate anywhere for the city between $1 million and $2 million depending on what we 
charge for the bags.  Now people are paying for what they use.   
 In additional they will be more inclined to recycle which will also save us more in tonnage fees 
and tipping fees.  It is just a no brainer.  They have other bags too.  They also offer recycling so that’s not 
an impact here.  But the heavy stuff.  We need to do things to encourage people to reduce, reuse, recycle.  
That’s why I disagree with this plan because there are other options out there but this Council won’t 
discuss the other options because they’re convinced only the administration’s plan is the viable plan.   
 I did warn during the budget hearings that the budget was a million to high.  I was told, no, no, no 
everything is fine, we’re going to get all the money that we’ve always gotten in the past.  Hate to say I 
told you so, but now the budget was a million dollars to high.  That’s all I have to say but I would really 
like this Council to have Waste Zero come out, do a presentation and show you, we can make more 
money this way, people will actually pay for what they’re throwing out.  Will encourage them to reduce 
their trash.  Maybe they’ll hire a dumpster instead of filling up the tree lawn the next time.  At the same 
time, it is a fair system.  It is not a system of socialism or egalitarianism.  Thank you very much. 
 
President Holzheimer Gail – Councilwoman Minarik, you are certainly welcome to bring them to 
Council, hold a committee meeting.  I think we all said that we would be happy to look at those options.  
We’ve had this conversation and we all said go ahead work on it, bring it to your committee and let’s 
have a hearing on it.  We do have a garbage contract through, second year of five. 
 
Councilwoman Minarik – This has nothing to do with J&J.  This is separate from J&J.  J&J will still be 
picking up everything. 
 
President Holzheimer Gail – We’re required to use them and pay that through 2015. 
 
Councilwoman Minarik – J&J still picks up the trash except people now buy the bags and they fill these 
bags with the trash that J&J picks up.  So we’re generating revenue by selling the bags with our city logos 
on them.   
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President Holzheimer Gail – We’re happy to have a meeting.  It is your responsibility as a Committee 
Chair to have a committee meeting.  You don’t need anyone’s permission to do that. 
 
Councilwoman Minarik – I was just hearing that everyone is willing to extend the fees without looking at 
anything else. 
 
Councilman Wojtila – These are not fun topics and there seems like there’s surprise that we’re discussing 
all the options and there’s statements that we’re not open to other options.  Nothing is further from the 
truth from my standpoint.  We owe it to the people we work for which is the citizens of Euclid and our 
wards and the city in general.  I definitely want to hear more about that and I think the idea of a 
committee meeting makes sense sooner than later.  It seems simple, it seems like a good idea.  You’re 
going after the people who are doing, it is user based, it is not broad spectrum. 
 One of the things we talked about earlier was House Bill 920.  I would like to thank you for 
presenting this list because it does help us, what are the options available.   A general question relative to 
House Bill 920.  Are we of the opinion and anybody can answer this that wants to that at some point 
House Bill 920 has to be addressed?  At some point it has to be addressed.  Is that a fair statement or not?  
I don’t know.  I’m seeing a lot of shaking heads.  If that’s the case, I’m surprised it hasn’t been addressed 
prior, especially when inflation was double digit compared to where we are at now.  If that’s a fair 
statement that we are all shaking our heads about, then we do need to look at and what Councilman 
Langman is talking about earlier with the committee that he’s identifying would say that.  Maybe we need 
them to tell us, yes you have to address that at some point.  If that’s the case then we need to address it.  
I’m certainly not an expert when it comes to that and I would like the idea of somebody evaluating it, 
however the committee takes shape, it would have to be limited, it would have to be certain timeframe.  If 
that’s the case and the experts tell us that we need to address it, then we need to address it. 
 I’m not prepared even to make a statement about the legislation on the agenda because as you 
mentioned earlier, this is the beginning of it.  Thank you. 
 
Councilman Gilliham – In regards to Councilwoman Minarik’s comment, I think that the way the city 
could save money is to charge for large items.  I know other municipalities that charge for refrigerators, 
washing machines, stoves, they charge for excessive items.  It is not anything that is expensive, $5 or $10 
is the average cost.  I think you’re onto something there and I appreciate you bringing that to our 
attention. 
 One of the reasons why I feel like I really am not supportive of the garbage fee extending even 
though I’m willing to do it for two years if we’re willing to put forth the work.  I don’t think the city 
operates on a fair slate.  I don’t know any other city that has an in-house House Bill 920.  I don’t know 
any other city that shares revenue with the schools.  I’ve brought this up and people have said good job 
and some people have said you’re wrong.  I’m just going to throw some numbers at you.   
 Since 2004 our net city collections, income tax for our city have averaged about $22.3 million.  
Hold that thought.  If we go back to the year 2000 through 2010, that .47 of the income tax equals $59 
million and we’re sitting here arguing about a garbage fee, or debating a lighting fee.  While these things 
are used to shore up the budget and also to make sure that we can keep services, I don’t think the garbage 
and lighting is a long term considering we left $59 million on the table. 
 Does it hurt the school?  We’ve never had that debate.  When it was passed in 1994, everything 
was fine.  Now when we look at a lower population, our services are challenged.  I see $59 million on the 
table that could have done lakefront development.  I see $59 million that could have enhanced our street 
infrastructure and streets.  I see $59 million that could have done a lot of things for this city that we’re 
struggling to provide at this point in time right now.   
 That’s why I’m strongly advocating that we do talk about House Bill 920 and the income tax 
because the reality of it is, I don’t think we’re operating on an even keel with the rest of our cities.  Those 
that do not have House Bill 920 in their city or do not share revenue, financial difficulties can be a lot of 
reasons, but at this point, we are behind the eight ball when we don’t honestly and openly discuss these 
issues. 
 I’m a homeowner and I pay property tax and I’ll be very blunt, my kids go to a charter school.  
Let’s get this out right now.  I have no problem paying property taxes for our students to go here.  But 
when I look at this $59 million, I’m terrified to go further with this because this is where we’re at now 
raising fees.  To me raising fees could be long term if we were not sharing revenue and if we had House 
Bill 920 removed. But because we have those two things in place right now, this is short term to me 
because there are some issues out there. 
 As I stated before, it may or may not hurt the schools.  We haven’t had the discussion.  In 2005 
Council President Gudenas passed at least an initiative resolution, I believe it passed, that the school and 
the city should work together to talk about relationships as far as how to cut costs and share expenses.  
Has that been done?  I haven’t seen it been done at all.   
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 The reality of it is and I’ll just be very blunt, I know the school is suffering but guess what, the 
city is suffering. There has to be some type of compromise.  If the school would renegotiate their share, 
that could be a possibility.  Or, if we have to go to the voters and let them decide whether they want to 
eradicate the revenue sharing or change the portions, even though City Council and the School Board 
have to agree on this, the residents should have that option.  I hate seeing the possibility of this amount of 
money continuing to grow and we’re fighting over fees or at least debating them.   
 Secondly when it comes to House Bill 920, I’ve heard quite a few residents that pay $250 annually 
to go to Fitworks.  They’ll gladly give it up to have a rec center here.  They’ll gladly give it up to go to 
Memorial Park and exercise with trails and things of that nature.  They’ll gladly give that money back to 
the community, on the property tax, just so they can stay in their community. 
 I had a gentleman speak to me today, he works out of Middleburg.  Middleburg Recreation Center 
gives Federal Express employees a credit to join.  He’s joined out there even though he lives across the 
street from me.  His wife goes to Fitworks.  I have another gentleman, his daughter is getting a Division 1 
Scholarship for basketball, never played in the Sports Plant.  He’s taken her to Cleveland Heights, 
wherever he could, Fairview Park, Solon, that’s where he’s taken his child who has been in this school 
district, who has been in this city for 18 years. 
 The reality of it is, I don’t think we’re on an even slate to compete with other cities because we 
have what I call these prohibitive measures in here that worked at one time but let’s look at it realistically, 
has it worked for us now?   
 Residents have said, lower it to 2.0, 2.5.  I think that’s to low.  Since 2004 we’ve averaged about 
$22.3 million in net tax collections.  If you go down to 2.65 that’s $25 million that’s higher than average.  
2.60 $24 million which is higher than average.  Even 2.55 is higher than the average of $22.3 million.   
 These are the kinds of things that I want to discuss.  I understand that economic trends such as 
large companies like Lincoln Electric ebb and flow and that can be an issue as far as our collections as 
well.  But I do not believe that we are operating on an even keel with all other cities.  We share our 
revenue with the schools to tune from 2000 $59 million.  
  If I recall correctly, Mayor I got an email from you way back last December where if a house was 
$75,000 appraised, that would cost them about $17 a month which is about $190 annually a year.  That’s 
still in some cases would be better I feel on removing House Bill 920 because that money could be 
Memorial Park.  It won’t take 15 years to get that idea going.   
 Lakefront development, we’re fighting for money paying with TIF fees.  I think some of this 
money could be utilized for that.  These are the kinds of things that I want to talk about and we have to 
talk about.  We’re not on an even slate.  When I look at other cities and then think about budget troubles, 
they have a real issue in my opinion because they’re not dealing with House Bill 920 and they’re not 
dealing with revenue sharing.  I believe we’re the only city in the State that does this.  Those are my 
comments. 
 
President Holzheimer Gail – I do just want to make a clarifying comment.  The voters authorized that 
income for joint sharing of the income tax.  Council did not decide that we’re going to give .47 to the 
schools.  That was not Council’s, the city’s decision, that was the voters of Euclid’s decision.  That would 
require a change and it would have, I don’t know how you can say, I don’t know how it would impact the 
schools.  It is a loss of that revenue would mean back on and that’s a different debate.  I appreciate your 
concern, we’re happy to discuss that as on option. 
 
Councilman Gilliham – Let me just comment, I didn’t want to go into the history but in 1994 there were 
only two cities that did this:  Lakewood and Euclid.  Lakewood failed, Euclid passed.  The voters voted 
and it was 51% for to about 48% against.  It was a very close race.  The removal of House Bill 920 and 
the reduction of the income tax does have to be voted on by the voters, so I’m aware of that and I’ll just 
clarify that point.  When I speak in general terms, I’m just looking at the affect that it has had on us and 
I’m looking at what potentially could come out of this just by looking at one number, $60 million. 
 
Councilman Van Ho – First of all, counting that is like me taking money out of Councilman Langman’s 
pocket and counting it as revenue.  It isn’t ours to take.  I believe the Mayor if he can think back to that 
time, we passed that, the schools were going to put a 6.9 mill levy on.  The then Mayor, I believe it was 
Lynch, am I correct, came and said let’s do a combined joint income tax increase the city also needed 
revenue. Trying to take somebody else’s money, you and Governor Kasich will get along real well. 
 
Councilman Gilliham – What do you mean other people’s money? The residents pay for this. 
 
President Holzheimer Gail – One at a time please.  We can debate this.  Let’s not call names and let’s not 
make comments. 
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Councilman Van Ho – I didn’t know saying Governor Kasich was calling a name?  I can think of some 
insulting names but that’s not one of them, number one. 
 
Councilman O’Neill – Madame Chair, I would ask for some decorum. 
 
President Holzheimer Gail – This would be a good time to allow the public to comment or ask questions.  
Council members think about what other types of information that you want, in order to continue these 
discussions and then we’ll come back to that.  Let’s allow questions or comments from the public about 
either the budget or the two pieces of legislation.  We have not discussed the charter issues yet, so let’s 
hold off on those. 
 
Mr. Jeffrey Beck – 25540 Chatworth.  I’m a 30 plus year homeowner in the city and a long time member 
of Fitworks.  It is $180 a year by the way.  I would like to talk about the garbage and lighting fees.  I 
spoke against enacting these fees in February 2010 when they were first introduced.  I felt at that time and 
I still feel today that the residents of the city are over taxed and there are better ways to fill the 2010 
budget deficit than adding onerous fees onto the cash strapped residents of the city. 
 When these fees were passed, it was clearly mentioned that these fees were needed to fill a hole in 
the 2010 budget.  These fees were passed through 2011 in case the economy did not improve.  Here we 
are a year plus later and we ended up 2010 with a million dollar surplus which was placed in the bank.  
The budget is balanced in 2011 and we are ahead $200,000 in tax collections so far this year. 
 What I’m hearing tonight is that the garbage and the lighting fees are the only things that stands in 
the way between us and adjunct poverty; if it isn’t passed and continued for four more years, you’re going 
to see $2 ½ million in cuts.  When did it become something that went from filling a hole in the budget to 
something that’s the only thing keeping this city going?  That’s wrong.  
 A lot was said about House Bill 920.  House Bill 920 will increase the property taxes to every 
resident in the city that owns a home.  It is in the Charter, it has to be voted on, and I feel the only way 
that you’re going to have a chance of getting 920 taken out is to somehow couple that with an income tax 
decrease.  I’ve spoken about this before.  I have never advocated nor have I ever spoken about lowering 
the income tax rate in this city 2 % and taking away the .38.  I have spoken about lowering the income tax 
rate to 2.5% and I’ve looked at some numbers recently that I figure that maybe a quarter point down 2.6% 
might be a better idea.  This would increase the general fund $2 million a year, money that is sorely 
needed.   
 Yes, a year ago we didn’t have a Republican Governor who is going to make all these cuts.  That’s 
true.  One thing that is also not being talked about and something that is publicly being talked against but 
privately being cheered on is Senate Bill 5.  Senate Bill 5 has the opportunity to save all the cities in this 
State quite a bit of money, but that’s not being talked about.  It is privately being endorsed by people in 
this room but publicly being denigrated.  If you’re going to talk on an even keel, you have to talk about 
everything that’s happening out there. 
 I advocate getting rid of both the garbage and the lighting fees.  In fact if you would put up with a 
little bit of feeble humor, I ask that this council throw out the garbage fees and turn off the lighting fees.  
Thank you. 
 
Mr. Christopher Michael Litwinowicz – 21970 Morris Ave.  Come to hear, one as a registered voter.  
Two as now a major contributing taxpayer to the city; eventually becoming a corporation and lowering 
the gas price to 2.50 to $2.  Whose got a calculator?  Want to raise income?  $12 State of Ohio, make a 
resolution to raise the minimum wage to $12.  The city, we lowered the income to 2.0 and you’ll get 24 
cents, right now you get 21 cents per hour.  Times 40 hours, an average worker.  But in a 40 hour period 
of time, what I’ve done, took off 36 square.  I can’t fight for no money, so. 
 Let’s get back on track.  Regardless of lowering the income tax, there’s an issue on this.  Since it 
was brought up I feel I can speak about it.  It has to, Law Director, doesn’t it have to, let’s clear this, 
doesn’t it have to go back to 2.0 because originally our charter says 2.0?  That’s 791.03, everybody 
should have it.  When you go to the Board of Elections on this issue they have no record.  Our income tax 
I feel should be 2.0 because of that issue.  It is not even on the city website.  Sorry.  When you 
prospectively make $3 million and then you’re venturing off into music and this type and you’ve got 
revenues, yes I’m kind of irate, the 2.85.  Then when I’m about to collect a $25 million business 
arrangement. 
President Holzheimer Gail – Could you keep your questions or comments to the budget or the two 
ordinances please. 
 
Mr. Litwinowicz – Enacting a special assessment on all properties, lighting.  Why do we have Coral?  
When there are comments made that the other buildings the city has.  So as city you guys gave them a 
management but they have no money.  So here we go again, were 8 members, have to give them some 
money to pay the electric bill over in this one facility in the City of Euclid. 
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 Ord. (285-11), authorizing the continuation of the solid waste collection fee.  How long has this 
fee been enacted to the residents? 
 
President Holzheimer Gail – We’re in the second year. 
 
Mr. Litiwinowicz – Did we just start collecting waste money on our property or city residents as property 
owners? 
 
President Holzheimer Gail – The city has always collected waste.  We instituted, the fee was passed last 
year and we’re currently in the second year of the fee. 
 
Mr. Litwinowicz – It is in our city charter that we should be paying this. 
 
President Holzheimer Gail – No. 
 
Mr. Litwinowicz – That’s correct Law Director? 
 
Director Frey – It is not in the Charter, it was an ordinance passed by City Council. 
 
Mr. Litwinowicz – As we speak on this, the last 30 seconds, any public resident of the City of Euclid can 
repeal this by initiative petition. 
 
Director Frey – Non-emergency legislation is subject to referendum. 
 
Mr. Litwinowicz – Basically our comments if we can’t things done with you all, we can just make an 
initiative petition so we don’t have to talk about things any more.  Thank you. 
 
Ms. Jennifer Varro – 510 Birch.  I can’t agree more with Mary Jo Minarik and the other gentleman that 
spoke in reference to the irresponsible residents in the City of Euclid.  I drive around on a regular basis 
and do look at what people are disposing of carelessly.  As a responsible recycling person, again, I have 
maybe one bag of garbage a week, if not every other week.  The fact that I’m paying for something that 
other people are irresponsibly, you don’t see any of the yellow containers out.  You don’t see people 
being educated or understanding possibly the importance of that recycling.  I think that’s been a big 
downfall in the City of Euclid.  We have not educated people the importance and the value of that money 
that could be saved just in that recycling program. 
 I’ve talked to the Mayor about it in detail and again, the tonnage that we’re paying to take to the 
garbage dump and people you’ll drive around and see bags of cans and garbage and plastic that people are 
throwing in their regular garbage is unacceptable.  These people, the City of Lyndhurst is a perfect 
example.  They offer their residents a large can with wheels which makes it very inviting to dispose of 
recyclables.  You put out a little pathetic yellow plastic container that you give us and realistically I could 
fill that 5-6 times in one week and there’s not enough room to throw all the recyclables so people will fill 
that and then will just say, well I’m out of room, so they throw it in their garbage because they don’t have 
anywhere else to dispose of it.  They can’t think of putting it into another bag and putting it near the 
recyclables.  If that container is full, that’s all they’re going to fill.   
 We haven’t made it a very inviting recycling program number one.  Number two, the carrying of 
that container is awkward for many people in addition to, like I said it is not an inviting container.  As 
well as the wind storms a couple of weeks ago as they were blowing all through my entire neighborhood, 
with everything that was recycled strewn across people’s yards that people were mad about.  They’re 
going to pick it up and then throw it in the garbage.  I think that’s something that education and 
communication are very, very important things that we lack here and people don’t understand or even 
comprehend the savings that it would be to do the recycling.  Maybe in revisiting or discussing the 
payment of those bags, I think it is a wonderful idea.  I think people should pay for what they throw away.  
We do need to look at that and I would hope that would be announced to the general public when that 
meeting is going to be.  Again, it is back to educating the consumer and educating correctly so people 
understand.  I talked to my neighbors and no one has any clue.  They just see a yellow container and 
throw stuff in it.  But no one knows the importance or the cost of what it is costing us and everyone is still 
adamantly upset about this fee.  Yet, they’re not understanding the savings if they would go ahead and be 
an advocate and really, really use this recycling program to understand how much this could save our city. 
We really need to emphasize communication here, that’s a big loss here in the city based on what I’ve 
seen in other cities and the successes they’ve had. 
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Councilman O’Neill – I just wanted to respond to that and to some degree I do agree with the speaker.  
We don’t limit the recycling to just the yellow bin.  If they need more space to recycle items, they can put 
out a container that is obviously a recycling container.  They can put recycling on that container, whether 
it be a garbage can with wheels, but clearly mark it recycling, put it to the curb and our recycling workers 
that work for the City of Euclid, will pick that stuff it.  It might even be a more secure container with a lid 
on it.  I understand that sometimes people, I would hope they wouldn’t put the recycling container out in a 
wind storm, but people do put their recycling out in the morning, go to work and then the storms do hit. 
 The program is new, we are tweaking it.  I appreciate your comments, they’re good comments.  
Hopefully between now and sometime in the future when we have a little bit better comprehensive 
program, maybe those folks will go ahead and purchase another container or even one of the cans that 
they have and just clearly mark recyclables on it and then use that can next door to the yellow recycling 
bin.  Hopefully that would help.  That’s a good problem to have that the recycling bins aren’t big enough, 
I guess.  That means some people are; I do agree with you, I do see people that don’t recycle at all.  
Sometimes I put one can out a month, I just don’t generate that much garbage.  We certainly are open to 
suggestions not only for the administration but anyone on the Council would love to hear from you on 
how to improve the program.  Thank you. 
 
Councilman Langman – I think no matter what we do we’re going to have to have buy in from both sides 
of the aisle.  If we follow my suggestion and have an Ad Hoc committee, that has to be backed 100% by 
the administration and whatever conclusions they come up with, or any of these, if we were charter 
change, property tax levy.   
 What I’m hearing so far is, and I’ve seen the Mayor’s look long enough sitting up here, is that he’s 
not for any of these except extending the fees.  It doesn’t do any good just to say Council put it on and 
okay go from there.  Whatever we do has to be a united front if we’re going to make changes.  
 I don’t know what an Ad Hoc committee would do, or would suggest.  But I’m sure there’s a way 
to write any charter change that doesn’t lead to a massive tax increase on anybody.  I don’t think that’s the 
goal of anybody sitting up here.  It is not my goal, it is not anybody else’s goal.  No matter what we do it 
is going to be tough on the seniors.  It is tough now on the seniors and other folks, they have increasing 
water bills, sewer rates are going up, schools need more money, etc.  It is tough on everybody. 
 The main point is that I believe personally the responsibility for making these decisions shouldn’t 
be in the Charter, but rather with the City Council.  For council’s going forward I think it will be a good 
thing to weigh and decide those things.  I’m looking forward to more conversation, but again without a 
united approach to it, all these other ideas aren’t going to go anywhere.  Thank you. 
 
Mayor Cervenik – Council person, don’t read anything into what I am thinking, all right because you have 
no idea what I’m thinking.  It is the farthest thing from the truth that all I want is the garbage fees and 
nothing else.  What I want to do is make sure that we can continue at this very difficult time to provide 
services to our residents at a very cost effective manor and I think I’ve been pretty successful in doing 
that. 
 The fact of the matter, any of these items are going to be by vote of the people.  If what I’m 
hearing that the people already feel they’re over taxed and over charged, this isn’t going to happen in 
November.  In response to Councilwoman Scarniench, she says five years is to long, fine, give me a year, 
give me two years.  I’ll forget about long term planning for now, that’s fine.  But we’ve got decisions to 
make by June 30th.   
 I will talk to some business people and see if they’re interested in talking about raising their taxes.  
Because when you’ve got our largest companies and we start talking about some of these things, we’re 
talking significant increases in their taxes.  We’re talking significant increases in our residents’ real estate 
taxes, even if we have the rollback option and we reduce the income tax, which is paid for 70% of the 
income tax is paid for by people who don’t live here.  We are shifting the burden of tax away from non-
residents onto residents.  Some people may say that’s the way it should be.  But from everything I’m 
hearing, that’s not what our residents want, they don’t want to pay any more taxes.  They don’t want to 
pay any more fees.   
 I’ll do some work on some of the suggestions I’ve heard tonight.  I think I’ve had a very open 
mind.  I’m one of the strongest supporters of what is going on at Shore right now and there’s a lot of 
people who look at me and say, Mayor have you lost your mind.  No I haven’t lost my mind.  I’ve listened 
to people, I’ve talked to people.  I see the good in new ideas.  I’ll take a look at some of these suggestions 
I’ve heard tonight.  In the meantime, I’ve got to know by June 30th what I’m working with, that’s all. 
 
President Holzheimer Gail – I think it is a two-pronged approach.  We can’t approach an Ad Hoc 
committee by saying we want your opinion on raising tax.  It has to be framed in the way of long term 
stabilization of the city funds.  It could be operational efficiencies, which I know we’ve done a lot of.  
New ideas should never be denied.  At our last meeting I asked for any suggestions, I asked for members 
who wanted to be a part of that, we have discussed this and I agree, I think it would be a good idea.  I’m 
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happy to help facilitate the process.  We need some suggestions from Council.  We will work with the 
Mayor and Finance Director to get some other outside folks and get something together. That will be a 
more long term approach, no question, but that is equally important to any decisions we’re making 
tonight. 
 
Councilman Langman – Again, I don’t think anybody is trying to rush to get to November.  If you do an 
Ad Hoc committee, they need time to do their work.  I think your point is well taken; you can’t go into it 
saying well I’ll talk to business people about raising your taxes.  I don’t know what the outcome is and we 
shouldn’t pre-determine that either.  If you’re going to have a fair analysis then you have to go in with an 
absolutely open mind.  Again it is not knocking anybody in the administration, the Mayor or anybody 
else, but we’ve had success in doing this in other areas and I think we would have success in this area. 
 
President Holzheimer Gail – Are there other specific information that council members would like before 
our next discussion.  We’ve been presented with a lot of information tonight.  We had talked about 
potentially this Wednesday but why don’t we give it to next Wednesday so people can get some 
additional questions, information, ideas, proposals together.  I know there were 3-4 that had issues with 
this coming Wednesday the 11th.  The other date we had thrown out was the 18th, and only one Council 
member had an issue with that. 
 
Director Brett – Point of clarification.  Euclid is not the only city subject to House Bill 920.  All statutory 
communities are subject to House Bill 920.  The House Bill it refers to is actually a State House Bill, so 
that if you’re in a statutory community where there is no charter, all of your millage is automatically 
subject to House Bill 920.  If you’re in a Charter community and the millage that you have put to the 
voters is not charter millage, it also is subject to House Bill 920.  You have to specify that the millage is 
an amendment to the charter, specifying that millage as Charter millage.  If it is not designated as that, at 
the end of its expiration you have a choice of replacing or renewing, at which point you have the choice of 
saying this will or will not increase your taxes.  House Bill 920 affects almost every community and every 
school district in Ohio.  It is just a matter of whether or not it is the only exception is charter millage. 
 
Councilwoman Minarik – Could you clarify then, with these approved levies, recreation, recreation 
capital.  The voters voted once on that and it is a permanent?  That was my question, we can always come 
back, rather than get rid of HR 920 in the charter, we can always come back and re-put to the voters a 
lower millage at the current, a replacement levy. 
 
Director Brett – I believe given the fact that the 2 mill levy failed that no. 
 
Councilwoman Minarik – I’m just asking, I don’t ever recall voting on the Recreation or Recreation 
Capital.  I’ve been here since 1990.  Was that a permanent? 
 
President Holzheimer Gail – It was a permanent. 
 
Councilwoman Minarik – Can we repeal that and replace it with a lower millage at the current rate?  Is 
that possible?  That is possible.  That’s how you deal with HR 920 if your community, that’s how the 
schools do it.  Okay thanks. 
 
Councilman Gilliham – Director Brett, just a point of clarification.  In 1976 Voinovich instituted or was 
the author of House Bill 920 statewide, correct?  I want to be sure that I’m not confused.  There was a 
statewide House Bill 920 implemented, correct? 
 
Director Brett – That wouldn’t have been Voinovich, he was either a County Commissioner or Mayor at 
that time.   
 
Councilman Gilliham – We won’t discuss who the author was.  In 1976 there was a House Bill 920 
implemented, correct? 
 
Director Brett – I believe it was in the 70’s, I couldn’t give a precise date. 
 
Councilman Gilliham – Okay, thank you.  Then, I believe Euclid instituted their own House Bill 920 in 
addition to what the State offered, is that correct? 
 
Director Brett – I don’t know precisely, my understanding is yes, it is a Charter House Bill 920 took the 
same name and it is in the charter.  I was surprised to find it there. 
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Councilman Gilliham – Excuse me if I sound a little upset because we’re playing semantics.  There is a 
State House Bill 920 and Euclid has their own as well.  I just want to clarify that for the residents as well. 
 
Director Brett – I think that is what I was trying to point out before that the term House Bill 920, even if it 
is used by Euclid’s Charter originally refers to the State.  The last I checked there are no House Bills 
coming out of Euclid. 
 
Councilman Van Ho – First of all, we got a grant if I remember right last year to do recycle education like 
the citizen speaker had spoken of.  We need to be briefed at the next council meeting on where we’re at 
with that program.  Number two, I look forward to Councilwoman Minarik bringing the bag people in and 
I think we should look at possibly on our own coming up with a fee for like couches and refrigerators and 
stoves.  I’m not in favor of just because I have 10 bags out and she has two that we charge for each bag, 
that is going to be an accounting nightmare.  I think we can do something and that starts, we keep eating 
away at the problem we’ll get there.  I would like to for the next meeting know what the effect would be 
if we went to the residents and said we want to lower the reciprocity to 75% and the 50% because I’m 
hearing Parma dug themselves out of a cash flow problem by doing that.  Does that make sense?  I don’t 
know but it sounds like it would.   
 
Councilwoman Scarniench – I was going to mention that when I was on Charter Review, we did ask the 
voters to change the Recreation and it was absolutely not.   
 
Councilman Langman – Some of the items I’m looking for, we talked about if Cleveland were to raise 
their income tax by a quarter percentage, kind of refine those figures.  We keep hearing a lot about when 
the Casino opens that will do something.  Can you nail down more specific information once the Casino 
opens, the first phase and then the second phase. 
 
Director Brett – I expect you’ll have increased crime in and around the casinos. 
 
Councilman Langman – I’m not asking your sociological take on it. 
 
Director Brett – I have not been informed yet.  I know there is plan sharing with the schools but I haven’t 
heard of any revenue sharing with the cities at this point. 
 
Mayor Cervenik – The host city receives a certain percentage, the schools in the area receive a certain 
percentage and then the County, each county, all counties receive a fixed some based on population.  The 
counties are not required to distribute any to communities in their county unless they so desire to do so. 
 
Councilman Langman – So they can’t keep it for their own operation? 
 
Mayor Cervenik – Hopefully they would use it for economic development that on the back side help us do 
more economic development programs.  There’s no carte blanche, every city gets “x” number of dollars.  
It is not a lot of help for us.  Hopefully some of our residents will get jobs that are needed and they will 
pay at least the .85 for us unless that’s taken away. 
 
President Holzheimer Gail – At this point in the evening I think we’re better off leaving the charter issues 
for our next meeting?  Agreed.  It sounded like there were 3-4 potential conflicts for Wednesday, so are 
we all right with waiting until the 18th which is a week from Wednesday?  I think I had only one no for 
that.  At this point we’ll tentatively say the 18th.  We also had talked about leaving open Wednesday June 
1st.  Let’s hold both of those dates, we can continue the conversation.   
 
Director Frey – The 18th of May is not going to be such a good night for me if we’re going to do the 
Charter pieces.  I have nothing on June 1st.  I could certainly plan that day if that’s acceptable to the 
members of Council.  If not, I’ll find somebody to cover the 18th.   
 
Councilman Van Ho – It is important we keep the momentum going, so I have faith in the Law Director’s 
assistants to be able to help us for one meeting and bring him up to snuff if we need legislation written. 
 
President Holzheimer Gail – The 24th & 25th are already scheduled.  We didn’t think three meetings in a 
row and there were some conflicts with the 23rd.  We’ll plan at this point for the 18th and 1st, potentially 
saving the Charter for the 1st but we’ll talk about that and make sure it is clear on the agenda.   
 
Councilwoman Scarniench moved to adjourn.  Councilwoman Jones seconded.  Yeas:  Unanimous. 
Meeting adjourned. 
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