
EXECUTIVE & FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING 
WEDNESDAY, MAY 18, 2011 

6:30 PM 
 

CHAIRWOMAN HOLZHEIMER GAIL HAS CALLED AN EXECUTIVE & FINANCE 
COMMITTEE MEETING FOR WEDNESDAY, MAY 18, 2011 AT 6:30 PM IN THE EUCLID 
MUNICIPAL CENTER COUNCIL CHAMBER. 
 

AGENDA 
 

LONG TERM PLANNING INITIATIVES 
 
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)   
 
Members Present:  Gilliham, Scarniench, Jones, Wojtila, Langman, Van Ho, Holzheimer Gail 
    Excused:    Minarik, O’Neill 
 
Councilwoman Scarniench moved to excuse Councilwoman Minarik and Councilman O’Neill.  
Councilwoman Jones seconded.  Yeas:  Unanimous. 
 
President Holzheimer Gail – We are here tonight to continue our discussions on the budget, the long 
term planning initiatives and the two ordinances that we began discussing at our last meeting.  I will 
turn it over to Director Brett. 
 
Finance Director Brett – There are several handouts I have given you.  There was a question asked 
by Councilman Langman as to what would the effects be if Cleveland changed their rates.  I might 
as well take this opportunity to introduce another idea as well, but let me put that on hold for a 
minute and just go through the calculations that Nick Caplik and I did which shows what some of 
the effects would be of various scenarios. 
 If you go to your W-2 Calculations, it  shows the W-2’s that we receive from other cities 
where we have residents working.  Shows their taxable wages, taxes withheld and essentially the 
percentage withheld, the city tax rates in which they work.  For example, Akron, tax is 2.25.  
Number of W-2 we have working there 96.  Their credit works out to 100% of 2.25, which is a little 
more than the tax withheld because for whatever reason not all the tax is withheld.  I don’t know if 
there were companies that were in the arrears or what.  For theoretical purposes, the credit for 
employment tax rates were there.  The percentage of our residents who live in Akron is a quarter of 
one percent.  Total tax credit is 1.69%, which is gotten by taking the, I’m not sure how that one 
works.  The residence credit is 1.16, which takes into account the fact that they might still be 
responsible for .6 of the difference between 2.85 and 2.25. 
 If we go in four pages, you’ll see a yellow section at the top.  Where it says, if Cleveland 
were to change its tax rate to.  Then I have columns going across.  First let me preface this by 
saying that Mayor Jackson has stated emphatically that he has no intention of raising the income tax 
and his City Council has made it pretty clear that if he had plans, they don’t either.  They don’t have 
plans to raise the income tax either.  So for the foreseeable future we would expect that Cleveland 
will stay at 2% even with the lay offs of hundreds of people there.   
 In any event, if Cleveland were to raise their income tax to 2.25%, this would mean a loss to 
Euclid City Schools of $136,000 and a loss to the City of $545,000, because that credit would go 
from 2% to 2.25.  If the City of Cleveland were to raise the rates to 2.5%, the losses for the Schools 
would be $273,000 and for the City over a million dollars.  If it was to go to 2.75, the loss to the 
Schools would be $410,000 and to the City, $1.6 million.  If they were to go to 3%, the loss to the 
Schools would be $465,000 and the loss to the City would be $1,850,000.  There’s only one city 
that I’m aware of that has a 3% tax rate and that’s Parma Hts.  Three percent is by no means out of 
the realm of possibilities but it would be unusual.  That’s the type of things you would run into if 
another city for which you are dependent were to change its tax rates. 
 Let me introduce at this point what a number of cities have and I don’t know according to 
the Law Director, this would also require a vote of the people.  What they would have is a tax credit 
limit.  For example, Akron as we looked at here, if a resident works in Akron, they pay 2.25% to 
Akron.  That means they pay .6 to the City of Euclid, because you take 2.85 less the 2.25, to come 
up with the amount that they owe Euclid with the 100% credit being the full 2.25.   
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 An income tax credit limit is something they use in Cleveland Hts., Shaker Hts., 
communities that rely heavily on their income tax for residents working elsewhere.  So what they’ll 
say is, we will give you 100% credit up to 2%.  So in the case of Akron, if I worked in Akron, you 
would have a credit of 100% but a credit limit of 2%, as well.  100% credit, 2% limit, so I would be 
able to take a credit of the 100% of the first 2%, but nothing after that.  In effect, if I worked in 
Akron, I would then pay the City of Euclid, the full .85 difference between the credit limit of 2 and 
the 2.85 which is the city tax rate.  I don’t know if that was clear, it took me awhile to figure it out.  
It is done in order to offset rising income taxes in other cities where residents work. 
 
President Holzheimer Gail – It would cap it at the 2.85, whereas other communities don’t give 
100% of the credit, say Cleveland Hts. for example, I think gives 50% credit and if you’re working 
in a city that gives 2%, they give you 50% credit, so you’re paying, you get credit for 1%, in 
essence you’re paying 3%.  But we would cap ours at the 2.85.  That would require a charter change 
as well. 
 
Director Brett – Those were calculations that Council asked me to get.  Then if you go in just 
beyond that yellow sheet until it stops being yellow, we show the lowering Tax Credit by 75%, 
what that would mean in additional revenues to the city, as compared to the current set up.  For 
example in the first instance, Akron, under the current system the Schools get $2,362 because of the 
credit and the City gets $9,411.  If we were to lower the credit to 75%, the Schools would get 
$4,475 and the City would get $18,000 our roughly double what we currently get now.  There were 
some totals, the difference between $7.3 million and $5,045,000 so roughly $2.25 million difference 
if the credit were reduced to 75%. 
  
Councilman Wojtila – That last sentence you said I didn’t follow.  Two point something million is 
what? 
 
Director Brett – The difference between the current credit rate of 100% and lowering that credit to 
75% of what you’re paying another municipality would amount to about $2,250,000. 
 
Councilman Wojtila – I’m seeing $7.3 million.   
 
Director Brett – Go over 2-3 columns to the left, $7.3 million and under the current set up we make 
$5,045,000.   
 
Councilman Wojtila – Okay. 
 
President Holzheimer Gail – It would bring in an additional $2.3 million, but that, just so everybody 
is clear, is a direct cost to the residents who obviously live in the city but work in other cities.  
That’s the group that would bear that cost. 
 
Councilman Wojtila – That’s 75% of 2.85, correct? 
 
Director Brett – No, it depends on what city they work in.  For example, if you work in Akron, your 
credit is 2.25% because it is 100% of the tax rate that you pay elsewhere. 
 
Councilman Wojtila – That’s why I’m an engineer not an account.  Its 75% of the city that you 
work in. 
 
Director Brett – That would be the change from 100% to the 75% of the city’s tax rate. 
 
Councilwoman Scarniench – Do you know any other cities that give the 100% besides us? 
 
Director Brett – Seven Hills. 
 
Mayor Cervenik – Mentor.  There’s a number of cities that do. 
 
Director Brett – Between you and me Seven Hills is facing large financial issues as well. 
 
President Holzheimer Gail – Part of the long term discussion is other communities have that option.  
We’d have to do a search, but some cities have that option to change, Council can change that 
credit.  I think that’s how South Euclid recently? 
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Mayor Cervenik – I believe the majority and we will look that up, the majority of communities do 
have, the Council holds the option to change the credit.  We’re one of the few cities that also have 
that in our Charter. 
 
Director Brett – Don’t tell the Tax Administrator that I said this, he’s told me never to make 
mention of RITA ever in public.  But if you go to the RITA website, they have a sheet that gives 
you every city and municipality and tells you tax credit, tax rate and tax credit limit. 
 The other question that I had been asked by Council was what would the impact of Senate 
Bill 5 be on the city’s finances.  I went to, everybody made light of the name of this seminar, we 
called it the Hot Topic, not to be confused with the Hot Pocket seminar where we talk about our 
different recipe for hot pockets.  When the Ohio Association of Public Treasurers get together, the 
two things we discussed were the budget bill that is making its way now through the Ohio 
legislature.  The afternoon was dedicated to Senate Bill 5.  Sue Cave from the Ohio Municipal 
League gave the presentation in the morning and I must state her that she made a point of telling me 
that Euclid’s Mayor did a wonderful job testifying at the Ohio legislature, but she didn’t know if it 
did any good in the long run. 
 In any event, the first of couple of pages of the Senate Bill overview that I’ve given you 
from the Hot Topics, gives some of the different things to use a less than technical term, and gives a 
cross reference with respect to the timetables for negotiations under the proposed Senate Bill 5.  It 
will be interesting to see how this plays out given the fact that this will probably go to the ballot on 
November 8th, because almost immediately following November 8th, some of these timelines will be 
missed, some of the deadlines under the new bill.  The bill actually has it where you’re going to 
mediation 15 days or so, before collective bargaining agreement expires, the legislative body is 
voting to accept the best offer.  So, under the literal terms of SB 5, there would never be a contract 
that expire, negotiations would never go beyond the expiration date.  It is a very tight schedule. 
 Page 9, we go point by point with the changes that have been proposed under Senate Bill 5.  
These can be divided into a number of units.  One is the provisions that apply to bargaining units 
and non-bargaining units where there is no collective bargaining agreement or I’m sorry, provisions 
that are applied to both union and non-union employees. 
 The second column designates where a particular issue is bargain able, whether you can 
even talk about it in negotiations; whether it is subject to negotiations under Senate Bill 5.  For 
example, civil service rules must provide for retention points and order of layoff.  For everybody 
they have an outline.  But if it is associated with the bargaining rights of a bargaining unit if you’re 
union, it is bargain able.  That is one that is still subject to negotiation between the collective 
bargaining units and the city.  Non-unions would follow the procedure outlined in the left column.   
 However the second one shows you one where it is not negotiable.  Lay offs may not be 
based only on seniority.  With Senate Bill 5, lay offs, you can’t lay off in order of seniority.  For 
union contracts it specifically says collective bargaining agreement cannot provide for seniority 
only layoffs.  I think was geared primarily for teachers where they were always faced with the 
conundrum of the dead wood was protected by seniority rights and tenure and the State has said that 
is no longer the case, you can remove your higher paid, maybe less effective teachers first and keep 
on your younger teachers who are less expensive and perhaps not burned out yet.   
 The first one that has an implication for the city, let me skip back to the Memorandum that I 
have give you.  Skip right to healthcare costs.  This has the biggest impact on most of the employees 
in the city.  Currently 84 employees carry single coverage for which they pay $100 a month or 
19.6% of the COBRA cost average.  That is how we determine the cost of our coverage since we’re 
self-insured.  To come up with a cost we offer to people who terminate with the city, we’re required 
by law to offer them extended coverage at our cost.  We have a COBRA formula and that COBRA 
formula is based upon past year’s experience with the self-insured program. 
 There are 301 employees who pay $125 per month or 9.82% of the COBRA cost for family 
coverage under the city’s healthcare plan.  Senate Bill 5 states that employees must pay 15% or 
more of the cost of their healthcare.  It does not preclude an employer from requiring a higher rate 
of contribution, consequently the city could continue to assess single employees the 19.63% of 
COBRA cost for coverage and raise the percentage for families to 15% of COBRA.  The cost of the 
city’s plan would increase their contributions by a little more than 50% a month to $191 per month.  
Had this change occurred this year, the contributions to the healthcare plan by employee 
contributions would have increased by $238,255. 
 The second big issue only applies to police and fire.  Let me back up a second here, there are 
two types of programs that share the name pension pick up.  The reason the one is called pension 
pick up is because a more technical name is salary reduction and you’d never be able to sell that 
plan.  Pension pick up for most employees involves pension being taken out of the employee’s gross 
salary before taxes at the federal and state level are levied.  Local taxes and Medicare are still levied 
at the gross level, but federal and state are based upon the employee’s gross salary less their 10% 
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contribution to PERS or Police and Firemen’s Disability and Pension Fund.  That’s called pick up 
because again when you were trying to implement it before, you called it a salary reduction people 
would sit up and take notice and not quite understand it. 
 For the Police & Fire Dept. on the other hand, you have a true pick up situation where the 
police department pays, the employees pay 5% and the city picks up the other 5% of the employee’s 
contribution to the Ohio Police & Fire’s Pension Fund.  For the Fire Dept., the firefighters hired 
before 2009 have that same arrangement of 5% paid by the individual firefighters and 5% paid by 
the city.  After 2009, any new hires pay 7.5% of their contributions with the city picking up 2.5%.   
 Under Senate Bill 5, that’s illegal, that’s prohibited.  From that point forward, the city would 
not be able to pick up anybody’s pension contribution, or anybody’s employee contribution to the 
plan.  So for the Police Dept., the rate would be 5% of their total salaries would be the savings.  For 
Fire, it is more along the order of 4.86% when you take into recent hires that are now at 2.5%, you 
have a weighted average of 4.86% or something to that degree.  Their total savings are $260,762; 
and police savings would be $363,057.50.  For a total of $623,819.49, had that gone into effect this 
year. 
 The next item is not in Senate Bill 5, it is in the Governor’s budget.  It is not in the House 
draft of their budget, but there is talk of reinserting it into the Senate’s budget bill.  That would be 
taking 2% of the city’s contribution to all of the pension plans and making the employees pick it up.  
The best example would be OPERS for non-fire/non-police employees, where PERS system pay 
10% of our gross wages to PERS and the city’s pays 14%, the end result of that would be that the 
employees would pay 12% and the city would pay 12% as well.  So splitting it equally the 
contributions to PERS.  Let me state here that if that were the case, PERS has concerns that would 
render the healthcare plans of OPERS in a more precarious position as far as funding goes.  
Statutory requirements have it so the employer’s contribution part of that goes to the healthcare 
system and PERS, all of the employees contribution goes to the pension board.  There would be 
ramifications for the healthcare systems which are much dicer than the pension systems going on.  
 These are all part of pension reform that has been put on hold lately, but this isn’t pension 
reform, it is not Senate Bill 5, this is maybe put back into the budget.  If the Senate does put 
language like this in, then they’re going to meet with the House, reconcile the language and then 
give it to the Governor.  They’ll have to reconcile their bills so the Governor has not indicated 
whether or not a lack of a provision to share the contributions would warrant a veto on his part. If 
that were to go in this year, we’re looking at savings of $251,000 for OPERS; $168,000 for Police 
and $128,000 for Fire; for a total of $549,0000. 
  
Councilman Wojtila – I was surprised to see Police & Fire under that category, I thought they were 
in the category above, I’m obviously missing something. 
 
Director Brett – Right now Police & Fire enjoy a benefit that is not enjoyed by non-police and fire 
in the City of Euclid.  I don’t know what the genesis of that was.  Usually in cases where there’s a 
pension pick up of the employee’s portion, it was done in exchange for salary increases in the past.  
Because it is mutually beneficial to both the city and the employee for the employee from a tax 
standpoint; from the employer an inflation standpoint to forego a 3% increase lets say in exchange 
for picking up 3% of a pension.  The base salary is lower for the city from which compounding goes 
forward on.  The employee gets the tax benefit of 3% of his salary being tax deferred until he 
retires.  In many cases, these pension pick ups were the result of past negotiations.  In the City of 
Euclid the only two groups of employees that have that are police and fire.  As you can see, Fire 
were scaled back at the last negotiations so that new hires only got 2.5%.  That would be repealed 
immediately, which would take them to 10%.  However even if they stayed at 5% and 7.5%, the 
next provision in the House Bill would have increased that to 7% and 9.5% by just adding on 2% to 
the employee’s contribution across the board. 
 
Councilman Wojtila – I still don’t get it but I’ll call you on it. 
 
Mayor Cervenik – Right now our employees pay 10%. 
 
Councilman Wojtila – Does that include police and fire? 
 
Mayor Cervenik – No.  I’m going to try to use our 10% for all our other employees other than the 
safety forces.  If our employees enjoyed the same benefit that police and fire had, they would only 
be paying 5%, we’d be paying the other half.  So that’s the first part, that’s what is one top.  Police 
& Fire are the only ones that have that benefit.  They would no longer get it, that would save 
$623,000.  In addition in the budget bill, not Senate Bill 5, all public employers would pay 2% less 
employers share and that 2% would be picked up by the employee.  
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In essence, police and fire would have an actual increase of 7% cost of their pension contribution, 
everyone else would just have the 2%.  Police and Fire are the only two that enjoy that benefit.   
 
Councilman Wojtila – I get it now, but not to knit pick, it says employee contribution to OPERS is 
really employee contribution to the pension. 
 
Mayor Cervenik – Right.  Our employees pay 10 and I believe we pay 14.  We would pay 12 and 
they would pay 12.  Very similar to private sector where social security, the employee pays 7.65 
and the employer pays 7.65, we’re just bringing that together. 
 
Councilman Van Ho – I do have a question.  How is this, I thought the rational behind this was to 
save the State money and balance their budget.  If I remember correctly, aren’t these pension 
programs, they’re not State departments, they’re private pension programs for lack, OPERS is not 
part of the State. 
 
Director Brett – They’re subject to State statutory regulation. 
 
Councilman Van Ho – How is that saving the State money? 
 
Director Brett – The State would be the biggest beneficiary of this because every single State 
employee is in OPERS or the State Highway Patrol Pension System.  If they’ve got a half a billion 
dollars a year in payroll, all of a sudden they’ve saved 2% of that by shifting pension responsibility 
partially onto the employees. 
 
Councilman Gilliham – Director Brett just to go back to this employee contribution to OPERS.  
This is not part of Senate Bill 5 but there is a possibility that it can be introduced or integrated into 
the language for Senate Bill 5?  I just want to be clear on that. 
 
Director Brett – It is in the budget.  It is in the Governor’s budget now.  The House has passed its 
budget without that provision.  Senate now there is talk of reinserting that so you would have 
conflicting bills out of the House and Senate which would then go to reconciliation and a 
conference committee. 
 
Councilman Gilliham – I just wanted to make sure of that process.  Thank you. 
 
Director Brett – Sick leave provisions, this is an interesting category because according to SB 5 
they’re going to drop the accrual from 15 days a years to 10 days a year, at the same time it is 
bargain able.  If the city and the unions are able to work out an arrangement where the sick leave 
increases or decreases, they are able to do that under the law.  I could not find anywhere in the 
information whether there was a translation for fire because they do a whole different system of sick 
leave, based upon a 2586 hour year or something to that effect. 
 There are other provisions that would probably make this note as big of a savings for the city 
and we’ll go through those at a later point in this discussion.  Minimum Manning is prohibited 
under Senate Bill 5.  This would save money right now.  The collective bargaining agreements for 
fire refers to a minimum manning but doesn’t specify it.  I’m not sure whether or not Senate Bill 5 
would require that even informal policies or memorandums of an agreement between the city and 
the safety forces would be prohibited or just addressing it in the collective bargaining agreement.  
Obviously you’ve got two ends here.  One where you can reduce staff into a more manageable size, 
where you’re not calling people in on overtime when it falls below a certain point.  At the same 
time, you don’t want it so that you could staff with two people to cover the city on any given day.  
Right now as it is, there would be no provisions for minimum staffing in the collective bargaining 
agreement. 
 
Mayor Cervenik – To be clear, in the City of Euclid we have no minimum manning requirements in 
either the police or fire contract and have resisted doing so for many years. 
 
Director Brett – Senate Bill 5 has interesting language in this particular summary and I called OML 
today to try to get guidance.  In that it says, Senate Bill 5 prohibits providing for overtime rate in 
excess of rate required by the Fair Labor Standards Act.  On the surface that could just mean that 
you could only take one and a half times the basic rate plus longevity; or one and a half times the 
basic rate plus longevity, the sum of that plus some other possible things.  You wouldn’t be allowed 
to include other proficiencies in compensation like firearms proficiencies or canine proficiency or 
some other things that are not strictly required in the calculation of overtime rate per FLSA.  
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 What I’m not sure of is it saying that or is it saying, you only can provide overtime where 
the FLSA says overtime is required.  In which case you have a whole host of things that would 
suddenly be called into question.  As soon as I find back from OML I’ll discuss that with you but it 
could be that sick leave, vacation time, holidays aren’t used in the calculation of overtime.  FLSA 
doesn’t say anything about overtime because you worked a holiday one day and then worked 12 
hours the next day.  The contracts call for, if I work or an employee works more than 8 hours a day, 
they get paid overtime for everything over 8.  That is not what the FLSA says.  It says if you work 
40 hours or more in a week and it is all working hours, no sick leave, no vacation, no holidays, then 
you get overtime for everything beyond that.  So, it could cause that.   
 We also have provisions for holidays.  Nothing in the FLSA says that you have to pay 
overtime on holidays.  I think even Rite Aid pays you an incentive to come in on Christmas.  But 
the FLSA doesn’t require that. So 8 hours on Christmas or 8 hours on Thanksgiving would be the 
same regardless as working Tuesday.   
 Court overtime would be called into question.  You would only be paid for the time actually 
worked, as opposed to the minimums that are currently in the contracts.   
 Call-back time for police and fire is currently four hours for each department at overtime.  If 
this means only FLSA overtime is covered, that minimum would be eliminated and it would be for 
hours worked.  One thing you have to keep in mind here is if I get a call-back and I’m only going to 
get time worked at perhaps straight time, is there any real incentive for me to report back to duty in 
any giving situation or stay beyond duty, or stay beyond my shift. 
 Holidays currently the police department receives and I wasn’t able again to translate the 
fire department, I didn’t get a chance to look at it.  Current police receive 17 holidays off and 2 
personal days.  I’m assuming the Fire dept. receives something comparable.  Non-union employees 
receive 11 holidays and 3 personal days.  Senate Bill 5 limits holidays to 12 per year and 3 personal 
days.  This would have saved city overtime but then we go back to overtime, are we paying 
overtime premiums for working on holidays.  This wouldn’t really save any money.  People would 
be here more days and we would be given them an allotment of time at the beginning of the year, 
perhaps in the police and fire department, when they would have more flexibility of using those 
holidays. 
 Sick leave upon retirement.  This would be a savings because right now the City of Euclid 
for non-union employees there’s a graduated pay out depending on your tenure with the city.  For 
police and fire you can go to 1200 hours at dollar for dollar; anything over 1200 hours is cashed out 
at $2.50 an hour.  Senate Bill 5 puts the threshold at 1,000 hours and the maximum amount of pay 
out at 50%.  Looking at the other side of this is it makes sick leave beyond 1,000 hours not very 
valuable and gives an incentive to people to use it once they’ve hit that threshold.   
 Summarizing all of those, we come up with $1.4 million.  Which again in those 
circumstances doesn’t approach what we’re losing in other provisions of the budget bill. 
A poll this morning reveals that 54% of those polled would reject Senate Bill 5 if it is on the ballot.  
The question of what happens between now and then as far as the advertising that is expected to go 
on between now and November and how that changes that outcome or how many people who were 
in the poll will vote in November remains to be seen.  As of right now it is 54 to 46%.   
 
Mayor Cervenik – Actually I believe it is 54 in favor of eliminating Senate Bill 5.  38% would 
retain it and 8% are undecided.  It is an even larger margin than it appears at 54%.  I’m not holding 
out a whole lot of hope. 
 
Director Brett – We could face a situation where we’re subject to all of the cuts of the budget and 
then the savings that have been designed to offset those cuts don’t materialize.  The other things is 
and we’ve talked about this quite a bit throughout, already there is pressure on older more 
experienced employees from all of the systems to really take a hard look at what pension reforms 
are being considered.  There’s a lot of economic pressure for people with their 30 or with their 28 to 
retire now.  That’s before Senate Bill 5 is taken into consideration.  If the provisions of Senate Bill 5 
take place and are put into effect, I’m going to guess that you’re going to see a large exodus of your 
older more experienced employees even more so than we saw last year when the only thing in 
question was the COLA for the pension systems.  At that point we’re going to be over our budgets 
on retirement and separation pay plus we’re going to lose a good piece of institutional knowledge in 
the process.  That’s the other thing too.  I’m still not sure how it works, how they reconcile this with 
DROP.  I don’t know if people in DROP are committed to those timeframes or what. 
 
Councilman Van Ho – Based on this it looks like Columbus will give us a possible savings of a $1.4 
million but Finance Director mentioned that it would not begin to cover what they’re going to take 
away from us.  What is your best guess of what they’re going take away from us? 
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Director Brett – I know on the local government we were looking at substantial 25% reduction 
which worked out to, $500,000.  CAT this just year alone was $800,000 and that’s before the year is 
over and next year would be, by the time this went into effect, we would have another reduction in 
local government and another reduction in the CAT, there would be no CAT next year.  That would 
go to zero, that’s a million.  The estate tax isn’t going to hit until 2013 but when that does go into 
effect that a million there.  That’s not in Senate Bill 5, it is in the budget even though the Governor 
is counting the revenue from the estate tax in his revenue projections.  The House has the 
elimination of the estate tax in 2013.  I believe the Senate has its elimination in 2012.   
 
Councilman Van Ho – 2013, where will we be, how much will we have lost as projection?  I realize 
no one can tell what the legislature is going to do. 
 
Director Brett – I would say conservatively a million and a half in 2012 and then 2013 we would 
probably go up to $2-$2.25 million.  It is hard to estimate what you’re going to lose in the estate tax, 
you can only look at past dead people, you don’t know who is going to die in the future, unless you 
have a sixth sense I guess.  It is hard to estimate that. 
 
Councilman Van Ho – In 2013 based on your projections, we’re about three-quarters of a million in 
the hole, is that fair to say? 
 
Director Brett – No.  Bear in mind one of the savings is actually in the budget itself with 
realignment of the employees contribution to PERS.  Also bear in mind that I haven’t been able to 
calculate a lot of the savings just because of they’re a bit to slippery.  I don’t know how many 
people retire on the average year and that’s when you’re going to get the savings from the reduction 
of sick leave upon retirement of 50%.  Again that’s going to provide a huge incentive for people to 
retire prior to, that’s a quarter of a year’s pay.  If you’re a well paid employee, let’s say $80,000 
that’s a $20,000 hit and perhaps more if you add the 200 hours.  More because you have 200 hours 
that you’re going to lose outright if you have more than 1200 hours of sick leave, or more than 
1,000.   
 A lot of the savings I haven’t calculated.  A huge one depends on when I find out from OML 
what precisely the legislature’s intent was with respect to the FLSA line.  Again you have to also 
look at the back side of that and say why were those incentives put there in the first place, or 
negotiated in the first place.  You may have a hard time covering certain holidays if straight time is 
all that is offered.   
 
Councilman Wojtila – The memo you past out last time talked about the changes to the various state 
shared funds.  Is that what you’re talking about most recently, summarizing that as it relates to the 
potential or possible impacts to Senate Bill 5.  I think this would be a good thing to look at if you 
want to make that comparison.   
 
Director Brett – Not Senate Bill 5 but the budget. 
 
Councilman Wojtila – If you wanted to make that comparison. 
 
Director Brett – Right.   
 
Councilman Wojtila – The question I had on the third item into this was the employee contribution 
is not part of Senate Bill 5 but is in the budget.  If that budget gets approved and that is inserted, 
when does that go into effect?  How does that become law? 
 
Director Brett – I want to say, I’ll defer to Ms. Sweeney,  90 days after it is signed by the Governor.   
 
Asst. Director Sweeney – No idea. 
 
Director Brett – I believe it is 90 days after, maybe I shouldn’t say that, maybe July 1st when the 
budget has to take effect.   
 
President Holzheimer Gail – The other piece that was on your desk is marked Draft for Discussion.  
At the last meeting we had talked about the possibility or the suggestion of starting an Ad Hoc 
committee.  Councilman Langman and myself sat down and brainstormed some ideas of what that 
might look like just so we had this to start a discussion.  The idea being we’ve talked about this for 
a couple of years, it would be nice to have residents with financial experience, business executives 
potentially have a fresh set of eyes that business expertise, help provide us with some input into this.   
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 To go through it very quickly, we had talked about generally and this really is very much a 
draft form to get us started.  I want Council to take some time to look at it.  This is what we had in 
mind was looking at the revenue side.  We had a whole list of ideas that we had brainstormed, again 
going back to, do you look at the property tax, do you look at the 100% credit, do you look at the 
income tax, do you look at any of those items.  We thought to start off it was important to start with 
the revenue side and look at the long term stability.  Offering some ability to have flexibility or have 
Council have some control.  We talked about most other communities have that control that council 
can change the credit.  We don’t have any authority to provide any flexibility to change with the 
economy.   
 Generally this committee would review the City of Euclid’s municipal finance structure and 
provide recommendations for increased stability in growth and revenue.  Focusing on the bottom 
line so that we are able to ensure the ability to provide quality service and encourage investment for 
future growth.   
 Some of the Objectives that we would want this committee to look at.  Identifying the 
strengths and weaknesses of current revenue structure.  Identifying potential threats or liabilities; 
looking at the alternatives.  Increasing the flexibility/control, or at least building in that opportunity 
for some flexibility so we can respond to fluctuations.  Bottom line that they would provide 
recommendations. 
 Part of this conversation has to look at and this we had listed as considerations.  These are 
part of all of our considerations as well.  Looking at the tax burden on the residents.  Looking at the 
tax burden on the businesses.  What does that do in terms of impact on attraction/retention of 
residents and businesses?  What does it do in terms of our ability to fund core services and 
programs?.  Opportunity for continued growth and development.  Looking at our long term 
obligations and planning efforts.  We have to look at our obligations to the Waste Water Treatment 
Plant and our infrastructure.  We have to look at our plans for lakefront, Euclid Ave. and downtown 
and take that into consideration.  Obviously making sure we’re following legal parameters and 
finding out what authority a municipality would have. 
 Brainstorming who would be on that.  One of the decisions we’d have to make is do we 
want this to be only resident and business based.  Do we want Council to have an active role or 
more of a liaison role?  That is something we’d want to discuss.  Obviously we would want 
residents with some financial experience and local businesses to hopefully provide or would be 
willing to allow one of their execs to work with us.  We had talked about certainly wanting to 
involve the Chamber, the hospital, Lincoln Electric, and the Schools as our largest employers and 
community stakeholders, just to name a couple.  Obviously we wouldn’t want this committee to be 
too large and unyielding.  We didn’t get to the timeframe but we did want to make sure we give 
them an ample amount of time to absorb the knowledge, look at it in detail, evaluate it and come up 
with recommendations. 
 The expected outcome would be a report or recommendations back to Council and the 
administration.  At the bottom, we had talked initially about focusing on the revenue side.  If the 
Committee wanted to or potentially this is a separate thing, looking at the expense side:  is there 
opportunities for efficiencies, is there opportunities to explore and combining services.  Our initial 
thought was that was to much for one committee to look at both at the same time, that we should 
probably start by focusing on the revenue side and stabilize that.  If they want to, if they have ideas 
about efficiencies, I would welcome them to make that choice, but our initial thought is that it might 
be to much to ask a committee to start to take on.  
 Councilman Langman, I don’t know if you have something you wanted to add, or if that 
covered it? 
 
Councilman Langman – No, you covered it very thoroughly.   
 
President Holzheimer Gail – At this point I don’t know if there’s comments, if people think this is, 
in the past, when we’ve created these committees we have had a resolution on council to create the 
committee.  I think it is important for us not to just create a committee but give them some at least 
expectations or objectives from our point of view, what are we looking for.  This was just a first 
draft and I will welcome feedback, if not tonight then while we’re getting into our next meeting so 
we could get something going.  The thought is, this is more of the long term plan, this is not going 
to be something we’re going to have before we vote on the lighting and the garbage fees, but this 
does get us moving towards looking at the bigger picture. 
 
Councilman Gilliham – Was there any thought given when you met with Councilman Langman to 
some of the issues that we are planning on discussing, such as the income tax and House Bill 920 
how that came to be ratified in our city, as far as the length of time?  Was that done through 
previous Ad Hoc committees, or was that done by the administration, or was it done by Council?  
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Does anybody have any history of how those things were implemented into our city?  I know we 
voted on them, but I’m just wondering historically, was there an Ad Hoc committee?  I supported 
Councilman Langman when he stated it, but was there any history of who were the ones that were 
studying this and introduced it to the city? 
 
President Holzheimer Gail – I don’t know that.   
 
Mayor Cervenik – I believe the Charter concerning the raising of the credit was coupled with an 
income tax increase many, many years ago to help pass the income tax increase you put in the 
provision in the charter that city council doesn’t have the authority to reduce the credit which in turn 
raises everybody’s income tax that they pay.  I think 920 goes back even farther than that.  Again it 
had to do with sweetening the ability to get an issue at that time passed, which was very short term 
thinking because we’ve been paying for it ever since as other communities have not.   
 At the same time, you look at the reverse of the numbers that our residents would say that 
because of those provisions, our residents and businesses are paying over $5 million less in taxes 
and they like that.  That’s the difficulty we have.  We can analyze all these provisions but they all 
need to go in front of the voters and I’m just very concerned about the appetite of the voters to 
significantly or even non-significantly increase their taxes or the ability for city council at any time 
to change that.  I’ve said before that the City of Eastlake and the City of Parma, when they were in 
very dire straights, reduced their credit by 50%, by council action.  They would not have survived 
without it.  Once certain provisions were and tax saving measures were put into effect, they were 
able to then put the credit back to 100%.  
 
Asst. Director Sweeney – I just pulled the ordinance book out and I ran to that Charter section, 
Article II Section 12, 1975 the particular portion was added about municipal income tax credit.  It 
was amended March 7, 2000, but I don’t know exactly what that amendment was. 
 
President Holzheimer Gail – The Charter says when it was amended, does it say which particular 
part was amended, when?  We’d have to look back, but the only way to change the Charter if it 
wasn’t part of the initial Charter is through the Charter review process; typically make suggestions 
and then it is voted.  Council has the authority to put something on the ballot to change.  We could 
look back through minutes probably from Charter Review commissions.  It is probably a good idea 
to have that history of when those changes were made and if we do have some, what was the 
rational, that’s a good suggestion. 
 
Councilman Gilliham – The only reason why I stated is sometimes you don’t want to reinvent the 
wheel, you want to start from a base and that might be historically where we need to begin so we 
can look at this.  As far as the potential partners and the potential concerns of this draft, I’m very 
comfortable with it but I just wanted to see whether or not there was something historically that we 
can use as a foundation to begin to, if we’re going to pass a resolution for this committee, to utilize 
as a starting point for those individuals who potentially could be selected.  Thank you. 
 
Councilman Langman – In our conversations, part of it was we didn’t want to focus on one thing 
and perhaps put that in the ballot in the fall or after, rather to take a more comprehensive approach.  
If there are recommendations to do things that can be done as a package, rather than sometimes just 
the current of the Council or the government is going to focus on one thing.  This Committee I’m 
hoping can really take an impartial look at everything we do and how we raise money, including the 
fees that are currently in place, maybe they’ll have some recommendations on that.  I think we have 
to do something to break the log jam because we’ve talked about many of these things for a long 
time.  In the climate of this state anyway even though probably our residents may not realize that 
they get a good value for the money they’re paying, we continue to lose people, so they’re not 
recognizing that and continue to lose business.   
 How do we fund the services?  How do we fund the improvements that we all want to see in 
a fair and equitable way?  Maybe what they come back and say what we’re doing is absolutely great 
how we’re raising revenue.  But it would be beneficial for the Council, the new Council after 
November elections to have that impartial look to move forward.  As I mentioned at the last 
meeting, other communities have done similar things.  The City of Cleveland under Mayors 
Voinovich and Jackson, they have talked about what the Council President has, they’ve gone into 
looking at the efficiencies of departments.  Shaker Hts. has looked at their revenue structure.  I think 
other communities have done it.  I think it would be a very good exercise and we do have the 
expertise within the community because we have world renowned institutions that are based right 
here in the city, including our hospital systems and of course Lincoln Electric. 
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President Holzheimer Gail – When you have a chance, take a look at this, mark it up, make some 
comments and let us know.  
 
Councilman Wojtila – I like the idea a lot.  I will look at it and I’m sure everybody else will as well.  
I think it is important that we discuss it, we as a group discuss it with community input and have it 
very, very clear what the expectation is, what the timeframe is and who is going to be in charge of 
it.  I applaud Councilman Langman for the idea and you for working with him on it and while I’m 
passing out compliments, I also want to thank the administration for all the information they’ve 
given.  I know it isn’t easy to garner all that and give it to us.  I do like it and I’ll support it. 
 
President Holzheimer Gail – At this point, why don’t we allow public questions or comments on the 
discussion tonight or the two pieces of legislation. 
 
Mr. Jeffrey Beck – 25540 Chatworth Dr.  Whether you are for or against what Governor Kasich is 
doing with SB 5, you have to give him credit for boldness.  He came into office facing a massive 
deficit and realized the cash strapped residents of Ohio could not afford a tax increase.  He saw 
inequities in the collective bargaining agreements prevalent throughout the local Ohio communities 
and brought forth this plan.  By giving the local governments the tools to bring equity back into 
their collective bargaining agreements, he realized the cities could save themselves millions of 
dollars.  He then cut the state aid to those same communities thereby effectively transferring the 
savings to the state in order to balance the budget.  The cities are now forced to embrace SB 5 if 
they are to survive. 
 Controversial, yes.  Creative, also yes.  The initiative to repeal SB 5 that is being past around 
now is frankly counter-productive.  The money is not coming back from the State under any 
circumstances, so by supporting the repeal of SB 5, in effect you’re destroying your own 
community.  Do you think if the opposition had a better way to balance the budget without a 
massive tax increase they would have brought it forth by now? 
 In our community of Euclid we are also struggling with financial issues.  City services have 
declined.  Good tax paying citizens have left our city and low or no income tax using citizens have 
moved in.  Some businesses have moved to Euclid but many more have either moved out or chosen 
not to locate here.  A common thread to these later businesses is the high taxes within the city.  I’ve 
spoken about this before.   
 This council is charged with holding meetings to discuss long term financial planning.  After 
attending multiple meetings, all I have heard is extending the garbage and lighting fees and the 
possible repeal of House Bill 920; higher fees and taxes.  No one seems to comprehend that there 
are senior citizens out there on fixed incomes who have to make daily decisions on whether to pay a 
bill or get their prescription medicine.  There are many working class Euclidians who are struggling 
to raise a family and cannot afford to put out any more money.  You cannot continue to take the 
most from those who have the least to give. 
 In March, I asked this Council to consider lowering the income tax for our residents.  We are 
in a unique position in that if we lower our income tax, the shared school funding would end and we 
would see not only a savings for the residents, but also an increase in the general fund revenue.  I 
don’t believe this plan was given proper consideration from this Council.   
 Therefore, I am announcing this evening the formation of an issue based committee that will 
gather signatures and have it placed on the November 8th ballot an income tax decrease from 2.85% 
down to 2.6%, a .25% decrease.  This committee will be called, Responsible Euclid Citizens for 
Equitable Taxation or RECET.  Our email address is recet2011@gmail.com.  Phone number is 216-
759-2840.  I welcome calls and emails from residents who can offer their help or just want to 
express an opinion.  I promise this Council that any opinion I receive, good or bad, will be made 
available to you. 
 The net result of this income tax decrease is being handed out to you now.  Based on the 
2011 budget projections, the residents of Euclid will save $2.3 million and the city’s general fund 
will increase $2 million.  Yes, the shared funding with the schools will disappear.  I feel strongly 
that strong neighborhoods and families build strong schools, not the other way around.   
 We are at a crossroads in this city and our future and our viability as a community will be 
shaped by the decisions that we make.  The residents of this city need to be a large part of this.  I am 
asking them to step up and be heard on this issue in November.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Victor Goodman – 20201 Glen Russ Lane.  Don’t know how you follow that.  I just want to 
express my opinion very much about what he said on one thing.  Long range planning seems to be 
tax the people who own homes.  We’re finding that is not going to survive in this city, people are 
leaving their homes, they’re walking away from their homes.  Then, to take back the 920, you’ll 
have more people running from this city.  Long range plans which should have started 20 years ago 
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and 30 years ago and 40 years ago to bring new businesses into this city, none of what you’re 
proposing brings new businesses into the city.  I know this is possibly something that does not want 
to be heard, but I don’t understand where a quarter of a million dollars is spent on the position to 
look at building a jail.  I don’t see where the almost three-quarters of a million dollars was spent to 
buy a building when we still haven’t put one rock in the water.  Yet we keep spending money.   
 The administration and the council has to look at priorities.  The priority of the future is if 
you don’t get new business here, which will then bring in hopefully new residents, you are not 
going to make it no matter what you do.  Please, come up with a plan that says in 20 years from 
today, I’ve lived here since 1974 and I have really yet to see anything brought forth by any council 
or any administration that today we can say look at what we’ve done and look at what we bought.  I 
look at other communities around me, good, bad or indifferent, Cleveland Hts. built a whole new 
rec center and ice thing.  They’ve got a baseball team in Eastlake.  Good, bad or indifferent at least 
something was done.  Do something.  Thank you. 
 
Councilman Langman – I appreciate the resident’s input.  Director Brett and Asst. Law Director 
Sweeney, can we have an analysis of the hand out that we just received from the administration’s 
standpoint?  Obviously not this second, but if you can confirm the figures?  I don’t doubt the 
resident, but I would like to have something from the administration. 
 
Mayor Cervenik – I can tell you the figures are fairly accurate, the only part that I don’t understand 
is we would be reducing the rate by .25 and yet the schools get nothing.  I’m not sure how that plays 
out because the school portion right now is .47.   
 
Councilman Langman – The change that is being proposed if it were to make it to the ballot and 
pass, would that automatically eliminate the shared portion? 
 
Mayor Cervenik – That depends on how it is worded.  The shared portion is a separate passed 
legislation.  That committee will have to make sure that they have the proper wording on whatever 
they put on the ballot to eliminate that.  Otherwise we could be in a position where the city would 
get the total loss.  The fact of the matter is, the voters did vote to a shared income tax, that .85.  
That’s a separate part of our total tax structure.  The way the speaker announced it and the way this 
is written, there’s got to be two items on the ballot, one to repeal the .85 and then one to increase 
our 2, in my opinion any how, from 2 to 2.6.  I think there would be two things.   
 The danger of doing that and that’s the problem we have is we could have a vote of okay, 
lets get rid of the .85 and then vote no on the .6 increase and they we lose the whole four million. 
 
Councilman Langman – That’s why I’m kind of looking for what are the actual parameters if this 
were to make it to the ballot and pass. 
 
Mayor Cervenik – I don’t know if the administration is in a position to give a legal opinion to a 
committee that’s going to reduce the tax.  I think that is the responsibility of the committee to do 
that. 
 
Councilman Langman – The committee fine, they can do their thing.  I’m curious from our 
standpoint what would this mean to us if it should make it to the ballot because there are lots of 
people that say, let’s cut the income tax. 
 
Mayor Cervenik – If it makes it to the ballot, as it is worded here, strictly that they do it legally, the 
City of Euclid would have an increase of $2 million.  The taxpayers would pay $2.3 million less and 
we probably would not longer have a school system.   
 
Councilman Langman- Just a general point, Madame Chair, and it kind of ties into SB 5 and all that.  
I think this goes back to what Coral told us about Shore.  You can’t simply cut your way to 
prosperity.  No matter what we do, I agree we need to redevelop the community, we’ve said that for 
a long time and we need to do that.  Until the State actually gives us the tools to grow again, which 
they do not, they encourage the sprawl of population.  I said it the other night but it is true.  It 
doesn’t matter what community you are in, Cleveland Hts. was mentioned, they’re losing 
population, so is Lakewood and so is Parma and so is every older community even now we see in 
Mentor a drop in population and they can appeal all they want but they’re built out.  Until the State 
tackles that issue, no matter what tools are given to cut, we’re not going to cut our way to 
prosperity. That’s what I would like to see our County Government and all the various associations 
that are looking at this problem.  That’s what needs to happen.  Then we can grow the older 
communities economies and that would help the entire state.  Thank you. 
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Mayor Cervenik – I would just like to add that we don’t have wholesale fleeing of our businesses.  
In fact, Lincoln Electric is hiring at least 150 new people.  Fresenius on Euclid Ave. will be opening 
and having at least 40 new jobs with their investment.  Hose Master, I talked to Anthony Foti 
yesterday during our luncheon at Shore.  Business is doing very well, they’re hiring.  Mesocoat is 
building a brand new building and will be hiring over the next couple of years, 60 very high paying 
jobs.  There’s other smaller things that are going on and again we don’t want to forget about the 
potential Bluestone Business Park as one of the State’s Job Ready Sites.  So there is growth 
happening in the City of Euclid. 
 
Councilman Van Ho – Mayor, isn’t it true that a significant portion of our income tax is paid by out 
of city people? 
 
Mayor Cervenik – That is one of the problems with a lot of these proposals as well.  It would be 
shifting the tax burden away from the employees and employers of Euclid, the average is about 68-
70% of the employees that pay the income tax and work in Euclid don’t live here.  We would be 
rolling that onto the backs of the senior citizens, anything that has to do with real estate taxes, 
property taxes.  This again, 70% of the savings would not be going back to Euclid taxpayers per se, 
a good portion of this would be going back to non-residents as well.  We can figure that number out 
a little better just extrapolating what Director Brett gave you from the various cities where our 
employees work, so we can probably get some numbers on that. 
 Right now the income tax, when companies move in, we have certain packages for them for 
expansion.  Although the 2.85 is higher than many communities, most communities we have a 
number of incentive packages that mitigate that to begin with.  We’ve had very great growth of all 
of our larger companies over the past 5-6 years.  Again, like you said, there’s about 70% of the 
workers in the City of Euclid don’t live here.   
 
Councilman Van Ho – So we would be taking that money out of our treasury, even if we got them 
to vote for the .6, would be taking that money out of the mix and putting it on the backs of the 
seniors. 
 
Mayor Cervenik – Not so much this proposal, this proposal is a little to clean cut. Remember that all 
of our residents that work, just say everybody else was 2%, all of our residents would pay the .85.  
By reducing it to 2.6 and no other changes in the credit or anything else, our residents would get a 
.25 savings.  There is savings here for our residents, I’m not sure this is the exact number, probably 
somewhere in between.  Most of our working residents that work outside the community would 
receive a significant savings, there’s no doubt about it.  Again, this proposal is doing what the State 
is proposing is, we’re going to balance our budget on the back of the Schools because they would 
lose their $4 million.  I would do some analysis on this and I will also talk with Dr. Jones and let 
them do some analysis so the people understand.  The big formula here as Councilman Langman 
said, you can’t cut yourself to prosperity.  Obviously the report cards our schools have been 
producing, the grades are not exactly what we want to see, nor is it exactly listening to the state of 
the schools today from Dr. Jones, they’re making steps to improve our report cards  If they had to 
suffer an additional $4 million loss in revenue, they’re not going to improve anything and you’re 
going to have more people leaving because they won’t have a place for their children to get 
educated in a proper manner.  There’s a lot more to this, as Councilman Langman said, we can’t cut 
ourselves to prosperity necessarily.  We’ll look at this a little closer and get back to you. 
 
Councilman Gilliham – Two residents came up and talked about long range planning.  I think that’s 
what we’re trying to do at this point now.  I refer back to an email sent by the Mayor, December 1, 
2009 where he first introduced these particular fees that could be raised.  Mayor in this email you 
talked about the elimination of the 920 Charter provision coupled in the reduction of the effective 
millage.  You clearly stated that this could benefit all funds, provide future growth, and would 
relieve to an extent the strong dependence on income taxes that are so volatile in these times and 
would also help structurally balance our revenue streams. 
 That is something that I have proposed, and Councilman Langman has proposed to look at 
the removal of House Bill 920.  Long range planning as far as the income tax.  There is a savings to 
the residents.  If you gross $50,000 a year and you go down to 2.6, that household saves $150.  
Seventy percent of all income tax may come from outside workers, but every other city has that 
same issue to some extent.  The reason why I say that is we’re the only one with the income shared 
revenue in the whole entire state.  There’s quite a few communities out there that are facing the 
same issue.   
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 In 2005, I believe the shared income tax was outlawed because they were finding out that 
other communities, Euclid for an example, if you lived in Mentor, you were paying taxes for 
schools twice basically because the shared revenue was coming into the school system and then 
Mentor, the people who lived in Mentor and worked in Euclid, were also supporting their School 
Board as well. 
 The issue is, how do we go about looking at this.  What is happening in my particular area 
and we talked about this before is that individuals are trying to figure out alternative ways to help a 
city. I think that it merits discussion. The one gentleman who came out here who offered the 
information, the numbers presented themselves.  Could the city use another $2 million?  Yes it 
could.  Now, when it comes to the school, I’m not here to disparage the school or uplift the school, 
but some of the questions that have to be asked are this.  If we’re the only city that does shared 
revenue, how do all the other schools survive without it?  That is something that has to be asked 
when we talk to the School Board.  If we’re giving an average of $5 million over a period of 10 
years, which those numbers I said before equal about $59 million from 2000-2010, how are other 
school systems able to survive without giving that shared revenue money?  There are very much 
poorer districts that offer athletics, arts and crafts, things of that nature that the schools sometimes 
feel would be jeopardized or threatened by this.   
 It has to come down to a meeting of the minds.  The income tax would not hurt seniors, they 
do not pay income tax, they pay property taxes.  House Bill 920, the removal of that would have an 
affect of increasing individual’s property taxes, but if done according to what this email said, a 
reduction in effective millage, we run the possibility of having that property tax increase benefit our 
roads, benefit our infrastructure, provide additional services such as senior services that have been 
cut, and other areas that could benefit.  As I stated before some people have already stated that 
they’re willing to pay more to see more.  It is not a downgrade on Euclid, but when they’re utilizing 
other services outside the city, that’s something we have to seriously think about and how do we go 
about doing that. 
 I had a conversation with the owner of Indian Hills apartments and he told me directly that 
this was going to increase his property taxes and he may not be for it, but he’s willing to listen if 
there are things out there that would enhance the neighborhood in Ward 1, that would help him be 
able to market his apartment complex much better and at the same time, bring people into the city.  I 
guess what I’m saying is, these are tough times and tough decisions and the discussion in needed.   
 The real question that I have is in this email, the garbage fee and the lighting fee was a 
temporary measure for two years and we were supposed to discuss this.  We’re almost at the last 
moment before we can really do anything.  We have to address the garbage and lighting fees.  So as 
the one resident said long term, I guess we’re at that point and long term for me is looking at what 
the big picture is and how our revenue funds can be utilized to enhance this city to a level that we 
all desire and to attract new people.  There was an article, June 2010, in Forbes Magazine.  It talks 
about the City of Houston.  Let’s guaranty this, they have different conditions in the City of Euclid, 
but they were able to grow because they had moderate income tax, they invested in growth 
industries.  They just didn’t provide abatements for new companies to come in, they looked for 
companies that were growing that were new industries and provided abatement for those, they had 
moderate housing and they also had new housing come in.  These are the things that 920 could 
address or the removal of the income tax could address.  This is not a situation where we’re trying 
to hurt the schools when you look at the reduction of the income tax.  There was a call to the 
meeting of the minds.  Let’s look at maybe changing the ratio or proportion.  As the resident stated, 
he’s willing to go out on a limb and look at the situation and see if the citizens will support it.  This 
is what government is.  Right or wrong, that gentleman has a right to put out there what he feels is 
correct, he provided some numbers which I think is a great asset because many of our residents who 
live here need to be contributing on that level as well. 
 I’m not adverse to any of the changes.  If I have to pay more property taxes for my kids to 
have a rec center, okay.  If I have to pay more property taxes so that seniors can get the needs that 
they want, okay.  If I have to pay more property taxes so that our residents can spend their dollars 
back in the city that they already pay property tax, okay.  It is not to disparage any entity or any 
previous decisions, but we’re at a point right now where potentially lowering it to 2.6, if you’re 
household income is $50,000 that’s $150 back in your pocket.  You couple that with the garbage fee 
and lighting fee on $100,000 home which is about an average of $156, you’re only paying $6 at that 
point if you do the math.  
 If you look at the evaluation of a home on the previous House Bill 920 removal, evaluations 
by the former Director, that was about $264 that an individual would have to pay more for $100,000 
home.  Now you take that $264 and subtract the $150, or even $100, that comes down to $164 that 
you’re going to pay to get $2 million in revenue from the reduction of the income tax and 
potentially another $5 million, I’m just using a round number, for removal of House Bill 920.  
That’s a huge increase to revenue that the city can utilize to enhance our services and to provide the 
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needs of our city to attract others.  Let’s not just say we’re going to gut the school, but that money 
we can possibly look at working with the school system to share some cost, so that they are able to 
structurally succeed with some help from the city, such as we already provide crossing guards.  We 
can look at possibly sharing purchases and things of that nature.  We can look at helping with 
recycling.  These are the kind of ideas that have to come through these types of discussions. 
 I’m glad we’re having those discussions but we are thinking about long term.  I’ll say it 
again and I’ll end with this point.  The residents voted on the income revenue sharing in 1994 and it 
went into effect. If you look at the net payments that have gone out to the School system, that’s 
about $60 million since 2000.  We’re talking about lakefront development.  We’re talking about 
economic development.  That’s quite a few dollars that potentially could have been put back into 
the city, one to help the city structure and two, the assist the schools in getting the needs that they 
want.  If the school board wants to talk about it, I’m glad to talk about it, but I just got one question 
for the school board.  If the taxes were reduced and they would lose that money, I understand they 
may have some major concerns.  But I don’t understand how so many other cities in this State do 
not get income but still provide services and education for our children.  I can tell you right now 
without going into to much detail, more money does not always make better schools.  More money 
does not always make better communities unless there is a concerted effort on both entities to make 
this work, and I’ll close with that. 
 
Councilman Van Ho – As long as we’re doing clichés, I’m going to throw on out too.  So go the 
schools in any city, I don’t care whether it is Cleveland, I don’t care if it is Oakwood Village, so go 
the schools, so go the city.  You want to know why we have a shared income tax and other people 
don’t is because the schools gave up a 6.9 mil levy to go in on a shared income tax to benefit both 
themselves and the city.  They were one of the first to do it. 
 
Mayor Cervenik – I’ve got another appointment, I need to leave.  I would just like to say two things.  
One, I will work with Council on putting together an Ad Hoc committee, I think we might be able 
to get some professional or at least scholarly help from some of our universities to help guide us in 
this process, as well as some of the businesses in the community.  I’m going to let the rest of the 
comments go right now, some of them are very new tonight.  Other than, at this point, listening to 
council and residents’ comments, if the trash fees and the street lighting, no matter what we do, 
we’re in trouble if they’re not instituted for another year.  Obviously my legislation wanted to 
stabilize it and if some of these changes were instituted by the voters, we could back that out.  I 
need to know before you go on recess if you’re going to approve a one year extension, at least, 
because we’ve got to get the work done, the assessments to the county.  If we wait until that first 
meeting in September, we can have a special meeting in the summer if you want, if I know we’re 
not going to get these fees extended for a year, I’ve got to start making cuts this week, next week or 
at least by the end of June.  I can’t wait until 2012 when the revenue is gone because I have to 
dedicate the cuts.  
 
President Holzheimer Gail – We had scheduled three meetings specifically.  My intent and I’ll look 
to council, council will obviously have to make the decision.  The intent would be at the next 
meeting to act in some way or send the two pieces of legislation back to Council for action.  If not, 
for the 1st meeting in June, definitely by the second meeting in June, that’s my intent.  I hope 
Council will, yes or no, we need to act. 
 
Councilman Langman – Obviously there’s a factor that was introduced tonight that no matter what 
happens, whether the committee puts it on the ballot or not, that should be part of the Ad Hoc 
committee.  This is not a new issue.  Does the income tax rate that we have, is that a 
discouragement to investment here in the community?  Maybe it is, maybe it isn’t, but that is 
something no matter what happens with the citizen committee that the Ad Hoc committee should 
look at definitely. 
 It comes down to, we’ve talked about a lot of things and because we haven’t done a lot you 
have frustration by the residents.  The result is you have something like this come before us.  I’m 
glad the Mayor supports the Ad Hoc committee, I think we should move forward.  We need to do it 
no matter what happens with this particular committee and whether or not it makes it to the ballot in 
the fall.  Thank you. 
 
Councilwoman Scarniench – I have no problem with doing this for one year because we are moving 
forward and that’s the whole idea that we had promised the people three years ago that we were 
going to start this long term planning and we didn’t do it.  Going beyond one year, I will never vote 
for.  With moving forward with the committee, one year to me is sufficient.  If the committee comes 
back and says, this is the best way to do what we need to do, that’s for another day.  For right now, I 
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don’t think anybody would disagree that the one year would be sufficient and we should go forward 
with a committee.  We saw how the committee that I put together on my own worked and we 
worked for months and months and came up with a plan and council agreed with it.  It eliminated a 
cost for our health benefits, for city council.  I believe this committee can do the same kind of thing.  
It is very important, we’ve got lots of residents out there that are really smart and know this stuff.  It 
is important that we do that, whether we need a resolution to say exactly what we want, how many 
people, I don’t know.  I put the call out there, anybody who wanted to be on the committee, call me 
and that’s what I had.  I don’t know how you want to do that, but I think we need to move forward 
with that right away. 
 
Councilwoman Jones – I have a question and Law Director Sweeney, maybe you can answer this 
question.  If we have the assessment, send the request for assessment to the County and let’s say 
before the end of the year some process or something comes up that we want to be able to, can that 
be rescinded as far as a request that goes in, can you rescind that request once it is submitted? 
 
Asst. Director Sweeney – I think it if hasn’t been assessed yet.  We’ve done that with grass as well. 
Council knows every first meeting in September I present you the list of all the grass cuttings. They 
don’t put that on their computer or whatever system they have until December, they put it on for the 
following, it is the prior tax year but forward.  I think that can be deleted if we have to do that.  We 
just have to let them know by December if we’re not moving forward. 
 
Councilman Gilliham – To piggyback on Councilwoman Jones’ question; Director Brett, please 
chime in if you would like.  How much of an administrative process does it take to do this year to 
year versus going to what the Mayor said for four years, or other suggestions of two years?  Is it 
rather simple to remove?  It appears that it maybe, but from an administrative standpoint, would 
year to year be an administrative problem or not?   
 
Director Brett – I think the primary intention of the Mayor is basically echoes what I’ve been 
hearing at the table this evening, that’s long term planning.  He wants to be able to have a source of 
revenue that he can count on, at very least a contingency for a prolonged period of time so that he 
isn’t scrambling every year to basically having to sell it to perhaps this Council or another council 
for the following year, putting him in the situation where he is now where if it doesn’t pass, now 
he’s going to have to take action in the form of cuts to personnel.  That’s is what the primary goal 
is.  It is not so much an administration thing as much as it is a planning advantage to have a five 
year plan or two year or three year.  At this point in time, one year will suffice just so we have an 
idea what to do in the short term, as opposed to the long term.  I hope I answered your question. 
 
Councilman Gilliham – You did thank you and that’s the reason why I want to reiterate.  I know the 
Council has their own opinion, but I would prefer a two year extension and let me explain to you 
why.  When this was first introduced I sent an email to the Mayor that the residents probably were 
going to expect more if they pay more.  In some areas they have and in some areas they have not.  
But the reality of it is going year to year while we have an Ad Hoc committee looking at long term 
planning, necessarily doesn’t bode well as far as timing.  Whether this council returns or some 
council returns or none of this council returns, I think having something for two years gives any 
council the opportunity to really look at removal of House Bill 920, lowering the income tax and 
any other long term funding issues and at the same time stabilize our forces. 
 I’m not a big fan of laying off a whole bunch of police officers and firefighters when I have 
residents from Ward 1 complaining about an increase in break ins.  Other parts of the city have done 
the same thing, seeing there has been some issues with vandalism, break ins, teens, things of that 
nature.  To reduce our safety forces at this time, without having the issues properly addressed and 
properly resolved because of a lack of communication in some cases between our residents and 
police not knowing, I think there has to be a little bit more communication exchanged.   
 With that being stated, I think two years is enough time for any council, for any mayor and 
for citizens to sit down and look at the situation and say okay.  If the garbage and lighting fees are 
on for two years, in that two year time we can look at a few issues.  One, is removal of House Bill 
920 something we can live with?  Two, the reduction of income taxes, is that something we can live 
with or at least bring the school in to discuss it.  I don’t think a year to year is going to bode well 
because if Council puts on a committee lets say for 16 months, every year we’re going to have to 
look at implementing this assessment and at the same time trying to feel rushed by a deadline to 
meet that yearly standard of are we going to assess them again this year.  You want to have time to 
put together some data that you can really articulate and speak to the people in plain language.  Our 
charter is for two years, basically up to two years, to try to provide the individuals research and the 
time to research so they can present to council and they can present to the public. 
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 I’m strong on two years.  That’s not necessarily saying that I’m right.  I feel two years is 
enough time for an Ad Hoc committee to study this and at the same time, stabilize the city 
financially.  I do believe the garbage fees and the lighting fees were a stabilizer and we can look at 
issues to resolve in that two years.  I understand individuals who say year to year and if it was 
different times, I’d be for it and even the Mayor has conceded that.  I still feel two years is enough 
time to do the things that we’re talking about as far as long term financial planning and hope to 
improve the relationship with our community and our safety forces to look at ways to prevent crime 
in the neighborhood and not have 20-25% of our safety forces laid off and then try to work from 
that situation.  We would have less to do more.  If we keep what we have, we have the ability to 
most likely come to some resolution on some issues.  When you take away the potential staffing to 
address an issue by default you’re shooting yourself in the foot.  Thank you. 
 
Councilman Wojtila – I was just looking at my calendar and I know Councilwoman Minarik had 
talked about a meeting on June 8th for Waste Zero to come and present the idea that she presented at 
our last Executive & Finance meeting.  I don’t know how the committee members responded to 
that, but I’m hoping that is still going to happen. 
 
President Holzheimer Gail – I believe most everybody could. 
 
Councilman Wojtila – It looks like that is going to happen, maybe you’ll summarize at the end, 
Council President I was hoping you would explain when you thought our next meeting would be? 
 
President Holzheimer Gail – Our next meeting is scheduled for June 1st.  On that is these two items, 
the lighting fee and the garbage fee and the two charter pieces that we had on at the last one and we 
didn’t get to.  Because Law Director Frey couldn’t be here tonight, we saved those for June 1st.  
Council will have to decide.  Councilwoman Minarik’s idea I think is worth pursuing, I’m anxious 
to hear about it.  I don’t know if that is something that is going to be able to impact this budget 
decision for this year.  We’ll have to get some feedback from her. 
 
Councilman Wojtila – It is a recycling and garbage item, so it is tied to the legislation because one 
of the pieces of legislation is extending the garbage fee. 
 
President Holzheimer Gail – If we can act, get these items back to Council by the second meeting in 
June, that should be, so we could wait until after the 8th if that’s council’s wish to act, we could 
have another Executive & Finance meeting after that or we could couple that meeting, I think it will 
take some time to digest.  It is important to act before we go on recess.   
 In summary, I don’t want to say we haven’t done what we said we were going to do, we 
have been looking at the different ideas.  The difficult part is they all will cost our residents more 
money.  We’re sort of in the position of wanting to stabilize the revenue stream but realizing this is 
not the time to ask for more property tax.  So how do we balance those items and how do we look at 
it from the standpoint of what’s the best long term but what can people handle right now.  It is a 
difficult issue so it is taking some time and it will continue and that’s why we’ve discussed wanting 
to have some outside expert help.  From this point I would ask Council continue to ask questions, 
continue to come up with new ideas if there is something that we have not looked at.  We will get 
legislation together to create the Ad Hoc committee so we can get that going.  I would appreciate 
feedback on the draft that we have.  The ideas on timeline and recruitment and things like that 
which we didn’t really get to in much detail.  We do have another meeting scheduled for 
Wednesday, June 1st.  I don’t know if there are any comments from Director Brett or Ms. Sweeney 
to wrap up. 
 
Councilman Van Ho – Director Brett, if we were to only take one year instead of two or four, will 
the fact that a significant portion of revenue may not be available the following year, would that 
affect our bond ratings on Moody and other companies of that nature? 
 
Director Brett – No.  The bond ratings, one they’re not going to go up, we’re not going to get an 
increase in bond ratings because I don’t think we have enough money period.  They don’t increase 
bond ratings to a specific level unless you have $50 million in the general fund or something like 
that.  I don’t think it would go up, maybe it would if they count all the funds.  They recalibrated and 
upgraded our bond rating at the beginning of this year.  The primary things they look at are your 
general fund reserves and your debt capacity per capita or your debt per capita and your debt overall 
and what type of debt it is. Because Ohio must have gotten burned at one time or another in the 
past, probably during the Depression, we have very strict debt limitations that prevent us from over 
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extending our borrowings, the 10.5 the 5.5 and the inside millage, all kind of put us in a box as far 
as what we can borrow; which again helps us with our bond rating.   
 The primary thing they look at, especially this past time, this past rating was what was your 
general fund balance, had it increased or decreased in the past year and the thing that we were able 
to tell Moody’s was despite the fact that we had this economic downturn we actually increased the 
amount of money in the general fund because we weren’t afraid to take basically unpopular actions, 
such as laying off individuals, putting on a hiring freeze, furloughing non-union employees to 39 
hours a week and things like that and increasing the garbage and the street lighting.  Those were 
specifically mentioned in the Moody’s rating.  I shouldn’t say mentioned, they were discussed in 
our conference call with Moody’s.  The fact that specific steps were taken, improved or help us 
maintain that bond rating.  So they’re not going to look at, they don’t look so much down the road 
with exception to debt as they do, what have you done for me lately.  They do a more retrospective 
look at your performance and the recent past. 
 
Councilman Van Ho – My comment is, I go along with Councilman Gilliham, that we should have 
two years.  Not only does it make the administration’s job hard to project and come up with logical 
budgets, but it also puts our employees under an ax, am I going to get cut this year or next year.  I 
think as he said, two years is not a long time to do this and if we can get everything together and 
vote all of this stuff through, we can always cut a year, I don’t think anybody would recall us for 
doing that.   
 
Councilman Langman – Obviously Moody’s bond rating is very important.  There are plenty of 
folks within the community that simply have a tough time handling the fees and whatever else.  I’m 
happy Wall Street is happy that we’ve increased our reserves, our residents really don’t have that 
type of recourse.  So I would suggest that if we’re going to go forward extending the garbage 
portion of the fee, we look at making it $7 across the board, at least to give something back to the 
residents.  As Councilman Gilliham said, those fees were proposed to fill a specific budget gap.  
Through good management, economic performance, etc., we actually put $1.1 million into reserves.  
The folks I talk to that don’t have a job, looking for a job or working part time, have a tough time 
with that.  As a gesture to them, again I think Moody’s rating is very important, but we don’t 
represent Moody’s.  That would be my suggestion. 
Director Brett – I keep on hearing this reference to the fact that we increased our reserves by $1.1 
million, that we were able to put $1.1 million into the bank.  Bear in mind that we had 
approximately $350,000 more in inheritance tax than we had before, so $350,000 of that $1.1 had 
nothing to do with either the garbage fees or the street lighting assessments. 
 Secondly the street lighting assessments and the garbage fees accounted for $2.2 million 
combined.  The difference that they made wasn’t just the fact that we were able to make a $1.1 
million in the black, it prevented us from going $1.1 million in the red.  That has to be taken into 
consideration. 
 Thirdly, Moody’s evaluations are extremely critical.  They translate into real dollars and 
cents.  If I have a single A rating as opposed to a AA rating, I pay higher interest rates when we sell 
our debt in the market.  Do I always agree with Moody’s?  No, but people listen when Moody’s 
speak, they listen.  When you have a downgrade, that speaks volumes and it doesn’t really matter 
whether it is from a AA to single A, or single A to BBB, all people hear is downgrade and 
automatically your interest rates go up.  Again bear that in mind and keep in mind if these aren’t 
renewed, we’re facing a swing of $2.2 million. 
 
Councilman Langman – I am aware of all those factors but I’ll say it again.  A lot of residents that I 
represent don’t have that kind of cushion, they just don’t have it.  We can discuss that, we can talk 
about it, but again, the Moody’s rating is very, very important but quite frankly a lot of our residents 
in this city do not have the luxury of being able to absorb fees and taxes continuously, they just 
don’t.  That’s the reality of where Euclid is today.  I’m not saying don’t extend the fees, I’m saying 
you have to take that into consideration.  Given the ebb and flow of the economy because I’ve been 
through this here before.  Fees on trash and lighting were proposed years and years ago but the 
economy did better and we had some lay offs and some tightening, so this is not new.  Now with the 
recession it is far more serious and given the continuous loss of wealth in the community, folks 
have a tough time doing it.  We primarily represent them.  So I understand Moody’s rating, very, 
very important, but we have to way the impact of the average Euclid resident, especially folks that 
live between the Boulevard and the Heights. 
 
Director Brett – The only thing I would say there is again, if you’re going to increase your interest 
rates, it is going to be the same people who are having a hard time making the garbage fees who 
eventually pay for that in the form of some increase in either services or to our taxes.  I’m totally 
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empathetic with people are pressed to do that, that’s why I favor an income tax over other forms of 
taxes in as much as it precludes the assessment of taxes on people who are likely to be on fixed 
incomes.  That’s why in general I try and think through when presenting options to Council is who 
is the tax base here, who is going to be represented in this tax base.   
 
Councilman Gilliham – I think the reason why initially the lighting and the garbage were put out to 
council to vote on was possibly because it was a better bargain than charging $14 per household for 
garbage.  If you look at the trends, most of the cities that were trying to raise revenue fees looked at 
garbage being that major issue.  In some point I agree with the Mayor that looking at the lighting 
and the garbage fees and reducing the garbage fees was a better deal than $14 per household.  
We’ve had some issues with collections and things of that nature.  I’m just going to go back to why 
I feel it should at least be two years and we aggressively or the next Council aggressively pushes 
forward with the Ad Hoc committee.  I have many calls about floods, sewers, and people who are 
challenged in the Service Dept.  We’ve seen previous examples in other wards that have out to 
council meetings two times in a row.  We’ve had issues with crime.  People are saying when is my 
street going to get paved?  We’ve finding difficulties and challenges in that.  When you look at the 
recreation facilities, all Council received emails about a summer ago about many issues that the 
residents had with some of our recreational facilities.  That’s a capital expense, but the reality of it 
is, those are the challenges that were put upon us. 
 Then we look at seniors.  I was over at Indian Hills and the first thing they said was, they 
had issues going over to the Lakefront Community Center because some of the services were cut.  
Whereas Indian Hills was able to transport some of the people, they also utilized the city services to 
go to the Lakefront Community Center.  That is not there for them any more and that was a 
complaint of theirs. 
 When I look at all of these issues, I think two years is enough time to try to maintain what 
we have now and correct those problems but definitely address those long term issues that we have 
not addressed.  I don’t see garbage fees and lighting fees being long term because as I said before in 
previous council meetings, we’re not on an even slate with other cities, as far as revenue.  That’s my 
comment.  Thank you. 
 
Councilman Van Ho – You know, a wise man earlier in this meeting said, you can’t cut your way to 
prosperity.  We keep looking at ways to cut services and cut school budgets and this and that 
because we’re talking about the people, to use your term, between the Boulevard and the Heights.  
Most of those people, this is probably the most affordable city that they can live in outside of 
Cleveland.  So, we also have to look at making sure we can keep a decent city service for them, 
adequate fire, adequate police, some type of recreation program and on and on.  I think we need to 
look at ways to improve our revenue flow, not just keep looking for a way to cut something else.  I 
will say, two years gives them enough time to get their act together.  Thank you. 
 
President Holzheimer Gail – So everyone has their calendar straight, next week Tuesday we have a 
Public Safety Committee meeting at 6:30 to talk about the pet shop legislation.  Wednesday, 25th at 
6:30 the Assets Committee to talk about Shore and the fees at the animal shelter.  The following 
week is Memorial Day and we have Wednesday, 1st scheduled for Executive Finance.  Monday, the 
6th is Council.  Wednesday, the 8th is Mary Jo’s Sustainability.  I would suggest we keep open the 
13th & 15th because we’ll probably need to have some further action on those, plus the ward map.  
With that I’ll take a motion to adjourn. 
 
Councilwoman Scarniench moved to adjourn.  Councilman Langman seconded.  Yeas:  Unanimous. 
 
Meeting adjourned. 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 


