City of Springdale Council

April 6, 2016


President of Council Vanover called Council to order on April 6th, 2016 at 7:00 p.m.
The governmental body and those in attendance recited the Pledge of Allegiance.
Mrs. McNear took roll call.  Council members Diehl, Emerson, Ghantous, Harlow, Hawkins, Shroyer, and Vanover were present.  

The minutes of the March 16th, 2016 City of Springdale City Council meeting were considered.  Mrs. Emerson made a motion to adopt; Mr. Hawkins seconded.  With a vote of 7 – 0, the minutes of the March 16th, 2016 City Council meeting were approved as published.
Communications

Mrs. McNear:  I do have one item this evening, from Daniel J. Mastrullo, 158 Lafayette Avenue, Springdale, Ohio, 45246, dated 4/4/2016, addressed to Clerk of Council, City of Springdale:

“This note is to say thank you to the City Administration and Council for Resolution No. R3-2016, commending me.  You will never know how much this means to me.  Having many health problems right now, but hope to be back enjoying Council meetings in the near future.

Sincerely, Daniel J. Mastrullo”
That concludes Communications this evening.  Thank you.

Communications from the Audience

-
None

Ordinances and Resolutions
Ordinance No. 5-2016
ACCEPTING A PROPOSAL UNDER THE STATE OF OHIO COOPERATIVE PURCHASING PROGRAM AND AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR AND CLERK OF COUNCIL/FINANCE DIRECTOR TO ENTER INTO A CONTRACT WITH ADVANCED RADIO TECHNOLOGY (ART) FOR THE PURCHASE OF FORTY-NINE E.F. JOHNSON 800 MHZ RADIOS AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY
Mr. Diehl made a motion to adopt; Mrs. Emerson seconded.
Mr. Parham:  I just want to respond to the question that Mr. Diehl raised at the last meeting relative to, when we expect to have these up and running.  Of course, this purchase of 49 radios is comprised of in-car radios, or in-car/truck radios as well as portable radios.  According to the timeline we have, it will take anywhere between two to four weeks to receive the in-car physical radios themselves once we place the order.  We hope to place the order tomorrow and then it will take another four to eight weeks to receive the portables.  It seems to me it should take longer for in-car than portables, but it’s vice versa.  Once those arrive, they will be programed by Advanced Radio Technology and then, depending upon Camp Safety’s schedule, we hope to have them installed in the vehicles by sometime maybe in June.  The installation cost charge for Camp Safety is $11,365.  We are looking at a June timeframe.  We are going to start with the police vehicles first and then work our way into the Public Works vehicles and the Parks maintenance vehicles.  That is all.

Mr. Shroyer:  Just a question, Mr. Parham – do we know if there is programming software available for us to do any?  I know when we used the Motorola radios years ago, you could buy programming software, and in the event that you added radios, moved them from department to department, or do whatever with them that you wanted to change either the message that came up in the window or channel locations, that you could do some of your own programming rather than to have to send the radios back to somebody.  I’m not familiar with these radios; I don’t know if that’s an option.
Mr. Parham:  I am not sure whether or not there is a software component that comes with those features.  I do know that they will have the ability to communicate with the Hamilton County 800 MHz system.

Mr. Parham (continued):  They will have the ability to communicate with the existing police radios.  We are not replacing all of the radios in the Police Department.  We are just replacing the in-car radios.  Also, we will have the ability to communicate with the Fire Department.  There are a ton of new stations that come with these as part of being part of the county.  In the case of the public safety departments, Police and Fire, there will be no charge for the use.  Of course we do have our charge that we are assessed for the runs.  For the Public Works Department and all other radios, there will be a monthly fee and that will be a new feature for us.  Whether or not we have that software to change the features that appear on the screen, I am not certain about that.  
Mr. Shroyer:  Just a thought.  I know if it is available, having that many radios, it may be a worthwhile future investment.  Usually the turn-around time to send the radio and get it back is more the issue more than the programming.
Mr. Parham:  I will have the departments check to see whether that feature is available.

With a vote of 7 – 0, Ordinance No. 5-2016 passed with seven affirmative votes.

Ordinance No. 6-2016
AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR AND CLERK OF COUNCIL/FINANCE DIRECTOR TO ENTER INTO AN AGREEMENT WITH THE COUNCIL ON AGING OF SOUTHWEST OHIO (COA) RELATED TO A JOB RETENTION AND CREATION INCENTIVE AGREEMENT AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY
Mrs. Harlow made a motion to adopt; Mrs. Emerson seconded.

Mr. Parham:  Council, at this point, I am going to ask Mrs. Christine Russell if she will step forward to provide you with some information relative to this ordinance and then introduce our guests.
Mrs. Russell:  Thank you.  Before you is Ordinance No. 6-2016 for your consideration.  This ordinance would authorize the City to enter into an Incentive Agreement with the Council on Aging of Southwest Ohio.  Just a little background on the Council on Aging - they are currently located at 175 Tri-County Parkway and they have been a part of the Springdale business community for over ten years.  They provide a full range of services for seniors in a twenty-one county region of Southwest Ohio.  Just a little snapshot on the impact that they have in our region - in 2015 alone, the Council on Aging provided support to twenty thousand people that allowed them to remain independent in their homes.  They coordinated delivery of more than 1.5 million meals to seniors in our region and responded to over 41,000 requests for information/referrals to other services.  The Council’s operation has doubled in size over the past eight years and they have reached a point where they need more space.  They were looking at either reconfiguring their existing space to be more efficient and more effective for them or moving to new space in another community.  Thankfully, with the help of this Incentive Agreement, they have decided to remodel their office at 175 Tri-County Parkway.  They currently have 150 employees and are looking to add 30 over the next six years.  The current payroll is a little over $7.6M and it will increase to $10M with the addition of these employees and the growth in the salaries of their current employees.  I would like to introduce Suzanne Burke, who is the President and CEO of the Council on Aging, and Sharon Fusco, who is the Vice-President of the Business Services Group.  While they come up, they have provided copies of their 2015 Annual Report that I will pass out while they are saying a few words.
Ms. Burke:  Good evening.  First, I would like to thank you for your consideration of this agreement.  We have enjoyed working with Christine and talking about the opportunities to remain in Springdale.  As Christine has indicated, we have been in Springdale at our Tri-County Parkway location for a little over ten years.  We have gone through significant growth in our organization as we continue to meet the needs of the expanding older adult population and also expanding our services to include individuals under sixty who have disabilities.  During that time we have also broadened our region from a five-county region, as Christine indicated, to a twenty-one county; so we go all the way up to Lima, Ohio for services for individuals who are under sixty with disabilities and those largely include providing care management services and arranging home- and community-based services so that individuals can age in place and stay in their homes as long as possible.
Ms. Burke (continued):  I do want to say that, as an existing Springdale business, that we have really appreciated the responsiveness of the City, both from the Police Department - as over time, a large organization such as ours, we actually have a total of about three hundred positions, 150 office-spaced in Springdale, but occasionally may require some assistance from the Police Department, who has always been very responsive to our requests.  Also I want to thank Jerry, who has been responsive when we have had a couple building issues; so that has been a very positive experience for us, being a business located here and having such a responsive local government and we want to thank you for that as well.  I’ve given you our Annual Report just so that you could see the breadth and depth of our services and there are client stories in there which I would encourage you to read if you have a moment because a lot of our clients are home-bound and so maybe are not able to come out and meet with local government so we try to advocate on their behalf and see that their needs are met.
Mayor Webster:  I would like to take this opportunity to say thank you very much for choosing Springdale as your home and also for continuing to call Springdale home.  The Council on Aging is a tremendous resource for the City.  We are one of the few communities that still have their own Health Department and I know they work very closely with you folks.  Also we have a very large senior population in the City and so I think the two go hand-in-hand, so we couldn’t be happier to have you guys as a business that is located here in Springdale.  Good luck on your future endeavors.
Ms. Burke:  Thank you.

With a vote of 7 – 0, Ordinance No. 6-2016 passed with seven affirmative votes.

Ordinance No. 7-2016

AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR AND CLERK OF COUNCIL/FINANCE DIRECTOR TO ENTER INTO AN AGREEMENT WITH ULTIMUS FUND SOLUTIONS, LLC RELATED TO A JOB RETENTION AND CREATION INCENTIVE AGREEMENT AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY

Mrs. Harlow made a motion to adopt; Mr. Hawkins seconded

Mrs. Russell:  I think the last time I was here, I had a two-fer also.  I’m going to try to keep bringing two at a time.  In this ordinance, this would allow the City to enter into an Incentive Agreement with Ultimus Fund Solutions, as Mrs. McNear just read.  You may remember this company as Project Transformer that we have talked about in the past, so I want to make sure to connect the dots for you that we have talked about this project.  Ultimus is one of the largest independent providers of mutual fund services in the country.  They were founded in 1999 and have been in the Pictoria building since 2004.  They currently have approximately one hundred employees in that location and their Springdale location is their headquarters.  They also have smaller offices in Columbus and Indianapolis.  The company has grown significantly in the last few years and they now service 190 mutual funds with over $30B in assets.  In 2015 they were ranked the number one mutual fund service provider in the country.  Ultimus is continuing to grow and they need more space to accommodate that growth.  They were considering locating those new employees in either Springdale or one of their other smaller offices.  With the help of the Incentive Agreement, they have decided to do that expansion here in Springdale.  They are leasing an additional 14,300 s.f. in the Pictoria building.  They’re currently on the 4th floor and this additional space will be on the 5th floor.  They are planning on adding one hundred employees with $6M in new payroll over the next three to four years.  I’d like to introduce Gary Tenkman, who is the managing Director and the Chief Operating Officer for Ultimus.
Mr. Tenkman:  Good evening, everybody.  I just want to say thank you for offering this incentive.  As Christine mentioned, we’ve been in Springdale since 2004 and we’re really excited to continue our growth efforts.  We’ve made some significant investments in the business and entered into a couple of new business lines over the past 24 months and have gone from 65 employees 18 months ago to 100, to where we are today, so we’re really excited about our growth opportunities and I appreciate the opportunity to stay in Springdale.
Mayor Webster:  Once again, I’d like to say thank you very much for continuing to call Springdale your home.  Here is the most important question - do you give investment advice on these mutual funds?   

Mr. Tenkman:  I’m an accountant, so I’ll let someone else do that.
Mayor Webster:  There’s some small print on here where you have to give financial advice to elected officials (laughter).  Just kidding.  But anyway, thank you very much for calling Springdale your home and good luck to you.

With a vote of 7 – 0, Ordinance No. 7-2016 passed with seven affirmative votes.

Mrs. Russell:  Thank you very much.
Old Business                                                                         
Mr. Shroyer:  Council, several weeks ago I brought forth the issue or at least breached the issue of Senate Bill 27, a presumptive law for firefighter cancers.  I think the discussion that evening was that most of the members wanted to do some research and have some time to investigate the issue.  I did provide some documentation in mailboxes as to studies that were out there and hopefully some of the members did some of their own research.  I guess, at this point, and this legislation is moving forward; in fact, it was scheduled for a committee vote yesterday morning.  I found out last evening that the vote was postponed for a week until next week, but it is scheduled for a vote to go out of committee very soon.  I guess my question is, at this point, does Council have any thoughts or any interest in supporting Senate Bill 27?
Mrs. Emerson:  Just a couple of points that I would like to state.  Many of the studies that were given to us on Council to review were studies that looked at firefighters from the years of 1950 – 2009.  These studies included early years of uniforms that covered the skin and respirators that were worn and were nowhere near as good as those of today.  So I think that plays some part in the statistical information that was presented.  Also the National Cancer Society states that the prevalence of cancer varies widely depending on the type of cancer but, in general, cancer is relatively common.  Half of all men and one-third of all women in the U.S. will develop cancer sometime during their lifetime.  Estimating the cost of impact of legislative changes to Workers’ Compensation Systems involves two main components: an estimation of how many new claims are expected to be compensated and an estimate of how much those newly filed claims will cost.  Such approximations have proven to be quite challenging due to significant data limitations and conflicting published studies on the link between certain occupational diseases and the firefighter profession.  However, it is essential that we understand the impact of the proposed firefighter presumptive compensability and could result in significant increase in the Workers’ Comp System that we all use.  In 2009, the study on cancer among firefighters published by the Nation League of Cities found that there is a lack of substantial scientific evidence currently available to confirm or deny linkage between firefighters and an elevated incidence of cancer.  In the nursing care, Workers’ Comp was paying out millions of claims of needle sticks; while paying out these claims they also sought out ways to prevent them - the first being recapping needles; the second, to retractable needles; and now, to the needleless system.  Maybe with the firefighters or any first responders, we need to look into what can be done to prevent this.  I believe, as a healthcare provider myself, that there are many factors that need to be considered before passing a blanketed piece of legislation that covers all firemen for these thirteen cancers.  Genetics, diet, health of the individual, age, and last, but not least, the card of fate you are given at birth.  No one wants to deny anyone from coverage that they deserve, not just our coverage for our first-responders but for everyone.  With that said, we need to look at choices that we make and risks that we choose in our everyday lives and professions; there is a certain risk that we all take in our jobs, we get paid for what we do and we are given benefits for that.  I do not believe that anyone should stand above another when it comes to health care and our rights to it, but along with that said, I don’t believe that because you wear a fireman’s hat or a police officer’s cap or a nurse’s hat, that you are entitled to any more benefits than any of those that do other professions and take other risks at those jobs.  Life is precious and we all deserve good coverage and the right to good health care.  We cannot continue to single out certain professions over others.  Thank you.

Mrs. Harlow:  I read over what Mr. Shroyer had provided and I don’t have a problem with supporting that Senate Bill.  I do know that there are quite a few people my age or a little bit older that served in Vietnam and some of the chemicals that they were exposed to back when they were in their late teens and early twenties are just now causing them a lot of problems.  So I think sometimes chemicals that we are exposed to can lay dormant in our systems for quite a while before they surface and cause problems.  I think it should be looked into and given the benefit of the doubt.

Mr. Hawkins:  I am still a little conflicted with it.  Common sense would say that if firefighters are exposed to things that are burning in the air that they are going to experience some things that normal individuals would not, so that makes sense that there is some causal connection.  I’m not firmly convinced in terms of the approximate cause with regard to cancer with firefighters, though it seems to make common sense, I am still not sure scientifically on that.  The other part of it that I don’t know and I haven’t been able to find data on it and I guess it’s hard to project, is what would be the cost - not that that has to be the defining factor but what would the impact be on local government - what are we sitting here saying that we are supporting, in terms of fiscally, what that impact is going to be on the City too and that is something that I just can’t find and I know it is hard to project but those are two things that I have questions where I am not quite sure on the situation.  I know we dealt with a resolution a few years back where there was a taking of a position against the estate tax when that was being cut and, in that situation, I personally couldn’t support that but at the same time, I understood the impact on local government, so I wasn’t going to vote against it.  I think I abstained from that situation.  This is a resolution; it’s not as though this is coming before this Council to pass legislation so, if we should take a vote on it tonight, I think the position that I am going to take with regard to it being a resolution, is I would probably abstain from it, not to take away from the resolution in a negative way.  If the majority of folks are in support of it, then it would go forward. 

Mr. Diehl:  I echo some of the comments that Mr. Hawkins made.  My comment is on if this will result in increase in Workers’ Compensation; our rates will go up and will probably stay up and it will probably take an act of God to bring them back down.  As far as the subject itself, I’m kind of neutral on the thing - I don’t know enough about it to be an advocate one way or another.  That’s all of my comments.

Mr. Shroyer:  I guess just a couple of things in response to the thoughts or statements regarding one profession being placed above any other - I don’t think that’s the intent of this bill and I don’t think that that would be the effect of this bill.  I think historically, there has been professions that, after the fact, have found to have absorbed inordinate risk and remedial action has been taken to address that.  I think that I have mentioned in the past that the nuclear workers at Fernald had basically no idea what they were doing at the time; the coal industry throughout the country.  I think there is precedent that we have, after the fact, we have realized issues and have invested in them.  Currently state-wide, nation-wide, the heroin epidemic is at the forefront and it seems at this point we are willing to throw as much money as it takes at making some kind of dent in that problem, not that I am opposed to that or have any issue with that, but I think at some point, things come with a cost and as far as the cost, the cost is there and it is probably a question of whether it is in the right place.  A firefighter gets cancer, a firefighter is covered by the employers’ medical insurance; somebody is going to pay the bill; ultimately, at some point it costs all of us.  If all of these cases go to private insurance and forty percent, fifty percent, eighty percent are in fact job-related, then why should my personal insurance rate be elevated because of the private insurance industry is paying for job-related injuries - they should have been Workers’ Comp injuries to begin with and shouldn’t have affected private medical insurance.  Yes, the same argument goes the other way - if there is ten percent or twenty percent or thirty percent that are covered by Workers’ Comp when they should have been private industry insurance claims.  Somebody is going to pay the bill and I think it is a question of who and the biggest issue for the firefighters I think is and I mentioned if it is in fact a job-related injury and they are thirty-five or thirty-eight years old and they are disabled by it, fortunate to live through it but they are disabled by it then they probably have a year’s time to use up paid medical leave, sick leave, as I mentioned that some departments have trade options but at some point they are out of time and when they are out of time, they are off of the employer’s books.  When they are off of the employer’s books, they don’t have private insurance anymore.
  Mr. Shroyer (continued):  If, in fact, the reason that they are disabled and the reason that they are off of the employer’s books is because of the job they did for the employer, then I think we are doing them a disservice by not providing the option for them to have an extended care option.
Mrs. Emerson:  Mr. Shroyer, I understand what you’re saying but when you look at statistics, National Cancer Society say that fifty percent of all men will develop cancer in their lifetime, how are you differentiating firefighters from any of those other fifty percent of men in the United States?  Out of that, you have picked out thirteen cancers that firemen are at higher risk than anyone else; that to me is just very hard to say that it is due to your job.  Being in the health care profession, I see lots of this and it is really hard for me to say that it is because of your job that you’ve attributed this type of cancer.  There is so much out there right now.
Mr. Shroyer:  I realize that; I realize that firefighters aren’t the only ones who get cancer.  I didn’t write the statistics, the number of statistics that I provided in the case studies that have shown as a test group or sample group of firefighters in a sample group of equal age population.  In some of these thirteen listed cancers, the variable is as much as three or four times to one in firefighter group as opposed to the non-firefighter group; four to one still leaves one that obviously may not have been job related but there are four that are.  Again, I don’t write the statistics.  I believe the statistics are there and the studies show in that type of variable in rates of cancer and the only variable between the test groups is the fact that one group is firefighters; I think there is something there that needs to be looked at.
Mrs. Emerson:  One last comment to Mr. Shroyer.  I spent a lot of time on the literature that you gave us, I read through every article.  Most of these studies when you look at them, looked at a range from 1950; that is a long way back.  Technology and everything has changed; how many years has that been, sixty-six.  I think if you look at more recent literature and stuff that is coming back then I think you are going to find those results lower in how you guys handle fires, the equipment you wear at those fires and those kinds of things, the things where you are supposed to shower right after and clean your equipment right after so that you don’t get recurrent contamination and those kind of things.  Those are all things that you guys have placed within the Fire Department that should be being done to help prevent this.  I would think with those that the statistics aren’t quite as high as they are showing in the literature that you passed out.

Mr. Shroyer:  Not to belabor the issue, I would only say that I personally in the thirty-five years that I was in the fire service, in the last fifteen to twenty years, have personally worked with six, seven, maybe more, young firefighters in their mid-thirties or early forties who have died of cancer. They are not sixty-year old statistics; to me, they are recent statistics.  Unfortunately, any type of medical statistics are by the time they are published, eight to ten years old.  We’re not going to see 2016 statistics for another eight to ten years but again, I belabor the issue, I just asked if folks would have any thoughts or support.  Thank you.
President Vanover:  Council, what is your pleasure?  Do I hear support for a resolution?
Mrs. Harlow:  If we were to put a motion on the floor to support a resolution or to vote on a resolution, then that would go to the Hamilton County Municipal League - is that correct?

Mayor Webster:  It is my understanding that it is Ohio’s Municipal League that is opposing what the Senate is proposing; they are opposing their proposal.  What I hear Chief Shroyer saying is that they would like a resolution to support the Senate bill.
Mr. Shroyer:  Yes.

Mrs. Harlow:  Mr. Shroyer, do you know where the bill stands right now, as far as support?

Mr. Shroyer:  As far as I know, the League is the opposition.  I haven’t been at the hearings and I don’t know if anybody else has.  Obviously, the firefighters are speaking for and the League is speaking against it.  But at this point, I don’t know who else may be for or against it.  I do know the issue is going to move forward, one way or another.  
Mrs. Harlow:  Okay.  I am going to ask that we send a resolution supporting it because we don’t have the luxury here of looking in a rear-view mirror and seeing who has been affected by this and who hasn’t, but at this point in time, it’s not costing us anything for us to put our support behind it and if it benefits firefighters who truly are a Workers’ Comp situation because that can be devastating to have livelihood taken away and have no way of replacing that.  If it is a true Workers’ Comp situation, I hate to see that happen to families, especially to our employees, if it happened to one of our firefighters.

Mr. Shroyer:  The other thing that I would mention is that it is not whether the bill passes or not, if the bill does pass, it is not blanket coverage for these thirteen cancers.  If there are other factors involved, then the point, one way or the other, then it becomes a discussion as to which way it goes, whether it will go Workers’ Comp or whether it will go private insurance.  Same applies under the current presumptive law that is in effect for firefighter heart disease - if I’m 30 years into the service and then develop heart disease, yes, there is a presumption that it is probably job-related.  If, in fact, I was a smoker and was significantly overweight for most of my career and can’t show any evidence of exercise or any effort on my own part to survive that career, then there is a process where that would be denied as job-related injury.  It is not a blanket; there are checks and balances in place.

President Vanover:  We have a motion to produce a resolution to support; do I have a second?

Mr. Shroyer:  Second.

President Vanover:  Is there any further discussion?  (None.)  

With a vote of 3 – 3 – 1, the motion for a resolution was defeated.

(Council Members Harlow and Shroyer and President Vanover voted in favor of the resolution; Council Members Diehl, Emerson, and Ghantous voted against the resolution; and Mr. Hawkins abstained.)  

President Vanover:  The motion for a resolution was defeated.  Still in Old Business, is there any other Old Business to bring forward?  Is there any New Business items?
New Business

Mrs. Emerson:  The Capital Improvement Committee of Council met Monday, April 4th in the Administration Conference room to discuss potential projects for a 2016 Annual Street Improvement Program and a Street Maintenance Program.  I will turn that over to Mr. Parham, if you would like to share a little bit about those.

Mayor Webster:  I would like to just say a few things.  As you know, last year I did a lot of walking throughout this City and talked to a lot of people.  I was not surprised at some of the conversations regarding the conditions of our streets.  Anywhere you go in the City, you can see where the streets need attention.  Just to refresh your memory - for years and years, we spent about $700K a year, average; some years, more and some, less, on our Summer Street Program.  Every street in the City was on a 10-year rotation program.  When the financial crunch hit in 2008 and 2009, it was pretty easy when putting the budget together to say we would skip it this year and then the next year, when we put the budget together, we still don’t have $600K to $700K, so we will skip it.  So that went on for several years and now, just recently, we have been able to put some money back into the Summer Street Program but not nearly to the degree that we used to.  So the result of that is that the streets have somewhat deteriorated.  I think I met with each one of you and told you the road we wanted to take on this thing is to do a comprehensive survey of the streets and to come back with you guys with a recommendation.  I asked Mr. Parham back in early November to proceed with that project and so this evening he would like to share with you and I think we have met with most of you folks to review the finances of this thing and what we are going to propose.  I’ll let Derrick fill you in with the details of where we are.

Mr. Parham:  Thank you Mayor.  Council, as the Mayor indicated, staff performed a comprehensive review of our city-wide streets.  From that process, we identified what we believe to be the twenty-four worst condition streets in the community.  As a result of identifying those twenty-four streets, we proceeded to create ten separate projects that involve some sort of rehabilitation and reconstruction of our street systems.  These projects would require work such as manhole adjustments, curb replacement, paving, and, in some other instances, pavement repairs and so forth.  In addition to the rehab and the reconstruction projects, we also created an additional nine projects that would perform preventative maintenance work on our streets.  The preventative maintenance is the part that has been missing over the past few years.  As a result, the quick deterioration of our roadway system has taken place.  As a part of this process, we are recommending that the City get back into, not only the reconstruction process, but also the maintenance process for our streets.  The reconstruction and the rehab process, those ten projects, has a total cost of about $4.6M and the maintenance cost is another $823,000.  As you can see, we are over $5 million.  There is no way our current City budget can handle such a program.  Therefore, it will require that we go out and borrow money in order to perform this work.  Looking at that, the staff began to come up with a strategy for the implementation of such a project.  What we have recommended is that, number one, we look at borrowing money from a private financial institution that would allow us to engage some of the projects.  Part B of that is then to go through one of our regular processes and to apply for SCIP funding (Ohio Public Works Commission grants), but this time also take advantage of their loan program.  They have a loan program that has zero interest and you can finance it over a twenty-year period.  So to take advantage of those two processes, we think we can get this project underway, if Council so chooses.  Next, to look at the financial (or the private bank) process, the anticipated cost for those projects totals about $2.7 million.  If we consider an interest rate of about 4%, and, if we had to, worst case scenario, finance it over a twenty-year period, we think that would be something we could work through.  At the same time, the goal would be to eliminate this debt as quickly as possible.  As I talk, I will pass documents out for Council to view.  That was the private banking option.  In the case of the SCIP projects, we have been able to combine, from those ten projects that we identified earlier, three separate SCIP applications.  What we would do is submit three applications this upcoming fall in September.  This is intended to essentially take advantage of the grant opportunity as well as the zero free loans.  Our SCIP funding request would perhaps be a 50 - 50 grant to loan ratio.  Again, worst case scenario, when I then combine the financing from both Project A, which is the private banks, and Project B, which are the SCIP applications; if we are successful, and again, this is the worst case scenario, (this assumes us not being successful with any of the grant money) in that case, the annual debt payment would amount to $422,282.  That is what you will see on the first document.  It shows the different priorities.  It does not identify the streets on this particular one.  Our first priority project will be $2.4 million with an annual payment of approximately $122,000; Project two, $937,000, has an annual payment of $46,851; and Project three of $1,053, 000 with an average payment of $52,687.  Down below, you see the equal payments over twenty years at a rate of 4%, for the 2,718,197.  We estimate this amount to be about $200,000 in payments.  That gets us to our $422,282.  How would we pay for this?  In 2016, we are going to have our second to last payment of the Community Center debt.  This year we are going to be paying $408,470.  In 2016, when we make our final payment, we are going to pay $303,630.  After 2017, December 1st, we no longer have debt on the Community Center.  So if you were to look at simply 2016, $408,000, then compare that to the cost that we have estimated here, and again this is worst case scenario, of $422,000, we have essentially been able to bring a number of our streets back up to par and increase the debt by about $15,000 or somewhere in that neighborhood.  I think that goes a long way of bringing the streets back up to speed.  Some of the information or at least one other item that I may have shared with some of you as I talked with you about this project, one of the things that we indicated to you was that, with the zero free loans there was an opportunity to defer the payment.  There is not an opportunity to defer the payment.  The payment will be made at the close of the project, and your first payment will be made either in January or in June.  The payment will be made up to six months after the close of the project.  For an example, if our project closes out in November, our first payment is going to be in January.  If the project closes in February, then the first payment will be in June.  As I look at this opportunity, I assume that the first payment for the bank financing, the private fund financing, probably will not be made until 2017 and that number, as you see, is about $200,000.  Again, next year we are paying $300,000 so we have to fund an increase of about a $100,000.  The earliest payment that the SCIP funding, if we have a loan with that program, more than likely isn’t going to occur until maybe late fall of 2018 or January of 2019.  With SCIP, we submit our application in September.  We will find out probably in November or December whether or not we are successful.  We then will not have access to the funds until July of 2017.
Mr. Parham (continued):  So your first project then goes out to bid.  More than likely it is not going to happen until the spring of 2018.  When the project is then completed, and maybe that is at the end of 2018, but in that case, you are already past the June month, so your first payment would occur in January of 2019.  If Council is in agreement, we will need an ordinance to borrow the funds for the $2.7 million for the street improvement part of the process.  The second document that I provided for you (a number of you have asked me when I believe we can complete the projects), well, I can’t tell you when we can complete the projects but what we provided you here is a schedule that we can embark upon in order to begin the projects that would fall under the private financing.  If you look at the document, you have Project I, Rehab and Reconstruction, it shows West Kemper Road and State Route 4 Service Road, and their associated costs.  What we anticipate is having the engineering work completed for that project and going out for bid sometime in either May or June.  More than likely it is going to occur in June.  We want to try to take advantage of this season of construction that we have up until the fall, so that would take place with the bid process in either May or June.  The construction timeframe is going to be sometime in the summer or the fall of 2016.  At the same time, we would have a Maintenance Project 1 that would involve some minor maintenance work for the streets that were involved in the Summer Street 2013 Program, Summer Street 2015 Program, and Woodvale and Ashmore Courts.  You can see that those are small dollar figures that would go out for bid in May or June.  The project would be underway sometime this summer or fall.  For Project II, Rehab and Reconstruction, we would look at putting out to bid either later this fall or early spring 2017.  You want to get out as early as possible before the contractors begin to identify their projects and lock in projects to help us with our bids.  We would anticipate the spring and fall of 2017 would be the construction period for those projects.  That is the same for the maintenance project, where we simply have taken all the other maintenance features that were identified in the Maintenance Program and have those out to bid in fall of 2016 or spring 2017 and the work taking place in the spring or fall 2017.  As I have indicated, if Council is in agreement, then we would need legislation to, or at least, authorization to begin, to have CT Consultants begin the process of putting together a proposal and then starting with the engineering work.  At some point then we are going to need, when the contracts begin to come in, ordinances for the contracts.  Later on this fall, as I talked about, the SCIP applications and I think that pretty much gets the program rolling for the private funding.  Again, by the time we finish with the SCIP applications this fall, we will begin to put together a very similar schedule for the SCIP loan projects (those projects involved in the SCIP program).  So with that, I will answer any questions you may have.

Mayor Webster:  If I may, I would like to add a couple of things.  First off, this is primarily a residential street process although we are pulling the Sweeney Place Project in there since we’ve been denied funding on that I think on two occasions, so that is about $937K.  We also have a couple of other, Sheraton Lane and short Glensprings commercial; other than that, everything’s residential here.  Now this is assuming worst case, assuming that we get no grants; $7.2M project, all told, probably the largest single project this City has ever undertaken.  I think it is something that we need to be sure we want to do.  I think the financial model we put together here I think is very sound.  If I didn’t think so, I certainly wouldn’t be in the process of recommending that to the City.  I don’t think anybody in this chambers is anymore adverse to debt than I am and I think if we did not have such a rosy outlook with new jobs coming into the City and so forth, then I would not be recommending this.  You can’t legislate what future Councils are going to do but I think that we, the people that are here, need to make the commitment that we will try to do more than just the bare minimum on paying this down because, if not, you are saddling the City with twenty years’ worth of obligations and, needless to say, there’s going to be a lot more street repairs needed over the next twenty years other than what we’re going to address here this evening.  I think it’s very important that we all understand that, that this scenario we’ve given you is the bare minimum that we need to pay on this but with the new jobs coming in and everything else, we should be able to make some additional payments to shorten that span of twenty years.
Mrs. Harlow:  I think it is a very comprehensive program.  As I mentioned to Mr. Parham earlier in the week, the only thing that I don’t see on here is the Ross Park bridge; I asked if there could be some numbers included for us to maybe look and see if we could include that in with what we are doing here, or not.  It might not be feasible to do that but I know that is one of the things that desperately needs to be repaired and we have been putting it off for a long time.
Mayor Webster:  It is certainly something that we can look at.  I would rather keep this just City streets but that is certainly up to Council.  Also I would like to see us continue to apply for some grants to try to help us with that thing, since it is a recreational activity and not a transportation, but that is a good idea.  We started off with just a street project and I would sort of like to keep it that way but that is up to you guys.
President Vanover:  Any other discussion?

Mr. Hawkins:  I think the program, as it has been laid out, is important for us to take care of.  Like the Mayor indicated, I am not one that gets excited about debt and potentially having debt out for twenty or so years.  Obviously Councils coming in the future can pay that down but it is something that is important.  A lot of the work is long overdue, so I’m in support of the program.

President Vanover:  So we need a motion?

Mayor Webster:  Yes, I think a motion to proceed with the whole process would be helpful but then I guess we also need a request for, do we want a contract or just a proposal for engineering?

.
Mr. Parham:  I don’t image his numbers are going to be over $50,000, so I think if you just tell us that we can begin if you approve of the process, then indicate so, and that tells us and we begin to engage the engineer and start the process on the design work.
Mr. Diehl:  I will make a motion that we follow and proceed with the Administration’s recommendation on the road construction projects.
Mrs. Ghantous seconded the motion.
Mr. Parham:  The only thing I will add is that we will be coming back to you because we are going to have to have the financing to borrow the money to take care of that private sector portion.  What the intent is tomorrow morning is to have Mr. Williams begin to check around for rates and see what rates are available for us because the sooner we can lock in the financing, the sooner we can start this project. 

With a vote of 7 – 0, the motion was approved.

Mayor Webster:  Council, thank you very much.

President Vanover:  We are still in New Business.

Mr. Hawkins:  I wanted to have some discussion with some of the matters that Mrs. Matheny brought before Council at our last meeting with regard to our Charter Revision Committee Report.  We had a few items that Council has to make a decision on if we are going to vote to put on the ballot and if we’re looking at November, what’s the deadline – is it mid-June or July?
Mr. Forbes:  Charter amendments are based on constitutional provisions and I believe it is sixty days before, so you have a little additional time.  I wouldn’t push it to that.

Mr. Hawkins:  Thank you, Mr. Forbes.  With that, I believe that Mrs. Matheny brought before us a few issues.  One was that any resignation of office be in writing.  Also, we had that Council members only need be sworn in once and wouldn’t have to be re-sworn for committees such as Planning Commission or BZA and as well, the issue of whether or not Council terms for Planning Commission and BZA should be reduced from four years to two years.  I personally am definitely in support of the resignation of office being in writing, as well as only needing to be sworn in once as Council Members.  I am a little torn on the BZA and the Planning terms being reduced from four years to two years because the continuity is very valuable with regard to those two committees but I am currently leaning toward, and this sort of changes the position I had a few years ago when we discussed this, I am leaning toward having that flexibility of it being two years.  Obviously, we are not making the decision, we are just deciding whether or not it should go on the ballot.  Any ideas that Council has, and it is not something that we necessarily have to vote on tonight, but it is something that we should have some discussion on going forward so that we know where we stand.
Mrs. Harlow:  As past president of Council, I support the two-year appointment to Planning and the two-year appointment to Board of Zoning Appeals.  It gives the President the ability to move Council People around and, as Council People, I think it is our job to go after the committees that we have interest in and we want and mention it to our President that we have a desire to serve on that committee.  That is how we get to grow in the position that we are in.  I think it would make any future President’s position a lot easier in appointing Board Members.  I can remember years ago, Mr. Galster sitting here and giving Planning Commission reports and I was amazed at the amount of detail that went into those reports.  I have to tell you that when I got on Planning Commission it took a little bit of time to get comfortable in the seat and understand exactly how you were reading the blueprints and all of that but it is a committee that I think everyone should have an opportunity to sit on if they can; it is really fascinating.  I am definitely in favor of the two years.
Mrs. McNear:  I don’t get to make a motion or vote on any of these items but I can tell you, as a former President of Council for many terms, I would also support this.  It is very difficult to make appointments based on the four-year terms.  I would recommend it, if my voice has any weight at all for anybody who might be on the fence.  Thank you.
Mayor Webster:  I’ve served with a number of different Councils.  I guess it’s always been four years; I don’t think it’s ever been two, but I know that we have three present and two other former President of Councils here and I know how the three of you have wrestled with those committee assignments and I know that it is not just you three but it is every two years a new President of Council takes over and it is the same old, same old.  The other thing is you get people that get elected to Council, same with district or at-large, and if you don’t get one of these assignments, then you are stuck for four years.  I think a good example is Mr. Shroyer here - Mr. Shroyer is not on Planning; he is not on BZA and so the likelihood of him getting put on those is nil, especially with the other prohibition that we have got that you have to have at- large and one district on each one of those things.  I was hoping that the Commission would recommend us doing away with that also because that just further prohibits the movement of people on different committees.  You are here for four years and you don’t get an opportunity; whether you want to serve or not, you don’t have the opportunity to get on Planning or BZA.  I think all those assignments should be two years and it should be no prohibition between having two at-large and two district.  It has forced continuity on the commissions and I was glad to see that the recommendation did not address the citizen representation that you guys appoint, like Planning Commission - you have two citizens that you appoint there and those are still four years; you have the Mayor appointments to Planning Commission, those are four years, so you still have the continuity on those Boards so the only thing that we are talking about are the two Council reps on there.  I think a change is long overdue and I would like to see it even expanded to eliminate that requirement of at- large and district representation.
Mrs. Emerson:  I’m very mixed on both sides.  The last time we brought this up, I was totally against moving it to two years.  As you said about Mr. Shroyer, this is my sixth year here and it is the first time I am going to serve on one of those committees, which is the BZA.  But with that said, we had have one meeting for BZA and, with the big turnover we’ve had on Council this year, there’s been a big turnover in BZA too.  We have nobody who has served; even the Chairman has left.  Carolyn has been one of them - you are not serving as Vice or Chair because you are Council.

(Mrs. Ghantous responded, off mic)

Mrs. Emerson:  It just seemed very unorganized and chaotic and I’m sure we will all get better as the time goes on, but it would have been nice to have some strong leadership on those committees, which we didn’t have, and we don’t have.  That’s my two cents.
Mayor Webster:  How would this charter change address that - I am not sure. 
Mrs. Emerson:  Because we don’t have a four year, there is nobody who has been on there for four years.  We don’t have anybody that has served for four years.  Mr. Diehl stepped down so we have nobody who has been on that committee.  Mrs. Huber is the Secretary.

Mayor Webster:  This is under the present system, that we have this situation.
Mrs. Emerson:  Correct, because we have allowed it.

Mayor Webster:  So you are saying that change to this is going to be worse?

Mrs. Emerson:  Well it is going to be what it is right now because we don’t have anybody up there that has served four years.  There is nobody that has had continuity up there.  Be that good or bad, I see both ends of it.  I am glad I am on there and I am going to grow and learn on that committee.  It’s very difficult because I don’t feel that you have some leadership up there, somebody directing it.
Mrs. Matheny:  Since it’s been three weeks since the last meeting, I just wanted to reinforce one point of one of these topics here.  We did not have this in here for this recommendation four years ago but we did specifically state that it could remain the same person; it was just strictly an option.  So I think that is important when you make the decision on whether to let the voters vote on this.  It is just an option; it doesn’t have to change.  You could still have somebody up there for sixteen years.  I just wanted to refresh everyone’s memory of that.
Mr. Diehl:  Mrs. Emerson’s concern will partially go away once we don’t have to have at- large and district person on the thing.  By allowing any Council Member it will give you a lot more flexibility.  I think that will be eliminated.
Mrs. Ghantous:  Did Charter Revision talk about the requirement of having an at-large in a district?
Mrs. Matheny:  No, if I remember correctly, and Mr. Vanover, correct me if I am wrong, I think you mentioned at the very first meeting that we met, that you didn’t see as much of a problem with that portion of it as you did the two and four years; am I accurate?
President Vanover:  In an ideal world, I think that would be the best.  But also I understand and I’ll take the floor here in a few minutes after everyone else has their piece.   I brought this back to Charter for that because I have served as Vice President to Mrs. McNear and Mrs. Harlow and I saw their anguish and have relinquished in it myself in this topic.  As far as this point and time, no, I did not include that.  If Council chooses, we could bring that and forward that to Charter.
Mrs. Matheny:  I am sure I could do that but I am sure that Charter is not going to really care but if that’s the direction you want.
Mrs. Ghantous: Does Charter have to bring that, if that idea goes out we can just discuss it?
Mrs. Matheny:  No.  You guys can just discuss it, you can incorporate that into what we recommended, you can throw the amendment out, you can rewrite it, how ever you want to do it.
Mr. Hawkins:  I think Mrs. Matheny makes a good point just in reminding us that even if it was amended to two years or changed to two years, it doesn’t have to necessarily be a change and the President would hopefully be making decisions based on trying to maintain some continuity if it’s necessary based on what else is going on with Mayoral appointments and other Council appointments for non-elected individuals.  I understand the idea of not having set at-large and district reps on there.  I would personally not support that, at least at this time; maybe I am taking baby steps since I was so vehemently opposed to this a few years back but I am not ready to go there yet.  I do think there is something to be said when this was part of the Charter as it is now initially, I am sure some of that also was to make sure that the elected officials that are in districts and in at-large positions were going to have some opportunities guaranteed to them to be on some different committees and serve in some different roles.  So I wouldn’t support going to that end, but at this point, I am in support of everything that Charter Revision had brought before us with regard to putting it on the Council and letting the voters decide on it and make a decision.
Mayor Webster:  I just wanted to comment to Mrs. Ghantous, the Charter amendments can be initiated by Council or they can be recommended to Council by the committee.  You don’t have to go through the committee, if Council wants to put something on the ballot to change the charter then that is legal.  The other recommendation, as I understand it, is something to do with if an elected official resigns and it has to be in writing; how are you going to enforce that?
Mayor Webster (continued):  If somebody takes a job or they get mad and they don’t want to serve anymore, they don’t give you something in writing; so what are you going to do about it?  If somebody gets transferred out of town, they are gone.  I think that’s pretty nit-picky, personally.

Mrs. Matheny:  Most of the commission felt the same way but we had one person that was very adamant about that.  I think the proper language should be “when at all possible” added to that.
Mrs. Harlow:  On the Planning and BZA to your appointments that we are discussing, I think that if we can just get them to two years that would be a great help to future Presidents and appointing committees.  I would have been very satisfied with that and would have been well satisfied to leave the district and at-large one from each, alone.  I think just getting the two years will be quite helpful.
Mr. Shroyer:  I would support all of the issues as raised including the thought of not requiring an at-large and a district.  I think that Council elects a President and normally that President has some number of years of experience and these changes don’t change anything, they give the President the option or flexibility to make some additional decisions.  I would be comfortable with putting those decisions in the hand of somebody that was elected to lead this Board.  Thank you.

President Vanover:  While we have a lull, I have fully understood the change and Council reps are just two Members of seven on this Board.  Will it ensure, guarantee continuity; not necessarily because there can always be at some point and time, much like our Police Department and Fire Department one of the strong points is guys come on and they stay for a long time.  The down side to that is that at some point and time there is going to be a lot of turnover.  It is that double edge sword that we live with.  I have been up here for twenty-two, twenty-three years and I see the light at the end of the tunnel that I will be retiring and I know it is not an on-coming train, at least at this point it is not.  I was the benefactor to some degree to that and I sat on Planning for sixteen years.  It is one of the things that the President, when they come in two appointments are already out of their hands because they have been made by a preceding President and those appointments still have two years riding.  Part of it also depends upon who the President is, are they an at-large or a district.  We have four district Members up here and we have three at-large.  If one of the at-large is the President then you are down to two.  Again, the point is that it doesn’t mean that we have to make the change but it gives that President the option to make a change.  I greatly loved my time on Planning. I hamstrung other members because they didn’t get that.  In a perfect world, yes, I would love to do away with the requirement of at-large and a district but at this point, I’ll take the baby steps, like Mr. Hawkins and we’ll get the two year appointments and save that for a point down that road that maybe we rethink it.  But at this point, I think the time has come that I think that allowing the President to make those two-year appointments to the BZA and Charter would help them immensely.  This last change that was invoked by one of our Members buying a new house and being out of his district forces and really brought this to a head.  And that was why Mr. Diehl came off of BZA, because we had these forced changes.  So now, who do you put there and it just really showed me that now’s the time we need to look at this.  You can go back and verify the minutes of Charter Revision meeting - Mr. Knox had voted against the prior issue.  Looking at it now, he can’t figure out why he voted against it.  It’s not me; I can open the microphone to either one of the two past Presidents sitting here and they can relate their stories and their experiences.  So I guess at this point, unless there’s further discussion.

Mr. Shroyer:  What is the thought or the reasoning behind requiring an at-large and a district?  The terms are staggered so it automatically creates a two-year staggering; the President has that two-year option to create that stagger.  Is there another reason for a need for an at-large in the district?  Planning Commission doesn’t review projects by district.
Mayor Webster:  That amendment was made to the Charter within the last twenty years to require that, before that, that was not a requirement, they did not have one district and one at-large.  For the life of me, I can not remember why that was done.  My recollection is I was against it but that doesn’t make it right.
President:  Okay.  I guess at this point, is Council at a point that we can go through these issues one by one?
Mayor Webster:  They will be separate Charter amendments.
President Vanover:  Yes.  Right, they will be separate.  If Council is at a point where we can make a motion and act, then we will do it or if we want to table it for another discussion, we do have time but again, I wouldn’t waste a whole lot.
Mayor Webster:  If there is any sentiment to change the one and one, we can go back to the minutes and research why that was brought to the floor to start with.  I honestly don’t remember why we did that.  You’re a 20-year person - do you remember that Mrs. Harlow?

Mrs. Harlow:  I do remember that and that is why I had my light on to ask if we could maybe table this.  I would like to go back and look.
Mayor Webster:  Yes; I would too.

Mrs. Harlow:  If I recall, it was a former Council person that brought it up.  I don’t really remember the reasoning behind it.  I would like to research that if you don’t mind.  I’m all in favor for two-year but I would like to research the one and one.
President Vanover:  Do we want to just table everything for the time being because we will probably have to deal with these one at a time anyway.
Mrs. Harlow:  I’ll try and have that by next Council meeting.  I will go back to the minutes on the internet and do some searching.
President Vanover:  I will ask Council to give me direction on how we want to proceed with these others.
Mr. Diehl:  I make a motion we table this.

Mr. Hawkins seconded the motion.
With a vote of 7 – 0, the motion was passed.

President Vanover:  For full disclosure, I will not be at next meeting; I will be visiting my new grandson.  Do we want to bring it back in two weeks or the next meeting in May?
Mr. Parham:  Just one clarification - was the motion for next month or next meeting?

President Vanover:  The next meeting.
Mr. Parham:  Council, on Monday April 4th, there was a bid that took place here in this room for the demolition of the former Sheraton Hotel.  There were thirteen bids that were submitted.  The lowest bid was submitted by O’Rourke Wrecking Company in the amount of $587,000, the highest bid was $1,661,000.  Right now staff is going through the process of reviewing the bids and making contact with reference for O’Rourke.  If you recall we talked about trying to have this legislation to accept the lowest bid contractor/best bid contractor at the May 4th meeting; however, O’Rourke is well known in this area and in the region and appears to be very respectable but I think we still have to do our due diligence.  However, if we are able to conclude the review process, we would like to shift that to the next Council meeting of April 20th, but again, we are going to continue to make contact and speak to their references.  There were a number of people who have been curious and we have had some residents call us and email us wanting to know whether the building is going to be imploded or not.  The answer is no.  There was an option in the bid for the contractor to provide whatever means they were going to choose, whether that was through a normal mechanical process probably with a wrecking ball or something of that nature, or through implosion.  There were six options for imploding but they were not the lowest bid.  In addition, we did perform an asbestos survey on the property.  It was determined, pretty early on after the bids first went out that we found minor amounts of asbestos.  I think with some of the floor tile.
Mr. Parham (continued):  Later on, just a week or so before the bids, one of the contractors in reviewing the plans identified a potential area where asbestos was known to be prevalent.  We were able to get the engineers back out to test that location and it also turned out to be positive.  The good thing for us is that it did not meet a certain level that then requires various EPA methods to be taken advantage of.  However there are still OSHA requirements and there is still a process in which the contractor will need to address this amount of asbestos.  Because of that, we know that there will be a change order to this project.  What we intend to do is re-engage the consultant and to enter into agreement with them to assist us in providing information to O’Rourke as to what was found as well as requesting information as to how they plan to address the issue as well as how much it is going to cost us to address the issue.  They are well versed in that process and unfortunately we do not have any one on staff with that expertise.  They will perform in that manner for us, as well as the intent is to have them serve as the field inspector during the process.  At the end, they will provide us with a report that verifies that the material has been properly addressed and disposed.  To address this process and any other unforeseen events, we intend to add a contingency amount.  We don’t know for certain that there will not be other items that may arise during the demolition process.  So that is the bad news.  The good news – we have been notified by the Hamilton County Planning and Development Department that they have recommended to the Hamilton County Commissioners that the City of Springdale be provided with an additional, and I say additional because they have already funded us with our home improvement program, $300,000 in Community Development Block Grant funds to help with the demolition of the Sheraton Hotel.  There is a public hearing that is scheduled for April 27th at the County Commissioner’s meeting.  At that time, the County Commissioners will address the overall 2016 Community Development Block Grant action plan.  This project has been added on as an amendment to that action plan and at that point is when the Commissioners will take a vote, hopefully in the affirmative, to help us to demo the building.  It is Community Development Block Grant funds working hand in hand with this type of project to eliminate blight.  We all know that hotel has served as blight for us for a number of years.  That is very good information for us.  If we look at this process right now, at $587,000 is the bid.  Originally, I plugged in $100,000 for contingencies and there may be some adjustments there, and then you subtract from that the $300,000 in CDBG funds from the county, now we are down to about $387,000.  Our total debt right now, if you add the $387,000 to our $1,950,000 for the acquisition of the property, we are up $2,337,000.  We believe that there is still an opportunity to recover those funds, probably 100% of those funds, I would think.  We talked earlier about the fact that we are going to have the legislation before Council at the April 20th meeting that authorize us to borrow the funds in order to pay for this process.  On the 22nd of April, is the closing on that financing.  What we are recommending is that the final amount that we borrow, we are authorized up to $3 million, is $2,637,000.  In an effort to receive the funding from the County, we will also need to enter into a Memorandum of Understanding.  I have been reviewing the documents with the Planning Department.  Either we can have motion of Council, an ordinance or some form of legislation or if Council chooses to give me the authority to sign off on the document, we can do it in either manner.  The item will be addressed at the 27th at the County Commissioner’s meeting.  As I mentioned earlier, depending upon the review of staff, the ordinance for the demolition contract with O’Rourke would either before you at the April 20th meeting or the May 4th meeting.  With that, I will answer or address any questions that you may have.
Mrs. Emerson:  Mr. Parham, two-handed question here; as far as the OSHA requirements and the asbestos and that kind of stuff, will that fare into what type of demolition we use, whether it is mechanical, implosion, that type of thing?  Does that have anything to do with?

Mr. Parham:  No.  They have already submitted their bid and their process and how they are going to tear the building down.  Whether they were going to implode it or as this group is going to use the mechanical means, they would still need to go in there and remove the material and then secure the material and move it off site and go through their process.
Mrs. Emerson:  What’s the difference between mechanical and conventional high reach; what is that?
Mr. Parham:  I am not certain.  I think in the industry people in different locations probably use different terms.  I would have thought that the high reach, as I was sitting here listening to these bids is no different than the mechanical process and probably with a wrecking ball or some other instrument that is going to be physically banging that building.
Mrs. Emerson:  Thank you.

Mrs. Diehl:  I do have a question. Will this be beneficial for the City to notify all the residents around that area, similar to what we did over at the Crossing?

Mr. Parham:  I think any of these types of projects we’re going to have the contractor to provide notification to the surrounding property owners, as well as the residents that are back in the condominiums.
Mr. Diehl:  Thank you.

Mrs. McNear:  Now I have a reason to have a dusty house (laughter).
President Vanover:  What took me back was the spread of the bids.  There is $1.1M between the low and high; we could almost bring the building down twice, just on the spread.  That was amazing.  Very good.

Mr. Parham:  Thank you.

Mr. Forbes:  Just in case anyone up here was wondering who the very patient stranger was in the audience tonight, I am very pleased to introduce to Council and Administration Jillian Brandstetter.  Jillian is the newest addition to Wood and Lamping Law Practice Group.  She joined us back in December and has been working with me on a number of municipal projects including some things for the City of Springdale.  I wanted to have her out here to introduce her to Council to start see some of the faces and see where the magic happens.  So I thought I actually better talk tonight.
President Vanover:  Welcome.
Ms. Brandstetter:  Thank you.
Meetings and announcements.

Mayor Webster:  I would like to remind everybody to please return your surveys.  Hopefully everyone received those over the weekend.  Doesn’t cost anything; prepaid postage is attached to the envelope.  Please fill those out and get those back to us.  Thank you.

Mrs. McNear: Just a reminder to the stragglers who have not filed with the Ohio Ethics Commission, I have thrown down the gauntlet, let’s see who comes in last.  If you please, get those in and pay your $35.00 and be done with it.  Don’t be late - you will be fined.

Mrs. Emerson:  The Board of Health will meet April 14th at 7:00 p.m. in the conference room adjacent to these quarters.
Mrs. Harlow:  Planning is scheduled to meet April 12th at 7:00 p.m.  OKI is scheduled to meet April 14th at 10:30 a.m.
Mr. Thamann:  Some more information on the Recreation Department.  The Mayor just mentioned the survey; we are asking you to get those in by May 2nd.  They are also having registration underway for the co-ed softball program.  So if anyone is interested in playing coed softball on Tuesday evenings, please contact the Community Center for details and to get your team registered.  One other thing - it is tax season and our Tax Department is extending their hours next week for a few days.  Next Thursday and Friday, April 14th and 15th, they will be open from 8:00 a.m. until 7:00 p.m.  Saturday, April 16th, they will be open from 9:00 a.m. until 1:00 p.m.  The tax deadline is at the end of the day on Monday the 18th. 
Communications from the Audience
-     None.
Update on Legislation Still in Development

Mr. Hawkins:  Item I in your memorandum was addressed with Ordinance No. 5-2016, which passed with a 7 – 0 vote.  Item II was Ordinance No. 7-2016, which also passed with a 7 – 0 vote.  Item III was addressed with Ordinance No. 6-2016, which passed with a 7 – 0 vote.  Items IV and V are forthcoming.

Recap of Legislative Items Requested for next Council Meeting

Mr. Hawkins:  There is a request for an Ordinance amending Ordinance No. 3-2016, to Change Optional Redemption Provisions and Declaring that an Emergency; also Authorizing a Final Ordinance with the State of Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT) for the State Route 4 Southbound Lane Addition Project and Declaring that an Emergency.  We may have an ordinance regarding demolition coming at the next meeting or the first meeting in May.
Mr. Parham:  The only other item I can think of right now is, since you did not provide a motion, perhaps we need legislation for the Memorandum of Understanding, and we have time, if we do it by ordinance.  
Mayor Webster:  Before we adjourn, would you address the summer operating schedule, our meeting schedule?
President Vanover:  Okay.  Historically, we have, with the months of June and July – July and August, I’m sorry, condensed down to one meeting a month.  Is there interest to continue that tradition?  (Council confirms interest.)  Okay, then, we’ll adjust our announcements and publications accordingly – the second meeting each month, so it would be the third Wednesday of July and third Wednesday in August.   

Adjournment

President Vanover:  That brings us to Item XIV.

Mr. Hawkins:  Move to adjourn.
Mr. Shroyer seconded the motion and Council adjourned at 8:45 p.m.







Respectfully submitted,








Kathy McNear








Clerk of Council/Finance Director
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