
BRUNSWICK CITY COUNCIL AGENDA
   Brian         Alex         Michael       Kenneth
 Ousley      Johnson    Abella Jr.       Fisher
At‐Large   At‐Large    Ward 1   Law Director

 Anthony          Ron         Barbara
    Bales           Falconi        Ortiz
City Manager  Mayor    Council Clerk

 Patricia         Joseph           Anthony        Nicholas
  Hanek          Salzgeber      Capretta         Hanek
At‐Large          Ward 3          Ward 4          Ward 2

Administration Representatives

MAY 9, 2016 

  1.  Prayer and Pledge of Allegiance 
     

  2.  Roll Call of Members 
     

  3.  Correspondence 
     

  4.  Approval of regular Council Meeting Minutes dated April 25, 2016. 
     

  (a)  Council Meeting Minutes dated April 25, 2016. 
  5.  Mayor’s Report: 

  (a)  Mayor's Court Financial Report for the month ending April 2016 will be posted 
on the website and added to the minutes for the record; 

  (b)  Recognition of Nicholas Solar upon his retirement from the Division of Police; 

  (c)  Proclamation to proclaim the Month of May 2016 as Business Appreciation and 
Economic Development Month in the City of Brunswick; 

  (d)  Proclamation presented to Johnny Wu for the Cleveland Asian Festival; 
  (e)  Proclamation to proclaim National Police Week in the City of Brunswick; 
  (f)  Proclamation for VFW Buddy Poppy Collection; 
  (g)  Recognition of First Place Winners of the Classroom of Champions; 

  (h)  Mayor's recommendation to reappoint Hope Zakany to the Juvenile Diversion 
Board; 

  (i)  Mayor's recommendation to appoint Steve Meade to the Building Board of 
Appeals; 

  (j)  Motion to approve the Mayor's recommendation to appoint Ray Purcell to the 
Juvenile Diversion Board; 

  (k)  Mayor's Update. 
     

  6.  Clerk of Council’s Report 
     

  7.  Council Committee Reports: 
    Economic Development...............................................................Mr. Johnson 
    Services, Utilities, Technology & Cable......................................Mr. Salzgeber 
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  (47) Services Committee Meeting Minutes dated April 25, 2016  
    Finance Committee.......................................................................Mrs. Hanek 
    Safety & Environment..................................................................Mr. Hanek 
    Planning & Zoning Committee.....................................................Mr. Ousley 
    Parks, Recreation & Community Committee................................Mr. Abella Jr. 
  (48) Parks Committee Meeting Minutes dated April 4, 2016 
    Building & Building Code Committee..........................................Mr. Capretta 
     

  8.  Other Boards and Commissions 
     

  (a)  Joint Committee of the Whole Meeting Minutes dated April 12, 2016  
  9.  Petitions from the Public on Legislation 
     

  10.  Reading of Legislation and Action on Legislation: 
     

  a. 3rd Reading(s)
     

   
ORD. NO. 4­16 ­ An ordinance amending Section 1278.02 of the City of Brunswick 
Codified Ordinances ­ 3rd Reading (Planning & Zoning Committee, 
Administration/Ken Fisher) 

     

   
ORD. NO. 12­16 ­ An ordinance amending Section 1278.02 of the City of Brunswick 
Codified Ordinances ­ 3rd Reading (Planning & Zoning Committee, 
Administration/Grant Aungst) 

     

   
RES. NO. 21­16  ­ A resolution designating the month of May 2016 as Local 
Business Appreciation Month & Economic Development Month in the City of 
Brunswick ­ 3rd Reading (Economic Development, Amended 4­21­16/Alex Johnson) 

     

  b. 2nd Reading(s)
     

  c. 1st Reading(s)
     

   

ORD. NO. 28­16  ­ An emergency ordinance authorizing and adopting the proposed 
tax budget for the City of Brunswick, Ohio for the year beginning January 1, 2017 
through December 31, 2017 ­ 1st Reading.. (To be brought from Finance Committee, 
Administration/Todd Fischer) 

     

    ORD. NO. 29­16  ­ An emergency Ordinance to transfer and advance funds ­ 1st 
Reading  (To be brought from the Finance Committee, Administration/Todd Fischer) 
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ORD. NO. 30­16  ­ An emergency Ordinance amending Ordinances #93­15 and #8­
16 to include amendments to the appropriations budget for the year ending December 
31, 2016 as incorporated in Exhibit A attached hereto­ 1st Reading  (To be brought 
from Finance Committee, Administration/Todd Fischer) 

     

   

RES. NO. 32­16 ­ An emergency resolution authorizing the City Manager to exercise 
an eight (8) month renewal option of the residential solid waste collection and disposal 
­ 1st Reading (To be brought form Committee­of­the­Whole,  Administration/Paul 
Barnett) 

     

   

RES. NO. 33­16 ­ An emergency resolution authorizing the City Manager and City 
Engineer to submit a Community Development Block Grant application for the Judita 
Drive Reconstruction Phase 2 Project ­ 1st Reading (To be brought from Committee­
of­the­Whole, Administration/Matt Jones) 

     

   

RES. NO 31­16 ­ An emergency resolution of intent to appropriate a 1.3 acre non­
exclusive, perpetual access/utility easement from and through portions of property 
owned by Centro NP Brunswick Town Center LLC identified AS PPNs 003­18D­04­
014,­­318D­04­020 and 003­18D­04­021, to provide access and utility service to 
property owned by the City of Brunswick (PPN 003­003­18D­04­024) ­ 1st Reading 
(To be brought from Committee­of­the­Whole, Administration/Ken Fisher) 

     

  11.  City Manager's Report 
     

  12.  Administrative Departments 
     

  13.  Open Forum 
     

  14.  Unfinished Business 
     

  15.  New Business 
     

  16.  Adjournment 
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                     SERVICES, UTILITIES, TECHNOLOGY & CABLE COMMITTEE

                                                                       April 25, 2016

IN ATTENDANCE: Chairman Joseph Salzgeber, Committee Member Brian Ousley, Committee 
Member Nicholas Hanek, Michael Abella Jr., Patricia Hanek, Anthony Capretta, City Manager Anthony 
Bales, Service Director Paul Barnett, Finance Director Todd Fischer, City Engineer Matt Jones, 
Community & Economic Development Director Grant Aungst, Law Director Kenneth Fisher, Council 
Clerk Barbara Ortiz, News Media.   

The meeting convened at 6:22 p.m.

REVIEW LEGISLATION:

RES. NO. 25-16 – An emergency resolution authorizing the City Manager to enter into a three (3) year 
agreement with Zimmerman Paint Contractors, Co., the lowest and best bidder, for the provision of 
pavement marking services in an amount not to exceed $49,603.17 for Year 1, $64,104.50 for Year 2 and 
$69,537.95 for Year 3

Mr. Barnett advised the low bidder for pavement marking was Zimmerman Paint Contractors; references 
were checked out and they were excellent.  This contract is different than in the past he provided a spread 
sheet to the committee which explained the procedure.  Thermoplastic will be used it works well on 
asphalt roads and it will be done on Boston Road it has a longer longevity than the normal water based 
paint.

Mr. Ousley brought up markings on S.R.303 that were done late in the season last year; the markings 
were supposed to be temporary and they were to be redone, and that has not happened as of yet, and they 
are fading.

Mr. Barnett just today had a conversation with the project engineer from ODOT, they looked at the 
striping and ODOT estimated they were about 2-4 weeks away from the contractor coming back out, they 
will be doing the thermoplastic on all the arrows, channelization lines, stop bars, and cross walks.  As 
much work as possible will be done at night.

Mr. Abella asked what type of paint is being used.

Mr. Barnett did not know who the manufacturer was it is a standard ODOT paint that meets their 
specifications.

With the possibility of it being Sherwin Williams paint, Mr. Abella will abstain from the vote.

Mr. Barnett advised the pavement markings will most likely take place the end of June early July.

Mr. Ousley commented on the crack sealing program in the past the pavement markings are done, then 
crack sealing is done over top of the paint.

Mr. Barnett will look into the timing of the crack sealing program.
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Mr. Ousley moved this resolution to tonight’s Council Agenda of April 25, 2016 as an emergency with 
suspension of the rules.  Vote – 3 Ayes, 0 Nays.

GENERAL DISCUSSION:

Mr. Barnett will be bringing conversation regarding the BTA in a couple of weeks, the survey information 
was provided by Mrs. Hanek.  Additionally, Mr. Barnett advised there will be upcoming conversations on 
solid waste as well.

ADJOURNMENT:

Being no further business, Mr. Hanek moved to adjourn at 6:27 p.m.  Vote – 3 Ayes, 0 Nays.

Respectfully submitted,

Joseph Salzgeber
Chairman
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           PARKS, RECREATION & COMMUNITY COMMITTEE

                 April 4, 2016

IN ATTENDANCE: Chairman Michael Abella Jr., Committee Member Anthony Capretta, 
Committee Member Joseph Salzgeber, Parks & Recreation Director John Piepsny.

The meeting convened at 7:04 p.m.at the Brunswick Recreation Center

MUTT MITT COSTS:

The committee discussed the cost of purchasing Mutt Mitts.  For a case of 800 mitts the cost is 
$80.00; will move forward and place them at North Park.

HOT WATER HEATER ESTIMATE – MOTION TO COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE: 

The committee discussed the replacement of the hot water tank at the recreation center.  The 
estimated cost is $28,240.00 delivered; the Administration budgeted $35,000.00 for this 
purchase. 

Mr. Salzgeber moved the discussion of the hot water heater replacement to the next Committee 
of the Whole Agenda.  Vote – 3 Ayes, 0 Nays.

MAGNOLIA BRIDGE REPLACEMENT – MOTION TO COMMITTEE OF THE 
WHOLE:

The committee was informed the estimate for the replacement of the Magnolia Bridge is 
$58,000.00 and $60,000.00 was budgeted for the project.

Mr. Salzgeber moved the discussion of the Magnolia Bridge Replacement to the next Committee 
of the Whole Agenda.  Vote – 3 Ayes, 0 Nays.

BYS PRESENTATION:

Dan Geyer President of BYS addressed the committee and provided a summary of their activities 
and went over financial statements.

GENERAL DISCUSSION:

There was none.

ADJOURNMENT:

Being no further business, Mr. Capretta moved to adjourn at 7:50 p.m.  Vote – 3 Ayes, 0 Nays.
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Respectfully submitted,

Michael Abella Jr.
Chairman
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                                            COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETING MINUTES

                  JOINT MEETING – CITIES OF BRUNSWICK, MEDINA & WADSWORTH  

                                                                MEDINA CITY HALL   

                                 April 12, 2016 

The meeting started at 6:30 p.m.

IN ATTENDANCE:  Mark Kolesar, Bruce Darlington, Bob Thurber, Bob Titus, Ralph Copley, 
Brian Hilberg, David Williams, Billie Simpson, Bill Lamb, Paul Rose, Nino Piccoli, Robert 
Patrick, Paul Barnett, Dennis Hanwell, Jim Shields, Nicholas Hanek, Brian Ousley, John Coyne, 
Patricia Hanek, Anthony Bales, Barbara Ortiz. 

Mr. Coyne advised the Service Directors from the cities of Medina, Wadsworth and Brunswick 
have been meeting and tonight they will disseminate their information. 

Nino Piccoli Service Director City of Medina - Mr. Piccoli advised there has been a lot of 
discussion and dialogue about recycling and the options to recycle.  He distributed a fact sheet 
and it was attached to these minutes.

Mr. Piccoli began tonight’s discussion by going over the three most feasible options to Medina 
County for trash recycling.

Option 1 is to continue under the current plan; flow control will continue with all mixed waste 
going to the CPF and then transported to a landfill.  Recycling offered by single stream 
community drop off bins throughout the county for access, curbside recycling is an option if 
communities want to participate, recycling rate is 2% to 5%, it is the lowest participation rate 
from residents and most difficult for residents.

Option 2 would close the Central Processing Facility (CPF) and moved to a free market, in that 
instance flow control would be eliminated and mixed waste would go anywhere the hauler 
determined, recycling would be offered by single stream to community drop off bins, curbside 
recycling would be an option if communities want to participate, recycling rate is approximately 
10% to 20%, there is a low participate rate from residents, and recycling expense are shifted 
from the facility to the curb.  Additionally curbside recycling would require extensive outreach 
and education for implementation and combating contamination, commercial and multi-family 
units is lagging due to increased organization costs.

Option 3 would be the mixed waste processing facility at the CPF, and could possibly be the 
Optiva proposal.  Flow control continues with all mixed waste going to the central processing 
facility, processed and used in manufacturing, product creation, or sold to an open market. The 
recycling would be done at the CPF not the communities, curbside recycling is still an option if 
communities and citizens want to participate, although that would be unlikely.  The anticipated 
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recycling rate could range from 10% to 50%, there would be a high participation rate from 
residents with more opportunities for recycling than traditional curbside; there would be an 
anaerobic digester, tire de-polymerization, and the operating costs would shift from the curb to a 
controlled environment.

Next to speak was Robert Patrick Service Director City of Wadsworth – Mr. Patrick noted it was 
important to keep those three options in mind as tonight’s meeting goes on so ultimately moving 
forward one of the options would be picked.   

The next area defined is what is known about Medina County; Mr. Patrick noted the goal of the 
three cities is to continue to increase the amount of recycling while reducing costs. 

Mr. Patrick gave the background history on the work that has been done in the past year and a 
half.  In 2014 the service directors were meeting with the district talking about the high fees and 
low amount of recycling, at the end of 2014 the contract expired for the mixed waste processor 
contractor, the county went out to bid and received three bid responses, at that time the county 
commissioners decided not to move forward.  It was noted Optiva was one of the three bidders; 
however they did not meet the criteria and were not selected.  After that there was a lot of work 
done by the county, the district, and the service directors trying to determine how to move 
forward in the best way possible.

Mr. Patrick noted the three city meetings began last year to talk about what the cities wanted to 
see, from that ultimately was a change in the plan as it was being written, the update of the plan 
was ratified at the end of 2015 with the deadline being the beginning of 2016, and the county 
needed a plan with the Ohio EPA on how to move forward.

Also out of the three city meetings came the MC-18 Work Group, the group was established to 
get participation and input from the cities, townships, and a private hauler representative.  Mr. 
Patrick noted those discussions still continue, he noted the goal of the MC-18 Work Group was 
to eliminate flow control, eliminate the current and future planned debt or obligations of the 
district, and increase recycling through implementation of recycling programs throughout the 
district.  At that time last year Mr. Patrick noted the costs were high for recycling at the old 
facility and it was only yielding 3% to 5%.  It was noted the county overall was recycling more 
when yard waste and other things were included.  He noted at the time the best process was to do 
something different since the facility was not working.

The new plan was ratified last fall with two options, one was mixed waste processing, and the 
other was with the current practices using the transfer station and community recycling.  Medina 
produces 120,000 to 130,000 tons of trash each year, it was noted the cities of Brunswick, 
Medina and Wadsworth combined produce about 50%-55% of the tonnage.

Mr. Patrick noted recent conversations with small groups in the City of Wadsworth show the 
majority of the people would like to go back to the old way and minimize their efforts in doing 
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recycling.  It was also noted that commercial and multi-family unit recycling is lagging due to 
increased organizational costs.

Continuing, Mr. Patrick reiterated the Optiva Group was one of three that put in an RFP for 
running the facility, they did not meet the requirements, and the county went another direction. 
However, during the middle of last year the Optiva Group started conversation with the port 
authority, they gave a presentation and continue having conversations; Optiva gave a 
presentation to the three cities, and the cities asked the county to take a look at it.

He explained the Optiva Group wants to come in and take over the CPF and begin the mixed 
waste processing as soon as possible.  They can utilize their current equipment and they will be 
able to do a 10% to 15% recycling rate with the current equipment and more staff. 

Additionally the Optiva Group has private funding of $50 to $60 million dollars.  He mentioned 
at the presentation there was some confusion about the investment by Medina that it needed to be 
100 million dollars, however, Optiva Group assured everyone that they are receiving private 
financing to do all they need to do; buy new equipment, update current equipment, and build an 
addition onto the facility.  He further noted Optiva Group will do mixed waste processing 
creating bi products from the recycled materials, there will be a percentage of the mixed waste 
that will go to the landfill.  They will create manufacturing entities that will be housed in the site 
or lease out space for manufacturing at the site utilizing the materials and the products that are 
created through the process.

Next Mr. Patrick explained the tipping fees to start at $37.00 a ton that is their charge then the 
EPA and district charges would be added.  Over time the fee can be reduced with them bringing 
in more tonnage, it was noted the tipping fees for outside entities could be lower than the tipping 
fees for Medina County for a time period.  He explained to go outside the county they have to 
have an attractable fee however it would change over time.

The Optiva Group is not concerned with commodity prices because they are not selling the 
commodities, also they indicated they will pay off the debt that is currently outstanding with the 
district over time, and they are requesting a 25 to 30 year term.  

Multiple processing will be done at the facility including anaerobic digester, de-polymerization 
of tires, plastic injection molding, produce peat moss, and make mulch from yard waste.

Next Mr. Patrick mentioned the financial obligation from the district, Optiva Group is asking for 
2 million dollars from the county, he explained that money will be coming from the capital 
improvement fund which the county currently has.  Also, he mentioned the obligation from the 
district they want is the flow control to operate the facility, the initial term will be 24 months.

Mr. Patrick went over the proposed timeline of potential activity, results, and estimated tipping 
fees, the information is found in the handout.
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Concluding his overview, Mr. Patrick advised the county had the consulting firm RRS do a 
review; in summary the results showed the US Market experience showed there is a high closure 
rate with these types of facilities, there is limited recovery, commodity output problems, and 
operator vs developer projects.  Also they recommended increased due diligence to ultimately 
reduce the risks, also it was projected that there will be difficulty in capturing the extra inbound 
trash for the extra needed tonnage, also the maximum possible recovery is limited to 50to 55%, 
and originally Optiva indicated they would do 60 to 80%.  Also, the consulting firm indicated the 
projected revenues are above market amounts and seem overstated, although Optiva had a 
difference of opinion in that, noting they would produce a product not just a commodity.  Also, 
the consulting firm recommended the county have expert lawyers review the credit tenant lease, 
and more information was needed to answer questions they had.

Mr. Patrick advised the proposed contract from Optiva was viewed by the consulting firm, before 
entering a contract there will be a process of discussions, negotiations, involvement of attorneys, 
the county, and the cities.

At this time, Mr. Patrick introduced Mr. Barnett.

Paul Barnett Service Director City of Brunswick - Mr. Barnett advised there were questions that 
came up during discussions and when the consultant looked at the proposal, and the Optiva 
Group was asked to answer the questions, the remaining questions/answers were detailed on the 
handout.  There were also some conversations with the solid waste district.

One question was on flow control; and there is the possibility if flow control was eliminated the 
generation fee could lower from $10.00 per ton.  Also, the MWP mixed waste process was 
discussed, and there would be no need for single stream recycling bins, there could be some 
savings if that is done, there was a question on risk exposure, Optiva Group talked about retro 
fitting of the CPF and that would be up to the contractor doing the waste mall noting that is 
where their 55 million dollar investments comes into play.  When the question of profitability 
was brought up the position of the Optiva Group was the former recycling operator 4to5% if he 
was able to do that for 20 years, if Optiva Group can get 15to25% Optiva said that alone would 
make him more profitable than the prior people doing that work.  With regard to longevity 
Optiva was looking for thirty plus years to provide service at the facility. Funding ability was 
also brought up and Optiva Group indicated the proposed credit tenant lease with the port 
authority is one possibility.  Mr. Barnett noted the difficult part is to try and do a detailed 
financial analysis since negotiation have not taken place, so there is one side from the contractor 
that came in with a proposal to consider if going ahead with the Optiva Group.  As far as an 
economic impact Optiva Group responded there would be jobs in Phase III not counting 
construction work necessary to complete the waste mall, it was noted there would be a number of 
jobs associated with the facility.  As far as site specific issues the Optiva Group addressed the 
question of traffic and cars piling up on the interstate waiting to get in the facility, in response to 
that Optiva Group indicated there is enough room on the facility to create a staging to bring the 
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trucks into the facility and stack them on the facility grounds and release them as they dump.  
Mr. Barnett pointed out when trucks go to a landfill they have to wait to dump, with this facility 
the trucks pull in, dump, and leave; it will be a much faster operation.  Regarding accurate 
reporting to the EPA Optiva indicated they will comply with the Ohio EPA rules, Mr. Barnett 
noted it is important and will be looked at very closely.  The last question presented was about 
the process to implement, Mr. Barnett noted originally when Optiva came in they went to the 
county, and port authority.  Mr. Barnett noted this will have to go through the attorneys to see 
what is needed, if there has to be an RFP process, or work directly through the port authority.

Mr. Barnett noted the purpose of tonight’s meeting is to give everyone more facts and to start 
thinking if the waste mall concept is something to entertain or not and each city could decide to 
do or not to do curb side recycling, go to containers and move on.  The main purpose is not to get 
into the details of what Optiva can or cannot do.  Everything that Optiva has proposed is a 
technology that has been proven and has worked.  The big question the cities are faced with is if 
the cities want to consider a waste mall or some type of a separation with the current facility, or 
abandon that idea and go to the open market, curbside, roll off containers, and each city will have 
their own autonomy and decide what they want to do. 

When evaluating whether or not to do the curbside or single sort, Mr. Coyne noted curbside has 
been proven around the United States, if the county decides to go with curbside recycling what 
would the cost be.

Mr. Barnett noted the industry standard in most cities that have mature recycling is around 13%, 
the City of Akron has been recycling for about 24 years, since 2006 Akron has been using a cart 
program, and their rate is about 13%.  For a community like Medina County Mr. Barnett thought 
the maximum once matured would be about 22% and that would be very successful.

Mr. Coyne asked about tipping fees and costs associated with the implementation of that type of 
program. 

To that, Mr. Barnett indicated that will depend on each community the City of Brunswick would 
be different than the cities of Medina and Wadsworth, because Brunswick has a contractor.  He 
noted the least expensive is to run a cart program for trash, and recyclables.  In the case of 
Brunswick it was approximately a $300,000 to$ 400,000 swing from taking everything and 
having it separated at the waste mall to going to a cart program.

Mr. Coyne noted then the difference is the percentage of recycling to individuals believing 
recycling is that important and is willing to pay extra for it.

To that, Mr. Barnett stated a little extra plus the convenience.  Going with the waste mall 
everything is in one bag to the curb it is picked up and the facility separates it.
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Mr. Piccoli had figures for the City of Medina startup would be $930,000 for trucks and carts, 
the operation portion would affect the budget by $209,000 per year starting in 2017.  He also 
noted the residential number is 12,500 tons and two trucks.

Mr. Patrick noted in the City of Wadsworth the curbside recycling would be more expensive 
because of the trucks and carts and more staff, a reduction in cost going to the limited flow 
control and the free market and a small reduction in the amount of trash going to the processing 
and landfill.   

Mr. Coyne commented on Brunswick with the third party contractor there was a substantial 
savings by doing curbside but the question is if that is what the resident’s want, if it is about 
savings or about recycling.  He asked if the residents would want lower costs or more recycling.

Mrs. Hanek noted more recycling would be done by having curbside and the cost was lower for 
the resident than doing the mixed waste.  For Brunswick it was economical to go ahead and do 
separation and residents may enjoy getting a break on their trash bill, even though they will have 
to do a little work.  

Mr. Coyne asked if the residents are going to be happy with 15% recycling rate.

To that Mrs. Hanek noted that would be an increase as to what was being done with the current 
model.  She commented how recycling is an EPA goal and has been since 1988 and to her it 
would be a step forward if the percentage of recycling can be increased and cut costs.

Mr. Ousley mentioned he spoke with someone this evening from Valley City who indicated his 
preference was to keep it to one bag; additionally the residents he has spoken with like the idea 
of single bags and they like the idea of a waste mall to make products.  Mr. Ousley noted there is 
going to differences of opinions.

Mr. Hanek brought up points and concerns about the waste mall facility and what was brought 
up from the consultant report; the numbers on revenues and recovery and the potential of 
tonnage processed being overstated, the high closure rate of these types of facilities, and the term 
high risk.  To Mr. Hanek it was a concerning report and it was a very risky proposition of 
taxpayer’s money.

In response, Mr. Barnett noted the consultant report was extremely negative towards the waste 
mall; they did not have enough information and wanted further information, to which Mr. 
Barnett noted a lot of the further information does not exist yet until negotiations are done, 
contracts do not yet exist, there are no written agreements, so there were a lot of things the 
consultant was not able to vet out completely.  It was a high risk venture, however if Optiva 
Group has someone willing to loan them 55 million dollars to make the financial investment to 
put it into place, the companies they are working with and brought to the table are good 
companies.  Mr. Barnett mentioned the material recycling company and mentioned there were 
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three of them across the world and this was one of them they brought in, he mentioned a number 
of years ago he saw an Anaerobic Digester in Columbus; since then one was built in the City of 
Akron and it is functioning and is very successful, he noted there are a lot of pieces that are very 
successful putting them all together is the risk.  Mr. Barnett noted if the county negotiates to the 
point where there is basically nil to almost no risk and if the venture is not profitable and fails in 
five years the cities would be back to the same process they are at now.  Mr. Barnett noted there 
is a political hit that is taken if it fails a second time.

Mr. Simpson acknowledged those that have been involved; he commented the way to mandate 
recycling is to put trash in one container and have it separated someplace else.  He also had a 
question for the three service directors, with the work they have completed if they were the 
CEO’s of their cities he asked what option they would go for.

In response Mr. Piccoli advised his perspective was if there is no contractual obligation fiscal 
responsibility from the county or the taxpayer’s of the cities and a venture like this would be 
willing to come in private money to loan for a commitment for thirty years, he would be willing 
to take the chance.

Mr. Patrick has spoken in length to his Mayor and they were in agreement; they have to decide 
how they can meet their goal, which is to increase the amount of recycling and reduce their costs.  
A lot of work has been done by everyone, he mentioned new people involved and everyone has 
worked hard, and moving forward he did not think there was going to be a lack of oversight.  Mr. 
Patrick went over the best ways to increase recycling and went over the options; the highest 
opportunity is with a facility because all the material goes to the facility and something is done 
with it.  He noted you cannot mandate people to recycle.  There are costs involved with the 
various options and the opportunity to reduce cost with the facility if it grows as the contractor 
was hoping for, he also mentioned ease of use and what is best for the citizens, there are some 
risks involved, he did mention if you go curbside recycling and make all those investments it 
won’t stop and go to the facility; Mr. Patrick would move forward with exploring the facility.

Mr. Barnett advised he has been with the City of Brunswick for about six weeks, the Public 
Works director for the City of Akron for 18 years, and with the City of Cleveland for the last 
year and a half as the Assistant Director of Public Works.  He took Akron through a manual trash 
pick to a fully automated trash pickup and Cleveland started the implementation.  What he thinks 
it comes down to is what the residents want, the cost difference for the residents is very small, 
whether you go to the waste mall concept or curbside.  It depends if the resident’s wants ease 
with a little more payment, and the type of residents vary in the different cities.  Mr. Barnett will 
look to the City Manager and City Council and ask them what they feel the people of Brunswick 
want.  Mr. Barnett noted it is a risk, and you have to be willing to take the risk.
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Mr. Simpson thanked the service directors for their comments, as mentioned it is a risk to go 
with the waste mall option, however he thought the risk would be limited he did not think it 
would not take more than  2, 3 or 4 years to know if it was not working.

Mr. Sharkey stated the first piece of the puzzle is to ask if the cities want to go off on their own 
or stay together as a county and recycle together.  His question was what made the county come 
together to start with, and what would the cities be throwing away if they don’t stay together, the 
question has to be asked as to why it was originally formed.

Mr. Coyne commented that was a great point, he noted there are a number of solid waste districts 
around the state; some are county wide and some are multi county.  He did mention once flow 
control is gone everyone will go in their own direction and eventually the rates will creep up and 
there will be no control over that.  He thought part of the reason the district was formed was to 
control the amount of trash and control the costs.

There was some discussion about the current rates the cities are paying per household, outside 
contractors, terms of the contract with the county that will dictate the rights of the county if 
things fail, rights of the county, and rights of the lender.  

Mr. Darlington has been to most of the MC-18 meetings, his perspective is to evaluate the Optiva 
Group proposal to the point where you know it will be viable, the RSS study indicated the 
technology needs to be evaluated to see if it is going to work.  He was sure that whoever was 
loaning Optiva the money would due their due diligence as well. He mentioned receiving 
information to sign up for service through Kimble Company and their introductory rate they are 
offering is more than what he is paying now, plus you have to separate the recyclables.  He did 
not see how that type of service could compete with that is being proposed with the recycling 
facility, he would like to see what Optiva has to offer.

Mr. Coyne noted it may have to go to public bid; the question is what are the facts and if they are 
willing to get the facts in writing and sign a contract.

Mr. Barnett mentioned the vetting process comes down to the contract negotiations, if the county 
can get a contract that the county does not have to make payments on the 55 million dollars, and 
supposedly Optiva was good with that, so if the contract can be set up that way, there would be 
no liability. Mr. Barnett reiterated the vetting is the person lending Optiva the 55 million dollars 
to do the work.    

Mr. Copley noted the consultant RSS indicated they need more information, he asked if a 
contract can be written that it is contingent on the additional information.

Mr. Coyne noted the contract can be entered into and the terms can be negotiated, in the contract 
the concerns are addressed that best protect the interest of the county, hard numbers and dates 
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can be put in the contract that eliminate the risks, he stated the goal of the contract is to eliminate 
as much risk as possible.

Mr. Copley noted if the county enters the contract and it is not fulfilled then the cities will be 
back where they are now.

It was noted if the contract was written with protections, it was also noted it could be written that 
another user could go in and take their place, although it all depends on the lenders if someone 
else would be able to go in the facility.  

The key component is the 100,000 square foot facility existing, and Optiva will construct 
250,000 square foot addition for operations for a twenty or thirty year commitment, and at the 
end of the agreement it reverts back to the county.

Mr. Coyne noted one way to structure the lease is with the current facility would be to enter into 
a regular lease agreement and a ground lease for the vacant land and Optiva could build on the 
ground lease and if it fails then the county would get their building back.  

Mr. Hilberg believes that is why they are going through the port authority for protection.

Jim Gerspacher Audience Member - Mr. Gerspacher was excited to see the three cities getting 
together to try and solve a mutual problem.  As a real estate person he noted the bankers are 
going to look at the credit worthiness of the tenants and that is what they will base the 55 million 
dollar loan on, and that is what the cities need to be looking at also.  It was the strength, expertise 
and ability of the tenants, not the landlord.  He noted the tenants are they key issue and they are 
world class nationally known tenants who have been preforming the recycling events for a long 
period of time and have proven track records, if the tenants can do what they say they can based 
on their strength and credibility that is what has to be looked at in making the decision not 
Optiva.  Again, he stated in his opinion the key is not Optiva; the key is the tenants. 

Mr. Rose commented that over the years he has done a lot of integration with large corporations 
bringing corporate cultures, accounting cultures all different cultures together, individually they 
are great companies that work well individually but not together.  Mr. Rose noted he likes the 
concept but his preference is to let somebody else go first.

Mr. Lamb commented on the options, the idea of the waste mall, and curbside pickup, he noted if 
the decision is to go with curbside pickup in his opinion it will remain curbside pickup because 
no one is going to invest money for that and then down the road decide to go to a waste mall.  
What Mr. Lamb likes about the curbside is that it factors in personal responsibility.  He also 
brought up only hearing about low curbside pickup figures, however, he pointed out the national 
average for recycling is 35%, excluding Cleveland in Cuyahoga County average recycling is 
45%; and six cities in Cuyahoga County recycle over 60%, in the City of Pepper Pike sanitation 
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costs have lowered because their recycling rate is 69%.  He noted those cities had a huge 
commitment from their community and an educational program.

Mr. Lamb noted twenty years ago the commitment was to go with the CPF which at the time was 
high technology.  He noted down the road thirty years people are not going to be separating their 
recyclables, the technology is there and it is the future.  Optiva sounds intriguing, and if it is not 
there is probably another plan that is comparable and the county needs to get moving, there is an 
opportunity with the three cities and make a decision and he was hopeful that the decision is to 
take a serious look at the waste mall, and if it works out adopt it and get going.

Mr. Hanek wants to see protection from failure; and failure would be being stuck in a recycling 
rate that is less than what it would be from curbside, and much of the model depends on tons 
being processed from out of Medina County coming in.  The hope is that there will be a lot of 
tonnage from other communities but if that does not happen, or happens on a delayed time frame 
the rate for the residents will be higher than they would have with curbside with a lower 
recycling percentage.  The Cities could be stuck in a more expensive and worse his question is 
what kind of protection is there going to be for the residents.  

Mr. Coyne concurred nobody wants that to occur and that would be reflected in the contract and 
there would have to be some type of threshold and remedy for the county and residents.  

Mr. Simpson noted with MC-18 and all the involvement from the communities there has been 
giant progress made.  He concurred with Mr. Coyne that in the contracts there has to be 
protection.

Mr. Williams noted during the vetting process the consultant RRS stated Cuyahoga County was 
averaging 15%, and two communities were doing 20%.  He looked at the City of Lakewood and 
the City of Cleveland; Cleveland was doing about 15% residential only and it was mandatory 
with penalties.  During the first six months fines are waived however they issued 2400 citations.  
The City of Lakewood was at 20%, and they also have stipulations.   

Mr. Barnett addressed the citations mentioned by Mr. Williams, noting they were for 
inappropriate set outs.  He advised they also have the ability to go after residents for not 
participating and have chosen not to.

Mr. Patrick commented on the communities recycling rates, there is mixed waste, yard waste, 
organic waste that combined makes up the high numbers.  Most recycling of the mixed waste is 
low.  

Mr. Barnett noted yard waste in a community like Medina County is about 20% to 25% of the 
tonnage, yard waste is very heavy.  Some communities have programs that send trucks to pick up 
the yard waste, making their values very high.
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Mrs. Hanek went over the history as to how we got where we are.  House Bill 592 was signed 
into law June 24, 1988 establishing solid waste management and was implemented at both the 
state and local levels.  The reason it was done was to get Ohio’s reliance on landfills for the 
disposal of waste and increase solid waste recycling with minimal efforts.  Medina County 
passed a resolution March 6, 1989 by the County Commissioners establishing the county’s solid 
waste districts.  The Commissioners were in charge of the solid waste district and still are.  She 
noted the cities were here because of what happened with the CPF, and the cities decided to take 
the initiative to try and solve the problem that was created with the lack of recycling done at the 
CPF.  

Further, Mrs. Hanek noted there are many communities have been doing curbside recycling for 
many years, the City of Parma does curbside however you do not have to participate.  

With the analysis that was given with the Optiva proposal it is considered quite risky, there are 
no other operations that have succeeded, Mrs. Hanek noted there are mixed waste facilities but 
no waste mall that has proven to be successful.  Mrs. Hanek feels the waste mall concept is 
extremely risky and as elected leaders they should be committed to fiduciary responsibility and 
she did not think it was the way to go at least for Brunswick.  

Mr. Coyne appreciated the concerns of Mrs. Hanek, however looking back if the risk wasn’t 
taken to go to the moon, we would have never been there.   He noted there are always risks in 
every decision made, although, it depends on the amount of risk you want to take.  There is risk 
involved with the waste mall because it does not exist and nobody understands the possible 
outcomes, and the more facilities that exist there will be more outcomes that can be predictable.  
Further, Mr. Coyne noted there are Dirty Merphs around and they are very similar and some are 
very successful, and some are not, and the question is why are some very successful and what 
lessons can be learned from those.  He noted there is less risk with curbside because so many are 
doing it.  He also pointed out the county commissioners will make the ultimate decision. He 
asked the service directors for their thoughts on the likelihood of the commissioners taking the 
next step to start negotiations.

Mr. Barnett thought if everyone came in as a united front the commissioners would listen and 
give it some thought.  From the first meeting he felt the county was leaning away from the idea, 
but as the cities came together it could be a potential.  He also brought up all the Dirty Merphs 
that he was aware of that were successful have tipping fees of $90.00 to $130.00 a ton, the 
United States tipping fees are low due to competition for waste haulers and landfills than most 
places around the United States, and there are some states that only have one landfill operator 
with no options, and the rates go up.  

Mr. Patrick thinks the county commissioners would be willing to listen and ultimately would 
want to hear from the cities.   The Service Directors are representing their cities on the MC-18 
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and would have a vote.  The process would be for the MC-18 Group to vote, then to the policy 
committee would vote, and it would then go to the commissioners.  

Mr. Coyne commented on having informed decisions before voting, and wanting to know if the 
commissioners would negotiate enough so the cities could make an informed decision on the 
risks.

Mr. Piccoli indicated he had a conversation with Commissioner Friedrich and he acknowledged 
there was significant interest with the Policy Waste Committee and the MC-18 members, it was 
not unanimous, but there was significant interest and an effort to explore further the waste mall.

Mr. Coyne interjected that the terms need to be explored, the cities cannot make a decision on 
what way to go if the cities do not know what the exposure was going to be from a tipping fee 
perspective, or the exposure to the county, if there were answers to that it would be an easier 
decision.  

Mr. Piccoli noted the unknowns would have to be acquired from discussions.

Mr. Barnett commented the vote is whether the waste mall is still on the table or not that would 
be the vote, not if you are going with the waste mall, then if it is on the table the cities will have 
to look at doing an RFP or go directly to the port authority, strike negotiations with Optiva or 
someone else that might propose, then a decision would be made.

Mr. Coyne understood everyone had to go back to their cities and talk about it, different views 
have be presented on each side, not knowing what the consensus is without the cities talking to 
their constituents. 

Mr. Kolesar noted if the contract is structured properly and there are limited risks to the 
community and residents he asked Mrs. Hanek if she would feel more comfortable and weigh 
more towards Optiva and the waste mall, or was Brunswick set on curbside, when there is no 
contract in place.  Also, Mr. Kolesar mentioned communities with curbside.  He understands 
risks involved with Optiva however going back to what Mr. Gerspacher said about the tenants 
involved provide credibility to the situation.  He was trying to be optimistic with the new 
direction and new players involved.

Mr. Kolesar asked Mrs. Hanek if she would be more open minded to Optiva if the contract was 
structured properly.

In response Mrs. Hanek noted she cannot speak for all of City Council, however, her personal 
belief is the waste mall is a wonderful concept but it is not proven.  If minimal risks can be 
guaranteed then she might be more receptive.  She brought up the fiber optic network and how 
the money put up by the cities was never paid back, and now she is leery.  She reiterated if the 
risk could be minimized financially, and as leaders they have to make decisions and they have to 
make informed choices.
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Mr. Kolesar commented on doing their due diligence and needing to give it a chance and let the 
cities law directors, the county commissioners and MC-18 to have it structured properly so the 
cities have the least amount of risks as possible.  He spoke at the last MC-18 meeting and to him 
it is a step in a different direction and it is positive and gives the cities more of an opportunity to 
work together to get a higher recycling rate.  He would like to see something on paper.

Mrs. Hanek interjected, the CPF had big promises on how much was going to be recycled and 
they did not come through either, therefore, she thinks it is prudent to be weary.

Mr. Copley asked who paid for the RRS study, and it was noted the county paid for the study.

Mr. Sharkey interjected one of the most successful people he knew ran one of the most 
successful realty companies and that is Mr. Gerspacher, and he asked Mr. Gerspacher if he takes 
risks in business, and he responded of course.  Mr. Sharkey stated there were risks and the maybe 
the CPF did not do the job.

Mr. Coyne noted that Mrs. Hanek is skeptical that the answer will be its too risky.  Mr. Coyne 
asked if everyone was comfortable enough to say that everyone would like to know more about 
the waste mall proposal and the risks associated with it, and what the ultimate contract would 
look like, so as a group a final decision can be made and the group can give direction to the MC-
18 to give to the commissioners and the rest of the committee members.

Mr. Barnett added base on what the comments made by Mr. Coyne, he stated the cities will not 
feel comfortable with the contract until the negotiations occur.  If the vote is to proceed it will 
happen quickly.      

Mr. Coyne noted everyone wants to know if it is going to be a twenty year contract or thirty year 
contract, if there will be penalties, and if not successful how will the county get out of the 
contract.

Mr. Titus thought there was still a lot of information to compile, and if the information comes 
back positive it can move forward if not then have another three city discussion and go forward.  
He thought the cities have come too far on this program to stop and not follow through.  If the 
questions can be answered it will be a great plan for everyone. 

Mr. Coyne stated everyone wants to know the facts and specifics of the contract so the cities can 
make an educated and informed decision on whether or not the risks are appropriate for the 
county.

Mr. Piccoli thought the gap in information with regard to proprietary information was something 
they did not want to make public, he suggested the service directors sit down with a 
confidentiality agreement that allows them to share some of the proprietary secrets in his opinion 
would fill the gap of knowledge that everyone was looking for.  
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Mr. Coyne did not agree that they want to know the proprietary information, but they want to 
know what the standards are going to be.

Mr. Ousley stated they need answers that can be taken back to their constituents, because it is the 
residents that will be paying the bill.  He suggested having public meetings; also he wants to 
know where the trash is going to be coming from he would like it from the surrounding counties 
not coming from out of state, and  have it in the contract, he wants answers.

Mr. Coyne noted everyone has different procedures and different avenues.  

Mr. Piccoli commented its fantastic having the three cities come together, extending out to 
Commissioner Friedrich he noted it was not just what the three cities want the townships may not 
agree with the cities.  Mr. Piccoli noted the townships will benefit from what comes of the city 
meetings and what direction the cities may or may not go.  He reiterated the townships will 
benefit, and from the trustees he had conversations with many of them were in agreement with 
the three cities getting together doing what’s best for the community and all the constituents 
together.

At this time Mr. Coyne asked for any last comments.

An audience member had a question for the service directors, she stated that Mr. Barnett 
indicated he had visited the anaerobic digester in Akron; she wanted to know if anyone visited 
the one in Wooster, where Quasar Energy has an anaerobic digester and lab.  She encouraged 
everyone in the room to do a field trip to see the capability of the anaerobic digester; it is 
powering 40% of the energy for the OSU ATI campus which has the capacity to do 100%.  She 
suggested looking at the tenants, to get comfortable with the waste mall concept.  She mentioned 
a company in Akron that did a demonstration that melted down all types of plastic including 
plastic recycling bags and turned it all into crude oil that was resold on the market, she noted the 
system in place now in Medina County does not recycle plastic bags and that is a missed 
recycling opportunity.  Additionally she mentioned how the communities were under the 
impression the recycling was still being done at the CPF, she noted if there is an education 
process going on someone is not doing a very good job of it.

Mr. Piccoli mentioned he has not been to the Quasar facility; however he mentioned a food 
processing company that they haul to and it was exempt from the CPF when it was running.  

An audience member spoke; he stated it seems the City of Brunswick has some animosity with 
going towards the waste mall.  There were numbers that came out with what the City of 
Brunswick could save in recycling with curbside versus mixed waste.

Mr. Barnett did not think the numbers were overstated he thought they were right on par; the 
numbers were taken to Republic Waste and were based on Akron, and Cleveland and they numbers 
there held true.
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The audience member stated currently the City of Brunswick pays more for garbage being 
picked up rather than Medina and Wadsworth being picked up publically versus privately.  He 
thought there could be some discussion as to what benefits would be versus the benefits of the 
waste mall.  Also, he keeps hearing about the risks Brunswick has, her realizes there are political 
risks and a little risk involved with budgets, but he thought they should be looking at what the 
risks of closing a facility that the county has put millions of dollars into.  He asked what the CPF 
was worth, and someone indicated about 8 million dollars.  

Mr. Coyne interjected there was skepticism.

Mr. Bales interjected the City of Brunswick was not the only one mentioning risk tonight, and it 
was unfair to put that on Brunswick.  Everyone was worried about the risk and agreed that the 
risks have to be considered.  Also, it was not a matter of waste mall versus curbside for 
Brunswick it was a matter of waste mall versus free market, and as long as flow control is 
eliminated any option was cheaper than the current system or at least the initial costs of the 
Optiva proposal.  Mr. Bales reiterated it was not just considered whether or not Brunswick wants 
curbside recycling or not.

The same audience member interjected going forward talking about sustainability and the 
projected tipping fees if those are known factors within the contract it will reduce trash costs.

Mr. Bales stated if it is a known factor, and not knowing is a risk, and it was not just Brunswick 
saying it is a risk.

Mr. Coyne did not want anyone to take this personally this was discussion.

The same audience member interjected he thinks we are at the fore front of an opportunity.

In closing, Mr. Coyne noted it is an intriguing opportunity and an ongoing opportunity.

Mr. Kolesar commented he did not want Brunswick to feel they are being picked on, and 
suggested getting something on paper.

A final comment was made by Mrs. Hanek, there is no animosity but she wants to know the 
options available and think on it, and as the City Manager indicated the City wants to know the 
best options.

Mr. Coyne appreciated everything that has been done, and would like to investigate a little more 
and everyone wants more facts in terms of the condition of the contract.  It was a great 
discussion tonight and Mr. Coyne thanked everyone for coming this evening.

The meeting ended at 8:25 p.m.
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Respectfully submitted,

Valerie Zak
Assistant Clerk of Council



DATE: 05/09/2016

TO: Vice Mayor Patricia Hanek and Members of City Council

FROM: Anthony J. Bales, City Manager
Grant Aungst, Community and Economic Development Director

  

COPY: Mayor Ron Falconi

LEGISLATION: ORD. NO. 4-16 - An ordinance amending Section 1278.02 of the City of Brunswick Codified 
Ordinances - 3rd Reading (Planning & Zoning Committee, Administration/Ken Fisher)

BACKGROUND: Currently any building permit that proposes to amend an approved site plan in an industrial zoning 
district requires Planning Commission review and approval.  

PURPOSE AND
EXPLANATION: This ordinance is proposed to amend Section 1278.02 of the Codified Ordinances of the City of 

Brunswick so that a building permit application to amend an approved site plan in an industrial 
zoning district, which complies with all applicable municipal zoning and land use requirements, will 
not require Planning Commission approval, provided (1) the total aggregate cost of the proposed 
improvements does not exceed $75,000.00; (2) the proposed change does not increase the 
impervious surface area of the site by more than 0.1 acre, as determined by the City Engineer; and 
(3) the building permit application is reviewed, certified and approved in writing by the City 
Engineer and Chief Building Official.  This exception to Planning Commission approval shall not be 
utilized more than once per site after approval of the final site plan.  Regardless, the Community 
and Economic Development Director, Chief Building Official, or designee, shall have the discretion 
to refer any building permit application to the Planning Commission for review and approval.

IMPLEMENTATION
SCHEDULE: Forward to Planning Commission for a public hearing after 1st reading.

FINANCIAL
INFORMATION:  

FINANCIAL
SUMMARY: 

RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: 

 

 One Reading No
 Two Readings No
 Three Readings Yes
 Emergency No

THE CITY OF BRUNSWICK

PROPOSED LEGISLATION



 Suspension of Rules No
   
 If emergency or suspension of the rules, why the request?
 The Planning & Zoning Committee reviewed the proposal and recommended approval.

ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION: 



CITY OF BRUNSWICK, OHIO
ORDINANCE NO. 4-16

BY: Mr. Abella, Mr. Hanek and Mr. Ousley

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 1278.02 OF THE CITY OF 
BRUNSWICK CODIFIED ORDINANCES.

WHEREAS: THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BRUNSWICK HEREBY ORDAINS:

SECTION 1: That Section 1278.02 of the Codified Ordinances is hereby amended to read as 
follows:

“All permitted and conditionally permitted uses in the commercial and industrial 
districts and all indicated conditionally permitted uses in residential districts shall be 
subject to the site plan review procedures and guidelines of this chapter, except as 
otherwise provided herein.  The Planning Commission, and the City Council where 
indicated, shall approve a detailed site plan prior to approval of building permits in any of 
the following circumstances:

(a)  Vacant land is proposed for development;
(b)  Additional buildings or building additions are proposed for a developed site, 
except as otherwise provided herein; and
(c)  Developed sites are to be modified by changes in use group as defined by the 
Ohio Basic Building Code, vehicular circulation, drive entrances from adjacent 
streets, parking area design or parking demand as determined by Chapter 1276.

The Planning Commission may determine that a site plan review is not required 
where only inconsequential changes are proposed for a site.  

Additionally, a building permit application to amend an approved site plan in a 
commercial industrial zoning district, which application fully complies with all 
applicable municipal zoning and land use requirements, will not require Planning 
Commission approval, provided the following conditions are met: (1) the total aggregate 
cost of the proposed improvements does not exceed Twenty-Five Seventy-Five Thousand 
Dollars ($275,000.00); (2) the proposed change does not increase the impervious surface 
area of the site by more than 0.1 acres, as determined by the City Engineer; and (3) the 
building permit application is reviewed, certified and approved in writing by the City 
Engineer and Chief Building Official as meeting all applicable municipal zoning and land 
use requirements.  This exception to Planning Commission approval shall not be utilized 
more than once after approval of the final site plan.  Notwithstanding anything to the 
contrary contained herein, the Community and Economic Development Director, Chief 
Building Official, or designee, shall have the discretion to refer any building permit 
application to the Planning Commission for review and approval.”

SECTION 2: That this Ordinance shall take effect and be in force from and after the earliest 
period allowed by law.



______________________________________________________________________________

PASSED: 1st Reading_________________________

2nd Reading________________________

3rd Reading________________________

ADOPTED: _________________  AYES ___________  NAYS ___________

ATTEST: _______________________
Clerk of Council
Barb Ortiz



DATE: 05/09/2016

TO: Vice Mayor Patricia Hanek and Members of City Council

FROM: Anthony J. Bales, City Manager
Grant Aungst, Community and Economic Development Director

  

COPY: Mayor Ron Falconi

LEGISLATION: ORD. NO. 12-16 - An ordinance amending Section 1278.02 of the City of Brunswick Codified 
Ordinances - 3rd Reading (Planning & Zoning Committee, Administration/Grant Aungst)

BACKGROUND: At their meeting on February 18, 2016, the Planning & Zoning Committee of City Council 
recommended a text amendment to Section 1278.02, that in a commercial zoning district, will allow 
the City Engineer and Chief Building Official to review one amendment to an approved site plan, 
which will not require Planning Commission approval, provided the total aggregate cost of the 
proposed improvements does not exceed twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000) and does not 
increase the amount of impervious surface on the site by more than 0.1 acre.

PURPOSE AND
EXPLANATION: By allowing the City Engineer and Chief Building Official to review one amendment to an approval 

site plan, provided the total aggregate cost of the proposed improvement does not exceed twenty-
five thousand dollars ($25,000) and does not increase the amount of impervious surface on the site 
by more than 0.1 acre, this will allow small projects to be approved without Planning Commission 
approval and will only require a building permit.

IMPLEMENTATION
SCHEDULE: 

FINANCIAL
INFORMATION:  

FINANCIAL
SUMMARY: 

RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: 

 

 One Reading No
 Two Readings No
 Three Readings Yes
 Emergency No
 Suspension of Rules No
   

THE CITY OF BRUNSWICK

PROPOSED LEGISLATION



 If emergency or suspension of the rules, why the request?
 Refer to Planning Commission for a public hearing.

ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION: 





CITY OF BRUNSWICK, OHIO
ORDINANCE NO. 12-16

BY:  Mr. Ousley, Mr. Hanek and Mrs. Hanek

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 1278.02 OF THE CITY OF 
BRUNSWICK CODIFIED ORDINANCES.

WHEREAS: THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BRUNSWICK HEREBY ORDAINS:

SECTION 1: That Section 1278.02 of the Codified Ordinances is hereby amended to read as 
follows:

“All permitted and conditionally permitted uses in the commercial and industrial 
districts and all indicated conditionally permitted uses in residential districts shall be 
subject to the site plan review procedures and guidelines of this chapter, except as 
otherwise provided herein.  The Planning Commission, and the City Council where 
indicated, shall approve a detailed site plan prior to approval of building permits in any of 
the following circumstances:

(a)  Vacant land is proposed for development;
(b)  Additional buildings or building additions are proposed for a developed site, 
except as otherwise provided herein; and
(c)  Developed sites are to be modified by changes in use group as defined by the 
Ohio Basic Building Code, vehicular circulation, drive entrances from adjacent 
streets, parking area design or parking demand as determined by Chapter 1276.

The Planning Commission may determine that a site plan review is not required 
where only inconsequential changes are proposed for a site.  

Additionally, a building permit application to amend an approved site plan in a  
industrial zoning district, which application fully complies with all applicable municipal 
zoning and land use requirements, will not require Planning Commission approval, 
provided the following conditions are met: (1) the total aggregate cost of the proposed 
improvements does not exceed Seventy-Five Thousand Dollars ($75,000.00); (2) the 
proposed change does not increase the impervious surface area of the site by more than 
0.1 acres, as determined by the City Engineer; and (3) the building permit application is 
reviewed, certified and approved in writing by the City Engineer and Chief Building 
Official as meeting all applicable municipal zoning and land use requirements.  This 
exception to Planning Commission approval shall not be utilized more than once after 
approval of the final site plan.  Notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained 
herein, the Community and Economic Development Director, Chief Building Official, or 
designee, shall have the discretion to refer any building permit application to the Planning 
Commission for review and approval.

Additionally, a building permit application to amend an approved site plan in a  
commercial zoning district, which application fully complies with all applicable 
municipal zoning and land use requirements, will not require Planning Commission 



approval, provided the following conditions are met: (1) the total aggregate cost of the 
proposed improvements does not exceed Twenty-Five Thousand Dollars ($25,000.00); 
(2) the proposed change does not increase the impervious surface area of the site by more 
than 0.1 acres, as determined by the City Engineer; and (3) the building permit 
application is reviewed, certified and approved in writing by the City Engineer and Chief 
Building Official as meeting all applicable municipal zoning and land use requirements.  
This exception to Planning Commission approval shall not be utilized more than once 
after approval of the final site plan.  Notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained 
herein, the Community and Economic Development Director, Chief Building Official, or 
designee, shall have the discretion to refer any building permit application to the Planning 
Commission for review and approval.”

SECTION 2: That this Ordinance shall take effect and be in force from and after the earliest 
period allowed by law.

______________________________________________________________________________

PASSED: 1st Reading_________________________

2nd Reading________________________

3rd Reading________________________

ADOPTED: _________________  AYES ___________  NAYS ___________

ATTEST: _______________________
Clerk of Council
Barb Ortiz



DATE: 05/09/2016

TO: Vice Mayor Patricia Hanek and Members of City Council

FROM: Anthony J. Bales, City Manager 

  

COPY: Mayor Ron Falconi

LEGISLATION: RES. NO. 21-16  - A resolution designating the month of May 2016 as Local Business Appreciation 
Month & Economic Development Month in the City of Brunswick - 3rd Reading (Economic 
Development, Amended 4-21-16/Alex Johnson)

BACKGROUND: Historically City Council has designated May as Local Business Appreciation Month to express the City's 
appreciation to the businesses of the community for the support and services they provide to the 
citizens and for the part they play in making Brunswick a great community. 

PURPOSE AND
EXPLANATION: This Resolution would dedicate the month of May 2016 as Local Business Appreciation Month in 

Brunswick.

IMPLEMENTATION
SCHEDULE: 

FINANCIAL
INFORMATION:  

FINANCIAL
SUMMARY: 

RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: 

 

 One Reading No
 Two Readings No
 Three Readings Yes
 Emergency No
 Suspension of Rules No
   
 If emergency or suspension of the rules, why the request?
 Staff recommends approval.

ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION: 

THE CITY OF BRUNSWICK

PROPOSED LEGISLATION





CITY OF BRUNSWICK, OHIO
RESOLUTION NO. 21-16

BY:  Mr. Johnson, Mrs. Hanek and Mr. Abella

A RESOLUTION DESIGNATING THE MONTH OF MAY 2016 AS LOCAL 
BUSINESS APPRECIATION AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT MONTH 
IN THE CITY OF BRUNSWICK.

WHEREAS: A strong local business base is a major factor in the success and growth of any 
city;

WHEREAS: Brunswick City Council wishes to acknowledge the positive impact that 
Brunswick business owners and operators have on our City’s economy and thank 
them for their involvement and sponsorship of local youth and adult sports 
activities, charitable causes and community events; and

WHEREAS: Brunswick City Council wishes to express its appreciation to the Brunswick 
business community for the support and services it provides to the citizens of the 
City and for the part they play in making Brunswick a “Community of 
Excellence”.

WHEREAS: THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BRUNSWICK HEREBY RESOLVES:

SECTION 1: That in appreciation of the business community’s commitment to Brunswick’s 
residents and our City’s economic growth, Council wishes to declare the month of 
May 2016 as Local Business Appreciation and Economic Development Month 
and encourage its citizens to support our local businesses.

SECTION 2: That this Resolution shall take effect and be in force from and after the earliest 
period allowed by law.

______________________________________________________________________________

PASSED: 1st Reading   

2nd Reading  

3rd Reading  

ADOPTED:    AYES    NAYS   

ATTEST:
Clerk of Council
Barbara J. Ortiz, CMC



DATE: 05/09/2016

TO: Vice Mayor Patricia Hanek and Members of City Council

FROM: Anthony J. Bales, City Manager
Todd Fischer, Finance Director

  

COPY: Mayor Ron Falconi

LEGISLATION: ORD. NO. 28-16  - An emergency ordinance authorizing and adopting the proposed tax budget for 
the City of Brunswick, Ohio for the year beginning January 1, 2017 through December 31, 2017 - 1st 
Reading.. (To be brought from Finance Committee, Administration/Todd Fischer)

BACKGROUND: In order to comply with the Ohio Revised Code Section 5705 the City must annually adopt a tax 
budget and submit the tax budget to the County Budget Commission in July.  This process is audited 
under the direction of the Auditor of State for compliance each year.

PURPOSE AND
EXPLANATION: This Ordinance would adopt the 2017 tax budget and allow it to be submitted in a timely fashion to 

the County Budget Commission.  This will allow the County Auditor to formalize next year’s 
property tax revenue estimates that are necessary to begin the City’s annual appropriation budget 
process.  The property tax estimates are expected to be released by fall of 2016.

IMPLEMENTATION
SCHEDULE: 

FINANCIAL
INFORMATION:  

FINANCIAL
SUMMARY: 

            

RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: 

 

 One Reading Yes
 Two Readings Yes
 Three Readings Yes
 Emergency Yes
 Suspension of Rules No
   
 If emergency or suspension of the rules, why the request?
 Recommend approval as an emergency at third reading in order to allow for compliance with the 

THE CITY OF BRUNSWICK

PROPOSED LEGISLATION



filing requirements of the Ohio Revised Code, allow for timely property tax estimates from the 
County and allow for the daily operations of the City of Brunswick to continue without 
interruptions.  

ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION: 

































CITY OF BRUNSWICK, OHIO
ORDINANCE NUMBER 28-16

By:  Mrs. Hanek, Mr. Johnson and Mr. Salzgeber

AN EMERGENCY ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING AND ADOPTING THE 
PROPOSED TAX BUDGET FOR THE CITY OF BRUNSWICK, OHIO FOR 
THE YEAR BEGINNING JANUARY 1, 2017 THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 2017

WHEREAS: The State statute requires that the legislative authority of the City of Brunswick submit to the 
County Budget Commission a proposed tax budget for the City.

THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BRUNSWICK HEREBY ORDAINS:

SECTION 1: That the attached Tax Budget is hereby authorized and adopted as the Tax Budget for the City 
of Brunswick for the year beginning January 1, 2017 and ending December 31, 2017.

SECTION 2: That the Finance Director is hereby directed to transcribe this tax budget and all other 
information required to the official budget form prescribed by the County of Medina, Ohio.

SECTION 3: That this Ordinance is hereby declared to be an emergency measure immediately necessary 
for the preservation of the public health, safety and welfare, and for the additional reason that 
the State statue prescribes time limitation on the adoption and certification of this budget.  
Therefore, the same shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage by the required 
number of votes

PASSED: 1st Reading
2nd Reading
3rd Reading

ADOPTED: AYES   NAYS     

ATTEST:
Clerk of Council
Barbara J. Ortiz, CMC



DATE: 05/09/2016

TO: Vice Mayor Patricia Hanek and Members of City Council

FROM: Anthony J. Bales, City Manager
Todd Fischer, Finance Director

  

COPY: Mayor Ron Falconi

LEGISLATION: ORD. NO. 29-16  - An emergency Ordinance to transfer and advance funds - 1st Reading  (To be 
brought from the Finance Committee, Administration/Todd Fischer)

BACKGROUND: In order to comply with the Ohio Revised Code Section 5705 transfers and advances may become 
necessary as certain financial situations arise.  A transfer is the permanent movement of money 
from one fund to another.  An advance is the temporary movement of money from one fund to 
another fund that will be repaid upon the completion of an anticipated event.  The process of 
transferring and advancing funds is required by law in certain financial situations and is audited 
under the direction of the Auditor of State for compliance every year.  Transfers and Advance 
legislation is generally presented two to three times a year or more, if deemed necessary.   

PURPOSE AND
EXPLANATION: The transfers and advances contained in this legislation have been appropriated by Council.

IMPLEMENTATION
SCHEDULE: Discuss at the May 9, 2016 Finance Committee meeting and move to the May 9, 2016 Council 

agenda as an emergency with suspension of the rules.  

FINANCIAL
INFORMATION:  

FINANCIAL
SUMMARY: Transfers and advances do not have a financial impact on the City funds as a collective whole.  

Transfers and advances are merely the movement of money from one fund to another and are 
defined in the Ohio Revised Code Section 5705 and in the Auditor of State Compliance Supplement.  
Transfers and advances are included in the City’s adopted budget and are also required to be 
approved by City Council.

RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: 

 

 One Reading Yes
 Two Readings No
 Three Readings No
 Emergency Yes

THE CITY OF BRUNSWICK

PROPOSED LEGISLATION



 Suspension of Rules Yes
   
 If emergency or suspension of the rules, why the request?

 
Recommended approval as an emergency with suspension of the rules.  Emergency clause 
necessary to allow funding to be in place to administer plans and/or purchase orders for various 
projects, grants, etc.

ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION: None.



CITY OF BRUNSWICK, OHIO
                                           ORDINANCE NUMBER  29-16

By:   Mrs. Hanek, Mr.  Johnson and Mr. Salzgeber

AN EMERGENCY ORDINANCE TO TRANSFER AND ADVANCE FUNDS 

WHEREAS: The City of Brunswick wishes to transfer funds from the General Fund #001 to the Capital 
Projects Improvement Fund #300 for the purchase of property as determined or may be 
authorized by Council.

WHEREAS: The City of Brunswick wishes to return previously advanced monies from the FEMA Grant 
Fund #111 to the General Fund #001 since all FEMA Grant proceeds have been received.  

THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BRUNSWICK HEREBY ORDAINS:

SECTION 1: That the following funds are hereby transferred:

FROM:      General Fund (#001)
TO: Capital Projects Improvement Fund (#300)            
AMOUNT: $135,000.00

SECTION 2: That the following funds are hereby advanced:

FROM:      FEMA Federal Grant Fund (#111)
TO:            General Fund (#001)
AMOUNT: $170,292.00

SECTION 3: This ordinance is declared to be an emergency measure necessary for the immediate 
preservation of the public peace, property, health, safety, welfare, and providing for the 
usual daily operation of a municipal department, and for the further reason that proper 
funding sources be transferred and advanced.  Therefore, the same shall be in full force and 
effect from and after its passage by the required number of votes.

PASSED:      

Rules Suspended:   AYES    NAYS    

ADOPTED:                                   AYES    NAYS     

ATTEST:  

 Clerk of Council, Barbara J. Ortiz, CMC



DATE: 05/09/2016

TO: Vice Mayor Patricia Hanek and Members of City Council 

FROM: Anthony J. Bales, City Manager
Todd Fischer, Finance Director

   

COPY: Mayor Ron Falconi 

MOTION: ORD. NO. 30-16  - An emergency Ordinance amending Ordinances #93-15 and #8-16 to 
include amendments to the appropriations budget for the year ending December 31, 2016 as 
incorporated in Exhibit A attached hereto- 1st Reading  (To be brought from Finance 
Committee, Administration/Todd Fischer) 

BACKGROUND: In order to comply with the Ohio Revised Code Section 5705 any and all activity of the City 
must be included in the budget.  As actual information is obtained and compared to 
estimates or new items are requested to be added or deleted by the respective departments, 
it is necessary and required to present the proposed budget amendments to Council for 
approval.  This process is required by law and audited under the direction of the Auditor of 
State for compliance every year.

PURPOSE AND 
EXPLANATION: See fiscal section and related attachments for additional information. 

IMPLEMENTATION 
SCHEDULE: Discuss at the May 9, 2016 Finance Committee meeting and move to the May 9, 2016 Council 

agenda as an emergency with suspension of the rules.  

FINANCIAL
INFORMATION:  

FINANCIAL
SUMMARY: The total financial impact of this legislation is an increase to the overall City appropriation 

budget by $444,327.01.  See attachment A for legal appropriation budget as proposed in 
total.

Exhibit A is the legal document required to be reviewed and adopted by Council pursuant to 
Ohio Revised Code Section 5705.  

Exhibit B is provided for informational and review purposes only.  This document lists out the 
explanations and amounts for each proposed budget amendment.  

It’s important to note that this legislation only has budgetary impact and actual expenditures 
of City funds and approvals of those expenditures are still subject to state and local laws

THE CITY OF BRUNSWICK

PROPOSED LEGISLATION



RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: Recommended approval as an emergency with suspension of the rules.  The emergency 

clause is necessary in order to remain in compliance with the Ohio Revised Code, allow for 
the daily operations of the City of Brunswick to continue without interruptions, and to keep 
the budget as up-to-date as possible in order to provide accurate accountability to the City’s 
financial readers and interested parties. 

ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION: 



EXHIBIT A May 9, 2016
Fund Personal

Number Fund Name / Department Service Other Total

General Fund
001 General Fund

City Council 174,353.00            87,553.00              261,906.00$                   
Mayor 76,398.00              81,109.69              157,507.69$                   
City Manager 164,011.00            119,861.94            283,872.94$                   
Information Technologies 126,355.00            181,576.21            307,931.21$                   
Engineering 20,741.00              364,794.00            385,535.00$                   
Building Department 293,538.00            251,615.85            545,153.85$                   
Cemetery Maintenance -                         15,850.00              15,850.00$                     
Janitorial Contract -                         17,503.50              17,503.50$                     
City Hall Building & Grounds 15,512.00              49,932.00              65,444.00$                     
Administrative Services 88,659.00              63,044.00              151,703.00$                   
Economic Development 96,765.00              153,364.00            250,129.00$                   
Animal Control 64,034.69              88,751.83              152,786.52$                   
Law Department 169,645.00            264,293.00            433,938.00$                   
Finance Department 202,690.00            186,922.03            389,612.03$                   
Income Tax Department 174,084.00            172,095.00            346,179.00$                   
Parks & Recreation Director 79,599.00              57,520.00              137,119.00$                   
General Fund Administration -                         835,003.23            835,003.23$                   
Development Director & CBO 47,346.00              53,099.01              100,445.01$                   
Board of Building Appeals 359.00                   1,267.00                1,626.00$                       
Board of Zoning Appeals 2,629.00                5,541.00                8,170.00$                       
Board of Civil Service 12,558.00              21,946.00              34,504.00$                     
Board of Ethics 2,780.00                2,025.00                4,805.00$                       
Board of Charter Review -                         -                         -$                                
Board of Commemorative Affairs -                         16,000.00              16,000.00$                     
General Fund Transfers / Advances -                         15,996,991.00       15,996,991.00$              

001 Total General Fund 1,812,056.69$       19,087,658.29$     20,899,714.98$              

Special Revenue Funds:
110 Court Computerization Fund 9,251.00                17,177.13              26,428.13$                     
111 FEMA Grant Fund -                         170,292.00            170,292.00$                   
114 Police Wages Fund 4,015,614.00         3,899,028.10         7,914,642.10$                
115 Fire Fund 2,167,428.00         2,585,729.95         4,753,157.95$                
116 Drug Enforcement Fund -                         135,000.00            135,000.00$                   
117 Street Repair & Maintenance Fund 999,557.37            1,939,770.04         2,939,327.41$                
118 State Highway Fund -                         129,725.00            129,725.00$                   
119 Law Enforcement Fund -                         11,003.30              11,003.30$                     
120 Brunswick Transit Alternative (BTA) Fund 32,315.00              616,501.00            648,816.00$                   
121 RLF / CDBG Fund -                         7,861.21                7,861.21$                       
123 Brunswick Area Television (BAT) Fund 139,745.00            217,919.77            357,664.77$                   
127 Parks Fund 191,205.00            338,668.00            529,873.00$                   
129 Department of Justice Federal Grant Fund 20,964.14              223,598.00            244,562.14$                   
130 DUI Enforcement & Education Fund -                         15,654.00              15,654.00$                     
131 Recreation Center Fund 498,602.00            813,999.64            1,312,601.64$                
132 CHIP Grant Fund (CDBG) -                         -                         -$                                
133 Home Improvement Grant Fund (CDBG) -                         -                         -$                                
137 Medina County Safe Communities Federal Grant -                         34,991.03              34,991.03$                     

Enterprise Funds:
223 Refuse Fund 57,028.00              2,584,567.61         2,641,595.61$                
224 Storm Water Management Fund 22,709.00              1,922,616.03         1,945,325.03$                

Capital Improvement Funds:
300 General Permanent Improvement Fund -                         773,900.00            773,900.00$                   
332 Road Levy Fund -                         1,926,419.62         1,926,419.62$                



333 Road Improvement Fund -                         1,927,189.77         1,927,189.77$                
335 Public Square Fund -                         -                         -$                                
336 City Building Improvement Fund -                         1,036.42                1,036.42$                       
337 EPA Grant Fund -                         177,779.04            177,779.04$                   
339 Fire Improvement Fund -                         -                         -$                                
341 Park Improvement Fund -                         75,000.00              75,000.00$                     
345 Ohio Environmental Infrastructure Grant Fund -                         590,991.01            590,991.01$                   
347 North Carpenter Road Improvement Fund -                         493,567.88            493,567.88$                   
348 Boston Road Improvement Fund -                         215,774.72            215,774.72$                   
360 Brunswick Lake Improvement Fund -                         1,662,671.06         1,662,671.06$                
367 OPWC Hadcock Rd Reconstruction Fund -                         1,198,000.00         1,198,000.00$                
368 OPWC Grafton Road Improvement Fund -                         547,283.00            547,283.00$                   
369 OPWC Center Road Resurfacing Fund -                         256,986.48            256,986.48$                   

Debt Service Funds:
771 General Obligation Bond Retirement Fund -                         -                         -$                                
779 Special Assessment BRF: Laurel West Waterline -                         -                         -$                                
780 Special Assessment BRF: Grafton Phase III -                         3,237.00                3,237.00$                       
781 Special Assessment BRF: South Industrial Parkway -                         107,750.00            107,750.00$                   
782 Special Assessment BRF: Laurel Road (2006) -                         42,287.50              42,287.50$                     
783 Special Assessment BRF: Brunswick Lake - Dam -                         18,998.81              18,998.81$                     
784 Special Assessment BRF: Brunswick Lake - Dredging -                         11,826.18              11,826.18$                     

Agency Funds:
880 Recreation Programs Agency Fund -                         -                         -$                                
881 General Trust Agency Fund -                         500,000.00            500,000.00$                   
882 Unclaimed Money Agency Fund -                         20,000.00              20,000.00$                     
885 Flexible Spending Agency Fund -                         75,000.00              75,000.00$                     
886 Non-Residential 3% Building Permit Agency Fund -                         10,000.00              10,000.00$                     
887 Residential 1% Building Permit Agency Fund -                         10,000.00              10,000.00$                     

Grand Total 55,363,933.79$          



City of Brunswick, Finance Office
"Exhibit B" : Schedule of Amendments to the Permanent Budget #2 ‐ For informational purposes only

For the Budget Year Ending December 31, 2015

Appropriation 5/9/2016
Fund Name /  Account Adjustment
Account Name Number Amount Description

General (#001)
CODIFICATION 001‐0100‐54279 2,000.00 Increase costs due to Charter changes.  Per Barb O email on 03/29/2016 will need an additional $2,000 totaling $10,000 for the year.

SWP3 CONSULTANT 001‐0410‐54263 14,125.00 Increase appropriations by 50% of the increased estimated receipts.  Historically CVE conducts larger reviews of SP3 plans where Building Dept does the rest.

CLERK PT PS 001‐0430‐51173 3,360.00 Building Dept request to hire temp help to get through the building permit season.  Temp help not to exceed 16 weeks or $3,360 in wages, whichever would come first.  
PERS 001‐0430‐52223 471.00 Pension obligations on $3,360 of wages for temporary help during the building season
MEDITAX 001‐0430‐52226 49.00 Meditax obligations on $3,360 of wages for temporary help during the building season

CEMETERY DIGGING 001‐0440‐54264 750.00 Indigent burial expenses April 2016.

TRANSFER OUT TO CAP SUBFUND 912 ‐ ANIMAL 001‐0540‐99999 4,000.00 Capital set aside transfer from operations to capital.  Corresponding transfer in will also be included.  Net $0 outflow for this item.

CAPITAL OUTLAY ‐ ANIMAL WARDEN 912‐0540‐56252 7,323.47 Vehicle replacement underbudgeted by about 1,950 & safety lights, equipment, cages for vehicle est $5,300. Budget remaining available capital set aside.

EQUIPMENT SERVICES 001‐0700‐54253 1,398.10 Increase appropriations for expected increase in financial software support/maintenance costs

UTILITIES & PHONE 001‐0880‐54270 4,000.00 Estimated utilities/other costs estimated at $500/month (May‐Dec 2016) at 3625 Center Road?

INCIDENTALS 001‐0880‐55239 4,586.23 2015 gross property tax rate of 3625 Center Road at 8 months (assumes purchase at 5/1/16) + est 2016 property taxes of $2,750.  Investigating tax exemption 

TRANSFER OUT: CAPITAL IMPROV FUND #300 001‐0999‐99945 135,000.00 Transfer Out to the Capital Improvement Fund for the purchase of property @ 3625 Center Road.

General Fund Total 177,062.80

Police Fund (#114)
FUEL 114‐0520‐55300 (15,000.00) Reduce fuel budget as a result of lower gas prices in 1st 3 months of 2016.

DONATIONS ‐ POLICE CAPITAL 961‐0520‐56253 12,000.00 Anticipated Rotary Donations for the purchase of AEDs for the Police Department.  
Police Fund Total (3,000.00)

Fire Fund (#115/952)
FUEL 115‐0510‐55300 (3,000.00) Reduce fuel budget as a result of lower gas prices in 1st 3 months of 2016.

CAPITAL OUTLAY ‐ FIRE 952‐0510‐56252 20,998.00 Fire Dept requesting $20,998 to purchase 3 thermal imagers after 2 were destroyed in Fire. Ins proceeds of $11,498 to cover 55% of purchase price of 3 new units.    
Fire Fund Total 17,998.00

RLF Fund (#123/#956)

CHIP Local funding allocation 121‐2016‐54100 7,861.21 Would require formal CHIP grant requirement or approval from the State and Medina County before being released.  Cash Balance as of April 27, 2016.

RLF Fund Total 7,861.21

Cable TV Fund (#123/#956)
CAPITAL OUTLAY 956‐0460‐56252 13,600.00 Replace Council video Pac for Council meetings.  Original needs replaced.
Cable TV Fund Total 13,600.00

Parks Fund (#127/960)
KIDS CITY ‐ SUPPLIES & MATERIALS 127‐0810‐55297 2,600.00 Increase appropriations to $3,000 to match estimated donation receipts.  Current appropriations $400.

NATURE CENTER 960‐0810‐56255 1,205.00 Rotary donations received for Brunswick Park Pavilion near Nature Center/Brunswick Lake
Parks Fund Total 3,805.00

Capital Projects Improvement Fund (#300)
PROPERTY ACQUISITION 300‐0522‐56000 135,000.00 Purchase of Property at 3625 Center Road.

CAPITAL BUILDING/PROPERTY IMPROVEMENTS 300‐0522‐56250 77,000.00 Maintenance, repairs and improvements to the City's two fuel pump systems located at W 130th and Center Road.  Over 20 years old and in need of repair.
Capital Projects Improvement Fund Total 212,000.00

Park Improvement Fund (#341)
BOSTON KNOLLS  341‐0812‐56884 15,000.00 Boston Knolls retaining wall Field Improvement for baseball recommended for consideration by John Piepsny, Parks & Rec Director.
Total Park Improvement Fund 15,000.00



CITY OF BRUNSWICK, OHIO
ORDINANCE NUMBER 30-16 

By:   Mrs. Hanek, Mr. Johnson and Mr. Salzgeber          

AN EMERGENCY ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCES #93-15 AND #8-16 TO 
INCLUDE AMENDMENTS TO THE APPROPRIATION BUDGET FOR THE YEAR 
ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2016 AS INCORPORATED IN EXHIBIT “A” ATTACHED 
HERETO.

WHEREAS: Ordinance #93-15 adopted appropriations for 2016 and Ordinance #8-16, regarding 
amendments to the 2016 appropriation budget, were previously adopted by Council; and 

WHEREAS: “Exhibit A” reflects the appropriations as required by the Ohio Revised Code Section 
5705.38(C); and

WHEREAS: The amendments are described in detail and attached hereto as “Exhibit B” for informational 
purposes only; and

WHEREAS: In order to properly budget in accordance with State law for expenditures presently 
anticipated it is necessary to amend Ordinances #93-15 and #8-16.

THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BRUNSWICK HEREBY ORDAINS:

SECTION 1: Ordinances #93-15 and #8-16 are hereby amended to reflect the appropriations as attached 
hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibit “A.”

SECTION 2: That this Ordinance is hereby declared to be an emergency measure immediately necessary 
for the preservation of the public health, safety and welfare, and for the usual daily operation 
of a municipal government and for the additional reason that Council wishes to maintain 
accurate appropriations.  Therefore, the same shall be in full force and effect from and after its 
passage by the required number of votes.

PASSED: 1st Reading
2nd Reading

Rules Suspended: AYES NAYS

ADOPTED: AYES NAYS

ATTEST:
Clerk of Council
Barbara J. Ortiz



DATE: 05/09/2016

TO: Vice Mayor Patricia Hanek and Members of City Council

FROM: Anthony J. Bales, City Manager
Paul Barnett, Public Service Director

  

COPY: Mayor Ron Falconi

LEGISLATION: RES. NO. 32-16 - An emergency resolution authorizing the City Manager to exercise an eight (8) 
month renewal option of the residential solid waste collection and disposal - 1st Reading (To be 
brought form Committee-of-the-Whole,  Administration/Paul Barnett)

BACKGROUND: On July 27, 2009, City Council adopted Resolution No 85-09, which authorized the City 
Manager/Safety Director to enter into a five (5) year agreement with Browning Ferris of Ohio, Inc., a 
subsidiary of Republic Services, Inc., for residential waste collection and disposal in the City.  On 
April 14, 2014, City Council adopted resolution 20-14 allowing for an extension of the agreement for 
two (2) years.  The terms of the agreement will expire on July 31, 2016.  

PURPOSE AND
EXPLANATION: This Ordinance would authorize an eight (8) month extension in order for the City to continue its 

consideration of waste collection and disposal options, including the ongoing work of the MC-18 
Workgroup that is considering a new solid waste plan and alternatives such as the proposed "waste 
mall" concept.  There will remain an option by the City to extend an additional two (2) years and 
four (4) months.

IMPLEMENTATION
SCHEDULE: 

FINANCIAL
INFORMATION:  

FINANCIAL
SUMMARY: The current per unit prices would remain, subject to adjustments for disposal cost increases and 

fluctuations in fuel prices, per the terms of the existing agreement.

RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: 

 

 One Reading No
 Two Readings No
 Three Readings Yes
 Emergency Yes
 Suspension of Rules No

THE CITY OF BRUNSWICK

PROPOSED LEGISLATION



   
 If emergency or suspension of the rules, why the request?

 Staff is requesting emergency consideration for the health, safety and general welfare of the city 
so that refuse services can continue uninterrupted.

ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION: 



CITY OF BRUNSWICK, OHIO
RESOLUTION NO. 32-16

BY:  Committee-of-the-Whole

AN EMERGENCY RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER 
TO EXERCISE AN EIGHT (8) MONTH RENEWAL OPTION OF THE 
RESIDENTIAL SOLID WASTE COLLECTION AND DISPOSAL 
AGREEMENT.

WHEREAS: On July 27, 2009, City Council adopted Resolution No. 85-09, which authorized 
the City Manager to enter into a five (5) year agreement (the “Agreement”) with 
Browning Ferris Industries of Ohio, Inc., a subsidiary of Republic Services, Inc. 
(“Browning Ferris”), for residential waste collection and disposal in the City;

WHEREAS: The initial term of the Agreement expired on July 31, 2014;

WHEREAS: Pursuant to the terms of Article XII of the Agreement, the City has the option of 
extending the Agreement for up to five (5) years;

WHEREAS: On April 14, 2014, City Council adopted Resolution No. 20-14 which extended 
the Agreement for a period of two (2) years from August 1, 2014 up to and 
including July 31, 2016, at current per unit prices allowing only for adjustments 
for disposal cost increases and/or fluctuations in fuel prices as per the terms of the 
Agreement;

WHEREAS: The City is desirous of extending the term of the Agreement for a period of eight 
(8) months from August 1, 2016 up to and including March 31, 2017, at current 
per unit prices allowing only for adjustments for disposal cost increases and/or 
fluctuations in fuel prices as per the terms of the Agreement; and

WHEREAS: Per the terms of the Agreement, the City retains the option to extend the term of 
the Agreement by an additional two (2) years and four (4) months.

WHEREAS: THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BRUNSWICK HEREBY RESOLVES:

SECTION 1: That the City Manager, upon approval of the Law Director, is hereby authorized 
and directed to exercise the City’s option to extend the term of the Agreement for 
a period of eight (8) months from August 1, 2016 up to and including March 31, 
2017, at current per unit prices allowing only for adjustments for disposal cost 
increases and/or fluctuations in fuel prices as per the terms of the Agreement.

SECTION 2: That this Resolution is hereby declared to be an emergency measure necessary for 
the immediate preservation of the public health, welfare, and safety and for the 
additional reason to ensure that refuse services continue without interruption.  
Therefore the same shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage by 



2
the required number of votes or from the earliest time allowed by law.

______________________________________________________________________________

PASSED: 1st Reading_________________________

2nd Reading________________________

3rd Reading________________________

ADOPTED: _________________  AYES ___________  NAYS ___________

ATTEST: _______________________
Clerk of Council
Barb Ortiz



DATE: 05/09/2016

TO: Vice Mayor Patricia Hanek and Members of City Council

FROM: Anthony J. Bales, City Manager
Matt Jones, Engineer

  

COPY: Mayor Ron Falconi

LEGISLATION: RES. NO. 33-16 - An emergency resolution authorizing the City Manager and City Engineer to submit 
a Community Development Block Grant application for the Judita Drive Reconstruction Phase 2 
Project - 1st Reading (To be brought from Committee-of-the-Whole, Administration/Matt Jones)

BACKGROUND: The Medina County Board of Commissioners has received $238,000 in funding through Ohio's 
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program.  The City of Brunswick is eligible to apply for 
project funding through this Program provided that the project eliminates slum and blight 
conditions or provides direct benefit to:

1. low-to-moderate income (LMI) residents;
2. disabled residents (ADA compliance/accommodations); or
3. elderly residents.

 

PURPOSE AND
EXPLANATION: The Resolution would authorize the City Manager to apply for $73,395 in CDBG funding for the 

Judita Drive Reconstruction - Phase 2 Project.  The project would consist of the complete removal 
and replacement of the concrete pavement beginning at 258 Judita Drive to a point approximately 
240 feet northward ending at 244 Judita Drive.  The proposed pavement section will be reinforced 
concrete and will exhibit integral curbs.  In general, the proposed pavement will maintain the 
existing width and grade of the existing roadway within the project area.  The project also includes 
the installation of underdrain, replacement of storm sewer crossovers and curb inlets, replacement 
of driveway aprons up to the first joint, and base repairs as needed.

IMPLEMENTATION
SCHEDULE: 

FINANCIAL
INFORMATION:  

FINANCIAL
SUMMARY: The total preliminary estimate of the Judita Drive Reconstruction - Phase 2 Project is $105,895, 

THE CITY OF BRUNSWICK

PROPOSED LEGISLATION



which would include the $73,395 of CDBG funds and $32,500 of City funds from the Road 
Improvement Fund #333.

RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: 

 

 One Reading Yes
 Two Readings No
 Three Readings No
 Emergency Yes
 Suspension of Rules Yes
   
 If emergency or suspension of the rules, why the request?

 

Staff recommends approval of the Resolution with suspension of the rules and emergency 
consideration as it is necessary for the immediate preservation of the public health, welfare, and 
safety as the Community Development Block Grant application must be submitted to the Medina 
County Commissioners in a timely fashion.

ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION: This project meets the required objectives of the CDBG Program by principally benefiting residents 

in Census Tract 4164, Block Group 3.  This area consists of 237 homes and an estimated population 
of 905 residents with 61.33% qualifying as LMI.



















CITY OF BRUNSWICK, OHIO
RESOLUTION NO. 33-16

BY: Committee-of-the-Whole

AN EMERGENCY RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER 
AND CITY ENGINEER TO SUBMIT A COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
BLOCK GRANT APPLICATION FOR THE JUDITA DRIVE 
RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT, PHASE 2.

WHEREAS: The Judita Drive Reconstruction Project, Phase 2 (the “Project”) will consist of 
the complete removal and replacement of the concrete pavement beginning at 258 
Judita Drive proceeding approximately 240 feet northward and ending at 244 
Judita Drive, and will include installation of underdrain, replacement of storm 
sewer crossovers and curb inlets, replacement of driveway aprons to the first joint 
and base repairs as needed; and

WHEREAS:  The total preliminary estimate of the Project cost is $105,895.00, which would 
include $73,395.00 of Community Development Block Grant funds and 
$32,500.00 of City funds.

WHEREAS: THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BRUNSWICK HEREBY RESOLVES:

SECTION 1: The City Manager and City Engineer are hereby authorized to submit a 
Community Development Block Grant application for the Judita Drive 
Reconstruction Project, Phase 2.

SECTION 2: That this Resolution is hereby declared to be an emergency measure necessary for 
the immediate preservation of the public health, welfare, and safety and for the 
additional reason that the Community Development Block Grant application must 
be timely submitted to Medina County.  Therefore the same shall be in full force 
and effect from and after its passage by the required number of votes or from the 
earliest time allowed by law.

______________________________________________________________________________

PASSED:      1st Reading  ___________________

RULES SUSPENDED: AYES______ NAYS______    
         

ADOPTED:     ________________________________  AYES_____NAYS_____

ATTEST:      ________________________________
            Clerk of Council
             Barbara J. Ortiz, CMC



DATE: 05/09/2016

TO: Vice Mayor Patricia Hanek and Members of City Council

FROM: Anthony J. Bales, City Manager 

  

COPY: Mayor Ron Falconi

LEGISLATION: RES. NO 31-16 - An emergency resolution of intent to appropriate a 1.3 acre non-exclusive, 
perpetual access/utility easement from and through portions of property owned by Centro NP 
Brunswick Town Center LLC identified AS PPNs 003-18D-04-014,--318D-04-020 and 003-18D-04-021, 
to provide access and utility service to property owned by the City of Brunswick (PPN 003-003-18D-
04-024) - 1st Reading (To be brought from Committee-of-the-Whole, Administration/Ken Fisher)

BACKGROUND: Over $40,000,000 of development is planned on the 18.2 acres of City-owned property at the 
southern end of Town Center Boulevard, to include a hotel, assisted living facility and apartments. 
 In order to facilitate the sale of the land and the aforementioned development a 1.3 acre non-
exclusive perpetual easement is required through the property known as Brunswick Town Center 
and owned by Centro NP Brunswick Town Center LLC (aka Brixmor Property Group) in order to 
provide access and utility service to the property to be developed.

PURPOSE AND
EXPLANATION: Per the terms of the Purchase Agreement between the City and McKinley Development, the sale of the subject property 

was scheduled to close on May 1, 2016.  The terms include a total purchase price of $1,825,000, with 
$1,210,000 to be paid to the City upon closing on the property designated for an assisted living 
facility and hotel, and the remaining $425,000 to be paid to the City upon closing on the property 
designated for apartments.  

As a direct and proximate result of Brixmor’s lengthy and unreasonable delay in finalizing the 
proposed Access and Utility Easement Agreement, which has been previously agreed upon for in 
principle for $140,000, the City and McKinley are incurring substantial damages and extra expense.

Consequently, this Resolution would declare the necessity and intent to appropriate the 1.3 acre 
non-exclusive perpetual access and utility easement  through the property known as Brunswick 
Town Center and owned by Centro NP Brunswick Town Center LLC (aka Brixmor Property Group) in 
order to provide immediate access and utility service to the property to be developed.

IMPLEMENTATION
SCHEDULE: 

FINANCIAL
INFORMATION:  

THE CITY OF BRUNSWICK

PROPOSED LEGISLATION



FINANCIAL
SUMMARY: 

RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: 

 

 One Reading Yes
 Two Readings No
 Three Readings No
 Emergency Yes
 Suspension of Rules Yes
   
 If emergency or suspension of the rules, why the request?

 
Staff recommends approval as an emergency measure with suspension of the rules in order to 
protect the health, safety and general welfare of the City by enabling the timely sale of the 
property and its development.

ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION: 





CITY OF BRUNSWICK, OHIO
RESOLUTION NO. 31-16

BY:  Committee-of-the-Whole

AN EMERGENCY RESOLUTION OF INTENT TO APPROPRIATE A 1.3 
ACRE NON-EXCLUSIVE, PERPETUAL ACCESS/UTILITY EASEMENT 
FROM AND THROUGH PORTIONS OF PROPERTY OWNED BY CENTRO 
NP BRUNSWICK TOWN CENTER LLC IDENTIFIED AS PPNs 003-18D-04-
014, 003-18D-04-020 AND 003-18D-04-021, TO PROVIDE ACCESS AND 
UTILITY SERVICE TO PROPERTY OWNED BY THE CITY OF 
BRUNSWICK (PPN 003-18D-04-024).

WHEREAS: The City of Brunswick has determined the necessity to obtain a 1.3 acre non-
exclusive perpetual access/utility easement in the above-described property 
owned by Centro NP Brunswick Town Center LLC, as shown on Exhibit “A” 
attached hereto, to provide access and utility service to property owned by the 
City of Brunswick (PPN 003-18D-04-024).

WHEREAS: THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BRUNSWICK HEREBY RESOLVES:

SECTION 1: That pursuant to Ohio law, this Council hereby declares the necessity and intent to 
appropriate a 1.3 acre non-exclusive, perpetual access/utility easement, as shown 
on Exhibit “A” attached hereto, from and through portions of property owned by 
Centro NP Brunswick Town Center LLC known as Town Center Boulevard 
identified as PPNs 003-18D-04-014, 003-18D-04-020 and 003-18D-04-021, to 
provide access to property owned by the City of Brunswick (003-18D-04-024).

SECTION 2: That the City Manager is hereby authorized and directed to cause notice of 
adoption of this Resolution to be given to any owner or person of interest of the 
above-described property and said notice shall be served upon such person or duly 
authorized agent by the City Manager, and such service of notice shall be made in 
the manner provided for service and return of summons in civil actions pursuant 
to the Ohio Revised Code.

SECTION 3: That this Resolution is declared to be an emergency measure necessary for the 
immediate preservation of the public peace, property, health, welfare and safety of 
the City and for the additional purpose to allow for immediate access and utility 
service to property owned by the City of Brunswick.  Therefore, the same shall 
be in full force and effect from and after its passage by the required number of 
votes.

_____________________________________________________________________________
PASSED: 1st Reading_________________________

RULES SUSPENDED: AYES ___________ NAYS ___________

ADOPTED: _________________  AYES ___________  NAYS ___________

ATTEST: _______________________
Clerk of Council
Barbara J. Ortiz, CMC
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