NORTON CITY COUNCIL
REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING

MAY 26, 2015

Roll Call: Scott Pelot Also Present:
Dennis McGlone Mayor Mike Zita
Danny Grether Valerie Wax Carr
Dennis Pierson Ron Messner
Paul Tousley Justin Markey
Charlotte Whipkey Karla Richards

Rick Rodgers

The Regular Council Meeting convened on Tuesday, May 26, 2015 at 7:00 PM, in the Council
Chambers of the Safety Administration Building. The meeting was called to order by Rick
Rodgers President of Council, followed by the Pledge of Allegiance and a moment of silent
prayer.

COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Mr. Pierson stated that after last week’s discussion he had asked for new legislation for changing
the Resolutions of Necessity for the Nash Heights project. Mr. Markey stated that the two new
Resolutions of Necessity are basically the same shell as the previous ones. There is one new
change in Section #9 that rescinds the original Resolutions of Necessity. Mr. Markey noted there
would be completed exhibits to follow once Mr. Demboski has completed the new plans and
drawings. Mr. Rodgers asked about the time line on that and Mrs. Carr referenced her most
recent update (see attached) and stated that depends on which pump station is chosen. Mr. Carr
noted that it was desired to have Mr. Demboski come and speak about that and he is available on
June 15, 2015. After Mr. Demboski and Mr. Docherty may their proposal it could take two (2)
weeks or two (2) months; depending on what design is chosen. Mr. Rodgers stated for this
legislative action we don’t need the designs. Mr. Markey clarified that you need to have the final
plans and specifications of the exact assessment area to be on file, the pump station does not
need to be included. Mr. Markey stated the lines could change and he did not know the details
between the vacuum and gravity. Mr. Rodgers stated that with gravity, there is no question. With
vacuum depending on the type of pump station needed, the lines should still come in the same
way and should have no bearing on this legislation now. Mrs. Carr stated she did not disagree
with that, however she felt there are some things that need to be done with property owners along
Shellhart. Ms.Whipkey asked what happens if these residents do not agree and Mr. Pierson
added don’t we have the right for eminent domain for the project? Mr. Markey stated yes, you do
have that right under eminent domain. There was discussion on the letters to the fringe property
owners and Ms. Whipkey asked if they were sent out? Mrs. Carr stated no, she had only received
a comment from one (1) council person on the draft and if all of you are in agreement she would
get them sent out. Mrs. Carr stated a no response would be mean that you do not want included
in this project.



Ms. Whipkey stated she wanted the letter to include the response received from Mr. Pruett
regarding their requirement for tie-in’s into the new line. Ms. Whipkey read into the record that
response (see attached). Mr. Rodgers stated this will impact the residents and we should plan a
town hall meeting for the second week of June with these residents as they would have received
the letters by then and would have any questions that could be answered. Mrs. Carr reviewed the
time line for the letter/town hall meeting and follow up. Mrs. Carr stated the letters should go out
no later than first part of June and a meeting in the second week of June, and Mr. Rodgers
suggested the 10" or the 17™. Mrs. Carr noted she would check to see if the community center is
booked. Mr. Rodgers stated it should be here in Council Chambers and Mrs. Carr agreed, and a
date was selected for June 17", at 7:00 PM. Mr. Rodgers stated that the answer from Mr. Pruitt
adds concerns that if that pump station were to be at Golf Course Drive due to that 400 ft.
requirement. Mr. Rodgers questioned who would be responsible for that additional cost? This
just opens up a can of worms here if we do not limit this to the scope of the project Mrs. Carr
reminded Council that the property has not been secured from the current property owner in this
area. Mrs. Carr read over her questions and Councils responses back to her. Mr. Rodgers
questioned having Little Blvd. still in this and if this was Councils desire? Ms. Whipkey
discussed the tie in requirements again and Mr. Rodgers stated that as long as their system is
working properly and is maintained they would not force them to connect to the new lines. Mrs.
Carr stated we need to be clear with Little Blvd, because if the letters come back from the
residents and they want in then your Resolution of Necessity would have to be corrected. Mr.
Markey discussed the details of having them in or out for the purpose of the Resolution of
Necessity. Mr. Grether stated he does not see these options listed within either of the
Resolutions. Mr. Markey stated that is not the intent of the Resolution; it is to determine the
scope of the project. Mr. Rodgers stated the line is already going down Shellhart and Mrs. Carr
stated that it is going up to the Little cul-de-sac. Mrs. Carr stated that even if you have one (1)
resident on Little Blvd., then you should leave it in the Resolution for now. Mr. Tousley asked if
we do that and a majority of the residents respond that they don’t want in, then what? Mrs. Carr
stated that we would just do non-perform for Little Blvd. Mr. Rodgers moved to eliminate Little
Blvd., north of Shellhart from the project, seconded by Mr. Pierson. Mr. Pierson stated we also
need to eliminate Brookside and Mrs. Carr clarified that Brookside was never in the project. Mr.
Markey stated you need to wait until you get your letters back first before you remove them from
the project. Mr. Rodgers stated his point is that we need to clean up this proposed legislation and
send out the letters and see what comes back. Mr. Pierson asked don’t we want to do that for the
extension because that could take affect later on down the road. Mrs. Carr noted in the map that
anything inside the yellow area would not be getting a letter; anyone outside the yellow would be
getting a letter. Mr. Tousley wanted to be assured they can be added in the future if they want in.
Mr. Markey stated that is why he is hesitant on moving forward with these Resolutions, as this is
premature and Mr. Grether and Ms. Whipkey also agreed with Mr. Tousley’s concerns. Ms.
Whipkey stated as she stated before; she is not in favor of moving forward with anything without
the residents input. If we wait until it’s all figured and know what we are doing once and for all
then we need to wait until those letters back. First they were told they are in and then they are
out, and Mr. McGlone stated no wonder they are confused. Mr. Rodgers disagreed, for whatever
reasons, right or wrong Little Blvd. was added and we are putting this on the residents along
Little Blvd that they can’t even buy into because they are not part of this consent order. Ms.
Whipkey stated they need to be given the choice. Mr. Rodgers stated they don’t even need to be
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If we take them out now they would still be given the choice by asking them if they want in with
those letters. Ms. Whipkey stated it would have been best is if the whole Little Blvd., issue had
come to Council in the first place and we were all asked if Little should have been in the first
place.

Roll Call: Yeas: Rodgers, Pierson
Nays: McGlone, Grether, Tousley, Whipkey

Motion failed 2-4. Drafted Res. #34-2015 and #35-2015 were taken off the agenda for the
meeting.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE PUBLIC

Mr. Dan Newman 3172 Cleveland Massillon Road, Norton, Ohio, spoke about the baseball fields
and the mess with the schedule and who is using these fields, he even asked the Chief of Police
who would be given preference and he had replied first come and first serve. Mr. Newman asked
who would take his $25.00 for reserving the field for the next four games because that is all left
in his son’s schedule? Norton Baseball Association is using their leverage to block others from
using the field. Mr. Newman stated that he questions how someone can do this with City owned
property and felt this is wrong. Norton Baseball is not allowing this for whatever reason. Mr.
Newman stated according to the City policy he wants someone to take is $25.00 and he should
get the field (see attached). The only thing that counts is this document. He has been trying to do
this for a couple of months and no one will take his money or see that this is addressed. Mr.
Newman stated he has an email that says it’s $75.00 Mrs. Carr stated this has been addressed in
the last few weeks since she has been made aware of this. She has spoken with Mr. Newman,
Norton Baseball Association Commissioner-Mr. Bosley- Mr. Newman’s coach. Past history has
been the fields were scheduled as a tradeoff for the Norton Baseball Association (NBA)
maintaining the fields. Mrs. Carr stated there is nothing in writing to document any of this. Mrs.
Carr stated we need time to work out these issues and she has received a schedule from Mr.
Bosley. They did offer some times of Sunday. Mrs. Carr expressed concern about the $75.00 fee
coming into play as a public statement as this was something briefly discussed privately and she
even told Mr. Bosley this amount is not possible or legal. Mr. Newman stated that the soccer
teams took care of the fields and he knows that because his wife was in control of the soccer
schedule. Mrs. Carr stated that those rules for soccer have changed within the last 6 months and
she is trying to model the NBA rules in the same way. Mrs. Carr stated we need to get the
proposals and we have to have control here. Mr. Newman stated that control is the whole
problem because you will see in that proposal the NBA will take total control. Mr. Rodgers
asked if the fields are truly empty and Mrs. Carr stated she has not monitored them. Mr. Newman
stated if this worked as it was supposed to, every time there was a home game you would get that
$25.00 fee. Everyone stays after and takes care of the fields, we clean up, we pick up trash, etc.
We just want to use the fields, we want to go in and play and then go home. Mr. Newman stated
that again he will go to the field this Thursday and next Thursday and the fields will be open. Mr.
Rogers stated if those fields are open then they need to be able to use them. Mrs. Carr stated that
she has only been working on this for two (2) weeks since it became a problem and she is
working on this history on how we got here. Mr. Rodgers stated that he does not care about the
history. Mr. Rodgers directed the Administration to contact Mr. Bosley and if those fields are not
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Mrs. Carr explained that is what she is trying to do and that Mr. Newman just came to her this
past Friday about this. Mr. Newman stated the people we are dealing with are lying to Mrs. Carr
and he has the proof of that. Mr. Newman stated he wants the past history the schedules provided
to him. Mrs. Carr stated we have had one meeting and a second meeting scheduled in June. Mr.
Newman stated by then the season will be over. Mrs. Carr stated her goal is to rewrite the
procedures, and the schedules. Mr. Rodgers directed the Administration to do what they can to
get these kids some playing time as soon as possible. Mr. Rodgers stated we need to have
Council involved in the final decisions going forward. Mr. Pierson asked if Mr. Bosley operates
this as a business and bringing in dollars and questioned if he can prohibit the residents to use
public property. Mrs. Carr stated we initially had some negotiations on the table that were
offered and some open Sunday dates were offered and Mr. Newman was not happy with the
schedule the NBA offered. Mr. Newman offered to pay for several dates in June. Mr. Tousley
asked if Mr. Newman was correct if that is the only procedure and Mrs. Carr stated she has no
idea because this just started into this issue two (2) weeks ago. She does not have a Parks
Director or a full time scheduler, and she has lately been consumed with sewer issues. After
more than twenty five (25) minutes of discussion Mrs. Carr explained the current procedure as
by ordinance. Ms. Whipkey asked about other teams that have the same issue and Mr. Newman
stated he was not sure; other teams are playing in Warwick area. Mr. Newman stated he does not
want to move them off; he just wants to get time on the fields. Ms. Whipkey stated she does not
want to hear another song and dance from other groups like Mr. Newman. Mr. Newman stated
he was here on Saturday and both fields were empty. Ms. Whipkey stated as Property Chair she
is asking Mr. Bosley to cooperate and provide schedules. Mrs. Carr stated Mr. Newman’s coach
has the same schedule that she has in her possession. Mr. Grether moved to allow Mr. Jack
Gainer to speak, seconded by Mr. McGlone.

Roll Call: Yeas: Grether, McGlone, Pierson, Tousley, Whipkey, Rodgers
Nays: None

Motion passed 6-0.

Mr. Gainer, asked if the field is scheduled by Norton Baseball Association and it’s not used is it
being paid for? Mrs. Carr replied no. Mr. Gainer stated if Mr. Bosley is making out a false
schedule to block off dates whether or not he uses them, then that is not right and that should not
be allowed.

INTRODUCTION OF NEW LEGISLATION

ORD #33-2015 First Reading:
Mr. Rodgers offered Ord. #33-2015 for its first reading and asked the Clerk to read it:

AN ORDINANCE TO AUTHORIZE AND DIRECT THE MAYOR TO EXECUTE AND
DELIVER AN AGREEMENT TO PROVIDE COMMUNITY CORRECTIONAL SERVICES
WITH ORIANA HOUSE, INC., AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY.

Mr. Rodgers moved to waive the second and third readings, seconded by Ms. Whipkey.
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Roll Call: Yeas: Rodgers, Whipkey, McGlone, Grether, Pierson, Tousley
Nays: None

Motion passed 6-0.
Mr. Rodgers moved to adopt Ord. #33-2015, seconded by Ms. Whipkey.

Roll Call: Yeas: Rodgers, Whipkey, McGlone, Grether, Pierson, Tousley
Nays: None

Motion passed 6-0.

ORD #36-2015
Mr. McGlone offered Ord. #36-2015 for its first reading and asked the Clerk to read it:

AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO EXECUTE AND DELIVER A
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING WITH THE NORTON CITY SCHOOL
DISTRICT TO ESTABLISH A SCHOOL RESOURCE OFFICER PROGRAM, AND
DECLARING AN EMERGENCY.

First reading only.

Mr. Rogers stated we had presentation by the School Board Superintendent and Chief
Dalessandro and he shared a comment from the Norton Post regarding school board members
about the salary increases (see attached). Mr. Rodgers stated these comments are troubling and
sounds like we are trying to circumvent the will of the people. Mr. Rodgers stated that he
questioned the costs of this SRO; we had opinions from Chief Dalessandro, and discussions with
Mrs. Carr. He did some research of his own and a lot of communities across the country are
using retired police officers for these positions. Mr. Rodgers stated his point is if the school can
fill this position with a retired police officer at a savings of projected 50-60% of that $40,000.00
cost, why not look at this? Mr. McGlone stated that we would be able to get a full time police
officer at a cost of only 20-30% and remainder of time at the school is a benefit. Mr. Rodgers
stated that if the safety at the schools is the issue, which he stated it was the issue for him; then
you don’t want to be moving that officer out of the school for any reason. Mr. McGlone stated he
is just going by what Chief Dalessandro stated and he wanted these officers under him. Mr.
McGlone stated he felt Chief Dalessandro should be here for these comments because Mr.
Rodgers is stating everything opposite of what Chief Dalessandro proposed. Mr. Rodgers stated
if other communities can do this, there has to be reasoning here and is a better solution. What is
wrong with saving money? Ms. Whipkey stated she understood we would be getting a full time
officer with benefits; of which 68% of that would be provided by the school. We would pick up
32% and whenever he is not working at the school he would be available to the City. She would
prefer to have an officer that is accountable to the City directly and is accountable to the police
department and be in charge of the safety inside the school. Mr. Rodgers stated he spoke with
Chief Hete and he is willing to do this job for 50-60% less of what is being offered here. Mr.
McGlone asked if the school board would even hire him? Mr. Rodgers stated if we can draw
experience at a lesser cost and with all of the experience needed.
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We need to think outside of the box, if we hired a rookie to do this job, what knowledge would
they have of our City, of the school or the students? Ms. Whipkey stated this would not be a
rookie from what she understood and would be someone already on the force. Mrs. Carr stated
that to clarify it would go out as a job assignment and is done by seniority due to the union
contract. Mr. Pierson stated you are never guaranteed grant money and they only run four (4)
years. Mr. Pierson raised his concerns with the possibility of not getting grants in the future and
we would have to find the funds within our budgets. Mr. Pierson stated that a system for us with
the dollars we have to work with is better as a 1099 employee. Mr. Pierson stated he thinks the
school can afford to do this. Mr. Pierson if there is an incident one officer is not going to be able
to handle that. Mr. Pierson stated there should be a joint meeting with the School Board. Ms.
Whipkey agreed, and wants to hear what the School Board has to say about hiring Mr. Hete into
that position. Ms. Whipkey questioned if the $34,000.00 a year was the maximum even before
any grants received? Mr. Pierson stated he understood there is at least $20,000.00 for the benefit
package. Ms. Whipkey disagreed stating that adding the 68% is for everything. Mr. Pierson
stated the past Council has been too eager to spend money we don’t have. Mr. Rodgers stated he
is all for children’s safety, however if a gunman enters any one of our school all we will be able
to do is react. Most of the school shootings are a reaction and not a prevention. Ms. Whipkey
stated she has seen the deterioration with the behavior of the kids and with the presence of an
officer this would help. Mr. Rodgers stated that when we have troubled kids they are pulled out
our schools and are bussed to a program in Green. Mr. Tousley suggested having two (2) part-
timers in the school and you still would not have benefits. Mr. Rodgers stated the Chief
presented his budget without the need for another officer and now here we are. Mr. Rodgers
stated he does not get it; progressive cities all across the country are doing this. Ms. Whipkey
stated she would like to see a listing of all of these progressive cities and Mr. Rodgers stated you
can Google search that information. Mr. Rodgers moved to table this and have the School Board
come in here for the discussions; there was no second to his motion. Mr. Tousley asked about the
percentages of 68% and questioned of the School Board approved this? Mrs. Carr stated that they
have not taken a vote on this yet. She understands that the School Superintendent has discussed
this with either some or all of the School Board members. Mr. Dunn indicated to her that the
School Board Members were polled and willing to up the percentage to our 68% as we proposed.
Mr. Rodgers stated there was a panel of existing teachers, and other faculty members and they
are mostly not in favor and we can get that report from the school board. They do not want the
money spent here; they want it used for training and more teachers. Mrs. Carr clarified the
budget process and why Chief Dalessandro did not ask for another increase for another officer.
Mr. Messner stated Chief Dalessandro had explained earlier he was good with the number of
officers for 2015 and would need to address the 2016 needs. There was discussion as to the
number of total hours for part time and Mrs. Carr replied that part time is considered at 29 hours
or less and there are no benefits. Mr. Rodgers removed his motion.

Unfinished Business
None

New Business
Mr. Rodgers stated he knows we have a road program and are working with the county. He has
received numerous complaints already and we as council need to do something to finds more

money in the budget to do more roads this year.
6 Regular Council Meeting
May 26, 2015
Page 6 of 7



Mr. Rodgers discussed the complaint he received from a resident on Monterey and there is nearly
a 10” drop and our roads are falling apart. Mr. Rodgers stated we have to find money; it’s not
placating, we just need to gauge the level of severity of our roads. Mr. Rodgers stated that the
residents have a right to be upset. Mr. Rodgers discussed the storm sewers mess that we need to
address. Mrs. Carr stated she has been working on this with Mr. White on this very issue to
address this year and we may need to borrow some funds to do that. Mr. Rodgers asked for a
ballpark on addressing the area of Monteray Drive. Mr. White asked to have specific roads so he
could take a look at this. Mrs. Carr reminded everyone we are waiting for the road study results.
Mr. Rodgers stated if we could just put another $150,000.00 towards roads, maybe Mr. Messner
could bring this forward at the next meeting.

PUBLIC SERVICE ANNOUNCEMENTS
There were no announcements

PUBLIC UPDATES
There were no updates

ADJOURN
There being no other business to come before the Regular Council Meeting, the meeting was
adjourned at 8:52 PM.

Rick Rodgers, President of Council

I, Karla Richards, CMC-Clerk of Council for the City of Norton, do hereby certify that the
foregoing minutes were approved at a Regular Council Meeting held on June 8, 2015.

Karla Richards, CMC-Clerk of Council

NOTE: THESE MINUTES ARE NOT VERBATIM*

**ORIGINAL SIGNED AND APPROVED MINUTES ARE ON FILE WITH THE CLERK OF
COUNCIL**

All Council & Committee Meetings will be held at the Norton Safety Administration Building, unless
otherwise noted.
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CITY OF NORTON
MEMO

To: City Council Members
From: Valerie Wax Carr, Administrative Officer
Date: May 22, 2015

Re: Nash Heights Questions / Answers for Timeline UPDATE

Below is a list of action items with questions and decisions that need to be made so that we can
move forward and finafize the Nash Heights project and to better determine a timeline for the
EPA. The items in BLUE are the City Council answers to the Administration. The items in RED
are new guestions or clarifications. All City Council members need fo review for accuracy so
that Administration can continue to move forward in order to meet the EPA deadiines.

Project Boundary Areas

» s the Little cul-de-sac in or out of the project? Southside of Greenwich Road?
A: Little Blvd. will remain on the list; however it will be optional for the property owners to join the
project. All of Greenwich west of Shelthart to 21 is removed.

+ Should laterals or vacuum pits be installed on the south side of Greenwich Road from
Brookside Drive to Shellhart road?
Al Undecided/Need answeared

Work to be non-performed:
+  Will we non-perform the design work for Greenwich Road from Shellhart West to State
Route 217
A: This work will be removed as part of the redesign of the plans.

+ Wil we non-perform any work on Golf Course Drive?
A: This work will be removed as part of the redesign of the plans,

Pump Stafion .
+ s the final location for the submersible pump station or vacuum station on the Notthwest

corner of Greenwich and Shellhart Road?
A: Yes

NEW QUESTION: Is the pump station only to be sized to serve Nash Hts?

» What style of vacuum station should be designed: a buried tank with vaults, a compact
station, or a two level station?
A: EDG/AIrVac will work together to finalize recommendation.

CLARIFICATION: Jim Demboski is available to discuss at City Council on June 15% if Mr.
Dockerly (AlrVac) is also available. EDG will need up to 2 months to complete with final plan
design depending which design is chosen,

Page I of 2
Nash Heights Questions / Answers for Timeline UPDATE







* Administration will obtain an appraisal for the Pump Station/vacuum station parcel. Any
issues? )
A: Yes, please see attached lstter to be sent to property to begin negotiation process,

+ Administration will negotiate the final purchase of the parcel from the golf course owner.
Any issues?
A Yes, please see attached letter to be sent to property to begin negotiation process.

*  We will prepare a deed description and plot for inclusion in the tot spiit and purchase,
Law Director will create the deed, run the title search, etc. we need to have this property
purchase before Ohio EPA will issue the loan, Survey work will also need to be
performed. Any issues?

A Yes

MBE Requirements
»  We will need to solicit a separate bid for some driveway culverts from an MBE Supplier
o meet our Issue 1 requirement. The amount of the contract should be between $10,000
and §$15,000. We may need to add some storm drain pipe to this amount as well, Will we
need legislative approval to bid and award this contract? To be forthcoming

A Yes

Submitfals of applications:

»  Will the PT1 application be submitted in Norten's name?
A Yes

« Wil the loan application to be submitted in Norten's name?
Al Yes

+ There will be some questions that we need to ask DEFA as part of the application

process, so it must be determined if Norton will be the applicant.

A: Since City Council is in a re-evaluation period and the Barberton agreement is not complete,
we can not name the surcharge as the revenue source. An alternate revenue resource needs
to be determined.

Restforation
» Does Norton want to resurface all of the roads af the end of the project or just leave
them as they are with all the patches?
A Undecided/Need answered

NEW QUESTION: If the roads are not resurfaced should bid quantities be adjusted?

» Resurfacing is currently proposed and is to be funded out of the surcharge monies.
CLARIFICATION: Currently approximately $500,000 is estimated for resurfacing.

ce Mayor Zita
Dave White
Justin Markey
Ron Messher
Karfa Richards
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karlar@cityofnorton.org

Fwid: Sewer question

From : Valerie Wax Carr <adminofficer@cityofnorton.org> Fri, May 22, 2015 06:13 PM

Subject : Fwd: Sewer quastion

To : Rick Rodgers <rickrodgers@cityofnorton.orgs,

Charlotte Whipkey :
<charlottewhipkey@cityofnorton.org>, Dennis

Pierson <dennispierson@cityofnorton.org>, Dennis

McGlone <dennismcglone@cityofnorton.org>,
Scott Pelot <scottpelot@cityofnorton.org>, Paul
Tousley <paultousley@cityofnorton.org>, Danny
Grether <dannygrether@cityofnorton.org>

Cc : Mike Zita <mayorzita@cityofnorton.org>, Justin

Catching up on end of the da

Markey <jmarkey@ralaw.com>, Ronald Messner
<financedirector@cityofnorton.org:>, Karla
Richards <karlar@cityofnorton.org>

Charlotte asked for clarification.

y emails and saw Ryan Pruett responded to the question

The email I sent is at the bottom scroll up for Ryan's response.

I thought you should review before Tues.

Thanks and have a safe Memorial Day.

Valerie

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Ryan Pruett <rpruett@schd.org>

Date: May 22, 2015 at 3:01:10 PM EDT

Tos Valerie Carr <adminofficer@cityofnorton,org>
Subject: RE: Sewer question

Valerie,

5/26/2015 6:23 PM
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© The current Ohio Administrative Code in section 3701-29-06 (T) states:

“A STS shall not be sited, permitted, or installed where a sanitary sewerage
system Is accessible, unless otherwise excepted by faw. Whenever a- sanitary
sewerage system becomes accessible to a dwelling or structure served by a STS,
the dwelling andfor structures shall be connected to the sanitary sewerage
system and the STS abandoned in accordance with rule 3701-29-21 of the
Administrative Code.

(1) In determining the accessibility of a sanitary sewerage system a board of
health may consider the availability of connection, local or state ordinances or
rules prohibiting or requiring connection, the technical feasibility of connection,
the ability of the sanitary sewerage system and associated treatment facility to
accept additional flows, and the distance from the foundation wall of the structure
from which sewage originates to the nearest boundary of the right-of-way within
which the sewer is located.”

Using your scenario with a home that has a failing septic system and the home’s
foundation is within 200 foot of the easement where sewer is located (notice the
measurement is taken from the easement where the sewer is located closest to
the house and not the actual sewer line) it has been our policy here at SCPH to
not allow the replacement of the septic system and have the home connect into
the available sewer, i

Using your same scenario but with the foundation of the home being over 200
foot away from the easement where the sewer Is located we can allow the
replacernent of the septic system IF an on-lot soil based septic system may be
installed, We have to look at each lot individually to see if an on-ot soil based
system is feasible however in the majority of the County, including Norton, with
primarily clay soils and small lots (a lot under 1.5 acres with clay solls is
considered small) when we replace a septic system we may not be able to get a
soil based system to work on the lot. When this happens we have to look at

“Installing an off-lot discharging septic system, When we install an off-lot

discharging septic system a new rule comes into play that says if sewer if
available within 400 foot of the property line the house must He into sewer.

If each of these homes outside of the consent order with sewer available have
their foundations within 200 foot of the easement where the sewer is located or
are located on fots with clay soils and on-lot soif based septic systems are not
feasible once the septic systems fail the homes will be tying into the sewer.

If you have any other questions, please feel free to contact me.

J. Ryan Pruett

Supervisor

Water Quality Programs

Division of Environmental Health
Summit County Public Health

5/26/2015 6:23 PM
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1867 West Market Street
Akron, OH 44313
330-926-5645
1-877-923-0002 Ext. 5645
Fax 330-923-6436
rprugtt@schd.org

Www.scph.org

From: Valerie Carr [mailto:adminofficer@cityofnorton.org]
Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2015 4:12 PM

To: rpruett@schd.org

Subject: sewer question

Ryan-

I know we have discussed this in the past, however [ would was
wondering if you provide me back in writing how you would handle sewer
tie-ins under the following circumstance.

As you are aware the Nash Heights consent order defines certain
addresses as mandated to tie-in into the sanitary sewer as it becomes
available under the consent order. As you may also be aware there are
certain areas where a sewer line will be built and on one side of the street
the homes will be within the consent area and on the other side of the
street the homes will not, If in the future the homes outside of the consent
area, but within the proximity of the sewer line experience a septic failure,
would the Health Department mandate a tie-in to the sanitary sewer?

If [ could receive an answer back prior to our upcoming Council meeting
on Tuesday it would be greatly appreciated.

Thanks, Valerie

Valerie Wax Carr
Administrative Officer

City of Norton

4060 Columbia Woods Dr.
Norton, OH 44203

330-825-7815 *314 (Direct)
cityofnorton.org
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Contracts

The board approved four administrative contracts with Knight and Sams again abstaining, saying they are coming forward
too soan, taking effect in August 2016.

“This is nothing personal,” Knight said, pointing out that the administrators’ evaluations were impececable. " have no
problem with any of our administrators.”

"t colld agree with this reasoning ifthe evaluations were poor or mediocre,” Bennett said. But that s not the case. The
money is already allocated and there is no impact from the evaluations. | dor't understand the refuctance to approve this.”

Superintendent David Dunn added that changes to the evaluation requirements froi the state have largely forced the
administration to move the timetable.

“Ifwe waited, it could be six weeks prior to the end of the school year when they found out fhey needed to find a new job,”
Bunn said. -

However, al the March 16 meeting, Bennett had said “the elephantin the room” behind moving the contracts up was
Knight's and Sams’ voilng record and the possibility that like-minded individuals could be elected (o the apen seats Ih
November, putting the contracts potentially at risk.
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(B) Fees for the use of the Small room shall be as follows:
{1) Monday 8:00 AM through Friday at 6:00 P, except City-observed holidays.
(@) $ 75 per day for residents
(b}  $125 per day for non-residents

{2)  Friday after 6:00 PM, all day Saturday, all day Sunday (to Monday at 1 AlN) except Cify-
observed holidays.
(a}  $125 per day for residents
(b}  $175 per day for non-residenis

(C) The building will be avallable for rental from 8:00 AM and will be vacated by 1:00 AM .

(D} There shall be no charge for City nonprofit and civic organizations or for any political functions,
with exception of fund-raisers.

(E)} Monies realized from the rentals go toward the purchase of furnishings for the building.

(F} A security deposit to guarantee the condition of the premises when used shail be posted with the
City hefore any use, except as may be waived by City Administration In cases of hardship.
(1) $200 for the Ballroom
{2} $100 for the Small room

City Parks

City Parks are available for the public gnjoyment at no

charge.
If a park facility is desired for reserved private use, the folfowing
reservation fees apply.

FACILITIES FOR PRIVATE RESERVATION / RENTAL

+ Columbia Woods Park Pavilion(s} and

Gazebo--$25

» Loyal Oak Park Pavilion--$25

» Williams Memorial Park Gazebo--$25, for
two hours

» Tennis Court Reservation—-$25, for two
hours

Note: These fee amounts are subject fo change af any time through the
legislative process,

LIST OF PUBLIC PARKS ‘

Columbia Woods Par K 4070 cotmpia woods br: (at the southern end of

Columbia Woods Dy}
Amenities: *3 Open-air Pavilions w/ Picnic Tables, with eleetric and water, Gazebo with Electric e private

hitp:/fwww. cityofhorton.org/General%20Info/Parks%20and%20...  4/14/2015
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