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l~ nu: COURT OF CO~ON PL£AS 

CASE NO. 028657 

FINDINCS Of FACT, ~O~CLUSIONS 
OF LAU I A.'1> Jt~NT 

Thie matter ca-me on for trial oa October 9. 1985. upon che.Cotiplainc 
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of the State of Ohio. for Civil peaalciec.pursuaat co O.Jt.C. 53734.13 and upon l 
the or~cr o! chc Court dated June 1. 1984. acsecsiag a further penalty against 

each de!en~aat of $500.00 per veek for e~ery veek Chae the particular defeadaai· 

vac coc in coczpliance vich che order of Che Court to recove hazardouc vasces 

!=o:: a cite ac ~4!4 Ues: 4c~ S:=e~c. Clevela:~. Ohio. 

Although che Court'• order dated June 1, 1984 icpoced ocher sanctions 

upon che de!en~ants and a violation of che· order could conscituce a conteapc, I 
nc cccioa has been filed vith Che Courc to enforce an~ sanccio::ls or for con-

cec;i:_u::ld~= che June 1, 1984 order. lhus, che •ole caccers before che Courc 

are re~cecced· eacriec of judgi:zenc·for civil penalciec uader o.a.c. 53734.13 

I 
an~ !o= civil ;>eaalcies ua~er che orde:- of June 1, 1984 icposing a $500...00 1 
veekly fine for each veek &fcer M.zy 14, 1984 of no~-coc;>liance Vith that order : 

In aa earlier proceeding, che Court heard ceccicony and. found chac 

the de!e::ldactc, Northvay .Eaviroamental Service~, Inc •• Jtich&rd S. Brunccan, 

=:=rell E. Dearing, and Ceorge Liviola, Jr., had, fro= October 23, 1980 to 

Se;::te:!;e:- 18·, 1981, violated O.R.C. 53734.0?(!:), and (F) '-'"1th respect to 

esta~lic~ing vtcbouc a proper permit a facility for •tor&ge and dispocal of 

hazardouc vastec at Uesc 4th Screec, Cleveland, Ohio (Count·~) and at ~orth 
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Ben~ Road in Ashcaoula. Ohio (Count X) and transporting ha%ardouc ~actcs to 

the {acilitles (Counts ~II and XI). The oral findings at that hearing arc 

incor?orated herein. 

FINDINCS OF FACT 

1. ~orchvay Enviroamental Services. Inc. is an Ohio corporation 

•pecificall! orgcni%e~ for the purvosc O·f eng.ag!ng chc ·bucine.cs of ccoring 

and dicposing of 1otustrial v.acces. 

2. Prior to Oc~ober 2J, 1980, Ceorge Liviola, Jr., ~orrell E. Dearing 

and Richart S. Brunscan organi%ed such company vith the hope an~_ expectation 

chat they could operate such cocipany co crancporc. score, and dispose of 

industrial vasces vichouc a permit from che Ohio E:iviron=ental Protection 

Agency (OEPA). Prior co coc=encing •uch accivicy. they vere avare chat the 

vasces chat Norchvay vas handling might contain chemicals haardouc co human 

life and the environment and chat OEPA might require the: co have peraics I 
before such ac:civicic:s could be undercaltcn. and co regulate such accivlcics. 

3. Norrell E. Dearing had previously been engaged in Che vasce 

disposal business and during che period of che violacionc vas a principal in 

Achcabula Councy Sepcic a:d llasce 0 Inc. 

S. Jlrunsman b~d ~ s~iencific educacion and a buciaess aanagemenc bacltgrouad. 

Ceorge Liviola~ ·3r. vas and is a lavyer. As principals in ~orchvay, they · 

vere avarc:·chac chey vere encering a field chat vas liltely co be subject co 

OEPA rc6'!l&tions and bad ch~ coabined •1ti11, background, and lalovledge co 

decermine vhecher le vas necessary co obcain OEPA pc:rcicc or co ceelt an OEPA 

ruling be!ore underc;lting any of the business accivicies previously found 

by chc Court co be in violaciou of lav. 'they hired lose Dw:oas, a lady vich. 

technical ckills, co determine che coxi.c or ocher ha%ardous qualities of 

the vasce materials they scored, transported, or disposed of. 

l.. !>caring, Jlnmsma"n, and L!viola decic!cc! to engage in cransporc-

ing, scor!ng, and disposing o! ha%ardous industrial vastes through ~orchvay 
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vichout fl~sc obtalnlng OE!A penolcs.· After being notifted by OE~A chat •uch 

pe:-:.!:c vere necessary. the! continued to carry on cuch acttvitle•. They made 

• c•lculated buetness dec!clon to c•rry on the buclnecc of Northvay vlthout 

rcqu!~e~ OE?A pe:wicc rcgardles• of the position of OEPA and until directed 

by • Cou~t co cease business. 

S. As a result of the illegal oper~tions of ~orthvay. Norrell E. 

De•rlng carnet $91.673.00. Ceorge Lt~iola. 'r- and hie lav.accociatc. ~illia~ 

P. Sobulsk!. earned $69.800.00. and Richard S. Brunsaan earned $68.400.00. In 

ad~itton. Norchvay hac become the ovner of real property o( an undetermined 

value. 

6. Ac • result of the Court"• order of September 18 0 1981 0 Northvcy 

hac ceased doiag bacliae9c. Dearing end Brvn•••n support chcmcclvec through 

other buslaecs. Ccorge Livtola. Jr. hac continued in the practice of le~. 

Since none of the defendant• aadc a tiz:acly recponce to discovery rcqucctc. 

dcc~ite Court orderc 0 the State of Ohio has aoc obtained ·cufficicnt pretrial . 
1.Dfon::atioa about the financial means of the dcfcadancc to be afforded a fair 

opportunity for the true financial aeaac of these defcadaatc to be accurately 

detc:'l:i:ed at trial. 

7. Bnaa;.aa ovnc real pro?crty having a iazrket value of not lees 

.than sa~.290.00. Dearing OVA• real property_ having a market value of not lecc 

than $1'8 0 190.00. Ccorge Liviola. Jr. ovoc real property having a aarket valucl 

of aoc Iese thaa $20S 0 000.000 cad other acmbcrc of.hie family oc.-a·rcal properer 

having • aa~kct Y•lue of not lees than $180.000.00. 

8. ~e defcadaatc have not offered tectimony 0 ·Othcr°Chan that 

offered at trial. to explain or juctify their cccionc -or to clari·fy their 

ecoaocic •icuatloac: aad there 1• ao.reasoa for the Court to conclude other 

than that they arc coaipetcat buciacs~ea cad profcccionalc in the priae of 

life V!:h Che abili:~ to provide a coafortable life for themselves and their 

faa1lics. 

!. Since September 18. 1981 0 the ~efentaatc have been subject to 

various Cour: orders to cl~aa up the ~orthbcad and ~ect 4th Street cites 
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according co OEP#. ct•ndarde. Aa o! the date o! hearing to dctcODinc penal-

tlcc, t~c Vest 4t~ Street cite hes not met OEPA clean-up requircacntc, not-

vithscandlng an order o! this Court provlc!ing that "each ••• defendant vith 

the e7.Cept1on of ~orth"a! ••• is further ordered to p•y • fine of $SOO.OO 

per "cc« cocmer.c!ng vich the veek vhich begins on Monday, ~•Y l', 198' if 

c~c ..• de!enda=ts have not totally cocplied_.,ith the prc~ious orderc of 

chis Cocrt.- Ot:e o! the de!endants ts a lavycr and all indi~idual de!endants 

have at all times been reprecented by counsel; but, at no ciac since Hay l, 

!98' has any c!e!e=c!anc presented co the Court any e~idence of inability co 

pay for the cost o! briagiag the Vest 4th Street cite iaco c~pliance vith 

Cou=t orders. aor has aay de!endznt petitioned the Court for a modification 

of the aforementioned order bec:use of financial inability or any other reason. 

10. kicbard Brunsa.an bas personally engaged in substantia1°labor 

aad supervision for the purpose of complying vith Court orders. There is ao 

evidence before the Court that Ceorge Liviola. ~r. aor ~orrell Dearing bas 

made any significant effort to ccn:ply vith Court orders since Hay 1 0 1984. 

11. Tbe cost of bringing the l:est 4th Street cite into coapliance 

is no C10re thaa SlS.000.00. 

12. The individual defendants have had co::ibined pc"rsonal and finan-. 

c!al resources since Hay 1 0 1984 sufficient to co=ply ~-1th the Courc•s orders 

of clean-up. 

13. Although there bas been no evidence of any specific injury to 

·any· individual froc baz:ardous vastes at the i:est 4th Street sit.e. the hazardous: • 
vastes a: said site posed a substantial threat to the public health and-Safety 

during the period October 23. 1980 until the reno~a1 of vasce che=icals stored 

there, a danger to children vt:o might be on t.he site or vor'kacn "ho might. 

coae in direct con.tact vith the chcC1icalc since ~ay l. 198~. and a public 

heal:~ ~a:ard froc ~ontamination of liad at one tank storage site. 

Penalties for Vlola:lons of o.a.c. 53734.02(£) and CF) 

i 
I 
i 
l 
! 
i 

1. The Court may impose oa aa~ person 1n violation of O.k.C. Chapter! 

)i)t. a -ctvil penalty o! ao: more than tea thousand dollars for each day of each 
I 
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violation o{ this chapter. vhtch ~one~< ohall be paid into the ho~ardous vacte 

clean-up special account • O.R.C. 1)7)G.1J. 

2. Each de!endant le gulley o! !our ~iolations (!our countc) !or each 

ol 330 d.ayc (October 23. 1980 co September 18. 1981) pel"lllltting a maxiaum 

pen.a!ty o! $13.200.000_00 for each de!end.ant. 

3. T!te St.ate of Ohio seeks total penalties of $327 0 000.00. 

G. ·'lhe purpose of penalties under Ch.apter 37)G le both deterrent 

and regedial; thus. the penalty an:st be cuf!icient to correct any dam.age done 

bec.acce o! vtol.ationc of the Acc. to rcgove any gain reculting to the v-cong-

doerc • .and·to dc:cr others. Sec. Sc.ate of Ohio, cx·rel. Villi.am J. Brovn v. 

D.avcoc ~..allc.able, Inc •• Court of Appc.alc of ~oncgner'! County. Ohio. C.acc No. 

6722 (April 21. 198"1) (uurcportcd); !!!..=.• U.S. v. J. B. Vlllbmc Co•n>anY. 498 

Fld 198 0 202 (2d Cir. 1974); Feder.al Trade Coe::. v. Cousolidated Foods Corp •• 

396 F. Supp. (S.D.N.T. 1975); U.S. "· Vehccol Chcaic.al Corp •• 8 El.It 20745 

(~.S. De:. V.D. Tenn. 1978); U.S. v. ITT Concicental Baking Co •• 420 U.S. 

223 (1975); U.S. v. Pancrcrafc Con> •• ?93 F. Supp. 408 (1975): EPA Civil-

-Pen~lty Policy for Major Source Violatorc of Clean Air Act and Clean ~acer Acc. 

BN~ Environme=tal Reporter. p. 2011 (April 21 0 1978). 

s • . The residual da=.agc to land aad private cit1%enc as chova by the 

evidc:cc ic approxiaatcly S3S 0 000.00 0 rcprcccnting the unfinished clean-up 

cocc·ac the V. 4Ch"Street cite. No ocher unrcpaircd direct daaage hac been 

ch0'-"11· 

6. The-illegal gains co the parties arc shovu by the gross receipts 

attr!~u:able co the parties ac follovs: 

Norchva:y 

Brunsaan 
Li viola 
Dearing 

real estate of un­
dctc:-Caincd 

S68 0 C.OQ.OO 
69.800.00 
9!,67).00 

v:;luc 

Since each of the indiYidual dc!endaatc vac liable for vndis- . 

ii 1, closed CW2S o! State and ·Federal iccooe taxes, chose gross figures chould ~e 
11 

ii d!ccocc:cd. If the Court vcrc co reduce the:o by one-third each. the ne'c re-

i cei~:s vocld be: 

I 
I 

I 
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!runsa.an 

Li viol• 
De.arlnc 

St.5,000.00 
l.6,533.00 
61,2l.'J.OO 

llo':'ever. e.ach inC:i ... ldu.al h.ac h.aC: the b·cnc!lt of th.at money for 

ove~ three .and .a h.a!( ye.arc. l{ .a 10~ r.ate of cimple interect vere .applied. 

c~c dlccounc for c.axes vould be more ch.an lose. The Courc vill thuc .access 

•s .a pen.atty fo~ profits co e.ach lndividu.al de!end.aac che .acount of gross re-

cei?t• •t:ribut.able co e.ach individual. la ~r. Llviol.a's case, th.at should 

i_nclude p.ayments to hie l.av .associ.ate. Hr. l!obulslc.y. 

7. To .achieve the rcccdi.al pu=poces o{ an .adcinistr.acive penalty. le 

is .also .appropri.ate th.at the St.ate should be relicve.d of cxcr.aor<!in.ary or 

cnnccecs.aey expcnces .as.coci.aced vi th enforcecent of the. cc.acute. Although 

the iniclal invcsclgatlvc coctc arc perhaps cxpenccc chac vould be lacurred 

rcg.ardlesc of vhcchcr a violatioa vcre found. enforcement cx~~nccc ch.at occur 

after a violation is detected and cxpenscc attributable to efforts by the 

Sc.ace to correct an identified violation arc extraordinary and uaacccccary 

=cn:lc!cg only because of the illeg.al act!onc of a vlol . .ator. The enforcement 

c!!or:s directed at defend.ante after the violation le detected arc. la f act 0 

eithe= .a di•crcion of personnel and other resourcec (and. Chuc. public money) 

f=o= t~e inspection of othcrc subject to the re~l.atory cchece or arc a public 

expense for cn!orcci.enc th.at vould not be nececc.ary if cocipli.ancc had occu=rcd. 

The Sc.ace bas offered evidence of 801 hours eX?ended in caforcecenc since May 

21 0 1982 and bas •uggcsccd a value of $12.07 per hour. for a total of $9 0 668.07. 

~ac figure d0<:s not include ·cicc spent in cnforcczocnc subce~ucnt to discovery 

of chc violations froci 1980 co·~..ay 2;. 1982. cor legal expenses co prosecute 

enforcc::oenc. The "fiprc submitted by the St.ate f.s entirely reasonable and 

vill be accepted by the Court. 

8. The-St.ate bas ••se~ted chat the ha:.ardouc v.ascec at the l:esc 4ch 

S:=cet cite poce~ .and continue co pose .a h.a:ard to hu:can health .and c.afety. A 

:~e sz:ce time. no evidence of actual inju~ co individuals nor evidence of the 

p=ob.a~tlicy of injury to individuals has bee: ~hovn. Accordingly~ it le not 

•??=opriate co acscss .a further peaalty becauce o! the h.acard to hue.an health 
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:hat le •lleged to have cxi•tcd cince the etored che~icalc vere reae~ed from 

~est 4th Street. 

~- The primary han:i ln this cace is not a hani: to the health and 

sa!cty o! human beings or even a han:i co property. Rather the primary hara: 

I is one of attempt!ng to and eucceeding ln profiteering by deliberately atteapt-

11 

ing-to ope=•te as an unregulated enterprice •business that ~ac clearly cub-

ject to rcgulat!on o= concerning vhich the State'c claim to regulate could 

I 
I 

readily be cecured ar.d, ln any event, required prior
0

peratccion. The defen-

dants, inctead o! avaitlng a decision by OEPA ac to the conditions under ~"hich 

the business could be operated, elected vith full avarenesc of the po~sible 

cocseqcences to start a nc<: business vithouc the aecessary prior approvals. 

After those approvals vere denied, the defendants continued their bu•inesc 

vhile res1cting the· legal processes of OEPA. And,· after the Court decerained 

that OEPA'c action vas properly brought, the parties have deliberately failed 

to us_e in a11 expeditious aanner their available personal and fi11a11cial re-

•ources co correc-t the hano vhich the Court or~ered to be corrected. The 

ii evidence-is clear that each of these 

i 
, . i11 di!!e~!:g individual degrees, and 

defendants has been recalcitrant, although. 

in villful 0 calculated disobedience of thJ 

I ctatute.. OnlU:e an ongoing buciuecc vbich 1-c nevly subjected to regulation or 

I 
I 
i 
I 
I
. 

I 

needs to aake changes in order co aaintaln ice viability. these defendants 

chose co c=harlc. upon a nev business wile igno-rii1g regulacory require::ents. 

Their .conduce is 4e•o!d of mitigat!ag eirc~tances. 

10. ~ased colel' on the considerations of depriving the defendants 

111

. of profit and coapensacing the State for dam.ages caused, it vould be appro-

priate to assesc a total penalty of $274,541.07 plus the value of the real 

i 
l 

ii 

property still ovned by Northvay. 

11. Since the lndlvidual participants had different individual 

res?or.s!bility and c~o~ed different levels of cooperation in re~cd!•:in~ 

the harm caused, the daaaies caused by their actionc chould not be allocated ii 
!I. J1 e·qua 11 v •• 

:1 
~r. Srunsi::ar. vould appear to have beec least responsible for the 

j· 

11 

illegal conduct and most coo~erative in attempting co correct the harm. Ris 

ll 
~I 
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lc•cc:- degree of recponcibility {or Norchvay'c acttvitlec 1• reflected both 

b~ his lover Cinanclal gain Croa che cntcrprlcc and by hl• lack of prior 

experieace lo the tnduccry. Hr. Deartag and Hr~ Ltvtola both galned more and 

hac:! g:-eace:- dectcion-..akiag culpabilicy in•ofar ac che ialclal vic!acioac 

ve:-c coace:-ned. A• a la..,.er. ~r. Ltviola "ac in a pocicion co m.d:c the 

c:-uc!..al c:!ectsion ac co vhcther co proceed vtchou.t O(f;. "'pprov.al. Ric 

_culp .. !>!.llty 1s g:-ea::est. The Court vill therefore .olloc.otc che S'-4,668.07 

~n d"'c..igcs co che pu!>lic ac {ollovc: 

!Sr. Brunsaan 
Hr. Dearing 
!Sr. LiTiola 

$ '-,668.07 
10.000.00 
JC,000.00 

12. 'the co°rporacioa'c rcspoasibilicy, of cour~e, is Che combined 

respoasibilicy of all parcicipancc. le is ao longer operating and has bcca 

decla:-ed bankrupt, although for •ome ua~nova reacoo it o~-ns real property of 

uadiacloscd Talue. Ic i• appropriate also co assess the entire $41.,668.07 in 

public bar:: agaiasc che corporacioa. 

13. Ra•ed ou such calculacioas, Che appropriate penalties for re-

mediation vould be: 

Jlorchvay 
Rru_nC1Ua 
Li Tio la 
I>carioz; 

$ 41.,668.07 
73,068.07 
99,800.00 
1~1.673~00 

14. There rcaaias, hovever, Che goal of decerrence chat is, Che 

discouragc:oeac of che dcfcodaacs aad ochers froa coacinuiog or cocceaciag 

· oche= actiTiCics Cbac Tiolacc cbc OE?A regulatory schcae. The exccoc co vhich 

furche= financial pcoalcies arc needed co deter Che defcnc:!ancs aad ochers ausc 

be decc:-::ii~ec:! from an acscss::aeac of cbe resources ~{ each dc!cndaac, che burden 

i _on :hL: c:!c!cadaac of Che penalty already dccccd appropriate for rcocdial pur-

1 
I 

I 
I 
! 
I 
I 
I 
! 
·: 

poacs. che ai::ctcudes of Che parcicula.r· dcfc~da.ac, che t;l<clihooc:! chac chc 

dc!eac:!aat vill come to concacc vlch OEPA again. aad Che extent to "hich others 

arc 1ocliacd co engage ia similar accivicy. On Che l.acccr 1ssuc, chc Court 

is vichout specific kaovledgc o{ similar violations in the iodusCr:'f • 

ing each c:!c!codaac iadi•idually oa Che issue o{ c:!cte:-rencc, the Court 

Examin­

coac lud c J 
as fol!.ovc: I 
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&. ~r. Brun•man mu•t already pay a penalty o! S7J.066.07 -- c 

cubctcnttcl amount (or en tndtvtdual vtth talent but not •ho~~ to be of other 

char. ordtr.ary meanc. Mr. Bruncmcn he• been. by far. the most cooperative in 

•tte~pting co coaply vith the Court•• orders for clean-up. The Court deems it 

unlikely that he vill commtt • further offence. The only function of a deter-

rent penalty on ~r. Brunsman vould be its effect on otherc. $4.668.07 

accessed share of public damage -- alco •erves. as a perconal deterrent to 

Brur.cm:n end others. I 
b. ~r. De~ring has long been engaged in the vast_e disposal busi-1' 

ness. Be i• likely to engage in regulated activities. Re has aade modect I 

cf!ortc to coaply vith the Courc•c clean-up orders. but those efforts do.not i 
I 

coa::unicate a genuine desire to acct hie rcsponsibiliticc under either the 1· 

OE~A cche=e or the Court•c orders. Ac a person regularly engaged in the vacte 

dicpocal business. the penalties asacsced against him vill have an effect on i 
others similarly situated and a meaningful penalty is necessat'J' to deter him 

and others. $10.000.00 of the re=edial penalty is in addition to profits he 

1 has cadc on the illegal busineac. Thus. the only deterrent burden on Brunaman 

1. s10.ooo.oo. 

c. In chic scheme to aa~e money by evading the OEPA regulatory . 

scheme. !fr. Lh·1ola, as a la..:Yer .abo vas beet able .co acsesc .the ris'k: of non-· 

compliance. ·1s most culpable and -bas been most recalcitrant since he -- more 

char: anyone else apparently had the fin.;ancial ability to coaply vith the 

Court•• orde::-s. Ris treatment by the Court vi~l be a sicual co all other 

la .. -ye::-s vho must deal vi th regulatory. agencies •. ·The remedial fine of 

$9~.800.00 contains $69.800.00 vhich ic simply a dentai of profits; thus. 

SJ0.000.00 nov se=ves.as a deterrent to him and others. 

· 1 

I 
I 
I 
! 

d. n.e corpor.;at_ton*• remedial share of $44,668.07 is· of unlcnovn i 
; 

~ac: s~:ce its assets arc unascertained. It 1c not nov in husines~ and 

shoc!d not be 1n business. None of its assc:s should e~cr be •~ailable to 

any i:vcs:ors or to the individual defendants. Accordingly. it should suffer 

a su~stant1cl deterrent penalty. 
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15. B•ced on these foregoing conclder~tlon• o{ remedl•tion •nd 

dete~rence and considering rel•tive culpability. the folloving toc•l pen•ltles 

llrunsm•n 
De•ring 
Li viol• 

$327 0 000.00 •• requcctcd 
by the St•te . 

75.ooo.oo 
105.ooo.oo· 
115.ooo.oo 

Pen•lt!ec for Continuin~ Viol•t!on of the Courc"c Order of June 1, 1984 

1. le i• cle•r th•c the p•rties h•ve f•iled Co comply vich Che Court• 

cle•o-up order of June 1. 1984. th•t •pproxim•Ccly $35 0 000.00 in cle•n-up coct1 

arc ct1ll required. •ad that the defendant< h•ve never availed ,themselves of · 

the opportunity to request modification of the_ order from the Court. Their 

•iolacioac arc villful. Kr. Bruasmaa. hovever. hac a.ade a cubctaacial 

personal effort to c0<2ply. ~r. l>cariag has done 11ccle. and Kr. Livioia hac 

done aochiag to comply. 

la•S1:1Cch •• fairness among the de!endaacs required each to share 

the financial burden. since !!r. Liviola and Kr. De•ring bad greater financial 

resources and since Kr. llruns:.an had already c.ade a greater contribution of 

personal effort than either !!r. Liviola or Kr. Dc~ring. che pri=ary respoacibi ·­

icy o! violation of th~ Cc~r:•s orde_r rests vich ~r- Liviol•. and Hr. Dearing. 

Mr. Bruasm.zn. having alre•dy been peaali%ed by the Court and 

cboviag re•coac co.~ir:igace further penalcles. v111 be relieved of Che $500.00 

per veek pen.atty. Hr.- l>carin' ~d .Mr. Livio!a Vill not unless pro:pt payi:ient 

of. the ocher penalties.assessed is aade vithin sixty days hereof. or a cup~- I 
scdeas bond is pos~cd. 

!. Accordingly. a pena~ty o/ $500.00 per veek from June 1. 1984 (the! 

I 
date the Court 0 c order vac Jouraalized) to October 10. 1985 (the dace of the f 

.hearing co ci'ece:-=ine penalties) vill be imposed -on· Hr. Dearing and Kr. Liviolaj 

A ?e~a!:y is. thus. assessed •g:inst each la the anou:c of $36.iSO.OO. 

Judp:ient le entered against Richard S. Bruns=•n la the c::iouat of 

s;~.OOC.00 as a penalty to be pifd into Che ha:ardovc Vacte clean-up special 
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account of chc Ohio Env1ron:iencal P~ocection Agency by January 1. 19&6; 

•g•!nct Norrell E. Dearing in the amounc o! SlOS.000.00 ac a penalty to be 

?•id into the ha%ardouc v•cte clean-up cpecl•l •ccount of the Ohio Environ-

mental Protection Agency account by January 1. 1986; againct Ccorge Liviola. 

Jr. in the amount of SllS,000.00 to be paid into the ha%ardouc V•ccc cle•n-up 

I 
I 

,, 
:. 
! 

I cpecizl account of the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency by January J. 1986:: 

i 
I 

agair.st ~orthva~ Enviror.mer.czl Services. Inc. ·tn the amount of $327.000.00 to 

I 
be pal~ into the ha%ardous vacte clean-up cpecial account of the Ohio Environ- I 
mental Protect1o~ Agency forthvlth. I 

Judgment le further entered in che aaouat o! $36.750.00 each against I 
Norrell E. Dearing and Ceorgc Liviola, .Jr. payable to the Clerk of Courr, Cuya-I 

hoga Couacy. Ohio Co=:aon PLcas Court unless all prevlouc penalties accecced I 
I 

against rhoce defendancc arc paid ac required, or a cuperc~deac bond posted by I 
.January 1. 1986. 

~· 

s.wu: w. c:;;u~· 

.BUltT V. CRIFFIN. JUDCE 

---=-''"".;...."':...' ).~l(-'/_,l:...:l;.../ _____ • 1985 

NOTICE OF SE:R.VICE 

A copy of the fo'Ceg0 ing Findings of Fact, Conclusioac of Lav, 

vac cent by ordinary U.S. a.ail thic l (/ l'h:day of J ~J.r 
and 

I
ll .Judg:::e:ic 

Henri Roch. Esq •• 1010 Engineers .Building, Cleveland. Ohio 44114; I 1985 to: 

'I· Aurhony .J. Carofol!. Esq •• 1300 Eact Ninth Screec. Cleveland. Ohio 44114; Pac 

I Cat!cchio, Esq •• .Jefferson Center. Hayfield and Richmond Roads~ Lyudhurcc, 
I t Ohio 41.124; Anthony .1. Cele!>re%%e, .J'C., Attorney wneral. Dale T. Vt°rale, 
.I jj Assistant Attor:cy Cencral. ~~rtyn ·T. Bro~nik. Acsistant Attorney Cencral. 

Ii ,,.,. O!ft<• T~•r. JO .... , ,, •• , ,,, •• ,. co1~•··· Oblo '''''· 

!. ~Cl':T W. ~;:;=:=:--=: 
•I 
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BURT ~- CRIFFl~. JUDCE 
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