
Special Records Commission Meeting – October 29, 2015 

The Union County Records Commission meeting was held on October 29, 2015, in the Commissioners’ 
Hearing Room.  The meeting was called to order by Commissioner Charles Hall.  In attendance on behalf 
of the Records Commission were Teresa Markham, Recorder; Teresa Nickle, Clerk of Courts; Andrea 
Weaver, Auditor and Stephen Badenhop, Records Commission Secretary and Records Center and 
Archives Coordinator.  Others present included: Steve Stolte, County Commissioner. 

 

The meeting was called to order at 10:00am by Chairman Charles Hall. 

 

Stephen Badenhop reported to the Records Commission that the Union County Prosecuting Attorney had 
determined that both the Convention and Visitors Bureau (CVB) and the Humane Society were not 
political subdivisions subject to the designation as Special Taxing Districts under R.C. 149.412, because 
they were private non-profit corporations.  Therefore their incorporation under the Records Commission 
as Special Taxing Districts was inappropriate.  Commissioner Stolte informed the members of the 
Commission that the County Commissioners would rescind their resolution designating them as Special 
Taxing Districts that placed them under the Records Commission later that day per the recommendation 
of the Prosecuting Attorney. 

Teresa Nickle moved that the Special Taxing District designation that the Records Commission was 
treating the Convention and Visitors Bureau be removed.  Teresa Markham seconded and the motion 
carried.  Teresa Nickle then moved that the Special Taxing District designation that the Records 
Commission was treating the Humane Society be removed.  Charles Hall seconded and the motion 
carried. 

Discussion then ensued as to how to address the public records created and maintained by those private 
entities in the fulfillment of their contractual duties to the county.  It was decided that the Convention and 
Visitors Bureau and the Community Improvement Corporation could submit their record retention 
schedules as independent agencies to the County Records Commission for approval to fulfill their public 
record obligations under R.C. 149.351.  The Commission would then proceed to approve or disapprove 
the schedules.  This was based on the fact that both entities are heavily subsidized with public funds and 
both are subject to audits conducted by the Auditor of State.  Since both entities had already submitted 
their schedules, which have already been approved by the Records Commission, it was decided to accept 
those schedules as they currently exist.  However, the contracts for record management services provided 
to those entities from the county should not be continued, since they are private non-profit corporations, 
so as not incur any liability against the county. 

The Humane Society was discussed next, because under their current existing contract they are obligated 
to comply with the Public Records Act.  It was decided that, since the Humane Society is contracted to 
perform specific tasks and also since it is not subject to audits by the Auditor of State those public record 
obligations are created in the contract and that the issue should be addressed specifically in the contract.  
Stephen mentioned that in discussions with the Humane Society they would prefer to be treated as a 
private non-profit entity and follow Internal Revenue Service (IRS) guidelines for record retention and 
disposition.  It was determined that their contract with the county should be modified to reflect that 



position.  Accordingly, Teresa Nickle moved that the Record Retention Schedule (RC-2) for the Union 
County Humane Society be rescinded and declared null and void.  Charles Hall seconded and the motion 
carried.  Also, the contract for record management services provided to the Humane Society from the 
county should not be continued, since they are a private non-profit corporation, so as not incur any 
liability against the county. 

Stephen Badenhop suggested that if these arrangements to address any public records created by these 
entities should not work the County Records Commission could create a generalized rule to apply to all 
contracts and relationships between the county and private entities.  He suggested something along the 
lines of “any public record created in the fulfillment of a contract should be retained by that agency in 
accordance with Internal Revenue Service guidelines”.  Everyone agreed that should the issue of public 
records held by a private entity come up again then it may have to further explored. 

 

There being no other discussion Andrea Weaver moved to adjourn.  Teresa Markham seconded and the 
motion carried. 

 

 

 

        Stephen W. Badenhop 

        Records Commission Secretary 


