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By Noel Lizotte
There are a few folks

from Galion in
Melbourne, Fla. My son
went to college there. So
we visited several times.
One of our favorite places
is Meg O’Malley’s Irish
Pub. They offer Irish
Parliament Bean soup on
their menu for the tradi-
tional price of 18 cents. If
you are in Melbourne, I’d
suggest you stop by
Meg’s for lunch, dinner,
drinks, or whatever. You
can’t miss!
The recipe for this

soup was something I’ve
been searching for ever
since our visit about five
years ago. Recently, I did
an Internet search for it
and found what one per-
son claims is the original
recipe. Since I know that
everything you read on
the Internet isn’t neces-
sarily true, I took that
claim with the proverbial
pinch of salt.
It was pretty easy find-

ing most of the ingredi-
ents. Nearly every
grocery store I know car-
ries dried beans, carrots,
celery and onions.
Finding a ham bone was
a little bit of a challenge.
The first shopping trip
resulted in no ham bone.
Because I forgot to write
it on my list! The second

trip, I remembered to
write it down, but the
store didn’t have any in
stock. During the third
trip out, I was able to
locate a package of ham
hocks. I decided the ham
hocks looked like they
would work very nicely!
And honestly, they did.

Irish Parliament
Bean Soup
2 pounds navy beans

dried
1 ham bone
1 gallon Water
1 medium onion diced
4 stalks celery diced
2 large Carrots diced
pinch salt & pepper
1 teaspoon thyme
2 bay leaves
Rinse beans in cold

water and soak overnight.
In six-quart stock pan,
add drained beans, ham
bone, water and season-
ings: bring to simmer.
Continue to simmer over
a medium-low heat, stir-
ring occasionally, until
beans are soft (about 1
1/2 hours). Add vegeta-
bles and cook until tender
and soup has thickened.
Remove ham bone,
adjust seasonings and
serve.
I followed the recipe

to the letter and started on
Saturday morning chop-
ping up the carrots, cel-
ery and onions. Dried

beans are quite nutritious
and economical, but they
take a time to soak. When
I saw the beans in my
pan, I thought: That’s a
lot of beans.
Sunday I pulled out

my crock pot and began
the steps to complete the
recipe. One gallon of
water was called for. I did
a little cooking math and
translated 1 gallon to 4
quarts, which at 4 cups to
a quart is 16 cups. I
started counting and
filled my crock pot.
Literally, the crock pot

was full and I hadn’t
added any ingredients. I
decided to use the second
crock pot also. Count out
8 cups of water into the
second crock pot. I
divided the remaining
ingredients in half, plac-

ing some in each crock
pot and set the tempera-
ture to low.
I learned a lesson with

this recipe: When you
obtain a recipe from a
restaurant, consider the
portions they are working
with. Most chefs feed a
crowd each night and
therefore the recipes they
use make large quanti-
ties. This is in our favor
as customers, we don’t
have to wait for the soup
to cook or hear the waiter
say “sorry, we’re out”.
However, at home, we
generally are cooking for
four or six people. The
next time I make this
recipe, I’ll be dividing the
ingredient quantities at
least in half.
Since my family was-

n’t going to eat two full
crock pots of soup and
freezing that much would
definitely keep me set for
soup lunches until 2014, I
needed to find a way to
share the soup. I took one
crock pot full of bean
soup into the office and
asked my coworkers to
sample it. The consensus
from my taste testers:
Very Yummy Indeed.

Noel Lizotte is break-
ing free of corporate
stress with convenience
cooking! www.apron-
freecooking.com.

Apron Free Cooking: Gallons of Beans Law You Can Use
‘E-Check’ Tests Vehicle Emissions in Ohio

Q: What is E-check?
A: E-check is the name of Ohio EPA’s vehicle

emissions testing program. The program started in
Ohio in 1996 as a means to identify vehicles that
emit an excessive amount of air pollutants. Air pol-
lutants typically emitted from vehicle tailpipes
(which contribute to the formation of ground level
ozone) include hydrocarbons, nitrogen oxides, and
carbon monoxide.
Q: Why is E-check required in only certain coun-

ties of the state?
A: The Clean Air Act and U.S. EPA require states

to monitor and classify air quality around the state in
comparison to the Clean Air Act’s National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Areas that do not
meet applicable standards are classified as nonattain-
ment areas. Any nonattainment area identified as
moderate, serious, severe, or extreme is required to
implement vehicle emissions testing. Ohio law
requires emission testing only where it is federally
required. Ohio’s vehicle testing program is currently
required only for vehicles registered in seven Ohio
counties. These seven counties are all located in the
Cleveland area (Cuyahoga, Geauga, Lake, Lorain,
Medina, Portage and Summit counties). Previously,
Dayton and Cincinnati area counties were also part
of Ohio’s E-check program, but the program is no
longer required in those counties.
Q: What vehicles must be tested?
A: Any vehicle, including gasoline, diesel, flexi-

ble fuel or hybrid, must be tested if: (1) it is 10,000
pounds or less in gross weight, (2) it is less than 25
years old and (3) it is or should be registered in an E-
check county. Diesel-fueled vehicles model year
1996 and older must also be “opacity” tested to
determine the amount of particulate matter emitted.
The timing of the testing cycle is based upon the
vehicle’s model year: “odd” model year vehicles
must be tested in odd calendar years (such as 2011);
likewise, “even” model year vehicles must be tested
in even calendar years. New vehicles are exempt
from the testing requirement for four model years. If
you purchase a used car and the car’s seller provides
a valid E-check compliance certificate, you don’t
need to test again until the applicable even or odd
model year. You can also check with the State at 1
(800) CAR-TEST (using the vehicle identification
number) to see if the vehicle has a valid E-check
compliance certificate. If the used vehicle does not
have a valid e-check compliance certificate, you
must have the vehicle tested prior to registering the
vehicle. Inspection certificates are valid for 365 days
following the emission test date, thus Ohio EPA rec-
ommends testing well in advance of your vehicle’s
registration expiration date.
Q: What if I am a new resident to an E-check

county?
A: You will not be able to register your vehicle in

the E-check county until the vehicle emission test is
taken and passed. What information you will need to
take with you for the testing will depend on whether
you are a new Ohio resident or an existing Ohio res-
ident. For E-check information specific to your cir-
cumstance, go to
http://epa.ohio.gov/dapc/echeck/testing_info/what_t
o_bring.aspx.
Q: How long will Ohio be required to implement

a vehicle testing program?
A: No one really knows. Ohio EPA believes its E-

check program is the most cost-effective method to
help reduce air pollutants and maintain the air qual-
ity required by the federal Clean Air Act. Reduction
in pollutant emissions from cars allows more room
for new or expanded businesses by lowering the total
air pollutant loads. The current budget bill calls for a
decentralized program to be implemented in June of
2012. This would mean that E-check testing facilities
might no longer be stand-alone facilities that simply
provide emission testing and nothing else, but could
include common retail car service centers where nec-
essary repairs could also be made. Specifics on the
state’s implementation of the decentralized E-check
program will likely be unknown until sometime in
the spring of 2012.

This “Law You Can Use” column was provided by the Ohio
State Bar Association (OSBA). It was prepared by Kristin L.
Watt, an attorney in the Columbus office of Vorys, Sater, Seymour
and Pease LLP. The column offers general information about the
law. Seek an attorney’s advice before applying this information
to a legal problem.

Property Taxes
By Justice Paul E.

Pfeifer, Ohio Supreme
Court

In Ohio, schools
receive a portion of their
funding from property
taxes. That’s why school
boards have a vested
interest in how residential
and commercial property
in their district is valued.
And it’s why they often
file tax appeals that end
up coming before us, the
Ohio Supreme Court.
This particular case

involved the Worthington
City Schools Board of
Education challenging
the value of commercial
property owned byWeber
Sisters Enterprises, Ltd.
Weber Sisters purchased
the property in May 2003
for $4,175, 000, by
exchanging a golf course
worth $2.4 million and
by tendering the remain-
der of the purchase price
in cash.
The price paid by

Weber Sisters “was for
totally occupied units,”
meaning that the sale
would occur with leases
in place for almost
12,000 of the 15,000 total
square feet. But immedi-
ately after the sale it
became clear that two
tenants slated to occupy
the largest portions of the
buildings, Boston Market
and Fiesta Fresh, would
not take possession.
Boston Market honored
rent obligations; Fiesta
Fresh didn’t.
During 2004, another

tenant, Cold Stone
Creamery, began paying
less and less and ulti-
mately vacated its leased
premises during 2005
and defaulted on its obli-
gations. Another tenant,
Chinese restaurant Mark
Pi’s, experienced finan-
cial difficulty and negoti-
ated a rent reduction of
approximately one-third.
An Indian restaurant

stopped paying rent in
November 2006. Another
tenant, Robeck’s Juice,
subleased to Quizno’s at
a reduced rent while itself
continuing to pay full
rent. Only Starbucks
retained possession at the
stated rent. By February
2006, Weber Sisters was
“operating at a total loss.”
In 2005, Weber Sisters

undertook an ultimately
abortive attempt to sell
the property, but the
buyer backed out when
the property’s appraised
value was below the offer
price.
When the school board

filed its complaint for tax
year 2004 it sought an
increase in valuation
from what the auditor had
issued, $2.6 million, to
the original sale price of
$4,175,000. The Board of
Revision, which handles
such matters, held a hear-
ing and ultimately
rejected the use of the
sale price, stating that the
principals of Weber
Sisters were “not neces-
sarily knowledgeable
buyers” and “not familiar
with the Franklin County

commercial market.”
The Board of Revision

also noted a “significant
loss of tenants” in 2003
and the owner’s subse-
quent inability to sell the
property. Based on these
findings, the Board
embraced the value of
$2.6 million, rather than
using the sale price to
value the property for tax
years 2004 and 2005. But
the Board of Tax Appeals
(BTA), which as its name
suggests, hears appeals
on tax cases, adopted the
sale price as the value of
the property. After that
the case came before us
for a final review.
Actually, this was the

second time this case had
come before us. The first
time around, Weber
Sisters challenged the
BTA’s use of the sale
price of the property as
an indicator of value on
the basis that “market
changes and other factors
make the sale price unre-
liable.” But the BTA
rejected that challenge
and adopted the sale price
as the value of the prop-
erty for the purpose of
establishing the amount
of property taxes the
company owed.
When the case came

before us on appeal that
time, we held that the
BTA had failed to give
full consideration to
whether the sale was
“recent.” The recency of
the sale is one of the cri-
teria that must be satis-
fied before a sale price
may be used as a value
for tax purposes. We sent
the case back to the BTA
for reconsideration con-
sistent with our opinion.
The second time, the

BTA analyzed the record
and concluded that the
evidence did not show a
change in the market
between May 2003 and
the January 2004 and
2005 tax-lien dates in
question. As a result, the
BTA once again adopted
the sale price as the value
of the property. The BTA
reached that conclusion
because, in its opinion,
there had not been
enough evidence to rebut
the presumption that the
sale had been recent.
By a five-to-two vote,

our court agreed with the
BTA’s conclusion that
there was no evidence of
a change in the market,
despite Weber Sister’s
problems with keeping
tenants. The majority did
concede that a loss of ten-
ants could constitute evi-
dence of a declining
market for commercial
space that would reduce
the value of the property.
“But,” the majority
wrote, “the mere fact that
tenants depart and are not
replaced does not estab-
lish a change in market
conditions, because
increased vacancies may
result from a number of
factors, including the cur-
rent owner’s management
practices.”

In reaching this con-
clusion, the majority
cited two other tax cases
from past years that have
suggested the loss of
commercial tenants could
be related to the possibil-
ity that management
practices of the property
owners may have
impacted the vacancy
rate.
But Justice Evelyn

Lundberg Stratton and I
disagreed with that con-
clusion, and cast the two
dissenting votes. We
believed that the majority
in this case placed undue
reliance on a speculative
possibility while ignoring
a harsh economic reality.
The majority was

unduly impressed with
the possibility that the
difficulties encountered
by Weber Sisters may be
its “management prac-
tices.” At the same time,
the majority accorded lit-
tle value to the evidence
that immediately after the
May 2008 sale it became
clear that the two biggest
tenants, Boston Market
and Fiesta Fresh, would
not take possession.

I was willing to
believe that this problem
had more to do with mar-
ket weakness than with
Weber Sisters’ manage-
ment practices. Weber
Sisters had presented
enough evidence for us to
conclude that there has
been a change in the mar-
ket. The property sits vir-
tually empty; it doesn’t
make sense to value it as
if it were fully leased and
bustling with commercial
activity.
Therefore, Justice

Lundberg Stratton and I
would have reversed the
decision of the BTA and
reinstated the sound con-
clusion of the Board of
Revision. Nevertheless,
the majority concluded
otherwise and the deci-
sion of the BTA was
affirmed.

Editor’s Note: The case
referred to is Worthington City
Schools Bd. Of Edn. v. Franklin
Cty. Bd. Of Revision, 129 Ohio
St.3d 3, 2011-Ohio-2316. Case
No. 2010-0900. Decided May
19, 2011. Opinion Per Curiam.

“Choose a job you love, and you will
never have to work a day in your life.”

~ Confucius (551BC-479BC)


