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SUMMARY:

The record indicates that the counterclaim defendant’s appeal is moot where the counterclaim defendant did not seek a stay of the trial court’s judgment and did not post a bond, and the city entered a satisfaction of judgment as to the counterclaim defendant.
In granting summary judgment for the city on its claim for unpaid Vacated Building Maintenance License (“VBML”) fees, the trial court did not err in relying on an exhibit attached to the city’s reply memorandum in which the city detailed its fee calculation: once the city established that the defendants owned the properties subject to the VBML program, the dates the properties were acquired, and that the defendants had failed to apply for the VBMLs, the trial court was capable of determining the fees owed by applying the VBML fee-structure contained in the municipal code; therefore, the city’s exhibit was not newly-introduced evidence, but a mathematical aid to the trial court.    
The trial court erred in entering judgment for the city as to a defendant’s unpaid 2011 VBML fee: the city’s cause of action for unpaid VBML fees under Cincinnati Municipal Code 1101-129.3 accrued on the day the VBML was due, or the annual renewal date of VBML, and thus the city’s claim against the defendant for the unpaid 2011 VBML fee was filed outside the six-year statute of limitations.  
The trial court did not err in granting judgment in favor of the city on its claims for unpaid VBML fees by rejecting defendants’ argument that they were only required to pay a $900 VBML fee under Cincinnati Municipal Code 1101-129.1 for the first year of their property ownership, regardless of the length of time the property had been ordered vacated or kept vacant: under the plain language of Cincinnati Municipal Code 1101-129.1, the amount of the VBML fee depends upon the length of time a particular property has been ordered vacated or kept vacant, without regard to the length of time a particular owner has owned the property.  
JUDGMENT:
AFFIRMED IN PART, REVERSED IN PART, AND CAUSE REMANDED
JUDGES:
OPINION by WINKLER, J.; MOCK, P.J., and ZAYAS, J., CONCUR.
