
Submitted March 1, 2012 
 

Application Section 1:  Contact Information 

 

Applicant: City of Grandview Heights 

  1016 Grandview Avenue 

Grandview Heights, Ohio 43212 

Franklin County 

Population:  6,536 residents 

Employees:  65 

www.grandviewheights.org 

 

 

Contact: David R. Wood 

  Chief of Police 

  1016 Grandview Avenue 

  Grandview Heights, Ohio 43212 

  Franklin County 

  dwood@grandviewheights.org 

  (614) 488-7901 phone 

  (614) 481-6200 fax 

   

 

http://www.grandviewheights.org/
mailto:dwood@grandviewheights.org


Application Section 2: Collaborative Partners 

1.) Sharon Township Police Department 

Chief Donald Schwind 

95 East Wilson Bridge Road 

Worthington, Ohio 43085 

614-540-3047 

deschwind@sharontwp.us 

2010 Population Estimate:  15,969 

Approximate number of Officers:  10 

 

2.) Franklin Township 

Chief Jim Timko 

2193 Frank Road 

Columbus, Ohio 43223 

(614) 279-9411 

Timothy_guyton@yahoo.com 

2010 Population Estimate:  10,271 

Approximate number of officers:  13 

 

3.) Village of Valleyview Police Department 

Chief Ti Meyers 

432 North Richardson Avenue 

Columbus, Ohio 43204 

614-279-5630 

Tmeyers320@yahoo.com 

2010 Population  

Estimate:  620 

Approximate number of officers:  4 

 

4.) Village of Minerva Park Police Department 

Chief Kim Nuesse 

2829 Minerva Lake Road 

Columbus, Ohio 43231 

614-882-1408 

chief@minervapark.org 

2010 Population Estimate:  1,272 

Approximate number of officers:  7 

 

mailto:deschwind@sharontwp.us
mailto:Timothy_guyton@yahoo.com
mailto:Tmeyers320@yahoo.com
mailto:chief@minervapark.org
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Tab 3 Project Information: Subsection/Project Description of Grant Proposal 

The City of Grandview Heights and its collaborative partners will use the $50,000 grant from the 
Local Government Innovation Fund to complete a detailed feasibility study that could tell us if there is 
extra time on the radio to dispatch other police department call for service.  Based on number of calls 
for service and the time that the radio traffic is minimal, there could be room and time on the 
Grandview Heights radio to dispatch calls for service for other public entities. The concept of this 
partnership will also be available for cities, villages, townships, and smaller counties that have an 
interest to save money through the process of shared services. 
 
In the summer of 2011 Grandview Heights Administration Building that also houses the Fire and 
Police Department and communication center was struck by lightning.  The entire radio system had to 
be replaced with the now available newer model.  This new system came with the available ability to 
use two radio channels simultaneously.  This system is important to us because we are one of the few 
Police Departments in central Ohio that owns two radio channels.  We are utilizing one channel to 
dispatch only Grandview Heights officers. 
 
For the study we will be contracting a professional in the field of police administration and 
communication.  The answers we are looking for include: 
 Can the current excess capacity of the Grandview Heights radio room support other police 

departments? 
 Can our system and radio room utilize both of our channels? 
 Would there be added cost to our system to reach the other departments? 
 How many radio dispatchers would be needed to run both channels? 
 Is there physically enough room to add more personnel? 

 
 
Tab 3 Project Information: Subsection/Problem  

 
The problem faced by most small divisions of police is that of finance and the pressure to provide the 
type of policing and services desired by the smaller community.  Larger community’s expectations 
and demands are much different than smaller communities.  After talking with several smaller police 
departments about the cost and quality of dispatching and the community it is apparent that there are 
several common problems that this grant can help us identify and address.  Smaller communities 
demand closer communication and contact with their police departments.  They like the idea of 
knowing their officers and more important the officers knowing them and their children.  The smaller 
communities expect and have enjoyed the very quick cruiser response when they call the 
communications center.  This special attention is not always the case in larger cities. 
 
Because of the size, type of policing and expectations of the communities and limited number of 
channels in central Ohio we have an opportunity to share services and to continue quality services at a 
cost savings to all partners and possibility more. 
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Tab 3 Project Information: Subsection/Targeted Approach - Efficiency  

 

This grant proposal fulfills the criteria of adopting an Efficiency philosophy by joining like size 
departments that understand the dynamics of policing a smaller community and the communications 
that are unique to our size. 

Tab 3 Project Information: Subsection/Number of Entities Participating 

We are pleased to report that all 4 chiefs of police contacted were eager to participate and 
enthusiastically expressed an interest in this grant proposal.  These partners are no different than other 
small communities; because of budget cuts we are all looking for ways to cut cost and to share 
resources and services.    

Tab 3 Project Information: Subsection/Ability to Replicate/Scale Proposal for others 

The foundation for the application for this grant by the City of Grandview Heights will be a template 
that can be used by other small communities to guide them into cooperation and insight to the needs 
and obstacles that can best be overcome by cooperation and communication. 
 
We believe that the template approach used in this study is logical and would be beneficial to other 
departments because there is many other small police department throughout the state, like Grandview 
Heights, that have communication centers that are not being fully utilized.    

 
 Tab3 Project Information: Subsection/Explanation of Anticipated Probability of Success 
 

Based upon our initial discussions and enthusiasm of our partners, and based upon the finalization of 
the feasibility study, we believe the probability of the proposal implementation will exceed 80%. 
Additionally, we anticipate the collaborative partners having the wisdom to seek expert advice from 
professionals and consultants who are experts in this field to obtain the desired outcomes. 
 

  Tab 3 Project Information: Subsection/Anticipated Return on Investment 
 

With the grant award for this proposal of $50,000, the savings would be based upon the results or the 
study and the cost associated with it.  
 
While, it is impossible to guarantee precise results, current rates for dispatching are continuing to rise 
every year as demonstrated by the attached financial information, giving us a great opportunity to 
work together on this common goal.   
 
The feasibility study will help determine what incremental costs might be necessary to invest in for 
this approach to work statewide by both service providers and the recipient communities, such as: 

 For the entity providing the service (such as Grandview Heights), there may be a slight 
increase in costs due to staffing needs and equipment modification; 
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 For the recipient community, there may be costs such as investing in a Repeater signal or 
other such electronic enhancements to insure the quality of the transmission 

 
     Similarly, the feasibility study will demonstrate the benefits of such collaboration and the scalability 
     Statewide, such as: 

 For the entity providing the service (such as Grandview Heights), as the attached 
worksheets demonstrate, the unit cost of service can drop dramatically, and the 
incremental revenue provided by the recipient communities will be consistent with 
partially offsetting costs.  Clearly, this will at least help in slowing budget increases. 

 For the recipient community, the feasibility study can help determine a mutually 
beneficial rate structure of sharing services with both a short-term reduction in their 
current costs, as well as a solid business model with a long-term view towards cost 
containment or more modest increases in future years. 

 
It would be fair to say that 1.) effective planning; 2.) like-minded partners working collaboratively to 
reduce costs and time; 3.) obtaining expert advice, and 4.) a fundamentally sound and fair business 
model; are indeed a recipe for success and worthy of the trust and investment in a feasibility study by 
the Local Government Innovation Fund. 
 
In summary, if we didn’t believe that a double-digit savings of greater than 25% for each 
collaborative partner was fiscally achievable, politically attractive, and scalable to our colleagues, we 
wouldn’t pursue this opportunity.  It is also important to remember that this is not a one-time savings 
but will benefit all year after year.  

 

Tab 3 Project Information: Subsection/Past Success 
 

 The lead applicant, the City of Grandview Heights, Police department utilizes shared services using 
the Upper Arlington practice shooting range and also we belong to several task forces in the county.  
Our Service Department is joining a consortium for fleet maintenance.  We provide a full array of city 
services to the Village of Marble Cliff.  We believe our partners also have a lot of experiences to share 
with the group and think that having five public entities in our submission is one of the strengths of 
this proposal. 

Tab 3 Project Information: Subsection/Cost Benchmarking/Performance Audit 
 

Reviewing the results of the Auditor of State’s Performance Audit reports makes it apparent that there 
are many agencies that should share dispatching duties.  During our search of performance audits on 
the Auditor of State’s “SkinnyOhio” website (http://skinnyohio.org/), we identified 3 audits released 
since 2009 that recommend consolidating dispatching services.  Issues addressed in the audits 
included better service and lower cost. 
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Tab 3 Project Information: Subsection/Economic Impact 

Grandview Heights is a small community that has 17 officers.  We patrol our community and a 
small adjoining community, Marble Cliff.  We have responsibility for 2.2 square miles.  Our 
communication center accounts for about 13% of the police department total annual budget. 

The opportunity to hold down costs, have balanced budgets, living within available resources, and 
a strong, experienced workforce are not only an attraction to new businesses to our communities, 
but also highly desirable to our residents.  

Tab 3 Project Information: Subsection/Response to Economic Demand 

Economic pressure on our budgets is a reality for all public agencies, as well as public pressure to 
provide the best value per benefit dollar spent.  This is the focus of this partnership.  Our target 
market is for like-minded small police departments that quite possibly have been paying more than 
they should for dispatching and spending more than they can afford. 

Respectfully Submitted on behalf of the Partners, 

1. City of Grandview Heights 
2. Sharon Township 
3. Franklin Township 
4. Village of Minerva Park 
5. Village of Valley View 
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Tab 4 Financial Documentation: Subsection/3years Financials 

      As required, the most recent three year data, and forecasted 3 year trends, are provided in the 

attachment for the City of Grandview Heights.  This level of investment as a stand-alone entity is not 

sustainable fiscally, and not politically sellable, which is likely the same with all of our other partners.  

The financial information demonstrates that a new business model such as the one proposed in this 

grant request, is needed so that small entities can utilize common resources to save time and money. 

 

Tab 4 Financial Documentation: Subsection/Local Match 
 

      The Lead Applicant will commit to an in-kind contribution of 20% of the grant fund secured to      

maximize the success potential of this initiative. 

 

  



Financial Section - LGIF Grant Proposal

City of Grandview Heights

Communications Department Costs Allocated by Number of Residents Served

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Operating Costs

Salaries & Wages 221,227$      232,764$        241,813$      250,896$      246,055$      250,315$      

Medicare 3,148             3,288               3,375             3,391             3,321             3,383             

Pension  45,892          49,413             52,411          32,746          32,068          32,664          

Health Insurance 38,838          41,477             44,226          59,711          64,925          72,939          

Conferences & Training 1,224             129                  338                500                500                500                

Uniforms 359                673                  1,274             1,500             1,500             1,500             

  Total Personnel Costs 310,688$      327,744$        343,437$      348,744$      348,369$      361,301$      

Maintenance Contracts 8,455             8,891               7,921             10,000          10,000          10,000          

LEADS 9,302             7,708               7,668             10,500          10,500          10,500          

E911 Maintenance 5,473             5,473               5,828             5,000             5,000             5,000             

Operating Supplies 584                728                  789                750                750                750                

Printing & Reproduction 482                305                  746                750                750                750                

Fees & Dues 540                490                  421                700                700                700                

Equipment Maintenance 350                -                   -                 1,000             1,000             1,000             

Telephone Utility 2,464             2,633               2,123             2,000             2,000             2,000             

Total Operating Costs 338,338$   353,972$     368,933$   379,444$   379,069$   392,001$   

Current Number of Residents Served 7,109          7,109            7,109          7,109          7,109          7,109          

Cost per Resident 47.59$      49.79$        51.90$      53.38$      53.32$      55.14$      

IMPACT If: Doubled Number of Residents Served 14,218        14,218          14,218        14,218        14,218        14,218        

Cost per Resident 23.80$      24.90$        25.95$      26.69$      26.66$      27.57$      

IMPACT If: Tripled Number of Residents Served 21,327        21,327          21,327        21,327        21,327        21,327        

Cost per Resident 15.86$      16.60$        17.30$      17.79$      17.77$      18.38$      

Actual Expected

City of Grandview Heights

March 2012



The Local Government Innovation Fund Council 
77 South High Street 

P.O. Box 1001 
Columbus, Ohio 43216‐1001 

(614) 995‐2292 
 

 

 

 

Local	Government	Innovation	Fund	Program	
Application	ScorÉÎÇ 

  

 

Lead Applicant   

Project Name   

  Grant Application 

  or 

  Loan Application 



Financing	  
Measures

Descrip/on	   Criteria	   Max	  Points
Applicant	  Self	  

Score
Validated	  
Score

Applicant	  provides	  a	  thorough,	  detailed	  and	  
complete	  financial	  informa7on

5

Applicant	  provided	  more	  than	  minimum	  
requirements	  but	  did	  not	  provide	  addi7onal	  

jus7fica7on	  or	  support
3

Applicant	  provided	  minimal	  financial	  
informa7on

1

	  Points

Applicant	  clearly	  demonstrates	  a	  secondary	  
repayment	  source.	  

5

Applicant	  does	  not	  have	  a	  secondary	  repayment	  
source.

0

	  Points

	  Points

Collabora/ve	  
Measures

Descrip/on	   Criteria	   Max	  Points
Applicant	  Self	  

Score
Validated	  
Score

Applicant	  (or	  collabora7ve	  partner)	  is	  not	  a	  
county	  and	  has	  a	  popula7on	  of	  less	  than	  20,000	  

residents
5

Applicant	  (or	  collabora7ve	  partner)	  is	  a	  county	  
but	  has	  less	  than	  235,000

5

Applicant	  (or	  collabora7ve	  partner)	  is	  not	  a	  
county	  but	  has	  a	  popula7on	  20,001	  or	  greater.

3

Applicant	  (or	  collabora7ve	  partner)	  is	  a	  county	  
with	  a	  popula7on	  of	  235,001	  residents	  or	  more

3

	  Points

More	  than	  one	  applicant 5

Single	  applicant	   1

	  Points

Local	  Match
Percentage	  of	  local	  matching	  funds	  
being	  contributed	  to	  the	  project.	  	  This	  
may	  include	  in-‐kind	  contribu;ons.

Applicant	  has	  executed	  partnership	  
agreements	  outlining	  all	  collabora;ve	  
partners	  and	  par;cipa;on	  agreements	  
and	  has	  resolu;ons	  of	  support.	  	  	  (Note:	  
Sole	  applicants	  only	  need	  to	  provide	  a	  
resolu;on	  of	  support	  from	  its	  governing	  

en;ty.)

Par/cipa/ng	  
En//es	  

Local	  Government	  Innova/on	  Fund	  Project	  Scoring	  Sheet	  

70%	  or	  greater	   5

40-‐69.99%

Sec/on	  1:	  Financing	  Measures

10-‐39.99% 1

Total	  Sec/on	  Points	  

Financial	  
Informa/on	  

Applicant	  includes	  financial	  informa;on	  	  
(i.e.,	  service	  related	  opera;ng	  budgets)	  
for	  the	  most	  recent	  three	  years	  and	  the	  
three	  year	  period	  following	  the	  project.	  	  

The	  financial	  informa;on	  must	  be	  
directly	  related	  to	  the	  scope	  of	  the	  
project	  and	  will	  be	  used	  as	  the	  cost	  
basis	  for	  determining	  any	  savings	  

resul;ng	  from	  the	  project.

3

Repayment	  
Structure	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
(Loan	  Only)

Applicant's	  popula;on	  (or	  the	  
popula;on	  of	  the	  area(s)	  served)	  falls	  
within	  one	  of	  the	  listed	  categories	  as	  
determined	  by	  the	  U.S.	  Census	  Bureau.	  	  
Popula;on	  scoring	  will	  be	  determined	  
by	  the	  smallest	  popula;on	  listed	  in	  the	  
applica;on.	  	  Applica;ons	  from	  (or	  

collabora;ng	  with)	  small	  communi;es	  
are	  preferred.

Popula/on

Sec/on	  2:	  Collabora/ve	  Measures

Total	  Sec/on	  Points	  

Applicant	  demonstrates	  a	  viable	  
repayment	  source	  to	  support	  loan	  

award.	  	  Secondary	  source	  can	  be	  in	  the	  
form	  of	  a	  debt	  reserve,	  bank	                  

   par;cipa;on,	  a	  guarantee	  from	  a	  local	   
              en;ty,	  or	  other	  collateral (i.e.,emergency  

                             rainy day , or contingency fund, etc.).
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Success	  
Measures

Descrip/on	   Criteria	   Points
Applicant	  Self	  

Score
Validated	  
Score

	  Points

Yes 5

No 0

	  Points

The	  project	  is	  both	  scalable	  and	  replicable 10

The	  project	  is	  either	  scalable	  or	  replicable 5

Does	  not	  apply 0

	  Points

Provided 5

Not	  Provided	   0

	  Points

Significance	  
Measures

Descrip/on	   Criteria	   Points	  Assigned	  
Applicant	  Self	  

Score
Validated	  
Score

Project	  implements	  a	  recommenda7on	  from	  an	  
audit	  or	  is	  informed	  by	  benchmarking

5

Project	  does	  not	  implement	  a	  recommenda7on	  
from	  an	  audit	  and	  is	  not	  informed	  by	  

benchmarking
0

	  Points

Applicant	  clearly	  demonstrates	  economic	  impact 5

Applicant	  men7ons	  but	  does	  not	  prove	  
economic	  impact

3

Applicant	  does	  not	  demonstrate	  an	  economic	  
impact

0

	  Points

Yes 5

No 0

	  Points

Economic	  
Impact

Applicant	  demonstrates	  the	  project	  will	  
a	  promote	  business	  environment	  (i.e.,	  
demonstrates	  a	  business	  rela;onship	  
resul;ng	  from	  the	  project)	  	  and	  will	  

provide	  for	  community	  aKrac;on	  (i.e.,	  
cost	  avoidance	  with	  respect	  to	  taxes)

Applicant’s	  proposal	  can	  be	  replicated	  
by	  other	  local	  governments	  or	  scaled	  

for	  the	  inclusion	  of	  other	  local	  
governments.

Sec/on	  4:	  Significance	  Measures

Performance	  
Audit	  

Implementa/on
/Cost	  

Benchmarking

The	  project	  implements	  a	  single	  
recommenda;on	  from	  a	  performance	  
audit	  provided	  by	  the	  Auditor	  of	  State	  
under	  Chapter	  117	  of	  the	  Ohio	  Revised	  

Code	  or	  is	  informed	  by	  cost	  
benchmarking.

Probability	  of	  
Success	  

Applicant	  provides	  a	  documented	  need	  
for	  the	  project	  and	  clearly	  outlines	  the	  

likelihood	  of	  the	  need	  being	  met.

Total	  Sec/on	  Points	  

75%	  or	  greater 30

Local	  Government	  Innova/on	  Fund	  Project	  Scoring	  Sheet	  
Sec/on	  3:	  Success	  Measures	  

Scalable/Replic
able	  Proposal	  

Past	  Success	  

Applicant	  has	  successfully	  
implemented,	  or	  is	  following	  project	  

guidance	  from	  a	  shared	  services	  model,	  
for	  an	  efficiency,	  shared	  service,	  

coproduc;on	  or	  merger	  project	  in	  the	  
past.

25.01%	  to	  74.99% 20

Less	  than	  25% 10

Expected	  
Return	  

Applicant	  demonstrates	  as	  a	  
percentage	  of	  savings	  	  (i.e.,	  	  actual	  
savings,	  increased	  revenue,	  or	  cost	  
avoidance	  )	  an	  expected	  return.	  	  The	  
return	  must	  be	  derived	  from	  the	  

applicant's	  cost	  basis.	  	  	  The	  expected	  
return	  is	  ranked	  in	  one	  of	  the	  following	  

percentage	  categories:

Total	  Sec/on	  Points	  

Response	  to	  
Economic	  
Demand

The	  project	  responds	  to	  current	  
substan;al	  changes	  in	  economic	  
demand	  for	  local	  or	  regional	  

government	  services.
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Council	  
Measures

Descrip/on	  

Council	  
Preference

Council	  Ranking	  for	  Compe;;ve	  Rounds

Applicant	  Self	  
Score

Validated	  
Score

Sec/on	  4:	  Significance	  Measures

Points	  Assigned	  

Sec/on	  2:	  Collabora/ve	  Measures

Sec/on	  3:	  Success	  Measures

Sec/on	  1:	  Financing	  Measures

Total Base Points: 

Sec/on	  5:	  Council	  Measures

The	  Applicant	  Does	  Not	  Fill	  Out	  This	  Sec/on;	  This	  is	  for	  the	  Local	  
Government	  Innova7on	  Fund	  Council	  only.	  The	  points	  for	  this	  
sec7onis	  based	  on	  the	  applicant	  demonstra7ng	  innova7on	  or	  
inven7veness	  with	  the	  project

Criteria	  

Total	  Sec/on	  Points	  (10 max)	  

Scoring	  Summary	  

2/22/12 Round1
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Tab 5 – Supporting Documentation: Number of Entities Participating 

We are pleased to report that all 4 chiefs of police contacted were eager to participate and 

enthusiastically expressed an interest in this grant proposal.  These partners are no different than other 

small communities; because of budget cuts we are all looking for ways to cut cost and to share 

resources and services.    

Tab 5 – Supporting Documentation: ParticipatingEntities/Resolution of Support/Agreements 
 

To underscore the commitment, initiative, and energy of all partners, this proposal has five 

participating entities.  Additionally, a letter of interest signed by the Chief of Police of each entity is 

attached to underscore the commitment of all partners.  The partners will comply within the 60 day 

timeframe allowed for Round 1 participants to secure a Resolution of Support from their governing 

bodies.   

 

 
 



   
 

Division of Police 

City of Grandview Heights 
1016 Grandview Avenue 

Grandview Heights, Ohio 43212 

 

March 1, 2012 

 

Sir/ Madam, 

The below listed Chiefs of Police formed this partnership to explore the possibility of Grandview 

Heights dispatching police calls for service for the listed communities and possibly others.  

Grandview Heights is one of only a few central Ohio cities that own several radio channels that 

are used to dispatch law enforcement.   

This study will answer the feasibility of several small Police Department joining together to 

utilize a shared resource in the hopes of saving time and money. 

This partnership is not an endorsement of the outcome of the study it is merely a group of Chiefs 

that have similar but unique perspectives that can add to the overall goal of saving money. 

 

Don Schwind, Chief of Police Sharon Township 

 

Ti Myers, Chief of Police Village of Valleyview Police Department 

 

Kim Nuesse, Chief of Police Village of Minerva Park Police Department  

 

Jim Timko, Chief of Police Franklin Township Police Department  

 

David Wood, Chief of Police Grandview Heights 
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