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Project Name:  Roadmap to IT $olutions 
 
1.0 Contact Information 
 
 
1.1-5 Main Applicant: 
 
 North Central Ohio Educational Service Center 
 928 West Market Street, Suite A 
 Tiffin, Ohio 44883 
 Phone: 419-447-2927 
 Fax: 419-447-2825 
 jdavoli@ncoesc.org 
 
 
1.6 Applicant Contact: 
 
 John Davoli 
 Director of NCORcog 
 jdavoli@ncoesc.org 
 Phone: 419-447-2927 extension 136 
 
 
1.7 County: 
 
 Seneca 
 
 
1.8 Population Data: 
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2.0 Collaborative Partners:  Yes 
 
 Each collaborative partner’s information is listed below. 
 
2.1-5 Collaborative Partner: 
  
 Seneca County 
 111 Madison Street 
 Tiffin, Ohio 44883 
 Phone: 419-447-4550 
 Fax: 419-447-0556 
 nsmith@seneca-county.com 
  
 
2.6 Population Data:  
 
 The population of Seneca County is 56,745—a county with a population of less 

than 235,000. 
 
 
2.7 Nature of Partnership: 
 

The Parties seek to identify and catalogue IT capacities of their respective 
organizations as well as those of potential regional partners in order to map 
solutions that better leverage existing public technology investments.  The goal 
for all parties is to provide a roadmap for consolidating public information 
technology investments while enhancing data security and performance.  It is 
agreed that the North Central Educational Service Center shall bear the costs 
associated with the LGIF grant application, take responsibility for administering 
the grant award, and will coordinate data collection during the study.   
   
Parties agree to cooperate in data collection by partners and vendors in the State 
of Ohio Local Government Innovation Fund process related to budget 
experience, projections, and their total cost of ownership of information 
technology. 

 
 
2.1-5 Collaborative Partner: 
  
 City of Tiffin 
 51 East Market Street 
 Tiffin, Ohio 44883 
 Phone: 419-448-5401 
 Fax: 419-448-5410 
 mayor@tiffinohio.gov 
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2.6 Population Data:  
 
 The population of the City of Tiffin is 17,963—a city with a population of less than 

20,000. 
 
 
2.7 Nature of Partnership: 
 

The Parties seek to identify and catalogue IT capacities of their respective 
organizations as well as those of potential regional partners in order to map 
solutions that better leverage existing public technology investments.  The goal 
for all parties is to provide a roadmap for consolidating public information 
technology investments while enhancing data security and performance.  It is 
agreed that the North Central Educational Service Center shall bear the costs 
associated with the LGIF grant application, take responsibility for administering 
the grant award, and will coordinate data collection during the study.   
   
Parties agree to cooperate in data collection by partners and vendors in the State 
of Ohio Local Government Innovation Fund process related to budget 
experience, projections, and their total cost of ownership of information 
technology. 
 

 
2.1-5 Collaborative Partner: 
  
 Village of New Riegel 
 13 Findlay Street 
 New Riegel, Ohio  44853 
 Phone: 419-595-2645 
 Fax: 419-595-2295 
 grammykajk@yahoo.com 
  
 
2.6 Population Data:  
 
 The population of the Village of New Riegel is 249—a village of less than 20,000. 
 
 
2.7 Nature of Partnership: 
 

The Parties seek to identify and catalogue IT capacities of their respective 
organizations as well as those of potential regional partners in order to map 
solutions that better leverage existing public technology investments.  The goal 
for all parties is to provide a roadmap for consolidating public information 
technology investments while enhancing data security and performance.  It is 
agreed that the North Central Ohio Educational Service Center shall bear the 
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costs associated with the LGIF grant application, take responsibility for 
administering the grant award, and will coordinate data collection during the 
study.   
   
Parties agree to cooperate in data collection by partners and vendors in the State 
of Ohio Local Government Innovation Fund process related to budget 
experience, projections, and their total cost of ownership of information 
technology. 
 

 
2.1-5 Collaborative Partner: 
  
 Clinton Township 
 837 North State Route 101 
 P.O. Box 801 
 Tiffin, Ohio 44883 
 Phone: 419-447-2529 
 pmoy@bright.net  
  
 
2.6 Population Data:  
 
 The population of Clinton Township is 4,188—a township of less than 20,000. 
 
 
2.7 Nature of Partnership: 
 

The Parties seek to identify and catalogue IT capacities of their respective 
organizations as well as those of potential regional partners in order to map 
solutions that better leverage existing public technology investments.  The goal 
for all parties is to provide a roadmap for consolidating public information 
technology investments while enhancing data security and performance.  It is 
agreed that the North Central Educational Service Center shall bear the costs 
associated with the LGIF grant application, take responsibility for administering 
the grant award, and will coordinate data collection during the study.   
   
Parties agree to cooperate in data collection by partners and vendors in the State 
of Ohio Local Government Innovation Fund process related to budget 
experience, projections, and their total cost of ownership of information 
technology. 
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3.0  Project Information  
 
 
3.1  Project Name: Roadmap to IT $olutions  
 
 
3.2 Description: 
  

The North Central Ohio Educational Service Center (NCOESC), and its team of 
collaborative partners, proposes to use Local Government Innovation Fund 
(LGIF) dollars to create a roadmap and catalogue of solutions that will make the 
overall information technology (IT) systems for these entities more effective, and 
thus make these government entities more  efficient service delivery providers 
through a “shared services” targeted approach.   
 
To form this roadmap and catalogue of solutions, the NCOESC, as lead partner, 
requests a $100,000 LGIF grant to conduct a finely-tuned feasibility assessment 
to determine key issues faced by each of the participating agencies, identify 
information system assets and liabilities encountered within the current 
infrastructures, and identify how a shared services approach to IT can address 
current limitations and inefficiencies.  The entities involved have a strong 
leadership structure and collaborative framework. 
 
The NCOESC’s collaborative partners include:  
• Seneca County, 
• City of Tiffin, 
• Village of New Riegel and 
• Clinton Township. 
 
These partners seek to identify and catalogue: 
• IT platforms,  
• Measure total cost of ownership of their technology tools,  
• Assess IT capacities of partner organizations and other regional public 

entities and  
• Map solutions that seek to better leverage existing IT capacities in a shared 

services environment with contemporary solutions, IT standards and 
practices. 

 
The project will map opportunities for consolidation and structural realignment 
across IT operations of K-12 and local government partners, including the larger 
entities of Seneca County and the City of Tiffin, along with the much smaller 
jurisdictions of the Village of New Riegel and Clinton Township.  The objective is 
to standardize solutions and enhance data security and system performance, 
while maintaining and/or improving each partner’s ability to provide quality 
services to their taxpayers. 
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Currently, government jurisdictions in Seneca County and other areas of north-
central Ohio operate their own IT systems independent of other political 
subdivisions within the region.  Duplication of hardware, personnel, licenses, 
software programs, technical support and maintenance all exist and thus channel 
tax dollars into paying for redundancies.   

Operating in an era of tight government budgets and the advent of new IT market 
efficiencies has spurred interest in a cooperative solution.  Thus, NCOESC and 
its collaborative partners are pursuing LGIF support to conduct a feasibility 
assessment as a next step to pursue IT consolidation and shared services to 
create efficiencies and end related redundant and under-utilized services. 

The feasibility study will be key to the development of the roadmap and a 
catalogue of solutions that will allow NCOESC and its partners to guide 
consolidation.   As one of the state’s innovative educational service centers, 
NCOESC has proven experience in pooling resources to enhance the availability 
of personnel and expertise as well as educational resources in K-12 school 
systems. The NCOESC currently provides extensive shared services to thirty-
four (34) school districts. It is a scalable organization well-positioned to 
encourage shared services across what is sometimes considered a great divide 
between local governments and local school districts. The leadership of 
NCOESC and the partner agencies are convinced this model of shared services 
and collaborative approaches can work for IT infrastructure across several 
jurisdictions in Seneca County.   
 
NCOESC’s services have proven scalable to various sized school systems, and 
its organizational expertise is transferrable. The most significant change came with 
the dissolution of the Sandusky County Educational Service Center (SCESC).  
Through a series of discussions and meetings a significant amount of business 
was transferred to the ESC. This generated significant revenues as our need for 
the capacity to serve also increased.  In addition, other projects in Ohio and 
throughout the nation have shown IT systems can be shared across jurisdictional 
boundaries and scaled to meet the needs, functions and reporting needs across 
several types of jurisdictions, for example, educational, city, county and township.   
 
The feasibility assessment will determine the best approaches to make eventual 
solutions scalable so that other jurisdictions could be included in the future after 
the initial phase of implementation is completed.  After the initial phase of 
implementation, extensions of the IT infrastructure could be made available to 
other villages, townships, schools, community colleges, counties and other 
political subdivisions.  

 
 
3.3.  Type of Award requested:  GRANT 
 
 
3.4 Proof of Feasibility: N/A 
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3.5 Problem Statement:  

Political subdivisions in Seneca County and surrounding areas operate their own 
IT systems independent of other public entities.  These public entities lack 
economies of scale relative to IT.  Duplication of IT services has been identified 
as a key inefficiency that could be addressed through an integrated, collaborative 
approach.  Currently, file servers are being maintained by these entities, with 
hardware and related costs being duplicated. This duplication includes the time 
and costs related to data security, business continuity, licensing, technical 
support, training, maintenance/repairs, personnel, and hardware and software 
upgrades.   

Duplication also occurs as the jurisdictions have multiple email and internet 
service providers and separate financial programs for accounting, budgeting, 
human resources and payroll. Thus, duplication of personnel occurs within each 
of these entities.  Budget realities and the evolution of affordable cloud 
computing, smaller and more powerful server solutions, cost-effective server 
virtualization technologies, modern document management systems and 
business process re-engineering create both motivation and opportunity for 
collaboration.  These new technologies and IT strategies have the capacity to 
create new efficiencies and enhance data management and security for all 
parties. 

Similar to other areas of Ohio and the state itself, collaborative partners have 
experienced the challenges of diminishing financial resources over the past few 
years, while tax dollars in the State of Ohio continue to fund redundant IT 
capacity and functionality.  In many cases this was to maintain local control 
aligned with the jurisdiction’s purpose.   Instinctively, organizations, whether 
public or private, seem more comfortable controlling their data and systems and 
often are concerned about the data security.   However, in today’s market, the 
collaborative partners recognize that an integrated approach can be taken that 
creates more efficiencies, better economies of scale and a reduction in costs 
while maintaining local control of their data in a secure environment. 

How the needs were determined:  

A local cost analysis will be completed to determine the percentage of IT 
expenses that are allocated to aspects of the systems that could be part of a 
shared services arrangement.  The feasibility analysis planned under this 
application will drill down on the percentage of IT costs that relate to IT 
infrastructure, such as the cost of purchasing and maintaining servers for each of 
the entities involved.   

Similar studies and analyses provide a meaningful basis for the need among the 
entities in north-central Ohio.  A State of Ohio 2011 analysis of its IT costs 
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indicated 70% of these costs were related to infrastructure and operations, and 
only 30% to software. The study identified all platforms and investments made in 
Ohio, and the silos identified mirror many of the silos at the local government 
level. 1   

In a different case, the state of Minnesota studied information systems and found 
significant redundancies and formed a new shared approach to address the 
duplications.    Since that time Minnesota’s Local Government Information 
System (LOGIS) has shown success in sharing IT-based services that have led 
to both savings and cost avoidance.  LOGIS provides IT for local governments 
across the state in the form of applications, network services, implementation 
and internet services.2   

How the needs will be met: 

 SkinnyOhio.org describes the first two steps in IT consolidation as: 1) analyze 
your IT environment and 2) identify your goals and objectives so that the success 
and failure of the project can be measured.  By conducting a feasibility study to 
identify the IT capacities of each participating organization and by mapping the 
alternatives for IT consolidation and shared IT services, the north-central Ohio 
region can maximize the planning process to map a scalable solution that 
leverages capacities currently funded to better serve the data management 
needs of public administrators and tax payers of the region. 

 
 The goals of the collaborative partners are similar and overlapping.  The partners 

seek to protect and enhance service levels to the public, to become more 
efficient in delivering operational data management, and to pursue a more robust 
regional business continuity (disaster recovery) solution.  

 
 The results of the feasibility study will be utilized to map and develop a menu of 

IT services and facilities that will be scalable to service a large number of local 
government partners.  The study will gather data on best practices in the areas of 
governance, cost-sharing rate models, and successful pilots that were 
implemented, some of which may be operational.  

 
 Other concerns that will be explored in the feasibility study phase include security 

practices (disaster recovery) and the aging of current technology platforms. 
 
 Benefits to Be Gained: 
 
 The goal of these entities in submitting this application for an LGIF grant is to 

gain a roadmap and catalogue of solutions for how the partner entities can 

                                                
1 Figures were quoted in August 2011 testimony by Stuart R. Davis, State Chief Information Office and Assistant 
Director, Ohio Department of Administrative Services 
2Creating a Sustainable Model for Local Government Collaboration (October 2011).   Local Government 
Information Systems Association: An Oracle Story. 
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develop a shared services approach to information technology.  The grant funds 
will be used to pay for the feasibility study that will identify the IT capacities of 
each participating organization, and to create the roadmap of alternatives for IT 
consolidation and shared IT services.  From the informal discussions with our 
collaborating partners, it is apparent that there is complexity and diversity in the 
IT environment. 

 
 This local feasibility study may identify redundancies common to what the State 

of Ohio found across its agencies, and in similar assessments by other 
government entities.   Based on those examples, it can be assumed that the 
majority of IT expenditures in Seneca County and the areas served by NCOESC 
will be proportionately similar to others; that is, that 60%-70% of IT costs would 
be dedicated to infrastructure, hardware, software licenses, business continuity, 
support, and maintenance, all of which can be shared across jurisdictions, thus 
allowing cost savings. To gain the cost savings, it is expected that the roadmap 
and catalogue of solutions identified within the proposed feasibility study will be 
able to address those areas where collaborative approaches to IT will lower 
infrastructure costs. 

 
 
3.6  Targeted Approach (ONE):  
 
 Shared Services within the area of IT will promote innovation, efficiencies, and 

collaboration as the focus of this project.  The feasibility study will be crafted in a 
manner that will move the partner agencies toward the development of a 
technology master plan. 

 
 A senior fellow from the Center for Digital Government, has said the case for 

consolidation involves less duplication, better utilization, shared resources, 
operations efficiency, faster provisioning, ease of maintenance, shared support 
staff, consistent training, newer tools, consistent policies, policy adherence, 
better architecture, less power, less e-waste, better cooling, equipment reuse, 
network modernization, private cloud applications and e-government.  

 
 According to Cisco’s strategic paper for The Center for Digital Government, 

“Chief Information Officer’s (CIO) understand that by pooling resources among 
many clients, they can drive economies of scale, reduce redundant and obsolete 
solutions and potentially roll out new services more quickly.” 

 

 

3.7 Return on Investment:  
  
 We anticipate saving partners at least 30% on their IT costs by better leveraging 

existing public data centers and implementing cloud-based network solutions.  
Based upon total cost projections of the collaborative partners, over the next 
three years this will result in cost savings in the amount of $779,588. 

11



  Roadmap to IT $olutions 

   
 

 
 Many government organizations have realized the benefits of IT consolidation.  

The State of Ohio realized $10 million in savings over three years when it 
consolidated servers from 110 independent government organizations.  Other 
consolidation initiatives that have resulted in savings have included numerous 
federal agencies and the states of Michigan, Utah and, as noted above, 
Minnesota has saved $73 million since the inception of its LOGIS program. 

 
 States embarking on consolidation initiatives need to get a handle on how much 

their agencies are spending on IT and then establish baselines for the services 
they will deliver – two things easier said than done, according to CIOs at the 
National Association of State CIOs. 

“You have to know the baseline and how much does [IT] cost and how much 
service you are providing,” said Steve Fletcher, State of Utah CIO. “That is a real 
good set of information to have if you are going to transform the organization.” 
But often the CIO does not have that information, he added. 

These same challenges are self evident in the federated public service delivery 
by local governments in Ohio.  In order to transform, local governments must first 
measure current IT capacities. 

 Although the scale of a smaller local region is much smaller than that of an entire 
state, NCOESC and its collaborative partners expect the feasibility study to 
demonstrate that proportionately significant savings can be achieved across the 
local entities in Seneca County and surrounding north-central Ohio.   

 
 The benefits of IT consolidation also reach beyond cost savings.  The additional 

benefits of consolidation can include increased simplicity of maintenance, 
heightened security, reduced environmental impact and integration of new 
applications.  

 
 The feasibility assessment will mine the current investments and identify those 

areas where a Return on Investment (ROI) exists.  
 
 
3.8 Probability of Success: 
 
 As a classic shared service provider, NCOESC is the logical entity to take the 

lead on this project.  NCOESC has extensive experience in offering shared 
services to the 91 public school districts in the 18 counties it serves. The 
organization has developed a successful track record in providing vital services 
to political subdivisions.  NCOESC’s organizational expertise will be essential in 
identifying the capacities of the partner entities, and how the IT for these entities 
could be better configured for efficiency. 
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 As time and funding allows, the feasibility phase also will reach out to other 
potential partners such as the Information Technology Centers (ITCs), which 
provide data infrastructure for schools within Ohio, to assess the capacity of any 
of these organizations to help support this project.   

 
 The anticipated return from this feasibility study is to provide more efficient paths 

to providing IT services.  These paths should provide a catalogue of service 
options for the partner organizations in this collaboration that can also be 
expanded in the future to include COG members.  There is great potential for 
enhanced system accessibility, performance and security.  The result will be that 
citizens and local businesses can enhance current service levels, gain access to 
new customer service applications and receive a faster response from public 
administrators. 

 
 In a profile of Minnesota’s LOGIS, one of its customers, the technology company 

Oracle reports public sector entities are beginning to move toward strategies that 
have been tested and found effective within the private sector, including: 
• Becoming more customer-focused and forward looking (Oracle used the 

term citizen-centric), 
• Adopting lean processes that center on eliminating waste and achieving 

high-quality results at the lowest cost, 
• Enabling self-service, that is, local constituencies can access government 

services and information through web-based resources, 
• Using commercial off-the-shelf applications to offer more interactive public 

services in a cost-effective manner and 
• Evaluating the cloud as an innovative service delivery model. 

 
 Skinnyohio.org notes that “…server consolidation is one of the most effective 

ways to lower [the Total Cost of Ownership (TCO)] of a company’s data center.”  
It also lists the benefits of virtualization, another possible solution for NCOESC 
and its collaborative partners. 

 
 To increase the chances of success, NCOESC will contract Public Performance 

Partners (P3), an experienced 501(c)3 non-profit consulting entity, to conduct the 
feasibility study and serve as project manager.  P3 is a non-profit organization 
that brings together subject matter experts to help counties, cities, townships, 
school districts or institutions of higher learning plan and execute cost-saving 
strategies and continue to provide valuable public service.   P3 also will engage 
an experienced Ohio-based IT vendor to bring in additional IT and systems 
expertise. 
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3.9 Replicable and Scalable: 
 
 The project requirements will focus on consolidated IT solutions that are scalable 

and pose the greatest prospect for efficiencies to assist all partners, especially 
villages, small cities, and townships.  Although five political subdivisions will 
serve as the collaborative partners for this initiative, the feasibility study is 
expected to result in mapping and business planning that will permit the 
expansion of this shared services approach to other entities in the region.   

 
 The initial partners are also charter members of the North Central Ohio Regional 

Council of Governments (NCORcog) that will ultimately serve a multi-county 
area.  This COG will not be the entity soliciting this LGIF, or be directly involved 
in the administration of the IT-related feasibility study.   

  
 As Ohio ESCs morph to become Regional Shared Service Centers (RSSC), the 

NCOESC can provide a model for other regions of Ohio transitioning to shared IT 
services. 

 
 
3.10 Part of Larger Consolidation Effort?: 
 
 This project is not part of a larger consolidation effort but it is expected that 

solutions will be scalable. 
 
 
3.11 Past Innovation Success:  
 
 In the recent past, the North Central Ohio ESC has successfully implemented 

projects that promote efficiencies and shared services among the school districts 
it serves.  Among these projects are:  
• shared IT networking, 
• web-site posting, 
• shared IT services, 
• web-based learning management system, 
• Individual Education Plan (IEP) records management system, 
• administrative collaboration and network program, 
• cooperative purchasing-technology office commodities and 
• bus driver services. 

 
 
3.12 Response to Changes in Economic Demand:  
 

The way local governments work is changing.  A more dynamic business and 
technology market is causing even local jurisdictions such as educational 
institutions (schools/colleges) and county, city, village and township governments 
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to be more adaptable.  Taxpayers, including residents and businesses, also are 
becoming more technologically sophisticated and seeking more accessible and 
efficient government services.  The case for more efficient government, 
particularly in the area of technology offerings, is gaining traction.    

 
Server virtualization products also provide data centers with dramatic capacity 
enhancements combined with energy efficiencies and an opportunity to upgrade, 
significantly, through a shared approach where resources are combined.  New 
enabling technologies make IT consolidation even more efficient.  For example, 
server consolidation, virtualization (allowing one computer to run several 
operating systems), and cloud computing have become a marketplace standard 
and a low cost alternative for small organizations and agencies.  These 
approaches to technology also allow for scalability, which serves as another 
major benefit. 

 
These strategies will be key tools in responding to the diminishing revenue 
environment in Ohio. The Tiffin/Seneca County/north-central Ohio area faces 
some of the tightest budget constraints in decades.   In addition to declines in 
local tax revenue due to the recent recession, HB 153 reduces funding through 
the State and Local Government Fund to local governments by 50% in fiscal year 
2013, and in 2013 the sunset of estate tax revenue creates motivation to seek 
greater efficiencies to protect vital public services. 

 
 
3.13 Audit Recommendations: 
 
 All audit requirements have been met and there were no findings. 
 
 
3.14 Business and Community Attraction: 
 

As private businesses become increasingly technologically sophisticated, the 
partners within this application know there must be more sophistication in 
government-provided services in order for a geographic area to remain enticing 
to small businesses and larger companies.  By improving the sophistication of IT, 
the county and region become more attractive to the business community. 
Public entities, which are more efficient and approachable, are more likely to 
develop public-private partnerships, and offer additional services, programs and 
funding for the community.  Rural and small-town areas such as Seneca County 
must compete with larger urban areas.  A local region where entities are working 
collaboratively, and where IT infrastructure is efficient and up-to-date, will 
increase its attractiveness to business. 

 
Community attraction will occur if local governments are spending money wisely, 
and technology allows government services to become more accessible to 
businesses as well as all residents of the community (city, county, township or 
village). 
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4.0  Financial Documentation 
 
 
4.1 Detained Financial Information: 
 
 The financial history for the past three years (2009, 2010 and 2011) for 

NCOESC, Seneca County, the City of Tiffin, the Village of New Riegel and 
Clinton Township are in Attachment A-1. For added reference, the  
IT financial history of all five collaborative partners is listed below. 

  
                      

Local Government Innovation Fund 
 Technology Costs 3 Years Historical FY2011 

             
<--------NCOESC--------->  <----Seneca County---->  <------City of Tiffin------> 

   
FY 11 
Actual    

FY 11 
Actual    

FY 11 
Actual 

Description  Amount  Description  Amount  Description  Amount 
Salary  329,847.06   Salary  0.00   Salary  0.00  
Benefits  94,183.63   Benefits  0.00   Benefits  0.00  
Purchased 
Services   

Purchased 
Services   

Purchased 
Services   

   Contracts  12,740.35      Contracts  38,440.00      Contracts  74,627.00  
   Copies  888.64      Copies  0.00      Copies  33,000.00  
   Mileage  9,093.78      Mileage  0.00      Mileage  0.00  
   Meetings  2,359.58      Meetings  0.00      Meetings  0.00  
   Phone  3,742.77      Phone  0.00      Phone  55,673.00  
   Postage  1,584.72      Postage  0.00      Postage  2,920.00  
Supplies  56,611.83   Supplies  2,188.00   Supplies  38,383.00  
Equipment  35,099.57   Equipment  62,878.00   Equipment  55,350.00  
Total  546,151.93   Total  103,506.00   Total  259,953.00  
             

<Village of New Riegel>  <---Clinton Township-->  <--Total All Partners---> 

   
FY 11 
Actual    

FY 11 
Actual    

FY 11 
Actual 

Description  Amount  Description  Amount  Description  Amount 
Salary  0.00   Salary  0.00   Salary  329,847.06  
Benefits  0.00   Benefits  0.00   Benefits  94,183.63  
Purchased 
Services   

Purchased 
Services   

Purchased 
Services   

   Contracts  7,045.00      Contracts  2,800.00      Contracts  135,652.35  
   Copies  0.00      Copies  30.00      Copies  33,918.64  
   Mileage  0.00      Mileage  0.00      Mileage  9,093.78  
   Meetings  0.00      Meetings  0.00      Meetings  2,359.58  
   Phone  0.00      Phone  50.00      Phone  59,465.77  
   Postage  0.00      Postage  0.00      Postage  4,504.72  
Supplies  300.00   Supplies  50.00   Supplies  97,532.83  
Equipment  650.00   Equipment  100.00   Equipment  154,077.57  
Total  7,995.00   Total  3,030.00   Total  920,635.93  
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Local Government Innovation Fund 

 Technology Costs 3 Years Historical FY2010 
             
<----------NCOESC------------->  <------Seneca County------>  <-------City of Tiffin----------> 

   
FY 10 
Actual    

FY 10 
Actual    

FY 10 
Actual 

Description  Amount  Description  Amount  Description  Amount 
Salary  279,893.76   Salary  0.00   Salary  0.00  
Benefits  68,948.73   Benefits  0.00   Benefits  0.00  
Purchased 
Services   

Purchased 
Services   

Purchased 
Services   

   
Contracts  1,974.85   

   
Contracts  38,838.00   

   
Contracts  77,836.00  

   Copies  737.76      Copies  0.00      Copies  33,000.00  
   Mileage  5,542.40      Mileage  0.00      Mileage  0.00  
   Meetings  2,829.36      Meetings  0.00      Meetings  0.00  
   Phone  3,385.24      Phone  0.00      Phone  60,285.00  
   Postage  1,735.49      Postage  0.00      Postage  1,905.00  
Supplies  41,151.27   Supplies  369.00   Supplies  40,187.00  
Equipment  42,054.74   Equipment  38,875.00   Equipment  47,019.00  
Total  448,253.60   Total  78,082.00   Total  260,232.00  
             
             
<--Village of New Riegel--->  <----Clinton Township---->  <----Total All Partners-----> 

   
FY 10 
Actual    

FY 10 
Actual    

FY 10 
Actual 

Description  Amount  Description  Amount  Description  Amount 
Salary  0.00   Salary  0.00   Salary  279,893.76  
Benefits  0.00   Benefits  0.00   Benefits  68,948.73  
Purchased 
Services   

Purchased 
Services   

Purchased 
Services   

   
Contracts  4,055.00   

   
Contracts  1,300.00   

   
Contracts  124,003.85  

   Copies  0.00      Copies  30.00      Copies  33,767.76  
   Mileage  0.00      Mileage  0.00      Mileage  5,542.40  
   Meetings  0.00      Meetings  0.00      Meetings  2,829.36  
   Phone  0.00      Phone  50.00      Phone  63,720.24  
   Postage  0.00      Postage  0.00      Postage  3,640.49  
Supplies  300.00   Supplies  50.00   Supplies  82,057.27  
Equipment  0.00   Equipment  150.00   Equipment  128,098.74  
Total  4,355.00   Total  1,580.00   Total  792,502.60  
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Local Government Innovation Fund 
 Technology Costs 3 Years Historical FY2009 

             
<---------NCOESC------->  <---Seneca County----->  <-------City of Tiffin-------> 

   
FY 09 
Actual    

FY 09 
Actual    

FY 09 
Actual 

Description  Amount  Description  Amount  Description  Amount 
Salary  225,734.42   Salary  0.00   Salary  0.00  
Benefits  54,003.37   Benefits  0.00   Benefits  0.00  
Purchased 
Services   

Purchased 
Services   

Purchased 
Services   

   
Contracts  6,997.00   

   
Contracts  26,426.00   

   
Contracts  59,376.00  

   Copies  1,185.10      Copies  0.00      Copies  33,000.00  
   Mileage  3,337.23      Mileage  0.00      Mileage  0.00  
   Meetings  1,284.60      Meetings  0.00      Meetings  0.00  
   Phone  2,695.74      Phone  0.00      Phone  67,716.00  
   Postage  1,149.95      Postage  0.00      Postage  1,784.00  
Supplies  16,441.89   Supplies  1,911.00   Supplies  36,219.00  
Equipment  49,389.67   Equipment  11,233.00   Equipment  10,600.00  
Total  362,218.97   Total  39,570.00   Total  208,695.00  
             
             
<--Village of New Riegel---->  <------Clinton Township----->  <------Total All Partners-------> 

   
FY 09 
Actual    

FY 09 
Actual    

FY 09 
Actual 

Description  Amount  Description  Amount  Description  Amount 
Salary  0.00   Salary  0.00   Salary  225,734.42  
Benefits  0.00   Benefits  0.00   Benefits  54,003.37  
Purchased 
Services   

Purchased 
Services   

Purchased 
Services   

   
Contracts  6,055.00   

   
Contracts  3,100.00   

   
Contracts  101,954.00  

   Copies  0.00      Copies  30.00      Copies  34,215.10  
   Mileage  0.00      Mileage  0.00      Mileage  3,337.23  
   Meetings  0.00      Meetings  0.00      Meetings  1,284.60  
   Phone  0.00      Phone  50.00      Phone  70,461.74  
   Postage  0.00      Postage  0.00      Postage  2,933.95  
Supplies  300.00   Supplies  50.00   Supplies  54,921.89  
Equipment  1,566.00   Equipment  0.00   Equipment  72,788.67  
Total  7,921.00   Total  3,230.00   Total  621,634.97  
                      

 
Anticipated Project Cost and Funds Requested: 

 
We are requesting a $100,000 GRANT for our “Roadmap to IT $olutions” 
feasibility study. The anticipated project cost is described in the following 
document. 
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 Matching Funds: 
 
 Our percentage of local match for our grant is 49.8% ($49,767.46). The following 

chart shows an overview of the local match. (The detailed documents that 
conform to your requirements can be found in Attachment A-2.) 
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Three Years IT Projections with Anticipated Savings: 
 
The three year (2012, 2013 and 2014) IT financial projections for NCOESC, Seneca 
County, the City of Tiffin, the Village of New Riegel and Clinton Township are as follows: 
 

 
                      

Local Government Innovation Fund 
 Technology 3 Year Projections FY2012 

             
<-------------NCOESC---------->  <--------Seneca County------>  <---------City of Tiffin-----------> 

   
FY 12 

Forecasted    
FY 12 

Forecasted    
FY 12 

Forecasted 
Description  Amount  Description  Amount  Description  Amount 
Salary  296,186.00   Salary  0.00   Salary  0.00  
Benefits  112,233.11   Benefits  0.00   Benefits  0.00  
Purchased 
Services   

Purchased 
Services   

Purchased 
Services   

   Contracts 32,019.24      Contracts 25,000.00      Contracts 75,000.00  
   Copies  1,350.00      Copies  0.00      Copies  33,000.00  
   Mileage  7,250.00      Mileage  0.00      Mileage  0.00  
   Meetings 4,400.00      Meetings 0.00      Meetings 0.00  
   Phone  3,025.00      Phone  0.00      Phone  56,000.00  
   Postage  2,734.06      Postage  0.00      Postage  3,186.00  
Supplies  73,125.34   Supplies  500.00   Supplies  55,902.00  
Equipment 145,148.04   Equipment 10,000.00   Equipment 145,000.00  
Total  677,470.79   Total  35,500.00   Total  368,088.00  
             
<---Village of New Riegel-->  <-----Clinton Township----->  <-------Total All Partners------> 

   
FY 12 

Forecasted    
FY 12 

Forecasted    
FY 12 

Forecasted 
Description  Amount  Description  Amount  Description  Amount 
Salary  0.00   Salary  0.00   Salary  296,186.00  
Benefits  0.00   Benefits  0.00   Benefits  112,233.11  
Purchased 
Services   

Purchased 
Services   

Purchased 
Services   

   Contracts 4,640.00      Contracts 4,100.00      Contracts 140,759.24  
   Copies  0.00      Copies  30.00      Copies  34,380.00  
   Mileage  0.00      Mileage  110.00      Mileage  7,360.00  
   Meetings 0.00      Meetings 200.00      Meetings 4,600.00  
   Phone  0.00      Phone  50.00      Phone  59,075.00  
   Postage  0.00      Postage  0.00      Postage  5,920.06  
Supplies  250.00   Supplies  50.00   Supplies  129,827.34  
Equipment 0.00   Equipment 2,000.00   Equipment 302,148.04  
Total  4,890.00   Total  6,540.00   Total  1,092,488.79  
                      

 
 
 
 
 

23



  Roadmap to IT $olutions 

   
 

 
                      

Local Government Innovation Fund 
 Technology 3 Year Projections FY2013 

             
<--------NCOESC---------->  <------Seneca County------>  <-------City of Tiffin--------> 

   
FY 13 

Forecasted    
FY 13 

Forecasted    
FY 13 

Forecasted 
Description  Amount  Description  Amount  Description  Amount 
Salary  290,984.00   Salary  0.00   Salary  0.00  
Benefits  118,558.20   Benefits  0.00   Benefits  0.00  
Purchased 
Services   

Purchased 
Services   Purchased Services 

   Contracts 5,812.00      Contracts 25,000.00      Contracts 75,000.00  
   Copies  1,100.00      Copies  0.00      Copies  33,000.00  
   Mileage  9,000.00      Mileage  0.00      Mileage  0.00  
   Meetings 5,000.00      Meetings 0.00      Meetings 0.00  
   Phone  5,000.00      Phone  0.00      Phone  56,000.00  
   Postage  125.00      Postage  0.00      Postage  3,186.00  
Supplies  24,500.00   Supplies  500.00   Supplies  10,000.00  
Equipment 66,000.00   Equipment 10,000.00   Equipment 14,000.00  

Total  526,079.20   Total  35,500.00   Total  191,186.00  

             
<-Village of New Riegel-->  <----Clinton Township---->  <-----Total All Partners----> 

   
FY 13 

Forecasted    
FY 13 

Forecasted    
FY 13 

Forecasted 
Description  Amount  Description  Amount  Description  Amount 
Salary  0.00   Salary  0.00   Salary  290,984.00  
Benefits  0.00   Benefits  0.00   Benefits  118,558.20  
Purchased 
Services   

Purchased 
Services   Purchased Services 

   Contracts 5,000.00      Contracts 4,500.00      Contracts 115,312.00  
   Copies  0.00      Copies  30.00      Copies  34,130.00  
   Mileage  0.00      Mileage  110.00      Mileage  9,110.00  
   Meetings 0.00      Meetings 125.00      Meetings 5,125.00  
   Phone  0.00      Phone  50.00      Phone  61,050.00  
   Postage  0.00      Postage  0.00      Postage  3,311.00  
Supplies  250.00   Supplies  50.00   Supplies  35,300.00  
Equipment 0.00   Equipment 2,500.00   Equipment 92,500.00  

Total  5,250.00   Total  7,365.00   Total  765,380.20  
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Local Government Innovation Fund 

 Technology 3 Year Projections FY2014 
             
<-----------NCOESC------------>  <------Seneca County------->  <--------City of Tiffin---------> 

   
FY 14 

Forecasted    
FY 14 

Forecasted    
FY 14 

Forecasted 
Description  Amount  Description  Amount  Description  Amount 
Salary  290,984.00   Salary  0.00   Salary  0.00  
Benefits  124,248.77   Benefits  0.00   Benefits  0.00  
Purchased 
Services   

Purchased 
Services   Purchased Services 

   Contracts 6,000.00      Contracts 25,000.00      Contracts 75,000.00  
   Copies  1,100.00      Copies  0.00      Copies  33,000.00  
   Mileage  10,000.00      Mileage  0.00      Mileage  0.00  
   Meetings 6,000.00      Meetings 0.00      Meetings 0.00  
   Phone  5,000.00      Phone  0.00      Phone  56,000.00  
   Postage  125.00      Postage  0.00      Postage  3,186.00  
Supplies  24,500.00   Supplies  500.00   Supplies  10,000.00  
Equipment 33,000.00   Equipment 10,000.00   Equipment 14,000.00  
Total  500,957.77   Total  35,500.00   Total  191,186.00  
             
<---Village of New Riegel-->  <-----Clinton Township----->  <-----Total All Partners-----> 

   
FY 14 

Forecasted    
FY 14 

Forecasted    
FY 14 

Forecasted 
Description  Amount  Description  Amount  Description  Amount 
Salary  0.00   Salary  0.00   Salary  290,984.00  
Benefits  0.00   Benefits  0.00   Benefits  124,248.77  
Purchased 
Services   

Purchased 
Services   Purchased Services 

   Contracts 5,000.00      Contracts 4,500.00      Contracts 115,500.00  
   Copies  0.00      Copies  30.00      Copies  34,130.00  
   Mileage  0.00      Mileage  110.00      Mileage  10,110.00  
   Meetings 0.00      Meetings 125.00      Meetings 6,125.00  
   Phone  0.00      Phone  50.00      Phone  61,050.00  
   Postage  0.00      Postage  0.00      Postage  3,311.00  
Supplies  250.00   Supplies  50.00   Supplies  35,300.00  
Equipment 0.00   Equipment 3,000.00   Equipment 60,000.00  
Total  5,250.00   Total  7,865.00   Total  740,758.77  
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The total three year projected IT cost for all collaborative partners is $2,598,627. Even 
using a conservative 30% reduction of cost, there would be an anticipated savings of 
$779,588. 
 
 

Local Government Innovation Fund 
Total Costs Per Collaborative Partners and 30% Savings 

          
  FY 14  FY 13  FY 12  Total 
NCOESC 500,958   526,079   677,471   1,704,508  
Seneca County 35,500   35,500   35,500   106,500  
City of Tiffin 191,186   191,186   368,088   750,460  
Village of New Riegel 5,250   5,250   4,890   15,390  
Clinton Township 7,865   7,365   6,540   21,770  
  740,759   765,380   1,092,489   2,598,628  
          
Total Costs For Collaborative Partners    $2,598,628  
          
Estimated 30% Savings           $779,588  

  
 
4.2  Documentation for Loan Projects: N/A
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5.0 Supporting Documentation 
 
 
5.1 Feasibility Study: N/A 
 
 
5.2 Executive Partnership Agreements: 
 

Executed partnership agreements in the form of a Letter of Intent and a 
Memorandum of Understanding for all collaborative partners are in Attachment 
A-3. 
 

 
5.3 Resolutions of Support: 
 
 Resolutions of Support from the main applicant and collaborative partners’ 

governing entities are in Attachment A-4. 
 
 
5.4 Audit Performance: N/A 
 
 
5.5 Documentation from 2010 U.S. Census 
 
 Per 2010 U.S. Census the populations of each municipality, county, and 

township served by the “Roadmap to IT $olutions” project include: 
 
 NCOESC – 1,794,786 (See Attachment A-5 for breakdown of school districts in 

served counties) 
 
 Seneca County – 56,745 
 
 City of Tiffin – 17,963 
 
 Village of New Riegel – 249 
 
 Clinton Township – 4,188 
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Note	  that	  NCOESC	  provides	  shared	  services	  to	  an	  18	  county	  area	  
with	  a	  combined	  population	  of	  1,794,786	  (see	  chart	  at	  tab	  1.8).	  

 
 
 
5.6 Self-Score Assessment 
 

The Self-Score Assessment for the Roadmap to IT $olutions begins on the next 
page of this application. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

NCOESC	  
Seneca	  
Co.	  

Tiffin	   Clinton	  Tp	  
New	  
Riegel	  
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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 
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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	  
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Local Government Innovation Fund

Budget per Issues for Response 1 and 2

Applicant:  North Central Ohio Educational Service Center

Project Name:  Roadmap to IT Solutions

Project Budget

Sources of Funds:

LGIF Request $100,000

Match Contribution

  North Central Ohio ESC  - Current Contribution 19,684

  North Central Ohio ESC  - Future Contribution 30,083

Total $149,767

Uses of Funds:

Public Performance Partners - 

  Purchased Services Contract $12,000

North Central Ohio ESC  -

  Administrative Fee 2,635

The Ross Group, Inc. -

  Consultant Fees for Study 85,365

Sub-Total LGIF 100,000

North Central Ohio ESC  - Current Contribution

  Staff Time 14,136

  Legal 236

  Public Performance Partners 5,312

Sub-Total NCOESC - Current Expenses 19,684

North Central Ohio ESC  - Future Contribution

  Staff Time 19,703

  Public Performance Partners 10,380

Sub-Total NCOESC - Future Expenses 30,083

Total $149,767

Total Project Costs: $149,767

LGIF Request $100,000

Matching Contribution 49,767

Percentage Contribution 49.77%



DP-1 Profile of General Population and Housing Characteristics: 2010

2010 Demographic Profile Data

NOTE: For more information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/doc/dpsf.pdf.

Geography: Clinton township, Seneca County, Ohio

Subject Number Percent
SEX AND AGE

  Total population 4,109 100.0
    Under 5 years 240 5.8
    5 to 9 years 268 6.5
    10 to 14 years 265 6.4
    15 to 19 years 274 6.7
    20 to 24 years 173 4.2
    25 to 29 years 170 4.1
    30 to 34 years 171 4.2
    35 to 39 years 213 5.2
    40 to 44 years 265 6.4
    45 to 49 years 304 7.4
    50 to 54 years 396 9.6
    55 to 59 years 334 8.1
    60 to 64 years 306 7.4
    65 to 69 years 204 5.0
    70 to 74 years 179 4.4
    75 to 79 years 133 3.2
    80 to 84 years 101 2.5
    85 years and over 113 2.8
    Median age (years) 45.3 ( X )
    16 years and over 3,272 79.6
    18 years and over 3,151 76.7
    21 years and over 3,027 73.7
    62 years and over 884 21.5
    65 years and over 730 17.8
  Male population 2,027 49.3
    Under 5 years 118 2.9
    5 to 9 years 141 3.4
    10 to 14 years 142 3.5
    15 to 19 years 148 3.6
    20 to 24 years 78 1.9
    25 to 29 years 88 2.1
    30 to 34 years 83 2.0
    35 to 39 years 106 2.6
    40 to 44 years 134 3.3
    45 to 49 years 158 3.8
    50 to 54 years 190 4.6
    55 to 59 years 167 4.1
    60 to 64 years 160 3.9
    65 to 69 years 97 2.4
    70 to 74 years 84 2.0
    75 to 79 years 52 1.3
    80 to 84 years 43 1.0
    85 years and over 38 0.9
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    Median age (years) 44.0 ( X )
    16 years and over 1,589 38.7
    18 years and over 1,529 37.2
    21 years and over 1,459 35.5
    62 years and over 392 9.5
    65 years and over 314 7.6
  Female population 2,082 50.7
    Under 5 years 122 3.0
    5 to 9 years 127 3.1
    10 to 14 years 123 3.0
    15 to 19 years 126 3.1
    20 to 24 years 95 2.3
    25 to 29 years 82 2.0
    30 to 34 years 88 2.1
    35 to 39 years 107 2.6
    40 to 44 years 131 3.2
    45 to 49 years 146 3.6
    50 to 54 years 206 5.0
    55 to 59 years 167 4.1
    60 to 64 years 146 3.6
    65 to 69 years 107 2.6
    70 to 74 years 95 2.3
    75 to 79 years 81 2.0
    80 to 84 years 58 1.4
    85 years and over 75 1.8
    Median age (years) 46.4 ( X )
    16 years and over 1,683 41.0
    18 years and over 1,622 39.5
    21 years and over 1,568 38.2
    62 years and over 492 12.0
    65 years and over 416 10.1
RACE

  Total population 4,109 100.0
    One Race 4,074 99.1
      White 4,007 97.5
      Black or African American 19 0.5
      American Indian and Alaska Native 7 0.2
      Asian 33 0.8
        Asian Indian 16 0.4
        Chinese 4 0.1
        Filipino 2 0.0
        Japanese 9 0.2
        Korean 2 0.0
        Vietnamese 0 0.0
        Other Asian [1] 0 0.0
      Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 0 0.0
        Native Hawaiian 0 0.0
        Guamanian or Chamorro 0 0.0
        Samoan 0 0.0
        Other Pacific Islander [2] 0 0.0
      Some Other Race 8 0.2
    Two or More Races 35 0.9
      White; American Indian and Alaska Native [3] 6 0.1
      White; Asian [3] 4 0.1
      White; Black or African American [3] 16 0.4
      White; Some Other Race [3] 8 0.2
  Race alone or in combination with one or more other
races: [4]
    White 4,042 98.4
    Black or African American 35 0.9
    American Indian and Alaska Native 14 0.3
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    Asian 37 0.9
    Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 0 0.0
    Some Other Race 17 0.4
HISPANIC OR LATINO

  Total population 4,109 100.0
    Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 39 0.9
      Mexican 29 0.7
      Puerto Rican 3 0.1
      Cuban 1 0.0
      Other Hispanic or Latino [5] 6 0.1
    Not Hispanic or Latino 4,070 99.1
HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE

  Total population 4,109 100.0
    Hispanic or Latino 39 0.9
      White alone 25 0.6
      Black or African American alone 0 0.0
      American Indian and Alaska Native alone 0 0.0
      Asian alone 0 0.0
      Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone 0 0.0
      Some Other Race alone 7 0.2
      Two or More Races 7 0.2
    Not Hispanic or Latino 4,070 99.1
      White alone 3,982 96.9
      Black or African American alone 19 0.5
      American Indian and Alaska Native alone 7 0.2
      Asian alone 33 0.8
      Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone 0 0.0
      Some Other Race alone 1 0.0
      Two or More Races 28 0.7
RELATIONSHIP

  Total population 4,109 100.0
    In households 3,983 96.9
      Householder 1,591 38.7
      Spouse [6] 1,020 24.8
      Child 1,158 28.2
        Own child under 18 years 896 21.8
      Other relatives 85 2.1
        Under 18 years 47 1.1
        65 years and over 16 0.4
      Nonrelatives 129 3.1
        Under 18 years 15 0.4
        65 years and over 11 0.3
        Unmarried partner 80 1.9
    In group quarters 126 3.1
      Institutionalized population 111 2.7
        Male 39 0.9
        Female 72 1.8
      Noninstitutionalized population 15 0.4
        Male 1 0.0
        Female 14 0.3
HOUSEHOLDS BY TYPE

  Total households 1,591 100.0
    Family households (families) [7] 1,204 75.7
      With own children under 18 years 465 29.2
      Husband-wife family 1,020 64.1
        With own children under 18 years 346 21.7
      Male householder, no wife present 52 3.3
        With own children under 18 years 23 1.4
      Female householder, no husband present 132 8.3
        With own children under 18 years 96 6.0
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    Nonfamily households [7] 387 24.3
      Householder living alone 326 20.5
        Male 152 9.6
          65 years and over 38 2.4
        Female 174 10.9
          65 years and over 98 6.2
    Households with individuals under 18 years 497 31.2
    Households with individuals 65 years and over 422 26.5
    Average household size 2.50 ( X )
    Average family size [7] 2.88 ( X )
HOUSING OCCUPANCY

  Total housing units 1,675 100.0
    Occupied housing units 1,591 95.0
    Vacant housing units 84 5.0
      For rent 20 1.2
      Rented, not occupied 9 0.5
      For sale only 18 1.1
      Sold, not occupied 5 0.3
      For seasonal, recreational, or occasional use 8 0.5
      All other vacants 24 1.4
    Homeowner vacancy rate (percent) [8] 1.4 ( X )
    Rental vacancy rate (percent) [9] 6.4 ( X )
HOUSING TENURE

  Occupied housing units 1,591 100.0
    Owner-occupied housing units 1,308 82.2
      Population in owner-occupied housing units 3,289 ( X )
      Average household size of owner-occupied units 2.51 ( X )

    Renter-occupied housing units 283 17.8
      Population in renter-occupied housing units 694 ( X )
      Average household size of renter-occupied units 2.45 ( X )

X Not applicable.

[1] Other Asian alone, or two or more Asian categories.

[2] Other Pacific Islander alone, or two or more Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander categories.

[3] One of the four most commonly reported multiple-race combinations nationwide in Census 2000.

[4] In combination with one or more of the other races listed. The six numbers may add to more than the total population, and the six percentages may
add to more than 100 percent because individuals may report more than one race.
[5] This category is composed of people whose origins are from the Dominican Republic, Spain, and Spanish-speaking Central or South American
countries. It also includes general origin responses such as "Latino" or "Hispanic."
[6] "Spouse" represents spouse of the householder. It does not reflect all spouses in a household. Responses of "same-sex spouse" were edited
during processing to "unmarried partner."
[7] "Family households" consist of a householder and one or more other people related to the householder by birth, marriage, or adoption. They do not
include same-sex married couples even if the marriage was performed in a state issuing marriage certificates for same-sex couples. Same-sex couple
households are included in the family households category if there is at least one additional person related to the householder by birth or adoption.
Same-sex couple households with no relatives of the householder present are tabulated in nonfamily households. "Nonfamily households" consist of
people living alone and households which do not have any members related to the householder.

[8] The homeowner vacancy rate is the proportion of the homeowner inventory that is vacant "for sale." It is computed by dividing the total number of
vacant units "for sale only" by the sum of owner-occupied units, vacant units that are "for sale only," and vacant units that have been sold but not yet
occupied; and then multiplying by 100.
[9] The rental vacancy rate is the proportion of the rental inventory that is vacant "for rent." It is computed by dividing the total number of vacant units
"for rent" by the sum of the renter-occupied units, vacant units that are "for rent," and vacant units that have been rented but not yet occupied; and
then multiplying by 100.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census.
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DP-1 Profile of General Population and Housing Characteristics: 2010

2010 Demographic Profile Data

NOTE: For more information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/doc/dpsf.pdf.

Geography: New Riegel village, Ohio

Subject Number Percent
SEX AND AGE

  Total population 249 100.0
    Under 5 years 16 6.4
    5 to 9 years 17 6.8
    10 to 14 years 14 5.6
    15 to 19 years 12 4.8
    20 to 24 years 17 6.8
    25 to 29 years 14 5.6
    30 to 34 years 14 5.6
    35 to 39 years 11 4.4
    40 to 44 years 21 8.4
    45 to 49 years 21 8.4
    50 to 54 years 13 5.2
    55 to 59 years 15 6.0
    60 to 64 years 15 6.0
    65 to 69 years 9 3.6
    70 to 74 years 14 5.6
    75 to 79 years 10 4.0
    80 to 84 years 12 4.8
    85 years and over 4 1.6
    Median age (years) 41.9 ( X )
    16 years and over 201 80.7
    18 years and over 194 77.9
    21 years and over 188 75.5
    62 years and over 59 23.7
    65 years and over 49 19.7
  Male population 123 49.4
    Under 5 years 9 3.6
    5 to 9 years 10 4.0
    10 to 14 years 7 2.8
    15 to 19 years 8 3.2
    20 to 24 years 11 4.4
    25 to 29 years 8 3.2
    30 to 34 years 7 2.8
    35 to 39 years 6 2.4
    40 to 44 years 8 3.2
    45 to 49 years 10 4.0
    50 to 54 years 7 2.8
    55 to 59 years 7 2.8
    60 to 64 years 6 2.4
    65 to 69 years 3 1.2
    70 to 74 years 6 2.4
    75 to 79 years 4 1.6
    80 to 84 years 6 2.4
    85 years and over 0 0.0
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    Median age (years) 35.8 ( X )
    16 years and over 97 39.0
    18 years and over 92 36.9
    21 years and over 88 35.3
    62 years and over 22 8.8
    65 years and over 19 7.6
  Female population 126 50.6
    Under 5 years 7 2.8
    5 to 9 years 7 2.8
    10 to 14 years 7 2.8
    15 to 19 years 4 1.6
    20 to 24 years 6 2.4
    25 to 29 years 6 2.4
    30 to 34 years 7 2.8
    35 to 39 years 5 2.0
    40 to 44 years 13 5.2
    45 to 49 years 11 4.4
    50 to 54 years 6 2.4
    55 to 59 years 8 3.2
    60 to 64 years 9 3.6
    65 to 69 years 6 2.4
    70 to 74 years 8 3.2
    75 to 79 years 6 2.4
    80 to 84 years 6 2.4
    85 years and over 4 1.6
    Median age (years) 45.3 ( X )
    16 years and over 104 41.8
    18 years and over 102 41.0
    21 years and over 100 40.2
    62 years and over 37 14.9
    65 years and over 30 12.0
RACE

  Total population 249 100.0
    One Race 249 100.0
      White 246 98.8
      Black or African American 2 0.8
      American Indian and Alaska Native 0 0.0
      Asian 0 0.0
        Asian Indian 0 0.0
        Chinese 0 0.0
        Filipino 0 0.0
        Japanese 0 0.0
        Korean 0 0.0
        Vietnamese 0 0.0
        Other Asian [1] 0 0.0
      Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 1 0.4
        Native Hawaiian 0 0.0
        Guamanian or Chamorro 0 0.0
        Samoan 1 0.4
        Other Pacific Islander [2] 0 0.0
      Some Other Race 0 0.0
    Two or More Races 0 0.0
      White; American Indian and Alaska Native [3] 0 0.0
      White; Asian [3] 0 0.0
      White; Black or African American [3] 0 0.0
      White; Some Other Race [3] 0 0.0
  Race alone or in combination with one or more other
races: [4]
    White 246 98.8
    Black or African American 2 0.8
    American Indian and Alaska Native 0 0.0
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    Asian 0 0.0
    Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 1 0.4
    Some Other Race 0 0.0
HISPANIC OR LATINO

  Total population 249 100.0
    Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 5 2.0
      Mexican 5 2.0
      Puerto Rican 0 0.0
      Cuban 0 0.0
      Other Hispanic or Latino [5] 0 0.0
    Not Hispanic or Latino 244 98.0
HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE

  Total population 249 100.0
    Hispanic or Latino 5 2.0
      White alone 5 2.0
      Black or African American alone 0 0.0
      American Indian and Alaska Native alone 0 0.0
      Asian alone 0 0.0
      Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone 0 0.0
      Some Other Race alone 0 0.0
      Two or More Races 0 0.0
    Not Hispanic or Latino 244 98.0
      White alone 241 96.8
      Black or African American alone 2 0.8
      American Indian and Alaska Native alone 0 0.0
      Asian alone 0 0.0
      Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone 1 0.4
      Some Other Race alone 0 0.0
      Two or More Races 0 0.0
RELATIONSHIP

  Total population 249 100.0
    In households 248 99.6
      Householder 110 44.2
      Spouse [6] 52 20.9
      Child 74 29.7
        Own child under 18 years 53 21.3
      Other relatives 3 1.2
        Under 18 years 1 0.4
        65 years and over 0 0.0
      Nonrelatives 9 3.6
        Under 18 years 1 0.4
        65 years and over 1 0.4
        Unmarried partner 4 1.6
    In group quarters 1 0.4
      Institutionalized population 0 0.0
        Male 0 0.0
        Female 0 0.0
      Noninstitutionalized population 1 0.4
        Male 1 0.4
        Female 0 0.0
HOUSEHOLDS BY TYPE

  Total households 110 100.0
    Family households (families) [7] 68 61.8
      With own children under 18 years 27 24.5
      Husband-wife family 52 47.3
        With own children under 18 years 15 13.6
      Male householder, no wife present 4 3.6
        With own children under 18 years 3 2.7
      Female householder, no husband present 12 10.9
        With own children under 18 years 9 8.2
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    Nonfamily households [7] 42 38.2
      Householder living alone 40 36.4
        Male 13 11.8
          65 years and over 2 1.8
        Female 27 24.5
          65 years and over 16 14.5
    Households with individuals under 18 years 28 25.5
    Households with individuals 65 years and over 36 32.7
    Average household size 2.25 ( X )
    Average family size [7] 2.90 ( X )
HOUSING OCCUPANCY

  Total housing units 116 100.0
    Occupied housing units 110 94.8
    Vacant housing units 6 5.2
      For rent 6 5.2
      Rented, not occupied 0 0.0
      For sale only 0 0.0
      Sold, not occupied 0 0.0
      For seasonal, recreational, or occasional use 0 0.0
      All other vacants 0 0.0
    Homeowner vacancy rate (percent) [8] 0.0 ( X )
    Rental vacancy rate (percent) [9] 15.4 ( X )
HOUSING TENURE

  Occupied housing units 110 100.0
    Owner-occupied housing units 77 70.0
      Population in owner-occupied housing units 163 ( X )
      Average household size of owner-occupied units 2.12 ( X )

    Renter-occupied housing units 33 30.0
      Population in renter-occupied housing units 85 ( X )
      Average household size of renter-occupied units 2.58 ( X )

X Not applicable.

[1] Other Asian alone, or two or more Asian categories.

[2] Other Pacific Islander alone, or two or more Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander categories.

[3] One of the four most commonly reported multiple-race combinations nationwide in Census 2000.

[4] In combination with one or more of the other races listed. The six numbers may add to more than the total population, and the six percentages may
add to more than 100 percent because individuals may report more than one race.
[5] This category is composed of people whose origins are from the Dominican Republic, Spain, and Spanish-speaking Central or South American
countries. It also includes general origin responses such as "Latino" or "Hispanic."
[6] "Spouse" represents spouse of the householder. It does not reflect all spouses in a household. Responses of "same-sex spouse" were edited
during processing to "unmarried partner."
[7] "Family households" consist of a householder and one or more other people related to the householder by birth, marriage, or adoption. They do not
include same-sex married couples even if the marriage was performed in a state issuing marriage certificates for same-sex couples. Same-sex couple
households are included in the family households category if there is at least one additional person related to the householder by birth or adoption.
Same-sex couple households with no relatives of the householder present are tabulated in nonfamily households. "Nonfamily households" consist of
people living alone and households which do not have any members related to the householder.

[8] The homeowner vacancy rate is the proportion of the homeowner inventory that is vacant "for sale." It is computed by dividing the total number of
vacant units "for sale only" by the sum of owner-occupied units, vacant units that are "for sale only," and vacant units that have been sold but not yet
occupied; and then multiplying by 100.
[9] The rental vacancy rate is the proportion of the rental inventory that is vacant "for rent." It is computed by dividing the total number of vacant units
"for rent" by the sum of the renter-occupied units, vacant units that are "for rent," and vacant units that have been rented but not yet occupied; and
then multiplying by 100.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census.
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April 2, 2012 
 
John Davoli 
North Central Ohio Educational Service Center 
928 West Market Street, Suite A 
Tiffin, Ohio 44883 
 
RE: Application Cure Letter 
 
Dear John Davoli: 
 
The Ohio Department of Development (Development) has received and is currently reviewing 
your application for Round 1 of Local Government Innovation Fund program. During this review 
Development has determined that additional information is needed for your application. The 
identified item(s) requiring your attention are listed on the attached page(s).  Please respond 
only to the issues raised.  Failure to fully address all the identified items could lead to a 
competitive score reduction or ineligibility for Round 1 of the Local Government Innovation Fund 
program. A written response from the applicant to this completeness review is due to 
Development no later than 5:00 p.m. on April 30, 2012.  Please send the response in a 
single email to lgif@development.ohio.gov and include “Cure—Project Name” in the subject 
line. 

 
While this cure letter represents the additional information needed for Development review, the 
Local Government Innovation Council continues to reserve the right to request additional 
information about your application.  

 
Thank you once again for your participation in Local Government Innovation program.  Please 
contact the Office of Redevelopment at lgif@development.ohio.gov or 614-995-2292 if you have 
further questions regarding your application or the information requested in this letter.  
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Thea J. Walsh, AICP 
Deputy Chief, Office of Redevelopment  
Ohio Department of Development 
 
 



1 
 

Local Government Innovation Fund Completeness Review 

Applicant:  North Central Ohio ESC 

Project Name: Roadmap to IT Solutions     

Request Type: Grant 

Issues for Response 

1. Budget 
Please provide a line item budget that includes at minimum: 1) the sources of all funds being 
contributed to the project include all sources—cash, in-kind, etc.; 2) the uses of all funds 
(provide a line item for each use); 3) the total project costs (including the funding request 
and the local match.  Please be sure that all uses of funds are eligible expenses as set forth 
in the program guidelines.   

Example: 

Collaboration Village’s Project Budget 
 

Sources of Funds 
LGIF Request    $100,000 
Match Contribution (11%)   $  11,111    
Total     $111,111 

 
Uses of Funds 
Consultant Fees for Study  $111,111   
Total     $111,111    

 
Total Project Cost: $111,111 

2. Match 
A minimum of 10% match is required for all projects.  Matching funds must be 10% of the 
total project cost (not 10% of the funding request).  Please document your 10% match and 
provide evidence of the contribution.   

For in-kind contributions, please provide documentation as outlined in section 2.06 of the 
Local Government Innovation Fund program policies.  Certification of in-kind contributions 
may only be made for past investments. Anticipated in-kind contributions must be certified 
after the contribution is made.  

3. Population Information and Documentation  
Please provide documentation supporting population information provided using the 2010 
U.S. Census.  To access census information, you may visit the following website 
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml.   
 



DP-1 Profile of General Population and Housing Characteristics: 2010

2010 Demographic Profile Data

NOTE: For more information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/doc/dpsf.pdf.

Geography: Seneca County, Ohio

Subject Number Percent
SEX AND AGE

  Total population 56,745 100.0
    Under 5 years 3,553 6.3
    5 to 9 years 3,767 6.6
    10 to 14 years 3,739 6.6
    15 to 19 years 4,432 7.8
    20 to 24 years 3,986 7.0
    25 to 29 years 3,114 5.5
    30 to 34 years 3,305 5.8
    35 to 39 years 3,225 5.7
    40 to 44 years 3,320 5.9
    45 to 49 years 4,021 7.1
    50 to 54 years 4,454 7.8
    55 to 59 years 4,083 7.2
    60 to 64 years 3,321 5.9
    65 to 69 years 2,340 4.1
    70 to 74 years 1,802 3.2
    75 to 79 years 1,590 2.8
    80 to 84 years 1,359 2.4
    85 years and over 1,334 2.4
    Median age (years) 38.8 ( X )
    16 years and over 44,918 79.2
    18 years and over 43,377 76.4
    21 years and over 40,267 71.0
    62 years and over 10,258 18.1
    65 years and over 8,425 14.8
  Male population 28,337 49.9
    Under 5 years 1,852 3.3
    5 to 9 years 1,950 3.4
    10 to 14 years 1,943 3.4
    15 to 19 years 2,288 4.0
    20 to 24 years 2,109 3.7
    25 to 29 years 1,601 2.8
    30 to 34 years 1,719 3.0
    35 to 39 years 1,641 2.9
    40 to 44 years 1,704 3.0
    45 to 49 years 2,032 3.6
    50 to 54 years 2,235 3.9
    55 to 59 years 2,062 3.6
    60 to 64 years 1,650 2.9
    65 to 69 years 1,118 2.0
    70 to 74 years 830 1.5
    75 to 79 years 663 1.2
    80 to 84 years 528 0.9
    85 years and over 412 0.7

1  of 4 04/13/2012



Subject Number Percent
    Median age (years) 37.1 ( X )
    16 years and over 22,206 39.1
    18 years and over 21,416 37.7
    21 years and over 19,788 34.9
    62 years and over 4,437 7.8
    65 years and over 3,551 6.3
  Female population 28,408 50.1
    Under 5 years 1,701 3.0
    5 to 9 years 1,817 3.2
    10 to 14 years 1,796 3.2
    15 to 19 years 2,144 3.8
    20 to 24 years 1,877 3.3
    25 to 29 years 1,513 2.7
    30 to 34 years 1,586 2.8
    35 to 39 years 1,584 2.8
    40 to 44 years 1,616 2.8
    45 to 49 years 1,989 3.5
    50 to 54 years 2,219 3.9
    55 to 59 years 2,021 3.6
    60 to 64 years 1,671 2.9
    65 to 69 years 1,222 2.2
    70 to 74 years 972 1.7
    75 to 79 years 927 1.6
    80 to 84 years 831 1.5
    85 years and over 922 1.6
    Median age (years) 40.6 ( X )
    16 years and over 22,712 40.0
    18 years and over 21,961 38.7
    21 years and over 20,479 36.1
    62 years and over 5,821 10.3
    65 years and over 4,874 8.6
RACE

  Total population 56,745 100.0
    One Race 55,678 98.1
      White 53,183 93.7
      Black or African American 1,305 2.3
      American Indian and Alaska Native 109 0.2
      Asian 324 0.6
        Asian Indian 52 0.1
        Chinese 142 0.3
        Filipino 43 0.1
        Japanese 40 0.1
        Korean 15 0.0
        Vietnamese 10 0.0
        Other Asian [1] 22 0.0
      Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 10 0.0
        Native Hawaiian 4 0.0
        Guamanian or Chamorro 2 0.0
        Samoan 3 0.0
        Other Pacific Islander [2] 1 0.0
      Some Other Race 747 1.3
    Two or More Races 1,067 1.9
      White; American Indian and Alaska Native [3] 180 0.3
      White; Asian [3] 64 0.1
      White; Black or African American [3] 549 1.0
      White; Some Other Race [3] 155 0.3
  Race alone or in combination with one or more other
races: [4]
    White 54,187 95.5
    Black or African American 1,945 3.4
    American Indian and Alaska Native 345 0.6
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    Asian 410 0.7
    Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 28 0.0
    Some Other Race 951 1.7
HISPANIC OR LATINO

  Total population 56,745 100.0
    Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 2,524 4.4
      Mexican 2,182 3.8
      Puerto Rican 82 0.1
      Cuban 7 0.0
      Other Hispanic or Latino [5] 253 0.4
    Not Hispanic or Latino 54,221 95.6
HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE

  Total population 56,745 100.0
    Hispanic or Latino 2,524 4.4
      White alone 1,444 2.5
      Black or African American alone 78 0.1
      American Indian and Alaska Native alone 25 0.0
      Asian alone 3 0.0
      Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone 4 0.0
      Some Other Race alone 696 1.2
      Two or More Races 274 0.5
    Not Hispanic or Latino 54,221 95.6
      White alone 51,739 91.2
      Black or African American alone 1,227 2.2
      American Indian and Alaska Native alone 84 0.1
      Asian alone 321 0.6
      Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone 6 0.0
      Some Other Race alone 51 0.1
      Two or More Races 793 1.4
RELATIONSHIP

  Total population 56,745 100.0
    In households 54,211 95.5
      Householder 21,774 38.4
      Spouse [6] 11,235 19.8
      Child 15,865 28.0
        Own child under 18 years 11,867 20.9
      Other relatives 2,156 3.8
        Under 18 years 1,077 1.9
        65 years and over 245 0.4
      Nonrelatives 3,181 5.6
        Under 18 years 377 0.7
        65 years and over 121 0.2
        Unmarried partner 1,667 2.9
    In group quarters 2,534 4.5
      Institutionalized population 870 1.5
        Male 426 0.8
        Female 444 0.8
      Noninstitutionalized population 1,664 2.9
        Male 916 1.6
        Female 748 1.3
HOUSEHOLDS BY TYPE

  Total households 21,774 100.0
    Family households (families) [7] 14,870 68.3
      With own children under 18 years 6,141 28.2
      Husband-wife family 11,235 51.6
        With own children under 18 years 3,939 18.1
      Male householder, no wife present 1,165 5.4
        With own children under 18 years 664 3.0
      Female householder, no husband present 2,470 11.3
        With own children under 18 years 1,538 7.1
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    Nonfamily households [7] 6,904 31.7
      Householder living alone 5,720 26.3
        Male 2,697 12.4
          65 years and over 652 3.0
        Female 3,023 13.9
          65 years and over 1,793 8.2
    Households with individuals under 18 years 6,837 31.4
    Households with individuals 65 years and over 5,823 26.7
    Average household size 2.49 ( X )
    Average family size [7] 2.97 ( X )
HOUSING OCCUPANCY

  Total housing units 24,122 100.0
    Occupied housing units 21,774 90.3
    Vacant housing units 2,348 9.7
      For rent 810 3.4
      Rented, not occupied 82 0.3
      For sale only 429 1.8
      Sold, not occupied 89 0.4
      For seasonal, recreational, or occasional use 121 0.5
      All other vacants 817 3.4
    Homeowner vacancy rate (percent) [8] 2.6 ( X )
    Rental vacancy rate (percent) [9] 12.3 ( X )
HOUSING TENURE

  Occupied housing units 21,774 100.0
    Owner-occupied housing units 16,054 73.7
      Population in owner-occupied housing units 40,176 ( X )
      Average household size of owner-occupied units 2.50 ( X )

    Renter-occupied housing units 5,720 26.3
      Population in renter-occupied housing units 14,035 ( X )
      Average household size of renter-occupied units 2.45 ( X )

X Not applicable.

[1] Other Asian alone, or two or more Asian categories.

[2] Other Pacific Islander alone, or two or more Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander categories.

[3] One of the four most commonly reported multiple-race combinations nationwide in Census 2000.

[4] In combination with one or more of the other races listed. The six numbers may add to more than the total population, and the six percentages may
add to more than 100 percent because individuals may report more than one race.
[5] This category is composed of people whose origins are from the Dominican Republic, Spain, and Spanish-speaking Central or South American
countries. It also includes general origin responses such as "Latino" or "Hispanic."
[6] "Spouse" represents spouse of the householder. It does not reflect all spouses in a household. Responses of "same-sex spouse" were edited
during processing to "unmarried partner."
[7] "Family households" consist of a householder and one or more other people related to the householder by birth, marriage, or adoption. They do not
include same-sex married couples even if the marriage was performed in a state issuing marriage certificates for same-sex couples. Same-sex couple
households are included in the family households category if there is at least one additional person related to the householder by birth or adoption.
Same-sex couple households with no relatives of the householder present are tabulated in nonfamily households. "Nonfamily households" consist of
people living alone and households which do not have any members related to the householder.

[8] The homeowner vacancy rate is the proportion of the homeowner inventory that is vacant "for sale." It is computed by dividing the total number of
vacant units "for sale only" by the sum of owner-occupied units, vacant units that are "for sale only," and vacant units that have been sold but not yet
occupied; and then multiplying by 100.
[9] The rental vacancy rate is the proportion of the rental inventory that is vacant "for rent." It is computed by dividing the total number of vacant units
"for rent" by the sum of the renter-occupied units, vacant units that are "for rent," and vacant units that have been rented but not yet occupied; and
then multiplying by 100.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census.
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DP-1 Profile of General Population and Housing Characteristics: 2010

2010 Demographic Profile Data

NOTE: For more information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/doc/dpsf.pdf.

Geography: Tiffin city, Seneca County, Ohio

Subject Number Percent
SEX AND AGE

  Total population 17,963 100.0
    Under 5 years 1,065 5.9
    5 to 9 years 1,089 6.1
    10 to 14 years 998 5.6
    15 to 19 years 1,727 9.6
    20 to 24 years 1,954 10.9
    25 to 29 years 1,048 5.8
    30 to 34 years 1,056 5.9
    35 to 39 years 915 5.1
    40 to 44 years 839 4.7
    45 to 49 years 1,112 6.2
    50 to 54 years 1,189 6.6
    55 to 59 years 1,155 6.4
    60 to 64 years 970 5.4
    65 to 69 years 685 3.8
    70 to 74 years 524 2.9
    75 to 79 years 558 3.1
    80 to 84 years 524 2.9
    85 years and over 555 3.1
    Median age (years) 35.2 ( X )
    16 years and over 14,623 81.4
    18 years and over 14,239 79.3
    21 years and over 12,491 69.5
    62 years and over 3,363 18.7
    65 years and over 2,846 15.8
  Male population 8,790 48.9
    Under 5 years 570 3.2
    5 to 9 years 563 3.1
    10 to 14 years 519 2.9
    15 to 19 years 883 4.9
    20 to 24 years 1,056 5.9
    25 to 29 years 540 3.0
    30 to 34 years 530 3.0
    35 to 39 years 452 2.5
    40 to 44 years 436 2.4
    45 to 49 years 548 3.1
    50 to 54 years 585 3.3
    55 to 59 years 578 3.2
    60 to 64 years 447 2.5
    65 to 69 years 311 1.7
    70 to 74 years 212 1.2
    75 to 79 years 214 1.2
    80 to 84 years 193 1.1
    85 years and over 153 0.9
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Subject Number Percent
    Median age (years) 32.2 ( X )
    16 years and over 7,046 39.2
    18 years and over 6,854 38.2
    21 years and over 5,947 33.1
    62 years and over 1,323 7.4
    65 years and over 1,083 6.0
  Female population 9,173 51.1
    Under 5 years 495 2.8
    5 to 9 years 526 2.9
    10 to 14 years 479 2.7
    15 to 19 years 844 4.7
    20 to 24 years 898 5.0
    25 to 29 years 508 2.8
    30 to 34 years 526 2.9
    35 to 39 years 463 2.6
    40 to 44 years 403 2.2
    45 to 49 years 564 3.1
    50 to 54 years 604 3.4
    55 to 59 years 577 3.2
    60 to 64 years 523 2.9
    65 to 69 years 374 2.1
    70 to 74 years 312 1.7
    75 to 79 years 344 1.9
    80 to 84 years 331 1.8
    85 years and over 402 2.2
    Median age (years) 38.4 ( X )
    16 years and over 7,577 42.2
    18 years and over 7,385 41.1
    21 years and over 6,544 36.4
    62 years and over 2,040 11.4
    65 years and over 1,763 9.8
RACE

  Total population 17,963 100.0
    One Race 17,682 98.4
      White 16,871 93.9
      Black or African American 467 2.6
      American Indian and Alaska Native 31 0.2
      Asian 175 1.0
        Asian Indian 20 0.1
        Chinese 98 0.5
        Filipino 22 0.1
        Japanese 24 0.1
        Korean 5 0.0
        Vietnamese 2 0.0
        Other Asian [1] 4 0.0
      Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 7 0.0
        Native Hawaiian 2 0.0
        Guamanian or Chamorro 2 0.0
        Samoan 2 0.0
        Other Pacific Islander [2] 1 0.0
      Some Other Race 131 0.7
    Two or More Races 281 1.6
      White; American Indian and Alaska Native [3] 44 0.2
      White; Asian [3] 17 0.1
      White; Black or African American [3] 135 0.8
      White; Some Other Race [3] 52 0.3
  Race alone or in combination with one or more other
races: [4]
    White 17,138 95.4
    Black or African American 624 3.5
    American Indian and Alaska Native 87 0.5
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    Asian 206 1.1
    Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 17 0.1
    Some Other Race 188 1.0
HISPANIC OR LATINO

  Total population 17,963 100.0
    Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 551 3.1
      Mexican 460 2.6
      Puerto Rican 31 0.2
      Cuban 2 0.0
      Other Hispanic or Latino [5] 58 0.3
    Not Hispanic or Latino 17,412 96.9
HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE

  Total population 17,963 100.0
    Hispanic or Latino 551 3.1
      White alone 349 1.9
      Black or African American alone 14 0.1
      American Indian and Alaska Native alone 10 0.1
      Asian alone 0 0.0
      Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone 2 0.0
      Some Other Race alone 110 0.6
      Two or More Races 66 0.4
    Not Hispanic or Latino 17,412 96.9
      White alone 16,522 92.0
      Black or African American alone 453 2.5
      American Indian and Alaska Native alone 21 0.1
      Asian alone 175 1.0
      Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone 5 0.0
      Some Other Race alone 21 0.1
      Two or More Races 215 1.2
RELATIONSHIP

  Total population 17,963 100.0
    In households 16,243 90.4
      Householder 7,086 39.4
      Spouse [6] 2,903 16.2
      Child 4,361 24.3
        Own child under 18 years 3,353 18.7
      Other relatives 591 3.3
        Under 18 years 247 1.4
        65 years and over 70 0.4
      Nonrelatives 1,302 7.2
        Under 18 years 117 0.7
        65 years and over 46 0.3
        Unmarried partner 546 3.0
    In group quarters 1,720 9.6
      Institutionalized population 136 0.8
        Male 33 0.2
        Female 103 0.6
      Noninstitutionalized population 1,584 8.8
        Male 878 4.9
        Female 706 3.9
HOUSEHOLDS BY TYPE

  Total households 7,086 100.0
    Family households (families) [7] 4,115 58.1
      With own children under 18 years 1,781 25.1
      Husband-wife family 2,903 41.0
        With own children under 18 years 1,024 14.5
      Male householder, no wife present 346 4.9
        With own children under 18 years 212 3.0
      Female householder, no husband present 866 12.2
        With own children under 18 years 545 7.7
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    Nonfamily households [7] 2,971 41.9
      Householder living alone 2,429 34.3
        Male 1,009 14.2
          65 years and over 250 3.5
        Female 1,420 20.0
          65 years and over 844 11.9
    Households with individuals under 18 years 1,941 27.4
    Households with individuals 65 years and over 2,085 29.4
    Average household size 2.29 ( X )
    Average family size [7] 2.91 ( X )
HOUSING OCCUPANCY

  Total housing units 8,007 100.0
    Occupied housing units 7,086 88.5
    Vacant housing units 921 11.5
      For rent 433 5.4
      Rented, not occupied 28 0.3
      For sale only 178 2.2
      Sold, not occupied 21 0.3
      For seasonal, recreational, or occasional use 38 0.5
      All other vacants 223 2.8
    Homeowner vacancy rate (percent) [8] 3.8 ( X )
    Rental vacancy rate (percent) [9] 13.9 ( X )
HOUSING TENURE

  Occupied housing units 7,086 100.0
    Owner-occupied housing units 4,440 62.7
      Population in owner-occupied housing units 10,460 ( X )
      Average household size of owner-occupied units 2.36 ( X )

    Renter-occupied housing units 2,646 37.3
      Population in renter-occupied housing units 5,783 ( X )
      Average household size of renter-occupied units 2.19 ( X )

X Not applicable.

[1] Other Asian alone, or two or more Asian categories.

[2] Other Pacific Islander alone, or two or more Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander categories.

[3] One of the four most commonly reported multiple-race combinations nationwide in Census 2000.

[4] In combination with one or more of the other races listed. The six numbers may add to more than the total population, and the six percentages may
add to more than 100 percent because individuals may report more than one race.
[5] This category is composed of people whose origins are from the Dominican Republic, Spain, and Spanish-speaking Central or South American
countries. It also includes general origin responses such as "Latino" or "Hispanic."
[6] "Spouse" represents spouse of the householder. It does not reflect all spouses in a household. Responses of "same-sex spouse" were edited
during processing to "unmarried partner."
[7] "Family households" consist of a householder and one or more other people related to the householder by birth, marriage, or adoption. They do not
include same-sex married couples even if the marriage was performed in a state issuing marriage certificates for same-sex couples. Same-sex couple
households are included in the family households category if there is at least one additional person related to the householder by birth or adoption.
Same-sex couple households with no relatives of the householder present are tabulated in nonfamily households. "Nonfamily households" consist of
people living alone and households which do not have any members related to the householder.

[8] The homeowner vacancy rate is the proportion of the homeowner inventory that is vacant "for sale." It is computed by dividing the total number of
vacant units "for sale only" by the sum of owner-occupied units, vacant units that are "for sale only," and vacant units that have been sold but not yet
occupied; and then multiplying by 100.
[9] The rental vacancy rate is the proportion of the rental inventory that is vacant "for rent." It is computed by dividing the total number of vacant units
"for rent" by the sum of the renter-occupied units, vacant units that are "for rent," and vacant units that have been rented but not yet occupied; and
then multiplying by 100.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census.
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