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Round 3: Application Form

LLocal Government Innovation Fund

Step One: Fill out this Application Form in its entirety.

Step Two: Fill out the online submission form and submit your application materials. All supplemental

application materials should be combined into one file for submission.

LGIF: Applicant Profile

Lead Applicant| City of Mansfield

Project Name | Modeling a comprehensive response system: an innovative approach t

Type of Request | Grant

Funding Request|$100,000

JobsOhio Region | Northeast

Number of Collaborative
Partners

Office of Redevelopment
Website: http://development.ohio.gov/Urban/LGIF.htm
Email: LGIF@development.ohio.gov
Phone: 614 | 995 2292
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Lead Applicant| City of Mansfield

Project Name

Modeling a comprehensive response system: an innovative approach to matching strategic responses to problem properties and reducin

|TYPC of Request i Grant \

Address Line 1

Lead Applicant

City of Mansfield c/o Donnie Mitchell

Mailing Address: Address Line 2| 30 North Diamond Street
City| Mansfield |State OH |Zip Code 44902
City, Township or Village| M ansfield Population (2010) 47.821
County| Richland Population (2010) 124,475

Did the lead applicant provide a
resolution of support?

I:l Yes (Attached) IE' No (In Process)

application.

Project Contact

Complete the section below with information for the individual to be contacted on matters involving this

Project Contactl Donnie Mitchell Title Manger o Communiy Developmen
Address Line 1| 30 North Diamond Street
Mailing Address: Address Line 2
Cityl Mansfield [State | OH |Zip Code 44902
Email Address| dmitchell@ci.mansfield.oh.us Phone Number (419) 755-9796

project.

Fiscal Officer

Complete the section below with information for the entity and individual serving as the fiscal agent for the

Fiscal Officer| L_inn Seward Title Director of Finance
Address Line 1| 30 North Diamond Street
Mailing Address: Address Line 2
City| Mansfield | State | OH Zip Code 44902
Email Address| Isteward@ci.mansfield.oh.us Phone Number (419) 755-9781

Is your organization registered in
OAKS as a vendor?

E Yes

|:|No
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Lead Applicant| City of Mansfield
Proj ect Name| Vodeing a comprenensive response system: an innovative approach to matching suategic respons Type of Grant

Single Applicant

Is your organization applying as a single entity?

Participating Entity: (1 point) for single applicants

Collaborative Partners

Does the proposal involve other entities acting as
. Yes No
collaborative partners? @ |:|

Applicants applying with a collaborative partner are required to show proof of the partnership with a partnership
agreement signed by each partner and resolutions of support from the governing entities. If the collaborative partner
does not have a governing entity, a letter of support from the partnering organization is sufficient. Include these
documents in the supporting documents section of the application.

In the section below, applicants are required to identify population information and the nature of the partnership.

Each collaborative partner should also be clearly and separately identified on pages 4-5.

Number of Collaborative Partners who signed the
partnership agreement, and provided resolutions of support.
Participating Entity: (5 points) allocated to projects with

collaborative partners.

Population

The applicant is required to provide information from the 2010 U.S. Census information, available at:
http://factfinder2.census.gov/
| | Yes | 0 |No
Does the applicant (or collaborative partner) represent a city, ]
township or village with a population of less than 20,000
residents?
Municipality/Township Population
| 0 |Yes | |No
Does the applicant (or collaborative partner) represent a LLisi Bjathiy
county with a population of less than 235,000 residents? Richland County
County Population
Richland County 124,475
Population: (3-5 points) determined by the smallest
population listed in the application. Applications from (or 5
collaborating with) small communities are preferred.
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Lead Applicant| City of Mansfield
Proj ect Name| Moceing a comprenensive response system: an innovaiive approach to matching strategc responses to problem Type Of Request Grant
Nature of Partnership (2000 character limit)

As agreed upon in the partnership agreement, please identify the nature of the partnership, and explain how
the main applicant and the partners will work together on the proposed project.

In a time of shrinking resources, local governments and nonprofits recognize the need to
collaborate on common issues. The City of Mansfield, Richland County, Richland County First
Call 211 (211) and the nonprofit North End Community Improvement Collaborative, Inc. (NECIC)
have worked together informally to mitigate the vacant and abandoned property crisis in
Richland County, which is one of the greatest threats to the community’s health and economic
competitiveness. With LGIF support, these partners will formalize a county-wide strategy to
problem properties that integrates public and nonprofit sectors strengths to develop effective
prevention and abatement strategies, and solutions to property management and
redevelopment.

Mansfield will act as lead applicant, based on its experience leading the Moving Ohio Forward
Program (MOF), Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and Neighborhood Stabilization
Program (NSP). Richland County, 211 and NECIC will be equal partners, bringing different
expertise to the project. The county Treasurer’s knowledge of foreclosure and county-wide
property parcel data will inform the creation of a software system, while NECIC will serve as a
convener and representative of community concerns, a role it has played for the last year. The
211 System has recently expanded its duties to include collecting citizens’ concerns for local
government departments, and all partners agree 211 should continue as the primary liaison
between citizens and local governments. The city and county share a senior employee, Donnie
Mitchell, who carries out the duties of the city’'s Community Development office and the county’s
Fair Housing Office. Mitchell will manage the proposed LGIF study, which will greatly facilitate
the success of this collaborative project. The partners will contract with the Greater Ohio Policy
Center (a 501(c)3 organization) for assistance in executing this Management Study.

List of Partners

The applicant applying with collaborative partners (defined in §1.03 of the LGIF Policies) must include the
following information for each applicant:

e Name of collaborative partners
e Contact Information
e Population data (derived from the 2010 U.S. Census)

If the project involves more than 12 collaborative partners, additional forms are available on the LGIF
website.
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Lead Applicant

City of Mansfield

Project Name

Modeling a comprehensive response system: an innovative approach to matching strategic responses to pi

Type of Request

Grant

Collaborative

|

Partners Richland County
Number 1
Address Line 1 |50 Park Avenue East Popuation
. Municipality .
Address Line 2 /Township Population
City Mansfield | State | OH | Zip Code 44902 County Richland County | Population| 124,475

Email Address | BHamilton@richlandcounty.oh.us | phone Number | (419) 774-5550
Resolution of Signed

Support DYGS @NO Agreement |:|Yes @ No

Collaborative

Partners
Number 2

Mansfield/Richland Public Library and RCJFS (211)

. Municipality .
Address Line 2 Townshio Population
City Mansfield [State | OH | Zip Code| 44902 County |Richland |[Population| 124,475
Email Address | tcarter@mrcpl.org (419) 522-4636

Phone Number

Resolution of
Support

@Yes |:|N0

Signed
Agreement

|:|Yes @ No

Collaborative

Partners
Number 3

North End Community Improvement Collaborative, Inc

7 uonoasg |
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Address Line I | 199 North Main Street
Address Line 2 1\;[,}12‘1;;2::? Population
City Mansfield |State | OQH | Zip Code| 44901 County Richland | Population
Email Address DEANNA@nNecic-ohio.org Phone Number | (419) 525-3101
| Dves L iy | (v TN

Collaborative

Partners
Number 4

Address Line 2 Munlclpal'lty Population
/Township
City State Zip Code County Population
Email Address

Phone Number

Resolution of
Support

|:| Yes |:|N0

Signed
Agreement

|:|Yes |:| No
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Lead App]icant City of Mansfield
PrOj ect Name Modeling a comprehensive response system: an innovative approach to matching strategic responses to p Type Of Request Grant
Collaborative
Partners
Number 5
Address Line 2 Municip a1'1ty Population
/Township
City State Zip Code County Population
Email Address Phame Nirihe
Resolution of Signed
Y
Support |:| Yes |:| No Agreement |:| °s |:|NO
Collaborative
Partners
Number 6
Address Line 2 Munlclpal.lty Population
/Township
City State Zip Code County Population
Email Address Phone Number
Resolution of Signed
Support |:| Yes |:| No Agreement |:| Yes |:| No
Collaborative
Partners
Number 7
Address Line 2 Municipa .1ty Population
/Township
City State Zip Code County Population
Email Address Phone Number
Resolution of | | Signed
Y N
Support Yes |:| No Agreement |:| ©s |:| ©
Collaborative
Partners
Number 8
Address Line 2 Munlclpal'lty Population
/Township
City State Zip Code County Population
Email Address Whee Nurmilha

Resolution of
Support

|:| Yes |:|N0

Signed
Agreement

I:l Yes I:l No
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Lead Applicant | city of Mansfield
PrOj ect Name Modeling a comprehensive response system: an innovative approach to matching strategic responses to pi Type Of Request Grant
Collaborative
Partners
Number 9
Address Line 2 Municip a1'1ty Population
/Township
City State Zip Code County Population
Email Address Phame Nirihe
Resolution of Signed
Y
Support I:| Yes EINO Agreement |:| °s DNO
Collaborative
Partners
Number 10
Address Line 2 Munlclpal.lty Population
/Township
City State Zip Code County Population
Email Address Phone Number
Resolution of Signed
Support I:l Yes |:| No Agreement |:| Yes DNO
Collaborative
Partners
Number 11
Address Line 2 Municipa .1ty Population
/Township
City State Zip Code County Population
Email Address Phone Number
Resolution of Signed
Y N
Support |:| Yes DNO Agreement D ©s |:| ©
Collaborative
Partners
Number 12
Address Line 2 Munlclpal'lty Population
/Township
City State Zip Code County Population
Email Address Whee Nurmiles
Resolution of Signed
Support |:| Yes |:| No Agreement |:| Yes I:l No
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Lead Applicant| City of Mansfield
Proj ect Name Modeling a comprehensive response system: an innovative approach to matching strategic responses to problem | Type Of Request Grant

Identification of the Type of Award Management Study

Targeted Approach Coproduction

Project Description (4000 character limit)

Please provide a general description of the project. The information provided will be used for council
briefings, program, and marketing materials.

During summer 2012, numerous arsons of vacant and abandoned properties in Mansfield bore out the
urgent need to coordinate local government resources and knowledge to better manage the area’s
problem property crisis. Mansfield and its partners seek LGIF support in developing atwo part
Management Study [i.e.: 1)needs assessment and 2) resource book] that will create an action plan for a
Comprehensive Response System that:. a) mitigates the effect of vacant and abandoned properties
countywide and b) guides property reuse for community revitalization. The coproduction of a
synchronized System will increase government efficiency and capacity while reducing the public sector
cost of property management and redevelopment.

Part | will identify key elements needed in a software-based Neighborhood Information System (NIS). The
resulting NEEDS ASSESSMENT will make recommendations for the creation of an actual computer
program that anticipates how public, private, and nonprofit stakeholders will use data to provide a
coordinated response to problem properties. Using interviews with potential users, scans of existing
programs and feedback sessions, the Assessment will integrate a)the consumer focus of
complaint-driven software that flags existing blight but can be a poor guide for forecasting problems, with
b) a proactive data-driven approach, consistent with the “vital stats view” common to registries that
compile arange of government-held information on all land parcels. The Assessment will help construct a
unigue system that achieves both strategic redevelopment goals and is responsive to residents’

concerns.

Local philanthropic and private sources have indicated interest in providing matching start-up funds for a
skeletal or “beta” system. The city has identified IT specialists at local colleges who are interested in
developing software that could be, potentially, based on available open source programs. Phase | will
direct these IT specialists as they build the actual program.

To make full use of the data generated by Part I, Part Il will result in a RESOURCE BOOK that will guide
local governments in Richland Co. in comprehensive planning, tailoring local abatement and
redevelopment strategies to NIS data. A significant contribution of the Resource Book will be the
coordination of “tasks” and “roles” in problem property mitigation and redevelopment. Facilitated
discussions, focus groups, and interviews with experts will clearly identify “tasks” that abandoned
properties often require—such as boarding broken windows or condemning lead painted buildings. The
Resources Book will then clarify “roles” or which agency, department or nonprofit is the most appropriate
responder. For example, the role of a nonprofit might be to board broken windows and issue tall grass
warnings, while the role of the health department would be primarily confined to handling environmental
risks. Matching strategies with the greatest impact to neighborhood conditions will maximize existing
resources, increase efficiencies and reduce duplicative responses to problem properties, thus raising the
likelihood that a parcel's reuse and redevelopment opportunities are fully unlocked.

Parts | and 1l will result in a Comprehensive Response System that bridges the gap between data and
action. This system will identify “on-ramps” for other potential partners so the project can be scaled up.
While not official partners now, Richland Co. Health Dept, County Auditor, and municipal fire departments
and fiscal officers all benefit from this study and may participate later. Study findings will be written so
jurisdictions of all sizes can replicate the two-part system.

This project is anticipated to take a total of 6-9 months. Mansfield and its partners will use Greater Ohio
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Lead Applicant| City of Mansfield

Proj ect Name Modeling a comprehensive response system: an innovative approach to matching strategic responses to problem p

{ Type of Request iGrant \

Past Success @Yes |:|No
5

Past Success (5 points)

Provide a summary of past efforts to implement a project to improve efficiency, implement shared services, coproduction, or a merger.
(1000 character limit)

* METRICH (Metro-Richland County), a regional law enforcement task force developed in 1986. Over 40
communities share specialists and a common computer system, and jointly conduct raids and arrests.

» Under Attorney General DeWine’s Moving Ohio Forward Program, Richland County and Mansfield have co-led
the process of identifying and prioritizing properties for demolition throughout the entire county, especially in
villages and townships that do not have the capacity to conduct demolition or engage in strategic community
planning.

» The Citizen Action Sector, a coalition that includes: the city’s Police and Codes departments, County Health
Department, 211 and private citizens has met monthly since 2011 to examine how to better respond to citizen
reports of blight and code violations.

» Mansfield is in the midst of completing an LGIF-funded performance-based budgeting and decision-making plan.

Scalable/Replicable Proposal |:|Scalable I:lReplicable @Both

Scalable/Replicable (10 points) 10

Provide a summary of how the applicant’s proposal can be replicated by other local governments or scaled for the inclusion of other local
governments. (1000 character limit)

The Resource Book purposefully will be SCALABLE. In identifying the “tasks” and “roles” related to problem
property management and strategic reuse, the door is always “open” for more partners to carry out tasks that the
founding members originally managed.

To increase the likelihood that the comprehensive response system will be REPLICATED, this study will make
recommendations for tasks and roles that allow for a wide range of communities—that may have a different set of
partners—to easily implement the NIS and Resources Book.

The action plan for the Comprehensive Response System will be specific enough to assist Richland County, but
recognizing that the problem property crisis ignores city and county boundaries, recommendations within the NIS
Needs Assessment and Resource Book will be made with the explicit goal of identifying ways of linking similar
networks across the state and developing region-based responses and strategies.

| € Uonodag |
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Probability of Success El Yes |:| No

Probability of Success (5 points) 5

Provide a summary of the likelihood of the grant study recommendations being implemented. Applicants requesting a loan should provide a
summary of the probability of savings from the loan request. (1000 character limit)

Since 2005, property tax revenues in the city have decreased 20% as the value of occupied properties located
next to blight decline, and fewer residents pay taxes. With the city in fiscal emergency, the burdensome costs of
monitoring, citing, and securing problem properties-in addition to their low value-hinder efforts towards fiscal
sustainability. It is essential for the future of the city and county to generate savings through administrative
efficiencies and improved property values. Mansfield and its partners are committed to implementing this study's
findings; successfully recouping from negligent owners just 1% of delinquent property taxes will annually generate
$15,000 for the city and $145,000 outside the city. Fewer abandoned buildings and high functioning local
governments will also boost the county's economic competitiveness.

This proposal lays the groundwork for other collaborations and is expected to catalyze new partnerships among
public, nonprofit and private partners.
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Lead Applicant| City of Mansfield

Proj ect Name Modeling a comprehensive response system: an innovative approach to matching strategic responses to problem p

{ Type of Request i Grant \

Performance Audit Implementation/Cost Benchmarking I:lYes @No
0

Performance Audit/Benchmarking (5 points)

If the project is the result of recommendations from a performance audit provided by the Auditor of State under Chapter 117 of the Ohio
Revised Code or a cost benchmarking study, please attach a copy with the supporting documents. In the section below, provide a
summary of the performance audit or cost benchmarking study. (1000 character limit)

Studies show that using a Neighborhood Information System can help increase neighborhood property values by
generating data that helps nonprofit and public sector officials better target economic development efforts and
community revitalization strategies. However, a cost-benchmarking study does not exist that calculates public
sector administrative savings. This proposed project will be unique, nationally, by identifying potential cost savings
associated with the collaboration and coproduction of a comprehensive response system that mitigates problem
properties and assists in their redevelopment.

This project is not the result of recommendations from a performance audit provided by the Auditor of State.

Economic Impact @ Yes |:|No

Economic Impact (5 points) 5

Provide a summary of how the proposal will promote a business environment (through a private business relationship) and/or provide for
community attraction. (1000 character limit)

To attract and retain businesses, Mansfield and Richland Co. must be attractive, quality places that businesses,
employees and their families feel safe and comfortable in. This project recognizes that addressing the physical
deterioration of the city of Mansfield is a key component of Richland Co.’s job creation and economic development
strategies, and for medium size cities and counties similar to Mansfield and Richland Co.

The NIS will be critical in verifying which neighborhoods create a negative community image, and the Resource
book will help determine how scarce resources should be targeted, so these areas turn around. A synchronized
strategy by public, nonprofit, and private sectors will 1) improve the physical character of the region, 2) increase
private sector confidence in the capacity of local government, and 3) increase market opportunities. Other

communities can similarly improve their quality of life by replicating best practices developed through this study.

| € uonodag |
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Response to Economic Demand El Yes | | No

Response to Economic Demand (5 points) 5

Provide a summary of how the project responds to substantial changes in economic demand for local or regional government services.
The narrative should include a description of the current service level. (1000 character limit)

From 2005-'10, foreclosures in Richland Co. increased by 27%, while at the same time, safety services funding
declined by 17%, and the city codes & building department reduced fulltime staff by a third, halved its budget, and
doubled yearly code enforcement actions per officer to 404. Despite streamlined operations, crime control,
nuisance abatement and public health monitoring is still desperately needed within and outside of the city. A
Comprehensive Response System will fill the gap between demand and service availability and promote
cost-savings by: 1) increasing local government efficiencies through coordination and planning; 2) properly
matching reuse strategies to property problems to enhance revitalization prospects; and 3) identifying how
nonprofit & private sector partners can contribute to achieving the long term vision of a healthy community. In this
way, the city and county can maximize existing resources, and integrate and leverage the strengths of all
stakeholders.
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Budget Information

General Instructions

*Both the Project Budget and Program Budgets are required to be filled out in this form.

*Consolidate budget information to fit in the form. Additional budget detail may be provided in the budget
narrative or in an attachment in Section 5: Supplemental Information.

* The Project Budget justification must be explained in the Project Budget
Narrative section of the application. This section is also used to explain the
reasoning behind any items on the budget that are not self explanatory, and
provide additonal detail about project expenses.

* The Project Budget should be for the period that covers the entire project. The
look-back period for in-kind contributions is two (2) years. These contributions are
considered a part of the total project costs.

* For the Project Budget, indicate which entity and revenue source will be used to
fund each expense. This information will be used to help determine eligible
project expenses.

* Please provide documentation of all in-kind match contributions in the supporting
documents section. For future in-kind match contributions, supporting
documentation will be provided at a later date.

mammi Program Budget:

* Six (6) years of Program Budgets should be provided. The standard submission
should include three years previous budgets (actual), and three years of
projections including implementation of the proposed project. A second set of
three years of projections (one set including implementation of this program, and
one set where no shared services occurred) may be provided in lieu of three years
previous if this does not apply to the proposed project.

* Please use the Program Budget Narrative section to explain any unusual activities
or expenses, and to defend the budget projections. If the budget requires the
combining of costs on the budget template, please explain this in the narrative.

=l Return on Investment:

* A Return on Investment calculation is required, and should reference cost savings,
cost avoidance and/or increased revenues indicated in the budget projection
sections of the application. Use the space designated for narrative to justify this
calculation, using references when appropriate.

 U01}09g |
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mad For Loan Applications only:

» Using the space provided, outline a loan repayment structure.

* Attach three years prior financial documents related to the financial health of the
lead applicant (balance sheet, income statement, and a statement of cash flows).
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Lead Applicant City of Mansfield
Proj ect Name Modeling a comprehensive response system: an innovative  approz Type of Request Grant

Project Budget

Sources of Funds
LGIF Request:| $100,000 |
Cash Match (List Sources Below):

Source:

Source:

Source:

Source: IN-KIND MATCH First Call 211 $315

In-Kind Match (List Sources Below):

Source: City of Mansfield past contribution $47,134

Source: City of Mansfield future contribution $9,600

Source: NECIC 19415

Total Match: | $58,991
Total Sources: [$158,991
Uses of Funds
Amount Revenue Source
Consultant Fees:|$70,500 LGIF
Legal Fees:| $0
Other: Clty of Mansfield $66,734 In-Kind ($56,734)+ LGIF ($10,000)
Other: NECIC $5,692 In-Kind ($1,942)+ LGIF ($3,750)
Other: 211 $4,065 In-Kind ($315)+ LGIF ($3,750)
Other: IT Consultant $12,000 LGIE
Other:
Other:
Other:
Other:
Total Uses:| $158,991 * Please note that this match percentage will be included in your
grant/loan agreement and cannot be changed after awards are
Local Match Percentage:|37.10% made.
Local Match Percentage = (Match Amount/Project Cost) * 100 (10% match required)
10-39.99% (1 point) 40-69.99% (3 points) 70% or greater (5 points)

Project Budget Narrative: Use this space to justify expenses (1200 character max).

CONTRIBUTIONS: Mansfield's Community Development and Police Departments contributed $47,134 in in-kind
labor during FY 2011-2012 by collecting property data that will populate proposed NIS beta program. These city
departments will contribute $9,600 in in-kind labor for FY 2013 by undertaking additional data collection and
analysis for NIS database. NECIC contributed $1,942 in in-kind labor during FY 2011-12 by hosting stakeholder
meetings and initial research into software options and requirements. 211 contributed $315 in in-kind labor
attending meetings.

ALLOCATIONS: City will receive $10,000 in grant support for staff time overseeing consultants, managing partners
and administrating grant The LGIF will support NECIC with $3,750 for staff time to continue stakeholder meetings,
focus groups and other convenings. The LGIF will support 211 with $3,750 to support staff time in advising on and
implementing a beta software system. Greater Ohio Policy Center, a 501(c)3, is primary consultant; $70,500 is
allocated for staff time and travel related to research that will develop the 2-part Response System. An IT
consultant will be used for software development expertise ($12,000).

 UO109S |
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Lead Applicant

Project Name

City of Mansfield
Modeling a comprehensive response system: an innovative approach to matching s Type of Request Grant

Program Budget
Actual Projected FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
Expenses Amount Amount Amount
Salary and Benefits $394,155 $394,155 $394,155
Contract Services $0 $0 $0
Occupancy (rent, utilities, maintenance) $0 $0 $0
Training and Professional Development $0 $0 $0
Insurance $0 $0 $0
Travel $0 $0 $0
Capital and Equipment Expenses $0 $0 $0
Supplies, Printing, Copying, and Postage $0 $0 $0
Evaluation $0 $0 $0
Marketing $0 $0 $0
Conferences, meetings, etc. $0 $0 $0
Administration $0 $0 $0
*Qther - $0 $0 $0
*Qther - $0 $0 $0
*Other - $0 $0 $0
TOTAL EXPENSES $394.155 $394.155 $394.155
Revenues Revenues Revenues
Local Government:
Local Government:
Local Government:
State Government
Federal Government
*Other -
*Other -
*Other -
Membership Income
Program Service Fees
Investment Income
TOTAL REVENUES $0 $0 $0
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Lead Applicant| city of Mansfield
Project Name | Modeling a comprehensive response system: an innovative approach to matching s Type of Request Grant

Program Budget
Actual Projected FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
Expenses Amount Amount Amount
Salary and Benefits $394,155 $387,586 $381,017
Contract Services $5,000 $5,000 $5,000
Occupancy (rent, utilities, maintenance)
Training and Professional Development
Insurance
Travel
Capital and Equipment Expenses $70,000 $0 $0
Supplies, Printing, Copying, and Postage
Evaluation
Marketing
Conferences, meetings, etc.
Administration
*QOther - Proprietary Data $4,200 $2,800 $1,400
*Qther -
*Other -
TOTAL EXPENSES $473.355 $395.386 $387.417
Revenues Revenues Revenues
Local Government; Paid Delinquent Property Taxes City $0 $15,240 $15,240
Local Government: Paid Delinquent Property Taxes County $O $146,665 $146,665
Local Government:
State Government
Federal Government
*Other -
*QOther -
*Other -
Membership Income
Program Service Fees
Investment Income
TOTAL REVENUES $0 $161.905 $161.905
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Lead Applicant| city of Mansfield
Project Name | Vodeiing a comprenensive response system: an innovative approach to matching st Type of Request Grant

Program Budget

Use this space to justify the program budget and/or explain any unusual revenues or expenses (6000 characters max).

BUDGETARY ASSUMPTIONS FOR NULL AND IMPLEMENTATION PROJECTIONS: Two sets of projected program budgets were calculated from FY
2013-2015: (1) a “null” budget that estimates costs if shared services do not occur and (2) a budget projecting costs for implementing a Comprehensive
Resource System that will coordinate services.

Salary and benefits are limited to the Codes & Permits department because much of the city’s resources for managing blighted and vacant property go
through this department. Salary and benefits rates are held constant in both budgets because rates are not expected to increase in the next 3 years.
These rates are based upon the City of Mansfield's 2012 Finance Department Performance Report.

The Community Development, Police and Fire departments will also benefit from the use of the Comprehensive Response System, but current
bookkeeping practices make it is difficult to calculate percentage of staff time and resources presently spent on vacant properties. As a result of the
Managerial Study,all participating city departments will better track staff time in the future. Instituting metrics and higher levels of recordkeeping will also
assist the City in identifying and eliminating intra-department service duplication, thus lowering the city's overall staff time spent on blighted properties.

Projections for the Null Budget assume the percentage of staff time spent on problem properties will hold constant or increase, due to the cancerous
nature of blight. Applicants assume implementing the Response System will reduce time spent by the Codes & Permits Dept. on vacant and abandoned
properties. The Implementation Budget forecasts decreases in staff time spent on problem properties over the next 3 years and increases in paid
delinquent property taxes to Mansfield and Richland Co.

COST COMPARISONS BETWEEN IMPLEMENTATION AND NULL PROJECTIONS

Year I: Net Cost of -$79,200.

« Total implementation expenses for Year | are estimated at $473,355, which is $79,200 more than Year | in the Null Projection. No revenues are
expected during Year | of Implementation.

Year II: Net Savings of +$160,674

* Total implementation expenses for Year Il are estimated at $395,386, which is $1,231 more than Null Year Il. During Year Il of Implementation,
Applicants expect $161,905 in revenue.

Year Ill: Net Savings of +$171,928

« Total implementation expenses for Year Ill are estimated at $384,132, which is $6,738 less than Null Year Ill. During Year lll, the Partners expect
$161,905 in revenue.

IMPLEMENTATION PROJECTION-EXPLANATION: In the Implementation Projection, Year | (FY2013) will be the most expensive, with staff time
forecasted to hold constant for the Codes & Permits Department ($394,155 for projected salary and benefits rates). Applicants anticipate one-time
capital purchases for software and computer equipment ($70,000) and annual expenses related to third-party IT support ($5,000/year for FY 2013-'15).
However, it is possible that technical services could be moved internally after Year Il. Those potential savings are not noted in Budget as future capacity
is unknown, however this will be a long-term goal of the Comprehensive Response System.

Years I-1Il (FY 2013-'15) also assumes annual purchasmg fees for proprletary data collected by pnvate companles such as RealtyTrac. This data WI||

RO [ U S SO S | SR R S B R ~u N 4 ad a4t a . M_a_ _ _ _a_ B P S SV A_a W £ __ _2a O,

Sectlon 4: Financial Informatlon Scoring
[0 |(5 points) Applicant provided complete and accurate budget information and narrative justification for a total of six fiscal years.

| |(3 points) Applicant provided complete and accurate budget information and for at least three fiscal years.
| |(1 point) Applicant provided complete and accurate budget information for less than three fiscal years.
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Lead Applicant| City of Mansfield
Project IName | Modeing a comprenensive response system: an innovative approach to matching strategic responses to probler Type of Request Grant

Return on Investment is a performance measure used to evaluate the efficiency of an investment. To
derive the expected return on investment, divide the net gains of the project by the net costs. For these
calculations, please use the implementation gains and costs, NOT the project costs (the cost of the
feasibility, planning, or management study)--unless the results of this study will lead to direct savings
without additional implementation costs. The gains from this project should be derived from the prior and
future program budgets provided, and should be justified in the return on investment narrative.

Return on Investment Formulas:

Consider the following questions when determining the appropriate ROI formula for the project. Check
the box of the formula used to determine the ROI for the project. These numbers should refer to
savings/revenues illustrated in projected budgets.

Do you expect cost savings from efficiency from the project?

Total $ Saved
[]| Use this formula: otal § Save * 100=ROI
Total Program Costs

Do you expect cost avoidance from the implementation of the project/program?

Total Cost Avoided
Use this formula: oa ~ Ot AVOIde * 100 =ROI
Total Program Costs

Do you expect increased revenues as a result of the project/program?

Use this formula: Total New Revenue 100 =ROI
Total Program Costs

$250,117
Expected Return on Investment = * 100 = 339.40%
$73,693

Return on Investment Justification Narrative: In the space below, briefly describe the nature of the expected return

on investment, using references when appropriate. (1300 character limit)

The net program cost for implementing the Comprehensive Response System is $73,693 ($1,182,465
[null]-$1,256,158 [implementation]). The variations between projections are derived from salary differences
($1,182,465[null]-$1,162,758 [implementation]) and hard costs associated with implementing software purchasing,
technical support and proprietary data ($93,400). The FY 2013 salary and benefit rates remain the same in both
budget scenarios, but percent of time spent on problem properties should decrease in FY 2014 & 2015 if the
System is implemented. Total costs savings under the Response System equal $250,117 (-$73,693 [net cost]+
$323,810 [implementation revenues derived from increased property tax collection]).

Eliminating duplicated services, minimizing administrative support duties and increased property taxes and tax
collection produce clear cost savings that offset one-time capital purchases and minor ongoing maintenance fees.
Based on the success of the System, ROI may be even higher in the future as collection rates of delinquent

Expected Return on Investment is:
[CJLess than 25% (10 points) [125%-74.99% (20 points) [T]Greater than 75% (30 points)

Questions about how to calculate ROI? Please contact the Office of Redevelopment at 614-995-2292 or
lgif@development.ohio.gov
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Lead Applicant| City of Mansfield
Pro j ect Name)| Voceing acomprenensive response system: an innovative approach to matching strategic responses to prg Type of Request Grant

Please outline the preferred loan repayment structure. At a minimum, please include the following: the
entities responsible for repayment of the loan, all parties responsible for providing match amounts, and
an alternative funding source (in lieu of collateral). Applicants will have two years to complete the
project upon execution of the loan agreement, and the repayment period will begin upon the final
disbursement of the loan funds. A description of expected savings over the term of the loan may be used
as a repayment source.

Not Applicable.

| PAIREN |

UOI}EWLIOJU] [BIOURUL]

Applicant demonstrates a viable repayment source to support loan award. Secondary source can be in the form of a

debt reserve, bank participation, a guarantee from a local entity, or other collateral (i.e. emergency, rainy day, or
contingency fund, etc).
Applicant clearly demonstrates a D Applicant does not have a secondary
secondary repayment source (5 points) repayment source (0 points)
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Lead Applicant

City of Mansfield

Project Name

Modeling a comprehensive response system: an innovative approach to matching strategic responses to problem properties and reducing costs

‘Type of Request ‘ Grant |

Collaborative Measures

Population

Scoring Overview
Section 1: Collaborative Measures

Description

Applicant's population (or the population of the area(s) served) falls within
one of the listed categories as determined by the U.S. Census Bureau.
Population scoring will be determined by the smallest population listed in the
application. Applications from (or collaborating with) small communities are
preferred.

Applicant

B ER ST Self Score

Participating Entities

Applicant has executed partnership agreements outlining all collaborative
partners and participation agreements and has resolutions of support. (Note:
Sole applicants only need to provide a resolution of support from its
governing entity.

Section 2: Success Measures

Applicant has successfully implemented, or is following project guidance

Past Success from a shared services model, for an efficiency, shared service, coproduction 5 5
or merger project in the past.
Scalable/Replicable |Applicant’s proposal can be replicated by other local governments or scaled 10 10
Proposal for the inclusion of other local governments.

Probability of Success

Performance Audit
Implementation/Cost
Benchmarking

Applicant provides a documented need for the project and clearly outlines the
likelihood of the need being met.

Section 3: Significance Measures

The project implements a single recommendation from a performance audit
provided by the Auditor of State under Chapter 117 of the Ohio Revised Code
or is informed by cost benchmarking.

Economic Impact

Applicant demonstrates the project will a promote business environment (i.e.,
demonstrates a business relationship resulting from the project) and will
provide for community attraction (i.e., cost avoidance with respect to taxes)

Response to Economic
Demand

Financial Information

The project responds to current substantial changes in economic demand for
local or regional government services.

Section 4: Financial Measures

Applicant includes financial information (i.e., service related operating
budgets) for the most recent three years and the three year period following
the project. The financial information must be directly related to the scope of
the project and will be used as the cost basis for determining any savings
resulting from the project.

Local Match

Percentage of local matching funds being contributed to the project. This
may include in-kind contributions.

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.

30

Repayment Structure
(Loan Only)

Applicant demonstrates a viable repayment source to support loan award.
Secondary source can be in the form of a debt reserve, bank participation, a
guarantee from a local entity, or other collateral (i.e., emergency fund, rainy
day fund, contingency fund, etc.).
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NECIC

NORTH END COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT COLLABORATIVE

August 29, 2012

Local Government Innovation Council
77 S. High Street

P.0.Box 1001

Columbus, OH 43216

To Whom It May Concern:

Please accept this letter as an indication of our support for the City of Mansfield’s
Local Government Innovation Fund grant.

The North End Community Improvement Collaborative, Inc. is pleased to continue
its support of this public-private effort with the goal of researching, implementing
and evaluating the feasibility of a central intake system for blight reporting as well
as developing an appropriate response to the high number of vacant properties in
our community.

NECIC has contributed over 73 hours to this effort since October 12, 2011 and has
been the primary convener of several public and private agencies, community
residents and other partners related to the elimination of blight in our community.
We are committed to continuing this work with the Greater Ohio Policy Center, the
City of Mansfield, Richland County, The Mansfield Ontario Richland County Health
Department, the Mansfield Richland County Library’s First Call (211), the
Neighborhood Watch Leaders Group, the Richland Community Development Group
and others.

We are in full support of this effort to streamline and improve our local
government’s response to blight and vacant properties.

Slncerely,

anna West Torrence
Executive Director

WWW.NECIC-OHIO.ORG
NECIC 199 N. MAIN ST. P.O. BOX 954 MANSFIELD, OHIO 44901 TEL: 419.525.3101 FAX: 567.247.1594
DEANNA WEST-TORRENCE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR EMAIL: INFO@NECIC-OHIO.ORG
SUPPORTED BY THE FRAN AND WARREN RUPP FOUNDATION



Richland Community Development Group
55 N. Mulberry Street, Mansfield, OH 44902
Phone: 419-755-7234

Richland Community Development Group

Local Government Innovation Council
Office of Redevelopment

Ohio Department of Development
Columbus, OH 43216

August 28, 2012

Dear Local Government Innovation Council:

This letter is to affirm our willingness to consider supporting the City of Mansfield’s Local Government
Innovation Fund application: Modeling a comprehensive response system: an innovative approach to
matching strategic responses to problem properties and reducing costs. |f the Application is successful,
Richland Community Development Group (RCDG) would consider partially funding the “hard” start-up
costs associated with creating the software program (a “Neighborhood Information System”) that will
greatly aid public officials, nonprofit groups and the private sector mitigate and redevelop vacant and
blighted properties throughout Richland County.

RCDG is Richland County’s nonprofit development organization, leading both economic and community
development efforts in the community, to create an attractive, competitive region. RCDG manages
everything from workforce development task forces to beautification brigades that are creating safer,
more appealing neighborhoods.

RCDG strongly believes the proposed Managerial Study will leverage the already high degree of
collaboration that exists between the public, nonprofit and private sectors as they combat our problem
properties. Collaboration on this property crisis is essential in making Richland County attractive to
businesses, and increasing the quality of life for residents.

For these reasons, the RCDG strongly supports the City of Mansfield’s application to the LGIF.

Sincere!y, e
N )
“ %g» M/\”’////fj 15\_//51— g \
: Bndget Mcg/r/nel

Executive Director

www.chooserichland.com




Name: Donnie Mitchell

Address: 30 N. Diamond Street, Mansfield, OH 44902

Phone Number: 419.755.9796

Title: Community Development Officer & Fair Housing Officer

Date(s) No. of Hours Pay Rate Amount Fringe Total

Fy 2011 280 23.95 6706 2245.6 8951.6
FY 2012 98 23.95 2347.11 785.96 3133.07

Description of In-Kind Services:
Collecting census tract, foreclsoure, real estate, vacant property, property condition and crime data for

system.
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T

,".ICHLAND COUNTY REGIONAL

PLANNING COMMISSION

35 North Park Street
Mansfield, Ohio 44902

Name: Ted Stiffler
Address:

Phone Number:

Title:

Date(s) No. of Hours Pay Rate Amount Fringe Total
455 33.13 15074.15 7228.05 22302.2

FY 2011
33.13 7537.08 3829.59 11366.67

FY 2012 227.5

Description of In-Kind Services:
Collecting census tract, foreclsoure, real estate, vacant property, property condition and crime data for

system.
ignature Date
‘ - % <, Q « V
il St
Notary

State of Ohio, County of TRuch\lany

, before me, a Notary Public for the State

of Ohio, appeared the above named Mathew Huffman, who acknowledged and signed the

foregoing instrument and his signing was his free act.

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, | have hereunto subscribed my name and affixed my seal this

3C dayof Auqust 20 12 .
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Name: Nyshia Brooks

Address: 199 N. Main Street, P.O. Box 954
Phone Number: 419-525-3101
Title: Community Organizer, NECIC
Date(s) No. of Hours Pay Rate Total
Meeting Preperation, Follow Up and LGIF Application Preparation
10/12/2011-8/29/2012 5 10 50
[Total In-Kind Contribution 5 10 50|

Description of In-Kind Services:

Signature

Notary

hoJca/u?,\ LAl s /2oy



Name: Jean Taddie

Address: 199 N. Main Street, P.O. Box 954
Phone Number: 419-525-3101
Title: Community Organizer, NECIC
Date(s) No. of Hours Pay Rate Total
Citizen Action Sector Meetings
11/18/11 1.5 21.99 32.985
1/6/12 1.5 21.99 32,985
1/11/12 1.5 21.99 32.985
2/8/12 1.5 21.99 32.985
3/2/12 1.5 21.99 32.985
5/11/12 1.5 21.99 32.985
6/13/12 1.5 21.99 32.985
7/31/12 1.5 21.99 32.985
Meeting Preperation, Follow Up and LGIF Application Preparation
10/12/2011-8/29/2012 20 21.99 439.8
[Total In-Kind Contribution 32 2199  703.68
Description of In-Kind Services:
Signature 7
Notary
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Name: Sam Dunn

Address: 199 N. Main Street, P.O. Box 954
Phone Number: 419-525-3101
Title: Community Organizer, NECIC
Date(s) No. of Hours Pay Rate Total

Citizen Action Sector Meetings

1/11/12 1.5 16.36 24.54

2/8/12 15 16.36 24.54
4/11/12 15 16.36 24.54
5/11/12 1.5 16.36 24.54
7/18/12 1.5 16.36 24.54
7/31/22 15 16.36 24.54

Meeting Preperation, Follow Up and LGIF Application Preparation
10/12/2011-8/29/2012 0 16.36 0

[Total In-Kind Contribution 7.5 21.99  164.925

Description of In-Kind Services:

Signature
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Name:
Address:

Phone Number:

Deanna West-Torrence
199 N. Main Street, P.O. Box 954
419-525-3101

Title: Executive Director, NECIC
Date(s) No. of Hours Pay Rate Total
Citizen Action Sector Meetings

10/12/11 15 38.54 57.81

11/9/11 1.5 38.54 57.81

1/6/12 1.5 38.54 57.81

1/11/12 1.5 38.54 57.81

2/8/12 1.5 38.54 57.81

3/2/12 15 38.54 57.81

3/14/12 1.5 38.54 57.81

4/11/12 15 38.54 57.81

5/11/12 1.5 38.54 57.81

6/13/12 15 38.54 57.81

7/31/12 1.5 38.54 57.81

8/8/12 1.5 38.54 57.81

Meeting Preperation, Follow Up and LGIF Application Preparation

10/12/2011-8/29/2012 9 38.54 346.86
[Total In-Kind Contribution 27 38.54  1040.58]

Description of In-Kind Services:
Co-facilitate workgroups for code enforcement and central intake reporting; Prepare
meeting minutes; follow up tasks as assigned, LGIF application.

Signature

ﬁiaﬂwmv%atj@/ym

Deanna West-Torrence

Notary
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MANSFIELD/ RICHLAND COUNTY PUBLIC LIBRARY
43 West Third Street + Mansfield, OH 44902

419.521.3100 www.mrcpl.org
August 31, 2012

Donnie Mitchell, Administrator
Office of Community Development
City of Mansfield

30 North Diamond Street
Mansfield, Ohio 44902

Dear Donnie,

I am pleased to provide you this letter of support for the First Call 2-1-1 service (a
program of the Mansfield/Richland County Public Library) to be recognized as a
collaborative partner in the application to the Local Government Innovation Fund.
Completing an extensive Needs Assessment and the creation of a Resource Book to help
other communities replicate our progress toward a unified data collection and reporting
tool regarding land issues will be extremely valuable as we move forward on this project.

First Call 2-1-1 staff will continue to provide their support and expertise as the Work
Group moves forward in the development of multi-agency system to track land issues
(codes & permit violations, foreclosures, environmental health issues, etc) that can be
used to reduce the duplication of agency inspections as well as help to identify high-
impact areas and trends.

Sincéfely,

Bhky\(gom\n

Joseph C. Palmer
Director

MAIN LIBRARY * BELLVILLE BRANCH * BUTLER BRANCH * CRESTVIEW BRANCH
LEXINGTON BRANCH ¢ LUCAS BRANCH * MADISON BRANCH * ONTARIO BRANCH * PLYMOUTH BRANCH



Name: Teresa (Terry) Carter

Address: 43 West Third Street
Phone Number: 419-525-2396
Title: I&R Librarian
Date(s) No. of Hours Pay Rate Amount Fringe Total
11/9/2011 Community Meeting (1.5 hours) 21.90 32.85 19.58 § 52.43
11/18/2011 Work Group Meeting (1.5 hours) 21.90 32.85 19.58 S 52.43
1/6/2012 Work Group Meeting (1.5 hours) 21.90 32.85 19.58 $§ 52.43
3/2/2012 Work Group Meeting (1.5 hours) 21.90 32.85 19.58 S 52.43
5/11/2012 Work Group Meeting (1.5 hours) 21.90 32.85 19.58 $ 52.43
7/31/2012 Work Group Meeting (1.5 hours) 21.90 32.85 19.58 S 52.43
Total Meetings to date S 314.58

Description of In-Kind Services:
Provides a 24/7 Information and Referral (I&R) Service to connect callers with organizations & agencies
that address specific needs; maintains the existing Community Information Database.

Signature Date
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Richland County Foreclosures

MUNI Quantity of Foreclosures

Bellville 25
Blooming Grove 9
Butler 31
Butler Twp. 7
Cass 5
Crestline 1
Franklin 16
Jackson 26
Jefferson 21
Lexington 51
Lucas 19
Madison 135
Madison East Twp. 73
Madison West Twp. 33
Mansfield 933
Mifflin 87
Monroe 25
Ontario 59
Perry 8
Plymouth Huron 3
Plymouth Richland 24
Plymouth Twp. 10
Sandusky 15
Sharon 3
Shelby 134
Shiloh 5
Springfield 28
Troy 46
Washington 73
Weller 16
Worthington 19




2011 Incident Reports for Vacant Properties: Mansfield Division of Police

Count of Incident Charge

Vacant Property

Contributed

Incident Location

Grand
Total

B&E

45

i
w

Burglary

10

=
%]

Suspicious Activity

[y
[EEN

Theft-All Other

Criminal Trespass

Criminal Damaging

Assault

Recovered Property

NN |O | |

Aggravated Menacing

Aggravated Robbery

Drunkenness

Arson

Abduction

Littering

Property Damage

TSN = IS IR N)

Abusing Harmful Intoxicants

Discharge of Firearm-Prohibited Premises

Carrying Concealed Weapons

Disorderly Conduct

Drug Paraphernalia

Felonious Assault

RIR|R|IRPR|IRPRIRPRIRR[R[R[NMIM|IMN|IN|S |0 |

Grant Total

15

101

116

Compiled by Beverly Lewis, C.C.I.LA
Crime Analysis Unit
6/6/2012 Mansfield Division of Police

A total of 132 reports were reviewed for all crime types requiring an incident report. On the 132, it was
determined that 116 reports where either the incident location or a vacant property contributed to a

crime.




2010 Census-Vacant Property

Number of

Vacancies Percentage
Mansfield 3326 15.10%
Richland
County 5678 10.40%
Ohio 524073 10.20%
u.s. 14988438 11.40%




Expense Budget Performance Report

Fiscal Year to Date 08/30/12
Exclude Rollup Account

Adopted Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % used/
Account Account Description Budget Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year Total
Fund 101 - General Fund
Department 13 - Codes and Permits
Sub Department 01 - Operations
EXPENSE
Personal Services
5102.01 Salaries and Wages. Afscme 103,905.00 .00 103,905.00 10,553.61 .00 72,397.77 31,507.23 70 83,764.32
5102.05 Salaries and Wages. Non-Bargaining 101,189.00 .00 101,189.00 7,783.62 .00 66,160.83 35,028.17 65 108,375.18
5110.01 Overtime. Afscme .00 .00 .00 268.67 .00 2,858.67 (2,858.67) +++ 686.88
5110.05 Overtime. Non-Bargaining .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ 200.38
Personal Services Totals $205,094.00 $0.00 $205,094.00 $18,605.90 $0.00 $141,417.27 $63,676.73 69% $193,026.76
Employee Benefits
5202.05 Separation Payouts. Non-Bargaining 56,949.00 .00 56,949.00 .00 .00 .00 56,949.00 0 52,289.87
5204 Longevity 9,000.00 .00 9,000.00 .00 .00 1,500.00 7,500.00 17 11,000.00
5206 Life Insurance 447.00 .00 447.00 42.79 .00 304.66 142.34 68 453.87
5208 Medicare 1,885.00 .00 1,885.00 181.38 .00 1,277.99 607.01 68 1,487.03
5210.04 Pension. OPERS. Employer Contribution 29,973.00 .00 29,973.00 2,370.72 .00 18,922.28 11,050.72 63 28,476.81
5210.05 Pension. OPERS. Employer 8.5% Pickup 9,291.00 .00 9,291.00 795.97 .00 6,019.72 3,271.28 65 7,485.54
5214 Unemployment Charges .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ 11,527.00
5990.06 Transfer Out. Health Insurance Fund 74,508.00 .00 74,508.00 .00 .00 43,463.00 31,045.00 58 68,354.00
5990.08 Transfer Out. Workers' Compensation Fund 7,008.00 .00 7,008.00 .00 .00 7,008.00 .00 100 6,762.00
Employee Benefits Totals $189,061.00 $0.00 $189,061.00 $3,390.86 $0.00 $78,495.65 $110,565.35 42% $187,836.12
Contractual Services
5314 Advertising and Legal Publications 800.00 .00 800.00 .00 845.50 154.50 (200.00) 125 327.70
5385.01 Communication Services. Cell Phones, Pagers, Wireless 960.00 .00 960.00 78.55 450.44 629.56 (120.00) 112 955.20
5386.00 Contractual Services. Other .00 .00 .00 .00 31.00 19.00 (50.00) +++ 3,690.49
5386.04 Contractual Services. Storage 1,000.00 112.21 1,112.21 59.15 412.51 479.70 220.00 80 792.09
5434 Landfill Tip Fees 4,000.00 1,988.56 5,988.56 .00 1,755.74 4,231.45 1.37 100 4,454.34
5488.01 Professional Services. Engineering and Architectural 30,346.00 .00 30,346.00 .00 15,675.00 14,325.00 346.00 99 12,688.85
5500.01 Rentals and Leases. Office Equipment 2,000.00 .00 2,000.00 125.50 480.00 1,020.00 500.00 75 1,647.52
5524 Training 1,000.00 .00 1,000.00 .00 .00 200.00 800.00 20 645.00
5530 Travel and Per Diem .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ 16.00
5610 Postage / Freight & Shipping Services 5,000.00 .00 5,000.00 207.10 82.90 3,166.70 1,750.40 65 4,900.72
Contractual Services Totals $45,106.00 $2,100.77 $47,206.77 $470.30 $19,733.09 $24,225.91 $3,247.77 93% $30,117.91
Supplies and Materials
5616.00 Supplies. Operating. Other 1,977.00 .00 1,977.00 216.36 688.30 811.70 477.00 76 102.90
5616.01 Supplies. Office 1,977.00 .00 1,977.00 .00 752.58 247.42 977.00 51 601.87
5616.02 Supplies. Memberships, Dues, Licenses 500.00 .00 500.00 .00 .00 255.00 245.00 51 187.00
Supplies and Materials Totals $4,454.00 $0.00 $4,454.00 $216.36 $1,440.88 $1,314.12 $1,699.00 62% $891.77
Captial Outlay
5725.01 Equipment. under $5,000 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ 759.92
Captial Outlay Totals $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $759.92
Run by Arnett, Scott on 08/30/2012 01:56:21 PM Page 1 of 2



Expense Budget Performance Report

Fiscal Year to Date 08/30/12
Exclude Rollup Account

Adopted Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % used/
Account Account Description Budget Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year Total
Fund 101 - General Fund
Department 13 - Codes and Permits
Sub Department 01 - Operations
EXPENSE
Other Charges
5844 Refunds 500.00 .00 500.00 .00 30.90 30.90 438.20 12 506.78
Other Charges Totals $500.00 $0.00 $500.00 $0.00 $30.90 $30.90 $438.20 12% $506.78
EXPENSE TOTALS $444,215.00 $2,100.77 $446,315.77 $22,683.42 $21,204.87 $245,483.85 $179,627.05 60% $413,139.26
Sub Department 01 - Operations Totals ($444,215.00) ($2,100.77) ($446,315.77) ($22,683.42) ($21,204.87) ($245,483.85) ($179,627.05) 60% ($413,139.26)
Department 13 - Codes and Permits Totals ($444,215.00) ($2,100.77) ($446,315.77) ($22,683.42) ($21,204.87) ($245,483.85) ($179,627.05) 60% ($413,139.26)
Fund 101 - General Fund Totals $444,215.00 $2,100.77 $446,315.77 $22,683.42 $21,204.87 $245,483.85 $179,627.05 $413,139.26
Grand Totals $444,215.00 $2,100.77 $446,315.77 $22,683.42 $21,204.87 $245,483.85 $179,627.05 $413,139.26
Run by Arnett, Scott on 08/30/2012 01:56:21 PM Page 2 of 2
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Mansfield firefighters, police collaborate to
find arsonist(s)

Mansfield News Journal, August 30, 2012

MANSFIELD -- Local police and fire departments are collaborating in pursuit of whoever
is involved in a rash of suspicious downtown fires this summer.

In less than 24 hours, beginning around 9:30 p.m. Tuesday, four vacant homes within a
mile of one another were set ablaze.

Mansfield firefighters responded to structure fires at 162 W. First St., 58 Adams St., 143
E. First St. and 57 Bentley St.

The two latest blazes occurred around 1 p.m. and 6 p.m. Wednesday.

"This one took place in the rear of the home," fire department Capt. Guy Daly said of the
143 E. First St. "I would call this one more of a nuisance fire. There was a mattress
leaning against the building that someone set on fire. A neighbor noticed the smoke and
called 9-1-1."

Daly said the fire did not spread to the interior of the garage. Less than a block away,
the fire on Bentley began about five hours later.

That vacant house was set on fire twice in less than 24 hours on July 16 and 17.

"The last time | believe the fire was set upstairs. This time it looked like it began in the
lower back room," said Assistant Chief Steve Strickling said. "They all are suspicious."

Only smoke was visible when firefighters arrived. They had the fire under control
shortly. Neighbor Mike Friend said his dogs were barking that night.

"But | didn't see nothing," he said. "l just looked out the window and said, 'Oh, it's
smoking again,' " he said. "I'm not too happy. This is crazy. There are a lot of kids
around here."


http://www.mansfieldnewsjournal.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=2012208300306
http://www.mansfieldnewsjournal.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=2012208300306

Several Mansfield Police Detectives and officers mingled about the scene.

Mansfield police Sgt. Joe Petrycki said the department is assisting Mansfield Fire and
the State Fire Marshall's office.

"Whether they need information on someone they've contacted or a witness, we get that
for them," Petrycki said. "Whatever they need."

Police Chief Dino Sgambellone said arson is unique as the principle investigation is
handled by the fire department.

"The police department increases patrols in areas affected by crime sprees and patterns
while working with the fire department on crime analysis and suspect apprehension,”
Sgambellone said. "We work together, share information and meet to mire effectively
deploy our resources and ensure we are all working collaboratively and efficiently."

Petrycki would not confirm if Jacob Sturgell, 25, who called the News Journal during
guestioning, is still a person of interest in the investigation.

However, the First Street resident is clearly not responsible for fires that have taken
place since Aug. 15.

Knox County Assistant Prosecutor Chip McConville said Sturgell has been incarcerated
since then in the Knox County Jail on a $50,000 cash bond.

McConville said he's charged with arson, a third-degree felony, for a barn fire set July
16, 2010.

Sturgell pleaded not guilty Aug. 23.

"Jacob just lives right up the street," Petrycki said pointing toward First Street and
Marshall.

"Police and fire are working together and sharing resources and information to narrow
down possible suspects. Police are interviewing people at these fires,"” Service Safety
Director Lori Cope said.



"We are confident we're going to come up with a solution. The only way we're going to
solve this is for us to work together."



GREATER OHIO POLICY CENTER

People. Land. Prosperity.

Who We Are

Greater Ohio Policy Center (GOPC), a non-profit, non-partisan organization based in Columbus and operating
statewide, develops and advances policies and practices that value Ohio’s urban cores and metropolitan regions
as economic drivers and preserve the state’s open space and farmland. Through education, research, and
outreach, GOPC strives to create a political and policy climate that advances sustainable development and
economic growth.

What We Are Doing

GOPC achieves these goals through advancing legislative changes and leading non-partisan policy initiatives that
span different gubernatorial administrations. Respected for blending data-driven work and bipartisan policy
advancement with stakeholder outreach, GOPC links policy development with local and regional needs and
practices—using innovative projects, research, educational initiatives, policy advancement and unique
partnerships to move our agenda.

Building on the comprehensive and influential “Restoring Prosperity to Ohio” state policy agenda created in
collaboration with the Brookings Institution in 2010, GOPC'’s work falls into three priority policy areas:

Urban Core and Neighborhood Redevelopment. GOPC is moving an agenda that advances state
policies and local practices to curb the vacant and abandoned properties crisis in Ohio and to generate
regrowth and density in our urban cores and neighborhoods. Our work in this area focuses on: increasing
property stabilization and generating market opportunities through state level policy and program
development and advancement; building a statewide network of local leaders making neighborhood and
community improvements; and providing community leaders from across the state with data, tools and
strategies.

Transportation and Sustainable Growth. Greater Ohio advocates for increasing transportation
options in our cities and metros to make more energy efficient, environmentally-sound, and sustainable
growth a possibility. Our transportation work focuses on diversifying funding sources at the state level and
promoting policies that provide funding for preserving and maintaining existing infrastructure as well as for
strategic investments in new multi-modal capacity.

Regional Governance Reform. Greater Ohio has launched a statewide regional governance initiative to
advance regional economic growth and build a coalition of local officials from around the state to reform
local governance structures. This initiative is intended to link new governance structures with land use
planning to make our regions more economically competitive. In order to advance governance reform, this
initiative blends legislative advocacy, public education, and technical assistance.

Partnering for Impact

Smart and sustainable growth in Ohio that reinvests in existing communities—improving our quality of life and
economic competitiveness as well as achieving more balanced regional development—will depend on
strengthening our state’s urban centers, transportation alternatives, and regional cooperation, in addition to
protecting our state’s natural and agricultural resources. We hope that you will join us in supporting these
important issues and reinventing what Ohio can be for generations to come.

Greater Ohio Policy Center | 399 East Main Street, Suite 140 Columbus, Ohio 43215 | 614-224-0187 | www.greaterohio.org
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	Funding Request: 100000
	JobsOhio: [Northeast]
	Number of Collaborative Partners: 3
	Lead Applicant: City of Mansfield
	Project Name: Modeling a comprehensive response system: an innovative approach to matching strategic responses to problem properties and reducing costs
	TypeofRequest: [Grant ]
	Lead Applicant Address Line 1: City of Mansfield c/o Donnie Mitchell
	Lead Applicant Address Line 2: 30 North Diamond Street
	Lead Applicant (City, Township or Village): Mansfield
	Lead Applicant County: Richland
	Lead Applicant State: OH
	Lead Applicant Zipcode: 44902
	Lead Applicant City: Mansfield
	Lead Applicant County Population 2010: 47821
	Lead Applicant City Population: 124475
	Lead Applicant Resolution of Support: No
	Project Contact: Donnie Mitchell
	Project Contact Title: Manger of Community Developmen
	Project Contact  Address Line 1: 30 North Diamond Street
	Project Contact  Address Line 2: 
	Project Contact County: Mansfield
	Project Contact State: OH
	Project Contact ZipCode: 44902
	Project Contact  Email Address: dmitchell@ci.mansfield.oh.us
	Project Contact Phone Number: (419) 755-9796
	Fiscal Officer Contact: Linn Seward
	Fiscal Officer Title: Director of Finance
	Fiscal Officer Address Line 1: 30 North Diamond Street
	Fiscal Officer Address Line 2: 
	Fiscal Officer City: Mansfield
	Fiscal Officer  State: OH
	Fiscal Officer  ZipCode: 44902
	Fiscal Officer Email Address: lsteward@ci.mansfield.oh.us
	Fiscal Officer Phone Number: (419) 755-9781
	OAKS: Yes
	Single Applicant: 0
	Yes NoParticipating Entity  1 point for single applicants: 0
	Collaborative Partners: 5
	Number of Collaborative Partners who signed the partnership agreement and provided resolutions of support: 3
	Participating Entity 5 points allocated to  projects with collaborative partners: 5
	Population: 3
	List Entitytownship or village with a population of less than 20000: 
	MunicipalityTownshipRow1: 
	PopulationRow1: 
	Population 2: 5
	List Entitytownship or village with a population of less than 20000 residents: Richland County
	CountyRow1: Richland County
	PopulationRow1_2: 124475
	Population  35 points determined by the smallest population listed in the application  Applications from or collaborating with small communities are preferred: 5
	Nature of the Partnership: In a time of shrinking resources, local governments and nonprofits recognize the need to collaborate on common issues.  The City of Mansfield, Richland County, Richland County First Call 211 (211) and the nonprofit North End Community Improvement Collaborative, Inc. (NECIC) have worked together informally to mitigate the vacant and abandoned property crisis in Richland County, which is one of the greatest threats to the community’s health and economic competitiveness.  With LGIF support, these partners will formalize a county-wide strategy to problem properties that integrates public and nonprofit sectors strengths to develop effective prevention and abatement strategies, and solutions to property management and redevelopment.

Mansfield will act as lead applicant, based on its experience leading the Moving Ohio Forward Program (MOF), Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP).  Richland County, 211 and NECIC will be equal partners, bringing different expertise to the project.  The county Treasurer’s knowledge of foreclosure and county-wide property parcel data will inform the creation of a software system, while NECIC will serve as a convener and representative of community concerns, a role it has played for the last year. The 211 System has recently expanded its duties to include collecting citizens’ concerns for local government departments, and all partners agree 211 should continue as the primary liaison between citizens and local governments. The city and county share a senior employee, Donnie Mitchell, who carries out the duties of the city’s Community Development office and the county’s Fair Housing Office. Mitchell will manage the proposed LGIF study, which will greatly facilitate the success of this collaborative project.  The partners will contract with the Greater Ohio Policy Center (a 501(c)3 organization) for assistance in executing this Management Study.
	Partner 1: Richland County
	Address Line 1: 50 Park Avenue East
	Address Line 2: 
	Municipality Township: 
	Population_2: 
	City 1: Mansfield
	State: OH
	Zip Code: 44902
	County: Richland County
	Population_3: 124475
	State Zip CodeEmail Address 1: BHamilton@richlandcounty.oh.us    
	Phone Number: (419) 774-5550
	Partner Resolution 1: No
	Partner Agreement: No
	Partner 2: Mansfield/Richland Public Library and RCJFS (211)
	Address Line 1_2: 43 West Third Street
	Address Line 2_2: 
	Municipality Township_2: 
	Population_4: 
	City 2: Mansfield
	State 2: OH
	Zip Code 2: 44902
	County_2: Richland
	Population_5: 124475
	State Zip CodeEmail Address 2: tcarter@mrcpl.org
	Phone Number_2: (419) 522-4636
	Partner Resolution 2: Yes
	Partner Agreement 2: No
	Partner 3: North End Community Improvement Collaborative, Inc
	Address Line 1_3: 199 North Main Street
	Address Line 2_3: 
	Township: 
	Population_6: 
	City 3: Mansfield
	State 3: OH
	Zip Code 3: 44901
	County_3: Richland
	Population_7: 
	State Zip CodeEmail Address_3: DEANNA@necic-ohio.org
	Phone Number_3: (419) 525-3101
	Partner Resolution 3: Yes
	Partner Agreement 3: No
	Partner 4: 
	Address Line 1_4: 
	Address Line 2_4: 
	Population_8: 
	City 4: 
	State 4: 
	Zip Code 4: 
	Municipality Township_3: 
	County_4: 
	Population_9: 
	State Zip CodeEmail Address_4: 
	Phone Number_4: 
	Partner Resolution 4: Off
	Partner Agreement 4: Off
	Partners 5: 
	Address Line 1_5: 
	Address Line 2_5: 
	Municipality Township_4: 
	Population_10: 
	City_5: 
	State_5: 
	Zip Code_5: 
	County_5: 
	Population_11: 
	State Zip CodeEmail Address_5: 
	Phone Number_5: 
	Partner Agreement  5: Off
	Partners 6: 
	Address Line 1_6: 
	Address Line 2_6: 
	City_6: 
	Partner Resolution 5: Off
	Municipality Township_5: 
	Population_12: 
	State_6: 
	Zip Code_6: 
	County_6: 
	Population_13: 
	Email Address_6: 
	Phone Number_6: 
	Partners 7: 
	Address Line 1_7: 
	Address Line 2_7: 
	Township_2: 
	Population_14: 
	City_7: 
	State_7: 
	Zip Code_7: 
	County_7: 
	Population_15: 
	State Zip CodeEmail Address_7: 
	Phone Number_7: 
	Partner Resolution 7: Off
	Partner Agreement  7: Off
	Partners 8: 
	Address Line 1_8: 
	Address Line 2_8: 
	Municipality Township_6: 
	Population_16: 
	City_8: 
	State_8: 
	Zip Code_8: 
	County_8: 
	Population_17: 
	State Zip CodeEmail Address_8: 
	Phone Number_8: 
	Partner Resolution 8: Off
	Partner Agreement 8: Off
	Partners 9: 
	Address Line 1_9: 
	Address Line 2_9: 
	Municipality Township_7: 
	Population_18: 
	City_9: 
	State_9: 
	Zip Code_9: 
	County_9: 
	Population_19: 
	State Zip CodeEmail Address_9: 
	Phone Number_9: 
	Partner Resolution 9: Off
	Partner Agreement  9: Off
	Partners 10: 
	Address Line 1_10: 
	Address Line 2_10: 
	Municipality Township_8: 
	Population_20: 
	City_10: 
	State_10: 
	Zip Code_10: 
	County_10: 
	Population_21: 
	Email Address_10: 
	Phone Number_10: 
	Partner Resolution 10: Off
	Partner Agreement 10: Off
	Partner Agreement  10: Off
	Partners 11: 
	Address Line 1_11: 
	Address Line 2_11: 
	Township_3: 
	Population_22: 
	City_11: 
	State_11: 
	Zip Code_11: 
	County_11: 
	Population_23: 
	State Zip CodeEmail Address_11: 
	Phone Number_11: 
	Partner Resolution 11: Off
	Partner Agreement  11: Off
	Partners 12: 
	Address Line 1_12: 
	Address Line 2_12: 
	Municipality Township_9: 
	Population_24: 
	City_12: 
	State_12: 
	Zip Code_12: 
	County_12: 
	Population_25: 
	State Zip CodeEmail Address_12: 
	Phone Number_12: 
	Partner Resolution 12: Off
	Partner Agreement 12: Off
	Type of Study: [Management Study]
	Targeted Approach: [Coproduction]
	Project Description: During summer 2012, numerous arsons of vacant and abandoned properties in Mansfield bore out the urgent need to coordinate local government resources and knowledge to better manage the area’s problem property crisis.  Mansfield and its partners seek LGIF support in developing a two part Management Study [i.e.: 1)needs assessment and 2) resource book] that will create an action plan for a Comprehensive Response System that: a) mitigates the effect of vacant and abandoned properties countywide and b) guides property reuse for community revitalization.  The coproduction of a synchronized System will increase government efficiency and capacity while reducing the public sector cost of property management and redevelopment.

Part I will identify key elements needed in a software-based Neighborhood Information System (NIS).  The resulting NEEDS ASSESSMENT will make recommendations for the creation of an actual computer program that anticipates how public, private, and nonprofit stakeholders will use data to provide a coordinated response to problem properties.  Using interviews with potential users, scans of existing programs and feedback sessions, the Assessment will integrate a) the consumer focus of complaint-driven software that flags existing blight but can be a poor guide for forecasting problems, with b) a proactive data-driven approach, consistent with the “vital stats view” common to registries that compile a range of government-held information on all land parcels. The Assessment will help construct a unique system that achieves both strategic redevelopment goals and is responsive to residents’ concerns.  

Local philanthropic and private sources have indicated interest in providing matching start-up funds for a skeletal or “beta” system. The city has identified IT specialists at local colleges who are interested in developing software that could be, potentially, based on available open source programs.  Phase I will direct these IT specialists as they build the actual program.  

To make full use of the data generated by Part I, Part II will result in a RESOURCE BOOK that will guide local governments in Richland Co. in comprehensive planning, tailoring local abatement and redevelopment strategies to NIS data. A significant contribution of the Resource Book will be the coordination of “tasks” and “roles” in problem property mitigation and redevelopment.  Facilitated discussions, focus groups, and interviews with experts will clearly identify “tasks” that abandoned properties often require—such as boarding broken windows or condemning lead painted buildings.  The Resources Book will then clarify “roles” or which agency, department or nonprofit is the most appropriate responder.  For example, the role of a nonprofit might be to board broken windows and issue tall grass warnings, while the role of the health department would be primarily confined to handling environmental risks.  Matching strategies with the greatest impact to neighborhood conditions will maximize existing resources, increase efficiencies and reduce duplicative responses to problem properties, thus raising the likelihood that a parcel’s reuse and redevelopment opportunities are fully unlocked.

Parts I and II will result in a Comprehensive Response System that bridges the gap between data and action.  This system will identify “on-ramps” for other potential partners so the project can be scaled up.  While not official partners now, Richland Co. Health Dept, County Auditor, and municipal fire departments and fiscal officers all benefit from this study and may participate later. Study findings will be written so jurisdictions of all sizes can replicate the two-part system.  

This project is anticipated to take a total of 6-9 months.  Mansfield and its partners will use Greater Ohio Policy Center as the primary consultant and may contract additional consultants for select expertise in database development and management, and basic IT knowledge.  
	Past Success Points: 5
	Yes NoPast Success 5 points: 5
	Please provide a general description of the project The information provided will be used for council briefings program and marketing materials  1000 charcter limitRow1: • METRICH (Metro-Richland County), a regional law enforcement task force developed in 1986.  Over 40 communities share specialists and a common computer system, and jointly conduct raids and arrests. 
• Under Attorney General DeWine’s Moving Ohio Forward Program, Richland County and Mansfield have co-led the process of identifying and prioritizing properties for demolition throughout the entire county, especially in villages and townships that do not have the capacity to conduct demolition or engage in strategic community planning.  
• The Citizen Action Sector, a coalition that includes: the city’s Police and Codes departments, County Health Department, 211 and private citizens has met monthly since 2011 to examine how to better respond to citizen reports of blight and code violations.   
• Mansfield is in the midst of completing an LGIF-funded performance-based budgeting and decision-making plan.
	Scalable/Replicable Points: 10
	ScalableReplicable 35 points: 10
	Provide a summary of how the applicants proposal can be replicated by other local governments or scaled for the inclusion of other local governmentsRow1: The Resource Book purposefully will be SCALABLE. In identifying the “tasks” and “roles” related to problem property management and strategic reuse, the door is always “open” for more partners to carry out tasks that the founding members originally managed.

To increase the likelihood that the comprehensive response system will be REPLICATED, this study will make recommendations for tasks and roles that allow for a wide range of communities—that may have a different set of partners—to easily implement the NIS and Resources Book.  

The action plan for the Comprehensive Response System will be specific enough to assist Richland County, but recognizing that the problem property crisis ignores city and county boundaries, recommendations within the NIS Needs Assessment and Resource Book will be made with the explicit goal of identifying ways of linking similar networks across the state and developing region-based responses and strategies.
	Probability of Success Points: 5
	Probability of Success  5 points: 5
	Provide a summary of the likelihood of the grant study recommendations being implemented Applicants requesting a loan should provide a summary of the probability of savings from the loan requestRow1: Since 2005, property tax revenues in the city have decreased 20% as the value of occupied properties located next to blight decline, and fewer residents pay taxes.  With the city in fiscal emergency, the burdensome costs of monitoring, citing, and securing problem properties-in addition to their low value-hinder efforts towards fiscal sustainability. It is essential for the future of the city and county to generate savings through administrative efficiencies and improved property values. Mansfield and its partners are committed to implementing this study's findings; successfully recouping from negligent owners just 1% of delinquent property taxes will annually generate $15,000 for the city and $145,000 outside the city. Fewer abandoned buildings and high functioning local governments will also boost the county's economic competitiveness.

This proposal lays the groundwork for other collaborations and is expected to catalyze new partnerships among public, nonprofit and private partners.
	Performance Audit Points: 0
	Yes NoPerformanc AuditCost 5 points: 0
	If the project is the result of recommendations from a performance audit provided by the Auditor of State under Chapter 117 of the Ohio Revised Code or a cost benchmarking study please attached a copy with the supporting documents  In the section below provide a summary of the performance audit or cost bench tudyRow1: Studies show that using a Neighborhood Information System can help increase neighborhood property values by generating data that helps nonprofit and public sector officials better target economic development efforts and community revitalization strategies.  However, a cost-benchmarking study does not exist that calculates public sector administrative savings.  This proposed project will be unique, nationally, by identifying potential cost savings associated with the collaboration and coproduction of a comprehensive response system that mitigates problem properties and assists in their redevelopment.

This project is not the result of recommendations from a performance audit provided by the Auditor of State.  

	Econonic Impact Points: 5
	Economic Impact 5 points: 5
	Provide a summary of how the applicants proposal can be replicated by other local governments or scaled for the inclusion of other local governmentsRow1_2: To attract and retain businesses, Mansfield and Richland Co. must be attractive, quality places that businesses, employees and their families feel safe and comfortable in.  This project recognizes that addressing the physical deterioration of the city of Mansfield is a key component of Richland Co.’s job creation and economic development strategies, and for medium size cities and counties similar to Mansfield and Richland Co.  

The NIS will be critical in verifying which neighborhoods create a negative community image, and the Resource book will help determine how scarce resources should be targeted, so these areas turn around.  A synchronized strategy by public, nonprofit, and private sectors will 1) improve the physical character of the region, 2) increase private sector confidence in the capacity of local government, and 3) increase market opportunities.  Other communities can similarly improve their quality of life by replicating best practices developed through this study.
	Response Econonic Demand Points: 5
	Response Economic Demand  5 points: 5
	Provide a summary of the likelihood of the grant study recommendations being implemented Applicants requesting a loan should provide a summary of the probability of savings from the loan requestRow1_2: From 2005-'10, foreclosures in Richland Co. increased by 27%, while at the same time, safety services funding declined by 17%, and the city codes & building department reduced fulltime staff by a third, halved its budget, and doubled yearly code enforcement actions per officer to 404.  Despite streamlined operations, crime control, nuisance abatement and public health monitoring is still desperately needed within and outside of the city.  A Comprehensive Response System will fill the gap between demand and service availability and promote cost-savings by: 1) increasing local government efficiencies through coordination and planning; 2) properly matching reuse strategies to property problems to enhance revitalization prospects; and 3) identifying how nonprofit & private sector partners can contribute to achieving the long term vision of a healthy community.  In this way, the city and county can maximize existing resources, and integrate and leverage the strengths of all stakeholders.
	Request: 100000
	Cash Source 1: 
	Cash Source 1 Amount: 
	Cash Source 2: 
	Cash Source 2 Amount: 
	Cash Source 3: 
	Cash Source 3 Amount: 
	Cash Source 4: IN-KIND MATCH First Call 211
	Cash Source 4 Amount: 315
	In-Kind Source 1: City of Mansfield past contribution
	In-Kind Source 2: City of Mansfield future contribution
	In-Kind Source 1 Amount: 47134
	In-Kind Source 2 Amount: 9600
	In-Kind Source 3: NECIC
	In-Kind Source 3 Amount: 1941.5
	TotalMatch: 58990.5
	TotalRevenues: 158990.5
	Consultant Fee Amount: 70500
	Consultant Fee Source: LGIF
	Legal Fee Amount: 0
	Legal Fee Source: 
	Other Use 1: CIty of Mansfield
	Other Use 1 Amount: 66734
	Other Use 1 Source: In-Kind ($56,734) + LGIF ($10,000)
	Other Use 2: NECIC
	Other Use 2 Amount: 5692
	Other Use 2 Source: In-Kind ($1,942) + LGIF ($3,750)
	Other Use 3: 211
	Other Use 3 Amount: 4065
	Other Use 3 Source: In-Kind ($315) + LGIF ($3,750)
	Other Use 4: IT Consultant
	Other Use 4 Amount: 12000
	Other Use 4 Source: LGIF
	Other Use 5: 
	Other Use 5 Amount: 
	Other Use 5 Source: 
	Other Use 6: 
	Other Use 6 Amount: 
	Other Use 6 Source: 
	Other Use 7: 
	Other Use 7 Amount: 
	Other Use 7 Source: 
	Other Use 8: 
	Other Use 8 Amount: 
	Other Use 8 Source: 
	TotalExpenses: 158991
	Local Match Percentage: 0.3710316025171315
	Local Match Points: 1
	Project Budget Narrative: CONTRIBUTIONS: Mansfield's Community Development and Police Departments contributed $47,134 in in-kind labor during FY 2011-2012 by collecting property data that will populate proposed NIS beta program.  These city departments will contribute $9,600 in in-kind labor for FY 2013 by undertaking additional data collection and analysis for NIS database.  NECIC contributed $1,942 in in-kind labor during FY 2011-12 by hosting stakeholder meetings and initial research into software options and requirements. 211 contributed $315 in in-kind labor attending meetings. 

ALLOCATIONS: City will receive $10,000 in grant support for staff time overseeing consultants, managing partners and administrating grant The LGIF will support NECIC with $3,750 for staff time to continue stakeholder meetings, focus groups and other convenings.  The LGIF will support 211 with $3,750 to support staff time in advising on and implementing a beta software system.  Greater Ohio Policy Center, a 501(c)3, is primary consultant; $70,500 is allocated for staff time and travel related to research that will develop the 2-part Response System.  An IT consultant will be used for software development expertise ($12,000).
	Actual: 2
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	Program Budget Justification: BUDGETARY ASSUMPTIONS FOR NULL AND IMPLEMENTATION PROJECTIONS:  Two sets of projected program budgets were calculated from FY 2013-2015: (1) a “null” budget that estimates costs if shared services do not occur and (2) a budget projecting costs for implementing a Comprehensive Resource System that will coordinate services.

Salary and benefits are limited to the Codes & Permits department because much of the city’s resources for managing blighted and vacant property go through this department. Salary and benefits rates are held constant in both budgets because rates are not expected to increase in the next 3 years.  These rates are based upon the City of Mansfield's 2012 Finance Department Performance Report.  

The Community Development, Police and Fire departments will also benefit from the use of the Comprehensive Response System, but current bookkeeping practices make it is difficult to calculate percentage of staff time and resources presently spent on vacant properties.  As a result of the Managerial Study,all participating city departments will better track staff time in the future. Instituting metrics and higher levels of recordkeeping will also assist the City in identifying and eliminating intra-department service duplication, thus lowering the city's overall staff time spent on blighted properties.  

Projections for the Null Budget assume the percentage of staff time spent on problem properties will hold constant or increase, due to the cancerous nature of blight.  Applicants assume implementing the Response System will reduce time spent by the Codes & Permits Dept. on vacant and abandoned properties.  The Implementation Budget forecasts decreases in staff time spent on problem properties over the next 3 years and increases in paid delinquent property taxes to Mansfield and Richland Co.
COST COMPARISONS BETWEEN IMPLEMENTATION AND NULL PROJECTIONS
Year I: Net Cost of -$79,200.
• Total implementation expenses for Year I are estimated at $473,355, which is $79,200 more than Year I in the Null Projection.  No revenues are expected during Year I of Implementation.
Year II: Net Savings of +$160,674
• Total implementation expenses for Year II are estimated at $395,386, which is $1,231 more than Null Year II.  During Year II of Implementation, Applicants expect $161,905 in revenue.
 Year III: Net Savings of +$171,928
• Total implementation expenses for Year III are estimated at $384,132, which is $6,738 less than Null Year III.  During Year III, the Partners expect $161,905 in revenue.

IMPLEMENTATION PROJECTION-EXPLANATION: In the Implementation Projection, Year I (FY2013) will be the most expensive, with staff time forecasted to hold constant for the Codes & Permits Department ($394,155 for projected salary and benefits rates).  Applicants anticipate one-time capital purchases for software and computer equipment ($70,000) and annual expenses related to third-party IT support ($5,000/year for FY 2013-’15).  However, it is possible that technical services could be moved internally after Year II.  Those potential savings are not noted in Budget as future capacity is unknown, however this will be a long-term goal of the Comprehensive Response System.
Years I-III (FY 2013-’15) also assumes annual purchasing fees for proprietary data collected by private companies, such as RealtyTrac.  This data will supplement information collected by the Partners.  Other studies suggest that proprietary data costs ~6% of the program’s total software cost.  However, after purchasing archived data for years prior to Year I, proprietary data costs should decline as the Partners will only have to acquire yearly updates.   

Currently, four Codes & Permits employees respond to property complaints.  Two Housing Inspectors spend 100% of their time on vacant properties, the Director spends 40%, and the Department Clerk spends 65% of her time on managing citizen calls and paperwork.  The Partners expect the standardization of software and year of experience coordinating responses (as guided by the Resource Book) will reduce the staff time spent by the Codes & Permits Department filling out reports, contacting other agencies, and duplicating other code enforcement actions.  

In Year II of Implementing the System, a 5% decrease in staff time for the Director and Clerk will net $6,587 in time savings for the city.  That freed-up time can be directed towards facilitating building rehabilitation and new construction.

In Year III an additional 5% decrease in staff time for the Director and Clerk will result in $16,423 in time savings for the city.

REVENUES GENERATED BY IMPLEMENTING COMPREHENSIVE RESPONSE SYSTEM
In addition to cost savings associated with less time spent by the Codes Department on problem properties, the Applicants expect to earn revenue through the collection of delinquent property taxes.  It is expected that the Neighborhood Information System and Resource Book will better track problematic property owners and will recoup lost taxes through a more thorough knowledge of property in the county.  Using very conservative estimates that the Response System will lead to a 1% increase in collection rates of delinquent property taxes, the city and county will net $161,905 annually in FY 2014 and 2015 ($16,000 or 4-6 houses in the city and $145,000 or 20-30 houses in municipalities and townships outside of Mansfield).

Moreover, enforcing code actions on vacant property will likely increase neighboring property values, leading to additional property tax revenues.  While difficult to quantify those savings now, the metrics developed by the Neighborhood Information System will be able to estimate those additional savings in the future. 
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	Return on Investment Justification Narrative: The net program cost for implementing the Comprehensive Response System is $73,693 ($1,182,465 [null]-$1,256,158 [implementation]).  The variations between projections are derived from salary differences ($1,182,465[null]-$1,162,758 [implementation]) and hard costs associated with implementing software purchasing, technical support and proprietary data ($93,400). The FY 2013 salary and benefit rates remain the same in both budget scenarios, but percent of time spent on problem properties should decrease in FY 2014 & 2015 if the System is implemented.  Total costs savings under the Response System equal $250,117 (-$73,693 [net cost]+$323,810 [implementation revenues derived from increased property tax collection]).
Eliminating duplicated services, minimizing administrative support duties and increased property taxes and tax collection produce clear cost savings that offset one-time capital purchases and minor ongoing maintenance fees.  Based on the success of the System, ROI may be even higher in the future as collection rates of delinquent property taxes increase and the value of occupied homes rise as neighborhood values improve.   
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	Loan Repayment Structure Narrative: Not Applicable.
	Loan Repayment Structure: 0
	Scoring-Population: 5
	Scoring-Partners: 5
	Total Points: 76
	Scoring-ROI: 30
	Scoring-Match: 1
	Scoring-Financial Information: 5
	Scoring-Response to Demand: 5
	Scoring-Economic Impact: 5
	Scoring-Performance Audit: 0
	Scoring-Probability of Success: 5
	Scoring-Scalable: 10
	Scoring-Past Success: 5
	Scoring-Loan Repayment Structure: 0


