
  

 

LGIF:	Applicant	Profile	

Lead	Applicant	 	

Project	Name	 	

Type	of	Request	
	

Funding	Request	
	

JobsOhio	Region		 	

Number	of	Collaborative	
Partners		

	

 
	

Office	of	Redevelopment	 
Website:	http://development.ohio.gov/Urban/LGIF.htm	

Email: 	LGIF@development.ohio.gov	
Phone:	614	|	995	2292	

Round	3:	Application	Form	

	Local	Government	Innovation	Fund

Financial 
Measures

Significance 
Measures

Success 
Measures

Collaborative 
Measures

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. 
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Lead Applicant
Project Name Type of Request

Address Line 1

Address Line 2

City State Zip Code

Address Line 1

Address Line 2

City State Zip Code

Address Line 1

Address Line 2

City   State       Zip Code

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

Project Contact

Population (2010)

Mailing Address: 

Email Address

Is your organization registered in 
OAKS as a vendor? Yes                         No

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

Fiscal Officer

Mailing Address: 

Title

Phone Number

C
ontacts

           Section 1

Email Address

Title

Phone Number

Round 3

Fiscal Officer

County

Did the lead applicant provide a 
resolution of support?                    Yes (Attached)           No (In Process)

Lead Applicant 

Mailing Address: 

City, Township or Village Population (2010)

Project Contact
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Lead Applicant
Project Name

 

Population

Population

Yes             No

List Entity 

County

Yes             No

List Entity 

Municipality/Township

Yes              No

Single Applicant 

Is your organization applying as a single entity?          Yes               No

Participating Entity:  (1 point) for single applicants

Collaborative Partners
Does the proposal involve other entities acting as

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.

Round 3
Type of 

 C
ollaborative Partners

S
ection 2

Does the applicant (or collaborative partner) represent a  
county with a population of less than 235,000 residents?

 

Population:  (3-5 points) determined by the smallest 
population listed in the application.  Applications from (or 

collaborating with) small communities are preferred.

Does the applicant (or collaborative partner) represent a city, 
township or village with a population of less than 20,000 

residents?                                          

Population

The applicant is required to provide information from the 2010 U.S. Census information, available at: 
http://factfinder2.census.gov/

Participating Entity: (5 points) allocated to  projects with 
collaborative partners.

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. 
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Lead Applicant
Project Name

Round 3

Type of Request

Nature of Partnership (2000 character limit)

Section 2

List of Partners

  C
ollaborative Partners

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

● Name of collaborative partners
● Contact Information
● 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.

Project Contact

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.
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Lead Applicant
Project Name

Collaborative 
Partners

Number 1

 Address Line 1

Address Line 2 Municipality 
/Township Population

City   State                 Zip Code County                               Population

Email Address Phone Number
Resolution of 

Support
Signed 

Agreement

Collaborative 
Partners

Number 2
Address Line 1

Address Line 2 Municipality 
/Township Population

City State Zip Code County                               Population

Email Address Phone Number
Resolution of 

Support
Signed 

Agreement

Collaborative 
Partners

Number 3
Address Line 1

Address Line 2 Municipality 
/Township Population

City State Zip Code County                               Population

Email Address Phone Number
Resolution of 

Support
Signed 

Agreement

Collaborative 
Partners

Number 4

Address Line 1

Address Line 2 Municipality 
/Township Population

City State Zip Code County                               Population

Email Address Phone Number
Resolution of 

Support
Signed 

Agreement

Section 2             C
ollaborative Partners

Popuation

Round 3
Type of Request

         Yes         No          Yes         No

Population

Population

         Yes         No          Yes         No

Population

         Yes         No          Yes         No

         Yes         No          Yes         No
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Lead Applicant
Project Name

Collaborative 
Partners

Number 5

Address Line 1

Address Line 2 Municipality 
/Township Population

City State Zip Code County                               Population

Email Address Phone Number
Resolution of 

Support
Signed 

Agreement

Collaborative 
Partners

Number 6
Address Line 1

Address Line 2 Municipality 
/Township Population

City State Zip Code County                               Population

Email Address Phone Number
Resolution of 

Support
Signed 

Agreement

Collaborative 
Partners

Number 7
Address Line 1

Address Line 2 Municipality 
/Township Population

City State Zip Code County                               Population

Email Address Phone Number
Resolution of 

Support
Signed 

Agreement

Collaborative 
Partners

Number 8

Address Line 1

Address Line 2 Municipality 
/Township Population

City State Zip Code County                               Population

Email Address Phone Number
Resolution of 

Support
Signed 

Agreement

Section 2             C
ollaborative Partners

Population

Round 3
Type of Request

         Yes         No          Yes         No

Population

Population

         Yes         No          Yes         No

Population

         Yes         No          Yes         No

         Yes         No          Yes         No
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Lead Applicant
Project Name

Collaborative 
Partners

Number 9

Address Line 1

Address Line 2 Municipality 
/Township Population

City State Zip Code County                               Population

Email Address Phone Number
Resolution of 

Support
Signed 

Agreement

Collaborative 
Partners

Number 10
Address Line 1

Address Line 2 Municipality 
/Township Population

City State Zip Code County                               Population

Email Address Phone Number
Resolution of 

Support
Signed 

Agreement

Collaborative 
Partners

Number 11
Address Line 1

Address Line 2 Municipality 
/Township Population

City State Zip Code County                               Population

Email Address Phone Number
Resolution of 

Support
Signed 

Agreement

Collaborative 
Partners

Number 12

Address Line 1

Address Line 2 Municipality 
/Township Population

City State Zip Code County                              Population

Email Address Phone Number
Resolution of 

Support
Signed 

Agreement

Section 2            C
ollaborative Partners

Population

Round 3
Type of Request

         Yes         No          Yes         No

Population

Population

         Yes         No          Yes         No

Population

         Yes         No          Yes         No

         Yes         No          Yes         No
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Lead Applicant
Project Name

Identification of the Type of Award

Targeted Approach 

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

Project Description (4000 character limit)

Project Contact

Section 3                 P roject Inform
ation

Round 3
Type of Request
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Lead Applicant
Project Name

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)

Round 3
Type of Request

Past Success Yes               No

Scalable/Replicable Proposal Scalable           Replicable           Both

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)

Probability of Success Yes               No

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)

Probability of Success  (5 points)

Section 3            Project Inform
ation

Scalable/Replicable (10 points)
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Lead Applicant
Project Name

Round 3
Type of Request

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)

Economic Impact                                                                   Yes              No

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)

Economic Impact (5 points)

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)

Section 3
Project Inform

ation

Response to Economic Demand Yes               No

Response to Economic Demand  (5 points)

Performance Audit Implementation/Cost Benchmarking  Yes               No

 Performance Audit/Benchmarking (5 points)
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Financial Inform
ation

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.    

Section 4

• 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.

Project 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.

Program Budget:

• 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.

Return on Investment:

• 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). 

For Loan Applications only:
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Type of Request

LGIF Request:

Source:  
Source:  
Source:  
Source:  

Source:  
Source:  
Source:  

Total Match:
Total Sources:

Amount Revenue Source
Consultant Fees:

Legal Fees:

Total Uses:
Local Match Percentage:

Section 4
Financial Inform

ation

Sources of Funds

Uses of Funds

Project Budget

Local Match Percentage = (Match Amount/Project Cost) * 100 (10% match required)

Project Budget Narrative: Use this space to justify expenses (1200 character max).
     10-39.99% (1 point)            40-69.99% (3 points)           70% or greater (5 points)

Other:___________________
Other:___________________
Other:___________________
Other:___________________

* Please note that this match percentage will be included in your 
grant/loan agreement and cannot be changed after awards are 

made.

Lead Applicant
Project Name

Round 3

Other:___________________
Other:___________________
Other:___________________
Other:___________________

Cash Match (List Sources Below):

In-Kind Match (List Sources Below):
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Lead Applicant
Project Name Type of Request

Actual____ Projected____ FY_________ FY _________ FY _________
Expenses                                                                    Amount                                          Amount                                                      Amount

Salary and Benefits        

Contract Services    
Occupancy (rent, utilities, maintenance)    
Training and Professional Development    
Insurance    
Travel    
Capital and Equipment Expenses    

Supplies, Printing, Copying, and Postage    
Evaluation    
Marketing    
Conferences, meetings, etc.    
Administration    
*Other -___________________________    
*Other -___________________________    
*Other -___________________________    

TOTAL EXPENSES       

 Revenues Revenues Revenues
Contributions, Gifts, Grants, and Earned Revenue

Local Government: ___________________________            
Local Government: ___________________________          
Local Government: ___________________________          

State Government          
Federal Government          

*Other - _________________________          
*Other - _________________________
*Other - _________________________          

Membership Income          
Program Service Fees          

Investment Income          

TOTAL REVENUES       

Round 3

Program Budget
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Lead Applicant
Project Name Type of Request

Round 3

Actual____ Projected____ FY _________ FY _________ FY _________

Salary and Benefits          
Contract Services          
Occupancy (rent, utilities, maintenance)          
Training and Professional Development          
Insurance          
Travel          
Capital and Equipment Expenses          
Supplies, Printing, Copying, and Postage          
Evaluation          
Marketing          
Conferences, meetings, etc.          
Administration          
*Other -___________________________          
*Other -___________________________          
*Other -___________________________          

TOTAL EXPENSES       

Contributions, Gifts, Grants, and Earned Revenue
Local Government: ___________________________          
Local Government: ___________________________          
Local Government: ___________________________          

State Government          
Federal Government          

*Other - _________________________          
*Other - _________________________          
*Other - _________________________

Membership Income          
Program Service Fees          

Investment Income          

TOTAL REVENUES       

Revenues Revenues Revenues

Expenses                                                                   Amount                                            Amount                                                       Amount

Program Budget
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Lead Applicant
Project Name Type of Request

Round 3

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

           (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. 

Section 4: Financial Information Scoring

Program Budget

           (5 points) Applicant provided complete and accurate budget information and narrative justification for a total of six fiscal years.
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Do you expect cost avoidance from the implementation of the project/program?

Expected Return on Investment is: 
  

Questions about how to calculate ROI? Please contact the Office of Redevelopment at 614-995-2292 or 
lgif@development.ohio.gov

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.

Use this formula: 

Expected Return on Investment =

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)

25%-74.99% (20 points) Greater than 75% (30 points)Less than 25% (10 points)

* 100 =      

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

Use this formula: * 100 = ROITotal New Revenue
Total Program Costs

Return On Investment

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:

Total $ Saved
Total Program Costs

* 100 = ROI

Do you expect cost savings from efficiency from the project? 

Financial Inform
ation

Lead Applicant Round 3
Project Name Type of Request

Use this formula: 
Total Cost Avoided
Total Program Costs

* 100 = ROI

Section 4
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Lead Applicant
Project Name Type of Request

Round 3

Applicant clearly demonstrates a 
secondary repayment source (5 points)

Applicant does not have a secondary 
repayment source (0 points)

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).

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.

Loan Repayment Structure 

Section 4
Financial Inform

ation
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Lead Applicant Round 3

Project Name Type of Request

Collaborative Measures Description Max Points Applicant 
Self Score

Population

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.

5

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.

5

Past Success 
Applicant has successfully implemented, or is following project guidance 
from a shared services model, for an efficiency, shared service, coproduction 
or merger project in the past.

5

Scalable/Replicable 
Proposal 

Applicant’s proposal can be replicated by other local governments or scaled 
for the inclusion of other local governments. 10

Probability of Success 
Applicant provides a documented need for the project and clearly outlines the 
likelihood of the need being met. 5

Performance Audit 
Implementation/Cost 

Benchmarking

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.

5

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)

5

Response to Economic 
Demand

The project responds to current substantial changes in economic demand for 
local or regional government services. 5

Financial Information 

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.

5

Local Match
Percentage of local matching funds being contributed to the project.  This 
may include in-kind contributions. 5

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.).

5

Scoring Overview
Section 1: Collaborative Measures

Section 2: Success Measures 

Section 3: Significance Measures

Total Points 

Section 4: Financial Measures
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	Funding Request: 51316
	JobsOhio: [Central]
	Number of Collaborative Partners: 3
	Lead Applicant: City of Upper Arlington
	Project Name: Regional 911/ Dispatching Services
	TypeofRequest: [Grant ]
	Lead Applicant Address Line 1: 3600 Tremont Road
	Lead Applicant Address Line 2: 
	Lead Applicant (City, Township or Village): City
	Lead Applicant County: Franklin
	Lead Applicant State: Oh
	Lead Applicant Zipcode: 43221
	Lead Applicant City: Upper Arlington
	Lead Applicant County Population 2010: 33771
	Lead Applicant City Population: 1163414
	Lead Applicant Resolution of Support: Yes
	Project Contact: Joseph T. Valentino
	Project Contact Title: Assistant City Manager
	Project Contact  Address Line 1: City of Upper Arlington
	Project Contact  Address Line 2: 3600 Tremont Road
	Project Contact County: Upper Arlington
	Project Contact State: Oh
	Project Contact ZipCode: 43221
	Project Contact  Email Address: jvalentino@uaohio.net
	Project Contact Phone Number: 614-583-5043
	Fiscal Officer Contact: Catherine Armstrong
	Fiscal Officer Title: Finance Services Director
	Fiscal Officer Address Line 1: City of Upper Arlington
	Fiscal Officer Address Line 2: 3600 Tremont Road
	Fiscal Officer City: Upper Arlington
	Fiscal Officer  State: Oh
	Fiscal Officer  ZipCode: 43221
	Fiscal Officer Email Address: 
	Fiscal Officer Phone Number: 614-583-5280
	OAKS: No
	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: 5
	List Entitytownship or village with a population of less than 20000: Norwich Township
	MunicipalityTownshipRow1: Township
	PopulationRow1: 4000
	Population 2: 3
	List Entitytownship or village with a population of less than 20000 residents: 
	CountyRow1: 
	PopulationRow1_2: 
	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: The cities of Upper Arlington (UA) and Hilliard are located in north west Franklin County. According to the 2010 census statistics, their combined populations are 62,206. The unincorporated portion of Hilliard is Norwich Township. Its population is approximately 4000.  UA, Hilliard and Norwich Township will partner to study how best to share our 911/dispatch services. The proposed project is distinctive in that it includes:
Three partners from different types of suburban communities with a history of collaboration; 
Two additional partners eager to participate and bring the project to scale; and
One coherent, evidence-based plan to conduct the study and implement its findings.

The entities have been meeting to discuss potential 911/dispatch savings for two years. As the lead applicant, UA will manage the research consultants, convene meetings of all partners and report findings to the State of Ohio.  Joe Valentino, the UA Assistant City Manager will assume primary responsibility for these functions.  In addition, key authorities from each jurisdiction will comprise a Collaborative Coordinating Committee (CCC), including UA’s Police and Fire Chiefs, Hilliard’s Police Chief and Deputy Chief, and the Norwich Township Administrator and Fire Chief.  The CCC will facilitate access to necessary documents and staff for the study consultants, and review the study findings and help insure that they are applied in practice.

These jurisdictions are ideal partners because of their shared borders and rich history of collaboration. Also, they represent different types of suburban communities, from stable, land-locked UA, to rapidly growing Hilliard, to small Norwich Township.  As such, they will help expand our collaboration to a wider range of nearby communities.  Already, the cities of Dublin and Worthington are so enthusiastic about our proposal they have committed cash contributions to the project budget (see Project Budget) and plan to participate in future consolidation.
	Partner 1: City of Upper Arlington
	Address Line 1: 3600 Tremont Rd.
	Address Line 2: 
	Municipality Township: 
	Population_2: 
	City 1: Upper Arlington
	State: Oh
	Zip Code: 43221
	County: Franklin
	Population_3: 33771
	State Zip CodeEmail Address 1: webmaster@uaoh.net
	Phone Number: 614-583-5000
	Partner Resolution 1: Yes
	Partner Agreement: No
	Partner 2: City of Hilliard
	Address Line 1_2: 5171 Northwest Parkway
	Address Line 2_2: 
	Municipality Township_2: 
	Population_4: 
	City 2: Hilliard
	State 2: Oh
	Zip Code 2: 43026
	County_2: Franklin
	Population_5: 28435
	State Zip CodeEmail Address 2: webmaster@hilliardohio.gov
	Phone Number_2: 614-876-7321
	Partner Resolution 2: No
	Partner Agreement 2: No
	Partner 3: Norwich Township
	Address Line 1_3: 5181 Northwest Parkway
	Address Line 2_3: 
	Township: 4000
	Population_6: 
	City 3: Hilliard
	State 3: Oh
	Zip Code 3: 43026
	County_3: 
	Population_7: 
	State Zip CodeEmail Address_3: Kate_Cavanaug@NorwichTownship.org
	Phone Number_3: 614-876-7694
	Partner Resolution 3: No
	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: [Feasibility Study]
	Targeted Approach: [Shared Service ]
	Project Description: Based on a careful review of earlier efforts, UA, Hilliard and Norwich Township have devised a feasibility study to understand the benefits, costs and savings associated with sharing our 911/dispatch services.  We organized the study around 6 key questions, each of which is summarized below.

How will sharing services improve communication among jurisdictions?

The proposed study will identify deficiencies associated with our current different communication systems across our jurisdictions, and the expected benefits of sharing 911/dispatching services.  Anecdotally, for example, radio wave transmission problems appear to occasionally result in missed calls. Our study would determine the frequency and significance of such problems and the extent to which a shared system would reduce them.

How will sharing services improve emergency response times?  

Our partners note that response times can be unnecessarily delayed, for example, when cell phone calls are routed from one dispatch center to another before police, fire, or EMS are notified to respond. Our feasibility study will quantify the number and average delay from such cases and estimate the decreases that would be associated with sharing. We will estimate the improvements in average response time for each jurisdiction. Additionally, shared services will provide overall improvements when responding to regional events. 

What will be the initial and ongoing costs of collaboration? 
 
Chief among these are expenses associated with improving equipment and technology, as well as staff time and training. The study will determine the initial costs, the long-term savings and develop a replicable funding model. We include preliminary estimates of cost basis in the Program Budget narrative. 

What will be the savings associated with collaboration?

Previous studies highlight equipment upgrades and personnel attrition as the greatest source of savings.  Because each jurisdiction has a unique staffing complement, we will aim to develop an approach to estimate cost savings from attrition and departmental reorganization. Doing so will help additional jurisdictions anticipate how much cost savings they could experience by participating in a shared  system. Given the need for municipalities to do “more with less,” the study will explore two types of cost savings. First the study will estimate savings associated with maintaining the current level of service with a more efficient, consolidated system.  Second, the study will show how much a new system could improve or expand (e.g., serve a larger population) services at our current level of investment.  We include some preliminary estimates of cost savings and cost avoidances the Program Budget narrative. 

How will sharing 911/dispatch services create opportunities for other collaboration among our partners?

The study will expand upon the previous two years of research addressing the need for bordering cities to collaborate in effective shared regional 911 dispatching services. It will examine and recommend governance structures including a Council of Government (COG) as a viable option to permit all to participate equally in not only communications but other city services.


How will collaboration be scaled so we can easily expand to include other jurisdictions?  

Developing shared services will depend upon a coherent order of changes. Based on the experience of other jurisdictions that have collaborated on 911/dispatch services (e.g., Ashland County; City of South Euclid), we will develop a plan for rolling out changes to our initial partners.  Based on our own local experience, we will then adapt a similar plan for future additional partners. With Dublin and Worthington already identified as the next communities for bringing the shared services to scale, their involvement from the beginning of the project will help communities throughout Ohio learn how to expand shared regional 911/dispatch services.

	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: The partners have a rich history of successful collaboration.  Since 1972, the fire departments and EMS services of UA, Hilliard, Dublin, Worthington, and Norwich Township have planned and implemented a shared services relationship. As a result, emergency vehicles routinely cross boundaries in response to residential and business emergencies, as well as for accidents related to hazardous materials.

In 2009 Worthington and Dublin formed a regional radio system. The system successfully serves Worthington Police and Fire, Sharon and Perry Township Police, Dublin Police and Public Works and Washington Township Fire.

We also share expertise and equipment pertaining to public works. For example, Hilliard requests signage material from Upper Arlington as they have the equipment that manufactures it. Likewise, in response to the recent June 2012 wind storm, maintenance trucks from these jurisdictions crossed boundaries to accelerate clean up efforts across all the communities.





	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: Beyond our initial partners, Dublin and Worthington have demonstrated their strong interest in our proposal by providing cash contributions to the budget. Both are contiguous to, as well as resemble our initial partners in that Dublin, like Hilliard, is expanding rapidly, while Worthington is similar to stable, land-locked Upper Arlington.  Also expressing interest in our efforts is a third tier of communities, including Grove City, Grandview, Clinton Township, Perry Township, Westerville and the Ohio State University.  In this manner we have created broad interest in building a collaborative system that could become one of the largest and most robust in all of Ohio.

Our proposal also emphasizes replication by learning from the experiences of other Ohio communities’ efforts to collaborate on shared 911/dispatch services. The recent LGIF-funded project from South Euclid has agreed to support and work with us to ensure our combined experiences will be a road map for other regions.
	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: This year, UA and Hilliard are facing the need to replace their RMS/CAD systems. One new RMS/CAD system costs approximately $600,000, while upgrading each system entirely would cost at a minimum $1 million for each city. This environment has created momentum to quickly plan for and implement cost-effective solutions.

Based on the feasibility study for the cities of Wooster and Ashland, and Wayne County¹ of shared services, we are confident that such an approach will be compelling and feasible.  Moreover, the partners’ history of collaboration and the supportive involvement of multiple agencies (e.g., police, fire, and EMS) within each jurisdiction increases our proposal’s probability of success.

The time is now! We are facing budget cut backs yet growing. Demand for communications upgrades is urgent. We need to find new ways to pay for them. As good stewards of public funds, the cities intend to carefully scrutinize the savings and more than likely implement the merger. 






	Performance Audit Points: 5
	Yes NoPerformanc AuditCost 5 points: 5
	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: The partners have selected a conservative savings projection of 20% because savings from shared 911/dispatch service studies vary widely. Kent Theerkelsen & Associates estimated “annual operational cost savings at 19% and 10-year Capital Improvement savings at 28%”² for a shared 911/dispatching service study in Burnett County, Wisconsin. The Center for Public Management of the Maxine Goodman Levin College of Urban Affairs at Cleveland State University found that the Ohio cities of Wooster and Ashland, and Wayne County³ would expect a 44% cost savings to their operating budgets if they collaborated on a shared 911/dispatching service. 

Shared public safety services is one of the objectives within 2012 Beyond Boundaries OBM report. It details that a shared 911/ dispatch service plan “offers extensive opportunities for leveraging assets and systems for greater efficiency and improved service delivery.”⁴ This is the focus of the proposed feasibility study. 

	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: Prospective new residents and businesses are attracted to financially stable suburbs with high levels of public safety services. However, the national dialogue about government curbing costs is echoed in central Ohio. As taxpayers tighten their household budgets, we will meet their expectations of governments similarly reducing costs by cutting out inherent inefficiencies. As stated in Beyond Boundaries⁵, the private sector has been working on process efficiencies for years; now citizens expect government to follow what has taken place in their workplaces. Community attraction will occur in efficiently-managed cities where tax dollars are spent wisely. Partners’ projected potential cost savings and avoidance will impact timing of future tax increases demonstrating to businesses and residents that all efficiencies have been ascertained. 

	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: Local governments’ budgets have experienced deep cuts recently and more are anticipated. Yet demand for services remains high. To remain attractive to business, these communities must continue to provide foremost emergency services but with fewer resources. In short,“do more with less.” 
 
Across these communities a priority for business is quick emergency response times. Corporate leaders site the partners’ outstanding police and fire services as a top benefit of their location.  About 8% of UA’s acreage is zoned commercial while the city of Hilliard has led the region in new business growth and attraction, even during the economic downturn.  Since 2004, 50 new businesses have been added, with $420 Million invested and 3,000 jobs created. The remaining 500 acres around the entire I 270 Outer-belt lies within Hilliard and has the potential of adding 9000 new jobs. With such anticipated growth, a more efficient 911/dispatch system is vital.

	Request: 51316
	Cash Source 1: Upper Arlington
	Cash Source 1 Amount: 7500
	Cash Source 2: Hilliard
	Cash Source 2 Amount: 7500
	Cash Source 3: Dublin
	Cash Source 3 Amount: 7500
	Cash Source 4: Worthington
	Cash Source 4 Amount: 7500
	In-Kind Source 1: UA/Hilliard/Norwich
	In-Kind Source 2: 
	In-Kind Source 1 Amount: 17064
	In-Kind Source 2 Amount: 
	In-Kind Source 3: 
	In-Kind Source 3 Amount: 
	TotalMatch: 47064
	TotalRevenues: 98380
	Consultant Fee Amount: 81316
	Consultant Fee Source: LGIF Request and Cash Match from List
	Legal Fee Amount: 
	Legal Fee Source: 
	Other Use 1: Personnel Wages 
	Other Use 1 Amount: 17064
	Other Use 1 Source: In-kind Contribution
	Other Use 2: 
	Other Use 2 Amount: 
	Other Use 2 Source: 
	Other Use 3: 
	Other Use 3 Amount: 
	Other Use 3 Source: 
	Other Use 4: 
	Other Use 4 Amount: 
	Other Use 4 Source: 
	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: 98380
	Local Match Percentage: 0.4783899166497256
	Local Match Points: 3
	Project Budget Narrative: The calculation of a 47.84% match to the Project Budget is determined by a cash match contribution of $7500 from each of the four cities (UA, Hilliard, Dublin, Worthington), and the total cost of the two previous years of research (See notarized Contribution of In-kind Services attached herein) by the four cities in the amount of $17,064.

The consultant (See L. R. Kimball proposal attached herein) has submitted a fee request of $81,316. After the deduction of our cash match totaling $30,000, our LGIF request is in the amount of $51,316. 

	Actual: 1
	Fiscal Year 1: 2009
	Fiscal Year 2: 2010
	Fiscal Year 3: 2011
	Year 1 Salary Expenses: 3532366
	Year 2 Salary Expense: 3577943
	Year 3 Salary Expense: 3626746
	Year 1 Contract Services: 257136
	Year 2 Contract Services: 257136
	Year 3 Contract Services: 257136
	Year 1 Occupancy: 340594
	Year 2 Occupancy: 314992
	Year 3 Occupancy: 391740
	Year 1 Training Professional Dev: 17850
	Year 2 Training Professional Dev: 10850
	Year 3 Training Professional Dev: 15350
	Year 1 Insurance: 
	Year 2 Insurance: 
	Year 3 Insurance: 
	Year 1 Travel: 
	Year 2 Travel: 
	Year 3 Travel: 
	Year 1 Capital Equipment: 
	Year 2 Capital Equipment: 
	Year 3 Capital Equipment: 
	Year 1 Supplies Printing: 
	Year 2 Supplies Printing: 
	Year 3 Supplies Printing: 
	Year 1 Evaluation: 
	Year 2 Evaluation: 
	Year 3 Evaluation: 
	Year 1 Marketing: 
	Year 2 Marketing: 
	Year 3 Marketing: 
	Year 1 Conferences: 
	Year 2 Conferences: 
	Year 3 Conferences: 
	Year 1 Administration: 
	Year 2 Administration: 
	Year 3 Administration: 
	Other Expense 1: 911 Equipment Expenses/Fees
	Year 1 Other Expense 1: 78283
	Year 2 Other Expense 1: 86747
	Year 3 Other Expense 1: 109470
	Other Expense 2: 
	Year 1 Other Expense 2: 
	Year 2 Other Expense 2: 
	Year 3 Other Expense 2: 
	Other Expense 3: 
	Year 1 Other Expense 3: 
	Year 2 Other Expense 3: 
	Year 3 Other Expense 3: 
	Year 1 Total Expenses: 4226229
	Year 2 Total Expense: 4247668
	Year 3 Total Expense: 4400442
	Local Source 1: 
	Year 1 Rev Local Source 1: 
	Year 2 Rev Local Source 1: 
	Year 3 Rev Local Source 1: 
	Local Source 2: 
	Year 1 Rev Local Source 2: 
	Year 2 Rev Local Source 2: 
	Year 3 Rev Local Source 2: 
	Local Source 3: 
	Year 1 Rev Local Source 3: 
	Year 2 Rev Local Source 3: 
	Year 3 Rev Local Source 3: 
	Year 1 Rev State: 
	Year 2 Rev State: 
	Year 3 Rev State: 
	Year 1 Rev Federal: 
	Year 2 Rev Federal: 
	Year 3 Rev Federal: 
	Other Source 1: 
	Year 1 Rev Other Source 1: 
	Year 2 Rev Other Source 1: 
	Year 3 Rev Other Source 1: 
	Other Source 2: 
	Year 1 Rev Other Source 2: 
	Year 2 Rev Other Source 2: 
	Year 3 Rev Other Source 2: 
	Other Source 3: 
	Year 1 Rev Other Source 3: 
	Year 2 Rev Other Source 3: 
	Year 3 Rev Other Source 3: 
	Year 1 Rev Membership Income: 
	Year 2 Rev Membership Income: 
	Year 3 Rev Membership Income: 
	Year 1 Rev Program Service Fee: 
	Year 2 Rev Program Service Fee: 
	Year 3 Rev Program Service Fee: 
	Year 1 Rev Investment Income: 
	Year 2 Rev Investment Income: 
	Year 3 Rev Investment Income: 
	Year 1 Total Revenues: 0
	Year 2 Total Revenues: 0
	Year 3 Total Revenues: 0
	Actual 2: 2
	FY_4: 2013
	FY_5: 2014
	FY_6: 2015
	Year 4 Salary Benefits: 3042165
	Year 5 Salary Benefits: 2863214
	Year 6 Salary Benefits: 2290571
	Year 4 Contract Services: 257136
	Year 5 Contract Services: 257136
	Year 6 Contract Services: 257136
	Year 4 Occupancy: 87277
	Year 5 Occupancy: 87277
	Year 6 Occupancy: 87277
	Year 4 Training Professional Dev: 14683
	Year 5 Training Professional Dev: 12480
	Year 6 Training Professional Dev: 9984
	Year 4 Insurance: 
	Year 5 Insurance: 
	Year 6 Insurance: 
	Year 4 Travel: 
	Year 5 Travel: 
	Year 6 Travel: 
	Year 4 Capital Equipment: 
	Year 5 Capital Equipment: 
	Year 6 Capital Equipment: 
	Year 4 Supplies: 
	Year 5 Supplies: 
	Year 6 Supplies: 
	Year 4 Evaluation: 
	Year 5 Evaluation: 
	Year 6 Evaluation: 
	Year 4 Marketing: 
	Year 5 Marketing: 
	Year 6 Marketing: 
	Year 4 Conferences: 
	Year 5 Conferences: 
	Year 6 Conferences: 
	Year 4 Administration: 
	Year 5 Administration: 
	Year 6 Administration: 
	Other Expense 5: 911 Equipment Expenses/Fees
	Year 4 Other Expense 5: 27875
	Year 5 Other Expense 5: 27875
	Year 6 Other Expense 5: 27875
	Other Expense 6: 
	Year 4 Other Expense 6: 
	Year 5 Other Expense 6: 
	Year 6 Other Expense 6: 
	Other Expense 7: 
	Year 4 Other Expense 7: 
	Year 5 Other Expense 7: 
	Year 6 Other Expense 7: 
	Year 4 Total Expenses: 3429136
	Year 5 Total Expenses: 3247982
	Year 6 Total Expenses: 2672843
	Local Source 4: 
	Year 4 Rev Local Source 4: 
	Year 5 Rev Local Source 4: 
	Year 6 Rev Local Source 4: 
	Local Source 5: 
	Year 4 Rev Local Source 5: 
	Year 5 Rev Local Source 5: 
	Year 6 Rev Local Source 5: 
	Local Source 6: 
	Year 4 Rev Local Source 6: 
	Year 5 Rev Local Source 6: 
	Year 6 Rev Local Source 6: 
	Year 4 Rev State: 
	Year 5 Rev State: 
	Year 6 Rev State: 
	Year 4 Rev Federal: 
	Year 5 Rev Federal: 
	Year 6 Rev Federal: 
	Other Source 4: 
	Year 4 Rev Other Source 4: 
	Year 5 Rev Other Source 4: 
	Year 6 Rev Other Source 4: 
	Other Source 5: 
	Year 4 Rev Other Source 5: 
	Year 5 Rev Other Source 5: 
	Year 6 Rev Other Source 5: 
	Other Source 6: 
	Year 4 Rev Other Source 6: 
	Year 5 Rev Other Source 6: 
	Year 6 Rev Other Source 6: 
	Year 4 Rev Membership Income: 
	Year 5 Rev Membership Income: 
	Year 6 Rev Membership Income: 
	Year 4 Rev Program Fees: 
	Year 5 Rev Program Fees: 
	Year 6 Rev Program Fees: 
	Year 4 Rev Investment Income: 
	Year 5 Rev Investment Income: 
	Year 6 Rev Investment Income: 
	Year 4 Total Revenues: 0
	Year 5 Total Revenues: 0
	Year 6 Total Revenues: 0
	Program Budget Justification: Based on the studies that are referenced in the Performance Audit Implementation/Cost Benchmarking narrative, we projected a cost savings of 20% to the Program Budget. The Program Budget combines the actual (2009/2010/2011), and projected (2013/2014/2015) budgets of 911operating expenses for the cities of Upper Arlington, Hilliard, Dublin, and Worthington since they will be the cities participating in the study. 

 Key criteria that connect the feasibility study to the Proposed Program Budget:

 20% reduction in cost savings
 Reduction of 20% or higher in capital improvements
 Lower personnel costs through attrition and reorganization
 Cost avoidance of duplicate CAD/RMS systems
 Cost avoidance for each city to independently upgrade their systems 


Budget Narrative:

Salary and Benefits - $8,195,950

The Salary and Benefits on the 2014 and 2015 Project Budgets will be reduced by a 20% cost savings because higher paid employees will no longer work in the dispatching center. In the future there will be a substantial cost savings when lower paid IT employees are hired and trained for dispatching services; returning officers and other uniformed personnel to the field. Moreover, as is documented in Beyond Boundaries, attrition will affect savings, too.  (We want to note, however, that in 2013, salaries and benefits will not decrease because the hourly and salaried personnel directly related to the feasibility study will be actively involved in working with the consultants.)

Contract Services - $771,408

Norwich Township pays Hilliard an annual fee of $257,136 for use of their 911 dispatching services. This is not expected to change.

Occupancy (rent, utilities, maintenance) - $261,831

By sharing services, the current fee model where each city pays separate maintenance fees will be replaced by the payment of just one fee divided by the four cities.  Maintenance includes, but is not limited to: audio logging recorder, dispatch mapping equipment, software and interface maintenance, CAD/RMS maintenance, and radio equipment maintenance.

Training and Professional Development - $37,147

We expect the cost of training and professional development to decrease as a result of sharing services. In the 2013 Project Budget we applied a 15% decrease in training because this will be the first year of implementation and we will not see a full 20% cost savings. The projected amount in 2014 and 2015 reflect the full 20% cost savings since the proposed shared services plan would be up and running and training costs shared. 
 
Equipment Expenses/Fees - $83,625

Like maintenance fees, by sharing services the payment of one equipment expense/fee  will be divided by the four cities. Costs associated with 911 dispatching equipment expenses and fees are membership fees, line subscription fees, workstation expenses, LEADS printer expenses, T1 Circuits for radio, MDT back-up equipment expenses, and miscellaneous hardware costs associated with running the 911 dispatching service.

Cost Avoidance: $4,200,000

Upper Arlington and Hilliard each need to purchase a $600,000 RMS/CAD system now. Furthermore, the cities of Upper Arlington, Hilliard, and Worthington have determined that in order to update their 911 dispatching services to meet the demands and innovative capabilities of the future, they will need to spend approximately $1,000,000 each. Andy Doyle, President of Spillman Technologies, a national public safety integrator, confirmed the proposed cost avoidance. Individual system upgrades are very expensive ( $1 Million) because the industry has already moved to more economical prices through technology that is designed to be shared .

Revenue: $ 0.00

Since our request for a grant from the Local Government Innovation Fund is not related to increased revenues, we did project revenue in the Program Budget. 

	Budget Scoring: 5
	ROI: 2
	Gains: 7724378
	Costs: 9349961
	ROI Percentage: 0.8261401304240734
	Return on Investment Justification Narrative: The Return on Investment is 82.61%. It is based on a 38% return on cost savings (explained in the Performance Audit Implementation/Cost Benchmarking narrative) and a 45% return from cost avoidances (See Program Budget Narrative).

Salaries, Benefits, and Training is where we will consistently see the full potential of a 20% cost savings over time. 

The 45% return on investment from cost avoidance was calculated as such because we will eliminate the need for each entity to purchase new equipment. Specifically:
 
$1,200,000 UA and Hilliard would avoid by not purchasing two $600,000 RMS/CAD systems, 
$3,000,000 UA, Hilliard, and Worthington would avoid necessary system upgrades at a cost of $1 million per city to meet the service demands and keep pace with innovation. 

The total $4,200,000 cost avoidance would be a tremendous savings to three city budgets, while not hindering the needs of the residents.

	Return on Investment Points: 30
	Loan Repayment Structure Narrative: 
	Loan Repayment Structure: Off
	Scoring-Population: 5
	Scoring-Partners: 5
	Total Points: 83
	Scoring-ROI: 30
	Scoring-Match: 3
	Scoring-Financial Information: 5
	Scoring-Response to Demand: 5
	Scoring-Economic Impact: 5
	Scoring-Performance Audit: 5
	Scoring-Probability of Success: 5
	Scoring-Scalable: 10
	Scoring-Past Success: 5
	Scoring-Loan Repayment Structure: 0


