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Tab 1:   Contact Information 
 

Main Applicant: 
  Address:  Stark County Educational Service Center 

      Larry Morgan, Superintendent 

      2100 38th Street NW 

      Canton, Ohio 44709 

  Phone:    330‐492‐8136 

  Contacts:   

Larry Morgan, Superintendent, Ext.1350   larry.morgan@email.sparcc.org 

Mel Lioi, Assistant Superintendent, Ext. 1452  mel.lioi@email.sparcc.org 

Tamra Hurst, Dir. Business Operations, Ext. 1344 tamra.hurst@email.sparcc.org 

  County:   Stark 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Tab 2:  Collaborative Partners 
 

Stark County Center for Transportation Excellence Project 

Collaborative Partner  Information  Nature of collaboration 
Stark Area Regional Transit 
Authority (SARTA) 

1600 Gateway Blvd. SE 
Canton, OH 44707 
330‐477‐2782   
FAX 330‐452‐3991 
kconrad@sartaonline.com 

Co‐manage the feasibility study, 
provide $20,000 funding match, 
provide key staff to assist, 
provide technical assistance, 
participate in key decisions, 
attend SCCTE project meetings 

Canton Regional Chamber of 
Commerce 

222 Market Avenue 
Canton, OH 44702 
330‐456‐7253 
FAX 330‐452‐7786 
 

Assist with feasibility study 
design and implementation, 
provide key staff to assist, 
provide technical assistance, 
participate in key decisions, 
attend SCCTE project meetings 

Stark County Board of 
Developmental Disabilities 

1278 S. Main Street 
North Canton, OH 44720 
330‐479‐3570 
FAX 330‐479‐3571 
 

Participate in feasibility study, 
including data generation, 
collection, reporting and 
analysis. Participate in 
implementation planning based 
upon feasibility study 
recommendations. 

Koala Kruizers  1310 N. Main 
North Canton, OH 44720 
330‐966‐2327 
FAX 330‐966‐2339 
snickers10@prodigy.net 

Participate in feasibility study, 
including data generation, 
collection, reporting and 
analysis. Participate in 
implementation planning based 
upon feasibility study 
recommendations. 

Stark County Mobility 
Coordination Committee 

1600 Gateway Blvd. SE 
Canton, OH 44707 
330‐477‐2782   
FAX 330‐452‐3991 
kmanning@sartaonline.com 

Assist with feasibility study 
design and implementation, 
provide key staff to assist, 
provide technical assistance, 
participate in key decisions, 
attend SCCTE project meetings 

Alliance City Schools  200 Glamorgan Street 
Alliance, OH 44601 
330‐821‐2100 
FAX 330‐821‐0202 
basilpe@alliancecityschools.org 

Participate in feasibility study, 
including data generation, 
collection, reporting and 
analysis. Participate in 
implementation planning based 
upon feasibility study 
recommendations. 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Stark County Center for Transportation Excellence Project 

Collaborative Partner  Information  Nature of collaboration 
Canton City Schools  305 McKinley Ave. NW 

Canton, OH 44702 
330‐438‐2500  
FAX 330‐451‐3336 
Smith_C2@ccsdistrict.org 
 
 

Participate in feasibility study, 
including data generation, 
collection, reporting and 
analysis. Participate in 
implementation planning based 
upon feasibility study 
recommendations. 

Canton Local Schools  4526 Ridge Ave. SE 
Canton, OH 44707 
330‐484‐8010 
FAX 330‐484‐8032 
Redmond@cantonlocal.org 

Participate in feasibility study, 
including data generation, 
collection, reporting and 
analysis. Participate in 
implementation planning based 
upon feasibility study 
recommendations. 

Fairless Local Schools  11885 Navarre Road SW 
Navarre, OH 44662 
330‐767‐3577 
FAX  330‐767‐3298 
Fair_m@falcon.stark.k12.oh.us 

Participate in feasibility study, 
including data generation, 
collection, reporting and 
analysis. Participate in 
implementation planning based 
upon feasibility study 
recommendations. 

Jackson Local Schools  7602 Fulton Drive NW 
Massillon, OH 44646 
330‐830‐8000 
FAX 330‐830‐8008 
CAD2jc@jackson.sparcc.org 

Participate in feasibility study, 
including data generation, 
collection, reporting and 
analysis. Participate in 
implementation planning based 
upon feasibility study 
recommendations. 

Lake Local Schools  11936 King Church Ave. NW 
Uniontown, OH 44685 
330‐877‐9383 
FAX 330‐877‐4754 
wendorfjudie@lakelocal.org 

Participate in feasibility study, 
including data generation, 
collection, reporting and 
analysis. Participate in 
implementation planning based 
upon feasibility study 
recommendations. 

Louisville Local Schools  504 E. Main Street 
Louisville, OH 44641 
330‐875‐1666 
FAX  330‐875‐7603 
dredd@louisville.sparcc.org 

Participate in feasibility study, 
including data generation, 
collection, reporting and 
analysis. Participate in 
implementation planning based 
upon feasibility study 
recommendations. 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Stark County Center for Transportation Excellence Project 

Collaborative Partner  Information  Nature of collaboration 
Marlington Local Schools  10320 Moulin Ave. NE 

Alliance, OH 44601 
330‐823‐7458 
FAX  330‐823‐7759 
j_nicodemo@marlingtonlocal.org 

Participate in feasibility study, 
including data generation, 
collection, reporting and 
analysis. Participate in 
implementation planning based 
upon feasibility study 
recommendations. 

Massillon City Schools   207 Oak Ave. SE 
Massillon, OH 44646 
330‐830‐3900 
FAX 330‐830‐0953 
rgoodright@massillon.sparcc.org 

Participate in feasibility study, 
including data generation, 
collection, reporting and 
analysis. Participate in 
implementation planning based 
upon feasibility study 
recommendations. 

Minerva Local Schools  303 Latzer Ave. 
Minerva, OH 44657 
330‐868‐4332 
FAX 330‐868‐4371 
chaddoj@minerva.sparcc.org 
 
 

Participate in feasibility study, 
including data generation, 
collection, reporting and 
analysis. Participate in 
implementation planning based 
upon feasibility study 
recommendations. 

North Canton City Schools  525 7th St. NE 
North Canton, OH 44720 
330‐497‐5600 
FAX 330‐497‐5618 
mrg1nc@viking.stark.k12.oh.us 

Participate in feasibility study, 
including data generation, 
collection, reporting and 
analysis. Participate in 
implementation planning based 
upon feasibility study 
recommendations. 

Northwest Local Schools  2309 Locust St. S 
Canal Fulton, OH 44614 
330‐854‐2291 
FAX 330‐854‐3591 
stetler.w@northwest.sparcc.org 

Participate in feasibility study, 
including data generation, 
collection, reporting and 
analysis. Participate in 
implementation planning based 
upon feasibility study 
recommendations. 

Osnaburg Local Schools  310 Browning St. 
East Canton, OH 44730 
330‐488‐1609 
FAX 330‐488‐4001 
mmarconi@wizard.sparcc.org 

Participate in feasibility study, 
including data generation, 
collection, reporting and 
analysis. Participate in 
implementation planning based 
upon feasibility study 
recommendations. 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Stark County Center for Transportation Excellence Project 

Collaborative Partner  Information  Nature of collaboration 
Perry Local Schools  4201 13th St. SW 

Massillon, OH 44646 
330‐477‐8121 
FAX 330‐478‐6184 
richardj@perrylocal.org 

Participate in feasibility study, 
including data generation, 
collection, reporting and 
analysis. Participate in 
implementation planning based 
upon feasibility study 
recommendations. 

Plain Local Schools 
 

901 44th St. NW 
Canton, OH 44709 
330‐492‐3500 
FAX 330‐493‐5542 
mayb@plainlocal.org 

Participate in feasibility study, 
including data generation, 
collection, reporting and 
analysis. Participate in 
implementation planning based 
upon feasibility study 
recommendations. 

R.G. Drage Career Technical 
Center 

2800 Richville Dr. SE 
Massillon, OH 44646 
330‐832‐1591 
FAX 330‐832‐9850 
Csmythe@drage.stark.k12.oh.us 

Participate in feasibility study, 
including data generation, 
collection, reporting and 
analysis. Participate in 
implementation planning based 
upon feasibility study 
recommendations. 

Sandy Valley Local Schools  5362 State Route 183 NE 
Magnolia, OH 44643 
330‐866‐3339 
FAX 330‐866‐5328 
d.janofa@svlocal.org 

Participate in feasibility study, 
including data generation, 
collection, reporting and 
analysis. Participate in 
implementation planning based 
upon feasibility study 
recommendations. 

Tuslaw Local Schools  1835 Manchester Ave. NW 
Massillon, OH 44647 
330‐837‐7813 
FAX  330‐837‐7804 
aolser@tuslaw.sparcc.org 

Participate in feasibility study, 
including data generation, 
collection, reporting and 
analysis. Participate in 
implementation planning based 
upon feasibility study 
recommendations. 

Stark Development Board  116 Cleveland Ave. NW 
Canton, OH 44702 
Phone: 330‐453‐5900 
Fax: 330‐453‐1793 

sdb@starkcoohio.com 

Assist with feasibility study 
design and implementation, 
provide key staff to assist, 
provide technical assistance, 
participate in key decisions, 
attend SCCTE project meetings. 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Tab 3:  Project Information for the Stark County Center for Transportation Excellence 
(SCCTE) 

A. Project Description 
The Stark County Educational Service Center (SCESC), with the Stark Area Regional Transit Authority (SARTA) and 
its other partners, proposes a feasibility study to determine the need for and possible creation of requirements‐ 
based Centers for Transportation Excellence in the county that could serve as a model for other rural, suburban 
or urban Ohio districts.  We will innovate, improve our operations, save money, and share our new knowledge 
with others in the transportation field. Our study will examine several aspects of Stark County transportation:  
financial; operating performance; fixed assets; technology platforms; and wage and benefit data. We will 
determine how much can be saved‐ Ohio Education Matters projects that districts can save up to 17% on 
transportation costs based on best practices benchmarks1.  We will determine if some services can be reduced, 
whether wages and benefits are and must remain fixed, whether some existing maintenance facilities can be 
closed or shared.  

Although there is a demand for school consolidation and collaboration, there are no business models, process 
designs, or successful examples to inform districts as they embark on shared service activities. We will become 
the business model, process design, and successful model blueprint‐one that has evidence of success, provides a 
step by step methodology to reduce risk, and meets the needs of participants. 

A county‐wide transportation network will support a dynamic community of service providers who act as 
catalytic agents for value creation as described by James Barksdale.  Partner members will collaboratively create 
services utilizing transportation resources that generate new streams of revenue, making transportation an 
asset instead of added cost to our community. Some potential benefits are: 

• One management entity that reduces duplicated fixed costs 
• Consolidated administration of payroll, timekeeping, legal, labor relations costs 
• Consolidated budgeting and procurement 
• Integrated routing for general routes and special needs students 
• Integrated maintenance operations assigned sites by type of service 
• Common standards and processes for qualifications, training, maintenance 
• Revenue generating asset management programs 

PROJECT TASKS 
 
Task 1 – Project Start‐up: The final feasibility study work plan tasks will be confirmed, the project schedule will 
be set, task assignments will be confirmed, in‐kind services will be confirmed and deliverables will be 
established. Key functional areas will be identified on a preliminary basis to inform the project steering 
committee and direct the design of the inventory and analysis of existing conditions. 
 
Task 2 ‐ Project Steering Committee: The project steering committee will be formalized, including its structure, 
key roles and responsibilities and membership. All work of the steering committee to include meetings, 
workshops, outreach, will be documented. 
 

                                                             
1 Benchmarking Ohio’s School Districts. Ohio Education Matters. Knowledgeworks. June 2011. 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Task 3 ‐ Inventory of Existing Conditions: Required information in each key functional area will be specified, 
communicated to the entities that will be providing data, and collected. In support of the functional areas under 
study, it is expected that the information required will include: detailed financials; staffing/labor contracts; 
purchase of services, materials and supplies; vendor and purchase of service contracts; technology; operations, 
supervision, maintenance, scheduling. In order to learn from existing shared services that are in place, 
information, studies and other documentation of results and benefits will be reviewed. Existing agreements 
associated with these shared services will be reviewed as well. We anticipate that excellent templates already 
exist for shared services agreements that may result from implementation of recommendations. 
 
Task 4 ‐ Analysis of Existing Conditions: Results of the inventory of existing conditions by school district and 
aggregated will be evaluated for similarities and differences. Exemplary practices, policies and procedures within 
Stark County school districts and through the Start County Educational Service Center will be identified to take 
advantage of successful efforts to share services and improve the cost‐efficiency and productivity of service 
delivery. The analysis of existing conditions will extend to related services provided by the Stark Area Regional 
Transit Authority and the Stark County Board of Developmental Disabilities. A list of preliminary candidate 
functional areas for shared/consolidated services will be developed. 
 
Task 5 – Best Practices/Lessons Learned – Related Benchmark Studies: Reports and studies on applicable best 
practices, lessons learned and benchmarking will be assembled and studied to inform the evaluation of shared 
service options and the formulation of recommendations and action plans. These reports and studies will be 
reviewed for information that will provide material related to the list of preliminary candidates for shared 
services. 
 
Task 6 ‐ Shared Service Options: Based on the analysis of existing conditions and the study of best practices, 
lessons learned and benchmark studies, the range of potential functional areas for shared services will be 
specified. The key factors and measures for evaluating each option will be specified. Any remaining information 
required to complete the evaluation of shared service options will be detailed and collected. The evaluation will 
include shared services among Stark County school districts and between school districts, the Stark Area 
Regional Transit Authority and the Stark County Board of Developmental Disabilities.  
 
Task 7‐ Evaluation of Shared Service Options: Each shared service option will be evaluated for impact on 
transportation service expenses; suitability of the option; requirements for implementation; required plans, 
policies and procedures; estimated costs and cost savings; contractual structure required; implementation 
responsibility; and governance and oversight responsibilities. Further, the shared service options will be 
evaluated against one another to help inform the process of setting implementation priorities. 
 
Task 8 ‐ Recommendations ‐ Priorities and Action Plans: Recommendations for key areas of 
shared/consolidated services to be implemented.  Priority areas for implementation; action plans; first year 
implementation priorities and out‐year implementation will be presented. Responsible parties, governance and 
oversight and an implementation timetable will be recommended. 
 
Task 9 ‐ Report 
A report documenting all work completed and the recommended plan for action will be prepared and 
submitted. This report will be prepared to support implementation of recommended shared services 
and pursuit of available resources from the Local Government Innovation Fund. 
 



Stark County LCIF Application: Centers for Transportation Excellence (SCCTE)  Tab 3‐ Page 3 

B. Type of Award Sought:   

The SCESC is seeking a LCIF grant for a feasibility study regarding collaborative and cooperative transportation 
management in Stark County within and beyond existing schools and public transportation systems. 

C. Problem Statement:   

Stark County, specifically the members of the SCCTE, needs to determine if there is sufficient reason to engage 
in collaborative transportation services in order to improve effectiveness and efficiency.  We need to conduct a 

comprehensive feasibility study to determine the current and future transportation demands, the trends in 
transportation usage and economy, and our partners’ readiness to implement a broad transportation shared 
services plan. 

D. ONE Targeted Approach to Innovation:  

Our targeted approach is one of shared service‐multiple entities working together on existing services to 
achieve efficiency in delivery of specific services. 

E. Anticipated Return on Investment:  

The proposed feasibility study project budget is $100,000. Savings, based on three‐year projections presented in 
Tab 4 – Financial Documentation, are estimated at an annual level of $2,564,029, significantly above 75%. 

F.   Probability of Proposal’s Success:  

The SCESC has a rich tradition of shared services and collaboration.  We coordinate the Stark County Council of 
Governments (COG) and its collaborative purchasing program.  To date, COG members participate in 

collaborative purchasing for: 
• 403(b) TPA 
• School Buses 
• Classroom supplies 
• Computer printers and software 
• Copiers and copier supplies 
• Custodial supplies 
• Drug/Alcohol testing 
• Electrical supplies 
• Electricity [AEP service area] 
• Food supplies 
• Fuels ‐ Gasoline and Diesel [delivered] 
• Fuels ‐ Gasoline and Diesel [network    
locations] 
• Insurance ‐ Health, Property, Fleet 
and Liability 
• Natural gas 
• On‐line Payment System 
• On‐line Training 

• Paper 
• Medical exams for school bus and van 
drivers 
• Produce 
• Rapid Response Emergency 
Notification System 
• Refuse removal 
• School Bus Radios 
• Workers' Compensation Group Ratin
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The SCESC has a rich tradition of shared services and collaboration. In 1987, we established a self‐insurance 

collaborative that now includes 64 organizations and serves over 13,000 members. The SCESC also implemented 

a shared purchasing program in 1987 which includes 59 member s. Together, the two programs have saved 

members over $141 million on supplies, food, services, and health insurance costs in the past ten years. 

Another SCESC initiative is currently under implementation. It is an Olweus anti‐bullying project that involves all 

17 public school districts and the parochial schools from the Youngstown Diocese, which will eventually serve 

over 70 school buildings in Stark County.  The SCESC is coordinating the training, implementation, and evaluation 

of the project.  In this first year, we have already connected with over 200 school personnel who are interested 

in and/or committed to this effort.  

The Stark County Educational Service Center also is home base for the collaborative Stark Portage Area Regional 

Computer Consortium‐ SPARCC. SPARCC is one of 23 Information Technology Centers (ITC) located in Ohio 

providing services to schools in their respective regions. Each of these sites is connected to a high speed 

broadband network which in turn is linked to their member districts.  

There are 30 member school districts in the consortium serving approximately 75,000 students, 5,000 teachers 

and 500 administrators. Membership in the consortium is voluntary and the operation is funded almost entirely 

by local fees. The SPARCC Governing Board includes the Superintendent of every member district while a smaller 

Executive Board provides oversight of the operation.  

 

Services currently provided by SPARCC include administrative functions such as payroll, financial accounting, 

student information system, student scheduling and report cards and instructional applications such as virtual 

courses, learning management systems, data analysis, web hosting and pod casting. Member districts rely upon 

SPARCC for vision and leadership in the realm of educational technology. 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We predict that the SCCTE project, when implemented with the same attention to members’ needs and positive 

outcomes, will result in similar savings and high levels of member satisfaction. 

F. Plans to Replicate and Scale Proposal 
 

We have generated a list of future potential partners in this collaborative as we achieve success.  We intend to 

invite all police, fire and sheriffs’ department in the county to join, as well as churches who have bus fleets and 

non‐profits who provide transportation. Our feasibility study will be easily replicated, and new partners 

welcomed as we implement our SCCTE project. We are also pleased to offer technical assistance to other 

locations as we learn what works, how to implement, and how to evaluate shared service outcomes.  We 

anticipate that as Stark County begins to conduct feasibility studies targeted toward improving its own 

operations, bringing to scale Centers for Transportation Excellence, we might begin to provide regional training 

and knowledge transfer to other Ohio counties looking to initiate similar improvements in their systems.  We 

intend to document our feasibility study approach and outcomes, and then our new systems and processes 

designs to create a blueprint for others to achieve similar levels of savings and increased value. 

G. Project Part of Larger Consolidation Effort  
 

We hypothesize that it is possible to integrate many transportation functions on a county‐wide basis, or even to 

create a single county‐wide transportation system. The SCESC is participating in several broader transportation 

related initiatives. We serve on the Clean Fuels committee of the Ohio Environmental Council.  Our Diesel School 

Bus Cleanup Working Group has been working since April 2007 to make school bus transportation the healthiest 

mode of transportation for Stark County’s children.  Led by representatives from the Ohio Environmental 

Council, and SCESC, the group has met to share information about the 6 R’s of diesel cleanup: Refuel with 

cleaner fuels, Repower, Replace, Rebuild, Reduce idling, and Retrofit. 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The Stark Area Regional Transit Authority (SARTA), working with the Stark County Area Transportation Study and 

through their Stark County Mobility Coordination Committee (SCMCC), is updating its countywide transportation 

coordination plan. This update is underway and will inform the feasibility study at the outset of the feasibility 

study. An important element of the update is the specific inclusion of the transportation needs of veterans and 

veteran and military families. This element is being completed following SARTA receiving a nationally‐

competitive grant to complete a pilot project, focused on veterans, to create a central transportation resource 

center for public and non‐profit transportation services. 

H. Applicant’s Past Innovation Successes:  
 

The SCESC has a broad experience implementing large innovative collaborative projects. Over the last 15 years, 

three grants from NSF have enabled us to transform our K‐12 STEM education across 17 public school districts 

for 63,000 students and cement ongoing partnerships with our community and five institutions of higher 

education. This proposal will continue that groundbreaking work.  In 1994, through the award (ESI‐9453920) for 

Science Education Enhancing the Development of Skills (SEEDS) NSF enabled Stark County to transform its 

elementary science curriculum into a hands‐on, minds‐on model for over 30,000 elementary students and 1,000 

teachers. Horizon’s assessment in the last year of the project indicated that 94% of classroom teachers were 

doing hands‐on science (Horizon levels 3,4,5) and 51% of these were doing hands‐on, minds‐on (Levels 4 and 5). 

In 1999, through SATURN (ESI‐9819644), NSF once again supported an additional 30,000 students at the middle 

and high school level and two hundred and twenty‐five science teachers in building on a locally funded SAMM 

(Science and Math on the Move) initiative that provided training and a commonly held store of transferable 

high‐tech equipment for use in their classroom to develop and implement a quality, standards‐based program to 

promote science literacy for all and increasing student achievement. Though SATURN has concluded, SAMM 

continues to expand and the Mease Science Center provides equipment, support and scientific materials to all 

districts. 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In 2002, a $7.5 million dollar Stark County Math and Science Partnership (EHR 0226986) grant enabled Stark 

County’s 17 school districts to partner with its five institutions of higher education, local business and industry, 

economic development and non‐profit organizations to launch a sustained effort to reduce the achievement gap 

in math and science at the middle and high school levels and to improve pre‐service teaching preparation. The 

K‐16 collaboration spawned by MSP has now resulted in one of the largest high school‐based dual credit 

programs in the state with over 60 courses, earning both high school and college credit, in math and science 

offered to nearly 1,000 students in 2008‐09 alone.  

The benefit of these NSF projects has been remarkable in Stark County.  The networks of STEM teachers are 

thriving, and the Lead Teachers have expanded into every core subject area and field. Early emphasis on Action 

Planning and Action Research has resulted in more engaging lessons and much better achievement outcomes 

for our students. 

SARTA is implementing two innovations, a compressed natural gas (CNG) fueling facility to support its growing 

fleet of CNG buses, and to provide CNG to partners in this collaborative as they acquire CNG buses. The second 

innovation involves the Veterans’ Transportation/Community Living Initiative pilot project to establish a central 

transportation resource center as a central access point to SARTA and other available transportation services.   

I. Proposal’s Response to Current Changes in Demand for Service 
 

The State of Ohio, its Department of Education, and its school districts are in the midst of a financial crisis. State 

funding for schools will be decreasing by such significant amounts that the educational landscape will be 

changed in Ohio. School district process innovation and collaboration in service delivery are two strategies 

whose time has come.  While school districts can excel in their core functions of education and administration, 

they may lack the competencies, processes, tools, methods and systems to design and implement organizational 

improvements on the scale required for collaborative service delivery. 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The SCCTE project is a response to several current changes in demand for transportation services in Stark 

County.  School buses have travelled a rocky road in the last decade. Our districts provide the maximum level of 

service they can fund, however those levels have fluctuated widely in recent years.  When funding declines, 

most districts discontinue transportation for high school students.  When it increases, high school bus service is 

reinstated. This process creates problems for families, for schools and for communities.  We need more options, 

more predictability, and a more cost effective system, less dependent upon high levels of transportation 

funding. 

We are also anticipating a large population influx due to the Chesapeake Energy fracking project in the Utica 

shale that underlies most of Stark County. Chesapeake has opened a Canton field office to serve as a home base 

for the company’s oil and natural gas development in Stark and neighboring counties, expecting to have more 

than 70 employees there. Estimates of as many as 20,000 new jobs in the area will surely increase school 

enrollment, and therefore school bus ridership.  We also anticipate an increased SARTA ridership. 

J. Intent to Implement Audit Recommendations 
 

Our partners have committed to active involvement in the data generation, collection and analysis processes as 

part of our feasibility study.  They also commit to active involvement in the implementation plan development.  

We are confident that our experience with many of these partners in the past will assist us with implementation 

of this feasibility study and lead to a robust report that will provide information and direction for the future as 

we look to plan implementation of broad shared services in the future. 

K. Project’s Impact on Business Environment/Community Attraction 
 

There is abundant evidence that efficiency in schools and other public entities is desired by the business and 

community leaders in Stark County.  The Canton Regional Chamber of Commerce and the Stark Development 

Board are partners with us in our feasibilty collaborative for this very reason.  Our partnership with SARTA is also 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indicative of the strong desire of the Stark County community to achieve greater cooperation, collaboration, and 

efficiency. 

When the feasibility study is complete, with its recommendations for strategies that will lead to higher 

effectiveness and efficiencies in transportation in Stark county, we anticipate that our partners will implement 

those recommendations with fidelity and due speed, in order to support existing entities and attract new 

operations in our region.   

 



PROJECT	
  TASK	
  BUDGET
Feasibility	
  Study	
  -­‐	
  Stark	
  County	
  Centers	
  for	
  Transportatio	
  Excellence
Prepared	
  by	
  Stark	
  County	
  Educational	
  Service	
  Center
Prepared	
  for	
  The	
  Ohio	
  Department	
  of	
  Development	
  -­‐	
  Local	
  Government	
  Innovation	
  Fund

Project	
  Task SCESC
Professional	
  
Services Total	
  Cost Cash Inkind Total

Project	
  Start-­‐up $1,500 $2,500 $4,000 $1,000 $500 $1,500

Project	
  Steering	
  Committee $4,000 $4,000 $8,000 $2,000 $2,000 $4,000

Inventory	
  of	
  Existing	
  Conditions $5,000 $15,000 $20,000 $1,500 $3,500 $5,000

Analysis	
  of	
  Existing	
  Conditions $6,500 $18,500 $25,000 $3,500 $3,000 $6,500

Best	
  Practices/Lessons	
  Learned $3,000 $14,000 $17,000 $500 $2,500 $3,000

Shared	
  Service	
  Options $3,000 $12,000 $15,000 $2,000 $1,000 $3,000

Evaluation	
  of	
  Shared	
  Service	
  Options $5,000 $18,000 $23,000 $2,500 $2,500 $5,000

Recommendations	
  -­‐	
  Priorities	
  and	
  Action	
  Plans $5,000 $10,000 $15,000 $5,000 $0 $5,000

Report $2,000 $6,000 $8,000 $2,000 $0 $2,000

Total	
  Project	
  Expenses $35,000 $100,000 $135,000 $20,000 $15,000 $35,000
Calculated

SCESC	
  Budget
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PROJECT	
  OBJECT	
  CLASS	
  BUDGET
Feasibility	
  Study	
  -­‐	
  Stark	
  County	
  Centers	
  for	
  Transportatio	
  Excellence
Prepared	
  by	
  Stark	
  County	
  Educational	
  Service	
  Center
Prepared	
  for	
  The	
  Ohio	
  Department	
  of	
  Development	
  -­‐	
  Local	
  Government	
  Innovation	
  Fund

Total	
  Cost
Object	
  Class

Wages	
  and	
  Salaries
Fringes	
  Benefits

Total	
  Salary-­‐related $30,000

Professional	
  Services $100,000

Direct	
  Expenses $5,000

Total	
  Project	
  Costs $135,000

Project	
  Funding
	
  Local	
  Government	
  Innovation	
  Fund $100,000
Stark	
  Area	
  Regional	
  Transit	
  Authority $20,000
In-­‐Kind	
  Services $15,000
Total	
  Revenues $135,000
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Feasibility	
  Study	
  -­‐	
  Stark	
  County	
  Centers	
  for	
  Transportatio	
  Excellence
Prepared	
  by	
  Stark	
  County	
  Educational	
  Service	
  Center
Prepared	
  for	
  The	
  Ohio	
  Department	
  of	
  Development	
  -­‐	
  Local	
  Government	
  Innovation	
  Fund

Project	
  Task

1.	
  Project	
  Start-­‐up Final	
  work	
  plan;	
  project	
  schedule;	
  task	
  assignments;	
  in-­‐kind	
  sources;	
  deliverables

2.	
  Project	
  Steering	
  Committee

3.	
  Inventory	
  of	
  Existing	
  Conditions

4.	
  Analysis	
  of	
  Existing	
  Conditions

5.	
  Best	
  Practices/Lessons	
  Learned Identification	
  and	
  evaluation	
  of	
  exemplary	
  shared	
  and	
  consolidated	
  transportation	
  services

6.	
  Shared	
  Service	
  Options

7.	
  Evaluation	
  of	
  Shared	
  Service	
  Options

8.	
  Recommendations	
  -­‐	
  Priorities	
  and	
  Action	
  Plans

9.	
  Report

Structure;	
  membership;	
  key	
  roles	
  and	
  responsibilities;	
  conduct	
  and	
  documentation	
  of	
  meetings	
  and	
  
activities

Preparation	
  of	
  report	
  to	
  support	
  implementation	
  of	
  recommended	
  shared	
  services	
  and	
  pursuit	
  of	
  further	
  
resources	
  from	
  LGIF

Evaluation	
  of	
  Task	
  2	
  results	
  for	
  similarities	
  and	
  differences;	
  preliminary	
  candidate	
  fundtion	
  areas	
  for	
  
shared/consolidated	
  services

Key	
  Project	
  Task	
  Activities

functional	
  areas	
  to	
  study;	
  detailed	
  financials;	
  staffing/labor	
  contracts;	
  purchase	
  of	
  services,	
  materials	
  and	
  
supplies;	
  vendor	
  contracts;	
  technology;	
  operations,	
  supervisoin,	
  maintenance,	
  scheduling

Detailed	
  specificaton	
  of	
  potential	
  functional	
  areas	
  of	
  shared	
  and	
  consolidated	
  services	
  -­‐	
  both	
  among	
  
school	
  districts	
  and	
  between	
  school	
  districts	
  and	
  other	
  entities
Determination	
  of	
  suitibility,	
  application,	
  implementation	
  plans,	
  policies	
  and	
  porcedures,	
  estimated	
  costs	
  
and	
  cost	
  savings,	
  contractural	
  structure	
  required,	
  implementation	
  responsibility	
  
Key	
  areas	
  of	
  shared/consolidated	
  servcies	
  to	
  be	
  implemented;	
  priority	
  areas;	
  action	
  plans;	
  first	
  year	
  
implementation;	
  out-­‐year	
  implementation;	
  responsible	
  parties
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School	
  Bus	
  Transportation	
  Costs	
  -­‐	
  Historical	
  and	
  Projected Savings	
  -­‐	
  Yellow	
  Bus	
  =	
  $2,028,941
All	
  Stark	
  County	
  School	
  Districts Savings	
  Special	
  Ed	
  =	
  $535,088
Stark	
  County	
  Educational	
  Service	
  Center Savings	
  Total	
  =	
  $2,564,029
Fiscal	
  Years:	
  Historical	
  -­‐	
  Current	
  Year	
  -­‐	
  Projected

Current %	
  for %	
  Savings
2008-­‐09 2009-­‐10 2010-­‐11 2011-­‐2012 2013-­‐14 2014-­‐15 2015-­‐16 2009-­‐10

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

Salaries
Bus	
  Drivers $7,883,635 $8,143,910 $8,107,900 $6,891,715 $6,891,715 $6,891,715 40.0% 15.0%
Supervisors $632,370 $749,893 $746,577 $709,248 $709,248 $709,248 3.7% 5.0%
Mechanics	
  and	
  Helpers $1,323,547 $1,463,977 $1,457,504 $1,093,128 $1,093,128 $1,093,128 7.2% 25.0%
Secretary-­‐Clerk $504,190 $548,775 $546,348 $491,714 $491,714 $491,714 2.7% 10.0%
Bus	
  Attendants $50,818 $121,912 $121,373 $121,373 $121,373 $121,373 0.6% 0.0%
Other	
  Staff	
  Costs $4,724,570 $4,818,139 $4,796,835 $2,203,137 $2,203,137 $2,203,137 23.7% $0

Total	
  Staff	
  Costs $15,119,130 $15,846,606 $15,776,537 $11,510,315 $11,510,315 $11,510,315 77.9%

Misc	
  Expense
Maintenance	
  and	
  Repair $1,035,118 $1,039,876 $1,035,278 $931,750 $931,750 $931,750 5.1% 10.0%
Fuel $2,148,819 $2,016,092 $2,007,177 $1,806,460 $1,806,460 $1,806,460 9.9% 10.0%
Tires	
  and	
  Tubes $276,116 $262,710 $261,548 $235,394 $235,394 $235,394 1.3% 10.0%
Bus	
  Insurance $386,499 $383,243 $381,548 $381,548 $381,548 $381,548 1.9% 0.0%
Other $736,529 $805,754 $802,191 $802,191 $802,191 $802,191 4.0%

Total	
  Misc	
  Expenses $4,583,081 $4,507,675 $4,487,744 $4,282,291 $4,282,291 $4,282,291 22.1% 5.0%

Total	
  Yellow	
  Bus	
  Expenses $19,702,211 $20,354,281 $20,264,281 $15,792,607 $15,792,607 $15,792,607 100.0% -­‐22.1%

Special	
  Education	
  Service	
  Expenses $4,280,704 $3,745,616 $3,745,616 $3,745,616 12.5%

TOTAL	
  TRANSPORTATION	
  SERVICES $24,544,986 $19,538,223 $19,538,223 $19,538,223 -­‐20.4%
Notes

%	
  Change	
  Yellow	
  Bus	
  Expenses 3.3% -­‐0.4%

Prime	
  shared	
  services	
  	
  	
  
1.	
  	
  Centralized	
  maintenance	
  services	
  	
  	
  
2.	
  	
  Centralized	
  routing	
  and	
  scheduling	
  	
  	
  
3.	
  	
  Inter-­‐district	
  transportation	
  services	
  	
  	
  
4.	
  	
  Special	
  education	
  transportation	
  
services	
  	
  	
  
5.	
  	
  Integration	
  of	
  outside	
  funding	
  sources	
  	
  	
  

2.	
  Data	
  for	
  2011-­‐12	
  from	
  Stark	
  County	
  school	
  district	
  has	
  not	
  been	
  compiled,	
  but	
  
given	
  the	
  small	
  increase	
  in	
  expenses	
  from	
  2009-­‐10	
  to	
  2010-­‐11,	
  it	
  is	
  reasonable	
  to	
  
assume	
  that	
  the	
  structure	
  of	
  expenses	
  has	
  not	
  changed	
  materially.
3.	
  Estimated	
  savings	
  by	
  category	
  are	
  judgemental	
  at	
  this	
  point.	
  Firm	
  estimated	
  
savings	
  will	
  be	
  measured	
  through	
  the	
  feasibility	
  study.

1.	
  Data	
  for	
  2010-­‐2011	
  has	
  not	
  been	
  published	
  by	
  the	
  Ohio	
  Dept.	
  of	
  Education	
  yet.
Shared	
  Services	
  in	
  Tab	
  3	
  -­‐	
  
Project	
  Description	
  	
  	
  
1.	
  	
  Reduction	
  of	
  selected	
  
services	
  	
  	
  
2.	
  	
  Reductions	
  in	
  wages	
  and	
  
benefits	
  	
  	
  
3.	
  	
  Consolidated	
  of	
  selected	
  
maintenance	
  facilities	
  	
  	
  
4.	
  Flexibility	
  in	
  school	
  bell	
  
times	
  	
  	
  

Historical Projected

Yellow	
  Bus	
  Service

N
ot	
  Available
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FY2010	
  Yellow	
  Bus	
  Cost	
  Analysis
Ohio	
  Department	
  of	
  Education,	
  Division	
  of	
  School	
  Finance
Stark	
  County	
  School	
  Districts
Fiscal	
  Year	
  2009	
  -­‐	
  2010

Alliance	
  Local Canton	
  Local Canton	
  City
Fairless	
  
Local Lake	
  Local

Louisville	
  
City

Jackson	
  
Local

Marlington	
  
Local Massillon	
  City

Salaries
Bus	
  Drivers $290,956 $297,645 $887,489 $214,819 $607,625 $372,961 $1,137,714 $340,352 38515900.0%
Supervisors $36,802 $92,099 $55,479 $39,165 $35,359 $46,459 $60,322 $28,407 4845300.0%
Mechanics	
  and	
  Helpers $60,277 $74,355 $102,293 $64,838 $109,422 $68,356 $129,253 $64,765 10701800.0%
Secretary-­‐Clerk $21,117 $44,041 $89,147 $5,908 $48,451 $3,860 $73,643 $13,607 2153200.0%
Bus	
  Attendants $27,434 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $8,980 $0 4587900.0%
Other	
  Staff	
  Costs $109,727 $82,763 $520,094 $302,113 $339,715 $203,147 $500,534 $269,234 31085000.0%

Total	
  Staff	
  Costs $546,313 $590,903 $1,654,502 $626,843 $1,140,572 $694,783 $1,910,446 $716,365 91889100.0%

Misc	
  Expense
Maintenance	
  and	
  Repair $931 $129,245 $150,131 $23,355 $38,020 $32,804 $51,015 $8,092 7699300.0%
Fuel $43,539 $109,520 $101,053 $72,413 $153,390 $103,486 $234,705 $144,627 11452000.0%
Tires	
  and	
  Tubes $7,193 $19,456 $27,841 $10,701 $16,639 $10,960 $16,027 $5,505 2057500.0%
Bus	
  Insurance $9,850 $17,730 $39,199 $11,211 $27,568 $26,897 $55,473 $26,584 640400.0%
Other $32,034 $22,292 $110,206 $25,889 $121,832 $125,244 $178,607 $22,547 3268200.0%

Total	
  Misc	
  Expenses $93,547 $298,243 $428,430 $143,569 $357,449 $299,391 $535,827 $207,355 25117400.0%

Total	
  Expenses $639,860 $889,146 $2,082,932 $770,412 $1,498,021 $994,174 $2,446,273 $923,720 117006500.0%
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Minerva	
  
Local

North	
  
Canton	
  City

Northwest	
  
Local

Osnaburg	
  
Local Perry	
  Local Plain	
  Local

Sandy	
  Valley	
  
Local Tuslaw	
  Local

All	
  School	
  
Districts

$272,860 $780,148 $265,903 $137,139 $760,178 $939,890 $230,839 $222,233 $8,143,910
$59,945 $46,966 $25,912 $16,725 $39,934 $29,050 $53,977 $34,839 $749,893
$87,652 $119,223 $44,169 $40,526 $112,640 $197,459 $35,610 $46,121 $1,463,977
$26,107 $55,526 $0 $6,817 $10,000 $84,032 $33,459 $11,528 $548,775

$0 $0 $0 $9,619 $30,000 $0 $0 $0 $121,912
$279,106 $447,375 $127,835 $113,392 $350,700 $573,993 $139,726 $147,835 $4,818,139
$725,670 $1,449,238 $463,819 $324,218 $1,303,452 $1,824,424 $493,611 $462,556 $15,846,606

$33,099 $141,925 $37,500 $18,987 $37,499 $178,421 $46,938 $34,921 $1,039,876
$109,982 $172,320 $72,422 $49,565 $163,775 $206,130 $98,596 $66,049 $2,016,092
$7,643 $17,247 $2,918 $6,550 $23,542 $43,909 $18,331 $7,673 $262,710
$15,972 $28,619 $13,650 $9,683 $36,650 $35,553 $13,380 $8,820 $383,243

$0 $15,118 $16,687 $27,278 $16,633 $35,960 $19,921 $2,824 $805,754
$166,696 $375,229 $143,177 $112,063 $278,099 $499,973 $197,166 $120,287 $4,507,675

$892,366 $1,824,467 $606,996 $436,281 $1,581,551 $2,324,397 $690,777 $582,843 $20,354,281
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FY2009	
  Yellow	
  Bus	
  Cost	
  Analysis
Ohio	
  Department	
  of	
  Education,	
  Division	
  of	
  School	
  Finance
Stark	
  County	
  School	
  Districts
Fiscal	
  Year	
  2008	
  -­‐	
  2009

Alliance	
  Local Canton	
  Local Canton	
  City
Fairless	
  
Local Lake	
  Local

Louisville	
  
City

Jackson	
  
Local

Marlington	
  
Local Massillon	
  City

Salaries
Bus	
  Drivers $190,323 $288,759 $826,414 $240,750 $1,116,788 $617,237 $338,279 $457,046 41604500.0%
Supervisors $41,256 $87,439 $53,311 $17,182 $0 $34,343 $44,210 $27,480 4785600.0%
Mechanics	
  and	
  Helpers $53,250 $80,754 $110,438 $72,195 $132,868 $83,770 $73,217 $63,537 7653100.0%
Secretary-­‐Clerk $16,153 $45,693 $70,969 $20,637 $72,000 $31,371 $3,068 $11,914 2618300.0%
Bus	
  Attendants $10,856 $0 $0 $0 $6,022 $0 $0 $0 504700.0%
Other	
  Staff	
  Costs $113,385 $84,029 $463,780 $304,739 $488,226 $360,394 $174,590 $284,694 30217800.0%

Total	
  Staff	
  Costs $425,223 $586,674 $1,524,912 $655,503 $1,815,904 $1,127,115 $633,364 $844,671 87384000.0%

Misc	
  Expense
Maintenance	
  and	
  Repair $37,617 $144,083 $133,666 $34,944 $29,585 $45,625 $41,368 $23,558 4727000.0%
Fuel $41,048 $118,689 $337,271 $79,667 $221,225 $159,052 $103,446 $112,072 10199700.0%
Tires	
  and	
  Tubes $4,829 $18,900 $18,444 $7,477 $24,011 $17,986 $24,805 $6,850 1925200.0%
Bus	
  Insurance $9,869 $16,282 $49,582 $10,201 $54,569 $26,352 $24,147 $28,269 500900.0%
Other $6,220 $30,678 $87,972 $26,351 $158,296 $136,079 $73,010 $19,844 2574600.0%

Total	
  Misc	
  Expenses $99,583 $328,632 $626,935 $158,640 $487,686 $385,094 $266,776 $190,593 19927400.0%

Total	
  Expenses $524,806 $915,306 $2,151,847 $814,143 $2,303,590 $1,512,209 $900,140 $1,035,264 107311400.0%
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Minerva	
  
Local

North	
  
Canton	
  City

Northwest	
  
Local

Osnaburg	
  
Local Perry	
  Local Plain	
  Local

Sandy	
  Valley	
  
Local Tuslaw	
  Local

All	
  School	
  
Districts

$290,843 $757,548 $299,122 $134,088 $715,372 $755,244 $226,725 $213,052 $7,883,635
$45,111 $50,611 $27,367 $16,419 $38,251 $28,655 $38,723 $34,156 $632,370
$78,853 $120,916 $60,130 $40,274 $92,751 $111,611 $27,434 $45,018 $1,323,547
$21,163 $58,246 $0 $6,583 $10,150 $65,325 $33,374 $11,361 $504,190

$0 $0 $0 $8,111 $20,782 $0 $0 $0 $50,818
$284,158 $444,077 $142,808 $143,044 $339,296 $521,544 $150,299 $123,329 $4,724,570
$720,128 $1,431,398 $529,427 $348,519 $1,216,602 $1,482,379 $476,555 $426,916 $15,119,130

$35,896 $180,354 $31,754 $3,427 $5,615 $144,271 $51,560 $44,525 $1,035,118
$116,402 $164,920 $79,860 $50,670 $157,376 $191,315 $50,246 $63,563 $2,148,819
$4,416 $20,154 $17,914 $4,613 $18,837 $38,744 $20,989 $7,895 $276,116
$16,057 $25,995 $19,526 $10,178 $34,642 $35,764 $11,312 $8,745 $386,499
$13,020 $17,072 $16,232 $22,988 $46,901 $33,322 $19,168 $3,630 $736,529
$185,791 $408,495 $165,286 $91,876 $263,371 $443,416 $153,275 $128,358 $4,583,081

$905,919 $1,839,893 $694,713 $440,395 $1,479,973 $1,925,795 $629,830 $555,274 $19,702,211
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IRN ORG
Current	
  
Riders

Current	
  
Miles Rider	
  Base Mile	
  Base

High	
  
School	
  
Service	
  ? Buses

Riders	
  /	
  
Bus

Last	
  Year's	
  
reported	
  bus	
  

costs
Agency	
  cost	
  
per	
  rider

Regular	
  Education
43497 Alliance	
  City 1,429 151,200 1,117,178 629,895 yes 16 89.31 $639,860 $447.77
43711 Canton	
  City 4,044 482,580 3,161,558 2,010,414 yes 50 80.88 $2,082,932 $515.07
49833 Canton	
  Local 1,349 208,440 1,054,634 868,355 yes 19 71.00 $889,146 $659.11
49841 Fairless	
  Local 1,129 201,960 882,641 841,359 yes 17 66.41 $770,412 $682.38
49858 Jackson	
  Local 3,428 544,320 2,679,975 2,267,621 yes 66 51.94 $2,446,273 $713.62
49866 Lake	
  Local 2,331 339,300 1,822,352 1,413,514 yes 34 68.56 $1,498,021 $642.65
49874 Louisville	
  City 2,163 248,940 1,691,011 1,037,077 yes 28 77.25 $994,174 $459.63
49882 Marlington	
  Local 1,864 341,100 1,457,256 1,421,012 yes 25 74.56 $923,720 $495.56
44354 Massillon	
  City 1,853 292,140 1,448,656 1,217,046 yes 27 68.63 $1,170,065 $631.44
49890 Minerva	
  Local 1,439 242,460 1,124,995 1,010,081 yes 15 95.93 $892,366 $620.13
44503 North	
  Canton	
  City 2,207 309,780 1,725,410 1,290,534 yes 39 56.59 $1,824,467 $826.67
49908 Northwest	
  Local 1,121 262,980 876,386 1,095,567 no 18 62.28 $606,996 $541.48
49916 Osnaburg	
  Local 238 111,060 186,066 462,673 yes 9 26.44 $436,281 $1,833.11
49924 Perry	
  Local 2,778 322,560 2,171,812 1,343,775 yes 48 57.88 $1,581,551 $569.31
49932 Plain	
  Local 3,966 484,200 3,100,578 2,017,163 yes 40 99.15 $2,234,397 $563.39
49940 Sandy	
  Valley	
  Local 987 221,580 771,627 923,096 yes 16 61.69 $690,777 $699.88
49957 Tuslaw	
  Local 834 163,620 652,013 681,636 yes 15 55.60 $582,843 $698.85

Total 33,160 4,928,220 482 $20,264,281
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Total	
  
Riders Total	
  Cost

Agency	
  cost	
  
per	
  rider

Special	
  Education
43497 Alliance	
  City 225	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   $147,422 $655.21
43711 Canton	
  City 429	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   $863,165 $2,012.04
49833 Canton	
  Local 51	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   $47,047 $922.49
49841 Fairless	
  Local 20	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   $181,858 $9,092.90
49858 Jackson	
  Local 91	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   $514,987 $5,659.20
49866 Lake	
  Local 48	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   $301,096 $6,272.83
49874 Louisville	
  City 35	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   $114,427 $3,269.34
49882 Marlington	
  Local 40	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   $297,965 $7,449.13
44354 Massillon	
  City 56	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   $113,058 $2,018.89
49890 Minerva	
  Local 23	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   $93,034 $4,044.96
44503 North	
  Canton	
  City 75	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   $293,477 $3,913.03
49908 Northwest	
  Local 37	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   $227,392 $6,145.73
49916 Osnaburg	
  Local 9	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   $60,269 $6,696.56
49924 Perry	
  Local 76	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   $295,910 $3,893.55
49932 Plain	
  Local 144	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   $427,204 $2,966.69
49940 Sandy	
  Valley	
  Local 31	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   $202,451 $6,530.68
49957 Tuslaw	
  Local 16	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   $99,942 $6,246.38

1,406 $4,280,704
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Stark County LCIF Application: Centers for Transportation Excellence (SCCTE)  Tab 5‐ Page 1 
 
 

 

Tab 5:  Supporting Documentation 
 

A. Executed Partnership Agreements:   

See attached PDF titled Executed Partnership Agreements 

B. Resolution of Support from Governing Entity:   

Pending, will be submitted separately after March 21, 2012 Board Meeting. 

C. Identification of Municipalities/County/Townships Served :   

This LGIF proposal serves all of Stark County.  The 2010 census population of the county was 375,586, down 
from 378,098 in 2000, a decrease of 0.7%.  Canton, Stark County’s largest city’s population is 73,007, down from 

80,806 in 2000, a 9.7% decline.  

       D.  Self­Score Assessment 
 

See attached. 

 



















































The Local Government Innovation Fund Council 
77 South High Street 

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

(614) 995‐2292 
 

 

 

 

Local	Government	Innovation	Fund	Program	
Application	ScorÉÎÇ 

  

 

Lead Applicant   

Project Name   

  Grant Application 

  or 

  Loan Application 



Financing	
  
Measures

Descrip/on	
   Criteria	
   Max	
  Points
Applicant	
  Self	
  

Score
Validated	
  
Score

Applicant	
  provides	
  a	
  thorough,	
  detailed	
  and	
  
complete	
  financial	
  informa7on

5

Applicant	
  provided	
  more	
  than	
  minimum	
  
requirements	
  but	
  did	
  not	
  provide	
  addi7onal	
  

jus7fica7on	
  or	
  support
3

Applicant	
  provided	
  minimal	
  financial	
  
informa7on

1

	
  Points

Applicant	
  clearly	
  demonstrates	
  a	
  secondary	
  
repayment	
  source.	
  

5

Applicant	
  does	
  not	
  have	
  a	
  secondary	
  repayment	
  
source.

0

	
  Points

	
  Points

Collabora/ve	
  
Measures

Descrip/on	
   Criteria	
   Max	
  Points
Applicant	
  Self	
  

Score
Validated	
  
Score

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

residents
5

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

5

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

3

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

3

	
  Points

More	
  than	
  one	
  applicant 5

Single	
  applicant	
   1

	
  Points

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

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

en;ty.)

Par/cipa/ng	
  
En//es	
  

Local	
  Government	
  Innova/on	
  Fund	
  Project	
  Scoring	
  Sheet	
  

70%	
  or	
  greater	
   5

40-­‐69.99%

Sec/on	
  1:	
  Financing	
  Measures

10-­‐39.99% 1

Total	
  Sec/on	
  Points	
  

Financial	
  
Informa/on	
  

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

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

resul;ng	
  from	
  the	
  project.

3

Repayment	
  
Structure	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
(Loan	
  Only)

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

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

Popula/on

Sec/on	
  2:	
  Collabora/ve	
  Measures

Total	
  Sec/on	
  Points	
  

Applicant	
  demonstrates	
  a	
  viable	
  
repayment	
  source	
  to	
  support	
  loan	
  

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

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

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

Descrip/on	
   Criteria	
   Points
Applicant	
  Self	
  

Score
Validated	
  
Score

	
  Points

Yes 5

No 0

	
  Points

The	
  project	
  is	
  both	
  scalable	
  and	
  replicable 10

The	
  project	
  is	
  either	
  scalable	
  or	
  replicable 5

Does	
  not	
  apply 0

	
  Points

Provided 5

Not	
  Provided	
   0

	
  Points

Significance	
  
Measures

Descrip/on	
   Criteria	
   Points	
  Assigned	
  
Applicant	
  Self	
  

Score
Validated	
  
Score

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

5

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

benchmarking
0

	
  Points

Applicant	
  clearly	
  demonstrates	
  economic	
  impact 5

Applicant	
  men7ons	
  but	
  does	
  not	
  prove	
  
economic	
  impact

3

Applicant	
  does	
  not	
  demonstrate	
  an	
  economic	
  
impact

0

	
  Points

Yes 5

No 0

	
  Points

Economic	
  
Impact

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

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

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

for	
  the	
  inclusion	
  of	
  other	
  local	
  
governments.

Sec/on	
  4:	
  Significance	
  Measures

Performance	
  
Audit	
  

Implementa/on
/Cost	
  

Benchmarking

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

Code	
  or	
  is	
  informed	
  by	
  cost	
  
benchmarking.

Probability	
  of	
  
Success	
  

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

likelihood	
  of	
  the	
  need	
  being	
  met.

Total	
  Sec/on	
  Points	
  

75%	
  or	
  greater 30

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

Scalable/Replic
able	
  Proposal	
  

Past	
  Success	
  

Applicant	
  has	
  successfully	
  
implemented,	
  or	
  is	
  following	
  project	
  

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

coproduc;on	
  or	
  merger	
  project	
  in	
  the	
  
past.

25.01%	
  to	
  74.99% 20

Less	
  than	
  25% 10

Expected	
  
Return	
  

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

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

percentage	
  categories:

Total	
  Sec/on	
  Points	
  

Response	
  to	
  
Economic	
  
Demand

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

government	
  services.
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Council	
  
Measures

Descrip/on	
  

Council	
  
Preference

Council	
  Ranking	
  for	
  Compe;;ve	
  Rounds

Applicant	
  Self	
  
Score

Validated	
  
Score

Sec/on	
  4:	
  Significance	
  Measures

Points	
  Assigned	
  

Sec/on	
  2:	
  Collabora/ve	
  Measures

Sec/on	
  3:	
  Success	
  Measures

Sec/on	
  1:	
  Financing	
  Measures

Total Base Points: 

Sec/on	
  5:	
  Council	
  Measures

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

Criteria	
  

Total	
  Sec/on	
  Points	
  (10 max)	
  

Scoring	
  Summary	
  

2/22/12 Round1

Reviewer Comments



 

 
 
 
 
April 2, 2012 
 
Larry Morgan 
Stark County Educational Service Center 
2100 38th Street NW 
Canton, Ohio 44709 
 
RE: Application Cure Letter 
 
Dear Larry Morgan: 
 
The Ohio Department of Development (Development) has received and is currently reviewing 
your application for Round 1 of Local Government Innovation Fund program. During this review 
Development has determined that additional information is needed for your application. The 
identified item(s) requiring your attention are listed on the attached page(s).  Please respond 
only to the issues raised.  Failure to fully address all the identified items could lead to a 
competitive score reduction or ineligibility for Round 1 of the Local Government Innovation Fund 
program. A written response from the applicant to this completeness review is due to 
Development no later than 5:00 p.m. on April 30, 2012.  Please send the response in a 
single email to lgif@development.ohio.gov and include “Cure—Project Name” in the subject 
line. 
 
While this cure letter represents the additional information needed for Development review, the 
Local Government Innovation Council continues to reserve the right to request additional 
information about your application.  
 
Thank you once again for your participation in Local Government Innovation program.  Please 
contact the Office of Redevelopment at lgif@development.ohio.gov or 614-995-2292 if you have 
further questions regarding your application or the information requested in this letter.  
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Thea J. Walsh, AICP 
Deputy Chief, Office of Redevelopment  
Ohio Department of Development 
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Local Government Innovation Fund Completeness Review 

Applicant:  Stark County ESC 

Project Name: Center for Transportation Excellence  

Request Type: Grant  

Issues for Response 

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

Example: 
Collaboration Village’s Project Budget 
 
Sources of Funds 
LGIF Request   $100,000 
Match Contribution (10%)  $  11,111    
Total    $111,111 
 
Uses of Funds 
Consultant Fees for Study $111,111   
Total    $111,111    
 
Total Project Cost: $111,111 
 

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

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

4. Resolutions of Support 
Resolutions of support must be provided by the governing body of the main applicant and 
each collaborative partner.  If the collaborative partner is a private entity with no governing 
body, a letter of support for the project is required.   
 

5. Partnership Agreements 
Partnership agreements must be signed by all parties listed as collaborative partners.  
Please provide a partnership agreement that at minimum: 1) lists all collaborative partners; 
2) lists the nature of the partnership; and 3) is signed by all parties.  Please note, 
partnership agreements must be specific to the project for which funding is requested. 
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