
  

 

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 can be replicated by other local governments or scaled for the inclusion of other local 
governments. (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 any expenses that are not self-explanatory.
     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 usual 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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	Metropolitan Education Council LGIF Round 3 App
	Update Partner List 1-12
	Scoring Overview.pdf

	Metropolitan Education Council Supporting Docs
	CURE- Metropolitan Educational Council

	Funding Request: 100000
	JobsOhio: [Central]
	Number of Collaborative Partners: 8
	Lead Applicant: Metropolitan Educational Council
	Project Name: Central Ohio Public Sector IT Partnership Assessment
	TypeofRequest: [Grant ]
	Lead Applicant Address Line 1: Metropolitan Educational Council
	Lead Applicant Address Line 2: 2100 Citygate Drive
	Lead Applicant (City, Township or Village): 
	Lead Applicant County: Franklin
	Lead Applicant State: OH
	Lead Applicant Zipcode: 43219
	Lead Applicant City: Columbus
	Lead Applicant County Population 2010: 
	Lead Applicant City Population: 1163414
	Lead Applicant Resolution of Support: Yes
	Project Contact: Bret Longberry
	Project Contact Title: ITC DIrector
	Project Contact  Address Line 1: Metropolitan Educational Council
	Project Contact  Address Line 2: 2100 Citygate Drive
	Project Contact County: Columbus
	Project Contact State: OH
	Project Contact ZipCode: 43219
	Project Contact  Email Address: blongberry@mail.mecdc.org
	Project Contact Phone Number: 614-934-6512
	Fiscal Officer Contact: Susan Ward
	Fiscal Officer Title: Fiscal Officer
	Fiscal Officer Address Line 1: Metropolitan Educational Council
	Fiscal Officer Address Line 2: 2100 CItygate Drive
	Fiscal Officer City: Columbus
	Fiscal Officer  State: OH
	Fiscal Officer  ZipCode: 43219
	Fiscal Officer Email Address: sward@mail.mecdc.org
	Fiscal Officer Phone Number: 614-934-6518
	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: 8
	Participating Entity 5 points allocated to  projects with collaborative partners: 5
	Population: 5
	List Entitytownship or village with a population of less than 20000: City of Grandview Heights
	MunicipalityTownshipRow1: City of Grandview Heights
	PopulationRow1: 6536
	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 MEC-ITC and its team of collaborative partners, propose to use LGIF dollars to analyze and create a plan to develop the Central Ohio Public Sector IT Partnership that will make the Information technology (IT) systems for these entities more effective and make these government entities more efficient service delivery providers through a shared services model.
To perform this analysis and develop the plan, the MEC-ITC as lead partner, will use the LGIF grant to conduct a finely-tuned analysis and feasibility assessment to determine key issues faced by each of the participating agencies, identify information system assets and liabilities encountered within the current infrastructures, and identify how a shared services approach to IT can address current limitations and inefficiencies. The entities involved have a strong leadership structure and collaborative framework.  The key aspect of this effort is to create an environment to achieve greater efficiency in combined service delivery. The project will map opportunities for consolidation and structural realignment across IT operations of the local government partners. The objective is to standardize solutions and applications and enhance data security and system performance, while maintaining and/or improving each partner’s ability to provide quality services to their taxpayers.  Another benefit is the opportunity to spread fixed costs for larger partners who have their own data centers by better utilizing current resources and excess capacity on a scalable basis.  
The MEC-ITC and its cooperating partners believe that this analysis and development of a plan will allow us to create a roadmap of potential solutions that can leverage existing public technology investments while enhancing data security and performance.  All parties in the project will assist in data collection by providing budget experiences, projects and total cost of ownership of information technology assets within the partnership group.

	Partner 1: Metropolitan Educational Council
	Address Line 1: 2100 Citygate Drive
	Address Line 2: 
	Municipality Township: 
	Population_2: 
	City 1: Columbus
	State: OH
	Zip Code: 43219
	County: Multiple
	Population_3: 
	State Zip CodeEmail Address 1: blongberry@mail.mecdc.org
	Phone Number: 614-934-6512
	Partner Resolution 1: Yes
	Partner Agreement: Yes
	Partner 2: City Of Dublin
	Address Line 1_2: 5200 Emerald Parkway
	Address Line 2_2: 
	Municipality Township_2: Dublin
	Population_4: 41751
	City 2: Dublin
	State 2: OH
	Zip Code 2: 43017
	County_2: 
	Population_5: 
	State Zip CodeEmail Address 2: phusenitza@dublin.oh.us
	Phone Number_2: (614) 410-4412
	Partner Resolution 2: Yes
	Partner Agreement 2: Yes
	Partner 3: City of Grandview Heights
	Address Line 1_3: 1016 Grandview Avenue
	Address Line 2_3: 
	Township: Grandview Heights
	Population_6: 6536
	City 3: GRandview heights
	State 3: OH
	Zip Code 3: 43212
	County_3: 
	Population_7: 
	State Zip CodeEmail Address_3: bdvoraczky@grandviewheights.org
	Phone Number_3: (614) 481-6217
	Partner Resolution 3: Yes
	Partner Agreement 3: Yes
	Partner 4: City of Upper Arlington
	Address Line 1_4: 3600 Tremont Road
	Address Line 2_4: 
	Population_8: 33771
	City 4: Upper Arlington
	State 4: OH
	Zip Code 4: 43221
	Municipality Township_3: Upper Arlington
	County_4: 
	Population_9: 
	State Zip CodeEmail Address_4: mwehner@uaoh.net
	Phone Number_4: (614) 583-5288
	Partner Resolution 4: No
	Partner Agreement 4: Yes
	Partners 5: City of Westerville
	Address Line 1_5: 21 S. State Street
	Address Line 2_5: 
	Municipality Township_4: Westerville
	Population_10: 36120
	City_5: Westerville
	State_5: OH
	Zip Code_5: 43081
	County_5: 
	Population_11: 
	State Zip CodeEmail Address_5: todd.jackson@westerville.org
	Phone Number_5: (614)901-6693
	Partner Agreement  5: No
	Partners 6: Prairie Township
	Address Line 1_6: 23 Maple Drive
	Address Line 2_6: 
	City_6: Columbus
	Partner Resolution 5: Yes
	Municipality Township_5: Prairie Township
	Population_12: 16498
	State_6: OH
	Zip Code_6: 43228
	County_6: 
	Population_13: 
	Email Address_6: thatmaker@prairietownship.org
	Phone Number_6: (614) 878-3317
	Partners 7: Metro Parks
	Address Line 1_7: 1069 West Main St.
	Address Line 2_7: 
	Township_2: 
	Population_14: 
	City_7: Westerville
	State_7: OH
	Zip Code_7: 43081
	County_7: Franklin
	Population_15: 
	State Zip CodeEmail Address_7: ruff@metroparks.net
	Phone Number_7: (614)895-6204
	Partner Resolution 7: No
	Partner Agreement  7: Yes
	Partners 8: Educational Service Center of Central Ohio
	Address Line 1_8: 2080 Citygate Drive
	Address Line 2_8: 
	Municipality Township_6: 
	Population_16: 
	City_8: Columbus
	State_8: OH
	Zip Code_8: 43219
	County_8: Multiple
	Population_17: 
	State Zip CodeEmail Address_8: angie.crandall@escco.org
	Phone Number_8: (614)595-9097
	Partner Resolution 8: No
	Partner Agreement 8: Yes
	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: [Planning Study]
	Targeted Approach: [Shared Service ]
	Project Description: Political subdivisions in Central Ohio operate their own IT systems independent of other public entities. These public entities lack economies of scale relative to IT. Duplication of IT services has been identified as a key inefficiency that could be addressed through an integrated, collaborative, IT shared services approach.

Currently, duplication of IT services includes commodity type services versus those services needing more intimate knowledge about the participating organization.  

These services include:

•	Backup
 Disaster Recovery
•	Server Hardware
•	Data Center Space
•	Network Services
•	Security
•	Email (backups, hardware management, spam filter management, applying updates)
•	Productivity Tools (such as MS Office)
•	Standard Reporting
•	ISP’s
•	Communications
•	Administrative Applications (including GIS, work orders, permitting, etc.)
•	Help Desk
•	Technical Support
•	Upgrades
•	Phone System
•	Website Development and Maintenance

Budget realities and the evolution of affordable cloud computing, smaller and more powerful server solutions, cost-effective server virtualization technologies, modern document management systems and business process re-engineering create both motivation and opportunity for collaboration. These new technologies and IT strategies have the capacity to create new efficiencies and enhance data management and security for all parties.

The MEC-ITC and its team of collaborative partners, proposes to use LGIF dollars to analyze and create a plan to develop the Central Ohio Public Sector IT Partnership that will make the Information Technology (IT) systems for these entities more effective, and thus make these government entities more efficient service delivery providers through a “shared services” model.  To perform this analysis and develop the plan, the MEC-ITC as lead partner, requests a $100,000 LGIF grant to conduct a finely-tuned analysis and feasibility assessment to determine key issues faced by each of the participating agencies, identify information system assets and liabilities encountered within the current infrastructures, and identify how a shared services approach to IT can address current limitations and inefficiencies. The entities involved have a strong leadership structure and collaborative framework.  The key aspect of this effort is to create an environment to achieve greater efficiency in combined service delivery.







The MEC/ITC’s collaborative partners include:

•	City of Upper Arlington
•	City of Grandview Heights
•	City of Dublin
•	Prairie Township
•	City of Westerville
•	Metro Parks
•	ESC of Central Ohio

The project will map opportunities for consolidation and structural realignment across IT operations of the local government partners.  The objective is to standardize solutions and applications and enhance data security and system performance, while maintaining and/or improving each partner’s ability to provide quality services to their taxpayers.  An additional component is the opportunity to spread fixed costs for larger partners who have their own data centers by better utilizing current resources and excess capacity on a scalable basis.  This could help minimize purchasing of additional expensive capital equipment.

The analysis and planning effort will determine the best approaches to make eventual solutions scalable so that other jurisdictions could be included in the future after the initial phase of implementation is completed. After the initial phase of implementation, extensions of the IT infrastructure could be made available to other villages, townships, schools, community colleges, counties and other political subdivisions.

Shared Services within the area of IT will promote innovation, efficiencies, and collaboration as the focus of this project. The analysis and planning effort will be crafted in a manner that will move the partner agencies toward the development of the Public Sector IT Service Center to serve their IT needs.

	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: This application falls under the LGIF targeted category of Shared Services.  

The MEC-ITC has successfully implemented projects that promote efficiencies and shared services among the school districts it serves. Among these projects are:
•Shared IT networking and IT services
•Web-based learning management system
•Administrative collaboration
•Cooperative technology purchasing

The project will also analyze an effective model of IT Shared Services, GroundWork group (GWg), to learn what worked and what did not work as GWg was being developed.  GWg developed a model by which non-profits could utilize technology in a more cost effective manner by sharing the cost and resources across many non-profit organizations.  

GWg provided an environment for non-profits to leverage the following capabilities in a shared services manner - 
•Backup
•Disaster Recovery
•Network Services
•Security
•E-mail
•Productivity Tools
•Reporting
•Administrative Applications
•Help Desk
•Technical Support
•Upgrades
	Scalable/Replicable Points: 10
	ScalableReplicable 35 points: 10
	Provide a summary of how the applicants proposal can be replicated by other local governments or scaled for the inclusion of other local governmentsRow1: The analysis and planning project conclusions will not only support the efforts of the collaborative partners going forward but will also allow for the expansion of this shared services approach to other entities in the region and serve as a roadmap for others statewide.

The plan will provide a series of service offerings that the partner organizations can take advantage of.  The result will be that citizens and local businesses can enhance current service levels, gain access to new customer service applications and receive a faster response from public administrators.  For larger agencies, this is an opportunity to share costs, for smaller agencies, this is an opportunity to do more than would be possible if they attempted these projects alone.  This will allow agencies to focus on their core business, while knowing that they have access to effective IT.

The Public Sector IT Service Center Analysis and Planning effort will ensure that the model will be developed to be scalable.

	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: As a classic shared service provider, MEC-ITC is the logical entity to take the lead on this project. MEC-ITC has extensive experience in offering shared services to public school districts in the counties it serves. The organization has developed a successful track record in providing vital services to political subdivisions. MEC-ITC’s organizational expertise will be essential in identifying the capacities of the partner entities, and how the IT for these entities will be better configured for efficiency.

MEC-ITC will contract with QSI, an experienced IT Consulting Firm to conduct the Public Sector IT Service Center Analysis and Planning project to serve as project Manager and perform the detail analysis and planning.  Also, Public Performance Partners (P3), a 501(c) 3 non-profit consulting entity, will provide subject matter expertise related to counties, cities, townships, school districts and institutions of higher learning.  P3 will lead the cost-saving strategies analysis.

	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: A cost analysis will be completed to determine the percentage of IT expenses that are allocated to aspects of the systems that could be part of a shared services arrangement. The analysis planned will drill down on the percentage of IT costs that relate to commodity IT and services such as email for each of the entities involved.

Similar studies and analyses provide a meaningful basis for the need among the entities in Central Ohio.  A State of Ohio 2011 analysis of its IT costs indicated 70% of these costs were related to infrastructure and operations, and only 30% to software. By sharing the infrastructure costs, we expect to shift the balance to offer more publically visible/valuable options to the citizens.
The goals of the collaborative partners are similar and overlapping. The partners seek to protect and enhance service levels to the public, to become more efficient in delivering operational data management, and to pursue a more robust regional business continuity solution.

	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: The way local governments work is changing. Taxpayers also are becoming more technologically sophisticated and seek more accessible and efficient government services. The case for more efficient government, particularly in the area of technology offerings, is gaining traction and a reality.

These strategies will be key tools in responding to the diminishing revenue environment in Ohio.  

We anticipate saving partners at least 30% on their IT costs by better leveraging existing public data centers and cloud-based solutions.  Based upon total cost projections of the collaborative partners, over the project this will result in cost savings in the amount of $2,793,030.07.  

The benefits of IT consolidation also reach beyond cost savings. 

The additional benefits include – 

•	Simplicity of maintenance
•	Heightened security
•	Reduced environmental impact
•	Integration of applications

This effort will mine the current investments and identify those areas where a ROI exists.

	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: The partners know there must be more sophistication in government-provided services in order for a geographic area to remain enticing to the business community.  Central Ohio must compete with the other urban areas. A local region where entities are working collaboratively, and where IT capabilities are efficient and up-to-date, will increase its attractiveness to business.
Public entities, which are more efficient, are more likely to develop public-private partnerships, and offer additional services, programs and funding for the community. Westerville has implemented a model for its Community Data Center & Fiber Network.  
To meet this demand, the Public Sector IT Service Center will entail -

•Less duplication
•Effective utilization of resources
•Operations efficiency
•Faster provisioning
•Ease of maintenance
•Consistent training
•Policy adherence
•Effective architecture and tools
•Equipment reuse
•Network modernization
•Private cloud applications
•Decreased security threats
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	Program Budget Justification: The Metropolitan Educational Council Information Technology Center (MEC-ITC) and its team of collaborative partners, propose to use LGIF dollars to analyze and create a plan to develop the Central Ohio Public Sector IT Partnership Assessment.  All of the partners provided financial data for FY2012 through FY2015 as available for consideration in this project.

Analysis of the Program Budget shows that the partners have appropriated expenses in technology that peaked in FY2012 at a high of $10,065,037.00 and are relatively stable. The next few statements will be observations of the various categories of spending within the partnership group:
•	The leading category of expenses is in the area of salary and benefits averaging about 33.8% of total expenses over the six year period of the budget. This category is experiencing a slight decrease of about 5% since peaking in FY2011.
•	Contract services represent the second highest category averaging 23.5% of appropriations.  This category is increasing over the period of the program budget mostly in terms of increased demands for Internet bandwidth and other communication related costs.
•	Capital and equipment expenses average 22.5% of appropriation and are generally flat for the budget period.  There was a slight increase in this area for one year of the budget as one of the partners spent more capital the year they finished equipping their local data center.
•	Administrative costs average about 6.8% of all appropriating and are also relatively flat during the budget period as are occupancy costs (5.8%) and supply costs (4.4%).

Analysis of the revenue portion of the budget indicated that Local Government is the primary source of funding for the partnership members.  This generally means local taxpayers are funding the technology endeavors of the group. Technology funding is generally tied to the projected appropriations for each fiscal year. Revenues also peaked in FY2012. The following statements are observations of the revenue portion of the program budget:
•	Local government sources provide 70.0% of the revenue for technology spending within the partnership group. This trend has increased from 67.17% in FY2010 and will peak in FY2014 at 75.1%.
•	State government sources have decrease from a high of 9.3% in FY2012 to a projected low of 4.2% in FY2015.  Two members of the partnership (ESC of Central Ohio and MEC-ITC) are the primary recipients of state funding within the group.
•	Federal funding sources show a slight increase over the budget period from a low of 6.9% in FY2012 to a projected high of 8.8% in FY2014.  The MEC-ITC is the primary recipient of Federal funds mostly through the E-Rate program that supports Internet access for local school that the MEC-ITC serves as an Internet service provider. These funds are tied to calculation based on the number of students in a school district who are receiving free or reduced lunch subsidies.  As the local economy has declined the number of students qualifying for this subsidy has increased thus increasing the E-Rate funding provide to the MEC-ITC on behalf of its clients.
•	Program service fees are also declining at a rapid rate.  These fees are generally the fees that school districts pay the MEC-ITC for the IT services.  These fees peaked in FY2011 at 13.7% and with drop to a projected low of 5.6% in FY2015. As clients see their local and state revenues decline they have been forced to drop some services and take on those responsibilities locally.

The following section of the narrative will be used to address unusual items within the program budget.
•	There are no expenses identified for travel.  All participants included the cost of travel within the Conferences and Meetings category.
•	Due to the decline in State Funding and Program service fees the MEC-ITC is using funds for its reserves to offset revenue losses.  This is a trend that cannot go on indefinitely and some sort of revenue enhancement is needed or more sources of cost reductions are needed. This is shown as the first line of the “*Other” category under the revenue section of the program budget.
•	Several partners had special projects planned as expenditures in the current and future year of the program budget.  These are identified in the first two lines of the “*Other” category of the expenses portion of the program budget.
•	The Membership income category was used to identify a revenue source from one of the grant partners to capture funds from cell tower leases.  These funds tend to remain as part of the IT budget for that entity.

	Budget Scoring: 5
	ROI: 1
	Gains: 2793030.07
	Costs: 9310100.23
	ROI Percentage: 0.3000000001074102
	Return on Investment Justification Narrative: We believe there can be a 30% savings in total IT spend by leveraging capacity that is believed to exist within community data centers and IT operations within the project partnership.
 
The MEC-ITC is a classic example of how costs can be reduced by taking advantage of modern virtualization techniques. Just a few years ago the data center at the MEC-ITC housed over 90 physical servers and utilized over 650 square feet of data center space.  Today the MEC-ITC houses 30 physical servers or blade centers and over 90 virtualized servers.  This reduction in physical servers has freed up over 400 square feet of data room space.  Additionally our electricity consumption has been decreased by over 15,000 kilowatt hours per year.  At a time when utility cost continue to rise this allowed us to redirect funds earmarked for general utility costs for use in other areas.

There is also a case that can be made for cost avoidance for those entities that would be considered under served for IT services or infrastructure. While it is difficult to quantify due to budget flexibilities within the partnership group there is also potential for enhancement of existing services or expansion of IT service offerings for taxpayers within local communities.
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