Collaborative Success Significance Financial
Measures Measures Measures Measures

Round 3: Application Form

LLocal Government Innovation Fund

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

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

application materials should be combined into one file for submission.

LGIF: Applicant Profile

Lead Applicant | Vvillage of Silverton, OH

Project Name | Shared Services Management Study

Type of Request | Grant

Funding Request|$100,000

JobsOhio Region | Southwest

Number of Collaborative
Partners

Office of Redevelopment
Website: http://development.ohio.gov/Urban/LGIF.htm
Email: LGIF@development.ohio.gov
Phone: 614 | 995 2292
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Lead Applicant| Village of Silverton, OH

Project Name

Shared Services Management Study

|TYPC of Request i Grant \

Lead Applicant
Address Line 1| 6860 Plainfield Rd
Mailing Address: Address Line 2
City| Silverton |State OH |Zip Code 45236
City, Township or Village| Village of Silverton Population (2010) 4788
Countyl Hamilton Population (2010) 1 802,374

Did the lead applicant provide a
resolution of support?

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

application.

Project Contact

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

Project Contactl ToOm Peterson Title Finance Director
Address Line 1| 6860 Plainfield Rd
Mailing Address: Address Line 2
City| Silverton |State OH |zip Code 45236
Email Address| tpeterson@silvertonohio.us Phone Number (513) 792-6563

project.

Fiscal Officer

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

| [ uonoag |

S1081U0))

Fiscal Officer| same as project contact above Title
Address Line 1
Mailing Address: Address Line 2
City State Zip Code
Email Address Phone Number

Is your organization registered in
OAKS as a vendor?

E Yes

|:|No
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Lead App]icant Village of Silverton, OH
Project Name| Shared Services Management Study Type of Grant
Single Applicant

Is your organization applying as a single entity?

Participating Entity: (1 point) for single applicants

Collaborative Partners

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

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

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

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

Number of Collaborative Partners who signed the 3
partnership agreement, and provided resolutions of support.
Participating Entity: (5 points) allocated to projects with 5

collaborative partners.

Population

7 Uo1nodas |
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The applicant is required to provide information from the 2010 U.S. Census information, available at:
http://factfinder2.census.gov/
| O | Yes | |No
Does the applicant (or collaborative partner) represent a city, List Entity
township or village with a population of less than 20,000 Village of Silverton, OH
residents?
Municipality/Township Population
Municipality (village) 4,788
| |Yes | |No
Does the applicant (or collaborative partner) represent a LLf Sy
county with a population of less than 235,000 residents? no county applicant/partners
County Population

Population: (3-5 points) determined by the smallest

population listed in the application. Applications from (or 5

collaborating with) small communities are preferred.
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Lead Applicant| Vilage of Silverton, OH
Project Name| Shared Services Management Study Type of Request Grant
Nature of Partnership (2000 character limit)

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

This grant application is unique in that it requests funding for an implementable shared service
study for the full range of services carried out by the three government applicants. We believe it
will be successfully implemented, and can serve as a model for many other governments.

The Villages of Amberley and Silverton, and the City of Deer Park (‘Cities’), are partnering for a
$100,000 grant for a Sustainability through Implementable Shared Services Study. The three
Cities are within the beltway of Cincinnati, OH, share contiguous borders, have populations from
3,000-6,000, and are similar in size (1-2 sqg. miles each).

The Cities face an annual average aggregated General Fund deficit during the period 2013-2015
of more than $2.2 million. Facing potential insolvency, the Cities hired a financial and
management consulting firm (cost-$13,950) to complete a feasibility study as the first of two
phases to establish a long-term sustainability plan.

The work plan for Phase Il will include four phases where the respective city managers,
department heads, and staff will meet together and individually with the consultant:

Learning — Investigation and data gathering on service delivery processes, procedures, key
personnel, and tools and equipment and facilities used.

Diagnosis — Analysis of how work is planned, managed, executed, staffed; use of technology;
and efficiency and effectiveness of work.

Opportunity Identification — Service delivery programs advancements to reduce costs and
potential enhance services.

Implementation Plan — Specific steps and timetable for synchronizing and streamlining to provide
shared services.

List of Partners

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

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

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

Village of Silverton, OH

Project Name

Shared Services Management Study

Type of Request

Grant

Collaborative
Partners

Number 1

Amberley Village, Oh

|

Address Line I | 7149 Ridge Road Popuation
Address Line 2 1\//[}1(1)1:;1: ;111;}’ municipality (vilage) | Population | 3,585
Clty Amberley Village | State OH le Code 45237 County Hamllton Population 802!374
Email Address | slahrmer@amberleyvillage.org |Thae N
Resolution of Signed
Support IE' Yes |:| No Agreement @Yes |:| No

Collaborative

Partners
Number 2

City of Deer Park, OH

Address Line 2 h;[;‘l;lg;[::lllzy municipality [ Population| 5,736
City Deer Park [State | OH [ Zip Code|45236 County | Hamilton | Population| 802,374
Email Address | mberens@deerpark-oh.gov (513) 794-8876

Phone Number

Resolution of
Support

@Yes |:|No

Signed
Agreement

EYes I:l No

Collaborative

Partners
Number 3

7 U01}09g |
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Address Line 2 1\;[,}12‘1;;2::{? Population
City State Zip Code County Population
Email Address Phone Number
Resolution of Signed
Y N
Support |:| Yes |:| No Agreement |:| ©s |:| ©
Collaborative
Partners
Number 4
Address Line 2 hf;g;;zilgy Population
City State Zip Code County Population
Email Address

Phone Number

Resolution of
Support

|:| Yes |:|N0

Signed
Agreement

|:|Yes |:| No
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Lead App]icant Village of Silverton, OH
Proj ect Name Shared Services Management Study Type of Request Grant
Collaborative
Partners
Number 5
Address Line 2 Municip a1'1ty Population
/Township
City State Zip Code County Population
Email Address Phame Nirihe
Resolution of Signed
Support |:| Yes DNO Agreement |:|Yes |:|NO
Collaborative
Partners
Number 6
Address Line 2 Munlclpal.lty Population
/Township
City State Zip Code County Population
Email Address Phone Number
Resolution of Signed
Support |:| Yes |:| No Agreement |:| Yes |:| No
Collaborative
Partners
Number 7
Address Line 2 Municipa .1ty Population
/Township
City State Zip Code County Population
Email Address Phone Number
Resolution of | | Signed
Y N
Support Yes |:| No Agreement |:| ©s |:| ©
Collaborative
Partners
Number 8
Address Line 2 Munlclpal'lty Population
/Township
City State Zip Code County Population
Email Address Whee Nurmilha

Resolution of
Support

|:| Yes |:|N0

Signed
Agreement

I:l Yes I:l No
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Lead Applicant Village of Silverton, OH
Proj ect Name Shared Services Management Study Type of RCunSt Grant
Collaborative
Partners
Number 9
Address Line 2 Municip a1'1ty Population
/Township
City State Zip Code County Population
Email Address Phame Nirihe
Resolution of Signed
Y
Support I:| Yes EINO Agreement |:| ©s DNO
Collaborative
Partners
Number 10
Address Line 2 Munlclpal.lty Population
/Township
City State Zip Code County Population
Email Address Phone Number
Resolution of Signed
Support I:l Yes |:| No Agreement |:| Yes DNO
Collaborative
Partners
Number 11
Address Line 2 Municipa .1ty Population
/Township
City State Zip Code County Population
Email Address Phone Number
Resolution of Signed
Y N
Support |:| Yes DNO Agreement D ©s |:| ©
Collaborative
Partners
Number 12
Address Line 2 Munlclpal'lty Population
/Township
City State Zip Code County Population
Email Address Whee Nurmiles

Resolution of
Support

|:| Yes |:|N0

Agreement

Signed

|:| Yes I:lNo
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Lead App]icant Village of Silverton, OH
Project Name| Shared Services Management Study Type of Request Grant

Identification of the Type of Award Management Study

Targeted Approach Shared Service

Project Description (4000 character limit)

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

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed grant project represents Phase Il of the Sustainability through Implementable Shared
Services Study. The goal of this phase is to deliver an implementable plan to help achieve sustainability
through identifying cost savings from sharing the following functions: Administrative, Public Safety
(Police/Fire), Public Services, and Capital and Fixed Assets. Employees at all levels throughout the
organizations will actively participate in the study. The report will include:

1) The most cost-effective and efficient pathways for shared services for the individual program services
within each these four categories listed above.

a. Obstacles to achieving success, and strategies for overcoming them.

b. The most cost-effective option, and where appropriate, alternative options.

c. Goals and objectives by individual program service program within each of the five functions above.
d. Specific steps necessary in order to accomplish to the goals and objectives.

e. Recommendations supported by financial impact calculations demonstrating potential cost savings.
2) Opportunities and methodologies for attaining equal or better service delivery. Given the size of
projected deficits, we recognize that, in the absence of tax increases, it may be necessary for service
levels to be scaled back to ensure long-term sustainable delivery. Methods to achieve this will be
identified.

3) Targeted time frames for implementation.

EXPECTED STUDY OUTCOMES

Given the magnitude of the annual cost savings necessary to prevent insolvency ($2,238,579, or about a
quarter of the combined General Fund budgets) it is clear that actions must move past the short-term,
incremental approaches employed by the Cities. One way this can be accomplished is by
collaboration/consolidation  in areas such as staffing, support, public safety, public services, equipment
and facilities. The report will include the following:

1) To identify sustainable service levels and the revisions necessary to existing programs to establish
uniformity in execution and delivery.

a. The study may recognize areas where the desire is to maintain special levels of service delivery, or may
need to be transitioned over time.

b. Appropriate staffing will be identified to enable execution of program services. While the study is not
designed to itemize benchmarking data or best practices, it will recognize targeted opportunities and
resources available for management to explore further.

2) To consolidate operations at selected municipal administrative and service facilities.

a. Accommodating staff under two, or even one, common administrative facility (and common service
garage facility) may increase savings as well as maximizing efficiencies.

b. It may also lead to increased effectiveness through uniformity of management, policies, procedures,
methodologies, training, and scheduling.

c. It will identify which facilities are best suited to accommodate staffing needs, and may at the same time
target those which offer the best potential for sale at the highest price.

SUMMARY

€ uonodag |
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Lead Applicant| Village of Silverton, OH
Project Name| Shared Services Management Study Type of Request Grant

Past Success @Yes |:|No
5

Past Success (5 points)

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

The Cities have a proven history of successful shared services among each other, and with other governments as
follows:

1) Deer Park-Silverton Joint Fire District created on April 1, 1999. Today the Fire District serves as a proven
example of results achieved through collaboration. The effort has been completely supported by the citizens, staff,
and elected officials of Silverton and Deer Park.

2) Shared law enforcement training, mutual aid, and collaboration for investigations and arrests.

3) Coordination between the Cities and with neighboring governments to share equipment, saving on new
equipment purchases.

4) Joint purchasing with other governments of vehicle fuel, road salt, supplies, equipment, professional public
funds investment management, emergency medical services, electricity, and employee health care.

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

Scalable/Replicable (10 points) 10

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

The similarities of the Cities, as well as the history of cooperative effort to achieve results and reduce costs, are
compelling reasons to assume success in applying a shared services approach—beyond individual programs—to
support the entire municipal enterprise. The Cities share borders with other small-to-midsize townships, cities, and
villages in the Cincinnati area. There is a very high level of opportunity for scalability because other bordering
governments face comparable or worse financial stress; many of them are similar in general community
demographics; and, the administrators maintain strong relationships.

The Phase Il project will include developing relative cost information that can be used to assess additional
partners, as well as consider additional changes to service delivery. The project will provide other cities and the
State with an actionable approach that can be duplicated for other communities considering shared services or
consolidation.

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

Probability of Success (5 points) 5

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

The likelihood of the grant study recommendations being implemented is high due to the pressure to resolve
existing fiscal imbalances; shared borders that provide for a compact 4-square mile territory; the proven history
and current ongoing success of shared services; and, active recognition and support on behalf of management
and staff. Increasing tax revenues is unacceptable and unlikely given the current economic climate, the growing
voter disposition against additional tax increases, and the fact that each of the three cities already has one
voter-approved tax levy. The remaining solution is cost reductions through greater efficiency, alternative service
delivery, and shared or consolidated services.

The elected officials have demonstrated commitment through approval and completion of the Phase | study, but
also through the unanimous approval of all three legislative bodies of the attached resolutions supporting the
partnership for this grant application.
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Lead Applicant| Village of Silverton, OH
Project Name| Shared Services Management Study Type of Request Grant

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

Performance Audit/Benchmarking (5 points)

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

Not Applicable.

Economic Impact @ Yes |:|No

Economic Impact (5 points) 5

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

Budget constraints hamper the Cities’ economic development efforts, limiting the time and resources needed to
execute an economic development program. By sharing services, specialized efforts can be targeted toward
economic growth. One of the three city managers previously served for 20 years as a specialist as economic
development director for other governments and as a chamber of commerce executive director. Joint cooperation
between the cities will support consolidation of these efforts.

Community attraction is defined as “provid[ing] effective services while not increasing the cost of service.” This
grant proposal matches the LGIF goal because it is designed to provide effective and efficient services, not just to
prevent the increase of cost, but to successfully achieve substantial reduction of costs through collaboration and
cooperation. The result will be more cost effective public services and more competitive communities for business
attraction and retention.

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

Response to Economic Demand (5 points) 5

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

The Cities are mature, built-out, inner-ring communities in proximity to the City of Cincinnati. Aging public
infrastructure including roadways, curbs, gutters, sidewalks, storm sewers and sanitary sewers require resource
commitments beyond the current capacity of the Cities to meet. The Cities are experiencing an escalation of crime.
Current law enforcement staff has incurred increased overtime in response, but staffing resources are inadequate
to keep pace.

Revising service approaches to share and/or consolidate services will allow the Cities to maintain service levels or
mitigate service reductions while reducing total costs, resulting in more cost-effective services and a lower per unit
service cost.
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Budget Information

General Instructions

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

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

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

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

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

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

mammi Program Budget:

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

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

=l Return on Investment:

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

 U01}09g |
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mad For Loan Applications only:

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

* Attach three years prior financial documents related to the financial health of the
lead applicant (balance sheet, income statement, and a statement of cash flows).
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Lead Applicant Village of Silverton, OH
Project Name Shared Services Management Study Type of Request Grant
Project Budget

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

Source:

Source:

Source:

Source:

In-Kind Match (List Sources Below):

Source: silverton $4,650

Source: Amberley $4,650

Source: Deer Park 4650

Total Match:|$13,950
Total Sources: [$113,950
Uses of Funds
Amount Revenue Source
Consultant Fees:| $113,950 $100,000from LGIF grant,$13,950paid
Legal Fees: by thethreecitiesasshownabove
Other:
Other:
Other:
Other:
Other:
Other:
Other:
Other:
Total Uses:| $113,950 * Please note that this match percentage will be included in your
grant/loan agreement and cannot be changed after awards are
Local Match Percentage:|12.24% made.
Local Match Percentage = (Match Amount/Project Cost) * 100 (10% match required)
10-39.99% (1 point) 40-69.99% (3 points) 70% or greater (5 points)

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

The Cities will engage a financial and management consultant for the Phase Il implementation study at a cost of
$100,000, funded by this grant request. The selected consultant will incorporate the Phase | study information and
review current operations for shared service/consolidated service potential. The consultant will develop
recommendations supported by a detailed Implementation Action Plan identifying priorities, project phasing,
assignments, milestones, and performance measures. The effort is expected to take 675 hours of labor by the
consultant, with an equal or greater commitment from the Cities’ staffs.

While we acknowledge this labor contribution by the Cities, we have chosen not to quantify and submit it as a
portion of matching costs. However, it is important to note that while the respective three governments’ contribution
in time and labor efforts will be substantial, the continuing commitment demonstrated during the Phase | study will
help to ensure both the successful completion of the Phase Il study, as well as the acceptance and resulting
implementation of the specific Phase Il study recommendations.

 UO109S |
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Lead Applicant| Vilage of silverton, OH
Project Name| shared Services Management Study Type of Request Grant

Program Budget
Actual Projected FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
Expenses Amount Amount Amount
Salary and Benefits $7,646,822 $7,837,754 $8,321,574
Contract Services $3,051,951 $3,259,509 $3,473,294
Occupancy (rent, utilities, maintenance)
Training and Professional Development
Insurance
Travel $35,020 $36,071 $37,153
Capital and Equipment Expenses $422,000 $960,000 $960,000
Supplies, Printing, Copying, and Postage $614,231 $632,658 $651,638
Evaluation
Marketing
Conferences, meetings, etc.
Administration
*Other -
*Qther -
*Other -
TOTAL EXPENSES $11.770.024 $12.725.992 $13.443.659
Revenues Revenues Revenues
Contributions, Gifts, Grants, and Earned Revenne |
Local Government: Vilage of Silverton $2,379,895 $2,379,895 $2,379,895
Local Government: City of Deer Park $2,432,400 $2,443,400 $2,453,400
Local Government: Village of Amberiey $5,585,018 $5,585,018 $5,585,018
State Government
Federal Government
*Other -
*Other -
*Other -
Membership Income
Program Service Fees
Investment Income
TOTAL REVENUES $10,397,313 $10,408,313 $10,418,313
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Lead Applicant

Village of Silverton, OH

Project Name

Shared Services Management Study

|Type of Request | Grant |

Program Budget
Actual Projected FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
Expenses Amount Amount Amount

Salary and Benefits $6,641,313 $6,014,293 $5,921,272
Contract Services $2,700,000 $2,781,000 $2,864,430
Occupancy (rent, utilities, maintenance)
Training and Professional Development
Insurance $34,000 $35,020 $36,071
Travel
Capital and Equipment Expenses $422,000 $960,000 $960,000
Supplies, Printing, Copying, and Postage $600,000 $618,000 $636,540
Evaluation
Marketing
Conferences, meetings, etc.
Administration
*Other -
*Qther -
*Other -

TOTAL EXPENSES $10.397.313 $10.408.313 $10.418.313

Revenues Revenues Revenues

Contributions, Gifts, Grants, and Earned Revenue

Local Government: Village of Silverton $2,379,895 $2,379,895 $2,379,895
Local Government: City of Deer Park $2,432,400 $2,443,400 $2,453,400
Local Government: Village of Amberley $5,585,018 $5,585,018 $5,585,018
State Government
Federal Government
*Other -
*Qther -
*QOther -
Membership Income
Program Service Fees
Investment Income
TOTAL REVENUES $10,397,313 $10.408.313 $10.418.313
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Lead Applicant| vilage of Silverton, OH
Project Name| shared Services Management Study Type of Request Grant

Program Budget

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

The magnitude of the growing imbalance between annual revenues and expenditures requires a comprehensive review across all significant operations
in the partnering Cities. The Cities have already reviewed their respective budgets to identify short-term, incremental solutions to address the annual
imbalance. While these efforts have been relatively successful in minimizing the use of fund balances, these efforts are both inadequate in terms of
savings yield as well as unsustainable in the long term. The Cities require a solution that reduces aggregate spending to a sustainable level matching
currently available resources. An independent feasibility study has concluded that a shared/consolidated service approach can provide for more effective
service delivery to minimize client service impacts while bringing spending in line with static resources.

We have elected to present two three-year forecast scenarios. The first forecast projects the resource requirements to meet current service demands
using existing service organization and approaches in the Cities. This forecast reflects the total General Fund effort across the Cities. Revenues are
forecast to remain static during the forecast period. The annual aggregate General Fund deficit ranges from $1.3 million in 2013 to over $3.0 million in
2015, yielding a total deficit during the three-year forecast of more than $6.7 million. With anticipated static revenue levels, these net resource
requirements during the forecast period would eliminate the remaining General Fund balances in each of the cities.

The second forecast scenario presents the net results necessary to eliminate the annual deficit in the aggregated City General Funds. Revenues are
forecast to remain static during the forecast period. In order to support certain resource requirements (infrastructure and capital maintenance to maintain
economic and operational viability), other operating expenditures must be reduced to a greater extent. These operational reductions are so large relative
to the annual operating requirements of the Cities that they may be beyond the operating capacity of the individual Cities to absorb and remain
operationally viable. The bulk of these expenditure reductions must occur from the Salary and Benefits category given the relative share of total spending
from these accounts.

The Phase | study reviewed current operations and confirmed the scope and magnitude of the existing and forecast financial imbalance. Because of the
magnitude of the required expenditure reductions to bring the Cities back into balance with available resources, the Phase | study concluded that the
Cities should review operations in greater detail throughout the enterprise. The Phase | study identified and ranked more than two dozen opportunities
for organizational and operational change based on information from interviews and other data collection efforts. These opportunities were then
assessed against a series of factors relating to potential cost savings as well as the relative ease of acceptance and implementation.

This approach supported the relative ranking and comparison of different opportunities to identify those that possessed greater promise for positive
impact in terms of reduced cost potential and ease of implementation. The study found favorable opportunities requiring more detailed review in four
functional areas: administrative and support services; public safety services; public works and community development services; and facility
consolidation.

The Phase Il study will review the individual functional operating areas in detail to identify the best candidates for change. The study will incorporate the
dual perspectives of minimizing operating and service impacts while yielding the most cost reduction. The Phase Il effort is designed to provide specific
implementation action items designed to reorganize and revise existing service delivery to yield annual savings sufficient to eliminate the existing fiscal

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

| |(3 points) Applicant provided complete and accurate budget information and for at least three fiscal years.
| |(1 point) Applicant provided complete and accurate budget information for less than three fiscal years.
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Lead Applicant| Village of Silverton, OH
Project Name| Shared Services Management Study Type of Request | Grant

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

Return on Investment Formulas:

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

Do you expect cost savings from efficiency from the project?

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

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

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

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

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

$2,838,579
Expected Return on Investment = * 100= 2,491.07
$113,950

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

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

The Cities are confronted with significant and continuing structural deficits. The Phase | study confirmed the need
for action and assessed that this action would require changes to all service areas. While it is not possible to
identify the specific program areas that would be impacted at this time, we would classify the grant-supported
program as structural deficit elimination and the associated program costs as the cost of the Phase | and Phase Il
studies ($113,950 total). The Cities will leverage these resources to yield savings totaling more than $6.7 million
during the three year forecast period. The net savings impact would continue and increase further in succeeding
years. This approach would yield a ROI of 5,893%. An alternative approach would consider the average annual
spending reduction resulting from the grant supported activities during the forecast period of more than $2.2
million. This approach would yield a ROI of 2,941%.

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

Questions about how to calculate ROI? Please contact the Office of Redevelopment at 614-995-2292 or
lgif@development.ohio.gov
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Lead Applicant)| Village of Silverton, OH

Project Name| Shared Services Management Study ‘ Type of Request ’ Grant \

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

Not Applicable, we are applying for a grant.

| PAIREN |

UOI}EWLIOJU] [BIOURUL]

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

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

Village of Silverton, OH

Project Name

Shared Services Management Study

‘Type of Request ‘ Grant |

Collaborative Measures

Population

Scoring Overview
Section 1: Collaborative Measures

Description

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

Applicant

B ER ST Self Score

Participating Entities

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

Section 2: Success Measures

Applicant has successfully implemented, or is following project guidance

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

Probability of Success

Performance Audit
Implementation/Cost
Benchmarking

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

Section 3: Significance Measures

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

Economic Impact

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

Response to Economic
Demand

Financial Information

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

Section 4: Financial Measures

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

Local Match

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

Expected Return

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

30

Repayment Structure
(Loan Only)

Applicant demonstrates a viable repayment source to support loan award.
Secondary source can be in the form of a debt reserve, bank participation, a
guarantee from a local entity, or other collateral (i.e., emergency fund, rainy
day fund, contingency fund, etc.).
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SILVERTON, DEER PARK, & AMBERLEY VILLAGE, OHIO
ATTACHMENTS PERTAINING TO LGIF GRANT APPLICATION
SEPTEMBER 4, 2012

e City/Village Council signed resolutions (3) authorizing the grant application, and the
partnership agreement Statement of Intent, signed by the City/Village Managers.

e 2010 Population: the 3 communities and Hamilton County, Ohio

e Service Sharing Feasibility Study, Phase I.

e In-kind cost of $13,940. Supporting contract evidencing cost of the Service Sharing
Feasibility Study, Phase I.



RESOLUTION NO. 12-643

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING A GRANT PARTNERSHIP WITH THE CITY OF DEER

PARK AND THE VILLAGE OF AMBERLEY

WHEREAS: The State of Ohio, through the Ohio Department of Development, has established a

Local Government Innovation Fund to provide financial assistance to political subdivisions within the State of

Ohio to plan and implement projects which are projected to create more efficient and effective delivery of services

within their communities; and

WHEREAS: The Village of Silverton, in partnership with the City of Deer Park and the Village of
Amberley, intends to develop a joint grant submission to the Ohio Department of Development through the Local
Government Innovation Fund focusing upon shared services and collabora

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the Village of Silverton,

that:

SECTION 1. The Village Manager is authorized to partner with the City of Deer Park and the Village of

Amberley to prepare a grant application to the Local Government Innovation Fund to

plan and implement a feasibility study to investigate, plan and implement shared services

among these three entities. Within the authority granted to the Village Manager under
the Charter of the Village of Silverton, funds may be received and expended for this
partnership, and thereafter a joint application should be submitted to the Ohio
Department of Development for such project or projects.

SECTION II. This Resolution shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage.

Pasa@ljjgm d?ugust, 2012.
( iz

John A. Smith, Mayor\_‘(

i\ %L
Aul W. Bréﬁm, Village Manager
Apprope o form:
74

Bryan E. Pacheco, Village Solicitor

CERTIFICATION:

1, Meredith L. George, Clerk of Council of the Village of
Silverton, County of Hamilton, State of Ohio; do hereby
certify that there is no newspaper published in said
municipality and that publication of the foregoing Resolution
No. 12-643 has been duly made by posting true copies in five
(5) of the most public places in said municipality, as
determined by Council as follows: 1) Tamworth Circle &
Plainfield Road; 2) Parkview Lane at Railroad; 3) Blue Ash
Road & Plainfield Road; 4) Silverton Municipal Building;
and 5) Silverton Playfield Entrance & Montgomery Road.

Said pesting was for a period of fifteen days commencing
_VM% , 2012,

U d

Meredith L. George

Clerk of Council of Silverton, Ohio

tive projects between the three entities.



RESOLUTION NO. 2012-24
A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING A GRANT PARTNERSHIP WITH THE VILLAGE OF
SILVERTON AND THE VILLAGE OF AMBERLEY AND DECLARING AN
EMERGENCY

WHEREAS, the State of Ohio, through the Ohio Department of Development,
has establishea a Local Government Innovation Fund to provide financial assistance to political
subdivisions within the State of Ohio to plan and implement projects which are projected to
create more efficient and effective delivery of services within their communities; and

WHEREAS, the City of Deer Park, in partnership with the Village of Silverton
and the Village of Amberley, intends to develop a joint grant submission to the Ohio Department

of Development through the Local Government Innovation Fund focusing upon shared services

and collaborative projects between the three entities.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF DEER PARK, OHIO, A TWO-THIRDS MAJORITY OF ALL MEMBERS ELECTED
THERETO CONCURRING, THAT:

SECTION I. The Safety-Service Director is authorized to partner with the
Village of Silverton and the Village of Amberley to prepare a grant application to the Local
Government Innovation Fund to plan and implement a feasibility study to investigate, plan and
implement shared services among these three entities. Within the authority granted to the
Safety-Service Director under the Ohio Revised Code and the Codified Ordinances of the City of
Deer Park, funds may be received and expended for this partnership; thereafter, a joint

application should be submitted to the Ohio Department of Development for such project or

projects.



SECTION II:  This resolution is declared to be an emergency measure
necessary for the immediate preservation of the public peace, health and safety of the City.
Furthermote, this resolution is required to be immediately effective so that the Local
Government Innovation Fund grant application can be prepared and submitted in a timely
fashion; wherefore, this resolution shall be in full force and effect immediately upon its adoption

and approval by the Mayor.

PASSED this /Gy dayof  Ahcser 2012,

J

Joseph<®W. Comer
President of Council

APPROVED this /374 day of ///4/@ LS7T 012

EO PR (FL—

David A, Collins
Mayor.

Approved as to form:

A el

Andrew J. Helmes
Law Director



PASSED: August 13,2012
BY': Hattenbach

RESOLUTION NO. 2012-45

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING A GRANT PARTNERSHIP WITH THE CITY OF
DEER PARK AND THE VILLAGE OF SILVERTON

WHEREAS, the State of Ohio, through the Ohio Department of Development,
has established a Local Government Innovation Fund to provide financial assistance to political
subdivisions within the State of Ohio to plan and implement projects which are projected to
create more efficient and effective delivery of services within their communities; and

WHEREAS, the Village of Amberley, in partnership with the City of Deer Park
and the Village of Silverton, intends to develop a joint grant submission to the Ohio Department
of Development through the Local Government Innovation Fund focusing upon shared services
and collaborative projects between the three entities.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF AMBERLEY
VILLAGE, STATE OF OHIO, seven (7) members elected thereto concurring,

SECTION 1. The Village Manager is authorized to partner with the City of Deer
Park and the City of Silverton to prepare a grant application to the Local Government Innovation
Fund to plan and implement a feasibility study to investigate, plan and implement shared
services among these three entities. Within the authority granted to the Village Manager under
the Charter of the Village of Amberley, funds may be received and expended for this partnership,

and thereafter a joint application should be submitted to the Ohio Department of Development
for such project or projects.

SECTION 2. This Resolution shall be in full force and effect from and after its

) /(5(4‘1/—
W.Byar 7

passage.

Passed this 13™ day of August, 2012,

Zttg:st: g
Nicole Br der, Clerk of Council

I, Clerk of Council of Amberley Village, Ohio, certify that on the ot | day of August
2012, the forgoing Resolution was published pursuant to Article IX of the Home Rule Charter by
posting true copies of said Resolution at all of the places of public notice as designed by Sec.

31.40(B), Code of Ordinances.
/7/(/{' e &Wd&—'

Nicole Browder, Clerk of Council




Statement of intent

State of Ohio Local Government Innovation Fund Application

This statement of intent affirms the collaboration of the undersigned participant entities to apply
jointly to the State of Ohio for funding through the Local Government Innovation Fund for
completion of a Shared Services Management Study.

The Village of Silverton will serve as the applicant, in partnership with the City of Deer Park and
the Village of Amberley, Ohio.

g/i&//z,
yam—

aul Brehm, Village Manager, Date:
Village of Silverton

= gz

%chael erefis, Safety-Service Director, Date: /
ity of Deer Park

Scot Lahrmer, Village Manager, Date:
Village of Amberley
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FactFinder (‘\

DP-1

2010 Demographic Profile Data

Profile of General Population and Housing Characteristics; 2010

Y _
5 Subject | Numper~ Percent
SEXAND AGE - & ]

Tolal population [ agss | /1000
Under 5 years o (=% 49
510 9 years = 5 207 43
10 fo 14 years - 204 4.3
15 to 19 years 2 2ol 44
2010 24 years - - 307 6.4
2510 29 years oo 400 8.4
30to 34 years N VT 656
SEib At yaars - L | oy e D S T S 6.1
40to 44 years - 324 6.8
451049 years 374 7.8
50 (o 54 years -1 426 8.9
55 o 59 years P T 415 8.7

60 lo64 yea—rs___”—_m R 269 56
65to69 years R 204 S G0

701074 years o 199 42
75 10 79 years B S R R e
80to 84 years o 1 11 23
BEmeatsand ovebds N S s R e e
Median age (years) - 433 (X)
O GBI e e e e Aol 85.8
18 years and over 4,025 841
21 years and over 3,881 81.1
62 years and over a R 952 19.9
65 years and over A e & 805 16.8

Male populalion 2,210 46.2
Under 5 years 126 20
510 9 years ) 92 1.9

100 14 years 2 Ehio 93 19
15 to 19 years o o o o 109 23

| 20 1o 24 years ; 175 3.7
2510 29 years o 205 4.3

| 301034 years B 60 3.4
3510 39 years - 148 31
40 to 44 years 152 3.2
4510 49 years - 169 3.5
50 to 54 years 192 4.0
55 to 59 years 185 3.9
60 to 64 years 123 2.6
65 to 69 years 73 15
7010 74 years 3 76 16
75 to 79 years 58 1.2
80 to 84 years SR A 36 0.8
85 years and over 33 0.7

1 of 4

08/23/2012



). U.S. Census Bureau
AMERICAN

FactFinder C J\

DP-1 i neral Population and Housing Characteristics: 2010

e i AR beK; ercent |
il VA |5 27 o 2N
T ola|[PORU Lo R - = = N R s e e | \5_7_3_6,/ 100.0
DndorE yeare R R T 65
510 9 years i R S e e v RV 273 4.8
10 to 14 years - 243 4.2
1510 19 years ? e e A S B e A
20 to 24 years 321 58
2510 29 years e B RN
30 0 34 years 504 | 88 |
35 to 39 years | 387 g 6.7
40 to 44 years - i o - T o 340 N 5.9
e R R R oy S0
50 o 54 years - as | 12
e e e s s :: =
60 lo 64 years 269 4.7
" 6510 69 years e e A R
70 10 74 years o N w2 | 30 |
7510 79 years R 161 s % 2.8
80 lo 84 years 183 | 28
85 years and over 223 e e S Y
Median age (vears) R 38.5 o (X)
16 years and over el 4,766 ES TR
18 years and over 4,660 81.2
~ 21yearsand over e T ‘ 78.5
62 years and over I 1,057 o 18.4
65 years and over Tl T ek e 905 15.8
Male population 2,719 47.4
e N S R s TR
10 1o 14 years o IS ol B
TR st 2l el o 23
S 2010 24 years N Bk ) G AR e B AR T A 142 25
| 251029 years o 291 5.1
30 to 34 years R el e U s SR SR
351039 years N 210 - 3.7
40 to 44 years 165 29
45 lo 49 years ) 226 39
50 lo 54 years S, 205 3.6
55 lo 59 years 183 3.2
60 1o 64 years 122 2.1
65 to 69 years 81 1.4
70 lo 74 years 69 1.2
75 (o 79 years - 69 1.2
80 lo 84 years 48 0.8
85 years and over ‘_-_ 61 1.1

1 of4 08/23/2012



"¢ U.S.Census Bureau

AMERICAN

FactFinder ( _,)\

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

2010 Demographic Profile Data

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

[EEE T SO sl e e N eeny Percent
SEX AND AGE (w b
Total population i \._ 3.585 ) 100.0
Under 5 years T T 59
"5 to 9 years e B 242 Sz 6.8
10 lo 14 years T 255 7.1
1510 19 years e O e R Ol
20 lo 24 years - - 7;_ %0 25
25 lo 29 years et s h IR0 Ao
3010 34 years - —| 123 34
35 to 39 years QRS i g 45
4010 44 years - B - ”753—“””"‘7 V.H—"SWTH
451049years R Ny A T
50 to 54 years N - 1 a5 ) 8.8 |
551059 years A N I o MR RS e O
60 to 64 years 1 —g 38 | 89 |
651069 years S R e
70 to 74 years - T 154 | 43
75 to 79 years o R A P ORI 44
80 to 84 years ] B 145 | 4.0
85 years and over SrCaT ey __ju_ _' JOOG|E 28 |
Median age (years) - - i 491 (X}
16 years and over SR _ __ _: i 2,817 78.6
18 years and over - 2,723 76.0
21 years and over R e 2,646 okl
62 years and over | eae | 265 i
65 years and over 7 e e RGBT R Y ___—_“. 214 |
Male populalion S "}r o 1,718 79 |
Under 5 years I A2 S ee 3l )
5 lo 9 years - 108 | 3.0
~ 101lo 14 years e SRR, [ TR A T 771_ =3l
15 lo 19 years a o - 26 |
20 to 24 years FET 54 o as
25 lo 29 years o o 48 1.3
3010 34 years i 55 15
35 10 39 years - 83 23
40 to 44 years P 83 23
45 o 49 years - 121 34
50 lo 54 years iy T N T 1561 4.2
55 1o 59 years 158 44
60 10 64 years A 169 4.7
65 1o 69 years - 99 28
70 o 74 years DRI, ¢ AN 20
7510 79 years P 66 1.8
80 to 84 years ; DR 77 2
85 years and over [ T 14
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——
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2010 Demographic Profile Data

Geograpl

- i T =

| siN 2 \Percent l

SEX AND AGE o | )

| Total population ] R (D
Under 5 years ™~ 537260 66 |

~ 5lo9years 51,301 ____-___——__! 64 |
10 to 14 years j 51,823 | 65
15t0 19 years R e
20 to 24 years 59608 | 74
25 to 29 years | 57,995 7.2
30 to 34 years - : 50,120 6.2
35 to 39 years 47,330 i 5.9
40 lo 44 years T 50,516 B

4510 49 years = PN DR
50 lo 54 years B ’ o 61033 | 76
550059 years kit 53500 | 6.7
60 lo 64 years . - 42,439 53
65 lo 69 years 29,865 37
70 lo 74 years - 23,465 29
75 to 79 years S 20,356 2.5
80 lo 84 years - 16,791 2.1
85 years and over F 16,386 2.0
Median age (years) - o 37.1 (X)
16 years and over 635,345 79.2
18 years and over - : R 612,734 | 764 |
21 years and over S A e
62 years and over o | 130,833 183

~ 85 years and over A 1 106,863 ] 13.3

Male population . 385221 | 48.0

| Under 5 years 26,884 | 3.4
5to 9 years - 25,996 32
10 to 14 years L] R 26,486 3.3
15to 19 years - o 29463 | 37
20 to 24 years F T emn 3.7
25 to 29 years B 28132 | 35
30to 34 years 7 SR 24633 | 3.1
35to 39 years - 23,050 2.9
40 to 44 years 24,493 31
45 to 49 years o - T 28,443 35
50 to 54 years 7 T o = B 29,244 36
55 to 59 years o o 25535 a2
60 to 64 years 20,014 25
65t0 69 years 13,645 1.7
70 to 74 years i e 10,036 13
75 to 79 years - ] 8242 1.0
80 to 84 years TR 6,358 0.8
85 years and over o o . 4,921 0.6

1 of 4

fidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/doc/dpsf.pdf.
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AGREEMENT
7"“” <
THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into this __ day Of/mré, 2012, by and
between the Village of Silverton, a municipal corporation (hereinafter referred to as “City”),
and Management Partners, Inc., (hereinafter referred to as “Partners”).

RECITALS

WHEREAS, City is desirous of improving the efficiency and effectiveness of their
respective operations, and

WHEREAS, City desires to engage Partners to render certain management and
analytical services in connection therewith and Partners is willing to provide such services,
and

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the premises and mutual obligations herein,
the parties hereto do mutually agree as follows:

1. Scope of services. Partners shall perform management consulting services
(hereinafter referred to as the “services”) in a satisfactory and proper manner in accordance
with direction provided by the City Managers.

The services provided will be those described in Attachment A, the Partners proposal
to City dated May 22, 2012, amended to include the preparation of a grant/loan application
for funding of a potential Phase II study, where such funds are available and timing of
application is merited.

2. Time of Performance. Services of Partners shall be available upon receipt of an
approved copy of this Agreement, and shall be undertaken and completed in accordance with
individual project plans of work as to assure their completion in a time frame consistent with
the purposes of this Agreement.

3. Compensation and Method of Payment. Partners will invoice City for
services rendered as work on approved projects is completed, The total amount of
payment in accordance with this agreement shall not exceed $4,650 for each jurisdiction.
Each city is individually liable for its share only.

4. Independent Partners. Neither Partners nor its employees are considered to be
employees of the City for any purpose whatsoever. Partners is an independent contractor in
the performance of the services herein described.

5. Personnel. Partners represents that it has, or will secure at its own expense, all
personnel required in performing all of the services required under this Agreement. Such
personnel shall not be employees of or have any contractual relationships with the Cities. All
the services required hereunder will be performed by Partners or under its supervision and all



personnel engaged in the work shall be fully qualified and shall be authorized or permitted
under state and local law to perform such services.

6. Discrimination Prohibited. In performing the services required hereunder,
Partners shall not discriminate against any person on the basis or race, color, religion, sex,
national origin or ancestry, sexual orientation, age, physical handicap, or disability as defined
in the American With Disabilities Act of 1990, as now enacted or hereafter amended.

7. Reports and Information. At such times and in such forms as City may require,
there shall be furnished to City such statements, records, reports, data and information, as
City may request pertaining to matters covered by this Agreement. Unless authorized by
Cities, Partners will not release any information concerning the project, including any reports
or other documents prepared pursuant to this Agreement.

8. Establishment and Maintenance of Records. Partners shall maintain records in
accordance with applicable law with respect to all matters covered by this Agreement.

9. Assignability. Partners shall not assign any interest in this Agreement and shall
not transfer any interest in this Agreement (whether by assignment or novation), without the
prior written consent of City thereto.

10. Termination for Convenience of Cities. City may terminate this Agreement at
any time by giving at least fifteen (15) days’ notice in writing to Partners. If Partners is
terminated by City as provided herein, Partners will be paid for the services actually
performed to the time of termination. Each city is individually liable for its share only.

11. Construction and Severability. If any part of this Agreement is held to be
invalid or unenforceable, such holding will not affect the validity or enforceability of any
other part of this Agreement so long as the remainder of the Agreement is reasonably capable
of completion.

12. Entire Agreement. This Agreement contains the entire agreement of the parties
and supersedes any and all other agreements or understandings, oral or written, whether
previous to the execution hereof or contemporaneous herewith.

13. Applicable Law. This Agreement shall be governed by and construed and
enforced in accordance with the laws of the State of Ohio.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, City and Partners have executed this Agreement as of
the date first above written.



Village of Silverton, Ohio

v

Management Partners, Inc,

gy

ﬂsignatm{)

Gerald E. Newfarmer, President & CEO

o, B, Yieeter s

Name and Title

June 14, 2012

VA 2 202
Date _/

Approved as to Form:

il

Bryaf Pacheco, Village Solicitor
lfigfiz.

Date

Date



AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into this 22 day of June, 2012, by and
between the City of Deer Park, a municipal corporation (hereinafter referred to as “City”),
and Management Partners, Inc., (hereinafter referred to as “Partners™).

RECITALS

WHEREAS, City is desirous of improving the efficiency and effectiveness of its
operations, and

WHEREAS, City desires to engage Partners to render certain management and
analytical services in connection therewith and Partners is willing to provide such services,
and

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the premises and mutual obligations herein,
the parties hereto do mutually agree as follows:

1. Scope of services. Partners shall perform management consulting services
(hereinafter referred to as the “services™) in a satisfactory and proper manner in accordance
with direction provided by the City Managers.

The services provided will be those described in Attachment A, the Partners proposal
to City dated May 22, 2012, amended to include the preparation of a grant/loan application
for funding of a potential Phase II study, where such funds are available and timing of
application is merited.

2. Time of Performance. Services of Partners shall be available upon receipt of an
approved copy of this Agreement, and shall be undertaken and completed in accordance with
individual project plans of work as to assure their completion in a time frame consistent with
the purposes of this Agreement.

3. Compensation and Method of Payment.  Partners will invoice City for
services rendered as work on approved projects is completed. The total amount of
payment in accordance with this agreement shall not exceed $4,650 for each jurisdiction.
Each city is individually liable for its share only.

4. Independent Partners. Neither Partners nor its employees are considered to be
employees of the City for any purpose whatsoever. Partners is an independent contractor in
the performance of the services herein described.

5. Personnel. Partners represents that it has, or will secure at its own expense, all
personnel required in performing all of the services required under this Agreement. Such
personnel shall not be employees of or have any contractual relationships with the Cities. All
the services required hereunder will be performed by Partners or under its supervision and all



personnel engaged in the work shall be fully qualified and shall be authorized or permitted
under state and local law to perform such services.

6. Discrimination Prohibited. In performing the services required hereunder,
Partners shall not discriminate against any person on the basis or race, color, religion, sex,
national origin or ancestry, sexual orientation, age, physical handicap, or disability as defined
in the American With Disabilities Act of 1990, as now enacted or hereafter amended.

7. Reports and Information. At such times and in such forms as City may require,
there shall be furnished to City such statements, records, reports, data and information, as
City may request pertaining to matters covered by this Agreement. Unless authorized by
Cities, Partners will not release any information concerning the project, including any reports
or other documents prepared pursuant to this Agreement.

8. Establishment and Maintenance of Records. Partners shall maintain records in
accordance with applicable law with respect to all matters covered by this Agreement,

9. Assignability. Partners shall not assign any interest in this Agreement and shall
not transfer any interest in this Agreement (whether by assignment or novation), without the
prior written consent of City thereto.

10. Termination for Convenience of Cities. City may terminate this Agreement at
any time by giving at least fifteen (15) days’ notice in writing to Partners. If Partners is
terminated by City as provided herein, Partners will be paid for the services actually
performed to the time of termination. Bach city is individually liable for its share only.

11. Construction and Severability. If any part of this Agreement is held to be
invalid or unenforceable, such holding will not affect the validity or enforceability of any
other part of this Agreement so long as the remainder of the Agreement is reasonably capable
of completion.

12. Entire Agreement. This Agreement contains the entire agreement of the parties
and supersedes any and all other agreements or understandings, oral or written, whether
previous to the execution hereof or contemporaneous herewith.

13. Applicable Law. This Agreement shall be governed by and construed and

enforced in accordance with the laws of the State of Ohio.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, City and Partoers have executed this Agreement as of
the date first above written.



City of Deer Park, Ohio Management Partners, Inc.

M&’/Mﬂd o 9 Gerald E. Newfarmer, President & CEO
Name and Title SAFET7y-Sevice 232
——
~Sovws 22, 2o/ 7 — June 14, 2012
Date Date

Approved as to Form:

Al

Andrew Helms, Law Director

géw//z
Dafe 4




AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into this E day of June, 2012, by and
between the Village of Amberley, a municipal corporation (hereinafter referred to as “City”),
and Management Partners, Inc., (hereinafter referred to as “Partners”).

RECITALS

WHEREAS, City is desirous of improving the efficiency and effectiveness of their
respective operations, and

WHEREAS, City desires to engage Partners to render certain management and
analytical services in connection therewith and Partners is willing to provide such services,
and

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the premises and mutual obligations herein,
the parties hereto do mutually agree as follows:

1. Scope of services. Partners shall perform management consulting services
(hereinafter referred to as the “services”) in a satisfactory and proper manner in accordance
with direction provided by the City Managers.

The services provided will be those described in Attachment A, the Partners proposal
to City dated May 22, 2012, amended to include the preparation of a grant/loan application
for funding of a potential Phase II study, where such funds are available and timing of
application is merited.

2. Time of Performance. Services of Partners shall be available upon receipt of an
approved copy of this Agreement, and shall be undertaken and completed in accordance with
individual project plans of work as to assure their completion in a time frame consistent with
the purposes of this Agreement.

3. Compensation and Method of Payment. Partners will invoice City for
services rendered as work on approved projects is completed. The total amount of
payment in accordance with this agreement shall not exceed $4,650 for each jurisdiction.
Each city is individually liable for its share only.

4. Independent Partners. Neither Partners nor its employees are considered to be
employees of the City for any purpose whatsoever. Partners is an independent contractor in
the performance of the services herein described.

5. Personnel. Partners represents that it has, or will secure at its own expense, all
personnel required in performing all of the services required under this Agreement. Such
personnel shall not be employees of or have any contractual relationships with the Cities. All
the services required hereunder will be performed by Partners or under its supervision and all



personnel engaged in the work shall be fully qualified and shall be authorized or permitted
under state and local law to perform such services.

6. Discrimination Prohibited. In performing the services required hereunder,
Partners shall not discriminate against any person on the basis or race, color, religion, sex,
national origin or ancestry, sexual orientation, age, physical handicap, or disability as defined
in the American With Disabilities Act of 1990, as now enacted or hereafter amended.

7. Reports and Information. At such times and in such forms as City may require,
there shall be furnished to City such statements, records, reports, data and information, as
City may request pertaining to matters covered by this Agreement. Unless authorized by
Cities, Partners will not release any information concerning the project, including any reports
or other documents prepared pursuant to this Agreement.

8. Establishment and Maintenance of Records. Partners shall maintain records in
accordance with applicable law with respect to all matters covered by this Agreement.

9. Assignability. Partners shall not assign any interest in this Agreement and shall
not transfer any interest in this Agreement (whether by assignment or novation), without the
prior written consent of City thereto.

10. Termination for Convenience of Cities. City may terminate this Agreement at
any time by giving at least fifteen (15) days’ notice in writing to Partners. If Partners is
terminated by City as provided herein, Partners will be paid for the services actually
performed to the time of termination. Each city is individually liable for its share only.

11. Construction and Severability. If any part of this Agreement is held to be
invalid or unenforceable, such holding will not affect the validity or enforceability of any
other part of this Agreement so long as the remainder of the Agreement is reasonably capable
of completion.

12. Entire Agreement. This Agreement contains the entire agreement of the parties
and supersedes any and all other agreements or understandings, oral or written, whether
previous to the execution hereof or contemporaneous herewith.

13. Applicable Law. This Agreement shall be governed by and construed and
enforced in accordance with the laws of the State of Ohio.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, City and Partners have executed this Agreement as of
the date first above written.



Village Amberley, Ohio

N s i

Management Partners, Inc.

Lo

(signdture)

A ( Lﬂ Nanis

Gerald E. Newfarmer, President & CEO

Name and Title

olis|iz

June 14,2012

Date

Apprqved as to Form:

(s

Kedin Frank, C@ olicitor

¢//5[1z

Date

Date



LGIF GRANT APP REVISION

2013 2014 2015 Cumulative
Pg 13 projected expenses before implementation
11,770,024 12,725,992 13,443,659 37,939,675
Pg 14 projected expenses after implementation
10,397,313 10,408,313 10,418,313 31,223,939
Net Savings from shared service efficiencies 6,715,736
Projected expenses after implementation 31,223,939
| ROI 21.51%
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Collaborative Success Significance Financial
Measures Measures Measures Measures

Round 3: Application Form

LLocal Government Innovation Fund

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

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

application materials should be combined into one file for submission.

LGIF: Applicant Profile

Lead Applicant | Vvillage of Silverton, OH

Project Name | Shared Services Management Study

Type of Request | Grant

Funding Request|$100,000

JobsOhio Region | Southwest

Number of Collaborative
Partners

Office of Redevelopment
Website: http://development.ohio.gov/Urban/LGIF.htm
Email: LGIF@development.ohio.gov
Phone: 614 | 995 2292
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Lead Applicant| Village of Silverton, OH

Project Name

Shared Services Management Study

|TYPC of Request i Grant \

Lead Applicant
Address Line 1| 6860 Plainfield Rd
Mailing Address: Address Line 2
City| Silverton |State OH |Zip Code 45236
City, Township or Village| Village of Silverton Population (2010) 4788
Countyl Hamilton Population (2010) 1 802,374

Did the lead applicant provide a
resolution of support?

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

application.

Project Contact

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

Project Contactl ToOm Peterson Title Finance Director
Address Line 1| 6860 Plainfield Rd
Mailing Address: Address Line 2
City| Silverton |State OH |zip Code 45236
Email Address| tpeterson@silvertonohio.us Phone Number (513) 792-6563

project.

Fiscal Officer

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

| [ uonoag |

S1081U0))

Fiscal Officer| same as project contact above Title
Address Line 1
Mailing Address: Address Line 2
City State Zip Code
Email Address Phone Number

Is your organization registered in
OAKS as a vendor?

E Yes

|:|No
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Lead App]icant Village of Silverton, OH
Project Name| Shared Services Management Study Type of Grant
Single Applicant

Is your organization applying as a single entity?

Participating Entity: (1 point) for single applicants

Collaborative Partners

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

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

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

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

Number of Collaborative Partners who signed the 3
partnership agreement, and provided resolutions of support.
Participating Entity: (5 points) allocated to projects with 5

collaborative partners.

Population

7 Uo1nodas |

SIoUlIRd SAIIBIOQR[[0))

The applicant is required to provide information from the 2010 U.S. Census information, available at:
http://factfinder2.census.gov/
| O | Yes | |No
Does the applicant (or collaborative partner) represent a city, List Entity
township or village with a population of less than 20,000 Village of Silverton, OH
residents?
Municipality/Township Population
Municipality (village) 4,788
| |Yes | |No
Does the applicant (or collaborative partner) represent a LLf Sy
county with a population of less than 235,000 residents? no county applicant/partners
County Population

Population: (3-5 points) determined by the smallest

population listed in the application. Applications from (or 5

collaborating with) small communities are preferred.
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Lead Applicant| Vilage of Silverton, OH
Project Name| Shared Services Management Study Type of Request Grant
Nature of Partnership (2000 character limit)

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

This grant application is unique in that it requests funding for an implementable shared service
study for the full range of services carried out by the three government applicants. We believe it
will be successfully implemented, and can serve as a model for many other governments.

The Villages of Amberley and Silverton, and the City of Deer Park (‘Cities’), are partnering for a
$100,000 grant for a Sustainability through Implementable Shared Services Study. The three
Cities are within the beltway of Cincinnati, OH, share contiguous borders, have populations from
3,000-6,000, and are similar in size (1-2 sqg. miles each).

The Cities face an annual average aggregated General Fund deficit during the period 2013-2015
of more than $2.2 million. Facing potential insolvency, the Cities hired a financial and
management consulting firm (cost-$13,950) to complete a feasibility study as the first of two
phases to establish a long-term sustainability plan.

The work plan for Phase Il will include four phases where the respective city managers,
department heads, and staff will meet together and individually with the consultant:

Learning — Investigation and data gathering on service delivery processes, procedures, key
personnel, and tools and equipment and facilities used.

Diagnosis — Analysis of how work is planned, managed, executed, staffed; use of technology;
and efficiency and effectiveness of work.

Opportunity Identification — Service delivery programs advancements to reduce costs and
potential enhance services.

Implementation Plan — Specific steps and timetable for synchronizing and streamlining to provide
shared services.

List of Partners

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

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

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

Page 4 of 18
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Lead Applicant

Village of Silverton, OH

Project Name

Shared Services Management Study

Type of Request

Grant

Collaborative
Partners

Number 1

Amberley Village, Oh

|

Address Line I | 7149 Ridge Road Popuation
Address Line 2 1\//[}1(1)1:;1: ;111;}’ municipality (vilage) | Population | 3,585
Clty Amberley Village | State OH le Code 45237 County Hamllton Population 802!374
Email Address | slahrmer@amberleyvillage.org |Thae N
Resolution of Signed
Support IE' Yes |:| No Agreement @Yes |:| No

Collaborative

Partners
Number 2

City of Deer Park, OH

Address Line 2 h;[;‘l;lg;[::lllzy municipality [ Population| 5,736
City Deer Park [State | OH [ Zip Code|45236 County | Hamilton | Population| 802,374
Email Address | mberens@deerpark-oh.gov (513) 794-8876

Phone Number

Resolution of
Support

@Yes |:|No

Signed
Agreement

EYes I:l No

Collaborative

Partners
Number 3

7 U01}09g |
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Address Line 2 1\;[,}12‘1;;2::{? Population
City State Zip Code County Population
Email Address Phone Number
Resolution of Signed
Y N
Support |:| Yes |:| No Agreement |:| ©s |:| ©
Collaborative
Partners
Number 4
Address Line 2 hf;g;;zilgy Population
City State Zip Code County Population
Email Address

Phone Number

Resolution of
Support

|:| Yes |:|N0

Signed
Agreement

|:|Yes |:| No
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Lead App]icant Village of Silverton, OH
Proj ect Name Shared Services Management Study Type of Request Grant
Collaborative
Partners
Number 5
Address Line 2 Municip a1'1ty Population
/Township
City State Zip Code County Population
Email Address Phame Nirihe
Resolution of Signed
Support |:| Yes DNO Agreement |:|Yes |:|NO
Collaborative
Partners
Number 6
Address Line 2 Munlclpal.lty Population
/Township
City State Zip Code County Population
Email Address Phone Number
Resolution of Signed
Support |:| Yes |:| No Agreement |:| Yes |:| No
Collaborative
Partners
Number 7
Address Line 2 Municipa .1ty Population
/Township
City State Zip Code County Population
Email Address Phone Number
Resolution of | | Signed
Y N
Support Yes |:| No Agreement |:| ©s |:| ©
Collaborative
Partners
Number 8
Address Line 2 Munlclpal'lty Population
/Township
City State Zip Code County Population
Email Address Whee Nurmilha

Resolution of
Support

|:| Yes |:|N0

Signed
Agreement

I:l Yes I:l No

Page 6 of 18
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Lead Applicant Village of Silverton, OH
Proj ect Name Shared Services Management Study Type of RCunSt Grant
Collaborative
Partners
Number 9
Address Line 2 Municip a1'1ty Population
/Township
City State Zip Code County Population
Email Address Phame Nirihe
Resolution of Signed
Y
Support I:| Yes EINO Agreement |:| ©s DNO
Collaborative
Partners
Number 10
Address Line 2 Munlclpal.lty Population
/Township
City State Zip Code County Population
Email Address Phone Number
Resolution of Signed
Support I:l Yes |:| No Agreement |:| Yes DNO
Collaborative
Partners
Number 11
Address Line 2 Municipa .1ty Population
/Township
City State Zip Code County Population
Email Address Phone Number
Resolution of Signed
Y N
Support |:| Yes DNO Agreement D ©s |:| ©
Collaborative
Partners
Number 12
Address Line 2 Munlclpal'lty Population
/Township
City State Zip Code County Population
Email Address Whee Nurmiles

Resolution of
Support

|:| Yes |:|N0

Agreement

Signed

|:| Yes I:lNo

Page 7 of 18
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Lead App]icant Village of Silverton, OH
Project Name| Shared Services Management Study Type of Request Grant

Identification of the Type of Award Management Study

Targeted Approach Shared Service

Project Description (4000 character limit)

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

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed grant project represents Phase Il of the Sustainability through Implementable Shared
Services Study. The goal of this phase is to deliver an implementable plan to help achieve sustainability
through identifying cost savings from sharing the following functions: Administrative, Public Safety
(Police/Fire), Public Services, and Capital and Fixed Assets. Employees at all levels throughout the
organizations will actively participate in the study. The report will include:

1) The most cost-effective and efficient pathways for shared services for the individual program services
within each these four categories listed above.

a. Obstacles to achieving success, and strategies for overcoming them.

b. The most cost-effective option, and where appropriate, alternative options.

c. Goals and objectives by individual program service program within each of the five functions above.
d. Specific steps necessary in order to accomplish to the goals and objectives.

e. Recommendations supported by financial impact calculations demonstrating potential cost savings.
2) Opportunities and methodologies for attaining equal or better service delivery. Given the size of
projected deficits, we recognize that, in the absence of tax increases, it may be necessary for service
levels to be scaled back to ensure long-term sustainable delivery. Methods to achieve this will be
identified.

3) Targeted time frames for implementation.

EXPECTED STUDY OUTCOMES

Given the magnitude of the annual cost savings necessary to prevent insolvency ($2,238,579, or about a
quarter of the combined General Fund budgets) it is clear that actions must move past the short-term,
incremental approaches employed by the Cities. One way this can be accomplished is by
collaboration/consolidation  in areas such as staffing, support, public safety, public services, equipment
and facilities. The report will include the following:

1) To identify sustainable service levels and the revisions necessary to existing programs to establish
uniformity in execution and delivery.

a. The study may recognize areas where the desire is to maintain special levels of service delivery, or may
need to be transitioned over time.

b. Appropriate staffing will be identified to enable execution of program services. While the study is not
designed to itemize benchmarking data or best practices, it will recognize targeted opportunities and
resources available for management to explore further.

2) To consolidate operations at selected municipal administrative and service facilities.

a. Accommodating staff under two, or even one, common administrative facility (and common service
garage facility) may increase savings as well as maximizing efficiencies.

b. It may also lead to increased effectiveness through uniformity of management, policies, procedures,
methodologies, training, and scheduling.

c. It will identify which facilities are best suited to accommodate staffing needs, and may at the same time
target those which offer the best potential for sale at the highest price.

SUMMARY

€ uonodag |
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Lead Applicant| Village of Silverton, OH
Project Name| Shared Services Management Study Type of Request Grant

Past Success @Yes |:|No
5

Past Success (5 points)

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

The Cities have a proven history of successful shared services among each other, and with other governments as
follows:

1) Deer Park-Silverton Joint Fire District created on April 1, 1999. Today the Fire District serves as a proven
example of results achieved through collaboration. The effort has been completely supported by the citizens, staff,
and elected officials of Silverton and Deer Park.

2) Shared law enforcement training, mutual aid, and collaboration for investigations and arrests.

3) Coordination between the Cities and with neighboring governments to share equipment, saving on new
equipment purchases.

4) Joint purchasing with other governments of vehicle fuel, road salt, supplies, equipment, professional public
funds investment management, emergency medical services, electricity, and employee health care.

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

Scalable/Replicable (10 points) 10

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

The similarities of the Cities, as well as the history of cooperative effort to achieve results and reduce costs, are
compelling reasons to assume success in applying a shared services approach—beyond individual programs—to
support the entire municipal enterprise. The Cities share borders with other small-to-midsize townships, cities, and
villages in the Cincinnati area. There is a very high level of opportunity for scalability because other bordering
governments face comparable or worse financial stress; many of them are similar in general community
demographics; and, the administrators maintain strong relationships.

The Phase Il project will include developing relative cost information that can be used to assess additional
partners, as well as consider additional changes to service delivery. The project will provide other cities and the
State with an actionable approach that can be duplicated for other communities considering shared services or
consolidation.

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

Probability of Success (5 points) 5

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

The likelihood of the grant study recommendations being implemented is high due to the pressure to resolve
existing fiscal imbalances; shared borders that provide for a compact 4-square mile territory; the proven history
and current ongoing success of shared services; and, active recognition and support on behalf of management
and staff. Increasing tax revenues is unacceptable and unlikely given the current economic climate, the growing
voter disposition against additional tax increases, and the fact that each of the three cities already has one
voter-approved tax levy. The remaining solution is cost reductions through greater efficiency, alternative service
delivery, and shared or consolidated services.

The elected officials have demonstrated commitment through approval and completion of the Phase | study, but
also through the unanimous approval of all three legislative bodies of the attached resolutions supporting the
partnership for this grant application.

Page 9 of 18



Lead Applicant| Village of Silverton, OH
Project Name| Shared Services Management Study Type of Request Grant

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

Performance Audit/Benchmarking (5 points)

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

Not Applicable.

Economic Impact @ Yes |:|No

Economic Impact (5 points) 5

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

Budget constraints hamper the Cities’ economic development efforts, limiting the time and resources needed to
execute an economic development program. By sharing services, specialized efforts can be targeted toward
economic growth. One of the three city managers previously served for 20 years as a specialist as economic
development director for other governments and as a chamber of commerce executive director. Joint cooperation
between the cities will support consolidation of these efforts.

Community attraction is defined as “provid[ing] effective services while not increasing the cost of service.” This
grant proposal matches the LGIF goal because it is designed to provide effective and efficient services, not just to
prevent the increase of cost, but to successfully achieve substantial reduction of costs through collaboration and
cooperation. The result will be more cost effective public services and more competitive communities for business
attraction and retention.

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

Response to Economic Demand (5 points) 5

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

The Cities are mature, built-out, inner-ring communities in proximity to the City of Cincinnati. Aging public
infrastructure including roadways, curbs, gutters, sidewalks, storm sewers and sanitary sewers require resource
commitments beyond the current capacity of the Cities to meet. The Cities are experiencing an escalation of crime.
Current law enforcement staff has incurred increased overtime in response, but staffing resources are inadequate
to keep pace.

Revising service approaches to share and/or consolidate services will allow the Cities to maintain service levels or
mitigate service reductions while reducing total costs, resulting in more cost-effective services and a lower per unit
service cost.

Page 10 of 18




Budget Information

General Instructions

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

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

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

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

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

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

mammi Program Budget:

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

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

=l Return on Investment:

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

 U01}09g |
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mad For Loan Applications only:

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

* Attach three years prior financial documents related to the financial health of the
lead applicant (balance sheet, income statement, and a statement of cash flows).
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Lead Applicant Village of Silverton, OH
Project Name Shared Services Management Study Type of Request Grant
Project Budget

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

Source:

Source:

Source:

Source:

In-Kind Match (List Sources Below):

Source: silverton $4,650

Source: Amberley $4,650

Source: Deer Park 4650

Total Match:|$13,950
Total Sources: [$113,950
Uses of Funds
Amount Revenue Source
Consultant Fees:| $113,950 $100,000from LGIF grant,$13,950paid
Legal Fees: by thethreecitiesasshownabove
Other:
Other:
Other:
Other:
Other:
Other:
Other:
Other:
Total Uses:| $113,950 * Please note that this match percentage will be included in your
grant/loan agreement and cannot be changed after awards are
Local Match Percentage:|12.24% made.
Local Match Percentage = (Match Amount/Project Cost) * 100 (10% match required)
10-39.99% (1 point) 40-69.99% (3 points) 70% or greater (5 points)

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

The Cities will engage a financial and management consultant for the Phase Il implementation study at a cost of
$100,000, funded by this grant request. The selected consultant will incorporate the Phase | study information and
review current operations for shared service/consolidated service potential. The consultant will develop
recommendations supported by a detailed Implementation Action Plan identifying priorities, project phasing,
assignments, milestones, and performance measures. The effort is expected to take 675 hours of labor by the
consultant, with an equal or greater commitment from the Cities’ staffs.

While we acknowledge this labor contribution by the Cities, we have chosen not to quantify and submit it as a
portion of matching costs. However, it is important to note that while the respective three governments’ contribution
in time and labor efforts will be substantial, the continuing commitment demonstrated during the Phase | study will
help to ensure both the successful completion of the Phase Il study, as well as the acceptance and resulting
implementation of the specific Phase Il study recommendations.

 UO109S |
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Lead Applicant| Vilage of silverton, OH
Project Name| shared Services Management Study Type of Request Grant

Program Budget
Actual Projected FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
Expenses Amount Amount Amount
Salary and Benefits $7,646,822 $7,837,754 $8,321,574
Contract Services $3,051,951 $3,259,509 $3,473,294
Occupancy (rent, utilities, maintenance)
Training and Professional Development
Insurance
Travel $35,020 $36,071 $37,153
Capital and Equipment Expenses $422,000 $960,000 $960,000
Supplies, Printing, Copying, and Postage $614,231 $632,658 $651,638
Evaluation
Marketing
Conferences, meetings, etc.
Administration
*Other -
*Qther -
*Other -
TOTAL EXPENSES $11.770.024 $12.725.992 $13.443.659
Revenues Revenues Revenues
Contributions, Gifts, Grants, and Earned Revenne |
Local Government: Vilage of Silverton $2,379,895 $2,379,895 $2,379,895
Local Government: City of Deer Park $2,432,400 $2,443,400 $2,453,400
Local Government: Village of Amberiey $5,585,018 $5,585,018 $5,585,018
State Government
Federal Government
*Other -
*Other -
*Other -
Membership Income
Program Service Fees
Investment Income
TOTAL REVENUES $10,397,313 $10,408,313 $10,418,313

Page 13 of 18



Lead Applicant

Village of Silverton, OH

Project Name

Shared Services Management Study

|Type of Request | Grant |

Program Budget
Actual Projected FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
Expenses Amount Amount Amount

Salary and Benefits $6,641,313 $6,014,293 $5,921,272
Contract Services $2,700,000 $2,781,000 $2,864,430
Occupancy (rent, utilities, maintenance)
Training and Professional Development
Insurance $34,000 $35,020 $36,071
Travel
Capital and Equipment Expenses $422,000 $960,000 $960,000
Supplies, Printing, Copying, and Postage $600,000 $618,000 $636,540
Evaluation
Marketing
Conferences, meetings, etc.
Administration
*Other -
*Qther -
*Other -

TOTAL EXPENSES $10.397.313 $10.408.313 $10.418.313

Revenues Revenues Revenues

Contributions, Gifts, Grants, and Earned Revenue

Local Government: Village of Silverton $2,379,895 $2,379,895 $2,379,895
Local Government: City of Deer Park $2,432,400 $2,443,400 $2,453,400
Local Government: Village of Amberley $5,585,018 $5,585,018 $5,585,018
State Government
Federal Government
*Other -
*Qther -
*QOther -
Membership Income
Program Service Fees
Investment Income
TOTAL REVENUES $10,397,313 $10.408.313 $10.418.313
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Lead Applicant| vilage of Silverton, OH
Project Name| shared Services Management Study Type of Request Grant

Program Budget

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

The magnitude of the growing imbalance between annual revenues and expenditures requires a comprehensive review across all significant operations
in the partnering Cities. The Cities have already reviewed their respective budgets to identify short-term, incremental solutions to address the annual
imbalance. While these efforts have been relatively successful in minimizing the use of fund balances, these efforts are both inadequate in terms of
savings yield as well as unsustainable in the long term. The Cities require a solution that reduces aggregate spending to a sustainable level matching
currently available resources. An independent feasibility study has concluded that a shared/consolidated service approach can provide for more effective
service delivery to minimize client service impacts while bringing spending in line with static resources.

We have elected to present two three-year forecast scenarios. The first forecast projects the resource requirements to meet current service demands
using existing service organization and approaches in the Cities. This forecast reflects the total General Fund effort across the Cities. Revenues are
forecast to remain static during the forecast period. The annual aggregate General Fund deficit ranges from $1.3 million in 2013 to over $3.0 million in
2015, yielding a total deficit during the three-year forecast of more than $6.7 million. With anticipated static revenue levels, these net resource
requirements during the forecast period would eliminate the remaining General Fund balances in each of the cities.

The second forecast scenario presents the net results necessary to eliminate the annual deficit in the aggregated City General Funds. Revenues are
forecast to remain static during the forecast period. In order to support certain resource requirements (infrastructure and capital maintenance to maintain
economic and operational viability), other operating expenditures must be reduced to a greater extent. These operational reductions are so large relative
to the annual operating requirements of the Cities that they may be beyond the operating capacity of the individual Cities to absorb and remain
operationally viable. The bulk of these expenditure reductions must occur from the Salary and Benefits category given the relative share of total spending
from these accounts.

The Phase | study reviewed current operations and confirmed the scope and magnitude of the existing and forecast financial imbalance. Because of the
magnitude of the required expenditure reductions to bring the Cities back into balance with available resources, the Phase | study concluded that the
Cities should review operations in greater detail throughout the enterprise. The Phase | study identified and ranked more than two dozen opportunities
for organizational and operational change based on information from interviews and other data collection efforts. These opportunities were then
assessed against a series of factors relating to potential cost savings as well as the relative ease of acceptance and implementation.

This approach supported the relative ranking and comparison of different opportunities to identify those that possessed greater promise for positive
impact in terms of reduced cost potential and ease of implementation. The study found favorable opportunities requiring more detailed review in four
functional areas: administrative and support services; public safety services; public works and community development services; and facility
consolidation.

The Phase Il study will review the individual functional operating areas in detail to identify the best candidates for change. The study will incorporate the
dual perspectives of minimizing operating and service impacts while yielding the most cost reduction. The Phase Il effort is designed to provide specific
implementation action items designed to reorganize and revise existing service delivery to yield annual savings sufficient to eliminate the existing fiscal

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

| |(3 points) Applicant provided complete and accurate budget information and for at least three fiscal years.
| |(1 point) Applicant provided complete and accurate budget information for less than three fiscal years.

Page 15 of 18



Lead Applicant| Village of Silverton, OH
Project Name| Shared Services Management Study Type of Request | Grant

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

Return on Investment Formulas:

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

Do you expect cost savings from efficiency from the project?

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

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

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

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

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

$2,838,579
Expected Return on Investment = * 100= 2,491.07
$113,950

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

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

The Cities are confronted with significant and continuing structural deficits. The Phase | study confirmed the need
for action and assessed that this action would require changes to all service areas. While it is not possible to
identify the specific program areas that would be impacted at this time, we would classify the grant-supported
program as structural deficit elimination and the associated program costs as the cost of the Phase | and Phase Il
studies ($113,950 total). The Cities will leverage these resources to yield savings totaling more than $6.7 million
during the three year forecast period. The net savings impact would continue and increase further in succeeding
years. This approach would yield a ROI of 5,893%. An alternative approach would consider the average annual
spending reduction resulting from the grant supported activities during the forecast period of more than $2.2
million. This approach would yield a ROI of 2,941%.

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

Questions about how to calculate ROI? Please contact the Office of Redevelopment at 614-995-2292 or
lgif@development.ohio.gov
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Lead Applicant)| Village of Silverton, OH

Project Name| Shared Services Management Study ‘ Type of Request ’ Grant \

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

Not Applicable, we are applying for a grant.

| PAIREN |

UOI}EWLIOJU] [BIOURUL]

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

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

Village of Silverton, OH

Project Name

Shared Services Management Study

‘Type of Request ‘ Grant |

Collaborative Measures

Population

Scoring Overview
Section 1: Collaborative Measures

Description

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

Applicant

B ER ST Self Score

Participating Entities

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

Section 2: Success Measures

Applicant has successfully implemented, or is following project guidance

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

Probability of Success

Performance Audit
Implementation/Cost
Benchmarking

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

Section 3: Significance Measures

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

Economic Impact

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

Response to Economic
Demand

Financial Information

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

Section 4: Financial Measures

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

Local Match

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

Expected Return

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

30

Repayment Structure
(Loan Only)

Applicant demonstrates a viable repayment source to support loan award.
Secondary source can be in the form of a debt reserve, bank participation, a
guarantee from a local entity, or other collateral (i.e., emergency fund, rainy
day fund, contingency fund, etc.).
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	Lead Applicant: Village of Silverton, OH
	Project Name: Shared Services Management Study
	TypeofRequest: [Grant ]
	Lead Applicant Resolution of Support: Yes
	OAKS: Yes
	Single Applicant: 0
	Collaborative Partners: 5
	Population: 5
	Population 2: Off
	Partner Resolution 1: Yes
	Partner Agreement: Yes
	Partner Resolution 2: Yes
	Partner Agreement 2: Yes
	Partner Resolution 3: Off
	Partner Agreement 3: Off
	Partner Resolution 4: Off
	Partner Agreement 4: Off
	Partner Agreement  5: Off
	Partner Resolution 5: Off
	Partner Resolution 7: Off
	Partner Agreement  7: Off
	Partner Resolution 8: Off
	Partner Agreement 8: Off
	Partner Resolution 9: Off
	Partner Agreement  9: Off
	Partner Resolution 10: Off
	Partner Resolution 11: Off
	Partner Agreement  11: Off
	Partner Resolution 12: Off
	Partner Agreement 12: Off
	Past Success Points: 5
	Scalable/Replicable Points: 10
	Probability of Success Points: 5
	Performance Audit Points: 0
	Econonic Impact Points: 5
	Response Econonic Demand Points: 5
	Local Match Points: 1
	Actual: 2
	Actual 2: 2
	Budget Scoring: 5
	ROI: 1
	Return on Investment Points: 30
	Loan Repayment Structure: Off
	Funding Request: 100000.00
	JobsOhio: [Southwest]
	Number of Collaborative Partners: 3
	Lead Applicant Address Line 1: 6860 Plainfield Rd
	Lead Applicant Address Line 2: 
	Lead Applicant (City, Township or Village): Village of Silverton
	Lead Applicant County: Hamilton
	Lead Applicant State: OH
	Lead Applicant Zipcode: 45236
	Lead Applicant City: Silverton
	Lead Applicant County Population 2010: 4788
	Lead Applicant City Population: 802374
	Project Contact: Tom Peterson
	Project Contact Title: Finance Director
	Project Contact  Address Line 1: 6860 Plainfield Rd
	Project Contact  Address Line 2: 
	Project Contact County: Silverton
	Project Contact State: OH
	Project Contact ZipCode: 45236
	Project Contact  Email Address: tpeterson@silvertonohio.us
	Project Contact Phone Number: 513-792-6563
	Fiscal Officer Contact: Same as project contact above
	Fiscal Officer Title: 
	Fiscal Officer Address Line 1: 
	Fiscal Officer Address Line 2: 
	Fiscal Officer City: 
	Fiscal Officer  State: 
	Fiscal Officer  ZipCode: 
	Fiscal Officer Email Address: 
	Fiscal Officer Phone Number: 
	Yes NoParticipating Entity  1 point for single applicants: 0
	Number of Collaborative Partners who signed the partnership agreement and provided resolutions of support: 3
	Participating Entity 5 points allocated to  projects with collaborative partners: 5
	List Entitytownship or village with a population of less than 20000: Village of Silverton, OH
	MunicipalityTownshipRow1: Municipality (village)
	PopulationRow1: 4788
	List Entitytownship or village with a population of less than 20000 residents: no county applicant/partners
	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: This grant application is unique in that it requests funding for an implementable shared service study for the full range of services carried out by the three government applicants. We believe it will be successfully implemented, and can serve as a model for many other governments.
The Villages of Amberley and Silverton, and the City of Deer Park (‘Cities’), are partnering for a $100,000 grant for a Sustainability through Implementable Shared Services Study. The three Cities are within the beltway of Cincinnati, OH, share contiguous borders, have populations from 3,000-6,000, and are similar in size (1-2 sq. miles each).  
The Cities face an annual average aggregated General Fund deficit during the period 2013-2015 of more than $2.2 million. Facing potential insolvency, the Cities hired a financial and management consulting firm (cost-$13,950) to complete a feasibility study as the first of two phases to establish a long-term sustainability plan.   
The work plan for Phase II will include four phases where the respective city managers, department heads, and staff will meet together and individually with the consultant:

Learning – Investigation and data gathering on service delivery processes, procedures, key personnel, and tools and equipment and facilities used.
Diagnosis – Analysis of how work is planned, managed, executed, staffed; use of technology; and efficiency and effectiveness of work.
Opportunity Identification – Service delivery programs advancements to reduce costs and potential enhance services.
Implementation Plan – Specific steps and timetable for synchronizing and streamlining to provide shared services.

The Phase II project will also provide costing methodologies and data to allow subsequent analyses of operations in the three Cities as well as consideration of future service partners.

	Partner 1: Amberley Village, Oh
	Address Line 1: 7149 Ridge Road
	Address Line 2: 
	Municipality Township: Municipality (Village)
	Population_2: 3585
	City 1: Amberley Village
	State: OH
	Zip Code: 45237
	County: Hamilton
	Population_3: 802374
	State Zip CodeEmail Address 1: slahrmer@amberleyvillage.org
	Phone Number: 
	Partner 2: City of Deer Park, OH
	Address Line 1_2: 7777 Blue Ash Rd.
	Address Line 2_2: 
	Municipality Township_2: municipality
	Population_4: 5736
	City 2: Deer Park
	State 2: OH
	Zip Code 2: 45236
	County_2: Hamilton
	Population_5: 802374
	State Zip CodeEmail Address 2: mberens@deerpark-oh.gov
	Phone Number_2: (513) 794-8876
	Partner 3: 
	Address Line 1_3: 
	Address Line 2_3: 
	Township: 
	Population_6: 
	City 3: 
	State 3: 
	Zip Code 3: 
	County_3: 
	Population_7: 
	State Zip CodeEmail Address_3: 
	Phone Number_3: 
	Partner 4: 
	Address Line 1_4: 
	Address Line 2_4: 
	Population_8: 
	City 4: 
	State 4: 
	Zip Code 4: 
	Municipality Township_3: 
	County_4: 
	Population_9: 
	State Zip CodeEmail Address_4: 
	Phone Number_4: 
	Partners 5: 
	Address Line 1_5: 
	Address Line 2_5: 
	Municipality Township_4: 
	Population_10: 
	City_5: 
	State_5: 
	Zip Code_5: 
	County_5: 
	Population_11: 
	State Zip CodeEmail Address_5: 
	Phone Number_5: 
	Partners 6: 
	Address Line 1_6: 
	Address Line 2_6: 
	City_6: 
	Municipality Township_5: 
	Population_12: 
	State_6: 
	Zip Code_6: 
	County_6: 
	Population_13: 
	Email Address_6: 
	Phone Number_6: 
	Partners 7: 
	Address Line 1_7: 
	Address Line 2_7: 
	Township_2: 
	Population_14: 
	City_7: 
	State_7: 
	Zip Code_7: 
	County_7: 
	Population_15: 
	State Zip CodeEmail Address_7: 
	Phone Number_7: 
	Partners 8: 
	Address Line 1_8: 
	Address Line 2_8: 
	Municipality Township_6: 
	Population_16: 
	City_8: 
	State_8: 
	Zip Code_8: 
	County_8: 
	Population_17: 
	State Zip CodeEmail Address_8: 
	Phone Number_8: 
	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: 
	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 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: 
	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: 
	Type of Study: [Management Study]
	Targeted Approach: [Shared Service ]
	Project Description: PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed grant project represents Phase II of the Sustainability through Implementable Shared Services Study. The goal of this phase is to deliver an implementable plan to help achieve sustainability through identifying cost savings from sharing the following functions: Administrative, Public Safety (Police/Fire), Public Services, and Capital and Fixed Assets. Employees at all levels throughout the organizations will actively participate in the study. The report will include:

1) The most cost-effective and efficient pathways for shared services for the individual program services within each these four categories listed above.   
a. Obstacles to achieving success, and strategies for overcoming them.
b. The most cost-effective option, and where appropriate, alternative options.
c. Goals and objectives by individual program service program within each of the five functions above.
d. Specific steps necessary in order to accomplish to the goals and objectives. 
e. Recommendations supported by financial impact calculations demonstrating potential cost savings.
2) Opportunities and methodologies for attaining equal or better service delivery. Given the size of projected deficits, we recognize that, in the absence of tax increases, it may be necessary for service levels to be scaled back to ensure long-term sustainable delivery. Methods to achieve this will be identified.  
3) Targeted time frames for implementation.

EXPECTED STUDY OUTCOMES

Given the magnitude of the annual cost savings necessary to prevent insolvency ($2,238,579, or about a quarter of the combined General Fund budgets) it is clear that actions must move past the short-term, incremental approaches employed by the Cities. One way this can be accomplished is by collaboration/consolidation in areas such as staffing, support, public safety, public services, equipment and facilities. The report will include the following:

1) To identify sustainable service levels and the revisions necessary to existing programs to establish uniformity in execution and delivery.
a. The study may recognize areas where the desire is to maintain special levels of service delivery, or may need to be transitioned over time.
b. Appropriate staffing will be identified to enable execution of program services. While the study is not designed to itemize benchmarking data or best practices, it will recognize targeted opportunities and resources available for management to explore further.
2) To consolidate operations at selected municipal administrative and service facilities.
a. Accommodating staff under two, or even one, common administrative facility (and common service garage facility) may increase savings as well as maximizing efficiencies. 
b. It may also lead to increased effectiveness through uniformity of management, policies, procedures, methodologies, training, and scheduling.
c. It will identify which facilities are best suited to accommodate staffing needs, and may at the same time target those which offer the best potential for sale at the highest price.

SUMMARY

1) Rather than targeting just one specific program for shared service opportunities with this grant, the magnitude of the current operating deficits and the potential for insolvency necessitates that the Cities undertake a study encompassing all services provided by the applicant Cities.
2) The three Cities each already have in place one voter-approved tax levy. Therefore, the probability for increased taxes to achieve financial sustainability is unlikely. The primary goal is that the Cities must develop an implementable plan for cost containment if they are to achieve long-term sustainability. This grant is submitted to achieve this critical need.
3) We also believe the grant funding will create a blueprint for other cities who may be facing similar circumstances.



	Yes NoPast Success 5 points: 5
	Please provide a general description of the project The information provided will be used for council briefings program and marketing materials  1000 charcter limitRow1: The Cities have a proven history of successful shared services among each other, and with other governments as follows:  
1) Deer Park-Silverton Joint Fire District created on April 1, 1999. Today the Fire District serves as a proven example of results achieved through collaboration. The effort has been completely supported by the citizens, staff, and elected officials of Silverton and Deer Park.
2) Shared law enforcement training, mutual aid, and collaboration for investigations and arrests.
3) Coordination between the Cities and with neighboring governments to share equipment, saving on new equipment purchases.
4) Joint purchasing with other governments of vehicle fuel, road salt, supplies, equipment, professional public funds investment management, emergency medical services, electricity, and employee health care.

	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 similarities of the Cities, as well as the history of cooperative effort to achieve results and reduce costs, are compelling reasons to assume success in applying a shared services approach—beyond individual programs—to support the entire municipal enterprise. The Cities share borders with other small-to-midsize townships, cities, and villages in the Cincinnati area. There is a very high level of opportunity for scalability because other bordering governments face comparable or worse financial stress; many of them are similar in general community demographics; and, the administrators maintain strong relationships.

The Phase II project will include developing relative cost information that can be used to assess additional partners, as well as consider additional changes to service delivery. The project will provide other cities and the State with an actionable approach that can be duplicated for other communities considering shared services or consolidation.




	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: The likelihood of the grant study recommendations being implemented is high due to the pressure to resolve existing fiscal imbalances; shared borders that provide for a compact 4-square mile territory; the proven history and current ongoing success of shared services; and, active recognition and support on behalf of management and staff. Increasing tax revenues is unacceptable and unlikely given the current economic climate, the growing voter disposition against additional tax increases, and the fact that each of the three cities already has one voter-approved tax levy.  The remaining solution is cost reductions through greater efficiency, alternative service delivery, and shared or consolidated services.

The elected officials have demonstrated commitment through approval and completion of the Phase I study, but also through the unanimous approval of all three legislative bodies of the attached resolutions supporting the partnership for this grant application.  

	Yes NoPerformanc AuditCost 5 points: 0
	If the project is the result of recommendations from a performance audit provided by the Auditor of State under Chapter 117 of the Ohio Revised Code or a cost benchmarking study please attached a copy with the supporting documents  In the section below provide a summary of the performance audit or cost bench tudyRow1: 
Not Applicable.
	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: Budget constraints hamper the Cities’ economic development efforts, limiting the time and resources needed to execute an economic development program. By sharing services, specialized efforts can be targeted toward economic growth. One of the three city managers previously served for 20 years as a specialist as economic development director for other governments and as a chamber of commerce executive director. Joint cooperation between the cities will support consolidation of these efforts.

Community attraction is defined as “provid[ing] effective services while not increasing the cost of service.” This grant proposal matches the LGIF goal because it is designed to provide effective and efficient services, not just to prevent the increase of cost, but to successfully achieve substantial reduction of costs through collaboration and cooperation. The result will be more cost effective public services and more competitive communities for business attraction and retention.

	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 Cities are mature, built-out, inner-ring communities in proximity to the City of Cincinnati.  Aging public infrastructure including roadways, curbs, gutters, sidewalks, storm sewers and sanitary sewers require resource commitments beyond the current capacity of the Cities to meet. The Cities are experiencing an escalation of crime. Current law enforcement staff has incurred increased overtime in response, but staffing resources are inadequate to keep pace.

Revising service approaches to share and/or consolidate services will allow the Cities to maintain service levels or mitigate service reductions while reducing total costs, resulting in more cost-effective services and a lower per unit service cost.

	Request: 100000
	Cash Source 1: 
	Cash Source 1 Amount: 
	Cash Source 2: 
	Cash Source 2 Amount: 
	Cash Source 3: 
	Cash Source 3 Amount: 
	Cash Source 4: 
	Cash Source 4 Amount: 
	In-Kind Source 1: Silverton
	In-Kind Source 2: Amberley
	In-Kind Source 1 Amount: 4650
	In-Kind Source 2 Amount: 4650
	In-Kind Source 3: Deer Park
	In-Kind Source 3 Amount: 4650
	TotalMatch: 13950
	TotalRevenues: 113950
	Consultant Fee Amount: 113950
	Consultant Fee Source: $100,000 from LGIF grant, $13,950 paid 
	Legal Fee Amount: 
	Legal Fee Source: by the three cities as shown above
	Other Use 1: 
	Other Use 1 Amount: 
	Other Use 1 Source: 
	Other Use 2: 
	Other Use 2 Amount: 
	Other Use 2 Source: 
	Other Use 3: 
	Other Use 3 Amount: 
	Other Use 3 Source: 
	Other Use 4: 
	Other Use 4 Amount: 
	Other Use 4 Source: 
	Other Use 5: 
	Other Use 5 Amount: 
	Other Use 5 Source: 
	Other Use 6: 
	Other Use 6 Amount: 
	Other Use 6 Source: 
	Other Use 7: 
	Other Use 7 Amount: 
	Other Use 7 Source: 
	Other Use 8: 
	Other Use 8 Amount: 
	Other Use 8 Source: 
	TotalExpenses: 113950
	Local Match Percentage: 0.12242211496270294
	Project Budget Narrative: The Cities will engage a financial and management consultant for the Phase II implementation study at a cost of $100,000, funded by this grant request. The selected consultant will incorporate the Phase I study information and review current operations for shared service/consolidated service potential. The consultant will develop recommendations supported by a detailed Implementation Action Plan identifying priorities, project phasing, assignments, milestones, and performance measures. The effort is expected to take 675 hours of labor by the consultant, with an equal or greater commitment from the Cities’ staffs.

While we acknowledge this labor contribution by the Cities, we have chosen not to quantify and submit it as a portion of matching costs. However, it is important to note that while the respective three governments’ contribution in time and labor efforts will be substantial, the continuing commitment demonstrated during the Phase I study will help to ensure both the successful completion of the Phase II study, as well as the acceptance and resulting implementation of the specific Phase II study recommendations.


	Fiscal Year 1: 2013
	Fiscal Year 2: 2014
	Fiscal Year 3: 2015
	Year 1 Salary Expenses: 7646822
	Year 2 Salary Expense: 7837754
	Year 3 Salary Expense: 8321574
	Year 1 Contract Services: 3051951
	Year 2 Contract Services: 3259509
	Year 3 Contract Services: 3473294
	Year 1 Occupancy: 
	Year 2 Occupancy: 
	Year 3 Occupancy: 
	Year 1 Training Professional Dev: 
	Year 2 Training Professional Dev: 
	Year 3 Training Professional Dev: 
	Year 1 Insurance: 
	Year 2 Insurance: 
	Year 3 Insurance: 
	Year 1 Travel: 35020
	Year 2 Travel: 36071
	Year 3 Travel: 37153
	Year 1 Capital Equipment: 422000
	Year 2 Capital Equipment: 960000
	Year 3 Capital Equipment: 960000
	Year 1 Supplies Printing: 614231
	Year 2 Supplies Printing: 632658
	Year 3 Supplies Printing: 651638
	Year 1 Evaluation: 
	Year 2 Evaluation: 
	Year 3 Evaluation: 
	Year 1 Marketing: 
	Year 2 Marketing: 
	Year 3 Marketing: 
	Year 1 Conferences: 
	Year 2 Conferences: 
	Year 3 Conferences: 
	Year 1 Administration: 
	Year 2 Administration: 
	Year 3 Administration: 
	Other Expense 1: 
	Year 1 Other Expense 1: 
	Year 2 Other Expense 1: 
	Year 3 Other Expense 1: 
	Other Expense 2: 
	Year 1 Other Expense 2: 
	Year 2 Other Expense 2: 
	Year 3 Other Expense 2: 
	Other Expense 3: 
	Year 1 Other Expense 3: 
	Year 2 Other Expense 3: 
	Year 3 Other Expense 3: 
	Year 1 Total Expenses: 11770024
	Year 2 Total Expense: 12725992
	Year 3 Total Expense: 13443659
	Local Source 1: Village of Silverton
	Year 1 Rev Local Source 1: 2379895
	Year 2 Rev Local Source 1: 2379895
	Year 3 Rev Local Source 1: 2379895
	Local Source 2: City of Deer Park
	Year 1 Rev Local Source 2: 2432400
	Year 2 Rev Local Source 2: 2443400
	Year 3 Rev Local Source 2: 2453400
	Local Source 3: Village of Amberley
	Year 1 Rev Local Source 3: 5585018
	Year 2 Rev Local Source 3: 5585018
	Year 3 Rev Local Source 3: 5585018
	Year 1 Rev State: 
	Year 2 Rev State: 
	Year 3 Rev State: 
	Year 1 Rev Federal: 
	Year 2 Rev Federal: 
	Year 3 Rev Federal: 
	Other Source 1: 
	Year 1 Rev Other Source 1: 
	Year 2 Rev Other Source 1: 
	Year 3 Rev Other Source 1: 
	Other Source 2: 
	Year 1 Rev Other Source 2: 
	Year 2 Rev Other Source 2: 
	Year 3 Rev Other Source 2: 
	Other Source 3: 
	Year 1 Rev Other Source 3: 
	Year 2 Rev Other Source 3: 
	Year 3 Rev Other Source 3: 
	Year 1 Rev Membership Income: 
	Year 2 Rev Membership Income: 
	Year 3 Rev Membership Income: 
	Year 1 Rev Program Service Fee: 
	Year 2 Rev Program Service Fee: 
	Year 3 Rev Program Service Fee: 
	Year 1 Rev Investment Income: 
	Year 2 Rev Investment Income: 
	Year 3 Rev Investment Income: 
	Year 1 Total Revenues: 10397313
	Year 2 Total Revenues: 10408313
	Year 3 Total Revenues: 10418313
	FY_4: 2013
	FY_5: 2014
	FY_6: 2015
	Year 4 Salary Benefits: 6641313
	Year 5 Salary Benefits: 6014293
	Year 6 Salary Benefits: 5921272
	Year 4 Contract Services: 2700000
	Year 5 Contract Services: 2781000
	Year 6 Contract Services: 2864430
	Year 4 Occupancy: 
	Year 5 Occupancy: 
	Year 6 Occupancy: 
	Year 4 Training Professional Dev: 
	Year 5 Training Professional Dev: 
	Year 6 Training Professional Dev: 
	Year 4 Insurance: 34000
	Year 5 Insurance: 35020
	Year 6 Insurance: 36071
	Year 4 Travel: 
	Year 5 Travel: 
	Year 6 Travel: 
	Year 4 Capital Equipment: 422000
	Year 5 Capital Equipment: 960000
	Year 6 Capital Equipment: 960000
	Year 4 Supplies: 600000
	Year 5 Supplies: 618000
	Year 6 Supplies: 636540
	Year 4 Evaluation: 
	Year 5 Evaluation: 
	Year 6 Evaluation: 
	Year 4 Marketing: 
	Year 5 Marketing: 
	Year 6 Marketing: 
	Year 4 Conferences: 
	Year 5 Conferences: 
	Year 6 Conferences: 
	Year 4 Administration: 
	Year 5 Administration: 
	Year 6 Administration: 
	Other Expense 5: 
	Year 4 Other Expense 5: 
	Year 5 Other Expense 5: 
	Year 6 Other Expense 5: 
	Other Expense 6: 
	Year 4 Other Expense 6: 
	Year 5 Other Expense 6: 
	Year 6 Other Expense 6: 
	Other Expense 7: 
	Year 4 Other Expense 7: 
	Year 5 Other Expense 7: 
	Year 6 Other Expense 7: 
	Year 4 Total Expenses: 10397313
	Year 5 Total Expenses: 10408313
	Year 6 Total Expenses: 10418313
	Local Source 4: Village of Silverton
	Year 4 Rev Local Source 4: 2379895
	Year 5 Rev Local Source 4: 2379895
	Year 6 Rev Local Source 4: 2379895
	Local Source 5: City of Deer Park
	Year 4 Rev Local Source 5: 2432400
	Year 5 Rev Local Source 5: 2443400
	Year 6 Rev Local Source 5: 2453400
	Local Source 6: Village of Amberley
	Year 4 Rev Local Source 6: 5585018
	Year 5 Rev Local Source 6: 5585018
	Year 6 Rev Local Source 6: 5585018
	Year 4 Rev State: 
	Year 5 Rev State: 
	Year 6 Rev State: 
	Year 4 Rev Federal: 
	Year 5 Rev Federal: 
	Year 6 Rev Federal: 
	Other Source 4: 
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	Program Budget Justification: The magnitude of the growing imbalance between annual revenues and expenditures requires a comprehensive review across all significant operations in the partnering Cities. The Cities have already reviewed their respective budgets to identify short-term, incremental solutions to address the annual imbalance. While these efforts have been relatively successful in minimizing the use of fund balances, these efforts are both inadequate in terms of savings yield as well as unsustainable in the long term. The Cities require a solution that reduces aggregate spending to a sustainable level matching currently available resources. An independent feasibility study has concluded that a shared/consolidated service approach can provide for more effective service delivery to minimize client service impacts while bringing spending in line with static resources.

We have elected to present two three-year forecast scenarios. The first forecast projects the resource requirements to meet current service demands using existing service organization and approaches in the Cities. This forecast reflects the total General Fund effort across the Cities. Revenues are forecast to remain static during the forecast period. The annual aggregate General Fund deficit ranges from $1.3 million in 2013 to over $3.0 million in 2015, yielding a total deficit during the three-year forecast of more than $6.7 million. With anticipated static revenue levels, these net resource requirements during the forecast period would eliminate the remaining General Fund balances in each of the cities.

The second forecast scenario presents the net results necessary to eliminate the annual deficit in the aggregated City General Funds. Revenues are forecast to remain static during the forecast period. In order to support certain resource requirements (infrastructure and capital maintenance to maintain economic and operational viability), other operating expenditures must be reduced to a greater extent. These operational reductions are so large relative to the annual operating requirements of the Cities that they may be beyond the operating capacity of the individual Cities to absorb and remain operationally viable. The bulk of these expenditure reductions must occur from the Salary and Benefits category given the relative share of total spending from these accounts.

The Phase I study reviewed current operations and confirmed the scope and magnitude of the existing and forecast financial imbalance. Because of the magnitude of the required expenditure reductions to bring the Cities back into balance with available resources, the Phase I study concluded that the Cities should review operations in greater detail throughout the enterprise. The Phase I study identified and ranked more than two dozen opportunities for organizational and operational change based on information from interviews and other data collection efforts. These opportunities were then assessed against a series of factors relating to potential cost savings as well as the relative ease of acceptance and implementation.

This approach supported the relative ranking and comparison of different opportunities to identify those that possessed greater promise for positive impact in terms of reduced cost potential and ease of implementation.  The study found favorable opportunities requiring more detailed review in four functional areas: administrative and support services; public safety services; public works and community development services; and facility consolidation.

The Phase II study will review the individual functional operating areas in detail to identify the best candidates for change. The study will incorporate the dual perspectives of minimizing operating and service impacts while yielding the most cost reduction. The Phase II effort is designed to provide specific implementation action items designed to reorganize and revise existing service delivery to yield annual savings sufficient to eliminate the existing fiscal imbalance.

The entire spectrum of operational change will be considered in Phase II including: efficiency and effectiveness improvements; alternative service delivery assessment and change; shared services assessment and change; operational consolidation; and, organizational consolidation. The Phase II study will make specific recommendations supported by associated analysis to meet the specific operational issues and needs of the three Cities. It will also provide a detailed Implementation Action Plan that  will identify project phasing, specific recommendations for change, associated action items, staff assignments, timelines, milestones, anticipated results, and suggested measures to assess completion and performance against stated goals.

The Phase II study will also provide a scalable and reproducible approach to support additional or future shared service analysis. While the results of the study will be tailored to the immediate needs of the Cities, the methodology used will provide an analytical framework for additional review. This may involve scale (considering additional functional areas within the Cities for shared service approach or considering additional participants from neighboring communities) or reproduction (repeating assessment to measure performance against goals or to support shared service consideration among other groups of municipalities or units of government).
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	Return on Investment Justification Narrative: The Cities are confronted with significant and continuing structural deficits. The Phase I study confirmed the need for action and assessed that this action would require changes to all service areas.  While it is not possible to identify the specific program areas that would be impacted at this time, we would classify the grant-supported program as structural deficit elimination and the associated program costs as the cost of the Phase I and Phase II studies ($113,950 total). The Cities will leverage these resources to yield savings totaling more than $6.7 million during the three year forecast period. The net savings impact would continue and increase further in succeeding years.  This approach would yield a ROI of 5,893%.  An alternative approach would consider the average annual spending reduction resulting from the grant supported activities during the forecast period of more than $2.2 million. This approach would yield a ROI of 2,941%.
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