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MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO RELATORS' MOTION

Relators' Motion For The Issuance Of A Peremptory Writ of Mandamus And For An

Emergency Order Prohibiting The Ohio Development Services Agency And The Local

Government Innovation Council From Taking Any Action That Would Result In The Rescission

Of Relators' Previously Approved $45,000 Public Safety Emergency Response Joint Dispatch

Grant, filed February 26, 2015 (the "Motion"), is entirely misplaced and should be denied.

Rather, as set forth below, this Court should either dismiss Relators' Complaint or, in the

alternative, issue an order directing Relators to file an amended pleading.

In the Motion, Relators request that the Court issue an order essentially prohibiting

Respondent the Ohio Local Government Innovation Council (the "LGIC") from reconsidering

the grant application that is the subject of this case. Relators assert, at p. 6 of the Motion:

Without immediate action from the Court, the LGIC's attempt at
rescission by political means, will effectively circumvent Relators' right to the
issuance of a peremptory writ in mandamus (which is the central purpose of this
proceeding) by unlawfully and wrongfully subverting its long standing approval
of Relators' grant application. Equity and law require that this Court prevent
Respondents' end run around this Court's consideration of the LGIC's legal
authority to reconsider its approval of the Relators grant. Whether the LGIC
can take such action is the crux of Relators' mandamus complaint .

(Emphasis in original.) Relators are wrong on every account.

First, the Complaint does not raise the issue of whether the LGIC either lacks authority or

abuses its discretion when it reconsiders a previously-approved grant application under the Local

Government Innovation Program. Rather, the Complaint is premised entirely on the theory that

the Ohio Development Services Agency ("Development") lacks authority to withhold grant

funds when the LGIC has not moved to reconsider its prior approval. Specifically, the

Complaint alleges:

14. At a regular business meeting on February 27, 2014, the LGIC voted
unanimously to ... award and seek disbursement of funds from the Ohio State
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Controlling Board of up to $45,000 in LGIP planning Grant funds to Wooster-
Ashland for their 9-1-1 joint consolidation dispatch project.

19. On April 21, 2014, the State Controlling Board voted (unanimously) to
a rove the LGIC action and the ODSA Director's request to disburse grant funds
... for the Round 8 LGIP award recipients.

25. To date, ODSA has refused to issue any portion of the LGIP grant to
Wooster and its partner, Ashland, despite the fact that the LGIC and Ohio State
Controlling Board have formally approved their grant application and
disbursement of funds.

38. Neither body [i.e., the LGIC or the Controlling Board] has taken any
official action to rescind or to modify its approvals of the subject grant. ...

39. The Ohio Development Services Agency does not have the discretion to
refuse to issue an LGIP grant services agreement for a grant that has been
lawfully awarded by the Council ....

40. If, in the alternative, this Court finds that the Director of ODSA does have
discretion to refuse to issue the requested LGIP grant services agreement, a
peremptory writ of mandamus should nonetheless be issued because that
discretion was abused and there is no statutory appeal of the Director's decision
refusing to issue the agreement.

(Emphasis added.)

As the preceding demonstrates, the Complaint is directed solely at Development's failure

to issue the final grant agreement and disburse the grant funds in question. This is consistent

with the Complaint's prayer for relief, which specifically asks for a writ of mandamus "directing

Respondent ODSA to execute the LGIP planning grant services agreement on behalf of the

ODSA and LGIC, and transmit same to Wooster and Ashland for execution." (Emphasis added.)

Critically, the prayer for relief does not seek any specific relief'against the LGIC including, but

not limited to, any request that the LGIC be prevented from reconsidering the grant application,
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Accordingly, the Motion is an improper attempt to change Relators' theory of the case mid-

stream and without taking the necessary step of filing an amended complaint.

Indeed, Respondents' Motion To Dismiss Or, In the Alternative, To Stay Proceeding,

filed on December 17, 2014 (the "Motion to Dismiss")-which is still pending before the

Court-anticipated this very issue. First, the Motion to Dismiss, p. 6, notes that "Relator's

Complaint is expressly premised on the notion that neither the LGIC nor Development has taken

any official steps to reconsider its prior approval of the application." The Motion to Dismiss

then argues that, at least as of December 2014, Relators' claims were not ripe because they

depended on events that had not yet transpired:

In sum, over tlxe next two months, there are at least two decision points
that need to be resolved. First, there is the January 15, 2015 deadline as to
whether Wayne and Ashland Counties will join the Council of Governments. If
one or both agree to join the Council of Govermnents, then the LGIC may not
even need to reconsider the grant application. However, even if Wayne and
Ashland Counties both decline to join Council of Governments, the LGIC would
still need to reconsider the grant application as is (i.e., without county
participation). In that scenario, the juant application would be considered at the
next regularly-scheduled LGIC meeting in 2015-which would likely be in
February 2015. Hennessy Af£ at ¶ 5. At that LGIC meeting, one of two
outcomes would likely occur-the LGIC would either reapprove the grant
application or deny the application based on the new information. In the former
situation, the Complaint will be moot. In the latter situation. a new complaint
will need to be filed to take into account the official actions of Development and
the LGIC and to allme a new theory of the case.

Motion to Dismiss, p. 7 (emphasis added). Thus, the possibility that Relators would need to

amend their Complaint was raised over two months ago.

Second, Relators have been on notice for over three months that the LGIC intended to

revisit the grant application because the LGIC's initial vote in February 2014 was based on

mistaken information. This notice was first provided to Relators in the November 18, 2014 letter

from Daryl Hennessy, Chief of the Business Services Division with Development, to Richard

Benson, Jr., law director for the City of Wooster and Secretary of the Wooster-Ahsland Regional
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Council of Governments. That letter is both attached to and quoted extensively in the Motion to

Dismiss, at p. 4. Through the Motion to Dismiss, at p. 7, Respondents further advised both the

Court and Relators that-in the event Relators were unsuccessful in having either Wayne or

Ashland Counties join the grant application-the LGIC intended to revisit the grant application

at its next regularly-scheduled meeting on February 26, 2015. See also Respondents'

Memorandum In Opposition To Relators' Motion To Refer Matter To Master Commissioner

And For Oral Argument, p. 4(.filed Jan. 12, 20150). ("The LGIC initially intended to reconsider

the grant application on December 4, 2014, but due to scheduling difficulties, the application will

be considered at the LGIC's next meeting tentatively set for February 26, 2015.")

Unfortunately, the negotiations between Relators and Wayne and Ashland Counties were

unsuccessful. See "Counties decline invitation," The Daily Record (Jan. 15, 2015) (attached

hereto as Ex. 1). On February 23, 2015, Development again specifically reminded counsel for

Relators that the LGIC would revisit the grant application at the February 26 meeting. See

Emails between Jonathan Stock and Adain Miller (Feb. 23-24, 2015) (attached hereto as Ex. 2).

Rather than attend the LGIC meeting and speak in favor of the grant application as-is, Relators

made the affirmative decision not to attend the meeting and-notwithstanding the fact that the

LGIC's intentions had been disclosed months prior-raised for the very first time their inchoate

objection to the LGIC taking up the matter. Consistent with Respondents' prior and repeated

representations, the LGIC reconsidered the grant application at its regularly-scheduled

February 26, 2015 meeting. See Affidavit of K. Moore, ¶¶ 4-5 and Ex. A (attached hereto as

Ex. 3). By a unanimous vote, the LGIC voted to rescind its prior approval of the grant

application. (Id.).
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In sum, Relators were on notice for months as to what the LGIC intended to do. Yet

Relators waited until February 26, 2015-i.e., the very day the LGIC was meeting-to file the

Motion. Accordingly, in addition to being improperly based on a theory of the case never

alleged or raised by the Complaint, the Motion should also be denied on the equitable grounds of

laches and estoppel.

Third, Relators' Motion should also be denied as it is entirely without legal or factual

support. Although they have failed to both properly or timely raise the issue, Relators now

appear to be asserting that the LGIC lacks authority to reconsider grant applications once voted

on and/or that the LGIC abused its discretion by reconsidering the specific grant application at

issue in this case.

To be entitled to a writ of mandamus, it is black-letter law that relator must establish (1) a

clear legal right to the requested relief, (2) a clear legal duty on the part of the respondent to

provide the requested relief, and (3) the lack of an adequate remedy in the ordinary course of

law. See, e.g., State ex rel. Waters v. Spaeth, 131 Ohio St. 3d 55, 2012-Ohio-69, ¶ 6. A relator

must prove their entitlement to a writ of mandamus by clear and convincing evidence. See, e.g.,

State ex rel. Doner v. Zody, 130 Ohio St.3d 446, 2011-Ohio-6117, ¶ 57. It is equally well-

established that the "extraordinary writ of mandamus cannot be used to control the exercise of

administrative or legislative discretion." State ex rel. Crabtree v. Franklin Cty. Bd. of Health, 77

Ohio St. 3d 247, 249, 673 N.E.2d 1281. Rather, mandamus should "be confined to commanding

the performance of specific acts specially enjoined by law to be performed." State ex Yel.

Stanley v. Cook, 146 Ohio St. 348, 375-76, 66 N.E.2d 207 (1946) (citation omitted).

The LGIC is a statutorily-created entity empowered to administer, in its discretion, the

Local Government Innovation Program. See, e.g., R.C. 189.03(A) ("There is hereby created the
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local government innovation council to establish criteria for and make loans and awards to

political subdivisions for local government innovation projects and take such other actions, in

consultation with the department of development, as necessary to implement the local

government innovation program established in section 189.02 of the Revised Code." (Emphasis

added)). The awarding of grants under the Local Government Innovation Program is a policy-

making, rather than proprietary, function.

Against this backdrop, Relators fail to cite a single statute or administrative rule to

support their claim that they have a clear legal right to the requested relief, or that the LGIC has a

clear legal duty to refrain from reconsidering Relators' grant application. Relators have also

failed to attach any evidentiary material to the Motion. that would suggest, let alone prove by

clear and convincing evidence, that Respondents have abused their discretion. See, e.g., State ex

rel. Skaggs v. Brunner, 120 Ohio St. 3d 506, 2008-Ohio-6333, ¶ 51 (noting the well-established

principle that, "in the absence of evidence to the contrary, public officers, administrative officers

and public authorities, within the limits of the jurisdiction conferred upon them by law, will be

presumed to have properly perfonned their duties in a regular and lawful manner and not to have

acted illegally or unlawfully"). In this context, Relators' suggestion that the LGIC-an arm of

the State of Ohio operating pursuant to an express grant of authority from the General

Assembly-should be enjoined from engaging in its normal, discretionary, policy-making

functions pending resolution of this litigation is breathtaking in its scope. If such were the case,

any entity that is unhappy with any official decision by a public body could grind government to

a halt simply by filing a lawsuit.

Finally, the Court's jurisdiction over this case is premised on the fact that Relators'

Complaint, as currently pled, sounds in mandamus. See R.C. 2731.02. It is well-established,
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however, that if "the allegations of a complaint for a writ of mandamus indicate that the real

objects sought are a declaratory judgment and a prohibitory injunction, the complaint does not

state a cause of action in mandamus and must be dismissed for want of jurisdiction." State ex

rel. Maloney v. Sherlock, 100 Ohio St. 3d 77, 2003-Ohio-5058, ¶ 53 (citation omitted) (omitted).

To the extent Relators are seeking to prevent the LGIC from reconsidering the grant application

based on the theory that the LGIC lacks such authority, then it would certainly appear as if

Relators are now seeking declaratory judgment and a prohibitory injunction. Accordingly, it is

unclear if the Court even has jurisdiction to award the specific relief requested by Relators in the

Motion.

In sum, Respondents object to Relators' mischaracterization of the factual and procedural

background of this case and to their continued attempts to circumvent this Court's normal

procedures for mandamus cases. Respondents strongly disagree with Relators' basic position

that they are entitled to a writ of mandamus ordering the award of a $45,000 grant, and

Respondents stand ready and willing to successfully litigate these issues on the merits, if

necessary. What Relators cannot do, however, is attempt to gain through motion practice relief

that not only is unsupported by the facts and law, but is also absent from their Complaint. For all

the foregoing reasons, the Court should both deny Relators' Motion and either (1) dismiss

Relators' Coniplaint pursuant to the already pending Motion to Dismiss or (2) issue an order

directing Relators to file an amended pleading.

(signature block on the following page)
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Respectfully submitted,

MICHAEL DeWINE (0009181)
Ohio Attorney General
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Counsel for Respondents
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amiller@taftlaw.com
motley@taftlaw.com
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EXHI6iT

-^---Counties decline invitation_

Wayne reissues request for Wooster to stay at Justice Center

By BOBBY WARREN Staff WriterPublished: Jan.uary 15, 2015 4:00AM

WOOSTER -- In order to "satisfy an issue in Columbus,° the Wooster-Ashland Regional Council of
Crovernments formally invited Wayne and Ashland counties to be part of a joint regional dispatch
center, giving them a Jan. 15 deadline.

'I he responses are in, and the commissioners and sheriffs of both counties declined.

Wayne County Commissioners Ann Obrecht, Scott Wiggam and Jim Cai7rnichael said they do not
understand why Wooster is walking away from a joint dispatch center of which they are 50 percent
partners. The city has an ownership stake in the regional center.

In their response, they extended an invitation to the city to remain in the dispatch center they already
own.

"As we have done for the past three years, we once again invite you to come back to the table to the
currently jointly operated Wooster Dispatch Center at our jointly owned Justice Center and inake your
suggestions for change."

Ashland County Sheriff E. Wayne IZisner wrote to the Council of Governments, "I believe that
relocating all Ashland County comrntinications resources to another location in the City of Wooster
would be a major mistake, and I simply cannot support this effort."

Ashland County commissioners echoed the tone of the Risner letter, writing they "believe the current
dispatch services provided by the Ashland County Sheriff best serve the citizens of Ashland County."

One of the reasons Wooster is looking to form a new center is due to quality issues. Wayne Coiznty
Sheriff Travis Hutchinson said he has been with the office since December 1977, and "it has been
working fine."

'hile city officials have pointed to problems from 2007 and 2008, Hutchinson said those were before
he became sherif£

"What complaints have there been since 2012?" Hutchinson asked., "I haven't heard of one."

Hutchinson sits on the Justice Center board, wliich includes three members from the city, including
Mayor Bob Breneman, and he cannot recall anyone bringing up any systemie problems about
dispatching.

"No one is perfect," Hutchinson said, and when he hears issues raised about dispatching from
deputies, he talks to Chief Deputy Doug Johnson and the matter gets resolved the same day.

httpe//www.the-daily-record.com/local%20news/2015/01115/counties-decline-invitatian 1121 /2015
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"Our invitation to join was sincere," Breneman said upon reading the cornrnissfoners' response to the
COG invitation. "Their choice is not to Ooin) at this point. Knowing that, we can all move forward."

Breneman added Ashland and Wooster are still committed to forniing the new dispatching operation.

"And we are looking to grow. The more we grow the more e#ficient it will become," the mayor said.

"It is -vvhat it is," Carmichael said. "They're leaving. We invited them to come back to talk to us. We'll
help them out any wav we can. We're trying to move forward, and we want to facilitate this in the best
possible manner so all citizens can have great services."

When Obrecht delivered her State of the Couiity address Monday at Wooster Rotary Club, part of her
presentation included a discussion about the state ofcommunications„ including dispatching, She
praised the dispatchers for the work they do, and talked about how the county is in the process of
updating its 9-1-1 equipment.

Lud Huck asked about 9-1-1 and dispatching.

Right now, 9-1-1 calls are transferred to one of three public access safety points. There is orie in
Wooster, Rittnian and Orrville. Vlhen calls come into 9-1-1, the appropriate agency is dispatched.

However, once Wooster establishes a dispatch center "several blocks away," 9-1-1 calls will still
come into the dispatching operation in the Justice Center and then be transferred to the Council of
C'rovernment's joint center.

As for the time line for the new dispatch center, it keeps moving bac.k. Originally, it was to be April,
then June and now possibly n3id-surnrner.

The Council of Governments was awarded a$45,Q00 Local C'sovernrment I1-uiovatitDn Fund grant for
the consolidation of dispatching services. However, the Ohio Development Services Agency plans on
reconsidering whether itshould award the money. Because of this, the Council of Governments
initiated a legal action with the Ohio Supreme Court to compel the agency to provide the funding.

The formal invitation was part of this legal action.

"As a council, we had never offcialty made that invitation," Brenenian said previously. "We felt we
had to make one final attetnpt to pubIicfy invite them to be a part of our group."

"`I'his is to provide proof to the state we have extended an offer to facilitate further discussion," Adam
Miller, an attorney with Columbus-based Taft Stettinius and Hollistcr who is advising the Council of
Gssvernnents, said previously.

ODSA Director David Goodman anticipates the Wooster-Ashland grant application being
reconsidered in February, though COG members are pushing to have the matter resolved now.

Reporter Bobby Warren can be reached at 330-2$7-1633 or bvaarren,(a-,)the-daily-record.corn. He is
,^BobbyWarrenTDR on TlAitter. Reporters Steven F. Huszai and Chelsea Shar contributed to this
report.

http;/t'w-,,N-rv.the-daily-record.comltocal%20newsJ20I5fO1115/courities-decline-invitation 1/21/2015



Stock, Jonathan

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Adam,

Stock, Jonathan
Monday, February 23, 2015 4:08 PM
'amiller@taftlawacom'
'Matthew Green'
LGIC Meeting

While the parties are working to finalize a joint stay motion, I wanted to pass along an important reminder.

The Wooster-Ashland Regional Council of Governments' grant application is currently scheduled to come before the
LG1C on February 26, 2015. The meeting will be held at 10:00 AM on the 19th floor of the Vern Rife Building, 77 South
High Street, Columbus, Ohio.

At the meeting, Development plans to recommend that the LGIC rescind its prior approval for the grant. Consistent with
Daryl Hennessy's prior letter of November 18, 2014 to Richard Benson, Jr., the basis for this recommendation is that the
project is inconsistent with the primary objective of "reduc[ing] the number of facilities to be maintained." Since the
LGIC's original approval of the grant, Development has learned that the project, as currently configured, would actually
grow the region's two emergency dispatch centers into three separate centers. Therefore, the project does not meet
the Local Government Innovation Program's objective of creating efficiency in local government services.

With that said, if the parties are able to agree upon a joint stay motion that can be filed with the Court no later than
February 25th, 2015, we will defer any action on the anticipated recommendation until the LGIC's next regularly-
scheduled meeting which is currently set for June 4, 2015. This deferral in connection with the stay should allow your
clients sufficient time to formulate and present the alternative proposal that we discussed (with the new application and
study).

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Jonathan Stock

0'hi D evelnpmet^t
o Seirvoces Agency

Jonathan Stock
Chief Legal/Ethics Officer
Office of Legal Services

77 South High Street

Columbus, Ohio 43215
614.728.3000 F: 614.728.4920

Jonathan.Stock@development.ohio.gov

^ EXHIBIT

^ -Z
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Email to and from the Ohio Development Services Agency is open to public inspection under Ohio's public record law. Unless a legal
exemption applies, this message and any response to it will be released if requested.

The State of Ohio is an Equal Opportunity Employer and Provider of ADA Services.



Stock, Jonathan

From: Miller, Adam C. <amiller@taftlaw.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 1:59 PM
To: Stock, Jonathan
Cc: Matthew.Green@ohioattorneygeneral.gov
Subject: RE: February 26, 2015 LGIC MEETING: THE WOOSTER-ASHLAND REGIONAL COUNCIL

OF GOVERNMENTS' NOTICE OF OBJECTION TO LGIC PROCEEDINGS

Jon,

Given the continued good faith discussions on both sides, your willingness drafting the Motion was a prudent
preparatory act; and I appreciate Matt's drafting.

The conciliatory tone of the draft pleading is appreciated. As it stands today, my clients would respectfully

oppose a Motion to Stay but recognize the LGIC and State's right to request same.

Having said that, my clients firmly believe that the LGIF should not reconsider their 2014 grant
allocation. Please share these concerns with your client and let me know if the LGIC is willing to postpone
reconsideration, at least as long as the Mandamus action is pending. And let me know your availability for a
telephone conference with the two law directors. We agree with you that additional dialogue is constructive.

Best regards,

Adam

From: Stock, Jonathan [mailto:jonathan.stock@development.ohio.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 1:42 PM
To: Miller, Adam C.
Cc: Matthew.Green@ohioattorneygeneral.gov
Subject: RE: February 26, 2015 LGIC MEETING: THE WOOSTER-ASHLAND REGIONAL COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS'
NOTICE OF ®BJECTION TO LGIC PROCEEDINGS

Adam,

Thanks for your email and passing along your clients' belief on this issue.

I take it your clients are no longer requesting the joint stay motion that you asked us to draft last week?

Jonathan Stock

' ^evelopment
^ ^erWc^^ Agency

Jonathan Stock
Chief Legal/Ethics Officer
Office of Legal Services



77 South High Street

Columbus, Ohio 43215
614.728.3000 F:614.728.4920

Jonathan.Stock@development.ohio.gov

Email to and from the Ohio Developmer t Services Agency is open to public inspection under Ohio's public record law. Unless a legal
exemption applies, this message and any response to it will be released if requested.

The State of Ohio is an Equal Opportunity Employer and Provider of ADA Services.

From: Miller, Adam C. [mailto:amiller@taftlaw.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 12:20 PM
To: Stock, Jonathan
Cc: Matthew.GreenCa?ohioattorneygeneral.gov
Subject: February 26, 2015 LGIC MEETING: THE WOOSTER-ASHLAND REGIONAL COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS' NOTICE
OF OBJECTION TO LGIC PROCEEDINGS
Importance: High

Dear Attorney Stock,

The undersigned represents the Wooster-Ashland Regional Council of Governments, as well as the Cities of
Ashland and Wooster in regard to their 2014 LGIF program Phase 1 grant award.

As I understand it, the LGIC, at its February 26, 2015 meeting, is considering taking action to "reconsider" it's
previous unanimous approval of the Wooster-Ashland Regional Council of Government's LGIF program Phase
1 grant. On behalf of my clients, please allow this communication to serve as notice of our strenuous objection
to any LGIC move to reconsider the 2014 program award. As you are aware, this matter is currently pending
adjudication as an original action in Mandamus with the Ohio Supreme Court (Case No. 2014-1792). The
LGIC and ODSA are parties to that action. My clients believe that any action other than to direct program staff
to flow LGIF Phase I grant funds is not only unwarranted, but contrary to law.

While I recognize that you have a duty to keep the LGIC apprised of developments in pending litigation, the
proposed LGIC reconsideration action is unprecedented. An analysis of historical LGIC board minutes
indicates that a "reconsideration" has never occurred in the LGIF program's entire history.

Therefore, in view of the fact that the above captioned matter is pending a decision on the parties' motions in
the Ohio Supreme Court; my clients neither consent to, nor acknowledge the LGIC's authority to "reconsider"
their 2014 LGIF program grant award, and will not participate in any re-hearing pertaining thereto.

Thank you, nonetheless, for your constructive good faith communication with me regarding this matter. Should
you wish to discuss the matter further, nly clients have indicated that they're willing to engage in such
discussions, though not willing to revisit the LGIC process as you had proposed.

Please feel free to contact me with any questions and kindly advise if you are willing to engage in further
discussions with my clients along the lines we've set forth in this notice.

Sincerely,

Adam Miller



Taft /
Adam C. Miller / Partner
Taft Stettinius & Hollister LLP
65 E. State Street, Suite 1000
Columbus, OH 43215
Tel: 614.221.2838 - Fax: 614.221.2007
Direct: 614.334.6121
www.taftlaw.com / amiller@taftlaw.com

This message may contain information that is attorney-client privileged, attorney work product or otherwise confidential. If
you are not an intended recipient, use and disclosure of this message are prohibited. If you received this transmission in
error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any attachments.



31n the

6upreme Court of Obio
STATE OF OHIO EX REL.
GLEN P. STEWART, et al.,

Relators,

vs.

THE OHIO LOCAL GOVERNMENT
INNOVATION COUNCIL, et al.,

Respondents.

STATE OF OHIO

COUNTY OF FRANKLIN

Supreme Court of Ohio
Case No. 2014-1792

Original Action in Mandamus

AFFIDAVIT OF KIRA MOORE

)
) SS:

)

I, Kira Moore, being first duly sworn upon oath, state the following to be true:

1. I am of full legal age and competent to testify to the matters set forth herein. I am

an Executive Assistant in the Office of Strategic Business Investments of the Business Services

Division with the Ohio Development Services Agency ("Development") and have personal

knowledge of the facts set forth below.

2. My job duties at Development include providing administrative support to the

Local Government Innovation Council (LGIC).

3.

4

I attended the LGIC meeting that occurred on Thursday, February 26, 2015.

I drafted meeting minutes to accurately reflect the matters undertaken during the

February 26, 2015 LGIC meeting.

5. Attached hereto as Exhibit A is a true and accurate copy of the LGIC draft

meeting minutes dated February 26, 2015.

a^ EXHiBITF
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6. Based on the past practice of the LGIC, I anticipate that the draft meeting minutes

will come before the LGIC for approval at its next meeting, currently scheduled for June 4, 2015

(pending the availability of LGIC members).

;^

1 i

Kira Moore

NOTARY VERIFICATION

Sworn to before me and subscribed in my presence on March 9 , 2015.

Dana L. Wooft
tvotary Pu*, ^ ^ OhIO

My Comrrrisaion Expes S19-19

^^^^^ 41 t ^l1^ l rr^^

Notary Public /
My Commission expires: ^ i ^'" ^
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Ohio
,,loFlrl Ri. Kaslcil David {,f#OdtT'iatl,

Local Government Innovation Council
Summary of Meeting minutes

Meeting Date: February 26, 2015

Thomas Humphries, Chair called the meeting to order at 10:06 a.m. on February 26, 2015 and welcomed those
attending. The Chairman asked for a roll call, which was conducted by Nicole Bent.

Attendance

Thomas Humphries, Chair

Andrew Pusateri, designee of ODSA
Director David Goodman, Vice-Chair

Representative Ron Amstutz

David Collinsworth

Reno Contipelli

Donovan O'Neil

Gregory A. Hanahan

Office ofBudget and M.iuagement

Present

Present

Present

Present

Preseiit

vaca

1 u,_^ene k. Krebs

l>, borah A. Li h rrnan

John M. Rogers

\ i^iil; S, iiilolc-zyk

J 0^^ ; ,^hiavoni

Bill Scitz

\Tai-k W;.inl^erg

Present

Absent

Present

Absent

Lbsent

Absent

Present

Following the roll c:^ i I.A icole t9erit note(l there Nvas a small clian,ge i n. the previous minutes.

Staff Members I'ri.,sent

Ohio Development Services Agency: Nico1C Beiit, Whitney Sullinger, Padmini Roy-Dixon, Diane Alecusan,
Kira Moore, James Burdi.n, I L)dd Walker, Stephanie Gostomski,Jon Stock

Others in Attendance
Brandi Crowley, Bill Demidovicl5; Totii Terez, Matt Green

Meeting Synopsis

The purpose of the meeting was to approve the December 18, 2014 minutes; review and approve projects for
Round 12 of the Local Government Innovation Program (LGIP) and the Local Government Efficiency
Program (LGEP); receive an update on LGEP scholarship awards and the LEANOhio Boot Camps; and review
and vote on other business before the Local Gover-nnent Innovation Council (LGIC).

t

, . . ., o,



(1)hio
aerhn R. Etas7ch, ": , r David Goodn,aze, .,.

Minutes of Previous Meeting

At Mr. Humphries request, a motion to approve the minutes of the December 18, 2014 LGIC meeting was
made by John Rogers and seconded by Gregory Hanahan, abstained by David Collingsworth, due to his
absence at the Deceniber 18, 2014 meeting. Vote: The motion was then approved unanimously.

Local Government Innovation Program (LGIP) - Round 12 Review and Awards

Mr. Humphries asked staff to proceed with the Round 12 LGIP review and {,. r. !>.

Ms. Bent asked for a discussion of the threshold funding level for the l:ounc9 !2 IGIP grants, stating that in
past rounds the thresliold has consistently been 65 points. Upon the rcqi[est oi 1\ I i. Humphries, Mr. Hanahan
made a motion to approve the 65 point threshold for funding. .vith a second by Jolin RoQers. Vote: The motion
was approved unanimously.

Referring to the application summaries included in the meetiii^r hinders, Local Government lticentives Section
Supervisor Nicole Bent presented summary information about the grant al3plications for Rount! 12.

The following grant projects were presented to th w ^:,, u i ici1 members:
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Ms. Bent presented the eligible Round 12 LGIP loan applications, referring to summary information included
in the meeting binders.

The following loan projects were presented to the Council;

J t

LGIP 2015 Village of Pawhatan Powhatan Village
$3 6,000 77% 1 0 20 13 27 66

1031 Poirit Conso!idation !

- --- --^ -

LGIP 2015 Columbiana County
Rivernet Loan $500,000 1 10 24 642205 Port Authority

- - ---I- --r--- -----

LGIP 2015 Bellefontaine Police lvlulti-Ccurity 911 $321,410 1:!4 i0 15 8 28 62

1953 Department ServerCol!aborat:on '

LGIP 2015 Ottawa County Highway Garage
2151 Engineer RenovationsforMulti $500,000 95% 17 1 10 8 . 62

Jurisdictional Use

------ -- --+----- - ---
I

LGIP 2015 Ottawa County 5ha re d
2149 Engineer Administrative Offic.e $500,000 174% 17 10 10 8 34 62

Project - _^

LGIP Ottawa County Large Equipn-:,t

20152150 Engineer Facility Expansioi; 'S00000 24%
17 10 10 8 31 59

--- "3liarni Valley -^ - ----- f

LGIP 201ll Educationa! 1
CONNECTI.T. 5500,(Y'il0 248% 5 10 20 10 14 54

2206 Computer

Association

After a presentation o l''iIl eligible loali ^ipplic.,t i,,m,, P+ Is. Bent presented a staff recommendation to consider all
three Ottawa County Er-igineer projects (205 1. -(150, and 2049) as one project. Due to the tiining, financing,
and project site of the application, staff consick,r,, Lhe tlii-ee applications one larger project, subject to the
maximum award amount of * S500,000 allowec! I u the program policies. Mr. Humphries requested a motion to
accept the staff recommendaiticjn to considcr lk,_ three projects as one project in the amount of $500,000. A
motion was made by Representativi.-^ .lud seconded by Mr. Hanahan. Vote: the motion was approved
unanimously.

Ms. Bent presented staff's recon-imendation to approve all eligible loan applications, noting the previously
approved motion to consider the Ottawa County applications as one. A motion was made by Representative
Rogers and seconded by Mr. Hanahan. Vote: the motion was approved unanimously.

Local Government Efficiency Program (LGEP) Round 12 Review and Awards

Ms. Bent presented information about the Round 12 LGEP applications, referring to summary information
included in the meeting binders. Ms. Bent asked Mr. Humphries to entertain a motion to establish the scoring

,. -^ _



John R. Kasich . David Goodm an,

threshold for the LGEP applications. John Rogers made a motion to fund Round 12 LGEP grant projects
scoring 65 or more points. Mark Weinberg seconded the motion. Vote: The motion was approved unanimously.

The following projects were presented to the Council for consideration:

I
r^ r

^J:: C/
^ ^

^`

LGEP 2015 Payrol I and Benefits
City of Monroe $23,000 $23,000 20

2188 Information Process

LOEP 2015 Miami Cou=1ty Public WestCerttral Ohio
2161 Health Coordinated Electronic $88,400 $26,000 20 40

Medical Record S stem

Regional Commission
LGEP 2015 Mid-Ohio Regional Purchasing and

2209 Planning Commission Accounts Payable $45,000
$! 9r 15 45

Process Efficienc

y LGEP 2015 Deiaware Citv Schools ^ ^
The Efficient Delaware St0^7,000 $ 10,n

.,00 20 35
2218 Academic Fro ect

LGEP 2015 Southeastern Ohio Port SeOPA Op rganizationai
1926 Authonty ^) timizatiori

a45,500 $45,500 70 25

LGEP 2015 i Lc;ing County Hi>alt1^ Public HealtP^ i1edical
Billing In^proven-:ent $2_,500 $22506 15 30

21^" ©epa rtment ^
^ Pro'ect.

Zanesvil le Muskingum
LGEP 2015 F ehici-

CountyHealth S23,370 $23,370 15 302117 Ma na;:_,nt Pro; --,t
De artment

-----
LGEP 2015 Student5uboroup

FairbornCitySchool; $18,360 $13,360 15 25
2215 ivlanag c ment

LGEP2015 ^ ^kerMiddle5chool
FairbornCity Scho, 20

2185 LEAN Planning^-

iConductinga Policy and

LGEP 2015 Process Auditfor
ZaneStateCollege $100,000 $57_,000 15 25

221i Student Services at Zane

State ColleSe
LGEP 2015 Operation Summer Food

Marion City S^'c ^Is $100,000 $25,000 20 202207 Efficienc Project

LGEP2015 DistrictStratea
"cFalrbornCity`.chools Plarms ng $;0,800 $10,800 20 25

2219 -^

LGEP2015 Buckeye Local Schools
TranspertT' 'chool

Bus Atte i -ocess $20,960 $20,960 15 252166 District
inTwo. ts

-? I 10 I 78

5 I .tU 1 75

3 10 ?3

3 10 b8

10 j 10 65

5 10 60

5 10 60

8 8 56

3 I 8 56

5 10 i 55

3 10 53

C 3 53

3 1 9 1 52

Local Government Efficiency Program (LGEP Scholarship Update)

Ms. Bent provided an update on the LGEP scholarships. She reminded the Council that, at a previous meeting,
it had authorized ODSA staff to approve scholarsliip applications. She said that as of February 24, 2015, 900
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applications were approved. Ms. Bent stated applications arrive on a daily basis, and on average she approves
two to three each day.

LEANOhio Update

Ms. Bent asked the LEANOhio team to provide an update on their programs. Bill Demidovich reported to the
council members that he will be retiring after 30 years of service and Tom Terez will serve as Interim Director.
Mr. Demidovich thanked the council members and Ohio Development Services Agency for their support.
Brandi Crowley preseiited an overview of the program. Local Lean Boot Camp approved 900 vouchers and
had a total of 30 projects approved by the Council. T'here were 40 classes sch,- l' ,, i,^d in 2015 with 7621oca1
government employees trained. The grant award dollars totaled $994,463 %^, :I i I ; (u average customer
satisfaction rating of 9.1.

Approved Awards

The following approved awards were presented to Council after staff had calculated disc_rt.;rionary scoring.

Application Valirlateo Base Preference7.eadApnlicar ,. Proj_ct Name Total Scori ... . . Approved A.werd Rrmr;ingTotalfdumbe Store Points

LGIP 2015 Prairie A GIS PrimerforSmail
3.Z E1.20 $10,000 $10,000

2148 Township Governments

Jefferson
Jefferson Court,c!rity

County
LGIP2015 ofSteubenvil! H- Ih

General 69 ?.: 72.30 J,000 $60,000
2217 Consolida_i n

Health

District
Feasibility

LGIP2015 Findlay City FiwII,, H n__rl

H-flthCountv Health 69 3.5 72.50 $39,000 $99,000
1640

Department Merger

LGIP 2015 Mt, i , iu unty
Development ^,n- n 6.7 66.70 $50,000 $149,000

2075 Park
Plan

LGIP 2015 GreeneCounty pace Institui
57 7 64.000 $0 $149,000

2164 orcci!e County
Career Center

LGIP 2015 Lucas County Lucas CountyjTrn!edo
56 8.9 64.9000 $0 $149,000

1649 Auditor GIS Feasibility Study

Buckeye Hills-

Hocking

LGiP 2015 Valley Perry County Health 53 6.22222222 59.22 $0 $149,000

2167 Regional Access Study

Development

District

TOTAL ROUND 12lNNOVATiON GRANT PROJECTS WITH SCORE OF 65 POINTS OR HIGHER: $149,000



Ohio L:H'±

,frrhn R. KasFcEa, .- . . Uavisi Cocrclittan,

- - -----
Application ValidatedBase PreferencF Approved

^ LeadApplicanf „ Project Name ; ,. Total Scor RunningTota)
Numbe . ..., Score Points .Amount !

LGEP 2015 Payroll and Benefits

2188 City of Monroe Information Process 78
2.1 80.10 $23,000 $23,000

West Central Ohio

LGEP 2015 Miami County Coordinated 75 2.4
77.40 $26,000 $49,000

2161 Public Health Electronic Medical

Record System

Mid-Ohio Regional Commission

LGEP 2015 Regional Purchasing and

2209 Planning Accounts Payable 73 2,1 75.10 $16,500 $65,500

Commission Process Efficiency

LGEP 2015 Delaware City The Efficient
2218 Schools Del awa re Aca demi c 68 1.4 69.40 $40,0,- $105,500

Project

LGEP 2015 Southeastern SeOPA

1926 Ohio Port Organizational 65 1.6 60.60 $45,500 $1'^1 j0

Authority 0 timization

LGEP2015 LickingCounty Public Health

2196 Health Medical Billing 60 h.3 68.30 $22,506 $173,506

Department ImproverrentProject

Zanesville

LGEP 2015 Muskingum FleetVehicle 60 67.33 $23,370 $196,876

2117 County Health iagei ^t

Department
1- -

LGEP 2015 Fairlion1ty StuderrtSubgroup

2215 Sc!icI Management S 6 62.80 $0 $196,876

LGEP 2015 Fa rbornCity BakerMidcileSchoc'.

2185 oois LEAN P!annirig 6 7.2 63.20 $0 $196,876

Conducting a Poli -

LGEP 2015 ZaneState and ProcessAuditi

2211 College StudentServi - t 55 7.4 62.40 $0 $196,876

LclrieStatYP^'...-e

Operati^ n >..inmer
LGEP 2015 Marion City
2207 Schools Food Efficiency 53 3.5 56.50 $0 $196,876

Project

LGEP 2015 Fairborn City District Strategic
53 3.5 56.50 $0 $196,876

2219 Schools Planning

Transportation

LGEP 2015 Buckeye Local Schoof Bus 52 4.7 56.70 $0 $196,876

2166 SchoolsDistrict Attendance Process

in Two Districts

T®TAL ROUND 12 EFFICIENCY GRANT PROJECTS WITH SCORE OF 65 POINTS OR HIGHER: $196,876
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Other Business
Mr. Humphries asked for other business to be brought fonvard. ODSA had one project for the Council to
consider.

^^^Lru<^r^'26,?Ui

City of Wooster

Wooster and
Ashland 9-1-

1 Dispatch
Consolidation

Cira!;t-

$45,U00

Resc:tid

Apprm"11

arid Cancel

project

Project was approved on
February 27, 2014. Since
the approval, ODSA has

learned of additional facts
impacting the merits of the

application. The
rpplication proposed to

c(1111hine dispatch services
c u irontly available to

aclii(- ^r, cost savings by
reduci, <<_; rli e number of

facilities to l) c rnaintained.
At this time, ODSA is

aware that this is
incorrect, and that the
number of dispatching
entities in the region

would be expanding if this
project moves forward.

The application, with the
additional presented

information, no longer
meets the goal of the
program to increase

efficiencies and reduce
expenses. Staff

recommends rescission of
approval and cancellation

of project, based on the
additional facts.

Mr. Huinphries asked for a motion to approve the staff recommended action for Item #1 City of Wooster, a
rescission of approval and cancellation of the project. A motion was made by Andy Pusateri, which was
seconded by John Rogers. Vote: the motion was approved unanimously.

Ms. Bent provided an update and overview of the budget and referenced the spreadsheet provided in the
meeting binder.
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John R. Kasich, Governor C3avrci Cànoclctran> Lnrerjcs,-

Adjournment

At the request of Mr. Humphries, Eugene Krebs made a motion to adjourn the meeting, which was seconded
by Gregory Hanahan. By a unanimous vote, the meeting was adj oumed at 11: 12am.

Respectfully submitted by the Ohio Development Services Agency Office of Strategic Business Investments.

Approved by Council:

Chairperson Date
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