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Capital Improvement Plan (CIP): 
Executive Summary  
Introduction  
The SPEA Capstone Class served the City of Mitchell, Indiana in a planning assessment capacity between 
January and May 2014. Under the guidance of Indiana University professor and Certified Planner, Frank 
Nierzwicki, the SPEA Capstone Class entered into dialogue with Mayor Gary Pruett and Mayor’s Assistant 
Christina Lambton on the City’s needs, strengths, and opportunities for improvement. The SPEA 
Capstone Class and the City of Mitchell co-hosted a community event on February 21, 2014, during which 
public comment was sought regarding economic development and quality of life issues relevant to 
residents of Mitchell and Lawrence County. The SPEA Capstone Class is affiliated with the School of 
Public and Environmental Affairs (SPEA) at Indiana University-Bloomington. A SPEA Capstone course is 
a culminating graduate experience that is designed to bring together SPEA masters students from diverse 
backgrounds and academic interests to address a real-world topic in an interdisciplinary framework. The 
team combined the knowledge and talents of eighteen SPEA masters students who participated in one of 
four subgroups that focused on  economic development; green spaces and sustainable infrastructure; 
trails and the opera house; and capital improvements. This section of the report will cover findings and 
recommendations for capital improvement purchases by the City. 
 
The Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) is a planning tool used to assess capital facility assets and needs 
against other budgetary goals and objectives.  A capital asset is defined as a substantial non-recurring 
expenditure or physical improvement with a long, useable life.  This CIP provides a five-year budgetary 
forecast (Fiscal Years 2015-2019) along with policy recommendations such as opportunities for long-term 
costs savings via energy efficiency upgrades, the creation of a capital projects fund, and purchasing cycles 
with identified funding sources. 

Key Findings 
The CIP prioritized vehicle purchases based on the City's stated replacement schedule.  According to this 
prioritization, the majority of funds will need to be spent within Fiscal Years 2015, 2017, and 2019.  Given 
the high present value of the investments in these three fiscal years and the low present value of the 
investments in Fiscal Years 2016, and 2018, the CIP team recommends a reallocation of vehicle 
purchasing to allow for a more balanced vehicle replacement schedule.  This will result in the purchase of 
some vehicles after their stated replacement time.  This, however, allows for a more balanced and efficient 
allocation of City funds throughout the life of this CIP.  The implementation of energy efficiency projects 
and improvements, though adding to annual capital expenses, will yield fiscal savings through lower 
operating costs. 
 
The incorporation of energy efficiency projects and rate structure analyses were also key findings made 
during the CIP’s formation.  Energy efficiency projects allow the City to upgrade aging infrastructure with 
technology which will yield positive fiscal returns on investment.  In addition, annual rate structure 
analyses allow the City to ensure all City facilities are on the correct rate structure for their intended use.  
The added benefit of rate structure correction is that unlike energy efficiency projects, correcting 
misaligned rate structures requires no up-front capital and can yield immediate fiscal savings. 
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Recommendations 
• Allocate city funds in accordance with the CIP's findings with revised purchasing schedule 
• Incorporate energy efficiency improvements to lower city operating costs 
• Set an annual appointment with each utility provider (Duke Energy and Vectren) to analyze 

current rate structures to ensure all City facilities are on the correct rate for their intended use 
• Establish purchasing schedule based on CIP's findings; revise the purchasing schedule to balance 

annual CIP expenses with new prioritization schedule before implementing CIP purchases 
• Incorporate energy efficiency to lower city operating costs 
• Investigate and plan for additional energy efficiency upgrades to further reduce City operating 

costs 
• Be sure to complete an updated CIP every five fiscal years; this report may be used as a template 

for future CIP  
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Capital Improvement Plan 
Overview 
The Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) is a planning tool used to assess capital facility assets and needs 
against other budgetary goals and objectives.  A capital asset is defined as a substantial non-recurring 
expenditure or physical improvement with a long, useable life.  This CIP provides a five-year budgetary 
forecast (Fiscal Years 2015-2019) along with policy recommendations such as opportunities for long-term 
costs savings via energy efficiency upgrades, the creation of a capital projects fund, and purchasing cycles 
with identified funding sources. The vision of the CIP is to build and renew the City of Mitchell by guiding 
growth in an even more sustainable, fiscally sound manner. 

CIP Objectives 
The objectives of the Capital Improvement Plan are to: 

• Deliver a blueprint for purchasing capital assets that will provide greater context for the annual 
budgeting process 

• Enhance understanding of Mitchell's financial standing by identifying anticipated capital needs, 
which the city may match with forecasted revenues 

• Facilitate coordination and prioritization among various units of government responsible for 
project implementation 

• Offer a link between the City of Mitchell's vision for the future and capital expenditure projects 
 

The CIP will continue to evolve in response to project planning needs, economic conditions, a change in 
funding mechanisms, or a change in city vision.  The expenditure estimate for earlier years may prove 
more precise than later years.  The CIP will neither appropriate funds nor authorize projects; the City 
Council must initiate the proposed projects only when sources of funding are available. 
 
The City of Mitchell's 2015 capital budget represents costs associated with capital projects seen within the 
first year of the 2015-2019 CIP.  Capital expenditures were depreciated using a 7% discount rate.1 

Funding Sources 
Potential sources for CIP funding could include; rebates from utilities, the Energizing Indiana program, 
fiscal savings from energy efficiency improvements, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency grants, U.S. 
Federal property auctions, and utilization of the City’s cash reserves. 
 
Utilities offer rebates for the purchase of higher efficiency products.  Using these rebates can help lower 
the initial capital cost of several investments in this CIP.  Additionally, for the remainder of 2014, the 
Energizing Indiana program will offer additional rebates for some of the investments outlined herein. 
 
U.S. EPA grants are available for several fleet and technology conversions.  These grants are offered on a 
competitive basis, but could cover a large portion of the initial capital cost of multiple investments 
outlined herein.  Likewise, utilization of Federal government property sales allows the City to further 

1 Source: http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/circulars_a094#8 
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reduce the initial capital cost of vehicle replacement, for example.2  Purchasing from the Federal auctions, 
for example, should only be utilized when the benefits of buying a used Federal vehicle outweigh the costs 
associated with a shorter usable lifetime. 
 
Finally, using funds from the cash reserves to finance energy efficiency projects can yield a faster 
accumulation of interest (through operational savings) than otherwise possible in a banking account.  
Energy Efficiency projects with rapid payback (less than one year, for example) could be financed through 
use of cash reserves to speed up project implementation and fiscal savings. 

Priority Definition 
Priority 1: Projects that are expected to be completed by the end of FY2015.  Financing is either available 
or will be obtained via savings and grants. 
 
Priority 2: Projects that that may be completed in FY 2015.  If not completed in FY2015, these projects 
should be completed with high priority thereafter. 
 
Priority 3: Projects that should be completed only if funding is available.   

Project Categories 
These projects are broken into three categories: city facilities; sewer, water, and stormwater; and surface 
transportation.  

Conclusions and Recommendations 
The following CIP (in Appendix J) is based off of data supplied regarding expected future expenditures in 
the City of Mitchell. These improvements are mainly replacements to existing infrastructure or new 
purchases to aid in regulatory compliance and efficiency. This particular CIP does not address regulatory 
compliance issues but suggests taking into consideration other team proposals regarding topics such as 
ADA compliance issues, etc. In addition, the current purchasing schedule should be revised with a new 
prioritization schedule to balance annual CIP expenses. 
 
When considering energy efficiency, the CIP team suggests continuing to furnish city buildings with T8 
replacement bulbs rather than T12 replacement bulbs. In addition, we further suggest that the City install 
CFL or LED fixtures in buildings or areas where T8 fixtures are inappropriate. Any energy efficiency 
rebates made through Energizing Indiana must be completed in a timely fashion as the program will be 
discontinued December 31, 2014. Generally, the CIP team also strongly recommends that the City 
establish an annual meeting time with their utility providers to discuss and analyze the rate structures for 
all City accounts (for example, at the end of the fiscal year). While the energy efficiency measures outlined 
in this document will reduce the City’s energy demand, ensuring that all City facilities are on the correct 
rate structure could provide significant fiscal savings with no initial capital cost. 
 
The CIP team also suggests the addition of variable-frequency drives (VFD) to the existing motors located 
in the community pool, pump house, well-field, and booster station. These motor controllers will vary the 
frequency and voltage supply to the motors, resulting in energy and fiscal savings. The initial investment 

2 Source: http://gsaauctions.gov/gsaauctions/gsaauctions/ 
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expenditure varies for each Horsepower (HP) VFD, but savings could amount to over $3,000 per motor 
per year. For simplicity, our team considered all motors with the exception of the community pool motors, 
assuming that savings from VFDs at this location will mirror those of the water delivery pumps. If 
energizing Indiana rebates are used, the payback period will be further reduced. 
 
The following table summarizes the calculations conducted for the Booster station, Pumphouse, and 
Wellfield. For simplicity, the following calculations assume that the City will not lower the VFD setting 
below 80% total motor output, even though VFDs may be effectively used at 60% total motor output. 
While lowering the total output of the motor will yield higher energy and fiscal savings, for the purposes of 
moving water, the CIP team does not recommend using VFDs at speeds lower than 70% of total motor 
output. A final consideration is that VFD rebates through utility providers are customized for motors 
above 50 HP. Therefore, the Booster and Pumphouse calculations do not reflect the after-rebate cost of 
the motors and the actual initial capital cost and expected payback period of these motors will be more 
favorable after the rebates. 

 Booster Pumphouse Wellfield 

Number of Motors 3 2 3 

HP/Motor 60 150 40 

Motor gal/minute (at full power) 1300 2850 600 

$/kWh $0.09 $0.09 $0.09 

Initial Capital Cost/VFD (includes 
20% labor & materials markup) 

$5,080 $11,935 $6,566 

Rebate available Custom Rebate Custom Rebate $40/HP 

Calculated Daily Hours of 
Operation/Motor (at 100% output) 

3.72 2.54 8.06 

Calculated Daily Hours of 
Operation/Motor (at 90% output) 

4.13 2.83 8.95 

Calculated Daily Hours of 
Operation/Motor (at 80% output) 

4.65 3.18 10.07 

Calculated Cost/Motor-Year  

(at 100% Output) 

$5,471 $9,339 $7,904 

Calculated Cost/Motor-Year  

(at 90% Output) 

$4,434 $7,596 $6,407 

Calculated Cost/Motor-Year  

(at 80% Output) 

$3,488 $5,963 $5,036 

VFD Calculated payback period  

(at 90% output) 

4.9 yrs* 6.9 yrs* 4.4 yrs 

VFD Calculated payback period  

(at 80% output) 

2.6 yrs* 3.5 yrs* 2.3 yrs 

Table 5.1: Calculations for Booster, Pumphouse, and Wellfield
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Appendix J: City of Mitchell 5-Year 
Capital Improvement Plan 
Projects by Category and Department, Fiscal Years 2015-2019 
 

Department 

Category  2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 
 

 

City Facilities 

Facilities  

City Hall Shelter  60     
 Category Sub-Total 60     
 Department Total: 60     
 

 

Sewer, Water and Stormwater 

Facilities 

Pumphouse    20,8493   
Booster   14,2424    
Wellfield  14,9005     
 Category Sub-Total 14,900 14,242 20,849   
 Department Total: 49,911     
  

3 Source: Grainger Variable Frequency Drive, 400-480VAC, 40HP, Schneider Electric 
4 Source: Grainger Variable Frequency Drive, 400-480VAC, 60 HP, Schneider Electric 
5 Source: Grainger VFD, 150 HP, 180A, 460V, 3 Ph In, 3 Ph Out, WEG 
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Category  2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 
 

Surface Transportation 

Street Department Vehicles (without replacement value considered) 

Dump Truck (2000)      61,032 
Dump Truck (1999)      61,032 
City Bus (1996)    87,344   
City Bus (2008)      76,290 
F-250 (2006)    30,570   
F-350 (2001)     36,733  
F-350 (2008)      22,887 
F-150 (1997)  22,000     
Trash (1999)  300,000     
Trash (1988)  175,000     
Dodge (2001)  22,000     
Dodge (2001)  22,000     
F-350 (1991)  35,000     
 

Water Vehicles 

F-150 (2004)     21,224  
F-150 (2000)    22,709   
 

Police Vehicles 

Ford (2003)  30,000     
Ford (2004)  30,000     
Ford (2006)  30,000     
Ford (2011)    26,203   
Ford (2010)   28,037    
 

Street Equipment Vehicles 

F-700 (1998)  15,000     
John Deere    26,203   
Scag (2612 hrs)    9,608   
Scag (1064 hrs)      8,392 
Scag (2656 hrs)  11,000     
Snapper       8,392 
Golf Cart     4,898  
 Category Sub-Total 692,000 28,037 202,637 62,855 239,105 
 Department Total: 1,224,634     
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Category  2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 
 

Surface Transportation 

Street Department Vehicles (with replacement value considered) 

Dump Truck (2000)      49,588 
Dump Truck (1999)      49,588 
City Bus (1996)    78,610   
City Bus (2008)      61,032 
F-250 (2006)    21,836   
F-350 (2001)     24,489  
F-350 (2008)      11,433 
F-150 (1997)  21,700     
Trash (1999)  285,000     
Trash (1988)  170,000     
Dodge (2001)  21,000     
Dodge (2001)  21,000     
F-350 (1991)  34,500     
 

Water Vehicles 

F-150 (2004)     13,975  
F-150 (2000)    32,084   
 

Police Vehicles 

Ford (2003)  29,000     
Ford (2004)  29,000     
Ford (2006)  29,000     
Ford (2011)    26,203   
Ford (2010)   26,537    
 

Street Equipment Vehicles 

F-700 (1998)  14,500     
John Deere    13,102   
Scag (2612 hrs)    8,734   
Scag (1064 hrs)      3,052 
Scag (2656 hrs)  10,500     
Snapper       7,629 
Golf Cart     4,490  
 Category Sub-Total 665,200 26,537 180,569 42,954 182,322 
 Department Total: 1,097,582     
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