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March 27, 2015
Honorable Mayor Domenic J. Sarno, Members of thg Council and Residents:

This transmittal letter provides an overview ofrplang and budgeting for the City’s five year
Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) for Fiscal Years @2020. The CIP reflects a comprehensive
process, builds upon priorities established bycilmeent Administration and provides a detailed
view of capital needs within the City of SpringfielThe current amount of capital need is $798.4
million. An increase of $150 million over last y&aplan is attributed to the addition of three
major projects, new construction of three City liies - two new schools and a new police
department. The highest priority projects total %28 million which support economic
development, improvements to public safety faesifiand continued upgrades in our schools.

In recent years, the City has made a concertedteffaddress its capital need by restructuring
its debt for the purposes of increasing its cagdoit future debt issuances. The City is finally
reaping these benefits and has the ability to asdneany of the highest priority projects within
the CIP. We have issued $50.4 million of debt inLlBYfor capital improvement projects within
the City.

The City has been strategic in leveraging fundsnfiéederal and State agencies. The City
worked collaboratively with the Federal Emergencandgement Agency (FEMA), the US
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Massachusetts Emergency
Management Agency (MEMA), and the Massachusett®@dBuilding Authority (MSBA) to
maximize revenues for schools, facilities and istinacture improvements. The $50.4 million of
debt issued in FY15 was the City share of projeots totaling $340.8 million, or about 15%.
The additional 85% of project costs were paid forembursed by the agencies listed above.
The City will continue this strategic use of fedesdate, private and City funding as we make
decisions about capital improvement projects.

Through the Disaster Relief Appropriations Act 6fl3 (Sandy Recovery Improvement Act),

the City was awarded $21.8 million from HUD througle Community Development Block
Grant — Disaster Recover (CDBG-DR) program for redtdisasters that the City endured in
2011. The City was also granted $25.2 million afnfeursements from FEMA for damages to
city owed property, specifically the South End Conmity Center, and the vacant Zanetti School
on Howard Street. MSBA also invited the City todadart in the Accelerated Repairs program
which MSBA will reimburse the City up to 80% ofgilble costs up to $11.3 million of repairs.

By leveraging Federal and State revenues througgnteyears, the City will fund projects that
help promote economic development, revitalizatiofrastructure improvements, and housing
throughout Springfield. Some projects include a r&amior Center at Blunt Park, a new South
End Community Center at Emerson Wight Park andvatnans to the Environmental Center for
Our Schools (ECOS), an environmental educationraragn which over 100,000 Springfield

elementary and middle school students have atteffdeICity will also renovate 50 East Street,
the former Arthur McCarthy Army Reserve Center. sThienovation will not only create
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additional space for the current Police Headqusiber Pearl Street, but will create an updated
Juvenile Assessment Center, a Training Centeraarehhanced evidence storage facility among
others. 50 East Street will provide the Police D#pant the opportunity to support the
economic viability of the immediate neighborhood &ity as a whole.

In February, Moody’s Investor Services affirmed ahelated the City’s bond rating as A2 with
a positive outlook. This is an improvement from @iey’s previous rating of A2 with a stable
outlook. This is in addition to the double bond rgue from Standard and Poor’s in January
2014. The City received a double upgrade of itditreating to “AA-" from “A,” which
continues to be the highest rating in the City'sorded history. Recognitions like these are a
testament to how well the City has navigated thhodige economic downturn and made
appropriate decisions to keep the budget balantled. rating puts the City in line with other
communities such as Chicopee “AA-", Hartford CT ,AA, and East Longmeadow “AA.”

The City will continue to look for ways to leverafiending to maximize its use of tax payer
dollars. | look forward to your feedback and to Wmog with City Departments on these
important projects.

Sincerely,

/ / A7 7, j-:’: 4
Jerty /// )

Timothy J Plante
Chief Administrative and Financial Officer
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CAPITAL PLAN OVERVIEW

The City of Springfield’s $798.4 million five-ye&apital Improvement Plan (CIP) is updated
annually for the acquisition, renovation or constian of new or existing facilities and
infrastructure. The Capital Plan is the City’s istraent roadmap for the next five years and is
strategically implemented to address the Mayove &ssential priorities for sustaining a vibrant
community; public safety, education, economic yahealthy neighborhoods, and fiscal and
operational excellence. All of these efforts ameclied toward achieving the City’s mission: To
provide a high quality of life for residents, bussses and visitors.

The CIP document details major spending for coetitn and equipment projects over the next
five years, providing policymakers the opportunityfinance projects, coordinate City needs,
and plan for future risks and needs. A capital guj according to the financial ordinances
section 4.44.050 (A) of the City of Springfield, “is.a facility, object or asset costing more than
$25,000 with an estimated useful life of ten yeansore.”

The City develops and presents a Capital Improvér®Rém. Projects in the capital plan are

based on a quantitative analysis of project neetl raarit. The capital budget represents the
funding for the first year of that plan each ydnojects in the annual budget represent the City’s
most immediate investment priorities and projecith whe highest return on investment for the

taxpayers of Springfield. The goal of the Capitaprovement Plan is to create a logical, data-
driven, comprehensive, integrated, and transpaseategic capital investment strategy that

addresses infrastructure, roads, sidewalks, p&aksl, buildings, equipment, technology, fleet

and other capital asset needs.

The administration oversees all aspects of thev@il? certain City departments playing a

integral role for the City's Capital ImprovemenaR! The Office and Management and Budget
oversees the financial aspects of each capitabgpirand maintains a record of expenses for each
project. The City’s Capital Asset Construction Deypeent is responsible for management and
oversight of construction, major renovation, angareprojects of existing City assets. The
Planning and Economic Development Department manage development or redevelopment
projects. The City’s Facilities Department alsoyglan integral role in capital projects by
providing routine maintenance, repair and renovetito the City’'s facilities. Lastly, the
Department of Public Works is responsible for thgair and maintenance of city roadways and
sidewalks - a key piece to the City’s infrastruetur

Projects that are included in the CIP are not guesad for funding as the Plan is a reflection of
the need within the City. Since the scope of thgtahplan is limited to affordability, the City
continues to have a significant capital need. Winilancial shortcomings will always be an
issue within city government, the CIP allows théy@o better plan for when projects need to be
completed or when replacement equipment needs poifehased. In past years, many buildings
and road projects were deferred due to budgetarstants. The City has made a concerted
effort to address its capital need by restructurisiglebt for the purposes of increasing its
capacity for future debt issuances. The City ialfinreaping these benefits and has more ability
to address high priority projects within the CIP.
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In February, the City issued $50.5 million of debfsed on the debt affordability analysis
conducted in January 2014. In order to address pigirity capital needs, Springfield issued
short and long term debt, along with a combinambrMSBA, FEMA, Pay-Go, unexpended
bond proceeds and grant funding to finance oved®%3rillion of capital improvement projects.
By capitalizing on its decreasing debt schedulajngfield plans to sell debt again in 2016
alleviating more of its highest priority requests.

The strategic use of outside funding allows forrieximum impact, at a minimum price for the
City. As illustrated in the February bond issuaribe,City is left responsible for only 15% of the
$340.7 million project costs spent over FY14 and &YThe City continues to employ this
strategy of leveraging alternative funding sourdes,following were used to help the City fund
a portion of the CIP:

* Increased use of Federal and State funding — Tdwerinues to be an effort to seek
federal and state funds for projects such as sakbabilitations, road and dam repairs,
emergency mitigation plans, and economic developmen

» Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)

Massachusetts School Building Authority (MSBA)

Housing and US Department of Urban Development (HUD

Massachusetts Emergency Management Agency (MEMA)

Federal Transportation and Highway departments (RHW

» Increased use of grants —There continues to betarest in seeking grants for projects
such as park rehabilitation, fire engine replacasyaepair of dams, the rehabilitation of
roads, and energy efficiency. Gaining access totduamds will require the City to
maximize the use of its grants management capabilit

» Strategic use of Pay-As-You-Go (Pay-Go) capitabiir The Pay-Go capital account
was established in the financial ordinances in witjoal to fund smaller capital projects
through the annual operating budget.

* Review use of bond funds — On an annual basis itiyecGnducts a Debt Affordability
Analysis to monitor factors that rating agencied ather stakeholders use to evaluate the
amount of debt the City has and its ability to edfaew debt. This will help City leaders
make financially sound decisions in issuing newtdgice debt service is a legal
requirement that must be paid before all other E€xyenses.

» Use reserves or other one-time funds for certa@itone capital projects.

* Increase the frequency of asset inventory — Bylegtyutaking inventory of City assets,
the need for certain pieces of small equipmentdplacement is being determined. It
also ensures that departments are properly staridgnaintaining the important tools
that are integral for their operations.

» Use of unexpended bond proceeds — On an annualdiasiing in Fiscal Year 2009, the
Finance Department compiles a list of projects &thdy bond proceeds in an effort to
find if there were proceeds that were unexpended.
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT COMMITTEE
The Capital Improvement Committee is responsibtedentifying and prioritizing the City’s
capital needs. The FY16-20 Capital Improvement Catemis comprised of the following:

Chief Administrative and Financial Officer Timotldy Plante

Chief Development Officer Kevin Kennedy
Director of Department of Public Works Christoplaagnoli
Director of Parks, Building/Recreation Patrick Igain

Director of Capital Asset and Construction Petan@y

City Council CIP Chair Councilor Kateri Walsh
Budget Director Jennifer Winkler
Deputy Director of Economic Development Brian Gors

Capital Improvement Analyst Lindsay Hackett

In February, the committee met to evaluate the geeg $798.4 million Capital Improvement
Plan. Representatives from departments attenddidcass their capital needs and to answer any
questions put forth by the Committee. After all dgmental requests were reviewed, the
committee established priorities based on needadisi of priority projects was developed and
reviewed by the committee for approval. Some ogtiéor funding capital projects include
General Obligation Bonds / Bond Anticipation NotéBANs), Pay-As-You-Go capital,
unexpended bond proceeds and federal and statés.gildrese funding options are looked at
strategically to fully maximize available resources

The capital plan is intended to be a fluid docunteat will be subject to change each year as
priorities change and additional information beceragailable. All final requests approved by
the Capital Improvement Committee will be submitfed final review and approval to the
Mayor and the City Council as required by law.

PROPOSED FY16 CAPITAL BUDGET AND PROJECTS

(HUD) CDBG-Disaster Recovery

The City of Springfield continues to rebuild aftére devastating tornado in June 2011 and
damaging snowstorm in October of 2012. $21.8 mmllof CDBG-DR grant funding was
awarded to the City that will be used for disasedated relief, long-term recovery, restoration
of infrastructure, and housing and economic reziddion activities in the most impacted
distressed areas resulting from the Presidentixdiglared Disasters

The following chart illustrates proposed projedtattwill be funded with available CDBG-DR
funds:
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CDBG-DR Projects HUD Share

Infrastructure 10,646,000
Road and Sidewalks 8,670,000
Demolitions 1,226,000
Parks 750,000
Housing 4,700,000
New Construction - Central Street 2,900,000
Housing Rehabilitation 300,000
Replacement Housing 1,500,000
Economic Development 2,000,000
Central Street 1,000,000
Workforce Training 250,000
Job Creation/Business Recovery 750,000
Administration 1,190,000
Administration Costs 1,190,000

Totals 18,536,000

I nfrastructure

The City’s infrastructure, particularly roads aridesvalks, was extensively damaged from the
2011 natural disasters. Roadways and sidewalksriexged damage from falling trees and
debris, which made many roads impassable. DPW dyzared over 16.3 miles (91,200 linear
feet) of road and side walk improvements within @igy.

The tornado created public safety health issuedudimg mold infiltration, lead and asbestos
hazards within destroyed buildings and storm delfiisperties were abandoned leaving vacant
blighted buildings that created safety hazardsuihout neighborhoods. The Office of Housing
continues to oversee the demolition of blightedpprties in tornado-impacted neighborhoods.

The tornado directly impacted seven parks, toppfimgure trees, and destroying playground
equipment, benches, lighting, fencing, and othek pdrastructure. The City’s Parks department
coordinated debris removal and continues the regaiffected Parks with the use of CDBG-DR
funds.

Housing
Springfield plans to use funds from the CDBG-DRngréb construct single-family homes on
vacant lots owned by the City. The following arejpcts that will be considered for this
initiative:

South End- acquisition and development of 10 single-faniilymes on Marble Street facing
Emerson Wight Park, construction of homes on Cityred lots
Six Corners and Old Hill construction of homes along the tornado corridor
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Central Street Corridor ten to fifteen single-family homes to be develdpn Central Street as
part of the realignment project and redevelopmewijept in the neighborhood, as well as
potential of new commercial development

Economic Development
The City, through its Department of Planning andrixnic Development, plans to use CDBG-
DR funds for three projects. The following are patg that will be considered for this initiative:

Job Training- for a minimum of 100 Springfield residents

Recovery and Business GrowtiMake funds available to a minimum of ten smaisinesses to
assist in recovery and business growth

Redevelopmentof effected neighborhoods targeted for acquisititnd redevelopment of slum
or blight

Alternative and Improved (FEMA) Projects

FEMA granted the City a $25.3 million settlement fdamages to city-owned properties,
primarily the destruction of the South End Commyu@enter and the vacant Zanetti School on
Howard Street. The City is able to use up to 75%efsettlement costs to fund FEMA approved
Alternate and Improved projects Through FEMA'’s Altative and Improved Project Programs,
the City can take advantage of eligible FEMA furgdio make additional improvements to the
facilities while making disaster repairs. The faigs must have the same function and capacity
as that of before the disaster. Funding is alsolabta to provide additional services to the
community and upgrades to public facilities in rat&gic and practical method, when restoration
of the original damaged facility is not in the begerest of the public.

This money will be used for major capital improvenss including a new senior center at Blunt
Park, a new South End Community Center, the removaind expansion of the Clifford Phaneuf
environmental center at Forest Park and for magoovations to the former Arthur MacArthur
Army Reserve Center at 50 East Street, for varRalge Department uses.

Alternative/Improved (FEMA) Projects FEMA Share City Share Total Cost
Senior Center 7,608,496 5,198,004 12,806,500,
South End Community Center 6,000,000 2,000,000 8,000,000
ECOS 1,875,000 1,869,991 4,019,991
50 East Street 3,515,464 3,984,536 7,500,000

Totals 18,998,960 13,052,531 32,326,491
*The City's share is reduced by $275,000 by grants and donations for the ECOS project.

Senior Center

The City wants to build a new senior center to pteva welcoming place for all seniors, their
families and caregivers, elder service providensl #gne community at large. The new building
will include wood and stone elements on the exteaia cupolas that will allow for natural light

into the hallways, and vestibules. The schematgigieincludes rooms designed for activities
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which include dancing, billiards, sewing, ceramicatpentry, music and computers. The focal
point is a banquet room that will be used for dailyches, special events and a teaching kitchen
for up to 300 visitors.

South End Community Center

The community center used the former state armoridAoward Street rent-free from the city to
provide social and recreational programs for regsleThe City will rebuild the South End
Community Center to have a public location wherentoers of the community can have a safe
place to gather for group activities, social supgaublic information, and other purposes.

ECOS

The City in collaboration with the School Departmemould like to update its Environmental
Center for our Schools (ECOS) building by complgtam massive renovation including an
energy-efficient structure, a model ‘green’ fagilicomplete with solar panels and new
technology. This project will provide both educati values to Springfield students, and be an
important resource for the Greater Springfield camity.

50 East Street

The Police department will use a portion of fundsnged to renovate the old army building at 50
East Street to house police-based programs. Wéhréhovation, space will be freed up at the
current police headquarters and the East Stredimgiwill house a state-of-the-art evidence

storage system built in the basement, a Juveniéegssnent Center, add a Training Center. This
would consolidate several divisions into one buiddreducing lease payments and allowing the
divisions to be more efficient.

Grant Matches

The City continues to actively pursue grant opputies to offset funding costs for projects that
may not otherwise have a chance of getting offgfueind. Based on the competitive nature of
some grant application processes, the City hasedohiard to pursue grant opportunities for its
Parks and Recreations divisions, as areas oftearfder higher prioritized municipal buildings
and infrastructure.

Grant Matches Source City's Share Total Project Cost
Skill and Technical Training Facility EDA/Donation 1,708,394 3,300,000,
Mary Troy Park PARC/CDBG-DR 100,000 600,000,
) PARC/Our Com-
Balliet Park 200,000 600,000
mon Backyards
North Riverfront Park Gateway Cities 300,000 1,500,000
Kennedy Middle School MSBA 525,467 2,627,333
Kensignton International School MSBA 223,707 1,118,534
Totals 3,057,567 9,745,867

10
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Skill Technical Training Facility

The U.S. Economic Development Agency awarded the Citgpringfield $1.3 million for a
Skill and Technical Training Facility, an 11,40048ge-foot facility that will provide space to
conduct work skills training in the precision maactluring and construction trades industry This
new facility will house storage space for the Btigights holiday lighting display, replacing a
deteriorating storage barn in Forest Park. Mattbdand the entirety of this project have been
provided through a donation from the Spirit of 8gfield, and pay-go funds.

City Parks

City Parks are considered a community-wide asswdstlae preservation and improvements to
them are in line with the City’s priorities to ptide recreational opportunities for all of its
residents. Mary Troy Park and Balliet Park havehbmten newly established, largely funded
through competitive PARC grants offered by the &tdihe Mary Troy Park project will improve
infrastructure with enhanced ADA accessibility, fpaystems, improved drainage, and universal
playground equipment. Similarly, the Balliet Pamojpct will included ADA accessibility, path
systems, improved drainage, and a splash pad.

Improvements to North Riverfront Park are being engadssible by a Gateways Cities grant,
along with a match from pay-go funds. Enhancem#mslimination of an unused parking lot,

increasing the green space in the park, fenciniacement, pavement repair and the installation
of a “Fit Course.” The Fit Trail is designed toaspa % to 1 mile in distance with 10 fitness
stations to target major muscle groups and pround&uction for proper technique. The Fit

Course would provide an open air gym in which peagan participate by walking or jogging to

each element and then preforming the illustratet@se.

MSBA Accelerated Repair Program

Most recently, the Massachusetts School BuildinghArity approved Kennedy Middle School
and Kensington International School as recipiefth@r school construction grant. MSBA will
reimburse costs up to 80% for window and door @pigents at each of the schools, extending
each school’s useful life and preserving assetth®(City’s education programs.

The complete FY16 Proposed Capital Budget can lbedfin Appendix A of this document.
FY15 OVERVIEW

In FY15, a total of $223.2 million from various filing sources was appropriated for capital
projects. The majority of funding, $196.2 milliorasdesignated for school projects, including a
new Elias Brookings Elementary, the acquisitioraafew Early Education Center, and MSBA-
funded repairs on five City schools. A distant setavas funding for City infrastructure
projects, totaling $16.9 million.

FY15 School Projects

Springfield has worked closely with MSBA over tlestl few years leveraging reimbursements
for school improvements. The City was invited taticgpate in MSBA’s Accelerated Repair

11
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Program initiative, an innovative competitive graptogram which represents a unique
opportunity for the City.

The Accelerated Repair Program’s main goal is forove learning environments for children and
teachers, reduce energy use while generating awsigs for the City. This program will repair or
replace roofs at Springfield High School of Sciemeel Technology, Margaret C. Ells School,
South End Middle School, Springfield Public Day Hi§chool and Chestnut Accelerated Middle
Schools. The roof projects will cost approximat$lyl.3 million with MSBA reimbursing up to
$9.0 million (80%) of eligible costs. The City wphy approximately $2.3 million (20%).

MSBA's Accelerated Roof Repair Program MSBA's Share  City's Share Total Project Cost
High School of Science and Technology 2,810,726 702,681 3,513,407
Margaret C. Ells School 1,313,154 328,288 1,641,442
South End Middle School 616,922 154,231 771,153
Springfield Public Day High School 736,426 184,106 920,532
Chestnut Accelerated Middle School 3,575,418 893,855 4,469,273
Total 9,052,646 2,263,161 11,315,807

FY15 City Projects

Union Station

The Planning & Economic Development departmentvisrgeeing revitalization efforts of the
Union Station project, a crucial project for thentitnued revitalization of the City of Springfield.
The goal is to transform the long-vacant propertio ia sustainable transportation facility
bolstering downtown redevelopment efforts. When gleted, the historic downtown station will
be transformed into the region's main transpomatiab. It will provide connections for the
continuation and expansion of services, includiocgl, regional and intercity buses; Amtrak,
commuter and high-speed passenger rail; and otband-transportation services.

The long vacant historic Union Station train statimegan a renovation project in November,
2012 that will encompass $48 million to renovate mhain terminal building and create parking
and bus berths for both city and intercity bus smarmThe project coincides with the introduction
of commuter rail that will connect Springfield witfrequent service to Hartford-New Haven and
ultimately New York, NY. This $83 million projechiegrates multiple transit modes (local and
intercity bus; Amtrak intercity and planned New ldenHartfordSpringfield commuter rail; and
taxi, bicycle and pedestrian travel in one stat¢hefart transportation complex. A $51 million
phase | component offers a program of independéhty o position the project to take
advantage of early funding availability. The reelepment of Union Station will be a major
catalyst for the redevelopment of the North Blotkhe City‘'s downtown. ?7??

Boston Road Corridor

12
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Work continues on Boston Road corridor, one oflibsiest in the city, aimed at improving the
roadway in terms of traffic flow and safety. Theoject scope covers the section from Pasco
Road to the Wilbraham Line, resulting in a bettbgrament of Boston Road and five key
intersections: Pasco Road, Parker Street, thei@ldsilall, Springdale Mall and Kent Road. In
addition, the project is expected to generate @rmebn investment by attracting national chain
stores to the neighborhood. The project cost t@@ld million, made up of $1.4 million from
MassDOT and $6.0 million from the City’s FY15 bosale.

Chestnut High School Demoalition

In September 2013, there was a fire at the forntes@ut Junior High School. The building had
been unoccupied for several years and had subdedqutenor deterioration. The Building
Commissioner deemed the building unstable and hndelred it to be demolished. Clean up of
the demolition had to be delayed until funding veatablished. In February 2015, the City was
able to bond for the $2.1 million costs of razimgl @learing the City-owned property.

City Hall Boiler Plant

The existing towers at the Columbus Avenue boil&nyp which services City Hall and
Symphony Hall were at the end of their expectedulidéecycles. The Department of Capital
Asset and Construction recommended the replacemiemhe two Symphony Hall cooling
towers, the condenser water basins in each of thes®'s, interconnection of piping between the
cooling loops for Symphony Hall and City Hall andastall new piping and manual valves
between the two systems. In February 2015, the Wity able to bond for the $1.7 million costs
relating to the project.

Old First Church Renovations

Old First Church, built in 1819, is one of the dtehurches in Western Massachusetts, and an
important part of Springfield history. Purchasedtbhg City in 2008, theneeting house often
serves as a venue for special events. Work to repair damage caused by the June 2011
tornado was finally completed, totaling almost $100,000. The City is pursuing FEMA

for a partial reimbursement of the repair costs.

Vehicles and Equipment

Each year, the City sets aside funding to covetsaokits vehicle replacement schedule. In past
years, funding only allowed for the most criticldet needs to be considered for replacement,
including public safety vehicles. In FY15, throutfte use of pay-go and the general fund, the
City was able to set aside $975,000 to fund th@cements of public safety, and DPW vehicles,
along with much needed upgrades to golf coursePamkis equipment.

FISCAL YEARS 2009-2014 OVERVIEW

In FY14, the City completed capital projects totgli$73.4 million. Twenty new vehicle
purchases were made by the DPW in an effort toteptie City's aging fleet and realize savings

13
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in maintenance costs purchased, while the Poligabment purchased sixteen new vehicles as
part of an initiative to improve its aging fleetttvimore energy efficient cruisers with all-wheel
drive capabilities. The City’s IT department hagplemented a carrier grade metropolitan area
fiber optic network (Metro Ethernet). This netwdnks allowed the IT department to deliver
services to remote sites for a decreased costaich higher bandwidth.

Also in FY14, the Library Commission commissionedtady that supported a system wide re-
organization that would increase branch hours dodecand re-use of two branch libraries,
Liberty Street and Pine Point. The Pine Point bindmes been renovated to now serve a dual role
as an express library and as an adult education Tha Liberty branch library will close as a
library but remain open as a community building &edised to enhance services to area seniors
as well as increase recreational space for neigjolook use.

In FY13, a total of $81.9 million was appropriafed three capital school improvement projects
and an additional $43.4 million for the New ForBstrk Middle School in FY12. The projects
include rebuilding of Brookings and Dryden Schoafsd construction of 12 science labs at
Central High.

The City was selected by MSBA to partake in theigtHSchool Science Lab Initiative. The
Springfield Central High school science lab projed include construction of a three-story
science wing that consists of 12 new science ldboes and preparation rooms. In addition, the
project will include renovation of six existing sace labs on the third floor of the high school,
installation of a new roof for the entire schootannew sprinkler system. MSBA has approved
up to $25.6 million in reimbursements for the pobjeepresenting up to 80% of eligible costs.

In FY12, the renovated and expanded Forest Parkll®li8chool reopened in September 2013.
The overall $43.4 million project qualified for 908éimbursement from the MSBA. The total
MSBA grant for the project was up to $39 millioro9) with a City contribution of $4.3 million
for an efficient, sustainable, affordable and minsproved Forest Park Middle School.

In FY11, through the Capital Asset and Constructimpartment the new Putnam Vocational
high school opened in Sept 2012. The $114 millimjget provided a state-of-the-art vocational
school for Springfield students. MSBA granted 9@&#nbursement of costs to build this state of
the art vocational school.

In FY10 the City took advantage of the Qualifiech&al Construction Bonds (QSCB) program
which was part of the Federal Government’'s econaetovery program. QSCB’s allows local
educational agencies or school systems to iss@bl@bonds and use 100% of the proceeds for
specified purposes which include renovations orstroction of a school building. Through this
method the investor receives 100% of the tax ciesibciated with this issuance.

In FYQ9 the City produced its first comprehensivap(fal Improvement Plan. City Departments

were asked for a comprehensive list of capital sgdtbse needs were organized in a database
managed by the Finance Department and a paneltpf€partments evaluated the submissions

14
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based upon a set of criteria. The major benefihefcapital process is to evaluate all department
requests and analyze projects based on the bém¢iie City rather than funding projects on an
ad-hoc basis. The projects funded during the fiesir of implementing this process included
large equipment and vehicle purchases, park psjecad and sidewalk projects, and ensured
locations within the City are compliant with the Aricans with Disabilities Act.

CONCLUSION

This plan is intended to provide a detailed viewtbé capital needs within the City of
Springfield. The total amount of capital requestsHY16 through FY20 is $$798.4 million. The
highest priority projects total $192.9 million. TRty continues to leverage funds from outside
agencies to fund high priority projects that wedentified within the CIP. Subsequently,
Springfield’s recent double upgrade of its crediting to ‘AA-" from ‘A’, and increased debt
capacity will offer available funding for these pcts at a much lower interest rate than in
previous years.

This plan was created with the underlying themespgirading and modernizing the City’s aging
infrastructure and facilities, expanding the Citgonomic base, and helping improve the City’s
diverse and important neighborhoods. This Capitglrbvement Plan is the City’s investment
roadmap for the next five years and should beegiredlly implemented to provide Springfield’s
residents with an improved quality of life alonghva more efficient and effective government.
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APPENDIX A: FY16 PROPOSEDCAPITAL PROJECTS

Capital Improvement Plan: Fiscal Years 2016 - 2020
Patial/  Iotal  TowlCes

UNICH STATION

SEYWALK

COUAT SORUMARE REDEVELOPMENT -SHEAN BLOCK AQUISTION
CENTRAL LIBRARY - ADA HANDICAP RAMP TEMPORARY SUPPORTS
CENTRAL LIBRARY - ADHA HANDHCAP RAMP FERMANENT SUPFORT
ESCO PHASE 3

WEHBCLE AND EQUIFMENT STORAGE

BUSINESS CONTINUITY FLAN - PHASE 1- DPW GEN UPGRAD
DEMOLTION OF ABANDONED RESIDENTIAL BUILINNGS

ROAD RESURFACING AND SIDEWALK CONSTRUCTION

BONDI'S ISLAKD LANOFLL CLOSURE

FRIVATE WAYS - RESURFACING

ROOFS FOR SOLAR PANELS

SCHOOLS - SAFETY CAMERAS

SENIOR CENTER

FLOGH CONTROL SYSTEM - ANNLUIAL IRSPECTIONS

CITYWIDE VEHICLES REFLACEMENT PROSECT « NON-FUBLIC SAFETY [ONGOING)
SOEAST STREET

SOUTH END COMMURITY CENTER [SECC)

KILEY - ELECTRICAL FFE FANEL REPLACEMENT

WALSH - ELECTRICAL FPE PANEL REFLACEMENT

KEMNEDY - HAZS MAT ABATEMENT & CEILING TILES

KENMSINGTON - ELECTRICAL FFE PANEL REPLACEMENT

LINCOLM - ELECTRICAL FPE FANEL REFLACEMENT

LOWER VAN HORM RESERVOIR DAM

SCBA [SELF CONTAINED BREATHING AFFARATLUS) ENSEMBLE REFLACEMENT
ENVIROMMENTAL CENTER FOR OLUR SCHOOLS [ECOE)
SCHOOLS « OIL TANK REMOWAL

ERIGHTWOOD - BASEMENT VENTILATION

DENSE WIRELESS NETWORK - TECHNOLOGY WPGRADE

d 2 a2 d d3d 8 238 3 24 4 ddd4dd

76,370,463

12, 000, DOG:
2,500,000
1,346,811
1,200,000
1,100,000

330,000
525,000
7,500, D00

00,000
150,000
2,700,000
120,000
50,000
2,000,000

4,003,591
1,486,554

250,000
2,300,000

GRANTS, BONDS
PAY-GD FY13
STATE GRANT

SKROW AND ICE FUND
UNEXPENDED BONDS
PAYG0 FRI3AS0
P15 BOMD
PAYE0 FY14

FEMA, FFIE BOND
P GF
PAY-0 FY15
FEMA, Fr1E BOMD

TEITO A8
150,000
1555417
5,500,000
1,400,000
3,500,000
4,500,000
00,000
200,000
100,000
SCHOCL BUDGET 1,100,000
£,000,000
0,000
ErE000
7,500,000
FEMA, FYIE BOND B000000
£00,000

150,000

500, 000

130,000

B0

275000

0,000

FEBAA, SRANTE, FYLE BOND 4,015,951
MSEA B0

4,000,000 3,500,000 =
500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000
486,811 200,000 200,000

170,000 = .
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Capital Improvement Plan: Fiscal Years 2016 - 2020
Baiall  Imal  otalCest

Erlegt Symmary Emded Sating ELsFon Eunding Sogrces s pirihs 2018 i) 020
DIGITAL FIRE GROUND COMMUMICATIONS 70 205,000 05,000 -
FOOO SERVICE - WAREHOUSE PURCHASE T 4,000,000 1.500,000 2,500,000
CELL BLOCK RENOWATIONS ol S04, 000 00,000 .
BALLSET - ELECTRICAL FFE FANEL REPLACEMENT 0 120,000 70,000 50,000 . .
BOWLES - ELECTRICAL FPE PANEL REFLACEMENT bl 125,000 70,000 55,000 . .
BRLINTON - ELECTRICAL FPE PANEL REPLACEMENT 0 125,000 30,000 95,000 - :
CONSOLIDATED DISFATCH BUILMNNG, BUSLDING USE STUDY 0 80,000 ol ] .
CENTRAL HIGH - INTERIOR CLASSROCOM DOORS T0 204, 000 5,000 134,000 E .
BOOKING AREA RENOVATIONS 70 500,000 00,000
COURT SORMARE - SIDEWALK UPGRADES/REFAIRS 0 1,000,000 1,000,000
Total A 192,890,088 . 134,485,423 1,604,665 7,900,000 3,400,000
ERECKWOHOD FOND DAM - REFAR =] 350,000 FHO,000
FOUNTAIN LAKE OAM - REPAIR 68 1, 00, D00 POTENTIAL COBG-OR 00,000 500,000
PORTER LAKE DAM - REFAIR 68 1,000,000 POTENTIAL CDBG.OR 3HO,000 620,000
FLOOD CONTROL FLAN &7 785,515 5515 300,000 400,000 !
GEREMA SCHOOL - RECONSTRLUCT BIRNIE AVENUE &7 3,000,000 POTENTIAL STATE FUNDING 50,000 1,250,000 1,500,000
SCHONLS - ELECTRICAL WORK TO SUPPORT ERATE P &7 1,375,000 M5B BN 1375000 . .
SCHOOLAWIDE MATEREAL REPLACEMENT POST-SBATEMENT P &7 4, 100, 000 SCHOOL DEFT 1,500, 000 2,600,000
CITY HALL COMPLEX - EMERGENCY GENERATOR B6 500,000 00,000 .
SYMPHONY HALL - EMERSENCY GENERATOR 56 500,000 00,000 .
COITY OWNED BRIDGE MAINTEMANCE ANID REPAIRS [ 800,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 00,000
FOREST PARKE NEIGHEORHOOD EROSION 66 1,200,000 1,200,000
MFIDES PHASE B FERMIT COMPLIANCE - STORM DRAIN OUTLET TESTING [ 5,000,000 2,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000
SCHOOLAWIDE ABATEMENT OF HATARDOUS MATERIALS BE 5, 000, D00 5, 000, 000
HOMER - BATHROOM REPLACEMENT S E50,000 50,000 . . .
SCHOOL FIRE ALARM SYSTEM UFDATES B5 3,150,000 3,150,000
ERIDSE - ADA REQUIREMENTS IST FLOOR (] 80,000 50,000 . . :
DU GGAN SCHNCE LABS 1] 2,000,000 SCHOOL PAYGD 2,000,000 .
REPLACE POOL FILTER SYSTEM - MILTON ERADLEY SCHOOL P B 130,000 FACILITIES GF 130,000
WOIPFEX PLATFORM FOR CITY TELECOIMMURECATIONS P B4 1,200,000  PAYSG0 FY13, PROD BANE 240,000 240,000 240,000 240,000 140,000
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PARKS
PARES
FARKS
FACILITIES

FACILITIES
FACILITIES

PARKS
FACILITIES

Capital Improvement Plan: Fiscal Years 2016 - 2020

Erplegi Summare

FOREST PARE DUCE POND OUTLETS IMPROVEMENTS.
FOREST PARE MAGAWISKA RD STASILITY AND DHARAGE
BALLET ELEMENTARY - ROOF REPLACEMENT

BALUSET MIDCLE - WINDOW & DOORS

BRIGHTWOOD - RESTROOM REFLACEMENT

BRLUNTON ELEMENTARY - RDOF

CHESTHNUT ACCELERATED - HEATIMG SYSTEM

DORMAN - ROOF REPLACEMENT

DRAIN REPAIRS IDENTIFED WITH THE FLOGID CONTRIOL SYSTERM
FOREST PARK - 200 DRAINAGE REPAIR

FOREST PARK - SWAN POND DAM

FOREST PARK MAIN GREETING ROAD CULVERT IMPROVEMENT
GLEN'WOOD - HEATING SYSTEM | HVAC)

GLENWOOD - ROOF REFLACEMENT

GLECCMAN - EXTERIOR PARIING LOT REPAIRS

GLIGCMAN - WINDO'WS DESHGN AND REPLACEMENT
HOMER - ELECTRICAL PAMEL

HOMER - SPRINELER {CODE)

INCREASE OFHCE VAULT SPACE FOR WITAL BECORDS
KEMMEDY - SPRINKLER {CODE)

KEMMEDY - WINDOWS & DOORS

KENMSINGTON - BATHROOM REFLACEMENT
KENSINGTON - WINDOW, DOORS

KEMSINGTON - ROOF

LIBERTY - BATHROOM REPLACEMENT

LINCOLN - ROOF REPLACEMENT

LINCOLN - SPRINKLER (CODE]

LYMCH - ROOF REPLACEMENT

SCHOOL BUILDNNGS-FIRE DEPARTMENT CODE COMPLIANCE
SOUTH BRANCH PEWY CULVERT IMPROVEMENTS

STEM - ROOF REFLACEMENT

EBagglal/  Total = osmiCom
Eupded  Emies  EOERGD

i

62

650,000
750,000
B0, 000
00,000
350,000
1,200,000
D

B0, 000
5,000,000
450,000
400, 000
1,200,000
130,000
B0, 000
225,000

145,000
1,212,828

EAnGing S00ICEs

MISHA 50 Fr1S
MISEA 501 Frls

MISEA 501 FrS

M5EA 508 Fr1S

STATE GRANT
M5EA 50§ Frla

MEEA, PAY-G0

MEER, PAY-GO

1534 500 Frls

MISEA 501 Fris

CITF MATCH, GRANT
MISHA 504 Frls

2,500,000

325,000
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FACILITIES

FACILITIES
FACILITIES
PARKS

FACILITIES

FACILITIES

PARES

FACILITIES
FACILITIES

Capital Improvement Plan: Fiscal Years 2016 - 2020

Erplegi Summare

TALMADGE - REFLACE EXTERIOR DOORS

WAN SICKLE - ROOF AEPLACEMENT

WALSH - WINDOWS AND DOORS

WARMER - REPLACE BATHROOM PARTITIONS

WHITE - BATHROCOM REFLACEMENT

WHITE - SPRINKLER [CODE|

TAMETT] - WINDO'WS & DOORS

BUSIMNESS CONTINUITY PLAN - PHASE 2- CITY HALLTAPLEY ST UPGRADE
DORMAN - BATHROOM REMOVATICNS

HOMER - BASEMENT VENTILATION

KENNEDY « POOL REPLACEMIENT AND BUILLHMG REPAIRS
EENSINGTON - REFLACE STAIRCASE TREADS |COCE)
LIBERTY - RECESIEN ADA ENTRANCES

SPLASH PAD REPLACEMENT [CITY UFGRADES)

ERIDGE - INTERIOR REMOVATIONS

ERIDSE - WINDOWS AND DDORS REPLACEMENT
CAMPANILE AND PLAZA RESTORATION

DEBERRY - REBUILDING FLOOR

DUGGAN - INTERIOR RENOWVATION

FOREST PARE AMPHITHEATER

LINCOUN - PARERGG LOT & GROUMDE REFAIRS

MILTON BRADLEY - INTERIOR & BATHROOM LIPGRADES
GLICKMAN - BATHROOM FARTITHONS

HARRIS - BATHROOM PARTITIONS

HOMER 5T SCHOOL - *NEW™ BUILOING REPLACEMENT
KENNEDY - BATHROOM REFLACEMENT

MILTON ERADLEY - WINDOWS & DOORS

MNORTH RIVERFRONT FARK BOAT HOUSE

SCL.TECH - BATHROCOM PARTITIONS

5P BERKSHIRE - BATHROOM PARTITION

WAN SICKLE - REPLACE BATHROOM FARTITIONS

EBagglal/  Total = osmiCom
Eupded  Emies = EOERGD

P

a2
62
B2
B2
B2
B2
a2
61
Bl
&1
Bl
Bl
&1
61
B0

B8 B8 582 &

58

70,000
3,200,000
2,200,000

15,000

5040, 000

25,000
1,500,000
2,500, 000

500,000

35,000

2,500,000

150,000
750,000
T00, 000

20,000, 000
5,000,000
2,300,000

EAnGing S00ICEs

SCHOCL &F
MI5EA 508 Fr1T
M5HA SH Fr1s

MSHA 501 Frl1&
i GF

FUTURE M58A CO1

HEI R

2,

1

e

B,150,000 7,000,000 4,000,000
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FARKS
LIBRARY
LIBRARY
PARES

PARKS
FACILITIES
PARKS

PARES

LIBRARY
DEFATCH

Erplegi Summare

EEAL - REPLACE PORTABLE CR'S
BRISHTWOOD - ELECTRICAL SERMICE
ERIGHTWOO0 SCHOOL REFLACEMENT
CHESTNUT - UPGRADE FIRE DOORS
OITY HALL - WINDO'W RESTDRATION
MILL RIVER COMDUNT REPAIRS
MILTON ERADLEY - FIPING REPAIRS
FURCHASE OF WEHICLES
STORMWATER IMPROVEMENTS

TECHNICAL TRAINING FACILITY B BN STORSGE AT FOREST FARK F

TORMADO TREE REFLACEMENT

ALOEN STREET PARK

CEMTRAL LIBRARY EXTERIOR DOORS

CENTRAL LEBRARY FRONT STEPS

CITY-WIDE LIGHTING AND SECLIRITY CAMERS,
DECORATIVE MASOMRY TRIM REFAIR/REPLACEMENT
DESKTOP/LAPTOR REPLACEMENT (ONGOING]

FOREST PARE DOMFORT SHELTER/DROF-IN CENTER
GEREMA SCHOOL - 'C' TUKMNEL AND RAILROAD ERIDEE
GREENLEAF PARE TRAFFIC SIGNAL

KEMSINGTON - SPRIMKLER | CO0E)

LOON POND BEACH

POTTENGER - REPLACE HALLWAY & CLASSROOM CEILING
REPLACEMENT OF VEHICLES/EQUIF, - ENTERFRISE FUIND
TERRACOTTA ROOF AND GUTTER S¥STEM REPLACEMENT
COMSOLIDATED DESFATCH BUILDING W/E QYUSPRMENT
DORMAN « ELECTRICAL UPGRADES

FOREST PARE - AQUATIC GARDENS AND FERN GROVE RESTORATION

FREECMAN SCHOOL - FARE DESEEN AND COMSTRUCTION
MILTON ERADLEY - DUTDOOR PARK AREA

MAAGAWISEA GROVE

Capital Improvement Plan: Fiscal Years 2016 - 2020

EBagglal/  Total = osmiCom
Eupded  Emies = EOERGD

904 4 28 B BB EBEEE

1,500,000

100, D00

4,483,972

2,500,000
4,000,000
100, D00
1,200,000
2,500,000
120,000
10,000
500,000
125,000
2,730,511
1,500,000
10,000,000
225,000
1,200,000
750,000
1,000,000
1,000,000

Euning S00Ices

PAY-=0 FYI4

GRANT, PAYGD

PAY-E0 FY1S

120,000
15,000,000
50,000

100,000
1,508,330
50,000

1,033,660

100,000

100, D0

500,000

20,000

100,000

1,005,475
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FARKS
PARKS

PARES
FARKS
PARKS
PARKS
PARES
PARES

PARKS
PARKS

Capital Improvement Plan: Fiscal Years 2016 - 2020
Baiall  Imal  otalCest

Erlegt Symmary Emded Sating ELsFon Eunding Sogrces s pirihs 2018 020
MLUNIOFAL GROUP BRICE REGROUT 55 1,000,000 . 1,000,000 -
SCHOOLWIDE PROPERTY CONDITION ASSESSMENTS 55 150,000 50,000 100,000
5P EERKSHIRE - WINDOWS AND DOORS REPLACEMENT 55 50,000 MSHA SO FF15 50,000 10d1,0040 .
TENNIS COURTS - CITYWIDE 55 1,500,000 1,500,000
WASHINGTON - FLOOR TILE REFLACEMENT 55 500, 000 500,000 . .
SOUTH BRANCH PARK 55 750,000 POTENTIAL PARC GRANT : 750,000
WATERSHDPS POND -1 1,500,000 1,500,000 . .
CENTRAL LEBRARY - WINDOW REFLACEMENT 55 1,500, 000 1,500, 000 . E
FOLICE CHUISERS 55 525,000 25,000 .
FOREST PARY, - EXTERIOR SECURITY SYSTEM WITH CAMERAS 55 13,000 13,000 . .
FUTH ELZASETH FARE 55 1,200,000 FUNDING FROM FEMA, 1,200,000
GREEMLEAF PARK 55 1,500,000 1,500,000
EMERSON WIGHT PARK - SITEWORK FOR SECC -1 500, 000 0,000
CAMP STAR ANGELINA LODGE 55 1,500, 000 1,500, 000
CITY CEMETARIES 55 500,000 00,000
POND DREDGING - OTYWIDE 55 5,000,000 5,000,000
Tital B 131,241,229 157,026 453 14,474,135
BEAL - ELECTRICAL PAMELS 1] 125,000 135,000 . .
BRUNTON - WINDOW AND DOOR REFLACEMENT 54 1,200,000 MISAA 501 Y15 1,060,000 . .
COMBAERCE - BATHRODM WATER- FOUNTAING 54 300,000 150,000 150,000 .
COMP AIDED HSPATCH SOFTWARE MIGRATION 54 250,000 750,000 .
CYR AREMA EQUIPMENT AND REPAIRS 54 500,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
DEBERRY - DROP CEILMNG INSTALLATION PROGEARM 54 650,000 0,000 . .
ELLE - REFLACE TILE 5y L0, DO 00,000 - i
FREECMAAN - FLOCH TILE REPLACEMENT 54 125,000 125,000 . .
GEREMNA SCHOOL - NEW HVAC, WATER PUMPS & SEAL WALLS 54 15,000,000 M584 501 Fr1S 15,000,000
GLEN'WOOD - BATHROOM RENOWATIONS 54 600,000 300,000 300,000 .
UFDATE SCHOOL THEATRES 54 750,000 TEOO00
CARRAAGE HOUSE - MAROR REPARRS 53 500,000 00,000 E
ERANCOMLA PAVILLION P 53 5040, 000 SN0, C00 .
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FACILITIES
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PARES
PARKS
BCO DEV
PARKS
FACILITIES

s

FACOLITIES

Capital Improvement Plan: Fiscal Years 2016 - 2020

Erplegi Summare

KEMMEDY - FLOWOR TILE REPLACEMENT VT
ADDATIONAL FOLICE HEADOAMARTERS RENOVATIONS
FRARCONG EQIUPMENT STORAGE BARN

WETERANS EQILIPMENT STORAGE BARN

MEW VOTING MACHINES

RELOCATE DEFT. OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES TO' 1600 MAIN 5T

RIVER RESCUE BOAT PURCHASE
TECHNOLOGY WPGRADE - DUGEAN BANDWIDTH INCREASE
TECHNOLOGY WPGHADE - SECOMD DATA CENTER

WFGRADING BONDI ISLAND LEACHATE SYSTEM
ADVANCED ENTRY SYSTEM

BEAL « BATHRCOM RENOVATION

ELLS - BATHRONDM UPGRADE

FIVE MILE POND BATH HOARSE

FREEDHMAN - BATHROOM RENCVATION

KEMEFICK PARK

WESSON PARE

CAMERDTA PROFERTY [FIVE MILE POND| FURCHASE

CHAPMAN VALVE INDUSTRIAL PROMECT

FORESTRY - UPDATE STREET TREE INVENTORY

ERLINTON - DROP CERING INSTALLATHON FROGRAM

APPLIANCES

CENTRAL HIGH - MASDNARY REFAIRS {EARTHOUAKE)

CITY HALL - REMOVE STABING

OITY HALL - RESTORE SCONCES ON OTY HALL AND THE CAMPANILE
CITY-WIDE HAZARDOUS WASTE SITE CLEAMUPS

COMRSERVATORY OF THE ARTS SCHOOL

EVRDENCE RELDCATION

INDHAN ORCHARD - BATHROOM TILE

SCHOOLS - PAINTING PROIECTS

WALSH BLILIDING REFAIRS - REMOVE OIL TANK FROM PAREING LOT

EBagglal/  Total = osmiCom
Eupded  Emies  EOERGD

53
53
53
53
52
=
52
P 52
52
51
51
51
51
51

E & &k &k B kKB EEB BB

650,000
45,000,000
00,000
00,000
384,000
1,430,000
125,000

B77.500

1, 000, D00
120, D00

250,000
20,000
2,500,000
350, 000

25,000
2,000,000

100,000
175,000
40, Doo, Doo
1,000,000
15,000
1,386,000
15,850

Euning S00Ices

SCHOOL BUDSET

SCHOOL

650,004

175,004

1,500,000

25,0040

AB2,000

125,000
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Capital Improvement Plan: Fiscal Years 2016 - 2020

EBagglal/  Total = osmiCom
Eupded  Emies = EOERGD

Erplegi Summare

ELLINT PARK MAINTENARCE BUILDING

BLLINT PARE ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS
SCHOOLS - (LIS

1E ACRES FIRE STATHIM REFLACEMENT

EMILY BILL BUILDING

GREENLEAF MAINTENANCE BARN

BOHNSON - SBNE WOLES, FARK LOT AND GROUMND REFAIRS
SC1.TECH - FLOKOR TILE REPLACEMENT PROGRAM

WAN SICKLE - REPLACE FLODIA AND CARFET
WALSH - PLATGROUND

BLLINT PARK BIKEWAY W ALEWAY

MCKMIGHT THAIL

FYTHION PARE RESTORATION

BEFLACEMENMT OF OITY-WIDE FLAYGROUND EQUIPM ENT
KILEY - FLOMOR TILE REPLACEMENT

CORE COMMLUKICATION - NETWORK SWITCH AND ROUTER REPLACEMENT
REPLACEMENT COMPUTER WORKSTATIINS

TRASH BARAEL REPLACEMENTS [ONGOING)

UPGRADE SOMOOL ATHLETIC FELDS

WHITE - INSTALL DROP CEILING

I00 IMPROVEMENTS

ENGINE REPLACEMENT, ENIGINE 1

ENMGIME REFLACEMENT, ENGINE B

GEREMA SCHOOL - ‘A" TUNMEL & RAMF REMOVATIONS
POLICE HEADOUARTERS

TREE NLIRSERY

MILL POND!

OFEN SPACE - CHICOPEE/SPRINGFIELD LINE
WETERAN'S GOLF COURSE IMFROVEMENTS
FRANCONLS GOLF COURSE IMPROVEMENTS

CENTRAL LIBRARY -OUTDOOR LIFT

47
a7

ook

Lk EEEBSE

Ea ok

2
41
41
41
1

5,000,000
2,000,000
1,200,000
200,000
162,000
25,000
1,200,000
1, BED, 000

2, D00, Doo
70,000
650,000

2,250,000

157, 0L, D00

2, D00, Doo
00,000
3,600,000
750,000
25,000

Euning S00Ices

D GF

MATOH FOR FUTURE GRANTS

1,500,000
1,500,000
500,000

750,000

300, 000
B0, D00
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Capital Improvement Plan: Fiscal Years 2016 - 2020
Baiall  Imal  otalCest

Depariment Erlegt Symmary Emdsd Sating ELsFon Eunding Sogrces s pirihs 2018 i) 020
FERE ENGINE REFLACEMENT, ENGINE 3 &0 E10,000 . 610,000 -
SCHOOL WAREHDUSE - NEW EC/IPRENT &0 56,572 BEETT
FACILITIES BRIDGE - FLOOR TILE REPLACEMENT gL 50,000 50,000 . . .
m BAFSIMESS CONTINUITY FLAM - PHASE 3 - REGIDMALIZATION ] 1,000,000 1,000,000 . .
PARKS JAIME LALLDA FARK [MPROVEMENTS a9 3040, 000 300,000 . . .
FACILITIES JOHNSON - WINDOW HARDWARE 39 25,000 5,000 . -
PARKS MERRIE PARE PEDESTRLAN WALKWAYS 3 275,000 275,000 . . .
POLCE PLANNMED DBSOLESCENCE ECQUBPMENT £ 185,000 185,000 E
PARKS PYMCHON PARE REROVATIONS L] 5,000,000 3,000,000 2,000,000
PARKS WALSH PARKE a9 1,300,000 1,300,000
PARKS BASKETBALL COURT IMFROVEMENTS - CITYWIDE 38 1,500,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000
PARKS RAVERFROMT FARK MASTER PLAN 38 3,000,000 PAYGO, MGM 3,000,000 . -
FACILITIES WARMER - DRTWELLS BY FRONT AND BACK E] 500,000 50,000 . . .
FACILITEES OITY HALL - WINDOW REFLACEMEN T AND O REPAIRS TO LEADED WINDOWS £ 1,500, 000 1,500, 000 . E .
PARKS CAMP WILDER 38 300,000 200,000
PARKS HUBBARD PARK 38 500,000 00,000
PARKS FOREST PARE MUSELIM AND COMMUNITY SPACE 38 1,500,000 1,500,000
PARKS FOREST PARE TROLLEY PAVILIIN EL] 500,000 00,000
PARKS STOME HOLSE 38 150,000 50,000
PARKS BLLINT PARE PAVILION EL) 250,000 250,000

Total C 334,662,322 304,504, 112 16,751, L0 5,307,000 00, 000 200,000

UBRARY CENTRAL LIBRARY - AEPLACE LIGHTING IN ROTUNDA k1) 50,000 50,000 . . :
PARKS COTTAGE HILL PARK 37 1,500,000 1500000 . .
LIBRARY EAST SPFLD - EXTERIOR SECURITY SYSTEM WITH CAMERAS 3z 13,000 13,000 . E .
w FIBER NETWORE EXFANSION 7 1,000,000 1,000,000
PARKS FIVE MILE POND PARK COVE DREDGING 37 1,500,000 1,500,000 . . ,
UBRARY LIBERTY- EXTERIOR SECURITY SYSTEM WITH CAMERAS k1 13,000 13,000 . :
LIBRARY FINE POINT - EXTERIOR SECLRITY SYSTEM WITH CAMERAS a7 13,000 12,000 . .
LIBRARY CENTRAL LIBRARY - AIR CONDITIONING 36 1,200,000 1,300, 000 . E
LBRARY CEMTRAL LIBRARY - PAVE ADUACENT PARKING LOT 36 150,000 150,000 . . .
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FACILITIES

UERARY

PARKS

FARKS
LIBRARY

PARES

FACILITIES
FACILITIES

LIERARY

FACILITIES

Capital Improvement Plan: Fiscal Years 2016 - 2020

Erplegi Summare

DUGGAN - REFAVE PARKING LOT

EAST SPFLD - WINDOW REPLACEMENT

FOREST PARE - WINDOW REPLACEMENT
LIBERTY - WEW PARKING LOT

LIBERTY - WINDOW REPLACEMENT

MAIOR CRIMES TRANSPORTATICN (CRIME SCEME WAN]
POTTENGER - RERANE FARKING LOT/SEDEWALK
SCANNING ARCHIVAL DOCUMENTS FOR ELECTRONIC STORAGE
POLICE - SHOT SPOTTER EXPAMSION

MEAL FARK {SOLUTIA)

TALMADGE - REPAVE PARKING LOT

WAN HORMN PARX

EAST SPFLD - REPLACE PHOMNE SYSTEM

FOREST PARE - REPLACE PHONME SYSTEM
FOREST PARE BIKE PATH

HARAIS - ADD ADDITIONAL PARKING

INDIAN ORCHARD - REFLACE FHOME 5YSTEM
LIBERTY - REPLACE FHONE SYSTEM

PIME POINT - REPLALCE PHONE SYSTEM
SINTEEM ACRES - REPLACE PHOME SWSTER
EOLAND - HVAL SYSTEM
BOWLES - ADD ADDITIONAL PARKING

COMB 1

DORMAN - REFAVE PARKING LOT

DRYDEN - PARKING LOT PAVING/EXTENSHON
FERMMETER SECURITY

ALL BRANCHES - MEDU MANAGER MACHINES
ALL BRANCHES - RFID

BALLET MIDDLE - ROOF REFLACEMENT

EAST SPFLD - BUILDING ACCESSIBILITY

BEAL - DESHEN AND INSTALL BLIS DROP ACCESS ROAD

EBagglal/  Total = osmiCom
Eupded  Emies = EOERGD

OB OB OB OB o8 o8

BoW oMo R R R E R ORH B

200,000
B5, 000
150,000
50,000
45,000
LA, DO
150, 000
475,000
1,082,000
1,200,000
20,000

3, 0040, DOD
5,000
5,000
500,000
1043, 000
5,000
5,000
5,000
5,000
18,000
85,000

195,000
B0, D00

B7S, 000
100,000

EAnGing S00ICEs

14, 000

3,000, DO
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PARES

UERARY

LIERARY
LIBRARY

FACILITIES
PARKS
PARES
FARKS
FACILITIES

LIERARY

PARES
PARKS
FACILITIES

LIERARY

PARES
PARKS
LIBRARY
PARKS
PARKS
PARES

FACILITIES
FACILITIES

Capital Improvement Plan: Fiscal Years 2016 - 2020

Erplegi Summare

HORTICULTURAL CENTER/BOTANICAL GARDEN

ALL BRANCHES - COMPUTER UPGRADES

ALL BRANCHES - ELECTRICAL OUTLETS ACCOMMODATE LAPTORS
CENTRAL LIBRARY - 30 INTELLMSENT RETURN/SORTER SYSTEM
EAST SPFLD - CENTRAL AIR CONDITIONING

FOREST PARK - CENTRAL AIR CONDITIONING

LIBERTY - CENTRAL AIR CONDITIINING

BEAL - REPANE PARKING LOT

HOMER - REPAME DRIVEWAY

STEARMNS SOLARE RENOVATION

TRAIL RENOVATIONS

WALEER GRANDSTAND RENOVATION

BRIDEE - REPANE PARIING LOT

MASON SOUARE - REFAVE FARKING LOT

FINE POINT - REPAVE PARKING LOT

REPAVING CRUMBLING APPARATLIS BAY APRONS
MEADOW ERDOK RAVINE RESTORATION

FOREST PARE 515N REFLACEMENT PROSECT

BEAL - CLASSROOM CABINETRY

CHESTHUT - INTERIOR COUTRYARD REPAIRS

EAST FOREST FARK « NEW LIBRARY

FOREST PARK - CIRCULATION DESK

MCKMIGHT GLEN IMPROVEMENTS

CLODD CONCEPCION COMBLUNITY CENTER WATER SPRAT PARK
INDIAN ORCHARD - RENOVATE BASEMENT AREA

TREE AEPLACEMENT PROGRAM

TRIANGLE/TERRACE RESTORATIONS

CONSTRUCTEON OF A NEW DRIVING RANGE

CITY HALL, SYRFHONY HALL BRONTE DOORS RESTORATION
FUTNAM FOOTHELD FELD REPLACEMENT

SRAALL ECILIPMENT REFLACEMENT SCHEDULE

EBagglal/  Total = osmiCom
Eupded  Emins = EOERGD

Hod B OB OB E OB M BB BB BB

B R R
T i

&1
P b
[

B E B B H B WU

-
o

1,000,000

100,000
25,000
45,000

5, 000, 000
45,000

1,200,000
73,000

1 B00,000
1,500,000
3, 000, 000
500,000
BOO,000

EAnGing S00ICEs

Fri% GF

PAY-=0 FY14

Ep BE Bpposee o BBBregepe  F

1

it 2018 2213 020
2,000,000 -
0,000 40,000 :
100,000 100,000 .
62,000 . :
35,000 . -
730,000 .
1,500,000 . .
50,000 .
5,000,000
75,000 :
600,000 EO0,000 .
. 3,000,000 .
500,000
100,000 100,000 100,000 106,000
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o FACILITIES
o FiRE
o PARES

Capital Improvement Plan: Fiscal Years 2016 - 2020

SYMPHONY HALL HYAC 18 1,000, DOO: 1,000, 0

FIRE EQUIPMENT STORAGE FACILITY 18 TaD

CRAFTSMEN CRNER AND ICIE PONES REALTY iF!'n"E MELE POND| FURCHASE 18 ?w ?ﬂ

Tofal Priority D 39,555, 000 17,253,110 15,001 890 7,104, D00 100, D00 1100 D00
Total Cost of FY1LE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT NEEDS TORASE 630 618,269 248 129,178,256 34,785,135 11 E6D.000 4 260000

1
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APPENDIX B: CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROCESS

Capital Improvement Process

Departments submit capital requests to the Finddepartment electronically along with
necessary supporting documentation (See Appendferfa summary of requested projects).
Requests are captured in a database maintaindtelfyinance Department and are reviewed by
the Capital Improvement Committee. This processdasiired by City ordinance and is consistent
with best practices regarding capital investment.

Database Requirements - All capital requests are submitted in electromigyfat and include the
following information:

. Project Category . ProjectUrgency

. Project Type . Project Benefits

. Department Priority . Fiscal Impact

. Estimated Project Cost . Legal Obligations

. Proposed Funding Sources  « Public Service Impact

. Project Description . Completed Prior Phases

Categories - Capital projects are categorized into one oksesategories:

e Building — This includes acquisition, replacement, renovati@md addition to,
construction or long-term lease of a building enaor component thereof.
Infrastructure— This category includes roadwork, sidewalks, tcaffignals, drainage
systems and other improvements of a lasting natateare not building structures.
Equipment (Vehicular}- This includes equipment capable of self-propuldimm one
location to another.

Equipment (Other)- This includes all other equipment that meets tagndion of a
capital project item but is not capable of selfgarision.

Land/Parks/Fields This category includes the acquisition, replacemesnovation,
addition to, construction or long-term lease ofiggaaind playing fields. If the acquisition
of land is associated with the acquisition of aldng or an infrastructure project, the
project would be categorized in those respectivegmaies.

Technology- This category includes all purchases that meed#fmition of a capital
item in the area of technology such as computeggtatl copiers, printers, telephone
systems and software programs.

Salary — This category includes salary for staBoasted with a specific project and
helps to determine what, if any, operating costsiraciuded in the project plan.

Types - Each project is further classified into one of foiferent types of projects:

* New — The purchase, acquisition or constructiomeiv capital, as distinct from the
purchase of new capital items to replace existaygtal.

» Reconstruction/Replacement — The substantial réxzart®n or replacement of a capital
asset, such as a street, building or a piece atatamuipment. This may entail the
demolition of an existing asset or the abandonnoératn asset and the construction or
acquisition of a new asset to replace it.
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» Demolition — This includes commercial and residaruilding demolition.

* Major Repair/Renovation — Large-scale renovatiams r@pairs to capital assets, such as
building system replacements, equipment overhaudsaher items intended to extend
the useful life of an existing capital asset.

» Repair — Smaller scale capital repairs that exteadiseful life of a capital asset.

Capital Improvement Committee - The Capital Improvement Committee is responsible fo
identifying and prioritizing the City’s needs andocdinating them with the operating budget.
The Committee is comprised of the Chief Administi&atand Finance Officer, the Director of

Finance, the Director of Public Works, the Directdr Parks, Buildings and Recreation, the
Director of the City’s Capital Asset Constructiorefartment and the Director of Economic
Development and Planning for the City and a repragiwe of the City Council. Any member

who has an interest in any item before the committeust recuse him or herself from
deliberations on that item. For the FY16 planningcpss the Committee members included:

» Chief Administrative and Financial Officer — Timgtli Plante
* Budget Director — Jennifer Winkler

» Director of Department of Public Works — Christopfggnoli
» Director of Parks, Building/Recreation — Patrickllizan

» Director of Capital Asset and Construction — P&arvey

* Chief Development Officer — Kevin Kennedy

» City Council Representative — Kateri Walsh

* Deputy Director of Economic Development — Brian Gors

» Capital Improvement Analyst — Lindsay Hackett

The Capital Improvement Committee reviews each sskion. After appropriate review and
consideration, the committee establishes projecripes given quantitative measures of need
and justification as established by the rating depent and reviewed by the committee.

Criteria - Each project is ranked on six criteria:

* Overall fiscal impact - Will the project bring indditional revenue or will it cost
additional money to operate? Are their funding searother than the general fund for
this project?

* Legal obligations — Does the project improve coanpde with federal law, state law, or
local ordinance?

* Impacts on service to the public - Will residengésaive better service if the project is
conducted? Will it address a public health, safatgreditation or maintenance need?

* Urgency of maintenance needs - Is the asset clyrertken and in need of immediate
replacement?

» Prior phases - If the project is a multiyear prgjd@ve prior phases been previously
conducted?

» Department priority — What priority does the depent place on the projects based on
the departmental mission, goals and objectives.
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Each criterion above receives a different weighteen in Appendix B. Each project is assigned
to one of four priority levels based on the ovenaighted score.

The capital plan is intended to be a fluid docunteat will be subject to change each year as
priorities change and additional information becermagailable. All final requests approved by
the Capital Improvement Committee will be submitfed final review and approval to the
Mayor and the City Council.
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APPENDIX C: RATING CRITERIA

CRITERIA A- OVERALL FISCAL IMPACT Weight: 4

Rationale: Limited resources exist for competing projectdisTrequires that each project’s full
impact on the City’s budget be considered in raing evaluating projects. Projects that are
self-funded or have a large proportion of extefoading will receive higher ratings than those
that do not, as these projects have less impaitteofunding portion of our capital budget.

Considerations: Ratings for this factor will consider these majoints:

Capital cost of the project relative to all otheojpct requests.

Impact of the project on City operating costs aatspnnel levels.

Whether the project requires City appropriationi®rfunded from agency, grant
funds, matching funds or generated revenue.

Impact on the City’s tax revenue or fee revenue.

Will external funding be lost should the project lmelayed?

mo Ow»

lllustrative Ratings:

5 - Project requires less than 10% City funding.

4 - Project requires less than 50% City funding.

3 - Project requires more than 50% City fundirggréases operating costs and
increases City revenues.

2 - Project requires more than 50% City fundimgréases operating costs and
increases City revenues.

1 - Project requires more than 50% City fundinggréases operating costs and
decreases City revenues.

0 - Project requires more than 50% City fundimgyeases operating costs and
decreases City revenues.

Note: Projects which do not impact either reveraresperating costs will receive the score of a
project that is more favorable in the category (fevenue, the score will be the “increasing
revenue” score and for costs, the “decreasing ‘testwe). This score will then be reduced by
0.5 to reflect the lack of actual increase in rexear decrease in costs.

CRITERIA B- LEGAL OBLIGATIONS AND COMPLIANCE

Weight: 4
Rationale: Some projects are essentially mandatory due tot arders, federal mandates, or
state laws that require their completion. Thesgegts should receive higher consideration than
those which are considered discretionary. CritBrievaluates both the severity of the mandate
and the degree of adherence to state and federsl la

Considerations: Ratings for this factor will consider these majoirs:

A. Whether the City is under direct court order to ptete this project.
B. Whether the project is needed to meet requirendrfesleral or state legislation.
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lllustrative Ratings:
5 - City or Department is currently under courtartb take action.
4 - Project is necessary to meet existing statiefegteral requirements.
3 - Legislation is under discussion that woulduieg|the project in future.
2 - There is no legal or court order or other reuent to conduct the project.
1 - Project requires change in state or law tc@ed.
0 - Project requires change in federal or lawrtecped.

CRITERIA C-IMPACT ON SERVICE TO THE PUBLIC Weight :3

Rationale: Consideration will be given to capital projectsatt address health, safety,
accreditation or maintenance issues as well asthuat improve the services provided by a
department. Service is broadly defined, as areCibgs objectives in meeting the health, safety
or accreditation needs of our residents and/or awvgxt operations of an existing department.

Considerations: Ratings for this factor will consider these majorms:

A. Whether the service is already being provided bstiexy agencies.

B. Whether the project has immediate impact on sertiealth, safety, accreditation or
maintenance needs.

C. Whether the project focuses on a service thatnently a “high priority” public
need.

lllustrative Ratings:

5 - The service itself addresses an immediate pthielalth, safety, accreditation, or
maintenance need.

4 - Service is improved and addresses a publitheafety, accreditation, or
maintenance need.

3 - Service is greatly improved.

2 - Service is improved.

1 - Service is minimally improved and addresspslaic health, safety, accreditation,
or maintenance need.

0 - Service is minimally improved.

CRITERIA D- URGENCY OF MAINTENANCE NEEDS Weight: 3

Rationale: The City’s most immediate goal in both capital aperating finance is to maintain
current service levels for our citizens, businesses visitors. Capital projects that are essential
to maintain services, protect investments, or resgervice that have been interrupted due to
failure of capital assets will receive the highmsing in this criterion.

Considerations: Ratings for this factor will consider these majoirs:
A. Whether a service is currently interrupted.

B. Whether the project as requested will result ihredtoration of an interrupted
service.
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C. Whether the project is the most cost-effective métbf providing or maintaining a
service.

D. Where a service is not currently interrupted, tkelihood that it will be in the next
five years if the project is not funded.

E. Whether costs of the project will increase (beyoniltion) if the project is delayed.

F. Whether the agency has prepared a comprehensiviéemance/rehabilitation/
replacement schedule and the project is due uhdéesthedule.

lllustrative Ratings:

5 - Service is currently interrupted and the proyed restore service in the most cost-
effective manner possible.

4 - Service is likely to be disrupted in a fiveaydnorizon if the project is not funded.

3 - The project is necessary to maintain an oydarhedule for maintenance and
replacement.

2 - The cost of the project will increase in f@gfbeyond inflation) if it is delayed at
this time.

1 - There is a minor risk that costs will riseservice will be interrupted if the project
is not funded.

0 - There is no financial or service risk in detayor not funding the project (e.g., the
project is new and has no impactarrent service).

CRITERIA E - PRIOR PHASES Weight: 2

Rationale: Some projects are developed in phases due todbmiplexity or size. In such cases,
the need has already been established by a prioomdment of funding. Therefore,
continuation of the project will be given highemstderation.

Considerations: Ratings for this factor will consider these majoirps:

A. Whether the project has received prior funds.
B. Whether the project requires additional fundingpécoperational.

lllustrative Ratings:
5 - All but the final phase has been fully funded.
4 - Multiple phases have been fully funded.
3 - Multiple phases have been partially funded.
2 - The first phase has been fully funded.
1 - The first phase has been partially funded.
0 - No prior phases have been funded or partialiged.

CRITERIA F — DEPARTMENTAL PRIORITY Weight: 2

Rationale: Departments are expected to provide an indicatiavhach projects are most
important to their mission.

Considerations: Ratings for this factor will consider these majoirps:
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A. Departmental ranking of each individual project.
B. The total number of project requests that are stibcthby a department.

lllustrative Ratings:
5 - The project is within the top 20% of departnadigtranked project requests (81%
to 100%).
4 - The project is within the next 20% of proje(i% to 80%).
3 - The project is within the next 20% of projetd% to 60%).
2 - The project is within the next 20% of proje(24% to 40%).
1 - The project is within the bottom 20% of rankedjects (0% to 20%).
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