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Review of Program Needs 

 The task force brainstormed the potential programs that would be desirable in the ideal 
community center.  A list of potential uses was developed, without consideration of costs.  That list can 
be found in Appendix F.  For each use, a projected space requirement was allocated.   

 Once the list was developed, the task force ranked each of the uses that appeared.  The ranked 
list was then further discussed by the group.  By consensus, the group was able to reduce the proposed 
size of the building to 32,700 sq ft.  The following represents the group’s recommendation for 
inclusion in the new center, by ranking of importance along with the square feet recommendation: 

 

Rank Area Square Foot 
1 Teen Center 3,000 
2 Gymnasium 11,000 
3 Kitchen 500 
4 Senior Center 1,500 
5 Walking Track 4,000 
6 Aerobic Area 2,000 
7 Classroom/Multi-purpose room 750 
8 Art room 2,000 

Other   
 Office Space 1,000 
 Bathrooms/Showers 1,000 
 Mechanical Room 2,000 
 Storage 1,200  
 Lobby 1,000 
 Stairway/Elevator 750 
 Hallway, Other 1,000 

 

 Utilizing the same $200 per square foot pre-design construction cost, the building cost, as 
recommended by the Task Force is now $6,540,000.   

 Currently, a maintenance facility exists on the preferred site.  Both this Task Force and the 
original committee contemplated removal of this facility and incorporating it into the new structure.  
The Task Force agreed that the existing facility might not be in the best location.  That site certainly 
would be considered prime real estate.  Further, it is clear that the current condition of the facility 
would be unacceptable when a new structure would be built, especially the exterior of the building.  
However, it was felt that the existing structure could be significantly upgraded for far less than the 
estimated cost of $200 per sq ft.  Hence, the group is recommending that the existing facility be 
upgraded at its current location, rather than being incorporated into the new structure.  It should be 
apparent that this recommendation is strictly made because of financial considerations.  If money was 
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no object, the community would be best served in the long term by including a maintenance facility in 
the new structure. 

Other Considerations 

 The proposed Community Center will serve more than the functional and programming needs 
that have been outlined within this report.  The site selected provides additional benefits.  The site 
abuts three important areas in the community.   

 First, the area abuts the Presque Isle Stream.  As discussed earlier, many New England 
communities developed with their collective backs to the waterfronts.  In the era of the 
industrialization of America, rivers were used to get rid of untreated pollutants.  The visual and 
odorous impacts of that practice caused the communities to develop in such a fashion.  Today, after the 
last several decades of environmental remediation, those waterways no longer have those 
characteristics.  Our community mirrors that history.  The project will feature that underutilized gem in 
our community. 

 Next, the proposed project will be uniquely positioned to assist the reconnection of the 
riverfront to the downtown.  With proper design and location, the Task Force believes that the project 
provides that integration.  Further, it can be argued that it has the potential to do so in a way that 
cannot be done by any other effort.  This is especially true when considering the marginal investment 
that would have to be made for this purpose. 

 Finally, the project will serve as the gateway to the Chapman St. area.  The homes in the area 
are generally older and smaller in nature.  Similar to the historical impact of the waterfront on the 
overall community, the characteristics of the area can be argued to be deeply influenced in the same 
manner.  There are clear signs of reinvestment by individual property owners in the area over the last 
decade.  Admirable as those efforts are, they are the exception and not the rule.  A greater percentage 
of property owners would have to join the effort in order to reach the ‘Tipping Point”1

                                                           
1 ‘Tipping Point’ refers to the work done by Malcolm Gladwell which describes the concept of the point where things 
change because a threshold is reached. 
 

.  However, with 
the proper exterior design and location process, the proposed Community Center will serve as the 
ultimate push in the area, reaching that critical point. 

 It is for these reasons, the Task Force is recommending that due diligence is exercised in the 
site location, site design and exterior of the structure.  This should not be interpreted to mean that the 
members feel the structure should be constructed without sensitivity to the costs associated.  Quite to 
the contrary, the members have been primarily concerned with those impacts.  It does mean that the 
design details must address these points as a critical part of the goals of the project. 
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 In addition, the Task Force is recommending that the project include a minimum of some 
additional items.  At least one, but preferably two, outdoor basketball courts should be constructed on 
the site.  The former outdoor court on Main St., by the outdoor pool, was heavily used.  It was recently 
removed as part of the land swap that acquired some of the land for the proposed new center.  It is the 
recommendation of the Task Force that courts be incorporated into the site planning for the new center.  
In addition, the members encourage the City to move as quickly as possible to make that happen. 

 Lastly, the members are recommending that the site layout takes into consideration all of the 
various uses that should be incorporated into the plan.  A high priority is placed on those current 
outdoor activities that are being offered by the City.  To illustrate, the master plan should include 
things like a new youth baseball field and outdoor pool location.  These examples are provided because 
of the likely near term loss of those facilities.  The Task Force members are not recommending that 
such facilities be constructed as part of the project at this time.  It is their opinion that failing to master 
plan the site for such possibilities would be a disservice to the community. 

Project Cost Concerns 

 The Task Force felt that the proposed building, as originally recommended, was cost 
prohibited.  While there is a general sense that the proposed building would be utilized to its fullest, it 
was unobtainable financially.  Even with the project being downsized from the original 
recommendation, eliminating over $2,000,000, the project will still come in between $7,500,000 and 
$8,000,000.  The task force does not believe that the community can support a project of that size if the 
funding is totally dependent on property taxes.  The Task Force, on the other hand, does not feel a 
community center could be further reduced and still meet the needs of the community.   

 Therefore, the Task Force is recommending that no more than $4,000,000 of the total project be 
paid for from property taxes.  The impacts of that level of financial support and the alternatives are 
outlined in a later section.   

Other Sources of Funding 

 The Task Force believes that raising funds between $3,500,000 and $4,000,000 from other 
sources is obtainable.  There is no one, however, that believes it will be easy.  The Task Force came to 
that conclusion after discussing the potential sources for such funds.   

 There is a clear market for the old facility, albeit, unlikely that the building would be the 
greatest draw.  The land that the building sits on is considered a prime location in the downtown.  The 
Task Force is strongly recommending that the site be sold and the revenues be utilized towards the 
obtainment of the other funding.   
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 The ability to obtain grants is becoming increasingly difficult given the budgetary pressures on 
federal and state governments.  On the other hand, there are still opportunities that exist.  A focused 
effort should be included to pursue those opportunities.  Further, private foundations are increasingly 
becoming a source of potential funding.  The inclusion of dedicated senior citizen and art space within 
the facility is certain to increase the likelihood of success in this area. 

 There is an optimistic sense from the members that there are private donations available that 
will make up the largest portion of this additional funding.  The Task Force is recommending that a 
dedicated staff be allocated to assist a volunteer steering committee for this purpose.  By the use of the 
word ‘staff’ the Task Force is not implying that such support could not be provided by a contractual 
arrangement.  Quite to the contrary, the highly specialized nature of the activity might suggest that 
such an approach would be more appropriate.   

 Beyond the typical straight forward donation, the members have suggested other types of 
giving such as planned giving.  Individuals could commit to a donation to the project as part of their 
will.  These donations would allow the community to finance a part of the funding, over the 
$4,000,000, in order to construct the project.  Over the life of the debt, the donations would arrive to 
pay for future debt payments, limiting the actual impact on the property taxpayers. 

 Finally, early in the process, the members identified that the new facility would service more 
than just the residents of Presque Isle.  It requested that the neighboring communities consider 
appointing a person to fully participate in the process.  While understanding the significant differences 
in the scope and size of the other communities, it is the desire of the Task Force that other communities 
consider participating in the funding, at an appropriate level, of the facility. 

Funding Options 

 The project, regardless of the level of outside support, will require some issuance of debt for 
the project.  Assuming that the recommendation of the Task Force is implemented (to fund no more 
than $4,000,000 from local property taxes), the project could be financed up to 30 years.  To illustrate 
the annual debt payments on the community, the following chart summarizes a couple of options: 

Amount Years Financed Interest Rate Annual Payments 
$4,000,000 20 4% $294,000 
$4,000,000 20 5% $321,000 
$4,000,000 30 4% $231,235 
$4,000,000 30 5% $262,000 

*each $514,261 of annual spending will increase the tax rate by $1.00 

The Task Force also considered how the financing would work using the planned giving 
concept.  The following chart reflected the change in payments that would occur.  In this scenario, the 
City would borrow $5,000,000.  It would anticipate that $1,000,000 in planned giving would occur 
over the life of the project.  Those funds would be available in the future, beginning in the 11th year of 
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the financing.  The payments outlined below would be the amount paid by the taxpayers.  In the 11th 
year, an additional $1,000,000 of principle would be added to the repayment schedule.  The difference 
in the balloon payments would be made by the donations. 

 Amount Years Financed Interest Rate Annual Payments 
$5,000,000 20 4% $320,000 
$5,000,000 20 5% $350,000 
$5,000,000 30 4% $250,000 
$5,000,000 30 5% $285,000 

 
Operational Impacts:  Utilities 

 The proposed structure is 4 times larger than the existing building (7,200 sq ft vs. 32,700 sq ft).  
It is obvious that increasing the size of the building will increase the annual operating costs.  Even 
when considering the obvious advantages of using modern construction techniques and energy 
efficiency, there will still be a net increase in expenditures.   

 The Task Force asked staff to estimate what the impact of those costs would be using known 
costs.  It is important to note that these cost estimates are being done without the knowledge of a 
professional or without having the building designed.  To make the estimate, staff contacted other 
municipal community centers that have been built in the last few years to help guide them in making 
their forecasts.   

 The existing 7,200 sq ft center normally uses $24,480 of heating fuel (7,200 gallons), $4,000 in 
electricity and $1,400 in water and sewer costs.  There are no service contracts on any of the 
equipment within the building.  The total costs annually are $29,880.   

 Gentile Hall, Wiscasset Community Center, Brewer Community Center and South Portland 
Community Centers were used as benchmarks.  The summaries of the information obtain can be found 
in Appendix G.   

 Utilizing that data, the estimate by staff is that the new facility would use 14,000 gallons of 
heating fuel for an annual bill of $47,600.  Electricity use is expected to grow to $70,000, water and 
sewer to $2,800, and new service contracts would be budgeted at $15,000 (for things like sprinklers 
and elevator).  The total utility costs could reach $135,400 versus the $29,880 budgeted now, for an 
additional impact of $105,520.   

 The Task Force is strongly recommending that a sustainable approach to the design for the 
building be utilized.  It is believed that the inclusion of items such as use of natural light, geothermal 
technology, and finding alternatives to air conditioning can have a dramatic impact on the ongoing 
utility costs.   
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Appendix D- 2008 Building Concept and Proposed Layout (2of 3) 
2nd Floor Layout  
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Appendix D- 2008 Building Concept and Proposed Layout (3 of 3) 
Artist’s Rendering - Outside 
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Appendix E – Alternative Facilities (1 of 6) 
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Appendix E – Alternative Facilities (2 of 6) 
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Appendix E – Alternative Facilities (3 of 6) 
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Appendix E – Alternative Facilities (4 of 6) 
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Appendix E – Alternative Facilities (5 of 6) 
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Appendix E – Alternative Facilities (6 of 6) 

 

 



Community Center Task Force Report  September 19, 2011   Page 24 of 28 

 

Appendix F – Potential Uses 
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Appendix G – Utilities Forecast (1 of 2) 
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Appendix G – Utilities Forecast (2 of 2) 
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Appendix H – Projected Hours 

 


