
SENIOR CENTER EXPANSION 
COMMITTEE: 
JOINT BOARDS MEETING 

Supported by Ashfield, Buckland & Shelburne 
 
September 11, 2019   



Agenda 
• Call to Order and Introductions 

• Meeting Overview and Goals 

• Current Expansion Project Status Panel 

• Funding and Budgeting Panel 

Discussion 

• Ownership Panel Discussion 

• Site and Design Panel Discussion 

• Public Comment 

• Possible Executive Session on 

Mountain Lodge of Masons Property 

• Adjourn 
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NEED FOR A NEW / EXPANDED 
SENIOR CENTER  
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Need – Challenges and Support to Age in Place (1 of 3) 

4 

Population Shift 

• According to the 2014 Aging in West County Report, prepared by the 
University of Massachusetts Boston Gerontology Institute: 

• In 2010 the Towns of Ashfield, Buckland and Shelburne had a combined 
population of more than 5,500 residents, of whom more than 26% were 
60 and older. 

• By 2030, nearly 47% of residents in consortium towns will be age 60 and 
older, representing about 2,175 residents. 



Need – Challenges and Support to Age in Place ( 2 of 3) 

September 11, 2019 5 

Senior Center 

• Operating as a consortium of towns since 1987, the Senior Center is 
supported by funding from Ashfield, Buckland and Shelburne, plus 
grants, donations and funds from the Senior Center Foundation. 

• In each of fiscal years 2018 and 2019, over 1,000 individuals participated 
in some way with Senior Center programs and services for a total of over 
25,000 total units of participation.  

• This includes diverse social, wellness and recreational activities, 
informational and enrichment programs and support for home care 
services, fuel assistance and housing support. 

•  Transportation by lift equipped vans service 9 local towns for medical, 
food shopping and social trips (over 3,000 trips last year.)  

• 7 staff (5 are part time) and over 100 volunteers contribute their time and 
talents to provide these services and opportunities. 



Need – Challenges and Support to Age in Place ( 3 of 3) 
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Recognizing the Main Issues 

By 2014, it was clear the current facility, a rented and shared first floor in 
the Masonic Lodge was inadequate. 

• only 1 toilet 

• lack of privacy: for health, veteran and outreach services, walk through 
activity rooms and offices challenging privacy, acoustics and attention 

• accessibility limited- narrow hallways, reception and copier in hallway, 
crowded rooms and offices 

• need for additional program spaces to meet requests by residents 

 

Improved and additional space is needed to resolve these basic dignity 
issues immediately, regardless of population fluctuations. 

 



FUNDING AND BUDGETING 
OVERVIEW 
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Funding and Budgeting Overview 
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PROJECTED OPERATION COSTS 
                 FY 2019 MUNICIPAL BUDGET                                              PROJECTED FY 2024 BUDGET 

                        Personnel Costs                $ 123,800                                     Personnel Costs                 $ 191,100 

                        Building/Site Costs               $12,600                                      Building/Site Costs             $ 40,400 

                        Program Support Costs        $26,500                                     Program Support Costs      $ 50,800 

                        Total Operation Costs       $ 162,900                                   Total Operation Costs        $ 282,300  
                       (3% Inflated Operation Costs  $ 188,800) 

PROJECTED COST ASSESSMENTS FOR INDIVIDUAL TOWNS 
      (Costs for individual towns based on average percentage citizen usage by town) 

             Assume total operation costs are $ 100,000 

                    Ashfield           20% usage          $ 20,000 

                    Buckland         30% usage          $ 30,000  

                    Shelburne       50% usage          $ 50,000    



Approximate Anticipated Capital Cost  
Funds by Sources 
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 SEPT 11 2019  

The following is a rough approximation of funds estimated to be raised from 
the various sources identified below.  

 Total from Member Towns   $ 400,000 - $ 800,000  
 State Block Grants (3 town application)  $ 1,300,000  
 *State Appropriations  $ 500,000 - $ 1,000,000  
 Funds Raised by Foundation  $ 1,500,000 - $ 4,000,000  

 Total Anticipated Funds   $ 3,700,000 - $ 7,100,000  

 *FY2020 State Budget Appropriation  $ 25,000.00  



OWNERSHIP MODELS 
OVERVIEW 
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Ownership Model Overview (1 of 3) 
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CAPITAL APPORTIONMENT MODELS 
9/11/19 
$1,000,000 Municipal Capital Contribution is used for illustrative purposes. 
 
EQV Wealth Capacity Model  
The data used in this calculation is taken from the Massachusetts Department of Revenue (DOR) website. 
   
  3 town %  $1,000,000 Capital contribution 
 Ashfield   34%   $ 340,000 
 Buckland   31%   $ 310,000 
 Shelburne   35%   $ 350,000  
 
Equal Apportionment Model - 1/3, 1/3, 1/3 
Apportionment equally shared among the 3 member towns, previously used as the housing cost in our lease 
agreement. 
  
 Ashfield   33.3%   $ 333,333.33 
 Buckland      33.3%     $ 333,333.33   
 Shelburne    33.3%     $ 333,333.33 
 
5-year Average Usage Model  
The use of the 5-year average usage formula is currently used to apportion operating expenses which directly 
reflects programs, activities, and services used by seniors. 
  
 Ashfield   18.1%   $ 181,000 
 Buckland   31.8%                 $ 318,000 
 Shelburne    50.1%                        $ 501,000 



Ownership Model Overview (2 of 3) 
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SENIOR CENTER OWNERSHIP OPTIONS 
9/11/19 
 
Options researched: 
• Multi-town ownership 
• 501(c)3 
• 501(c)2 
• Single-town ownership 
  
Comparisons: 
• Authorizing authority 
• Governance 
• Operating Costs 
• Capital Costs 
• Pros 
• Cons 
 



Ownership Model Overview (3 of 3) 
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SENIOR CENTER FOUNDATION OWNERSHIP 
9/11/19 
  
  
  
The Senior Center Foundation was established solely 
as the fund-raising arm of the Senior Center.  
  
There are compelling reasons why the Foundation and 
its Board cannot and should not function as owner of a 
new or renovated Senior Center.  
 
 



SITE AND DESIGN OVERVIEW 
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Sites Considered –for the Senior Center 
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Renovate Mole Hollow Candle on 
Deerfield Avenue 

New Construction Adjacent to Arms 
Academy 

Renovate and Expand Buckland Police 
Station on Conway Street 

Renovated and Expand at Masonic 
Building 
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PLANNING COORDINATOR 
HIGHLIGHTS 
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Planning 
Coordinator 
Highlights 
(page 1 of 2) 
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Planning 
Coordinator 
Highlights 
(page 2 of 2) 
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FUNDING AND BUDGETING 
PANEL DISCUSSION 
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Operating Cost Estimates (1 of 2) 
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Operating Cost Estimates (2 of 2) 
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FY 2019 Budget (continued) FY 2024 (Projected) 



Approximate Operation Cost Assessments 
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Approximate Anticipated Capital Cost  
Funds by Sources 
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 SEPT 11 2019  

The following is a rough approximation of funds estimated to be raised from 
the various sources identified below.  

 Total from Member Towns   $ 400,000 - $ 800,000  
 State Block Grants (3 town application)  $ 1,300,000  
 *State Appropriations  $ 500,000 - $ 1,000,000  
 Funds Raised by Foundation  $ 1,500,000 - $ 4,000,000  

 Total Anticipated Funds   $ 3,700,000 - $ 7,100,000  

 *FY2020 State Budget Appropriation  $ 25,000.00  



OWNERSHIP PANEL DISCUSSION 
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Ownership 
Models – 
 
Capital 
Apportionment 
Models 
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Ownership Models  - Ownership Options 
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Ownership Models – Pros & Cons 
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Reasons Why 
the Foundation 
Should Not 
Own the Senior 
Center 
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SITE DESIGN & 
SITE COMPARISON 
PROGRAMMING 
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Program 
Analysis 



Program Analysis – Size Comparison 
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Current 
Existing Space 

Generic 
Possible 
Future Space 



PROCESS  
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PROCESS: 
OPTIONS FOR FUTURE LOCATION 
OF THE SENIOR CENTER 
 
FOUR POSSIBLE OPTIONS 

1. Renovation of former Mole Hollow Candle     
2. New Construction at location near Arms Academy   
3. Renovation and Addition at existing Buckland Police Station   
4. Renovation and Small Addition at Masonic Building    
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Renovate Mole Hollow Candle on 
Deerfield Avenue 

New Construction Adjacent to Arms 
Academy 

Renovate and Expand Buckland Police 
Station on Conway Street 

Renovated and Expand at Masonic 
Building 
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FOUR SITE COMPARISON CHART 
SENIOR CENTER IN SHELBURNE FALLS 
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COST COMPARISON 
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Approximate Cost Comparison 
(assume 5-8% construction cost escalation 
per year) 

Approx. $ / 
sq ft 

Sq ft Sub-Total Other Costs Approx. 
Total Cost 

Possible Site – Mole Hollow 

Mole Hollow Reno/ Add  $ 270 10,000  $ 2,700,000 $ 800,000 $ 3,500,000 

Purchase & Site Related       $ 600,000 $   600,000 

$ 4,100,000 

Possible Site – Next to Arms Academy 

New Construction* $ 400* 8,200 $ 3,280,000 $ 980,000 $ 4,260,000 

Purchase & Site Related       $ 500,000 $    500,000 
(higher costs per SF due to height and brick detailing) $ 4,760,000 

Possible Site – Buckland Police Station 

Renovation $ 230 5,600 $ 1,290,000 $ 380,000 $ 1,670,000 

New Construction $ 350 2,600 $   910,000 $ 270,000 $ 1,180,000 

Purchase & Site Related $ 500,000 $    500,000 

$ 3,350,000 

Possible Site – Masonic Building 

Renovation &  Addition $ 230 9,300 $ 2,140,000 $ 640,000 $ 2,780,000 

Purchase & Site Related     $ 700,000 $    700,000 

$ 3,480,000 
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NEXT STEPS 
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THANK YOU! 
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