FIl Survey Questionnaire — 2006

After a reasonable amount of discussion, the Frye Island Board of Directors have
determined to make the survey results available to all Islanders to review via the Frye
Island website. The Board was split on the wording to be used to introduce the survey
results. In order to give the Stockholders the complete view, both a Majority Report and
a Minority Report are included. Survey Details are provided in the attached document.

Majority Report
Approved by Ed Charrette, Bob Hannah and Joe Potts

On May 13, 2006 the FIl Board of Directors sent out a survey to Fll Stockholders. The
purpose was to provide the Board some guidance on a number of actions regarding FlI-
owned real estate. The primary driver for the survey was a sale/buy-back concept that
four of the five Directors on the Fll Board were supporting. A nine page white paper was
included with the survey to provide the Stockholder with an understanding of the
sale/buy-back concept; two of the nine pages provided views of the one Board Director
that opposed the sale/buy-back concept.

The deadline for returning the completed survey was set at June 15, 2006. A very
precise technique was designed to tally the results of the survey in an Excel
spreadsheet. A great deal of effort was taken to insure that each of the surveys
submitted was recorded accurately. In many cases, the stockholder annotated the
survey questionnaire with questions and comments. All of those annotations were
captured in the tally.

There is one share of stock associated with each Frye Island lot owned, except for lots
owned by Frye Island Incorporated (FII) and the Town of Frye Island; they have no
stockholder status. There are 848 stockholder votes possible in Fll. There were 283
completed questionnaires returned, a 33.4% of stockholder votes.

Now that the survey questionnaire process has been completed, it is unfortunate to
report that the design of the survey wording and the process used to mail out the
surveys have some serious faults. The following bullets summarize these faults:

e A copy of the survey was not mailed to 88 of the stockholders that own lots that
have been merged by the Town tax assessor, e.g. a privacy lot associated with a
cottage. This was an innocent administrative error, thinking that the Town
database could be used as a direct mailing tool, but it short-changed 88 of the
most active Islanders of a survey vote.

e FIl owns three kinds of property: waterfront lots, inland lots and large parcels of

bulk land. Questions II.A and II.C lumped all three kinds together, not allowing for
differentiated answers.
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e Three of the questions (II.B, 1.E and II.F) stated as fact that a FIl waterfront lot(s)
is unbuildable. This is not a fact. If your only avenue is traditional construction
techniques, a potential buyer may conclude that a lot is unbuildable. Alternate
forms of construction (e.g. leech field on another lot) or newer technology (e.g. a
sewage system that does not require a leech field) may make a wet lot buildable.

e In question II.C, the concept of using FIl assets to fund major Town infrastructure
projects was worded so poorly that even someone who supports the concept
could not cast a “Yes” vote. It would not be necessary “to prevent a lot owner
from building” or to increase the “ultimate count of total cottages” to use FlI
assets to fund major Town infrastructure projects.

e The wording in question 11.D and the white paper on the sale/buy-back concept
the wording were biased towards a “Yes” vote. For example, the words “a much
larger number” in the survey question implies something higher than the number
3 stated at the 7/1/06 Stockholder meeting. At the 7/1/06 meeting, the
Stockholders were so concerned about the FIl Board selling buildable waterfront
lots, a motion was passed with a 95% majority to require stockholder approval
prior to any sale of buildable waterfront lot in the next 14 months (time of first

Stockholder meeting in 2007). Another example that the 11.D question was poorly
worded was that the Frye Island Conservation Commission has gone on record

opposing the sale/buy-back concept.

e The financial cost to Frye Island (stockholders, tax payers) of answering the
guestions one way or the other was not given to the stockholder, forcing a
definitive answer without all of the facts. A stockholder was not even given the
option of giving a “none of the above” or a “don’t know” answer. For example, in
guestion II.F the cost of converting those lots to a public beach is roughly
$250,000 since the lots are actually buildable. Also, there were no facts
presented that would demonstrate that another beach on the Island is needed.

e Question Il.E attempted to put into very simple terms the question of adding
moorings on Frye Island. This is a very complicated issue. The Town Planning
Board has held multiple meetings and multiple public hearings on moorings,
going through more than a dozen drafts of how it might be done. The end result
was that no agreement was reached. A simple-minded question like II.E does
nothing constructive to help the process of getting more moorings on the Island.

The FIl Board of Directors has concluded that the tabulated results of the questions in
Part Il of the survey are of questionable value. Since the Board feels strongly about
complete transparency and full communication to the Fll stockholders, we are providing
a complete copy of the survey results on the Frye Island website; to maintain
stockholder privacy, any reference to lot number or stockholder name was removed
from the posted results. It does include all of the annotated comments from the
stockholders. We caution the use of the results of any of the Part Il questions in making
future decisions.
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Minority Report
Approved by David Gleeson and Phil Perry

On or about May 13, 2006 the FIl Board of Directors mailed a survey to FlI
Stockholders. The survey's primary purpose was to gain insight and seek guidance from
the stockholders on a Sale-Buy Back proposal as well as to obtain their views on other

real estate owned by FIl. The deadline for returning the survey was set at June 15,
2006.

As you read the survey results, please be aware that certain elements of the survey
were the subject of intense scrutiny by a few stockholders. These concerns were voiced
and are recorded in the July 1st 2006, Fll Stockholder Minutes. They are as follows:

(A) A majority of the Board had established a different agenda, and subsequently
different ideas from the somewhat coordinated agendas and general
understanding between the different Boards on the Island.

(B) The questions were constructed in such a way as to produce a certain bias.

(C) Used the survey to violate the expectations that all stockholders entrusted the
Fll Board to pass assets to the Town, to offset various building and other
capital improvements as may be required from time to time.

(D) The manner in which the survey was presented was done in such a way that
the stockholders had little or no idea what it was that they were participating in.

(E) Other concerns expressed concern regarding potential tax liability issues
associated with the Sale-Buy Back proposal.

The former FIl board believed they were acting in the best interests of the majority of
the stockholders in proposing a possible way to reduce the overall number of houses on
the island (and thus reduce the strain on island infrastructure). Others believe that there
are better ways to utilize Fll assets.

The entire matter of the Sale-Buy Back proposal has been deferred until the FIl board
meets on August 11, 2006.

In order to more fully understand the proposal’s basic tenets, we urge you take the time
to review the Fll Real Estate Policy of September 2004 (available on line at the town
website) before studying the survey results.
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Fll Survey Report
August 16, 2006

This document reports on the results obtained from a questionnaire circulated to the
stockholders of Frye Island, Inc. In the sections that follow, we report on the responses
to each of the opinion questions contained in Part Il of the questionnaire, together with
comments that were appended. Then, we provide some statistics from Part Il on
preferences expressed concerning plans for the use of undeveloped lots. Finally, we
include four letters that were returned along with the questionnaires, as well as a copy
of the questionnaire itself.

Returns

A total of 764 questionnaires were mailed, one for each separately owned lot.

(A merged set of lots under common ownership was sent one questionnaire.) The
number of questionnaires received back was 287, a quite good 37.6% return rate.

Number of Questionnaires returned: 287

Location of lot

Waterfront 102 36%
Inland 181 64%

283 100%

Type of Lot

Cottage 174 61%
Cottage under Construction 15 5%
Privacy Lot 6 2%
Undeveloped/Buildable 88 31%
Undeveloped/Unbuildable _4 1%

287 100%



Responses to Part lll Questions

[l A: Should FlI sell lots to abutters as privacy lots with restrictions against building

on them?
All Respondents
Yes 268 95%
No 14 5%
282 100%

All Cottaae Owners

5%

Waterfront Cottaae
Owners

5%

Inland Cottage Owners

5%

Undevelobed Lot Owners

4%

6%

Jndev. Lots Owned by
Cottage Owners

2%

98%

Undev. Lots Owned by
Off-Islanders

8%

Comments:
# Question IIT A

16 [Yes. As long as they are at current market value (not assessed) as
market is significantly higher than assessed value.

22 [Yes. Assuming lots retained their natural state, i.e., no clearing of
the land.

62 [Yes. At the going rate, minus 25% (or whatever the current by-law
states).

64 [Yes. But only if non-waterfront. Otherwise, no!

66 |No. If you want to put build restrictions on FII lots, don't try to get
us to do it & pay FII on top of it.

137 No. Keep as greenspace

141 [Yes. FII should sell privacy lots to abutters, but without restrictions
against building on them.

206 |No. Keep as public spaces.

214 [Yes. I can't see what value this would be to the buyers. They won't
be built on anyway, or are these buildable lots?

233 |Yes. But for a very cheap price (see letter) - $5,000 at most. (There
are ~2,000 lots available = $10,000,000)

| 248 [Yes. Maybe be able to put a shed on them.

253 |Yes, provided it remains private and isn't later developed.

286 [Yes. A very loud yes

287 [es. A very loud yes




Il B: Should Fll sell unbuildable waterfront lots to inland cottage owners to give
them waterfront and mooring access?

Yes

No

168

279

60%
_40%
100%

All Respondents

Hyes Eno

All Cottage Owners

42%

Eyes Eno

Waterfront Cottage
Owners

41%

Hyes Hno

[nland Cottaae Owners

34%

56%

Eyes Eno

Undev. Lots Owned bv
Cottage Owners

Undeveloped Lot Owners

36%

Hyes Hno

__lyes HEno

43%
I 57%

Undev. Lots Owned by
Off-Islanders

27%

Comments:

# Question III B

16 |No. Waterfront property is a rare commodity & should be held as an

asset until last resort.

34 |No. People will be building storage sheds, etc., on those lots. Some

real fancy sheds. III
38 |Yes. But only if taxed as waterfront lots and proceeds used to buy

up back lots.

59 |Yes. Due to already overcrowded infrastructure.
60 |No. Keep as is.
63 |No. Keep as open land.

81 [Yes. As long as no improvements can be made such as clearing of
trees, docks.
No. Should be available to all cottage owners
Yes. Some, not all.
No. Instead of selling, consider renting.
Yes. Would consider. Consider converting to public beach - mooring
sites. More than one mooring site - charge for moorings or sell to
group for privacy beach/mooring.
Yes. Consideration should be given for retention of one or two lots
for public access to water.
(no boxes checked) Would want to first know the number of
unbuildable waterfront lots the town owns & would make available
for sale and keep for future beach access.

Yes. As long as you can build a garage or shed.
No. Fear of lots being opened up. Fear of too many moorings, trees
removed, etc. Loss of green space. III

144
191
206
225

243

246

248
253




264 |No. Discriminatory
279 [No. Unbuildable lots should be used for common benefit of all

residents.

[l C. Fll may choose to sell some selected buildable lots, at a time advantageous
to the Island, as a means for financing large Town infrastructure investments

(e.g., ferry or water system expansions) and to minimize tax increases.

[l C 1: Would you approve such sales if each such sale prevented one more
private lot owner from building because of the 750 cottage (septic
system) ceiling imposed by the Portland Water District?

Yes
No

148
123
271

55%
45%

100%

All Cottaae Owners

Waterfront Cottage
Owners

Inland Cottage Owners

40%

All Respondents

Byes Eno

Comments:
# |QuestionIIIC1

Undeveloped Lot Owners

42%

Byes Hno

Undev. Lots Owned by
Cottage Owners

41%
59% I

Hyes Eno

Undev. Lots Owned bv Off-
Islanders

45%

Byes H1o

4 (no boxes checked) I don't understand. If you sell it, won't someone

build on it? Or would this be selling a "privacy lot" with building
restrictions?

16 |(no boxes checked) Likely but depends. Want to understand the

34 |No. One for one? What would this accomplish?

53 |No. Sell interior & next to lots to improve existing amenities. Take
care of the structures we have, improve store, golf club, lounge &
restaurant, putting green & driving range. Why should we stop

others from enjoying what we enjoy? We won't be here 30 years
from now when it's built out! Growth permit on waterfront lot would
be 2014? There are waterfront lots for sale with sooner permits that
aren't selling.
63 No. You are going about this the wrong way. FII owned a lot of land
& under the "Vic Richards" years, selling FII lots was pushed. You

created this problem and now the genie is out of the bottle.

infrastructure investment in question to determine if really needed.




66
103

124
148
183
184
185
206
216

217

225
253

264
278

284

No. Conversion factor needs to be much higher than 1 to 1.

(no boxes checked) There should be a third choice for selling higher
priced lots after buying lower cost lot as per current policy.

Yes. This should be done now. Do this any way possible. Do it now!

No, too early to decide until we start reaching the limit.

(no boxes checked) Undecided

(no boxes checked) Undecided

(no boxes checked) Undecided

(no boxes checked) Do not understand question.

Yes, if it served the benefit of the majority of homeowners on this
island.

No. I have seen this phrase (prevent one or more private lot owners
from building ...) repeatedly and as a tax paying lot owner it
concerns me that my town seems to at all costs prevent me from
building. The building restrictions (i.e. permits etc.) make me very
concerned that you want my taxes without wanting me to build.

No. Probably not because of tax issue.

No. This makes no sense. If a person already owns a buildable lot,
FII's selling of another buildable lot is a separate issue and won't
stop the private lot owner from building.

Yes. Who are you selling to who isn't going to build.

No. But to minimize tax increases due to such large investments
only.

(no boxes checked) Question is moot.

[l C 2: Would you approve such sales if the 750 cottage limit were not a
factor and other cottage owners were not bumped, but where each
such sale resulted in one more cottage in the ultimate count of total
cottages on the Island? Al Respondents

Yes 116 44%
No 148 56%
264 100%

Byes Bno




All Cottage Owners

39%

Waterfront Cottage
Owners

Inland Cottage Owners

37%

Undeveloped Lot Owners

45%

53%

Jndev. Lots Owned by
Cottage Owners

Jndev. Lots Owned by
Off-Islanders

31%

Comments:
# | Question IIIC 2
13 [Yes. But wouldn't selling a lot for capital be counterproductive to the
whole purpose of the sale/buy-back program being proposed?
16 |(no boxes checked) Again depends on what the infrastructure
investment was. Too general to answer blindly.

60 |No. FII needs to keep what it owns and put it into conservation land.

63 |No. Stop selling off FII land and put it into conservation.

103 |(no boxes checked) There should be a third choice for selling higher
priced lots after buying lower cost lot as per current policy.

124 Yes, this should be done now. Do this any way possible. Do this now!

148 |(no boxes checked) Not clear.

157 |No. We're answering no because we would prefer to stay below 750.

183 |(no boxes checked) undecided

184 |(no boxes checked) undecided

185 |(no boxes checked) undecided

206 |(no boxes checked) Do not understand question.

216 |No. Unless the resources were to finance infrastructure needs.
(Editor interpreted as a "yes" since the question does state that
selling is indeed to finance infrastructure needs.)

225 [Yes. More so than C1 but still question tax issue.

233 |Yes. But only if the 750 cap is never exceeded.

243 [Yes. But only in extreme circumstances. Generally, fewer cottages =
a more peaceful, pristine Frye Island. Would like to see far less than
750.

253 |No. Stop selling buildable lots -- stop giving out more building
permits. This island is choking to death already. Freeze all!

257 |No. Question poorly stated? Vague

278 [Yes. But to minimize tax increases due to such large investments
only.




[l D: Should FII consider selling one high price waterfront lot in order to use the
funds to buy back a much larger number of privately owned buildable inland
lots, thereby reducing the ultimate total number of cottages on the Island (see

attached whiter paper for details)?

All Respondents

Yes 199 71%
No 81 29%
280 100%

Hyes Eno

All Cottaae Owners Waterfront Cottage Inland Cottaae Owners

Owners Cottage Owners

Undeveloped Lot Owners Undev. Lots Owned by Jndev. Lots Owned by Off-

Islanders

[myes Wno]

Byes Bro
Comments:
# | Question 111 D
8 |No. 1031 Exchange has timing restrictions (I.D. lots within 90 days).
hat would make this part of the proposal impractical. Selling a
evelopable lot and exchanging (1031) to a undevelopable lot may
not get favorable acceptance by the IRS. I.e., it is not a "like"
xchange.
16 |No. I agree with many of the opposition’s points & being in the
mortgage lending business, they are right on the values.
23 [Yes. But the devil is in the details.
37 [Yes. But who will do this? Meaning sell?
48 |Yes. Depending upon the number of lots that could be retired.
59 [es. Soon!! To avoid a rush to get lots on the waiting list as was
een in recent PWD proposed restriction plan.
63 |No. FII should hang onto all FII land and even one waterfront lot can
be set aside as conservation and used to picnic or hike on.
89 |Left blank but put a yes since he noted: "Price & trade dependent”
So looks like he approves if done right.
95 |No. Pilot program is a good concept. Too many unanswered open
uestions, i.e., 1031 exchange viability.
106 |(no boxes checked) Gave comment: We think selling one waterfront
bringing total # below 750 so that if we ever need to fund water
ystem, ferries, etc., we will be able to sell one buildable waterfront
lot. We do not feel it is in our best interest to sell off our assets.
137 |No. Once the large waterfront lot is gone (and it's actually more than

ne lot) it's gone forever. I object to this strongly.




148

179
216

221
225

253

264
278
282

es. But at some later date when waterfront values are relatively
higher than inland lots.

es. Only if you have other lots ready for purchase at the same time
No. This questionnaire has already inflated the value of inland lots.
aterfront lots are our "ace-in-the hole" for emergency use.

es. Subject to restrictions in my comments (one given).

es. Try it - feel 10 is overstated - 5 or 6 more likely number of lots
or one waterfront - and only if we are sure no tax issue.

No. I don't truly believe there would ever be enough inland privately
whned lot owners willing to sell their lots. (We have made a

enerous offer to an abutter who owns a wet, unbuildable lot
privately and he still won't "let go." The goal would be that it could
ell expensive waterfront lots, then use the money to buy a much
larger amount of "cheaper inland lots." I am very curious what
aterfront lots would be combined and sold, and how it can be
ssumed there will be so many inland owners willing to sell at a low
price, especially once the realtors get involved. Stop the selling and
permits somehow. Regarding the "sell and expensive double/triple
aterfront lot to buy cheap private inland lots:" To sell mega
aterfront lots is encouraging the building of more monster homes
like those popping up already with 12 bedrooms. I didn't think B&B's
ere allowed here. Even the gigantic family homes will be
ontributing to the strains of infrastructure, traffic, ferry, noise,
parties, police. Many will be sitting with many cars, boats, PWC's.
How does this solve the problems? It also serves as a source of
rustration in that these homes are out of synch with a typical Frye
Island cottage. And what will happen to the taxes I will then be
orced to pay, which are already outrageous, when the
reassessments are done based on the neighborhood? It is not fair.

e don't even have a cement basement. We have already seen too
much growth in our 20+ years here. Change the limit. Stop it all.
No. Most people would command top dollar, not $13K, for example.
es. But only if Section 1031 exchange is possible.

Left boxes blank, editor entered yes. There seems to be many
reasons why this may not work out as described, but I guess trying it
nce to see the outcome is reasonable. (If you were certain there
ould be no negative tax consequences).



[l E: FIll currently owns seven lots on the sheltered southeast side of the island that

cannot be built on (lots 1607 through 1613). Do you favor the idea, in principle
and so long as the Planning Board and Marina Committee agree, of
equipping one or two of these lots with parking and a dinghy dock, thereby
providing access to a set of boat moorings for inland cottage owners?

All Respondents

Yes 201 73%
No _73 _27%
274 100%
All Cottaae Owners Waterfront Cottaae Inland Cottaae Owners Undeveloped Lot Owners Undev. Lots Owned bv
Owners 24% Cottage Owners
31%
76% 69%
Comments:
#  Question IITE
13 |No. Not if the parking lot & dock are installed at taxpayer expense

16

23
40
58
59
60
116
136
197
205

206

because that would really only be a benefit to a small number of
islanders. I wouldn't moor a boat there because I'm at the other end of
the island.

Yes. If the cost of moorings would subsidize the cost of building the
parking/dock. Otherwise, no.

Yes. But FII should make money from such access.

Yes. If limited to inland owners only.

No. Too many boats already

Yes. Due to already overused/unavailable facilities.

No. Leave as is!

III E & F: Stated: one or the other, not both, so left both choices blank
Yes. Put explanation marks after "yes" entry

(no boxes checked) Added comment of "cost??"

Yes. If there is a need for this - with an area this size, couldn't it be
used for a public beach too? Or are there beaches not sandy -- but
clay?

Yes. As long as lots are not sold, and FII maintains all rights & ability to

control all users.



214

217

225

227
253

264

278

286

287

(no boxes checked) ? Will this generate income, thereby reducing
taxes?

No. You talk about more concerning matters of ferry and water system.
What would this cost?

Yes. At a charge or try to sell to group for private beach mooring
rights.

No. Put mooring field off Long Beach

(no boxes checked) Provided those with moorings (some are already
there) who use it pay taxes for this use. We waterfront owners pay so
much more in taxes and deserve to have a mooring. Why should
someone inland paying much lower taxes get to have their moorings
without making additional contributions for it. I am not saying tax all
moorings at all. I feel waterfront taxes should include this right.

No. Put moorings at the sandy public beaches where they are going to
go moor and swim at anyway. Comment on "equipping one or two of
these lots with parking and a dinghy dock:" This is how you save
money?...

No. Can revisit this topic once marinas' spaces are filled to capacity. All
moorings in front of public beaches and any requested by non-
waterfront property owners should be controlled & regulated by the
marina committee .

No. Not without abutters opinion. Not without better plans and
drawings.

No. Not without abutters opinion. Not without better plans and

drawings.

Il F:  Fll also owns two lots (1601 and 1602) just east of Emerald Point that cannot

be built on. Do you favor the idea, in principal if the Planning Board, BIT, and
Portland Water District agree, of converting these two lots at reasonable cost
to a public beach?

All Respondents

Yes 209 77%
No 64 23%
273 100%

Hyes Hno




All Cottaae Owners Waterfront Cottaae [nland Cottage Owners Undeveloped Lot Owners Undev. Lots Owned by Jndev. Lots Owned by Off-
Owners Cottage Owners Islanders

12%

38%

Comments:

#_ |QuestionIITF

16 |No. Has costs with only limited, if any, benefit to most home owners.
Would approve if Emerald point owners funded beach costs.

60 |No. Leave as is.

63 |No. Leave as is and put into conservation for people to just walk on.

104 |(checked both boxes; interpreted as qualified yes) Not public, just
Islanders.

116 [II E & F: stated: one or the other, not both, so left both choices blank

120 |Yes. But also build Beach #2, which has already been set aside

136 [Yes. Put explanation marks after "yes" entry

150 |Yes. If good beaches that people would use

197 |(no boxes checked) Comment of "cost??"

205 [Yes. Only if there is a need for a beach at that location.

207 [Yes. Absolute must!

214 |No. What's the cost? Lots of beaches already?

217 |No. More info. What would this cost? We have lots of beaches.

225 |(no boxes checked) Not sure. Would want additional information. Why
needed? Why there? What are other potential uses. Sell to Emerald
Point group for private beach/mooring area.

227 |(no boxes checked) Only if abutters agree

243 |Yes. Consideration should be given to the construction of kayak/canoe
racks for property owners to use at a location such as described
(1601/1602) or a portion of those lots.

248 [Yes. Please convert the ones you have that should have sand, not
rocks.

253 |(no boxes checked) If they are truly suitable to be a beach. They look
small. Is there sand enough?

264 No. We already have unutilized public beaches.

282 [Yes. Definitely. The town needs to improve /expand existing beaches
(where possible) and develop new ones.

286 |No. Waste of money. All beaches are underutilized now. There is a
beach at that area now - #11.

287 |No. Waste of money. All beaches are underutilized now. There is a

beach at that area now - #11.

Comments on Other Questions:



78
79
235
248

Comments on Other Questions

I1.D.2: No, waiting for engineering report on septic system upgrade.

[I D 2: States does not have a growth permit but "I want one! We have
waited 20 years to build a cottage. Note also, Mr. O'Grady also wrote a
thoughtful separate letter.

II D 2: Doesn't know what a growth permit is

II D 2: Doesn't know what a growth permit is

II D 2: Doesn’t know what a growth permit is.

II D: Undeveloped Lot: Most people do not know where their deed is,

or what it says. This is something for a title examiner to do.

General Comments:

#
47
51

59

62

63

135
191

219

General Comments

I think these are great ideas to help avoid problems in the future.
Please do not totally abolish the growth permit. It appears to be the
only way to retain woodlands, protect bird & animal habitat, preserve
quiet, tamp down traffic noise (construction noise included) and hold
down infrastructure costs. We love FI as a woodland, not a suburb with
heavy development

Also, reduce permits to 9 per year (nhot 15) because it really takes 2
years to finish a developed lot, resulting at present up to 30 lots under
construction -- Too much!!

How can you properly evaluate what the stockholders want without
them? I strongly feel it's a mistake to sell any of our land. Once it's
gone (to a few lucky people) we can never get it back. N. Fournier

I am all for conservation land (You shouldn't have sold this public land
in the first place.) You shouldn't sell land you already own to buy back
land you sold. Put taxes in a kitty to buy land that comes on the
market.

Plans to build a small camp for retirement

Some type of conservation plan needs to be put in place today -- so
that overbuilding does not take place. We favor anything that will limit
growth on the island -- so that services and land are not over taxed.
Support my husband's feelings. Plenty of green space already on F.I.
Attack water system problem now!!!




Summary of Part Il Findings on Undeveloped Lots
A. Number in Sample 88 100%

B. Usage Plans

1. Might Sell 43 49%
2. Might Build 54 61%
a. For Sale 18 33% of “Might Build”
b. For Own Use 50 93% of “Might Build”
3. For Privacy 14 16%

C. Have a Growth Permit?

Yes 47 58%
No 34 42%
81 100%

D. Willing to Sell Buildable Lot to FII?

Yes, at full price 35 45%
Yes, at reduced price 7 9%
No 36  _46%

78 100%

E. Willing to Donate Unbuildable Lot to Town of FII?
Yes 0 0%
No _4 100%

4 100%



Letters

Presented below are the four letters that were returned with the questionnaires. The
writers’ names have been removed.

The Frye Island Open Space Survey
Hi Wayne!

You might remember me only because my wife XXX & I sat in on the last Selectman’s meeting,
not having realized the meeting regarding growth permits had to be postponed. Sitting in on the
meeting wasn’t all for not, as we came away with a flavor of the board’s position on some things.

Regarding the survey, although we appreciate having the opportunity to participate, it seems to
us we haven’t had enough time to know the island or the people & politics enough yet to make
educated decisions to the survey questions.

I would however like to suggest that you consider looking into how the island of Nantucket is
handling open space. At the time of sale of any property or dwelling there is a open space fee
which goes directly to the Town for purchase of open space. As I understand it, this amount is
significant, enough so much land has been purchased & kept open & from development. There is
no burden on the current owner, only the buyer & evidently considered by those that do buy as
the price of living on an island!

Regarding the strain of new utilities, my thought would be to include something in the fee to tie
into the system.

It would seem to me that current owners shouldn’t bear the cost of new development, those that
develop should.

Although I said earlier I wouldn’t participate in the survey formally, selling current open space in
particular that on the waterfront I don’t think long term & looking forward is in the town’s best

interest. As growth continues, we might need this space & once it’s gone, it’s gone.

Siucerely,
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Margh T4 2004

Board of Trrgsetors,
1 Bursel Rogd
Frye [sland. ME Q4471

Dicar Frye lslanit Tne, Board ol Dircetors:

Enclosed s pur sunvey respemse regarding the SaleRuy Back Program. We would like to firher
cormang on the propram and specifically. how il relaes to the current Growth Parai
Ordinanee,

The Sale/Buy Back is u prest idea and deals most dircetly with what we belisve are the teal
concaras which broughr abow the Groweh Permie Ordinanes The SaleBus Buck would e an
effective and fair means to 1imit (ke ultimate growth sm the island, The Grrowth Crdinance is
both inelTictive and nntaw. In faet, it is counter priductive 1o the posl of reduring the wltimale
island growth and will nndarrine the Sale/Buy Back Program.

The Sale/Buy Back Program must be considerad in coxtext with the curment Crosth Ordinance,
wheich dlocs not allow Jor resduly avaiable Growth Penmits. Wateriront lots sold by TIT wpuild be
undurvilued {no huilding permit) and the inland lots boueht gn the market would b avervatoed.
Today's market for T lots hias been drivien wpy by the limied supply of Growth Purmuts, with
ity penple limng up to get a Cnowth FPermit, then selling for bulddinpsselling).  Lhe aetificiyl
Lireit ol build able Lows has driven up the valug of Tows with parmies and guaTANtEs the star of 15
homes sach vear (e malier the real detmand For homes}. ‘T'he SaleBoy Frogram wauld bave to
compete for these high price Lots {oe the perception of high valve when a prawth permit becomes

“wvailable), and TTT would Save o s loday, warerfroni Jols wilh no cerrent [ruspect of Zetfing o
groikth permil

Lots sald by FIL under tie Sale/Huy Back Proorym: should nen include o Growth Permit uniil all
existing FI Lot owner have obtained & permit (if desired] [t would not be faw for a huyer of a
B30 warerfront ol o jump ahead ol any imland FIL Lot ewner of modast tinancial means. [t
would not be lair to undermined he limit of 15 lots par vesr by inercasing this number to 16 o
[7, given he stated roasons far the Timit and the Tact that eurrent FIL ol awners have 1ot been
given such an eption.

the Saleuy Progmam is a direel solation ta growdh control anel should have been the il
approach o limiting grewth, For the SalesTuy program to succesd and be fair, die Growth
Ordimanee Permil program must end. W have bean wisiting TT for 25 years and have oywned 2
lot for nearly 20 veurs, vor we canool build a camp. Many vthers want only 1o sell a lot and have
used the Grawh Permit appeoach 1o maxunize their return. We hope the foard will examine the
BaleHuy and Growth Fermin programs topether when determining, the hest approach 1o limitng
arovwth, OptmIZIRG wwn coststax revenue and being fair to all current F7 owners,

SThank gfor vour atiention,



[Feve Tslarnd, ME (4071

Tune 140, M6

Dear Frve Lsland, Ioe, Bound of Thceglrs:

L regonnly receivel vour white paperfaarvey regarding she promesed salehy-back
prisprarm. A ller conpletiag the suevey, 1 had some quastions, ws well as pronosids
eoaarding additional aliermelives g the buy-hack procran.

T'm sure Uhe Board has addreszed these topies, howsgver 1ihoughn Tshould nention them,

Woondiel i1 pot he o better wse of Town a3aces wa firet e 10wl gy moch ol ihe 35
meres on Rawmond Caps Woad that tho Town purchased Tasl vear R the buy-boek
prowram rathker than the warertton: property”!

Whal il the Toan were L subsidize the pueehass of privacy lots in cxvhange for
resitclive sovenanls beiep placed on the lots? That way an abutter, whe
purchases an adjoining lot with assistanee from the Towr, mey sl have {miled)
e ot e et for socl struetumes us o shed, or ree howse o kds, el

I ke Towwrs wert o sell its warerfTont Lotz, saould avy resiriceive covenanis be
phaced v ehe land”? As noted 0 your while peper, nsamy people ol ondo he
saland because al il reluged way ol e, Developess wio baild Mebdanzions such
a3 the ames an merald Poing or eter ental tepe dwellings threaten chat
peaactiiness.

Alar, what elTect, U any, will the sale of the watertront property huve on The
Towere beaches? Angd how many inland lors 15 the Town drealvtically | expecling
tor T shile to buw back fiom the sule of the watermanl Tols?

Tagstly. whsen ] exercising the Lown’s ciminent domain poveers, i here aomeans o
pass legizlation that would furher limit the number of hames on the islard

I e thase oopstiomsdsuestions proved wsetul. Lhans ven far vour tims,



