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er the last couple of years or so, it has become apparent that
ere is quite a strong feeling amongst some of the famlly owners
at they would like to spend more time at the PLP. At prelient
is is difficult becausa the camp is rented out for the whole of
1{, which puts enormous pressure on the remaining time

ajilable. :
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with so much work, love and attention being furnished on ‘thp camp,

it becomes aver more attractive. And yet the only person wn;
ally benefits from all this extra affort is our renter, Tony .

spith, who gets twice as much time as any other group! And in his

oyn words "the enjoyment factor continues to increase™.
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is summer, we on the Ritchie side began to explore the
lications of not renting the camp out.

ree things need to be astablished. First, will we really makeg
e of the extra four weeks; secondly, how will we apportioh the
me; and thirdly, how will we split the running costs? -

1lowing discussions with almost everyone involved in the ° !

nership, it seems extremely likely that the extra weeks will be
ged. For example on the Ritchie side, Lynn k Chris would love to

vite some of their English friends over, and Gillian has | Z

pressed an interest in gatting married at the PLP. Jokn & Jane
jve sald they would love to have the DAS there, while Bill &
Andrea are keen to spand more time there.

On the Bullfridge side, there was a willingness to mee how things
would work out, especially as it could mean greater flexibility
for Peter & Susan, who cannot always book vacation time as far in
advance as the Ritchies. |

recent yeare, August has been divided equally between the two
amily groups - and thers has baen no particular pattern to who
gts which half.

O e

plcally, the Ritchie clan time is used to full capacity, and
ere are rarely any days when there are spare bedrooms ~ mnat gat
ed yegularly, including the kitchen room, and on occasions, the
ton, and the bed above the kitchen. '

e Ritchies have usually been the first to suggest dates, mainly
cause the English connection need to book air tickets sarly.
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ie has rarely met with Bullfridge opposition, because few of
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rtainty. Also, there is usually a lot more spare capacity,

rtly because Kate is in Alaska, and Liza and Sam have a place at
Waods Hols.

tgis side are able to book holidays early with any degree of
¢
p

Ndt renting will really open up the whole of the summer to the
vdriocus family groups. However, if we start to treat the July
wgeks as any different from the August weeks, we will soon end up
wilth complete confusion. In other words, it will become very
diifficult to coma up with a fair system of replacing Tony Smiths
rent just from the July occupiers.

iff we do not rent in July, we will really have to go back to
basics, which inevitably means that the only fair solution will be
td apportion the overall time available on the basis of ownership
:jd share of running costs.

&

re are a number of ways this could be worked out. Given that a
er of PLP famjilies in similar situations have adopted a time
silare structure, perhaps we should conslider the same idea.

THere are 9 full weeks from around the beginning of July to the
d of August. Time share scheduling would mean that 6 weeks
belong to the Ritchie clan, and 3 waeks tao the Bullfridges. How

e various clans decide amongst themselves to divida up the time
ajlotted is entirely up them.

e cogt implications of not renting are quite simple. Tony Smith
cyrrently pays $3,600, of which the Preserve gets 10% - leaving a
ngt contribution to costa of §3,240.

T4is year will see the first of three egual repayments to Dennis,
wgp has very kindly covered the cost of the painting - some
$9,000. Including this raepayment, I guesstimate that the total
rlfnning costs of the camp are in the reglon of $12,000.

I* these costs are divided up on simply on the basis of equity
nership, then in the absance of any rent money, the bills will

ba:
Ritchies $8,000
Bullfridges $4,000
44 Practical imolications

Clearly division of the time available affects the system of
s¢heduling. (Perhaps some form of e-mail, or a bulletin board
might help? Peter/Dennie/Bill - any thoughts?) However, given
the abeolute inflexibility of the current system - once air
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tlckets are booked, for instance, it is virtually imposeible for

Bullfridges to ‘swap’ their half of August, and July isn’t an
option - I believe a new gystem can be devised to accommodate a
far more flexible approach to high season occupation of the camp.

ITn sure wa’ll be able to come up with means of ’‘trading’ waeks -
though we will have to accept the principle that once a week is
loted, it takes two sides to agree to a change. There will be
b harm in asking, but no gripea if a request is refused!

jere are doubtless other aspects to agree - what iz a week, for
igstance (Baturday to Saturday, Friday to PFriday)? What happans
' you end up with a week you can’t use - can you ’sell’ or

rade’ it to other family members? Or evean close and trusted
’iends? (I have a feeling the Preserve might have a view on this
atter, but I raise it nevertheless.)

vl Sl

e to end August, and throwing in a couple of ’‘open house’ weeks
the middle. This would need careful consideration, but again,

lere is a strong case for returning to the days - of not so long
ago ~ that the McGee Camp was not rented.

on the face of it, it seems equitablae to look for some ayatem of
allocating the extra time available on the basis of aquity and
cgusts covered.

His will almost inevitably result in a kind of loose ‘time-sharae’
agresnmaent, although this could be stretched out over to include
stme weeks in high season that are open to all.

here will need to be some form of agreement over initial
allocation of weeks - and an understanding of how weeks can be
syapped thereafter. But once this is in place, it will allow for
ach more flexible scheduling.

This will ultimately result in a better allocation of the high
season ~ 50% of which currently goes to Tony Smith.

ts hear it for the McGees!
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Armistice Day, 19493

e adlent e

Dear 1o0lk:., d '._;&ﬁ

\ .
When lynn amd Chris broached the idea to me ﬂabbr bay weck-ocud ol
not renting the camp next Jguly, 1 sa&d thag Hﬁﬁlﬂ ba fine with me
as long as 1 didn‘'t have to pay for i, sihca'ﬁ$ is very unlikely
Sam and ¥ would leave Woods Hole in July. Thﬁx said that wouled
he the case, i t\,

Bat nouw they appear Lo propose Lhiat t.hlf Loyt «pgiuaing the camp in
July should be split avcording Lo equity awne¥ship of the camp.
Taking into account only the $3,240 rent we'd'ferego, that nuans
ati o 1/9 owner 1 would pay %360 for spmeonb eIse s vacation.,  Aus
you can inacgue, that prospeul doesn't: thﬂl],_ tne

%o 1 bhave two alternative solutions ﬂoiprdpoﬁﬁ' Eithar, as I
thought we'd agreed, thotse who wish to.use thy- foamp in July
should split the $J,xdu in lost revenua in p' wtion Lo thair
usage of the camp in July. oOr, it there 1 gprslre to hadle
the costs we incur the samne way no mat&er haﬁhpr we incur thew
in July or at other times, 1 propose We sp@itﬁﬁgpitdl rosts
aceording wo ownership unaros and opbratlhg ﬂﬁats acceording to
usaqge of the camp, «;--

Yaking Jotn's 1993 MoGese Camp Account in.hiaﬁbptober 51 tetter,
1'd define capital coste to include the fo@luﬂiﬁg
$526.00  Hartiosd jnsurance ‘
$1226.06 nchaol taxcs % £
$866532.12  county/fLown tuxes s 1-”
$150, 00 cleanup assaessment
$108v.5: Jot cleanup, laundry room piumklhq
$250.00 porel chalirn recaned .

e,

$1L0. 00 shovel snow o1t roof 0 v
$25.00 ambai | ance nontr)butiOh 0 ¢
S1ov Argat contributjon :
$1800 first payment to Dunnia for, d&h&inq

¢ Lo - $5537.71  (.H109 of total expenses} :

» .

Al £
g 1'd define operating costs to be thOSﬂ rekﬁtdﬂfﬁm usage, and to
’ include the tollowing: i .

-

$659.8%  PPAL W
SS12.040 phone f



Sa2g7%.00 dues

Q12%.00 auvto privileges -
4894.G0 water on/off ;
584 .00 water assessment

H20.00 boat liceunne :
SIG0. V0 rent comtiseion

$302. %0 extanmilatol

Sa0. 10 wood

5302.J¢ exterminator

PER S R

$%302.2¢  (.a4891 of total expensek)

Let.'s look at ownership shares:

bennis LA e :
Lynn L.003 ‘“ :
Jdohin T t

Ril) LOH

Kitly S1AS

[od o L1

Pedcer Ly

Kat.c Lay

From this we¢ wan sec that those who us? tﬁe qﬁmp most awvd inour
mosl ot the expenses of operating 1t'(LynnM Jgﬁn, Bill and Poter)
own only .z86 of the camp. Thus, &5 10ng aé?‘” rating expenses
are borne according to ownership shane; tﬁnthpp getting a
significant subsidy Irom the rest of iug fdt ﬁﬁdt amaunth Lo
almoat halt o our total expenses. : : e

Therefore, at my second alternative so@ut#nn :propobv that we
shaye anbual operating expenses in pﬁoportﬁo. to actuel usage,
which 1 would measurae in person days attri 7",ia to each vwner,
A person day i& oné day spent at the chmp y'ﬁﬂp perswn.  Thus,
when Kitty spends one day at the camf, ' she addumulates one puerson
day. When Jobhn, Jane, Allie, Rachel jahd uncﬁh'a1 and s1x
partmouth friends spend a day at the campg gt accumulates )L
person days. 1o uvalculate an ind1viduu1 nzpus share uf
operating expenses, we would compare*the g
attributable 1o him or her, and his griher. tf' Y and guosits Lo
the total person days ugcumulated that® ye gull of us, and
that owner would pay that fraction of bpedﬂtiﬁy-expeube&.

1 would encourage major events at the camﬁ 15%& _he Ritchic
testival and Gillian's wedding. ﬂoquar,;x‘ ¢t the owner
sponsoring tha event shouvld bear the !CostE O ,qperating the camp
that are atiributable to that oevent. . Thu%lkiéﬂnuld alse charye
the owner sponyoring such an event half a pe ‘day for any
guest attending this event who does riot s nd i ‘Aight at the
camp. These days would also be inclgdnd ¥ -owner's total
person days lur the purpose of calcu atxnj hf ot her shara of
operating expoensch. .

irson doys

L



This sume up mny proposod second altern&tivg
this second 1ornmula i the fairest 1 *have aé
for all of us, becaune it. allocates ex en

Tong-term value ol the camp according ’ iﬁip share, but the
cxpenses yulated to using the camp acoérdianﬁﬁ'who actually usesn

1t . Lo

1 don't think jt ie complicated to implemqpt. *$m can vach rocord
the number of .days we spend each visitiin a &ﬁy we keep at Lho
desk in the Jiving room, along with bhc nuhhﬁgﬂaf paople in uwur
pariy. Asn wo can vevord the number of . othhr' ypsts woe have atl
any specia! event. 1°'d be glad to cql¢u1q$e Bach owner ‘s share
vl the opetal ing expenses, (I need be.” .:_. A

-

-

H teeplf;
Finally, lcet at share my thoughts on ! oouplq:bf othaer things
John mentionet in hisw Ovlouber 31 letbﬂr. T

1 eincerely beiieve the tall trees by the badﬁ;pbrch do not pose
a significant threat to the house. I;f they ydkte dead, thoy
mjght But they're =strony. And they' :e bpaﬁtitul and taking
them down would denude the property.,-(And?pd{.kpenslve j And
there's no particulol reason to think ghey: agﬁwhore likely to
rall on the house Than others close tooit. I l:kope nobody would
propose taking down il the trees ardunad bhe v?ipuse as a
prevent 1ve medsura. And 1 ooertainly .‘x‘éque,st R}b{gt nu such teoseas
be Laken down without prior notive to all hw % and the
opportunilty tou vold on it a

furance policy.
~for insuranco.

what wakes more sense to wme is to ruvi LB oyr'
As John suggeste, $501 doesn't sound like ﬁn_
1 pay %1000 tor my Lwo-bedroom townhoube._‘J ¥, it you would
send me 4 copy of our pollcy, 1°'11 t.dké a 9o it it. 1 think we
should have tull reptacement coverage, _and‘ shb&ld make sure woe'lre
insured for lightning, wind, storm, f‘nlllng jects, Lae, unow,
sleet, water and 1 i1e damage as well es Lh&ttﬂ And vandal) s, it
seoms Lo me we should have a cleductlbﬂle ofg,$ ﬁ% or sg. With good
insurance, 31 a tree Lalls on the rodt; tha ;Pﬁ’,lrdnt.-c will pay
for Lthe nrm]rn above the Jdeductible.- |

I ove,

P.%. 1 see | haven't commented on chtis' and:Peter s forutas
tor dividing up the times we each han tha r} te use the
housce, oL a pr upmtu-n o] the beds in Jr. rAQ‘;, 1 ts unlikaly Sam
and | will be in the house olher than a wdﬁk;q (nd Memus ial bLay
or early June and then around Laboy DAy ine e.t@ j.mmediate future,
1 don't have mtrong views on this subiéct,’asidgng as § can use
the camp at. the above times and as 1dng aaﬁ[%ﬁwﬂt have: Lo pay
uperat ing coslys tor times 1'm not there anu_ m*t sign up lor.
However, 1 detinitely favur an increase xn‘E"f when people Ton
difrerent branches o) the family can'hé at t_ ?#amp togethery.

g r QL bes
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Dear Ritchies, Liza, Kitty, & Kate,

Thanks to Lynn & Chris, John and to Liza for the recent

communications, updates and notes towards a plan for how to deal

with the Poconos house if we do not rent it out in July.

lq o
First of all, Susan and | want to congratulate Liza on what we L
think iS a very fair and reasonsble approagl:h towards a solution (g—- al| f”hw) llt"'”/ '22;";. ..9
te the problem of gost-sharing the Poconos house, given the

desire (agreed to by all, I believe) to NOT rent the house out in

July. I assume you've all received Liza's proposal by now;

essentially, she proposes splitting the capital costs according

to ownership shares, and splitting the operating costs according

to usage of the camp. (I don't think that Liza's proposal.

directly addresses the problem of scheduling, however...}

Liza's proposal for cost-sharing is in contrast to the time share
proposal advanced by Lynn & Chris, which suggests that the peak
summer period of July and August (almost 9 full weeks in 1994)
might simply be split in terms of both cost AND scheduling
according to equity ownership of the camp (i.e. 6 weeks/Ritchies
& 3 weeks/Kitty/Liza/Bulls.)

Liza, Kitty, Susan and I had amongst ourselves voiced some
concern that because of our collective inability to schedule our
time adequately in advance, or because of Liza's Woods Hole
commitment and Kate's job & distance - we may end up unable to
necessarily make use of the house in July (particularly if it
gets filled up far in advance with welcome gatherings of
Ritchies, Gillian's wedding, English friends, etc.) The concern
is that we would end up paying our share of the lost rental
revenues, but not get to enjoy any additional time at the camp in
July.

Liza's cost-sharing proposal would ensure that those who don't
get to enjoy additional time there wouldn't end up subsidizing
others'.

I would like to suggest some additional ideas that would combine
Liza's and Lynn's proposals to address both cost- and time-
sharing issues.

The simplest solution would be to adopt Liza's proposal, and then
schedule the house for the 9 peak summer weeks of July & August
along the equity ownership lines: 6 weeks to the Ritchies and 3
to the Kitty/Liza/Bulls. Because we have trouble scheduling in
advance, it might be easiest to simply block out times to each of

fﬂvﬂd the 'clans', then leave the micro-scheduling to the individual
clans among themselves.

We need to discuss this of course, but perhaps alotting Friday,
July 1 - PFriday, August 12 to the Ritchies, and Saturday., August
13 to Friday, September 2 (prior to communual Labor Day weekend)
to the Kitty/Liza/Bulls, might be fair? This would give the
Ritchies 43 days (including 6 weekends) and the Kitty/Liza/Bulls
21 days (3 weekends.) June and the rest of September would be
open house scheduling, accomplished (as it is now) by
coordinating with the Designated Scheduling Person.
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I tend to think something along these lines would be the simplest
solution, especially since there is complication enough in Liza's
(I think equitable) proposal for cost-sharing.

The down side of this approach to scheduling, however, is that it
does not encourage the mixing of the different sides of the
family at the camp - although this, of course, could be
accomplished simply by invitations. (I.e., if Lynn and Chris were
alotted, say, the second week of July to themselves, and they
happened to have extra rooms, they could call Kitty or Liza or
whoever and invite them to come...) What I'm saying is that the
time-share scheduling approach doesn't have family mixing built
into it.

For the hell of it, let me confuse you further with a rather
crack-pot, complicated idea for time share scheduling along the
lines of equity shares. Just try this idea out - I haven't really
worked it out, but here goes:

What if we divvied up the actual rooms/beds in the house for any
given week/weekend along the equity/share ratio of the clans? Say
that for every week, 2/3 of the rooms/beds are set aside for the
Ritchie side of the family, and 1/3 for the Kitty/Liza/Bulls.

In this way, any individual family would check first within their
clan to see if their allotment for that week was filled up. If
not, no problem. But if your clan's 2/3 was filled up, and you
wanted to go, then you'd call our clan and see if our 1/3 was all
filled. If not, then you could borrow (or potentially buy, I
suppose) room from our clan's 1/3.

This last approach would serve to encourage the intermingling of
the two sides of the family. For those times when one clan wants
to all get together and fill up the house, we'd just negotiate
that in advance, as we do now. Only now, if you filled it up, say
for Gillian's wedding party, you all would pay a little extra,
and ours a little less. On the weeks when the house went empty,
we'd all pay at the regular 2/3:1/3 ratio. But any time that one
clan exceeds its allotment of rooms - regardless if the house is
actually filled up or not - the family that uses rooms from the
other clan's allotment would pay the other clan for them.

Another example of how this might work: say that Susan, the girls
and I go up to the Poconos with some friends. We do not fill the
house up: there are 2 empty rooms. It doesn't matter that the
Ritchies are elsewhere; we are using over 1/3 of the rooms/beds:
more than our Kitty/Liza/Bulls clan allotment. So we hote this
down, and then Susan and I send your clan a check. Thus your
clan's upkeep bill for that month decreases by the amount we
exceed our clan's 1/3 usage of rooms/beds during that period.



This way, anyone can fill up the Poconos house, but only under
the following conditions: if they can free up the rooms/beds
allotted to their particular clan and negotiate the remaining
rooms/beds from the other clan. I, for example, can bring up my
buddies and f£fill all the rooms in the house only if 1) I've
ascertained that neither Kitty, Kate, nor Liza/Sam were coming
up, and 2} I've bought the remaining 2/3 of the house from the
Ritchie clan. Now, say I wanted to bring some friends, but
there'd be one room left empty. Liza and Sam want to come: fine.
As it would be my friends that were using some of the Ritchies'
2/3 allotment of beds/rooms, I'd be billed for them. Other things
would work on a first come/first served basis: If Kitty and
Liza/Sam & Kate were schaduled to come up, and that filled up our
clan's 1/3 allotment of rooms/beds, but there were rooms
available from the Ritchies' 2/3 and Susan and I decided to come
up too, we'd be the ones who'd buy from the Ritchie clan...

I don't know; it sounds pretty complex... Anyway, this is really
off the top of my head, and I haven't bothered to calculate the
numbers of beds/rooms or how that would be figured and given a
value. The advantage of the above system is that it has a built-
in incentive to intermingle the clans, and seems fair in that
only those who use the place more end up paying more.

The bottom line is this: the renters' contributicon is really not
that much, and I feel that if anyone from our combined clans will
make use of the house, that's by far preferable to renting it
out. I only feel that it's fair that those who make more use of
it should shoulder a proportionate share of the upkeep, and that
there should be some kind of incentive to keeping rooms available
for those who can't plan their lives months in advance.
no
ﬂTnaLB'—* This method or scme variation of it would essentially codify an
'open house' policy, (which we now try to enforce mainly on
holidays) all summer long. On the other hand, the time share
) approach to scheduling along lines of equity is much simpler to
pﬂf“h i implement. Liza's proposal that separates capital costs from
“A operating costs seems the fairest approach to cost-sharing,
though.

Alternatively, for now we could simply go ahead with the earlier

fﬂp“J -~ proposal regarding July: having those who actually use the camp

cer in July split the $3,240 in lost revenue in proportion to their
¢ usage of the camp during that month.

what do you all think? Let's keep the ideas flowing on this.
Love,

Peter
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November 22, 1993

John/Lynn/Dennis/Dad
Various addresses:

Dear Ritchies:

Having had a chance to look over the various Pocono correspondence that has been passing back
and forth (most recent, Liza's letter and Peter B.'s follow-on letter), I thought that I'd add my two
cents to the issue.

I am going to write this letter as an advocacy piece. I remain quite open to whatever we
eventually decide to do, but it is often good to get a "straw man" plan on the table that can be
pieked apart and improved upon. So do what you will with it. In any case, let's discuss.

Pocono Camp Plan for 1994

In their recent letters, Liza M. and Peter B. argue for a "pay as you use" system for covering the
operating costs of the Pocono house. I believe that this is a good approach. I further believe,
that if it is structured well, that it can accommodate the interests expressed by Chris and by John
in their letters, and that it also naturally tends toward providing incentives to using the camp in a
manner that we all are advocating, namely, more scheduling autonomy for individual families
combined with structural incentives to promote intra-McGee comingling.

In this letter, I will argue that we establish three organizing principles on which to base further
discussions, as follows:

First, that we establish a "You use, you pay" standard for cost sharing, My initial
calculations show that an underlying rate of $8 per person per day appears to be a good
number to use.

Second, that we recognize that during the Summer months, the camp is meant to be used. 1
will propose that we establish a baseline "intended occupancy" level, of eight persons per
night. We can thus establish a base per-diem rate to be charged to the family or family
branch who are scheduled as "primary users” during a given period, whether the camp is
fully occupied or not. (The calculations for this, by the way, work out to a base rate of
about $450 per week during Summer months, not too bad. More on this below.)

Third, that we continue to organize the basic scheduling and financing of the camp along
"McGee Sister" family branch lines. This organization of family decisionmaking and
responsibility was very important to all our parents, and it is in fact one of the most
important traditions of the McGee Camp. Given this, I will then propose that the "primary
use" of the camp during the summer months be divided among the Ritchies and
Kitty/Liza/Bull in week-long blocks, on the basis of our collective 2/3 1/3 ownership.



"You Use, You Pay"

The idea of a user payment for the camp is sensible, unless it becomes an administrative
headache or creates perverse incentives or otherwise breaks down in the details. Fortunately, I
think that the details can be made to work. Let us examine some of the details here.

First, how much are the total costs that need to be covered? Liza sensibly proposes that the "pay
for use” program should cover operating costs: I agree that this is a good standard. Liza
calculates average operating costs at $5,300 per year, including dues of $2,875 (see her letter for
reference). John argues that dues have more the flavor of capital costs, since they are a constant
whether or not we use the camp; Liza's estimate, less dues, then comes in at about $2,400,

Shall we then agree that annual operating costs range somewhere between approximately $2,400
and $5,300? (Liza's proposal recommends that the remainder of the bills, which are the capital
cost portion, be split between the families according to ownership. 1 support this as well.)

Second, let me try to make an estimate of how many "person days" are used at the camp during a
typical year. Here is my estimate:

Off Season (Both Spring and Fall of Given Year):

2 Holidays X 3 Days X 10 People in Camp: 60 Person Days
1 Week Stay (7 Days) X 4 People in Camp: 28 Person Days
4 Weekends X 2 Days X 8 People in Camp: 64 Person Days
Total Estimated Off-Season Use: 152 Person Days

In Season Use:

Assume 9 Weeks of In-Season Use, 7 Days/Week
Assume Average of 8 People per Day in Camp

Math: 9X7X8 504 Person Days
Total Estimated Camp Use in Given Year 656 Person Days
Dollars Generated at $8 Per Person Per Day Standard: $5,248

By this analysis, we can see that if the camp is gets good usage in a given year in the in-season
and in the off-season, and a standard of $8 per person per day is applied, this calculation works
out to fully cover Liza's estimate of operating costs.

In principle, then (subject to the "intended use" provisions described below), if the camp is more
heavily utilized than I have estimated, we could possibly generate a surplus to the account; if it is
less utilized, the calculated revenue trends down into the middle range for operating costs
between Liza and John's number. Still well within range of what we are trying to accomplish.



"Best Intended Use"

Pocono Summers are magical things: July and August are organized by the Preserve to be a
wonderful experience, with reds and blues, the Nature center, tennis, and everything else we all
know about. It is intended, and it is expected by the Preserve community, that we participate
during the Summer months, and that we use the camp. Our camp in particular is an incredible
gathering place for friends and family, grownups and children. Daniel McGee must have
envisioned big gatherings when he built the long hall in the early 1930's, and we all must have
had it in our minds as well when we improved the water heater and paid to have the septic
system made more capacious.

While supporting the idea of "you use, you pay", I believe that we must also take responsibility
to actually use the camp during the Summer season. Thus, during the Summer months, [ propose
that we develop a "You take responsibility for a given block of time, You pay" system.

I think that we can develop a plan which combines the best features of the "you use, you pay"
principle and the "the house was meant to be used during the Summer months" principle.

I propose, therefore, the following:

Individual family units take responsibility for primary use of the camp for week-long periods
during the Summer months. (Family units can be defined in a number of ways, the Bill Ritchie
family, the Ritchie family clan, the whole McGee clan inclusive... we can work this out.) The
family unit who has responsibility for the given week is responsible for paying a base rent for
use of the camp during that week.

The base rent is a fixed amount, calculated on the basis of an agreed upon "best intended use" of

person days for the camp. In my calculations above, I propose that eight persons per night over a
seven day week is a good ideal number: at $8 per person per night, this establishes a base rent of
$448 that the primary user is responsible to pay the camp treasury for one week’s time.

Further, I would agree that we take up Liza's suggestion that we establish a log book of usage for
the camp, and use this as a basis of calculating person days. If a family used the camp less than
the "ideal" usage, they would still be responsible to pay the base rent for the period; if a family
used the house for more than the "best intended" number of person days, they would have to
account for this somehow. More on this on the following page.

Based on my recommendation below that we maintain the distinction between the Ritchie and
the Kitty/Liza/Bull branches of the family, I would propose, echoing Peter Bull's "Proposal A" of
his letter, that we divide the summer into nine weeks and allocate six weeks to the Ritchie side
and three weeks to the Kitty/Liza/Bull side. (As Peter notes, this has side benefits of
accommodating the different need to plan and to not plan among the different family members.)
On a macro scale, this would mean that the collective Ritchie branch would have a base rent of
$2,668 to be allocated amongst themselves, and the collective Kitty/Liza/Bull branch would have
a base rent of $1,344 to be allocated amongst themselves (for a total base rent usage fee of
$4,032 for the Summer season, not including overage charges.)



There are details to be worked out, of course... but the details could provide additional benefits
within the system. For example, I am still wrestling with what policy we might adopt for "over-
usage" of the camp in a given period, for "under-usage" of the camp, amd for "cross-usage" of
the camp in specific periods. In specific, here are some of the considerations:

Over-usage:

If one family uses more person days than they are allotted for the period, they should pay extra
for having done so. Probably the best way to do this is to write a check for $8 per person per day
extra, payable to the camp treasury. But what should be the standard period on which to make
the calculation? One week only? Should we be able to swap over and under usage credits back
and forth between families? Are there other considerations?

Cross-usage:”

By cross-usage, | am referring to cousins and siblings coming to visit or stay during a "primary
use" owner's time. My recommendation is that family members who visit outside of their own
primary time should be assessed the usage fee of $8 per person per day. What I am not certain
about is whether the check should be written to the camp treasury, or whether it should be
written to the "primary use" family. If to the treasury, it would serve to fatten the camp coffers,
a good thing. If to the "primary use" family, it could act as a subsidy for owners who were
under-utilizing their "primary use” time, also a good thing. There is also an argument to be made
that we would all want to see more of each other if we knew there were a fat check of $16 or $32
waiting for us at the end of the visit!

Under-usage:

There may be times when the house is not occupied during the summer because the designated
primary use family has a schedule change or other situation arise. In this case, we should
consider having some policy for this family to recoup some or all of the $448 base rent per
week's time. One answer might be that the primary use family should be able to call around to
various family members and encourage them to make use of the camp, and that these members
should pay the primary use member at a rate of $8 per person per day to help defray the cost of
the base rent to that owner for that time. Other ideas are welcome, certainly.

In any case, I provide these examples to show that, although there may be significant issues to be
worked out here, we can air them in a straightforward manner and make choices.

Finally, I would propose that the off-season be treated on a straight "you use, you pay" basis.
The off-season is a wonderful, precious time, and it is certainly worth something to be able to be
there for some of it. I personally would feel good about paying something for the privilege of
using the camp, I would feel comfortable asking invited friends to pay $8 per person per day as a
condition of coming, and I think that it is fair that more use by some of us in the off-season is
translated into lower overall charges to those of us who use the camp less.

The final benefit I would observe from this system, is that it avoids the need to make a specific
and direct allocation of all operating and capital costs, which could otherwise become an



enormous administrative burden and a potential cause for dispute. The basic $8 fee combined
with a "base rate" during the Summer months calculates out to a annual number close to $5,000,
which in turn is within range of what the operating costs may be, depending on dues allocation,
etc. The cost allocation system, however, depends on base rent and usage, not on the particulars
of PLP bills as they come due and payable during the course of a specific year.

Family Branches

There is a tradition, established long ago, of characterizing the three McGee sisters and their
children as different branches of one larger family. Our parents saw this as a positive means of
avoiding confusion among many individual voices, an organization which I believe has worked
well for us and is much to their and to our credit.

The plan that ] am proposing relies in several important ways on this distinction. I won't argue
its merits or demerits here, but only say that we should recognize that it is a tradition and an
underpinning of the way that the Pocono camp has been organized for many years.

I personally am all for a program that serves to intermingle the branches of the family as much as
possible, for I believe that this is also an important tradition of the camp. As we move forward,
we should make sure to maintain flexibility and to continue to maintain family bonds. I believe
that my plan does much to address this, although the proof always has to be in the pudding.

However, for a variety of reasons which include both administrative simplicity and accepted
tradition, we need to maintain a common understanding on how reporting, scheduling, and
responsibility for dues on the camp are in fact administered.

Conclusion

The proposal 1 am putting forth: Divide the Summer season into 9 weeks, with 6 to the Ritchies
and 3 to the Kitty/Liza/Bulls clan; allocate "primary user families" for one week periods within
the Summer months, with these families responsible to pay a base rent of $448 per week;
encourage cross pollination among families by setting a charge rule of $8 per person per day for
family members who visit in their non-primary time (at the invitation of the primary use family,
with charge payable to the primary use family); and charge an $8 per person per day user fee for
all off-season use of the camp, payable to the treasury, is workable and fair. Furthermore, this
proposal keys off of the central points in Liza's and in Peter B.'s letters, thus making it likely to
be well received by them. Based on my rough calculations, as a practical matter it also seems to
cover the fundamental concerns of the original Potter proposal; namely, proportional allocation
of usage, of capital costs and (through the "base rent" feature) of much of the operating costs
according to ownership. Finally, the "you use, you pay" feature provides positive incentives for
off-season use as well, since it really is proper that those of us who get enjoyment out of the
camp during this period should account for this in some way.

Love to all, (g\pg:%"

Let me know what you guys think.

.

Beer
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| can see two basic ways to go:

PLAN A

We work with the same basic structure as in the past, but instead of
renting to outsiders in July, we rent internally. We netted about
$3,400. for last year's rental, so for next summer people could rent
for $850. per week. (Use of the place other than in July would
remain the same as it has been in the past, and the financial set-up
would be unchanged as well.) During your week, you have exclusive
rights to the place. John and | are willing to commit to renting for
one week in July—preferably the first week. We canvas everybody's
interest, and divide up the month accordingly. It would be best to
know well in advance who is committing to which weeks.

PLAN B

We change to a new structure: since the ownership and the payment
structure are two-thirds Ritchies, one-third Bulls/Kitty/Lisa, the
time arrangement gets divided similarly. Of the nine weeks of
"prime time" (July 1-August 31), we divide up the time into six
weeks for Ritchies, three weeks for Bulls/K/L. There would be
$3,400. (the lost rental income) less in the pot for expenses.

Ritchies could then work out how they want to divide up their six
weeks. It would be possible to have each Ritchie family have an
exclusive week, and still have the two "communal weeks" we've had
in the past.

Note: The financial implications of Plan B are better for the
Ritchies. Instead of having to pay $850. for an exclusive week, the
ultimate cost of Plan B to each of the four Ritchies is about $550.—
their share of the lost rental income.

Either way seems fine to me, although I'd lean toward Plan A. The
Bulls/K/L would probably find Plan A preferable because it keeps the
old structure, with its assumption of fifty-fifty use, intact. We're
already taking the step of not renting, so maybe we should feel what
that's like before taking on the whole restructuring issue.



