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OSC Report to Select Board 8/21/18...FS

Split report into 2 parts…
	1 committee work
	2 requested recommendations

The Open Space committee was formed in Nov of 2016

The  directive was: “The Open Space Committee will conduct committee meetings and seek public input to review, research, develop conceptual plans, and estimate cost estimates for the various options regarding the tax acquired property previously owned by Robert Pettengill property located off the House Rd on Wilson Pond.”

The committee first met on Nov 2016 and spent the first several months on  the KLT purchase option including meeting with the KLT lands committee. During this process, the committee determined that $70000 was a realistic number that the Town was due from lost tax revenue and costs related to the foreclosure. In July 2017 we put that option on hold to work on developing conceptual plans and cost estimates as charged in the directive.  That work took many meetings as committee members’ opinions are strong and varied.  Unfortunately we stalled out early this year trying to get accurate appraisal information.  In the end, we received two Realtor market estimates.  The Estimated Market Values used in the 
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Option Spreadsheet reflect rough averages of those estimates and the town’s assessment. While there are many conceivable variations we boiled down to the 5 options described in the Option Description and Option Spreadsheet documents in your packet.(note error in packet)

Go through Options Descriptions ….Criterion first…Chart...Questions from SB?

Go through the Options Spreadsheet….Questions from SB?

The information contained in these two documents fulfills our directive to provide conceptual plans and cost estimates.




The second part is to present  recommendations.  Refer to and read from Steve’s OSC memo
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[bookmark: _GoBack]										August 20, 2018
To: Select-board
From: Open Space Committee (OSC)
Subject: Results of OSC vote of options to be presented to voters 

The OSC’s work resulted in 5 options (Options A through E) that were presented during a public input session on August 14, 2018.  There were 64 attendees, not including the OSC and the Town Manager.  There were many thoughtful comments and we felt it was a well-run meeting.
In reviewing the oral and written comments, the OSC did not feel that any comments resulted in additional options that should be considered.  
The OSC discussed the public comments and the options and could not come to agreement on any one option to be recommended.  The result was three possible recommendations that were voted on by the OSC on August 16, 2018.  Those recommendations and number of votes are as follows:
1. Present all options to voters, either pick one of five (if allowed legally for a referendum question), or use a ranked choice method.  Aaron received an opinion from a lawyer from MMA, that ranked choice voting for a local referendum would not be legal without an approved local ordinance allowing it.  2 votes: Stevenson and Emery. 
2. Present a choice on two options, Option A or C, vote for one.  Again, the board would have to determine if that is legal for a referendum question.  2 votes: Mercier, McLaughlin
3. Present Option A to voters, yes or no.  4 votes: Lane, Cushman, Spalding, Irland 
The OSC has worked very hard for almost two years. Discussions have been contentious at times, but we feel we did the best we could to try to provide some guidance and information to inform the board and voters on this topic.  At this point, we feel that we have met the directive from the board and request that the board disband this committee.  



PG 3

 explain the rationale behind #1of the recommendation…. which is one of two  committee minority positions.8/21/18...FS

This recommendation is to present all the Options for the voters to choose from.

 The OS committee  directive was ‘to seek public input to review, research, develop conceptual plans, and estimate cost estimates for the various options’... It rightly was not charged to choose an option.  That should be up to the voters.


The Town seems very divided by this issue, we’ve  heard it in the street, at the hearing, and in this committee.
Recommendation #1 is not endorsing any particular option or agenda. #1 is the way to allow all diverse opinions to be considered and counted,  For us ,the govt, to limit choices to the voters is divisive, while presenting all 5 options on the ballot is inclusive for all voices.  That is important in a democracy.  Voters have 8 weeks to look into these options and decide which is best for them to support.


By placing all the options on the ballot, we provide more freedom to the people.   Citizens of all opinions have the opportunity to vote their choice.  By limiting the ballot to only one or a few options , we disenfranchise many voters their opportunity to be heard.  The OSC debated for months to hammer out these 5 options.  While it may be tempting to combine some,  that should be resisted as they are distinctively different. The ballot should list all 5 and let the voters choose one.
Limiting ballot choices is not a directive of the OSC.  

The use of ranked choice voting seems attractive as we end up with majority decision, but there appear to be hurdles to clear to make that possible. The SB will need to research that.
A plurality vote  ...voters  pick only 1 option... would result in a decision, though possibly less than 50%.   Either way, all voices will be counted








