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To: Carleton Davidson TAX EREMPTIONS AND DUES Jaomery 24, 1964,

The fg lsads me to the MIIBIRSHIP IUES angls referred to in your letter
of Jamaaxy 12, o Firsi, if a refwnd from IRS be obtainable, this legally and morally
is monoy which belongs %6 the individunl wembers who paid id. To withhold informetion
from our members sbout such a refund would be dishonest and might lead to dissension.
Certainly, the wembers will have to have it expleined to them why suddenly ENCISE tax on

e collecteds I think that you will be duty-bound to proffer a
refund of the 1963 or sarlier EXUISE tax amount(s) to each member if yeu sucesed in re-
trieving 4t (or them) from 185, BUT you mey include an AFFUAL for cash wmembar to spprove
retention by your Soard to help defray tm?dﬁ bills outstanding or anticipated, the sppesl
to be supperted by copy of your this year's BUDGET, I have an idea that meny sembors will
say to you, “EEEP IT", being ¥ that wo were successful Mnally in scouring the exsmption
for But; remember again, this exzuption coversalNCOlE tax whioh the Assecin-
tion heo mover paid, and you'll bo seeldng & refund of past peid WICIUD tax on dues slone,)

on

_ the question of the immnl Dues themselves, $10.00 for let~ewnsrs, end
30,00 for hameowners, as you say, these are specified in tho DYLAWS and msy not bo chenged

- al procodura set forth by theses seamc Jylaws which originally were
of antire membership of the Association. The Doard bas
centrol in the aspects included in their Articles and Sec-
' Jamuery 12, 1964, seems to suggest thai for 1964 you would profor
ectual amendment to the hylaws, but instend to bill each
lar current dues ( ding the lot~owneral??) and edding what
of £10,00, The bylows and Covonants with the Deods of our
Assesmmont at ome tloe or anothor, but I am afraid "mssossing®
arience, You w1l find thet "the few” will pay the assoss~
oeke constant use of Association fecilities, will not.

- of tlonal Stotemonts of Indebtedness to record
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arrange for thros members propese an sppropriately worded

_ is golng to be any such amendnent, purpesing to increase
to running expenses, I consider thet, this time, the increamse should

: lot-owmers, as well na the homs—cwners, ¥hy slould the lot-owmers go froe

paymant, cither of Dues or Assesament? liot using their premises, in my

excuse, any more than many watorfrent owners lilkowise maldns no use of
Alos, Omitting the lot~owmors is disoriminatorys they do not have any

te in Associniion deteils under our Bylaws.
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If the Roard decides %o ge the route of a Sylews amendment, I would think that a
15400 increass (from §20 to 735) annually, for the homeownors would get by, and T woudd rec-
omiand on additicnal 2,00 for lot-ommers (from {10 %o §12). Ve no longer have to Pgure
promumably, on taxability of the 110 dues. (At this point, I should like to express grat-
zmomwmhtmmmmwmmmm the grave prospect

yeor for, end maldng payment of, WCISE tax en the §10 ducs seoured from lot~owmers, due o




