From: steve heitzner <steve.heitzner@universityparkrd.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 15, 2026 2:28 PM

To: Vivian Carvalho com>; Fred Moore ; Marisa Powers
Subject: Fwd: Fw: Request for Proposal/Engagement

/ALERT: This message is from an external source.BE CAUTIOUS before clicking any link or attachment

- Original Message -
From: muchodeanaero@aol.com

To: Dean Matt <muchodeanaero@aol.com>

Ce: Steve Heitzner <st iversi m>, Scott Huebner <scott. i m>, Steve Swanson <stt i m>, Greg Selep <gre it m>, Miami >
Date: 08/15/2026 10:13 AM EDT

Subject: Fw: Request for Proposal/Engagement

'UPRD Neighbors and Friends:
See my Request for Proposal to experienced industry consultants, SCS, below. The request is necessitated only due to UPRD Supervisors not acting as fiduciaries for residents and not explaining non-compliance with material, contractual obligations to protect residents.

How much more lack of their legal fiduciary responsibility to look out for residents by this Board [copied here] and its attorneys to not obtain answers to the prudent questions us residents are asking...especially on the precipice of a $44 mm debt burden when no required due
diligence was performed.

Supervisor Swanson - please enlighten us. You are responsible for maintaining this Five-Year Plan for new Projects. Please show us your work. Explain how whatever you're looking at demonstrates compliance with Section 2-8-161. You said that being a Supervisor "is a
grind." 1 submit that there should be no "grind" if you all followed the rule of law, your Oaths of Office and OUR CORE VALUES. I submit the "grind" only surfaces when you continue to try to circumvent fiduciary responsibility, common sense in your greed to issue bonds
for projects with unknown impact.

Same with Supervisor Selep, Heitzner, and Huebner: show us your work. Work that is required by our Charter to protect the residents you serve as elected public officials.

Supervisors are publicly elected officials with the standard of care to act as fiduciaries.

They clearly haven't. Jeopardizing UPRD, UPRD residents and themselves.

Burying their head in the sand was a hallmark of the Dickson Administration and I guess that continues. Integrity means doing the RIGHT thing at all times. This group has put integrity on the back burner while they stare down another legal shortcut to getting their hands on a
pile of cash for projects for which the financial, risk, property value and other impacts have not been studied. as required. UPRD continues the poor decision making that led to paying $20 mm for assets valued at $6.2 mm. (See attached). Lots of unanswered questions here...no
accountability. No change in behavior by our "leaders.”

Haven't they all learned a lesson by now? Here we go again.

1 told them that the decision on the appeal by the Supreme Court is the least consequential thing they should worry about. But that s all they have been focusing on: getting their greedy litle hands on a big bucket of money to spend on projects with uncertain and unknown
impacts and risks.

The problem we have is we have attorneys who are complicit in this scheme also. We aren't getting good counsel from adults in the room who [should] know better.

“This is why I'm not very hopeful that even a Governance Committee will do any good here: UPRD Supervisors want to stock the Committee with "friends” and not people who will keep UPRD out of legal jeopardy. These Supervisors will have no respect for any warnings
about issues if it inerferes with their personal agendas. Any Governance Committee will be a joke with no teeth. Just more virtue signaling to residents that there is some oversight while UPRD continues to do whatever they want. This is more than troubling. This is another
lawsuit waiting to happen. A Governance Committee should not be stocked by friendly "YES" men. Supervisors need to know that a Governance Committee will hold them accountable and blow the whistle on exactly the types of things that have been occurring at the
Supervisor and attorney level here for years and with no change in sight! This is why we've spent significant funds on Tier 11 litigation and asked regulatory agencies to get involved to protect residents and punish offenders, as appropriate.

1 can't believe these Supervisors operated with such disregard to and their fiduciary ilities to the enterpris in their previous professional carcers. But they become Supervisors here and they throw their ethics, integrity and fiduciary responsibility out the
door in the name of continuing to issue bonds when the enterprise is not in compliance with its obligations to residents!

In many respects, the purposeful ignorance of these issues are even more egregious than the many nefarious acts of the Dickson Administration (censorship, defamation, material misrepresentation when raising funds, running an illegal card room, surveillance of residents,
conflict of interest, unilaterally having the attorneys work on Chair Dickson pet projects without full Board discussion, allowing the GM to solicit input from residents to work on defamatory/retaliatory hit pieces, subjecting employees to act on these same projects, Blue Sky
statements when raising money and other deficiencies in the Town Hall presentations, not coming clean about the level of attorney reluctance to issue the required opinion letter, not adhering to election process rules it voted to implement, proceeding to start a $6 mm project
without assurance of funds....shall I go on? Or, do you get the picture as to how UPRD operates?)

Continuing to pursue bond issuance while not being in compliance with maintaining a Five-Year Plan and with flimsy word-salad reasoning by PEM is very consequential and made more consequential by the oversight of the Securities and Exchange Commission and other
regulatory agency investigations.

Yet...they continue down this path, blind to the consequences of their actions.
Dean Matt
‘aka MuchoDeanAero

aka The Pickleball Pilot
630.248.0646

Golf Gear - golf accessories
Gone to Pot Book - cannabis industry non-fiction

- Forwarded Message
From: "muchodeanpero@a " <muchodeanaero@a -

‘To: Rob Schlingmann <rob: : Michelle Cocita >

Ce: Marisa T com>; Robert C. Gang com>; Steve Heitzner ! >~ Seott ! - Steve s, < Gire Selep <grep.selep@y > Miami < sec.gov>;

Kevin Plenzler > Brent Wilder
Sent: Saturday. August 15, 2026 at 07:39:52 AM EDT
Subject: Request for Proposal Engagement

Dear SCS -
‘We understand that your firm has been engaged to do certain work for UPRD on behalf of UPRD residents.
1 represent hundreds of residents and we are concerned that the UPRD Board is not getting the information needed to protect residents' finances from making foolish investments in projects.

Our requests for explanation have been ignored by UPRD Supervisors, financial consultant PEM, and others involved in the current attempt to issue bonds without having maintained the Five-Year Plan for new Projects [i.c., the REQUIRED due diligence per our
Charter].

UPRD has only represented that you are working on [unknown] aspects of "enhancing" this plan.

Our concern is material. Anwers to our questions arc past due. Without having done any [required] due diligence, UPRD scems intent on embarking on saddling residents with $44 mm of debt burden without a firm understanding of the risks and financial impact of
such a plan. Without such analysis, their foundational reasons for pursuing such a plan that was represented to ENHANCE PROPERTY VALUES is without support. It is just conjecture.
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MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO UNIVERSITY PARK RECREATIONAL DISTRICT

If the Manatee County Board of Commissioners (BCC) approves the proposal for a Recreational
District (RD), the initial cost to the homeowners in University Park (UP) will be at least
$23,310,000. The total cost over the next 30 years will approximate $50,000,000 plus numerous
future assessments. This will have a significant negative impact on home values, especially the
more moderately priced homes that will see about a 20% increase in their yearly property
taxes.

The function of the BCC is not to simply rubber stamp this proposal. If it were, the law would
not mandate public hearings. The BCC’s responsibility is to review the proposal and either
approve it, reject it, or modify the proposed Charter. In determining whether to approve it, the
BCC should look at the process that was followed in getting the necessary number of petitions
requesting the formation of the RD. Here, it will be shown, based on incontrovertible
documentation, that the process was unfair and biased. For these reasons, the BCC should
exercise its discretion and not approve the proposed RD.

Alternatively, if it chooses to approve the formation of the RD, for reasons that will become
apparent as you read on, it should insert language in the Charter that protects the UP
homeowners from paying more than they should for what they will be getting.

THE GOLF COURSE IS NOT WORTH ANYWHERE NEAR $12,500,000

John Whyte, President of UPCAI (UP Homeowner’s Association), wants the homeowners to pay
the developer/owners, Neal/Pasold (Neal), $12,500,000 for a golf course that is worth less than
half of that. The UP golf course is a 27-hole course that posts 70,000 rounds per year. In
addition, Whyte wants the homeowners to pay Neal another $4,250,000 for some more of
Neal’s property in UP. The homeowners will not be getting all of Neal’s property in UP, as
originally stated, rather, Neal will be keeping at least a substantial parcel of prime real estate
with frontage on University Parkway, commonly referred to as “Tract 7.”

Several months ago, Neal offered to buy The Meadows Country Club, a 54-hole golf course that
posts 110,000 rounds per year and is located just four miles away, for $7,000,000. This included
309 acres, 32 of which were already zoned residential and four of those were zoned for high
density, allowing 180 units.

While real estate assessments may vary slightly from county to county, it is noteworthy that
The Meadows Country Club is assessed at $7,800,000 while University Park Country Club
(UPCC) is assessed at only $4,700,000. Neal offered $7,000,000 for a course assessed at
$7,800,000, less than its assessed value. Whyte wants the homeowners to pay Neal
$12,500,000 for a golf course assessed at $4,700,000, nearly three times its assessed value.

WHAT LED TO THE $13,500,000 HVS APPRAISAL
Whyte hired Darius Hatami, from Colorado, to appraise the value of UPCC. Hatami is neither
licensed nor certified as a real estate appraiser in the state of Florida. Consequently, what he





did here was illegal, as will be set forth in more detail below. During a phone call in early
January 2018, Hatami stated that as of that time, the “estimated market value” of UPCC was
$6,200,000. A couple of weeks later, on January 20, 2018, at the first Detail Day (document
viewing day), Whyte and his Planning Group (PG) produced a report from Hatami dated
October 31, 2017, two months prior to that phone call. This report indicated the “estimated
market value” was $13,500,000, not $6,200,000. The question arises, why would Hatami, in
January 2018, confirm the value was only $6,200,000 if he had already written the

October 31, 2017, report stating the value as $13,500,000? The most likely explanation is that
the report dated October 31, 2017, HAD NOT BEEN WRITTEN as of early January 2018. On
March 6, 2018, a second Detail Day was held. At that time, a member of the group opposing the
PG proposal asked Bruce Mantia, one of the members of the PG about the $6,200,000 HVS
appraisal. Mantia did not deny its existence but rather said that while some of the PG members
had seen that appraisal, he had not. In April 2018, David Van Brunt, another PG member, also
confirmed the existence of the $6,200,000 appraisal.

In a series of emails in March 2018, Whyte was specifically asked if he had ever, before

January 1, 2018, seen a document from HVS indicating the “estimated market value” to be
$6,240,000. Despite repeated requests, Whyte never responded to this question. (EX 14A) Since
Hatami was chosen by Whyte and his PG and not by Neal, the most troubling questions are:
Why did Whyte hide the $6,200,000 HVS appraisal from the homeowners and instead
disclose only the $13,500,000 one? And why did he want a higher appraisal from Hatami after
he already had the $6,200,000 one?

THE $13,500,000 APPRAISAL SHOULD BE GIVEN NO CREDENCE

Because Hatami’s appraisal more than doubled from $6,200,000 to $13,500,000 and because
Whyte was doing his best to hide this fact, the group of people opposed to the RD had the
$13,500,000 appraisal reviewed by Roger L. Hettema, who, contrary to Hatami, is licensed in
Florida. His office is in Sarasota. His entire review appraisal is attached (EX 16). That review led
him to say on Page 3 “In my opinion, there are numerous errors, inconsistencies and
MISSTATEMENTS OF FACTS in the final appraisal report dated October 31, 2017.” In his
conclusion, Hettema wrote: “In view of the deficiencies and errors that | have highlighted, |
would not advise PLACING ANY RELIANCE on the October 31, 2017 appraisal report.”

Further evidence of how misleading and disingenuous Whyte and his PG have been can be seen
by reading their response to paragraph 7 of (EX 3B). In paragraph 7, the opponents of the RD
stated that Hatami had confirmed the current appraised value of the golf course as $6,240,000,
not $13,500,000. Whyte responded as follows: “There is no reference anywhere in the report
(the final HVS report) to an appraised value of $6.2M, as all who have studied this report can
confirm.” By cleverly phrasing his response, he intentionally made it sound like there was never
a $6,200,000 appraisal when, in fact, he knew there was one, as Mantia and Van Brunt have
since confirmed.

Because Hatami is not licensed or certified in the State of Florida to do appraisals, he violated
Florida Statute 475.612(1) which is a crime under Florida Statute 475.626. (EX 18)





Consequently, Whyte is proposing that the amount of the RD, which is really the amount
Manatee County homeowners pay, should be based upon an illegal appraisal. We disagree. The
State of Florida Department of Licensing is currently investigating a complaint against Hatami
for practicing without a license in Florida. A complaint has also been filed with the Appraisal
Institute because it appears that many USPAP (Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal
Practice) standards were not followed by Hatami in arriving at his valuations.

We are requesting that, if the BCC chooses to approve the formation of the RD, it puts language
into the Charter that requires an appraisal be done by an appraiser who is licensed or certified
by the State of Florida and is both MAI and SGA (Society of Golf Appraisers). The appraiser
should be agreed upon by Neal and Lorraine Buck, the leader of the group opposed to the RD.
Only in this way will the homeowners be assured that the appraisal is a fair one.

NEAL HAS BEEN TRYING FOR 10 YEARS TO SELL THE GOLF COURSE WITH NO TAKERS.
See EX 2. Whyte wants us to pay Neal $12,500,000 for a golf course he can’t get rid of.

So, how did Whyte and his PG get over 1,000 UP residents to agree to this?
FALSE STATEMENTS, FEAR AND INTIMIDATION

THE BEGINNING

Last Spring, Neal contacted Whyte, the homeowner representative of UPCAI, the HOA at UP,
and advised that he and Pasold (Neal) wished to divest their remaining interest in UP by selling
all their remaining property in UP. (EX 17) The HOA board consists of 3 members, Whyte and 2
others who were selected by Neal. This property consists of a 27-hole golf course, a clubhouse,
some other buildings and tennis courts (UPCC), ponds, roads and approximately 100 acres of
land, much of which is subject to easements. No specific price was mentioned.

UP has approximately 1,200 homes. About 20% of UP residents are golf members. Whyte is one
of them.

Whyte, on his own, before telling the homeowners of Neal’s desire to sell, hand-selected, with
no input from the homeowners he represents, about 25 people to work with him on this
project. Of the 25, approximately 80% are golf members. So, while 80% of the homeowners are
non-golfers, Whyte’s Planning Group (PG) is 80% golfers.

In its initial communication with the UP homeowners, the PG indicated that its mission
statement included full disclosure and keeping all the homeowners fully informed on what was
going on. (EX 1)

SECRECY OVER THE NEXT SEVERAL MONTHS

Although there were various ways the purchase from Neal could take place, the PG very quickly
decided upon an RD, using 30-year bonds and ad valorem taxes. Open meetings were held
monthly and emails were sent out regularly by Whyte indicating in general terms what was
going on, but not giving any indication of what price was being negotiated. Was it $2,000,000,





$10,000,000, $100,000,000? Neither Whyte nor the PG would say. Consequently, the
homeowners were kept in the dark about the most important item - how much they would
have to pay. The RD method rather than bank financing was most likely chosen, because this
was the only way Neal could get more money than his property was worth. A bank loan would
involve a great deal of scrutiny and a legal appraisal. This would mean that all Neal would get
would be the Fair Market Value (FMV). Something he, to this day, is not willing to accept.

In an open meeting in November 2017, Whyte was asked if, as part of his due diligence, he had
contacted any local developers to find out how much they would pay for the property. He said
no. At that same meeting, when asked how would any financial loss of the golf course be paid
for, Whyte stated that would never occur because the golf course would always be profitable. A
truly optimistic supposition if ever there was one.

Between November 24 and December 8, 2017, there was an exchange of emails between a
homeowner, Dick Tuley, a PG member, and Whyte. (EX 4) In these emails, the homeowner was
trying to find out three things: what was the golf course worth, what was the other land Neal
wanted to sell worth and how much was Neal asking. Tuley, in his email dated November 24,
2017, said that while the PG knew the answers, it could not provide them because of a non-
disclosure agreement (NDA). There was no such NDA. At an open meeting in the card room at
UPCC on January 20, 2018, Whyte admitted that while there was an NDA that prevented them
from disclosing Neal’s financials, it did not prevent them from disclosing the price that had been
agreed upon months before.

So, although the PG stated on the top left corner of its website, EX 1,
“Our Goal Keep University Park Homeowners informed of the progress and details of the
acquisition evaluation and turnover process,” they did just the opposite.

STIFLING FREE SPEECH

By late December 2017, Whyte and his PG knew that many of the homeowners were upset with
their secrecy. The homeowners did not know how much money was involved even though
Whyte and the PG knew. In order to quell this uprising, they devised a very clever plan.

DIVIDE THE HOMEOWNERS

UP consists of 32 neighborhoods. Whyte and his PG first scheduled what they termed open
meetings in the UPCC clubhouse with groups of only 3 or 4 neighborhoods at a time, thus
eliminating the possibility of many of their vocal opponents appearing at any one meeting. At
these meetings, the PG presented its proposal totaling approximately $23,000,000 for the first
time.

INSTILL FEAR

In these orchestrated and well-rehearsed presentations, they would first refer to a report that
indicated that the homes in UP would lose 30 to 40% of their value if the golf course ceased to
exist. What they did not disclose was that the report had been prepared by a company that
Neal had hired and paid.





COWS AND HORSES

Whyte and his PG then told the residents that Neal had just threatened in a letter to shut down
the golf course, let it go fallow and put cows and horses on it. They also wrote the same thing in
a February 4, 2018 email to the homeowners. (EX 3B, p.2 response to #5). In fact, the letter
that Neal wrote (EX 3) said no such thing. Most significantly, IT WAS WRITTEN AT WHYTE’S
REQUEST. (EX 3A)

Whyte, who was supposed to be acting on behalf of the homeowners, asked Neal to write a
threatening letter and then exaggerated what was in the letter.

VIOLATION OF LAW TO SHUT DOWN FREE SPEECH

These presentations were rehearsed and choreographed to consume about 45 minutes of each
60-minute meeting. At the end of the presentation, the PG would then only allow one question
per person. (EX 5) Most of these meetings were attended by 50 to 100 homeowners. This
imposed limitation of one question per person was in direct violation of Florida Statute
720.306(6) which mandates that every HOA attendee be allowed at least three minutes to talk
on any item under discussion. (EX 6)

CHANGING HOA BYLAWS TO ALLOW SOLICITATION

The long-established bylaws of UPCAI prohibit solicitation by members of UPCAI. However, at a
board meeting on December 13, 2017, Whyte, the president of UPCAI, by resolution, amended
that bylaw to allow solicitation IF DONE IN FAVOR OF his RD proposal. (EX 7) In early January
2018, Tom Lordi, a 20-year UP resident who opposed the RD, sent an email to his neighbors,
soliciting nothing but merely suggesting an alternative proposal. (EX 8) Within a day or two,

on January 4, 2018, he received a letter from the UPCAI Board of Directors ordering him to
immediately stop “soliciting”, claiming that his email was in violation of the UPCAI bylaws
governing solicitation. (EX 9) So, outright solicitation in favor of the PG proposal was allowed
but sending an email to a select few neighbors suggesting an alternative proposal and soliciting
nothing, was not.

PROHIBITING USE OF THE CLUBHOUSE

In January 2018, a member of the opposition contacted Laurie Evans, the general manager of
the country club, and asked to use the same room that Whyte and the PG had used for their
public meetings and offered to pay for doing so. This was the only venue in UP that would fit
their needs for a public meeting. Two days later that request was declined. No explanation was
given. The same request was made again by email to Laurie Evans on March 7, 2018. On March
9, by voicemail from Charles Varah, that request was denied, without explanation. (EX 9A)

REFUSAL TO SHARE MAILING LISTS

By January 2018 it was clear that the PG had made up its mind as to what it wanted. It wanted
the non-golfers to pay 80% of the cost of acquiring and maintaining the golf course rather than
the golfers having to foot the bill. The opposition was becoming more vocal now that the
amount of money (approximately $23,000,000) was finally known. It appeared that while the





golf course was worth no more than $6,200,000, Whyte and his PG recommended that the
homeowners pay $12,500,000 for it, more than twice what is was worth.

One of the opposition members, an HOA member in good-standing, asked Whyte if he could
have access to the UPCAI mailing list so that the opposition could share its position with the
homeowners just like Whyte was doing. (EX 10) Not surprisingly, but without any justifiable
reason, Whyte refused. (EX 11) The opposition was then told that they could not even email or
mail to any homeowners to state their position because this would violate the “solicitation”
bylaw. This left the growing group of concerned homeowners, whose interests Whyte was
charged with protecting, very little means and very little time to raise its concerns for
discussion. Later, when the petition gathering was basically over, Whyte allowed the
opposition, for the first time, to “solicit,” but with restrictions that did not apply to those
soliciting on his behalf.

So, the question arises: Why did Whyte want this overpriced deal so badly that he would not
even open it up for discussion? Do his actions appear to be the actions of a man charged with
protecting the rights of the homeowners or those of someone who was helping Neal get
millions of dollars more than he should?

FALSE STATEMENTS TO INFLUENCE VOTERS

On February 2, 2018, the homeowners opposing the RD circulated a document entitled 10
THINGS TO KNOW - THE FACTS. The purpose of this document was to enlighten all of the
homeowners of a point-of-view different from what they had been told by the PG. This was just
days before the securing of petitions began. Two days later, a response from the RD to those 10
POINTS was circulated by Dick Tuley, one of the members of the PG (EX 3B). That response
contained numerous false statements meant to influence the homeowners to vote in favor of
the RD. Specifically, in its response to paragraph 5, the PG stated that Neal and Varah, in their
January 13, 2018 letter (EX 3) confirmed their intentions to have cows on the golf course, to let
it go fallow and have multi-family houses behind every house. None of this was true. In
response to paragraph 4 of EX 3B, the PG stated the PG proposal would give the homeowners
“total control of all UP.” This was also false. The PG proposal allows Neal to keep a very
valuable 28.97-acre parcel of land within UP fronting University Parkway just west of Kohl’s
department store. (EX 11A)

The PG response to EX 3B paragraph 5 is very troubling in its implication. It implies to the
homeowners that Neal usually gets whatever he wants from the BCC.

In response to paragraph 6, the PG indicated the price for the UPCC land would be $12,500,000,
$1,000,000 less than the Hatami’s $13,500,000 appraisal. This price for the other items that will
be acquired from Neal is $4,250,000. So, the proposal that Whyte and his PG are pushing will
give Neal $16,750,000 plus a 28.97-acre parcel of prime real estate which is within UP and is
worth millions of dollars. Because there is nothing in writing, there may be other things that
Neal will get which have not been disclosed to the homeowners, including more money for the
UP real estate office and the land on which it sits.





THE VOTE

Rather than conduct an anonymous vote by the electors, overseen by the Supervisor of
Elections, Whyte chose to use petitions. This made it much easier for him to get signatures.
Many of the steps the PG took to get signatures are suspect at best. First, they sent out a
“survey” supposedly to find out how residents felt about their proposal. However, by asking
which neighborhood the person filling out the survey lived in, it is obvious that the real reason
behind this “survey” was to find out which neighborhoods were opposed to the RD so that they
could target these for their high-pressure tactics. Why else would they need to know which
neighborhood the responder lived in?

Then, members of the PG and their assistants would target those opposed to their RD. They
would hold group meetings in homes in those neighborhoods and ask everyone present to sign
in front of all their neighbors and friends “unless they wanted to see cows and horses in their
backyards.”

In addition, they themselves collected the petitions and kept them in one place so they knew
who had already signed and who they should continue to target to get additional petitions
signed. They even held a party on Saturday, February 10, 2018, where they provided free food,
as an enticement to get people to sign their petition. (EX 12) Remember, signing was a vote in
favor of Whyte’s proposal. If Whyte authorized HOA money to pay for this party, there might be
a question as to whether this constitutes a violation of the election law. If Neal paid for it, it is
even more questionable.

CONTINUED STIFLING

A second Detail Day was scheduled for March 6, 2018. Beginning on February 28, Lorraine Buck
and James Moran, homeowners opposed to the RD, emailed Whyte with a request that the
leaders of the group who opposed Whyte’s plan be allowed to have space “to share our
documents, viewpoint and to answer questions.” Not surprisingly, Whyte, again without any
explanation or justification on March 4, 2018 said “No.” (EX 13)

POSSIBLE FUTURE ASSESSMENTS
The PG on page 4 of EX 3B specifically indicated that membership dues and outside revenues
will more than pay for the annual operating costs of the RD, club and golf course.

If the BCC approves the RD, we request that the charter reflect what Whyte and his PG have
publicly stated and that the homeowners never be subjected to any future assessments related
to the golf course and country club.

WHYTE AND HIS PG GOT OVER 1,000 PETITIONS SIGNED WITHOUT HAVING ANY AGREEMENT
OF ANY KIND WITH NEAL

In a series of emails in mid-March 2018, Whyte indicated that there is no written agreement
with Neal. (EX 15) He then stated this publicly in an open meeting on March 19, 2018. When
specifically asked if there is a verbal agreement with Neal regarding what the homeowners will





get for their multimillion dollar investment, he refused to answer. The only conclusion is there
is no agreement outlining what Neal will convey for this multimillion dollar proposal of Whyte’s.

FAIR MARKET VALUE

In April 2018 emails to Whyte and Neal, they were each asked a very simple and fair question:
Would they be willing to request of the BCC that wording be placed in the Charter indicating
that Neal would be paid the fair market value of his property as determined by an independent
licensed Florida appraiser, MAI. Not unexpectedly, Neal said no. But what is incredulous is that
Whyte, whose sole duty is to protect the interests of the UP homeowners, also said NO.

CONCLUSION

The following points lead to the inescapable conclusion that there is something patently unfair
that took place in procuring these petitions and attempting to get the homeowners to pay Neal
millions more than is fair:

1. The fact that Whyte will not recommend that his own constituents only pay fair market value
to Neal. (EX 19)

2. The fear-mongering that houses will lose 30-40% of their value espoused by Whyte based on
a report by Bass and Fletcher that was paid for by Neal.

3. The false claim by the PG that Neal threatened in his January 13, 2018 letter to let the golf
course go fallow, to bring in cows and horses to roam about to be followed by building 1,900
units including high-rises.

4. The fact that Whyte and his PG urged homeowners to pay Neal millions of dollars more than
the golf course is worth.

5. The obvious conflict of interest in Whyte hand-selecting the PG members who are almost all
golf members and then promoting a plan whereby non-golfers will pay 80% of the acquisition
and carrying costs of the golf course, to the great benefit of the golf members.

6. Whyte and his PG taking extraordinary steps to suppress opposing views, including violating
Florida HOA law and amending the UPCAI bylaws to allow solicitation by their side but not in
opposition.

7. Whyte and the PG using high-pressure and highly questionable methods to acquire
signatures on their petitions.

8. Whyte and his PG, who are supposed to be representing the interests of the homeowners
and not Neal, getting an appraiser who is not a licensed real estate appraiser in the state of
Florida, to increase his appraised value of the golf course from $6,200,000 to $13,500,000, an
increase of $7,300,000 for Neal.





9. Whyte telling homeowners that Neal will be giving up all of his property in UP when, in fact,
Neal will be keeping at least a 29-acre parcel of prime real estate.

Based on all of the above, it is requested that this Board exercise its discretion and not approve
this proposal or, in the alternative, if it approves the formation of the RD that it incorporates
language into the RD Charter that protects the homeowner taxpayers from paying more than
fair market value for what they acquire.

Respectfully,

UP Homeowners opposed to the University Park Recreational District
Email: UPConcernedResidents@gmail.com
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residents recognizing the wide diversizy aflﬁ:(rkmmmn,

WmMm:maMﬁwmmm:
An exrespt froom the UPCAS

Planusing Group's Cidge Frinejoles

This is the first in a series of planned newsletters
dedicated to keeping residents up-to-date on the
ongoing process of evaluating the potential transition
of control of University Park to its residents.

In earlier notices, John Whyte, President of UPCAI,
relayed that the current owners intend to sell the
country dlub and related assets, preferably to
University Park residents.

In order to evaluate a potential acqulsmon,

selecmd for Lhelt particular backgrounds and
expertise. The group has since formed various

project teams investigating, analyzing and evaluating
all aspects of an acquisition and turnover following

the process in the graphic on the right.

To further guide the evaluation work, the Planning

Group hes defined a set of Guiding Principles,

Our Planning Group will be guided in our analysis
and prepanation work by the foliowing key
principles. Applying these in the course of our
work we will recognize:
* that UP resideno have a wide diyersity of
lifestyle intrests, short and long-term financial
ierations and expectations regording
Unlversity Park's future,
* the evolving nature of country dubs; their
financial viability and the expectations of
different membership levels,

An expanded Wm of these Guiding Principles
g befonmd i the Restdemrwely stee svee wddiee—
in the banner or at community194.wixsies com/tesidonss.

Since financing is such a pivotal piece in any
acquisition deal, an early prime concentration has

been on evaluating financing structure alternatives,
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M Gmail

UPCC Potential Furchase

7 messages
Dick Tuley < Jmail.com> Wed, Nov 22, 2017 at 2:24 PM
To: Joe Moran - - j . mail.com> :

Joe: |

i .
Thanks for attending thﬁ UPAC meeting Monday and | appreciated your guestion about

the re-development of the golf course property. This is an issue that is n easily
understood. '

|

The Neal and Passed families have absolutely no interest in continuing t¢ own and
operate a country club. [They built this one clearly as an amenity to selling real estate and
now that that phase is complete, they want to sell the club. They actually have been trying
to sell the club for ten y with no takers. | think the biggest hurdle to
that the country club exists on in the middle of a restricted access real es
development. | certainly, would not want to own the club without controlli
and that is why we insist that they tumover the community to us as apart
If we do not buy the club they will retain control of the community to 12/3-
not good for us.

tis the island
ate

the gatehouse,
pf the club sale.
/12029, clearly

Your point that if there are no other real estate developers interested in
needs further understanding since they have no interest in selling to an
they are prepared to re- evelop that themselves. This is what they do.
are very good at, and this is not what we want to happen. | know that | d
out my lanai and see either single-family or multi-story residential structy
bet you share that opinibn.

The bottom line is we are not purchasing a country club as much as we ate finalizing the
purchase of our Universjty Park Lifestyle. There are a number of reside who do not
care about the golf course, but there property value certainly does, andnitt‘ﬁ uptousto
make that case to as many of our friends and neighbors that we can.

Again, thanks for attend ng the meeting and | look forward to speaking to you about this
more and your attenda ce at the January neighborhood meetings where more details
including cost will be discussed.

Dick Tuley
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January 13® 2018

——e ot

John Whyte .
g:ifi?itf;ParkCommuiﬁtyAssociaﬁon Inc. 1\3 D'}t TN /%LP

Universey Pk L. 54303 LoWE +Nprsps
Dear ot O }«;[}A risgs !

We are finalizing the draht of an Agreement relating to the sale of the country club lands other assets,
It covers the principle pojnts of discussion these past eight months together with a co jent to turn
over the homeowner iation to resident control upon conclusion of the sale.

Once the Agreement is ekecuted a Purchase and Sale Agreement will be prepared encompassing all the
details relating to the tmrsfer of ownership of the assets.

There should be no doubts about the Neal/Pasold decision to sell its interest in these . Both families
are committed to the pregent course of a sale to the residents; however they have also that ifa
successful outcome is nof achieved they would go ahead and close the club and prepare tife land for sale

idesitial redevelopment.

This may sound harsh buy if the residents do not value the club property for its lifestyle céntribution to the
community and its enhancement of residential real estate value we must take the position jof finding the
highest and best use for the land.

There are residents who qo not believe that we would obtain approval from the County tofredevelop this
land. The ability to do solis protected not only by County and State law but also by the Cqustitution and

Bill of Rights of the Unitpd States of America. Development rights are furthermore mainthin by the
Neal/Pasold partnership gs Declarant in the Declaration of Covenants for University Parkas well as
Manatee County Develogment Ordinances that have governed the development of Univesgity Park from

the ontset. i

The success of the resident planning group campaign these next few weeks will determing a clear future
for the community. We Believe that the approach your group is recommending is unquestionably the best
option representing the most practical way to acquire these assets without significant upfrpnt cost.

The opportunity that exi today will not be made again. We hope that your upcoming nejghbothood
meetings will provide the means to demonstrate to all residents the solution being offeredjthem and the
means to control the destjny of University Park.

!
Yours sincerely, l

S N

o } vﬁé&__‘\lﬁliag’_
John Neal ' Charles Varah
Partner ! Partner Representative

|

¢

7671 Park Boulevard ¢« University Park, Florida 34201 » (941) 355-3885

I
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ExX 34

If | am going to have to pay, say, $1200 per year in additional tax

course | don't want,
Neal.

Now that | have verited a bit, | wish you success at your meeting.
sending John Whyte additional questions.

1

Begin forwarde;d message:

From: john whyte <

Subject: Re: UP Turnover Project
Date: January 28, 2018 at 4:42:56 PM EST
To: Larry | :

Larry,

The letter that | read at the Eaton meeting, was sent to me by
Neal/Varah, gt_i’ny reguest. on the morning of Jan 13, 2018.

Page20of3 1)

for a golf

I'd be willing to pay that money to attorneys ti fight with
If 600 homesifelt the same way, there'd be a pot of $720,008; per year to
spend on attorneys (if Neal tried to close and develop the golf cour:

e.

i will be

recent months that they did not believe that Neal would close
Club and re-dewelop the land. So | felt it necessary to have t
Neal/Pasold pqsmon set out clearly.

Many resident | had fed-back to myself and the Planning GroI‘p over

he
e

The letter in if is not threatening in style, but the option t
out is clearlynThreat if we do not consummate the deal that
already been negotiated. The letter sets out pomts that were

during the negotiations - but neverin a i
a practical reality. The negotiations were camed out entirely i

faith - where bg' th sides were direct & open about many issues.

{
john '

i
§
|
i






EX 38

Planning Group Response (Feb 4, 2018) to:
10 THINGS TO KNOW - THE FACTS

S e s et Ao

1. The HOA board is fmade up of 3 members, 2 of whom are appomted by, and therefore
represent, Neal’s iriterests.
How can the HOA board be trusted to act in the best interest of all the OW'D.E*'B?

° Smtementisdelibemtelynﬁxleading. :
° TheUPCAIBoirdismtmkingANYroleinthispmcessandemcisesN

T]ns:smeofthe major reasons why Community Turnover to homeown

nnmedm:ely@acqmmuond’theﬂlnbmsompormmtousall Dtherpvise
NeallPasoldwiﬂwnﬁnuetoconﬂolourHOAtbmtol%lﬂOE

2. The HOA spent tens of thousands of dollars of our money to investigate purghasing the golf
course, even though the Master Declaration prohibits the HOA from owning the golf
course. The legality of the HOA spending money in this way is being investigated.

° Theonetmest&tmentabovemthntUPCAI(ourHOA)lsprohibuted fran acquiring the
cmmtryclnb-@CRsAmdel'.?(S) This is one major reason why the opgion to acquire
thecountrychxbthmugbUPCAIwasnyecﬁedbythelenmgGmnp

° Allpmfessmnallfeesandexpensesrelmdtothepomnnalaeqmmnonof
(nnt]nstthegolfcmme)andothmlandwﬂlulnmnmlybebmbythe
(thraughtheBgndmsue)butONLYlftheproposeddealgoesthmngh.

CommumtyTutnoverweteandmllbebomebythehomeowmrs ugh UPCAL
These are provigled for in the UPCAI 2018 Budget.
° Dunngthemqypresentaﬂonswresidentsaswdlassmmmmin the
above statements have been made publlicly and itemized to residents “Detail Day”
held on Jarmary, 20, in the Varsity Club.

. TheHanningq}mupandtheUPCAIBoardmnnawmofanyso-called investigation”.

because of a non-disclosure agreement. ... THIS WAS FAILSE. ...there was nojsuch NDA_

3. The Planning Groui; told us they could not keep us advised of the status of negotiations
They could have informed us of the price and terms being negotiated all al

o 'l'lnssta!:ementisbothmﬂeadmganduntme.

© A NDA was sigiied by all involved in the due diligence examination of th Club’s
documents and financial information - and any use of that information inf the HVS

......_






Planning Group Response (Feb 4, 2018) to:
10 THINGS TO KNOW - THE FACTS

with Neal/P; on land value, assets to include/exclude, terms for key jre
ulnmatelywbaq:eanhmdewasseehngasapnoe. Such confidentiality is/st
practice — indegd, essential — in any transaction of this complexity.

4. The Planning Group, handpicked by John Whyte, a golf member himself, is Heavily weighted
- 80% are golf members. They have a direct interest in keeping the golf course dpen while
having all of the owners pay for the purchase and upkeep of the course. They kejpt the price
from us because they were working a sweetheart deal that would benefit them gnd Neal over
the rest of us. Under the Planning Group proposal, the golfers get a massive winfifall and every
homeowner will have to pay a minimum of $36,000 over the life of the bond. A|great deal for
the golfers.... a bad deal for the rest of us.

o The accusation of biased self-interest on the part of the Planning Grouplis spurious and
tomllythbmtfomniatmn.

° Thename&QOhmhipmandpru&donﬂbWofﬂm '
members have been publicly reported (see resident web site) from the v

o Yes, members handpicked based on their particular expertise, re
commnmtyleqdemhlp(nelghbo:hoodchmn UPCAIeomnntnees,etc.)dwﬂ]mgness

for all

° Asmnmahpnmmdthemhmdeof@euﬁcsme&gmedm

o Residents judge for themselves the final agreed price of $16.75M {for 366 acres
(ﬁnwﬂlg:veusmmlcmmulofﬂUP)anddeteumneifaﬁirpnee wva$ achieved for
mae | “7 Falge Naal eaps|3G s Ey 1ip

5. The Planning Groug) told us if we don’t take this deal there will be cows on tHe golf course,

the golf course will go fallow, or that the golf course could be developed with mylti-family
units behind every hou;se — ALL FAISE.
o The writer of the above may believe these concerns are FALSE - but do nist be misle
John Neal and Vareh have confirmed these very intentions to us { most recently 5é£

in their letter of January 13, 2018. And more recently on February 2 to “Herald

Tribune” Busingss Reparter Charles Wille, John Neal confirmed that if the homeowners Sﬁ-sﬁ

donot the negotiated transaction, the club will close very shortly thgma:&er. Ex3
e Our DRI & Zonjng Ordinances can be changed by a decision of the Mangtee Connty

B.O.CC. - the Neal organizations have a considerable track recondjof gaining

approval. il¢ we would be able to speak against re-zoning at any pub
this does not y mean that we could stop such rezoning.






' Planning Group Response (Feb 4, 2018) to:
10 THINGS TO KNOW - THE FACTS

!

° vaacmsorylmminaﬁonoﬂomlnewspapmmvedsﬂmmpwedmmofﬁek

requests for changes before the Board of County Commissioners
and Manatee ieg.

The DRI requires Neaf to:
1) “maintain all recreation and open space” within UPCC and
2) “provide recreation and open space for golfers and non-golfers”

° 2)above has ndt been part of the DRI since ordinance 01-19 and conting
including the clirrent version 12-20,

in both Sarasota

fing up to and

Our attorney says there is no reason to believe the Manatee County CommissioI would allow

Neal to ehange the zoning and these DRI requirements to add new and incomp
development or change the longstanding uses within University Park.

° Wmmmwmmbmwm,mmmyhmmﬂomwmm

such a flimsy sy that carries no shred of evidence?
PlnnningGmupindicaﬁethatthereisindwdahighﬁxkofsuchchanges
not act now.
Mmyliﬁgaﬁnﬂatwmeyswouldlovembehighlypddtotryto
applicats

such a case is 1

and it could be a very costly loss.

the operation of the Comntry Club.
o) Axﬁde173-“lnnddi&m,tbeCmmClnbowmrmaydeaa
sugpend or terminate the operation of the Country Club.”
o Article 17.5 - “The present or fature use of the Golf Course for
purposes may be discontinued or suspended at anytime hereafter
Club Owners.”

b X
6. They want us to pay $13,J00,000 for a golf course when no golf course in

by the

e
to UP, if we do E" 16&

stop a
mﬁﬁce&umhwrecdndkthuthechmmofam;‘i;ming
A review of HOAcovenantsclearlydncumenmtherighBOfNea]/Pauﬂdregarding

Flytimeto

course

the Country

. if area has sold
for over $5,000,000. They also want us to pay $3,250,000 more to improve it to iteven

better for the golfers. On top of that, the proposed district and charter could
cost of running the new district and the golf course on us, the homeowners.

puf the annual

Venice (a similar 1,200 home commmnity with a 27-hole golf course)
$16.8M in 2015| It shonld be noted this was only for the golf course
land, etc. that id included in our agreement.

o The “golf " is only one component of the agreement. Others i
fitness, parking lot, Varsity Club - in total 266 acres of

o All the above ate false and misleading statements, Forenm;ﬂe,Pelican{oim:ein

and

~

prim

sold for
additional
tennis,
The sale
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Planning Group Response (Feb 4, 2018) to:
10 THINGS TO KNOW - THE FACTS

mimfw‘w compmblmamnotalwxys apples-m-apples COIPAarison
regarding ial suceess, geographical location and condition of golf do

*  The price for the UPCC land will be $12.5M, not the $13.2M price lis
price is $1M thantheeompletenlunﬁonprovidedbymapem.

e Nﬂgoftheﬁ&SMfundsphmedtobesetaddehrmry maintengnce operating
mserveundnipitalimpmvememsiseamarkedforanythingtodo withithe golf conme -

e appraised valye is inflated and unqualified.

- Steve Nadeau, a member of the Due Diligence Team, and a witness botH spoke with the
Appraiser, Datjus M. Hatami, and learned the following:

- Mr. Hatami confirmed the current appraised value is $6.2M, NOT $1 as stated by
the PG.

- Mr. Hatami ISNOT a Certified Florida MAT Appraiser. He is not lic in the state of
Florida and has not been licensed in the state of Florida since 2010,

- Numerous requests have been made to the PG to obtain a hard copy of the appraisal and
these requests have been denied.

- The PG was informed of this misleading information and ignored it.

- The PG quoted selected material from the firm Bass & Fletcher, a firm that was
contracted and paid for by the Seller.

- In these types 6f purchase transactions (asset purchase), it is common prictice to geta
second or third opinion, called a Review Appraisal, which this group of Concerned UP
Homeowners i willing to fund.

WHY SHOULD WE PAY MORE THAN DOUBLE (APPROXIMATELY § THE

CURRENT APPRAISED VALUE FOR UPCC ASSETS?

Responses to the numerous points above are as follow:
° 'IheﬁmlHVS!Fpmt(October3l,2017)statesverydnﬂyontheﬁtst-
© "It is our opinion that the "as is” market valoe of the Galf Course and \Clu}

° Weuenmbuyingagoﬁcmme.Wembuyingmhablelmdthattodaym ggez

serve as a Country Club and golf course, The appraised value of this land §
additional cash mcimdwithownemhlpbyanRDvs.ownership y
© The report was feviewed by members of our due diligence team and (in its di
wasmadeuvnﬂ#ﬂeformsidemsmreviewduﬁng“DemﬂDay”.






Planning Group Response (Feb 4, 2018) to:
10 THINGS TO KNOW - THE FACTS

o The report s not available in hard copy and is considered confidentibl because of the

NDA, mabove,mdthemreoftbenegoﬁaﬁm
} o A Florida certi is mot relevant, MrHatamiandhasHVSstnﬂ'Ewmpleted
')/}‘)’/}Ml Iy over 100 of golf courses, country clubs and related (including 27
clubsin ) and provide a broader scope perspective.
PW(\L'}\LH« o Inaddiﬁon,’Bas,FMet&Amodam(hindbyNeallPasold)m" Florida
]N’)W A false statements, no matter who pays them. Their overall appraisal i¥dicates land
values that pre very significantly higher than the value we have agresd to.
LvL&%GA» Our due diligence team did not ignore information regarding appraisals dnd the
statements in 7'above are untrue and highly misleading.

° Wenotethatq:epﬁeewehmagmedwisxigniﬁcanﬂylowerthana]l e various
PMMWWOW"YMW. Snggestinga COMMOon m(’f
obtaining secorid and third opinions is pointless.

° Asnoted earlier, the statement that we are paying double the “current agpraised valne”
for the assets isiclearly untrue and not based on the HVS report. )+ Ve I'z},?'

8. If the Planning Grofip was acting on our behalf, why didn’t they hire a qualified appraiser ?)\/11
who is licensed in Florida and experienced in appraising golf courses in this rather than a

Colorado appraiser whp is not even licensed in Florida?
9. The company that clai
and obviously did everything it could to arrive at as high a value as possible.

d that the property would earn Neal $60,000,000 wap paid by Neal

UPlandwasvniuedatammmsbetweenMMtomeysevml s,

range in vahe is more of a tribute to how difficult future development vl

estimate with apy degree of accuracy than to who is paying the appraise

confirms emphatically the favorable nature of the deal that is now re en

The question ofl whether the appraiser is licensed in Florida is a spurious pn

point. :

O There is no Florida requirement to use a Certified Florida MAT Apprats
Evaluation in Florida are frequently provided by brokers, a

In fact, a truly independent highly experience out-of-state expert (like

Services) may be a much better source of quality information.

It s0 happened ¢hat HVS's (who also have significant Florida operations) fop galf-

property expert in the USA (Darius Hatami) works from Coloxado.

10. The total lack of transparency shown by the Planning Group suggests the ﬁnct possibility
C.

that it was not acma]lyiacting in the best interests of us, the homeownets in
!

|
o This false accusition may be the most outrageous of all those cantained ix} the so-called

ten points.

i
$
{
%






Planning Group Response (Feb 4, 2018) to:
10 THINGS TO KNOW -~ THE FACTS

° Om&yeedérmpum:ymsmm&s,mhhdgdﬁomme ollofwing:

) %pmmnﬂmsmleﬁdm,wimmﬂespostedonthewebsite,-daﬁe

)4 A " sixnem]am;arymlspresentnﬁonsmattendedbyovul,loo esidents
¥ )Di"’

0 30+ emails from John Whyte, UPCAI President to ell residents
o 6mamhly1}lewdemaentwaﬂresidenmandpomdmtheweb gi
Vm",’) )V_ﬁ’} o 2 full surveys of all resident’s views, There were over 1,500 2sponses to the January

l)&ﬁ’/’/& VD}% l'DEGﬂDéY”OPmtoalLatwhichPGﬁleswweavaﬂablefor"
o .

o On-goingeﬂ'orttomspondinaﬁmelymmetmﬂquwionsposed the web

o Hundredsofcommenmﬁomrmidenmonthehighqualityofour ommunications
duﬁngthepmcessandthetmmpmcyofourplans and ideas.

DO NOT BE RUSHED) INTO THIS DEAL THAT WILL PLACE AN ADDED TAK ON YOUR

HOME FOR THE NEXT 30 YEARS. YOU HAVE BEEN MISLED AND THREATENED WITH
DOOM BY A GROUPTHAT IS NOT ACTING FOR THE BENEFIT OF ALL HQMEOWNERS
IN UP. TAKE YOUR TIME AND LEARN ALL THE FACTS AND WHAT ALTHEF
ARE AVAILABLE. THEN MAKE AN INFORMED DECISION BASED ON KNQWLEDGE,
NOT FEAR.

YES! IT°S IMPORTANT TO KNOW THE FACTSANDLEARNWHAT'I’H#REAL
ALTERNATIVES ARE.

° rrsmﬁmommronscmnwmnmwmiwm
YOUR TRUST.
e ASNOTED ABOVE, THE LIST OF “10 QUESTIONS™ FROM A SMAL
ANONYMQUS GROUP OFFER FEW FACTS, MANY FALSE AND
STA' TS, AND NO SIGN OF THEIR PROMISED “ALTERNA

i
HEASEMAKEAHMORL&EDDECISIONBASEI)ONTHEFACIS A
THISOPPORTUNHYTOSECUREOURFU’IUREWIH.NOTCOWA AN,
MAY BE OUR ONLY OPPORTUNITY TO TAKE OVER THESE ASSETS BEFORE THEY
ARE GONE.






Ex 4 Fri, Nov |

t‘ail.com>
' gmail.com>

James.J M <
To: Dick Tuley <

Dick,

p4, 2017 at 8:39 AM

Thanks for providing this info and | hope you had a nice Thanksgiving. T‘here are 3 thngs

that | need to know:

1 How much is the golf _blub worth as a golf club? (Apparently nat much since he has been

trying to sell it for 10 yefrs with no takers.)
2 How much is the other property, land, roads, etc that Neal owns within
3 How much is he asking us to pay for this?

| agree that our purchasing what Neal owns within UPCC is a good idea,
price is fair. A fair price being whatever the fair market value of the golf
market value of the other undeveloped land and property he owns within

UPCC worth?

but only if the
b is plus the fair
UPCC.

If Neal’s asking price is the sum of 1 and 2 above, 1 am all for buying it. xwever, if his

asking price is more tha;m that, 1 am absolutely opposed. Like our presid
entering into fair agreements, not unfair ones.

t, | believe in

Assuming that Neal is q‘sking for more than the sum of 1 and 2, while | re
some leverage, | believe there are some substantial hurdles that could cd

alize he has
infront him if he

in fact wanted to eliminate the golf course and build houses there. For exg mple:

| would propose that w; commence a lawsuit against Neal and ask for a
injunction or temporary jrestraining order (TRO) preventing him from doin
construction or demolition within UPCC until the lawsuit is finalized. The

his representatives to understand that this development was and would

UPCC at any time into a non golf course community and replace the go
houses, multi-unit residences and/or retail stores, we would not have pai
did or may have chosen to not buy here at all.

If we took this tack, | believe a judge would grant a preliminary injunction
cost Neal an inordinate!amount of time and money to defend against this
publicity surrounding such a claim would also adversely affect his reputa

businessman, | think he would then realize that it would make more sense

a fair price than to litigate for years and possibly lose in the end.

I am sure there are many other factors that could cause Neal to perhaps

preliminary
) any

basis for the
lawsuit and TRO is that all of the homeowners who bought in UPCC werg

led by him or

giways be a golf
course community. All of us took this into account in determining how my
willing to pay for our houses. if we had been told by his people that he cd

ch we were

Id change
course with more
1 as much as we

and that it would
claim. The

ion. As. a

to sell to us for

reevaluate his

position and agree to sell to us for the fair market value and nothing moreg.

Finally, there are a lot of rumors going around about how much Neal warlts. Some of them
sound like he wants us to pay him a sum that amounts to the entire profithe might make If
he wers to successfully develop all the property he currently owns in UPCC. This amounts
to blackmail and wouldjbe totally unfair to us ie. to give him all the potentjal profit he could

possibly make without requiring him to do all the work and take all the risks he would
otherwise have to take 'to make that profit.

1

A





1

{ :
Please provide me with the answers to 1, 2 and 3 above, ASAP, because if UPCAI is
considering paying mare than fair market value, | will want to sell my e before such a
deal is consummated.

Sent from my iPad

[Quoted text hidden]
Dick Tuley < ~ mail.com> Fri, Nov 2?, 2017 at 10:50 AM
To: Joe Moran « »  Tail.com>

joe:

| appreciate your comments and the frustration you seem to have. | had that same
frustration last spring when work began on this project. | was asking first gnd foremost,
‘what is the asking price” and that there was none 1 balked. | was basically arguing against
the process. However, after a great amount of thought, | realized the goaj is much more
important than the process and if the sellers insist on this process, then so be it.

So, your list is missing one very important question and it's the most impgrtant, what is the
value of the country club as a real estate valuation question? Again, we rhay not like that,
but that is the fact and we just have to accept that. Again, the goal is to pfeserve our
property value, our lifestyle.

We have the answers t9 all your questions but many are bound by the Ngn Disclosure Fﬂ '.ée
Agreement we all signed. So, when the deal is complete and in writing, | @m sure that we

will be able to share those answers. Just not quite yet - the January neigliborhood

meetings will the time when this will all be put forward.

Your thoughts about leggl steps are also important. That's why the first advisor we hired
was a land-use attorney here in Manatee County to see whether the zoni g and the
aspects of the DRI would give us some opportunity to stop this potential fedevelopment.
He made it very clear that we could cause the developer some headaches but that we
would lose the battle. So, do we fight with that knowledge or keeping our pye on the ball,
try to negotiate a fair seiﬂement. We have chosen the latter. Again, you ay argue that
but with the best legal advice available, we chose to not go down that :

credibility and when we get things finalized and can communicate that i rmation in

There may be a lot of rumors going around but that is what they are. Thl% have no
January, | think and hope that all the issues will be resolved.

Dick Tuley
[Quoted text hidden]
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Refusal to provide me with critical info

James J M < Fri, Pec 8, 2017 at 12:32 PM
To: john whyte < ’

will finally tell me
il today, WHY this is
the right to hide the
ve a fiduciary duty

the negotiations as
iyfo, | cannot make an
intelligent decision regarding whether to sell my house now ar to wait until the deal with Neal/Passold is

{ value of my house
goes down as a result of the final deal.
lmMmdewMMmdﬁePlamingGmupmbehgsosecmﬁveaboutme' of the deal you
are supposed to be negotiatihg on behatf of me and all UPCC homeowners. The fact you are hiding from
us what is going on with the fiegotiations, coupled with the fact that you, in an open foru n at the November

performing the due diligence required of a fiduciary.
These facts, when taken togéther, are causing me, as well as some others 1o whom | haye spoken, to believe
that perhaps you and the other members of the Planning Group have some ulterior motiye that is guiding your
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- EXG 4

recorded mortgage document is dlifferent from the name and address of the mortgagee or asdignee of the mortgage as
shown by the public record. The association is deemed to have complied with this i by making the written
request of the parcel owners requiired under this subparagraph. Any notices required to be sgnt to the mortgagees
under this subparagraph shall be;sent to all available addresses provided to the association. '
4. Any notice to the mortgagées required under subparagraph 3. may be sent by 2 me that establishes proof of
delivery, and any mortgagee Wh+ fails to respond within 60 days after the date of maﬂingﬁi:?eemed to have
consented to the amendment. |
5. For those amendments requiring morigagee consent on or after July 1, 2013, in the evepit mortgagee consent is
provided other than by properly recorded joinder, such consent shall be evidenced by affidayit of the association
recorded in the public records of the county in which the declaration is recorded.
6. Any amendment adopted without the required consent of a mortgagee is voidable only
was entitled to notice and an opportunity to consent. An action to void an amendment is
limitations beginning 5 years aftar the date of discovery as to the amendments described in s
years after the date of recordation of the certificate of amendment for all other amendments.
applies to all mortgages, regardless of the date of recordation of the mortgage.

by a mortgagee who
ect to the statute of
aragraph 1. and 5
is subparagraph

the governing documents.
(3) SPECIAL MEETINGS.—Special meetings must be held when called by the board of djrectors or, unless a

different percentage is stated in the governing documents, by at least 10 percent of the total Joting interests of the

association. Business conducted at a special meeting is limited to the purposes described in the notice of the meeting.
(4) CONTENT OF NOTICE. - Unless law or the governing documents require otherwise} notice of an annual

member meetings, and
arcel owners and
ronically transmitted to
day notice shall be made

members actual notice of all mex?bership meetings, which shall be mailed, delivered, or ele
the members not less than 14 days prior to the meeting. Evidence of compliance with this 14

agenda on a closed-circuit cable television system serving the association. When broadcast nptice is provided, the
notice and agenda must be broadcast in a manner and for a sufficient continuous length of time so as to allow an

(6) RIGHT TO SPEAK.—Members and parcel owners have the right to attend all membsgrshi
speak atanymeetingwithreferénce to all items opened for discussion or included on the age:
any provision to the contrary in the governing documents or any rules adopted by the board or by the membership, a
member and a parcel owner have the right to speak for at least 3 minutes on any item. The agsociation may adopt
written reasonable rules governing the frequency, duration, and other manner of member axd parcel owner
statements, which rules must be consistent with this subsection. ‘

(7) ADJOURNMENT. -—Unléss the bylaws require otherwise, adjournment of an annual pr special meeting to a
different date, time, or place mu:st be announced at that meeting before an adjournment is taken, or notice must be
given of the new date, time, or place pursuant to s. 720,303(2). Any business that might have been transacted on the
original date of the meeting may be transacted at the adjourned meeting. If a new record dafe for the adjourned
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EX7

MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING
i OF DIRECTORS OF
UNIVERSITY PARK COMMUNITY ASSOCIATON, INC.

On Tuesday, December 13, 2017 at 10:35am, the members of the Board jof Directors of

University Park Commuinity Association, Inc. met at 7671 The Park Boulevard, Unive

Park, Florida

34201. Present were John Whyte, Ron Tobin, and Enjoli Collins, being a quorum of the|Directors of the

Association.

Mr. Whyte, as President served as Chairpersen of the meeting, and Ms. Collins served as Secretary.

Proper notice of the meeting having been given, Mr. Whyte called the meeting to order.

Ms. Collins stated as the minutes of the annual meeting of the Board of Directors heldj on October 12,
2017 had previously begn circulated, she motioned to accept the meeting minutes as distributed. John

Whyte seconded the motion. Motion carried by unanimous voice vote.

RESOLVED, Minutes from the 2017 Annual Board of Directors Meeting hereby approvegi |

Mr. Whyte introduced Beverly Latine, Acéounting Manager for Commun

Management

Systems, Inc. (CMS) presented the 2018 Neighborhood budgets to the Board of Dire tors; Ms. Latine
stated that all Neigh’bort\ood Chairs received a copy of their neighborhood budget and al} have approved
either by signature or via email. Ms. Latine also informed the Directors that all Chairs w re notified that

the Comcast budget was moved from the Neighborhoods to the Community. Ms)
provided the Directors v'nth a copy of all the 2018 neighborhood budgets.

Latine further

Mr. Tobin read the details of the neighborhoods using their estimated prior years’ cﬂsh surpluses at

year-end 2017 as follows:

1. Albemarle will é‘se $9,146 to partially fund their base assessment and $2,549 tp partially fund

the reserve assessment;
2. Ascot will use $5,000 to partially fund the reserve assessment;
3. Chelsea will use|$4,000 to partially fund the base assessment for drought free pi

ts.

4. Devonshire will use $6,000 to partially fund the supplemental assessment and $1,000 to

partially fund the reserve assessment for fandscape allowance for storm clean u

Eaton Place willuse $19,264 to partially fund the base assessment;

6. Henley will use $3,968 to partially fund the base assessment and $7,936 to p

supplemental agsessment;

Highgate will usé $7,590 to partially fund the base assessment;

Kenwood Park will use $4,000 to partially fund the base assessment;

9. langley Park wiﬁl use $1,612 to partially fund the base assessment; $1,612 to
supplemental agsessment, and $1,612 to partially fund the reserve assessment;

10. Lansdowne Crescent will use $7,938 to partially fund the base assessment, $8
fund the supplemental assessment, and $3,969 to partially fund the reserve ass;

11. Lennox Gardens will use $15,000 to partiaily fund the reserve assessment;

12. Marlow will use'$4,488 to partiaily fund their reserve assessment;

13. Notting Hill will use $16,188 to partially fund their base assessment, $27, 750
the supplement}l assessment, and $2, 312 to partially fund the reserve assessm

14. Regents Park use $1,123 to partially fund the reserve assessment for refurbi
& mailboxes (yepr 1 of a 4 year program);

15. Richmond Park Will use $5,104 to partially fund the base assessment;

w

B~

83 to partially
ment;

partially fund
t;
hing gas lights





i

Mr. Whyte madé a motion for the association funds of the one-time Tumover

nditures that
occurred in 2017 in the 3pproximate amount of $40,000 and the $40,000 budgeted for 2918 for these
expenses are funded from the General Reserves Account and not out of the Operating Fund. Mr. Whyte
made note that the Finaice Committee was in agreement with this decision. '
Upon motion duly made, seconded and carried unanimously, the Board adopted the following
resolutions: |
RESOLVED, the 2017 ané 2018 Tumover expenses will be funded from the General Resérles account are

hereby approved, adopted, and ratified.

Mr. Whyte read the motion and resolution as attached of the solicitation for
Development Petition and related votes.

Upon motion duly ma,he, seconded and carried unanimously, the Board adopted
resolutions:

RESOLVED, door-to-door solicitation te those persons who are duly appointed or a

tﬁe Recreational

the following

ved by the

President of the Association in effort to help with residents being contacted understand|the petition or

that would otherwise be beneficial and appropriate to the solicitation effort, which may
materials. |

|

Mr. Tobin stated that the Finance Committee received an audit proposal letter
& Tyack, Certified Publk; Accountants to perform the 2017 audit that they approved
consistent with years past; it is the Finance Committee’s recommendation to the Board
approve the 2017 audit proposal.

nclude written

m Menchinger
fee as it was
of Directors to

Mr. Whyte noted that Menchinger & Tyack have provided the UPCAI audit for o\tr 15 years and

to the best of his lmoMedge he is not aware that they have performed any services o
Declarant, the Country &lub nor Neal Enterprises. Mr. Tobin confirmed that to his own
was to be true.

\

RESOLVED, upon motioned made, seconded and unanimously agreed by ali Directors,
authorized to execute the proposal from Menchinger & Tyack for the UPCAI 2017 annual

Mr. Whyte intréduced Jim Case, Neighborhood Chair of Richmond Park wi
Directors that he has béen made aware of the buyers concerns with regards to the ¢
driveway and has reviewed these conditions himself for the past month and can con
difficulty to gain access ibto the parking garage. Mr. Case made a recommendation to th
easement be granted with provisions that the Richmond Park Neighborhood nor U
costs invoived and that the present easement documentation be updated.

RESOLVED, upon motign made, seconded and unanimously agreed by all Directol

easement of 8019 Collingwood Court was approved with the conditions that
neighborhood nor the University Park Community Association would bear any co

s

behalf of the

knowledge this

e Treasurer is
udit.

informed the
ditions of the

that there is
board that the
will bear any

to grant the
he Richmond
involved with





RESOLUTION
Board of Directors

|
University Park Community Association, Inc.

WHEREAS:

{a) it may become hecessary in the near future for residents of Univerity Park to
be able to engage in door-to door solicitation of their neighbors and f

{b) as a part of thaii‘ solicitation, it may be desirable to leave explanat
materials with the residents who are the subjects of that solicitation; 3

(c) it may be helpful or necessary for the Association to authorize the latter
activity under the relevant provisions of the neighborhood declaratiors —
specifically, Section 10.17 concerning “Solicitation”;

|
NOW, THEREFORE,

4

The Board of Directors hereby authorizes those persons who are duly gppointed
or approved by the President of the Association to engage in the abovp-described
solicitation effort t¢ leave with the residents who are contacted, or in fheir
absence, to leave on the property of such residents, such written matgrials as
may be considered helpful to their understanding of the petition or that would
otherwise be beneficial and appropriate to the solicitation effort.

‘ L3 Ohlvg IF\\\ F(;uo\r 0%
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EX8

Neighbors,

As you know by now the University Park Community Association (UPCAI) has fo.
*Charting our Future” (COF) committee that is propesing University Park beco
*Recreational Di (RD), that in turn can underwrite the purchase the UP
We sinoerely believe that . doing so would materially affect our property values, a our

Understand that w recognize preserving the Country Club is a desirable obj , it's
simply that the means being proposed to do so is very unattractive and ulti

unworkable. There are better altematives. We would only ask that you consid em and
reject the Recreational District proposal of the Charting our Future committee in favor of

other more attractive options.

Below is a discussion that is essentially a rebuttal to the proposal to form the RD),
Please consider the arguments presented, and hopefully they will help you form your opinion
of the RD proposal. Of course, we urge continued cooperation with the committee so that
we could together arrive at a better solution than the RD proposal which if enacl would
assuredly become an unworkable encumbrance to the community:

Another Perspective Regarding the Proposed Establishment of a
Univ: Park Recreational District

A Recreational District is a legal entity set up within the county govemment. it aliows the
residents of the di%h'ict to underwrite bonds to fund the purchase and subseque
maintenance of the district's assets. The bonds are retired over a 30 year periodiby means

of an ad valorem spipplement to the residents’ cumrent property taxes collected byf the county.

This arrangementiis tantamount to a 30+ year debt obligation on each UP dwellipg.

offering and provide additional funding for infrastructure improvements, maintengance, etc.
The total unde! n is thus $28MM, constituting a material debt obligation to the

$2MM of the initial E ffering, underwrote $26MM more to retire the balance of the Jnitial
through 2036, at least.

residents

Underwriting the RD’s bonds to purchase the UPCC, and maintain it for the life o]
allows UP residents no access to its facilities unless they pay the UPCC membets
addition to the RD lad valorem tax. And, as happened at Heron's Glen, when the}
new funding inevitably arises for maintenance and/or improvements the R 2
perforce continue to underwrite new bond offerings, further increasing the reside
obligation without qhateﬁal benefit.

Other points to ¢onsider:

o THE VOTE: The authority to establish the RD is to be put to the vote of the UP

offerings in the future may then be issued by the el;acted board without frther vote.





t

In fact, approval of the actual purchase of UPCC, which should have beéTn the first
order of bysiness was never put to a vote of all residents..

1

o HOME VALUATION: The committee has opined that maintaining the URCC is
essential t maintaining the property values of UP. This position simply & not true.
There are any number of desirable communities in the Salasota-Bradep n area
without golf that have home values comparable to UP. For example, ess
communities in Lakewood Ranch have attractive home valuations that ate not
diminlsheq by lack of a country club. There are many others in the Saratota
Bradenton!area.

o RESALE: The marketability of UP homes would potentially be negatively affected by
what would essentially amount to a permanent and Inexarably increasing bond
obligation imposed on each property by the RD Board's underwritings.

o THE POPULARITY OF GOLF IS WANING: Golf is not as popular as it used to be
Play is down nationally. NIKE, for example, has even stopped manufagtiiri
equipment, Courses are scrambling to attract members. It is highly unlike
UPCC can/be seff sustaining. The continued viability of the club without the
owner's support is far from guaranteed. Thus, should an RD be formed for an initial
purchase éf the UPCC, additional bond offerings will inevitably be requirgd to sustain
it, resulting in its never ending dependency on the residents of UP. The
an outsidejentity would purchase the golf course in hopes of realigning the
for more housing is overstated. Many of the holes are unsuitable for home

There arejclearly better opportunities for land developers without their
with the te¢hnical difficuities and bad PR that would inevitably resuit fro
"developinp" the UPCC.

An Alternative: '

A reasonable altemative to the formation of a Recreational District and its attendp
obligations upon UP homeowners would be an outright purchase of the UPCC ab
facilities by those interested in being equity members. The UPCC woild then
managed by its ty members, independently from the UP residents. All "Cor
in UP would then be tumed over to the UP HOA in accordance with the terms oflthe
H
Selling UPCC to efyuity golf members is, of course, a great idea that unforiunate§
unsuccessful in the past. The only way it would work now is for the current owne
recognize UPCC gs essentially a "white elephant”, and to therefore be motivate
sales price that could be bome by those in UP interested in a private equity owng
Failing that, another option is the sale to a third party which would be less attrac ,
cuirent owner b Se a professional golf course management company would
premium price. Sg, the best alternative, then, is to do nothing and await an equiiable
settlement between the current owner and the golfers willing to participate in an gquity
ownership. Such an arrangement would be a clear win-win from a public relations standpoint
to the current owner, and for the UP golfers who want to own the club at a price that is
workable for them as equity owners.

We welcome yourfeedback. Thank you, and Happy New Year.
Tom Lordi, Hamptpbn Green
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UNIVERSITY PARK
(@ o mnity Lseirttion, - Triwe.
january 4, 2018
Mr. & Mrs. Thomas h‘ordi
6422 Addington Plack

University Park, FL 34201

Mr. & Mrs. Lordi:

One of the many things that make University Park a beautiful place to live & that the deed
restrictions and gated nature of the Community prevent unwanted solicitation}. it has come to
the attention of CMS Management and the UPCAI Board of Directors that jyou have been
distributing flyers or have had flyers distributed on your behalf by means of gojng door to door
within the Community. Please be reminded that this type of solicitation is expressly prohibited
per Article 10.17 of the Declaration of Restrictions for Hampton Green which states:

10.17 Solicitation: No Person shall distribute, post, or leave any paper, newsgaper, brochure,
leaflet, sample, item, or material on any lands, improvements, or vehigles within the
subdivision unless it is distributed, posted or left: (a) on a Lot at the request of the Lot Owner
or pursuant to prior written authorization of the Association...”

Similar language exists in each Neighborhood's Declaration of Restrictions withip UPCAL

At their meeting of 12/13/2017, the Board of Directors resolved to allow door to door
solicitation by those Wwho are duly appointed or approved by the President of thfe Association in
an effort to help with residents being contacted to understand the petition or that which would
otherwise be beneficial or appropriate to the solicitation effort, which may [include written

materials.

As such CMS Managément and the UPCAI Board of Directors ask that you immediately refrain
from unauthorized solicitation within the Neighborhood or Community.

b_
&feve Hatton, Property Manager Enjoli Collins,|Secretary
Community Manageinent Systems UPCAI Board pf Directors

I

|
1

8301 The Park Blvd. * University Park, FL. * 941-351-9015
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EX4A

james moran
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Fwd: Meeting Robm rental

2 messages

i
13

James J M-
To: LEvans@!
Cc. -

Laurie,

Would you please respond to m
Thank you,

James Moran

Yy request of March 7 so | can schedule a

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: James J M «°

Date: March 7, 2018 at 2:24:55 PM EST
To: LEvans@. )

Subject: Meeting Room renatal

Laurie,
You will recall that | contacted you about a month ago requesting
either the Lakesi;te Room or the Cardroom in the Varsity Ciub to
meeting for 50-100 people so that those of us who are opposed
Planning Group’s proposal could have an open discussion. At thaf
request was rejected. | am hoping for a different answer this time.
I would like to rent either of thase rooms for such a meeting on

——r

Fri, I\;;T 9, 2018 at 1:04 PM

0 rent
Id a
the

meeting.

time, my

day

when one of them is available, for 2 hours, between 10 am and 5 [pm

between the Maich 19, 2018 and April 15, 2018. | am willing to
normal rate you charge members of the public. The purpose of th
will be for the reason set out above.

Please respond {o this email at your earliest convenience.

Thank you,

James Moran

Sent from my iPad

the
meeting

]

N






} Ex ,0 ; 10

Foad £ mm el
' P T a”:;‘ james moran <

e i Pt i ot s, et i e e e — - — s —

Email communication
4 messages

—— - PUSORE - e < 0 e a—— - s < —

James J M <~ Fri, Feb|2, 2018 at 9:50 AM
To: whytejo.

John,
| and all residents and awners in University Park just received an email fiom you and the
Planning Group with thef proposed Petition and Charter attached. That isja much more
efficient way to get relevant information to UP residents than going door fo door with flyers
as | requested to do yesterday.
So, I, a member in good-standing of the UPCAI am asking you, as the president of
UPCAI, to let me use that email list and any program or app needed so that | can send an
email to all members of UPCAI, like you just did.
I will only use this for purpose of providing relevant and important information
conceming the proposed RD. Information which my aftorney has reviewed and approved.
As the president of UPCAI, you know how important the decision, whethpr or not to
approve the RD, is to every member of UPCAI. By assisting me with emailing this info you
will be helping them ta make an informed, intelligent decision regarding hether or not to
approve the proposed Recreational District.
Thanking you in advance for your coopetation,
Sincerely

James Moran






To: whytejo _

Subject: Emai‘ communication Ex : i E

[Quoted text hidden]

john whyte <
To: James J M

No.

We do not make our e
organizations.

john

[Quoted text hidden]

Fri, Feb 2, 2018 at 12:09 PM

#nail list available to individual residents, other grqups or outside

james moran :
To: john whyte -

| am deeply disappoin
the lack of transparen
am concerned even m

other UPCAI membersito provide relevant and important information to

community. As the p

UPCAI members awar

multi-million dollar tax
that you and your han
understand who will
While | am disappoin
[Quoted text hidden]

Fri, Febj2, 2018 at 12:38 PM

concerned about
rocess. Now, |

d that of many

ur entire

keep all

g a 30 year

site. It appears
fully

d in your position. As you know, | have been ve
by you and the Planning Group throughout this
re about your obvious intent to stifle my ability a

ident of UPCAI, you should be doing your best
of the pros and cons of forming an RD and plat
urden on all of us. Instead, you are doing the op

picked Planning Group do not want the electors to
fit the most if your proposal is adopted.
in your action, unfortunately, it is not un
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MANATEE COUNTY PROPERTY APPRATSER WHO PRINTED: mtison
PROPERTY INFORMATION CARD Tax Year: 2018
Parcel ID:20541.2018/9 Use Code: 9900 Subdivisjon: 0000000
Owner(s): PACIFIC EQUITY ASSOCIATES Agricultural Use: Status Ind:
Address: 8210 LAKEWOOD CH BLVD sc/Tw/Rg: 35/35S/18E  Zone: R2
BRADENTON FL 34202 Tax Dist- 0303 Sale V/1I IMPROVED
Location: NO ASSIGNED ADD UNIVERSITY I NBHD: 3740 Sale Data: 07/17/13
Ag Status: Sale Amt 0
Short Legal Description: Reved/reas:1/ Book: 0000
UNIVERSITY PARK COUNTRY CLUB EXPANSION PARCEL: FROM THE SE Page: 0000
COR OF SEC 35, RUN N 89 DRG MIN 25 SEC W, ALG THE N R/W Qual cd;|{ DISQ-CORR/QC/TA
LN OF UNIVERSITY PKWY, ALSO BRING THE 8 SEC IN OF SD SEC 3s, Instr Type:
Special Asspssments. (Sa11l) Acres: 28.97
Code Name Amount Create D 02/20/2014
FDO3 SOUTHERN MANATEE FIRE RESC 109.14 Special
School Dist: ;BRADEN ; SOUTHE
Long Lat: 822816.337272331.5990
Censusg Tract ©00810;5L 2104
' Assessed Values Exemptions (EX11) Tot3l Counts: 1
. iBxcode Description Yrbeg % Amount Status
Land Market: 28'971|10cm= 10% CAPPED S 2008 0 0
Imprv. Market: 0,
Total Market: 28,971
) Improvements  Totall Cards: 0
3% Mkt. Capped: OlResidential Total Cards: 0
Final 3% Capped: 0iCard Stories Style Effyr Yrblt Grade CDU| SFLA RCNLD
j Mkt. Non 3% Capped: 28,971/
| Mkt. 10% capped: 28,971{oby  Total Counts: 1 :
! Final 10% Capped: 28,971 Line# Card Type Description Effyr Yrblt Area Tot RCNLD l
! 1 1 FNR PENCE-RESIDENT 2007 1999 1910 0 {
Ag Use Value: 0 |
School Assessed: 28,971 Commercial Total Cards: 0 §
l'Non—School Assessed: 28,971|{Bldg# Str Effyr Yrblt CDU Units Str GF Arer SF  BLDGVAL }
l Exemptions: 0|y
o0 L
DISCLAIMER: THIS INFORMATION {[S BELIEVED CORRECT BUT SUBJECT TO CHANGE AND IS NOT GUARANTEED.

TOTAL LAND LINES: 2
Ln# Type Code Front Depth DTb

1 A 103
2 A 103

TOTAL AG LINES: 0

Line# CAl4 Line#} Crop

Land Lines {CA1l14)

SF Unt Acres Rate
183845 1 4.2205 1000
1078120 1 24.75 1000

AG Lines (FM11)
Year Applied

EX I}

Type

Value Zoming Notes |{Amend AG Il I2 Tet

4221 PD-R
24750 PD-R
Acres Rate Ag Value
AR302FLMAN

26-MAR-18 oa:ﬁs PM





EX 12 ’
ST e e t
Va3 § D
it's Time To Sign
1 message
—— At o e e e % e Rt . A —— s — a— o ——. v — .L_r-—
University Park CommunityjAssociation, Inc. <upcai@upcal-fl.com> Wed| Jan 31, 2018 at 3:29 PM
Reply-To: "University Park Cofn

munity Association, Inc." <upcai@upcai-fl.com>

step process to

response blew us

in University Park

their acquisition re mmenda’aons we’re now moving forward to Btage | in a 5
esfablish University Park as a Recreation District

of our community’s future. Over 1,500 of you fille

away.

During this month,{we’ll be conducting a “i's Time to Sign” awarepess
campaign throughput the Park. It’s a concerted effort to make sr\eare

nave easy access to sign a petition.

In addition, we tholght what a perfect opportunity for neighbors a
celebrate what wejve accomplished thus far, together.

er 80% were in favor of taking it to the next ste

and take
ed out our
pD. Your

all electors

Pd friends to






And what better way to celebrate than with a RARTY!

Saturday, February 10th
_ 4 pm -6 pm
University Park Country Club Park Grille and Lakegide Room

ntary hot and cold hors d'oeuvres will be ed,
a cash bar will be open and a few surprises will be in store fc everyone.

For of you who have already signed a petition,
just come and join in the sign-a-bration.
Peti'.*ans (and pens) will be also available for electo+'s
who have not yet signed.

Come out and join your neighbors and friends. It's a celebration you won’t want
fo miss.

The Planning Grou

Pete Conway, Dick Grouch, David Heagerty, Norma Larkin, Jim Long, P Lowndes,
Steve Ludmerer, Mantia, John Mathis, Jim Nellis, Peter Pizzi, Michael Sisti,

Michael! Smith, Pat Thompson, Dick Tuley, David Van Brunt, Frank Walker
John Whyte, Bob Wi

Bob Allen, Vin Beni, Bertsch, Gio Cantarella, Warren Cohen, Joe (?%ny
y
{

Copyright © 2018 UPCAI, Inc., All rights reserved.
You are reLFeiving this email because you are a homeowner in University Park.

Our mailing address is:
UPCA, Inc.

8301 The Park Boulevard

University Park, FL 34201

Add us to your address book

Want to change how you receive these emails?






Ex)3

On Thu,[Mar 1, 2018 at 1:42 PM, john whyte
<l = wrote:

Lorraipe,
This was truly an unexpected request.

over lgst few months it would be, from where we are
giant leap of trust to agree to this.
In itself a different view point is not the issue.

After the atfitude and behavior of members of your g«:#x

If you gre serious, then first we would need to meet and
start tq build that trust and understanding.
We are open to dialogue.

john }

> On Heb 28, _2018, at 8:48 AM, Lorraine Buck

< i wrote:

>

> Hi Jd[hn,

> P

> During the second Detail Day scheduled for March 6,

would it be possibie for those of us with a different view
to have space to share our documents, viewpaint and
an questions?

>

> Thariks, in advance, for your reply.
S

>
>L ine
> o"q

point

/A





Lorraine,

There seem to Be some fundamental misunderstandings of the oyerall
process we are going though in your insulting and pejorative comments
below.

As | said before ['If you are serious, then first we would need to mpet and
start to build tha} trust and understanding. We are open to dialogFe."

John Whyte

On Mar 4, 2018, at 11:46 AM, Lorraine Buck
o ) B wrote:

John,

| am not qurprised that you've chosen to reject the request 0}
those in dpposition to your position to have space on Detail Day,
March 6, o share our documents, viewpoints and to answer

is consistent with the actions of your team to
systematically shut down anyone asking pertinent questions|
related tojthis real estate transaction. In addition, your team has
failed to groduce documents that an investor needs to review for
such a trgnsaction including a certified Florida MAI appraisal, a
survey ofithe property and a 5-year pro-forma with scenario

that take {nto consideration the depreciating assets and wanjng
interest inf golf. The actions by your team speak volumes as fo
the true nature of this deal.

| have copducted business all over the world and have nevey
such biatant disregard for process and

Cy.
Regards,

Lorraine
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Detail Day

3 messages

James J M
To: whytejo(_

Mr. Whyte:

P et v e e mnae ——

Sun, Mar 4, 2018 at 6:43 PM

Since Lorraine Buck cgnnot get a simple yes or no answer to her request, | thought |

would give it a try.
Our request has nothi

and words, none of us has any trust in you or your PG.

Our request is very si

to do with building trust. Quite frankly, based upon your actions
, will you allow us, those in opposition to your pbosition, on Detail

Day, March 6, to have $pace to share our documents, express our viewgoints and answer

questions. A simple y
James Moran

Sent from my iPad

or no response will do.

john whyte
To: James J M -
Cc: lorrainebuck.

No.

john
[Quoted text hidden)

Sun, Mar 4, 2018 at 7:59 PM
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Appraisal

1 message

MARY LEFLAR - -
To: James Moran

Joe,

In a telephone con

HVS confirmed that the as is value was 6.2 million. He alsq
that he would be inf Sarasota the next Wednesday or Thu

— s e

Fri, Mar

ersation in early January 2018 Darivus

9, 2018 at 11:27 PM

Hatami of
) confirmed

ay. That

date would have been the week after we had our meeting, | Since | had
heard this conversation | asked at the meeting if we had a Florida MAI
appraiser and wasitold yes. As you know Darivus does no

Florida license.

Mary Leflar

have his






EX 14 A l 4
“1 GGmail ' -
HVS REPORT
James J M ; Sat, Ma'r 17, 2018 at 9:31 PM
To: whyte*
Cc:: v 7
John,
In the HVS reptt dated October 31, 2017, which you have allowed all
homeowners to (see, it states "estimated market
value $13(496,000.”
At anytin;{e before January 1, 2018 did ytf)ru or
any members of the PG see a document ffrom
HVS that(:f)tated “estimated market value
$6,240,000”
Your prompt response would be appreciated.
Thank you,
James Moran
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HVYS REPORT

James J M- Mon, Mar{ 19, 2018 at 4:35 PM
To: whyte
Cc:

John,
Would you please resgond to this. Many people are eager to know yourfresponse. It is a
simple yes or no question.

James Moran

Sent from my iPad
[Quoted text hidden}]
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HVS REPORT

james moran _ Tue, Mar{20, 2018 at 7:32 PM
To: whyte’

Your refusal to immedigtely and vehemently deny ever seeing such a ddcument leads all
of us to conclude that you did in fact see the HVS $6,240,000 estimated|market value
before January 1, 2018.
Thank you

Sent from my iPhone

On Mar 17, 2018, at 9:81 PM, James J M frote’]

[Quoted text hidden]
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Ex ,5 15

Framework for a

greement |

James JM
To: john whyte

John,
You and your PG hav
agreement with Neal/
You have openly sta

$3.25 million for requin

Thu, Mar| 8, 2018 at 12:19 PM

been telling me and the other UP homeowners that there is an

assold involving them selling all their remaining broperty in UP.

many of the terms including $13.5 millon for the| country club,
repairs, the estimated cost of 30 yr bonds, etc

All I want to know is : i$ there in fact such agreement, is it in writing, if ngt, what are all the

terms. if it is in writing,

referring to the agree
with all the neighborh

If there is no such agr

James Moran

Sent from my iPad

On Mar 8, 2018, at 8:2|

[Quoted text hidden]

whether signed or not, | would like to see it. Agaip, 1 am specifically
nt that you and the PG were referring to in yourjopen meetings

in January.
ment in writing or otherwise, please advise.

b AM, john whyte < wrotef






- Gmail

Framework for agreement

John whyte -

To: James J M ~_

Fri, Mar

16, 2018 at 1:46 PM

There is presently no Wn agreement, not even in proposed draft format. /) /V) A2 N [,—

john

On Mar 16, 2018, at 12:27 AM, James J M-

John,
What is the prollem? Where is the agreement? Why haven’t you
me?
Stop evading thijs and send me a copy.
Thanks,

James Moran

Sent from my ilﬂad

On Mar 12, 2018, at 8:53 PM, James J M

Please r¢spond to my Mar 8, 2018 8:31 AM email.
Your PG at the meetings in January told all of us about ar
agreement you had with Neal/Passold where the RD wou
pay $13.5 mil for the course plus an amount for the other
water rights, reserves,etc. totalling around $23 million

There is no need for you to be smarmy or evasive about thi

want to a copy of that agreement or whatever you
there is rjo such agreement tell me.

vrote:

sent it to

wrote:

nd,

it. If






Gmail

Framework for agreement

James J M Sat, Mar [17, 2018 at 12:25 PM
To: whyte
Cc:

John,
When you say “presently” there is no written agreement, it leads me to
and that is, was there ever anything in writing, whether signed or other
terms under which Neal/Passold would transfer the golf course and ot
the RD once the RD was formed? Again, if it was in writing, whether s"
like a copy.
If it was never in writing but if in fact there was a verbal understanding,
writing what all the terms of that verbal understanding.

If | cannot get a straight answer out of you on this issue, since this issug is what you and
your group said would be the deal with Neal, | may have to go to the njuspaper with our
email thread on this isgue and see Iif they can get this info from you.

nother question
ise, setting out the
r assets over to
or not, | would

en tell me in

| find it hard to believe you have somehow convinced so many resigents to approve a
$23+ million proposal, the terms of which are not now and apparently h@ve never been in
writing

I have been trying to get this info out of you for 11 days. Please answer ASAP.

Thank you,

James Moran

Sent from my iPad
[Quoted text hidden)
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Framework for ajgreement

JamesJM -
To: whyte
Cc:

John,

]
+
1
¥
t

!

1
i

Mon, Mar‘1

9, 2018 at 12:59 PM

Would you please respond to this request. Quite a few people are waitirig for your answer.

James Moran

Sent from my iPad
[Quoted text hidden]

|
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Framework for agreement

-
james moran- ' Tue, Mair 20, 2018 at 7:52 PM
To: whyte]

)

You stated in a public meetmg yesterday that there was never any writfe
even a written memorandum of agreement with Neal. That, coupled wi ) your failing to
indicate to me and other homeowners that there was ANY VERBAL agrpement with Neal,
means that you never had any agreement of any kind with Neal regarding him selling his
property in UP. That means that none of the things you told all the UP h¢meowners
regarding what we were paying $23,000,000+ for was ever agreed to by Neal. This is
indeed shocking to say the least.

Thank you :

agreement or

Sent from my iPhone
[Quoted text hidden)
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Hettema Saba Valuation Advisory Services

APPRAISAL. REVIEW PEPORT
SUBJECT PROPERTY
The University Park Country Club
7671 The Park Blvd
University Park, FL,
APPRAISAL FIRM
HVS Golf Services

1007 Pear] Street, Suite 240
Boulder, Colorado 80302
Appraiser: Daruis M. Hatami, MAI, Managing Director

APPRAISAL CLIENT

John Whyte

University Park Community Association, Inc.

7671 The Park Blvd

University Park, FL TR

REVIEW CLIENT AND INTENDED USER

Lorraine Buck, Concerned University Park Homeowners

PROPERTY TYPE

University Park Country Club — 27-Hole Golf Course, Clubhouse and Accessory Buildings, Tennis
Facility

INTEREST APPRAISED Fee Simple Estate
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PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

IM_P!!OVEMENTS DESCRIPTION

Year Opened: 1991

Property Type: Semi-Private Golf Club

Golf Holes: 27, regulation golf course

Golf Architect: Ron Garl

Clubhouse Baliding Area: There ave a total of 10 buildings that comprise the
total 47,355 square fest

Food and Beverage Pacilities: The Park Grill and Café, with casual and fine dining

Additional Faciifties: A tennis center with 11 lighted Har-Tru courts, fitness
center and pro shop.

LAND DESCRIPTION

Area: 261 acres, or 11,384,406 sguare feet

Zoning: PDR - Planned Development Resideutial

Assessor's Parcel Number{s): 1918700259, 1919300259, 1919500309, 1920100109,

2054100729, 2054100759, 2054101109, 2054105209,
2054120209, 2054120259, 2054134354, 2054137050

REPORTED HIGHEST AND BEST USE
The existing golf course improvements

REPORTED MARKET VALUE ON APPRAISAL DATE - $13,500,000

SCOPE OF THE REVIEW PROCESS

This is a desk review report that, based on my discussions with the client, has as its purpose quality
control and confirmation. As such, I am to review the final appraisal report for compliance with the
Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP), analyze the income analyses and
confirm the sales’ information reported by the appraiser. I will provide a general opinion of whether
I believe the report complies with USPAP and the Appraisal Institute, but only a duly appointed
review committee can determine whether USPAP or Appraisal Institute Ethics or Standards of
Practice have been violated.

1 did not contact the appraiser in this instance; rather I have listed any specific compliance issues
and/or necessary corrections in the results section of this report.

The scope of work to be performed does not include providing my opinion of market value for the
property. As such, the scope of my work involves concluding whether or not the value opinion stated
in the report is adequately supported or otherwise appropriate and reasonable, given the data and
analysis presented This work will otherwise be performed following those guidelines in Standards Rule
3-1 and 3-2 of the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (2017 edition).
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DATE OF REVIEW

The effective date of the opinion in the report under review is July 19, 2017. The date of the review is
April 2,2018.

PURPOSE AND INTENDED USE OF THE REVIEW

The purpose of the review is to provide an opinion as to the adequacy and relevance of the data and the
appropriateness of any adjustments to the data and to verify compliance with the Uniform Standards of
Professional Appraisal Practice as promulgated by the Appraisal Foundation. The results of this desk
review report are to be used by the client as necessary in analyzing various options the University Park
Community Association is exploring concerning the subject property.

CONFORMANCE STATEMENT

This review has been performed in conformance with my understanding of the appraisal standards and
guidelines set forth by the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice and the Appraisal
Institute. This review also complies with the Appraisal Standards of the State of Florida and constitutes
a certified review since Roger L. Hettema is State-Certified General Real Estate Appraiser RZ45.
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47 These will be highlighted and discussed on the

Market Supply Analysis and Demand — Section 5:

This section is a very thorough analysis of the golf market both nationally and regionally. It goes
through the ups and downs of the golfing demand. Highlighted excerpts from the HVS report are
shown on the next few pages.

A nationwide surge in golf course construction occurred in the 1960s, with an
average of 380 new golf course openings a year. Growth leveled off in the 1970s

development costs arising from economic conditions and competition from tennis,
racquetball, jogging, and other more active sports,

crisis, also contributed to the slower growth rate
fovel ¢ Siditintiad
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While new construction is expected to remain below 50 to 60 golf courses a year,
mewmaampuefm 100 & year. The
following table illustrates course closures from 1993 to 2015, showing a closure
rate between 20 to 40 courses on an annual basis through 2002. The closure of golf
¢ourses then escalated by 40095 to 560% during the pariod from 2002 0 2015. K is
mmpummm&ammdumvsmmwmmmm
There s, however, coninulng evidence thit the dovelopm
e gﬂw US, marce 1 &
mliwml hee i Ay i

have e

wmmamuuuw The result

i that far matar anlf aacesins Arerrlacumant ba bka wremmmaalt]l Ak do..

the percentage of the US. population that participated In the sport: Sinee 2007, the
TR s e s

20% from the peak justa few years earljer. T deciine in golfers per.courss hasted
0 8 loss of st shave for tusiyy gulf souiwes, The following chart makes evident
Thedeawelnsnpply.cauudbyhdlwelmmasweﬂasmuted supply growth,
shmﬂdenablemmdspereomemimpmvalnﬂ:eﬁlmAddlﬂonally.
socioeconomic forces in the U.S, will drive the future of the golf industry. The aging

of the bahy baom geganition, thuse born between 1944 and 1962, has long been

et Fanacea for the troubles facing the golf industry. T theory xen that

aprecedented desnand. This tlensani tiis yot $0 nustarisBne en mass, however, as
fewer bakiy boomers have either desired bn retifis of had the means to do so.

‘l'hareistbepomnﬁalformmremmasesmtlﬁsdemand.asmllusemﬂfactm
ﬂmtmqymiﬂgateit%eeventsmu&mmmmtﬂm
priorities for families across much of the country, The egyphasiy shifted to frovid

recreation for the entire family, and awsy from activities in wh ,
:EWNMMbWMMuMammm

i

There is growing evidence that for many people, time 15 becoming as valuable as
money. and time thus factors into many recreation choices among individuals, Golf

uammwmmummmmam
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mmmmmmwdmuwmm
' 2 of golt. Until very recently, the number of quality
golfcourses that coilld be accessed abroad was relatively minor. As the industry has
grown Jiore competitive at home, oppértunities ghroad have also heen increasing
4t an expohential rate. This has had the impact of siphoning off some 6f U5, resident
Muﬂammhwmm«ﬂﬂmmm

fe 'M‘I'h '!A lﬂ“ﬂhﬂ' 159 .'.ll LY Ty . W T “"_J--A’.u--nbl- | OGNS AR ] .

WMNMMM“M
‘M&aﬁmhmﬂkﬂmum

Averags rounds peaked in 2000,
fiverage rounds decreased further in 2010, and at a greater rate.
The 2010 decrease was partislly weather induced.
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The PGA tracked golf rounds played through 2015. As illustrated in the chart above,
The data show that;
* Average rounds stabilized in 2015, )
* 82012, rounds Increased by 5.9% nationally, while 2013 experienced a
B et e e g7y S
¢ 2012 Hereate. - [T
* Average rounds played per course has remained steady since 2009,
ng between 23,500 and 24,750 rounds played per course,
stabilised at sfotnd 33,000 tn 2013, (¢ and 15.

Golf Datatech is now tracking rounds play, but only reports the amount of change
on a monthly and annual basis. in 2015, national rounds play rose by 1.8%, while
5%,

These excerpts from the HSV report provide a very comprehensive and thorough analysis of the
golf market which is struggling to maintain itself and attract new participants. These excerpts say at
the very least that most golf clubs are secing stable or declining membership yet the HVS cash flow
projections show increases in membership and rounds played in the next three years before
stabilizing with increasing income th ]

Another area of concern is in the assumptions made in preparing
expenses Figure 9-18 on page 9-28 in the report. kheve-werssoveral
""N.‘” 1 .'- fr T s‘-t."' b ks =3 e .-):.h-.,-,s. oy S o

3 4 TREOPOT N SRnoes IDF SR

- % ¢ <4 mbnt 13 SLCAIIRLY &8

ﬁ%-n o SR NS SR ‘5@- 25 ik o
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the forecast f

B

income and

9-22 Merchandise/Retail Cost of Goods Sold — Historically 71.1% which is reasonable vet reduced to
65% for entire projection. Effect from 2016 is a reduction in this cost of $21,000 or 8.6% — In the pro
forma for 2017-18 this expense reduction is approximately $24,000

9-22 Food and Beverage Cost of Goods Sold — Historically was 38.4% yet was reduced to 35% for the
entire projection period. Effect from 2016 is a reduction in this cost of $64,500 or 8.9% - In the pro
forma for 2017-18 this expense reduction is approximately $68,000.

9-22 & 23 Golf Operating Costs — This cost was $295,000 in 2016 yet is being reduced to $196,000 for
2017/18, a reduction of $99,000 or 29.5% and will only get to $221,000 in the tenth year still 25%
below the 2016 figure.

9-24 Food and Beverage Wages and Benefits — This expense was $1,070,700 or 56.4% of F & B Sales in
2016 yet the pro forma is set at 42% per year for 2017/18 and the remaining years . The effect for 2016
would have been a reduction of $273,500 and for 2017/18 this represents an expense reduction of
$288,000.

These four adjustments to expenses have the effect of increasing net income for the 2017/2018 period
by $479,000. Using the HVS cap rate of 10%, this increases value by some $4,800,000 just in the next
year.
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e Vil by DT K as shown below 'I'heonlywaythlscanbe
ash owprojecuonsweremcreaseddramauca]l as the procedure used to
value ﬂle cash ﬂow was consistent. :

FIGUREZ6  TOTAL PROPERTYYIELD - FREE AND CLEAR DISCOUNT RATE
DISCOUNTED CASH n.ow mm.m

11th Year's Netincome $910 g8o
Capitaiizstion Rate 110%
Total Saiss Proceads » $8,272,727
Lese: Transettion C osts @20% : \,1%&5
NetSsleg Proceeds $8407 273
*10h yeer netincom & o1 $651,000 plus sales proéaodsbf”ﬂ 07273
In reading the report tvoreris v eple 4
show they fit is a wide range o

my knowledge, well managed. These changes are significant
more depth.
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The Sales Comparison Approach is where this appraisal report seriously breaks down with a
number of egregious errors of either omission or commission. The report relies on the following
chart of sales comparables to support the value from the Income Approach.

Review of Comperable méfonondnglablesetsfnnhdazﬂsdﬂlemdndmﬂesmdﬂwmbjea

Sales property.
Sale

It is also interesting to note that the “sales comparables” shown in the above chart were the highest
of the 31 sales shown in Figure 10-1 where the average sales price per hole was $238,054. The
information was

J R

Notes on Sales Approach

Pasadena Yacht Club — Fhif Eéiita
sold for $5,155,000 (ORB 1936

Wanderers Club - Fhes
Beach County. Thi

Abacoa Golf Course — Fhey @4
Beach County.

Venetian Golf and River Club, Venice - big-glub- dichHOY £81. "This comparable is actually the sale of
Pelican Pointe Golf and Country Club in Venice> iﬁ\"%%ﬁlﬂfé’?'with this comparable having appraised
it in the past. This club is not comparable to the University Park club because all of the homeowners in
Pelican Pointe must belong to the club at least at a fitness and social level and pay a monthly fee. This
creates significant annual cash flow and this is why this sale was the highest. Also HVS has this sale
wrong. Pelican Pointe has 27 holes so its price was actually $624,074 per hole, not $936,111 per hole as
reported by HVS.
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Club at the Strand E&; T el e BBER FRrt Msay. This club is actually in Naples, Florida in

Collier County in a superior neigﬁborhood.

] Qﬁﬁmm This comparable is actually in

Legacy Club at Alaqua Lakes :
Longwood, Florida in Seminole County.

b Shti rogioytisTiy et be velled apon due-to the gmny

Land Value as if Vacant: The report properly uses a hypothetical condition to report a value of the
underlying land if the golf course were removed. 1 also reviewed the opinion letter by Mark P.
Bameby, Esquire that outlines the many challenges the owner of the land would face in changing
the land use regulations to allow removal of the course and the development of a residential
subdivision. Such an action would require one or more public hearings and I am sure the University
Park homeowners would mount a serious challenge. The prospects of this scenario occurring seem

Snell and USGA Reports: The appraisal does not address the age and condition of the
improvements and course. These reports would suggest that some refurbishments will be likely in
thecomingyemsandtbiswasnotaddwssedinﬂzereport.Asstatedinthema:ketcommentsinthe
report, some upgrading may be necessary to retain members and attract new ones.

CONCLUSION AND CLOSING COMMENTS

A number of assumptions contrary to historical performance of the club were made in the report
that were not adequately supported or explained that have the effect of increasing pro forma
income. The findings in the initial July report led to a concluded as is value of $6,200,000 on a cash
flow projection drastically different (much lower) than the one which appeared in the final report in
October that resulted in a value of $13,500,000. The appraiser should be required to give a full and
detailed accounting of what led to the dramatic difference. In his certification, Darius Hatami does

ROGER L. HETTEMA,

April 2, 2018
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Certification — Appraisal Review Report #218C024

Appraisal Report Reviewed:: Appraisal Report by HVS Golf Services, Darius M. Hatami, MAI

Dated October 31, 2017 on the University Park Country Club.

Iherebycextifyﬂmttothebwtofmyknowledgeandbelieﬁ

Thesmtemmtsoffactcontainedinthismponmu'ueandeonect.

The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions are limited only by the reported assumptions and limiting conditions,
andismypersona],impazﬁalandlmbiasedmfmsionalamlyses, opinions, and conclusions.

I have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of the work under review and I have no
personal interest with respect to the parties involved.

I'have performed no services, as an appraiser or in any other capacity, regarding the property that is the subject of this
review report within the three-year period immediately preceding acceptance of this assignment.

I have no biaswiﬂarwpeatothepmperty that is the subject of the work under review or to the parties involved with
this assignment.

My engagement in this assignment was not contingent upon developing or reporting predetermined resuits,

My compensation is not contingent upon developing or reporting predetermined assignment results or assignment
results that favors the cause of the client, the attainment of a stipulated result, or the occurrence of a subsequent event
directly related to the intended use of ﬂns) appraisal review.

The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this report has been prepared, in conformity
with the requirements of the Code of Professional Ethics and the Standards of Professional Practice of the Appraisal
Institute.

My analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this report has been prepared, in conformity with the
requirements of the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP), and the State of Florida,

The use of this report is subject to the requirements ofﬂleAppraisalInsﬁunerelaﬁngtorevicwbyits duly authorized
representatives.

As of the date of this report, I, Roger L. Hettema, have completed the continuing education program for Designated
Members of the Appraisal Institute.

SMe-CerﬁﬁedGmmalAppmiser:lhemeofthisrq)onissubjeamﬂlemquhemmts of the State of Florida relating to
reﬁewbytheRedEsmAppmistub—comitweofmeHoﬁdaReﬂEsmteCommissiom

No one other than the signatories to this report provided sigrificant professional assistance in its preparation.

This is a desk review. Itmvenotmadcapersonalinspecﬁonofﬂxepropatythatisthesubject of the report reviewed,

Date Signed: April 2, 2018 { %

R L. HETTEMA, MAL SRA
State-Certified General Real Estate Appraiser RZ45

m™m





APPRAISER’S QUALIFICATIONS Roger L. Hettema ~ MAIL SRA
State—Certified General Abppraiser RZ45

Roger L. Hettema is a director with Hettema Saba Commercial Real Estate Valuation Adbvisory Services, 3307
Clark Road, Suite 203, Sarasota, Florida. Heis a MALI, SRA designee of the Appraisal Institute, a licensed
Real Estate Broker (Certificate #0039087), and a State-Certified General Real Estate Appraiser RZ45 by the
Florida Real Estate Appraisal Board, and is currently certified in all. Hettema has participated full-time in real
estate appraisal and consultation since 1976, Employment prior to this time was concentrated in land
development and construction and general real estate activities.

Email: roger@hettemasaba.com

General Education Background

1971 University of South Florida, Bachelor of Arts, Major in Finance

1973 Real Estate Principles & Practices for Salesman, Edison Community College

1973 Florida Real Estate Salesman's License, FREC

1974 Real Estate Principles & Practices for Broker, Edison Community College

1974 Florida Real Estate Broker's License, FREC

1978 FNMA, Approved for Category 1, #1062558

1980 Designated Senior Residential Appraiser (SRA), SREA

1981 FNMA, Approved for Category 2, #1062558

1982 Designated Member of Appraisal Institute (MAI), AIREA

1990 State-Certified General Appraiser, State of Florida 45

1993 Associate Instructor Course 111, Appraisal Institute

1993 Certified Instructor, Course 310, Appraisal Institute

Offices & Positions Held

1982-1983 - Distinguished President - Gulf Coast Kiwanis Club

1985-1986 President - SREA, Chap. 212 - Now West Coast Chapter, Appraisal Institute
(AD

1984-1992 - Team Captain, Admissions Committee, Greater Florida Chapter, Al

1986-1989 - Director, Commercial Investment Division, Sarasota Board of REALTORS

1989-1990 - Director, West Coast Investment Council

1990-1991 - Special Master - Sarasota County Property Appraisal Adjustment Board

1993-1998 - Region X Representative, West Coast Florida Chapter, Al

1994-1998 - Director, West Coast Florida Chapter, Al

1994-2003 - Special Master - Sarasota County Value Adjustment Board

1993-Present Team Member, Admissions Committee, West Coast Florida Chapter, Al

1995-1998, 2015 - Present Member, Florida Bar Grievance Committee 12A

Typical Appraisal Assignments Typical Evaluation Assignments

Retail & Professional Properties Leased Fee/Leasehold Analyses
Shopping Centers Income & Cash Flow Analyses
Restaurants Feasibility & Consultation Studies
Multiple Family Residential Properties Buy/Sell Consultations

Motels, Hotels, Marinas, Golf Courses REO Analyses & Consultations
Light & Heavy Industrial Properties

Land (All classifications)

Eminent Domain Cases

'Litigation Involving Real Estate Issues





Qualifications of Roger L. Hettema, MAI (Continued)

Litigation Experience

Roger L. Hettema has extensive trial and mediation experience since 1982 representing both private and
government clients. His practice includes valuation, pre-trial analyses, depositions, preparation of trial
exhibits, and expert testimony. He has qualified as an expert witness in County Courts, Circuit Courts,
and U.S. Bankruptcy Courts. He completed the Appraisal Institute’s Litigation Professional Development
Program in 2012

Seminars & Courses Attended in Last Five Years

2012 National USPAP Update, Appraisal Institute 7 Hours
Florida Law Update, Appraisal Institute 3 Hours
Commercial Appraisal Productivity, Appraisal Institute 4 Hours
Condemnation Appraising, Principles & Applications, Appraisal Institute 27.5Hours
2013 Litigation — Complex Case Studies. Appraisal Institute 7 Hours
Lessons from the Old and New Economy, Appraisal Institute 3 Hours
2014 Florida Law, Appraisal Institute 3 Hours
National USPAP Update, Appraisal Institute 7 Hours
Residential Applications Part 2, Appraisal Institute 7 Hours
Florida Broker Recertification Course 14 Hours
Trial Components: Recipe for Success or Disaster 3 Hours
2015 Supervisory Appraiser/Trainee Appraiser, Appraisal Institute 5 Hours
Business Practices and Ethics, Appraisal Institute 4 Hours
USPAP Update Course 7 Hours
Residential Applications using Excel 7 Hours
2016 A Review of Disciplinary Cases 3 Hours
2017 Valuation of Solar Photovoltaic Systems 4 Hours
Evidence of State Licensure

RICK SCOTT, GOVERNOR KEN LAWSON, SECRETARY

- .
Lt as mie wb b

M)

;“:r"--ﬁ
s

Y o

Lt

A

Lo
.t (X |
Ant ANy





Park to s residents mismﬁ!nfbdﬁ&ea fesiah of e
Ciubfgwwrsemm.w;ec&m:aefadﬁﬁss? hiope, Ssnaks
crogues, wmdmeasmdmdubhdﬁﬂes},ﬁwh:m:ﬁ i Commenity
assets of Ui (hw,mmmmbﬁmmm}m fesicnment of
remainng tang WMMHQPMLSWMSMn@m@cﬁM ‘
For the residents, thi mmMmmnwwrmmama&v'sﬁmmmms, tn neske
OECISIoNS that g mmhanmuwvalmofemfmmes.mmtxe b to thert our
G fgEare,

We understang howe Cotnphax this SLASERIp ansier wil be ant te imporianat of sesident

frefore; @ resident Plancing Group comprises of :
he tssues Invalved, fes Lae.. o ) v exphie, analyze

!ﬁ!emseeﬂ:ea@a‘ﬁﬁi&;‘wﬂmrmm. As we :;"'






6/3/2018 Statutes & Constitution :View Statutes : Online Sunshine

m
X
®

Select Year: 2018 ;& Go

The 2018 Florida Statutes
Title XXXII Chapter 475 View Entire
REGULATION OF PROFESSIONS REAL ESTATE BROKERS, SALES ASSOCIATES, Chapter
AND OCCUPATIONS SCHOOLS, AND APPRAISERS

475.612 Certification, licensure, or registration required.—

(1) A person may not use the title “certified real estate appraiser,” “licensed real estate appraiser,” or
“registered trainee real estate appraiser,” or any abbreviation or words to that effect, or issue an appraisal report,
unless such person is certified, licensed, or registered by the department under this part. However, the work upon
which an appraisal report is based may be performed by a person who is not a certified or licensed appraiser or
registered trainee appraiser if the work is supervised and approved, and the report is signed, by a certified or
licensed appraiser who has full responsibility for all requirements of the report and valuation service. Only a
certified or licensed appraiser may issue an appraisal report and receive direct compensation for providing
valuation services for the appraisal report. A registered trainee appraiser may only receive compensation for
appraisal services from her or his authorized certified appraiser.

(2) This section does not preclude a Florida licensed real estate broker, sales associate, or broker associate
who is not a Florida certified or licensed real estate appraiser from providing valuation services for compensation.
Such persons may continue to provide valuation services for compensation so long as they do not represent
themselves as certified, licensed, or registered under this part.

(3) This section does not apply to a real estate broker or sales associate who, in the ordinary course of
business, performs a comparative market analysis, gives a price opinion, or gives an opinion of the value of real
estate. However, in no event may this comparative market analysis, price opinion, or opinion of value of real
estate be referred to or construed as an appraisal.

(4) This section does not prevent any state court or administrative law judge from certifying as an expert
witness in any legal or administrative proceeding an appraiser who is not certified, licensed, or registered; nor
does it prevent any appraiser from testifying, with respect to the results of an appraisal.

(3) This section does not apply to any full-time graduate student who is enrolled in a degree program in
appraising at a college or university in this state, if the student is acting under the direct supervision of a certified
appraiser and is engaged only in appraisal activities related to the approved degree program. Any appraisal report
by the student must be issued in the name of the supervising individual who is responsible for the report’s content.

(6) This section does not apply to any employee of a local, state, or federal agency who performs appraisal
services within the scope of her or his employment. However, this exemption does not apply where any local,
state, or federal agency requires an employee to be registered, licensed, or certified to perform appraisal
services.

(7) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, an appraiser may perform an evaluation of real property in
connection with a real estate-related financial transaction, as defined by rule of the board, which is regulated by a
federal financial institutions regulatory agency. The appraiser shall comply with the standards for evaluations
imposed by the federal financial institutions regulatory agency and other standards as prescribed by the board.

However, an evaluation may not be referred to or construed as an appraisal.
History.—ss. 9, 11, ch. 91-89; s. 4, ch. 91-429; s. 224, ch. 96-410; s. 1119, ch. 97-103; s. 21, ch. 98-250; s. 3, ch. 2000-198; ss. 4, 50,
ch. 2003-164; s. 2, ch. 2006-198; s. 3, ch. 2013-144; s. 5, ch. 2015-54; s. 3, ch. 2017-30.

http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute& URL=0400-0499/0475/Sections/0475.612 html
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The 2018 Florida Statutes
Title XXXII Chapter 475 View Entire
REGULATION OF PROFESSIONS REAL ESTATE BROKERS, SALES ASSOCIATES, Chapter
AND OCCUPATIONS SCHOOLS, AND APPRAISERS

475.626 Violations and penalties.—

(1) A person may not:

(a) Operate or attempt to operate as a registered trainee appraiser, a licensed or certified appraiser, or an
appraisal management company without being the holder of a valid and current registration, license, or
certification.

(b) If an appraisal management company, commit any conduct or practice set forth in s. 475.6245.

(c) Make any false affidavit or affirmation intended for use as evidence by or before the board or any member
thereof, or by any of its authorized representatives, nor may any person give false testimony under oath or
affirmation to or before the board or any member thereof in any proceeding authorized by this section.

(d) Fail or refuse to appear at the time and place designated in a subpoena issued with respect to a violation of
this section, unless such failure to appear is the result of facts or circumstances that are sufficient to excuse
appearance in response to a subpoena from the circuit court; nor may a person who is present before the board or
a member thereof or one of its authorized representatives acting under authority of this section refuse to be sworn
or to affirm or fail or refuse to answer fully any question propounded by the board, the member, or such
representative, or by any person by the authority of such officer or appointee.

(e) Obstruct or hinder in any manner the enforcement of this section or the performance of any lawful duty by
any person acting under the authority of this section, or interfere with, intimidate, or offer any bribe to any
member of the board or any of its employees or any person who is, or is expected to be, a witness in any
investigation or proceeding relating to a violation of this section.

(f) Knowingly conceal any information relating to violations of this section.

(2) A person who violates any provision of subsection (1) commits a misdemeanor of the second degree,
punishable as provided in's. 775.082 or s. 775.083, except when a different punishment is prescribed by this
section. This section does not prohibit the prosecution under any other criminal statute of this state of any person
for an act or conduct prohibited by this section; however, in such cases, the state may prosecute under this section
or under such other statute, or may charge both offenses in one prosecution, but the sentence imposed shall not be
a greater fine or longer sentence than that prescribed for the offense which carries the more severe penalties. A
civil case, a criminal case, or a denial, revocation, or suspension proceeding may arise out of the same alleged
state of facts, and the pendency or result of one such case or proceeding shall not stay or control the result of

either of the others.
History.—ss. 9, 11, ch. 91-89; s. 4, ch. 91-429; s. 392, ch. 97-103; s. 33, ch. 98-250; s. 17, ch. 2003-164; s. 8, ch. 2010-84; s. 21, ch.
2012-61; s. 8, ch. 2017-30.

Copyright © 1995-2018 The Florida Legislature Privacy Statement - Contact Us

http://www.leg state.fl.us/Statutes/index -cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=& URL=0400-0499/0475/Sections/0475.626 html 1/1
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Ex 9

M Gmad Lorraine Buck <lorrainebuck?@gmail.com>
UP RD
James J M <jjm1776@gmail.com> Mon, Apr 16, 2018 at 8:52 PM

To: lorrainebuck7@gmail.com
Cc: whytejo@comcast.net

Lorraine,

Sorry [ was not able to reach you by phone. | want to let you know that | had a reasonably civil conversation with John
Whyte following the UPAC meeting this afternoon. In that conversation | asked him to agree with us to request that
language be placed in the RD charter to the effect that the price paid to Neal will be what the fair market value is and not
more. He said he would consider this and would have to discuss it with the members of the PG.

I assured him that none of us will say or disseminate any information about him,his PG or their actions until we hear back
from him before this Friday moming. He said that if he agreed with this proposal he would contact us by then. If he is not
in agreement, he will not contact us.

Please convey this message to all committee persons and request that they notify the people on all their lists ASAP.

Joe

Sent from my iPad

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=454dt39920&jsvcl=awerfDFch.en.&cbl:gmail _fe_180429.15_p3&view=pt&msg=162dl172fea902fd&q=whytejo%4000mcast.net«
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EX (4

M Gmaij Lorraine Buck <lorrainebuck7@gmail.com>
UPRD
john whyte <whytejo@comcast.net> Fri, Apr 20, 2018 at 10:00 AM

To: James J M <jjm1776@gmail.com>
Cc: Lorraine Buck <lorrainebuck7@gmail.com>

The RD Planning Group has given your proposed additional Charter language serious consideration and has taken expert
advice.

As a result of this, we have genuine concems with your proposed additions.
We believe that such changes would not be in the best interests of UP residents.
Accordingly we will oppose this proposal in every way we can.

john
[Quoted text hidden]

https://mail -google.com/mail/u/0/ui=2&ik=454df39920&jsver=-dx VNcOY 02g en.&cbl=gmail_fe_180516.06 _p8&view=pt&msg=162e35aflaccbc11&q=whytejo%40comcast.net!
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We may be going down a path that is unnecessary or investing in projects that Supervisors believe "move the needle" [on property values] but may actually be injurious and worthless to residents. Only here at UPRD do Supervisors recommend saddling residents
with $44 mm of debt burden without having done the required due diligence...and then ask a consultant to prepare the REQUIRED Five-Year Plan for new projects after the fact. Potentially after the damage is done. If I did this during the capital raises I was
involved with in my career, I'd be in prison. Here it's just business as usual.

Not only is this foolhardy (i.c.. do you embark on such a spending spree in your own household without an understanding of how it will affect your finances or understanding the risks involved?) but it is legally flawed when raising capital.

Despite not having the required Five-Year Plan, UPRD scems to place great reliance on this representation by its financial consultant, PFM:

16 Special Benefis and General Benefits

Continued erhancement o recrestionalfciites by UPRD wil creste both: (1) spacial bensfts b the
assessable propertes n UPRD and (2) general benafis (0 properies outside UPRD. However, as
discussed below,

Specal benefis whih accue fo UPRD.

Property owners in UPRD, who would be specally assessed under tis plan of fnance, wil receive
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A group of this has reviewed this opinion and have questioned exactly how these paragraphs reach the conclusion therein that "property values will be protected” and "the properties will bear the assessments."
We don't understand what that means. We don't understand how PFM and Kevin Plenzler reach those conclusions based on the information he provides and seems to draw conclusions from.

We posed the following questions which have been ignored:

On the subject of Special benefits. Sent ¥
muchodeanaero@aol.com & Jul16,2026,145PM ¢
From: muchodeanaero@acl.com

To: Steve Heitzner, Scott Huebner, Greg Selep, Steve Swanson
Ce: Vivian Carvalho, Kevin Plenzler, Michelle Cocita, Rob Schiingmann, Marisa Powers, Kwame Jackson

Icame across this n the agenda for the 7/17 meeting.

Pl foryour i Jy...it behooves all of us Inever have.
Questions:
% Y 910 when “itis clear the i i il confer .
L that, istori i bear
1. What does historical growth rate have to do with a future assessment?
Iy, they canit f the proper
3.1t seens that Do they need to?

you ki here. | believe that
provided by a future assessment for various capital projects.

It the special by abenefitin excess of their cost. | hope you agree that what they provided avoids addressing this.

pe you agree that What it and tosign up for this "leap of faith?"

‘These questions are logical and prudent and should be asked by our Supervisors in their roles of fiduciarics. But they haven't asked on behalf of residents.

® UPRD Supervisors have not brought these questions to PFM for explanation
® UPRD attorneys haven't been compelled to address these questions either.
® PFM has gone into "the turtle" and hasn't addressed these questions.

“This is troubling. The history of UPRD leadership here hasn't led us to trust their judgment. Especially when they are asked questions and offer no explanation. Time and time again, their silence has exposed questionable actions.
Without answers to these questions, UPRD can be saddling residents with 44 mm of debt based on an incorrect premise!

‘We turn to you for your professional opinion:
On behalf of UPRD residents, can I engage your firm to provide additional rescarch on this matter? Will your firm be willing to review the statement from PFM and provide your professional opinion as to the questions we are asking? Are you able to believe the



conclusions reached by PFM based on the data they provide? Or should residents be worried that the data they rely on is irrelevant and the conelusions they reached are flawed?

We believe your firm is the best to opine on this and don't believe you should have any conflict in providing this opinion as you should be engaged to provide your independent professional opinion as to the best course of action for UPRD and its residents rather than

o provide information to support UPRD's premature decision to undertake these projects.

Please advise if you are willing to undertake this engagement and provide the engagement letter and wiring instructions. We believe time is of the essence on this engagement before UPRD goes down an irreversible path that further puts residents at risk.
Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Regards,

Dean Matt

aka MuchoDeanAero

aka The Pickleball Pilot
630.248.0646
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tel:630.248.0646
https://url.us.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/uwx0C5yzKjIpAWVmSzfq4hkm629?domain=mucho-dean-aero.com
https://url.us.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/GIcIC68AKkt0XGn2h6h7Xh5dQdP?domain=golfgear.golf/
https://url.us.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/y7JtC73BVlSVLWO5cBi3jhoWr3w?domain=gonetopotbook.com/

