
 

    

  

  

   

   

 

 

  

 

  

 

 

 

 
 

  

   
  

  

From: steve heitzner <steve.heitzner@universityparkrd.com> 
Sent: Saturday, August 15, 2026 2:28 PM 
To: Vivian Carvalho <carvalhov@pfm.com>; mbarnebey@blalockwalters.com; Fred Moore <fmoore@blalockwalters.com>; Marisa Powers <mpowers@blalockwalters.com> 
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> 
Cc: Steve Heitzner <steve.heitzner@universityparkrd.com>, Scott Huebner <scott.huebner@universityparkrd.com>, Steve Swanson <steve.swanson4@universityparkrd.com>, Greg Selep <greg.selep@universityparkrd.com>, Miami <miami@sec.gov> 
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."  I 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. 

I told them that the decision on the appeal by the Supreme Court is the least consequential thing they should worry about.  But that is all they have been focusing on:  getting their greedy little 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 interferes 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 II litigation and asked regulatory agencies to get involved to protect residents and punish offenders, as appropriate. 

I can't believe these Supervisors operated with such disregard to stakeholders and their fiduciary responsibilities to the enterprise in their previous professional careers.  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 PFM 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 

MuchoDeanAero - aviation adventures and the home of The World Record 48-48-48 Pickleball Challenge 

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

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: "muchodeanaero@aol.com" <muchodeanaero@aol.com> 
To: Rob Schlingmann <rob@strategicclubsolutions.com>; Michelle Cocita <michelle@strategicclubsolutions.com> 
Cc: Marisa Powers <mpowers@blalockwalters.com>; Robert C. Gang <gangr@gtlaw.com>; Steve Heitzner <steve.heitzner@universityparkrd.com>; Scott Huebner <scott.huebner@universityparkrd.com>; Steve Swanson <steve.swanson4@universityparkrd.com>; Greg Selep <greg.selep@universityparkrd.com>; Miami <miami@sec.gov>; 
Kevin Plenzler <plenzlerk@pfm.com>; Brent Wilder <wilderb@pfm.com> 
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. 

I 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 PFM, and others involved in the current attempt to issue bonds without having maintained the Five-Year Plan for new Projects [i.e., 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 are past due.  Without having done any [required] due diligence, UPRD seems 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. 

https://pfmmanagement.com/
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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
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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 I have highlighted, I
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 38). 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)
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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,
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$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.
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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
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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 hA)


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.


6







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 8CC 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
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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.


8







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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This is the first in a series of planned newsletters
dedicated tokeeping residents up.to.date on the
ongoing process of evaluating the potesttial transition
of Control of University Park to its residents.
In earlier notices, JohnWhyte, President ofUPCAI,
relayed that the current owners intend to sell the
country dub and related assets, preferably to
University Prk residents,


In order to evaluate a potential acquisition, a
ljnng Grounwas ftrnsedfrom residents
selected for their particular backgrounds and
expertise. The group has since formed various
project teams investigating, analysing and evaluating
all aspects of an acquisition and turnover following
the process in the graphic on the right.


To further guide the evaluation ‘cwrk, the Planning
Group has defined a set of Guiding Principles.


An expanded description of these Guiding Principles


in the banner


Since financing is such a pivotal piece in any
acquisition deal, an early prime Concentration has
been on evaluating financing structure alternatives.


-. I


Status Report: August 2017


Guiding Principles
Our Planning Group will be gualed in our antlysis
and preparation work by the following key
risiciplas. Applying these in the course of our
work we will rerognizn
• that UP ,nidr.nta havi a wide diversity of
Iithstyl interesu, abort and Inng.rerm inancial
cunsideradons and expectations regsmling
Univernity Parls future.


• the evolving nature of country dulat their
financial visibility nd the expectations of
differentmembership levels.
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UPCC Potential Furchase
7 messages


Dick Tuley < lmail.com> Wed, Nov 2. 2017 at 2:24 PMTo: Joe Moran aiI.com>


Thanks for attending th UPAC meeting Monday and I appreciated yourthe re-development of tte golf course property. This is an issue that is nunderstood.


The Neal and Passed families have absolutely no interest in continuing toperate a country club. lihey built this one dearly as an amenity to sellirnow that that phase is crnplete, they want to sell the club. They actuallyto sell the club for ten yars with no takers. I think the biggest hurdle to ti.that the country club exists on in the middle of a restricted access real esdevelopment. I certainl would not want to own the club without controllirand that is why we insis that they turnover the community to us as apartIf we do not buy the cluip they will retain control of the community to 12/3not good for us.


Your point that if there 4e no other real estate developers interested in IIneeds further understarding since they have no Interest In selling to anythey are prepared to re-ievelop that themselves. This is what they do. TIare very good at, and ths is not what we want to happen. I know that I dcout my lanai and see either single-family or multi-story residential structUibet you share that opinisn.


The bottom line is we ae not purchasing a country club as much as we apurchase of our University Park Lifestyle. There are a number of residentcare about the golf coure, but there property value certainly does, and itmake that case to. as mny of our friends and neighbors that we can.
Again, thanks for attend$ng the meeting and I look forward to speaking tomore and your attendarike at the January neighborhood meetings whereincluding cost will be discussed.
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January 13th2018


John Whyte
President,
University Park Comniuuty Association Inc.
7671 The Park Boulevard
University Park FL 34201


There are residents who
land. The ability to do so
Bill ofRights ofthe Unit
NealfPasold partnership
Manatee County Develoj
the outset.


Yours sincerely,


John Neal
Partner
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Dear John,


We are finalizing the drah ofan Agreement relating to the sale ofthe country club lands
it covers the principle points of discussion these past eight months together with a comm
over the homeowner association to resident control upon conclusion of the sale.


Once the Agreement is eecuted a Purchase and Sale Agreement will be prepared encom
details relating to the traisfer of ownership ofthe assets. I
There should be no doul4s about the Neal/Pasold decision to sell its interest in these asse
are committed to the prdent course of a sale to the residents; howeverthey have also res
successful outcome is no achieved they would go ahead and close the club and prepare
to third parties for resideral redevelopment.


This may sound harsh bu ifthe residents do not value the club property for its lifestyle cc
community and its enhaxement of residential real estate value we must take the position
highest and best use for tie land.


atribution to the
of finding the


lo not believe that we would obtain approval from the County to
is protected nOt only by County and State law but also by the C
d States ofAmerica. Development rights are furthermore maini
s Declarant m the Declaration ofCovenants for University Park
ment Ordinances that have governed the development ofUnivei


The success of the resideçt planning group campaign these next few weeks will detcrmin
for the community. We 4eieve that the approach your group is recommending is unques
option representing the fl}OSt practical way to acquire these assets without significant upf


The opportunity that exiss todaywill not be made again. We hope that your upcoming ne
meetings will provide thd means to demonstrate to all residents the solution being offered
means to control the destiny ofUniversity Park.


Charles Varali
Partner Representative


7671 Park ou1evard University Park. Florida 34201 t941i 355-38b
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If I am going to hav to pay, say, $1200 per year in additional taxE for a golf
course I don’t wanti I’d be willing to pay that money to attorneys k fight with
Neal. If 600 homeslfelt the same way, there’d be a pot of $720,O( , per year to
spend on attorneys hf Neal tried to close and develop the golf cour e.


Now that I have vented a bit, I wish you success at your meeting. will be
sending John Whyte additional questions.


Begin forwarded message:


From: john whSite <
Subject: Re: UP Turnover Project
Date: January 28, 2018 at 4:42:56 PM EST
To: Larry


Larry,
The letter that I read at the Eaton meeting, was sent to me b
NealNarah, ØpyreQuest. on the morning of Jan 13, 2018.


Many resident4 had fed-back to myself and the Planning Gro p over
recent months hat they did not believe that Neal would close :he
Club and re-dveIop the land. So I felt it necessary to have t e
Neal/Pasold position set out clearly.


The letter in itsIf is not threatening in style, but the option th : it sets
out is clearly a threat if we do not consummate the deal that 1 s
already been reqotiated. The letter sets out points that were ‘ade
during the negqtiations - but never in a threatening manner. i iore as
a practical reality. The negotiations were carried out entirely ii good
faith - where bbth sides were direct & open about many issue;.


john







exag
Pimming Group Response (Feb 4,2018) to:
10 THINGS TO KNOW - THE FACES


1. The HOA board is nade up of 3 members, 2 ofwhom are appointed by) and I terefore
represent, Nears iiterests
How cantheHOAoardbemistedtoact inthe bestinterestofalithe owne


• Statement is deliberately Tni1di11g
• The tJPCAI Boörd is not nilcing ANY role in this process and exercises N ‘ control nor
influence overhe entirely tesidern-4riven Plmimiig Group. Note that a] Board
meetings are open to all homeowners to attend.


• The UPCAI Board has been controlled by Neal/Pasold for the last 25ye i.
This is one of the major reasons why Community Turnover to homeowi r control
immediately after acquisition ofthe Club is so important to us all. Othe vise
Neal/Pasoldwill continue to cuidIol Our HOA thru to 12/31,2029.


2. The HOA spent tens of thousands of dollars of our money to investigate pur iasing the golf
course, even though the Master Declaration prohibits the HOA from ownin the golf
course. The legality of the HOA spending money in this way is being invest atei


• The one true st4ment above is that UPCAI (our HOA) is prohibited fn a acquiring the
country club - (CR’s Article 17(3). This is one major reasonwhy the op on to acquire
the country dub through UPCAI was rejectedby the Planning Group.


• All professionalfees and expenses elated to the potential acquisition oft e entire Club
(not just the golf course) and other landwill ultimlybe borne by the I meowners
(through the Bond issue) but ONLY if the proposed deal goes through.
o If the deal dOes not go through, all these costs will be borne by NeaV] asold.


• All legal 1es foE advice and assistance regarding our governing or1innt and
Community Turnoverwere andwill be borne by the homeowners throu Ii UPCAL
These are proviled for in the UPCA.l 2018 Budget.


• Thzring the many presentations to residents aswell as statements in new tters, the
above statements have been made pizb]idy and itemized to residents dur ig “Detail Day”
held on Jnrnary 20, in the Varsity Club.


• The Planning (oup and the UPCAI Board are unaware of any so-called investigation”.


3. The Planning Grou told us they could not keep us advised of the status oft] negotiations
because of a non-disclosure agreement THIS WAS FALSE.. ...there was no ucli NDA.
They could have informedus of the price and. terms being negotiated all alo .


•. This statement is both isleadivg and untrue.
• ANDAwas signed by all involved in the due diligence c’mnintion ofti, Club’s
documents and inzaiicja1 information - andyuse ofthat information 1 the HVS
reports and in building future projections.
This NDA is4inforce for allwlio were involvedin this i,base ofthe v


• The NDA bad nabing to dowidi the conduct ofthe negotiations.







• Planning Group Response (1?eb 4,2018) to:
10 THINGS TO KNOW - TIlE FACTS


a Therewas a se silile and highly appropriate mntii1 agreement to cone ntiality during
the course oftl4e extensive information errhrnige, open discussions and egotiations
with Neah/Paso}d on land value, assets to include/exclude, terms for key ems, and
liltinutelywhat each side was seeking ass price. Such co ntalty is taudard
practice — indeed, essential — in any transaction of this complerity.


4. The Phrnning Group, handpicked by JohnWhyte, a golfmember himself, is] avily weighted
- 80% are golfmembei. They have a direct interest in keeping the golf course en while
having all of the owners pay for the purchase and upkeep of the course. They k t the price
from us because theywere working a sweetheart deal that would benefit them id Neal. over
the rest ofus. Under the Planning Group proposal, the golfers get a massive win Lfall and every
homeowner will have to pay a minimum of $36,000 over the life of the bond. J great deal for
the golfers.... a bad deal ftr the rest ofus.


a The accusation ofbiased self-interest on the part of the PbrnningGroup is spurious and
totally without fonnd*tion.


• The names, mmbersbip status and professional bac grounds of the Pla ring Group
members have been publicly reported (see resident web site) from the ‘ ry outset


• Yes, members were handpidred based on their particular expertise, rec d of’
community leadership (neighborhood chairs, UPCAJ committees, etc.) lwillingness
to contribute cpuntless hours of their timewithout remuneration to a c nmou cause
for all residenrq.
As soon as a thin price aud the nmuhitude of specifics were agreed upon, he
informationivs shared with all residents though neighborhoodmeeti s.
Residents shofld judge for themselves the final agreed price of$16.75M br 366 acres
(that will give us total controf fall UP) and determine ifa fair pucew achieved for


V


Li Fm NJ
5. The Planning Groi4told us ifwe don’t take this deal there will be cows on ti golf course,
the go]1 course will go fallow, or that the golf course could be developed with mu hi-family
units behind every house ALL FAlSE.


The writer of the above may believe these concerns are FAlSE - but doi * be misled.
JohnNeal andgbarles Varah have confirmed these very intentions to us most recently


.)
in their letter oJmmary 13, 201& Andmore recently on February 2 to [etald
Tribune” Business Reporter Chud Wile, JohnNeal confirmed that if ti homeowners )
do not conclude the negotiated transaction, the club will dose very shoxi y thereafter.
Our DEl & ZonIng Ordinances can be changed by a decision ofthe Man ee County
B.O.C.C. - whe4 the Neal organizations have a ccsisiderable track recon of grning
approval. Wbil wewould be able to speak against re-zoning at any pub c hearings,
this does not ueessaiily mean that we could stop such rezoning.







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


Even a cursory arninstion of local newspapers reveals the repeated su of their
requesta for zoiing changes before the Board ofCounty Commisdoners both Sarasota
and Manatee (mties.


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


2) above has n.t been part of the DEl since ordinance 01-19 and contin g up to and
including the dirrent version 12-20.


Our attorney says them is no reason to believe the Manatee County Comrnissio would allow
Neal to change the zoning and these DEl requirements to add new and incomp ble
development or change the longstanding uses within University Park.


Would you betal1 our beautiful greenspace yurUP ]ifestyle andyir me values on
such a flimsy stptement that carries no shred of evidence?


• All the legal an4 other experienced opinions and anecdotal evidence co ed by the
•Pbirniing Group indicate that there is indeed a high risk of such hrnges UP, ifwe do


not act now.
• Many litigitioi attorneys would Jove to be highly paid to try to stop a
application. The advice that we have received is that the chance of winning
such a case is lqw and it could be a very costly loss.


• A review of thHOA covenants clearly documents the rights ofNeal/P regarding
the openatiou ofthe Country Club.


o Article 17.3- “Ju addition, the Country Club owner may elect at time to
suspend:or terminate the operation of the Country Club.


o Article 17.5- wflle present or future use of the Golf Course for course
purposes may be discontinued or suspended at anytime hereafter the Country
bib Owners


6. They want us to pay $13,100,000 for a golf course when no golf course in area has sold
for over $5,000,000. Tiey also want us to pay $3,250,000 more to improve itto e it even
better for the golfers. On top of that, the proposed district and charter could pa the annual
cost of running the new district and the golfcourse on us, the homeowners.


• All the above are false and m sleatling statPnients. For example, P1iran ointe in
Venice (a ciniilnr 1,200 home communitywith a 27-hole golf course) sold for
$16.8M in2015j It should be noted this was only for the golf course and additional
land, etc. that is iui1u.1d in our agreement


• The “golf course” is only one component of the agreement Others indu tennis,
fitness, restauraits, parldng lot, Varsity Club - in total 266 acres ofprime. d. The sale







• Planning Group Response (Feb 4, 2018) to:
10 THINGS TO KNOW - TIlE FACES


prices for “othr” compazaNes are not always apples-to- apples comparl rn) especiallyregarding fina4clal success, geographkal location and condition ofgolf ume.• The price forkUPCC land will be $1Z5M, not the $13.2M price hate above. Thisprice is $1M leis than the complete valuation provided by our eperts.• None ofthe $325M funds planned to be set aside for necessary nisinter ace, operatingreserves and capital improvements is earmarked for anything to do with the golf course -as was clearly mated in the January presentations
• Clubmember$ip dues and ont1e revenues will more than pay for aUl ie annualcpemting costs ofthe RD. Club and golfcourse - as they do now. 1.


I T .1 kA.


7. The appraised value is inflated and unqualified.
- Steve Nadeau, a member of the Due Diligence Team, and a witness botl spoke with the
Appraiser, Dauus M. Hatami, and leanied the following:


- Mr. Hataini coêf1rmed the current appraised value is $6.2M, NOT $13.2 4 as stated bythe PG.
- Mr. Hatami IS NOT a Certified florida MMAppraiser. He is not licensi I in the state ofFlorida and ha not been licensed in the state of Florida since 2010.
- Numerous requests have been made to the PG to obtain a hard copy of ie appraisal and
these requests iave been denie&


- The PG was informed of this misleading information and ignored it.
- The PG quote4 selected material from the firm Bass & Fletcher, a firm t at was
contracted and paid for by the Seller.


- In these types fpurchase transactions (asset purchase), it is common pi ctice to get a
second or third opinion, called a Review Appraisal, which this group of oncerned UP
Homeowners is willing to fund.


WHY SHOULD WE PAYMORE THAN DOUBLE (APPROXIMATELY $7 {) THECURRENT APPRAISED VALUE FOR UPCC ASSETS?


Responses to the numerous points above are as follow:
• The final HVS report (October 31,2017) states very dearly on the first p e


is our opinion that- the as1?market value ofthe GolfCourse and ub
Impivvememsat UniversityParkCountry Club, as ofJufr1 2OI7i $13,5(tXN).


• This report (17 pages) was professionally Certified byDarius Hatami, M naging
Director ofHVS Golf Services as a Member oftheAppraisal Institute. r• Thereisuoreference anywhereinthereporttoanappraisedva1ueof$ M, asaflwho Je
have studied thh reporta confirm


• We are not buying a golf course. We are buying valuable laud that today iappens toserve as a Counry Club and golf course The appraised value of tbis lami achides
additional cash 4Iow associated with ownership by an RD vs. ownership 1 r NealfPasold.a The reportwas *eviewed bymembers of our due diligence te2w and (in i i digital form) /4.was made availalde for residents to review during “Detail Day”.
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Plsirning Group Response (Feb 4, 2018) to
10 THINGS TO KNOW - THE FACTS


o The report is not available in hard copy and is considered co____ because ofthe
NDA, referked to above, and the nature ofthe negotiations.


• A Florida cexdficaflou is not relevant Mr. Haiami and his HVS staff e completed7 , over 100 appraisals ofgolf courses, country dubs and related develop (incinding 27
clubs in Fiorid)andprovide a brnader scope perspective.
o In addiiionj Bass, Fletcher &Associates (hired by Neal /PascJd) are ed Florida
appraisers, bound by professional ethics and government standards not provide


v’ I , false statements, no matterwho pays them. Their overall appraisaF dicates land
values that are very significantly higher than the value we have to.


>Z• Our due diligence team did not ignore information regarding appraisals d the
statements in 7’above are untrue and highly misleading.


• We note that the price we have agreed to is significantly lower than all various
professional land appraisals obtained by both parties. Suggesting a cm practice of
obtaining secofld and third opinions is pointless.


• As noted earli&, the statPrnPnt thatwe are paying double the “currtnt raised vain?
for the assets isidearly untrue arid not based on the HYS report. I )4 V.!


8. IfthePlanningGraupwasactingonourbeha]f,whydidn’ttheyhirea edappraiser c
who is licensed in Florida and experienced in appraising golf courses in this are rather than a
Colorado appraiser whp is not even licensed in Florida?
9. The company that c’aimed that the property would earn Neal $60,000,000 w paid by Neal
and obviously did everything it could to arrive at as high a value as possible.


• UP land was va’ued at amounts between $47M to $80M by several . This wide
range in value is more of a tribute to how difficult future development is to
estimate with any degree of accuracy than to who is paying the app But it
confirms emphatically tire 1vorab1e nature of the deal that is now


___ed.


• The question ofwhether the appraiser is licensed in Florida is a spurious d. irrelevant
point.
0 ThereisnoFloridarequizementtouseaCertifieclFloridaMAl 114.
Evaluation serv ces in Florida are frequently providedby brokers, jjarchitects, financial experts. out-of--state appraisers and other experts 7In fact a truly idependeut highly experience out-of-state expert (like Golf +L LServices) mayb a npwh better source of quality information.


It so happenedbat HVS’s (who also have significant Florida operations) golf
property expert in the USA (Darius Hatami) works from Colorado.


10. The total lack of transparency shown by the Planning Group suggests the di nct possibility
that it was not actuallyacting in the best interests of us, the homeowners in UP C.


• This false accnsiticn may be the most outrageous of all those contained the so-called
tenpohit&







PInrn’{ng Group Response (Feb 4, 2018) to:
10 THINGS TO KNOW - THE FACTS


• Our degree of1mnsparenq over 8 months can be judged from the foilc vingo 36 presentations to residents, with slides posted on the web site afte yards. Thesixteen Janiary 2018 presentations were attended br over 1,100 resi ?fltsLi t-t o 30+ n12ik from JohnWhyte UPCAI President to all residents
o 6 monthly Newsletters sent to all residents and posted on the web siLMl j I ) !/ o 2 full surveys ofall resident’s views. There were over 1,500 response to the Jauuaxy2018 survey.


rt 1 9)etail. Day” open to all, at which PG files were available for insp iono Web site since summer 2017 with all the above and much more avi Lbleo On-going effort to respond in a dmely n’ainer to eli questions posed brit the website, sent dfrectlyto UPCAJ in reply to iniIs, or sent to members of he PIrnmiig
Group.


o Hundreds ofconiments from residents on the high quality of our cox
during the process and the transparency of our plans and ideas.


DO NOT BE RUSHED, INTO THIS DEAL THATWILL PLACE AN ADDED Ti ON YOURHOME FOR THE NEXT 30 YEARS. YOU HAVE BEEN MISLED AND THREA ENED WITHDOOM BY A GROUP tI’HAT IS NOTACTING FOR THE BENEFiT OF ALL H MEOWNERSIN UP. TAKE YOUR tIME AND LEARN ALL THE FACTS ANDWHAT ALT: RNATIVESARE AVAILABLE. ThEN MAKE AN INFORMED DECISION BASED ON ICN WLEDGE;NOT FEAR.


YES! IT’S IMPORTANT TO KNOWTIlE FACES AND LEARNWHATTI! REALALTEENATWES 4RE.


• FF’S AlSO I(PORTANTTO DECiDEWHEREANDWiTHWHO YOU PLACE
YOUR TRUST.


• AS NOTEDABOVE fllE LIST OF “10 QJJESTIONS” PROMA SMA L
ANONYMCUS GROUP OFFERFEW FACTS, MANYFALSEAND I ISLEADINGSTATEME, AND NO SIGN OF THEIR. PROMISED “ALTERNAI YPS”.


PLEASE MAKEAN INFORMED DECISION BASED ON THE FACTSAS Y J SEE THEM.THIS OPPORTUNITYTO SECURE OUR UTUEE WILLNOT COME AG) N. THISMAY BE OURONLY OPPORTUNiTY TO TAKE OVERTHESE ASSETS BI ORE THEYARE GONE







kiLcom> EX 4
gmaiLcom>


Dick,
Thanks for providing this info and I hope you had a nice Thanksgiving. 1
that I need to know:


-


1 How much is the golf club worth as a golf club? (Apparently riot much
trying to sell it for 10 years with no takers.)
2 How much is the other property, land, roads, etc that Neal owns within
3 How much is he askhg us to pay for this?


If Neal’s asking price is the sum of I and 2 above, I am all for buying it. I
askihg price is more than that, I am absolutely opposed. Like our preside
entering into fair agreements, not unfair ones.


Assuming that Neal is sking for more than the sum of I and 2, while I r€
some leverage, I believe there are some substantial hurdles that could c
in fact wanted to e1iminte the golf course and build houses there. For e
I would propose that we commence a lawsuit against Neal and ask for a
injunction or temporary restraining order TRO) preventing him from doin
construction or demolitiøn within UPCC until the lawsuit is finalized. The
lawsuit and TRO is that all of the homeowners who bought in UPCC wen
his representatives to uliderstand that this development was and would
course community. All of us took this into account in determining how mi
willing to pay for our hoUses. If we had been told by his people that he cc
UPCC at any time into a non golf course community and replace the golf
houses, multi-unit residences and/or retail stores, we would not have pal
did or may have chosen to not buy here at all.
If we took this tack, I believe a judge would grant a preliminary injunction
cost Neal an inordinatearnount of time and money to defend against This
publicity surrounding such a claim would also adversely affect his reputa
businessman, I think he would then realize that it would make more sen
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 ireevaluate his
position and agree to sell to us for the fair market value and nothing mon


Jimes.J M
To: Dick Tuley <


En, Nov:


l 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 dmarket value of the other undeveloped land and property he owns within


4, 2017 at 8:39 AM
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Finally, there are a lot qf rumors going around about how much Neal war
sound like he wants us to pay him a sum that amounts to the entire profil
he were to successfully develop all the property he currently owns in IJPI
to blackmail and wouIdbe totally unfair to us le. to give him all the poteni
possibly make without equiring him to do all the work and take all the ris
otherwise have to take !to make that profit.
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Please provide me witl the answers to 1,2 and 3 above, ASAP, becau* if UPCAI iscnsiderin9 paying mc than fair market value, I will want to sell my house before such adeal is consummated.


Sent from my iPad
[Quoted text hidden]


Dick Tuley <‘ naiLcom> Fri, Nov 2L 2017 at 10:50 AMTo: Joe Moran iiaiLcom>


joe:


I appreciate your comments and the frustration you seem to have. I had at samefrustration last spring when work began on this project. I was askIng first nd foremost,“what is the asking price” and that there was none I balked. I was basical y arguing againstthe process. Howeyer after a great amount of thought, I realized the goa is much moreimportant than the process and if the sellers insist on this process, then be it.


So, your list is missing one very important question and it’s the most imp rtant, what is thevalue of the country club as a real estate valuation question? Again, we ay not like that,but that is the fact and we just have to accept that Again, the goal is to p eserve ourproperty value, our ilfestyle.


We have the answers tO all your questions but many are bound by the N DisclosureAgreement we all signeØ. So, when the deal is complete and in writing, I m sure that wewill be able to share those answers. Just not quite yet - the January neig borhoodmeetings will the time when this will all be put forward.


Your thoughts about legl steps are also important. That’s why the ‘first a visor we hiredwas a land-use attorney here in Manatee County to see whether the zoni g and theaspects of the DRI would give us some opportunity to stop this potential evelopment.He made it very clear that we could cause the developer some headach but that wewould lose the battle. SQ, do we fight with that knowledge or keeping our ye on the ball,try to negotiate a fair settlement. We have chosen the latter. Again, you y argue thatbut with the best legal advice available, we chose to not go down that ro


There may be a lot of rumors going around but that is what they are. The have nocredibility and when we get things finalized and can communicate that i rmation inJanuary, 1 think and hope that all the issues will be resolved.


Dick Tuley
[Quoted text hidden]







M Grnai!
Refusal to provide me with critical info
James J M <


To: John whyte < Fri,


I understand your position that only after you have negotiated all aspects of this matter,what that deal is. You refuse, to tell me now. You did not tell me yesterday, nor in your eyour position. I have no have no idea where this idea of yours comes from that you haystatus of the negotiations fron me. You and the other members of the Planning Group Itoward me and all homeowners in UPCC.Your refusal to provide me, a person to whom you owe a fiduciary duty, with the statusthey currently stand, is a clear breach of that duty. Because you refuse to give me this i’intelligent decision regardingwhether to sell my house now or to wait until the deal withfinalized. Your failing to provide me with this info might well cost me a lot of money if thegoes down as a result of the.final deal.I cannot understand why you and the Planning Group are being so secretive about theare supposed to be negotiatihg on behalf of me and all UPCC homeowners. The fact tlus what is going on with the negotiations, coupled with the fact that you, in an open foruopen meeting, admitted that the Planning Group has not even asked any developers wtwilling to pay for what NeallPassold are trying to sell us, leads me to question if the Plarperforming the due diligence ‘required of a fiduciary.These facts, when taken together, are causing me, as well as some others to whom I hathat perhaps you and the other members of the Planning Group have some ulterior motiactions.
James Moran


ec8, 2017 at 12:32 PM
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recorded mortgage document is Mfferent from the name and address of the mortgagee or at
shown by the public record. The association is deemed to have complied with this requirenif
request of the parcel owners reqi4ired under this subparagrapK Any notices required to be s
under this subparagraph shall besent to all available addresses provided to the association,
t Any notice to the mortgagees required under subparagraph 3. may be sent by a metha


delivery, and any mortgagee wh fails to respond within 60 days after the date of mailing is
consented to the amendment.
5. For those amendments recuixing mortgagee consent on or after July 1, 2013, in the eve


provided other than by properly recorded joinder, such consent shall be evidenced by aftida’
recorded in. the public records of the county in which the declaration is recorded.
6. Any amendment adapted without the required consent of a mortgagee is voidable on]


was entitled to notice and an opporturiityto consent An action to void an amendment is sub
limitations beginning 5 years after the date of discovery as to the amendments described in si
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.
(2) ANNUALMEETING.—The association shall hold a meeting of its members annually


and all proper business at a time, date, and place stated in, or fixed in accordance with, the t,
directors, if one is required to be held, must be held at, or in conjunction with, the annual m
the governing documents.
(3) SPECIAL MEETINGS.—Special meetings must be held when called by the board of


different percentage is stated in the governing documents, by at least 10 percent of the total
association, Business conducted at a special meeting is limited to the purposes described in
(4) CONTENT OF NOTICE4—Uriless law or the governing documents require otherwis


meeting need not include a description of the purpose or purposes for which the meeting is
meeting must include a description of the purpose or purposes for which the meeting is call


(5) NOTICE OF MEETINGS..—The bylaws shall provide for giving notice to members o


if they do not do so shall be deemed to provide the following: The association shall give all
members actual notice of all membership meetings, which shall be mailed, delivered, or eke
the members not less than 14 days prior to the meeting. Evidence of compliance with this 14
by an affidavit executed by the person providing the notice and filed upon execution among
association. In addition to mailing, delivering, or electronically transmitting the notice of an


may, by reasonable rule, adopt a procedure for conspicuously posting and repeatedly broad


agenda on a closed-circuit cable television system serving the associatiom When broadcast n
notice and agenda must be broadcast in a manner and for a sufficient continuous length of ti
average reader to observe the notice and read and comprehend the entire content of the noti
(6) RIGHT TO SPEAK.—Members and parcel owners have the right to attend allmembE


speak at any meeting with referçnce to all items opened for discussion or included on the ag


any provision to the contrary in the governing documents or any rules adopted by the boarc3


member and a parcel owner ha* the right to speak for at least 3 minutes on any item. The a
written reasonable rules governing the frequency, duration, and other manner ofmember ax
statements, which rules mustbconsistent with this subsection..
(7) ADJOURNMENT.—Unless the bylaws require otherwise, adjournment of an annual


different date, time, or place must be announced at that meeting before an adjournment is


given of the new date, time, or place pursuant to s. 720.303(2). Any business that mightha
original date of the meeting maybe transacted at the adjournedmeeting. If a new record dal
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MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING
OF DIRECTORS OF


UNIVERSITY PARK COMMUN1TYASSOCIATON, INC.


On Tuesday, December 13,, 2017 at 103Sam, the members of the Board of Directors ofUniversity Park Community Association, Inc. met at 7671 The Park Boulevard, Unive Park, Florida34201. Present were John Whyte, Ron Tobin, arid Enjoli Collins, being a quorum of the Directors of theAssociation.


Mr. Whyte, as President served as Chairperson of the meeting, and Ms. Collins seni d 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 heidi on October 12,2017 had previously been circulated, she motioned to accept the meeting minutes as cistributed. John
Whyte seconded the mtion. Motion carried by unanimous voice vote.


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


Mr. Whyte introduced Beverly Latine, Accounting Manager for Commur( Management
Systems, Inc. (CMS) presented the 2018 Neighborhood budgets to the Board of Dire ors; Ms. Latine
stated that all Neighborhood 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 Latine further
provided the Directors with a copy of all the 2018 neighborhood budgets.


Mr. Tobin read the details of the neighborhoods using their estimated prior years’ sh surpluses at
year-end 2017 as follows:


1. Albemarle will use $9,146 to partially fund their base assessment and $2,549 lo partially fund
the reserve assessment;


2. Ascot will use $5,000 to partially fund the reserve assessment;
3. Chelsea will use$4,000to partiaflyfund the base assessmentfor drought free p1 ts;
4. Devonshire will use $6,000 to partially fund the supplemental assessment and $1,000 to


partially fund th reserve assessment for landscape allowance for storm clean a
5. Eaton Place will ‘use $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 aIIy fund the


supplemental assessment;
7. l-lighgate will use $7,590 to partially fund the base assessment;
8. Kenwood Park will use $4,000 to partially fund the base assessment;
9. Langley Park will use $1,612 to partially fund the base assessment; $1,612 to p rtially fund the


supplemental asessment, and $1,612 to partially fund the reserve assessment;
10. Lansdowne Crescent will use $7,938 to partially fund the base assessment, $8 83 to partially


fund the supplemental assessment, and $3,969 to partially fund the reserve asse merit;
11. Lennox Gardens will use $15,000 to partially fund the reserve assessment;
12. Marlow will use $4,488 to partially fund their reserve assessment;
13. Notting Hill will use $16,188 to partially fund their base assessment, $27, 750 partially fund
the suppIementI assessment, and $2, 312 to partially fund the reserve assessn t;


14. Regents Park wiI use $1,123 to partially fund the reserve assessment for refurb hing gas lights
& mailboxes (year I of a 4 year program);


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







Mr. Whyte made a motion for the association funds of the one—time Turnouerex4endftures that
occurred in 2017 in the pproximate amount of $40,000 and the $40,000 budgeted for 2(18 for these
expenses are funded froni the General Reserves Account and not out of the Operating Fi.4ui. Mr. Whyte
made note that the Finace Committee was in agreement with this decision.


Upon motion duly m4ie, seconded and carried unanimously, the Board adoptet the following
resolutions: I
RESOLVED, the 2017 anti 2018 Turnover expenses wilt be funded from the General Resé4ies account are
hereby approved, adopted, and ratified.


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


Upon motion duly made, seconded and carried unanimously, the Board adopted the following
resolutions:


RESOLVED, door-to-door solicitation to those persons who are duly appointed or a roved 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 nclude written
materials.


Mr. Tobin stated that the Finance Committee received an audit proposal letter fr m Menchinger
& Tyack, Certified Publk Accountants to perform the 2017 audit that they approved t fee as it was
consistent with years pst; it is the Finance Committee’s recommendation to the Board of Directors to
approve the 2017 audit proposal.


Mr. Whyte noted that Menchinger & Tyack have provided the UPCAI audit for ov r 15 years and
to the best of his knowiedge he is not aware that they have performed any services o behalf of the
Declarant, the Country (ilub nor Neal Enterprises. Mr. Tobiri confirmed that to his own nowtedge this
was to be true.


RESOLVED, upon motioiped made, seconded and unanimously agreed by all Directors, e Treasurer is
authorized to execute the proposal from Menchinger & Tyack for the UPCAI 2017 annual udit.


Mr. Whyte introduced Jim Case, Neighborhood Chair of Richmond Park w informed the
Directors that he has been made aware of the buyers concerns with regards to the c ditions of the
driveway and has revie+ed these conditions himself for the past month and can con that there is
difficulty to gain access ito the parking garage. Mr. Case made a recommendation to lii board that the
easement be granted With provisions that the Richmond Park Neighborhood nor UP I wilt bear any
costs involved and that the present easement documentation be updated.


RESOLVED, upon moticn made, seconded and unanimously agreed by all Directo to grant the
easement of 8019 Cdllingwood Court was approved with the conditions that he Richmond
neighborhood nor the Jniversity Park Community Association would bear any cost involved with







RESOLUTION


Board of Directors


Jniversity Park Community Asociation, Inc.


WHEREAS:


(a) it may become necessary in the near future for residents of Univerity Park to
be able to engage in door-to door solicitation of their neighbors and fllow
residents for purposes of securing signatures on a petition to Manatee County for
the approval of a Recreation District in the community of University Prk;


(b) as a part of that solicitation, it may be desirable to leave expianat4y written
materials with the residents who are the subjects of that solicitation; nd


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


NOW, THEREFORE


The Board of Directors hereby authorizes those persons who are duly ppointed
or approved by the President of the Association to engage in the abo described
solicitation effortt leave with the residents who are contacted, or in heir
absence, to leave an the property of such residents, such written mat rials as
may be considered helpful to their understanding of the petition or t would
otherwise be benefidal and appropriate to the solicitation effort.


kL if
fk







Neighbors,


As you know by noN the University Park Community Association (UPCAI) has fo4med a
“Charting our Future (COF) committee that is proposing University Park beconiefa
“Recreational Disbjct (RO), that in turn can underwrite the purchase the UP Cdu try Club.
We sincerely belieie that doing so would materially affect our property values, a. our
general feeling of well-being that we have come to enjoy as residents of Universi Park.


Understand that we recognize preserving the Country Club is a desirable objecti , it’s
simply that the means being proposed to do so is very unattractive and ultimate)
unworkable. There are better alternatives. We would only ask that you consider em and
reject the Recreatknal District proposal of the Charting our Future committee in vor 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 our opinion
of the RD proposal. Of course, we urge continued cooperation with the committ so that
we could together arrive at a better solution than the RD proposal which if enact would
assuredly become an unworkable encumbrance to the community:


Another Perspective Regarding the Proposed Establishmen of a
University Park Recreational District


A Recreational District is a legal entity set up within the county government. It a1 a the
residents of the diStrict to underwrite bonds to fund the purchase and subsequen
maintenance of the district’s assets. The bonds are retired over a 30 year perio by means
of an ad valorem sipplement to the residents’ cun-ent property taxes collected b the county.
This arrangementis tantamount to a 30+ year debt obligation on each UP dwell g.


In 1999 the resideits of Heron’s Glen in Ft. Myers formed an RD for the same p
They initially underwrote an offering of $19.2MM. Subsequently, in 2006, after r tiring
$2MM of the initiSi offering, underwrote $26MM more to retire the balance of the nitial
offering and provide additional funding for infrastructure improvements, mainten Ce, etc.
The total underwr1ten is thus $28MM, constituting a material debt obligation to residents
through 2036, at least.


Underwriting the FJ’s bonds to purchase the UPCC. and maintain it for the life o the asset
allows UP resident no access to its facilities unless they pay the UPCC membe hip fees In
addition to the RD lad valorem tax. And, as happened at Heron’s Glen, when need for
new funding inevitbly arises for maintenance andlor improvements the RD will
perforce continue to underwrite new bond offerings, further increasing the reside ts’ debt
obligation without niaterial benefit.


Other points to onsider


ThE VOTE: The authority to establish the RD is to be put to the vote of UP
horneownrs. However, only UP homeowners who are Florida reside is,
registere to vote in Manatee County, FL are permitted to participat . Thus, as
it is currently structired, non-resident UP homeowners will have no vote n the
formatiOn the RD but will have the very real obligation to participate in
underwritirjg of any bond offerings of the RD board. The inevitable addj al bond
offerings ir the future may then be issued by the elected board without rther vote.







In fact, approval of the actual purchase of UPCC, which should have be4n the firstorder of bijslness was never put to a vote of all residents.. I
HOME V4UA11ON: The committee has opined that maintaining the QFICC isessential t maintaining the property values of UP. This position simply not tnje.There are ny number of desirable communities in the Sarasota-Braden$n areawithout go’f that have home values comparable to UP. For example, co4ntlesscommunities in Lakewood Ranch have attractive home valuations that a4e notdiminished by lack of a country club. There are many others in the Sara$otaBradentonarea.


• RESALE: The marketability of UP homes would potentially be negativl affected bywhat would essentially amount to a permanent and inexorably increasin bondobligation imposed on each property by the RE) Board’s underwritings.


• THE POPULARITY OF GOLF IS WANING: Golf is not as popular as it to be.Play is down nationally. NIKE, for example, has even stopped manufa ng golfequipmen4 Courses are scrambling to attract members. It is highly unli ly thatUPCC can be self sustaining. The continued viability of the dub without he current
owner’s support is far from guaranteed. Thus, should an RD be formed r an initialpurchase of the UPCC, additional bond offerings will inevitably be requir to sustain
it, resulting in its never ending dependency on the residents of UP. The ncem thatan outsideentity would purchase the golf course in hopes of realigning t e prtpertyfor more housing is overstated. Many of the holes are unsuitable for e sites.Thereare1clearly better opportunities for land developers without their Ii ving to dealwith the technical difficulties and bad PR that would inevitably result fro
“developin the UPCC.


An Alternative:


A reasonable alternative to the formation of a Recreational District and its attend ntobligations upon UP homeowners would be an outright purchase of the UPCC a d it’sfacilities by those terested in being equity members. The UPCC would then b owned andmanaged by its equity members, Independently from the UP residents. All “Co on Areas”in UP would then be turned over to the UP HOA in accordance with the terms of CC&Rs.


Selling UPCC to epuity golf members is, of course, a great idea that unfortunate has beenunsuccessful in thç past. The only way it would work now is for the current own r torecognize UPCC as essentially a “white elephanr’, and to therefore be moliva to set asales price that could be borne by those in UP interested in a private equity own hip.Failing that, anothr option is the sale to a third party which Would be less attra ye to thecurrent owner becuse a professional golf course management company would tpay apremium price. So. the best alternative, then, is to do nothing and await an equ blesettlement betweefl the current owner and the golfers willing to participate in an ultyownership. Such an arrangement would be a clear win—win from a public relatlo standpointto the current owner, and for the UP golfers who want to own the dub at a price t isworkable for them as equity owners.


We welcome your:feedback. Thank you, and Happy New Year.
Tom Lordi, Hampton Green I
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UNIVERSITY PARK


Mr. & Mrs. Thomasl4ordi
6422 Addington Plach
University Park, FL 34201


Mr. & Mrs. Lordi:


One of the many thrngs that make University Park a beautiful place to live
restrictions and gateçf nature of the Community prevent unwanted solicitatioi
the attention of CMS Management and the UPCAI Board of Directors that
distributing flyers or have had flyers distributed on your behalf by means of go
within the Community. Please be reminded that this type of solicitation is expi
per Article 10.17 of the Declaration of Restrictions for Hampton Green which st


“10.17 Solicitation: No Person shall distribute, post, or leave any paper, news
leaflet, sample, item, or material on any lands, improvements, or vehi’
Subdivision unless it is distributed, posted or left: (a) on a Lot at the request c
or pursuant to prior written authorization of the Association...”


that the deed
It has come to
you have been
ng door to door
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tes:


aper, brochure,
les within the
the Lot Owner


Similar language exists in each Neighborhood’s Declaration of Restrictions withi UPCAI.


At their meeting of 12/13/2017, the Board of Directors resolved to ahoy


solicitationby those Who are duly appointed or approved by the President of ti


an effort to help with residents being contacted to understand the petition or ti
otherwise be benefirial or appropriate to the solicitation effort, which may
materials.


As such CMS Management and the UPCAI Board of Directors ask that you


from unauthorized solicitation within the Neighborhood or Community.


Regap4ls, if
;i’ P


is eve f-latton, Property Manager
Community Manageinent Systems


door to door
a Association in
at which would
include written


refrain


[Directors
Enjoli
UPCAI Board I


8301 The Park Blvd. ‘ University Park, FL. * 941351-9015







jamesnioran


Fwd: Meeting RoØm rental
2 messages


James J M Fri1 Ma 9, 2018 at 1:04 PMTo: LEvans@L
Cc: -


-


Laurie,
Would you please respond to my request of March 7 so I can schedule meeting.Thank you.
James Moran


Sent from my iPad


Begin forwarded message:


From: James J M’
Date: March 7, 2018 at 2:24:55 PM EST
To: LEvans@
Subject: Meetin:g Room renatal


Laurie,
You will recall tht I contacted you about a month ago requesting o renteIther the Lakeside Room or the Cardroom in the Varsity Club to I old ameeting for 50-100 people so that those of us who are opposed t thePlanning Group’s proposal could have an open discussion. At tha time, myrequest was rejebted. I am hoping for a different answer this time.
I would like to reflt either of those rooms for such a meeting on an day
when one of them is available, for 2 hours, between 10 am and 5 pm
between the Maitch 19,2018 and April 15, 2018. I am willing to p thenormal rate you charge members of the public. The purpose of th meetingwill be for the reason set out above.
Please respond to this email at your earliest convenience.
Thank you,
James Moran
Sent from my iPad
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John,
1 and all residents and owners in University Park just received an email f


Planning Group with th proposed Petition and Charter attached. That is


efficient way to get relevant information to UP residents than going door


as I requested to do ye$erday.
So, 1, a member in good-standing of the UPCAI am asking you, as the p


UPCAI, to let me use that email list and any program or app needed so I


email to all members o UPCAI, like you just did.
I will only use this for the purpose of providing relevant and important in


concerning the proposd RD. Information which my attorney has review


As the president of UPAl, you know how important the decision, wheth
approve the RO, is to &ery member of UPCAJ. By assisting me with em


will be helping them to make an informed, intelligent decision regarding
approve the proposed ecreational District.
Thanking you in advance for your coopetation,
Sincerely


/0


M -__James moran:


Email communiction
4 messages I
JamesJM
To: whytejo. - -


Fri, Feb 2, 2018 at 9:50 AM
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James Moran







IiTo: whytejo
Subject: Emal communication EX.fl


fQuoted text hidden]


John whyte
To: James J M


No.


Fri, Fet 2, 2018 at 12:09 PM


We do not make our e mail list available to individual residents, other gn ips or outsideorganizations.
john
[Quoted text hidden]


James moran
To: John whyte
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MANATEE COUNTY PROPERTY APPRAISER qHO PRINTED: mtisofl1
PROPERTY INFORMATION CARD Tax Year 2018


Parcel ID:20541.2018/g Use Code: ggoo Subdivis On: 0000000
Owner(s) PACIFIC EQUITY I S0CIATES Agricultural Use: Status IAddress: 8210 LRKEWOOIJ RI BLVD Sc/Tw/Rq: 35/355/18E Zone: R2


Map ID: Route: 901
BRADENTON FL Tax Dist: 0303 Sale V/I IMPROVED


LocatiOn; UNIVERSrrY I NBHD: 3740 Sale Dat 07/17/13
Ag Status: Sale Amt 0Short Legal Description: Revcd/reas:i/ Book: 1 0000UNIVERSITY PARR COUNTRY CLUB X?)NSI0N PARCEL: FROM THE SE Page: 0000COR OF SEC 35, RUN N 89 DEG I MIN 25 sEC W, ALG THE N R/w Qua). Cd DISQ-CORR/QC/TALN OF UNIVERSITY PKWY, ALSO ING TEE S SEC IN OP SI) SEC 35 Instr Ty


Special Assssments. (S1U1) Acres: / 28.97
Code Name Amount Create Dajte: 02/20/2014
FDO3 SOUTHERN MANATEE IRE RESC 109l4 special tst:


School t)ist; !NM;S3JWEN;S0UrHE
Long Lat: 92416.337272331.590


Census Tract:R oooeio;si 2104
Assessed Values Exemptions (EX11) T5E41 Counts: 1


Excode Description Yrbeg Amount StatusLand Market: 28,971 1OCAP 10% PED S 2008 0 0
Imprv. Market:


Total Market: 2S,971


kt d- Improvements Tota. Cards: 03s t4 . Cappe Residential Total Cards: 0
Final 3% Capped: 0Card Stories Style Effyr Yrbit Grade CDU SFLA RNLD


Mkt. Non 3% Capped:


Mkt. 10% Capped: 28,9711 Total Counts: 1
Final 10% Capped: I28g7itIhi# Card Type Description EffyrYrblt Area Tot RCNLD


1 1 FNR FEt6E-RESI0NT 2007 1999 1910 0Ag Use Value:


School Assessed: 28,971 Commercial Total Cards: 0
on-School Assessed: 28,9731B1dg4 Str EffyrYrblt COD Units Str GF Are SF BLBGVAL


Exemptions: 0


DISCLAIMER: THIS INFORMATION :s BELIEVED coicr BUT SUBJECT TO CHANGE AND IS NOT ( JARANTEED.
TOTAL LAND LINES: 2 Land Lines (CA14)
Ln# Type Code Front Depth DTb SF tint Acres Rate Value Zoning Notes Amend AG Ii 12 It3. A 103 183845 1 4.2205 1000 4221 PD-R


2 A 103 078110 1 24.75 1000 24750 PD-k


TOTAL AG LINES: 0 AG Lines (FJ4I1)
Line CA14 Lineit Crop Type Year Applied Acres Rate Ag Value


E)( NB
26-MAR-18 03: 6 PM







During this month,
campaign through
in University Park


In addition, we tho
celebrate what we
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rwhelrning vote of confidence for the Planning
ornmendations, we’re now moving forward to
ablish University Park as a Recreation District
our community’s future. Over 1,500 of you fil
r 80% were in favor of taking it to the next ste
away.


we’ll be conducting a ‘it’s Time to Sign” aware
ut the Park. It’s a conceited effort to make su
ave easy access to sign a petition.


ight what a perfect opportunity for neighbors a
ie accomplished thus far; together.


‘ess
e all electors


it’s Time To Sign
I message


University Park Communitc
Reply-To: “University Park Cc


1L


Wed Jan 31, 2018 at 3:29 PMAssociation, Inc. <upcaiupcaI-fl.com>
nmunity Association, Inc.” <upcaiupcai-11.com>


L View this email in your browser


To All University ‘ark Homeowners and Residents:
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On Thu, Mar 1, 2018 at 1:42 PM, John whyte


wrote:
Lorraiu,
Ths as truly an unexpected request.
After te attitude and behavior of members of your gro pover I4st few months it would be, from where we are , agiant Iap of trust to agree to this.
In user a. different view point is not the issue.


If you re serious, then first we would need to meet anstart tc build that trust and understanding..
We ar4 open to dialogue.


john


> On Fleb 28, 2018, at 8:48 AM, Lorraine Buck
< j. wrote:
> I.
>HiJt4hn,
>. I
> Dunrg the second Detail Day scheduled for March 6would t be poss1be for those of us with a different viewpointto hav4 space to share our documents, viewpoint andanswet questions?


> Thar4ks, in advance, for your reply.


> Lorraine
>







Lorraine, 1


There seem to some fundamental misunderstandings of the o erall
process we are oing though in your insulting and pejorative comrients
below.


As I said before If you are serious, then first we would need to m et and
start to build tha trust and understanding. We are open to dialog e”


John Whyte


On Mar 4, 2018, at 11:46 AM, Lorraine Buck
r wrote:


John,


I am not urprised that youve chosen to reject the request
those in cpposition to your position to have space on Detail ay,
March 6, o share our documents, viewpoints and to answe
question.


This actio is consistent with the actions of your team to
systema4ally shut down anyone asking pertinent questions
related tojthis real estate transaction. In addition, yoUr team as
failed to roduce documents that an investor needs to revie for
such a tr nsaction including a certified Florida MAI appraisa, a
survey of he property and a 5-year pro-forma with scenario
that take nto consideration the depreciating assets and wa ng
interest i golf. The actions by your team speak volumes as o
the true n ture of this deal.


I have co ducted business all over the woiid and have nev
experien d such blatant disregard for process and
transpar cy.


Regards,


Lorraine







%,Aj
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Detail Day
3 messages


JamesJ M
To: whytejo


Mr. Whyte:
Since Lorraine Buck c
would give it a try.
Our request has nothh
and words, none of us
Our request is vey sh’i
Day, March 6, to have
questions. A simple ye
James Moran


Sent from my iPad


on your actions


osition, on Detail
Dints and answer


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


No.


Sun, Ma 4, 2018 at 7:59 PM


john
[Quoted text hidden]


Sun, M r 4, 2018 at 6:43 PM


nnot get a simple yes or no answer to her reque :, I thought I


j to do with building trust. Quite frankly, based u
as any trust in you or your PG.
pie, will you allow us, those in opposition to your
pace to share our documents, express our view
or no response will do.
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Appraisal
1 message


MARY LEFLAR
To: James Moran


Joe,


Ex14


Fri, Mar 9,2018 at 11:27 PM


In a telephone con
HVS confirmed th
that he would be ii
date would have b
heard this convers
appraiser and was
Florida license.


ersation in early January 2018 Darivus
t the as is value was 6.2 million. He als
Sarasota the next Wednesday or Thun
en the week after we had our meeting.
ition I asked at the meeting if we had a
told yes. As you know Darivus does no


Hatami of
confirmed
iay. That
Since I had
:lorjda MAI
have his


Mary Leflar
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HVS REPORT I
James J M Sat, Mar 17, 2018 at 9:31 PMTo: whyte
Cc:


John, I
In the HVS repcrt dated October 31, 2017, which you have allow d all
homeowners to re it states ‘estimated market
value $1 3496,000.”
At anytinie before January 1, 2018 did ou or
any merni ers of the PG see a document -om
HVS that stated “estimated market vaim
$6,240,0( Y’


Your prompt response ouId be appreciated.
Thank you,
James Moran







E1 •1


HVS REPORT


JamesJM Mon,Ma 192O18at4:35PMTo:whyte
Cc:


John,
Would you please respond to this. Many people are eager to know your response. It is asimple yes or no question.


James Moran


Sent from my iPad
(Quoted text hidden]







ri
HVS REPORT
james moran Tue, Mar 20, 2018 at 7:32 PM
To:whyte 1
Your refusal to immeditely and vehemently deny ever seeing such a d aiment leads all
of us to conclude that ou did in fact see the HVS $6,240,000 estimated market value
before January 1, 201..
Thank you


Sent from my iPhone


On Mar 17, 2018, at
9:131


PM, James J M :+‘rOte


[Quoted text hidden]







ri
mai1


John,
You and your PG hav
agreement with Neal!
You have openly state
$3.25 million for requir
All I want to know is : I
terms. If it is in writing,
referring to the agreen
with all the neigtiborhc
If there is no such agn
James Moran


been telling me and the other UP homeowners t
assold involving them selling all their remaining
many of the terms induding $13.5 millon for thE
d repairs, the estimated cost of 30 yr bonds, etc
there in fact such agreement, is it in writing, if n
whether signed or not, I would like to see it. Agai
nt that you and the PG were referring to in youi
ds in January.
ment in writing or otherwise, please advise.


at there is an
roperty in UP.
country club,


it, what are all the
1, I am specifically
open meetings


Sent from my iPad


On Mar 8, 2018, at 8:2 AM, john whyte < wrote


JamesJM
To: john whyte


Framework for 4reement


_________________


— 1 ——


Thu, Ma 8, 2018 at 12:19 PM


[Quoted text hidden]







Framework for 4reement
John whyte - Fri, Mar16, 2018 at 1:46 PM
To: James J M


There is ‘presently no vfritten agreement, not even in proposed draft forr at.
f


John


On Mar 16, 2O1, at 12:27 AM, James J M vrote:


John,
What is the prol lem? Where is the agreement? Why haven’t you sent it to
me?
Stop evading th s and send me a copy.
Thanks,
James Moran


Sent from my IF ad


On Mar 12, 201 , at 8:53 PM, James J M wrote:


Please ri spond to my Mar 8, 2018 8:31 AM email.
Your PG at the meetings in January told all of us about ai
agreeme. it you had with NeatlPassold where the RD wou I
pay $13. i mU for the course plus an amount for the other md,
water rig ts, reserves,etc. totalling around $23 million
There is io need for you to be smarmy or evasive about t is. I
want to e a copy of that agreement or whatever you cal it. If
there is qo such agreement tell me.
If I was thisinformed, it was by your PG.
James rvloran


Sent frorp my iPad
IQuoted te , hidden]







NI Gm&D


JamesJ PA
To: whyte
Cc: -


like a copy.
If it was never in writin
wilting what all the terr
If I cannot get a straigt
your group said would
email thread on this is
I find it hard to believe
$23 million proposal,
wilting.
I have been trying to g
Thank you.
James Moran


Sent from my iPad
[Quoted text hidden)


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


ien tell me in


is what you and
vspaper with our


ents to approve a
ye never been in


I


Framework for a reernent
Sat, Mar 7, 2018 at 12:25 PM


John,
When you say “preserly” there is no written agreement, it leads me to
and that is, was there ver anything in writIng, whether signed or othen
terms under which Ne+IlPassdd would transfer the golf course and oth
the RD once the RD ws formed? Again, if it was in writing, whether si


but if in fact there was a verbal understanding,
s of that verbal understanding.
t answer out of you on this issue, since this issu
e the deal with Neal, 1 may have to go to the ne
ue and see if they can get this info from you.
:hat you have somehow convinced so many resi
he terms of whiCh are not now and apparently h


t this info out of you for 11 days. Please answer SAP.







1 cn
Framework for ajreement


James J M Mon, Mari 9, 2018 at 12:59 PM
To:whyte
Cc:


John,
Would you please respond to this request. Quite a few people are waitirg for your answer.
James Moran


Sent from my iPaci
[Quoted text hidden]







NI Gmll
Framework for agreement


james moran Tue, M 20, 2018 at 7:52 PM
To:whytej


You stated in a public meeting yesterday that there was never any writ 1 agreement or
even a written memorandum of agreement with Neal. That, coupled wt$l your failing to
indicate to me and other homeowners that there was ANY VERBAL a ement with Neal,
means that you never bad any agreement of any kind with Neal regardi g 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 b Neal. This is
indeed shocking to say the least
Thank you


Sent from my iPhone
[Quoted text hidcIen
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Hettema Saba Valuation Adviso,ij Seivices


APPRAISAL REVIEW PEPORT


SUBJECT PROPERTY
The University Park Country Club
7671 The Park Blvd
University Park; FL


APPRAISAL FIRM
HVS Golf Services
1007 Pearl Street, Suite 240
Boulder, Colorado 80302
Appraiser: Daruis M. Hatami, MM, Managing Director


APPRAISAL CLIENT


John Whyte
University Park Community Association, Inc.
7671 The ParkBlvd
University Park; FL


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, TennisFacility


INTEREST APPRAISED Fee Simple Estate
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Hettema Saba Valuation Advisoij Services
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION


IMPROVEMENTS DESCRIPTiON


YearOpened; 1991
Proper1Type Semi-Private Golfaub
GoliHolen 27, regulation golfèourne
GolfMtbite Ran Gad
ClubboaiseDrdh,gArea There are aWtal of10 buildings that comprise the


aubhouse Campusandmneintenance buildlng *dth
intel 47,355 squarefeetFood and VacUities: The ParkGiIU andCdé,with neud and fine4ffithAdditional FacUies A tennis renterwIth 11 lIghted Ham’Tru courts, fitness
—and proal


LAND DESCRWT1ON


Area 261 ease, or 11,384,406.i.iuekm
PDR - flennedDd4naentResam*lalAemWsPa4Nembur(s) 1918700259, 1919900259, 1919900309, 1920100109
2054100729,3054100759,2054101109, 2054106209,
2054120209,2054120259,2054134354,206(137050


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 qualitycontrol and confirmation. As such, I am to review the final appraisal report for compliance with theUniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (IJSPAP), analyze the income analyses andconfirm the sales’ infonnation reported by the appraiser. I will provide a general opinion of whetherI believe the report complies with USPAP and the Appraisal Institute, but only a duly appointedreview committee can determine whether USPAP or Appraisal Institute Ethics or Standards ofPractice have been violated.


I did not contact the appraiser in this instance; rather I have listed any specific compliance issuesand/or necessaty corrections in the results section ofthis report.


The scope of work to be performed does not include providing my opinion of market value for the
property. As such, the scope ofmy work involves concluding whether or not the value opinion statedin the report is adequately supported or otherwise appropriate and reasonable, given the data andanalysis presented This work will otherwise be performed following those guidelines in Standards Rule3-1 and 3-2 of the Uniform Standards ofProfessional Appraisal Practice (2017 edition).
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Hetiema Saba Valuation Advisory Services


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 ofthe review is to provide an opinion as to the adequacy and relevance ofthe data and the
appropriateness of any adjusiments to the data and to veri1’ compliance with the Uniform Standards of
Professional Appraisal Practice as promulgated by the Appraisal Foundation. The results of this desk
review report arc 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 ofthe State ofFlorida and constitutes
a certified review since Roger L. Hettema is State-Certified General Real Estate Appraiser RZ45.


DESK REVIEW CONCLUSIONS


VThese will be highlighted and discussed on the
following pages.


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 construcUon occurred In the i960s, with anavenge of 380 new golf course openings a year. Gr, leveled off i the 19?Osafter the aunt of course construction
development costs arising from economic conditions and competition from tennis,racquethall, joggingb and othermore active sports, as well as the effects ofthe energycrisis, also contributed to the slower growth rate ofgolf course construction in the1970s TheIndsbywas Iarge, stsIfintfti the 198(Js,with severalyraddeclkoeindienumberofpr teIfcuursesThe 1990ssaw enødgrowth furaedevelopment, driven by the public devdopment nr. In the eariy 2000s golfde,dopnientcontinued, inttniidway through theôecobthemaricStartedto tiu,and development slowed siflcan . GOlf cáUri’ Closures Increased starting in2003. and therewere over 100 closures ayearfrom 2006 though 2015.







Hettema Saba Valuation Advisonj Seivices
While new construction Is expected to remain below 50 to 60 golf courses a year,dasiu’ are expected to coeitlnue at a hnflr ce of 100 a year. Thefollowing table Ilustrates course closures from 1993 to 2015, showing a closurerate between 20 to 40 courses onanannual basis through 20021Thödaeurnefgolfesthenesealatedby400%10500%4urbgtheperiod&em ZOOZto ZOliklsantldpatad that there wfll be anation otaramd7$ to 125 gMfcourses In the textfwyembretheqW%taNHP1


demand islew In manym*the ab*y ala red e


The result4 4J,,4 f ,,JS t.. _....C.1 L — J I


the percentage of the U.S. population that paiUcIpate4 In thespart2t7tbiàtgw. hi th d[l7O loss
20% from thepeakjusta fewycarsearlleraThos:cjiiek*toaloes ofmasbarehvmmypltê ‘hie following diat naakes evident
The decrease In supply caused by facility Closures as well asmuted supply growth,should enable rounds per course to Improve In the futures Additionally,sodoeconomi forces In the US. will drive the future of the golf industiy.The angof the baby beOsi grOe, tho$e born between 1944 and 1962, has long beentouted as a panacea for the troubles I ing the golf lidusn


There Is the potential for future Increases In this demand, aswell as several factorsthat may mitigate It The events alseptember 11th 2Ot, started to reorient theprhnitles for families acrossniudi ofthe
recreation for the entire family.aMiweyhumtMtIes In which adyabortwofaznl!ymembersengqed.AsgOlfhasaotdevdopdl ‘toehas Inhibiteddgrowth In tbenumber ofgolfats, aswill as peopWs propeadtn


There Is growing evidence that for many people, time Is becoming as valuable asmoney. and time thus factors into many recreation choices among individuals.GolfIs a vei’ tlmeconsurnpttw sport whidi hasmitigated the Iculatlen etdemand,


-
—- 1


also thatthe cornøs br goIwillrentainbiabandthe1ikdtheadthatanaIfcournatolnseatmjWer


a
p


‘niedoso.
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Hettema Saba ValuationMvisonj Services
Another overlooked. obstde to Increaslagthe loval of playat gulf coiues withintheUiIs the latornarlonallzauonofgolL (11th vety recently, the number of qualitygolfcourses that could be accessed abroadwas relativelyminor. As the industryhasgrown more Compebtlve at homed oppOrtonithes abroad kaw also been IncreasingataneEpnnenual rate.ThIEhashad the ImpactofsphonhmeofULtdaijtdemand, aswell as cutdng Into the dmmrd fiwUS.-basedgulfvar4)ons. This trend4 1Ib.h- h fl..i..J a a4. . C 1 ,.. — .1. - *


Thrne nwer, daifrfee— aIo with the efltcf.1lprImitles and ecnomlc dlfls haw all bad zt Impact asthe pvdL dubmazeTherefbre,simllar to the market for publIc golf, privato dbs,.paiilcullyhigh-end private dubs, have been effected on both the supply and demancisides.1bas.figyepugiftdOwnwjrdpreuui*eain1tlitlopi1dngandm*ibersWsgu


ãeathtgagreatteed ofssowre finandt ggolteaurau apaningup maiw psieato(_Id4udugthecoMzWplq golf to depokitthat It


__


use the puhilcplfcour*aqpd


Areal4gnmtoli dub Is tO ji. fl*be4sr*wrewillbe rile?oneither thesupordienb.While
Immediate families and spouses. The oveIwapply in theprivate dubsebbadthe -t of reddq aflypom litsit demand, an4 the pio.pectskdube He piin In thàir ibll to inerate redy or tO IndUce44fromWãideid


PG PesformanceTrak hi coupemtWith tIGCOA Is the largt single oms ciirounds plqed daIn In Iadustry Primary contributors of this monthly data arePGA Professionals and NGCOA members along with other allied partners. ThisPerformanceTrak data is shared and combined with data from other Industrycontributors includingGolfDatatech to prepare theN mdsPlayedRepm’t.


• Average rounds peaked In2000.• —rounds have been dêWelngordn• Average rounds decreased flirtherln 2010, andatagreater rate.• The 2010 decrease wee partiallyweather 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.
-• hL2OtZ iminds baeesed by 5.9% naffonaUy, whIle 2013 experienced a49% decline sad 2014 an addltinual 03% dedlne. Rounds grew by 0.08%In 2015Round pIarhas bec, vywasisteit the pest five years except forth2e12IW.


• Average rounds played per course has remained steady sInce 2009,averaging between 23,500 and 24,750 rounds played per course.• FlorIda!ierounds played percouiie hasheld faIdyteadysince 2009,atftleed ittiund33,000 In 2013 t4aMs.
Golf Datatech Is now tracking rounds play, but only reports the amount of changeon a monthly and annual basis. in 2Oi5naiil rounds lreaeby tWIhi1eit64brrueeiv4%


These excerpts from the HSV report provide a very comprehensive and thorough analysis of thegolfmarket which is struggling to maintain itself and attract new participants. These excerpts say atthe veiy least that most golf clubs are seeing stable or declining membership yet the HVS cash flowprojections show increases in membership and rounds played in the next three years beforestabilizing with increasing income thereafter.


Another area of concern is in the assumptions made in preparing the forecast of income andexpenses Figure 9-18 on page 9-28 m the report


9-22 Merchandise/Retail Cost of Goods Sold — Historically 71.1% which is reasonable yet reduced to65% for entire projection. Effect from 2016 is a reduction in this cost of $21,000 or 8.6% — In the proforma 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 theentire projection period. Effect from 2016 is a reduction in this cost of $64,500 or 8.9% — In the proforma 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 for2017/18, 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 in2016 yet the pro forma is set at 42% per year for 2017/18 and the remaining years . The effect for 2016would 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 periodby $479,000. Using the HVS cap rate of 10%, this increases value by some $4,800,000 just In the nextyear.
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jomeb
ty3O%pu4IM before increasingat about 4% pejthereafier. As result the Discounted Cash Flow Analjmarket value based on these cash flow -lYtejT The only way this can ber]i1casflv projections were increased dramatically as the procedure used tovalue the cash flow was consistent.


flGURE 26 TOTAL PROPERTYVIEW *EAND CLEAR DISCOUNT RATEDISCOUNTED CASH ROWANALySIS


. DcoiNftdorYear


2017116 s2a4p00 O$O34 $2i 822018119 $401e000 D.1603 $327,2272019120 $4T4O00 0137(5 $349.41 0202a121 $635000 Q65$O2021122 1589,000 O$O154 $30,3202022123 54QD0 $55 $79202324 $ltij000 0:4908?2(12425 $77700 OA($42 $44i40202526 $826,000 0A0058 $330,865202627 $6,991,000 * (126185 $3,253,357


ReeeronM*
11thers Net Inceme ØiooooCaplteIIt1on Rate 11 £l%
Total Sales Proceeds $8,272,727Less TrensectlonCosts2I1% 165.455NetSfe Proceeds $6j 01,213


*1 0t ee net Income of $861 POD plus sales proceeds of$8.1 07,273


In reading the repor other than to• •


______


show they fit is a wide range 01 intry been in operation a long time and tomy knowledge, well managed. These changes are significant and should have been explained inmore depth.
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The Sales Comparison Approach is where this appraisal report seriously breaks down with anumber 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.


Rr,frw ofComparable The following table se1 forth details of the transacted preperlies and the subjectSales property.


FIGURE 102 COMPAPASLE SALES


.
I It ik.


bIbPêb 27I lR’1Nc âibri.O AIM. s4a ro ii2 jW.i&...... cub


______


.ie assco NS l11V
‘ 44 s.o4 45 5IS$ 1$5 $4 31$GS ..I3 Sj’ II


seu’. 9IiI1


“—f
j w a.ui


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
following information was found through simple verification of the sales and the result was


--—--


Notes on Sales Approach


Pasadena Yacht Club *$lling for $7,000,000 when it actually
sold for $5,155,000 (0R 364agtr2rneiias County) or $286,388 per hole.


Wanderers Club—M This club is actually in Wellington, Florida in Palm
Beach County. Thisis a hfl1Wt’uprior area.


Abacoa Golf Course —&i&&W. This club is actually in Jupiter, Florida in Palm
Beach County.


Venetian Golf and River Club, Venice — comparable is actually the sale of
Pelican Pointe Golf and Country Club in V& ëñflwith 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 This club is actually in Naples, Florida inCollier County in a superior neighborhood.


Legacy Club at Alaqua Lakes 1i *k SEfli This comparable is actually inLongwood, Florida in Seminole County.


C


Land Value as ifVacant The report properly uses a hypothetical condition to report a value of theunderlying land if the golf course were removed. I also reviewed the opinion letter by Mark P.Bameby, Esquire that outlines the many challenges the owner of the land would face in changingthe land use regulations to allow removal of the course and the development of a residentialsubdivision. Such an action would require one or more public hearings and I am sure the UniversityPark homeowners would mount a serious challenge. The prospects of this scenario occurring seemvery unlikely.


Snell and USGA Reports: The appraisal does not address the age and condition of theimprovements and course. These reports would suggest that some refurbishments will be likely inthe coming years and this was not addressed in the report. As stated in the market comments in thereport, 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 reportthat were not adequately supported or explained that have the effect of increasing pro formaincome. The findings in the initial July report led to a concluded as is value of $6,200,000 on a cashflow projection drastically different (much lower) than the one which appeared in the final report inOctober that resulted in a value of $13,500,000. The appraiser should be required to give a full anddetailed accounting ofwhat led to the dramatic difference. In his certification, Darius Hatami doesnot identi1’ anyone who contributed significant professional assistance in the preparation of thereport but he does certify in item 8 that he “participated in the analysis and reviewed the findings.” Isuspect this is not solely his own work but by signing he is nevertheless responsible.


Signed:


ROGER L. HETrEMA, MM, SRA


April 2, 2018
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Hettema Saba Valuation Advisory Services


Certification — Appraisal Review Report #218C024
Appraisal Report Reviewed:: Appraisal Report by HVS Golf Services, Darius Id. Hatmni, MM


Dated October 31,2017 on the University Park Country Club.
I hereby certify that to the best ofmy knowledge and beief


- The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct.
- The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions are limited only by the reported assumptions and limiting conditions,and is my personal, impartial and unbiased professional analyses, 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 nopersonal 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 thisreview report within the three-year period immediately preceding acceptance of this assignment
- I have no bias with respect to the property that is the subject of the work under review or to the parties involved withthis assignment


- My engagement in this assignment was not contingent upon developing or reporting predetermined results.
- My compensation is not contingent upon developing or reporting predetermined assignment results or assignmentresults that favors the cause ofthe client, the attainment of a stipulated result, or the occurrence of a subsequent eventdirectly related to the intended use of this appraisal review.
- The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this report has been prepared, in conformitywith the requirements of the Code of Professional Ethics and the Standards of Professional Practice of the AppraisalInstitute.


- My analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this report has been prepared, in conformity with therequirements ofthe Uniform Standards ofProfessional Appraisal Practice (USPAP), and the State ofFlorida.
- The use of this report is subject to the requirements of the Appraisal Institute relating to review by its duly authorizedrepresentatives.


- As of the date of this report; 1, Roger L. Hettema, have completed the continuing education program for DesignatedMembers of the Appraisal Institute.


- State-Certified General Appraiser: The use ofthis report is subject to the requirements ofthe State ofFlorida relating toreview by the Real Estate Appraisal Sub-committee of the Florida Real Estate Commission.
- No one other than the signatories to this report provided significant professional assistance in its preparation.
- This is a desk review. I have notmade a personal inspection ofthe property that is the subject ofthe report reviewed.


Date Signed: Apnl 2,2018


_______________________


R ER L. HETrEMA, MM, SRA
State-Certified General Real Estate Appraiser RZ45







APPRAISER’S QUALIFICATIONS Roger L. Hettema — MAI, SRA
State—Certified General Appraiser RZ45


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


Email: roger(ihettemasaba.com


General Education Background
University of South Florida, Bachelor ofArts, Major in FinanceReal Estate Principles & Practices for Salesman, Edison Community CollegeFlorida Real Estate Salesman’s License, FREC
Real Estate Principles & Practices for Broker, Edison Community CollegeFlorida Real Estate Broker’s License, FREC
FNMA, Approved for Category 1, #1062558
Designated Senior Residential Appraiser (SRA), SREA
FNMA, Approved for Category 2, #1062558
Designated Member ofAppraisal Institute (MM), AIREAState-Certified General Appraiser, State ofFlorida 45
Associate Instructor Course 111, Appraisal Institute
Certified Instructor, Course 310, Appraisal Institute


Offices & Positions Held
1982-1983 -


1985-1986


1984-1 992 -


1986-1989 -


1989-1990 -


1990-1991 -


1993-1998 -


1994-1998 -


1994-2003 -


1993-Present -


1995-1998, 2015 - Present


(M)


Typical Appraisal Assignments
Retail & Professional Properties
Shopping Centers
Restaurants
Multiple Family Residential Properties
Motels, Hotels, Marinas, GolfCourses
Light & Heavy Industrial Properties
Land (All classifications)
Eminent Domain Cases
Litigation Involving Real Estate Issues


Typical Evaluation Assignments
Leased Fee/Leasehold Analyses
Income & Cash Flow Analyses
Feasibility & Consultation Studies
Buy/Sell Consultations
REO Analyses & Consultations


1971
1973
1973
1974
1974
1978
1980
1981
1982
1990
1993
1993


Distinguished President - Gulf Coast Kiwanis Club
President - SREA, Chap. 212 - Now West Coast Chapter, Appraisal Institute
Team Captain, Admissions Committee, Greater Florida Chapter, AlDirector, Commercial Investment Division, Sarasota Board of REALTORSDirector, West Coast Investment Council
Special Master - Sarasota County Property Appraisal Adjustment BoardRegion X Representative, West Coast Florida Chapter, AlDirector, West Coast Florida Chapter, Al
Special Master - Sarasota County Value Adjustment BoardTeam Member, Admissions Committee, West Coast Florida Chapter, AlMember, Florida Bar Grievance Committee 12A
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Qualifications of Roger L. Hettema, MM (Continued)


Litigation Experience
Roger L. Hettema has extensive trial and mediation experience since 1982 representing both private andgovernment clients. His practice includes valuation, pre-trial analyses, depositions, preparation of trialexhibits, 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 DevelopmentProgram 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 27.5Hours2013 Litigation — Complex Case Studies. Appraisal Institute 7 Hours
Lessons from the Old and New Economy, Appraisal Institute 3 Hours2014 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 Hours2015 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 Hours2016 A Review ofDisciplinary Cases 3 Hours2017 Valuation of Solar Photovoltaic Systems 4 Hours


Evidence of State Licensure
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EX 17
An Xseporlnnt Anno ceefor eaUet Park 0.For ov 25 years, University Park has been a wonderful community that has t the standard


by which planfled rnmunlt1es we measUred. it is a beautiful placo that re ints era proud
to call home,


As the community ; close lu bulkl cut the ownera (NeaVPasold) believe this the right time
to sell their inter t end hive essed a dear desire to transfer QoM Park to lti
residents In ordst lr them to focus on their iore bueinee of land dewIopu and building
homas. They belleve that the residento have the most intereSt and are In the et posilon to
acanire these rem Inr gctr !r ‘‘‘tftv
Now we, 3ohn Whyi (radent antativel. John 1’af (ow) n! C!wztc Iah (aoidFamily) t’ou1d hiss to announce our intendon to work tcgether t p1orc ilci or beassignment of Un&rsity Peit to t reeldenta, This wi’l hwludo t . lLit oUniversity Part, a*wthy Club (goW course and lend. the thmhhcin racfit pz rJaoqu&,, maintenan4e and all of the associatei dub aclift#sL the roer ofsets of University Park (lafld, roads, gate house and l -ch1 and. th rrt !rasuainxflg land parcels ryhici’ nw1d include Parcel L South ariloirilno the h!bhe.
Iw uie idents, th would allow us to control our commiudtv’s future atd th’r iPty tociskrns thar psese,ve end enhance the vaIe of our homes. We would be a t


e zmpl this u.aer wiii bt anci ffie importa of residententet!er Trefure,. a resdert ariilng Group compren of neighn Who haveknowledge rerdrng the isei.es ivdrI, L. LO epe; analyze a ersIuste oHof the ewi*thte op&. Nes set is1 for Uec names. As we e forward,addonn1 rources iaclvjtag out!da coiwisd t3Lh eparisnce 1i re&I estate will retaIned.The Planning Crcupsuoht is ual beginning. )n tne short term, e lnow that u ifl havely qu thins tbr vLlch answers won’t be a1abie until more anelysle Is dor fie4,
please be assured th4 the Pinnning Group is conimitled tr’ a erpra .t h offeryou every tunltir\to ss stione and give input along the way.
During a meet1o ry, the University Perk teeighbnthood Chairs ware Inforn about theprocess being uriclerti nn a eli as pIars keep eieryone hitly up-to-dato (i will receive
regular communICaU s pteas refaer the updates, Q&A’s and other matW theybecome available and attend your neighborhood-based meetings when they a4scheduled.And, please reacti out your t’lelghborhood Chairs with your qlLestlos


Ia all of us anti our winderfui commtmlty. We cncoura+ your input


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


SeLect Year: 2018 . Go


The 2018 Florida Statutes


Title XXXII Qpter 475 View Entire
REGULATION OF PROFESSIONS REAL ESTATE BROKERS, SALES ASSOCIATES,


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.
(5) 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 ofa 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.


1/2







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


Select Year: 2018 Go


The 2018 Florida Statutes


TitLe XXXII pter 475 View Entire
REGULATION OF PROFESSIONS REAL ESTATE BROKERS, SALES ASSOCIATES,


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 (awful 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. 201 7-30.


Copyright © 1995-2018 The Florida Legislature. Privacy Statement • Contact Us
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5/6/2018 Gmail-UPRD


1%1 Grnai Lorraine Buck <lorrainebuck7©gmail.com>


UPRD


James J M <jjm1776gmail.com> Mon, Apr 16, 2018 at 8:52 PMTo: lorrainebuck7gmaiI.com
Cc: whytejocomcast. net


Lorraine,
Sorry I was not able to reach you by phone. I want to let you know that I had a reasonably civil conversation with JohnWhyte following the UPAC meeting this afternoon. In that conversation I asked him to agree with us to request thatlanguage be placed in the RD charter to the effect that the price paid to Neal will be what the fair market value is and notmore. 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 backfrom him before this Friday morning. He said that if he agreed with this proposal he would contact us by then. If he is notin 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 ASARJoe


Sent from my iPad







6/3/2018 Gmail - UP RD


(k%.i (‘na Lorraine Buck <Iorrainebuck7gmail.com>


UPRD


john whyte <whytejocomcast.net> Fri, Apr 20, 2018 at 10:00AM
To: James J M <jjm1776gmail.com>
Cc: Lorraine Buck <lorrainebuck7gmail.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 concerns 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]
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What this means for UPCC 
homeowners, residents & members._A_ 
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On the subject of Special benefi ts. 

muchodeanaero@aol.com 
From: mucrodeanaero@ilOl.com 
To:SteveHeitzner,ScottHuebner.GregSelep.SteveSwanson 
Cc; Vi'lian Carvalho, Kevin Plenzler, MichelleCocita.RobScliingman"-Marisa Powe<-t., KwameJackson 

• Jul 16.2026,1:45PM * 

I came across this in the~ lorlhe 7117mMling. 

canyou~PFMe.plainthissectionlorlhebenefilolyou1lasSupe,visorslor\'Ollfduediligenc:einunderstandinge..aeUv~1hey1resavinglor'ld1s.seninglor'ldlorRflidenuplelse.s«iously_~behooY9salol..s10understandthis.lnever~ 

1.Specillcaly whlltaretheyreferring!Ow~theyeonclude: itiscleertheirr.pn)yefflentlll'ldenhancementinrecreationllfldlitieswi!con!eraspecialbenefitonthepropertieslhatwiUbearlheasses9fflef'lt.0 

l.Aletheyseying lhatask>ngaslhe_.ageassea.smen1(2A")as1pe,centageof ma,kelvalueislesalhln155.9" h/1~ prope,tvvalueapprecialion.this~tr•testhep,ope,tieacanbeartheaaseumenl? 

1. WhaldoeshisloricllgrowthratehavelOdowithafut...-eassesament? 

2.Ce<tlinly. theycen\ beinainuating lhal home1can bear an 1uessrne,,t upto 55.9"olthe prope<tyvalue. ltthit Wrnlt they ere inferring? 
3.llseemslhM the'fhlwenottakenintoaecoontlhea~e&<tye,cistingassessmenL DolheyneedlO? 

Asyouknow...1.--runderstoodtheirstatementhere. lbelieVfllhalSuper,isorslor'ldrflideru1r10Wld1mo,edetailed,logicalexplanetion1sthisonedoesn"tseerntohave11ogica11wx:iationbel-•'-torlcalgrowthrate1ndlhebenefils 
providedbyalutureas.sessmentforvariousclpit1l pn:,jeeu. 

1tseems1omelhatlhe','need10demonwatelhattheSpealibeneftisconfem1dbylheseplantiedcapilalp,ojae1.1conferabenefttine...:essollheircost.lhOpeyou191"eelhatwhllttheyproYD&devoidsflddreuingthis. 
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NIVERSITY PARK 

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.e., 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 seems to place great reliance on this representation by its financial consultant, PFM: 

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: 

These questions are logical and prudent and should be asked by our Supervisors in their roles of fiduciaries.  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 research 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 conclusions 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 
to 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 

MuchoDeanAero - aviation adventures and the home of The World Record 48-48-48 Pickleball Challenge 

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

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/

