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OUTDOOR RESORTS OF HILTON HEAD ISLAND OWNERS’ ASSOCIATION 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS’ MEETING 

Saturday, November 11, 2006  
2:00 PM 

 
 
I. Call to Order : President Larry Decker called the meeting to order  at 2:00 P.M. 
 
II. Appoint Secretary: Suzanne Bishop was appointed Acting Secretary for the 
purpose of recording the meeting minutes.  
 
III. Proof of Notice of Meeting: Suzanne Bishop reported that notice of this meeting 
was given to each of the Directors on September 28, 2006. 
 
IV. Roll Call: Suzanne Bishop called the roll, and Dick Noggle, John Carter, Bob 
Coon, Larry Decker, Chuck Ellsworth, Gene Stewart, and Jeff Titus, being all of the 
directors, answered present. 
 
V. Introduction of New Owners: Larry Decker introduced all of the owners present 
who had purchased their lots this year. 
 
VI. Recognition of Past Presidents:  Larry Decker introduced the past presidents of 
the  resort who were present: Don Fonda and Jim Fitzgerald.  
 
VII. Moment of Silence in Memory of owners who have passed away in the past  
 year: 
  
 Charlie Harrison, Lot 368; Gordon Aldrich, Lot 40;  
 Dick Barrett, Lot 56; Dick Phillips, Lot 396; Bill Sanders,  Lot 22; and Marian 
 Petrillo, Lot 194. 
 
VIII. Committee Reports: 
  
Finance: Mr. Coon dispensed with reading the September financial statements, since 
copies had been handed out at the owners’ forum on Wednesday, and were therefore 
available to owners for their review.  
 
Mr. Coon pointed out that as of September 30th the  balance in the LLC Rental Escrow 
Account was $62,490.90, whereas the amount due owners (the related liability) was 
$56,163.58.  Mr.Coon said that those amounts should agree, since the escrow account is 
only used for deposits of the one-half of each rental and electric that is payable to the 
owner. He noted that this account has been open since January or February, 2003, when 
the resort purchased the LLC, and that over the four years an estimated half million 
dollars has passed through this account.  The discrepancy of $6,327.32 is therefore a little 
over 1% of this amount.  The origin of this discrepancy is unknown.  On the other hand, 
although most rentals are paid by credit card, the LLC has been absorbing the entire 



12/11/2006 
Page 2 of 30 

amount of the credit card discount, so to this extent the owners, who are 50% partners in 
the rentals, have been getting a “free ride”.  Over the four years we have no idea what 
that amount would be.  However, we want to bring the escrow account into balance.  
Jerry Rudman has indicated that the amount needed to be transferred from this account to 
the LLC Operating Account in order to bring the LLC Rental escrow account into 
balance is $6,192.19.  That account will be balanced on a monthly basis in the future.   
 
Motion:  John Carter proposed the following motion: 
 
  That the sum of  $6,192.19 shall be transferred from the LLC Rental Escrow 
 Account to the LLC Operating Account in order to bring the escrow account into 
 balance with the  amount of the rentals shown as due to owners. 
 
Seconded: Chuck Ellsworth 
 
Discussion: Gene Stewart asked whether everything possible had been done to find the 
source of the discrepancy, and whether it might be possible to find the difference in the 
transition from TOPS to Quick Books.  Mr. Coon said that attempts to find the difference 
were made, but that most of the discrepancy occurred prior to 2006.  He also noted that 
the number of transactions that might have contributed to this difference are in the 
thousands, and that it would not be worth the money it would take to research all of the 
rentals that were made during the past four years.  
 
Resolution: Approved Unanimously 
 
Mr. Coon continued by saying that the LLC is doing very well, As of September 30, 2006  
the Operating Statement shows total income received of $233,467.05, or $18,259.55 
more than was budgeted.  Our sales have not been affected by the slow down in sales of 
housing, as we feared. However, there are a few categories in which we are over budget, 
and which deserve explanation.  
 
We have been paying a large amount of credit card discount fees, and have recently 
entered into a new agreement that should lower those fees by 30% to 40%.  That 
agreement took effect in September, and its results therefore are not reflected in this 
report.  Suzanne Bishop said that for the month of September the fees had been lowered 
from a range of 4% to 7%, based on the type of card used, to an average of 2.17%.  It 
would seem that we have solved that problem.   
 
The other areas where we are over budget are attorney fees and accounting fees. 
 
The attorney fees are up at least partly because we have needed opinions on questions 
that had been raised by owners.  However, the budgeted amount of $1,125 was 
unrealistic, and we will therefore need to increase that amount in the coming year.  Our 
attorney charges $200 per hour and that is a normal rate in our area at this time.  
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As to the accounting fees, as everyone knows, we have had accounting problems, partly 
due to the changeover from TOPS to Quick Books. In addition, our owners rightly 
require much accounting detail.  Mr. Coon then asked Mr. Ellsworth, who was the 
Treasurer last year, to bring the meeting up to date on what transpired in this regard prior 
to May, 2006, when Mr. Coon became Treasurer. 
 
Mr. Ellsworth started by saying he was going back twenty-two months ago.  At that time 
an owner had approached him with two main concerns:  (1) “There is $10,000 missing in 
the books.”  and (2) “We are operating with two sets of books.”  The owner had also 
stated that no one wanted to run for the Board at the next election, and would he consider 
running?  Mr. Ellsworth said that he had just retired from a 24/7 situation, and that that 
was not what he and his wife had been looking for.  However, he had had some 
experience (not a lot) in finance, and both he and his wife loved it here.  He went to every 
sitting board member, the resort manager, prior board members, and anyone else who 
wished to discuss anything with him before he made a decision, and, since no one else 
would run, he agreed to run. His main concern was the rumors going around and wanted 
all sides of the stories.  He said that neither he, the accountant, nor anybody else that he 
spoke to who had any financial or audit background ever said, or had any feeling, that 
there were two sets of books, or that $10,000 was  missing. Mr. Ellsworth was then 
chosen as Treasurer. However, since he was planning not to be in the resort during the 
summer (of 2005), it was agreed that the previous treasurer, during the summer months, 
would follow the books and keep in touch with him, and that if there were any questions 
she or the manager would follow up on them.  Mr. Ellsworth also knew that we were 
going to go through a conversion at the end of the year to the new system (Quick Books) 
that we now have.  In October, it became evident that we had a problem.  The problem 
was a time commitment problem on the part of our then accountant, not a knowledge or 
capability problem. By November, 2005 it was decided that we would probably be 
looking for a new accountant. However, October, November, and coming up to year’s 
end was not a good time to go through a conversion or to acquire a new accountant. We 
also knew at that point, that going through a conversion was going to entail unexpected 
expenses.  After year-end and after making the conversion, at a somewhat more 
comfortable time, we started looking for a new accountant.  At that point, last April,  Bob 
Coon was chosen as the Treasurer, and the problem was put into his lap.  Under no 
circumstance, however, were any of the rumors as to two sets of books or missing funds 
substantiated.   
 
Mr. Coon said that he became involved about May 15, 2006.  At that point Jim Fitzgerald 
arranged a meeting with some friends of his who were bookkeepers, and had an office 
outside the gate to Sea Pines.  They did not want to take on an account the size of ours 
due to their age, etc.  However, they referred us to William Barrett, who is a CPA and 
had been with Hargray, and who has worked with several gated communities at the north 
end of the island.   We were very impressed with him during the interview and he came 
on board on June 19, 2006. 
 
Mr. Coon said that Mr. Barrett has worked like a beaver ever since.  It was necessary for 
him to go back to the earlier part of the year and complete the conversion from TOPS to 
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Quick Books. We had to pay more for the services of the new accountant than the old 
accountant, and it cost more than if we had had the new accountant from the beginning.  
We have plowed through the problems and straightened them out, but it has been a long 
process.   
 
Mr. Coon said that the other item concerning the LLC’s books that was worthy of 
discussion was the income taxes.  The expenses show $7,671 in income taxes paid. That 
was the amount due for 2005. Our tax accountant was exceedingly busy last April, and 
therefore requested an extension of the time to file our income tax returns until 
September 15th. When he presented us with the returns in September we owed that 
amount on the income that was taxable for 2005 to the LLC.  In addition, we were 
required to make quarterly estimated payments based on that amount for 2006.  That 
amount, $5,970, is shown as a prepaid expense on the LLC’s balance sheet. 
 
Chuck Ellsworth said that he had talked with our tax accountant in April,  and that the 
accountant did not anticipate that much tax would be due.  The amount of taxes due in 
2004 was $100 or $200 and he did not think it would be much higher for 2005.   
 
Mr. Coon noted that the LLC’s profit for 2005was approximately $39,000, and that we 
are well on the way to a profit of $49,000 for 2006. He pointed out that the LLC is a 
taxable, and not a tax exempt, entity, so that we need to look at reducing as much as 
possible  the corporate tax the LLC will pay in the future. 
 
Mr. Coon said that the POA is tax exempt, but not on all its income.  It is tax exempt as 
long as 60% of its revenue comes from its members, and as long as 90% of its revenue is 
spent on maintenance and the like.  However, income from persons other than our owners 
is taxable after applicable deductions at a flat rate of 30%. At this time, because of losses 
in prior years, we have a net loss carryover in the POA, so that no taxes should be due 
from the POA for 2006, and hopefully none for 2007.  (The net loss carryover to 2006 
was $36,886.) However, there may come a time when we will have to watch what we do 
in POA, since it is not entirely tax exempt.  Nevertheless, we are successful, and our 
success is increasing each year, which is positive.   
 
Turning to the POA’s balance sheet, Mr. Coon discussed the Carolina First Capital 
Account, which showed a balance of $14,652.49.  Mr. Coon pointed out that this has 
been our working capital account, and really is not a reserve.  Pursuant to the Board’s 
decision when the quarterly maintenance was increased from $300 per quarter to $450 
per quarter as of July 1, 2005, a little more than $10,000 is transferred from the POA’s 
operating account to this capital account each month. Profits from the LLC also go into 
this account, to the extent that the board determines. However, this has been a money 
market account on which only three checks a month may be drawn. We have therefore 
been paying our capital expenses out of the POA’s operating account, and at the end of 
the month have been reimbursing that account from this money market account.  Judy 
Berry has suggested that all capital funds go into this money market account. However, 
we have decided to take her suggestion one step further; and to make our capital account 
completely separate from the operating account.  We are therefore turning the Carolina 
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First Capital Account into a checking account instead of a money market account.  All of 
the funds that are available for capital purposes will be deposited to this checking 
account, and all capital expenses will be paid from this account. This will make our 
accounting for capital items more transparent and understandable.  We will be able to 
look at this account, and the balance in that account will represent all of the money that is 
currently available for capital purposes.  It will no longer be necessary to figure out how 
much the capital account needs to reimburse the operating account. By the same token, 
the operating account is now going to have to stand on its own, since the balance in that 
account at any given time will represent all of the funds that are available to pay the 
POA’s bills for operating expenses. This will be particularly important at the end of each 
quarter, just before the maintenance assessments for the new quarter are received, when 
the POA’s operating funds are at their lowest. 
 
Chuck Ellsworth questioned whether this new checking account was interest bearing.  
Suzanne Bishop indicated that it is not interest bearing. However, the account does 
provide free checking.  The accountant will no longer have to figure out the amount 
needed to be transferred from this account each month to reimburse the operating account 
for capital expenses. 
 
Gene Stewart questioned the - $22,716.76 shown on the POA balance sheet as “Accounts 
Receivable Maintenance Fees-Other”. Ms. Bishop pointed out that this figure represents 
the three months’ worth of prepaid annual maintenance fees, as of September 30th,  that 
have been paid by owners who have taken advantage of the 3%  discount that is allowed 
for prepayment of such fees. 
 
Mr. Coon pointed out that the POA’s income is a little more that we expected it to be.  
We had budgeted $558,625 to September 30th, and we are currently at $565,797.  The 
POA’s income is highly predictable because it comes almost entirely from owner fees.  
We have also done well on expenses, with the exception of one or two items.  Our 
attorney fees are considerably higher than budgeted, partly because of services that were 
rendered when Adelphia went into bankruptcy last March. One or two other items were 
also significant in that total. Mr. Coon said that, since he is a retired attorney, he is trying 
to reduce our legal bills by doing some work, such as revising forms, that would 
otherwise have to be sent to our outside counsel, although it is still necessary to utilize his 
services on matters concerning either South Carolina law or litigation. 
 
Mr. Coon also pointed out that the accounting fees are high in the POA for the same 
reasons that they are high in the LLC, as well as because we did not budget a sufficient 
amount for such fees this year.  He promised to cure that in the budget for next year.   
 
Mr. Coon also noted that there is a separate capital budget in the POA. He said that when 
the annual budget for the following year is prepared we add up all of the expected 
operating expenses, guided by our experience in the current year.  When the budget for 
2006 was prepared the operating expenses for 2005 were expected to be about $600,000.  
Since the POA’s anticipated income was about $721,000, the difference of approximately 
$121,000 became our capital budget. Mr. Coon then referred to the list that had been 
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furnished to the owners of the monies that had been spent on capital projects so far this 
year. He also said that, of the $35,000 in profit that was transferred from the LLC last 
year, $21,921.69 had been used to pay off entirely the line of credit that had been taken 
out to pay for the satellite TV, $7,400 had been applied as a prepayment of principal on 
the Carolina First loan that had been taken out to purchase the LLC, and the balance had 
been put into the POA’s operating account. 
 
Ms. Bishop pointed out that the $21,921.69 that had been used to repay the line of credit 
that had been taken out to pay for the satellite TV had been included on the list of capital 
expenses that had been distributed with the September financial statements. Since this 
amount had been paid from the LLC profit for 2005, rather than from the $121,000 
capital budget for 2006, she noted, the same amount is now shown as an addition to the 
revenue side of the capital budget. 
 
Looking at the list of capital improvements that have been made so far this year, Mr. 
Coon noted that the interest charge against the capital account will disappear in the next 
six months or so, as the Carolina First loan is retired. Clubhouse upgrades cost almost 
$20,000 this year, and all agree that this money was well spent. In addition, capital 
projects arose during the year that could not have been anticipated when the budget was 
prepared.  In 2006 these included failure of the pool pumps (which cost us $14,000, plus 
plumbing). A handicap pool lift for the elderly and disabled ($5,273), seven new washing 
machines ( $6,085), new water heaters, and a water softener to prolong their lives.    
While some owners want a long range plan, Mr. Coon said, this resort is not unlike 
running a house or a motorcoach.  No one can anticipate in advance every capital item 
that will be needed in any given year, and, while a long range plan is useful as a guide, 
the Board must constantly adapt to unforeseen circumstances as well. 
 
Mr. Coon asked what monies would be needed through year end, in particular money for 
the WiFi. Gene Stewart said that the money for the WiFi will be needed in three weeks, 
or by December 1. Ms. Bishop pointed out that the LLC has a $44,000 profit for the first 
9 months, and that if the regular November and December transfers of about $10,000 
each to the capital account do not provide sufficient funds in that account to pay for the 
WiFi the Board might authorize the transfer of the necessary funds out of the anticipated 
profit of the LLC. Although November, December allocation and the remainder of the 
2005 LLC profit which was transferred into the operating account should cover the 
anticipated costs.  
 
Ms. Bishop reported that Decorative Concrete has dumped three cubic yards of concrete 
in our maintenance area, and that so far we have been unsuccessful in getting them to 
remove it. The deadline they had been given expired yesterday and Ms. Bishop therefore 
asked the Board to approve the rental of a backhoe, both to remove the concrete and to 
spread gravel there and clean up the area. While we have the backhoe a couple of other 
small projects might also be completed.  One involves correcting the drainage behind 
Phase V that Marshall Coleman has been talking about. Two more water valves need to 
be dug up.  The Board would need to approve $3500 to $5000 to rent the equipment and 
complete these projects. The money could come from the anticipated profit in the LLC, 
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since payment for the WiFi project will exhaust the capital budget for the year.  The 
backhoe might also be used to get started on repair and patching of the roads.  It might 
take $10,000 to complete the projects that require the backhoe.   We can bill the 
contractor for the damage or we have a $10,000 insurance bond.  
 
Chuck Ellsworth questioned how we were going to deal with the contractor damage in 
the maintenance area.  He said that we could either bill the contractor for the damage, or 
charge it against his $10,000 insurance bond.  Francine with Decorative Concrete, has 
said that “time is up”, and that either she will send a bill, and she will be responsible, or 
we can deduct it from the insurance bond. 
 
John Carter said that we should be prepared to pay a paving company to come in and do 
the necessary patching and repairs.  He said that we should be ready to proceed with the 
paving when we start cutting up tree roots and digging, and that as soon as we get a stone 
base down the paving should be done. 
 
Mr. Noggle acknowledged that a number of places on the roads need to be readied so that 
a paving company can come in with a tandem truck of asphalt and pave all of them at one 
time.  This would be in preparation for the big paving program we are looking forward to 
in another year or so.   
 
Mr. Coon asked when the money would be needed, in 2006 or early 2007?   
 
Mr. Noggle said that he would like to get the small things cleaned up, and that that is the 
reason for renting a backhoe and proceeding with the asphalt and two drains in Phase I 
and Phase V. He also spoke of the economy that could be achieved by having enough of 
the roads ready so that we could utilize an entire truckload of asphalt at one time, instead 
of utilizing only partial loads at one time, since paving companies charge by the hour. 
 
Mr. Coon asked whether $10,000 would be enough, in view of the additional projects that 
were being mentioned. 
 
Mr. Noggle said that there were many projects to be done, and that the greater the amount 
of money that could be allocated, the greater the amount of work that could be done.  Ms. 
Bishop had originally asked about the first few projects, and that guesstimate was $5,000.   
He said that we are talking about drainage projects, but that these represent the kind of 
projects we must undertake, along with some infrastructure work, before we pave.   
 
John Carter said that he believes that enough funds should be transferred to do what is 
needed to be done on these projects through the end of the year, whether that was $5,000 
or $10, 000, 
 
Gene Stewart suggested transferring the profit of the LLC to the POA capital account, 
then a system whereby that money could not be used until a project request was 
submitted to the Board stating the name of the project, the start date, the finish date, and 
its projected cost.  Then the Board would approve each project before it was begun. 
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Ms. Bishop pointed out that emergencies come up, and that there are policy guidelines for 
expenditures.   
 
Mr. Stewart said that he knew of guidelines for the operating account, but asked whether 
such guidelines exist for the capital account.  
 
Ms. Bishop said that a capital budget is approved each year, and that we are waiting for it 
to be prepared now.  She said that this was just an interim proposal, so as to have enough 
projects now to justify renting a backhoe. She was requesting that approval now, with the 
understanding that no additional funds would be spent until the Board approves the 
capital budget for next year. 
 
Mr. Ellsworth said that he agreed with Mr. Stewart that we know there are certain things 
we want to do, and that we want to transfer some money out of the LLC to do them. He 
requested a list of the proposed projects, with a time frame and the estimated cost of each. 
However, he said that he wants to see that all of the patching is done at one time instead 
of bringing the contractor in more than once.   
 
Mr. Coon said that he was concerned about the low interest rate (about 1-1/2%) that was 
being earned on the POA’s two other money market accounts,- one with SunTrust (the 
catastrophic account) having a balance of about $48,000,  and the other (a more general 
reserve account) with Wachovia having a balance of about $36,000.  Mr. Coon said that 
SunTrust has given us forms to change the type of account, so that it would still be a 
money market account but would earn 3 ½% through at least February 28th.  He said that 
he had made the same inquiry at Wachovia. However, that the highest interest rate that 
we could expect from them was about 2- ¼% if we wished to go into Treasury Bills or 
something of that sort, and such an arrangement ties the money up.  He said that he 
would keep looking for better answers, but that the big banks do not seem to feel 
obligated to do very well by us. SunTrust has been more cooperative.  All that was 
needed was to sign and file the forms, and our money would be earning a higher rate of 
interest.  The forms were available for the Board to sign.    
 
President Decker said that in his opinion a resolution on the subject was not necessary, 
but that it was a business transaction and that the forms could be signed at the end of the 
meeting. 
 
Buildings and Grounds: Mr. Noggle referred all present to his Buildings and Grounds 
report that had been handed out. 
 
Pool: Mr. Noggle said the following: 
 
1.  In the pool area a new recirculation valve had been installed in the hot tub by Pristine 
Pool because the old valve had leaked.  
 
2. A new PAL handicap pool lift has been purchased and is in service. 
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3. Three new tables, twelve new chairs, and six new umbrellas are in service at the pool.  
The old ones were broken, and have been discarded. 
 
4. A wooden enclosure for the pool lift and the propane grill has been completed, and has 
a lock on it for secure storage of these items.  A key is available at the rental office. 
 
5. The solar heater is in service on sunny days.  It is operated manually because the 
automatic valve needs new thermocouples and some plumbing repairs.  This is on a list to 
be done in the immediate future, and the ideal time to do these repairs is after the pool is 
shut down for the winter.  Currently we are heating the pool on cloudy days with the 
propane heater.  
 
6. A new water meter has also been installed to monitor water usage for the pool.   
 
As to future pool projects, the plastic surface drains on the pool deck need to be replaced.  
They are the disposable kind that cannot be opened to clean them.  They are clogged, and 
the pool splash spillage and rain water does not drain away as it should.   There are new 
types of drains that are stainless steel and can be opened and cleaned.  The estimated cost 
of this job is $2500 to $3500. The pool pump room needs to be rewired, but that is a 
small maintenance item. We are also investigating the possibility of covering the pool 
and hot tub with an all weather cover. There is information here today for all to review.    
 
Clubhouse: Mr. Noggle reported the following: 
 
1. Two new tankless water heaters are now being installed, along with a new water 
softener.  This project was delayed waiting for the arrival of the softener.  The softener 
needed to be plumbed in prior to the installation of the water heaters.  The old heaters are 
being discarded. 
  
2. New water valves and a water meter have been installed in the clubhouse.  This will 
allow isolation of the water flow when repairing the water system. In the past the water 
supply to half of the park had to be shut down to make repairs. 
 
3. Six top loading and one front loading washing machine were purchased to replace the 
old ones. 
 
4. The dryers have been cleaned, and an ongoing cleaning and maintenance program is in 
place.  If a dryer is not cleaned there is a tendency for lint to build up in the screen as well 
as inside. This causes the dryer to overheat and blow a fuse, and then the dryer ceases to 
heat.  The drum turns and the clothes tumble, but do not dry. 
 
5. The wood siding on the second story of the clubhouse was painted, and this included 
some minor repairs.  The gutters were cleaned, but will need to be cleaned again in the 
fall due to falling leaves, pine cones and needles. 
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6. New area lights were installed on the east side overhang of the clubhouse.  We have 
replaced leaking sink valves and lights in the clubhouse lower level were cleaned.   These 
are basically maintenance items, but we mention these to let everyone know we are not 
neglecting the little things.   
 
The bathroom and shower areas in the clubhouse need continuing work, perhaps as part 
of a larger renovation. For such a renovation we would need to decide how far we want to 
go, we would need to obtain costs, and we would need to determine how much money we 
wish to spend.  The first floor should have an overall floor plan that is consistent with a 
master plan for our park and for the usage of the non bath areas.  We know that we have 
to improve the bathrooms, but what about the rest of the first floor?  A renovation 
committee is in place, and its members would love to have owners input and ideas.  The 
committee might meet some time soon, but no meeting has been scheduled at this time. 
 
The resort’s water system is basically in excellent shape now, with only a few things left 
to do.  A four inch water main has been extended in the back loop of Phase V from lot 
260 to lot 243.  We used approved valves and taps to replace the old plastic ones that 
were not approved.  This has helped the water service in that area.  An unused water 
valve at the Snack Shack was discovered and eliminated.  The water service lines and 
sink drains in the Snack Shack have all been replaced. There is a new hot water heater in 
the Snack Shack, so that it has its own supply of hot water, which is in compliance with 
the Board of Health’s requirement to maintain a hot water temperature of 140 degrees.    
 
The valves on lot 358 need to be located and replaced.  The valves by lot 88 and lot 60 
also need replacement.  These valves are antiquated, plastic, irrigation type valves instead 
of quality water system valves.   
 
Several shut off boxes need to be adjusted to correct their elevation. 
 
A four inch water main on lot 32 needs repair.  It was broken by Mastec when it installed 
the power supply.  The temporary repair needs to be replaced and be fixed correctly. 
 
 Mr. Ellsworth asked whether Mastec has paid for the damage to the water main on lot 
32.   Mr. Noggle explained that we did not hire Mastec, that they were hired by Palmetto 
Electric, that it is bonded to Palmetto Electric, and that he thought we could get some 
money to do the repair.  Mastec’s staff has been to the resort, and they are saying that 
they did not know the main was there, and that it is not their responsibility.  Some of our 
people observed Mastec when it was broken.  Dick estimated that it would take a day or 
two of labor, plus some part, to make the repair, at an estimated cost of $400 to $500. 
 
A two inch water main needs to be installed between lots 33 and 59, where the service 
goes into the big six inch water main.  This is a bad situation, but is working at this time.   
 
Sewer: The lift stations need to be cleaned and serviced. The electronics were inspected a 
couple of years ago, and a couple of minor lights have come on recently.   
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The access area to the lift station in back of lot 293 needs to be upgraded, so that we can 
get to it without going through mud.  At present we can not get a service truck in to 
service the pumps in that area.  However, the pump in the back area is in better shape 
than the one in the parking area, because it is newer. 
 
Pond: Two new pond aerator fountains have been installed.  The pond perimeter has 
been cleaned, and brush, debris, and algae have been removed.  The pond was also 
chemically treated.  At this time the fountain lights need to be reinstalled and new timer 
enclosures made.  We got rid of the exterior pumps, and the new pumps are submerged. 
 
Surface/Drainage: The drain/catch basin chamber and connector line between lots 366 
and 367 collects all the water from the parking lot and the incoming driveway, and it runs 
downhill to the pond.  During recent major rains water backed up in the parking area 
because to a pump failure.  The failed pump was exchanged for another one under the 
warranty.  The surface drain between lots 110 and 111 ran uphill, due either to poor 
installation or settling, and this has been corrected  We have similar situations at lot 2 in 
Phase I  and at lot 289 in Phase V. Another project for the backhoe would be to remove 
the old concrete and put in new concrete.  Several years ago a landscape architect came 
into the resort and identified these situations as part of a comprehensive drainage report. 
We are staying within the parameters of those recommendations. 
  
We discovered a surface drain at lot 214 that needs to be extended across the road to the 
lagoon drain.  The drains in back of those lots in Phase III were never connected, and the 
drain pipe just ends. Drains at lots 19 and 9 need regrading and new concrete.  The drain 
at lot 289 needs a catch basin and a pipe to the common area.  The common area in back 
of lots 275 through 289 needs to have the swale directed to the lagoon drain.   This was 
caused by a berm that the backhoe originally dug when the resort was built and there is a 
well back there that feeds water into the lagoon.  However, that process blocked all the 
surface water drainage.  This is another project for a backhoe.   
 
Paving and patching is a project we want to start as soon as possible.  There is a detailed 
list of all the spots that need to be worked on.  This is another project for the backhoe.   
 
Daily backhoe rental is usually about$250 to $260, but a weekly rate of $700 is more 
economical. Planning for the work using the backhoe is crucial, so that it does not sit idle 
while we are renting it.  We should continue from one project to the other.  The weekly 
rental was the amount used in the guesstimate for the projects to be done with the $5,000, 
and that should be enough to do the things we want done immediately.  If we have extra 
time for the backhoe we want to keep the backhoe busy.  This will also take labor. If a 
workamper cannot do it we can rehire some of our part time workers.  The cost of the 
labor was also included in the $5,000 estimate.  However, no estimate of major materials 
is included in that figure. About $700 has been included in the estimate for a load of 
gravel for the back parking lot.   
  
That would finish off the back part, and do the various drainage areas, including the drain 
in the lagoon area. If time permits we could start doing patching some of the areas with 
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erupting tree roots, which requires digging the roots up. We could refill the resulting 
holes with some of the gravel that we are going to purchase.  
 
President Decker asked Gene Stewart for a suggestion as to how he wished Mr. Noggle to 
list the items so that we could tag the moneys to his specific list.   
 
Gene suggested that Mr. Noggle take the items he has, put a price beside each item, and 
submit the resulting list to the Board for approval. 
 
Mr. Coon pointed out that the Board’s next meeting is not until January 23, 2007, and 
that he would not want Mr. Noggle to be prevented from going forward on projects 
between now and the next meeting for lack of Board approval.  These projects all need to 
be done before the roads are paved. 
 
Mr. Stewart suggested obtaining the required approvals by email. 
 
Mr. Noggle reminded the Board that no major capital work has been done from July 
through October, 2006, so that significant money has not been spent on capital projects 
during that period.  The water heaters have now arrived, and he is working on their 
installation. Next he will work on some of the smaller jobs that do not require heavy 
equipment or outside labor.   
 
Mr.  Ellsworth pointed out that accountability is needed, as well as moving forward on 
projects.   We must be careful not to incur cost overruns.     
 
Mr. Noggle said that he would like some time to give the Board specifics on how much 
each project will cost.  He knows the labor cost per day, and the cost of a truck load of 
gravel, and he will submit a better estimate of the labor cost that is necessary to complete 
these projects.   
 
President Decker asked whether those numbers could be available by the middle of next 
week (November 15), so that they could be attached to the minutes for the Board’s 
approval. Mr. Noggle said that he could have those numbers by Monday, November 13, 
2006.   
 
Before making a motion to transfer funds for the above projects, Mr. Noggle discussed 
the question of installing additional fire hydrants.  The need for them became apparent as 
a result of the recent coach fire and the Fire Department’s subsequent recommendations.  
Hydrants cost $3500 to $4000 each, and we would probably need three more to cover the 
resort adequately.  One would be on either lot 33, 51 or 52 in Phase I, a second at the 
corner of the tennis court opposite lot 309, and the third at the corner of the tennis court 
opposite lot 166.  That is in the future, and would be another capital project.     
 
Motion: Gene Stewart made a motion that $10,000 be transferred from the expected 
2006 profits of the LLC to the POA’s capital account, conditioned on Board approval of 
the above list of projects. 
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Second: John Carter 
 
Vote:  Approved Unanimously 
 
Technology Committee: Gene Stewart reported that the installation of all of the remote 
access points has been completed. Ten of the small repeating antennas were required.  
We had budgeted $24,570, and the final amount will probably be $24,600.  The 
numbering of the antennas has been changed from the original 1 through 10 to the lot 
number that the antenna is on.  For example, the numbers are now 144, 211, 239, 255, 
323, 377, 38, 102 and 103, and the clubhouse remains as number 1.  It may seem strange 
to have both 102 and 103, but there is actually one cable modem at that point feeding two 
directional antennas, one facing north and the other south.  There are two access points 
on one pole. 
 
When an owner logs on and his computer gives the available wireless access points it is 
important to log on to the closest point.  Some computers will try to log onto the most 
recently used access point instead of the closest.  Mr. Stewart thanked Bob Hilgeman  
and Jerry Konarske for digging some of the trenches and setting some of the poles.  The 
workampers also did some of this work. The installers finished the access points at lots 
102 and 103 about 1:00 P.M. this afternoon, so all of the radios are up and working.  The 
installer is now doing the final tweaking and adjusting the power levels.  He is also trying 
to determine whether there are any dead spots, and there may be one or two.  We may 
have to do some adjusting.  In the past 24 hours more than 100 people have logged onto 
the system, so it is at least working in some places.  We have had some reports that the 
system is sometimes slow. In the beginning there were some noise level problems. Wee 
had to put more communication pads in the line extenders, and with the noise reduction 
the speed levels came back up.  We have spent approximately $19,000 so far, and we are 
holding $5,000 back until the final inspections are made. The money will then be paid to 
the contractor. 
 
Mr. Stewart asked for comments on whether the signal is good or not.  He said that he 
will need some feedback while doing the evaluation of the system.  The poles will be 
painted with a brown galvanized paint to blend in with the scenery.   
 
Ms. Bishop asked Mr. Stewart how the front office is to trouble shoot calls about the 
WiFi.   
 
Mr. Stewart explained that, the way the system is set up, the installer in California is 
somewhat available 24/7.  He will be able to log into the system from wherever he is in 
the U.S.  Mr. Stewart will also be able to log onto the system from anywhere he is, and 
do maintenance, or turn a radio off or on. Mr. Stewart also plans to bring a representative 
from ICC to the resort to acclimate him with our system.  ICC is across the street, and has 
been involved in maintaining our computer systems in the front office.  This would 
provide three sources of persons to deal with the WiFi.  The first call will now come to 
Mr. Stewart, but sooner or later it will go to Bill Vandoosen.  He has installed seven or 
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eight of these systems in other parks, and some have been running three or four years 
without a service call.  Hopefully we will be that lucky. 
 
In answer to Ms. Bishop’s question as to an ongoing maintenance contract, Mr. Stewart 
stated that during the first year all parts and labor are under warranty.  At this time there 
is no need to budget money to maintain the WiFi.  Mr. Stewart does not charge for his 
work. 
 
Property Enhancement: President Decker opened the discussion on property 
enhancement policy by saying that we need to establish a policy concerning outdoor 
sinks, built in facilities such as grills, fountains, etc. 
 
Ms. Bishop reviewed the declaration, which states when an owner leaves his or her site 
only tables, benches, fireplaces and grills may be left where they are visible.    
 
President Decker added that covered could also mean “out of view” and this is the 
primary objective of this discussion.   
 
John Carter said that he advocates a system under which an owner may install the units 
that have been discussed. He suggests that a small committee be set up to oversee 
requests. The committee would physically go to the site, and see what and where the 
owner wants to install items so as to not infringe upon their neighbors.  This committee 
would report to the Board, and would know what may and may not be done within the 
parameters established by the Board.  
 
President Decker agreed with Mr. Carter, but indicated that the Board needs to define the 
covenants in a detailed manner so that a committee will have no problem following them 
when reviewing a request.  If a topic arises that is not covered, the committee can quickly 
take it to the Board for fine tuning.   
 
Mr. Stewart agreed with defining the covenants so that all will know what building 
materials they can use, what is a structure, where these items can be installed, etc.  
However, he said, much remains to be done before owners are allowed to embellish their 
sites without regard to their neighbors, the resort as a whole, or the Town of Hilton Head.  
 
President Decker said that he and Jeff Titus had had a discussion on this subject, and had 
agreed that an allowed structure could not include a building that could become a bunk 
room, be inhabited, or hold a washer and dryer.  The Board would set guidelines, and 
within a couple of months have a committee that would implement them when requests 
are made.   
 
Ms. Bishop reminded the Board that we already have a Property Enhancement 
Committee, and said that there is no need to establish an additional committee.  She 
suggested that that committee meet, and that it bring its recommendations to the Board at 
the January meeting.  
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President Decker said that he wants the Board to set limits on the heights of structures, 
define “permanent structure”, and define more clearly whether “out of sight” means 
covering or screening.  The committee should also list what types of apparatus is 
allowable on sites.  Can there be fireplaces (log or propane), fountains, built in grills, or 
outdoor sinks, and can they be visible when the owner leaves?  
  
Mr. Titus reminded President Decker that with outdoor sinks comes the question of 
permanent plumbing, and whether that makes the item a permanent structure, thus 
conflicting with the rule of non-habitable. 
 
Mr. Noggle said that the committee should be the one to set parameters, such as what can 
be put on a lot, its height, its color, where it can be installed, what can you put in it, can it 
be covered or screened, and whether it has to be taken off site when the owner leaves.  
The committee should be forward thinking and detailed, and then let the Board adopt, 
reject, or add to the guidelines they present. 
 
John Carter agreed that the committee should outline what types of items are governed by 
the covenants, define each down to the smallest detail, and bring those recommendations 
to the Board.  He said that this would probably be a lengthy process.    
 
Mr. Coon suggested that the Board limit the committee as to what it could not take into 
consideration when setting guideline as per the covenants, i.e.:  toilets.  He said that he 
personally questions, sinks because of the necessity to get water to them, and then to get 
it from them into the drainage system, and because if it is not done properly it will go out 
onto the ground.  He said that kitchens with fireplaces are much easier to justify under the 
covenants.   
 
Mr. Noggle reminded Mr. Coon that plumbing installations have “codes” to be used as 
guideline that prevent the discharge of waste water onto the ground.  He pointed out that 
motorhomes have portable water waste setups that meet code, and said that sinks might 
be handled in the same way.  The committee would need to investigate these as part of its 
presentation to the board.   
 
President Decker again said that the Board should outline which items should be given to 
the committee to set parameters for, and which items are clearly not allowable.   
 
Mr. Ellsworth summarized the discussion as to what the Board wants to do.  Does it want 
to give the committee a starting point, or just let it go on its own?  If the committee were 
given guidelines it might give the committee a jumpstart and make the process go 
quicker.  Perhaps the Board should give the committee a list of the items that need 
guidelines so as to conform to the desired concept of our resort.  He said that if the Board 
does not give instructions in the beginning, the Board should not set a timeframe for 
presenting the committee’s findings to the board. 
 
Mr. Stewart said that he does not think that the committee needs guidelines, and that he 
would rather give the problem to the committee and let it come back with 
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recommendations.  He said that he does think there needs to be a deadline for submitting 
its recommendations to the Board, so that it will not procrastinate.  
 
President Decker commented that if the committee has no idea of the concept, or has not 
been to other Outdoor Resorts that have these items and allow them, the committee 
would not have a starting point. 
    
Mr. Titus suggested that we contact Tom Crews, who is on our committee and is an 
architect here in Hilton Head.  He said that Mr. Crews knows the codes and restrictions, 
as well as what we are looking for.  Let that be our first set of guidelines to the 
committee, and go from there. 
 
President Decker said that we need to look at how we have interpreted the covenants to 
say that permanent structures are not permitted, but that we really need to define the word 
“structure”, and decide whether an item is permissible if the item is covered or screened 
when the owner is off site.   What can be left there?    
  
Motion: Mr. Noggle made a motion that the subject of Property Enhancement be sent to a 
committee, whose job will be to arrive at, and submit to the Board at its January meeting, 
a proposal to modify our current PEC guidelines so as to cover the allowability of, and 
restrictions on, built in facilities such as grills, outdoor sinks, fountains, entertainment 
centers, etc. 
 
Second by:  Gene Stewart  
 
Vote:   Approved Unanimously 
 
Discussion: 
 
Mr. Stewart commented that he thought that Tom Crews had submitted a proposal to the 
Board concerning these items, and that his proposal contained pictures of construction 
material.   
 
Tree Deposits: Ms. Bishop reported that 60 letters have been sent to owners who, 
according to our tracking records, had removed but not replaced trees in the past two 
years.  She said that we have had Administrative Assistants tracking the PEC permits, but 
that it has been a difficult process. Some owners do not replace trees right away, either 
because of weather conditions, or because they wish to plant them when they come back.  
She said that we know that we need to comply with our promise to the Town to replace 
trees that have been taken down.  But tracking tree replacement is an illusive task.  Two 
questions have arisen. (1) How should the manager handle owners who have not 
responded to the letter?  At one time a fine system was in place, and the covenants give 
us the ability to set substantial fine. Paragraph 9 if the covenants imposed by the Hilton 
Head Company states that no live trees measuring six inches or more in diameter at a 
height of four feet above ground level may be removed without the approval of the 
Company, and paragraph 21 subjects’ violators to a fine of $1,000.  (2)  Do we want to 
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say, to those owners who have not complied with the required tree replacement, that they 
may be subject to a fine if they do not replace the tree(s) in question within a prescribed 
period?   
 
Gene Stewart asked whether the letter mentioned a timeframe in which to respond to it. 
 
Ms. Bishop responded that she thought it was 30 days. 
 
Ms. Bishop assured the board that every effort would be made to contact the owner, just 
as is being done in the case of coach movement letters, prior to assessing a fine. She said 
that our current policy is to require owners to replace trees within four months of the 
removal of trees.  The response to the recent letter has been good, but some owners are 
still not complying, and steps need to be taken to have the replacement trees planted.   
 
John Carter said that he has been involved with this subject over the past two years and 
he does not know the answer to the dilemma, but that he knows that many trees have not 
been replaced.  Many agreements were made when owners wanted to cut down large pine 
trees, and in many cases those agreements have been broken.   Something needs to be 
done to make sure that there is compliance.   
 
Bob Coon asked Suzanne how many of the 60 owners to whom letters were sent have not 
responded.   
 
Ms. Bishop said that she did not have an exact number, but approximately two-thirds of 
those contacted by letter have either responded, complied, or have said that they will 
comply within a couple of months.  She said that one or two who have not responded are 
of concern. 
 
Mr. Coon said that apparently approximately 20 owners have not responded.   
 
Mr. Carter said that he is concerned about those owners who say they will comply but 
may not. 
 
Mr. Coon suggested a follow up letter. 
 
Ms. Bishop asked what that follow up letter should say.  Should she mention the fine they 
“may be subject to” or should the letter say something else?  
 
Gene Stewart asked whether the policy of making a deposit when the tree removal 
request was submitted is still in place.  He suggested that we send another letter to 
owners who have not complied, pointing out that a deposit will be required if they do not 
replace the tree.   
 
Sometime ago Ms. Bishop and Mr. Noggle had discussed purchasing specific trees in 
bulk, in order to obtain a better price than if they were purchased individually. This 
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would also enable Ms. Bishop to determine more accurately the amount of the deposit 
that would be required if such a requirement were reinstated.   
 
President Decker said that the amount of the deposit or fine should be greater than the 
price of the tree, as an incentive to replace the tree, and that the amount of the deposit 
should include the cost of installing the tree. 
 
Mr. Stewart suggested that we state, in the letter we are sending to owners who have not 
replaced trees, that we are attempting to obtain reduced prices from a local nursery, and 
ask whether the owner would be interested in participating in this program at a reduced 
cost.   
 
Mr. Ellsworth pointed out that it is too late to institute a deposit requirement in the case 
of owners who have already failed to replace a tree, and that in those cases it would be 
necessary to impose a fine as an incentive to replace a tree. 
 
Mr. Noggle said that he was opposed to “fining” people.  A couple of owners have 
stepped forward and offered deposits to assure the resort that they intend to replace the 
trees they are taking down.  He said that if the resort is going to undertake the planting of 
trees for people then the people should pay for them in advance.  Some type of plan 
might be developed in cooperation with a local nursery or company that plants trees.  One 
plan might be for an owner to contact a local nursery for to obtain the desired tree, and 
pay the nursery directly. Under another plan the resort might agree with a local nursery to 
purchase a certain number of trees within a certain amount of time (say, 50 trees in 6 
months), and refer owners to the nursery to purchase trees (at a reduced price).   The 
owner could also contract with the nursery for the tree to be planted by the nursery, if 
such a service is available.  This would allow owners to obtain a better price, and the 
resort would not be planting trees.  However, we could make sure that the newly planted 
trees were watered by Second Nature.  However, most owners have irrigations systems at 
their sites that would provide water.   Mr. Noggle said that he does not want a situation to 
arise where an owner can just pay a fine instead of replacing a large tree that is removed 
when expanding or improving a lot. In addition, we do not wish to prevent owners from 
improving their lots over a tree issue.  Mr. Noggle said that he would obtain information 
on tree plans by the time of the Board’s January meeting, while he is doing his own tree 
replacement. 
 
The Board agreed to send another letter three months from now to the owners who have 
not replaced trees, to include in it the words “subject to a fine”, and to state in it that we 
are looking into alternative solutions to solve the tree replacement issue.   
 
Mr. Coon pointed out that the holiday season is not a good time to be sending a letter of 
this nature.  He said that he would rather ask Ms. Bishop to prepare a letter and e-mail it 
to the Board members for review. 
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Mr. Ellsworth cautioned the Board about becoming involved in the “landscaping and tree 
business” on personal property of the owners, although, he said, planting a replacement 
tree in a common area is a different matter. 
 
Ms. Bishop said that our goal is to provide owners with information on where to purchase 
trees, and pointed out that if owners could purchase trees at reduced prices it would be 
easier to get them to replace trees.  The resort would not become involved with 
installation of the trees. 
 
Mr. Ellsworth questioned whether, if the resort, instead of the owner, went to the nursery 
to arrange for tree planting, and if damage occurred, whether the resort or the nursery 
would be responsible.  He said that the resort might incur liability with that arrangement, 
and that the Board should decide whether the resort wants to go into this type of business 
before time and effort is put forth to obtain information on bulk tree purchasing and/or 
planting. 
 
Mr. Noggle said that he believes that it is completely appropriate to contact several 
landscapers with the proposal of using their company’s services to purchase and plant 
replacement trees at a reduced cost. This would permit proper size replacement trees to 
be purchased at a cost that is more reasonable, and said that owners would then be more 
likely to comply with the current tree replacement policy.  
 
Mr. Ellsworth said that he agreed with Mr. Noggle on the idea of finding a less costly and 
less complicated way to replace trees.  However, he said, things happen, and if an 
owner’s lawn, lights, or anything on the lot were to be damaged while a tree was being 
planted by someone other than the owner’s contractor, the resort might be liable.   
 
Mr. Noggle said that it is similar to the type of liability we deal with at the present time, 
since contractors are in the park doing work all the time.  The owner would have to have 
the ultimate responsibility, just as he does when concrete is being poured.  
 
President Decker brought the discussion back to the agenda item which was whether a 
deposit should be required in the case of future requests for tree removal.   What amount 
would be reasonable, $200?   Should the deposit be based on the size tree that is being 
removed?   Trees less than six inches are not required to be replaced, so that the deposit 
would need to be an amount that a tree six inches or more in diameter would cost to 
replace.    
 
Mr. Carter suggested that prices be obtained to replace the trees that are already on the   
list of recommended replacement trees, and that the amount of the deposit be based on 
those findings.  He pointed out that the guidelines already are in place, and that we just 
need to decide on the deposit amount. 
 
Mr. Coon commented that all of our discussion had pointed to an enforcement problem, 
and that we do not want that problem in the future. He said that the way to avoid 
enforcing tree replacement is to take a deposit.  He noted that we would probably have to 
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set up another bank account to hold the deposits, since this in essence would be an 
escrow arrangement.  A sizable deposit would be better, so as to cover both the cost and 
the installation of the tree.  This might be a tough policy, but our current way of doing 
things is not working.   
 
Motion: Mr. Coon made a motion that a deposit be required when making an application 
for tree removal, the amount of the deposit to be determined at the next meeting.   
 
Second: Mr. Titus 
 
Vote: Passed Unanimously  
 
Concrete Enforcement: President Decker pointed out that many topics had been 
discussed at the open forum on property enhancement, and that many things had been 
settled.  He said that there seemed to be no reason to repeat the discussion.   
 
Motion: Mr. Noggle made a motion that the PEC only be allowed to approve 1400 sq. ft. 
of coverage for lots, whether wood, concrete, or pavers were going to be used for coach 
parking. Anything other 1400 sq. ft would be outside the realm of PEC and would require 
a separate permit to be approved by the Board of Directors from this date forward.  Those 
permits already approved would not be subject to this requirement.   
 
Second: Mr. Carter  
   
Discussion: President Decker said that he thought that the proposed procedure would be 
too restrictive, but agreed that a second application should be required, and that it should 
be allowed to be made only after completion of the original 1400 square feet, so that it 
could be determined that the original permit had been complied with.  He said that he 
believes that requiring Board approval for the additional application would be 
unnecessarily cumbersome and time consuming. He also pointed out that, since 1400 
square feet is the maximum amount of non pervious material that is permitted, a cement 
truck would not be coming back in, and that non-pervious material, such as pavers or 
wood, is a much simpler application.  In short, it should be a two step process, but should 
not involve a Board of Appeals or the Board of Directors.   
 
Amended Motion: President Decker amended the original motion to say:  A second 
application to the PEC shall be required by any owner who wishes to put down on his lot 
the 200 sq. ft. of pervious material that is permitted, in the discretion of the PEC, in 
addition to the 1400 sq. ft. of non-pervious material. The second application shall only be 
accepted after the 1400 sq. ft. of non-pervious material has been determined to have been 
completed in accordance with the original permit.  The second application shall be 
approved and signed by different PEC members than the ones who approved the original 
application.   
 
Second: Mr. Coon seconded the motion to amend. 
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Vote: Approved unanimously  
 
President Decker called for a vote on the motion as amended, and the motion as amended 
was approved unanimously. 
 
President Decker pointed out that, as had been said during the PEC open forum, concrete 
enforcement is done on a case by case basis. 
 
Legal: Mr. Coon pointed out that disputes between owners concerning the boundary lines 
between their lots must be resolved by the owners in question, and that the only role the 
resort’s management and Board can play in such cases is one of mediation.  He pointed 
out, however, that when the boundary in question is between property belonging to the 
resort and property belonging to an owner, then, of course, management and the Board 
are properly involved, since the resort is one of the contending parties.  
 
Mr. Coon then reported on the Adelphia matter.  Adelphia had been sending us 
statements in increasing amounts until about March, when the amount had reached in 
excess of $50,000.  Then, a few weeks later, we received a bill for a little more than 
$3,500.  By that time Adelphia had gone into bankruptcy.  Mr. Coon spoke with our 
attorney, and indicated that if we could settle with Adelphia for that amount we should do 
so.  Our attorney reported back that Adelphia might settle for $17,000 or $18,000, but 
that any such settlement would be subject to approval at four or five levels.  Mr. Coon 
pointed out that any time something goes through that many levels, each level will want 
his own “piece” of the action.  It was concluded that at that time there was no one person 
we could reliably deal with in making a settlement that would stick.  We did not want to 
enter into a settlement, and then find out that it was not binding on the other side.  So we 
did nothing more.  Two weeks ago Mr. Coon was in the office when a call came in from 
a collection agency requesting the name, address, and phone number of our attorney.   It 
came to light that the lady from the collection agency was going to pursue Ms. Bishop 
until our attorney submitted a letter of representation.  It was also learned that the claim 
turned over to the collection agency was the one for about $3500.  Mr. Coon requested 
our attorney to submit a letter of representation as to the $3500 claim, and to get in touch 
with the attorney he had talked with previously to find out the status of the rest of the 
claims.  If we could obtain a general release by paying the $3500 that would be 
wonderful.  At the moment we do not know where the other claims are. We do know that 
the local Adelphia system was sold to Time Warner, and that became effective about 
August 15th.  However, these claims were not part of the sale, as far as we know.  They 
are either held by the trustee in bankruptcy or by someone to whom the trustee has sold 
them.  If they have been sold, we do not know whether all of them were sold to the same 
person.  Mr. Coon said that he does not believe that we are going to be involved in a 
major liability, and that nothing has been put into the budget for the coming year, first,  
because we do not have an amount, and, secondly, we do not want to make an admission 
by doing so. He said that the matter will be settled eventually ,and more than likely the 
settlement amount will come out of the capital budget for the coming year.   
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Old Business: President Decker reported that the offer for the Ochu Memorial Pet 
Walkway has been withdrawn. He also said that, as far as this Board is concerned, the 
proposal for an amenity fee has been dropped. He said that renovation, the next topic on 
the agenda, had been discussed in detail at the owners’ forum that had been held on that 
subject. 
 
New Business:  President Decker said that most of the questions asked on the owner 
index cards had been answered in the open forums, and he therefore moved this subject to 
the bottom of the list so as to get to the proposed budget, which is of great importance. 
 
Proposed 2007 POA Operating Budget:  Mr. Coon mentioned that one or two items 
had come up after the budget had been prepared.   
 
The first was a mathematical error in the calculation of the LLC’s rental for the office 
space.  After consulting a commercial broker, we found that the highest rental that the 
POA could reasonably charge the LLC for the  office space is $18 per sq. ft. Since the 
office is about 1,000 sq. ft., the budgeted amount should be $18,000 per year instead of 
the  $21,600 shown in the budget. 
 
The second item was the maintenance expense for the office in the POA budget.  The 
$1,000 previously budgeted for this item has been omitted in the new budget, but we will 
need to insert something, because we know that we will  need to do some work in the 
coming year on the office.  This should be a separate budget item, and should not be 
included under miscellaneous.  We just need to determine the amount. 
 
Ms. Bishop said that the skylights leak, and require immediate repair, as do the tracks in 
the sliding doors. 
 
Mr. Carter asked about these items in last year’s budget.  Did we go over the budgeted 
amounts, or have any money left over?   
 
Ms. Bishop answered by saying that nothing was budgeted in the LLC, since the building 
is owned by the POA.   
 
Mr. Coon added that about $2,000 was the total budgeted last year for the office, and 
asked Ms. Bishop how much would be needed for maintenance this year to repair the 
skylights and windows. Should we budget $3,000 to $4,000? 
 
Mr. Noggle was called upon to offer an estimate of the cost of repairs or replacement.  He 
indicated that he had no idea about the condition of the skylights, because he has not 
looked at them.  Last year cost to replace four windows in the office was less than 
$4,000.  However, we may be able to get by with just repairing the skylights, as opposed 
to replacing them. He did say that replacing the glass doors at the back of the office 
would cost approximately $1,000, and perhaps less.   
 
Mr. Coon suggested an amount of $3,000, which would offset the reduction in the rent. 
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Motion: Mr. Carter made a motion to change the 2007 POA budget to reflect a change in 
the amount of the LLC’s rent from $21,600 to $18,000, and to include as an expense a 
line item for  Office Maintenance in the amount of $3,000. 
 
Second: Mr. Coon 
 
Vote:  Approved Unanimously  
 
Motion: Mr. Carter made a motion to accept the POA’s proposed 2007 budget with the 
two changes which were the subject of the previous motion. 
 
Second: Mr. Ellsworth 
 
Vote:  Approved Unanimously 
 
Ms. Bishop recommended that the December billing statements to the membership 
include copies of both the 2006 and 2007 Proposed Budgets for the LLC and POA, so 
that the owners could see both years. 
 
Long Range Planning: Mr. Stewart, Chairman of the Long Range Committee, 
apologized for procrastinating on a five-year plan, since he had been involved in other 
things.  He said that he has been looking at the 1999 Long Range Plan that we paid to 
have prepared.  He has not been able to contact the company that prepared it to get it 
updated.  We have three major items that are undecided.  One is the clubhouse 
renovation.  He said that he could not put together a long range plan until the Renovation 
Committee determines what it wants to do and when it wants to do it.   The forum on 
renovation only met yesterday.  The second item is the front office renovation, to include 
space for the Board of Directors, and that is still undecided.  The third item is the roads, 
and people continue to discuss the roads without any mention of the amount of money it 
will take to pave the roads.  He is not willing to pull an amount out of the air and put it in 
the long range plan.  He warned that repaving the roads would probably cost in excess of 
$200,000 if the roads are done all at one time, in addition to about $10,000 for patching.   
He wants to have the plan by the end of the year, and we can start in 2007.  He wants to 
tie a budget to the long range plan.  He wants to see a five-year schedule of proposed 
income and expenses.  He wants to fund things by assessments.   His idea is to present a 
list of ideas for projects to be done, along with factual costs, to the Board of Directors, 
have them prioritize the list, and then put together a five-year plan that makes sense and 
that we can all live with, keeping in mind that it is a “plan” and that plans can change.   
Mr. Stewart said that he will have a long range plan available for review and/or approval 
at the January meeting of the Board.   
 
Mr. Ellsworth asked whether, in addition to the 1999 plan, Mr. Stewart had the proposed 
long range plan that a committee had prepared for the last Board.  Mr. Stewart indicated 
that he did have it. 
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Items Tabled Until January: President Decker tabled until January the long range plan, 
and road encroachment policy 
 
Washing Coaches on Saturday: Mr. Titus said that he believes that coaches should not 
be allowed to be washed on Saturday. 
 
Ms. Bishop reviewed the guidelines for tree and concrete contractors.  At this time 
construction is permitted between 9 AM and 5 PM, Monday through Friday.   No work is 
permitted on weekends and holidays, except with the prior approval of management.  A 
set time of 3 PM on Saturday seems to be acceptable to cease this type of work.  
 
President Decker clarified that washing of coaches is not construction, and is not cutting 
down a tree, and that  if we do not allow washing to be done with a power washer, it is 
relatively quiet job. We are talking about outside individuals coming into the park and 
doing the washing, and not owners washing their coaches.  And we have restrictions on 
outside commercial contractors as to when they may conduct business within the resort.    
 
Mr. Ellsworth said that, even though the people washing coaches were doing it by hand, 
and not using power equipment, they would be going around in vans and disturbing 
someone.   He cited an incident two weeks ago in which it took two days to clean a 
coach, with the people working from 8 AM until dusk.  They were detailing the coach on 
Saturday and Sunday, and they left the park on Sunday about 5 PM.   They were doing 
more than one coach at that time.   They do bring in equipment, and it is not excessively 
noisy, but if you are next door, it is noisy, because individuals are talking and working.   
 
Ms. Bishop explained that many of the plantations have the same type of ruling so as not 
to create a nuisance on Saturday or Sunday, or to interfere with peaceful enjoyment of a 
neighbor’s lot.  Saturday and Sunday is considered “down time”.   
 
Mr. Titus asked whether the individuals doing the coach washing were considered 
“outside contractors”.  He said that if they are they should come under the rules for 
“outside contractors” and should conduct their business according to our guidelines. 
 
A discussion ensued as to the terminology of “contractor”, “construction contractor”, etc. 
what was the intent when the original guidelines were written, and how the terms are 
being interpreted at this time. 
 
Mr. Noggle reminded us that construction contractors have been allowed into the resort, 
and even to pour cement, at times other than Monday through Friday, when the resort is 
less busy and few owners are here. There have been times when cement contractors have 
had problems obtaining cement and scheduling delivery of the cement, particularly in the 
summer.  However, a contractor has never been allowed to work on Sunday for any 
reason.  If someone is being disturbed by what is going on next door to them, all they 
have to do is to call the manager and say that they are being disturbed.   
 



12/11/2006 
Page 25 of 30 

Mr. Ellsworth said that he has no problem deciding to allow coach washing if Ms. Bishop 
is going to receive the telephone calls and handle the situation.  If she doesn’t want to get 
the phone calls, then they shouldn’t be allowed in the resort on weekends, except in an 
emergency situation.   
 
Mr. Carter said that weekends are usually set aside for people to enjoy the park without 
all the work, commotion, and noise. He said that  even if it is not at the same level as tree 
cutting or pouring cement, it still causes a lot of movement, commotion, and talk. 
 
Motion: Mr. Carter made a motion that Saturday and Sunday shall be considered “down 
time”  for contractors, including coach washing contractors, but that when few people are 
in the resort, or in case of an emergency, the manager may make an exception to this 
guideline and let them in on Saturdays . 
 
Second: Mr. Stewart  
 
Vote:  Approved Unanimously 
 
Boat and Storage Area: Mr. Titus informed the Board that a boat is missing from the 
storage area.   
 
Ms. Bishop explained that the boat was moved to the open area near the sewer lift station 
in the back of the resort, in order that we might clean up the storage area and put down 
gravel there.  The clean up operation has been delayed because of the cement spill and 
the difficulty in obtaining removal of the resulting concrete.   
 
A question arose as to whether the resort is charging for storage, and whether the owner 
was informed before the boat was moved.  It was determined that two owners’ boats were 
being stored in that area free of charge, and the owners were not informed when the boats 
were moved.  The clean up of that area was not expected to take very long, and it was 
thought that the boats would be put back immediately. However, a problem arose with 
getting the concrete removed and the gravel delivered.  Ms. Bishop agreed that in the 
future the owner would be informed before his or her boat was moved. 
 
Ms. Bishop brought up another situation involving a similar problem.  More frequently 
now renters and owners are coming in with 18’ and 20’ covered car haulers, and we have 
no way to accommodate them because we have no room to store the trailer during their 
stay.  We have tried to work something out with theTown of Hilton Head for a piece of 
property that would allow this type of temporary storage.   
 
Ms. Bishop pointed out that the boats have been here for years and she is asking the 
Board whether we are “boat storage”?  Do we want to make this area for boat storage, 
since we are close to a marina?   
 
Motion: Mr. Ellsworth made a motion that the resort allow temporary parking of a boat 
or trailer in the area commonly called “the storage area” while an owner or renter is in 
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residence at the resort, but that when the owner or renter leaves the resort the boat or 
trailer must go with them.   Nothing, including dollies, trailers, kayaks, rafts, etc., may be 
left in the storage area while not in residence.  
 
Second: Mr. Titus 
 
Vote:  Approved Unanimously 
 
Buyer’s Agent: Ms. Bishop said that she was requesting the Board to adopt a policy 
concerning prospective buyers who ask her to represent them as their realtor because they 
are not comfortable in dealing directly with an owner who is selling his or her lot without 
a broker.  The current policy is that she acts as a dual agent.  The problem with buyer 
representation is that the seller is the one who pays the commission.  At this time we 
allow an owner to advertise his or her lot for sale on a board in the clubhouse, but we are 
doing the work to sell it, and then, if Ms. Bishop represents the buyer, the buyer would be 
under the burden to pay the commission.  She has not been able to represent potential 
purchases in this manner because there is no policy in place to allow this.  Can she be 
only the buyer’s agent? 
 
Mr. Titus said that she should not be allowed to represent a purchaser as his or her agent 
in a FSBO situation. 
 
Mr. Carter stated that Ms. Bishop is our Broker at this time. 
  
President Decker clarified that Ms. Bishop is talking about representing the purchaser, 
which she does under normal dual agent circumstances.   He stated that she should charge 
an appropriate commission, which in the normal case is 8%, paid by the seller.   
 
Mr. Stewart said that generally in real estate the seller’s and the buyer’s agent each 
receive half of the commission. He said that if a seller is allowed to sell a lot without 
incurring the 8% commission, we are encouraging the owner to sell without going 
through the office, which helps to fund the operation of the resort.  
 
Ms. Bishop’s said that in her opinion, in her position as manager of this resort, it would 
be wise to prohibit her from being an agent for a buyer without being an agent for the 
seller as well. 
 
Motion: Mr. Stewart made a motion that the Board of Directors adopt a policy 
prohibiting our broker from being ONLY the buyer’s agent. 
 
Second: Mr. Ellsworth  
 
Vote:  Approved Unanimously 
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Mr. Titus said that an owner had proposed that, when anyone inquired of Ms. Bishop as 
to which lots were for sale, she should be required to offer a printed list of all of the lots  
that were for sale, both directly by the owner and by the resort. 
 
Mr. Coon said that if an owner wishes to have the services of our broker he or she should 
be required to go through the office and list with us.   
 
Ms. Bishop said that because lots are owned in “fee simple”, she is obligated to tell 
owners, if they ask, that they can sell their lot their own. However, the sale of lots does 
fund the operation of the resort, and she encourages them to go through the office. 
 
Although no vote was taken, it was agreed without dissent that prospective purchasers 
would be given a list of only lots that are listed for sale with our broker. 
 
President Decker went on to the subject of giving an owner a credit for electrical usage 
by a pagoda light that is attached to a post on his or her site. He said that it had been 
determined that the actual usage amounts to about $.72 per month, and proposed to round 
this up to $1.00 per month, and give a credit for $12.00 per year to each such lot. 
 
Motion: Mr. Carter made a motion that an annual payment of $12.00 be made to each 
owner of a site that provides electrical service to a pagoda light. This payment will be 
processed at year end.   
 
Without objection, Mr. Stewart amended the motion to include a like credit to each owner 
of a site on which an antenna for the WiFi system is situated.  Payment such usage will 
begin at the end of year 2007 in the same amount of $12.00 per year. 
 
Second: Mr. Titus  
 
Vote:  Approved Unanimously  
 
 Tax Resolution: Mr. Coon corrected this item as it appeared on the agenda to provide 
that this is a resolution under Internal Revenue Ruling 70-604. He said that this resolution 
is required because in its absence any assessments of the owners that were collected but 
not used for the operation of the common property this year would be taxable income to 
the POA. The purpose of this resolution is to  treat any such excess as if it had been 
returned to the owners and then recollected and applied to the next year’s assessments.  
 
Motion: Mr. Coon made a motion that any excess assessments of owners for the calendar 
year 2006 that are not actually used in that year for the purposes of managing, operating, 
maintaining and replacing the common elements of the resort’s property shall be applied 
against assessments for the calendar year 2007. 
 
Second: Mr. Titus  
 
Vote: Adopted Unanimously 
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Renovation: President Decker asked if there was any addition to the three hour 
discussion at the owner’s forum yesterday concerning renovation. 
 
Mr. Coon suggested that in view of the discussion yesterday the next step should be to 
send out a survey letter to the owners, asking whether they prefer that the resort give 
priority to extensive clubhouse renovation or to the repaving of the roads of the resort, 
since each of these items would require more funds than can readily be made available 
through the annual capital budget.  
 
Open Discussion: Mr. Sebald, an owner of Lot 147, commented on a motion passed by 
the Board regarding removal of the berm at the end of the lagoon near his lot.  First, he 
said, the resolution is in conflict with the drainage plan adopted by a prior Board, which 
recommends that the water in the  lagoon be kept even higher than it is now.   Second, he 
said, in 2001 Ms. Bishop contacted a contractor to remove the berm.  Mr. Sebald then 
contacted the Army Corps of Engineers, which said that it would be illegal to remove the 
berm, since it protects a wetlands area   Third, the lagoon behind lots 121 to 184 was built 
as an amenity, when the resort was built, to increase the value of those lots, and there 
would be no way to keep water in the lagoon if that berm were removed. Mr. Sebald 
suggested that we talk to the Corps of Engineers before we removed the berm, or else the 
resort might end up paying a fine to them and also having to put the berm back.   
 
President Decker thanked Mr. Sebald for the information, and stated that we will check to 
be sure that the resolution relates to the berm in question.  
 
Michael Varner, an owner of Lot 157, said that he would like to know what is being done 
to correct the drainage between Phases III and IV, specifically behind about lots 152 
through 160. He said that a drainage pipe was removed when the electricity was updated, 
and that as a result those sites have flooded when it rains.   
 
Mr. Noggle said that he knows that the drainage needs to continue across the road in the 
vicinity of lot 214.  He said that he will investigate, and see that this problem is included 
in the drainage program. 
 
Frank Marinoccio, the owner of lot 221, said that he would like to have algae eating carp 
installed in the lake, in order to reduce the build up of algae there.  This would eliminate 
the need to use chemicals there, but the fish must be ALGAE EATNG CARP.    
 
He also said that the lift station in the back was rebuilt at the same time as the one in the 
front, in about 1999, so that they are the same age. 
 
Mr. Marinaccio also said that if the resort is going to bring in a backhoe in order to repair 
the valves in the streets, it should find and repair the valve that is located under the 
blacktop in the middle of the street near John MacCallum’s lot, no. 73. That valve is 
inoperable, and without it the water to Phase II cannot be shut off. Mr. Marinoccio said 
that he has a metal detector that could be used to find the valve.  
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Mr. Marinaccio also said that Bank of America has a product called Liquid CD, which 
yields 4.9% interest after 7 days without penalty. This would enable us to increase the 
interest rate on one of our money markets. 
 
Bret Phillips, the owner of Lots 280 and 281, suggested an amendment to the by laws of 
the POA to require the adoption of a six year capital improvement plan.  This would 
require successive Boards of Directors to adhere to a long range plan. 
 
President Decker answered Mr. Phillips, saying that his proposal was being referred to 
the By Laws Committee.   
 
He said that another index card suggested that we enclose return envelopes with the 
quarterly billing statements sent to owners, as telephone companies and other utilities do, 
so as  to make it easy for owners to send in their payments.  
 
President Decker pointed out that many owners pay their maintenance with automatic 
drafts or some other method, so that it is not worth the effort and cost to send out return 
envelopes, when more than half of them would not be used to send payments to the 
resort.   
 
An owner pointed out that the phone and electric companies send bills much lower than 
$450, and still provide return envelopes.  President Decker said that the office would be 
more than happy to give the owner four envelopes, and that all he needs to do is to stop 
by the office and make the request.   
 
Lindy Ellsworth, an owner of Lot 212, said that she would like any renovation in the park 
to take into consideration energy and water conservation while these projects are on the 
drawing board. President Decker said that he would he would refer her request to the 
Renovation Committee. 
 
Cloyce Hutton, the owner of Lots 328 and 335, suggested that future Board meetings start 
at an earlier hour, and perhaps take a break, since this meeting had started at 1 PM, and 
had continued without a break for so long that it beginning to interfere with the dinner 
plans. President Decker stated that he had not seen a meeting last this long, and that this 
was unusual. 
 
Judy Berry, an owner of Lot 98, asked where the money to pay for the WiFi was to come 
from. The capital budget was $121,000, and the POA receives another $12,000 from the 
LLC for the rental of the office, and there is also some interest, and another $5600 in 
2005 LLC profit to be moved over from the LLC’s operating account.  There was also 
another $6571 left over from last year.  As she is looking at the financials, she sees 
capital revenue of $140,000 and expenditures of $123,000.  Do we have an excess of 
$23,000 to pay for the WiFi?? 
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Ms. Bishop explained out of the $35,000 in 2005 LLC profit, almost $22,000 went to 
retire the amount that had been borrowed on a line of credit to pay for the satellite TV 
system, $7400 was applied as a prepayment on the acquisition loan, and the remaining 
$5600 is now in the LLC operating account and will be transferred to the POA capital 
account. This will be reflected on the October statements.  The required monthly 
mortgage payments total $19,000 a year, and the $12,000 in rent received from the LLC 
is applied toward those payments.   
 
President Decker requested that Ms. Berry come to the office on Monday and go over the 
figures in detail, when Ms. Bishop could more closely follow along and answer her 
questions.  He said that this request was being made because the meeting was running so 
long, and needed to come to an end in order to set up tables for dinner. 
 
Ms. Berry also asked whether the Capital Reserve Fund at Wachovia receives regular 
funding. Mr. Coon explained that this is simply a reserve account, and that at least 
currently only interest is deposited to it. 
 
Her next question was whether the resort ever expected to have a capital reserve account 
sufficient to fund the long range projects. Mr. Coon said that we would very like much to 
have reserves sufficient for that purpose, so that we would not need to raise our 
maintenance fees or levy assessments in order to do so.  He said that we could add to our 
reserves if we were to reduce our spending on capital projects.  
 
Ms. Bishop added that she would also like to build up our reserves, and that we need to 
build up our insurance reserves as well as funds for long range projects. 
 
Motion: Mr. Stewart made a motion to adjourn. 
  
Second: Mr. Titus  
 
Vote:  Approved Unanimously 
 
Transcript Respectfully Submitted by: 
 
 
  
   D. Richard Noggle, Secretary  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


