
From: HHI Motorcoach Resort manager@hhimr.com
Subject: A message from our spokesperson

Date: May 7, 2018 at 12:46 PM
To: marianne.riddile@me.com

This is the second release of Q&As received 5/1 to 5/7 regarding the position
paper on the clubhouse proposals.. To refresh your memory please refer back

to the position paper and the previous release of Q&As. You will have a
chance to voice your opinion via the upcoming survey, so please use your DL

submittals for clarifying questions.

Q35) During our 24-year ownership of lot XXX we have attended many meetings,
various events, including breakfasts and dinners, and have always found that the
clubhouse has been large enough to serve the various needs of the owners. We do
need an elevator. Having said this, we are in TOTAL agreement with views
expressed by other owners. We need an Option D. We feel there is no further need
of an assessment for club house renovation.

In recent years the Resort has had to limit participation to events many times in the
years I have been an owner. The idea of an expanded clubhouse is not a new thing, it
has been talked about for several years. The issue is now, the expansion is for the
benefit of the owners and not the staff. I have heard from many owners that when they
were excluded from an event, they were very upset because it is their clubhouse too
and why should they be excluded. They have a point. We have many new owners in
the last few years and these new owners are engaged, excited, and want to attend
functions, more than those that are absentee owners, only there on special occasions, or
rarely attend functions. As I shared with the other owners, it is impossible to carve out
enough room upstairs for restrooms without exasperating the current overcrowded
conditions. If you have building or design experience, please contact Mike Vos as he
was soliciting members for the committee.

 
Q36) The case the board is making for this proposed clubhouse expansion plays
mostly to the emotions of avoiding mediocrity and aspiring to being a 5-star
resort. Terms like "not acceptable" and "languish in mediocrity" have nothing to
do with what is legally required but it seems these two issues are being co-mingled
in the proposed options so that it appears we need to expand our clubhouse



in the proposed options so that it appears we need to expand our clubhouse
because of our broken elevator. If we wanted to raise the status of our resort there
are many more cost-effective ways to do this without spending $700,000. What are
the other improvement projects the board is considering and how much do they
cost? For example, can the board consider buying-out the owners with damaged
pads and refurbishing them, or otherwise encourage or require that all broken
pads be replaced or repaired? 

The expansion options are not about what is legally required but what our Resort
should provide to the owners. Not all owners are physically capable of climbing the
stairs to their upstairs clubhouse, maybe that is not an issue for some today, but could
be tomorrow. The current freight elevator is in need of replacement. It has failed in the
past with somebody on board. Making a person use a freight elevator to access their
clubhouse is demeaning and totally unacceptable. The upstairs clubhouse is rated for
171 persons and the one unisex restroom upstairs is not capable of handling the
number of people that attend Resort functions. There were several additional
improvement projects that were listed at the end of the position paper that this Board as
well as owners would like to see accomplished.

Q37) Can you or have you solicited other resort improvement ideas from owners
and allowed them to help prioritize in a way that does not required coming to a
meeting in person or on the phone, in other words, posting ideas online?

Owners are not shy about voicing their opinions on what improvements they would
like to see completed. The Board’s function is to weigh the good of the Resort versus
the desires of a few.

Q38) We have not been presented with overwhelming evidence in the form of data
that we need a larger meeting room. How many times did we turn people away
from an event? how many events? how many people? and what is the
evidence/data in the contrary, meaning how many meetings have we had where
we did not turn people away?

Your personal experience of being refused access to a Resort function might be limited,
but this has been a growing problem.

Q39) What alternatives have we explored? For example, round tables seat fewer
people than long banquet tables. Have we explored new tables which would be
perhaps only 1% cost versus option A, and option A still doesn't even solve the
primary complaint about a larger meeting room, it only provides for a second
multi-purpose room.

All options are fluid and until the committee gets down to refining the designs and
costs, it is premature to discount the second multi-purpose room. Perhaps the room can
be opened up on the court side of the fireplace thus tying the two spaces together or
maybe moving the pool table, couches, and TV into the new multi-purpose room
would provide more space in the larger room. The fire code limits our number to 171,



would provide more space in the larger room. The fire code limits our number to 171,
no matter how the tables are arranged.

Q40) The easiest way to avoid crowding at the annual meeting is to switch from
round tables to what is referred to as 'stadium style' seating where the chairs are
simply lined up in rows and the tables collapsed and stored out of the way. I
realize this could lead the exceeding the fire marshal's capacity for the room, it
would be safer than the current situation where owners sit in the windows.

Both seating arrangements have been used in the past, it really depends on what
additional functions are occurring that afternoon or evening. In fact, the last Board
meeting I attended as an owner they did have the chairs arranged in “stadium style”
seating. As far as exceeding the fire code rating for the room, that would be illegal and
the Resort could never promote such a violation.

Q41) Have you considered that expanding the clubhouse upstairs may result in a
requirement for a larger set of stairs or more sets of stairs to allow legally
required egress for a larger number of occupants?

If any expansion plans go forward, and an architect is selected, they will advise us on
all requirements.

Q42) What are the additional maintenance and operations costs of option A? how
will these be funded and will the monthly fees be increases as a result?

Thank you for your input. I will pass your concerns to the Treasurer, but operations and
maintenance costs are projected to be covered with the current maintenance fees and
LLC contributions. The current freight elevator is economically unsustainable.

Q43) In summary: Please do not take on more debt, please do not impose an
assessment on the owners, please pay off our existing debt, please set the board's
sights on small and medium projects that do not require an assessment, debt, or
increase to monthly fees, please invest in projects that lower our on-going
maintenance costs, please pursue other options for improving the resort
including: a flexible sports area for basketball and badminton, bocce ball courts,
replacing original pads, removal of weeds, a bike trail to arrow road, expanded
smoke-free and vape-free common areas.

Many of the amenities you suggest are under consideration within current fees. Thank
you for your comments.
 

Q44) Concerning the upgrade to the Clubhouse the boards’ letter mention’s that
the Board of Directors decided a renovation and expansion of the clubhouse
better aligns with the resort. I strongly disagree with this statement and feel this
project needs to be throttled back and is not in the interest of the majority of



owners. I have spoken with many owners and none have expressed a want for an
expanded clubhouse. 

Previous designs were around a new welcome center/office, that did not benefit the
owners. This Board is committed to acting in the best interest of the Resort and the
owners. The proposed clubhouse expansion will directly affect current as well as future
owners. There are 401 sites within the Resort with approximately 393 different owners.
Each and every owner will be given the opportunity to cast their approval or
disapproval for an expansion.
 

Q45) The information put forth at the last owners meeting (which was
lukewarmly received at best) was that we need to update the second floor to bring
this part of the clubhouse up to ADA standards with a new elevator and ADA
compliant bathroom facilities. The logic presented was since we need to make
some renovations why we don’t just spend more money and expand the second
floor, add meeting rooms, real estate offices etc.…. In fact, the plan shown in
February does not expand the meeting room at all but adds new separate rooms! I
argue that most of what is proposed in completely unnecessary. Here are the
questions I have concerning the proposals. 

The option presented at the owners meeting was not set in stone, in fact, it was
changed before the position paper was released. There are no dedicated real estate
offices, or meeting rooms. There is a larger multi-purpose room, restrooms, an elevator
and a smaller room that could be used for crafts, games, or private parties. All of the
options presented in the position paper as well as some interesting variations on them
will be examined by the committee. It has already been suggested to move the pool
table, couches, and TV into the larger multi-purpose room, thus opening up the
existing room or even opening up the other side of the fireplace to tie in the court side
of the new expansion of the room. Fidelity of design is the next step if there is enough
owner interest.
 

Q46) What are the legal requirements for the clubhouse to meet ADA standards?
This needs to be answered by our resort attorney not a board member we need
real legal advice to determine our direction. 

This expansion really isn’t about ADA compliance, it is about doing what is best for all
owners as answered in the previous Q&As.
 

Q47) The second level of the clubhouse is used minimally, if we really need more
room then let’s get rid of a pool table that is not used and couches that take up too
much real estate. Why do we have a permanent stage? This can be removed
and\or condensed, replaced with a portable stage, the additional room will
provide more square feet for updating bathrooms and tables for events. 

 



 
The second level of the clubhouse as well as the first floor is used more than most
know. Yes, it is used during owner’s week, but with activities yearlong requiring more
space than the first floor can provide, and when the first floor is engaged, owners go
upstairs to gather. The stage is used for bands, or DJ’s during parties and currently for
storage of tables, chairs, and equipment. The pool table, the couches, and the TV just
like other amenities within the Resort are used. We would not take out all 6 tennis
courts because they are not used every hour of every day. Some owners have expressed
interest in an expanded basketball court, bocce ball court, improved dog park, bike
path out to Arrow Road, and hook-up lanes. The Board’s job is to listen to the majority
of owners and act in the best interest of the Resort.

 
Q48) Why is the BOD trying to spend beyond our resources? If we have $160k
available then that is the limit but additionally I have to ask why do we want to
spend our reserves? We should be building these reserves for the future in case we
have another natural disaster like Matthew. 

The majority of expenses from Hurricane Matthew were covered by our insurance,
which BTW, a former Board member was astute enough to set in place, thus acting in
the best interest of the Resort. The LLC is contributing to this effort as well as the
POA. As mentioned previously, tax laws and our governing documents will not allow
for the Resort to bank the amount of money an expansion would cost. In addition, it
would be rather unfair to have current owners contribute to a building fund, then
something happens to them and they never have the opportunity to enjoy what they
contributed towards.

 
Q49) E-Voting - noting how shamefully inaccurate the last elections were due to
the forced vote for 3 board members I would like to be assured that this voting is
performed properly. For accuracy there needs to be 4 options A, B, C and None or
better yet three separate ballots. With 3 ballots you would need a ballot for “A”
and a yes/no, “B” yes/no and “C” yes/no. Each would need a quorum and would
provide a true majority. The A, B, C or A, B, C None ballot may never give a true
affirmative majority so even if a quorum is reached most likely each option will
only be a voted on by a minority voting for an option and the majority voting
against. Let’s take the example of a ballot and the vote is for options “A”, “B”,
“C”, “D None” and a total of 200 votes are cast. Continuing with this example out
of 200 votes you get 49 votes for “A”, 50 for “B” ,51 for “C “and, 50 for “D None”.
In this example the majority is against all options and the winner is not “C” with
51 votes. 

The rules of the past election were the same for every owner. Each site was allowed to
vote once and every site had to vote for three candidates. Due to circumstances beyond
the control of the election committee, there were four openings on the Board and four
owners stepped forward to serve. The vote was still required to ascertain the term of
each candidates. In your example, option C is actually the favored choice. If you really
want to analyze the results as in your example, the total of 150 owners were in favor of
some type of change, thus resulting in a 75% approval for change and 25% for



some type of change, thus resulting in a 75% approval for change and 25% for
disapproval. We would need additional questions to ascertain which expansion option
was actually preferred.
 

Q50) Occupancy – this issue of maximum occupancy keeps coming up on another
reason we need to expand the clubhouse. First, I have been to several events over
the past year and NONE of them required turning people away even at the
owners meeting. However, if we have the limit of 170 reached and you waited too
long to get your reservation it is your own fault. We will never be able to
accommodate the entire resort in the facility so what is the ideal limit? The one
that already exists! 

The clubhouse is owned by every owner in the Resort. Not all 802 owners attend
meetings or activities. As you say, you have been to only several events over the past
year. Unfortunately, we have owners that never spend a single night in the Resort or
owners that no longer own a coach, or owners that use the Resort as a storage site, or
owners who are not interested in the welfare of the Resort, or owners that have passed
away and now their heirs legally own the site but have never stepped foot within the
gates. We have many new owners in the Resort, and these new as well as old timers are
engaged, enthusiastic, and want to attend activities/meetings. There have been
activities where the participation has been limited. You’d have no way of knowing,
because owners were turned down. Our common area footprint would never allow for
an expansion to accommodate 800 people, nor would this Board promote such a large
endeavor. What is being proposed is in response to what other owners have asked,
“Why can’t we expanded the clubhouse, we need more room” or “Is the freight
elevator the best we can offer; what a disgrace” or “there is only one bathroom
upstairs.” So, the answers are NO, YES, and YES. As far as the bathroom goes, figure
171 people attending a function, each person spends 3 minutes in the bathroom; you
could spend 8.5 hours waiting or you can go down the steps to the restrooms located
on the first floor. Do we really need that number of people going up and down the steps
all night? Consider the current freight elevator; it is load rated for one person and if
that person requires another person to assist them, they are limited in their access to
their clubhouse. Are we willing to tell an owner “sorry you waited too long” or “sorry
you can’t climb the stairs” or “sorry you got stuck in there” or “sorry the only
commode is stopped up”? It is not all about ADA, it is about providing for our
owners/guests and doing what is right.
 

Q51) Meeting Capacity – We can easily provide more capacity to any meetings by
using Video conferencing and Web conferencing. This is inexpensive, flexible and
can support every owner with the ability to attend any owner’s meetings, real
estate conference and any other resort updates whether they are in the resort or
not. WebEx, GoToMeeting and Zoom are just a few examples of these services. 

Thank you for your input. The Board has explored these options to provide access to
meetings.

 



 
Q52) The BOD statement is “Upgrades our Resort to meet expectation for a four
or five-star resort clubhouse” is a technique of a used car salesman. We come to
the resort for the sites, and location not because we have a big clubhouse. Also,
the upstairs of the clubhouse is for owners and has little impact on the resort as a
whole especially rentals. 

People come to the Resort for the location, the sites, and the socialization. Part of that
socialization are the activities held in the clubhouse, whether it is for a party, a
meeting, gathering with friends to watch a NASCAR race, play pool, play cards, or just
being together. Owners are pretty happy with the increase in prices of our sites. These
increases are partly due to what the Resort has to offer. Newer resorts are offering
more in amenities and if we fail to remain competitive, those soaring site prices will
decline, not speculation, just fact.

 
Q53) Several times a board response was that the current lift malfunctioned with
a passenger and that is why we need a new one. Any device can fail new or old.
Regular service and maintenance are key to keeping any device working properly.
If we use this buy new logic for our motorhomes then if a power steering pump
fails or we get a flat we should go get a new motorhome? 

Yes, the current freight elevator has failed several times while an owner was onboard
as they were trying to attend a Board meeting. Consider the fact that anybody could
find themselves tomorrow in a position where he or she required an elevator to access
their clubhouse. Consider the humiliation of the person stranded on that freight
elevator or the effect on their health trapped onboard for an hour. The current freight
elevator is not economically feasible to maintain. With the access through the kitchen
coupled with everything else, we can do better.

 
Q54) With this all said I am in favor of investigating the true cost of adding an
elevator on the west end where we already have handicap parking and updating
the bathroom for ADA access. This will have little impact on owner’s sites and the
resort but still needs to have a reasonable budget that will not drain the coffers or
require assessment. 

Option B provides for a new elevator and expanded restrooms upstairs without further
complicating the current space limitations and overcrowding situation.

 
Q55) I have an Option "X" proposal that I would like to get to the building
committee. I have ready written it up but I'd like to know how I can submit it for
consideration.

Thank you for reaching out to the Board of Directors through Direct Line. The Board
is committed to open and honest dialogue with our fellow owners. This open dialogue
is the rationale for the position paper and the release of the Q&As we receive through
DL. The building committee is led by Mike Vos (Board member) and the committee



DL. The building committee is led by Mike Vos (Board member) and the committee
consists of owners with building and design experience that responded to an open call
for volunteers. In addition to responding to you, your DL submission is forwarded to
all Board members and to the Resort manager. You may submit your option X to the
Board and the committee by responding directly to this email with a “reply all” and
attaching or describing the essence of your option X.

Option X was distributed to all Board members. I appreciate your submittal of option
X. It is obvious you put a lot of time and thought into what you propose. The options
we detailed in the position paper and the presentation at the owners meeting in April
are proposals and not set in stone. The Board is open to ideas as we go forward and the
committee working on this might in the end develop a hybrid option. If we have a
majority of owners in favor of an expansion, only then will the committee contact
architects and builders to further refine a design. We have received several alternatives
for suggested changes. Again, thank you for your interest. It is appreciated to have
owners engaged and involved.

I was unable to include the submitted option X due to the size. I will summarize the
essence of option X. It was a hybrid design where they suggested to use option B and
then expand the existing multi-purpose room on the east end of the clubhouse complex.
Thus, the parking would remain the same, the elevator would be upgraded, restrooms
added upstairs, and the large room upstairs would be enlarged.
 

Q56) I would like to propose a way that the assessment could be structured in
order to spread the cost to both current owners and future owners for a set period
of time. I feel that it’s reasonable to share this expense with future owners as well
because they are going to get to enjoy the clubhouse expansion. It just takes a
decision of how many years we collect a one-time assessment (at closing) from the
new owners. The best way to understand how this works is to give an example
with numbers that can be used for calculation. Of course, we start with our
current 401 owners. For the sake of the example let’s say 10% of the lots are sold
and bought each year. Year zero we would have 401. Year one we would have 441.
Year two we would have 481, and so on. In many of the examples the board is
using the number of seven years. If we collect this one-time assessment from all
new owners over the next seven years mathematically that tells me that we could
split this assessment into 681 equal parts. If option A was selected, we know that
the net amount that we need to come up with is $540,000. If we even include the
interest over the seven-year period that could still be divided into 681 equal parts.
That will give an estimated one-time assessment of $800 for all current and future
owners over the next seven years. If at the end of the seven years the entire
amount has not been repaid, then the board could decide to extend that
assessment year by year. If we only went with the POA dues increase, then the 401
current owners would need to pay it all seven years. Each subsequent year that
passes any new owners would pay the increase less and less. Meaning they would
have less of a financial contribution but they get to enjoy all the benefits.

Interesting twist on the assessment route. Just as the designs for an expansion are being
explored, so is the financial aspect. Until we know if we have enough interest to



explored, so is the financial aspect. Until we know if we have enough interest to
proceed to the next phase of design fidelity, will we know the exact impact to owners.
The decision to levy an assessment or raise POA fees, or a combination of the two will
not be an easy decision.

 
Q57) Thanks so much for sharing the questions and comments of owners
concerning the possible clubhouse renovations/changes! Since many of us owners
are not in the resort this time of year, we likely won't be there to participate in
person at the May Board Meeting. After reading the questions, comments, and
responses so far, I have a few observations. The proposals should have been
presented like business plans - with concrete goals and expected results. Just as if
we were approaching a financial institution for funding.

Option 1 is sorely lacking important information: - - How much capacity will
really be added to the clubhouse? (For the cost of $250,000 - difference between
Options 1 and 2)
- - If the pool table, couches, and TV are moved to the proposed 900 sq. ft new
area, will the fireplace be modified to face that area?
- - Has anyone checked to ensure that new space allows more capacity? The
stairways and doors are also part of that determination.
- - There was not a good answer to a question about relocating handicap parking
to the tennis court side.
- - And there has not been a good response to how many owner functions per year
have had to limit participation.

Option 2 also is lacking information as proposed: - - What upgrades and
expansions to the existing kitchen area are considered? The kitchen was
renovated not that long ago.
- - Increases in the laundry and exercise areas or adding small "multi-purpose"
spaces. For what?

Option 3, No concept given as to location of a functioning elevator.
- - Would a functioning elevator suffice for handicap access to the downstairs
restrooms?

The proposals so far are too vague, try to encompass too many ideas, and do not
include enough concrete information. Judging from the owner responses, it is
unclear how much of these expenditures are expected for owners and how much
for renters. For these reasons, I will have to support only Option 3. If at some
point in the future, more concrete information is presented, I could change my
mind.

With the possibility of another upscale RV resort in the area - attached to a golf
course - we need to focus on what makes HHIMCR unique. We are located on the
island bike path, we are walking and biking distance from the beach, and we are
so close to many restaurants and stores. I've been to Riverbend, Pelican, Florida
Grande, Mountain Falls - - and none of those have the accessibility we have to
civilization!



civilization!

Many good questions that the firm answers to will not be available until the committee
can refine designs with the help from an architect and a builder. This Board is
committed to open communications with the Resort owners and pledged itself to be
fiscally responsible. In order to go to the next level of design fidelity it will cost $$$
for the professionals required. The Board does not want to spend money for an
architect unless there is majority support within the Resort to go forward. The level of
support will be determined from a survey that will be released through E-Voting after
the Board meeting later this month. Every site owner will have the opportunity to
express their support or not at that time. In the past whenever the Board brought
forward an improvement idea, the first three questions were: What do we get, how
much will it cost, and what’s in it for me. So, this Board answered those questions,
although preliminarily based on the information available. Option A and option B
provides the basics of restrooms and an appropriate elevator. Each of those two options
increases the usable space in different areas. These increased spaces will be for the
benefit of owners unlike previous designs that benefited the Resort staff. There is not a
dedicated manager’s office or real estate office, Board room, or anything that cannot be
used for multiple functions. Option C provides for an elevator only. I suggest you
reread the position paper as possible locations of the elevator in option C are
mentioned. So, I invite you to examine the proposals, evaluate them from the view
point of what is best for the long-term growth of the Resort, and then give an honest
opinion when the survey is released. Only after an architect design is completed will
we have detailed information and costs. This point in time we are only seeking interest
level to down select an option to obtain fidelity or decide as a group that we will not
move forward with a major expansion.
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