BROWARD OFFICE or tae INSPECTOR GENERAL

MEMORANDUM
To: Honorable Richard J. Kaplan, Mayor, City of Lauderhill,
and Members, City of Lauderhill City Commission
From: John W. Scott, Inspector General
Date: October 7, 2015
Subject: OIG Final Report Re: Ethical Misconduct by City of Lauderhill

Employees, Ref. OIG 14-023

Attached please find the final report of the Broward Office of the Inspector General (OIG)
regarding the above-captioned matter. This office has concluded an investigation into whether
Kennie Hobbs, Jr., who concurrently serves as Assistant City Manager and Finance Director for
the City of Lauderhill (City) and Executive Director of the Lauderhill Housing Authority (LHA),
obtained a mortgage loan to purchase a home under a loan program for City and LHA employees
that he developed and managed.

In substantiating the allegation, we determined that both Mr. Hobbs and Julie Saunders, the LHA
Deputy Director who concurrently serves as City Operations Manager, borrowed from their own
agency via a program administered by their subordinates and over which they have directional
control. The OIG found that both loans were obtained, are administered, or are being monitored
in violation of the Florida law that prohibits a public employee from entering into any contractual
relationship that creates a continuing or frequently recurring conflict between his or her private
interests and the performance of his or her public duties or impedes the full and faithful discharge
of his or her public duties. Thus, we are referring this matter to the Florida Commission on
Ethics for its independent assessment of the application of state ethics laws.

In carrying out the investigation, the OIG uncovered the lack of internal controls that laid the
foundation for Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders’ actions, and the report also contains
recommendations for the adoption of significant corrective action to prevent future misconduct.
Accordingly, the OIG requests that we are provided with a status report in 90 days, or by January
5, 2016, regarding the City’s actions in response to this matter.

Attachment

cc:  Charles Faranda, City Manager
Honorable Martin D. Kiar, Vice Mayor, Broward Board of County Commissioners
Honorable Dale V.C. Holness, Member, Broward Board of County Commissioners
Individuals previously provided a Preliminary Report (under separate cover)

John W. Scolt, Inspector General
One North University Drive, Suite 111 « Plantation, Florida 33324 « (954) 357-7873 « Fax (934) 357-7857
www.browardig.org * (954) 357-TIPS
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FINAL REPORT RE: ETHICAL MISCONDUCT
BY CITY OF LAUDERHILL EMPLOYEES

SUMMARY

The Broward Office of the Inspector General (OIG) has concluded an investigation into allegations
that Kennie Hobbs, Jr., who concurrently serves as Assistant City Manager and Finance Director
for the City of Lauderhill (City) and Executive Director of the Lauderhill Housing Authority
(LHA), used his position to obtain a mortgage to purchase a new home under its loan program for
City and LHA employees.

The OIG investigation substantiated the allegations. We determined that Mr. Hobbs borrowed
$375,000 from his own agency, via a program administered by his subordinates and over which he
had managerial control. The investigation also revealed that Julie Saunders, the LHA Deputy
Director—second in command of LHA staff—who concurrently serves as City Operations
Administrator, also obtained a mortgage of $318,150 for a home she purchased for $301,000.

Both loans were obtained in violation of Florida law that prohibits public employees from entering
into contractual relationships that create a continuing or frequent conflict between their private
interests and the performance of their public duties. These managers’ subordinates were
responsible for processing documentation of loan-worthiness, calculating maximum loan amounts,
and recommending approval of the loans to their superiors. Of equal concern is that the monitoring
of the performance of the loans continues to be conducted by subordinates, who may be motivated
to administer the loans in a manner that favors their bosses over the public interest.

As if to illustrate the very reason for the prohibition, Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders also took
advantage of their public position to benefit from funds for expenses not contemplated by officially
sanctioned repair programs. Rather than replace a roof, Ms. Saunders remodeled her kitchen, made
other home improvements, and was directly paid over $10,000. Mr. Hobbs used his inflated repair
escrow to install travertine tile and an aquarium. These funds were released by the Board Attorney
without documented approval of the Board for the specific expenses or the “program” under which
they were made available.

In fact, the OIG determined that a lack of internal controls laid the foundation for the misconduct
of Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders. The LHA did not consistently and adequately document Board
action, and there was no documented approval of the full loan criteria. In addition, there was
evidence that significant parts of the process occurred without Board review and that the purported
programs were not effectively communicated to all City staff.

1 She obtained the loan under her former name, Julie Bowers.
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By way of its response the LHA has denied the allegations and claimed that this report contains
inaccuracies. A detailed review of the documents and information provided in the LHA’s response
revealed no evidence requiring any amendment of the OIG’s findings and conclusions. Indeed, the
response raises more questions about the potential mismanagement of the LHA and the integrity of
the documents maintained and provided by the agency. We were able to obtain documents from
other entities that differed from what the LHA provided, demonstrating that the LHA has
misrepresented the completeness and authenticity of its document production. The LHA also
provided differing versions of an executed document. Accordingly, in addition to the
misrepresentations about the previous provision of documents, the agency’s conduct raises
significant doubts about the integrity of any of the documentation it has provided.

The LHA’s response denies the need for corrective action. Nonetheless, this report contains
recommendations for the adoption of significant corrective action to prevent future misconduct.
We note that the LHA utilizes federal funds granted to it by the City of Lauderhill and that the
employees in question work for the LHA solely by virtue of their employment with the City of
Lauderhill. Thus, in the light of the LHA Board’s rejection of the facts and evidence of far
reaching managerial inadequacies, the OIG will also be referring this matter to the City
Commission of Lauderhill. The OIG recommends that the City take independent steps to prevent
future misconduct by City employees and determine if LHA management practices are sufficient to
ensure proper use of the public monies entrusted to it by the City.

The OIG investigation established probable cause to believe that Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders
engaged in acts of ethical misconduct under the State code. Accordingly, we will be referring this
matter to the Florida Commission on Ethics for its independent assessment of the application of
state ethics laws.

OlG CHARTER AUTHORITY

Section 12.01 of the Charter of Broward County empowers the Broward Office of the Inspector
General to investigate misconduct and gross mismanagement within the Charter Government of
Broward County and all of its municipalities. This authority extends to all elected and appointed
officials, employees, and all providers of goods and services to the County and the municipalities.
On his own initiative, or based on a signed complaint, the Inspector General shall commence an
investigation upon a finding of good cause. As part of any investigation, the Inspector General shall
have the power to subpoena witnesses, administer oaths, require the production of documents and
records, and audit any program, contract, and the operations of any division of the County, its
municipalities and any providers.

The Broward Office of the Inspector General is also empowered to issue reports, including
recommendations, and to require officials to provide reports regarding the implementation of those
recommendations.
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THE INDIVIDUALS COVERED IN THIS REPORT

Kennie Hobbs, Jr.

Mr. Hobbs has been an employee of the City of Lauderhill for twenty-six years. He currently serves
as the Assistant City Manager and Finance Director, which includes accounting, purchasing and
budgeting, and non-financial components including economic development, code enforcement,
building and planning, and zoning. He assisted in founding the Lauderhill Housing Authority in 2002
and has been its only Executive Director. As a City employee, his services are included in a service
agreement contract between the City and LHA, but he receives no additional compensation from the
LHA.

Julie Saunders

The City has employed Ms. Saunders, formerly known as Julie Saunders-Bowers or Julie Bowers, for
eleven years, and since 2004 she has worked in the City Finance Department as Operations
Administrator, reporting to Mr. Hobbs. Since 2005 she has also been on the staff of the LHA, serving
first as its Operations Manager and since 2012 as its Deputy Director, as part of her City duties. Since
at least 2009, Ms. Saunders has been the sole employee reporting to Mr. Hobbs at the LHA, and all
other LHA employees (City-provided or LHA direct hires) report to her. She estimated that she
spends approximately twenty hours per week on LHA business.

Alfreda Coward

At all times relevant to this matter, Ms. Coward was the LHA Board’s contracted Board Attorney. She
is not associated with the City or the City Attorney.

RELEVANT GOVERNING AUTHORITY

Public Housing Authorities

Municipal public housing authorities (PHAS) are created by city resolution, and the mayor makes
appointments to the PHA, with approval of the governing body. The PHA commissioners must not
be employees of the municipality and must include at least one resident who rents in a PHA
housing project. The PHA may employ a secretary, who shall be the Executive Director. See
generally, Florida States chapter 421.

F.S. 8 421.04, Creation of housing authorities, provides in pertinent part:

(1) In each city, as herein defined, there is hereby created a public body corporate and
politic to be known as the "Housing Authority" of the city; provided, however, that such
authority shall not transact any business or exercise its powers hereunder until or unless
the governing body of the city by proper resolution shall declare that there is need for an
authority to function in such city....
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Lauderhill Housing Authority

The LHA is a PHA and a municipal dependent special district as defined in Florida Statutes § 189.012.
According to the Florida Division of Community Development online records, the City created the
LHA by City resolution 02R-08-139 on November 25, 2002. The LHA was incorporated on February
18, 2011, as a Florida nonprofit corporation. Mr. Hobbs was the incorporator, and has since been the
registered agent, one of five corporate officers, and the Executive Director.

The LHA produced an “Agreement for Administrative and Management Services” between the LHA
and the City to provide administrative and professional services to the LHA.? Section 1.B.1. of the
agreement states that the “City shall recommend and assign a City employee to serve as the Acting
Executive Director of the Authority. The LHA shall approve or disapprove the recommendation
according to the procedures established in the by-laws of the LHA. The City employee appointed as
the Executive Director shall report to the Board of Commissioners of the LHA and have general
supervision over the administration of the business and affairs of the Authority, and shall be charged
with the management of the housing project and other programs of the Authority, subject to the
discretion of the Authority.” Since his appointment, Mr. Hobbs has continued to serve as Executive
Director at the Board’s pleasure.

The agreement outlined a number of administrative and fiscal services that the City agreed to provide
the LHA, including but not limited to personnel administration, payroll, budget preparation and risk
management, and the option of negotiating additional services that would be detailed in a separate
written agreement.

LHA Executive Director Authority

On September 11, 2012, the LHA Board of Commissioners (Board) approved resolution 12R-09-20,
adopting the LHA bylaws. Among other matters, the bylaws state that the Executive Director shall
have general supervision over the administration of the LHA, subject to the Board’s direction.
Further, the Executive Director shall have the care and custody of all funds and shall be a signatory on
LHA checks, and perform any other duties as directed by the Board.?

LHA By-Laws Article 11, Section 4, Executive Director, provides in relevant part:

The Executive Director of the Authority shall have general supervision over the
administration of the business and affairs of the Authority, subject to the direction of the
Authority. He/she shall be charged with the management of the housing programs of the
Authority. Except as otherwise authorized by resolution of the Authority, the Executive
Director shall sign all contracts, deeds and other instruments made by the Authority.

The Executive Director shall keep the record of the Authority, shall record all votes, and

2 The agreement was for one year with automatic extensions for two additional one-year terms, subject to conditions for
early termination. A review of the LHA minutes from March 2010 through January 2015, did not disclose any further
discussion or resolutions related to extending or re-negotiating the agreement.

3 The LHA did not provide a previous or subsequent iteration of its bylaws, if any exist.
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shall keep a record of the proceedings of the Authority in a journal of proceedings to be
kept for such purpose, and shall perform all duties incident to his/her office. ...

The Executive Director shall have the care and custody of all funds of the Authority and
shall deposit the same in the name of the Authority in such bank or banks as the Authority
may select. The Executive Director shall sign all orders and checks for the payment of
money and shall pay out and disburse such moneys under the direction of the Authority.
Except as otherwise authorized by resolution of the Authority, all such orders and checks
shall be countersigned by the Chairman. He shall keep regular books of accounts showing
receipts and expenditures and shall render to the Authority at each regular meeting (or more
often if requested), an account of his/her transactions and also of the financial condition of
the Authority.

LHA Administrative Policies & Procedures Manual No. GA-3, General Administration, Signing
on Behalf of the Authority, and dated October 1, 2009, provides in whole:

All contracts, agreements or other LHA documents requiring the signature of a LHA
official, on behalf of the Lauderhill Housing authority, are to be forwarded to the desk of
the Executive Director. At that time, the Executive Director will make the determination as
to whether the document is to be signed by the Board of Commissioners or Executive
Director.

Under no circumstance should a regular full-time or part-time employee sign
documentation on behalf of the Lauderhill Housing Authority, unless directed otherwise by
the Executive Director. This action could place the LHA in an accountable legal situation
for which they are unfamiliar with the circumstances. Also, it could hold the individual
employee who signs the document, responsible in the event of litigation.

LHA Resolution No. 13R-08-15, A Resolution by the Board of Commissioners of the Lauderhill
Housing Authority Acknowledging the Authority of the Executive Director; Providing for an
Effective Date, and dated August 13, 2013, states in part:

Whereas, the Executive Director has the authority to sign all contracts, agreements, deeds
and other instruments made by the Lauderhill Housing Authority (LHA); and whereas the
Executive Director also has authority to negotiate contracts, in addition to many other
duties, under the direction of the Board of Commissioners, ... The Board hereby
acknowledges that as Executive Director, Kennie Hobbs, Jr. has the authority to sign
agreements, memorandums of understanding and other instruments made on the behalf of
the LHA. ...

State Ethics Code: Conflicting Contractual Relationship

F.S. 8 112.313(7)(a), Conflicting employment or contractual relationship, states in part:
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No public officer or employee of an agency shall have or hold any employment or
contractual relationship with any business entity or any agency which is subject to the
regulation of, or is doing business with, an agency of which he is an officer or employee...;
nor shall an officer or employee of an agency have or hold any employment or contractual
relationship that will create a continuing or frequently recurring conflict between his or her
private interests and the performance of his or her public duties or that would impede the
full and faithful discharge of his or her public duties. ...

F.S. 8 112.322(3) grants the Florida Commission on Ethics the power to issue binding advisory
opinions about the applicability and meaning of the State Ethics Code’s provisions, “to establish
the standard of public duty.” The Commission has issued several such opinions that address public
employees and officials’ access to benefits they administer and oversee, including:

Commission on Ethics Opinion (CEQO) 06-10 (June 14, 2006). It held that no prohibited
conflict of interest would be created under F.S. § 112.313(7)(a), if state employees were
to participate in cost-share programs administered by a division of their own agency,
because the employees had “absolutely no role” in evaluating their own applications or
in monitoring their compliance with program requirements.

CEO 9-76 (November 30, 1990). The Commission concluded that there would be a
prohibited conflict of interest under F.S. 8 112.313(7)(a) if the chairman of the Palm
Beach County Solid Waste Authority applied for a county waste tire grant under a
program administered by the waste authority, even where there was no competition for
funds.

CEO 88-52 (July 28, 1988) held that a prohibited conflict of interest would be created
under F.S. 8 112.313(7), Florida Statutes, if an employee in a city's rental rehabilitation
program were to obtain a low interest or deferred principal loan from his own agency to
rehabilitate rental property through the program in which he worked. The employee’s
involvement in the program included taking information and transposing it to an
evaluation form, after which his supervisor made the evaluation whether the loan
should be granted based on set criteria. Although the employee had little or no
discretion in exercising this function, the Commission opined that these duties made
him “directly involved in the administration of the program under which he would
obtain the loan.” The Commission concluded that the employee’s contractual
relationship with his agency would impede the full and faithful discharge of his public
duties.

INVESTIGATION

Investigation Overview

This investigation was predicated on information alleging that Mr. Hobbs engaged in misconduct
by using his position as LHA Executive Director to obtain a mortgage loan from the LHA that
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personally benefited him and his wife. The OIG substantiated the allegations.* The investigation
revealed probable cause to believe that Mr. Hobbs and his subordinate, Ms. Saunders, violated
state law prohibiting public employees from entering into certain contractual relationships. By
obtaining a loan from a program they were responsible for overseeing, they each created a conflict
between their personal interests and public duties. They further took advantage of their public
position to benefit from funds, with the cooperation of the Board Attorney, for expenses not
contemplated by officially sanctioned repair programs.

This investigation included the examination by OIG Special Agents of City and LHA documents, files,
and correspondence; the real estate file for Ms. Saunders’s property; closing agent records; and State
Attorney’s Office (SAO) documents. We also obtained and reviewed records of the City, the LHA,
Broward County, and the Broward County Property Appraiser.® OIG Special Agents also conducted
interviews of Ms. Saunders, the LHA loan review committee chair, and the LHA Board clerk.

The Employee Loan Program

In an April 7, 2010, letter to the LHA Board, Mr. Hobbs proposed that the LHA establish a
Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP), including mortgage lending, using NSP funds for
residents and employees who qualify for government programs and using City pension funds for
employees who do not. (Exhibit 1) Mr. Hobbs reported that LHA staff had met with the City’s
pension boards and requested that they invest in the LHA NSP programs, which included a loan
program for employees exceeding HUD’s income limits.® The letter concluded by saying that a
formal lending policy would be presented to the Board to address “credit scores, interest rates, debt
ratios and payment methods, among other things.”

On April 13, 2010, the Board’s meeting packet materials included this letter as supporting
documentation related to resolution 10R-04-23. The Board discussed and passed this resolution,
which authorized the LHA Executive Director to execute the necessary notes with three of the four
city pension boards: the Police Retirement System, the Firefighters Retirement System, and the
Lauderhill Confidential and Managerial Employees Retirement Plan. On May 1, 2010, the three
pension boards agreed to lend a total of $2.4 million of their pension funds to the LHA to fund its
mortgage programs, and in August 2014 the police pension board invested an additional $1
million.

1. Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders Were the Managers Who Oversaw the Program

The investigation determined that Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders were, respectively, the first and
second in command of all LHA functions since before either received their loan. An

4 The OIG also received an allegation that Mr. Hobbs wrongfully “registered” his new home under an alias, ostensibly to
hide the mortgage transaction, but we determined this allegation to be unfounded when we learned that the Broward
Property Appraiser’s Office assigned the alias upon Mr. Hobbs’s request to exempt his name from public records searches
under Florida Statutes Chapter 119, which he was entitled to do because of his position.

5> We did not undertake a review of LHA loans that did not involve pension funding.

& The subject of this report is only the pension funded employee loan program utilized for loans made to six employees
through November 2014.
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organizational chart published on the LHA’s website, dated September 30, 2009, included Mr.
Hobbs as the Executive Director, and Ms. Saunders as the Operations Manager. (Exhibit 2)
There was no position on the chart for a Deputy Director and no superior to Ms. Saunders other
than Mr. Hobbs. We also located an undated organizational chart published on the LHA
website under the cover of their fiscal year 2015 budget. (Exhibit 3) This chart is materially
the same as the first, except that it identified Ms. Saunders as the Deputy Director. Both charts
show Ms. Saunders as the sole direct subordinate of Mr. Hobbs, with all other LHA staff and
employees being subordinate to Ms. Saunders.’

As Executive Director, Mr. Hobbs played an active and important role in the administration of
the loan program. The LHA produced an undated flow chart titled, “Lauderhill Housing
Authority Loan Approval Process,” that outlined whose approval was required (and when) in
processing a mortgage loan application. (Exhibit 4) It specified that the Loan Review
Committee—comprised of two employees who report to Mr. Hobbs—reviews the application,
verifies income and credit, and then recommends approval or denial to the Executive Director
or his designee. If the Executive Director accepts a recommendation to deny, the application is
no longer considered. If the Executive Director accepts an approval recommendation, he may
approve the loan without Board action if the loan is for less than $200,000. If the Executive
Director accepts an approval recommendation for a loan application for $200,000 or more, the
item is placed on the Board agenda for its review, discussion, and approval or denial.

Finally, it was apparent that the personnel involved in the employee loan program were
subordinate to Mr. Hobbs in both their City and LHA capacities. As the Finance Director for
the City, all Finance employees, including Ms. Saunders, are under Mr. Hobbs’s supervision
while performing their City duties and are also subordinate to him as the LHA’s Executive
Director when performing LHA duties. Other Finance employees subordinate to Mr. Hobbs
include the following: the Deputy Finance Director, who also serves as the chairperson of the
LHA Loan Review Committee; the City Redevelopment Analyst, who also serves on the Loan
Review Committee; the City Comptroller, who receives and monitors the LHA loan payments
and reports on the LHA’s financial performance; and the Administrative Manager, who serves
as the LHA Board Clerk and, as of April 2015, its custodian of records.®

2. LHA Staff Established the Standard Loan Terms

The OIG was not provided with documentation evidencing that the LHA Board reviewed and
approved any standard, general terms for the loans. Nevertheless, we did locate Conditional
Approval Letters signed by LHA staff, including Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders, which spelled
out such requirements and terms as:

" The LHA Board meeting minutes of March 16, 2010 (over one year prior to Ms. Saunders receiving her LHA mortgage),
noted that the presence of “Julie Bowers, Deputy Director, Lauderhill Housing Authority.” Ms. Saunders was present at
each LHA Board meeting for which we were provided minutes. In the minutes, she was titled “Deputy Director” on March
16, 2010, “Operations Administrator” between April 2010 and October 2014, and then “Deputy Director” from November
2014 to January 2015, the most recent minutes we reviewed.

8 The Board Clerk presented herself as the LHA records custodian pursuant to OIG subpoena 14-023-003.
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e keeping all financial obligations current during the processing of the loan;

e LHA reserving the right to require updates of documentation more than 90 days old;
any false or erroneous statement on the application rendering the loan approval null
and void;

security by way of a promissory note, lien, and title insurance;

no subordinate financing;

hazard insurance proof prior to closing;

flood insurance;

real estate tax, hazard insurance, and flood insurance escrow; and

fee recovery by credit card previously provided.

The investigation uncovered no evidence to establish, or even to suggest, that the Board saw
these letters or any other document that laid out the general terms for the loans.

The Loans to Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders

Between March 7, 2011 and June 12, 2014, the LHA funded six employees under its pension-
funded loan program, for a total of $1,446,798.° Mr. Hobbs received the largest loan of $375,000,
and Ms. Saunders received the second largest loan of $318,150, which together comprised 48
percent of the funding to the six employees. They were the only employees who qualified for the
lowest interest rate of 6 percent, the rate established in June 2010 upon the recommendation of
staff. 10

The LHA funded repair escrows for four of the borrowers—Mr. Hobbs, Ms. Saunders, employee
G.C., and employee C.P.** The escrows and loans are identified in the table below:

% In addition to the pension-funded employee loans, nine other employees received NSP loans totaling $877,808. We did
not review the administration of those loans.

10 The best interest rate under the original lending criteria, purportedly passed in May 2010, was 7 percent.

11 On September 20, 2012, Hobbs authorized the Board Attorney to establish an escrow to receive $24,000 in funds for the
benefit of C.P. for significant property repairs on a home he purchased for $161,000 under this loan program. Mr. Hobbs
reported this escrow funding to the Board, which was noted in the minutes of the September 25, 2012 meeting. Hobbs
advised the Board that C.P. had expected an NSP grant, but the funding ran out, and the $24,000 was considered to be a
loan. Although this was internally characterized as a second mortgage, it was not recorded. With this second loan, the LHA
lent a total of $185,000 to C.P., $15,000 in excess of the appraised value of the property. See Footnote 13, below.
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OIG Table 1
- Purchase Loan Appraised Escrow
Bl ST EHES ENE OSITE Price Amount Value Funding
03/07/11 G.C., Police Officer?? 197,700 204,648 Unknown 7,000
06/13/11 Julie Saunders, 301,000 318,150 320,000 19,000
Deputy Director
1211511 | 2:C-» Driver Engineer/ 175,000 175,000 175,000 0
Paramedic
05/09/12 C.P.. Police Officer 165,000 161,000 170,000 0
07/30/12 Cp.13 24,000 (24,000)
10/02/13 | W.L., Police Officer 195,000 189,000 195000 0
06/12/14 Kennie Hobbs, Jr., 370,000 375.000 375,000 8,920
Executive Director
TOTAL 1,446,798

Mr. Hobbs Received a Loan From the Agency He Directed and Continues to Direct, and his Repair
Escrow Was Not Established in a Way to Protect the LHA’s Interests

Well before and ever since Mr. Hobbs applied for a loan from the LHA, he has held the position of
Executive Director of the LHA, the top staff member of the agency that administered the loan
program.

1. Mr. Hobbs’s Loan Application Was Processed by His Subordinates

On April 30, 2014, his wife and he signed a loan application and submitted supporting
documents to pre-qualify for a $390,000 mortgage for the purchase of a primary single-family
residence. No property was identified in the application.

On May 7, 2014, Mr. Hobbs’s subordinate S.H., in his capacity as chair of the Loan Review
Committee, signed a loan calculation worksheet that concluded that the couple qualified for a
loan of $786,034 based on gross pay and $715,512 based on net pay. S.H. and T.D., the other
member of the Loan Review Committee and also subordinate to Mr. Hobbs, recommended pre-
approval of a $390,000 loan. During an interview with the OIG, S.H. stated that, upon his own

2 The LHA did not provide the OIG with a copy of an appraisal for G.C.’s property. G.C.’s escrow was established to
assist in the repair of an estimated $30,000 worth of roof and mold damage. The same title company used to close Mr.
Hobbs’s loan was employed to close G.C.’s loan and administer his escrow. The Board Attorney informed us there were
no available escrow records for this file.

13 We question the wisdom of investing City pension funds in this manner. C.P.’s second loan was never recorded and
apparently was uncollateralized, not surprising since most of the second loan amount exceeded the value of the home. We
reviewed several e-mails between Mr. Hobbs, Loan Review Committee member T.D., and the Board Attorney initially
seeking to modify the $165,000 loan to a single mortgage for the “true loan amount of $185,000 ($161,000 principle [sic]
plus $24,000 rehabilitation costs).” LHA ultimately gave this second loan, characterized as a second mortgage, for
$24,000 instead of correcting the first loan. The loan was funded on July 30, 2012, but apparently as an escrow; an escrow
agreement was executed between LHA and the Board Attorney on September 20, 2012. We observed invoices from a
construction company to Mr. and Mrs. P as “backup” to checks paid from the escrow, as well as a release of $1,362.50 in
remainder directly to the employee, with a notation in the memo line, “home improvements.”
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volition, he forwarded the worksheet with his recommendation to Ms. Saunders, who was also
Mr. Hobbs’s subordinate. Ms. Saunders also recommended approval of the loan and signed her
name over the title of Executive Director. No provision exists within the resolutions, bylaws,
or policies that the LHA provided to us that authorized Ms. Saunders to execute such a
document or act on behalf of the LHA in this way, except as derived from the direct
authorization of Mr. Hobbs. She placed the loan request on the agenda for the May 13, 2014,
LHA Board meeting.

The May 13, 2014, LHA Board agenda and minutes referenced, among other matters, the
LHA'’s review of the Hobbs loan. The Board Attorney and Ms. Saunders were also present at
the meeting. The minutes do not reflect that any person present raised the issue of a potential
violation of a State law and Ms. Saunders told the OIG that she did not recall any discussion
regarding Mr. Hobbs’s loan. At Ms. Saunders’s request, S.H. presented the $385,000 loan
application to the Board. The minutes did not identify Mr. Hobbs as the borrower, but they did
reflect that the Board received and reviewed the application and that a discussion followed out
of the presence of the Executive Director.'* The motion passed on a four to one vote.®® Also
on that date, Ms. Saunders executed a prequalification letter to Mr. Hobbs, her superior, on
behalf of the LHA. (Exhibit 5)

2. Mr. Hobbs Received a Loan from the Loan Program He Developed and Oversaw

On May 21, 2014, Mr. Hobbs signed a real estate contract for the $370,000 purchase of a
single-family primary residence, contingent on LHA financing. The cost estimate summary
contained in a May 27, 2014 home inspection report recommended miscellaneous repairs
estimated to cost between $1,750 and $2,075. (Exhibit 6)

We noted that the LHA ordered the Hobbs appraisal, which listed Ms. Saunders as the
client contact. (Exhibit 7) Although the appraisal noted that the property was “currently
under contract for $375,000 based on contract provided to the appraiser,” the sales contract
we saw had a purchase price of $370,000. The appraiser valued the property at $375,000.

Mr. Hobbs received a $375,000 loan from the LHA and purchased the property on June 12,
2014. Although Mr. Hobbs contributed $11,100 down payment at closing, the required 3
percent of the purchase price, Mr. Hobbs benefited from an $8,920.01 repair escrow, reducing
his total contribution towards the purchase to less than 1 percent.®

14 In an internal email authored by Mr. Hobbs, he suggested that, because he met all the program requirements and stepped
out during the Board’s deliberation and vote, that there was no conflict of interest in his receiving the loan (Exhibit 8).

15 We sought to interview the dissenting Board member to ask him why, but he declined our request.

16 A review of the final HUD-1 settlement statement and the few supporting records provided by the Board Attorney
showed that Mr. Hobbs made an initial earnest money deposit of $5,000 and a subsequent payment of $6,100 cash-to-close
for a total of $11,100. The Hobbs purchase was closed by attorney G.A., the sole officer and director of the title company
employed for this transaction, at the Board Attorney’s Lauderhill office. After we issued this title company a subpoena for
the production of Mr. Hobbs’s title file, we received a letter from its attorney, Veronica Robinson, that asserted an
attorney-client privilege on behalf of the title company’s client LHA. We asked the Board Attorney to consult her client
about whether it desired to maintain the privilege and, on December 10, 2014, Ms. Robinson informed us that the Board
had decided to do so.
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The LHA produced a fixed rate note and a mortgage. They noted a loan of $375,000 at 6
percent interest. Payments were to be made bi-weekly commencing August 29, 2014, and said
payments would be made by automated payroll deduction. Provisions for late charges and
default were included in the note. Mr. and Mrs. Hobbs signed the note and mortgage on June
12, 2014.

3. Two Months After the Closing, Ms. Saunders Signed an Escrow Agreement That
Allowed for Discretionary Disbursement of Any Remainder

Less than two years after Mr. Hobbs authorized a $10,135.81 check to Ms. Saunders—the
remaining balance of her escrow as described below—Ms. Saunders signed an escrow
agreement on behalf of the LHA to establish an $8,920.01 escrow to benefit Mr. Hobbs. The
Board Attorney provided the OIG with an August 11, 2014, “Trust Funds/Escrow Agreement”
on her firm’s letterhead. (Exhibit 9) Closing documents established that this escrow was
funded with the loan monies the LHA lent to Mr. Hobbs for the purchase of his home as
described above.

The Board Attorney served as the escrow agent, and the escrow agreement was between her
firm and the LHA as its client. It was dated approximately two months after the closing and
one month after a public records request by the media to the LHA Board Attorney for records
relating to the Hobbs mortgage. The agreement acknowledged the firm’s receipt of $8,920.01
for the benefit of Mr. Hobbs’s repair escrow. The agreement stated, “These funds shall be used
exclusively for renovations or repairs of the property....” It also said that “the funds shall be
distributed directly to the vendors or any other person/entity at the Client’s discretion.” But
there was no person who did not ultimately report to the borrower who could have acted for the
client, LHA, in exercising such discretion.

The agreement was signed by the Board Attorney for her firm, and by Ms. Saunders over the
title of Deputy Director. Again, the only authority on which Ms. Saunders could have relied to
sign this document was the authority given to her by the Executive Director.

The Hobbs escrow agreement did not include protective language that was included in an
escrow agreement for City employee C.P. that was executed two years earlier. That
employee’s escrow agreement, signed by the Board Attorney (for her firm) and Mr. Hobbs (for
the LHA) in September 2012 restricted the disbursement of any escrow remainder by
providing, “Any funds remaining after completion of the improvements shall be returned to
LHA or to the title agent conducting the refinancing as directed by LHA.” (Exhibit 10) There
is no evidence in the minutes that any escrow agreement was ever presented to the Board for
approval.

4. Although Only $2,075 in Repairs Was Recommended by the Home Inspector, Mr. Hobbs
Received a Repair Escrow of $8,920

As a part of the investigation, OIG Special Agents compared the home inspector’s
recommendation of a maximum of $2,075 in repair and replacement costs (Exhibit 6) with the
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$8,920.01 amount of Mr. Hobbs’s repair escrow (Exhibit 9). Mr. Hobbs told the State
Attorney’s Office (SAO)Y that there were “hollow points or whatever” affecting the structure
of the home’s wood flooring, which he discovered after the inspection but before closing. He
said he obtained estimates to replace the floor. He did not attempt to explain (nor were we able
to ascertain) exactly how the $8,920 escrow was funded, when the amount he borrowed from
the LHA was just $5,000 over the purchase price.

The LHA provided a spreadsheet that reflected the Board Attorney’s firm’s disbursements
from the Hobbs escrow in August and September 2014 to a tile business, a luxury aquarium
business, and a painter. (Exhibit 11) Mr. Hobbs said that he agreed with an aquarium
contractor to fold in the costs of moving, installing plumbing, and wiring his aquarium with the
cost of replacing the floor with tile.*®

As backup to the escrow payments, the LHA provided us with copies of cancelled checks and
invoices that reflected payments for travertine tile ($2,025); mortar, grout, demolition, and tile
installation ($5,789); and interior painting materials and labor ($1,105).1° The LHA’s 2011
Rehabilitation/Weatherization/Property Improvement Programs Administrative Policies and
Procedures (Rehabilitation Program), addressed below, appears to be LHA’s attempted
justification for the disbursements from Mr. Hobbs’s escrow. However, the Hobbs trust
fund/escrow agreement does not refer to the 2011 Rehabilitation Program, and when we asked
in August 2014 for documents “evidencing the housing program(s) under which the loans were
funded, including but not limited to brochures, program requirements, funding guidelines,
repayment and forgiveness conditions, ...” the LHA did not provide the 2011 Rehabilitation
Program policies and procedures document. We did not receive a copy of it until we
independently learned of its existence and then requested it by name.

Ms. Saunders Was Given Special Treatment in the Administration of Her Loan and Roof
Replacement Escrow

At the times she applied for and received her loan, Ms. Saunders was the City’s Operations
Administrator, reporting to Mr. Hobbs. She also served as the LHA Operations Manager, second
in command of LHA staff and also under Mr. Hobbs. She became Deputy Director of the LHA in
late 2012.2°

17 Mr. Hobbs gave a sworn statement to the State Attorney’s Office on July 16, 2015, which is summarized below.

18 He also said that the escrow did not cover all the expenses and that he paid more to the aquarium contractor and painter.
9 During the April 20, 2015, statement of the LHA “custodian of records,” the Board Attorney informed us that she (the
attorney) had recently placed these records into the loan files at the LHA offices, from which the custodian retrieved them.
20 In a January 15, 2015, e-mail to the OIG, the Board Attorney commented on Ms. Saunders’s employment history and
duties. She wrote that, in 2012, when Ms. Saunders received her LHA loan, she was not the Deputy Director but was
rather the Operations Manager, which did not include oversight of the loan program. The attorney further averred that,
other than her review of Mr. Hobbs’s loan application, Ms. Saunders did not participate in the loan review or
administration process for any other loans under the loan program.
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1. The 2010 Application and Approval for $280,000 Occurred One Year Before Ms.
Saunders Bought Her Home

The documents provided to the OIG by the LHA establish that Ms. Saunders applied for a loan
and signed a sale-purchase contract on July 6, 2010 (unsigned by the would-be seller) for a
purchase price of $240,000 and financing of $232,800. Staff also generated a loan calculation
worksheet which was signed by Mr. Hobbs on the same day.?! (Exhibit 12) This was just two
months after the pensions funded the loan program, and it was the first application submitted
under the loan program. The LHA Board approved a loan of up to $280,000 on July 12, 2010,
but apparently this sale fell through.

2. In 2011 Staff Committed LHA to Loan Ms. Saunders Another $40,000 Before Board
Approval and Without a Second Application

Nine months later, Ms. Saunders (on April 11, 2011) and another seller (on April 19, 2011)
signed a real estate sales contract for the purchase of a single family residence for $320,000,
contingent on her receiving 97 percent funding at no more than a six percent interest rate. This
was $40,000 more than the LHA Board had approved to lend her as of that date.

The LHA provided a TransUnion credit report for Ms. Saunders that was run on March 9,
2011. On April 18, 2011, Mr. Hobbs and the Loan Review Committee chair signed off on a
Loan Processing Worksheet approving a loan to Ms. Saunders for up to $320,036 based on her
gross pay and $375,203 based on her net pay, at six percent interest rate based on her credit
score.?? (Exhibit 13)

On April 18, 2011, a Mortgage Loan Commitment?® was prepared and signed by Ms. Saunders,
Mr. Hobbs, and S.H., reflecting that Ms. Saunders was approved for a $310,400 LHA loan.
(Exhibit 14) A Conditional Approval Letter from the LHA to Ms. Saunders for $320,000 was
dated and signed by her on May 2, 2011,%* and signed by Mr. Hobbs and by S.H. (Exhibit 15)
We saw no authority for staff to author either document, as the LHA Board did not approve a
loan to her for higher than $280,000 until May 10, 2011.

The May 10, 2011, LHA Board meeting minutes reflect only that “Three applications for LHA
financing were submitted to the Board for approval. The Commissioners reviewed each
applicant’s employment, credit and financial history on an individual basis and verified that the
applicants met the LHA established lending criteria. The loan committee recommended
approval for each loan. As such, all three applications were approved for financing.” The
Board Attorney informed the OIG that Ms. Saunders’s loan application was among them.
There was no roll call vote recorded (all commissioners in attendance would have had to vote

2L The Loan Committee Chair and the Board chair also signed this document on unknown date(s).

22 The Board chair also signed this document on an unknown date.

23 Although our requests and subpoenas called for its production, the LHA failed to provide this document to us.

24 The Conditional Approval Letter in Ms. Saunders’s closing file from the title company was signed by her on June 6,
2011, and included a Conditions Addendum that was missing in the version we received from the LHA, as discussed

below.
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to approve to meet a majority). (Exhibit 16) The minutes did not reflect the loan amounts that
were approved and, in fact, the entire record in the OIG’s possession is devoid of proof of the
amount the Board approved to loan Ms. Saunders in 2011.%

In the documents that the LHA provided, there was no evidence that the LHA required Ms.
Saunders to update the original, year-old application. In reviewing Broward County’s official
records, we located a mortgage foreclosure action and lis pendens on a condominium owned by
Ms. Saunders and her then husband, which were filed on September 16, 2011. Neither this
property address nor the creditor was listed in Ms. Saunders’s 2010 loan application, even
though she purchased and borrowed on it on or about May 19, 2006, and was not divested of it
until August 27, 2013.2% If a borrower discloses in a loan application unfavorable details that
are material to a lender, the lender might decide not to give the loan. If a borrower hides
unfavorable details material to a lender, the lender might later have recourse in case damages
result from the omissions. By not requiring a borrower to complete a new application after
circumstances have changed for the worse, a lender gives the borrower an opportunity to omit
new, potentially unfavorable details and thereby evade the effect of disclosing or hiding such
details.

3. Ms. Saunders’s 2011 Loan Approval Increased Inexplicably

A comparison of the July 6, 2010, and April 18, 2011, worksheets (Exhibits 12 and 13) reveals
just a 7 percent increase in annual income to $99,108, as well as debts that also increased
slightly. The 2010 worksheet resulted in a maximum loan amount of $238,979 based on gross
pay or a maximum loan amount of $280,060 based on net pay. Yet, the later worksheet
concluded that Ms. Saunders’s maximum loan amount should be $320,036 or $375,203 (based
on gross and net pay, respectively), an increase of 34 percent under either calculation.

We also noted that there was disparate treatment of the applicants as reflected in the table
below comparing the data from loan calculation worksheets:

% Because Board meeting agendas and minutes did not reflect the borrower-employee names or loan amounts sought, and
because we were not provided with Board packets for the meetings at which employee loans were purportedly approved,
we were required to rely on the Board Attorney’s statements in determining whose loans were approved, when, and for
what amounts.

26 In Ms. Saunders’s July 2010 application, she did include her housing costs and that she owned a residence.
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OIG Table 2
Gross Net Al Max Loan Allerzisle Max Loan
Gross Net

Borrower Annual Annual Based on Based on

Income? Income ] Gross ey Net

Housing Cost Housing Cost

G.C. $ 96,138 $ 71,945 $ 2,483.57 $ 248,357 $2,278.26 $ 227,826
Julie $99,108 | $94,788 | $2,560.29 | $320,036 | $3,001.62 | $375203
Saunders
J.C. $92,919 $59,166 $2,400.42 $ 240,042 $1,873.62 $ 187,362
C.P. $ 90,760 $ 50,593 $2,344.64 $ 234,464 $1,602.14 $ 160,214
W.L. $101,294 | $65,867 $2,616.76 $ 261,676 $2,085.82 $ 208,582
Kennie
Hobbs $304,271 | $225,951 $ 7,860.35 $ 786,035 $7,155.12 $ 715,512

L Combined household income.

The OIG found that Ms. Saunders’s maximum loan was calculated differently than for the
other five loan recipients. For all other recipients, the calculation of maximum loan appears to
be a mere multiplication by 100 of the maximum allowable monthly housing cost; for Ms.
Saunders the multiplier is 125. Despite having a lower income, Ms. Saunders was granted a
higher maximum loan amount than employee W.L., whose higher income only qualified him
for a maximum loan amount of $261,676 based on gross income. (Exhibit 17) No additional
income information is documented on the worksheet to explain the variation in loan amounts.
We note that the home Ms. Saunders sought to purchase for her second application was priced
at $320,000 at the time of her application. Had the loan amount calculation remained
consistent with all other applicants, she would have only qualified for a $300,155 maximum
loan, not enough to make the purchase.

4. A Roof Replacement Escrow, Without an Escrow Agreement, Was Established Despite
the Fact that a New Roof Was Not Needed or Obtained

On May 4, 2011, Ms. Saunders’s sales contract was amended to include a price reduction from
$320,000 to $301,000. The addendum stated, “Buyer and seller agree that due to the roof
needing to be replaced, the seller will reduce the purchase price by $19,000. The new purchase
price will be $301,000 and the lender will place the $19,000 seller reduction in escrow toward
roof replacement.” The addendum (the last page of the contract) was signed by Ms. Saunders
and the seller. (Exhibit 18)

The HUD-1 settlement statement executed on June 13, 2011, reflected a sales price of
$301,000 and an LHA loan in the principal amount of $318,150. It also revealed, “Roof
escrow to [Board Attorney’s law firm] $19,000.00.” Records we reviewed established that the
closing agent forwarded $19,000 to the law firm.

The Board Attorney informed the OIG that there was no escrow agreement between her firm
and her client, the LHA, whose monies funded this “roof escrow.” In a February 13, 2015,
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letter to the SAO, she wrote that, “l would also note that the roof escrow in this case should
have been titled a repair escrow, as was done in all other instances similar in nature.” And she
told us that there were no lender’s instructions for the escrow.

As noted above, we observed an unnumbered addendum to Ms. Saunders’s purchase and sale
contract that noted a $19,000 reduction in the contract price, with $19,000 to be placed in
escrow toward roof replacement, “due to the roof on [address omitted] needing to be replaced”
(last page of Exhibit 18).

Additionally, the title company provided the OIG with a different Conditional Approval Letter
than what the LHA did. The LHA’s version was issued to and signed by “Julie Saunders-
Bowers” on May 2, 2011. (Exhibit 15) The title company’s copy was issued to and signed by
“Julie Saunders” on June 6, 2011, and included a Conditions Addendum that was missing from
the LHA’s copy. (Exhibit 19) The Conditions Addendum noted several borrower conditions,
including

5. Based on the attached roof inspection roof needs to be replaced since estimated
remaining life is from 0-2 yr. (copy of final roof inspection should be presented
upon completion or funds must be escrowed at closing. Escrowed funds will be
held by the Authority and disbursement made directly to the vendor once roof is
replaced.) (Emphasis added.)

Even though both the appraiser and the roof inspector noted that a roof replacement was not
necessary, the seller agreed to a $19,000 reduction in the sale price of the house due to the roof
needing to be replaced. Specifically, the appraiser noted that “[t]he subject is listed in the
Multiple Listing Service for $329,000. The property was listed on April 8, 2011 and received a
sales contract on April 19, 2011 for $320,000,” and he valued the property at $320,000.%’
(Exhibit 20) The roof inspector recommended only $2,640 in roof repairs and estimated zero
to two years of roof life remaining. (Exhibit 21) The roof inspection report noted, “Repair
cracked tile, re-adhere loose hip and ridge tile, repair soffit and fascia, rework valley.”

City records reveal that no permit to replace the roof has been pulled since Ms. Saunders
purchased the house over four years ago.

5. Escrow Payments Went to Painting, Cabinet Remodeling, Landscaping, Plumbing, and
Ms. Saunders Instead of Replacing the Roof or Paying Down Principal

The payments that the Board Attorney made from the escrow, which was operated out of her
firm’s trust account, occurred over the twelve months following the purchase. (Exhibit 22)
Indeed, they did not go to a roof replacement. Instead, the Board Attorney provided receipts
for roof repair ($3,300), interior painting, kitchen cabinet remodeling, trees, plants, top soil,

27 He further wrote, “In addition to the inspection reports provided by the borrower, the borrower has provided two roof
replacement cost estimates. As noted in the preceding inspection reports, neither the home inspector nor the roof inspector
has recommended replacing the roof. Therefore, no deductions or modification to our value estimate has been made
concerning these roof replacement estimates.”
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mulch, tree trimming, and plumbing. Between April 18, 2012, and June 8, 2012, the law firm
also issued Ms. Saunders three reimbursement checks totaling $2,059.19, for home repairs,
improvement and appliance purchases.

On November 5, 2012, Mr. Hobbs authorized the release of the remainder of $10,135.81 in Ms.
Saunders’s “roof escrow” directly to Ms. Saunders. (Exhibit 23) The Board Attorney law
firm’s trust account check dated November 9, 2012, was disbursed directly to Ms. Saunders,
with a memo notation of “Remaining balance.” (Exhibit 24) Mr. Hobbs told the SAO that Ms.
Saunders had pending bills that qualified for reimbursement, “[s]o in light of that, | instructed
Ms. Coward to refund her the balance with the condition that the dollars be spent on making
the improvements to the home.” We first note that if there were pending bills that qualified for
reimbursement, the procedure employed until that time should have continued. Moreover,
neither Mr. Hobbs’s authorization letter (Exhibit 23) nor the trust account check (Exhibit 24)
reflected any condition or any enforcement procedure for failing to abide by any condition.

The LHA produced copies of checks, sales checks, invoices, receipts, online bank statements,
and emails purporting to justify the disbursement of this money to Ms. Saunders, but these
documents were for such items as wood flooring, kitchen appliances, electrical repair, tree
trimming, and garage door repair, and they were dated from just before the final disbursement
to October 2014, which was after we commenced our inquiry and almost two years after the
final disbursement to Ms. Saunders.

Each of the many disbursements from the escrow was inconsistent with the original stated
purpose for the escrow, the replacement of the roof (final page of Exhibit 18) and the condition
within the addendum to the Conditional Approval Letter that “escrowed funds will be held by
the Authority and disbursement made directly to the vendor once roof is replaced.” (Exhibit
19) The City did have a program titled 2011 “Rehabilitation/Weatherization Programs Policies
and Procedures for the City of Lauderhill,” discussed above. The disbursements could not be
justified under that program, and the LHA program did not exist when Ms. Saunders’s escrow
was established. In addition, as noted above, we could not locate any Board knowledge or
approval of the LHA’s 2011 Rehabilitation Program, which was dated June 24, 2011, eleven
days after the loan closed and the escrow was funded. (Exhibit 25) Thus, although the loan
was for no more than the appraised value, no notice was given to the Board for the lending of
money for replacement of the roof, the disbursements that were contrary to the stated purpose
for the escrow, or the return of over $10,000 in remainder to the borrower in lieu of a reduction
of the principal.?®

Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders Were Aware of the Conflict Prohibition They Violated

HUD requires a conflict check and waiver for LHA and City employees who receive HUD
funding. HUD’s regulations generally prohibit a HUD recipient’s employees and Board members

28 By contrast, employee C.P.’s escrow agreement, signed by the Board Attorney (for her firm) and Mr. Hobbs (for the
LHA) in September 2012 restricted the disbursement of remainder by providing, “Any funds remaining after completion of
the improvements shall be returned to LHA or to the title agent conducting the refinancing as directed by LHA” (Exhibit
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from having any personal or financial interest in any transaction funded by HUD. However, a
recipient agency may request HUD to waive the conflict of interest for good cause if there is public
disclosure and an opinion of the grantee or recipient’s attorney that the exception does not violate
state and local law. HUD then weighs hardship to the recipient or person affected against the
public interest served by avoiding the conflict and, if approved, provides the waiver in writing.?°

The City’s rehabilitation loan program, discussed above under “Rehabilitation/Weatherization/
Property Improvement Program,” included a restriction that read:

No ... public official or employee who exercises any functions or responsibilities
in conjunction with the administration of the housing rehabilitation shall have any
interest, direct or indirect, in the proceeds or benefits of the rehabilitation grant
program unless participation is advertised to the public. In those cases where the
interest may not be direct or indirect and conflict of interest in only “apparent”,
the City must contact HUD for clarification before proceeding.

We obtained July 20, 2010, letters from Mr. Hobbs to HUD requesting conflict of interest waivers
for several employees and stating that the City had obtained legal opinions that there was no
conflict of interest, that no state or local laws would be violated, and that notice and an opportunity
to be heard had been given to the public regarding the requests for waivers. Ms. Saunders was
copied on the letters (example at Exhibit 26).

The LHA provided the OIG with March 2012 emails from a HUD representative to Ms. Saunders
asking for letters for other employees “certifying” that they “have not performed or exercised any
functions or responsibilities in the past, currently, or are expected to perform in the future in
relation to the City’s NSP 1 and NSP 3 programs” and requesting “written assurance” of a public
disclosure as well as a description of how the disclosure was made. (Exhibit 27)

We also reviewed several letters written by the Board Attorney to HUD from November 2011 to
February 2013, stating that she had reviewed “Florida Statutes Section 112.313”% and that it was
her legal opinion that the subject employees’ purchase of property with HUD funding did not
violate state or local law. (See example attached as Exhibit 28)

Thus, it is clear that, at the time Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders applied for loans from their own
agency, they and the Board Attorney were well aware of the Florida law prohibiting public
employees from engaging in conduct that creates a frequently recurring conflict between their
personal interests and the interest of the governmental entity they serve.

The LHA Lacked Internal Controls for the Employee Loan Program

The OIG determined that a lack of internal controls laid the foundation for the misconduct of Mr.
Hobbs and Ms. Saunders. We identified a lack of adequate documentation of official Board action,

2924 CFR Sec. 570.611.
30 This is the state law that is the subject of the misconduct we find against Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders in this report.
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references to documents that were not produced, and a selective use of “programs” that did not
apply to the funds in question.

1. There Was No Documented Board Approval of Full Lending Criteria

The LHA produced two undated versions of “lending criteria,” which the Board Attorney
informed us were the only relevant documents reviewed by the LHA Board prior to voting
on the criteria in May and June 2010. She also informed us that the Loan Review
Committee used no other criteria for determining whether to approve a loan.

The May 2010 version of the criteria set the best interest rate at 7 percent interest for FICO
credit scores over 580, financing up to 97 percent of loan-to-value (LTV),% and total
housing costs of 31 and 38 percent of gross and net income, respectively. (Exhibit 29) The
version approved in June 2010 set the best interest rate at 6 percent for scores over 660, and
increased the LTV ratio to 100 percent of the ““repaired appraised value.” (Exhibit 30)
The total housing cost limits were the same as in the first version. Both sets of criteria
required bi-weekly automatic payroll deductions and stated that the interest rate would
increase 0.5 percent upon termination of City employment. The latter version included the
exception that the increase at termination would be waived if automatic fund transfers
continued.®? Although we determined that the loan program was only available for the
purchase of homes within the City, neither set of criteria included such a requirement.

We sought to review the minutes for any discussion of the Board’s review and approval of
the lending criteria. On December 22, 2014, the Board Attorney provided Amended
Minutes for the May 11, 2010, Board meeting. Those minutes referenced Resolution No.
10R-05-29, “A resolution by the Board of Commissioners of the Lauderhill Housing
Authority authorizing the Lauderhill Housing Authority to adopt the lending criteria for the
employee lending program.” The minutes reflected no discussion and only the motion,
second, and roll call regarding 10R-05-29.3 (Exhibit 31) When we looked at the body of
the resolution itself, it, too, was without any reference to the loan program or any lending
criteria and concluded, “Now, therefore, be it resolved by the Board of Commissioners of
the Lauderhill Housing Authority; Section 1. The bid for NSP contractors conducted by the

31 The documents we reviewed did not specify whether the value used for the LTV calculation should be the appraised
value or the purchase price; thus, it appeared that staff could use either method.

32 promissory notes that accompanied the agreements for the pension funds pledged an annual interest return of 7 percent.
In August 2014, the Board adopted resolution 14R-8-3, approving the police pension board’s investment of an additional
$1 million, with a 5.75 percent return. We question the judgment of establishing such terms for loans financed by City
pension funds: the interest rate charged to some mortgagors was less than the interest rate promised to the pension fund
investors (until the $1 million investment made in 2015 at 5.75%), and the loan-to-value ratio (calculated on the appraised
price rather than the more reliable purchase price) of 100% left no margin for the security to decline in value. The higher
the loan-to-value ratio, the riskier the loan is for a lender. This is more significant in the case where, as here, the lender
does not require the borrower to purchase private mortgage insurance (PMI), which is typically required for loans-to-value
of more than 80%.

33 Instead of recording a vote, the amended minutes reflected a “roll call” tally that four members were present. We
requested and received the original minutes for that date, but they were utterly devoid of any mention of this program or
lending criteria under any program.
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City of Lauderhill is hereby adopted. Section 2. This Resolution shall take effect
immediately upon its passage and adoption.” (Exhibit 32)34

The June 15, 2010, minutes reflect that a discussion was had on amending the lending
criteria for this loan program in Resolution 10R-06-32. The relevant minutes state in their
entirety, “Resolution 10R-06-32 states that should an employee separate from the City, that
the interest rate will be adjusted accordingly. It also requires that participating employees
make mortgage payments through payroll deduction and sign an affidavit stating to that
effect. In addition, non-employees are required to make mortgage payments through direct
debit from their bank.” (Exhibit 33) The resolution itself stated that the lending criteria
needed to be amended to allow employees with better credit to receive better interest, that a
finance committee would be established to review mortgage “agreements” and make
recommendations to the Executive Director. It resolved that the attached lending criteria
were adopted, and that the Executive Director was authorized to execute mortgage
agreements consistent with the lending criteria and finance committee recommendation, up
to $200,000 without Board approval. (Exhibit 34) Nevertheless, no criteria were attached
to the resolution copy the LHA provided to us.

If the Board’s understanding of the lending criteria came from nothing other than the scant
documents provided to the OIG, then the Board could not have been adequately informed.
For example, these documents did not state that PMI (private mortgage insurance), a
general requirement by lenders upon borrowers with loans exceeding an 80% loan-to-value
ratio, would not be required. Neither sets of criteria stated that, under certain conditions the
Board nor we were privy to, employees could be lent money well exceeding the purchase
price and be permitted to use the excess to pay for such things as mulch or tree trimming
without further Board approval or even, in some cases, without an agreement to protect the
LHA’s interests. Such a “program” rendered the 3% down payment requirement
meaningless, since the borrower was in essence receiving a return of his or her down
payment upon use of the escrow for things for which any new homeowner would be
required to pay.

These documents did not define “repaired appraised value,” whether the purchase price or
the appraised value should be used to make a loan-to-value calculation, whether “gross
income per month” should be based on the prior year’s earnings or the current rate of pay,
whether “maximum housing costs” should include taxes and insurance, how “max loan
amount based on gross pay” or “max loan amount based on net pay” should be calculated,
whether to approve if the applicant did not qualify based on both gross pay and net pay,
whether current housing costs should be included in the debt-to-income ratio, or how taxes
and insurance should be estimated. They did not contemplate a history of delinquent debt
payments, recent or pending foreclosures on real estate owned, or the failure to list all debts
on the application. While there may be industry standards for these definitions and
guidelines, we were not provided with any documentation to establish which standards

34 See footnote 46 addressing a second executed version of 10R-05-29 provided with the LHA’s response to the
preliminary version of this report. Although the second version contains a different body, our findings and conclusions
remain the same, as the second version does not contain all of the specific lending criteria described in this section.
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should be employed—or that the Board knew about them. Omitting definitions and
guidelines like these from the documented lending criteria and loan approval process, and
failing to have a policy or manual or how to complete the Loan Processing Worksheet,
permitted the introduction of wide discretion and “ad hoc” decision-making in the approval
or disapproval of the loans.

As discussed above, the LHA produced an undated flow chart titled, “Lauderhill Housing
Authority Loan Approval Process,” that outlined whose approval was required (and when)
in processing a mortgage loan application. (Exhibit 4) It specified that appraisals were
ordered after the loan is approved by the Board and “final approval is given based on
contract and appraisal.” It is unclear with whom such final approval rests, but it does not
appear from the agendas and minutes we reviewed that the Board gave the final approval.
Thereafter, “closing is coordinated with Attorney and closing agent.”

Based on the responses we received from the LHA and our review of the loan approval
process flowchart, the Board did not review appraisals in approving these loans and thus
could not compare the appraised value to the loan approval sought.®> Although we could
not determine who made that post-approval comparison of the amount approved by the
LHA Board with the appraisal amount, we concluded that it must have been Mr. Hobbs,
Ms. Saunders, the Board Attorney, or a subordinate to Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders.

2. Staff Implemented a Repair Escrow Process that was More Generous Than the City’s
and Apparently Unknown to the LHA Board

The OIG investigation determined that “escrows” were established for the payment of
home repairs and improvements during the funding of the mortgage loans for Mr. Hobbs
and Ms. Saunders. Although our initial requests called for it, we were not provided with
any documentation evidencing Board approval of a process to lend this program’s funds for
the repair of homes purchased with pension funds, such as were in place for the other LHA
loans.

Nonetheless, we came to learn about the LHA 2011 Rehabilitation Program through an
unsigned document dated June 24, 2011 (eleven days after Ms. Saunders’s loan closing and
funding of a “roof escrow”). (Exhibit 25) The policy purported to make financial
assistance available to employees for property rehabilitation and improvement. It
specifically included payment for almost any expense to repair, maintain or improve the
newly acquired property, and specifically identified the types of expenditures that were
paid from Ms. Saunders’s roof replacement escrow. It did not mention any income
limitations or criteria for eligibility, application process, process for determining the
maximum funding available, approval process, necessary documentation or justification of
the funding amount, or necessary documentation or justification for escrow account
payouts. Mr. Hobbs admitted in July 2015 that this program did not apply to Ms.

%5 InaJuly 10, 2015, letter to the OIG, the Board Attorney wrote that “information provided to the Board when considering
a loan approval includes: 1. Loan Application; 2. Finance Committee’s Loan Worksheet ...; 3. Credit Reports; 4. Income
Verifications; and 5. Purchase Contract (if one exists at the time of submission).”
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Saunders’s escrow but, rather, her escrow was administered without a stated process in a
way that was modeled after an old City repair program:

Q Well, when you started in 2010 or *11, the mortgage loan program
for employees, you didn’t have anything in writing for that particular
program regarding the home improvement repair issue?

A We use[d] the existing program protocols. Again the ones that the
city used. It was the, I guess, CDBG or NSP, but to answer you per
se, we didn’t have it for the housing authority, but we used the
program or the model that the city used for its program.

However, the City documents we reviewed with similarly titled 2011 and 2013
“Rehabilitation/Weatherization Programs Policies,” related to HUD- and state-funded
repair and rehabilitation programs, had much tighter requirements than what was allowed
for Ms. Saunders under the unwritten program, and allowed for Mr. Hobbs under the
written program. The City policies were significantly more detailed than the LHA written
version and included strict income and location limitations and other qualifying and
program criteria. The allowable expenses under the City’s program were narrowly limited
and would not have permitted the repair and improvement expenses paid for from the
Hobbs and Saunders escrows as detailed below. Ineligible costs included “[r]Jemodeling,
cosmetic, or ‘General Property Improvements’” and “appliances, not required by code
standards.” In contrast, Ms. Saunders and Mr. Hobbs benefited from an unapproved
escrow process to enhance, rather than fix, their homes using loan program funds.

Significantly, a search of the Board minutes from March 2010 through January 2015 did
not disclose any LHA Board resolutions or discussions about either the unwritten or written
Weatherization/Rehabilitation “programs” for these borrowers. We concluded that the
Board did not review or approve this staff-created process to improve homes with
employee loan program funds.

3. Other City and LHA Employees Were Not Informed of the Employee Loan
Program’s Especially Favorable Terms

We requested documentation about how the LHA communicated these mortgage loans and
repair escrows to City and LHA employees. The Board Attorney informed us that the
various pension boards informed their own members, but we were not provided with the
mode of any employee communications. We also saw in the July 12, 2010, LHA Board
meeting minutes that, in the process of approving Ms. Saunders’s first loan application,
“Chairperson [last name omitted] questioned whether all employees had been advised of
the opportunity to obtain LHA financing. Mr. Hobbs assured the Board that all City and
Lauderhill Housing Authority employees had been notified of the employee financing
option via e-mail.” When we subpoenaed evidence of this, the Board Attorney responded
that it was previously provided, but it had not been.
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The OIG had been provided with what appeared to be an undated flyer announcing the
employee loan program, and a November 2014 “overview” of the program, purportedly
intended for publication on the LHA website,* but we were not provided any e-mails
directed to LHA or City employees forwarding these documents or containing their
substance. The flyer listed these scant details: “Property must be located in the City of
Lauderhill. Must be your primary residence. 3% down payment required. Payments must be
made with payroll deduction or automatic ACH. Interest rate ranges from 6%-7.75%
dependent on credit rating.” (Exhibit 35) We do not know how or when this document was
created, or how it was distributed, if at all.

The LHA offered no explanation or evidence to support Mr. Hobbs’s assertion to the Board
that employees were aware of the program. Even assuming the flyer was communicated in
some way to all employees, LHA management did not inform them of such attractive terms
as that the loans could be for 100% of the appraised value, that they were not required to
purchase PMI, or that there was financing available for repairs and improvement under this
program’s looser criteria.

Mr. Hobbs, Ms. Saunders, the Board Attorney, and Three LHA Board Members Declined Our
Requests to Interview

OIG Special Agents conducted interviews of the LHA Finance Committee/Loan Review Committee
chair who recommended both Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders’s (his superiors’) loans to the LHA Board
(before we learned about the LHA loan to Ms. Saunders), Ms. Saunders, and an individual who
presented herself as the LHA custodian of records. The OIG sought to interview Mr. Hobbs and a
Board member who voted against the Hobbs loan, but both declined our offer, as did Ms. Saunders for
a second interview.

As our investigation concluded, we sought to interview the three LHA Board members whose tenure
included time periods relevant to this matter in an effort to ascertain (1) who if anyone authorized the
use of employee loan program monies to fund repair escrows that benefited LHA’s top management,
(2) whether the Board members were aware that repair escrows were being funded for LHA'’s top
management without lender’s instructions or agreements to protect the LHA’s interests, (3) whether
they knew that money intended for the purchase of homes was given directly and indirectly to LHA’s
top management for the payment of the kinds of expenses that new homeowners typically fund
themselves, and (4) whether the LHA as client of the title company had refused to waive its attorney
client privilege in title documents relating to Mr. Hobbs’s loan. We had not received any information
from these three Board members during the course of our investigation; nonetheless, on July 16, 2015,
the Board Attorney informed us that the members did not have “any additional information to provide
at this time” and thus declined our invitation.

We also sought to interview Mr. Hobbs and to re-interview Ms. Saunders,®” and the attorney informed
us that it was not “permissible” for either to comply with our request during the pendency of a State
Attorney investigation into the matter and that they would be in contact with us “immediately”

36 We did not locate this document or its substance on LHA’s website.
37 Before we knew about Ms. Saunders’s loan, the OIG conducted an interview of her about Mr. Hobbs’s loan.
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following the conclusion of the State Attorney’s investigation. The State Attorney’s Office notified
the attorney that the criminal investigation concluded on August 3, 2015, yet after acknowledging
our renewed request on August 4, 2015, no one has contacted us to schedule any interviews of Mr.
Hobbs or Ms. Saunders.

We also gave the Board Attorney the opportunity to interview. We would have liked to ask her about
(1) the source of the LHA’s authority to invest employee pension funds into property unconnected to
any housing project, (2) the evolution and use of the LHA’s repair escrow program, and (3) upon what
authority she released Ms. Saunders’s escrowed funds for purposes other than to replace Ms.
Saunders’s roof. She did not accept our invitation, either.

INTERVIEW SUMMARIES

1. Interview of the LHA Loan Review Committee Chair

OIG Special Agents conducted an interview of S.H., the City’s Deputy Finance Director and
LHA Loan Review Committee®® Chairperson regarding the LHA’s program to provide
mortgages for City and LHA employees generally and the Hobbs loan specifically.*

S.H. said he had worked for the City Finance Department for nine years, progressing from
Finance Manager to his current position as Deputy Finance Director. Mr. Hobbs, the Finance
Director and the LHA Executive Director, directly supervised him throughout his tenure.
Approximately seven years ago, Mr. Hobbs asked S.H. to volunteer for the position of LHA’s
Loan Review Committee Chair, which at the time included NSP and other loan programs. In
his LHA capacity as chair of the Loan Review Committee, he also reported to Mr. Hobbs.

He told the OIG agents that, other than his direct responsibilities with the Loan Review
Committee, he had little knowledge of the duties or responsibilities of other City or LHA
employees regarding the loan program, and he said he was uncertain of the funding for the loan
program.

He stated that the Loan Review Committee consisted of himself and T.D., another City
employee, who, like himself, was contracted by the LHA and served without additional
compensation. The Loan Review Committee was responsible for the review of the loan
applications to determine program eligibility, the amount that may be borrowed, and the
interest rate to be charged. He said this calculation was ministerial. The loan amount was based
on the purchase price of the home and the applicant’s debt-to-income ratio, loan-to-value ratio
and the interest rate, which was based on the applicant’s credit score. He informed us that the
numbers were entered into a worksheet which yielded the loan amount and interest rate in
accordance with the established lending criteria. If the applicant met the established lending

38 The SAO concluded that there was “no evidence of any criminal law violations by Mr. Hobbs” in the loan application
and approval process for his LHA mortgage. The State ethics violations that are the basis for the OIG’s misconduct
finding in this report are not criminal in nature.

39 LHA loan program documents refer to S.H. as the Finance Committee Chair.

40 The OIG was not then aware of LHA’s loan to Ms. Saunders.
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criteria, he then recommended approval and forwarded the loan package to Mr. Hobbs for his
approval or referral to the LHA Board.

The witness stated that he did not know how many loans had been issued under the loan
program or how many were disapproved. He said that he was not responsible for monitoring
the loan payment status, and he did not know what the procedure would be in the event a
borrower left City employment while the loan was still outstanding or if the borrower
defaulted, but added that he was not aware of either occurring.

He confirmed that Mr. Hobbs submitted a loan application for himself. The witness said he
reviewed it, entered the information into the loan worksheet, and confirmed Mr. Hobbs’s
eligibility. In accordance with the program criteria, he set the amount that could be borrowed
and the interest rate. He stated that, because Mr. Hobbs was the LHA Executive Director, he
forwarded his recommendation for approval to Ms. Saunders as the LHA Deputy Director and
City Finance Department Operations Administrator.

He told us that normally he does not attend LHA Board meetings, but for the Hobbs loan, Ms.
Saunders asked him to attend in case there were questions. He stated that he was present at the
LHA Board meeting when Mr. Hobbs’s loan was presented, discussed, and approved. He said
that the Board had questions about the Hobbs loan but recalled only one detail about the
presentation or discussion—that one Board member voted against making the loan.

2. Interview of Julie Saunders

At the time of her interview, Ms. Saunders had been employed by the City for eleven years,
and since 2004 had worked in the City Finance Department as its Operations Administrator,
reporting to Kennie Hobbs Jr., the City Finance Director. Since 2005 she has also been the
LHA Operations Manager, and since 2012 the LHA Deputy Director, which she described as
being part of her City duties. Among the people she supervised were two City employees who
also received no additional compensation as LHA employees. She estimated that she spent
approximately twenty hours per week on LHA business. As LHA Deputy Director she reported
to Mr. Hobbs. Ms. Saunders informed the OIG that all City employees who perform services
for the LHA received no additional compensation.

Ms. Saunders said that the loan program was a version of an employee lending program started
by the City that was formally incorporated into a LHA NSP in 2010 to provide loans to City
and LHA employees for the purchase of owner occupied homes in the City. The program
offered, among other benefits, loans with a 3 percent down payment. The payments were
made automatically through employee payroll deductions. The employee loan program was
funded solely by $2.4 million in pension fund investments as approved by three of the four
City pension funds. Ms. Saunders did not know how many loans had been made through the
program.

She described the employee loan application and approval process. She stated that, upon
receipt of a loan application, the application and supporting documents were forwarded to S.H.,
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the LHA Loan Review Committee chair and City Deputy Finance Director. The Loan Review
Committee consisted of S.H. and another City employee, a Finance Department
Redevelopment Analyst. The Loan Review Committee reviewed the loan application and
financial conditions, including the borrower’s eligibility, income-to-debt ratio, loan-to-value
ratio, credit score and other related factors. The information was entered on a worksheet that
was used to calculate the amount the borrower was qualified to receive and the interest rate
charged. Ms. Saunders stated that the calculation was a ministerial undertaking and done in
accordance with published program criteria.

If recommended for approval by the Loan Review Committee, the recommendation was
forwarded to Mr. Hobbs as the LHA Executive Director. Mr. Hobbs was responsible for
reviewing the worksheet to ensure that the Loan Review Committee’s approval of the amount
to be funded and the interest rate to be charged were in accordance with the program
requirements. If the loan was for less than $200,000, Mr. Hobbs could approve the loan
without review by the Board, but if the loan was for $200,000 or more, the loan was placed on
the Board’s agenda and voted on by the Board.

Ms. Saunders informed OIG agents that the program required that loan payments be deducted
from the borrowing employees’ paychecks. Although she said she did not believe any such
employees had left City employment, she said that, in such an event, the loan would continue
and payments would have to be authorized by automated clearing house (ACH) debit funds
transfer from the borrower’s account. If the borrower chose not to authorize ACH, there would
be an increase in the interest rate. Ms. Saunders said that the City Comptroller, an employee of
the City Finance Department, monitored loan payments. Ms. Saunders said that, if a borrower
were in default, the matter would be referred to the Board Attorney for appropriate action, but
she said she did not believe that any borrowers had defaulted.

Ms. Saunders stated that Mr. Hobbs submitted a loan application for the purchase of a personal
residence in the City. The Loan Review Committee reviewed the loan application and
supporting information and prepared a loan worksheet. According to Ms. Saunders, S.H.
recommended approval of the loan. Normally, S.H. would forward the application package
and recommendation to Mr. Hobbs, but in this case, he forwarded it to Ms. Saunders. She told
OIG agents that S.H. acted on his own volition in doing so. She said that she reviewed the loan
worksheet and determined that the amount approved and the calculated interest rate conformed
to the program criteria.

According to Ms. Saunders, because the loan was for over $200,000, she included it on the
agenda for presentation to the Board for its review and approval. She requested that S.H. be at
the meeting in case the Board had any questions about Mr. Hobbs’s loan. Ms. Saunders, S.H.,
Mr. Hobbs and the Board Attorney were present at that Board meeting. Mr. Hobbs attended
the beginning of the meeting, but prior to his loan coming up for discussion, without comment,
he left the room and did not return until after the vote. Ms. Saunders said she did not recall any
discussion among the Board regarding Mr. Hobbs’s loan. She stated that the Board meetings
are open to the public but are not electronically recorded.
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She confirmed that the loan was funded, and she had not received any information that Mr.
Hobbs was not making timely payments.

3. Sworn Statement of the LHA Board Clerk

During our investigation, the OIG issued subpoenas to the LHA custodian of records. One of
the subpoenas directed the custodian to appear with record copies for the purpose of explaining
the sources and locations of the originals.

The Clerk presented herself as the custodian of records and provided the OIG with a sworn
statement on April 20, 2015. She was accompanied by the Board Attorney, who stated she was
representing the LHA’s interests. The Clerk stated she had been working for the LHA since
the end of 2008 as part of her job as Administrative Manager for the City, and that she did not
receive any additional wages or salary for doing so.

The Clerk was unable to recall who had designated her the Custodian of Records, which had
occurred very recently. She stated that this was the first time she had ever handled a records
request, and for documents other than the ones relating to Board meetings that she generated
and kept, she was unfamiliar with how or where the LHA kept its records. She said there were
no LHA internal controls, policies and procedures for records retention and maintenance. The
Clerk informed us that she would not know and did not know if the LHA ever received a
records request in the past and did not know what her duties were as the records custodian.
While the City had such policies, the Clerk stated she was not familiar with them, and she was
not given guidance on what to do with the records request at issue.

She was unfamiliar with the way LHA records were authored or maintained or by whom.
Although she stated that the records she produced were all records of regularly conducted
business activity of the LHA, she did not know whether they were prepared by persons with
knowledge of the events recorded in the records or even if they were prepared by LHA
employees. She told the OIG that the subpoena first came to her attention when the Board
Attorney asked her to gather records responsive to the subpoena, directing her what to look for
and, in some cases, where to find them.** The records that were not maintained on the server
and accessible from her computer were hard copies that were located at the LHA offices in
labeled binders, and no one other than the attorney assisted her in finding any documents.

She stated that she was able to find documents responsive to each description of records sought
in the subpoena and that there were no missing items. She later stated that certain documents
that were called for did not exist and, thus, they were missing.

She told the OIG that the only trust fund or escrow agreements she was able to locate were
those she produced for another employee and Mr. Hobbs. Both agreements were between the
LHA and the law firm in which the Board Attorney is a partner. She asserted that there was no

4l The Board Attorney stated that she placed several documents relating to employee loans into the loan files herself, from
her law firm’s files, at or near the time of their production to another agency.
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trust fund or escrow agreement produced for the escrow established in conjunction with Ms.
Saunders’s loan.

The Clerk stated she was able to access policies, including the Weatherization/Repair escrow
program files, from her computer. This was because they resided on a shared drive of the City
and LHA. She located the LHA’s 2011 Weatherization/Repair escrow program on the
computer, but she did not know how it was authored or maintained. For employee loan files,
the Clerk stated she requested the Board Attorney how and where to find them. She said she
was only able to locate (hard) files for Mr. Hobbs, Ms. Saunders, and four other individuals,
and copied and produced the entire files. Although she said she conducted a diligent search,
she could not state that there were no other such files.

For Board meetings, she prepared the minutes by hand, then sent a Word document to Board
members for approval at their next meeting. She stated that every Board action was captured
in the minutes and approved but that the meetings were not recorded in any way. She did not
keep her notes; she destroyed them once she prepared the minutes.

She stated there were no shade meetings in the past two years, and that there were no Board
meetings or Board action that was not captured in her minutes.

The Clerk advised that she did not know how to conduct a computer search for the emails and
texts that were responsive to the OIG subpoena and did not know whether and how that was
being conducted, because she was not told to look for them. After being counseled by the
Board Attorney, she then stated that the emails were being searched and produced by someone
in the City’s Information Technology department.

The Clerk and the Board Attorney returned on May 4, 2015, with these e-mails and additional
records that were responsive to the subpoena but not produced on April 20, 2015. She stated
that the documents were produced by a City Management Information Systems employee, at
the attorney’s request. The Clerk advised that she reviewed the emails to make sure they were
responsive as to the dates and content as determined by her review of the subject line but did
not review the content of each email. The emails were also reviewed by the attorney.

The Clerk also produced a copy of the original May 11, 2010, LHA Board minutes, which had
been amended on December 9, 2014. She stated that she was not in attendance at the May 11,
2010 meeting, and someone else, whose identity she did not know, drafted the minutes. She
said that she did draft the amended minutes, but did not recall who directed her to do so, why
they were being amended, or what was to be changed.*

42 The Board Attorney stated that she reviewed the original minutes and observed that references to the resolutions
approved during the meeting were missing. She said she researched and provided the Clerk the information to be added to
the amended minutes.
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SWORN STATEMENT OF MR. HOBBS

The SAO conducted a separate investigation into matters that involved the Hobbs loan from the LHA.
Mr. Hobbs provided a sworn statement to the SAO on July 16, 2015.#* We obtained the statement
when it became a public record upon the SAO closing its investigation. The following is a summary
of Mr. Hobbs’s statement regarding the loans the LHA provided to him and to Ms. Saunders.

He stated that he was 42 years old and has a B.S. in Accounting from Florida Atlantic University,
where he continued to do graduate coursework in accounting and finance, as well as public
administration coursework at Nova Southeastern University. He began working part-time for the City
when he was a senior in high school and full-time beginning in 1991. Other than the six months that
he worked for the City of Lauderdale Lakes in around 1999, he had been working for the City since
high school.

He said he worked his way up from bookkeeper in the City’s finance department. At the time of his
statement, he was the City’s Finance Director and Assistant City Manager. As Finance Director, Mr.
Hobbs oversaw “all of the financial aspects of the city,” including overseeing cash management
general accounting, financial statements, reporting payroll, and accounts payable. As the Assistant
City Manager, he oversaw fleet maintenance, finance, grants management, budgeting, building, and
planning and zoning.

He credited the City Manager for conceiving the idea of a housing authority to assist City residents
who were Section 8 voucher holders in coordinating services with other housing authorities. The LHA
was formed around 2002 or 2003. Mr. Hobbs stated that the LHA is an independent body appointed
by the mayor with confirmation by the City commission. It continued to meet about every month.

The City Manager selected him as the initial Executive Director pursuant to an agreement for the City
to provide administrative functions to the LHA. He remained the LHA’s Executive Director and had
not received any additional compensation for this work.

According to Mr. Hobbs, initial funding for the LHA resulted from the City applying for Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) monies from the Broward County Housing Finance Authority.
They also “do creative things to generate dollars,” for example, managing property for associations.
The purpose of the funding was to provide housing, by acquiring housing for low to moderate income
families and providing homeowner help. Some of the funding had restrictions which required the
LHA, for example, to hold units for 20 years. They held these as rental units.

The process of holding mortgages included buying units, renovating them, and selling them. In some
of those cases, the LHA held the mortgages, as well, as participants had the option of obtaining
financing “on their own” or obtaining financing from the LHA. When participants obtained LHA
mortgages on these properties, the money was not coming from the pensions but from NSP or CDBG
funding. The LHA held about 20 to 25 rental units and held mortgages on about 32 or 33 units.

43 Mr. Hobbs gave his statement in response to an SAO subpoena that conferred use and derivative use immunity; that is,
the SAO was unable to use the statement for any criminal cases brought against him by the SAO.
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At some point, he said, City commission members felt that the LHA needed to become self-sufficient,
and one of the commissioners suggested that the agency should ascertain whether the City’s pension
boards were interested in investing in the LHA to hold mortgages. The “sell” to the pension boards,
according to Mr. Hobbs, was that the pensions could invest in a way to enable City employees to
acquire homes and at the same time guarantee a return on the pensions’” money. He explained that
pension money was used only to fund employee loans.

Income was a factor when the LHA determined how much mortgage an employee could borrow, but
according to Mr. Hobbs, there was no maximum income in order to qualify for this loan program. To
qualify, an employee had to live in the City. He told the SAO that anyone, including the City Manager
and Commissioners, could apply, as they are all members of the pension plans. According to Mr.
Hobbs, there were six or seven employees pending closing; the LHA had put a “moratorium” on
closing loans until the OIG and the SAO investigations were over. He stated that an Annual
Conference Audit Financial Report was conducted, which involved sampling loan documents and
included this program.

He explained the loan application process using Ms. Saunders’s case. Ms. Saunders was serving as the
City’s Operations Administrator, working in the finance department, and also serving as the LHA’s
Deputy Director. LHA staff, consisting of a building manager and four maintenance workers, reported
to Ms. Saunders, who reported to Mr. Hobbs. She submitted a completed uniform residential loan
application to the finance committee, which was headed by S.H., the City’s Deputy Finance Director.
S.H. or staff working for him performed a credit check and third-party income verification, using a
financial worksheet. In Ms. Saunders’s application, she apparently failed to list income, but the
income worksheet was compiled using verified income from pay stubs or third-party verification,
which does not rely on the income stated in the application. The application was signed off by S.H. as
Committee Chair, Mr. Hobbs as the Executive Director, and “in the early years” by the LHA Board
chair.

According to Mr. Hobbs, the application was provided to the LHA Board on May 10, 2011. He stated
that, normally, the worksheet was put together for loans over $200,000, which by policy must be
approved by the Board, “[s]o they’re given all the information that we have, so they’re given the
worksheet, they’re given the application, they’re given the credit report, as well as the income
information for their review and consideration.” Where the minutes stated that the Board gave
consideration to three applications, Ms. Saunders’s was one of them. Mr. Hobbs claimed that, in this
program that was started in 2010 or 2011, there were roughly 30 outstanding loans in the system and
that “we’ve had a hundred percent on time repayment history,” with all loans then current.

In giving the mortgage, Ms. Saunders executed a note for $318,500, and the purchase price was
reduced from $320,000 to $301,000. Mr. Hobbs explained that the LHA program allowed borrowing
100 percent of the appraised value, enabling the purchaser to make repairs or improvements to the
property and from the agency’s point of view, since its appraisal value was $320,000, “even after the
investments were made into the property, then the value of our asset which we hold as collateral, is
now worth more than 320 based on those improvements.” Ms. Saunders negotiated a price that was
contingent upon certain inspections. He said that, after the inspections were completed, “one included
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the roof that they felt that within a year or two would need to be replaced, so she negotiated a lesser
price based on the inspections that were presented.”

He confirmed that there was a $19,000 roof escrow in the Saunders closing. Mr. Hobbs stated that he
was aware that Ms. Saunders did not replace the entire roof and only had some minor roof work done.

After her closing she hired a roofing contractor who advised her that she did not need to replace the
entire roof, and she did only whatever he recommended. She ended up using a portion of the money
that was set aside for a new roof to do other work on the house including painting. After about 18
months, the Board Attorney informed Mr. Hobbs that the unused funds could not remain in her escrow
account indefinitely. She “basically just said that we had to decide, or I had to decide, what we would
do with those.” He said he only had two options. One was to return the money to the LHA, but that
would not affect the payment obligation unless there was a re-financing, and costs associated with that
“would have eaten upon a majority of those dollars.” He also noted that he learned that Ms. Saunders
had numerous outstanding bills she had not yet submitted but that qualified for reimbursement. Thus,
he instructed the Board Attorney to refund the balance on the condition that the money be spent on
improvements to the home. The balance that was “refunded” to Ms. Saunders was $10,135.81.

He stated that the June 24, 2011, LHA Rehabilitation/Weatherization Property Improvement Programs
and Administrative Policies and Procedures did not have anything to do with Ms. Saunders’s loan.
According to Mr. Hobbs, “[t]he city operated what we’ll call a minor home repair program, a home
purchase repair program that probably dates back to *94, *93, dates way back.” Any repairs qualified
under this program, including “your floors, your AC, your grass, your refrigerator, your cabinets, your
bathrooms. It was just an improvement program,” for which the City took a second mortgage on the
property. Mr. Hobbs said that this program was the basis and model for the LHA program and this
employee program, with the difference between the two being the funding source. “We look at it as
improving the value of the asset, we collect, you know, increase property values and all of that. It
looks better and that whole thing.” But when they started in 2010 or 2011, this program did not have
anything in writing to provide for home improvement and repair. “[T]o answer you per se, we didn’t
have it for the housing authority, but we used the program or the model that the city used for its
program.”

Mr. Hobbs asserted that it was the Board Attorney who was entirely responsible for monitoring the
payments and receipts and ensuring that work was being done to justify escrow payments for
improvements. Neither he nor Ms. Saunders dealt with the borrowers on this aspect.

Regarding his own loan from the LHA, he said that he provided his application to S.H., who processed
it. S.H. required Mr. Hobbs to write a letter to explain 2010 delinquencies in the credit report, which
were related to a loan modification. S.H. forwarded the application to Ms. Saunders for her approval
in lieu of Mr. Hobbs’s. S.H. prepared the packet together for the Board. At the Board meeting, Mr.
Hobbs absented himself during the Board’s discussion and vote to approve his loan. This was for a
second home in which he and his family then lived, and that his mother-in-law moved into the first
home. He told the SAO that he purchased the house for $370,000, that he borrowed $370,000, and
that the house appraised at $375,000. The sellers remained for two months after closing pending the
purchase of their new home.
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He confirmed that the home inspector estimated that there were only $1,750 to $2,075 in repairs to be
done, yet Mr. Hobbs obtained a repair escrow at closing of $8,920.01.%* He explained that he
discovered “hollow points” creating “structural issues” in the home’s flooring after the inspection but
before closing and obtained estimates to “build out the redoing of the floor.” The person from
JAWZ.net who went to the home to provide an estimate to move his aquarium offered to redo the
floors as well for one price, and Mr. Hobbs agreed. He purchased floor tile separately and also
arranged for interior painting. According to Mr. Hobbs, he paid the aquarium contractor and the
painter more than what was available in the escrow.

With regards to the conflict issue that was reported in the media, Mr. Hobbs stated:

From my prospective, from the mayor city manager on down, we never thought
it was an issue. Obviously, we deal with potential conflicts on a daily basis,
myself and [the City Manager]. | mean, he does things that has to be approved
by others, so we’re pretty familiar with dealing with potential conflicts. ... [O]ur
board, the housing board, the city attorney looked at it, he didn’t feel there was
anything improper with it, the city commissioner, the mayor, you know, they all
sanctioned the program. The pension board attorneys, the pension board
advisors, they all were aware of what the program was.

RESPONSE TO THE PRELIMINARY REPORT AND OIG COMMENT

In accordance with Section 12.01(D)(2)(a) of the Charter of Broward County, a preliminary copy of
this report was provided to the individuals implicated in this report, the LHA, and the City of
Lauderhill for their discretionary written responses. The OIG received a response from the LHA,*
which is attached and incorporated herein as Appendix A.

After careful review, the OIG has determined that the response contains no evidence or information
impacting the report’s ultimate conclusion—that these two managers have a contractual relationship
with their own agency that created a continuing conflict between their private interests and the
performance of their public duties, impedes the performance of their public duties, or both. In fact,
our review of the statements and exhibits revealed that the response raises greater concerns about the
management of LHA, raises questions about the authenticity of documents provided by the LHA, and
contains explicit misrepresentations, as described below.

1. The LHA has Falsely Claimed to have Provided the OIG with Documentation it did not
Provide, has Provided Differing Versions of the Same Executed Documents, and has
Provided Versions of Documents that Differ from those Obtained from Other Parties

44 He did not offer an explanation of how an escrow of $8,920.01 could be established, that is, the funding source.

5 The response was submitted by attorney Veronica Robinson who indicates she is also representing the LHA in this
matter. We note, for transparency, that Ms. Robinson also informed the OIG during the investigation that she was
representing the Board Attorney, Ms. Coward, and the title company for Mr. Hobbs’s loan, which refused to provide the
OIG with access to the title file.
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The documents and statements in the LHA’s response have confirmed a concern developed by
the OIG during the investigation regarding the LHA’s full and honest provision of records
during the investigation. In its response, the LHA claims—three separate times—to have
provided the OIG with documentation that it did not, in fact, provide during the investigation.
Even more disconcerting is that the OIG has obtained, from other parties, different versions of
the documents provided by the LHA. First, as discussed on page 17 above, the OIG obtained a
different, and more incriminating version of the Conditional Approval Letter for Ms. Saunders
from the title company than that which was provided by the LHA.

With regard to Resolution 10R-05-29, the OIG includes as Exhibit 32 the document provided
directly by the Board Attorney during the investigation.*® Nonetheless, boldly, under “Factual
Inaccuracy #8,” the response declares, “[t]he version included as OIG Exhibit 32 in your
preliminary report, is not the item presented to or approved by the LHA Board.” An inspection
of Exhibit 32 shows that it is signed by the presiding officer, the Board Attorney, and Julie
Saunders as Board Clerk, and dated May 11, 2010. To demonstrate the alleged inaccuracy of
the OIG, the response provides LHA Exhibit 5, which includes an executed version of 10R-05-
29 with differing content in the body and purportedly attached to an email from Ms. Saunders
dated May 10, 2010. However, the OIG had obtained that very email directly from the City,
not the LHA, during its investigation. The email obtained from the City did not have an
executed version of Resolution 10R-05-29 attached, as falsely presented by the response.*’

If the Board Attorney inadvertently sent us the wrong document during the investigation, the
response should have indicated as much, explained how a completely different resolution
executed the same day had the same number, and provided the correct resolution. This was not
what the LHA elected to do. Thus, the questions of what was actually approved by the Board
as Resolution 10R-05-29 remain, and we now must also question the integrity of the records
provided by the LHA in light of the misrepresentations detailed above. Clearly, both
documents cannot be accurate executed representations of 10R-05-29. Considering the
evidence of the LHA’s lack of integrity with regard to its document production, we now must
question the authenticity of all that the LHA has provided.

2. Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders Both Oversaw the Management of the Program

At “Factual Inaccuracy #1,” and #6 the response denies the report’s conclusion that Ms.
Saunders was a superior to the employees involved in the loan program. Later, at “Factual
Inaccuracy #6,” it claims it is “not true” that “[s]ince at least 2009, Ms. Saunders has been the
sole employee reporting to Mr. Hobbs at the LHA, and that all other LHA employees (City-
provided or LHA direct hires) report to her.” It further claims that, other than three employees

46 The OIG has amended Exhibit 32 from the version provided with the preliminary version of this report as follows: rather
than a black and white printout of the resolution, we have included a full color version of what was provided by the Board
Attorney along with the email to which it was attached. These reflect the OIG’s plain request for Resolution 10R-05-29
and her provision of the attached executed document entitled 10R-05-29.

47 Nor could it have, since the email predated the Board meeting; the Resolution is dated May 11th, a day after the email
was sent. Further, while the body of the response references an email from the Board Clerk dated May 11th, the LHA
exhibit is actually the May 10th email. Finally, an OIG search of the Board Clerk’s emails, obtained from the City during
the investigation, for May 11th did not reveal any other email that would comport with the description in the response.
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who include S.L. and T.D., the City employees involved with the LHA do so as part of their
City responsibilities, and “thus report to no one in LHA.”

The OIG’s statement is true and supported by the evidence. The OIG did not allege direct-line
reporting between individual subordinates and Ms. Saunders, and such reporting is irrelevant to
the misconduct. We did acknowledge that the members of the Loan Review committee report
to Mr. Hobbs. Nonetheless, the response acknowledges that the LHA Board Clerk, and one of
two LHA Loan Review Committee members, report to Mr. Hobbs through Ms. Saunders in
their City capacities.

The LHA is essentially arguing that those conducting LHA business are not accountable to any
individual above them in the organization. However, the evidence indicates they all ultimately
report to Mr. Hobbs, the Executive Director, in their capacity of serving the LHA. And as
Deputy Director, Ms. Saunders “shall serve as the Executive Director in the absence of the
Executive Director,” also conceded by the response.*® The report also cites specific instances
in which Ms. Saunders has been actively involved in the administration of the loan process,
such as when she signed off on aspects of Mr. Hobbs’s loan.

All of the available legal guidance dictates that the Board’s final approval of the recommended
loans does not cure the violation of state law. The law plainly prohibits a contractual
relationship that poses a conflict between Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders’s private interests and
the full and faithful discharge of their duties. The prohibited conflict arises from their roles in
the oversight of the program from which they obtained and continue to hold their loans. The
response simply ignores the legal references provided in the OIG’s report and makes no
attempt to differentiate the conduct of Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders from those found by the
Commission on Ethics to be in violation of the law.

3. Neither the I.T. Director’s Involvement Nor the Comptroller’s Reports to the LHA Board
Attorney Affect Whether Mr. Hobbs or Ms. Saunders Have a Prohibited Conflict of
Interests

At “Factual Inaccuracy #2,” the response similarly suggests, because (1) it is the City’s I.T.
Director who performs the function of bi-weekly loan payment processing, (2) the
Comptroller’s monitoring reports are provided to the Board Attorney, and (3) an annual,
independent audit is conducted of the LHA, the conflicting relationship is mitigated.

First, the I.T. Director’s involvement in programming computerized deductions from automatic
paychecks does not lessen the degree to which other subordinate staff are involved in the loan
program. Second, the Comptroller, who is a direct line report to Mr. Hobbs, keeps books from
which the loan payment deductions are calculated. The suggestion that she provides reports of
payments to the Board Attorney, for which no evidence has been provided, does not affect the
Comptroller’s control over those books. To be very explicit: that the Comptroller has the
capability to alter the books or misreport payroll deductions is the relevant factor—not that she
did or ever would. Third, the auditing process reviews an entity’s programs and processes

8 The quoted text is from the LHA position description for Deputy Director.
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against generally accepted accounting standards and would not have involved the individual
review of any loan performance. But more to the point, the auditing firm’s knowledge of Mr.
Hobbs and Ms. Saunders’s mortgages are irrelevant to questions of state ethics law. We would
have been impressed by the results of an independent legal audit of this program, but this was
not undertaken or provided to us.

The mere existence of Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders’s loan contracts under the circumstances
reported herein gives rise to the continuing conflict of interest that is at the heart of the Florida
ethics law they are violating.

4. The “Looser” LHA Rehabilitation/Weatherization Program Was Not Sanctioned by the
Board Until September 28, 2015

The response at “Factual Inaccuracy #3” addresses the OIG’s conclusion that Mr. Hobbs and
Ms. Saunders took advantage of their positions to benefit from a repair program that was not
officially sanctioned. “Factual Inaccuracy #14” claims it to be false that staff implemented a
repair escrow process that was more generous than the City’s and apparently unknown to the
Board.

The OIG’s statement is not false and is supported by the evidence described at length in the
body of the report. Rather than providing actual evidence that the LHA staff operated on
Board-sanctioned policies, which would refute the OIG’s statements, the response includes
two new resolutions adopted on September 28, 2015. (LHA Exhibit 10) The first affirmed the
Board’s approval of “all its community programs,” including the employee lending program at
issue in the OIG report. The second resolution stated that the Loan Review Committee follows
the policies and procedures set forth by the LHA Board and reviews all applicants on the basis
of the Board-approved LHA Lending Criteria. There would be no need to adopt such a
resolution in 2015 if the Board had indeed previously approved the program.

We do not contend that the program is illegal, criminal, or unethical. We do not suggest that
the repairs could not have been made in accordance with the LHA repair program eventually
adopted by the Board, as the response would urge the reader to believe. The report expresses
concern that Board-approved programs were not in place at the time of Ms. Saunders’s escrow
and Board approval was not sought for Mr. Hobbs’s escrow expenses. The OIG’s report
establishes the now admitted fact that these two LHA staff shaped the policy that they, among
others, benefited from in the administration of the loan contracts that created the contractual
relationships at the heart of the ethics violations.

5. Ms. Saunders, Mr. Hobbs, and the Board Attorney Did Not Follow the Terms of Ms.
Saunders’s Roof Escrow

At “Factual Inaccuracy #4,” the response suggests that the OIG report is inaccurate where it
states, “Rather than replace a roof, Ms. Saunders remodeled her kitchen, made other home
improvements and was directly paid over $10,000.” It is disingenuous at best to suggest this
statement is incorrect. The response attempts to distract the reader with a recitation about how
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the escrow repairs conformed to the LHA Rehabilitation/Weatherization Program, which did
not in fact exist at the time of Ms. Saunders’s closing, when the roof (not repair) escrow was
funded. Again, the response avoids the point, which is to substantiate the fact that these LHA
staff participated in decisions affecting the administration of the contracts that formed the
contractual relationships—in fact, in ways that benefited them.

At “Factual Inaccuracy #7,” the response characterizes the report’s conclusion that Mr. Hobbs
and Ms. Saunders took advantage of the LHA repair program with the cooperation of the
Board Attorney as “baseless,” “scandalous,” and a violation of the Florida Bar’s Rules of
Professional Conduct.*® There is no doubt that the Board Attorney cooperated with Mr. Hobbs
and Ms. Saunders in the administration of their escrows. Their escrows could not have been
administered without an escrow agent, and she served as one in theirs. It is unrefuted that the
Board Attorney, whose client is the LHA Board and not individual managers, did not request
the Board to pass on LHA’s more generous repair program, did not request the Board to review
the pension-funded escrows, and accepted Mr. Hobbs’s unilateral approval to release Ms.
Saunders’s escrow money for purposes other than roof replacement. These are the facts we
reported; we did not allege a conspiracy or any collusion regarding any violation of law or rule
in our report.

6. Mr. Hobbs Said He Agreed with an Aquarium Contractor to Fold in the Costs of
Transferring His Aquarium With the Cost of Replacing the Floor with Tile

Similar to its suggestion at “Factual Inaccuracy #4,” the response at “Factual Inaccuracy #5”
takes issue with the report’s summary where it states, “Mr. Hobbs used his inflated*® repair
escrow to install travertine tile and an aquarium.” The response continued that “[t]he OIG
alleges that the installation of travertine tile is a violation,” stressing that flooring is specifically
included within the Rehabilitation/ Weatherization Policy. The OIG made no such allegation.
Instead, in the body of our report above, we stated that Mr. Hobbs took advantage of what we
found was a more generous escrow repair process than the City’s—one that he helped to shape
and supervised.

The response then claims that the OIG had in its possession documents that established that
Mr. Hobbs himself paid for the installation of his aquarium, offering as an exhibit (LHA
Exhibit 4) “receipts and voided checks (which were previously provided to the OIG, but not
included in your report) for all work performed on Hobbs’ house.” First, this ignores the fact
that the report does indeed state that Mr. Hobbs informed the SAO that he paid money in
addition to that paid from the LHA escrow set aside for house repairs. We do not allege that
partial payment for the aquarium installation via the escrow, which Mr. Hobbs acknowledged
in his statement to the SAO is against policy, was illegal, unethical, or a violation of any kind.

9 There is no conceivable basis to conclude that the OIG is subject to Florida Bar oversight. While our staff includes
Florida Bar members, a careful review of this report establishes that neither the OIG nor any of its employees has made
what the report variously claims is a “blanket false assertion of collusion” and a “statement which infers that the Board
Attorney has colluded with another to misappropriate funds.”

%0 The OIG did not rely on the home inspection report to conclude that the repair escrow was inflated, as stated in the
response. The buyer (Mr. Hobbs) provided the appraiser with a sale contract for $5,000 more than the sale price and then
the appraiser appraised the home at that contract price.
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We do conclude that Mr. Hobbs took advantage of a policy and procedure he helped to shape
and continues to supervise, in the process of administering the loan which is the basis for the
contractual relationship between him and his agency that created a continuing conflict and also
impedes the full and faithful discharge of his duties.

Second—and highly significant to any assessment of LHA’s credibility throughout its response
and this entire investigation—the referenced documents were not previously provided to the
OIG. Indeed, in light of the concerns discussed below, we question whether these documents
were even in the possession of the LHA prior to our investigation. The documents would not
have been required for the administration of the actual escrow, since, by the LHA’s own
account, they were personal unreimbursed payments from Mr. Hobbs to the company.

At “Factual Inaccuracy #10,” the response states that it was not true that Mr. Hobbs told the
SAO that he agreed with his aquarium contractor to fold in the costs of transferring his
aquarium with the cost of replacing the wood floor with travertine tile. It went on to say that
Mr. Hobbs told the SAO that the contractor would separately invoice him for doing so. The
response included two new exhibits the OIG had not seen before, a $600 invoice from

JAWZ .net for transferring the fish tank, and a $600 cancelled check from Mr. Hobbs to
JAWZ.net. In fact, in his statement to the SAO, Mr. Hobbs stated that the man said,

“*Yeah, I do floors, I could replace the floors and kind of just give you a
package for the floors and moving the fish tank,” because it was going to
be 8 or $900 just to move the fish tank.” (Hobbs’s SAO Statement at pp.
52-53.)

It is clear that the verbal agreement between the aquarium contractor and Mr. Hobbs was made
as stated in our report and that no “separate invoice” from the aquarium contractor was ever
referenced in this statement. In addition, even if their provenance could be established, the
now-produced $600 invoice and check tend to show that Mr. Hobbs received a $200 to $300
benefit by combining the two jobs. Again, what the response avers is flatly refuted by Mr.
Hobbs’s own statement to the SAO.

7. Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders’s Loans Had Standard, General Loan Terms They Helped
to Establish

Under “Factual Inaccuracy #8,” the response argues that the Board reviewed and approved the
loan terms when it approved Resolution 10R-05-32. The response does not address any of the
specific loan terms we identify as those which were problematically not reviewed by the
Board.

Further, the response again states that records which support their position were provided to the
OIG in the past, but they were not. Because the response and the new documents do not refute
our conclusion that the Board did not review any standard, general terms for the loans, we do
not address that issue further. But see our discussion in the following subsection regarding the
documentation.
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8. There Was No Documented Board Approval of the Full Lending Criteria

At “Factual Inaccuracy #14,” the response claims that the Board did approve lending criteria,
but our thrust was that the full lending criteria that were approved were not documented and
that the Board did not appear to have all the lending criteria, as discussed in the body of our
report.

As proof that the Board had reviewed and documented lending criteria for this program, the
response included copies (in LHA Exhibit 5) of LHA Resolutions 10R-05-29 and 10R-06-32,
claiming that both had been provided to the OIG twice during the investigation when, in fact,
we had never been provided this executed version of 10R-05-29 before.

Nonetheless, even if we accept the LHA’s new executed version of 10R-05-29 as accurate, our
finding remains the same. The resolution itself does not contain the full criteria as detailed in
the body of the report; thus there remains no documented Board approval of the full lending
criteria.

9. Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders Were the Only Employees Who Qualified for the Lowest
Interest Rate of Six Percent Under the Program Being Reviewed

The response lists the OIG assertion that Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders were the only
employees who qualified for a six percent interest rate as “Factual Inaccuracy #9.” It then
asserts that they qualified for the lowest rate of six percent based on their credit scores, which
is exactly what we reported. It goes on to suggest that many other individuals who are non-
employees, and thus not part of the employee program discussed herein, also received a six
percent interest rate, a fact which is not disputed and is irrelevant to our review of this loan
program.>!

10. Ms. Saunders Was Given Special Treatment in the Administration of Her Loan and Roof
Replacement Escrow

While the response claims it is false that Ms. Saunders applied for a $280,000 loan in 2010,
one year prior to purchasing her home (“Factual Inaccuracy #127), it is in fact true, and we rely
on the details herein to allow the reader to conclude whether the OIG is reporting the facts in
any misleading way.

In “Factual Inaccuracy #13,” the response claims that staff did not commit to approve a loan to
Ms. Saunders and that, as a conditional approval, the letter they executed does not commit to
funding unless certain conditions are met. But there was no requirement for the Board to
approve the conditional approval letter, and the letter was binding on the LHA. The conditions
were for the buyer (Ms. Saunders) to meet, not the LHA. The response also states that “staff

5L In its discussion of the several other non-employees who received a six percent interest rate, the response states that the
non-employee lending criteria contained in LHA Exhibit 6 was already provided to the OIG. Although it should have been
provided in response to OIG subpoenas 14-023-002 and 14-023-003, it was not. This is yet another false assertion
regarding documents the LHA previously provided.
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updated all relevant information to protect the interest of the authority and to ensure that the
applicant still met the requirements of the program,” yet it did not refute that Ms. Saunders was
allowed to receive her loan without having to submit a new loan application, the consequences
for which we discuss in the body of our report.

11. In His SAO Statement, It Was Unclear Whether Mr. Hobbs Earned an M.P.A.

At “Factual Inaccuracy #16,” the response states that it is factually inaccurate to report that Mr.
Hobbs has “continued to do graduate coursework in accounting and finance, as well as public
administration coursework at Nova Southeastern University” and says that Mr. Hobbs has a
Master’s in Public Administration from Nova. The fact contested by the response is actually
only a summary of Mr. Hobbs’s statement to the SAQ. The exact words were:

Q And then you immediately went and got a masters?

A No, I continued at FAU and took courses for the CPA exam, so | took
additional 30 hours of graduating accounting and finance courses for the
CPA exam. After completing that, | transferred over to Nova
Southeastern University to pursue a masters in public administration.

Q Did you receive a masters from Nova in the 90s?

A No, | did a dissertation, | stopped, so it was early 2000s, because |
stopped for like three, four years, then I had to go back and take one
or two more classes and catch up some.

12. The OIG Reports Facts and Conclusions that are Fully Supported by the Record

There are nine additional “OIG statements” which the response addresses briefly. The OIG
stands by its report on all these matters and provides additional information here only as
necessary to clarify the LHA’s misstatements.

Regarding #1: The LHA Board did not approve the escrow or the repair program until
September 28, 2015; the trust agreement provided for release at the “client’s” discretion; and
the trust agreement was not executed until 61 days after it was funded through the contract that
established the relationship giving rise to the conflict.

Regarding #2: It is true and we acknowledge that Ms. Saunders as Deputy Director served as
the Executive Director in his absence, a fact upon which we relied in concluding that Ms.
Saunders exercised some authority over the City employees who worked on the LHA
programs. The response’s assertion in this context presumes that Mr. Hobbs was absent when
his loan needed approval, a fact that is unsupported by the investigation but, more significantly,
brings into focus the true issue. Mr. Hobbs was the authority who should have approved his
own loan, and this is stark evidence of his involvement in it.
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Regarding #3: We did not claim that the escrows were based upon the inspection reports; we
cited to Mr. Hobbs’s inspection to illustrate the unreasonableness of its amount. And, it is
clear that inspections were required for some LHA purpose, because at least the three loan files
involving repair escrows contained the home inspection reports. Finally, it is misleading to
say that “Mr. Hobbs received a repair escrow which conformed to the Board Approved
Lending Criteria,” when the escrows were neither mentioned in the lending criteria nor ever
vetted by the Board.

Regarding #4: The response cites to “an industry standard maximum loan calculation” without
informing us what that standard is. It also referenced a present value calculation without (1)
providing any evidence that this calculation was ever employed in the review of any of these
loans or (2) showing how the calculation worked in Ms. Saunders’s case.

Regarding #5: This explanation does not comport with the loan calculation worksheet we
reviewed for W.L. and obfuscates the simple truth that the maximum loan amount resulted
from a calculation that was not followed in Ms. Saunders’s case. We stand by the conclusions
that any reasonable person would draw from reviewing OIG Table 2.

Regarding #6: The response states that it was not the business of the LHA why Ms. Saunders
was able to negotiate a better price for the home, which enabled her to put the difference into
an escrow. This overlooks the fact that she agreed with the seller to establish an escrow for
roof replacement and ultimately did not utilize the money for a new roof.

Regarding #7: This does not explain or mitigate the fact that the Board Attorney released the
funds inconsistent with the conditions that established the escrow, upon the sole authority of
Mr. Hobbs, for whom she does not work.

Regarding #8: The report describes the HUD conflict of interest check and waiver requirement
to establish Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders’s knowledge about the state ethics law provision we
allege they violated. We understand the federal program requirements and did not suggest that
they were required to clear with HUD their purchase of these homes that occurred without
HUD funding. Also in this subsection, the response restates the claim that “all financial
monitoring for the Employee Lending Program is conducted by a third-party external auditor
who reports directly to the Board of Commissioners. This is the assurance that on-going
programmatic conditions are being met.” Although we saw no evidence of this, it may be so,
but it does not obviate the fact that Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders to this day have not been
disengaged from involvement with the administration of their loans.

Regarding #9: We requested documents evidencing communications of the loan program but
were told that the only ones that existed were provided to us, as we described above. It was
clear that we sought to know about how the loan program was communicated,; if these “formal”
presentations were made, we would expect to have been provided with documents, such as
outlines, reports, and PowerPoint presentations, or informed of a witness regarding them.
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Unfortunately, rather than providing the necessary documents and interviews to enable the OIG to
carry out its investigative mission in an orderly manner over the past year, LHA Board members, the
Board Attorney, Mr. Hobbs, and Ms. Saunders chose to wait until the OIG issued its preliminary
findings to engage themselves. Instead of providing us with assurances that they will thoroughly
review the state ethics law and take the measures they deem necessary to resolve any conflict, the
LHA has now chosen to issue a response (on behalf of the LHA and its Board, “collectively and
individually”) that characterizes the OIG report as misstatements of fact and slanderous allegations.

Nonetheless, the LHA’s disjointed and misleading response offers no evidence or argument that
requires any reconsideration of either the reported facts or conclusions. The response offers no
evidence relevant to our findings that was not already considered or presumed in writing the
preliminary version of this report.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The OIG investigation concluded that Mr. Hobbs engaged in misconduct when he took out a loan from
the government agency that he controlled as Executive Director. In doing so, he established a
contractual relationship that created a continuing or frequently recurring conflict between his private
interests and the performance of his public duties and impeded the full and faithful discharge of his
public duties, in violation of F.S. 112.313(7). The OIG also determined that Ms. Saunders engaged in
similar misconduct when she took out her loan. As our investigation established, these borrowers made
discretionary judgments regarding the administration of their loans that favored themselves. Equally
harmful to the proper execution of their public duties is that the underwriting, approval, and monitoring
of the Hobbs and Saunders loans was and continues to be conducted by subordinates, who may be
motivated to administer the loans in a manner that favors their bosses over the public.

Had there been an effort to “wall off” the administration of these loans from the borrowers and staff
members who reported directly or indirectly to them, the appearance of impropriety would have been
avoided, and the OIG would not have found probable cause for this misconduct. But neither the LHA
nor the City took any action to mitigate the endangerment to public trust that the making of these loans
posed. We came upon circumstance after circumstance that demonstrated a deliberate disregard for the
conflicts of interest about which Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders knew well. Florida law simply does not
countenance such an arrangement.

In addition, the details we learned regarding the administration of these two loans did not provide us
with any comfort that either the LHA Board or staff addressed or mitigated in any way the conflicts of
interest inherent in a program that was both designed to benefit and be operated by the same public
employees. Much of what we uncovered in our investigation was disheartening.

The OIG has determined that there is probable cause to believe that Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders
violated state law prohibiting public employees from entering into certain contractual relationships.
Accordingly, we will be referring this matter to the Florida Commission on Ethics for its independent
assessment of the application and consequences of state ethics laws.
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Further, in light of our findings we make the following recommendations for prospective corrections:

e Any loans obtained by senior LHA managers, Board members, and those individuals
involved in the loan approval, administration, or monitoring process be reviewed, approved,
and administered by an independent entity;

e All public employees be ensured equal access to and be fully informed about all LHA loan
opportunities;

e The underwriting and administration of all LHA loans, including the escrow function, be in
compliance with best practices;

e The LHA take immediate steps to appoint and train a true custodian of records, permit that
custodian to gain knowledge of how agency records are made and kept, enable him or her to
gain full access to all the records of the agency—including those held by third parties, and
establish and maintain a system of accurate recordkeeping; and

e The LHA accurately capture Board discussion and action, through a protocol to audio or
video record meetings, provide more detailed minutes, or both.

The LHA’s response denies the need for corrective action. Nonetheless, we note that the LHA utilizes
federal funds granted to it by the City of Lauderhill and that the employees in question work for the
LHA solely by virtue of their employment with the City of Lauderhill. Thus, in the light of the LHA
Board’s complete rejection of the facts and evidence of far reaching managerial inadequacies, the OIG is
also referring this matter to the City Commission of Lauderhill. The OIG recommends that the City take
independent steps prevent future misconduct by City employees and determine if LHA management
practices are sufficient to ensure proper use of the public monies entrusted to it by the City. Further the
OIG requests that we are provided with a status report in 90 days, or by January 5, 2016, regarding the
City’s actions in response to this matter.
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Memo

Date: April 7, 2010

To: LHA Board of Commissioner’s

From: Kennie Hobbs, Jr., Exgcutive Direc

CC: Alfreda Coward, Board Attorfay
Julie Bowers, Operations Dirgctor

Re: LHA NSP lending prograrm

On March 16, 2010, the board approved Resolution # 10R-03-12, which assigned the
rights of the City of Lauderhil's NSP program managenmierit to the Authority. As oulined
in the resolution, the City has received $4.2 million from HUD to use as part of its
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

As we have discussed previously, LHA's board of commission’s racognizes that it takes
all types of people and income levels to achieve a truly stable neighborhood. As such,
staff is proposing that the authority establishes a Neighborhood Stabilization Program of
its own. Our program will consist of three primary phases: 1. Acquisition, Rehabilltation
and Resale of foreclosed properties. 2. Acquisition, Rehabilitation and Leasing of
existing and future unlts.and 3. Mortgage leading using NSP and Pension Fund ronjes,
Understanding that resources are limited, we propose using funds received by way of
HUD to accomplish the first two objettivas and part 6f the third and to seek investment
from the City's pension funds for individuals that do riot qualify for any of the City's
government programs,

Over the past several months, staff has méet the four Lauderhill Pension Boards and
requested that they invest in LHA to provide furids for our NSP program, whichiincludes
an employge lending program for employees that exceed the income’ guidelinies set
forth by HUD. Accordingly, three of the four boards have agreed to provide such
funding; the Lauderhill Police Retiremerit System has agreed to invest $1 miliion, the
Firefighters Retirement System has agreed to invest $1 miillion and the Lauderhill
Confidential & Managerial Employee Retirement System has. agreed to invest $400,000.
The General Employee Retirement System previously transfeired two quad plex units to
the authority, valued at $750,000, arid has declined to provide additional fundirig at this

time.



As presented to the pension boards and to the LHA hoard, this is a win win for all
involved. If approved, staff will work to negotiate favorable agreements between the
authority and the pension boards that will allow us to capitalize on the spread between
the rate in which we borrowed the funds and the rate in which we lend the funds to
qualified buyers. In addition, a formal leading policy wiil be presented to the board for
consideration at a future meeting. The policy will address credit scores, interest rates,
debt ratios and payment mathods, among other-things.

Should you require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me directly.
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Lauderfill Housing Authority, Florida

Fiscal Year 2015 Budget

October 1, 2014- September 30, 2015

Prepared By:
Kennie Hobbs, Jr, Executive Director
Julie Saunders, Deputy Director

LAUDERHILL HOUSING FINANCE DEPARTMENT

Housmc; AUTHORITY
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HOUS]NG AUTHORI'IY

Yvon Dorcinvil
Chaleperaon
Kenny M., Davis
\‘llnp;-hhalfperson
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Simonq Narois
Com]islonar

Karrnle Hohba Jr.
Ekscutlvo Dlraotor

.

May 13, 2014

Kennie Hobbs, Jr. & SN

['am please to-advise you that.you have been pre-quahﬁed for a mortgage with
Lauderhill Housmg Authority. This qualification is based on satisfactory credit,
income and asset information yan. had provided,

Borrower Name: Kennie-Hobbs, Jr. &.
Sales-Price: $390,0000-

Loan Type: Colwe,nnonal

Loan Amount; - $ 378; 300

Loan Term: 360 raonths

This is not a commitment to fund and is subject to final verification including but
not limited to the following:
* Identification of a subject property and fully executed sales contract

o  Evidence of HazardIrisurance and Flood lnsurance
* Acceptable title history and satisfactory title Insurance
¢ Final quality control reviaw e

If you have any questions, please fael free to call 954-714-3125.

-

Deputy Director
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Client Name; Kenneth and Ruchelle Hobbs
Property Address: NN

Laudexrhill, Florida 33313

Items Recommended for Repair
Patio

r of H ‘ Iding Rooim DOOKS: Does not opsn and close comectly
Bathroom
,MMMLS; Missing stopper/plunger
) l: Divarter is hard to funétion
Main Hallway Bathrggm Walls: tcose tiie near door
M@Mﬁ&ﬂu& 3-prang recaptacle doss nat trip when

tested
Bedroom
hwest Bedroom Electrical: snort puti cheins
Living Space _ _
Family. Living . KIQWS: Does not open and close corractly

Repair Total
Items Recommended for Replacement

Plimbing
Garage Located Water Heater Water Heater Operation: rust

and ¢orrgsion present at unit
Replacement Total
Cost Estimate Total

Palm-Tech Inspector, Copyright © 1998-2014, PDmH, inc.

wn W w0
P
4, ]
o

$ 200

150
200
150
150

wr W Wy

§ 175

§ 200
$ 1225

High
$ 850

$ 850

s 2075
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APPEM.
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RESIDENTIAL APPRAISAL SUMMARY REPORT Fla o
i Wy 18566h ] 600 ©X) 61 ok veveal any prior saes of franshers of o Subjact proparty for B 1aa years priar 1o T eNcchve ¢ats of 138 1pprared.
;{ Cata Source(s): BROWARD COUNTY PROPERTY APPRAISER, MLXCHANGE
o 15k Prior Subject Sale/Transler Andysis of sale/branster story and/er any curred agresment of sakelsin:  THE PROPERTY HAS BEEN UNDER
- hﬁ? TLY

THE ERSHIE SINCE 2001, UBJECT | UNDER CONTRAGT F
Sourcafs): PUBLIC RECORDS

5375000 BASED ON CONTRACT PROVIBED TO THE APPRAISER
20d Prior Subject SalaTranster

Bate;
E{Frca!
&nm(s%:
| SALESCOMPARISON ARPROACH TO VALUE (H develpped) ] Tt Sa7as Compaticon Appioatiivias fil gewioped 10r 1s appraisal
i FEATURE [ SUBJECT COMPARABLE SALE & 1 COMPARABLE SMLE #2 COMPARABLE SALE # 3
| Addrass 4851 NW G5TH AVE 4913 NW 65TH AVE 4788 NW B7TH AVE

L, FL 33319 _|LAUDERHILL LAUDERHILL
BT f.q15~ ilga SE 0.10 milgs $

..% -
4 s Bl 138,87 /seh]; ETTEYYIA
= ML 3 L! <]
MLS/MLXCHANGE MLESMIXCHANGE MLSMLXCHANGE

VALUE RDJUSTMENTS |  DESCRIPTION DESCAIFTION +(35Adps) | DESCRETION | +()SAdpst. | DESCRIPTION | + &) Adjast
Seles or Finaneing CONV MTG CASH VA

Cancesyuns NONE NONE NONE
Dals of SaleTima 022072014 11/4/2013 [egs24/2012

FEE SIMPLE FEE SI E FEE SIMPLE FEE SIMPLE

INTERIOR LOT NTERIOR LOT INTERIOR LOT CORNER LOT

13,340 8F 2,785 SF +10.700]8, F +10,600 111,320 SF 46,000
RESIDENTIAL __ [RESIDENTIAL RESIDENTIAL RESIDENTIAL

RANGH RANCH _|RakcH . [RANCH

CBS/GOOD CBS/GO0D CBS/GOOD CBSIGOOD
22 1930 1994 1984

GOQD GOOD GoOD CooD
Total [Bdoms] Babs I Todil |Bdims| Bams L.Lawml Halhg fotal jms]| Bams
00 Counl gfal 25 [e[a] 2s o4 3 H]s5] 45
rass Living Area ' 2,453 it 2453 soft 0 3000sfl] 10,500 44b95afl] 40760
Basomenk & Fiished | NONE NONE NONE NONE
NONE NQNE NONE NONE
[AVERAGE AVERAGE AVERAGE . AVERAGE
CENTRAL CENTRAL CENTRAL CENIRAL
TYPICAL TYPICAL TYPICAL . TYPICAL
GARAGE 2 GARAGE 2 GARAGE 3 -1,500]GARAGE 3 +1,500
ENG. PORCH _[COY PORCH +1,306]€NC. PORCH ENG. PFORCH
8PA NONE W POCL -10.000]5w POOL

Atjusted Sae Price N
%1 ol Comparables . 373, 20085 X} 378,800

J{ Surrimary of Salas Comparison Appmch AI.L COMFARABLES ARE LOCATED WITI-HN CLOSE PROXIMTY TO THE SUBJEGT PROPERTY.
SALES#1, 48 5 HAVE ROOM AND SIMILAR BATH CO MPARABLES #2. 3.4 ZE AND
WERE ADJUSTED ACCORDINGLY. SMES #1, 2, 3 & 4 HAVE INFERIOR LOT SIZE AND WERE ADJUSTED ACCORDINGLY. POOL
ADJUSTMENTS FOR SALES #2, 3 & 4§ WERE WARRANTED, ALl COMPARABLES AFPEAR T0 BE SIMILAR IN CONBITION TQ THE
UBJECT. DUE TO LIMITED MARKET SALES IN THE SUBJECT NE|GHBOR D IEARCH PARAMETERS WERE EXTENDED

JO QVER SiX MONTHS. EACH COMPARABLES WAS GIVEN CONSIDERATION.,

FROM DATE OF SALE,

8 ABOVE WITHN THREE Y|

SALE AND OR TRANSFERS OF THE SALE:

THERE WAS ATRANSFEI R OF QWNERSHIE QF SALE ONE IN 11/i3 FOR §300,000.

THERE WAS NO TRANSFER OF OWNERSHIP OF SALE TWO.
THERE WAS NO TRANSFER OF QVWWNERSHIP OF SALE THHEE.,
THERE WAS TRANSFER OF OWNERSHIP OF 113 FQR 8100, IT WAS A GUIT GLAIM DEED/RE v

TRANSACTION.
 THERE WAS NO FTRANSFER OF OWNERSHIP OF SALE FIVE.

Indieated Valup by Sales Comparison Approach § 375 000 _
hiss by 2 b made, Ic, Ths loom may b rasvoducad unmadited winout wibise mﬁn. Towvar a 1n pde, ic. mush b Scknswiedged 3ad ctdid.
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N i develope A
. i ravitfe 2deguale Ir[unnaljon fol caﬁanol the ldiow o3t h 'ﬁil‘lﬂ calcifations,
% ‘ Suppor! Tor the aplndon of sita value (ssmmary of comparable lard salas or oiher Mathods for estmaling sife vae):

(53 DWELLING NA®S e
Qvality rating from cost service: Edective dals of cost dalz: SA@®S . =
“{ Comments on Cost Approach fuross ving area caloviations, depraciation. elc.): LFL s =
Sq.FL . =4
R ® =3
e ™S
GasageCa Sn@s ... =5
Tolal Eslimaie of CostNew . 38
Loy sical_ |Fueiond __[Exerma]
Depreciation ] =§(
Depraclated Cosl ol bmprovetents ... u$
A “Asdg" Vaug of Sile hnprovemends =$
) PR =5
] Eslimated Remaining Eeonomic Life (i reguired): Years PNDICATED VALUE BY £0STAPPROIACH =3
£ TIG0ME APPROACH 10 YALUE (F developed] b The icoimg Approach was nol dveloped or s Appraiss,
a Esfiimaled Monfhly Market Rent § A X Gtoss Rent Muluptiar NA =$ Ingigaied Value &y Income Approach

v | Simeracy of Incoms Appeoach (ineluding suppont for market rant and QRM):

o QJECT INFORMATION FOR PUDs (H applicabls T The Subjecl 13 part of a Planead Uni Devefopmenk.
Legal ame Finject:
21 Daseribe common elements and recreational facilifes:

Frdicaled Vriue by: Sales Comparison ApproackS 375,000 CostApproach ﬁi developed) 3 NA Income Approach (If developed) $
L PHAS| ﬂﬁ PLAGED Qu E SALES COMPARISON APPROACH TO VALUE WHICH BEST REFLECTS THE

uf Firiat Recongifation TOTAL EM I8 THE 5 COMP.

\ AGI!ONS OF BUYERS AND SELLERS N THE MARKET PLACE,

| Tits appralsal is meds 2 -asis", (] subjest lo complelion par plans and speciicalions on. e basis of & Kypomelcal Gandfion that he impigwirnents bave been
t* compiated, [ subjeet lo the fnlhminu repairs of alieralioas od Iha basis of a Hypolhetcal Gondiion that ke repars of aherstions nave been compleled, ] subject o
1he foflawing required Inspaction based oa L8 Fxyanndinary Assumplion hat the condition or deiclency does not require Meralion or repair:

j L] Ynis report is aiso subjee {o other Hypo elical Gondikons andror Exdmordingry Assumations ¢ specified in the stiached adignda.
Basad on the degree of inspectian of the sublect propesty, a2 indicaied bolow, defined Scopa of Work, Statement of Assumplions and Liniting Conditions,

o and Appralser's Cenificaiions, my (our) Opinlon of m 1 Value {or other spau!ﬂed wlun twe), 23 definedi heteln, of the ral property Wat s the sublect
,wliloh s the effective Okte ol 1his epgt

3

3

?5 of His report ts: § ars.oup
E It Incicated above, this Opinion of Vale i subleet 1o Hypolhmcal Conditions lndlor E:traordmaﬁ Assumaiions Included In this report, See attached 8 dendl
iq Tta 2ng complola copy of this reporl conlalns _23 _ pages, Tohting &DIls which 819 considered eo iteqral pad of the repoel. This apgraisal repo may not be
propsw widssstood wihoit reference to the infomealion contained [n the complets rapart
| Aftached Exbiblls:

3 B Scope of Work ) Uimisig Sond Carttications ] Namative Addendum 3 Photopraph Addends Skaleh Addendum

5] B3 ahp Addents ] Addtianal Sakes [ Cost Addendum ] Foos Addentym (] Manut. House Addsntum
F‘i [ 1 Hypoiistical Condllions ["] Extrigatingry Assgmplie [1 0 C]

’,, Clent Confact  JULIE §A51NDERS TGt Rame, m OF LAUDERHILL

Je{E.tiat_|spundiers@iaudedik g0 Adoiess;_ 5581 V. QAKLAND PARK BLYD, LAUDERHILL, FLOR[DA 33313
-+ APPRAISER SUPERVISORY APPRAISER (if required)

gji or CO-APPRAISER (i applicabls)
‘?E

Stipervi [

r kpprllwmme G Cmfgg‘e?mm:

Comfaty: AL i Comgany:

Phone: G54-918 I{u Jix Phoew: Fat.
& E-Mait AG NZAL! DASSOCIATESEGMAIL COM E-Mail;
24 Oafe ol Repod [Signalurel:  MAY 30, 2014 Dgte of Repart {Signaue):

Litense ar Cedlifcation ®. CERY GEN RZ 1555 Slate: FL Utense of Carbiligation &: Stale FL
Splesigraibn;  ASA Designation:

En‘pirﬁlion Datp ol License or Certificalion: 1 1/3042014 Emitaﬂm Duta of Lcense or Cerificabon;
2] Wnspacton ol Sublect ) inlerior & Eedor ) Extorior Oniy Ltore |inspection of Sublect: [ Intwior &Exderior (] Exderior Oeiy L] bone

;ﬁ Dals of lnspection:  MAY 27, 2014 Dale of faspittion |
3007 by 4 | mege, ine. TAE fom miy be Hpisdoced UNTOGHED WHNOUL WIKIED FHIASKA, DakeVet. TR mode. Tic. s b2 achmmm ant tiedhed.
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Leslie,

As requested, we have provided detailed answers for the questions below posed by WSVN. Our responses are
in black. In addition, we will send copies of various press releases and flyers that advertise various programs
the Authority offers. Finally, T have included some answers to questions [ was asked yesterday in the parking

lot.

Thanks,
Kennie

How much of LHA's total funding comes directly from federal HUD dollars — and how much from the
City of Lauderhill or others sources? Of the Authority’s total budget of $1,955,662, No dollars ($ 0) are
received directly from HUD. In the absence of federal funding LHA’s funding sources include, $950,224
from maintenance contracts, rent, interest income, mortgage interest and anticipated single family home sales;
as sub-recipients via agreement with the City of Lauderhill $368,064 from Community Development Block
Grants; $198,586 comes from home sales and rent payments associated with funds received through the City's
Neighborhood Stabilization Program; finally, $168,000 comes from interest income from morigages that are

related to the Employee Lending Program.

What programs does LHA offer to low-income applicants/residents? First and foremost, it is important to
understand that the Lauderhill Housing Authority is NOT a traditional housing authority. We DO NOT
administer any Section 8 rent subsidy vouchers, we DO NOT receive any federal funding to provide housing
through traditional “public housing facilities”, nor do we receive any funding to assist families through a
federal Family Self-Sufficiency programs. Yet we still provide subsidized housing, affordable housing
opporunities and self-sufficiency programs. As we strive to carry out the vision of the City Commission and
the Commissioners of the Housing Authority, staff has worked to identify funding sources and opportunities to
provide funds so that we can assist those most in need within the City of Lauderhill.

For example, we have maintenance contracts where LHA provides grounds keeping, minor maintenance,
housing inspections and bulk trash removal. Payment from such services generates income for the Authority
so we can provide services to low-income applicants in the absence of federal funding. Another means of
procuring revenue is via the Employee Lending Program, which is not funded with any Federal, State or City
funds. In fact, the funds for this program were invested by the City’s pension trust funds, which are not under
the control of the City and have their own independent hoards, investment managers, administrators, attorneys
and auditors. These funds have traditionally been invested with bonds. The Employee Lending Program has
been successful thus far, allowing the pension funds to earn returns in excess of what they received from their
fixed income portfolios, while providing the Housing Authority with $234,481 in annual interest earnings to

help fund its activities.

As such, we provide a number of services that not only address housing needs of low and moderate income
individuals, but we all so offer programs to assist the children in attaining a competitive advantage in the areas
of Science, Technology, Engineering and Math - while exposing them to activities and venues they may not
normally have access to. Since our inception, we have acquired and renovated 80 units that have been offered
for rent and/or sale at affordable prices; we provide year round after-school programing for school age kids
within Central Lauderhill; we provide free “schools-out” programing on teacher planning days as well as

1
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Winter and Summer Breaks to Lauderhill residents that includes weekly field trips to venues such as the
Museum of Science, Young at Art, Jungle Island, Parrot Island, Jungle Queen, local light houses, Helping
Hands Feeding Center, and the Human Society, to name a few. In addition we provide the kids with golfand
tennis lessons in partnership with the City of Lauderhill. We also provide down-payment assistance to income
qualified families. A new project that we are working on includes the construction of 15 new single family 3
and 4 bedroom homes in Central Lauderhill. The homes will be awarded to families based on need and a
lottery since demand exceeded supply. Also, LHA has partnered with the Lauderhill Police Department to
provide Smartwater CSI kits. The Smartwater CSI kits as you probably know are an advanced technological
theft deterrent kit to help identify criminals. The kits were distributed to the Windermere/Tree Gardens/Riviera
Hills residents. In addition, we have partnered with local not for profits organizations to provide math and
reading tutoring to the kids of Royal Palm Elementary School and students participating in the two Lauderhill
Youth Footbail and Cheerleading leagues. Finally, LHA offers a Lease-to-Purchase program to help transition
tenants into realizing the “American Dream” and becoming homeowners.

In summary, 100% of more than $7.2 million ($4.2 million received from HUD NSP 1, $1.5 million received
from NSP 3, $500,000 received from the Broward County Housing Finance Authority, and $1 million received
in Community Block Grant Funds) have been expended on provided affordable upgraded rental housing, family
self-sufficiently programming, new construction single family homes or fuily renovated single family home
ownership opportunities to the low-income applicants/residents of the City of Lauderhill.

Again, all of this is done without receiving direct funding from HUD to operatc a Section 8 program or provide
funds for a Public Housing facility or Family Self Sufficiency program.

How inany renters are currently receiving federal voucher money provided by HUD and directed through
LHA? Although there are roughly 1,000 current voucher holders residing in the City of Lauderhill, the
Lauderhill Housing Authority DOES NOT have any jurisdiction over those vouchers. All of the renters have
come from other Housing Authorities. In fact, with the exception of the City of Fort Lauderdale, Lauderhill has
the second highest number of voucher holders residing in our City limits. Accordingly, LHA does not have
any renters that are currently receiving federal voucher money provided by HUD directed through us.
However, we have made numerous requests of HUD and the six local housing authorities to allow LHA to
administer the vouchers currently located within our area of operation; since we are usually the voucher
holder’s first point of contact when they bave questions and/or complaints retating to their residence.

Following up on the 2010 memo you Sent to us outlining the lending program - what is the formal
lending policy that ultimately got approved (regarding credit scores, interest rates, etc.)? attachment included

How much of the employee lending program was funded by UD NSP money and how much by the
local pension systems? The Lauderhill Housing Authority first mortgage portfolio has a total of 28 mortgages
valued at $3,423,139, of which $1,633,293 provided funding to individuals that are income qualified based on
HUD’s guidelines, this includes employees and non-employees. More specifically, $877,808 of employee
mottgages were funded with NSP funds and $1,789,846 were funded from pension funds.

05/04/2015
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What is the total amount of money loaned to employees to date? Sec the above response.

Who is in charge of collecting the mortgage payments on the employee loans ~ and what happens if an
employee defaults on their loan? Has that happened in any of the cases — and if so — please provide details.
Banking information for all approved employee loans are provided to the City’s HR and IT departments for bi-
weekly payroll deductions or direct bank debits. This bi-weekly process is initiated, overseen and verified by
the City*s IT and HR Directors and City Comptroller. Once funds are collected, they are forwarded to LHA
for processing. Since the mortgages are a loan and not a grant, if an employee defauits on their loan, LHA will
move to foreclose on the loan and take possession of the property, which is pledged as collateral for the loan.
To date, we have collected 100 percent of the employee loans on time and in full. No employees have
defaulted on the loans thus far.

How many home loans has LHA given to those who are not employees (cither as part of the NSP
program or any other LHA program?) Since 2010, which is when the City turned over the administration of its
NSP program to the Housing Authority, we have provided a total of 32 1st and 2nd mortgage loans to non-

employees.

The above are all questions — the only additional document we need for now is a capy of the LHA budget
for FY 2014 and the loan criteria. See attached.

Lastly, I would like to take this opportunity to expand on some of the answers provided to you during the
impromptu interview yesterday.

1. Do L believe that there is a conflict with me receiving a loan? No. In accordance with the approved
lending guidelines, all requirements were met and/or exceeded. Moreover, I did not participate in the
review or approval of my application and was NOT present during the presentation, discussion and
approval of my loan at the public board meeting. 1 had to meet the same criteria as other applicants.

How much did | put down on my purchase? $11,100 — 3% as was required.

Your last request took 75 daysto fill. With the exception of the request to review participant’s files, |
believe that all requests for information and or plan documents were responded to in a timely manner.
Because of various statutory exemptions, participant’s files by law needed to be retrieved from an off -
site depository, reviewed by legal, redacted and reviewed again before being mede available for
distribution to ensure the confidentiality of the applicants and their families.

4. Why do I own two homes in the same community? As I stated yesterday, the referenced homes are not
in the same development. Even though they are in neighboring communities, they have their own
distinct entrance and exit and homeowner's association. The requirement for the LHA loan that the
residence be owner occupied is being fulfilled. My new home is my homestead.

5. Do | think the money would be betfer served going to the poor? As stated in the policy that was
drafted in 2010, it was designed and intended to designate some dollars for those meeting income
requirements, and some who exceeded the caps. Again, HUD does not give us funding consequently,
our creative funding sources includes dollars from pension funds that are spread across diverse income
levels. This is done for the obvious reason, as previously stated. All of our funding to assist low to
moderate income families must come from alternative funding sources.

i id

05/04/2015
OIG 14-023-003 0737



OIG 14-023

EXHIBIT 9



FAW OH LS

Coward & Coward, P.A,

ALTRI DA It COWARR, 151) KIMBERLY 1) COWARD :5t)

REPLY Tex:

1R CHTIC L BN 148?

O3 10U WEST COUMMERCIALHI VI, 201 94
FU LALDERIA L SN

TRUST FUND/ES

This Agreement is mude on the 11™ duy of August. 2014, hetween COWARD & COWARD, P.A,
("Firm”), and LAUDERHILL HOUSING AUTHORITY (“Clieat™).

Receipt of Funds. Firm acknowledges receipt of Client funds from Anderson Law Group in the
amount of $8,920.,01,

ignation ol Puy ._These funds shall be used exchisively for renovations or repairs of the
property located at auderhill, Floridu,

Distribution of Funds. The funds shall be distributed directly to the vendors or any other
persenfentity at the Cliont's discretion

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, each Party hereto has executed this Agreement by its duly aunthorized
representative, effective us of the duy and year indicated above.

CLIENT SIONATURK: _ A0l ‘“weor 4o

TG B0yl ey Ju

FOEABDERDALY 17 R0

04/20/2015
OIG 14-023-003 0608

ACCEPTED: CO\:VAB.?'&%RD. .
BY: /:{7// y A" -
A et ; _—

L4
> - e S
TITLE: /Y. / P e o

Phome: (Y0} 732-0835 e deanacdin,con

Frn: (980 2320036
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1.AW Q FICES OF

Coward & Coward, P.A.

ALFREDA D. COWARD, ESQ. KIMBERLY D. COWARD, ESQ.

REPLY T(:

D 7101 WEST COMMBHCIAL BLYD, 8 1E 4A O POST OFRICC DOX 25441
FT LAUDERDALE,FL 339 FT. LAVDERDALE, FL 23320

TRUST FUND AGREEMENT

This Agreement is made on the 20" day of Scptember 22, 2012, between Coward & Coward, P.A.
(“Firm”), General Counsel for the Lauderhill Housing Authority, and the Lauderhill Housing
Authority itself (“LHA™).

Receipt of Funds. Finm acknowledges receipt of funds *rom LHA in the amount of $24,000, check
no.: 2292.

Designation of Purposes. These funds shall be used si:ecifically for the improvements and

refinancing of property located at L.auderhill, 33313 and purchased by Corey
_ and Denise Pendergrass.

Distribution of Funds. The funds shall be distributed di-ectly to vendors conducting the
improvements,

Other Distributions, Any funds remaining after comple:ion of the improvements shall be returned
to LHA or 10 the title agont conducting the refinancing us directed by LHA,

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, each Party hereto has executed this Agreement by its duly authorized
representative, effective as of the day and year indicatec above.

LHA AUTHORIZED SIGNATURE; __ OoP 21 9:50 AM

TITLE: __Executive Director

ACCEPTED: COWARD & COWARD, B.A.
BY: S 'Jld_/c.'/( o~

TITLE:('/" } 4/2,( Y ’/,

Phoae; (954} 7220836 ce@eovardlaw,com Fax: (954) 722-0635

04/20/2015
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s

Coward Coward, PA
Trust Account

1]

[Client: _ [Hobbs, Kennle IBeginning Balance |5  8,520.01 | 11-Aug
Financlal Transactions |
Recipient of Funds “[Check#  [Date Credit  |peblt Laqte
Bello Tile Home Décor Flooring 1163[ 11-Aug $ (,,67959)
JAWZ.net 1164] 11-Aug $ (3,289.00}
Bello Tite Home Décor Floaring 1165 11-Aug $  (346.14)
Joshua Duffek 1166) 11-Aug $  {550.00)}
JAWZ.net ‘ 1168]  19-Aug $ {2,500.00}
Joshua Duffek (VOID) 1169 3-Sep
Joshua Duffek -+ 1171 17-Sep $ _(555.28)
Subtotals $ - 13 -
Available Balance 5 - ]S - 1S .
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Applicant Name

Jutie Bowers

Yearly Salary 92,508.00
Yearly Child Support 9,600.00
yearly Net pay per Income verification 78,840.06
Household size 3
Gross income/month 7,709.00
Net Income/month 7,370.01
*mMax Housing Cost based on Gross/month 2,389.79
*Max Housing Cost Based on Net/month 2,800.60
Credit Score -
Max Loan Amount based on gross pay 238,979.00
Max Loan Amount based on net pay 2B0,060.159
Averave 259,519.60
Debt Ratio Payment Balance
Student foan 414.00 67,000.00
Car Loan 689.00 15,900.00
Revolving Credit Cards 78.00 2,211.00
1,181.00 B9,111.00
Proposed Housing Cost
Loan Amount (51,458.88)
HOA (116,67}
T&i (500,00}
Proposed Housing Cost {2,115.54)
Max Housing Calculations Proposed Cost
Net Income 7,370.01 7,370.01
Housing Cost (2,623.12) (2,115.54)
Debt Payments {1,181.00) {1,181.00}
- 3,565.98 4,073.46
gl T
Deny

Recommandstion

Com )tee Chalr

Date

Sighatire !

A
Eh’ec tive, re/ctor

4

= T

LHA Board Chairperson

Date

Date

( Approy
ra——

267
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]

Lauderhlil Housing Authority

Loan Processing Worksheet

Applicant Nome Julle Bowars
Yearly Salery $9,108.00
Yearly Chitd Support 9,34800
Yearly Net pay per intome verlficatlon 85,440.06
Houszhold size 3
Gross Income/month 8,259.00
Net Income/month 7,899.01
*Max Houslng Cost based on Gross/month {(P&I) 2560.29
*#Max Housing Cost Based an Net/manth (PITI) 3,001.62
Crodit Score ni
Max Loan Amount based an grass pay 320,036.2%
Max Loan Amount based on net pay 275,202.74
Averave 347,81%48%
Debi Railo Paymant Balance

Student loan 414.00 62,00000
Car Loan 650.00 10,800.00
t.oan paymeat 185.00 4,231.00
Revolving Credit Cards 215.00 2.211.00

1,464.00 94,821.00
Propoiad Houslng Cost
Loan Amoum {51,861.00)
HOA {116.67)
T8I {500.00}
Proposed Housing Cost (2,477.87)

Max Housing Calculations Proposed Cost

et income 7.899.01 189901
Housing Cost {3,001.62) {2.471.67}
Debt Payments 11,464.00) {1,264.00)
Avallable Funds aller Housing and Dabt 3,433,380 133153
Recommuandation Approve Deny

mﬁ:i/’/’é“’\ Yl

S'g m’- ‘

LHA Board CH

d Ill‘h’sg

Date
o../

Date
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LAULERHILL
HIUSING AUTHGRATY

wwwlauderhlina.cony
1HIENW 84" Terrace,
Lauderhilt, FL 33313

954.730-3019 ”

MORTGAGE LOAN COMMITMENT

To: Julie Saunders-Bowers

Proi, priy Address:

Preparation Date: April 18, 2011

Loan nrumber: 2010-5

Congratulations! Your loan application has been approved subject to the terms and conditions
included in this commitment letter. You may be required to provide documentation that is
acceptable to the Lender. If the documentation you provide does not satisfy the terms and
conditions, your fingl approval is not guaranteed and the Lender may require additional

information and review.

Thig commitment is also subject to reconsideration if there is any material change in your
finahalal status, in the information provided in your application or ori the condition of the
‘properly. Loan Type _Eixed Loan amount $310,400 L oan term (months) 360 | Interest rate
68.00%. Unless the section titled "_ocked-in" below is checked, you have elected to FLOAT and
the-jiﬁteraiatzr;ate desighated above réflects the interest rate used for qualifying. The interest rate
and discount peints for your loan applicstion will go up and down depending-on market
‘conditions. until you loari fs price protected.

Yourmonthly payments will consist of principal and interest in the approximate amount of
§ 1,861 and escrow payments. Your paymant is due on the-first day of sach month
without-exception. A late payment service charge of __5__%will be charged on payments

mcelved after the end of 16 calendar days affer the payment isdue, Your loan st cleseand —— 7
fund prior to the interest rate lock-in expiration date and prior fo the commitment expiration
date. Your interest rate loek-In expiration date is __ June 18,2011 . If you cannot
close and fund prior to this date for any reason, you will be required to re-price your loan. Your
commitrent expiration date is __July18, 2011 . If you cannot ¢close and fund prior to
this date, you may be required to provide additional documentation and your loan will be

resubmitted for credit approval.

LHAmottgageloancommitmerit
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| Interest Rate Adjustment - ARM Option

- ff this fine is cheeked, you have been approved:for an Adjustable Rate Mortgage
(ARM}.

You will be notified of your First Interest-Rate Change Data and your interest rate will be
adjusted every twelve months thereafter. Your adjusted interesi rate will be based on an index
plug a Margin, subject to the interest rate caps explained in the ARM Disclosure and
Description of Program provided to your earlier.

Lock-ln

___X___Ifthis lineis checked, youy have elected to.lock in the interast rate and discount paints
fof your application, which means that if your loan is elosed and funded within the Price
Protection Period, we will make the loan at the interest rate and discount points specified in this

tetter.

Assumabiiity
If this line is checked, your loan may be assurmed by a qualified borrower who fheets

jnvestor guidelines at time of assumption.

Escrow.
Your monthly payment will include an amount for taxes, hazard insurance premiums, monthly

‘omi owner agsociation fees premiums for other insurance you may have {such as flood
hgurange of FHA miortgage Insurance), and other iteins that may be required to. he escrowad
unday the terms ofithe:Lean agreement.

Flgod Insurance _ _ ‘
X __ifthis line is checked, we must.be-furnishied at clesing with an original poliey of flood

_ insurance-(or application for insurance) under the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, along

with a.paid receipt for the first year's premium. This insurance policy must be obtained from an
acesplable company, must be in a form acceptable to us, and must have a loss payable
provision as described under the Hazard Insurance requirements below.

Origlnation Fee and Loan Discount ‘
Buyer/Seller must pay, at closing, a total Loan Origination Fee of 1___ % of the principat

amount.of the loan (not including the MIP if financed) and a total loan discountof ___ 0 % of
the principal amount of the loan to-be paid on the total loan amount (including the MIP if
fitilanced). If you've alected to float your rate and points, refer to the Election Form given to you

at the time of application.

Néw Cohgiruption

_____Namaansmmﬁnnjs_subjéﬁmih&nmpmaﬂfhomghgmgjgg_per'cent completed prior to loan

- alosing In accordance with the approved plans-and spacifications. We must receive evidence
that all gantractors and material men have waived thelr rights o a mechanic's lien. An approved
final inspection wilf be. required priar to closing along with phetos of the completed property.

L Amoitgageloancommitment ,
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Credit Documents
All ctedit.documents over 120 days old as of the date of the closing will need to be updated
prior to loan closing to ascertain that your ability to repay has not changed adversely. (New
construction gredit documents over 180 days old at time of closing must be updated.)

Program-Availability

We reserve the right to muodify or eliminate this lean.program at eny time without notige to you.
If the: program is eliminated or you no longer guaiify because of program modifications, this
Approval will be void and you will be required to submit a new application for a different loan

program.

Title insurance or Attorney’s Certificate

Wae must be furrished with an acceptable title insurance policy (or titte guarantee policy in the
State of jows) issued by a company of attorney satisfactory-to us. The poficy must hame us as
an insured in the amount of the loan and must insure the Securlty Instrument to be valid first
lieri on'the property, free from all exceptions except those approved by us. If questions of
survay are raised in.connection with the title policy, we may/will require you to furnish us with a

syruey.of the subject property.

Hazard Insurance

W rdust be fumished at-closing with a copy of an original policy of hazard insurarice or an
original-Hb-day binder with a paid receipt for the filst year's insurance premium insuring the
subject property against loss by fire and hazards included in the term "extended coverage’, and
such other hazards as is-customary to insure against in the area where the property is located.
Coverage should be for at feast the amount of the laan or the replacement sost of the property,
whichever is less, (f replacement cost is.less tharn the lean amount, your appraisal must in¢lude
a hreskdown of fand value and replacemerit cost. This insurance policy must be obtained from
an acceptable company (Bast general rating of at least B and a financial size rating of at least
111y, must be in a form acceptable to us, and must have a loss payable provision designating the

moftgagee &as follows:

"Lauderhill Housing Authority, its successors and/or assigns,
1818 NW 64 Terrance, Lauderhill, F1 33313
Loan#__2010-05

Aggessments
Speral.assessments may be assumed provided that the assessment is recognized on the

Appralsal or CRV gr an amendment to the Appraisal or CRV. The apprised.value mustbe
rediced by tHe unpaid amount of the special assessmeit which will reduge your maximum

martyage amount.

‘Legal Documents
The Note and Security Instrument evidencing and securing the loan must be executed and
delivered to us at the loan closing and must be acceptable to us in the form and substance.

LHAniortgageloancommitment
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. Paymentof Fees

By accepfing. this scammitment, Buyer/Seiler agrees to pay all closing costs, including recording
faes, morigage registration'tax, tax service:fees, fees or pramiums for title examination, abstract
of title, titfe insurance, survey expenses, appraisal faes, private morigage insurance (f
applicablé), cost of credit repott, document preparation fees, and attorney's fees (if outside
counsel is engaged by us). '

L.egal Gompliance
The Property must cemply with applicable zoning, building, and othier laws and regulations.

iodification
We reserve the right to withdraw this approval, o to modify the terms as required, if any

material facts appear which have not been previously revealed to us by you.

I (wa) hereby accept the terms and conditions of all this.commiitment.

_{ :-)f(bf Jlusdiss 4/f2~_/ ¢
NAME DATE
T saE

'QATE /

d isnGN'ATURE

@eﬁzﬂn SIGNATURE DATE

g i3/t

Inifials: ﬁ é

LH Asriorigageloancominitment
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Lauderfiill Housing Authonity
Conditional Approval Letter

Owrla; May 2, NH1 Loan#. 201008

Applicard(s):  Jke Saunders-Bowens propenty Aodress: NN Lvdonit 133318
e 8o pleaead b inform you that L auderhil Houslng Authorily has Bpproved your real satite Josn appdtation on the ienma selfort birlow, subject o e
coftiona aet orth In e Conditions Addsndiuem atiahis] b thiy Lasn Ao (Ihe “Jollal Conditons™), and futher subjad 1o sny oher

concitions Lauderhil Housing Authardy may setablah upon rectiph ard Meviéw of docurma ntation i saticfactionef tha Iniéal Gendiions (e
“Subasuanl Condbons’)

Typs of Mongage:  Convertonal Loan Amount  $320,000 Logh Tem:, 350 (Manihs)

Qotupancy: Primary Radidensn Puptas: Purchiass Program Godé: 8 Yt fixed

Intevest Red: 8000 Discounl Palrta: Y% DoeTye R

£] Your loen hae s befioon psyrrenl

Losibroasshormabove  [JHve  {] Havenol been "Lodked i A omn lears stried above o sckjed 1
change feorepA toan emount)

G001t OFR/204 TR0

¥ i loan does ot dose o0 o befoce e Loan Approw sl axpinetion deke, Laude hdl Housing Authority o longer bis any abligebon o close (ils loan,

Loan Apprival b et I ratbis,

Thit loan i o besacwed by a Dead of TrustMaodgae covering the Tollvdng al propay
Lauderhil, A1 X310

A nie) Condifens and all wibeequent Condiions musl be estiafied before funds can be relieed. W onet 1o sveid o delay in youl
transaction, all conditons labetad "Prior to Doc” musl ba receved prior o the Condiion Bxpiration Dale Indeated ebove, Prior fo Docs mwny
prior to aur peepanaion oF your daging documents.

Loan Apprenal e based wpon the nformation provided in your cred® applcation and (ha cumant condon of your prapedy. Shoukl any
Information comi [o Lavdemil Howing Authority's sttartian which changes the basia on which your Loan Approval was granted, Laudarhll
Hourslng Athodly resenves the right b fequas] addiional fmorrnation and may reconsider Loan Approval

1f thera la » substantial chenge In applicants Sasncisl bondhlon or cradil stending, Lauderhll Housing Aulhalty i undst no obligatien 1o
dosa you' Ioan You am responaibio ke kesping il finsnclal coiigationa cumant uuﬁrq fhe procesaing of your loan lransaction, Leudedhil
Housing Autbority scospls no responakiily for 1ake fees Inciired or sdversa croct reporiing It pour filure 1o make paymenis by thek
due date. Lauderhit Housing Authorly mesnves tha bl to requine vpdstes of docurmentation that is moe thin 90 days oid Any fabe o
aToheci etaternants sal fordh in your credit wpplication shall, & tha oplion of Laudarhil Housing Authorly, cendar this Lobn Approval mA
andwold,

HOTE AND OBED OF TRUST/MORTOAGE: This loan wil be evidenced by a promissoly note ind sedusd by a fen Deed of
TruavMongege I form and substsirco ascepisbia to Lawderhd] Housing Authirily encumbening the prpady desirbed above, $\bject only W
mioaptions epprored by Lavderhit Howslng Autherlty in wriling. Thoro will be no conclimem suborinate financing secured by this
propamty withaut Laudartdl Kowsing Authorty's prior wiiden spproval t the Ume of cosing. The Deed of TrstMorngage miy conkaln 8
proviich Graning Lauseshi) Hounlag Authodty the cplion to detinw L e indsbiednass due and paysiia I ihe Apeicant shaukd
transier auy intsraet b the proparty,

TITLE (NSURANCE- Tho loan wil be seoumd By 2 vald bon Desd f TusiMangese guiraniend by & policy of s Insurenos mawad by
a fide company soceptabls to Laudeinik Houting Authodty in the ameint of the [aar. Guch Mo poliey fhall rovida to Laudarhil Hovelng
Authority an extanded coveregas tendams poficy wih &ny endore ts required by Lauderhlll Houstng Authority Insuring thel Laudert
Housing Authority's Dead of TrusWhiorigege [s a lien on the proparty subject only 1o matters approved by Lauderhil Houslng Avthorty @
wiiing.

HAZARD INSURANCE; Mplunliatol‘mﬂshalhm“ hours prior to the dete on which your loan [e cloeed, a fre and extended
oovateps poliey, or a bindar it Tequired by lew, in mn amount equivaient to the tsxsar of 100 paroent of tha insurable value of Lhe
Improverrents &3 estabiished by the progerly Inayar, or the unpald principal balance of the mongege. 18 kng a8 & oquals he minmun
srmourt (80 pavoent of the nsrsbls vim of te hmnh)mww bmﬂmﬁhdmuhﬂm @ mplpoement oost bagh
¥ R doss not then oovaraga thal providea tha minimum ey ust ba oblsngd. The polity Imust (elett an explrelion dats
that can be no ewbar (hah 80 daye ke 1he dale of your Iokn'e ek, l-ll-fd'rhli Havlmmmrnuﬂ 840 be congnatad the Lander
Loss Payse on [his poiicy a1 the tma of closing. After your loan has clased, R |5 tha responaibilly of your insurance company o sand
confinvalion of your palicy renawst 16 Jays phor [o the expimtion of Yeur Hazard Insurance palcy. You whl receive 8 letier fom our
insurmrod coordination company 8 renewkl policy i not reaived 15 Cays peicr o the epiiation, asking the borrower ke provide proof

of contined coveruge.

This letier dlecioans the fact mt I tha insuretce COCMIINALION CoMPany dois oL reoatve prodf of coatinuad cowveings,

Lauderhil Housing Authedty wil phuos loroed Insurance to protact e Intanst, The fe and exttnded poley coverngs and ineurlng
company must be scceptabie (o LauderhR Houtlhg Authedity.

iab Il Nl ;;I;;
Page |
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% the kosn by & consinudion-only of 2 onstrudiondo-permanen! loan, 8 dowsd of Constiuction Cesualy insuEnoa paficy must
be cbiained during tha construclion, paded and thea comertad o the fire and axtendad policy upon completion of
oonstrucson. i your an is a ol loan, 0o insursnce Is mauined,

FLOOD | URAN : el Housing Aulh food Insurance ant 1o dederad or slalm lsw or reguiation i the property Is
locstod 1  SPecl Fid Flaran Atsa. Tng sk B o™ iane pumuam e ~ v

%] s oarled whhin a Spechal Flood Hara o Area, [ i roct ocariad within & Gpedal Food Hagsaed Ares,

MORTGAQE INSURANCE:
|1 15 Fonyulmed {Fox New Yo leins & copy of poar right Lo cancel priveta marigage insurenos b stached)

x4 I not required 68 8 0ondilon of making Use loan.

IMPOUNDEBEGCROWE: K the box bs chedked, 8t closing, an excrow Impounkd sccount will be estabishtd and an inils) escaow dopost will be
requined i pooardance with RESPA,
[x) Regd Etate Tax b Hazand tnsurance 1 1Morigagae Insurance [x] Fioud insurancs

ASSUMFTION: Sorreons buylng your house: [x § May not wsxums your foan, Your foan may B aisumabie under certaln condfiers.

PREPAYMENT PENALTY:
|1 Hzt (Fof New York loaru ned wlidhvisf prapayreri paatlly dessriplion).

£x) Dt 5k bt prepayrren penety.

NOVERRAL MOCIFICATION: s sgrament carinot be changed omaly,
4 You will nal pay a rta-iock o commiment fee. Palnts charged by [ lendet are peid at closing.

REFUMDASILITY; Your Loan Adrishimdion Fee and any Interast Rate Lock-in Fee sndior poinis am not-relundsble, sxoapt for the foliowing

A) H Lavdahil Housing Authody Baues & commament lo make you w lean and the commimest ks conalonsd on tha approvel of @ third-
partyinvestoror manigage fsuwanos compsny and Hhal ey wiscts tha lan

B} ITyou proside Leusarhil Heuking Authorly with complete end eccorate credi iInfonmalion ard you aplcalion Is dociined. If you canoe
your application R is aot conskdered deckined, ¥ Laugartdl Housing Aulhovity makes an cfter for a oan Lhat you refect, this & not
conaidered 8 declnation by he pupose of mndsb iy

FEE RECOVERY: In corivec fon wih ihls mpplication, you previded your credit of dekk camd number and eutharization ko Laudeshill Housing
Authorfty o chargs Dw Loan Adminkstraton Fed, I the event you cancel the joen spplcation o you appioadon i danled, Leudeddl Howaing
Austhaoeity may chenme your cradil of dabl ald for eppraisa) and arsdi repork fesd ¥ such fess have been incured.

Your ared® or debht card may be charged for 8 Trip Fee #you fal 1o keep pour éppotnimant with the apprilsar, or an knspeclion Fag on the appraea!
camnol b compieied becaisa of th propedy’s condidon #euch fees hirve boen noumed,

Thani you ker gving us e unky b be of Bivvios. Our addreas, phons Awnber snd fiax numbans Brees kiow:
Laudertl Housing

1816 NW S Teruw

Loucheh, Fi 33313

Sroey,

Exdoutive Director G-lr
Phooe: 8547303032 Pmmru-ms
Fax  BS4-1304227 Phoce084-750-4230

IMPORTANT; READ BEFORE BIGNING. THE TERMS OF THIS AGREEMENT GHOULD BE READ CAREFULLY BEGAUSE ONLY
THOSE TERMS IN WRITING ARE ENFORCEASLE, NO OTHER TERMS OR ORAL PROMISES NOT CONTAINED IN THIS WRITTEN
CONTRACT MAY 6F LEGALLY ENFORCED, YOU MAY CHANGE THE TERMS OF THIS AGREEMENT ONLY BY ANOTHER

VRTTEN AGREEMENT,

IF YOU SIGN THIS LOAN APPROVAL, AND YOU DO NOT CLOSE THIS LOAN IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE DESCRIBED TERMB, YOU
MY | OSE SOME OR ALL OF THE FEES OR CHARGES YOU HAVE PAID,

BORROWER'G ACCEPTANCE: Bomowsr, by signing balow accepts the concliions sl focth [n thl Loan Appeoval and attached Condilions
Addendum aid agress (o grocasd wit the dasing. Borrower must relum elgned copy no later than 21 days &3 scknawisdpemant of
accepionde of Ibis Loan Approval, IWWe hawe recevid 4 dupicate odgiral of Lhis documant.

Jufis Elgunders-Bowes Dan

Qo Sowon o a1 [

Dels Cale

0412002015
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tharsby certity that this is a true
and correct copy of the minutes
of the

Lauderhill Housing Authority Beard '
May 10, 2011 Regular Meeting

Regular Neeting g tng Leudrnil Hoysing
May 10, 2011
MINUTES LHA Boand Clerk
CALL TO ORDER
Chairperson Dorcinvil called the regular meeting to order at 11:05 a.m.
ROLL CALL
MEMBER . Prasent Absent
Chairperson Yvon Dorcinvil X
Vice Chairperscn Kenny Davis X
Commissioner Joe! Leshinsky X
Commissloner Debbie Etienne X
Commissioner Simone Narcis X

Three of the five Commissioners were present. Vice-Chairperson Davis and
Commissioner Etierne were absent, A quorum of the Lauderhill Housing
Authority Board was present.

ALSO PRESENT

Kennie Hobbs, Jr., Executive Director, Lauderhill Housing Aulhority
Julie Bowers, Operations Administrator, Lauderhill Housing Authority
Alfrada Coward, Esq. Board Attorney, Lauderhill Housing Authority
Shani Langrin, Administrative Manager

Skot Hamilton, Board REALTOR, All Star Realty

James Phillips, Board REALTOR, Multiple Choice Realty Investments
Judi Hamilton, Myles & Associates

Darryl Jordan, Building Manager

Danise St. Patrick Ball, Myles & Associates

Elijah Wooten, Economic Development Manager

Sean Henderson, Assistant Finance Director

Floyd Harris, Budget Analyst




MEMBER Yes No

Chairperson Yvon Dorcinvil X ’
Commigsioner Joel Leshinsky X

Commissioner Simone Narcis X

The motlon passed 3 to 0 to terminate the contract with Dr. Wiliie Myles &
Associates,

LHA Attorney, Cowsrd advised the Board that she would forward the termination of
contract to Dr. Myles, as well as the invoice for reimbursement.

2. Homeownarship Fair — The next Homeownership Fair, s a fallow-up to the
April 16™ Falr, will be held at Lauderhill Mall on Saturday, June 18™. The Fair wil
allow potential homebuyers to visit with Staff, Board Realtors, Banks, efc. to
discuss the Safe Neighborhiood District, redevelopment plans and lease
purchase program and available LHA units. Elijah Wooten provided coples of the
LHA brochure to the Commissicners for their review, and advised that Staff
would distiibute them to attendees at the next Falr on June 18th.

Board reaitor, Skot Hamiltor informed the Commissioners that he received four
appiications to purchase/finance Windermere units, and that he was currently
following up with the attendees from the Homeownership Fair in April, who had
expressed inferest in LHA units/programs.

Mr. Hobbs mentioned that Staff was in the proceés of updating the LHA website,
and invited the Board fo make suggestions on the content,

3. Loan Committee Applications- Three applications for LHA financing were
submitted to the Board for approval. The Commissioners reviewad each
applicant's employment, credit and financial history on an individual basis and
verified that the applicants met the LHA established lending critetia. The loan
committee recommended approval for each applicant. As such, all three
applications were approved for financing.

4. LHA Financlals- Capies of the April 2011 LHA Balance Sheet Profit and Loss
Statements detailing monthly operating expenses and income in relation to the
budget were provided in the Commissioner’s packets for their review.

Vil. Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 12:14 p.m.
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Applicant Name
Yearly Selary
Nat pay per income verification

Household sixe

Gross Income

Nat Income

*Max Housing Cost based on Gross
*Max Housing Cost Based on Net
Credit Score

Max Loan Amount based on gross pay
Max Loan Amount based on net pay

Average

Debt Ratlo
THD/CBNA
Targat
CB/VICSCAT
Cap One
Santander - Automobile
GM Financtal - Automobile
One West Bank - Mortgage
Creditone Bank
Cap One

Proposed Housing Cost
Loan Amount

HOA

T8

Proposed Housing Cost

Bi-Weekly Payment

Net Income
Housing Cost
Debt Payments

Recommendation

Lauderh!ll Housing Authority Loan Approvs! Worksheet

Property Address
tondono, Widmark Date
101,294.02 2/11 41013
65,867.88
2
8,44).17
5488.99
2,616,76
2,085,82
572 7.15%
261,676.22
208,581.62
235,128.92
Payment Balarce
10,00 254.00
66.00 1,053.00
50.00 1,072,00
1500 344.00
347.00 4,789.00
383.00 16,100.00
307.00 66,400.00
25.00 404,00
39.00 522,00
1,252.00

Current Listed Improvements

{$603.34} (5685.31)

{363.75) {363.75)

{967.09) (1,049.08)

{446.35) {484.18)

Max Housing Calculations Proposaed Cost

5,488.99 5,488.99

{2,616,76} (967.09)

{1,252.00) {1,252.00)

1,620.23 3,209.90

Approved/w Contingency Deny



Committee Chalr
I,.‘Q;L ,LIL\,;_ 3) ll\l%
lgnagure [ Date
% T Yrirn
Approv, tingencles Name

Out Standing items
Items that must be address before closing

Proof must be supplied to Committee Chalr.
Verlon 135

(=T = = = I = I = I =

135.00
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“AS 18" Resldentlal Contract For Sale And Purchase ,
YHIS FORM HAS BEEN APPROVED BY THE FLORIDA REALTORS AND THE FLORIDABAR . m FloridaRealtors’

PABTIEB The Estats Of Dasniel Foldy . (‘Seller),
Aulle deucders

] (Buyer'),
’ agm Tt Balier ehall ean_ahl Buyer ehall buy Wa foflowing desoribed Real P and_Parsonal
¢ {ocotleciively “Proparty”) plysuan to tha temu ant conditions uf Ihh AL 16 Roalden {raot For Gale
5 Putchase and any rddis andaddanda ("Contract?):
I PROPERW DE RIP‘HON: :
» ; froat &ddm Egrhl;; e
s topadly ks lovated ln. Brawazd - mﬁ Pﬂpi mlk)
¢ "’9"‘ descriciion ol the Real Propadty: ‘or A.mﬂ aa?n?;‘?: ™) a:?: DEGT 1250, 66,48 445,69 %0
w P05, KWLY AM ARCDXET 78,37
1) together with all exlsting Improverents and fodures, Including. buli-l'n appiancas, bultin femishinge and
i alipched woll-io-wali cameting and floosing (“Real P, unieks speciically oreluded balow,
1 (d) Persongl Proparty; The following Hems owned by Seliat and axhﬁn on e Proporly as of:lhe date
“ of the ln¥el offer are (ciuded ln the purchaxe ('Parsonal P (i) rama}!o\'m(e). dlalmulur{o)
1% disposal, calilng fan(s), Intercon, fight fixtuces, coifs, draparios df tﬂsa
1 opanars, ard escully gale and olher apase dovices: and  (H) sddnlml {fams ohodn_ad l'
" ﬂgduomldaulem nsoemry.mwow H {eft LBank, the e below s not Indtudedt -

[ n] Smokce do! Pool SHor

“Wm Bacutily sy M) Mmmm %ﬂu\dmdhh

. Getenttit o8 Wi becle sm‘mw

or
mamohomﬂ g mwu‘uﬁ panis

Thé other hﬂma of Pezwﬂal Propeity Inchided In this purchasa, snd eny additiona deth maarding
al-Proparty, naoaswy ato._ . -

o F_mem e STy Al e SATb WA _a e
w (e)’ﬂwtqﬂowhu (tams ara mlud-thtomthewrclm i

e
2

Bea atbiched adftendul -

2, puncmas PRIOE (US. wmm sanmnnesaamsnrasn ok e 08: 02, t;—_.:ﬁs:ﬂm“
2% (a} lnhlal dapostt 1o ba hald b esordy b the amounl of {oheoks oubject to QOLLEQTION) 3____;'..;.292.2

) The Il dspasit made paygble and delivered to "Eecrow Agent™ named bel
i (OHEJGK ONEXLY accompantes bifer or [ (s to be made Tﬂm planca (Elecive Date)
w - or{fls tobe made within _____, (¥ blank, a)th after Effectivo Data

Y Emwmm tnfnrmnu-on. Namo

Ty Addmss; 148 W, cypran X 1 § ; hmu. 954.4851800

i E-malt R G ~f)5»0180 o
utoba d-al(\'atqu EwmAgent hin...3¢__ (Fblank, fien 3 _ i:ﬁqo o0

Dlle P P PR ISR PY I PR P T T TR DN ERITL P T Y .3

dﬁsﬂlhﬂorpcmadtobe ! sre collecivaly reformed to By (o EEEE
M (o)’-'lnn mteatammﬁormmnmﬁwnmmsumhe., e _______gg

!

] id; : .

i &) thnua la.close (nol hchudi Bwer'adoatng ob¥ly, propalduud p:oraﬁom}bym R
LY Wﬂ“ﬁ!ofqﬂ”roo ng -------------- T --ns L deoD -

2 NOTE: Fnrﬂudeﬂn!ﬂmof 'GOH.EGHON" or m STAHDARD 8

LS by it Sl a0 avtadcop domursd ot hortgtre
4 of r, andan g ¥ delive unor S
: lhl@oﬂarahlﬂbedumdwd\:mandmmwm.lf bo rely Eﬁloauw. Lo
4 Unlets othetvdse etalad, Mfwaooephmaclarvmnm-oﬂmmube_wmn2d¢rsm:u;odwm..

H ‘couniez-offer i dofivered.
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1 & EXTENSION OF CLOSING DATB " -

] {a} il Closing funds from Buyer's lender(e) are nol avallahle ot fime of Gioslng dué fo Trulh in Landing Aot (TILA)

nollge regqliemants, Closing shell be extended for such peripd necessary to sallsfy TELA notice requirements,
»n not to excaod 7 days,

54 (b} exirome tvoaihar ¢t other condiion or ovent constlluling “Force Majure” (eoo STANDARD 8} causes:

(b cfistuption of ulliiles or olher services sssentlal for Cloalng, or (i Haterd, Wind, Flood or Homeownstre’

datt & rensonable Imo up to 3 daye

1}

u fnsurance, lo bacomu vnavakable prorto Closing, Cloeing will be exten

s after resiorallon of ullitles and other sarvices essentlal x‘:? foslng, and avellablilly of aﬁaplloab}a Hezard, Wind,

o Flood or Homeowners’ hewigncs, I restoralion of such uliiities of servicossnd avaliab Elyof Inturance kas nol

& ocourred wilhln 34 (f letl blank, 14) days afier Closing Dale, then elther parly may lertiinals this
hell be rofunded 1he Deposlt, thereby

% Coniract by dellvering weillen notica fo the olher parly, and Buyer o

st relnasing Buyer end Setes fiom &l further obilgallone under this Conlracl.

s2 0, OCOURANDY AND POSSEBSION: Unloss ofharwiso elated hereln, Seller shall at Closing, heve femaved al

o patsonal ams and fragh from lhe Property and shall dellver oocupancy and possession, atong with all Keys,

[ pafage door openers, accabs devicas end cades, as appilcable, lo Buyar, i Propery la infended to bo rented or
acoupled beyond Clasing, ihe facl and tamme thereof and Lhe lenani{s) of oceupants shall be diaclosed pursusnt

o STANDARD D. if oogupansy e lo be dallverad before Ciosing, Buyer essumes ol disks of loss o Property ftom

o dal of occupancy, shall be responsible end fishle for maintanance from ihal date, ond shefl ke deemed fo have

o® aoteplod Properly In s existing tondillon ag of {ime of teking muﬁamy.

o 7. ASSIGNABIL(YY: (CHEOK ONE) Bu{ar [ may asslan end thereby b islassed from any furthar liabitily

s undar thls Contreol; [ map assign bul nol be ralsased from labiily under s Contracl; of & may not asslign

n {hls Conlragt,

FINANCING

” :

1 8.FINANCING! .

2 {a) Buyer Wil pay oash of may oblaln & loan for the purchase of the Propetty. There is no Nnsnelng
78 sonflaganay to Buysr's obligailon to closs.

7 6 (b) This Gonleaet h conlingen! upon Buyer obielning & wrillan loan commiinant for @ B conventional 83 FHA

3 VA loan on the foliowlng terms within _ (i blank, then 30) days efler Eftecilve Dale (*Loan

fixed or adjustebloe rele {oan In

w
" Commitmanl Date') for; {CHECK ONEY (@ fixed, D adjsiabls,
w' the prineipal amount of § of 97 _ % of the Purchase P¢ke, &t an inllial Interes] rate
w nol o excasd 6 Y% {If blank, ihen prevaliing rale based upen Buyers oraditworthiness), and for a
a term of __30 " years {'Fnencing") .

M
i Buyar wil make morigags loan applioallon for the Flnencing wilhin 8 (i blenk, thon B) days after
0 Effsclive Dete and vea good falth and dilligehi u(gm to oblaln & wrillen kan commiment for he Finanolng
o q"l;oan Commilment) and olose this Confrest. Buyer shall keep Soller and Broker fully informed aboul
[ the status of morigage loan appiicaion and Loan Commilment sad authofizes Buyar's mosigage broker and
o Buyer's lander to diacioss such slalus and progress lo Seller and Broker.
& If Buysr done not receive Loan Commitment, (hea Buyef may tariminate thts Contract by delivarng wrillen
o noflce to Beller, and the Deposil shal be refunded to Buyer, therely relepsing Buyer and Baller from el
) further obligaifons undar this Contract,

Il Buyer doea nof delivar witten nolice to Seler of recelpt of Laan Comnillmsnt or Buysrs wriiten walver of
ol this ﬂnanolnf gonlagenoy, then aiter Lorn Commilment Date Geller mey torminate this Conlraot by
[ deflvaring wrillen notice lo Buyer and (he Daposl shall ba refunded lo Buyer, thoreby releastng Buyar and
n 8aler from all furlhar chiigalions under this Gonlract.

to Saller and |his Confrett does nol

witten nollcs of recelpt of Loan Commilment
re to olse |5 due to: (1) Seller's defaull;

o Il Buysr delivers
u thersafter olosa, fhe Daposlt ehall be pald to Seller unless fallu
been met (axcap] when such condRlons

) {2) P!orarly related condilens of the Loan Cemmiiment havo nol

9 are walved by ollier povisione of this Conlragt): (3) oppraleal of (ha Property ablalnad by Buyer's lender Je
® Insuffiofent 1o maet f8rns of the Loan Commiiment; or 14) the loan is nal funded dus 1o ilnenctat fellure of
% Buyer's lender, I wiloh svenl(s) Ihe Deposil shall be reluenad fo Buyer, fhereby relenaing Buyer and Selier
0 from all furdher obligations under this Contraol,

op [ (o] Assumplion of exleling mortgage (see Hder for terms).

' 3 (d) Purchase monoy nols and mortgage lo Seller {aen rdors; addonds; or epclal clavses for tame).

£
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102 CLOSING CO8TS, FEES AND GHARGES
i 8, CLOGING GOSTS; TITLE INSURANGE; SURVEY: HOME WARRANTY; BPECIAL ASBESSMENTE:
s {3)COBTE YO BE PAID BY SELLHR:
+ Documenlary alamp lexes and sitrlak on deed, if any + HOA/Gondeminiur Assoclation estoppel fsos
+ Giynad's Policy and Obarges (I Pa raﬁ)h ﬂ(oa(lj Is ohacked) « Recordingend olher foes neadad o ours lle
+ Tille search charpes {if Paragiaph B{c)(lil) s ohecked) + Soller's e?lamsrs‘ feas
ulted by Paragraph 11

» Othen
, ailor Is gnable to meel (he AS |5 Maintananca Requiement as raq
ghall be escrowed al

100 11, prite to Closin
17 & sum aquid to 126% of eslimated cosf lo meel the AS IS Malnlenancs Requlrement
ulremen! exceed estrowad emedr, Seller shell

Closing, if actua! cosle fo mael the AS 1S Malntenance Reg
108 pay such aclual costs, Aby unyised porilon of esttowed amount shall be relutned o Seller.
ti0 (b} COSTS YO HE PAID BY BUYER:
+ Texes and recording feas on notas and morlgages + Lonn expences
« Recording fass for deed and flnanding statements + Apprafsal foed
+ Ovmer's Relloy and Chargas (if Patagraph 8(c](il) ls checked) + Buyer's inspaotions
+ Burvey {and elevation carilioation, If (equlres) + Buyer'o allorneye’ feas
+ Lender's lills polioy and andorsaments « All properly relaled Insurance
+ HOA/Concominhum Aseoclalion appicetionflransfer fsed
daye priot te Cioslng Dale, a llle

+ Olhar;
N {o) THLE EVIDENCE AND NSURANCE: Al loast ﬁll blank, then 6}
Insurance commiiment lssued by a Florida licsnsed Mo Insurer, with leglble coplés of lnsttumenis llsted as
r's polloy of Hlils Ingurance (eeo

L1}
e axceplions altached (hateto (*Tillo Gommilment J and, after Closing, en owne!
e STANDARD A for {arme) sheil be oblelnad and dellvared to Buyer. If Seller hes an owner's polioy of fllle
15 Insuranca covering the Rea! Proparty, & copy shall be fumished to Buyer and Closing Agen! wilkin 5 days slter
i Efsolive Dals, The owner's lille polloy premium and chargea for owner's polloy endoreerrunis, Hills esarch,
1" and cloalng senices (coflactively, "Cwner's Polley mnd Gharges') ehel bo pald, as et forlh below
" {GHECK ONE):

d pay for Owner's Policy and Charges (but nol inoluding charges

[ (i Soller will desiphale Closing Agen! an
for closlng servioss rolaled (o Buysr's lender'e polley and endorsements end foan closing, which- ameunts

1w
{ or stich olher provider(s) e Buyer may selsal); or

18

i shall bo pefd by Buyer to Closing Agon

oM [ {fiy Buyer witi daslgnate Cloging Agent and pay for Owner's Polioy ans Charges ond cherges lor closing
w services folalod lo Buyst's [ender's polioy, eadorsaments, and loan givelng; o

12 B fll} !MIAMI-DADElBROWARD REGIONAL PROVISIONY: Selior wil furplth a copy of 8 prlor owner's polloy
128 of life neurance or olhor evidenco of file and pay faes for: (A) @ contnuaton of updale of sush ite evidonca,
o1 whioh Is sccopleble lo Buyer's fille Insuyance vnderviriier for rolsswe of adverage; {B) tax cesrch, and
Y] (C) municlpal len eedrch, Buyer shell oblain and pay for posi-Closing continuialion and premiem for Buyer's
128 oviner's polloy, and if epplicable, Buyer's lendar's pollcy. Geller ghall nol b obligaled to pay mere than
28 e {IT DlaRK, $200.00) far abslmol confinuallon or iile eearch ordered or parformad by Cloging

190 Agent,
™ {ch) SURVEY: Al Isast & days prior to Closing, Buyer may, al Buyer's axpense, have the Real Propary suiveyed
and ceififled by 4 regislersd Flodda surveyer (‘Suwolr). 1t Seller hes a auivey covering the Real Property,
hia & days efter Eectve Dals,

97
1y copy shall bo furnished to Buyer and Glosing Agem w
se (a) HOME WARRANTY: At Olosing, (O Buyer [) Geller [ NIA Wil pay fir @ home werfaniy plan Isstied by
al & cosl not o exoeed § . & homs
joal syslems end major bulin

115

18 wartanly plei providag for repalf of repiacement of manj of a home's mechan

97 appilances in the event of kraakdown due lo nomal waar end toel durlng (hs agreament's warranty period.

1y {(} SPECIAL ASSEASMENTS: Al Ologlng, Seller Wil .?ay: (i) the full amount of les Imposad by a publty body

1Y) ("publio body* doas nol nclude & Condominivm o minaowner's Association) ikt are cartiied, coAfltmed and

"o ralilad bafore Closing; and () the amouni of {he public body's most facenl asimats or asseasmanl for an

s Improvementi wivih e subslanfially complele as o Sffaciive Dale, byl thal has not resuiled It a llen balhp
Imposad on the Properly bsfore Closing. Buyer wii pay ot ofher aseessmeis. If special asteanments Imay

142
143 ba pald In installments {OHEGK ONE):
1 2 (a) Soller shafl pay Inatalimonis due prior to Olosing and Buyer siinit pay Inetalimente due siter

14§ Olosing. natnlimenie prepatd or due for the yoar of Closing shall be prorated,

e ® (b) Sellor shall pay the sssezamentia) I full rrlor to or et the thne of Cleelng.

tH) IF NEITHER BOX [8 GHEOKED, THEN OPTION (a) BHALL BE DEEMED $ELEOTED,

144 This Paragraph 8{f) shell not apply lo & epecial benefil tax Yan tmpoead by a community davelopment disldol
e (qr%D'J D;j;:'rzsu?(nt to Chapler 190 F.8, whioh llen shell be irealed as an ad valorom {ex and proraled pursuant{o
15¢ BK,

Paga 30l 40 Selist's Infite 2] B{E’

Buyat's inlials / )
Figtyldaﬂeallmimd SIS Rev. 6l0G 2010 Etonde Reallons® aad Tha Florids Ban AW ckhts redennd.
Resflton « Adlovax Redtby 1Ine} i erananobiondoak., oM, Ifﬁ%‘@‘ )

o ¢ Pl KA LAy Aor

thie soRtware I» Lioensed to [Bkeb

[ - -

YA N WRVTICILL Lo

GATC000003




15 DISCLOSURES

w10, DISCLOGURES:
7] {3) RADON GAS! Radlon I @ anfurally occuring radioactive gas that, when Il k scoumulated {n & bullding in
104 sutflolent quanifilas, may present haahh risks to persons who are exposel 1o itover {lme, Lavals of radon that
7 exceod foderal and siate guldelines hava bsan found I buildiiigs (n Flodda. AddHlonal infermation regarding
(atfon and radon {esiing may be oblained fiom your counly hoatlh dopartiment,

orip Buyer In @ writlen dlsologure,

i
{b) PERMITS DISCLOBURE: Fxaop( ns may have been divologed by Boll
Hloh Wote mads without required

"
" Seljer does 1ot know of any improvements ’maga to the Propely W

ity pormite or made pursuantlo I:ormus.whluh have nol been properly olosetl,
wi (0} MOLD: Motd {5 nalurally ocouring and may cause healih risks or daage b property. if Buyer |s concefned or
declras addlional Information regerding mold, Buyer should contao! a1 a?pfoprhte projeseional,
by élavation ceriileate which tiood

(L1}
{d) PLOOD ZONB] ELEVATION CERTVIFICATION: Buyer Is advised (o verlly
whether flood Insuranoe Ia requirad by Buyer's lnder, and wihat reslrolions ?ply o

182
W rone \he Property I8 fn, y
104 Improving the Propey and rebuilding In the avent of casually, If Property # Ina *Gpeclat Ficod Hazard Afea”
106 or "Coastsl High Hezard Area' and finished fivor slavation ts below mintaum flaod slevailon, Buyer mal
108 terminale (his Gontract by dalivering wiilten nollce {o Seller wilhln 20 dars afisr Etfecitve Date, faling wh
" Duyer accepls exieling elevaiion of bulldings and fiood rone daagnaﬂon of Propaity.

{o) ENEROY BROGHURE: Buysr acknowladges recelpt of Flodda nergy-Efideney Rating information Brechure

188
199 raquired by Seclion 663,896, F.8,
{h LEAD-BABED PAINT: It Properly Includes pre-{878 cesldential housihg, & lead-baced paint ridar lo

120

i mandatory,

w2 (o) HOMBOWNERS' ABSOCIATIONICOMNMUNITY DISCLOSURE: BUYER SHOULD NOT EXECUTE THIS
READ THE HOMEOWNERS'

CONTRACT UNTIL SUYAR HAS RECEIVED ~ AND

in
irs ASSOCIATIONIOOMMUNITY DISOLOSURE, IF APPLICABLE,
¢ (n)PROPERTY TAX DISOLOSURE SUMMARY: BUYER SHOULD NOT RELY ON THE SELLER'S CURRENT
e PROPERTY TAXES A8 THE AMOUNT OF PROPERTY TAXES THAT THE BUYER MAY BE QBLIGATED
0 TO PAY IN THE YEAR SUBSEQUENT TO PURGHASE. A GHANGE OF OWNERSHIP OR PROPERTY
e IMPROVEMENTS TRIGGERS REASEESSMENTS OF THE PROPERTY THAT COULD RESULT IN HIGRER
e PROPERTY TAXES, IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS CONGERNING VALUATION, CONTACT THE
180 COUNTY PROPERTY APPRAISER'S OFFIGE FOR INFORMATION,”

TAX WITHHOLDING: if Selfer [ n “forelgn person” ae definsd by the Forelﬂnlnvoalmant In Res! Properly Tax

o Soller to provide addilional cash

184 )]
102 A'ci s’FI'LiPTA“j, Buyer and Setier will comply wllp FIRPTA, wivich may requ
183 el Closlng. g
184 (1) SELLER DISOLOSURE: Sellar knowss of no fecle nfalerlally affeoting the valie of thd Raal Property which ere
nof readfy obsarvakie and which have nol baen disolosed to Buyer, Excep! st statadInthe preceding sentonce
Ived no willlen of verbal nolice fom any goveramenial

L1

188 or otharwize disolosed In wiling: (1) Soller has recs
w7 entily of agoncy as to & ourrently uncotreolad bullting, environmental or safsty code violalion; and (2) 8ellar
188 oxtenda and Inlends no warranly and makes no roprassniatlon of any fype, eltver oxpregs or implled, #5 o the

physlest condilton or history of the Properiy.

PROPERTY MAINTENANCE, CONDITION, INOPECTIONS ANO AXAMINATIONS

14, PROPERTY MAINTENANGE: Excapl for ordinaty wear end lear and Casuslly Loes, Seller shall mrintaln the
Bropery, Reluding, bul nol Imlled to, tawn, shrubhery, and poo), in the condilon sxliting as of Effesliva Dale

(*AS I8 Malnlenance Requlrermoat).

189

w0
HA
18

i

#4 12, PROPERTY INSPECTION; RIBRY TO CANGEL!

we:  (2) PROPERYY INSPECTIONS AND RIGHT TO CANOEL; Buyer shall have _30___ (Il blank, 15} days from

1 Erfsctive Date (“Inspootion Perlod®) within which to lave stich Inspocfiens of the Propeny performad
I Buyer delormines, I Buyer's solo diserotion, that

for a® Buysrshall destre during the Inspeolion Patlol.
wh the Praperly Is not aoceptable fo Buyor, Buyer ms ferminata this Cotirsof by defivering writter notfce
10 of suohi elovilon to Sefler prior (o explrafion of inepecilon Perlod, It Blyar (moly terminates this
200 Coniract, the Deposit pald shall be mumoediately raturnvd to Buyor, there Uppn, Buyer and Sellor shall
" bo refonsad of afi Turiher chifgations undar this Controot; howaver, Buysr shalf fre responsiblo for
w0z prompt paymen! for stch Inspeclions, for repuir of damage (0, end restoraflon of, the Propoity
rosulfing from sueh Inspeciions, and shall provide Sellor with fafd tecalpt for eli work dose on the
nfs Conlraol), Uriless Buyor oxerclos

80y

204 Property (ihe preceding proviston ehall strvive tormination of

205 tho right to terminate granted horoln, Buyer accopls tho physlcal oondition of the Proporly rnd any
ahd sofoly aodes, rastrietions, of roqulraments, bt

e violatlon of goveramental, buliding, environmental,
subjeot fo Seller's continiing AS {8 Maintengpee Raguirement, and Buyar shail be responsible for any

T
204 and all repalrs and Improvemenls racjulred by. Bai‘yer‘a londep
o .
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{b) WALK-THROUGH |INSPEOTIONIRE-INSPEGTION: On the day ptior te Closing Dals, or on Closing Date prlov
r periorm a walk-through (and

209

210 lo fime of Closing, a8 wpetifled by Buyer, aufer or Buyar's representallve ma

arg follow-up walk-treugh, If neosssary} lepeciion of the Proparty eolaly lo ceallim (hal efl items of Personal

212 Properly are on the Properly end 1o wrf§a et Geflar has malnlelned the Propenly as required by the AS IS

213 Melntenance Heq't_nkementand has wed off ofher conlractua) obligations,

214 {c) SELLER ASBSISTANCE AND COOPERATION IN CLOSE.OUT OF BUILDING PERMITS: If Buyer's
uliding porails, then Seller shell promplly ﬂellu'er| lq;

or conlra

Inspeotion of the Properiy Idenliles opan or needed b

1o Auyer all plans, willlan documentation or olher informallon In Sellers possassfon, knowledge,

ur relbling lo tmprovemants 1o (he Property which ere the eublect of euch open of needed Parmile, 2nd ehail

28 promptly cacperale In good falih with Buyar's efforle 10 oblaln estimetes of repalre or ofher work necepsery 10

tesoive such Pemli lasues, Seller's abilgallon o cooperate ehall Inclyde Boller's exacullon of necassary
1 Buyer lo condue| nspaclons and have estimales

216

e
180 authorizellons, consents, or olhor documants necassary fo
2l of suoh fepalrs of work prapared; but [ Aifilng such obligation, Sellar shall not be required to axpend, of
72 become obligated (& expend, a:r monsy,
b TREATMENT CONTRAGTS AND WARRANTIES: Al Buyer's oplion and
Irestmeni end malienance vonlrecis and warreniles

123 () ABSIGNMENT OF REPAIR A
4 cost, Sefer will, a\ Closing, atblgn al asslgnable mpalr.f

1] lo Buyer.
ESCROW AQENT AND BROKER
‘L’recalvlng ihe Deposit, otha funds

28

nr 19, BSCROW AGENT) Any Closing Agenl or Eectow Sgepl {collectively "Agent

2 and other llema te authorized, end agreas by acesplance of lhem, to deposiithem promplly, hold sama In asgiow

a0 wilhin ths State of Florida and, subject to COLLECTION, dlshuree (hem In accordance with lerms and condltions

240 of ihis Coniraol. Failure of funds lo become COLLEGTED shall nol exouse Buyer's performanca, When oconflicling
domends for the Deposk are feceived, or Agsnt liae & good fallh doubt as to enitiement {o the Daposli, Agent

1]
Y1) fmay teke auoh sollons pammiited by this Patagraph 13, as Agent deame adviseble. If in doubt as to Agentle dultas
s opllon, continus to kold the eubject maller of the esorow

AT or Habfitles undor this Oontroct, Ageni may, at Agent
" unll (he partiee agren {o e disbureement or wall a final Judgment of a count of compelsnt Jurlsdiotion shel
[ determine the rights of the parlies, or Ageni may daposit same with the clerk of the clreull court having judediclion
i) of tho dispute, An etlomoy who represenis a pary and aléo acto as Agen! mey represent such parly In such
FH apilon, Upon notifylng ell parllss concernsd of such aoiton, all liabliity on the par of Agent shall fully lerminate,
23 excap| 1o the extent of ascounling for any llems prevlouag- delivered ol of eserow. if a licansad real eslale
s  broker, Agent wil comply with provislons of Chepler 476, F.8,, as smended end FREC rules fo Umely resolve
o esorow  dlspules through modiation, arbliealion, iInterpleader or an  ecerow dlsbureement  ordar.
28 Anf proceeding botwaan Buyer and Selior whereln A%enl Is mads & parly because of poling as Agenl hereunder,
14z or I any procesding where Agent interpleade (he euibjesl malter of the evoroy, Agent ehafl regover reasoneble
s (oa8 and oosla hhovrred, (o be pald pursuant to court order out of the ¢sorowed funds o aquivelent.
orowed Jtoms, unlest atich mls-delivery le

sty . aftorney
sic  Ayanlshall not be flable 1o any parly or person for mis-dailvery of any e
ats  dus lo Agenl's will) broash of thie Contracl or Agant'e groes nagligense. This Paragroph 13 shall survivs Closlng

26 or terminallon of (his Conliaol.
241 94, PROFESSIONAL ADVICE; BROKHR UABILITY: Broker advises Buyor and Selier lo verify Properly conditlon,
244 square foolags, and all other facts and representations made pursuanf 1 his Contract and o consull appropriate
249 profeselonals for legal, 1ax, envionmantal, and elher spaclalized advica concamln? maltess affecting the Proporty
56 and the Iransasilen contemplated by this Contracl, Broker represents (o Buyor the Brokar does nol reside on the
eTt] Ptoparly and (hat all ropressniations oral, wiiilen of otharwike) by Broker are based on Bsller reprosanlalions or
281 public records, BUYER AGREES TO RELY SOLELY ON BELLER, PROFESGIONAL INSPECTORS AND
¥ PFROPERTY CONDIYION, SQUARE FOOTAGE AND

ws  GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES FOR VERIFICATICN
FACTS THAT MATERIALLY APFECT PROPARTY VALUE AND NOT ON THE REPRESENTATIONS (ORAL,
er end Seller (ndividuall, the “indemnllylng Perly)) each

[}
25 WRITTEN OR OTHERWISE) OF BROKER. Bu{
ougos bBroker and Brokers oficere, directors, agente end

17 tndildualiy Indemnifies, holds hapnless, and ro!
employaes (rom afl llablllly for loss or damage, Inclirdling all costs and expenses, and reesonable atiornoy’s feoy

27
258 at all fovele, sulfered or incured by Broker and Broker's offfcers, dlreclors, agenls and employees [n conneolion
¥er or Selar basad on: (I} Inacolvacy of

24 with or aslslng from ctalms, domands or oausos of aclton Inaliluted by By
o0 Informatlon provided by the indemnifylag Parly of from publb records; (1) tndempifying Party's misstalomeni{s) of
201 fallure to ﬁer{o;m conlraotual obligalions; (i) Brokei's performance, el Indemallying Party's request, of any losk
2% heyond the scope of serviess regulafed by Chepter 476, F.8,, e ame ad, Including Broker's refarial,
pa% tecormmendation or relanllon of any vendor for, or on behalf of, Indemnilylng Perty; (Iv} progucls or servicas
] provided by any suoh vendor fos, of on behall of, Indernnifying Parly; and {v) expensas Incured by any sush
phb venidor, Buyer and Saller sach assuraes (ull responisibliity for saleoting and oowsnsa#f%lhau respeciive yondors
128 and paying thakr other coets under this Contraot whether of 1yl this kansaction closes. This Parageaph 14 will not
hapter 476, F.S,, ac amendad, For pirposas of this Pasagraph 14,

oy rollove Brokar of slafulory abilgations under ¢
- Poga 6 of 10 Sotiaea tntets (A4
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Broker will ba frealed as 8 pary to hls Contract, Thia Paragiaph 14 ehall suvive Closing or lermination of this
H

b

e Conlracl, :

m DEPAULT AND DISPUTE RESOLUTION

21 18, DEFAULY: 1 .

2 {a} BUYER DEFAULT: If Buyer lalls, neglocts or tefuses lo perform Buyers obiigations under (his Coniradl,

F11) Including paymenl of the Deposil, within the |lme(s'l spavilled, Sellar may elect to recovar end refaln (he

] Paposll tor the sccount of Solter ae agreed pon Rquidated demages, conaldaralion for execulion of Ihis

il Gontrach, and In full sellloment of an{ clalms, whereupon Buyer and Sellsr shall be'ralloved (rom all further

e ohilgailons under this Gontaol, of Sefer, at Ssller's option, may, pursuant to Paregraph 16, procaed In eqully
pald to Lisllng Srokes vpon

lo enforce Seller's righla under this Conlact. The perilon of ihe Deposl, if any,
¥ roker; provided however,

n
aw defaull by Buyer, shell be sphi equaliy betweon Listing Broker and Gooperating B
2 Cooperal "ﬁ Broker's shers shall nol be greater then the commlsslon emount Listing Bioker had agreed lo pay
1w (o Cooperaling Broksr.
a (b} SELLER DEFAULT: i fot eny renson othel then fallure of Seler lo make Sellars lile marketoble eftar
i reasonable dikgent etfori, Seller falla, negleole of rafuses lo parform Sellers oblgalions under Lhis Conireot,
a4 Buyer may eletl lo racelve reluin of Buyer's Depaslt wilhou! thereby walving any aolion for damagea resulling
ni fiom Sellars Greaoh, and, pursvant {o Paragiaph 10, mey seek (o recover ool dameges or seek speciio
M parformance. Thia Paragiaph 16 shafl syrvive OloalnF of taimination of Ik Condract,

clalms end other mallars I Guesiion batween Buyer and

2 16, DISPUTE RESOLUTION! Unresolved conlravereles,
2 Seller ariding out of, of relaing o, thls Conlrast or [(e bregoh, enforcement or interpretation {‘Dispute®) will be

] aelliad as foflows:

m (a) Buyer and Beller wil have 10 daye after the dele confiiokia demands fof the Dapos!t ars made to atlempl o
hall eubmit svah Dispule to medletlon undar

w resafve such Dlspule, faflng which, Buyer and Sollar s

201 Paragreph 1 Gfb).

252 {b) Buyer and Seffer shell attempl to seltie Dlepules In an amicable manner lvaugh medialion pursuant to Florida
44, £.5,, ss amended (the *NModlation Ruies’),

Rules for Gedlfind and Courl-Appolnted Mediators and Chapler
{ siate Induslry. Injunclive rellaf may be

H

20t The mediator muat be certiied of musi have expsrlence In the rea

W sought without flrst commdng with this Peragreph 18(b), Disputes nol ssiliad pursuant io this Paragreph 16
fos may be reeolved by Inslliuflng uotton b he appropdate court Iiaving Jurdsdiclion of the mattes. This Peragraph 16

ghall survive Gloslngor {erminalion of this Contract. ¢

ws 17, ATTORNEY'S FEES; GOSYS! The patlles will splil etﬁaﬂy any mediatlon fes tncyired In any mediatlon peimilted
, oxpenses and faes, Including atiorney’s fees, Incuiiad In

my by this Conlvag), and eah parly will pay thelr swn codl

conducting the mediation, ln any ftigation panmilted by his Conlrac!, the pravellng pady shail be enfiliad to
recover lrom the non-prevaliing perly oosls and fees, Inoluding reasonable attarney’a feas, inourrad In condueling
{he Hiigalicn. This Paragraph 17 shall suivive Gloslng or terminallon of this Contimot

STANDARDS FOR REAL ESTATE TRANSACTIONS {"STANDARRDS"}

M
o

»

4 18. STANDARDS:
ws A, TITLE:

as {i) TITLE EVIDENGE; RESTRICTIONS EASEMBNTS; LIMITATIONS: Wilklh the iime perlod provided In
a0+ Paragraph 8{o), the Tie Cormmiiment, with legible coplaa of Instiuments ilsted as exceplions allachad thereto, ehal
aos be lsaued en delivered to Buyer, The Tills Commilment shall sef forlh ihcse mallie to bo discharged by Selles al or
a0s before Closing and shall provide thel, ugon racotding of the deed fo Buyer, an owner's pofloy of tle [asurance In ihe
a6 amount of Jha Purchage Price, shall be lssued to Buyar Ineudng Buyer's matketable We lo the Real Proparly,
At aub‘ao! oniy lo {he following mallere: ‘?) comprehensive land use plans, zoning, and othat {and use residelions,
siz prohibllons and requirements imposod by govemmental suthorly; (bj’;esmcllone and mallere eppeailng on fhe Plat
{o) oulstanding off, gas an rinera! rights of record without righl of ety

313 of otherwiea common o lhe subdiivielon;
st {d) unplailed publlo ulllily sasaments of tooard ({aoaled conliguous to real propetty fnas eug ot inore than 10 feet in
s width ae fo Tesr or front lines bnd 7 112 faol in width es (o side (nes); (e) laxes for year of Closing and subsequent
aie yeare; ang (f} assumed morigeges and purchase money morlgagss, Ul any {§ addiilone! lems, allach addendum);
sty provided, ihet none provent use of (he Pfoi)erly for RESIDENTIAL PURPOSES, [ there exisls at Closing any
st violallon of liems identified In (b} - () 8bove, then the same ehall be desmed a (s dstoct, Madketable 1iile ehall be
1 ;!atefmlnad according to epplicable Tile Glandads adopted by avihorfly of The Florida Bar and I accordancs with
a law, .
st (i) THTLE EXAMINATION: Buyer shall have & dndysmﬂer recolpl of Tille Commitmant lo examine It end nolil)
s22 Seller In willng spacifyinp defeci(s), [f any, that fon o diillo; unmarketabie, If Sols Jxovldea Tilte Gommitmend end it
st la delivered lo Buyer lest than & days piior fo Closing Dals, Buyds may extend Cloahg for up to § deyy aiter
3¢ date of recelpl to examine same kn sccojdance with (his BTANDARD A, Selter shalf have 80 days (‘Cure Parod")
sts after racelpl of Buyer's notloe to teke ragsonable diigant efforls fo remove defects, If Buber falls to 20 nolify Seller,
plod (iite as Il then is, if Ssller eures defesis withis Cure Petlod, Seller Wil

s Buyer shall by degmed [0 have &oie
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378 Il proof of ours ecceplable lo Buyer and Buyerd

dellves wiillen rotica to B

STANDARDS FOR REAL BESTATE TRANSACTIONS (GONT[NUED}
allomey) ang the parlles wili

ar (v
s2s olosa lhls Conliacl en clm%u fgale (o If Closing Date has passed, wilkin 10 days afler Buyers racelpl of Seller's
wittin & deys after explration of

nollce). if Saller [a unable to cure defacly within Cure Period, Ihen Buyar mey,
Nod period not lo excead 120 days

0
Gute Pariod, defiver willan notlce lo Selfer! (a) extending Cure Perded for @ spe
withip vihileh Sebier shall oontinue lo Use teasonable diiigent effort to ramove of

hae passed, within the earfio of 10 days efler ond of Extends
s (o} electing lo lerminate this Contract and recelve & refund of the Doposlh,
sen all fudhoer chltgations uader this Conlract, I after reasonable diigent efor,
and Buyer daas not walvs the defaols, this Contrad) ehall terminale, and Blyar §
b rach
B, SURVEY[ i 8uvey dleoloses ancronchments on the Real Proparly
sncroach on setback linoe, easemente, of lands of othere; or violals any resid

sz mallers, topether with a wlﬂ of Survay, ¢ Belter wil aye affer Buyar's
Closlng, If Buyer Umely delivere euoh nolles and Suivey 1o Seiler, spch maters

as eurvay, Seller shall, al Buyer's reqiuest, execite an affidavii of "no cha

prepocallon of aich priot survay,
agress

s (he Real Propsriy Is Inswable in accordonce with STANDARD Awll
D. LEASES; Seller shall, within 6 days afier Inspeolion Perlod, i

ass ostoppel
a1 and seny

ements (of

fly deposile pald by lenanl, end Income and expense slab
the eame In

a4
©, INGRESS AND BGREES: Selier reprasents (hat there ls Ingress and
hout excapllon for lack of lsgal right of ecoess,

migh to Buyer coples of all written leases and’
tenial rales, rdvancad renl

lotlars from enoh tenani speolfylng neture and duretion of lenand's eoclpandy,
rleoad!na 12 months (*Lease
orcrnllon shall be furnished by

cura ine dafeols (*Extended Cure
433 Parlod'): or (b) alaoting lo aocept Ko with exfallng defects and oloss thle Conlrasl on Closing Oale {of If Glasing Date

d Cute Porlod or Buyar's racalpt of Seller's notlce}, or
thareby teloasing Buyet and Sefler from
Galler Is vnable Lo {lmely ovre defecls,
tall recelvs & refund of tha Depostt,

thereby roleasing Buyar and Sellar from &l further obligations under Ihls Cont
or thal Improvements located therson
He ) ollons, coveriznts, or applioable
govetamental regulations deserlbed In STANDARD A (?\‘:}' (b) or {d) above, Buyer ehafl deliver wiktan notice of such
fecelpt of Suvey, bul no later than
Hi identifled in the nolice end Gurvey
shetl consliiule o liie defecl, subjent to outo obligations of STANDARD A ahove, If Seller has delivered a prior
nge* lo the Reel Proparty glnee the

to the extent the alfirmations thereln are Vrue ahd corredl.
to the Real Propery and {llie to

1nfmmatton'¥, if Saller Is unablo 1o obtaln estoppet letters from tanani{s),
and Buysr may iheroafier contao! tenantie)

]
aes Sefler to Buyer wilhln that ima perlod In the form of a Seller's affidavll,
to oonfirm such Informalion, If torme of fhe tease(e) diter malerlally from

338 Dale, lorminallng this Coniras! an
furthor obligations uader thie Conlracl, Selior shall, et Clozing,

shall assume Sellers olligation thetetnter,

Soller's spresentations, Buyer may delfver
hul no Jater than & days pilor to Closing

a5 wiillen hallos 10 Ssller within 6 da;'s alter recaipt of Lasse Informalion,
recelve a sefund of the Daposh, thereby releauing Buyer and Sollsr from
deliver and assign all origlngl leases to Buyer who

{0 o hé absence of any financing

3s5p
g, LIENS! Sefter shall furalsh to Buyer al Closing an effidavil olleating)
heva besn no Improvemente or repalte

e
statement, clalms of Ber o polentist llonors known lo Seller, and (i) 1hat there

so1 lo {he Real Proparly (of
20z repalred wilhin thal fime,
383 contraolors, subcontiaciors, su

Seliar chall defiver releases or \alvers of conslrucilo

20 days Inmedlately preceding Glosing Date. If the Rest Proparly has been lmptoved or
n liens execuled by el general

pilere end materfatman in addilion to Seffer's ilen affidavit gelling forth nameo of al
furlher effeming thal ell oharges for

sieh peneral confmolors, subconlvacters, suppliers end matedalmen,
cwction Nlen or a ciekm for Jameges heve been pald

4
aes improvements or repalrs which could serve we & basle for @ const
sy £, TIME! Calondar daye shall bs u

00 which shall end on a Salurday, Sunday, or & national fegat hollday (eea & L.8.0.

Time Is of the essenoe In this Confracl,

s or will bepald at Qhsing. /
sad ln compuling lima perlods, Any time periocis provided for In this Contreol
6103) ahall extend 1o 8:00 p.m,

ses (whore tho Properiy Is looalod) of (he next business day,
i nol be fetulrad to parform ony obligalion-under this Conlraol of be

st0 O, FOROE MAJEURB: Buyer or Saller ghal

i

any prevenizd by Forcs Majeure, *Fores Majeure® masnel

ars {raneportation delays, wars, Insusreollons, eold of temarism,
sr¢ Buyer or Beller, and which, by exercise of reasonable diiigent effort,

ars parl to prevent or overcome. All lime perods, inolud
s7a Malalire provents performance under thiz Conlred!, provided,

liable to each ofher for demages 8o long es perormance oF non-parfointanca of (e obligation Is delaysd, caused or
huriobnes, esrhquakes, foeds, fire, acte of God, vnugval

and any othsr cause nol reasonably within controf of
the hon-paroming pady I8 uaeble In whole o fn
Ing Closing Dale, Wil be exlendad for ths perlod that the Fosos
owaver, i euoh Force Meloure confinues fo pravent
Oale, then elthar parly may leiminale fhls

nce under Ulls Contract more than 4 days hayond Clos!
o rofunded 1 Buyer, thereby reloasing Buyer

nr performe
s7# Coniraod by delivering wrilten niotles to the olher and the Deposit shall

e

301 pareonal fopresenialive's, or pusrdian'e o

a2 In STANDARD A and Ihess acoepled by Buyer. Pera

283 absolute bill of sale wilh warraaly of ille, subject only lo suoh mal
ND PROCEDURE:

onal Properly ehall, el raquesi of Buysr,
\ers as may be provided for n this Contracl,

and Sallar ko ol fuithor abligations under ihis Conlreat,
ifa 1o tha Res! Properly by slalulory waranly, lrustes’s,

sue H. CONVEYANGE! Sollor shall convey marketabls Ul
&4, as appropriate to e stalus of Seller, subloc only lo mellere desoribed
be transierred by

s |, CLOSING LOCATION; DO UMENTG,
a5 {) LOCATION: Chasing will leke piace In the counly whare {he Renl Proparly Is located el the office of the
(*Clostng Agent’) destgnated by the party payling lor the owner's pollcy of (il

s allomay or ofhar cdalng egenl

Buyer's inlllals Paga 7 of {
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STANDARDS FOR REAL ESTA'TE TRANSACTIONS (CONTINUED)
{ronks means.

w
10 Insurance, o, If o o Issurancs, daslanated by Seller. Closing may be conducled by mall of olec
s (U} CLOBING DOCUMENTS: At Closing, Seller shall lurnleh and pay for, es appllcable, deed, blll of enls,
s cartilicate of tife, cohsiulion flen effidavit, owner's possesslon affidayll, assigaments of fsases, and corractive
a1 Insiruments. Saller shall provide Buyar with pald roceipts for e work done on the Properly pursuant lo this Gantraal,
wa Buyer shall furnlsh and pay for, ae applioablo, martgage, mortgage note, secudly agresment, finanding etatoments,
a2 survay, base elevalion contliteation, and olher documenle raqulred by Buyer's lender,
i gll) PROCEDURE: The desd chefl he recorded upon COLLECTION of gl closhg funds, It tha Title
10s Commiimenl provides insurance egafns! adverea mallars pursuant to Ssclion 627.7844, F.6,, es smentad, the
s enorow cloeig rmeduro raquired by SYANDARD J ehall bo walved, and Closhg Agent shall, subject lo
w ggll.LEO'ﬂON of nll olosing funde, disburse ol Closing the brokerage fase fo Broker and the net sale proceeds lo
L1 ar,
J. ESGROW CLOSING PROGEDURE: If This Commivmant lesved pursuani lo Paragreph (o} does nol provide
o for Insurance against adverse maltars as permilled under Seollon 627.7841, F.5,, as emandad, he following ecorave

and tlosing procediires shall apply: {1) all Closlg provesds ehall be hetd tn escrow br’ {ha Closing Agent for a perdod
w2 of nol more (han 10 days alter Closing: (2) If Bafler’s llle la rendered unmerkolabls, nrough no fault of Buyer, Buyer
ws ehell, wthin the 10 day perled, nollly Seller 1n willing of the defecl and Saller shall have 30 days from date of roonlpt

of such nolifkcalion to oure the delack (3) If Saller falle to IImely cure fhe dafadl, the Deposlt end all Closlng funds
«s pald by Buyor sheli, within 6 days afler wiliten demand by Buyer, be refundad lo Buyer and, slmulienecusly with
o8 alch repaymenl, Buyer shall return the Pérsonal Proporly, veoale the Real Properly and ra-con\rsr the Properly lo
«r Seller by speolol waranty deed and bill of eale; and {4) ¥ Buyer falls lo make fimely demand for refund of the
w Deposi, BuEer shall take llle as Is, walving &l dghts agalest Saller as to any INtsrvening defest excepl 83 may ba
4 avallable to Buyer by viriua of warrenilas contelned In the dped orbil of sale,

K. PRORATIONS; OREDITS: Tha following reaucing itepme wiil be made current (if applicable) mid prorated as of
«t the ‘f.?’ prler to Glosing Dala, of date of oacvpancy If ocoupancy ocoure befora Closing Daty: a4l eslate laxas

mssociallon fees, Insurance, rents

az (nofuding epecial banefk tax asesserenta Impoasd by a GODY}, Interest, honds,
tion of laking ovar exiating pofleis of fnsucancs, if assumable, in

and other expanses of Property, Buyer shall have op
st which event premiums shall be prorated, Cash al Closing shall bo Increased of decronsed as may be requiiad by
i any, Wi be cradiled to -

4t prosations to be mede through day prior fo Closing. Advenes rant and eeotrlly dapostis,
jat, Toxes ohell be proratad based on ouirent

Buyer, Eecrow deposits held by Selle’s morlgages wiif ba pald to Sel
homestead and ofher exemplons. Il Closip

si year's lox with due allowanos made for maximum aflowable discobnl,
418 OcoUrs o @ date vihen current yeer's milage fe not fixed bul ourceni yoar's essessmont Is avallablo, taxes wil be

4y proreted based upon euch asaessment and priol year's milage, If ourrent year's assessment Is riot avallabls, then

a2 taxaewill ba proreled on phior yaar's lex, If {here ace compleled fmprovemenls oh {ka Real Properly by January fet of

4 gear of Closing, whish Improvameiite were nol fn existence on January fai of priot gear. then lexes shall ba proralad

asad upon prior year's mifags and &l an equliable assossment (o be agresd upon siwean e parlos, fafling which,
Appralser for an [nformal nssessme

raquest shall be mads to the County Proparly n{ tekinp Into accoun! svallable
«2¢ examplions, A {ax proretion based on en celimale shall, al efiher parly’s requesl, be readjusted upon recaipt of

436 curzent year's lex bifl, This STANDARD K shell survive Closiag.
4 L, ACCES8 TO PROPERTY TO GONDUGT APPRAISALE, INSPEOTIONS, AND WALK-THROUGH: Selfer
ghall, upon easonable notlce, provide wuilitles sevice and actess lo Propedy for appaisals and Inspaotions,
a1 Inchuding & valk-through for follow-up walk-through i necessary) prior lo Oloskg.

a¢ M RISK OF LOSS: If, ofiar Effétilve Dafe, bul befors Cloalng, Properly Is demeged by flre o other casually
a0 (*Casunlly Loss*) and oosl of restoration (which shall lnolude oosl of pruning or removing damaged tmas{ doss nol
lion shell be an obligation of Selisr and Closing ehall procesd

exceed 1.6% of Purchaes Prlce, toal of reslore
s pureuant to terms of this Conleaol, If restomiion is no| complated es of Olosing, a sum equel lo 126% of astimated

ass cool (o complete rasloration {nal lo excoad 1.6% of Puchace Price), will be ascrowed al Closing, If aoluel coel of
restonalion axceeds ascrewed emounl, Sefet ohal p;,vb gitoh solusl cosls (but, not I excess of 1.6% of Purchese
5]

415 Pilce), Any unused porlion of esorowed amownl shafl bs .[atumed to Goller. if cost of resforation exceeds 1.5% of
an ts" loﬁ,aiher with {he 1.6%, or recelve a rafund of the

Purahase Price, Buyar ehall elect lo &llher lake Propartr
Deposh, thereby roleasing Buyer and Selter from all (urthar obligalions under {his Conlract. Sellar’s eole obligation
4s» wilh raspact to irae damaga by casually of olher natura) ocolrrance shafi bs cosl of proning or removal.

s N 1031 EXOHANGE: If elihor &eller or Buyer wibh lo enler Into a like-kInd exchunge (ellher simullaneous wilh
40 Olosing o deferrad) under Sactlon 103 of the Intemal Rovenuse Code ("tixghango’}, the oftier parly shall cooperale
i In all reasopable tespaots fo affeatuate lhe Exchangs, Including exeoutlon of doouments; providsd, however,
w2 cooparaling ra?r shell Inour no llabllly of expense related 1o the Exchange, end Closing ehall not ba ¢onlingent
<& upon, noi exlended o7 celayed by, such Exchange.

O, GONTRACT NOT RECORDABLE; PERGONS BOUND; NOTICE; OOPIEE: Nolther {his Conlraol nor any
nolics of i ehall b recordad In any publio records, This Contrect shall be binding on, end fnwe {o the betefit of, the
perliaa and Lhglr revpsctive heire of suboassors ln intaresl, Whenaver (he context parmils, shguler ehall fnclude plurel

Selikrs ntets  ~TAEE

iahls (osorved,
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“w? STANDARDS FOR REAL ESTATE TRANSAQTIONS (GONTINUED
ue and on? m%endm shall olude tfl. Notfoo and delivery glven by or to the attomtay of broker (Loludrng siich broker's real
o oslale ilenaeo) reprosenting aiy party shefl be ae éffsolive as if glven by o lo ihat pay, All noilzes must be k
0 willlng and mey be_mada by mall, pereonal delivery or alsaironly (nckedlng “pdP} medie. A legile faseimie of

eleolonlo {including "pdf) copy of thls Contract and any slpnatures heraon shafi be consldeted for all purpases as en

= odginal,
P. INTEGRATION; MODIFIOATION: This Contract conlaing thoe full and complels underetanding and egroement
44 of Buyer and Gellsr wilh respest o the transaciion:contempialad by tils Contract and no prior agreements or
«6 representatlons shall be birding upon Buyey or Sefierunlpes Inolided in this Conlrecd, No modificallon fo of chango
e {g mfmfab;tﬂeheﬂ be valid or binding upon Buyer ot Saller unless n wilthng end sxeauted by the partiss Intended
ia. @, WAIVER: Fafluro of Buyer o Geller to Inlal on complianos with, or skiel perfonnance of, any provislon of ihis
Conlrac), or to {eke andvantage of any right under thls Coniraot, sholl not constiiute & walver of other provistans of

o righla,
R. RIDERS; ADDBNDA; TYPEWRITTEN OR HANDWRITTER PROVISIONS: Ridere, addenda, and fypewrdHon
iee or handwrittan provisions eholl conlrol all pinted frowmns of this Coniragi in conflit with lhem,
«8 8, OOLLECTION or GOLLEQTED; “COLLEQTION* or *COLLECYED™ means any chooks tendored or reveived,
« Inoluding Doposita, hove beaoms notudlly and finally coftectad and degosfled in tho scoount of Searow Agant
ar Gloslig Agont, Glosing and dishureoment of funds and delivery of Closing documante may be delayed by
Closing Agiont untl 9uah amounts have bodn COLLEOTED in Glosing Agent's ecuolnts,
T. LOAN COMMITMBNT: ‘Loan Commltment® moans a slatoment by (ho fender sailing ferlh ihe lacme and
us  condllions upon whish the lender Ik wiling to make a parlicular morgega laan to nparlioulnr borrowar,
U. -APPLICABLE LAW AND VANUE: This Contrar! shell ba consinaed In nocordance with Hie laws of the Stale of
Florkda and venus for resoludlon of all dlspules, whelher by medlation, arhiiation or Higation, sheli is in the county In

art  which the Real Proparty Is lagated,
X. BUYER WAIVER OF GLAIMS: Buyer walvos any olaims agaist Soffer and, to the axtent permiited by

e
i law, ogainst any roal estate Tioonsoo Involved In the negotiation of this Confreel, for any dofocts or cther
damage that may oxlal at Closing of thia Contraot and be subsgquanlly discovored by tho Buyor or anyone

415 clafming by, throtgh, tmder or agalngt the Buyer.

ADDENDA AND ADDITIONAL TERMS
19, ADDENDA: The fo!lowlﬁ acddfllonal tems ate inciuded ln the aifached adderde and comeraled tto this
o)

«» Contratd (Chook If applivab ,

CIY. Seller's Aflomey

CIA. Condominlum Assn, [ RESERVED L3R, Rexoning
(81 B, Homeo¥ners' Assn, [1 5. Leaga Purchasel Approval
(71 C. 8eller Finaneing CIM Defedtive Diywall L.ease Oplion [z, Buyess Allomey
1 . Morigage Assumplion [N, Coaslal Gonstruction 3. Pre-Closing Approvel
1 E. FHANA Flnarcing Confrol Ling . Qooupanoy DAA Lronseo-Parsonst
F. f\\‘aprahal Conlingenoy [ 0. insulation Diselosure {7 U, Post-Closlng Inférest In Property
G, 8hoit Sale [P Pra-1976 Housing Ocovpancy [ BB, Binding Arbitration
] H. Homeowners' Inginnce Slatemeni (Lead ' [J V. Sale of Buyar'e ®  Oher¥ers,
] | FIRPTA Based Palni) Pm&eﬂy
{3 4. mnterest-Bearing Acel. [ Q. Housing{or Older [ W.Baok-up Contradd
Porsons (3 X, Kigkoul Olauee

) K. RESERVED

4700 20, ADDITIONAL TERNS:

4z Buyer and goller agwee to the followingi

i This purghane iz being fivenced by the Nauderhill Housing Authority. This
a2 gontisot Lis oontinent upon eppraisal boing egual to ox greater than the

i purehase price, Xf the eppralped value gomed in below bhe ombrack purchage
‘¢ prige the saller ogu n.dgust: the purohase price to ho equai or leer than the
485 appraired voluo. 12 gellex doeo nob adjust prige boged on appraiaal, huyer's

ordt in full i to ke ruburned upon buyer's rofquent,

i)
de
::;: Beller hereby advises Buyer bhat the sellar ip pubjeot ba an Batate
Should & ceurt order ba ragquired in bhe ordexr for the Bellexr bo

o+ Prooceeding,

a00s daldver effdutive title and Seller oannot procuxe a bimely ordexr £rom the

@i gpproplate opurt, Ohen this aontxnot phall ;be extended up to 30 daye. 8Heller
::: ghall upe bepk afforkp to prooure any such oxder within the oxtended perioed.

Inliel Py aOofjm Sellar's intllats -
ﬁ?ﬁﬁfﬁmdméaém REV, G0 & 1018 FlovHla Raarlu'bgawfl'rnl’tnﬁda-anl. Mdghtyrssaned,

3
this moftwaka Lu lloonnsd bto l8kck Hamllbon » Aldebar Ronlby !pol Wi bEanau Ciondepk. gom, ’W

L]
LR T PP ] P [ros W VERTIIRE S T

AR B Mgk - a tn ke
-
\
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PR-T ¥R S DA

an COUNTER-OFFER/REJBCTION
ws [ Seller countaje Buyor's offer (to accapt the counter-offer, Buyer muel sipn or Inflial ihe counter-offered lerms and

s deliver noopy of (ha acoeplunce to Seliar).
o7 3 Sellor rejacle Buyer's ofier.

q» THIS 18 INTENDED TO BEALEGALLY BINDING GONTRACT.
«w OF ANATTORNEY PRIOR TO 8I1GNING.

YHIS FORM HAQ BEEN APPROVED BY THE FLORIDA REALYORS AND THE FLORIDA BAR.

n ihat any of (he {erms

so1 Approvelof fhis form by the Florlde Reellors end The Flofda Ber does nol oonsifivle an oplnke
fad by tho partiss in & pariloiler frensaolion. Terms and conditons

a2 and condillons In s Gonlraal shouls be aote,
ses should be nogalleled basad upon the respecilve Inleresls, objeciivee anyl bargéining pasilions of ail hleresled

#¢ porsons.
ws AN ASTERISK (*) FOLLOYWING A LINE NUMBER IN THE MARGIN INDIOATES THE LINE CONTAINS A BLANK YO

son BE COMPLETED,
Dele: "f/ {r / /t

+ ]
sor Buyer _4%.«(-{ £ IA&MW )
Jullsf Baundors

Palst

IE NOT FULLY UNDERSTOOD, BEEK THE ADVICE

(]

sop Ruyes

wor ﬁ( !4‘ i]_.gf/h {4 {(drai’ ()m Yoach .(Z’—r,t\‘é)r R {ie Data: q’ﬁ "/l./ﬂ

miel “Foloy dle & shede o‘r:bﬂairl [ E‘_-ﬂtf7

Dalg:

s1or Seller:
Hergaret Foldy,

811 Buysr's eddress for puiposes of nolics

852’
HY

4
, ‘Broker’), &t the only Brokers entiled

518 BROKER: Lisling and Ooopurem? Brokere, If eny, nomed below {callectivaly
st¢ lo compaensedion In connection wily (his Contracl. Insfrucion to Oiosing Agent: Seller end Buyer direot Closing Agent
full amoun! of ihe brokerage fees b epecilad la seperate brokerege

st1 to dlsbwes el Ofalng the

#ts agreaments wilh the perties end cooperaflve egreemants batween the Brokers, excapl to ihe extent Brokes has
sie retaingd such fses from the escrowed funds. This Conlract shefl not modify any MLS or othar offer of compensallon
0 meds by Bellst or Listing Broket ko Qooparallng Brokers.

Seller's addrans lor purposss of nolice

Yoy 0 Flaches

21 kot  Yunilben
en Cooperaiing Sales Aescolats, If any : Lialing Sales Aseoolale

52 Allobar Realty Ino % pzudential Florida Realby
e2¢ Cooparaling Broker, if any Listing Broker

P;tgo 100f 10
FioridaneattorafPiidpdat-AGIE-{ fev. &/§0 ©2040 Flosida Raalior et Toe Floddde Bar. Afdghle (odeived,
4 o [Bkot Hamilton » AiAgGRY Realty Xno) wwi, buancapticndeok.oom, f%%g;@f
L‘HN‘&-NA.‘-IJIL-I.H.HML‘.I.“#F

ship mofiware Le Mloonge

R Bty TP TR R Ko B

T T T TR’y £ A T A Ak e b A il b SHATET

R
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Comprehansive Rider to the Y B .
Reslidential Contract For Bale And Rurchase ﬁ:}‘*ﬁm ilaRealtors
THI3 FORM HAS BEEN APPROVED BY THR ELORIDA REALYORS AND THE FLORIDA BAR

If Inditatas by all pastias, the clauses belowwillba Insnmnrated In loridi. lotida Ber Racldentlal Contreot
Forgale And Purhasa betwaen %ﬁrgn E%algg‘ aoFg Dgﬁ?.“gie@go Efy_.,.,..___.(BELLER)
and tulke  Baundory ) (BUYER)
conceming {he Property desoribed Be A

. paudephiil 24

Buyer's nitlsts _@Jg_ Soller's Intats _ T 2%

B, HOMEOWNERS' ABSOCIATIONCOMMUN(TY DISCLOBURE

IF THE DISCLOSURE SUMMARY REQUIRED %)’; SHOYION 720,401, FLORIDA STATUTES, HAS NOT BEEN
PROVIDED TO THE PROSPEQTIVE, PURCHASER: BEFORE EXECUTING 'THI3 CONTRAGY FOR SALE, THIB
CONTRACT {8 VOIDABLE BY BUYER BY DELIVERING TO.8ELLER OR SELLER'S AGHNT OR REPRESENTATIVE
WRITTEN HOTICE OF THE BUYER'S INTENTHON TO CANOEL WITHIN '3 DAYS AFTER: RECEIPT OF THE
DISOLOSURE SUNMMARY OR PRIOR TO GLOSBING, WHICHEVER OCGURS FIRST, ANY PURBORTED WAIVER OF
THIS VOIDABILITY RIGHT HAS NO EFFECT, BUYER'S RIGHT TO VOID THIS CONTRAGT SHALL.TERMIRATE AT

GLOSING,
BUYER SHOULD NOT 8XECUTE THIS CONTRAGT UNTIL BUYER HAS RECEIVED AND READ THIS DISCLOSURE.

33319

Dieclosure Summary Por
{Name of Community)

() AS A BUYSR OF PROPHRTY N THIS COMMUNITY, YOU WILL BE OBLIGATED TO BE A MEMBER OF A
HOMEOWNERS' ASSOCIATION (‘ASBOCIATION').

(b) THERE HAVE BEEN OR Wikl SE RECORDED. RESTRICTIVE COVENANTS ('COVENANTE') GOVERNING- THE
USE AND ODCUPANGY QF PROPERTIER IN THIS COMMUNITY, )

(o) YOU'WILL BE OBLIGATED 'O PAY AGSESEMENTS TO THE ASSOCIATION. ASGESSMENTS MAY BE BUBJECT
TO PERIODIC CHANGE, IF APPLICABLE, THE CURRENT AMOUNT I8 5._%6 PER

guarter ___, YOU WILL ALSO 85 OBLI QT TG PAY ANY SPECIAL ASSEGSMENTS | Y THE

ASEOCIATION, 'SUCH BPECIAL AGSESSMENTS MAY DE SUBIECT TO CHANGE. IF APPLICABLE, THE
CURRENT AMOUNY IS § PER, e ) '

{d) YOU MAY BE OBLIGATED 70 PAY SPEGIAL. ASSESSMENTS 7O THE RESPECTIVE MUNICIPALITY, COUNTY,
OR.BPRGIAL DISTRICT, ALL ASSESSMENTS ARE SUBJECT YO PERIODIC CHANGE,

{9) YOUR FAILURE TO PAY SPECIAL ASSESBMENTS OR ASSESSMENTS LEVIED BY A MANDATORY

HOMEOWNERS' ASBOCIATION COULD RESULT IN ALIEN ON YOUR PROPERYY,
THERG MAY BE AN OBLIGATION TO PAY RENT OR LAND USE FEES FOR REQREATIONAL OR OTHER

it
COMMONLY USED FACILITIES AS AN OBLIGATION OF MEMBERSHIR IN THE HOMEOWNERS® ASSOOIATION,
IF APPLICABLE, THE GURRENT AMOUNT I8 § PER s
(9) YHE DEVELOPER MAY HAVE THE RIGHT TO AMEND THE RESTRIOTIVE COVENANTS WITHOUT THE
APPROVAL OF THE AGSOCMT#ON'M‘&MSPE}WHIP OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PARQEL OWNBRS,
D S%OSURE FORM ARE ONLY S8UMMARY IN NATURE, AND, AB A

{n) THE STATEMENTS GONTAINED IN THE ’ : _
PROBPECTIVE FURGHASER, YOH SHOULD REFER TG THE GOVENANTS AND THE ASSOCIATION

GOVERNING DYOUMENTS EEEFORE PURCHASING PROPERTY,
() THESE DOCUMENTS ARE EITHER MATTERB OF PUBLIC RECORD AND OAN BE OBTAINED FROM THE
RECORD OFFICE IN THE COUNTY WHERE THE PROPERTY 16 LOCATED, OR ARE NOT RECORDED AND

CAN BE'DBTAINED FROM THE DEVELORER,

.4’/ /i / It /).um‘ ﬁ:u UM&J"M

BUYER ‘3,(11. dawndexe

DATE

DATG BUYER
of Comprahensive Rider to Ihe Residentiid Conlmet For Salo And Purchasa

Pape
ca?1 Rev, 8110 ¢ 2010 Florkda Realioted dng Yho Fidii3 Ben AYaghi3 retonked.
gruee

This aoftwars {r 1lgsnved tq l9kot Heedlton o Allepar Realty Ind] wiw.Eranmotiondesk,ooa.
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The following pravisions are mads & per of fhe Contract for Sale ant Purohasy or Rosidenlial Sale and Puichage Conleol

betwean The Betate of Daniel Foldy {Seller) and
Julis Baundexw (Buyer}
concaming (ho Proparly tocaled at o liapderhill ,

1. Buyer, al Buyer's expanse, may hava & qualliiad professlonal conduct an Inspeviion of the Property tor moid wilhin
10, _ days Irom the EHovilve Date ("Mold Inapeciion Parlod')

2, Buyer ehall be responsible fo prompi payment fos such inspeciions and repalr of damage o and rastoratlon of ihe
Property resulling from such lngpections, ‘Thie provisian shall sunvive tarminalion of the Contraol.

8. In the even! the mold Ingpeotion reveals a aigrilloant presence of mold In the Proporty, whioh requires grolassianale

fo romovo the mold, at a cos! which oxcesds $__860,00 _, Buyer may oancol tha Contract by defiverng wiitlen
nofice of suuch elaction no laler than 49 houtra aftsr oxpiration of lhe Mold inspacion Poriod. I Buyer fimely canoets
the Gonlraal, the teposiis pald ehall bs immediately relumed to Buyer and Buyer ond Seller shofl be roleased from

further obligations undse the Goniraol, exgepl as provided In subparagragh 2 above,

4, It Buyer lalis to condluiol the lnspeolion pormitted in e Patagraph or having condusting euch Ingpeotions, fatls Lo
timely hotlfy the Geller of Buyer's infenl to cancel this Conlract or K the mold Inspaction doas not revaal signflioant
pregonca of mold In the Property whioh requiras profasslonal remstiilion to reimovd the mold, &t a cost which
exoacds tho sum specified In Paregraph 8 above, Buyers may nol teiminate (hls Gontract purstianito thlz Addendum.

W’q (A B"C;Cl-. e ! Poddy Dato: ‘fA‘ij;l
(ot 7 7

LT
Salfor: / Lo POl Dato:,
tripwiue) ' Lok
Buyor: ! Julde Bnundare Pale: ‘-/A’: /jh
ipnaloce) Tofnt} Ty
Buyan: / Dale.
Y ehine) Jouion}
MIAO  Rov. 102 ©2002 Florkia Astochtion of Realtons® AN Riphte Reserved p
Thia softvars La Xiosnesd te {GXot Rumilton - Adlster Aexlty Ind) s, Erangept Londeak . oon, m@‘
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AddondunMNo._________101ho Comrest dated

The Xetate of Daalel Yoldy

art . Julis  Beuncecs

conceming the propeny dascrbed ast

Lowdarbdl) 3331

(the “Conract’). Buryar and Sedlor meke tha folowing terms and conditions pant of the Conbect:

Buyaer and géller agrea that duwe to the ronf on neading to
be replaced, the meller wlill reduae the purahase prias by $19,000, The new
purchase prias will be $301,000 and the lender nigl place the §18) 000
mallex reduotion in ewsrow towaxd roof veplacemsnt. Thip will bs khe
Réller's only and £inal contribution.

- 3 "G‘rvx #1320,000
ﬂ/" +v §30/000
]

qg 5”§’"

Date: __iz_fi_,lu._ mm’?‘/{lﬁwffﬂf'

Date: Buyen:

ome _SJAf1 o Tty (3 Cetat
Nyt 7 [

Dato: Salfer

N |
e sl e L g e
The. coppright b of tha Uinkiad Statess {17 LS, Codd bbbt the uriauthirieod mproduction of bl forrma by iy masrst hiclidhg facsir or gompurareod lome.

ACERs BBt 1P Pords Assoclakn of RIASORS Al Rohts Bonarvd Wm @

This sofewars Ad lioadsad ko [skot Bamilton -~ Alleter Realty Ias}
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Landerliif 7 fousing Autlion'ty
Condltional Approval Letter

Doty May 201 ] Lowr, 201008

Apehotrilsy  Juba Selndens PropedyAddresy: (AT L Avson audetih, FIOR19
W e 0 o ke o el Loy Houst Aty e appmnod yout read el Lian apoivetion pale bera itd kdibebw, sltied lotha
civpftiont sl beth ha' Arkdacchn elachad K 3 Loan Approval (e el Condidorn ), e el Gakjdd ke wrey cher
mwrmw;mmwmwm«mwmﬁmmmmgp
*iubasquini Carviibors).

e lbatoge;  Canendons LosnAmourk 120,000 lomTeme 20 Abnd)

Ocopandt Priary Fotionto PupAs Puthise Progean Cote W0 Vi Frd

Lriscsad flns: acco biscound Polrist % Ol N

11 Yeur ban s 2 kallgon pymat

Lombmimsoaned  hiHRd (] Had bt Leckad e, A loerp siaiag 1hosd 8 ecocd b

therga [l ooy

Lo OPOZIRE 1 OTRROI Ll
0 o deg et closa o0 umnmmmﬁmm%mmwmwmnmmm
LoanApprovd B ol wvaderntie.

T odn sy ba sacirodd by e Dood of T Yorpapa ooveAng o olowinG fezdl prepedr,
ERIY MV AT Aondron, LOUAAL, N3P

AS ikl Copazioes and ) subsoduierd Cooddlons mrresd B0 eardad bekad s oan Do rebasad, B e fo ewid » delay b you
Dirsacion, B Gondeng fabaled "Prior e DA™ ] b recved priot (0 v Concition Expiealin Datg ndeded s, Pt 16 Do rosns
i b o perpavabion of jolv cedbg dooumenty.

Lowa Agproval 16 Bashd v e iemuton proviied Y4 ool cedd appiiaten and B outrenk condtion of Y plopesty, Bhilds sy
flormulon comi b LaudaAld ERosirg Authddy's adsation which changey the buks on which you Loan Afpeend win priiid, Leodedt
Housing Autharty fesecve) tha 1o ko requenl sdional kkemabion ad may tecrsider Lan Apriond

U thare b ppbStantal churgo n a;ﬁorﬁ frrandsl condtion o4 erechh Mandng, Laudedtid M&vﬁmt‘: wke no obijation lo
s You Jodn You 908 reaponitie hee?'ronlhnﬁai oargrt Gy tha peotessing of In Ukpckn, Lavdacht
mmmwmmamrm or pdvirsd Cadt repofg K Yow (e k maks by Wy
dud dils, shg AuPaTy resened U Ao 1o requdrn vadatiy of dooumentaliod el b sioco than 09 it 0¥, Ay faea of
ufgﬁusugmmmmnmmmmmtﬂhmuumnmm.mwummm
W

NOIE A0 DEED OF TAUSTAIORTAAQR: This loan wit bo evidencad by & piomisiry note ang stuidd by o likn Dod of
Trosthkigags b fooe S 5Ubanca scoipla e lo Lated i iislng Authorty eaaunbedng ihi p dscrtnd shoco, sebjod ooy 1a
axmplons Apprived hg Laucet® Honing Authodty it widlig. Thote 43 b 0o dodciient euboisnile Iandy seqed by Bl
peoperty whoud Laudahil $ooshg Auderty's pulor wikkens opofal ol T e of toshg. The Desd ol TralModgge may ol s
prosion qrantig Lavdama Hosing Adherty o oplion 1o Socl the enlire lndslitdnets dwo ond prystiy if U Apphcant shoeld
travasor oty bves! h ha prpady,

TITLE HSURARCE: 1he kan w4 b weoued by v vald Sen Doad of Trusl Moikgsad quaciniebd by & piiey of Do ruxtwrn biutd by
¥ iUs CNpy Booeilstie ko Liodeiad Haaing Authorty kWb gmotnl of tha e Buth s pofoy shal ity (oluudehd Hothg
Auhorty 91 exlendod Coverags Waden pricy wEh 14y endorioms ks (equied by Lavdrhd 1oy g A witudd thal Landarkll
Houtg Avlat/s Debd of Tnabilodg s 1w len on U0 gty subjotd obly b maess popeoved by Lsude T Tlousing Avthirty
rafry

HAZARD TNSURANGE; Asptiasdl B 1 fumish al leeat 24 bours pror 1 (he Suls ca which your kan k chied, 4 fra 649 e1erdnd

VLN polity, oF A blder H irelred by 14, o0 smovil equivakisl [ o assar of 100 patpént of o KIS vabs of b

brpcovidnats o ol !#Mth.or'mwﬂdghdwlhmdmnm.lﬂw;‘lmawmhm

anctnl (¥ poroeth o e brswada velit of Do tmprovaments) requlred 1o compingat 1o (amid o 305 0% & rRplOomeed codd bavs

A sowt ol Bven ofvarage (hal peowides tha rrlekilern requied arnouel M ba obiatiad. The peley misl edsc] en avplaton dis

Vha, tan b 0 warfor Duan 60 days froen tha dila of pour loa's closlg, Lodehill Houshg Auborly must aiea be dasnated ts Lomr

Losd Pryed bn this polcy il tha Lo of closing. AL Joor 1934 has chsod, LT U esbenibty of yoik SnIpasd CONYIAY ko Saad

aonfemsBien f your potey epeval 16 dayt pdol T Lho axpieboh of your Hrard lnwince pokcy, You Wil cehe & lies fiom owt

meumwnyimmmu ot recrived 16 daps pot 1o the aptalion, atking D barrmtel 1 pewida pracd
eontousd poverngs, \

TRM Seltee eliseddsns tho fecl bhal ¥ tho Waurance coamRnain company dods not 18cste pivel of eonlenod cowinape,

Linderh HobiWig Aubady wih piate foioad 1adianca 1o protect 1a laiere st Tha Bt aad axinadad pokcy coveimio d [

S0 any mieish by doosplabia (o Laudtha Houglog Authorly,
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&%&W&mﬂ:ﬁw Bood Igurence puruait o Federsd of stele b o mgulition ¥ he prozady h

B Bicwad vl 8 Spectal Dodch RAY AN, £ 18 gk oiHad v & fgntad Frod Izand s,

LORTOACE LHSURANCE:
{1t rouited (Fer New Yok kv & oopy of . /5N o oo e inavipig bnsorando I Rached)
[l pe recpbeid M i EoMicn o mdkiag Jhi oo,

nmuwwhdm.dm mmmﬂmﬂmumwmmrmmwmiﬂhﬂ

POUIOEAEEL
mmhmdmwtme
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PREPAYWENT PEHALTY,
[ Hw {For Frw Yoxn Land b # Gaihind prepit wend phodty destrpiion).
{4 Does td bova & prpoy il pready,

N VERDBAL MOOITICATICN: This sgeatment canndd be changsd claly,
{7 Vel pol pay o 155 hockt or convrdmenk ke, Pobls cha god by the kenda 38 4 ciosing.

AEFUHOABILTY: You Lovd Adorrlstaion Fed w03 pay inliTost el Lock-ld Feo ansh polals s nen-calind b, ekcept for [ Jodzatg
A)Iltmﬂlmm.\wwhm mmmumwa Iua nad U eammimdnd B bocdtined o U i) of 8 ik

O)HMPML udﬂhli'w AUJm jm:\:‘“uh:'?d and poReagan s dikned I you eancel

poul "

] uonu 13 nod sénsMated deckied ifhuae«h-ﬂhmhﬁw;om Jg(":mmnm;mmm e bs ool
inodon ki bopurpess e reinding

FRERECOVERY: I connsctian Wih L w:ﬁerwmfgmrd mcrmorﬂu card b e lorliasion 1 Lauderhlt licurhg

Auhoriy bo chargm e Loun Adminkiraion Fos, b Vw s G Ko apphcilion o your opolicsion b danied, Leudatid Houlty

Autharty ity charge Jour el of tebd o kor eppralse] wd ¢ wd treport Feta ¥ such ety
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THOSZ TEMMY IN WRINMNG A2 ENSORCEABLE, HO OTHER TERMS OR ORAL PROMISES HUT COHTAINED (R THS WRITTEN
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Coward Coward, PA
Trust Account

i7::] $19,000.00 §*

Reclpient of Funds Check# |Check Date Amount Pald Out
MTT Roofing, Inc. 1009{10/21/2011 $ (1,650.00)
Clifford Brown 1010]10/21/2011 5 {1,100.00)
MTT Roofing, Inc. 1012]10/27/2011 3 {1,650.00)
Clifford Brown 1014{10/27/2011 $ _{1,300.00)
Clifford Brown 1015] 11/2/2011 $ (200.00)
Clifford Brown 1017|11/18/2011 ] (375.00}
Idris Duclos 1018} 11/18/2011 $  (60.00)
Idris Duclos 1021} 1/4/2012 $  (470.00)
Julie Sanders (reim) 1045] 4/18/2012 $  (3872.75)
Julie Saunders (reim} 1051| 6/7/2012 $  {557.44}
Julie Saunders {reim) 1054| 6/8/2012 $ (1,114.00)
Julle Saunders 1060] 11/9/2012 $ {10,135.81)
Avallable Balance $ -

Page #1

04/20/2015
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IIL KA' o
OLSING AUTHOR
GI,LI o e November 5, 2012
";j: e Alfieda D. Coward, Esq.
¥eon Doreitvil  opard & Coward, P.A.
(parson
U 7101 W. Commercial Blvd., Suite 4A
Kemny M. Davis Fort Lauderdale, FL. 33319
Vmg—c!!airpe]son
[N
Debbio Etionae Dear Ms. Coward,
Commissionar . . . . . \
Lo This letter serves as authorization to refund any remaining monies in the repair
Jool Leshingky escrow for- Tulie Saunders. Should
Commissknar you have any questions please feel free to contact me.
r . ,
Bimone Narois
Commistoner
Lo Sincerely,
Kennic Hobbs Jr. .
Executis Dlrector - %—*‘M
[ - Kennie Hobbs, Jr,
i Executive Director
1

I

e e T e e ey e

il

. 1818 WW 54 Terrace, Lauderhill, F1, 33313
T ' ,
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2011
REHABILITATION/WEATHERIZATION/PROPERTY IMPROVMENT
PROGRAMS ADMINISTRATIVE POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
FOR THE LAUDERHILL HOUSING AUTHORITY

INTRODUCTION
This rehabilitation plan sets forth the policies and procedures governing the operation of the

Lauderhill Housing Authority, Florida Rehabilitation/Weatherization Programs.

PURPOSE
This program will make available financial assistance for the rehabilitation/improvements of all

eligible owner occupied housing units located in the City of Lauderhill. Rehabilitation and/or
general property improvements that will correct deficiencies in the eligible home and make the
unit safe, sound and sanitary or any improvement that will increase the overall property value.

PROGRAM RESOURCES
The sources of funds for the undertaking of these activities are derived from the Employee

Lending program funded with monies from the various City of Lauderhill Employee Pension
Programs,

ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS

DEFINITIONS
The following are definitions of the various terms used herein with respect to eligibility

requirements of the applicant and administration of the program:

04/20/2015
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Authority Shall refer to the Lauderhill Housing Authority.

Community  Shall refer to the City of Lauderhill, Florida

Program
Director The Executive Director of the Lauderhill Housing Authority or his/her appointee.

ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA
- The applicant must be a current employee of the City of Lauderhil] or the Lauderhil] Housing

Authority.
- The applicant must be an owner-occupant of the property to be improved when the work

commences,
-Applicant must agree to have funds be a part of their total mortgage due and repayment will be

part of their bi-weekly loan payment.
-Funds will be held in escrow.




ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS OF PROPERTY
TO BE REHABILITATED

This section sets forth definitions and eligibility criteria of residential property that will be
considered for rehabilitation,

DEFINITIONS
The following are definitions of the various terms used with respect to eligibility requirements of

property to be rehebilitated.
Dwelling Unit A housing structure which is used entirely for residential purposes.

Single Family Designed for single-family use, although more than one family may be
residing therein, if every resident has access to all parts of the structure,

ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA
- The dwelling must be an owner occupied family dwelling unit.

- Both units of a duplex are eligible if one is owmer occupied and the second unit is occupied by a
member(s) of the owner's famnily,

- If the dwelling lies within a flood zone, coverage under the National Flood Insurance Program
must be carried by the homeowner.

04/20/2015
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- Vacant dwellings may be eligible if their owners are eligible, if the dwelling has been vacant
due to its substandard conditions, and if the owner will occupy the dwelling upon completion.

GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE
Disputes between the homeowner, the Authority and contractor may arise from time to time

during the life of the rehabilitation project. In those instances where a mutually satisfactory
agreement cannot be reached between the parties the grievance procedure will be followed.

- The Grievance Procedure should be made a part of the contract between the homeowner and
the contractor. '

- The grievance by the homeowner or contractor is to be filed with the program administrator in
writing,

- The program administrator will meet with the homeowner/contractor and attempt to negotiate a
solution.

- If this fails, the program administrator will forward the complaint and documentation of his
attempts to resolve it to the local elected body that shall make a detenmination.

landerhitd Hoosing Aunthority




PERFORMANCE
Any contracts are between the homeowner and the contractor. The following procedures must be

instituted in an effort to resolve any complaints about the performance of the improvement
contract:

- The homeowner must contact the contractor initially and inform him of the grievance,
- If this fails,the homeowner must file a written grievance with the Authority.

-The Executive Director will meet with both the contractor and the homeowner in an effort to
reach a mutual solution.

- If this fails, the Executive Director should forward the grievance to the local elected board for
their deliberation.

- If this fails, the affected party may institute litigation.

- The Authority shall keep documents and records of the grievance procedure. The Authority
may release funds to the contractor for items in the work write-up which are complete and

undisputed.

EXISTING CODE VIOLATIONS
Costs includable in are the costs of correcting existing housing code violations which have been

determined by a qualified housing inspector and formalized in an individualized housing report.

04/20/2015
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PERMITS AND FEES
Improvement funds may be used to cover the cost of building permits and related fees required to

carry out the proposed rehabilitation work,

EQUIPMENT
Improvement funds may provide for the repair or purchase and installation of certain basic

equipment necessery for the maintenance of the household in a safe, sanitary and healthy
environment. These include such items as heating/air conditioning unit, hot water tank, electrical
and sanitary fixtures, kitchen stove, refrigerator, cabinets and sinks.

ENERGY CONSERVATION
All costs associated with weatherization and energy conservation,

LEAD BASED PAINT ACTIVITIES
As part of the improvement process the owner must insure that the appropriate lead based paint

regulations are followed, the activities are carried out by appropriately trained and certified
individuals, and the results documented. All labor, inspection, testing and material costs are

eligible expenses.

Lavderhill Housing Aothorily




EXTERIOR PAINTING
Exterior painting is an eligible cost when it is necessary to maintain a watertight exterior on the
dwelling.

OTHER COSTS

Efforts to improve drainage and reduce flooding are eligible within the unit.

All rehabilitation costs related to the general rehabilitation and/or improvement of the unit
including general property improvements, appliances, fixtures, carpentry, flooring, equipment,
landscaping, and irrigation.

04/20/2015
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( C
CITY OF LAUDERHILL

KENNIE HOBBS, JR
Finance Director

Richard J. Kaplan, Esq.
Mayor

Dale V.C. Holness
Vica Mayor

M. Maigaret Bates
Commissioner

Hayward J. Bengon, Jr, Ed. D.

Comrissioner
Howard Berger
Commissioner
Charles Faranda
City Manager

Andrea Anderson
Chty Clerk

Eaut Hall, Esq.
City Attomay

July 20, 2010

Maria R. Ortiz-Hill, Director

Community Planning and Development Division
Region IV, Miami Fleld Office

Brickell Plaza Federal Building

909 S.E. First Avenue, Room 500

Miami, FI 33131-3042

Subject : City of Lauderhilt Request to Receive a Conflictof interest Waiver

Dear Ms. Ortiz-Hill:
As outlined in 24 CFR 570.611, any City of Lauderhill employee who applies for assistance
from any Federal Grant Program must demonstrate that a conflict of interest does not exist.
As such, on behalf of Brittny Skinner, who is a Police Officer in the Police Department, the City
of Lauderhill is requesting an exception to 24 CFR 570.811.

The City has met the following thresholds as required in 24 CFR 570.61 1:

. A legal opinion of the City Attorney affirming that a conflict of Interest does not exist
and that no state or local laws would be violaled, and
. Proof of public disclosure that describes the nature of the potential conflict and

outfines for & method to provide comments in writing and In person.

Attached for your raview Is the legal opinion for the referenced employee. The legal opinion
states that no state or local laws would be violated if the above listed employee receives grant
assistance. The City believes that all required thresholds have been met and is respectfully
requesting an exception for Ms. Skinner.

Should you require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me
khobbs@lauderhill-fl.gov).

Very truly yours,

Kennie
Director - Finance and Support Services

Ce: Charles Faranda, City Manager
W. Eanl Hall, City Attorney
Julie Bowsrs, Qperations Administrator

5581 W. Oakland Park Boulevard, Lauderhil, FL 33313 « www.louderhil-fi.gov + PH: 954-730-3030 « FAX: 954-730-4227
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Hi Julie,

‘lease provide us with a letter certifying thal Darrell Thompson and Sandra Gibbons Scoll have not performed or exercised
any functions or responsibilities in the past, currenily, or are expected lo perform in the future in relation (o the City's NSP 1
and NSP 3 programs. In addition, a written assurance from the City that there has been a public disclosure and a description

of how the public disclosure was made.

The determinations for Corey Pendergrass and Jeff Jones have already been processed and | will let you know as soon as I

hear word on tham.

John Quade, Community Planning and Development Representative

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

Office of Community Planning and Develepment (CPD)

Telephone: 305-5620.5018/Fax: 305-536-4781/Email: Johp.F.Quade@hud.goy

Waebsite: www.hud.gov

05/04/2015
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LAW OFFICES OF

Coward & Coward, P.A.

ALFREDA D. COWARD, ESQ. KIMBERLY D, COWARD, ESQ.
REPLY TO:
a 7101 WEST COMMERCIAL BLVD, STE4A 0 POST OFFICE DOX 23487
FT, LAUDERDALE, FL 33319 FT. LAUDERDALE, FL 33320

November 3, 2011

Maria R. Ortiz, Director

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Atlanta Region, Miami Field Office

Brickell Plaza Federal Building

909 SE First Avenue, Rm. 500

Miami, FL 33131-3042

RE:; Conflict of Interest Determination — NSP- Sandra Gibbons Scott
Dear Ms. Ortiz:

Please be advised that I have reviewed the following information in regards to Sandra Gibbons
Scott:

1. Code of Federal Regulations, 24 CFR Section 570.611
2. Florida Statutes Section 112,313

3. City of Lauderhill Code of Ordinances

4. Job Description for Accountant [

5. Affidavit of No Conflict and Armms Length Transaction

Sandra Gibbons Scott is empioyed with City of Lauderhill. Her position is Accountant | and
thus the NSP process was not within her job description.

Ms. Scott has affirmed in the Affidavit of No Conflict and Arms Length Transaction that she
does not participate in the policy decision making process regarding the sale or purchase of real
property in the City of Lauderhill, In my legal opinion, Ms. Scait’s request for assistance does
not violate State or local law.

Sincerely,

Alfreda D. %

General Counsel
Lauderhill Housing Authority

Thones (954) 7220836 Tax: (954) 722-0636
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HousING AUTHORITY

Lauderhill Housing Authority Mortgage Lending Criteria

The Lauderhill Housing Authority will hold mortgages for City of

Lauderhill employees subject to the following guidelines:

% Loan-to-value at 97%

< Minimum down payment required - 3% of the purchase price

& Interest Rate Schedule - Based on FICO scores as stipulated below:

Credit Score interest Rate
580 and above 7.00 %
550-579 7.25%
549 -525 7.50 %
524500 ——175%

< Mandatory - Loan payments will occur bi-weekly through payroll

deduction.

% Loan payments do not include taxes or content insurance.




Affordability guidelines:

Total Housing costs should not exceed 38% of net income or 31% of
gross income

Separation of Service

Upon separation of employment with the City of Lauderhill/Lauderhill
Housing Authority the loan interest rate will increase by 50 basis points,

or 0.50%.

Other Grant Programs

Employees who elect to participate will not be eligible for other
downpayment assistance grants through the City of Lauderhill.
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Lauderhill Housing Authority Mortgage Lending Criteria

The Lauderhill Housing Authority will hold mortgages for City of Lauderhill and
Lauderhill Housing Authority Employees subject to the following guidelines:

HOUSING AUTHORITY

# Total loan may not exceed 100% of the repaired appraised value
# Minimum down payment required - 3% of the purchase price

& Interest Rate Schedule — Based on FICO scores as stipulated below:

Credit Score

Interest Rate

Above 660 6.00%
641-660 6.25%
621-640 6.50%
600-620 6.75%
580-599 7.00%
550-579 7.25%
525-549 - 7.50%

7.75%

500-524




%* Mandatory loan payments will occur bi-weekly through payroll deduction

or automatic bank ACH debits.
% Loan payments will include taxes and insurance escrow.

Affordability guidelines:

Total housing costs should not exceed 38% of net income or 31% of gross income

Separation of Service

Upon separation of employment with the City of Lauderhill/Lauderhill Housing
Authority, the loan interest rate will increase by 50 basis points if automatic bank

ACH debits are not maintained.
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I hereby certify that this is & true
N and correct copy of the
amended minutes of the

Lauderhill Housing Authority Board May 11, 2010
ar Meati Reguldr Meeting of the
Regular Meeting Aauderhil Houging fathority
ard Neb

May 11, 2010 @11:00 AM

MINUTES - Amended

CALL TO ORDER

A R ARy AT AR
Shanitangrin >
- LHA Board Clerk

Chalrperson Thurston called the meetihg to order at 11:08 a.m.

ROLL GALL e
MEMBER Prasent Absent
Chairperson Thurston X ”
Vice-Chairperson Garelick X
Commissioner Alfred Pugh X
Commissioner Yvon Doreinvil X

ALSO PRESENT
Kennie Hobbs, Jr., Executive Director, Lauderhill Housing Authority

Julle Bowers, Operations Administrator, Lauderhiit Housing Authority
Shani Langrin, Administrative- Manager, Lauderhiif Housing Authority
Skot Harhilton, Board REALTOR, All Star Realty
Alfréda Coward, Esq. Board Attorney, Laudarhill Housing Authority

Pledye of Allegiance

Chairperson Thurston led th'o'se present in reciting the pledge of allegiance and

salute to the flag.

Approval of Minutes

A miotion was madse by Vice-Chairperson Garelick to approve minutes from April
13" regular meeting, Commissioner Dorcinvil- Mation 2™




Calt to Vote: o \
| MEMBER Yes No

Chalrperson Thurston .-
Vice-Chalrperson Garalick .~

Commissioner Alfred Pugh

x| x| x| x

Commissioner Dorcinvil

Approved 4.0,

V.  LEGISLATION

(RESOLUTION NO 10R05-28) S

A RESOLUTION BY THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE LAUDERHILL
HOUSING AUTHORITY AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO ENTER
NEGOTIATIONS FOR THE PURCHASE OF THREE QUADPLEX UNITS.

Vice-Chalrperson Garslick - Expressed concerns regarding the purchasing of the Canon
Point propetty.

Vice-Chairperson Garelick- Asked for a status on the purchase of the Broward
Homeless property.

Mr. Hobbs- Stated that the City has not closed oni the property

Vice~-Chairparson Garelick- Asked if Nova University or Broward County owned the
property and what is the selling price.

Mr. Hohbs- Explained that the praperty was abtained through a grant and that the sell
would be between LHA and Broward County. The asking ptice for the property is $1.3
million.

Vice-Chairpérson Garelick- Asked would Broward County would be purehaging the
property from-Nova?

Chairperson Thurston: Reads addendum

Attornay Alfrsda Coward - stated that thére is rio spegific infarmatior but the contract
Infers that the contract le between Browerd Homelass and Nova University. The title wil
be between Broward County and Nova University. In addition, the ¢ontract terms are not
known at thig time and that the title Will ba between: Broward County-and LHA.



. ] ‘ \ . .
Vice-Chairperson Garelick - asked how Is the appraisal done on a business property
but the properties does not maks a profit i.e. homeless sheltar?

Chairperson Thurston- asks If a motion to postpones on the purchasing of the property.

Vice-Chairperson Garelick - Asked that that negotiation on the property be placed on
hold until answers are further researched.

Chairperson Thursion- asked is there a 2" to the motion
Commissioner Dorcinvil- 2™ the motion

Attorney Alfreda Coward - Suggest that approval Is based on the contract entered into
by LHA. LHA maybe bound into a contract and the housing authority could be subject to
Hability.

Mr. Hohbs- Stated that the contract be fully executed with a specific closing date. The
contract will be reviewed and forwarded to the board — The contract stated that the
property can be seld if the intent is to operate in the same marnner. Value Is baged on
other businesses in area operating in the samé manner, Mt. Hobbs also believes that it
Is in the best interest of the LHA to purchase the property to redevelop and that the
purchasing price s falr and reasonable.

Vice-Chsiirperson Garelick- stated that the sell price that was determined was based on
an erroneous appraisal and believes that the clty is over paying for the property.

Chalrperson Thurston -Request that counsel rulgs that motion is out of order and
additional research should be done to verify the appraisal.

Attorney Alfreda Coward - Suggest that the motien ba amended and brought before the
board &t a later time after additional researoh has been completed.

Vice-Chairperson Garelick accepts amendment

Commissioner Dorginvil- 2nds motion

Any further discugsion

Motioned passes 3 to 1 with chair being in objection

Chatrperson Thurston Legislation item- A / resalution of the Board of Commission of
LHA authorize Executive Directar to enter into. negotistions fo purchiase into triplex units,
Are the plans for thHe property to demalish afid-Build singlefamily housing?

Mr. Hobbs- Angwers yes

' Vice-Chairperson Garelick- is this properly owned by Jane Saamoore?

Chairperson Thurston - Yes



Vice-Chairperson Gareiici{ - What {s the asking price?

Mr. Hobbs- No price has baen negotiated. The asking price is $320K.

Attomey Alfreda Coward - there is already an offer of $300k and a backup offer for
$310. Highly suggest that the Executive Director be allowed to negotiate up to a certain
amount.

Vice-Chairperson Garelick - Makes moation that the ED is authorized to negotiate up to
but no more than $320.

Second by Commissioner Alfrec Pugh.

Chairperson Thurston - asked will thers be any discussion on motion?

ROLL CALL
MEMBER Present Absent
Chalrperson Thurston X ' '

Vide-Chairperson Garelick X
Commissioner Alfred Pugh X
Commissiotier Yvon Dorcinvil X

Commissioner Dorcinvil - asked if the judge is able to decide on the amount for
property in favor of LHA.,

Attorney Alifreda Coward ~ stated that the Judge dees not cantrol or negotiate a price he
decides what is in the best interest of the estate. o -

Mr.Hobbs- asked does appraisal need to be complate to be able to make an offar.

Attorney Alfretla Coward - Depending on confract ~ subject to appraisal must be stated
in contract. Attorney Coward proposés that the E.D. entertaing that if en appraisal is
$320 or less that the E.D. will have the authority to negotiate into & tontract.

RESOLUTION NO. (10R.05-20)
‘A RESOLUTION BY THE BOARD-OF COMMISSIGNERS OF THE LAUDERHILL

HOUSING AUTHORITY AUTHORIZING THE LAUDERHILL HOUSING AUTHORITY
TO ADOPT THE LENDING CRITERIA FOR THE EMPLOYEE LENDING PROGRAM.



Motion by Commissioner Alfred Pugh to adopt the lending criteria for the Employee
Lending Program,

Second by Commissioner Yvon Dorceinvil,

ROLL CALL , :
MEMBER - Present Absent
Chairperson Thurston X

Vice-Chairpsrson Garelick

X
Commissioner Affred Biigh X
X

Commissioner Yvon Dorcinvil

(RESOLUTION NO. 10R-05-30)

A RESOLUTION BY THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE LAUDERHILL
HOUSING AUTHORITY AUTHORIZING THE LAUDERHILL HOUSING AUTHORITY
TO ADOPT THE SLIDING FEE SCALE FOR THE SUMMER YOUTH PROGRAM.

Motion made by Vice Chairperson Garslick to approve the sliding fee scale prasented.

Second by Commissioner Alfred Pugh,

ROLL CALL -
MEMBER Present Absent
Chairparson Thurston X '
Vice-Chairperson Garelick ' X

| Commissiarer Afired Pugh X
Commissioner Yvon Dorcinvil | X |

(RESOLUTION NO. 10R:05-31)
A RESOLUTION BY THE BOARD OF COM
HOUSING AUTHORITY RESCINDING RESO

MMISSIONERS OF THE LAUDERHILL
UTION 10R-04-27; AUTHORIZING

THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO EXECUTE AN AGREEMENT FOR OFFIDE SPACE
AT WINDERMERE COMMUNITY CENTER WHICH INCLUDES THE MANAGEMENT

OF THE YOUTH PROGRAM.

Mr, Hobbs- Yes. John E. Mullin Park also has a bid out for construction where
association meetings will take piace. If the association wanted to utilize the Windermere
facility theh there would not be & problem.



Commissioner Dorginvit- Asked is the rent free??? Will officers still be stationed in-building???

Mr. Hobbs- the rent wilt be the sam’e amount that the rent on the city building was
negotiated for.

Chairperson Thurston - 5D Resoultion10R -05-31, what's your pleasure?
Commissioner Pugh - Motioned to approve.
Vice-Chairperson Garelick - 2™ the motion.

Call to Vote:

MEMBER Yes No
Chairperson Thurston

Vice-Chairperson Garelick
Commissioner Alfred Pugh

>xpox x| x>

Commissioner Yvon Dorcinvil

Chairperson Thurston ~ Motion passés 4-0

Chairperson Thurston - ltem #1 May tab #6 warrants $12,494.00. Will there be any
adjustments?
Out of the 34 units that are owned how many are occupled?

Mr. Hobbs- NSP working with attorney to transfer of properties board and city attorney
to finalize tontracts for the confractors and project managers to move forward with the
rentais or sales on NSP units.

Chairperson Thurston ~ asked far an update on tha status on BUD vouchers.

Mr. Hobbs- There were two-letters sent to HUD /Davis Varas and Arthando Fina and
wag also sent te four housing agency's requesting the transfers of vouchers and to
provide LHA with a list of vouchers of the residants that reside in the City of Lauderhil,
Agencies did not reply. As a result LHA placed-the:four authorities on notice stating that
a follow up letter will be sent advising them that it Is a vidfation to the public records law
to withhold the requested fist of vouchers.

LHA has complied to alf recommendations that HUD has made to receive ACC contract
with specific latters. LHA was notified that there was a request made to find out LHA's
jurisdiction.



The Atlorney General conveyed to HUD that unless Broward Couniy joined the request
that an opinion would not be rendered. The Attorney General closed the fite since no

other agencres would joln the-opinion, The last notice from LHA with litigation was set
for t[r;e May 18" meeting with loc al city arid DC attorney to review official complaint with
HU

Vice-Chairperson Garalick - Can board receivé information regarding results of
meeting?

Mr. Hobbs- Yes, there will be an update of meeting forwarded to board.
Chairperson Thurston - LHA financial report- tab # 7

Mr. Hobbs- stated that the balance and profit loss sheet is provided In packet ending
April 30th.

Chairperson Thurston - What is amount of rent for the 11 units?

Mr. Hobbs- the market rent for the vacant units range from $900- $1,200 depending on
tha unit being partly or fully renovated. .

Chailrperson Thurston - What is the status of the acquisition of the Windermere units?
Skot Hamilton — Stated that thers ware not many foreclosures in the area and that he is
kesping a close monitor on the market. He anticipates that the market for rentals will
incréase In the near future- and that there has bean a ot of interest In the three
bedroom units, Recipients interested in the units have had two bedroom vouchers, Mr.
Hamilton recommends that recipients try to get their housing vouchers incraased.

Mr. Hobbs- LHA Is in the process of placing the completely renovated units for sale
Skot Hamilton - Currently there is only one unit on the markst for sale

Chairperson Thurston — Asked if there are any items up for discussion?

Julie Bowers- Stated that the Jurie meeting has been scheduled for the 15™

Chairperson Thurston - Received regignation itter from Conimlissioner Alfred Pugh.
Acknowledgement will be made at next Board rmeeting.

Chairparson Thurston — Asked that a otion be made to adjourn meeting.
~Vice-Chairperson Garslick - Motlon made to adjourn méeting

Commisglonsr Dorcinvil - 2" motion



Call to Vote:

Commissioner Yvon Dorcinvil

MEMBER ‘ Yeés No
Chairperson 'Fhurs’vta'ﬁ“"'t_ X
Vice-Chalrperson Garelick X
Commissioner Alfred Pugh X

X

Passes 4-0
Mseling adjourned.
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Grenier, Steven

_ AR I
From: Alfreda Coward <alfreda@cowardlaw.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 09, 2014 3:12 PM
To: Grenier, Steven
Subject: RE: Additional document request
Attachments: Reso 10R-05-29.pdf; Hobbs Note Redacted pdf

Steven,

Please find attached the requested Resolution as well as another Redacted Copy of the Note. This version of
. the note is the correct Note to use because the last one inadvertently included protected information.

Thanks,
Alfreda

From: SGRENIER@broward.org

To: alfreda@cowardlaw.com

Subject: RE: Additional document request
Date: Tue, 9 Sep 2014 15:39:38 +0000

Thanks...

Special Agent Steven Grenier

Broward Office of the Inspector General
1 N, University Dr., Suite 111
Plantation, Florida 33324-2038

Direct: (954) 357-7819

Fax: (954)357-7857

From: Alfreda Coward [mailto:alfreda@cowardiaw,.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 09, 2014 11:00 AM

To: Grenier, Steven

Subject: RE: Additional document request

See note attached.

From: SGRENIER@broward.org

To: alfreda@cowardlaw.com

Subject: RE: Additional document request
Date: Tue, 9 Sep 2014 13:33:17 +0000
Thanks.

Special Agent Steven Grenier
Broward Office of the Inspector General
1 N. University Dr., Sulte 111



Plantation, Florida 33324-2038
Direct: (954) 357-7819
Fax: {954)357-7857

From: Alfreda Coward [mailto:alfreda@cowardlaw.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 09, 2014 9:33 AM

To: Grenier, Steven

Subject: Re: Additional document request

There was a note. | will have to get it for you though. | will also inquire about that particular resolution.
Be in touch soon.

Sincerely,
Alfreda D. Coward, Esq.

On Sep 9, 2014, at 9:26 AM, "Grenier, Steven" <SGRENIER@broward.org> wrote:

Greetings:
Could you please forward LHA resolution 10R-05-297?

Was there a loan note {other than the mortgage) associated with the loan? If so, could you
please forward it? Thanks in advance.

<image00l.jpg>

Hotline: (954) 357-TIPS (8477)

Under Florida law, most e-mail messages to or from Broward County employees or
officials are public records, available to any person upon request, absent an exemption.
Therefore, any e-mail message to or from the County, inclusive of e-mail addresses
contained therein, may he subject to public disclosure.

<Steven Grenier.vcf>

Under Florida law, most e-mail messages to or from Broward County employees or officials are public
records, available to any person upon request, absent an exemption. Therefore, any e-mail message
to or from the County, inclusive of e-mail addresses contained therein, may be subject to public

disclosure.

Under Florida law, most e-mail messages to or from Broward County employees or officials are public
2



records, available to any person upon request, absent an exemption. Therefore, any e-mail message
to or from the County, inclusive of e-mail addresses contained therein, may be subject to public
disclosure.



RESOLUTION NO. 10R-05-29
LAUDERHILL HOUSING AUTHORITY

A RESOLUTION BY THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE
LAUDERHILL HOUSING AUTHORITY  AUTHORIZING THE
LAUDERHILL HOUSING AUTHORITY TO ADOPT THE LENDING
CRITERIA FOR THE EMPLOYEE LENDING PROGRAM.

WHEREAS, the City of Lauderhill has purchased 23 properties to date and
will purchase additional property in order to comply with the terms of the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program (hereinafter NSP); and

WHEREAS, the CITY desires to consent to the assignment of such rights,
duties, and obligations to the LHA,; and

WHEREAS, the LHA is willing, capable and able to provide property
management, rehabilitation and resale of the properties as required by NSP
guidelines; and

WHEREAS, the City of Lauderhill has already conducted the bidding
process for NSP contractors;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF
COMMISSIONERS OF THE LAUDERHILL HOUSING AUTHORITY;

SECTION 1. The bid for NSP contractors conducted by the City of
Lauderhill is hereby adopted.

SECTION 2. This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon its
passage and adoption.

DATED this /[ _day of /ha?,, , 2010.

. : : l [+ 14
PASSED AND ADOPTED on first reading this 1 day of IV lQ(l,
2010. 5

PRESIDING OFFICER”

ATTEST:

Q-{ %‘/320%_

CLERK :

MOTION PU q L




SECOND  Dhicinyt |

K. THURSTON yf { Approved as to Form
Y. DORCINVIL ///

A. PUGH ye.r

W. GARELICK | Board Attorney

%
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of the

Laudsrhill Housing Authiority Board

i he_reb,y certify thal-this is a tr_u'é
and correci copy of {ie minutes

Regutar Meeting -599{

*

June 18, 2010

itar Meeting of the
fil Housing Aythority

MINUTES

CALL TO ORDER
Chairpetson Thurston called the mesting to order at 11:00 a.m.

ROLL CALL ‘ e
MEMBER Present |  Ahsent
Chaltperson Thursten X
Vice-Chairperson Garelick o X
Gommissionar Afred Pagh | X |
Commissiensr Yvon Dorcinvil | X

A quorum.of the Lauderhill Housing Authority Board was prasent.

.

ALSO PRESENT __ o
Kennie Hobbs, Jr., Executive Director, Lauderhill Housing Authority

Julle Bowers, Operations Adrililsiraltor, Laudarhlll Housing Authority

Alfréda Coward, Esq. Board Attorhey, Leuderhlll Housing Authority

Skot Haniiltori, Board REALTOR, All-StarRealty

Pladge of Alleglance '

Chalrparson Thurston led fhose presant In reelting the pledge-of allagiance-and
salute theflag.

Approval of Minutes

Motlon to-adopt rilnutes ftam May 11" regular meeting was made by
Cammissioner Pugh. and second by Cormmisgtoner Dorcinvil.

The minutes from May 11" were approved-3-0.

04/2072015
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Legislation

. (Resolution 10R-08-33) -

Mr. Hobbs requested authorization by the board on six propertles.owned by the
City which did not mget N8P program guidelines. LHA would like to purchase
the properiigs at cost and resell. All profits will be kept in separate interest
bearing accourits which will be fonitored by the Housing Authority. Graht
funding will be used to make purchases and for renovations.

Gommissioner Dorcinvil made a motion to approve and Commissioner Pugh
second the metion.

Motion for Resclution 10R-06-33:was approved 3-0.

B. Resolution 10R-08-34

Mr; Hobbs askeéd that the Board approves the list of environmental consultants
that-was developed by Braweird County so thattha.research will not havs to be
d"uplié?“téd. “Ttius, LHA will riot nead to postian &d to thie public-in an effort'to
sava time.

Commissioner Dorclovil asked ifthie Houslng Authorlty hias a company to Inspact
for ashéstos? Mr.Hobbs sald that LHA has & company that wes used for
asbastos detedtion In the demolition Tor the quads.

Commigsioner Dorcinvll made a motion to approve and itwas second by
Commisaioner Pugh.

Resolution T0R-(8-34 passed 3-0.

C. Resalution 10R-06-35 o

Mr. Hobbs requested that two niew bank accounts be opened at TD Bank in
Lauderhll, $2.4 milifon fram the Persion Board bas besn allocated to. tha
Houeihg Authority. Mr. Hobbs recommended that the funds be kept separately
from thie regular oparating budget: The firat accpunt will berused for fundling 1o
redevelop properties plirchaged by LHA. The sécond assount will be used to

keep furdiig for making HAP payrmants.

Commissionsr Pugh mada a mation to-approve Resolution 10-08-35 and open
the two bank accounis. The otion was second by Gemmissloner Roreiovil.

Resolutioh 10R-06-38 passed 3-0.

0472042015
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D. Resolutions 10R-08-32 and 10R-08-37

Resolution 10R-08-32 states that should an employee separate from the City,
that the Interest rate will be adjusted accordingly It also requires that
particlpatiig employses make morigage payments through payroll deduction and
sign an affidavit stating to that effést. [n addition, non-employees are required to
make morgage payments through direct debit from their bank.

Mr, Hobbs amended resolution 10R-08-37 to update the lending criteria for
employees and estéblish the cHteria for non-employees. The rasolution provides
for a fower interest rato-for buyers with higher credit scores.

Motlon was made to-apprdve both resolutions by Commissianer Dorginvil and
secand by Commissioner Rugh.

Motion passed 3-0,

E. Resolution 10R-06-36
Mr. Hobibs reviews a memeraridum that he prepared for the Board regarding the
LHA ressle poiley. Intersat.rates will be lower than the set market rate,
Procedural standards authorize the Execufive Director fo exasute mortgage
'ggrpe'mpnts for purchases up to$200,000. :Any purchases In excess of
$200,000 will need to he presantad to the Board foratditiorial approval.

Commissionar Thurstonzisked if the NSP propertiss would be made availabla for
dity employegs to purchage?

Nir. Hobibs said that al properties wiil ke made avaliable through a.loftery system.
Thera will be & Igan commiities appointed to réview and approve all documents.
Gity.employees are ellgible to:apply for the program.

June Warréants

The total June warrant is I the amount of $14,889, which  includes
homeowner's fees-for Windermere Gondo unite owned by LHA and legal fess.

Metion to approve mads by Comiriissioner Pugh and second by Commissioner
Dorclnvit.

Warrant was appraved 3-0 In the amount of $14,699.
Nelghbarhiood Stabilization Update

04/20/2015
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Mr, Hobbs mentioned that the City and Board attomey are working to execute
quit claim deads to transfar NSP properties'to LHA, In addition the.City Is
working very closely with the projeet managers-and contractors to firialize their
contracts and start renovations @s soon as passible.

Voucher Update

Mrs. Coward, Esy. - Statad that the DC attorney met with staff to review the
complaint that will be.filed against HUD. ‘The Housing Authority will be moving
forward with filing the complaint. HUD notifled LHA that there are-additional
documents that will he forwarded. LHA may include the documents in the
comiplaint beiry filed,
Acquisition of Windermesre Upidate:
Skot Hamilton- There has been an offer of $1.2 millioh placed on the property
ori 55" Avé. &rid Qakland Park, which was follgwed up with a couriter offer of
$1.375 million and the owner is nof-willing fo pay any title insurance: feaes.
Kr. Hobbs mads note that he:would not be in the favor of the-Authority to have
a cohiract based on the contingengy of the dppralsal. Mr, Hobbs agreed with
Mrs. Cowaitd,Esq. that:gn appraisal should be completed prior to he counter
offar being made.
Meeting adjourned:at-12:20 p.m.

*Luncheon for the retirsment of Commissloner Pugh followed meseting.

0442012015
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RESOLUTION NO, 10R:08:32
LAUDERHILL HOUSING AUTHORITY

A RESOLUTIGN BY THE BOARD OF GOMMISSIONERS OF THE
LAUDERHILL HQUSING AUTHORITY ABDOPTING THE AMENDED
LENDING CRITERIA FOR THE EMPLOVEE LENDING PROGRAM;
AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TQ EXECUTE LOANS
CONSISTENT WITH THE LENBGING ERITERIA.

WHEREAS,-the Lauderhill Housing Authorlty {LHA) Intends tohold
riortgages for City of Laudethill (CITY) empldyees pursuantte the employee
lending progran; and

WHEREAS, the LHAadopled:4 lending critetis for said employees in
Resolytion 10R-0%-29; and

WHEREAS, the Janding. critsis Hebds o bie amended thetsby moditying
the intarest rats sohedule © allow employses with @ higher crédit seors 16
regpive 8 lowerinterest rate;

WHEREAS; & flianes cofimities will be established fo review mortgage
agrestrents and niake reeommendations to-the exesutive direstor;

~ MQW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVEL) BY THE BOARD OF
CONMMISSIDNERS QF THE LAYDERHILL HOUSING AUTHORITY;
 SECTION 1. Tha Amerided LHA Murigage Leriding Griteria i afached
and hereby adopted. '
ECTION 2. The Exegutive Direotor i& authorized fo sxecute moﬂ?ags
f the

agreements. consistsnt with the 1sndifg Gtetia and e recpmmandaiion. of e
finance commitiss, up to the amount of $200,000 withoutfurtier board dpproval,

SEGTION 3. This: Resolution shal take sffect iminisdiataly upori Its

passags and adoption.
DATED his_f4 doyof  Thpe 2010
PASSED AND ADOPTEDR qn first reading thiy . /5

2010,




K. THURSTON _ V¢

Y. DORCINVIL v ey

A. PUGH

Appfaved as to Form

Affreda 1y, f}b\&iérdu Esq |
General Gounsel '
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e g o g s e

:".'_:'__*_',:'_';;'ﬁavailable for mortgage
'-:"_‘-’;___:_;f,f"employees of the Clty of ‘V'auderhdl and Lauderhilliﬁ
Housmg Authonty SRR

’_%f.f-;f_'i;_;;_:_‘_-'f..'The Pollce, Fnre and Confrdentnal/ManagenaI Pe__suon ‘
.. plans, have mvested ;n LHA As a result funds are.

:loans to aII full tlme

.f.}_~ ;.-_program hlghllgts

N ’:| ,- '.-nC- A R .' l‘”"a‘:' -_.“-_--"_”‘ [

t * Property must be Iocated |n the Clty of Lauderhlll

| *Must be your prlmary resudence R
*3% down payment requlred A
',:'*Payments must be made wnth payroll deductlon or
automatlc ACH TR e A R
'-f...““;‘_:_-é-.*lnterest rate ranges from 6% 7 75% dependent on

For applrcatlons or addltlonal mformatlon please call
1‘.954 625 3180 o L

R ) E T T LT T
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LAW OFFICES OF E. F. ROBINSON, P.A.

Northern Virginia Office South Florida Office
4609 Pinecrest Office Park Drive 1712 FINANCIAL LOOP 7101 West Commercial Blvd.
Suite H LAKE RIDGE, VIRGINIA 22192 Suite 4A
Alexandria, Virginia 22312 Telephone (703) 970-2080 Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33319
Facsimile (703) 940-9189 Facsimile (703) 940-9189 Telephone (954)840-5301
=] WEBSITE WWW.EFROBINSONLAW.COM Facsimile (954)337-9215

=] X REPLY TO THIS OFFICE

September 28, 2015

John W. Scott

Inspector General

Broward Office of the Inspector General
1 North University Dr., Suite 111
Plantation, Florida 33324

VIA ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION AND U.S. MAIL
Dear Inspector General:

Our office represents the Lauderhill Housing Authority and its Board of Commissioners,
collectively and individually in the matter regarding your OIG Preliminary Report dated August
28, 2015 (hereinafter referred to as Preliminary Report). In accordance with Section 12.01 of
the Charter of Broward County, this letter, with accompanying exhibits and supporting
Resolutions, serves as our written response to your Preliminary Report. The review and
consideration of the information contained herein should result in an amendment to your
Preliminary Report that reflects a finding of no ethical misconduct and include an accurate
factual recitation and corrections to the numerous mis-statements of the facts.

As you know the Lauderhill Housing Authority’s mission is to “...assist residents in obtaining
affordable housing; to promote homeownership; and to be stewards of public funds and trust, by
maximizing resources and developing partnerships within the public and private section.” In
order to fulfill our mission, it is incumbent upon us that we fully comply with our governing laws
and internal policies and procedures. To that end, each year we participate in internal and
external audits such as a Single and Program Compliance Audits. The results of these audits
have been consistently favorable and reiterate that the Lauderhill Housing Authority is
accomplishing its mission, including but not limited to, being stewards of public funds and trust.

Therefore, we welcome the opportunity to provide your office with additional insight into the
Lauderhill Housing Authority, the administrators, the Employee Lending Program, and our
policies and procedures which provide for controls to prevent fraud or abuse in our housing
programs. Please find below specific instances of inaccurate information contained in your
report.

Factual Inaccuracy #1 (Page 1, Para. 3)- “These managers’ subordinates were responsible for
processing documentation of loan-worthiness, calculating maximum loan amounts and
recommending approval of the loans to their superiors.”

Correct Information — Kennie Hobbs is the Finance Director for the City of Lauderhill. In this
capacity, he also serves as the Executive Director of the Lauderhill Housing Authority. Julie
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Saunders is the Operations Administrator for the City of Lauderhill Finance Department and the
Deputy Director for the Lauderhill Housing Authority. S.H. and K.P. are not employed as
subordinates for Ms. Saunders. In fact, all three individuals, as employees of the City of
Lauderhill’s Finance Department, report directly to Mr. Hobbs. This is a well-known fact and is
supported by officially published City Commission approved budgets, which includes
departmental organizational charts on the City’s website. Copies of the City approved
organizational charts for FY 2011 (LHA Exhibit 1) and FY2014 (LHA Exhibit 2) are included
for your review. Furthermore, S.H. and T.D. serve on the Finance Committee as members of the
City’s Finance Staff and not contract employees of the Housing Authority; this is further
illustrated in OIG Exhibit’s 2 and 3.

As qualified employees, Kennie Hobbs and Julie Saunders applied for participation in the
Employee Lending Program. Both Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders’ applications and
determinations of credit worthiness were determined and approved by the Board of
Commissioners, not the staff, S.H. or K.P as the OIG claims. At the time that Ms. Saunders
application was approved, T.D. was not a member of the Finance staff. She was, in fact, an
employee of the Planning and Redevelopment Department, reporting to D.G, Director. In 2010-
2011, this department was a stand-alone department and reported directly to the City Manager
and not Mr. Hobbs. With the exception of staff correctly labeled as (Contracted) on the LHA
organizational chart, all other City staff works under the umbrella of the Finance Director and
not the Deputy Director of the Housing Authority.

Once again, the Board of Commissioners, not staff, made the determination of credit worthiness
by approving Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders for funding. The five-member board is appointed by
the Mayor and confirmed by the City Commission. They operate with complete autonomy in
setting policy, approving budgets and hiring and firing the Executive Director and General
Counsel. Thus, the Executive Director — Kennie Hobbs is subordinate to the Board, which was
the approving authority in the loans of Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders, not S.H and K.P.

Factual Inaccuracy #2 (Page 1, Para. 3) — “Of equal concern is that monitoring of the
performance of the loans continues to be conducted by subordinates.”

Correct Information — Generally, mortgage payments are deducted directly from the
participating employees’ payroll check. If the mortgagee is not employed by the City, then the
funds are deducted directly from the mortgagee’s bank account through an ACH draft. It is the
City’s IT Director who performs the function of the bi-weekly loan payment processing. The
City IT Director reports directly to the Deputy City Manager. Neither Mr. Hobbs nor Ms.
Saunders has any oversight responsibility of the staff involved in carrying out this process.

Further, the City IT Director provides a report to the City’s Comptroller with information as to
which mortgagee accounts were debited. Thereafter, the bank advises the Comptroller as to
which payments cleared or were rejected. In response, the Comptroller generates a report to
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General Counsel for collection purposes. Thus, the payments of mortgages are regularly
inspected and monitored for the performance of the loans issued by LHA.

Additionally, the LHA’s Independent Auditor, not City or LHA staff, ensures ongoing
compliance with loan and program requirements. As part of the annual confirmation process,
both Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders completed a “Related Party Questionnaire” (See LHA Exhibit
3 as an example) which discloses that they have an outstanding mortgage with the Authority. As
a result, these loans are individually examined to ensure compliance with program and loan
requirements. This is in conformance with Generally Accepted Auditing Standards (GAAS),
and the findings are reported directly to the Authority’s Board of Commissioners.

Factual Inaccuracy #3 (Page 1, Para. 4)-“Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders also took advantage of
their position to benefit from funds for expenses not contemplated by officially sanctioned repair
program.”

Correct information—All of the repairs/improvements made by Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders
were in accordance with the Rehabilitation/Weatherization/Property Improvement Program of
the Authority (Please see OIG Exhibit 25). First, Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders were eligible for
the program which includes being current employees of the City. Second, the borrowed funds are
part of their total mortgage payments and are being repaid through bi-weekly payments.
Moreover, funds were held in escrow and dwelling units are owner occupied, as outlined on
pages one and two of the referenced document.

All expenditures were for approved items, as illustrated on pages two and three of the approved
program. More specifically, on page two of the plan document it explicitly lists items that
qualify such as hot water tanks, kitchen stove, refrigerator, and cabinets; items included on page
three includes “general rehabilitation and/or improvement of the unit including general property
improvement, appliances, fixtures, carpentry, flooring, equipment, landscaping and irrigation.
The referenced improvements have been made on not just the two properties in question, but also
on the more than thirty properties currently collateralized by mortgages by LHA. These types of
improvements are commonplace and not just specific to Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders.
Therefore, Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders did not take advantage of their position since they
qualified for the services and the repairs without regard to their specific titles.

Factual Inaccuracy #4 (Page 1, Para. 4)-“Rather than replace a roof, Ms. Saunders remodeled
her kitchen, made other home improvements and was directly paid over $10,000.”

Correct Information — Ms. Saunders used all funds awarded to her in accordance with the
program guidelines as detailed in OIG Exhibit 25. As stated therein, the repairs made were
eligible based on LHA’s Employee Lending Program and were documented with receipts
previously provided. In fact, based on documentation provided by the General Counsel, more
than 50% of the items were for items purchased prior to the distribution of remaining $10,000
which was held in escrow. Ms. Saunders received reimbursement for all items purchased or
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expenditures made for all approved home improvements. She did not receive any funds to which
she was not entitled.

Factual Inaccuracy #5 (Page 1, Para. 4) — “Mr. Hobbs used his inflated repair escrow to install
travertine tile and an aquarium.”

Correct Information — Mr. Hobbs made repairs/improvements to the home in accordance with
the Rehabilitation/Weatherization/Property Improvement Program of the Authority. (See OIG
Exhibit 25). The OIG alleges that the installation of travertine tile is a violation. This is incorrect
as flooring is an improvement permitted by the Program.

Additionally, as reflected on documentation provided to the OIG on or about April 6, 2015, as
part of Subpoena #14-023-003, but not included in your initial report, Mr. Hobbs did not use any
funds received as part of his loan for an aquarium. Mr. Hobbs owned the aquarium prior to his
purchase of the home. The monies used to transfer and install the aquarium were directly from
Mr. Hobbs. For your review, we have attached receipts and voided checks (which were
previously provided to the OIG, but not included in your report) for all work performed on
Hobbs’ house (LHA Exhibit 4).

As for the reference to an inflated repair escrow, this is merely an unsupported opinion of the
investigators since escrow accounts are not predicated on the Home Inspection Report, but is
solely determined by the appraised value of the subject property and the mortgage amount. As
you may be aware, the Home Inspection Report is an owners report and not a report of the
Authority, thus, information included is intended for the owners use and is not utilized to
determine needed repairs or escrow amounts.

Factual Inaccuracy #6 (Page 2, Last Paragraph)-“Since at least 2009, Ms. Saunders has been
the sole employee reporting to Mr. Hobbs at the LHA, and all other LHA employees (City-
Provided or LHA direct hires) report to her.”

Correct Information —This is not true, with the exception of E.W., S.L. and since 2012, T.D.,
all other City employees involved with LHA do so as part of their City responsibilities, and thus
report to no one in LHA. In fact, S.H. and K.P. under no circumstance have ever reported to Ms.
Saunders. This is further illustrated in organizational charts provided to your office and included
in your report as OIG Exhibit 2 and OIG Exhibit 3, as well as, newly provided City of Lauderhill
organizational charts (See LHA Exhibit 1 and 2). As you will see, on the LHA side, the only
City employee that reports to Ms. Saunders is D.J (reassigned to Administration Department
since June 2015), and on the City side E.W., T.D. and previously S.L. Additionally, the City
organizational charts clearly show that S.H., Deputy Finance Director and K.P., Comptroller,
report directly to Mr. Hobbs and never Ms. Saunders.
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Factual Inaccuracy #7 (Page 6, Para. 2)- “They further took advantage of their public position
to benefit from funds, with the cooperation of the Board Attorney, for expenses not contemplated
by officially sanctioned repair program.”

Correct Information —This is a baseless and scandalous allegation for which there is no
support. Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders, eligible employees, participated in the Rehabilitation,
Weatherization/Property Improvement Program of the Authority. They used their loan awards
only on improvements permitted by the Program.

The specific improvements are listed below and were documented by receipts with supporting
authority for the improvements contained in LHA Exhibit 9 and OIG Exhibit 22.

Roof repairs for the tile and gutters therein;

Interior Painting;

Energy Efficient Appliances;

Pool repairs;

Tree Trimming; and

Irrigation

Sk wdE

The statement which infers that the Board Attorney has colluded with another to misappropriate
funds is a violation of The Florida Bar Rules of Professional Conduct. Specifically, it is a
violation of Fla. Bar Rule 4-8.4 “to engage in conduct in connection to the practice of law that is
prejudicial to the administration of justice, including to knowingly, or through callous
indifference, disparage or humiliate other lawyers in any basis.” The OIG is a criminal justice
agency and holds itself out as an independent watchdog against corruption, fraud, and gross mis-
management. This is a connection to the practice of law. Therefore, the OIG should be held
accountable as any other criminal justice agency or lawyer in their duty not to disparage or
attempt to humiliate another lawyer. A blanket false assertion of collusion without any evidence
is the OIG’s attempt to disparage and/or humiliate the General Counsel, Alfreda Coward.

In the OIG’s attempt to disparage and/or humiliate the General Counsel by accusing her of
collision, the OIG failed to acknowledge or provide the written documentation previously
provided by General Counsel including documentation, (such as receipts and escrow statements),
which demonstrate that the improvements made to Mr. Hobbs” and Mr. Saunders’ homes were
eligible for payment by the Rehabilitation/Weatherization/Property Improvement Program. This
documentation is included, once again, in this Response as LHA Exhibit 9.

Factual Inaccuracy #8 (Page 8, Para.3)- The OIG was not provided with documentation
evidencing that the LHA Board reviewed and approved any standard, general terms for the loans.

Correct Information — Resolution 10R-05-32 outlines the standard, general terms of all loan
criteria, specifically the lending criteria which is based upon credit rating and maximum loan
value. Resolution 10R-05-32 was passed by the LHA Board of Commissioners on June 15,
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2010. This specific resolution was provided to the OIG as part of our response to your Subpoena
14-023-002 on December 1, 2014 and again, in response to your request for emails in August
2015. We have included a copy of the original email from the board secretary to the board,
which includes the actual resolution provided to and approved by the LHA Board on May 11,
2010 (LHA Exhibit 5). The version included as OIG Exhibit 32 in your preliminary report, is
not the item presented to or approved by the LHA Board.

Factual Inaccuracy #9- (Page 8, Last Paragraph) “They were the only employees who
qualified for the lowest interest rate of 6 percent, the rate established in June 2010 upon the
recommendation of staff.”

Correct Information - In accordance with the approved lending criteria, established in 2010 by
the Board, interest rates are based solely on the applicants’ credit scores and loan to value. Mr.
Hobbs and Ms. Saunders met the criteria established by the Board.

We have included copies of the lending criteria for non-city employees and City employees alike
(LHA Exhibit 6), which were previously provided to the OIG in our response to your subpoena
#14-023-002, and as you can see, all participants’ interest rates are based solely on their credit
scores. To illustrate, a non-city employee who is a park attendant for another local municipality
with a credit score of 670; and a city employee who is a park attendant with a credit score of 670
would have both qualified to receive an interest rate of 6.00 %, without regard to their particular
employer and in accordance with the approved lending criteria. Lastly, the OIG requested and
received copies of the credit information that was presented to the Board of Commissioners,
which was used to assign Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders respective interest rates, and in their draft
report have not provided any statements or evidence contradicting the rate assigned.

Factual Inaccuracy #10 (Page 12, Para. 3)-“Mr. Hobbs said that he agreed with an aquarium
contractor to fold in the costs of moving, installing plumbing, and wiring his aquarium with the
cost of replacing the floor with tile.”

Correct Information — This is not true. The incorrect statement above was derived from a
statement given by Mr. Hobbs to the Office of the State Attorney (SAQ). Mr. Hobbs actual
representation to the SAQO is that the contractor that was moving his aquarium agreed to remove
and install the new flooring in his home, in addition to moving his existing aquarium, but in a
separate invoice. OIG Exhibit 11, which was included in your preliminary report, shows total
payments to JAWZ.net of $5,789, much less than the total cost of removing and installing the
flooring in question. Please see attached invoice for $7,174 for the material and labor relating to
the tile only, which was also provided to the OIG but not included in the Preliminary Report
(LHA Exhibit 4). Additionally, we have included a copy of the $600 invoice exclusively for
moving the aquarium in question and copies of canceled checks and credit card receipts
evidencing payment of said services (LHA Exhibit 4).
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Factual Inaccuracy #11 (Page 13) - Ms. Saunders Was Given Special Treatment in the
Administration of Her Loan and Roof Replacement Escrow.

Correct Information — Ms. Saunders loan and repair escrow were processed in accordance with
the approved loan process using the approved loan and escrow criteria. All qualifying
documentation was provided to the OIG at their request and they have not communicated any
verifiable issues with her income, interest rate or loan amount. However, we will address each
separate claim made on page 13.

Factual Inaccuracy #12 (Page 13, #1) - The 2010 Application and Approval for $280,000
Occurred One Year Before Ms. Saunders Bought Her Home.

Correct Information —This statement is not true and documentation dispelling this claim was
previously provided to the OIG, but not included in the Preliminary Report. The 2010 application
and approval for $280,000 was for a Sales Contract entered into on July 6, 2010 for a property
located at 4762 NW 66 Avenue, Lauderhill, Florida and not the property that was ultimately
purchased on June 13, 2011. The property associated with the 2010 application and approval
was being sold as a short sale owned by the association, but had an outstanding mortgage held by
a third party bank. This process went on for about 10 months, but ultimately ended when the
association could not secure short sale approval from the bank holding the first mortgage.

Factual Inaccuracy #13 (Page 13, #2)-In 2011 Staff Committed LHA to Loan Ms. Saunders
Another $40,000 Before Board Approval and Without a Second Application.

Correct Information — Staff did not commit to approve a loan to Ms. Saunders, but issued her a
Mortgage Loan Commitment which was subsequently and in accordance with the process and
approved by the Board. The Mortgage Loan Commitment is a conditional approval and does not
commit the LHA to funding unless all requirements and provisions set forth by the lender are
met. Attached please find a copy of the document in question (LHA Exhibit 8) which clearly
states that “your final approval is not guaranteed and that this commitment is also subject to
reconsideration if there is any material change in your financial status in the information
provided in your application or on the condition of the property.” As you know, staff updated all
relevant information to protect the interest of the authority and to ensure that the applicant still
met the requirements of the program as of the date that the commitment was executed and
ultimately approved by the Board.

More specifically, although the applicant was not required to complete a new application, as per
the Loan Commitment letter dated July 6, 2010, she was required to submit updated
documentation to the satisfaction of the Board. Therefore, staff obtained updated income
information (as of April 2011), which yielded $7,000 in additional income and an updated credit
report (as of March 9, 2011), which yielded a credit score 21 points higher than her original
report from 2010.
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Additionally, a new Loan Processing Worksheet was completed, which included updated
income, expense and credit information, which was the basis for the Board’s approval at its May
2011 meeting. Again, as per the commitment letter, the loan was not guaranteed unless the
lender was satisfied with the subsequent documentation submitted, which was presented to and
approved by the Board, which was further evidenced by the Board’s minutes provided and the
Chairman’s signature on the financial worksheet. Again, this dispels the allegation that the loan
in question was approved without documented action by the Board.

As for withholding information, the investigators statements are not based on facts. Ms.
Saunders did advise the Authority (in writing) that she owned a condominium, which was listed
on the MLS for sale. Additionally, being that the loan associated with the condo in question was
held by a traditional lender; the credit report pulled in April 2010 and March 2011, which were
both provided to the investigator, reflected a 24 month payment history. As such, the loan for
the property in question was not only current as of the date of her initial approval but also current
as of May 10, 2011, the date that the Board approved her current loan.

Factual Inaccuracy #14 (Page 19, Para. 1) — There was no documented board approval of full
lending criteria.

Correct Statements — As provided to the OIG investigator (on or about December 1, 2014) in
response to Subpoena #14-023-002, the Board initially approved Resolution 10R-05-29 on May
11, 2010, which was superseded by Resolution 10R-05-32, which was approved on June 15,
2010 (both resolutions are included in LHA Exhibit 5). The two resolutions, which included the
approved lending criteria and the Board Minutes from said meetings were provided to the
investigator as detailed above and are included in their preliminary report as Exhibits 29 and 30.
Again, this further dispels the notion that the Board had not approved the lending criteria.

Factual Inaccuracy #15 (Page 21, Para. 2) - Staff implemented a repair escrow process that
was more generous that the City’s and apparently unknown to the LHA Board.

Correct Statements - LHA is an independent entity not governed by the rules and programs of
the City. Our Board makes independent decisions when it comes to approving our budget and
program requirements. As such, all improvements made by participants of the Employee
Lending Program are consistent with the LHA Board approved repair/improvement plan. This is
evident not only in the repairs made as part of the Employee Lending Program but for repairs
made by LHA on properties that we own for rent and resale.

In summary, we believe that it is important to note, that it is the responsibility of the Board to set
policy and not carry out administrative functions for the Authority. Hence, when the Board is
presented with information relating to the various programs of the Authority, it is reviewed and
voted on by the Board, thus establishing program guidelines. Once approved, it is for our highly
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capable administrative staff to carry out the administrative functions and approvals to ensure the
success of our various programs. This is further demonstrated in our Bylaws that clearly assign
all administrative functions and tasks to our professional staff. We believe this philosophy to be
consistent with the intended widely accepted Public Administration framework of a
Commission/Manager form of government.

Factual Inaccuracy #16 (Page 29, Para.2) — “He continued to do graduate coursework in
accounting and finance, as well as public administration coursework at Nova Southeastern
University”.

Correct Information - Mr. Hobbs has a Bachelor of Science degree in Accounting from Florida
Atlantic University and a Master of Public Administration degree from Nova Southeastern
University. In addition, he has completed 30 hours of graduate course work in accounting and
finance.

OIG STATEMENTS/LHA POSITIONS

Your Preliminary Report contains conclusions which are not supported by the information you
received during your investigation. My clients have specific objections to the following OIG
positions:

OIG Statement #1 (Page 9) “Mr. Hobbs’ Repair Escrow was Not Established in a Way to
Protect LHA’s Interests.”

LHA Position — This statement is baseless and lacks any legal support. Mr. Hobbs’ escrow was
executed in accordance with the program established by the LHA Board of Commissioners; was
executed prior to any funds being disbursed for approved repairs; and only allowed for direct
payment to vendors for approved repairs/improvements. There are no problems identified with
the escrow documentation itself except that it was finalized subsequent to the closing.

OIG Statement #2 (Page 10) — Ms. Saunders also recommended approval of the loan and
signed her name over the title of Executive Director. No provision exists within the resolutions,
bylaws, or policies that the LHA provided to us that authorized Ms. Saunders to execute such a
document or act on behalf of the LHA in this way, except as derived from the direct
authorization of Mr. Hobbs.

LHA Position — Attached please find the job description for LHA’s Deputy Director (previously
provided to the OIG but included as LHA Exhibit 7) that clearly shows that the Deputy Director

shall serve as the Executive Director in the absence of the Executive Director. As a result, when
acting in that capacity, they would assume all of the powers of the Executive Director, including

that ability to sign agreements on behalf of the Authority.
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Furthermore, the OIG has not provided any evidence that Mr. Hobbs had any discussions or
directed S.H. or Ms. Saunders to act in any manner while reviewing his loan application. In fact,
the aforementioned statement of the OIG appears to directly dismiss statements given by both
S.H and Ms. Saunders, which are included on pages 25 and 26 of this report. More specifically
S.H. stated “because Mr. Hobbs was the LHA Executive Director, he forwarded his
recommendation for approval to Ms. Saunders.” Also, Ms. Saunders stated, “she reviewed the
loan worksheet and determined that the amount approved and the calculated interest rate
conformed to the program criteria and because the loan was for over $200,000, she included it on
the agenda for presentation to the Board for its review and approval.”

OIG Statement #3 (Page 12) — Although only $2,075 in repairs was recommended by the Home
Inspector, Mr. Hobbs received a repair escrow of $8,920.

LHA Position — LHA repair escrows are not predicated on the Home Inspector’s Report, but
based on the appraised value, as highlighted in the Board approved Lending Criteria (OIG
Exhibit 30). As stated in the approved policy, “the loan may not exceed 100% of the repaired
appraised value.” Please note that home inspections are purchased by the applicant for the
benefit of the applicant and not LHA.

As for this loan specifically, the escrow amount was based on appraised value $375,000 less net
loan amount ($370,000 contract price - $11,100 employee contribution - $1,842.51
assessments/county taxes credits +9,022.50 closing costs= $366,006.91) leaving $8,920.01
available for escrow. All of this information is included and can be verified on the previously
provided HUD-1. Simply put, Mr. Hobbs received a repair escrow which conformed to the
Board Approved Lending Criteria.

OIG Statement # 4 (Page 14) - Ms. Saunders’ 2011 Loan Approval Increased Inexplicably.

LHA Position — Ms. Saunders’ Loan Approval was appropriate in that the increase in the
maximum loan was based on the approved lending criteria and an industry standard maximum
loan calculation. The formula used was a Present Value (PV) calculation using the Max Housing
Cost Based on Gross and Net monthly Principal and Interest. This calculation takes into
consideration assigned interest rates, term of loan, and monthly payment.

OIG Statement # 5 (Page 15)- Despite having a lower income, Ms. Saunders was granted a
higher maximum loan amount than W.L., whose higher income only qualified him for a
maximum loan amount of $261,676 based on gross income.

LHA Position - The investigators assertion does not take the full financial and credit picture of
W.L. and Ms. Saunders into consideration. For example, as illustrated in OIG Table 2, while
gross annual income of W.L is $101,294 and Ms. Saunders is $99,108 (a difference of only
$2,186) a variation in their Net Annual Income is much greater for W.L. $65,867 to Ms.
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Saunders $94,788 (a difference of $28,921), which represent funds available to pay living
expenses including their mortgage. Net Annual Income is the number that was used, since it is
the more relevant number. Additionally, credit scores affect maximum loan amounts. Per the
approved lending criteria W.L. qualified for a rate of 7.25%, based on a credit score in the 500°s
and Saunders qualified for a rate of 6%, based on her credit score in the 700’s (well above the
required minimum to qualify for 6% rate). Thus, when completing the maximum loan value, in
addition to a 1.25% lower interest rate, Ms. Saunders actually has $28,921 annually or $2,410
monthly more funds available to meet her financial obligations. Again, when determining the
PV of potential loans, interest rate, net monthly income and term of loan are all considered.

OIG Statement #6 (Page 15) A Roof Replacement Escrow, Without an Escrow Agreement,
Was Established Despite the Fact that a New Roof Was Not Needed or Obtained.

LHA Position — As with all real estate transactions, the sales contract and price is between the
seller and the buyer only, and not the lender. Hence, the fact that Ms. Saunders was able to
negotiate a better price, or why, is not the business of the LHA. As spelled out in our lending
criteria, the Authority will provide funding for up to 100 percent of the repaired appraised value.
The funds loaned and its usage is guided by the policies of the LHA, the mortgage and note; not
a private sales contract to which LHA is not a party.

As for funds placed in escrow, consistent with the other three participants of the Employee
Lending Program that received funds; all funds were to be used for repairs/improvements in
accordance with the LHA approved plan. As such, that is the case of Ms. Saunders. The
preliminary report states that LHA’s program did not exist at the time that funds were placed in
escrow. The fact remains that funds were placed in escrow with General Counsel (who reports
directly to the Board and not Mr. Hobbs or his staff) who did not release funds for initial repairs
until October 21, 2011, which was nearly four months after LHA established its program.

OIG Statement #7 (Page 16)- Escrow Payments went to Painting, Cabinet Remodeling,
Landscaping, Plumbing and Ms. Saunders Instead of Replacing the Roof or Paying Down
Principal.

LHA Position —Funding provided to Ms. Saunders and held in escrow was used in accordance
with program guidelines as detailed in OIG Exhibit 25. As stated therein, the repairs made were
eligible based on LHA’s Employee Lending Program and not that of the City’s Grant Program
that has more stringent regulations for its applicants and is income-based. Additionally, please
refer to LHA Exhibit 9 which outlines the rationale and procedure under which the remaining
funds were disbursed to Ms. Saunders.

OIG Statement #8 (Page 18) - Mr. Hobbs and Ms. Saunders Were Aware of the Conflict
Prohibition They Violated.
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LHA Position - LHA’s program is for the sole benefit of City of Lauderhill and Lauderhill
Housing Authority employees to purchase and improve homes located in the City of Lauderhill.
The rules and regulations pertaining to this program have been included as (OIG Exhibit 25).
The program discussed by the investigator and the referenced City Rehabilitation Program
documents (Exhibit 26-28) correlate to the City’s Federally funded NSP program and not LHA’s
Employee Lending Program. More specifically, as stated in Exhibit 26, paragraph one, sentence
one, this assertion only applies to “City of Lauderhill employees who apply for assistance from
any FEDERAL GRANT PROGRAM?”, which this is not. Furthermore, in the first sentence on
page 18 of the OIG’s preliminary report, the investigator in their own words states that HUD, not
LHA, requires a conflict check and waiver for employees who receive HUD funding. In this
case, all funding was derived from the employees’ portion of their contribution to the City’s
Pension Funds (which does not include ANY Federal, State or Local Government Funds).

Lastly, as for a frequently recurring conflict between their personal interests and the interest of
the governmental entity they serve, the fact remains that all financial monitoring for the
Employee Lending Program is conducted by a 3" party external auditor who reports directly to
the Board of Commissioners. This is the assurance that on-going programmatic conditions are
being met.

OIG Statement #9 (Page 22) — Other City and LHA Employees Were Not Informed of the
Employee Loan Program’s Especially Favorable Terms.

LHA Statement —Members of LHA’s staff made formal presentations at City Pension Board
meetings that included City employees and members of the various collective bargaining units
(General Employees (AFSME), Police (FOP) and Fire (IAFF). At these meetings, the Employee
Loan Program was discussed in detail. In addition to posting printed material in City facilities,
LHA requested City Pension board members and Union staff to disseminate program details to
their respective members.

Conclusion

The Lauderhill Housing Authority and all other interested parties have provided you with
countless documents and access to the interworking of the Lauderhill Housing Authority. If you
provide more than a cursory review of the documents provided to you throughout your
investigation, this Response to your Preliminary Report, and the Exhibits attached herein, you
will commend the LHA’s innovative Employee Lending Program as being consistent with our
mission. Furthermore, you will find that Kennie Hobbs and Julie Saunders’ participation in the
program was approved by this Board as it was in accordance to the criteria required by all City of
Lauderhill and Lauderhill Housing Authority employees. In as such, on September 28, 2015, the
Board passed two Resolutions approving this Response to the Preliminary Report and supporting
Kennie Hobbs and Julie Saunders. (See LHA Exhibit 10).
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Finally, as the program is still in its infancy, the Board with the support of its administrative staff
and the recommendations of its external auditor will continue to implement policies and
procedures to assist residents in obtaining affordable housing; promote home ownership; develop
and maximize resources- while being good stewards of public funds and trust.

Sincerely,

/s/Veronica L. Robinson
Veronica L. Robinson, Esq.

Enc.

cc: Lauderhill Housing Authority
Alfreda Coward, Esq.
Kennie Hobbs
Julie Saunders
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LAW OFFICES OF

Coward & Coward, P.A.

ALFREDA D. COWARD, ESQ. KIMBERLY D. COWARD, ESQ.
REPLY TO:
O 7101 WEST COMMERCIAL BLVD, STE 4A O POST OFFICE BOX 25487
FT. LAUDERDALE, FL 33319 FT. LAUDERDALE, FL 33320
TO: David Schulson, Esq.

Office of the State Attorney

FROM: Alfreda D. Coward, Esq.
General Counsel for Lauderhill Housing Authority

RE: SP14-11-101
DATE: Friday, February 13, 2015

MEMORANDUM

Thank you for giving us additional time to respond to the above-referenced subpoena. I have
attached the responsive documents with notations made on the cover page for each section.
Nonetheless, I would like to take this opportunity to elaborate on a few matters.

First, you will note that the documents responsive to number three (3) on the list do not exist. We
have thoroughly searched our records and have found that we did not begin instituting our
trust/fund escrow agreements until sometime in 2012. I would also note that the roof escrow in this
case should have been titled a repair escrow, as was done in all other instances similar in nature.

Second, although not specifically mentioned in the subpoena request, you asked whether we had
any policies on file relating to our repair program or procedures. Accordingly, we have attached the
Mortgage and Lending Criteria which dictates that the maximum loan amount should not exceed
100 percent of the appraised value versus the sales price. We have also attached some
Administrative Policies and Procedures. Unlike traditional lenders, our repair program extends
beyond the items reflected in an inspection report and includes items related to general property
improvements such as appliances, fixtures and flooring.

Lastly, you will note that in November 2012 we issued all funds remaining in the repair escrow in
the amount of $10,135.81 directly to Ms. Saunders. The reason for doing such was an inter-office
decision based on professional advice to limit the amount of time for which clients’ monies are held
in trust. In this instance, the funds remained in our account for approximately 18 months.

Phone: (954) 722-0836 cc@cowardlaw.com Fax: (954) 722-0636



It was deemed most cost effective, at the time, to return the funds to Ms. Saunders in licu of
refinancing her mortgage. In response to such, the executive director executed a written directive on
how to handle said funds going forward. Even still, at the time the money was returned to Ms.
Saunders, it is prudent to note that she had pending receipts in the amount of $5,000, and was
entitled to said reimbursements prior to closing of the file. With that said, in an effort of
compliance, we have obtained receipts/proof of payments from Ms. Saunders to assist you in
reconciling the remaining balance of the expended funds, all of which, are currently under
repayment through her existing mortgage.

Thank you for your continued consideration in this matter. I look forward to hearing from you
soon. Please do not hesitate to contact me directly if you are in need of additional information or

need some clarification on related matters.

Sincerely,

Alfreda D. Coward, Esq.

Phone: (954) 722-0836 cc@cowardlaw.com Fax: (954) 722-0636





































































































































































LHA Exhibit 10
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