
Non-Resident Members Exact a Huge Toll on Resident 
Members.  Read About Non-Resident Member Impact. 

 
This email was sent to Membership Chair Art Newman concerning the 
addition of additional non-resident members, in excess of the approved 
number.  Each non-resident is an additional burden on the already 
overcharged mandatory resident members. Remember, this is the same guy 
who discontinued the non-resident program entirely a couple of years ago, 
but backtracked rather quickly when he found out there were few if any 
takers for an equity membership with real initiation fees and full price dues. 
This is also the same licensed General Contractor Art Newman, who In his 
deposition, stated that “we did not have boundaries surveys”. 
Boundaries are clearly shown on the survey that was submitted to Delray 
Beach for a Site Plan Review.  You can read all about that at LWDD.  We 
think Newman and his cronies should provide a presentation from an 
independent CPA with a cost analysis of the impact of all these non-
residents.  They would have us believe that the entirety of their fees falls to 
the bottom line.  Nothing could be further from the truth.  What else is new?  

 
From: MB3217@aol.com 
To: lizshaw@delaire.org 
Sent: 11/18/2017 9:22:59 P.M. Eastern Standard Time 
Subj: Re: Message from Delaire Membership Committee Chair Art Newman 
  
Attention Art Newman 
  
On October 03, 2017 you wrote a similar message when you accepted the 
Berses as non-resident members over and above the 56 allowable 
memberships that were approved. I responded by questioning your 
authority to take in any more members in that category?  Article VI of the 
Articles of Incorporation which supercede all else clearly states the “Club 
will have a maximum of 375 members". The members approved 56 non-
resident members. You do not have the right to change that formulation no 
matter what!  
  
 Taking a quick count, we have 326 Equity resident members, with the 
Perdudani's the total non- resident members climbs to 60, giving us a 
total of 386 total membership which is 11 over the  allowable total. In 
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my response to your October 3rd announcement, I questioned the fact that 
in accordance with the IRS Rule 76.25.7.1 Overview IRC 
501(c)(7)7.25.7.2.1.(02-231999) that the whole concept of non-resident 
members may well be in violation of our tax exempt status. The IRS has 
advised me that they are investigating the situation at some time in  near 
future, I would caution you to rethink your newest acceptance for that 
reason alone, not to mention you do not have the right to do as you 
wish. The membership approved 56  non-resident members, without 
membership approval of the limit set by the membership do not accept 
anymore and you cannot accept the Perdudanis without looking for 
legal ramifications which will not be good for anyone. It must be put to 
a stop now! 
  
Having given you my response to your October 3rd letter to the members, I 
was never given an answer. At a later date you stated to the community that 
you felt that there maybe some defections occurring at the end of the year, 
therefore you are taking it upon yourself to take in members now in advance 
of such a happening. Question: what happens if there are no 
defections? The answer is, put them on a waiting list, that is as far as 
you are allowed to go. 
  
The IRS issue was responded to by Karpel in a weak message, mentioning 
that McGlardy had no problem with the issue. What was missing with that 
statement was the actual report from McGladry.  Without the actual letter 
and their reasoning of why this is not a matter of concern, the hollow 
statement is meaningless, as are most of Karpel’s messages. 
  
That brings me to the next issue. Karpel took it upon himself to authorize a 
huge capital expenditure in excess of Article VI (G) without membership 
approval making the expenditure unlawful. The proposed assessment that 
the Board is attempting to invoke on the membership is a violation of our 
bylaws.  Karpel and the Board and the Greens Committee had no legal 
basis for spending any amount above the limit as per our ARTICLE 
VI(G) which is a contract that must be observed. I question the validity of the 
proposed assessment for the "Beautification Program". In my opinion it is 
not enforceable, and it may well be litigated by persons yet unknown, if  an 
attempt is made to seek collection from the membership. It is a similar issue 
with you Art  taking it upon yourself to bring in as many non-resident 
members as you decide without authorization, such an adventure might  be 



open for litigation, again by a member not yet known. Since you asked for 
comments about prospective members, this is my response. Let it be known 
that you do not have a right to do  as you wish without the consent of the 
membership. The days of “We are the Board and Can Do as we Please” 
are over. 
  
Lastly I am questioning you as a Board member who has a Fiduciary 
Responsibility to me as a member with the following question. With having 
56 non-resident members we are experiencing a deficiency in our 
operating expenses resulting in a negative $300,000 up to  October, 
with a potential loss of  close to 1/2 million dollars at the end of the 
year. That proves beyond a doubt that the non-residential program 
of giving  a 50% reduction of dues with no initiation fee with and the use of 
a" Free Golf Cart" and free storage etc is not a practical program. The more 
members we gain in that class,the more we lose. I have asked on frequent 
occasions that a forensic accounting be done to ascertain how much  if 
anything is brought to the bottom line by that class of membership. It is my 
contention that we lose, not gain revenue from that class. I am not against 
non-resident membership I am against non resident membership at bargain 
pricing. All members must pay the same dues if they use our facilities. Golf 
Course, Club House, Health Club, Dining Room, Bar, Card Room, Bagel 
Room, Valet Parking, Locker Room. All have costs involved nothing is free. 
Do the non-residents pay their way that is the question?  The operating 
expenses are the fact finders that we are subsidizing their stay at Delaire? 
  
 We have 25 associate members that cannot use the golf course that pay 
twice the amount of the non-resident members. Need I say more ? 
  
 It now seems certain unless we get more income we will end up in a home 
developers portfolio. We are about finished assessing and raising dues. 
We are amongst the highest dues paying mandatory membership clubs in 
South Florida. We are also offering the best deal for non-resident members 
in South Florida. That is our trouble and why we have so many that want a 
Delaire membership. With the new proposed assessments and dues 
increases we will certainly be the highest dues paying club, and we have an 
inferior golf course to  show for all the effort and money spend. Art 
your  method of  taking in non-resident members will continue our operating 
losses.It is now obvious we have only two ways to go 
  



1. The club will become a public golf course, 
2. Having to subsidize the non-resident members speeds up our candidacy 
for a home builder to pull us out of our financial troubles. Thank you Karpel 
& Company. 
  
Manfred Brecker 
  
  

 


