May 1, 2016

TO: Hurricane Lake Estates Property Owners
From: HLE Property Owners Association Board
Improvement District #8 (ID #8)
Many HLE property owners have asked questions about the Improvement District and its tax,
but have been unable to find many answers. It’s time the questions are acknowledged and
answers are provided. Thus, we are distributing the attached document prepared by Mr. Rod
Kirk who wants to share his findings with all of us. Its contents include excerpts of the ID law,
ID #8 chronology, current events, your questions and answers and positive ideas fro improving
ID administration.
Mr. Kirk researched our ID issues totally independent of the Board who have no responsibility
for its content. However, we believe it is a response which merits broad dissemination to
existing and prospective property owners. Thus, we are posting it on our HLE website and
notifying in “RIPPLES” and on “FACEBOOK” that it is available. Hard copies will also be available
in the office for those not using electronic communications. Please refer any future ID #8
questions directly to Mr. Kirk, given his research experience, not to members of the Board.
He has also provided us a copy of the Arkansas ID Statute and a graphic display illustrating the
properties in and out of the District and HLE. These may be reviewed in the office.
We want to express our appreciation to Mr. Kirk for his work on our behalf. Also to Mr. David
Chapman for his contributions to our learning about ID #8, and for initiating the new ID #8
mortgage at a money- saving interest reduction which will benefit us all.
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May 1, 2016

TO: HLE PROPERTY OWNERS
FROM: ROD KIRK, HLE PROPERTY OWNER
SALINE CO. PROPERTIY OWNERS’ IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT NO.8
HURRICANE LAKE PROJECT MASTER DISTRICT
INTRODUCTION
What is an Improvement District? Who runs it? What authority do they have? Why do I have
to pay their tax? Is it a deductible tax like the regular property tax? Will it ever end?
These questions and more have been asked by many HLE property owners. Unfortunately, the
answers have been elusive.
I have independently searched for answers to our many questions, and involved the following
in developing the information contained herein.
.
.
.
.

Arkansas’s “improvement District Act”;
Mr. Alan King, Improvement District Collections LLC, who provided facts about ID #8’s history;
The staff and files of 4 Saline county offices, especially the County Clerk;
Input from Mr. David Chapman, a current HLE developer, builder, homeowner and an ID #8
Commissioner;
. Local ID legal expertise.
The contents include an ID Statute summary, ID #8 chronology, current events, questions &
answers, ideas for the future and a few exhibits. I want to share this information with HLE
property owners in response to our many questions. A copy of the applicable Arkansas Statute
is available for review in the POA office, along with a display illustrating properties in and out of
ID #8 and HLE. Please contact me if you have additional questions, can contribute to
correcting any content or want to add your “ideas for the future”.
HLE is a beautiful, premier subdivision, for which we owe thanks to the succession of
developers. However, many of the initial pages of this report will highlight negatives associated
with historic administration of the District. But with the greatly improved mortgage initiated by
Mr. David Chapman, implementation of “Ideas for the Future” (see page 14) and closer
coordination/communication with the POA board, improvements in the ID administration are
on the horizon.
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ARKANSAS’ PROPERTY OWNERS’ IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT LAW SUMMARY

There are many ways a developer can finance infrastructure (streets, water, sewer, bridges,
sidewalks, etc,) construction expenses needed to create a subdivision like HLE. A community
may create a municipal bond issue for the construction, to be repaid over time by taxpayers
throughout the community. This may provide the financing advantage of tax free municipal
bonds for investors. However, voters/taxpayers may not be pleased to be taxed forever to pay
not only their own infrastructure expenses but those of future developments.
The developer may finance the infrastructure, either through their own capital or more likely
through loans, recouping construction expenses and repaying loans upon lot sales. While
straight forward for ultimate lot owners, financing costs, and thus lot initial costs, may be
higher due to increased risk, lack of tax-free bond financing and fluctuations in demand for the
lots.
Arkansas’ Property Owners’ Improvement District law is very advantageous to the municipality.
The municipality has no liability and no responsibility for raising taxes or otherwise funding the
infrastructure. Further, the statute permits the County Clerk to receive a 1.5% commission to
include the annual ID tax onto the tax books of the county, and a second 1.5% commission for
services in collecting the ID tax. Such commissions are undoubtedly warranted given the added
work load required by the ID.
It can be advantageous for the developer, assuming the development’s success. For starters,
their loan is eligible for tax-free municipal bond financing. While initial success of the
development is at risk, subsequent risk is shifted to property owners who will have a lien on
their property. The commissioners become eligible to borrow up to 110% of estimated
infrastructure costs, set the ID tax for others to repay loans and have the county collect the tax.
They may add property to the district as desired, thus gaining more tax income to pay
additional infrastructure expenses. There are minimal communication requirements in the
Statute which may inhibit property owners from understanding their rights. (Note: current
developers in ID #8 have not used District funds for their developments’ infrastructure.)
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Key provisions in the ID law include (the Statute has much more detail than can be covered in
this document):
1. Authority to form Improvement Districts by the unanimous approval of all owners of real
property located in the territory to be included in the District.
2. The County Court must approve of the District and its initial commissioners.
3. Purposes may include construction of waterworks, sewage collection systems, streets, roads,
bridges, sidewalks, gas lines, fire departments, phone lines, parks, lakes, etc.
4. The ID may sue and be sued, and has the right of eminent domain.
5. The ID tax is based on the difference between assessed value of lots and undeveloped lands
before and after improvements, and the tax must be sufficient to timely repay loans/bonds.
6. Assessments must be filed with the County Clerk, with notice published in newspapers.
7. The tax levy may be challenged by suit in Chancery Court within 30 days.
8. The commissioners may have properties reassessed and increase the tax on properties. The
reassessment shall be made, advertised, and equalized in the same manner as provided...for
making the original assessment.
9. There is a 25% penalty for untimely or non-payment of the ID tax, and final judgments shall
provide for sale of delinquent lands.
10. Bonds, and the interest thereon, shall be exempt from all state, county and local taxes.
11. Bonds shall be secured by a lien on all real property in the district.
12. Commissioners may consent or refuse to allow infrastructure connections between land
outside the district boundaries and District infrastructure. Connections shall be made on
terms dictated by the commissioners.
13. No lands outside the district shall be permitted to connect with the improvements of the
district except on payment to the district of a sum equal to not less than the charge made
against similarly benefited lands within the district.
14. Lands outside the boundaries of the district may be annexed provided those lands are
contiguous and all property owners in the area to be annexed agree. However,…(must) pay
to the district a sum equal to not less than the charge made against similarly benefited lands
within the district.
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ID #8 CHRONOLOGY
DATE
1999

DESCRIPTION
ID #8 formed (HLE Master District)
ID #9 formed (HLE phase 1 & 2)
Initial Commissioners appointed

1999-2000

Bonds issued: $2,380,000 plus $1,930,000, totaling $4,318,000
Lot sales begin
Original lots assessed (phases 1 & 2) & annual tax established

2003

Issued new bonds: $11,850,000; refund old bonds and finance further
improvements; Metropolitan Bank is trustee
ID #9 dissolved & its property rolled into ID #8
Unsold and new (phase 3 & 4) lots assessed and new or revised ID tax assigned

2005

ID #49 established—Quail Valley Project

2006

193 acres sold by HLE Dev. To CCV for Quail Valley
Hurricane Meadows annexed into ID #8

2007

Suit—Metropolitan Bank vs. ID #8 Commissioners

2009

Document listing ID taxes by lot & property owner (not distributed to property
Owners)

2011

1st annual “Transparency Act” financial filing: debt--$7,443,000

2012

Mortgage to U. S. Bank

2013

Document listing ID taxes by lot & property owner (distributed?)

2014

ID tax pay-off schedule issued; highlights tax inconsistencies
4th annual transparency act filing: debt--$6,565,000
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2015

Mortgage to Centennial Bank—reduced interest to 4.95% with a maturity date
of February, 2034
Petition to County Judge to remove property from ID #8
Petition to tie in Westlake Village to ID #8’s sewer

Mr. Chapman assumed the role of ID #8 Commissioner in about 2006. “I am ready to resign,
but Centennial Bank has asked me to continue for a period through transition to their new
mortgage arrangement.” He added, “Now we have to find someone willing to assume the
role.”
Mr. Chapman provided historical information and future potential for ID #8. “I really don’t like
improvement districts, and prefer independently arranging infrastructure financing. None of
the current developers in HLE, myself included, have used 1$ of ID #8 funds on any of our
developments. And many residents are likely unaware that current developers also pay ID #8
taxes on our undeveloped land at a rate of $1120 per acre per year. That’s in addition to paying
the tax on unsold lots. We have paid over$1,800,000 in ID taxes since buying the properties
from the original developer, not counting the back ID taxes paid at closing.”
He continued, “Looking to the future, when developed and added to HLE, the many
undeveloped acres will contribute greatly to the District’s mortgage reduction, and also to HLE’s
finances as well in the way of more dues.”
Mr. Chapman concluded, “As commissioner, I have tried to represent the varied interests of all
of us in HLE, and have tried to do the right things. I’ll continue to do so as long as I am a
commissioner. I want to coordinate District activities with the POA Board to have future
properties in BOTH ID #8 and HLE to optimize total benefits to our community.”
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CURRENT EVENTS
The mortgage with Metropolitan bank specifically permitted refinancing starting in 2013.
Having met that threshold, the Improvement District refunded old bonds and refinanced new
20 year bonds through Centennial Bank, signing the new mortgage in August, 2015 in the
amount of $6,625,000. The interest rate decreased from 7.0% to 4.95% per year, with a
maturity date of 2034. Mr. David Chapman was instrumental in initiating this refinancing which
will benefit all HLE property owners. The most recent ID financial statement shows the
mortgage will mature 2 years earlier, in 2032. Total impact on individuals has not yet been
communicated.
The HLE Dev. Co. petitioned the Saline Co. Judge in June requesting removal of its 28+ acre site
near the waterfall from ID #8, and doing so without a public hearing. Their rationale included:
the property has never been assessed (and ID taxes have never been paid); and Centennial
Bank, the lien holder, does not object. ID taxes on such undeveloped property could be as
much as the $1120 per acre per year for undeveloped property like undeveloped property
north of ID #8, depending on assessments. Much of the 28 acres is wetland or in a floodway, so
it is unlikely to assess an amount justifying an ID tax that high. Taxes paid on this property
would contribute to earlier pay-down of the district’s loan, thus saving a comparable amount
for the rest of us paying district taxes. While the POA Board discussed this issue and declined to
get involved, my discussions with the County Attorney resulted in the County Judge declining to
approve the petition without a hearing, at least temporarily.
Mr. King published in 2014 an early tax pay-off schedule for HLE property owners. While
opinions differ on the legality of individuals paying their tax obligations early, Mr. King
confirmed that some HLE property owners did so. In the March, 2016 HLE annual Board
meeting, Mr. King said that anyone wishing to consider early pay-off may contact him directly
for calculations. He can be reached at 501-225-1236 or
alanking@improvementdistrictsinc.com.
Question #4 discusses the Westlake Village development. While originally specifying in late
2015 the development would be outside of Hurricane Lake Estates, the HLE POA Board was
petitioned in their January, 2016 Board meeting to have the property added to HLE. The
petition was subsequently withdrawn. Q&A #4 has more information about this issue.
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QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS
Following are a few of the most asked questions, with answers developed from applicable
Arkansas law, facts from ID #8 history, files from the Saline Co. Clerk and guidance by Mr. King
and Mr. Chapman. While there may have been precedents supposedly set by past practice
which deviate from the Arkansas Statute, all comparisons of “historical facts” in this document
are with the original Statute.
1.Q. I do not understand the ID tax being different for what appears to be like properties. Why
am I paying as much as twice what my neighbor pays with absolutely identical properties as
mine?
A. The Board of Commissioners set the ID tax for each property. The Arkansas Statute specifies
the ID tax be proportional to the overall assessed benefit of the district. Thus, a $10,000
assessed improvement benefit for one property should have identical tax to all other properties
within the district having that same benefit.
Mr. King explained that “assessed benefits” of the infrastructure improvement are assigned by
the assessor for the district, with the Commissioners’ approval. The greater the assessed
benefits the higher the assessments. Homeowners often do not consider all factors, some
subtle, that a professional assessor might consider: lot location, size, frontage, total area,
wooded, county assessed value, etc. Improvement Districts, Inc. has continuously served as the
assessor company since the beginning of ID #8, initially involving Mr. John Kapp followed by
Mr. King at a later date.
There were references in various documents to initial property assessments and documents
detailing ID taxes prior to 2003, but those records could not be found in the Saline County
Clerk’s files, nor in Mr. King’s files. The needed document was finally located in files of the
original lending company, and it’s very revealing: what we now call identical lots were assessed
essentially alike in 2000 and had the same ID tax! Phase 1 & 2 lots sold after establishing the
original ID tax but before mid-2003 had and still have the original ID tax. Unsold lots as of mid2003 had their assessments and ID tax changed (increased). Collectively, those ID taxes were
to repay in 30 years the original 1999 and 2000 bond issues totaling $4,310,000 for the 282 lots.
In mid- 2003, the district Commissioners refunded the original bonds, financed the completion
of 205 lots in phases III and IV, refunded to the developer the costs previously paid for phases I
to IV infrastructure, and paid expenses associated with $11,850,000 in new , 30 year bonds.
ONLY UNSOLD LOTS AND UNDEVELOPED PROPERTY WERE REASSESSED AT THAT TIME. Exhibits
A.1 &2 at the end of this report are the first pages respectively of the original 2000
assessment/assigned ID tax. Exhibit B is the 2003 reassessment/ID tax. The practical result was
greater expense spread over fewer lots (sold lots were excluded) and larger ID taxes necessary
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to provide repayment of the new, larger loan. Exhibit C is the current assessment/ID tax
established at some point after 2003. The following table depicts the above sequence of
events, with data taken from the exhibits.
Original 2000

Sold

Assessed ID

Pre- Assessed

Block Lot Benefits Tax

2003

2003 Benefits

Current**
ID

ID

Tax

Tax

1

11 $8,254 $596

No

$20,720 $1,496* $996

1

12

7,977

576

Yes

7,964

575

575

2

22

5,484

396

Yes

5,471

396

395

2

23

5,484

396

No

9,640

696*

696

*Actually advertised as of 10/15/03 by Hurricane Lake Elite Realtors
**Do not have current (post 2003) “assessed benefits”
The commissioners may require an assessor to reassess the benefits in the district. Such
reassessments are not uncommon. However, the Statute specifies, “The reassessment shall be
made, advertised, and equalized in the same manner as provided in this chapter for making the
original assessment.” This provision of the statute apparently was not followed in 2003 since
only a portion of the properties were reassessed.
The Arkansas Statute also specifies, “the Commissioners shall make the assessment of benefits
and levy the tax for the improvements on subsequent phases under the provision of this
section as if the territory were included in the original district (phases 1 & 2).” Compliance
would suggest subsequent phases would maintain the same benefit assessment criteria and
taxation standards as the original 2 phases. You can judge whether or not the assessment and
tax comparisons between part of phase 1 &2 sold prior to mid 2003 and subsequent phases
meet that test.
2.Q. Is there anything we can do now about the inconsistent taxation between like properties?
A. No. The Arkansas Statute specifies a 30 day period for property owners to file suit
protesting the Commissioners’ tax levy after those levies are published. Needless to say, it’s
too late to address the inconsistencies.
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3.Q. Is early pay-off of individuals’ obligations permitted by the Statute?
A. Opinions differ about this being permissible. I could find no reference in the statute to
“early pay-off”. One legal opinion is, if it isn’t in the statute it is not permitted. A second legal
opinion is that it is not an uncommon practice and has precedents. Mr. King is of the latter
opinion as was Metropolitan Bank. Presumably Centennial Bank agrees. There are a few ID #8
property owners who effected early payoff of their tax obligation following Mr. King’s 2014
publication of the early pay-off schedule. I am not endorsing either opinion, and encourage you
to independently pursue your own direction.
4.Q. Are there properties outside of HLE included in ID #8?
A. Yes. The Statute permits annexation of properties into improvement districts provided
owners of the land to be annexed all agree and the land to be annexed is contiguous to the
then exiting ID. Hurricane Meadows was annexed by the commissioners in 2006. While it is
not apparent that it is contiguous to the then existing ID #8, Mr. King explained the property
was connected by a utility/sewer easement, thus meeting the Statute’s test of contiguous by
past practice. Further, no ID #8 funds were used for their infrastructure. Instead, this
permitted tie-in to ID #8’s water and sewer systems at no expense to the district, although the
Hurricane Meadows property owners are paying a $420 annual ID tax. Mr. King added that “St.
Regis at Hurricane Lake” and “Hurricane Lake Villa Estates” were both in the original boundaries
of ID #8, although neither are in HLE. The cost of their infrastructure was included in the
district, and they pay a tax for infrastructure expenses including the tie-in to the district’s sewer
and water systems. In 2015, ID #8 commissioners agreed to permit tie-in of the Westlake
Village development sewer system to the district’s infrastructure for a fee of approximately
$167,000. Mr. King noted the ID taxes from property owners in the above 4 subdivisions are
applied to reduce debt of ID #8, and benefit from previously constructed infrastructure.
In another comparison, property owners in Hurricane Meadows will pay $12,600 per lot in ID
tax over the course of the original 30 year loan, versus about $3000 (total) per lot (assuming 57
lots) one-time expense for the developer of Westlake Village, presumably to be passed on to
future buyers. Interestingly, Westlake Village might not have been permitted by the city
without connecting to ID #8’s infrastructure since sewer is not available from Salem Rd.
According to the Statute, the connection fee perhaps should have been at least as much as the
charge for Hurricane Meadows (see item 13, page 3, for the applicable statute.) Thus, their
contribution to ID #8’s loan repayment could have been $550,000. The Commissioners only
took this action based on “expert” advice and encouragement.
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5.Q. Is there recourse to inconsistent tax treatment like the above?
A. No. Those developments tied portions of their infrastructure into ID #8’s corresponding
infrastructure. There are three references in the Statute warranting mention that will hopefully
be followed in the future:
. “The connections are authorized at the discretion of the Commissioners of the district.
They have the right to consent or refuse to allow those connections.”
. “The connections shall be made on such terms as the Commissioners may dictate.”
. “No lands outside the district shall be permitted to connect with improvements of the
district except on payment to the district of a sum equal to (or) not less than the charge
made against similarly benefited lands within the district.”

6.Q. During a 2014 Board meeting someone commented, “ I was told when I bought my lot (in
2000) that the improvement district tax would end when phases 1 and 2 bonds/loans were
repaid, and none of my tax money would be used to pay for other phases’ infrastructure. Is
that true? Do we have options for change?”
A. It isn’t true. According to ID documents, the original and subsequent loans were used to
fund infrastructure expenses at least through phase IV. Property owners in all phases, original
to latest, must continue paying their tax until repayment of the entire loan is complete. Mr.
King commented that developers must also pay ID tax on their undeveloped property and
unsold lots until such property is developed and the lots are sold. At that point, ID tax payment
by lot shifts to the new property owner.
The time has passed when we could have addressed phase 1 & 2 tax inequities. The Arkansas
statute specifies the assessment and tax determination is to be filed with the County Clerk, and
notice of the filing published in a county newspaper inviting attendance by all wishing to be
heard at a meeting with Commissioners and the assessor. They hear complaints, adjust
assessments and taxes if they deem it appropriate, and make final decisions. Their decisions
are then final unless suit is brought in chancery court within 30 days. Unfortunately, time to
protest has passed.
7.Q. When will our ID taxes pay off the loans and end the tax? Can we pay it off early? May I
pay off my individual lot ID tax early?
A. The original 1999/2000bond issue was to mature in 30 years, i.e., 2030. The 2003 bond
issue was to mature in 30 years, i. e., in 2034, and our tax obligation would continue until that
time. Mr. King issued an early payoff estimate in 2014 for all property owners in ID #8. Given
the change in the mortgage, that estimate is no longer in effect. While one legal opinion
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questioned the legality of such early pay-off, another commented that it is fairly common and
permitted by past practice if the lending institution is in agreement. At the urging of Mr.
Chapman and his pursuit of mortgage options, ID #8 Commissioners and Centennial Bank
agreed in August, 2015 to replace the above bond issue with 20 year bonds at 4.95% interest
(vs. 7.0% for the 2003 bonds), also maturing in 2034.
8.Q. Is the annual improvement district tax deductible on Federal and State taxes?
A. You are encouraged to consult with your own tax advisor. For information, but not advice,
more than one Benton CPA says, “yes”. And the statute has many references to this as a tax of
the type deductible on Federal taxes, while specifying its deductibility on state and local taxes.
9. Q. Is it possible that other properties will be annexed into ID #8? Will this ever end?
A. Yes, it’s possible other properties will be annexed. However, Mr. King strongly emphasized,
“There has not been any infrastructure costs added to the district since 2003 when the last
bond money was borrowed for infrastructure expenses.” Mr. Chapman added, “I have not used
one penny of ID #8 funds to finance any of the infrastructure costs of Westshore development.
We paid all of those costs ourselves.”
10.Q. Why haven’t we heard all of this before now? Shouldn’t there be proactive
communiqués to prospective property owners answering their many questions in advance of
purchasing property, especially since someone else can borrow money that we have to repay,
and with a lien on our property to protect lenders?
A Perhaps the Statute should be changed to require proactive communications as in deeds,
liens, mortgages and other legal documents. Feel free to send Rod Kirk your ideas for
improving communications and the Statute.
11.Q. How much was borrowed and is still owed by ID #8?
A. 30 year improvement bonds were issued by the district on 3/1/99 in the amount of
$2,380,000 and on 3/1/2000 in the amount of $1,939,000. Most were at 8% interest maturing
in 2031. In June, 2003 Metropolitan National Bank assumed the role of trustee relating to
issuance of “refunding and improvement bonds” in the amount of $11,850.000, for the
purposes of redeeming previously issued bonds and financing further ID #8 infrastructure
improvements. The 30-year bonds were to mature in 2034 and had an interest rate of 7%.
Redemption of the bonds became an option on 2/1/13. According to the terms of the
mortgage, the bank established a construction fund into which all proceeds from the bonds
were deposited and from which all costs were paid. Disbursements by the bank required a
requisition by the ID Commissioners, and all requisition forms were retained in possession of
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the bank. All of our ID taxes collected by the County Clerk are forwarded to an account in the
bank and held for payment to bond holders. As of 2007, $112,859 remained in the construction
fund.
Metropolitan National Bank and Allstate Insurance Co. conveyed trusteeship and the mortgage
to U. S. Bank and Allstate on 7/31/12. ID # 8’s debt as of December 31 of the following
reporting years is specified in their legally mandated annual financial report as follows:
2011 $7,483,000
2012 $6,875,000
2013 $6,725.000
2014 $6,565,000
The mortgage with Centennial Bank specifies bonds totaling $6,625,000 maturing in 2034.
However, the 2015 annual report specifies reduction of the maturity date to 2032.
12.Q. Why didn’t the commissioners structure I. D. loans for infrastructure construction
independently by phase?
A. While the statute permits such structuring by individual phases, there would have been
disadvantages due to increased risk, reduced efficiency and higher administrative cost of
smaller, multiple units.
13.Q. Doesn’t that mean those living in the early phases will pay their tax for a much longer
period than those in recent phases, and therefore paying a lot more in taxes?
A. Yes. For example, the difference between phases 1 & 2 and Northshores ID tax payment
periods could be as much as 10 years or more. However, there is a misconception. Mr. King
confirmed the entire ID #8 loan was arranged for and spent by the original developer for
infrastructure construction in phases 1 through 7. (A recent petition filed by the original
developer/commissioner states the loan paid for phases 1 through 4.) According to both Mr.
Chapman and Mr. King, Northshores and Westshore developers have not used any ID #8 funds
for infrastructure construction. Instead, they used their own funds (or loans) for expenses
within their phases, incorporating that expense into lot pricing. The ID taxes for their lots and
unimproved properties contribute to pay-down of the ID #8 mortgage.
14.Q. Do we have a right to examine financial records?
A. Yes. ID tax-paying property owners do have a right to examine financial records held both
by the bank(s) and the district.
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15.Q. We live in HLE’s Quail Valley and pay ID #49 tax. What are its terms?
A. Developers for Quail Valley phases II, III & IV created ID # 49 in 2005 which has a maturity
date of 2036 (30 years). ID #49’S purpose was to construct completed lots, water and sanitary
systems and the bridge. Funds from ID #49 were used to construct the infrastructure within the
development. I have been informed that the original ID #8 commissioners approved Quail
Valley’s (phases II, III, & IV) infrastructure tie-in to ID #8 without requiring payment of either an
annual ID tax or a one-time tie-in fee to ID #8. ID #49 taxes for those lots are generally
comparable to those in ID #8’s Quail Valley lots.
16.Q. What is the normal payoff period of ID loans?
A. Each improvement district in Arkansas is different as are the loan/bond terms. The 2003
bond issue was for 30 years. The 2015 bond issue is for 20 years. Mr. King said that 95% of the
75 districts he is associated with are 30 year bonds. He continued, “The amount in ID taxes
collected always exceeds the annual bond payment. Any collections over the annual bond
payment, less other district expenses, go to pay down principal.” In such instances, the
maturity date could be proportionally reduced.
17.Q. There are homes on N Shoreline Blvd. and a few to the south. What ID are they in? How
much did they pay for tie-in?
A. Those properties are not in any ID. While their sewer, water, roads, etc. tie-in to ID #8’s, I
understand that the original commissioners did not require either an annual ID tax or a onetime tie-in fee to ID #8.
Properties in what is known as Northshore are in ID #8 and pay a ID tax comparable to their
counterparts in other phases of HLE.
18.Q. I would be interested in volunteering to serve our community as a Commissioner, but I’m
concerned about the liability. Can they be sued?
A. Statute 14-93-107.(d) specifies, “No member of the board shall be liable for any damages
unless it shall be made to appear that (s)he acted with a corrupt and malicious intent.
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IDEAS FOR THE FUTURE
While recognizing the history of ID #8, it is time to look forward to potential actions we might
take, individually and as a HLE community, which could improve ID #8 administration in the
future. Lobbying legislators may yield improvements in the statute beneficial to other Arkansas
property owners in the future. Following are possibilities, and your ideas are welcome:
. The POA Board formally engage our community and take an active role in communicating
. Lobby legislators for needed statute modifications. Examples:
_ Mandate broader communications
_ Limit duration of the life of ID’s
_ Find volunteers to engage legislators on needed changes
. Issue this communication to all HLE property owners, current and prospective
. The POA Board should become involved in all interests affecting HLE property owners,
including interactions with ID commissioners re their decisions, and their timely
communication, while recognizing the independence of the two bodies.
. Newly appointed ID #8 commissioners should participate in orientation to their role and a
detailed review of the Arkansas “Property owners’ Improvement district” statute.
. Staff ID #8 Commissioner openings with HLE/ID #8 homeowners having no conflicts of
Interest. If interested in volunteering, please contact Mr. David Chapman who can explain
The process. I understand from Mr. Chapman that there will soon be openings since the
Original commissioners wish to resign, and he also wishes to do so in the near future.

. Address the issue of “early pay-off”. Given that commissioners could legally borrow more
money, the result could be and undue burden on the remaining property owners who did
not pay-off early.
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