
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE ELEVENTH JUDICIAL
CIRCUIT IN AND FOR MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA
 
CASE NO: 2018-020081-CA-01
SECTION: CA43
JUDGE: Michael Hanzman
 
Bath Club Entertainment, LLC
 Plaintiff(s)
 
vs.
 
Residences at the Bath Club Condominium Assn Inc et al
 Defendant(s)
 ____________________________/
 

FINAL JUDGMENT

THIS CAUSE having come before the Court on a November 17, 2020 bench trial and,

subsequent to a determination at that time of the key issue in the case,  a March 8, 2021 evidentiary

hearing as to how much linear footage of upland property that Defendant The Residences at Bath

Club Maintenance Association, Inc. must deed to Bath Club Entertainment, LLC and the Court

having reviewed the filings of record, the proffered evidence at the bench trial, heard argument of

counsel and being otherwise fully advised in the premises, enters the following Final Judgment:

PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, BATH CLUB ENTERTAINMENT, LLC (“BCE”)[1] brought claims against

Defendants The Residences at Bath Club Condominium Association (“Condominium

Association”) and The Residences at Bath Club Maintenance Association, Inc.

(“MXA”)(collectively “Defendants” or “Associations”)[2] for Preliminary and

Permanent Injunction (Count I); Reformation (Count IV); Breach of Contract (Count

V); and Breach of Contract (Count VI).[3]

1.

Defendant MXA filed a declaratory judgment counterclaim seeking a declaration2.
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that MXA, and not BCE,  is entitled to a beach concession license issued by the

City of Miami Beach because MXA and not BCE, is the owner of upland property

necessary to obtain that license. 

On November 17, 2020, this Court held a bench trial on the parties’ claims and

counterclaim.  On December 18, 2020, this Court entered its Findings of Facts and

Conclusion of Law stemming from that trial.  On January 12, 2021, the Court—at

Defendants’ request—entered an Amended Order on Non-Jury Trial principally to

reflect that the order did not constitute a judgment. 

3.

On March 8, 2021, the Court held an evidentiary hearing to determine the exact

amount of linear footage of upland property and the width of upland property to be

conveyed from MXA to BCE. 

4.

The Court—in this Final Judgment—reiterates the findings of facts and conclusions

of law that the Court rendered in its Amended Order on Non-Jury Trial and will

provide its additional findings emanating from the March 8, 2021 evidentiary

hearing. 

5.

FACTUAL FINDINGS FROM NOVEMBER 17, 2020 BENCH TRIAL[4]

 

The Associations and BCE are located on contiguous land that was once entirely

owned by the historic Bath Club.  BCE continues to operate The Bath Club, the

Condominium Association operates The Residences at the Bath Club Spa, and

MXA operates common areas shared by BCE and the Condominium Association.

6.

After development and turnover of the property, substantial disputes arose

between BCE and Defendants.

7.

In 2010, the parties entered into a Settlement Agreement that comprehensively

resolved those disputes.  As Mr. Peebles testified, this document was intended to

buy global peace at the property.   The Court finds that there is no ambiguity in this

8.

Case No: 2018-020081-CA-01 Page 2 of 29



document.

The Settlement Agreement is clear that BCE would retain the ability to provide food

and beverage service on the beach and otherwise be entitled to the beach

concession license to provide these and other beach service.  The Settlement

Agreement is also clear that BCE is entitled to own the upland area necessary to

hold such beach concession license.

9.

This is evidenced in several paragraphs of the Settlement Agreement including

paragraph 1 which required MXA not to engage in activity that would adversely

affect BCE’s ability to operate food and beverage service and paragraph 12 which

provided that the parties were to cooperate with each other in regards to their

respective operations.  This is further evidenced in paragraph five of the

Settlement Agreement which provided in pertinent part:

10.

Within 20  business days . . . BCE shall tender to MXA a special
warranty deed . . . to the following areas:  the pool (but not the adjacent
pool  deck and outdoor dining areas),  the spa,  tennis courts and
landscaped areas, as the sole Common Areas under the Governing
Documents . . . and otherwise in the manner provided in Section 3.3 of
the Easement Agreement. Nothing herein shall impair the Easement
Parcel Owner's [i.e. BCE's] right to provide food and beverage and
other services, or to conduct other activities, to the full extent provided
in the Governing Documents. Notwithstanding anything herein to the
contrary, BCE may maintain ownership rights of any “upland”
areas that may be needed to obtain any licenses that may be
necessary or  desirable  in  order  to  enable  it,  and its  successors  and
assigns to provide beach-related services to the Easement Parcel and the
surrounding beach areas.  At  the Easement Parcel  Owner's  request,
Condominium and MXA shall join in or consent, as required,
in any applications or permits that may be required any such
licenses.

See  Plaintiff’s Trial Exhibit 1,  ¶5  (emphasis  added).  This  section  is  abundantly  clear

that—despite any obligation to the contrary—BCE was entitled to maintain ownership of upland

areas necessary or desirable to provide beach related services.  This section also clearly requires

MXA to consent to applications necessary to obtain the license to provide such services.  Again,

there is no ambiguity in this section.
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In 2011, Defendants requested of BCE that they be able to provide their own

concessions on the beach.  BCE agreed to this request, but BCE reserved the

right to revoke this permission, stating in pertinent part:

11.

We are in receipt of The Residences at the Bath Club Maintenance
Association, Inc.'s (“MXA”) letter as referenced above. The Easement
Parcel Owner (“EPO”) will agree to permit MXA to place two beach
equipment storage units and a beach hut structure on the beach area
under the conditions that MXA agrees to use the structures for their
intended purposes (storage and distribution of beach equipment) only
and do not in any way interfere or compete with any service provided
by the EPO . .  .  [T]he EPO reserves the right to revoke the
approval and have the storage units and hut removed upon 14 days
notice.

See Plaintiff’s Exhibit 2 (emphasis added).

All efforts by BCE to tender a warranty deed in conformity with the Settlement

Agreement were rejected by the Associations. The Court finds that this was a

result of the Associations overreaching and taking unreasonable positions as to

what property BCE was purportedly required to convey under paragraph 5 of the

Settlement Agreement.  For instance, the Association took the position that BCE

was required to deed to MXA the pool deck and mezzanine area.  These areas

clearly were not required to be conveyed.  Again, the Association simply

overreached and refused to accept a deed conveying the properties that BCE

was required to convey under Paragraph 5 of the Settlement Agreement.

12.

As a result of the Associations’ overreaching, in 2012, an arbitration was

commenced in which Defendants argued that they were entitled to more than

“the pool (but not the adjacent pool deck and outdoor dining areas), the spa,

tennis courts and landscaped areas” (hereinafter “Common Areas”), as provided

in the Settlement Agreement.

13.

There were a host of issues raised at the arbitration, but one issue that was never

raised, plead, argued, litigated and certainly not decided was BCE’s right to retain

the upland area in order to enable it to continue to operate its beach related

14.
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services.

BCE did not—in the arbitration (nor at any point)—contest Defendants’

entitlement to the Common Areas.  Given this non-opposition (which the Panel

explicitly referenced in its Order), the Panel in its Omnibus Order on Summary

Disposition ordered BCE to turn over the Common Areas by Warranty Deed

within 5 days.  The Order acknowledged the significance of the Settlement

Agreement stated in pertinent part:

15.

MXA enjoys a clear right to regulate the Common Areas.  This right,
however, is subject to both the Declaration  of  Covenants, Restrictions
and  Reciprocal  Easement  Agreement  (“Easement  Declaration”)
recorded October 13, 2005 as well as the Settlement Agreement
which, by its terms, serves to amend the Governing
Documents…

See Plaintiff’s Exhibit 5.  The Panel, through this Order, did not (either expressly or by

implication) divest BCE of its right to provide beach concessions services and own the upland

area necessary to hold the license required to provide these concessions.

BCE promptly complied with the Order by issuing the Warranty Deed two days

later on February 14, 2013 and on November 12, 2013 the Panel issued its Final

Order finding, among other things, that MXA was not entitled to the pool deck.

16.

The Warranty Deed expressly incorporates Paragraph 5 of the Settlement

Agreement (“Paragraph 5”), which agreement explicitly entitled BCE to the

business license:

17.

This conveyance evidences a transfer of title by the Grantor to Grantee
… of  those  Common Areas  to  be  owned  and  operated  by  [MXA]
pursuant to … Paragraph 5 of that certain Settlement Agreement dated
December 2, 2010, and as required by that certain unrecorded Omnibus
Order on Motions for Summary Disposition, dated February 12, 2013 in
an Arbitration Matter between Grantor and Grantee.

See Plaintiff’s Exhibit 6.

Because the issue of upland area necessary to retain the beach license was not18.
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raised at the arbitration, was not the subject of the arbitration and was never on

the parties’ radar screen, the survey attached to the Warranty Deed (in attempting

to comply with the requirement to turn over all landscaping) mistakenly turned

over the upland area, including that which was necessary for BCE to maintain the

beach license.

This mistake was mutual—again, because the beach license issue was not on

either parties’ radar—and excusable.

19.

After the issuance of the Warranty Deed, no one (including the Associations)

discovered this mistake, again, because none of the parties considered the beach

license issue in relation to the Warranty Deed.

20.

Thereafter, the parties continued operating just as before the Warranty Deed was

recorded.  For more than five years after the Warranty Deed was executed,

neither party behaved as if the Warranty Deed had deprived BCE of the right to

hold the business license (the position that Defendants now take).

21.

Every year Defendants approached BCE to request that BCE renew its license. 

In the license application (which MXA requested BCE execute), BCE was listed

as the licensee.  Just one example of this is an email from the Association’s

General Manager requesting that BCE execute the 2016/2017 beach license

application, which application listed BCE as entitled to the license and provided

as follows:  BATH CLUB ENTERTAINMENT, LLC (hereinafter referred to as
Upland Owner/ Concessionaire) is hereby authorized to operate the following
beach concession(s):

22.

 

Food and Non-Alcoholic Beverages (Cooking/ Heating Prohibited)Beach
Equipment (150 Lounge Chairs, 20 Umbrellas, 1 Concession Hut, 6 Large Storage
Boxes) for COMMERCIAL/ RENTAL PURPOSES

1.

See Plaintiff’s Trial Exhibit 14.

BCE, as noted, did allow MXA to operate certain concessions under the license

including towels, beach chairs, and umbrellas.  However, these services, as

23.
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noted, were provided under BCE’s license and only with BCE's permission.

Meanwhile, BCE continuously operated food and beverage concessions on the

beach until 2018 and only canceled such service because of the additional costs

imposed by an Order issued in another litigation between the parties which

required BCE to significantly expand the hours of food service at their restaurant

for poolside service (addressed below).  

BCE never waived, abandoned or relinquished (intentionally or otherwise) its

rights to retain upland areas necessary or desirable to provide beach related

services.  These rights, in fact, were critical to BCE’s business operation.

24.

Following the arbitration, further litigation ensued between BCE and the

Associations involving enforcement of the arbitral award and other issues.  The

Associations were successful, as part of that enforcement proceeding, in

obtaining an Order that required BCE to stay open longer hours to serve food and

beverage on the pool deck - something  BCE maintained cost it to incur

considerable expense.

25.

Consequently, and to partially offset these additional costs, on February 20, 2018,

BCE’s counsel sent a letter to the Associations to advise that “as of today’s date,

BCE, as is its right, no longer authorizes MXA to continue to utilize BCE’s

beachfront concession license free of charge.”  BCE—in this letter—gave the

following options: MXA may cease all beach concession operations within
fourteen (14) days of the date of this correspondence. The winding down of
operations would necessarily include the removal of MXA’s six storage sheds and
beach kiosk (see photograph enclosed with this correspondence), as well as all
concession-related equipment. MXA would not incur any cost for its continued
use of BCE's license during this fourteen (14) day time period.MXA may continue
to operate beach concessions at a cost of $10,000 per month. Please note that
MXA·s failure to cease all use of BCE's license within fourteen (14) days of the
date of this correspondence would be construed as selection of this option, and
BCE would begin billing MXA on a monthly basis for use of BCE's license.MXA
may elect to have BCE staff operate beach concessions at a cost of $20,000 per
month. Pursuant to this arrangement, BCE's operations would utilize existing
concession-related structures and equipment.

26.

See Plaintiff’s Exhibit 19.
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In response to this letter, the Associations in what the Court can only describe as

a “gotcha” carefully examined the survey attached to the Warranty Deed and for

the first time asserted that—because BCE conveyed landscaped areas without

reserving the upland area necessary to maintain the beach license—that MXA

(not BCE) was entitled to the beach concessions license.

27.

To that end, on March 21, 2018, MXA sent correspondence to the City requesting

authorization to operate a beachfront concession at The Bath Club.  See

Plaintiff’s Exhibit 20.

28.

Before sending its official correspondence, the City provided an informal response

on April 3, 2018 rejecting MXA's request for the business license, stating:

29.

As  anticipated  in  our  phone  call  last  week,  we  reached  out  to  Bath  Club
Entertainment regarding your application and the deed you provided.

Subsequently, counsel representing BCE contacted us and provided a copy of
the settlement agreement, which you acknowledged as the origin of deed.

Clear language repeats throughout the agreement providing for
BCE to retain concession privileges following the land
conveyance.  Specifically,  paragraph  5  provides  that  “Notwithstanding
anything herein to the contrary, BCE may maintain ownership rights of any
‘upland’ areas that may be needed to obtain any licenses that may be necessary
or desirable in order to enable it, and its successors and assigns, to provide
beach-related services to the Easement Parcel and the surrounding beach areas. 
At the Easement Parcel Owner’s request, Condominium and MXA shall join in
or consent, as required, in any applications or permits that may be required for
any such licenses.”

If both parties stipulated to this agreement, from which the deed
resulted, then it follows that BCE be considered the upland owner
for concession purposes and the rightful holder of the permit. 
Please advise.

See Plaintiff’s Exhibit 21 (emphasis added).

The City, on May 22, 2018, issued an official letter denying MXA’s request for the

business license, stating (in pertinent part):

30.

The City requests that MXA and BCE arrive at mutual agreement as to which
party should obtain the permit, or alternatively, obtain an order from a court of
competent jurisdiction. The City declines to assume responsibility for
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interpreting documents representing years of litigation,
settlements, and recorded instruments, which frankly may or may
not support property interests for both parties. The  current
circumstances were created by the two parties and you must resolve the matter
without imposing such liability on the City.

See Plaintiff’s Exhibit 22 (emphasis added).

MXA next turned its attention and efforts to the Appraiser—without mentioning

anything to BCE.  MXA was able to convince the Appraiser (improperly) to

change the folio ownership of the easement parcel abutting the beach (at least

temporarily) to MXA.[5]

31.

Thereafter—based on this folio change—MXA re-approached the City, asking for

a license to issue in its name.  The City (which who, by its own admissions, does

not engage in review and interpretation of settlement agreements—like this Court

can—and who deferred to the Courts) was on the verge of issuing the license to

MXA.

32.

This lawsuit ensued and an Emergency Motion for Injunction was filed and

granted.[6]
33.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW FROM NOVEMBER 17, 2020 BENCH TRIAL

COUNT  I--PRELIMINARY AND/OR PERMANENT INJUNCTION AGAINST THE
CONDOMINIUM ASSOCIATION AND MXA

I.

 

Elements 1.
 

 “In order to establish the right to a . .  .  injunction the moving party must show: the

likelihood of irreparable harm; the unavailability of an adequate remedy at law; the substantial

likelihood of success on the merits; the threatened injury to the petitioner outweighs the possible

harm to the respondent; and the granting of the . .  .  injunction will not disserve the public

interest.”  See Chevaldina v. R.K./FL Mgmt., 133 So. 3d 1086, 1089 (Fla. 3d DCA 2014).

Irreparable Harm/Inadequate Remedy at Law1.
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Irreparable harm exists for several reasons.

First, because BCE’s right to the beach concessions license and land necessary to hold

same (as explicitly recognized in the Settlement Agreement) is a restrictive covenant, no proof of

irreparable harm is required because the value of a restrictive covenant is often difficult to

quantify and may be impossible to replace.  See Hill v. Palm Beach Polo, Inc., 717 So. 2d

1080, 1081 (Fla.  4th  DCA 1998)(a restrictive covenant has been defined as “an agreement

between landowners that their property will be used only for specified purposes or in a specified

manner”);  see also Chick-Fil-A, Inc. v. CFT Dev., LLC, 652  F.Supp.2d  1252,  1263

(M.D.Fla.2009) (“Under Florida law, where a party seeks an injunction to prevent the violation

of a restrictive covenant, the party need not allege or show irreparable injury”).

Second, even if BCE’s rights to the beach concessions license under the Settlement

Agreement are not a restrictive covenant (which the Court holds they are), irreparable harm still

exists because BCE’s ability to provide beach related services is a critical component to its

business and the loss of beach concession could destroy its business.  While the loss of some

business does not constitute irreparable harm, “evidence of the potential destruction of a business

.  .  .  may in some cases provide sufficient indicia of irreparable harm to support temporary

injunctive relief.”  See U.S. 1 Office Corp. v. Falls Home Furnishings, Inc., 655 So. 2d 209,

210 (Fla. 3d DCA 1995)(affirming trial court’s order granting a temporary injunction).  For this

additional reason, MXA’s lack of irreparable harm argument fails.

Success on the Merits2.
 

     In the Settlement Agreement, MXA expressly recognized and conceded that BCE was

entitled to the beach concessions license, to own the land necessary to hold such license and that

MXA would join in and consent to BCE business license applications:

Notwithstanding  anything  herein  to  the  contrary,  BCE may
maintain ownership rights of any “upland” areas that
may be needed to obtain any licenses that may be
necessary or desirable in order to enable it, and its
successors and assigns to provide beach-related
services to the Easement Parcel and the surrounding
beach areas.  At  the  Easement  Parcel  Owner’s  request,
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Condominium and MXA shall join in or consent, as required, in any
applications or permits that may be required for any such licenses.
  (emphasis supplied).

See Plaintiff’s Exhibit 1 (emphasis added).  BCE required this section (and paragraphs 1 and

12 of the Settlement Agreement) because the ability to provide beach concessions is critical to

BCE’s business.   MXA argues that by virtue of a 2013 Warranty Deed in which BCE deeded

certain common areas to the Association, BCE deeded over the land fronting the beach which the

City requires in order to maintain a beach license.  This argument, that by deeding away the land,

MXA (not BCE) is entitled to hold the beach license, fails for multiple reasons.

First, The Warranty Deed, which MXA argues controls, specifically states that it is being

issued consistent with the Settlement Agreement and the Arbitration Order.  See Plaintiff’s

Exhibit 6 (“This conveyance evidences a transfer of title . . . pursuant to Paragraph 5 of that

certain  Settlement  Agreement  dated  December  2,  2010  and  as  required  by  that  certain

unrecorded Omnibus Order on Motions for Summary Judgment Disposition”).    The Arbitration

Order (and subsequent Arbitration Award) clearly indicate that the only land that BCE was

required to transfer to MXA was limited as follows:

Pursuant to Section 5 of the Settlement Agreement, BCE had twenty
days from the date of the Settlement Agreement to tender to MXA a
special warranty deed . . . to the pool (but not the adjacent pool deck
and outdoor dining areas), the spa, tennis courts and landscaped areas.

See Omnibus Order, Plaintiff’s Exhibit 5.  In the Arbitration Order, the Panel repeatedly

reinforced that any transfer of property was made pursuant to and consistent with the obligations

in the Settlement Agreement (under which, again, BCE with MXA’s assistance and consent was

to maintain the business license).  As stated, at no point in the 2012 arbitration proceedings did

MXA challenge BCE’s entitlement to hold the business license or the land necessary to maintain

such license and this was simply not an issue litigated or adjudged during the arbitration.  Given

that  the  Warranty  Deed  specifically  states  that  the  transfer  is  pursuant  to  the  Settlement

Agreement and Arbitration Order and under both documents BCE is to retain ownership of the

property necessary to retain the license, the Warranty Deed should be interpreted to reserve in

BCE ownership of the property necessary to maintain its license.  Microsoft Corp. v. Big Boy

Distribution LLC, 589 F. Supp. 2d 1308, 1319 (S.D. Fla. 2008)(parties are bound by the terms of
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a collateral document where “the general language of the incorporation clause reveals an intent to

be bound by the terms of the collateral document”); McNair & Wade Land Co. v. Adams, 45

So. 492, 493 (Fla. 1907)(“In construing a deed, courts have the right to look to the subject-matter

embraced in the instrument, and to the intention of the parties and the conditions surrounding

them”).

Second, as further explained below, even if the Warranty Deed is determined to divest

BCE of the land necessary to hold the beach concession license, BCE is still entitled to the beach

concession license because the Warranty Deed should be reformed for mutual mistake.

Third, the Court—based on the above findings of fact—holds that it is clear from the

Settlement Agreement that BCE has the right in perpetuity to provide beach related services at

the Bath Club property and surrounding beach areas and the right to retain any upland areas

necessary or desirable in order to enable BCE to provide these services.

The Threatened Injury to BCE Outweighs the Possible Harm to the
Associations

3.

 

        As noted, the loss of beach concessions (which the Bath Club has provided for close

to 100 years) would be a devastating (and likely unrecoverable) blow to BCE’s business.  On the

other hand, the only damage to the Associations is that the unit owners will have to bring their

own towels and chairs to the beach.  The injury to BCE clearly outweighs the injury to the

Associations.  However, the Associations will not have to incur this injury because, as explained

below, the Court intends to reserve a portion of the upland area to MXA so it can obtain a license

to provide certain beach concessions to its members that does not interfere with BCE’s rights,

including the exclusive concession right to provide food and beverage on the beach.

The granting of the injunction will not disserve the public interest.4.
 

            Issuance of a permanent injunction will  also serve the public interest.  “Restrictive

covenants  serve  a  valid  public  purpose  by  enabling  purchasers  of  property  to  control  the

development and use of property and to protect property owners' interest in land.”  Chick-Fil-A,
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Inc.,  652 F.Supp.2d at 1263. Further,  allowing Defendants to essentially close the Club in

violation of the covenants they are bound by has the effect of hampering the operation of one of

Miami’s historic institutions, which hosts important events that draws visitors and tourist dollars

to this City.  As such, an injunction in favor of BCE will serve the public interest.

COUNT IV—REFORMATION OF WARRANTY DEED AGAINST THE
CONDOMINIUM ASSOCIATION AND MXA

II.

Elements  1.
 

            In Kolski ex rel. Kolski v. Kolski, the Court provided the requirements for a

Reformation claims as follows:

Reformation is an equitable remedy which “acts to correct an error not
in  the  parties’  agreement  but  in  the  writing  which  constitutes  the
embodiment of that agreement.” Thus, where the alleged mistake in the
writing is the “product of the parties'  mutual mistake, or unilateral
mistake on the part of one party and inequitable conduct by the
other, the writing should be reformed to accurately reflect the parties'
agreement.”  The  underlying  rationale  is  that  in  reforming  the
instrument the agreement of the parties is in no way altered but merely
corrects the defect in the written document to reflect the true terms of
the parties' agreement.

731 So. 2d 169, 173 (Fla. 3d DCA 1999)(internal citations omitted).  Reformation is permissible

as to deeds.  See Hackman v. Hyland,  464 So. 2d 250, 250-51 (Fla. 3d DCA 1985); Tri-

County Produce Distributors, Inc. v. Northeast Production Credit Ass’n, 160 So. 2d 46, 49

(Fla. 1st DCA 1963)(“The decisions from this and other jurisdictions are replete with instances in

which written instruments have been reformed on the ground of mutual mistake so as to include

land  erroneously  omitted;  to delete land which had been erroneously

included”)(emphasis supplied). A mutual mistake has been described as follows:

Where  an  instrument  is  drawn and  executed  which  professes  or  is
intended to carry into execution an agreement previously entered into,
but which by mistake of the draftsman, either as to fact or to law,
does  not  fulfill  that  intention  or  violates  it,  equity  will  correct  the
mistake, so as to produce a conformity to the intention.
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Alexander v. Kirkman, 365 So. 2d 1038, 1040 (Fla. 3rd DCA 1978) (emphasis supplied); see

also Steffens v. Steffens, 422 So. 2d 963 (Fla 4th DCA 1982).

1. The parties did not intend for the warranty deed to deprive bce of
the land necessary to hold the beach license

            The instrument BCE seeks to reform is the Warranty Deed. The City of Miami Beach’s

policy regarding entitlement to a beach license is that whomever owns the land just west of the

beach erosion line is entitled to the beach license.  As covered above, the rules of contract

interpretation arguably establish that the Warranty Deed should be interpreted as not divesting

BCE of the land necessary to hold the beach license.  However, so as to leave no doubt, the

Court holds that the Warranty Deed should be, and will be, reformed so that BCE retains a

portion of the upland property sufficient to support a concession license. As explained below, the

Court will conduct a further evidentiary hearing to determine precisely how much upland footage

will be   reconveyed to BCE for this purpose.[7][8]

The evidence received, as noted, showed that the parties never intended the Warranty

Deed to deprive BCE of the land necessary to hold the beach license.  The 2012 Arbitration

Panel, again, directed the parties to draft the Warranty Deed in compliance with the following

provision of paragraph 5 of the Settlement Agreement (which was the paragraph at issue in the

Arbitration):

 Pursuant to Section 5 of the Settlement Agreement, BCE had twenty days from
the date of the Settlement Agreement to tender to MXA a special warranty deed . .
. to the pool (but not the adjacent pool deck and outdoor dining areas), the spa,
tennis courts and landscaped areas.

See Plaintiff’s Exhibit 5.  The  Order  mentions  nothing  about  the  business  license  or

transferring land necessary to  obtain business  license,  nor  could it  because the very same

Paragraph 5 further provides that:

Notwithstanding anything herein to the contrary, BCE may maintain
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ownership rights of any “upland” areas that may be needed
to obtain any licenses that may be necessary or desirable in
order to enable it, and its successors and assigns to provide
beach-related services to the Easement Parcel and the
surrounding beach areas.  At  the  Easement  Parcel  Owner’s
request, Condominium and MXA shall join in or consent, as required,
in  any  applications  or  permits  that  may  be  required  for  any  such
licenses. (emphasis supplied).

Plaintiff’s Exhibit 1.

It is clear that the parties never intended for the Warranty Deed to divest BCE of the land

necessary to hold the license.  It is clear that, to the extent the Warranty Deed did not reserve the

land necessary for BCE to maintain the beach license, this was a mutual mistake by both parties

and not the result of any negligence.  See American Federation of State, County v. Miami-

Dade County Public Schools, 95 So. 3d 388, 391 (Fla. 3d DCA 2012)(“A mistake is mutual

when  the  parties  agree  to  one  thing  and  then,  due  to  either  a  scrivener's error or

inadvertence, express something different in the written instrument”)(emphasis added).  As

such, the Deed shall be reformed.

COUNT V— BREACH OF CONTRACT AGAINST THE CONDOMINIUM
ASSOCIATION AND MXA

III.

 

Count V is an alternative count in which BCE, to the extent the Court determines that

BCE (under the City’s rules) does not hold enough land to entitle it to the business license and

does not reform the Warranty Deed, seeks specific performance of Paragraph 5 and requests that

MXA “deed back to BCE the land minimally necessary under the City [of Miami Beach’s]

internal rules to be deemed entitles to the beach concessions business license,” (namely a sliver

of land abutting the beach that could be as narrow as a centimeter as far as BCE is concerned). 

The Court has ruled that the Deed should be reformed, but the Court nevertheless addresses

Count V.
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 ELEMENTS1.
 

“The elements of a breach of contract action are: (1) a valid contract; (2) a material

breach; and (3) damages.” See R. Plants, Inc. v. Dome Enter., Inc., 221 So. 3d 752, 754 (Fla.

3d DCA 2017).  “The purpose of specific performance is to compel a party to do what it agreed

to do pursuant to a contract.”  See PuroSystems, Inc. v. Maclean, 2012 WL 13133869, *6

(S.D. Fla. June 18, 2012).  The trial court has discretion to award specific performance, which

includes requiring transfer of title to real property from one party into the other party’s name. 

See Pariz v. Colon, 77 So. 3d 721, 722 (Fla. 3d DCA 2011)(“the trial court had the jurisdiction

and discretion to order in the final judgment that the title to the subject property be conveyed to

Pariz”).

1. Analysis

 

As to the first element, each party concedes that the Settlement Agreement is a valid

contract.  As to breach,  there can be no doubt that  a  breach has occurred.  The Settlement

Agreement, again, explicitly provides that:

BCE may maintain ownership rights of any “upland” areas
that may be needed to obtain any licenses  that  may  be
necessary or  desirable  in  order  to  enable  it,  and its  successors  and
assigns to provide beach-related services to the Easement Parcel and the
surrounding beach areas.

Thus, BCE is entitled to the land necessary to hold the beach license.  MXA’s refusal to

provide such land by first taking a position that such land belongs to them and then by refusing

the requests of BCE in its July 2nd and 23rd letters, constitutes a clear breach of the Settlement

Agreement.  This breach will cause significant damage, because it arguably deprives BCE of the

right to provide beach concession—a major (if not fatal) detriment to its business.  As such, BCE
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satisfies all elements and is entitled to specific performance, which case law explicitly permits.

See Pariz, 77 So. 3d at 722.

MXA indicates  that  the “may” language defeats  BCE’s claim.  This  argument  fails

because the “may” gives BCE the right to own the land necessary to hold the license and the

Settlement Agreement does not include a temporal limit as to when BCE could assert

such ownership.  See East Prince Frederick Corp. v. Bd. Of Cty. Comms. Of Calvert

County, Md., 577 A.2d 27 (1990)(“The document granting the allocation contained no temporal

limit on its duration;  so far as the document is concerned, it might be read  to grant a 4,400

gallon reservation of capacity in perpetuity. Certainly, it was in no way conditioned on EPF’s use

of the allocation by any specified time”). At best, MXA’s argument is a waiver argument which

MXA (who has the burden to establish) cannot so establish because, as covered above, the

evidence is clear that BCE never intended to waive, abandon or otherwise relinquish this right. 

See Dantzler v. PNC Bank, 946  F.  Supp.  2d  1344,  1367  (S.D.  Fla.  2013)(“In  order  to

constitute waiver, the party's conduct must establish clear relinquishment, and while conduct can

imply  waiver,  the  conduct  relied  upon  to  do  so  must  make  out  a  clear  case  of  waiver.”);

Raymond James Fin. Servs., Inc. v. Saldukas (Saldukas II),  896  So.  2d  707,  711

(Fla.2005)(“We have defined ‘waiver’ as the voluntary and intentional relinquishment of a

known right or conduct which implies the voluntary and intentional relinquishment of a known

right”).

Further, MXA, in an affirmative defense (addressed below), asserts that BCE waived this

contractual right by not raising it during the arbitration.  MXA fails to meet its burden as to this

defense because, as covered, the beach license was never an issue during the arbitration and

waiver has to be knowing.  See Dantzler, 946 F. Supp. 2d at 1367.  Based on the evidence

presented, the Court finds that BCE did not relinquish its right to own the land necessary to hold

the beach license.  For these reasons, the Court holds that—even if the Court had not reformed
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the Deed—MXA would be required to Deed back a portion of the land to the extent necessary to

enable BCE to hold its concession license.

COUNT VI— BREACH OF CONTRACT AGAINST THE CONDOMINIUM
ASSOCIATION AND MXA

IV.

 

Count VI was an alternative claim for breach of contract in the event the Court did not

hold that BCE was entitled to be reconveyed land necessary to hold the beach license.  Given

that the Court has held that BCE is entitled to that land, this claim is moot.

DEFENDANTS’ AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSESV.

Almost all of the Associations’ affirmative defenses are a variation of MXA’s principle

argument that entitlement to the beach license was determined in the 2012 Arbitration and/or that

BCE waived its right, is estopped or otherwise precluded from seeking to reclaim the sliver of

land abutting the beach erosion line.  The Court finds that the Associations have not met their

burden as to any of the affirmative defenses, but writes specifically to address the res judicata

and collateral estoppel defenses and estoppel defenses.

Res judicata and collateral estoppel1.

Defendants have not met their burden as to the third and fourth affirmative defenses (res

judicata and collateral estoppel) for several reasons.

First, the affirmative defense fails for the simple reason that entitlement to the business

license and/or land necessary to obtain the business license simply was not litigated or decided in

the arbitration or in any way contemplated—a requirement for both collateral estoppel and res

judicata to apply.  See Topps v. State, 865 So. 2d 1253, 1255 (Fla.  2004)(“[C]ollateral

estoppel… applies where:  (1) the identical issues were presented in a prior proceeding;… (3) the

issues in the prior litigation were a critical and necessary part of the prior determination;… and

(5) the issues were actually litigated in the prior proceeding”); The Florida Bar v. St. Louis,
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967 So. 2d 108, 119 (Fla. 2007)(“the second action between the same parties is upon a different

claim or demand, the judgment in the prior action operates as an estoppel only as to those matters

in issue or points controverted, upon the determination of which the finding or verdict was

rendered”); See State Street Bank and Trust Co. v. Badra, 765 So. 2d 251, 253 (Fla. 4th

DCA 2000)(“the  party  claiming  the  benefit  of  the  former  adjudication  has  the  burden  of

establishing, with sufficient certainty by the record or by extrinsic evidence, that the matter was

formerly adjudicated”).

Second—as a practical matter, and setting aside the fact that entitlement to the business

license  was  never  raised  nor  decided  in  the  arbitration,  the  Associations’  argument  and

interpretation of the Settlement Agreement is just nonsensical.  They assert as follows:  (a)

Paragraph 5 requires BCE to turn over the Common Areas to MXA; and (2) BCE’s turnover of

the Common Areas deprived it of the right to the business license.  This makes no sense and is

circular because—in the very same section—BCE is entitled to the license and land necessary to

hold the license. The Associations’ interpretation would render these two terms (within the same

section) repugnant, which is improper. See Harris v. School Bd. of Duval County, 921 So. 2d

725, 733 (Fla. 1st DCA 2006)(“Courts should first try to reconcile apparently conflicting contract

clauses…  Only where a contract contains mutually repugnant clauses that actually conflict does

an ambiguity exist”).  It is clear the parties’ understanding was that the Common Areas did not

constitute  or  necessarily include the land necessary to hold the license.  The Associations’

interpretation would put BCE in a catch 22 and/or otherwise place BCE in a position in which it

was impossible not  to breach the Settlement Agreement.  If  BCE were to turn over all  the

Common Areas (as contractually required and as it did), it would lose the right to the license

(which right it was contractually entitled to).  If BCE refused to turn over the Common Areas

because it might include the land necessary for the business license, it would be in breach of the

specific, contractual requirement to turn over the Common Areas.
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As such—aside from the fact that the Associations clearly have not met their burden to

establish res judicata or collateral estoppel—their entire defense to this action, under the canons

of  contract  construction  and  as  a  matter  of  plain  sense,  is  without  any  basis.  Murley v.

Wiedamann, 25 So. 3d 27, 29 (Fla. 2d DCA 2009)(“In construing the language of a contract,

courts are to be mindful that “the goal is to arrive at a reasonable interpretation of the text of the

entire agreement to accomplish its stated meaning and purpose”); Socas v. Northwestern Mut.

Life Ins. Co., 829 F. Supp. 2d 1262 (S.D. Fla. 2011).

SIXTH DEFENSE:2.

The sixth affirmative defense (estoppel because BCE has allowed MXA to run its own

beach concessions for more than a decade) fails.  The elements of estoppel are as follows:

(1) a representation by the party estopped to the party claiming the
estoppel as to some material fact, which representation is contrary to
the  condition  of  affairs  later  asserted  by  the  estopped  party;  (2)  a
reliance upon this representation by the party claiming the estoppel; and
(3) a change in the position of the party claiming the estoppel to his
detriment, caused by the representation and his reliance thereon.

Flagship Resort Dev. Corp. v. Interval Intern., Inc., 28 So. 3d 915, 923 (Fla. 3d DCA 2010). 

There  was  no  representation  on  which  MXA  could  rely  because  BCE  always  stated  its

permission to provide concessions was subject to revocation.  There are multiple correspondence

verifying this point, including the April 1, 2011 in which BCE explicitly “reserve[d] the right

to revoke the approval” of it permission to provide beach concession.  See  Plaintiff’s

Exhibit 2.  Moreover, each year MXA requested BCE to execute a license renewal application

which listed BCE as the entity entitled to beach concession.  In short, all parties were aware that

BCE—as the plain language of the Settlement Agreement indicates—was the beach concessions

business license holder with the right to revoke its permission for the Associations to provide

their own concessions.  The Associations also repeat their waiver defense, which fails for the

reasons stated supra.
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THE COURT WILL EXERCISE ITS EQUITABLE POWERS TO RESERVE A
PORTION OF THE UPLAND AREA TO MXA

VI.

 

Though the Court has held that BCE is entitled to own the land necessary for the beach

license under the clear language of the Settlement Agreement, the Court, using its equitable

authority, intends to reserve a portion of the upland area to MXA, consistent with paragraph 5 of

the Settlement Agreement which permits BCE to maintain only a portion of the upland necessary

to operate its concession- not all of the upland to the exclusion of the Associations. The upland

will therefore be divided so that both parties will be able to secure a beach front concession

license- thereby permitting BCE to operate the Bath Club while at the same time allowing the

Associations to operate limited concessions for the use/enjoyment of their member, the unit

owners.   

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS FROM MARCH 8, 2021 EVIDENTIARY HEARING

 

In 2010, as noted, the parties entered into a Settlement Agreement.  The Court,

as noted, finds that the parties voluntarily entered into this Settlement Agreement

and that there is no ambiguity in this document.  The Court further finds that there

were no claims that the Settlement Agreement was illegal (and the Court finds it is

not) or contrary to public policy (and the Court finds it is not).

34.

The parties were sophisticated and represented by counsel and, again, voluntarily

and knowingly entered into this Settlement Agreement.

35.

The beach and the ability to operate concessions is an integral part of the Bath

Club and its ability to succeed as an ongoing enterprise.  BCE and Mr. Peebles

found it very important—in fact, critical—to the success of the Bath Club that BCE

be able to maintain ownership of the upland areas “needed” to obtain licenses

that may be “necessary or desirable” in order to enable it to provide beach related

36.
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services.

BCE—under City rules—needs to own upland area abutting the beach in order to

obtain a license. This is undisputed.

37.

In this Court’s Amended Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law (reiterated

above), the Court, as noted, ruled that BCE was entitled to an upland area

sufficient to obtain a license necessary to provide beach related services.

38.

The intent of the Settlement Agreement was, obviously, to give BCE the ability to

retain whatever upland areas were necessary so that it could provide beach

related services to its members and guests. That is something that Defendants

bargained for.

39.

This Settlement Agreement gave the parties mutual benefits. It was not a one-

way agreement.  In exchange for giving up certain rights, the parties secured

other rights. One of the rights Mr. Peebles and BCE secured was the right to this

upland property.

40.

This is what the Court previously ruled.  The Court further previously ruled that

MXA would be required to re-deed to BCE the upland property that was

necessary or desirable to BCE to operate the Bath Club.

41.

The parties dispute how much linear footage BCE needs to operate the Bath

Club. The Court has listened carefully to the evidence, has weighed the credibility

of the witnesses, has looked at the videos and the photographs and the site

plans, and has carefully listened to the history of the Bath Club as well as its

current memberships, its projected memberships, the types of memberships it is

selling, and the likelihood that there will be guests and other people.

42.

The Court finds that Tom Dillon's—the CEO of Apicii, who is managing the Bath

Club—testimony was not only credible, but presented substantial competent

evidence from which this Court can conclude without difficulty that the Bath Club

is entitled to and will receive one inch in width of 400 lineal feet along the

43.
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easternmost perimeter of the property commencing at the south corner in order to

operate the Bath Club.

While it is not really a relevant criteria under the Settlement Agreement, the Court

has also considered as an equitable matter—since this agreement allows for

some equitable consideration—the needs of the condominium owners who spent

a lot of money to buy their condominiums and have access to the beach.

44.

The Court finds that giving the condominium owners (through MXA) 138.62 lineal

feet starting at the north corner will give them more than sufficient space to have

their own chairs (at least 100 and probably more) as well as their storage facilities

on the beach so that the condominium owners can have access to the beach and

the ability to use the beach without having to be members of the Bath Club. 

45.

The Court makes a couple of observations in this respect.  First, even according

to Thomas Ireland (President of Defendants), it is a very rare occasion that there

will be more than 100 condominium owners on the beach wanting to use the

beach at any particular point in time.

46.

There may be an occasion such as July 4th, Labor Day, or another holiday where

there might be a large demand from condominium owners or Bath Club members

who want to use the beach.  However, condo ownership or club membership

does not guaranty you immediate access any time you want it 365 days a year.

47.

The Court cannot base its ruling on the demand of either party on the busiest day

of the year. The Court must base its ruling on what the likely traffic is going to be

and what the Bath Club is going to need.

48.

Paragraph 5 of the Settlement Agreement allows BCE to retain the land

necessary to provide its beach related services.  It does not say that under no

circumstances shall the condominium owners receive less than a certain amount

of beach front property.

49.

The way the Settlement Agreement is structured, the Associations could have50.
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ended up with no linear footage on the beach.  That is the agreement they

bargained for.  It is not the Court's prerogative to rewrite the Settlement

Agreement. 

The Court finds that, based upon the evidence presented and considering and

weighing the credibility of the various witnesses as well as the documentary,

evidence that 400 lineal square feet is sufficient in order to provide BCE the ability

to provide beach related services to its members and those guests and family

members that it reasonably anticipates needing or wanting such services.

51.

As noted above, this is an equitable decree. It is a division of the property. It will

be done by deed. But an equitable decree, whether it be injunction or declaratory,

is subject to modification based upon changed circumstances.  The Court is not

encouraging more litigation between these parties.  However, if circumstances

materially change and it turns out that the Bath Club has only been able to sell 59

or 60 memberships and is not generating any traffic on the beach, and the

anecdotal evidence shows that it needs nowhere near the 400 lineal feet that the

Court is providing it today, then Defendants are at liberty to come back before this

Court and seek a modification of this decree. 

52.

Similarly, if it turns out the Bath Club sells 200 memberships and that 400 lineal

feet is insufficient to meet demand then BCE is also free to come back and seek

modification of the equitable decree.

53.

However, based upon the current circumstances and the evidence as it currently

sits, this Court finds as a matter of fact that BCE pursuant to Paragraph 5 of the

Settlement Agreement is entitled to 400 lineal feet (one inch in width); and that

there will be a corrected deed, re-conveying that dimension of the property back

to BCE so that it can provide beach related services to its members.

54.

RELIEF
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Accordingly, on the basis of the foregoing facts and the law, the Court ORDERS AND

ADJUDGES that:

Judgment is entered in favor of BCE and against the Associations on BCE’s claims

for Injunction (Count I) and Reformation (Count IV). 

1.

The Warranty Deed will be reformed to reflect that BCE is the owner of 400 feet of

a one inch in width sliver of land immediately west of the beach erosion line at the

Bath Club property.  The 400 feet shall run from the southernmost portion of the

property to the north.  MXA will retain 138.62 feet running from the northernmost

portion of the property to the south.  MXA shall execute and record a Corrected

Deed within five business days from the entry of this Final Judgment. 

2.

The earlier entered injunction is vacated and replaced with this Final Judgment and

Permanent Injunction. 

3.

The Associations are enjoined from interfering with BCE’s maintenance of its

business license (including a new beach license permitting it to provide beach

concessions on 400 feet of the Bath Club beach) and its ability to provide beach

concessions at the Bath Club.   This includes, but is not limited to, a prohibition

against the Associations interfering with BCE’s concession right to provide food

and beverage on the beach. In that regards, the Associations, among other things,

are prohibited from providing food or beverage on the beach. BCE is similarly

enjoined from interfering with the Associations right to use the portion of the beach

it retains ( ie its 138 linear feet) and whatever license it secures to provide beach

related services to condominium owners/guests.

4.

The Court’s judgment in favor of BCE on Counts I and IV render moot Counts V

and VI. 

5.

Judgment is entered in favor of BCE and against MXA on MXA’s counterclaim for

Declaratory Relief (Count I).

6.
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As to the Injunction claim against the Property Appraiser (Count III), the Court

directs the Property Appraiser to (within three business days from the recording of

the Corrected Deed) create a Folio number for the 400 foot, one inch sliver of land

that MXA deeds to BCE. 

7.

As to the Injunction claim against the City (Count II), the Court directs the City not

to revoke BCE’s business license.  Instead, the City will issue a new business

license to BCE to provide beach concessions along 400 feet of the southern

portion of the Bath Club beach. 

8.

The City will also issue to MXA a license to provide beach concessions along

138.62 feet of the northern portion of the Bath Club beach. 

9.

The Clerk is directed to disperse to BCE (c/o Waldman Barnett, P.L. Trust

Account) the $1,000 cash bond that BCE posted in association with the earlier

entered preliminary injunction.   

10.

The Court reserves ruling on the issue of  entitlement to its attorney’s fees and

costs. 

11.

Let execution issue forthwith. 12.
 

 
[1]

 The address for BCE is 5937 Collins Avenue, Miami Beach, FL 33140

 

[2]
 The address for both the Associations is 5959 Collins Avenue, Miami Beach, Florida 33140.

 

[3] BCE also brought injunction claims against the City of Miami Beach (“City”) (Count II) and
the Miami-Dade County Property Appraiser (“Appraiser”) (Count III).  The City and Appraiser
are nominal parties who have indicated that they will abide with any Order of this Court in
relation to the beach concessions license and/or Reformation of the Warranty Deed, which issues
are analyzed below.  As for the Condominium Association, it decided to have MXA be the
owner of the property received from the Settlement Agreement (addressed below) and as such is
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also nominal to an extent and should be bound by the Court’s ruling between BCE and MXA. 
The address for the City is 1755 Meridian Ave, Miami Beach, FL 33139.  The address for the
Property Appraiser is 111 N.W. 1st Street, Suite 710, Miami, Florida  33128-1984.

 

[4] The below provided findings of fact and conclusions of law are copied (except for stylistic
changes) from this Court’s Amended Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law.  The  Amended
Findings  of  Fact  and Conclusions  of  Law are  attached as  Exhibit  “__,”  and are  expressly
incorporated into this Final Judgment and made part thereof. 

[5] This change, however, was temporary. The Property Appraiser later changed ownership of
the folio back to BCE.  The Property Appraiser, afterwards, broke the Bath Club up into
separate folio numbers.  Based on these new folios on the Appraiser website, Defendants
appear to own most (but not all) the land fronting the beach.

 

[6] On July 2, 2018, in accordance with paragraphs 5 and 12 of the Settlement Agreement,
BCE wrote to MXA requesting its assistance in regards to the beach license.  See Plaintiff’s
Exhibit 35.  BCE received no response, just crickets.  On July 23, 2018, BCE followed up
and asked that MXA, to the extent the Warranty Deed is interpreted as deeding over land
necessary to hold the beach license, to deed back a sliver of land.  See Plaintiff’s Exhibit
36.  Again, BCE received no response just more crickets.

 

[7] The precise dimensions of the land to be re-conveyed is addressed infra.

 

[8] The City has indicated that no set amount of land is necessary in order to convey the beach
license.  Hence, the Court will likely use the least intrusive amount of one inch in width and
will again decide how much linear footage should be re-conveyed to BCE after a further
evidentiary hearing.
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DONE and ORDERED in Chambers at Miami-Dade County, Florida on this 10th day of March,
2021.

2018-020081-CA-01 03-10-2021 8:52 PM
Hon. Michael Hanzman

CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE
Electronically Signed

 

Final Order as to All Parties SRS #: 12 (Other)

THE COURT DISMISSES THIS CASE AGAINST ANY PARTY NOT LISTED IN THIS
FINAL ORDER OR PREVIOUS ORDER(S). THIS CASE IS CLOSED AS TO ALL
PARTIES.

Electronically Served:
Dana A. Clayton, dana.clayton@akerman.com
Dana A. Clayton, dorothy.matheis@akerman.com
Eleanor T. Barnett, litservice@waldmanbarnett.com
Eleanor T. Barnett, ebarnett@waldmanbarnett.com
Eleanor T. Barnett, ebarnett@waldmanbarnett.com
Elizabeth Ynigo Davies, edavies@lpflaw.com
Elizabeth Ynigo Davies, respinosa@lpflaw.com
Elizabeth Ynigo Davies, eservice@lpflaw.com
Gerald B. Cope Jr., gerald.cope@akerman.com
Gerald B. Cope Jr., cary.gonzalez@akerman.com
Glen H. Waldman, litservice@waldmanbarnett.com
Glen H. Waldman, gwaldman@waldmanbarnett.com
Jorge D Martinez-Esteve, jme@miamidade.gov
Jorge D Martinez-Esteve, kih@miamidade.gov
Michael A Sayre, msayre@waldmanbarnett.com
Michael A Sayre, litservice@waldmanbarnett.com
Michael A. Sayre, Esq., msayre@waldmanbarnett.com
Michael A. Sayre, Esq., litservice@waldmanbarnett.com
Michael Mastrucci, mastrucc@miamidade.gov
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Michael Mastrucci, wilma.morillo@miamidade.gov
Michael O Mena, mmena@msprecoverylawfirm.com
Michael O Mena, serve@msprecoverylawfirm.com
Neisen O Kasdin, neisen.kasdin@akerman.com
Steven H. Rothstein, stevenrothstein@miamibeachfl.gov
Todd R Legon, tlegon@lpflaw.com
Todd R Legon, respinosa@lpflaw.com
William C Hearon, bill@williamhearon.com
William C Hearon, jessica@williamhearon.com
William F Rhodes, wrhodes@lpflaw.com
William F Rhodes, respinosa@lpflaw.com
William F Rhodes, eservice@lpflaw.com
William F Rhodes, wrhodes@williamrhodeslaw.com
William F Rhodes, wfrhodes@gmail.com

Physically Served:
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