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New Faces in Our St. Petersburg Office 

With the arrival of 12 attorneys in February 2006, Trenam Kemker
more than doubled the size of its St. Petersburg office. This group of
lawyers, joined by 14 other professionals and staff, practice in areas
such as business transactions, litigation, real estate, health care,
wealth planning and preservation and bankruptcy. We hope you’ll join
us in welcoming the following attorneys. For more detailed
information on their areas of practice, their education and credentials
and their involvement in the community, please visit our website at
www.trenam.com.

Stephen Chumbris primarily practices in the area of
business and corporate law. He also handles a variety of
real estate matters including leasing and the purchase and
sale of real property. In conjunction with this practice, he
is very experienced in all aspects of land use and zoning
law, as well as platting and permitting issues related to
the development of real estate. 

Jacqueline Myles Crain practices health care law,
advising clients on issues related to state and federal
health care regulatory matters including compliance,
patient privacy and reimbursement. She is experienced
in a variety of issues affecting health care providers
including institutional review board and clinical research
issues, Medicare and Medicaid regulatory work,
registration and licensure for healthcare entities, Stark    
law issues and HIPAA compliance. 

Allan Davis practices in the areas of financial institutions,
corporate and commercial real estate. Allan represents
state and national lenders and real estate developers,
handling transactional matters including acquisitions,
construction lines of credit, permanent financing, loan
restructuring and workouts. He also has experience in
sophisticated pricing such as derivative external interest
rate swaps under ISDA Master Agreements. Allan handles

commercial loan transactions involving hotels, office buildings,
shopping centers, warehouses, industrial parks, mobile home parks,
rental apartments, condominiums, automobile franchises, livestock
and farm equipment and single-family subdivisions. Allan also
represents real estate developers in connection with the acquisition
and sale of land, syndication, development and construction financing,
platting, title examination and insurance, leasing and related matters. 

continued ...

If you have questions or concerns about any of these topics 
please call 813-223-7474 or contact the author directly.

Trenam Kemker Welcomes Three New Shareholders

Ed Carlstedt joined the firm in 2000 and practices in the areas of covenants not to
compete, unfair competition, trade secrets, trademarks, employment law, banking
litigation, construction disputes and general commercial litigation. Ed is on the firm's
hiring committee and co-chairs the firm's summer clerk program. He is an AV rated lawyer
by Martindale Hubell.

Ed earned his undergraduate degree in economics from the University of Florida in 1994.
In 1997, he graduated from Stetson University College of Law, cum laude, where he was a member of
the Moot Court Board and served as a Teaching Fellow. While at Stetson he received the E. Harris
Drew Award for excellence in oral and written advocacy.

Patrick Poff joined the firm in January 2000. His practice includes general commercial,
construction and employment litigation and related matters. Before joining the firm,
Patrick was a Special Assistant United States Attorney and a Trial Defense Counsel for
the United States Army Judge Advocate General's Corps (JAG). As a Captain in the JAG,
he was the recipient of the JAG School Award for Excellence in Advocacy and the JAG
School Officer Basic Course Citation for Distinguished Accomplishment in Contract Law.

Patrick received a B.A. with honors in English from the University of South Florida in 1992, where he
served as a student senator for the College of Arts & Sciences. He received his J.D. from Mercer Law
School in 1995, where he served as articles editor for the Mercer Law Review and was the recipient of
the Mercer Faculty Award for Outstanding Achievement in Legal Writing. 

Dawn Carapella joined the firm in 2000 and practices in the areas of Bankruptcy and
Creditors Rights. Prior to joining the firm, Dawn served as judicial law clerk for the
Honorable Alexander L. Paskay, U.S. Bankruptcy Judge for the Middle District of Florida
in 1987 and from 1995-2000. She also served as judicial law clerk for the Honorable
Thomas E. Baynes, Jr., U.S. Bankruptcy Judge for the Middle District of Florida from
1987-1989.

Dawn graduated from the University of South Florida in 1984 with a bachelor's degree in political
science. She earned her law degree from Stetson University College of Law in 1987. 

Please join us in congratulating these three attorneys on this significant milestone in
their careers. We are fortunate to have them as a part of our firm.

Is it Time to Apply for
a New Determination
Letter for Your
Retirement Plan?

By Laurie L.
Puckett
Email: 
lpuckett@
trenam.com

A determination
letter is a letter issued by the
IRS to a qualified retirement
plan acknowledging that the
IRS has reviewed the form of
the plan document and
determined that it reflects all of
the statutory requirements as of
the effective date.  A
determination letter provides
comfort to a plan sponsor,
ensuring that its plan is
compliant, at least in form.
However, as we all know,
Congress passes new laws
affecting qualified plans almost
every year and the IRS
regularly issues new guidance,
some of which must be reflected
in plan documents.  The result
is the practical impossibility of
keeping a plan document up-to-
date as of the effective date of
each change in statutory
requirements.  To address this
reality, the IRS establishes
remedial amendment periods,
which are the periods of time
during which plans can be
amended retroactively to
comply with such changes.

continued...

TOP COMPLIANCE ISSUES
WITH 401(K) PLANS

By Laurie L. Puckett
Email: lpuckett@ trenam.com

Based on an analysis
of its findings in
audits, the IRS has
published a list of the
most common areas
of non-compliance in
401(k) plans.  This

list is invaluable as it will help
you avoid problems with the
IRS in the future. Plan sponsors
are advised to pay close
attention to these issues
because non-compliance can
jeopardize a plan’s qualified
status.

Late Deposits of Employee
Deferrals. 401(k) plans are
required to deposit employee
deferrals as soon as they can
reasonably be segregated from
the employer’s general assets.
This is usually one or two days
following the date of the
employee’s paycheck.
Employers need to implement
procedures to ensure that
employee deferrals are timely
deposited.  The failure to
deposit deferrals on a timely
basis is a prohibited transaction
subject to an excise tax payable
by the employer.  Correction
must also be made, along with
the restoration of lost earnings.
If the withheld amounts are not
deposited within 12 months, the
plan may be disqualified.

Failure to Correctly
Calculate Compensation.
Many 401(k) plans have
multiple definitions of
compensation, that are used for
different purposes.  This can
result in errors in 401(k)
Average Deferral Percentage
(ADP) and Average
Contribution Percentage (ACP)

discrimination tests, as well as
errors in calculating maximum
deferrals.  Employers need to be
familiar with the terms of their
plan as failure to follow those
terms could also disqualify the
plan.

Improper Exclusion of
Eligible Employees in
Testing. Some employers fail
to include all employees who are
eligible to defer in 401(k)
testing.  It is important for
employers to remember that an
employee eligible to participate
in the plan must be included in
the testing, even if the employee
(a) works part-time; (b) does not
chose to defer; or (c) chose not to
defer and terminates
employment during the plan
year.  Problems often arise
when the plan has different
eligibility requirements for
deferrals and for receiving an
employer match.  Mistakes of
this type result in a failure to
follow the terms of the plan
which could result in plan
disqualification.

Mistakes in Classifying
Highly Compensated
Employees. These types of
mistakes happen when an
employer forgets to review prior
year compensation, or makes
mistakes in the aggregation
rules for ownership or in
complying with the terms of the
plan as it relates to a top paid
group election.  These mistakes
can result in errors in 401(k)
discrimination testing, which
can result in a failure to follow
the terms of the plan, possibly
resulting in plan
disqualification.

Mistakes in the Allocation of
Matching Contributions. The
failure to use the correct
definition of compensation in
identifying the highly

compensated employees for the
plan year can result in the
wrong amount being credited to
a participant’s account.  Errors
are also common when
matching contributions are
made more frequently than
annually.  Depending on the
terms of the plan, the employer
may need to gross up matching
contributions at the end of the
year to make sure that
matching contributions credited
to participants’ accounts comply
with the terms of the plan.  

Excess Deferrals. There are
two primary areas to watch
with regard to problems with
excess deferrals.  First,
employers sometimes forget that
the maximum amount of
deferral is based on the
calendar year, not the plan
year.  Second,  failure to
monitor deferrals to one or more
plans can result in excess
deferrals.

Improper 401(k) Accelerated
Deductions. Some promoters
of tax schemes advise employers
to take a deduction during the
current tax year for deferrals
made in the following tax year.
This type of scheme is
considered a “listed transaction”
tax shelter by the IRS, and can
result in the employer being
subject to accuracy and fraud
penalties.  If an employer has
engaged in such a transaction,
it should work with legal
counsel to undertake the
appropriate disclosure and
correction.

For most companies with
competent plan managers and
outside legal counsel, these
issues should not be a problem.
However, it’s worth reviewing
them with your advisors to
ensure your processes minimize
exposure in these areas. 



Gerald Davis
practices in the
areas of
commercial
litigation, creditors’
rights and
bankruptcy. Gerald
represents major

financial institutions in
commercial and residential
foreclosures and bankruptcies,
loan restructurings and
workouts, secured transactions,
and commercial litigation. He
holds the highest rating
assigned by the Martindale-
Hubbell law directory and was
named to Florida Trend's 2004
list of Florida's "Legal Elite."
Gerald has been named co-
managing shareholder of the
St. Petersburg office with
Marie Tomassi.

Jim Dickson
practices in
corporate, tax,
technology and
health care law. He
is experienced in
contracts, including
technology

agreements and licenses,
mergers and acquisitions,
health care law compliance and
business transactions.

Derek Houston
practices in the area
of real estate, both
transactional and
litigation, as well as
commercial real
estate lending and
title insurance

defense. Prior to entering
private practice, Derek worked
in the development and
construction industries. His
experience included project
management responsibilities in
large-scale residential
development, commercial
construction and utility
construction projects, as well
as experience with engineering
and consulting projects.

Dick Jacobs
focuses his
practice on health
care law, corporate
and tax law
(including entity
formation, mergers
and acquisitions),

personal estate planning and
asset protection. 

In addition to his law practice,
Dick has authored several
articles and books including:
Crash Landing – Surviving a
Business Crisis; Stark Law
Handbook; Splitting Fees or
Splitting Hairs – Fee Splitting
and Healthcare, the Florida
Experience; Regulation of
Financial Planners; and Brave
New World: Medicine 2001 MD.
Dick is also the editor and
principal author of Healthcare
Mergers and Acquisitions:
Physician Practices, published
by Aspen Publishers.

Bruce Marger
practices in the
area of wealth
preservation and
planning. He is
broadly
experienced in
trusts, estate

planning, probate
administration and real
property law as well as probate
and trust litigation and
qualified plan/IRA distributions. 

Don Mastry
represents business
owners,
professionals and
executives in the
areas of corporate,
general business,
zoning and real

estate matters, as well as estate
planning, life insurance,
revocable trusts to avoid
probate, wills, buy-sell
agreements, and documentation
and planning relative to closely
held businesses. Don also
represents developers and
landowners in zoning and

permitting hearings before
governmental bodies and
administrative agencies. This
includes acquisition of real
estate for commercial,
residential and mixed-use
developments; negotiation of all
related documents; and the
preparation of project
documentation, including
covenants, conditions and
restrictions, leases, and
homeowner association and
planned-unit documents.

Don represents healthcare
providers including hospitals,
physician group practices and
others. He is experienced in
structuring hospital
reorganizations and the
formation of holding companies
with numerous subsidiaries. He
has dealt with hospital matters
such as peer review, hospital
governance, risk management,
employment contracts, joint
venture arrangements, and
zoning and permitting relative
to hospital development and
expansion. 

Raandi Morales
has experience
representing
developers,
investors and
landowners in
various
commercial real

estate transactions including
ad valorem tax appeals, title
insurance claims work,
condominium association work
and real estate broker related
issues. In addition, she has
represented condemnors and
condemnees in eminent domain
proceedings throughout the
state of Florida. 

Kelly Rooth
practices in the
area of commercial
litigation,
employment law
and bankruptcy
and creditors'
rights. 

In the past, almost all pre-approved plans had one remedial
amendment period, and individually designed plans had another.
This practice resulted in enormous workloads for practitioners
responsible for updating plans and for the IRS in reviewing them.
In order to level the workload and provide plan sponsors the
opportunity to plan for the next set of restatements and IRS
submissions, the IRS has implemented a staggered remedial
amendment period.  Under the new system, individually designed
plans will be assigned one of the five cycles that generally are based
on the last digit of the plan sponsor’s employer identification
number (EIN).

So, when does the statutory1 remedial amendment period end for
your individually designed plan?  

Last Digit      Cycle       Filing Dates                         Last Day of 
of EIN                                                                  Next 5 Year Cycle

1 or 6 Cycle A Feb. 1, 2006 – Jan. 31, 2007 Jan. 31, 2012
2 or 7 Cycle B Feb. 1, 2007 – Jan. 31, 2008 Jan. 31, 2013
3 or 8 Cycle C Feb. 1, 2008 – Jan. 31, 2009 Jan. 31, 2014
4 or 9 Cycle D Feb. 1, 2009 – Jan. 31, 2010 Jan. 31, 2015
5 or 0 Cycle E Feb. 1, 2010 – Jan. 31, 2011 Jan. 31, 2016

Exceptions to this schedule exist for multiemployer plans (Cycle
D), multiple employer plans (Cycle B) and governmental plans
(Cycle C).  Plans maintained by multiple members of a controlled
group or affiliated service group will either file during the Cycle in
which the EIN used on the Form 5500 falls, or during the cycle for
which an election is made based on the EIN of certain controlled
group members.  There are also special rules where there is a plan
merger or spin-off.

Pre-approved plans (e.g., prototype and volume submitter plans)2

will be reviewed on a six year cycle.  Plans that utilize a pre-
approved plan document (i.e., a prototype or volume submitter)
are dependent on the IRS’s review and approval of the underlying
pre-approved plan document.  Once the IRS has completed its
review of the pre-approved plan document, the IRS will let adopting
employers know the date by which they will need to adopt the pre-
approved plans, and if necessary, apply for a determination letter.
Unlike individually designed plans, all pre-approved plans will have
the same deadline by which to adopt the plans and apply for a
determination letter, and it is expected that employers will have a
two year window in which to do so.  The IRS anticipates that all
pre-approved plans will be reviewed and approved by January 31,
2008.  This means that the statutory remedial amendment period
for pre-approved defined contribution plans will probably end
sometime in 2010.  For adopters of pre-approved defined benefit
plans, the schedule is pushed out approximately one more year.

If you have any questions about when your plan should be amended
and restated and submitted to the IRS for a favorable
determination letter, please contact your ERISA attorney or third
party administrator.
1 Economic Growth and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 2001.
2 If you have made a modification to a pre-approved plan, the IRS may consider your plan to be individually designed,
putting you under one of the 5 year cycles mentioned above.

New Faces continued...

by these new laws.  Under the
previous law, it was generally
not too difficult for a local
government to show that a
certain area met some of the
criteria to be designated as
blighted, and that was enough
to allow those takings to go
forward.  No doubt, in many
situations, it was probably the
only way to redevelop a portion
of a community.
Unfortunately, it created
situations that were often
unfair to those whose property
was taken, including destroying
“mom and pop” businesses,
because the owner could never
recreate the economically
favorable conditions enjoyed in
the blighted area.  Home
owners sometimes did not
receive enough funds to
purchase decent, safe and
sanitary housing outside of the
blighted area.  Coupled with
this unfairness was the
perception or reality that a
private developer was
assembling valuable property
and making exorbitant profits.
It is these inequities that
clearly influenced the
Legislature to create a 180°
change in the law.

We have probably not heard
the last word on this as
several local governments are
talking about challenging the
new legislation in court and an
inability to force assembly of
large tracts has the attention
of the development
community.  In the meantime,
however, private property
owners can feel a little more
secure in their homes and
businesses.

(Mr. Tabano is currently
serving as Chairman of the
Eminent Domain Committee
of The Florida Bar.)

Amanda Taylor
practices in the area
of land use and real
estate. Amanda is
experienced in
environmental and
land use law
including local,

state and federal regulation of
land development and
environmental compliance, and
has a background in
agricultural law. 

Please join us in welcoming
these new professionals to our
St. Petersburg office.

FLORIDA LEGISLATURE
REACTS  - MAYBE
OVERREACTS - TO
EMINENT DOMAIN FIRESTORM

By: Robert Buesing
(rbuesing@
trenam.com)

Stephen Tabano
(stabano@
trenam.com)

As expected, the Florida
Legislature passed House Bill
1567, which was quickly signed
by the Governor, in an effort to
ensure that private property can
be taken only for a public
purpose and that the definition
of “public purpose” does not
include solely increasing the tax
base through economic
redevelopment or cleaning up
slums or blighted areas through
community redevelopment.  All
of this was in reaction to the
Connecticut case decided by the
United States Supreme Court,
Kelo v.  City of New London, in

which the Court declared that
economic redevelopment, or even
just increasing the tax base, was
a sufficient public purpose to
justify the use of the eminent
domain power.  

The Legislature heard
testimony from many interested
groups, including home owners,
business owners, attorneys who
represent land owners in
eminent domain matters and
local government representatives
with the power of eminent
domain for community
redevelopment.  After digesting
all of this information, the
Legislature severely restricted
Florida’s cities and counties from
using their eminent domain
power for community
redevelopment.

Essentially, the new law
provides that no property
acquired by eminent domain
may be transferred to a private
entity except in certain narrow
circumstances.  These
circumstances include the use of
the property for public utilities,
as a roadway open to the public,
or for transportation related
services, such as those provided
at turnpike service plazas.  A
transfer of such property can
also occur, providing there is
public notice and competitive
bidding, within ten years from
the time that the property was
acquired by the condemning
authority, provided the
condemning authority certifies
that the property is no longer
needed for the public purpose for
which it was acquired and that
the owner from whom the
property was acquired can re-
purchase it at the price he or she
received.

If the property is transferred to
an entity or person through
some of the exceptions stated

above, and more than ten years
have passed since the
condemning authority acquired
the property, the property may
be transferred, again after public
notice and competitive bidding,
to another natural person or
entity without restriction,
provided that the current title
holder documents that the
property is no longer needed for
the use or purpose for which the
property was transferred to it
and the owner from whom the
property was taken by eminent
domain is given the opportunity
to re-purchase the property at
the price he or she received from
the condemning authority.

Eliminating any doubt as to the
Legislature’s intent, the House
Bill also created new Section
73.014 which specifically
prohibits the taking of property
solely to eliminate nuisance, slum
or blighted conditions, and makes
it clear that eliminating a public
nuisance, slum or blighted
conditions are not valid public
purposes for which private
property may be taken by
eminent domain.  The
Legislature does, however, make
it clear that this does not
diminish the power of counties or
municipalities to adopt or enforce
ordinances related to code
enforcement to deal with these
issues.  

In addition to creating two new
statutory sections under the
eminent domain law, the Bill also
modifies existing statutes related
to the powers of counties and
municipalities, making those
statutes consistent with the
newly created laws.  

There is no question that the
power of local government under
the Community Redevelopment
Act has been greatly diminished

Retirement Plan continued...



Gerald Davis
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development, commercial
construction and utility
construction projects, as well
as experience with engineering
and consulting projects.
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(including entity
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Dick has authored several
articles and books including:
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revocable trusts to avoid
probate, wills, buy-sell
agreements, and documentation
and planning relative to closely
held businesses. Don also
represents developers and
landowners in zoning and

permitting hearings before
governmental bodies and
administrative agencies. This
includes acquisition of real
estate for commercial,
residential and mixed-use
developments; negotiation of all
related documents; and the
preparation of project
documentation, including
covenants, conditions and
restrictions, leases, and
homeowner association and
planned-unit documents.

Don represents healthcare
providers including hospitals,
physician group practices and
others. He is experienced in
structuring hospital
reorganizations and the
formation of holding companies
with numerous subsidiaries. He
has dealt with hospital matters
such as peer review, hospital
governance, risk management,
employment contracts, joint
venture arrangements, and
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to hospital development and
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various
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estate transactions including
ad valorem tax appeals, title
insurance claims work,
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In the past, almost all pre-approved plans had one remedial
amendment period, and individually designed plans had another.
This practice resulted in enormous workloads for practitioners
responsible for updating plans and for the IRS in reviewing them.
In order to level the workload and provide plan sponsors the
opportunity to plan for the next set of restatements and IRS
submissions, the IRS has implemented a staggered remedial
amendment period.  Under the new system, individually designed
plans will be assigned one of the five cycles that generally are based
on the last digit of the plan sponsor’s employer identification
number (EIN).

So, when does the statutory1 remedial amendment period end for
your individually designed plan?  

Last Digit      Cycle       Filing Dates                         Last Day of 
of EIN                                                                  Next 5 Year Cycle

1 or 6 Cycle A Feb. 1, 2006 – Jan. 31, 2007 Jan. 31, 2012
2 or 7 Cycle B Feb. 1, 2007 – Jan. 31, 2008 Jan. 31, 2013
3 or 8 Cycle C Feb. 1, 2008 – Jan. 31, 2009 Jan. 31, 2014
4 or 9 Cycle D Feb. 1, 2009 – Jan. 31, 2010 Jan. 31, 2015
5 or 0 Cycle E Feb. 1, 2010 – Jan. 31, 2011 Jan. 31, 2016

Exceptions to this schedule exist for multiemployer plans (Cycle
D), multiple employer plans (Cycle B) and governmental plans
(Cycle C).  Plans maintained by multiple members of a controlled
group or affiliated service group will either file during the Cycle in
which the EIN used on the Form 5500 falls, or during the cycle for
which an election is made based on the EIN of certain controlled
group members.  There are also special rules where there is a plan
merger or spin-off.

Pre-approved plans (e.g., prototype and volume submitter plans)2

will be reviewed on a six year cycle.  Plans that utilize a pre-
approved plan document (i.e., a prototype or volume submitter)
are dependent on the IRS’s review and approval of the underlying
pre-approved plan document.  Once the IRS has completed its
review of the pre-approved plan document, the IRS will let adopting
employers know the date by which they will need to adopt the pre-
approved plans, and if necessary, apply for a determination letter.
Unlike individually designed plans, all pre-approved plans will have
the same deadline by which to adopt the plans and apply for a
determination letter, and it is expected that employers will have a
two year window in which to do so.  The IRS anticipates that all
pre-approved plans will be reviewed and approved by January 31,
2008.  This means that the statutory remedial amendment period
for pre-approved defined contribution plans will probably end
sometime in 2010.  For adopters of pre-approved defined benefit
plans, the schedule is pushed out approximately one more year.

If you have any questions about when your plan should be amended
and restated and submitted to the IRS for a favorable
determination letter, please contact your ERISA attorney or third
party administrator.
1 Economic Growth and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 2001.
2 If you have made a modification to a pre-approved plan, the IRS may consider your plan to be individually designed,
putting you under one of the 5 year cycles mentioned above.
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community redevelopment.  All
of this was in reaction to the
Connecticut case decided by the
United States Supreme Court,
Kelo v.  City of New London, in

which the Court declared that
economic redevelopment, or even
just increasing the tax base, was
a sufficient public purpose to
justify the use of the eminent
domain power.  

The Legislature heard
testimony from many interested
groups, including home owners,
business owners, attorneys who
represent land owners in
eminent domain matters and
local government representatives
with the power of eminent
domain for community
redevelopment.  After digesting
all of this information, the
Legislature severely restricted
Florida’s cities and counties from
using their eminent domain
power for community
redevelopment.

Essentially, the new law
provides that no property
acquired by eminent domain
may be transferred to a private
entity except in certain narrow
circumstances.  These
circumstances include the use of
the property for public utilities,
as a roadway open to the public,
or for transportation related
services, such as those provided
at turnpike service plazas.  A
transfer of such property can
also occur, providing there is
public notice and competitive
bidding, within ten years from
the time that the property was
acquired by the condemning
authority, provided the
condemning authority certifies
that the property is no longer
needed for the public purpose for
which it was acquired and that
the owner from whom the
property was acquired can re-
purchase it at the price he or she
received.

If the property is transferred to
an entity or person through
some of the exceptions stated

above, and more than ten years
have passed since the
condemning authority acquired
the property, the property may
be transferred, again after public
notice and competitive bidding,
to another natural person or
entity without restriction,
provided that the current title
holder documents that the
property is no longer needed for
the use or purpose for which the
property was transferred to it
and the owner from whom the
property was taken by eminent
domain is given the opportunity
to re-purchase the property at
the price he or she received from
the condemning authority.

Eliminating any doubt as to the
Legislature’s intent, the House
Bill also created new Section
73.014 which specifically
prohibits the taking of property
solely to eliminate nuisance, slum
or blighted conditions, and makes
it clear that eliminating a public
nuisance, slum or blighted
conditions are not valid public
purposes for which private
property may be taken by
eminent domain.  The
Legislature does, however, make
it clear that this does not
diminish the power of counties or
municipalities to adopt or enforce
ordinances related to code
enforcement to deal with these
issues.  

In addition to creating two new
statutory sections under the
eminent domain law, the Bill also
modifies existing statutes related
to the powers of counties and
municipalities, making those
statutes consistent with the
newly created laws.  

There is no question that the
power of local government under
the Community Redevelopment
Act has been greatly diminished
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