
 

 
 

Minutes of the Regular Meeting 
University Park Infrastructure Committee 

March 12, 2020 
 
The meeting of the University Park Infrastructure Committee was called to order at 1:03 p.m. on February 1, 2020 
in the Conference Room of Park Boulevard Management at 8301 The Park Blvd, University Park, FL.34201 
 

• The meeting was called to order with 7 members present: Tom Christopher, Olaf Maly , 
Dave Heagerty, David Van Brunt, Hanford Nash, Larry Fairchild,  Werner Baumgartner and 
Warren Cohen 

• Previously distributed minutes from the 12 February Infrastructure Committee Meeting were 
unanimously ratified 

• A presentation was given by Olaf Maly on the status of his evaluation of the proposed 
replacement of resident gas lights with Photovoltaic Cells –(See attachment )-. Following a 
number of discussions, it was endorsed by the committee with a request that his proposal be 
forwarded to both the Architectural Review Committee and the Safety Committee for their 
review and comments. Following that, a formal submittal of the proposal will be made to the 
Finance Committee for their evaluation.  
Given that the current CCA’s mandate gas lights and that a complete rewrite of the CCA’s 
will not be finalized for several months there was uncertainty as to the procedural process for 
review by the Chair Committee and the Board. This will be addressed at the next board 
meeting . 

• A status report on the evaluation of the usefulness and benefit of a bubbler system to be used 
in the UP ponds by David Van Brunt was presented (attachment 2). This was  based on a 
meeting and review of the Lakewood Ranch bubbler systems currently in use there. After 
considerable discussions with input from PBM – Curtis Nickerson – it was the consensus 
opinion that there would be no reduction of the problem algae currently being experienced in 
UP with the proposed bubbler system. Additionally, there was no economic benefit to UP 
and no reductions in the current chemicals being added to the pond. The evaluation of this 
idea was agreed to have been completed and no further analysis will be done. 

• An update on the Lift Station Upgrade program evaluation was provided by T Christopher. 
Detailed cost estimations and analysis of the program elements are well underway by 
members of the committee with a goal to release requests for quotes within three weeks. An 
issue has arisen from a new Manatee County “verbal requirement” that a total upgrade of the 
UP-Potable Water System is necessary also. Efforts are underway to escalate discussions 
with Manatee County to resolve this issue if possible.  

   
           With no other items to discussion, the meeting was adjourned by unanimous consent at 2:37pm.   
 
 
Steve Hatton PBM, Property Manager 
Tom Christopher, Chairman-UPCAI Infrastructure Committee 



Proposal to replace the gaslights with LED lights  

The Infrastructure committee proposes to replace all gaslights in UP with modern and cost saving LED 
lights. The street lights in the neighborhood along the road as well as all gas lights in front of the houses 
should be replaced with solar powered LED lamps. The homeowner should pay for the change of the 
lamp in front of the house, the neighborhood for the street lights.  

As of today, the CCR does not require only gas lights in UP. Regarding my information, the CCR was 
changed to the effect, that also similar or alternative lights can be used in UP, as long as the visual 
appearance is not altered. 

There are two main reasons for this change: 

First, the annual cost of gas and maintenance: 

Cost in US$ 

Street lights yard lights total 

2015 49,521.00 227,696.00 277,217.00 

2016 41,691.00 210,808.00 252,499.00 

2017 45,484.00 258,394.00 303,878.00 

2018 47,991.00 165,384.00 213,375.00 

These costs are paid by the neighborhoods. In the case of Notting Hill, we paid US$ 12,270.00 in 2019. 

The second reason is the environmental issue. We are burning gas 24/7, just to have light in the 
neighborhood strictly for appearance reasons. New studies tell us, though it doesn’t have as much of an 
effect on global warming per unit compared to other greenhouse gases, natural gas produces by far the 
most abundant greenhouse gas in our atmosphere, CO2 -- and reducing carbon dioxide emissions has 
been the focus of curbing the greenhouse effect. For this reason alone it’s time to switch to a cleaner 
source of energy. 

 

The replacement of one gas light on the street with an LED light would be approximately $ 340.00 for the 
lamp, including the labor to mount the new fixture and another US$ 30.00 for an adapter. After the 
installation, there would minimal cost to have the lights on 24/7. Every 2-1/2 to 3 years, the battery has to 
be exchanged and the glass on the lamps has to be cleaned once in a while. This should be covered with 
an appropriate reserve budget. 

The cost for replacing the lights on common ground should be paid with the reserves. The reserves for 
one light throughout the community is $ 2,535.00. NH would need $ 740.00 to replace the lamps, which 
leaves a surplus of $ 1,795.00. Since we would not need those reserves anymore, we could allocate the 
rest of the money to more important line items.  

 

The lamps in front of the houses should be paid and maintained by the owner, like it is today. 

The gas light in front of the house would cost about $ 200.00; one lamp post would cost about $ 140.00  

Installation would be $ 175.00 per house, including a new concrete foundation for each post. 

The complete price for each homeowner would be $ 515.00 

Having the cost for just the gas with $ 12,270.00 divided by 52 = $ 236.00, this would make a ROI of 
2.18.  



 

All items are available in white, when at least 100 units are ordered. The manufacturer would reduce the 
price about 20% with an order above 100 units. 

Curtis Nickerson is planning a test with two lamps for a few months, to see how they work.  

The change of the CCR in this respect was only one of the steps in the approval process. The Chair 
Counsel should be the first to approve, after that we need to get approval from the AC Committee, Safety 
Committee, Finance Committee and finally the Board.  

This presentation today should be seen as the beginning of this approval process. 

When changing the gas lights in the neighborhoods and on common ground, we should make it 
mandatory, to replace the gas lights in a certain time frame inside the neighborhoods to reduce the overall 
cost.  

Looking at the condition of the gas lights today, it is obvious, that they have to be replaced sooner or 
later. Some would need to be replaced pretty soon, some (in Notting Hill) were already replaced. The 
posts, at least in Notting Hill, are rotting in the ground and are a safety hazard and a hazard for the 
environment, since gas is leaking out uncontrolled when this happens. Replacing an old technology with 
an old technology is not what we should do. 

 

I also talked to TECO, who services and provides the natural gas to UP. They said, they just would need a 
2 week notice to cap off the gas line to a complete neighborhood. The assumption is, that the gas lights 
are on a separate gas meter, so the shutting off of the lights would not affect the gas supply to the houses. 
The gas price would not change, should we cut of all gas to the lights and subsequently would use less 
gas. 

 

Attachment: 

Street lamp with LED light 

Street lamp with LED bulb 

Light in front of the houses with LED bulb 

Lamp post 

 

 

Olaf Maly; Neighborhood Chair Notting Hill 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

Street lamp alternative with LED lights      
 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Street lamp with LED bulb 
 

 



 

 

 

Light in front of the houses with LED bulb 



 

 

 

 

 

Lamp post in front of the house 



NOTES ON POND BUBBLER DISCUSSIONS 

 DISCUSSION WITH SARAH ATKINS FROM UFLA EXTENSION SERVICE: 

• She really has had very little first-hand experience with bubblers. Knows a lot about pond 
health, but no bubblers performance experience. 

• She was not optimistic that bubblers could reduce algae which could reduce the quantity of 
chemicals we need to use on the ponds. 

• She feels bubblers could improve fish life and longevity by mixing the various strata’s in the 
ponds.  

DISCUSSION WITH PAUL CHETLAND MANAGER OF OPERATIONS LWR: 

• They maintain 315 retention ponds. 
• Have experienced considerable expense cleaning up after massive fish kills. The introduction of 

bubblers has clearly reduced the problem and expenses associated with fish kills. 
• Have many ponds with serious algae bloom issues during the summer. Feel the bubblers have 

reduced algae and pushed it to the perimeter where chemicals are easier to apply. Bubblers 
have made a noticeable difference in the number of complaints they receive about algae on the 
ponds. 

• Have installed some 50 bubbler systems in their ponds, which have resulted in reduction in the 
amount of chemicals needed to control but has not impacted the cost they pay for pond 
maintenance. Their only “pay back” has been fewer complaints.  

• They have a serious issue with “blind mosquito infestations (Mig Fly?). The mosquitos cover the 
exterior of homes and lanais. Bubbler which circulate water have been effective in reducing this 
problem. Not an issue we experience here in UP. 

• They have installed various bubbler systems: 
o Keeton Aeration Industry of Denver, Colorado, uses regular 110 volt power, uses 

separate lines to individual diffuser, usually three diffusers per compressor. 
o Solitude has provided the Vertex solar systems, which has a solar panel 3’ by 5’ and no 

battery pack. They are considerably more expensive than line powered units. They only 
pump air during daylight. But have demonstrated significant benefit with little operating 
cost. 

o Medora, from North Dakota is the unit they have found to be most effective, it does not 
send up a steady air flow, but sends up occasional “burps” which really agitates the 
pond water creating a more aggressive movement of the water, Manatee County is 
using Medora units, (I plan to try to find the person in charge and interview them) 

• Compressor noise can be an issue if close to homes. Keeton’s enclosure is the most sound proof. 
The compressor produces a high pitch hum. 

• The Keeton and Vertex units have multiple hose lines running to individual diffusers at various 
locations in the pond.  
 

• The Medora unit uses a single hose leading the deepest location in the pond. It’s more “violent” 
discharge creates rotation in the entire pond. 

• A significant cost of the systems is the weighted air lines, so Medora, which only uses one line, 
has a cost advantage. 

• Medium sized ponds bubbler systems typically cost about $3,500. LWR employees install the 
systems. Not difficult to install. 

• Solitude charges $3,200 per year per bubbler system for semiannual inspection and repairs. 
• They have not received a lower pond maintenance cost as a result of installing the bubblers.  
• Overall, LWR is very impressed with the performance of their bubblers. 
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