VERO BEACH AIRPORT COMMISSION MEETING
Friday, October 4, 2019 – 9:30 a.m.
City Hall, Council Chambers, Vero Beach, Florida
AGENDA
1.

CALL TO ORDER

2.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A)
B)

3.

NEW BUSINESS
A)
B)
C)

4.

June 7, 2019 - Regular Airport Commission Meeting
August 16, 2019 – Special Call Airport Commission Meeting

Aero Shade Technologies Presentation (Building 78)
Aero I / Aero II Lease Assignment (10 Federal)
Waste Water Treatment Facility at the Airport

OLD BUSINESS
A)
B)
C)
D)
E)
F)

Proposal from American Aviation University (Update)
Proposal from Florida Power and Light (FPL) / Girard Equipment
(Update)
MRO Hangar (Update)
Customs at Vero Beach Airport (Update)
Commercial Air Service (Update)
Airport Revenue – Florida Statute 332 (Update)

5.

CHAIRMAN’S MATTERS

6.

AIRPORT DIRECTOR’S MATTERS

7.

PUBLIC COMMENT

8.

NEXT MEETING DATE
A)

9.

December 6, 2019

ADJOURNMENT

This is a Public Meeting. Should any interested party seek to appeal any decision made
by the Commission with respect to any matter considered at such meeting or hearing,
they will need a record of the proceedings, and that, for such purpose, they may need to
ensure that a verbatim record of the proceedings is made, which record includes the
testimony and evidence upon which the appeal is to be based. Anyone who needs a
special accommodation for this meeting may contact the City’s Americans with

Disabilities Act (ADA) Coordinator at 978-4922 at least 48 hours in advance of the
meeting.

VERO BEACH AIRPORT COMMISSION MINUTES
Friday, June 7, 2019 – 9:30 a.m.
City Hall, Council Chambers, Vero Beach, Florida
PRESENT: Chairman, Barbara Drndak; Vice Chairman, Arthur Hodge; Members:
Carole Jean Jordan, Melvin Wood and Alternate Member #2, John Calcagno Also
Present: Airport Director, Eric Menger and Deputy City Clerk, Sherri Philo
Unexcused Absences: Mary Wood and Louis Vocelle, Jr.
1.

CALL TO ORDER

Today’s meeting was called to order at 9:30 a.m. and the Deputy City Clerk performed
the roll call.
2.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A)

April 12, 2019

Mr. Eric Menger, Airport Director, referred to page six (6) of the April 12, 2019 Airport
Commission meeting minutes where it states in part, “Vero Beach as one (1) of their next
Customs...” He requested that “(1)” be removed so it would state, “Vero Beach as one of
their next Customs…”
Mrs. Barbara Drndak referred to page five (5) of the minutes stating that “Gerard”
should be “Girard.”
Mrs. Jordan stated that “Carol Jean Jordan” should be “Carole Jean Jordan.”
Mrs. Jordan made a motion to approve the minutes of the April 12, 2019 Airport
Commission meeting as amended. Mr. Hodge seconded the motion and it passed
unanimously.
3.

NEW BUSINESS
A)

Status of New City Manager and City Attorney

Mr. Menger reported that the City now has a new City Manager and a new City Attorney.
He reported that the City Council recently approved hiring Mr. Monte Falls as the new
City Manager and Mr. John Turner as the new City Attorney. He reported that Mr.
Turner would be starting on July 1, 2019.
Mr. Menger reported that Airport staff currently has a list of 17 items waiting for Mr.
Turner’s review.
B)

Airport FY 2020 Budget Review Schedule

Mr. Menger briefly went over the draft Airport FY 2020 budget with the Commission
members (attached to the original minutes). He reported that the City Council Budget
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Hearings will be held on July 11th and 12th, but he will be on annual leave at that time and
is unable to present the Airport’s budget. He stated that he is working with the City
Manager to see if there is a way for him to present the Airport’s budget to the City
Council just prior to their regular City Council meeting on July 16, 2019.
Mr. Calcagno asked what are the landing fees they have budgeted.
Mr. Menger reported that this all comes about because of the cost of having the Airline.
Currently they are not receiving enough in revenue from the Airline to cover the cost. He
noted it is not just the Airline, but all costs are going up. He said landing fees are not
popular so they are looking at other ways to collect revenues, including a security fee.
He explained that they are going to have to badge everyone who needs access to the
Airport Operations area, which will be a cost to not only create the badges and have the
system in place to do it, but the ongoing operations of the system. He reported that they
are also looking at increasing the cost to Elite Airways.
Mr. Wood asked is there a possibility of having a minor increase in revenue from the
mobile home park (Citrus Park Village).
Mr. Menger reported that they are required to have a prospectus, which has to be
approved by the State of Florida before they can increase the rent. He said they are
working on the prospectus, which is one (1) of the 17 items waiting for the new City
Attorney to review.
Mrs. Drndak said they have discussed the infrastructure that might be needed at the
mobile home park and there was discussion of charging the renters. She asked would that
also have to be approved by the State.
Mr. Menger answered yes. He said if they change their mind and decide they want to
keep the mobile home park, they have estimated that it would cost between $1 million to
$1.5 million of infrastructure needs. He said they are at the point now where they feel
commercial development is the primary need at the Airport.
Mrs. Drndak said the Florida Aviation Administration (FAA) considers a mobile home
park a non-conforming use of airport property anyway, so she felt as quickly as they
could move towards eliminating it would be the best thing.
Mrs. Drndak mentioned widening the main runway.
Mr. Menger said that information is located on the last page of their backup information,
Priority Projects: FY 2020-2024. He briefly went over the information with the
Commission members.
C)

Development of Airport Property (Airport Layout Plan)

Mr. Menger briefly went over the Future Airport Layout Plan with the Commission
members (attached to the original minutes). He reported that the projects coming forward
includes some development north of the utility runway, which is currently designated as
Conservation Land in the Comprehensive Plan, but is designated as future Airport
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Development in the Airport Master Plan. He then asked Mr. Jeffries to discuss this with
the Commission members.
Mr. Jason Jeffries, Planning and Development Director, reported that there is an issue
where the Master Plan designates the land north of the runways for future development.
That land under the City’s Future Land Use Map in the Comprehensive Plan designates
that land as Conservation Land so to be able to implement the Airport Master Plan they
will need to do a Land Use Change. He reported that the environmental studies have
been completed and the last phase to do the Future Land Use Map amendment is to do a
traffic study. He briefly explained the Future Land Use Map amendment process to the
Commission members. He said that the process starts with a request and in this case, the
request came from Airport staff. The Planning and Development Department staff then
does their analysis and brings it before the Planning and Zoning Board for their review
and recommendation to the City Council. He said this is what is called a large-scale
amendment so if approved by the City Council it would then go to the State for their
review.
Mr. Wood questioned the timeframe.
Mr. Jeffries said it could be six (6) months or longer.
Mr. Menger noted that it is not six (6) months from now. He explained that the fiscal
year begins on October 1, 2019 and that is when the Airport will have the funds to do the
traffic study.
Mr. Jeffries said it would probably be a six (6) to nine (9) month process.
Mrs. Drndak asked would the traffic study include 41st Street.
Mr. Jeffries explained that they would look at what the potential development is on the
land and the buildout based on the proposed land use north of the Airport. The Traffic
Engineers have models, which they plug that information in and it disperses where the
traffic impact would be. He felt it would impact 43rd Avenue, possibly 41st Street, and
because of the size of the impact of the development, it could spread out further, possibly
across the railroad tracks to U.S. Highway 1.
Mrs. Jordan asked what is it that American Aviation University is looking to do with this
property.
Mr. Menger said on the back of the Future Airport Layout Plan is the Airport Land Use
Cores and the area they are discussing is Core 4. He said there is about 40 acres in this
area that American Aviation University is interested in.
Mrs. Drndak said 41st Street has direct access to these parcels so it would be an easy
development opportunity for someone who is not aeronautical, which is what she was
looking for.
4.

OLD BUSINESS
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A)

Proposal from American Aviation University (Update)

Mr. Menger noted that this item was briefly discussed along with item 3-C).
Mr. Wood reported that he has been looking into the background of this and is trying to
get as much information as possible, which he will share with Mr. Menger to give to the
Commission members.
Mr. Calcagno said his experience is that many of these aviation startups are not viable
over the long term.
B)
C)

Proposal from FPL/Girard Equipment (Update)
Airport Capital Projects/Infrastructure Needs

*Please note that items 4-B) and 4-C) were briefly discussed with item 3-C).
D)

MRO Hanger (Midfield Development)

Mr. Menger briefly discussed Midfield Development Concept 1 and Midfield
Development Concept 2 with the Commission members, while showing a copy of the
renderings of the area (attached to the original minutes).
Mr. Wood asked Mr. Menger for a copy of the analysis that he did, which showed how
much impact the Airport makes.
Mr. Menger said the Commission members should already have a copy of the Florida
Department of Transportation (FDOT) Economic Impact Study. He placed on the dais a
copy of the Vero Beach Regional Airport Economic Impact of Existing and Possible New
Air Service (attached to the original minutes).
Mr. Wood asked Mr. Calcagno if he felt it would be to the City’s advantage to provide a
copy of the Impact Study to the Chief Financial Officers (CFO’s) at the various banks.
Mr. Calcagno said it would be very beneficial to provide the information to the CFO’s
and to the hotels, if it was summarized in a one-page document.
Mrs. Jordan reported that there was a Tourism luncheon last week and the topic was
aviation.
Councilwoman Laura Moss said that she hopes their minutes were correct; that they
wanted a Council liaison. She said that she did read their minutes and that is the reason
for her attending their meeting today. She said it is logical in regard to the Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO) in that she is the City’s Representative and they have been
fighting over the intersection of Aviation Boulevard and U.S.1, which County
Commissioner Tim Zorc and Mr. Menger have been a big help, but some of these
projects are a long time out. She noted that they did get this project moved from last to
next to last, which was a big effort. She reported that they moved from number seven (7)
to number (6) of the long-range projects of the MPO. She read into the record
information from the MPO, “The intersection of Aviation Boulevard and U.S.1 is
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identified as a project to be implemented in 2026 to 2030 on the MPO’s adopted longrange transportation plan.” She said this is the problem and continued to the next
sentence, “The intersection is currently failing or nearly failing during peak periods and
in peak directions.” She said this is something that she mentioned at the last MPO
meeting and she understands now having served on the MPO that the projects are all long
term, which is part of the problem because with having two (2) year terms on the City
Council and having people going on and off different Boards they don’t have the constant
presence. She said that she has not missed a meeting and she has been the City’s
representative since 2016, so they certainly hear from her, but you really have to push for
these things and unfortunately in the past that has not been the case. To get back to this
situation, the MPO is going to look for funds from another source for this. She said that
she stated at the last MPO meeting that she understands these are long-range projects on
one hand, but on the other hand they have to have funding available for things that are
imperative; that maybe they could not have seen five (5) or 10-years ago that today need
to be addressed. She said the MPO does not have that in place and she thinks they need
to. She reported that the Commission has her full support and she obviously is paying
attention and does read the minutes of their meetings. She said that she did request a
copy of the presentation given at the Tourism Luncheon and the City Clerk’s office can
send the Commission members a copy. She noted that somewhere near slide 30 it is
specifically about Vero Beach.
5.

CHAIRMAN’S MATTERS

None
6.

AIRPORT DIRECTOR’S MATTERS

Mr. Menger gave a brief update on Customs, Corporate Air, JP Aviation, TWY E project,
Reconstruct Center Apron, Rehab GA Apron, Rehab RWY 12-R-30L, Airport Master
Plan Update, State and Federal Initiatives, Airport Overlay Safety Ordinance, Sewer
Plant moving to Airport; Air Show 2020; Piper Use Agreement; and the Jackie Robinson
Training Complex (attached to the original minutes).
7.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Mr. Don Loucks, Consultant for Corporate Air, said they have an ongoing construction
project to the west end of the ramp, which needs approval to change some drainage
concepts and right-of-ways in order to construct their ramp. He said they are under a
time critical situation to get the ramp construction accomplished before the busy season
begins in mid-October. He knows they are waiting on the new City Attorney, but would
request all approvals be accomplished as quickly as possible.
Mrs. Drndak asked why does the City have to abandon the right-of-way for the drainage
ditch when it is still going to be there. It is just going to be covered up.
Mr. Menger said that is an Engineering question.
Mrs. Drndak said it was stated that the abandonment process takes about three (3)
months, which doesn’t make any sense because she doesn’t know why it would be
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abandoned if they are just putting it underground. She said there would still be an
easement there because they would have to have access to the piping if something went
wrong.
Mr. Loucks said the drainage is still there. He said it was reduced from 60-feet to 30-feet
with a single pipeline for the drainage. He thought the City Engineer conceptually
approved it.
8.

COMMISSION MEETINGS
A)

Suggested quarterly meeting dates

Mrs. Drndak referred to the suggested Airport Commission quarterly meeting dates
(attached to the original minutes). She said the first date is in September, but she would
not be available in September as she will be out of town until October.
After discussion, the Commission members agreed to hold their next meeting on Friday,
October 4, 2019, at 9:30 a.m.
Mrs. Drndak said that she would not be in town on the suggested meeting date of
December 6, 2019.
Mrs. Jordan felt they should have quarterly meetings.
After discussion, the Commission members agreed that they would change the date from
September 6, 2019 to October 4, 2019 and keep the remaining suggested meeting dates
noting that those dates could be changed if needed.
9.

ADJOURNMENT

Today’s meeting adjourned at 11:10 a.m.
/sp

6 06/07/19 Airport Commission

SPECIAL CALL VERO BEACH AIRPORT COMMISSION MINUTES
Friday, August 16, 2019 – 9:30 a.m.
City Hall, Council Chambers, Vero Beach, Florida
PRESENT: Vice Chairman, Arthur Hodge; Members: Melvin Wood, Louis Vocelle,
Jr., Carole Jean Jordan, Alternate Member #1 Mary Wood and Alternate Member #2,
John Calcagno Also Present: Airport Director, Eric Menger; Assistant Airport Director,
Todd Scher and Deputy City Clerk, Sherri Philo
Excused Absence: Barbara Drndak
1.

CALL TO ORDER

Today’s meeting was called to order at 9:30 a.m. and the Deputy City Clerk performed
the roll call.
2.

ITEM FOR DISCUSSION: AIRPORT MATTERS

*Please note that Mr. Wood provided the Commission members with a list of agenda
items he would be discussing (attached to the original minutes).
Mr. Wood said the reason that he wanted to have a meeting today is because their last
meeting was on July 7, 2019 and their next meeting isn’t scheduled until October. He felt
that was too long because there is a lot of matters going on at the Airport. He said one
(1) thing they needed to work on is teamwork between the Airport Commission, Airport
staff, and the City Council. He said that he met with each Councilmember and they
really are not educated as to what is going on at the Airport. He said that he is going to
make it his personal mission to educate the City Council as much as he can and he would
like everyone on the Commission to touch base with them. He said the City Council has
to approve all the leases, contracts, etc., and there are people on the City Council who are
required to sign these contracts who don’t know anything about the Airport. He said the
Commission needs to meet with Airport staff more than they do. He said that Mr. Scher
offers a ride-along that is extremely educational and he would like to make a resolution
that all the Commission members do this at least once a year. He said there are many
things going on at the Airport that he feels they need to know more about regarding the
Airport to be responsible Commission members. He asked Ms. Philo how he would
make a resolution.
Ms. Sherri Philo, Deputy City Clerk, questioned if he was requesting that the
Commission does this together or individually.
Mr. Wood said individually.
Ms. Philo explained that they would need to contact Airport staff to set up their ridealong. They do not need a Resolution.
Mr. Wood asked the Commission members to do the ride-along as soon as possible so
that they are familiar with the geographic facilities that are on the Airport. He said
another thing that is important is the revenue at the Airport. He said there are two (2)
1 08/16/19 Airport Commission

ways to have enough revenue, which is to make an additional effort to generate revenue
or reduce costs. He said the Airport generates about $1.3 billion for the community, but
he did not think the community understands where that comes from and how it gets here.
He said generally every business has a marketing person or an agency and the Airport is
no longer the tiny Airport that they once were. He said the Airport is number eight (8) in
the State and they need stop acting as if they were number 55 or 65 in the State. In order
to do this they are going to have to authorize Mr. Menger to hire more staff. Another part
of revenue generation is reducing costs. He said there are some leases where the tenants
have walked away from their lease and their security deposit has not covered the amount
of repairs required to put the property back on the market for the next tenant. That is a
loss of revenue and they need to do something about that. Also, there are leases that are
outstanding that they are trying to get signed and they need to make a greater effort to get
them signed as soon as possible to get that revenue. He then asked for an update on the
Sheltair Hangar.
Mr. Menger showed on the screen an aerial view of the area for the Hangar. He said in
order to get this corner developed they had to go through the Request for Proposal (RFP)
process and through that process staff will be recommending Sheltair to the City Council
at their August 20, 2019 meeting. He explained that staff needs City Council approval to
proceed with this company and negotiate a contract. Once they have negotiated a
contract they would be bringing it back before the City Council for their approval. If the
Commission wishes, staff will bring the proposed contract to the Airport Commission
prior to bringing it back before the City Council.
Mr. Wood said that he went through the report and there is almost $300,000 in grant
funding that is going to go to Sheltair, but it doesn’t say where that money is going.
Also, this is predicated on a tenant paying about $101.00 per square foot, which is high.
He asked Mr. Menger if he felt comfortable that a tenant would pay this. He asked is that
negotiable.
Mr. Menger said that is negotiable.
Mr. Wood asked if it would be practical to have Sheltair make a presentation to the
Airport Commission once they have a negotiated contract.
Mr. Menger said that he would be happy to bring it before the Commission prior to
bringing it back before the City Council.
Mrs. Wood asked why wouldn’t the City want to do this project on their own.
Mr. Menger reported that the City does not have the funding to match the grant.
Mr. Wood asked does the City have a grant for the resurfacing of the apron in front of
Sun Aviation.
Mr. Menger showed on the screen a diagram of the area (attached to the original
minutes).
Mr. Wood asked do they have the revenue to get current photographs of the Airport.
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Mr. Menger said the aerial was done in 2016 during the Master Plan process and they had
some grant funding to help pay for it.
Mr. Wood suggested that the Airport subscribe to Googlepro, which is an app that is
updated daily.
Mr. Menger said staff would check into it.
Mr. Menger went back to the diagram of the area for the resurfacing of the apron. He said
because of the cost, they phased the project into three (3) phases. He reported that they
have started the design on the first phase, which is 80% funded by the State of Florida.
The second phase would be funded 90% by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) if
the City Council approves the grant at their August 20, 2019 meeting.
Mr. Wood mentioned the 50/50 matching grant category.
Mr. Menger reported the Federal Government has approved a reauthorization grant that
has funded the FAA for five (5) years. He said Section 163 of the Reauthorization Bill is
supposed to help airports and it will help because it is imposing ways to improve revenue
streams through leasing, as well as an intermediate portion for airports like the City’s
Airport. In the next fiscal year the Airport will be going into a primary category for
airports, which will bring them to one-million dollars in entitlements versus the $150,000
they used to receive as a General Aviation (GA) Airport. However, once the State sees
that they are receiving one-million dollars in entitlements and that they are a primary
Airport they would then go to a 50/50 match with the State. He said the City does not
have a lobbyist, but the County does and staff is having discussions with the County
about assisting the City in their lobbying efforts. He said they need to lobby for a change
in the regulation in order to assist airports like the ours.
Mr. Wood said somewhere along the way they have to generate more revenue for the
Airport so they can hire a marketing person and possibly hire a lobbyist. He said they are
going to have to get an individual to market the Airport so they can receive this revenue.
Mr. Menger said they do need some help on the political side.
Mrs. Jordan asked have they have reached out to State Representative Erin Grall and
Senator Debbie Mayfield. She asked what are the chances of them proposing a piece of
Legislation.
Mr. Menger said that he would welcome any assistance from Mrs. Jordan.
Mrs. Jordan said that she would try to set up a meeting with Representative Grall right
away and then follow up with Senator Mayfield. She felt they both were very supportive
of Indian River County and of the Airport.
Mr. Wood asked where are they in making an effort to get additional commercial service.
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Mr. Menger felt that they would need over 200,000 enplanements to get over the hump
financially. He said they had a little over 11,000 enplanements in 2018, so they have a
long way to go.
Mr. Wood said then when they are asked by the public if they would be getting
commercial service anytime soon, the best thing to say is they don’t see it happening any
time soon.
Mr. Menger said the Airport has the facilities for a small regional airline, they have the
demographics, and he thinks that they have support from the community noting that there
have been some letters to the Editor on the other side of that. However, as long as they
have support there is some possibility that it could happen. He said Elite Airways works
well with the Airport’s current facilities. However, because of the size of their terminal
they are maxed out at about 75-90 passengers. He reported that they submitted a grant
request last October for a 100% Federal grant funded terminal expansion project, but they
have not received a response yet. He said they have a great relationship with Elite
Airways and the community loves the service. He said they would like to help Elite
Airways grow and if possible in the future expand the service a little bit either with Elite
Airways or with a second carrier.
Mr. Wood asked if there has been any effort by staff to market the Airport through
32963, Vero News, Vero Beach Magazine, etc.
Mr. Menger answered yes.
Mr. Wood asked Mr. Menger if he was happy with their current leasing policy. He said it
seems like some tenants are able to walk away without paying their dues and the Airport
has to cover the cost to rehabilitee the facilities.
Mr. Menger said staff is working with the City Attorney’s office in looking at all the
legal documents that need updating. He said they have a long list of items to work with
the City Attorney on, including their leasing policy.
Mr. Wood asked if they have adequate staff to follow up on this because it seems that
they are reacting instead of acting. He said that comes from a shortage of personnel to
enforce what they currently have.
Mr. Menger said that is a decision of the City Manager.
Mr. Wood asked is there anything the Commission can do to put pressure on the City
Manager. He asked should they sit with the City Manager individually.
Mr. Menger said it is a money issue and they can’t hire people if they don’t have the
funds.
Mr. Vocelle asked what efforts is staff making to ensure that all the tenants have adequate
insurance.
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Mr. Menger said it is a constant effort, but they rely on the tenants to provide the data.
He said sometimes they don’t find out until a couple months after a tenant’s insurance
has expired. He said it is a time consuming process and it goes back to a staff issue.
Mr. Wood said it seems like they have to have more staff.
Mr. Menger agreed. He said it may not just be an issue at the Airport, but it could be an
issue Citywide.
Mr. Wood said that he applied for his ID Badge (Security Badge) for the Airport and
recommended that the Commission members apply as well.
Mr. Wood asked what concessions does the Airport have other than fuel that they derive
revenue from.
Mr. Menger answered gross receipts or base rent, depending on which is higher. Most of
the FBO’s have gross receipts and fuel flowage, which is two (2) percent gross receipts
and seven (7) cents per gallon in fuel flowage.
Mr. Wood asked is anyone monitoring those to make sure FBO’s are submitting them
accurately.
Mr. Menger said that is another cost and staff issue. However, the City’s Finance
Department is assisting them with pursuing some audits on some of the tenants. He said
it generally is an honor system.
Mr. Wood said they have a commitment that the Commission members will do the ridealong with Mr. Scher. He felt this was important because they would intimately know
what is going on at the Airport.
Mrs. Jordan asked if Representative Grall and Senator Mayfield has gone on the ridealong.
Mr. Menger said they have been invited, but they have not done it.
Mrs. Jordan said that she would ask them. Another idea she had was that maybe they
could adopt a City Councilmember of their own to discuss Airport matters rather than all
the Commission members speaking with all the City Councilmembers. She felt this
would save the redundancy.
Mr. Wood asked does anyone oppose having more Commission meetings than every four
(4) to six (6) months. He asked is anyone opposed to meeting every two (2) months.
Mr. Vocelle felt they should meet quarterly.
Mr. Hodge said they have already agreed to meet quarterly.
Mr. Wood said that he would like to meet more often.
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Mr. Hodge suggested that they wait until the Chairman is present.
Mr. Wood said there is a lot going on at the Airport and he feels the Commission
members need to be more educated.
Mrs. Jordan was in favor of meeting every two (2) months.
Mr. Calcagno said that he works at Piper Aircraft, but he does not venture over to the
Airport every day. He said there is a lot going on at the Airport so he does think it would
be beneficial to meet every other month. He said with regards to the financial aspect, he
has looked through the Airport finances in the past and is of the opinion that everything is
extremely tight. He does not think there are a lot of areas for expense reduction. He said
revenue improvement is always something to seek out.
Mr. Hodge suggested that they discuss this item at their next meeting when they have a
full Commission present. The Commission members agreed.
Mr. Wood reported that he attended a presentation of the history of the Vero Beach
Airport and learned a lot of things that he was not aware of. He urged the Commission
members to attend the next presentation as he felt it would help them as Commission
members. He then reported on the Wildlife Management presentation that he recently
attended.
Mr. Wood reported that he attended two (2) meetings regarding a Customs facility. He
said it looks like it is inevitable it is going to happen.
Mr. Menger reported that last October the former Mayor, Councilmember Harry Howle,
wrote a letter to former Governor Scott requesting that the City be considered for a future
user fee facility. Governor Scott quickly responded and sent a letter request to the
Commissioner of Customs and Border Patrol, who also indicated that they would ask
their local staff to contact the City to begin the process. He reported that they have had
some interest in the private sector to locate the facility at their location. Therefore, City
staff is having discussions to decide which path to follow as to do they want to continue
in the direction they started or should they withdraw their application and let the private
sector locate Customs where they want to.
Mr. Wood asked Mr. Loucks to speak at this time.
Mr. Don Loucks, Consultant for Corporate Air, reported that the owner of Corporate Air,
Mr. Roger Pridgeon, has been interested in expanding his operation for some time, which
he is currently doing in three (3) phases. In June 2017, the Board members of Corporate
Air sought to propose a Customs facility. He then briefly went over their United States
Custom Border Patrol (USCBP) User Fee Facility (UFF) Application timeline with the
Commission members (attached to the original minutes).
3.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Mr. David Dow, of Elite Airways, said they think having Customs here is a great idea in
that they see it as growth for them for southbound traffic into the Caribbean, the
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Bahamas, etc. They do want to stress that they think this process should go through
Airport staff.
Councilmember Harry Howle said that he wants to do what is best for everyone when it
comes to having Customs. He asked Mr. Menger if he believe having Customs available
at the Airport would broaden their horizons as far as attracting other potential airlines.
Mr. Menger answered yes. He said in his discussions with the airlines one (1) of the
questions they often ask is do they have Customs available. He thinks that they should
look at this from a long-term perspective and if they do decide the City wants to let the
private sector handle it then they should send out a Request for Proposals (RFP) to make
sure all available entities at the Airport have the opportunity to pursue it.
Councilmember Howle said having Corporate Air facilitate the entire thing is appealing,
but one (1) of the things that needs to be discussed is if that is the case, would it hinder
the City’s ability or the airlines ability to have people go through the Customs process.
Mr. Peter Holman, of Sun Aviation, said this is the first he has heard of a private Customs
operation, which is in Sun Aviation’s opinion an unfair advantage as far as business goes.
He believes if they want Customs then it should be done through the City. He said that
he was sure Sun Aviation would jump right up and do whatever Corporate Air wants to
do; they match them.
Mr. Menger said that is why they would have to put out an RFP if they went the private
sector route.
Mr. Don Loucks said Corporate Air has no objection to doing the facility through the
City and they are not interested in the City withdrawing their application and starting
over again. He said the location from a competitive standpoint he would understand how
certain elements feel about it. However, if Corporate Air is going to put out $1.5 million
to do the project then the return on investment has to be realized. He said the facility
would be available to anyone who comes to the Airport. It would be a public Customs
facility.
4.

ADJOURNMENT

Today’s meeting adjourned at 11:07 a.m.
/sp

7 08/16/19 Airport Commission

AERO SHADE TECHNOLGIES, INC.
1. DESCRIPTION OF BUSINESS
AERO SHADE TECHNOLOGIES, INC. is a small engineering and manufacturing company
specializing in Sun Protection Systems and related interior components for commercial,
corporate and general aviation aircraft.
Our manufacturing policy consist in procuring all part and services from specialized
subcontractors, preferably locally situated, and to retain in house all design, final assembly and
testing activities.
Our operation does not occasion any nuisance of any kind:
. no air pollution
. no noise
. no discharge of contaminants
. no storage of hazardous materials
. no storage of fuel or flammable materials

2. COMPANY HISTORY AND BACKGRUND
Our business, which was initially formed in 1987 in Simi Valley, California, under the name DynaAir Corporation, was moved to Fort Lauderdale, Florida in 1990 to take advantage of the lower
manufacturing cost there and easier communication with European and South American clients.
In 1993, following a change in capital structure, the company took the name of Dyna Air
Engineering Corp. and specialized in highly sophisticated aircraft engine lubrication system
components. Due to its unique competitiveness in the market place, Dyna Air Engineering Corp
was acquired by a large investor in the summer of 1999.
AERO SHADE TECHNOLOGIES, INC was formed at the end of 1998 in Fort Lauderdale, Florida by
John Manchec, its present owner and CEO to develop interior accessories for aircraft flight
decks. The company managed to survive the aftermath of 9/11 attacks and its disastrous effects
on the aviation industry as whole.
In summer 2004, AERO SHADE TECHNOLOGIES, INC. moved its operation to Vero Beach, Florida
and was proposing to develop a new manufacturing facility in Sebastian when the financial crisis
and subsequent credit restrictions obliged the company to establish alternate development
plans.
In December 2015. AERO SHADE TECHNOLOGIES, INC. acquired MSA AIRCRAFT PRODUCTS, INC.

a company based in San Antonio, Texas, moved it to a building next to its own facility and restarted the company as a Florida corporation.
Although MSA AIRCRAFT PRODUCTS, INC. is now a separate legal entity, it shares with AERO
SHADE TECHNOLOGIES, INC. the same ownership and some of the same management
It is therefore important that the two companies be located next to each other.

3. AERO SHADE TECHNOLOGIES TODAY
Due to its industrial philosophy, AERO SHADE TECHNOLOGIES has developed into a very efficient
and dynamic entity catering to virtually all the world aircraft manufacturers and airlines.
With only 15 employees at this time, many of them ex Piper Aircraft employees, the company
generates revenues of about 3 million dollars annually with a very comfortable cash flow.
Our customers include:
. Embraer Aircraft

Sao Jose dos Campos, Brazil

. Gulfstream Aircraft

Savannah, Georgia, USA

. Israel Aircraft Industries

Tel Aviv, Israel

. Bombardier

Montreal, Canada

. Boeing

Seattle, Washington, USA

. Sukkhoi Aircraft

Moscow, Russia

. Xian Aircraft

Xian, PRC

. American Airlines, Delta, United, USAir, SAS, JAL, Cathay Pacific, Air Canada, Saudi, Air France,
etc.

4.

AERO SHADES TECHNOLOGIES’ DEVELOPMENT PLANS
although the global financial crisis has negatively affected our ability to finance the construction
of our new facility in Vero Beach, it had a very beneficial effect on our overall sales perspectives
and market opportunities. In effect, our policy has always been to offer quality products at
below competition prices. And as the aircraft manufacturers are now struggling to reduce costs,
they have turned to AERO SHADE to procure equivalent or better products at significant savings.
As an illustration of this tendency:
Our main customer, Embraer Aircraft, Brazil, has asked us to supply all the cockpit sun visors for
their ERJ 170/190 programs which they were previously procuring from another source in

Oregon. Furthermore, they have indicated that we would be the sole source of Sun Protection
equipment for their new line of mid-size jets.
Gulfstream of Savannah, Georgia has recently asked us to submit proposals to provide all the
sun visors and associated rail assemblies for ALL their aircraft including their new
intercontinental G-650 and G280 business jets.
We are also currently negotiating with Bombardier to supply sun visors for all their regional jets
(CRJ 200-700-900-1000) and business jets (Global 5000 and Challengers)
Last, but not least, Boeing has asked us to submit a proposal to supply all their sun protection
equipment for ALL their commercial aircraft. This would represent an increase in sales of about
$3.0 million dollars per year over 11 years. In other words, the Boeing business alone would
more than triple the size of our company.
Conservative estimates are therefore that our company will double in size within the next 2-3
years.
This growth perspective is not without posing real challenges in terms of additional
manufacturing space and recruiting qualified personnel.
We would look forward to teaming up with the City of Vero Beach which seems to have, at the
Vero Beach Airport, an older building (Building 78) which could be rebuilt of improved in to a
suitable facility in terms of space and corporate image for our company.

5. PROPOSED LEASING OF BUILDING 78, 3100 AVIATION BLVD, VERO BEACH
AND ADJACENT LAND TO THE NORTH. See figure 5.1
We had a chance to inspect the Building 78 at 3100 Aviation Blvd, Vero Beach, FL 32960

This building is an 11,000 sf, very old building which is not suitable “AS IS” for AERO SHADE
TECHNOLOGIES, and its sister company MSA AIRCRAFT PRODUCTS, INC.
If the outside of the building looks adequate, the interior of the building needs to be completely
demolished and a new layout re-built per code.
We are therefore proposing to remodel this building to code with modern materials to
withstand hurricane force winds.
A complete rehab project by Architect EDLUND, DRITENBAS, and BINKLEY Architects Associates
submitted to THE COVB a total remodeling cost of US$550,000.
More details with drawings and renderings will be submitted to the board for approvals.
In addition to these renovations, it would be necessary to improve the exterior of the building as
follows:
This investment would be performed in two phases:
1. Renovation of the Building as per early calculated

US$ 550,000

2. Improvement of the Outside of the building:
. Resurfacing of the Parking Lot and re-painting of lines
. Installation/Repair of Irrigation System
. Landscaping
. Construction of an Illuminated Sign
. Installation of Security System
OUTSIDE REMODEL
TOTAL

$30,000
$45,000
$25,000
$27,500
$30,000
US$157,500
==========
us$707,500

In addition, and in adjacent property to building 78, a new structure of the same Aero Shade sf will be
constructed to accommodate MSA Aircraft products, Inc. operations.

AERO
SHADE

TECHNOLOGIES

~\~-Figure 5.1

6. HOW WOULD OUR PRESENCE BENEFIT THE VB COMMUNITY
Our industrial policy is, and has always been, to subcontract as much of the actual component
manufacturing as possible to local vendors provided, of course, that we can obtain quality parts
at competitive prices. This policy is at the root of our success and, should we re-locate to the

COVB Airport, we will attempt to find, in the Indian River County all the subcontractors that we
need to support our business endeavors. These include:






Plastic injection and plastic forming
Machining (CNC and Screw Machining)
Stamping and metal forming
Coating and metal finishing
Janitorial services

In addition to this business that we would place directly with local sources, our visitors who are,
for the most part form overseas, would need accommodation in the county.
Although we are not able to determine precisely how much our activity would bing to the
county in dollars per year, it is our opinion that it would be of the order of between $750,000
and $1,500,000 per year including aircraft fuel and services.

7. HOW WOULD OUR PRESENCE BENEFIT THE CITY OF VERO BEACH PEOPLE
As explained above, Aero Shade Technologies is on the verge of a major growth due to its
extreme competitiveness in its market.
We are foreseeing that our business, and therefore our work force, will double over the next 12
months, and triple over the next 24 months.
In terms of recruitment needs, our company will need to recruit between 12 and 24 people over
the next two years. These will be in the field of:





Engineering: graduate mechanical engineers, CAD technicians
Assembly
Warehouse
Administrative: bookkeepers, buyers etc.

8. CONCLUSION
AERO SHADE TECHNOLOGIES, INC is prepare d to make a strong commitment to the community
in which it will re-locate in terms of investment and employment of local businesses and
workers.
We look forward to developing, with the Indian River County, a long term, pleasant, and
mutually beneficial relationship.

CITY OF VERO BEACH
Wastewater Treatment Plant Options
October 4, 2019

History of Vero Beach WWTPs
•

1923- City notifies the State that they will construct a WWTP

•

1925- City builds WWTP(City)

•

1940s – Navy builds WWTPs

•

1946 – City Attempts to Build New Plant (City)

•

1958 – City builds 2.2 MGD Plant “Trickling Filter” on 17th Street (City)

•

1977- City builds 4.5 MGD “Activated Sludge Plant” to conform to CWA (Federal)

•

1992 – City adds reuse to conform to IRL Act (State)

•

2010 – City adds Deep Injection Well at Airport to conform to TMDLs and Copper discharge limitations (Federal)

–

State Board of Health responds- “ The Indian River offers a good disposal ground for your community at this time, providing the cost of carrying the line to it
is not exorbitant. Then possibly the canal could be utilized.”

–
–
–
–

Plant is located at the Public Works Facility, site of the current IRC Government Center;
Plant treats to primary standards;
Construction was with Bonds;
Discharge is to the Main Relief Canal.

–
–
–

Plants are “Imhoff Tanks” at the Naval Air Station;
Treatment quality is questionable since we don’t know exact layout;
Discharge is to the Main Relief Canal.

–
–

Plants location was to be north of “Old” Merrill Barber Bridge and south of Main Relief Canal;
Project was under construction when canceled due to unfavorable interest rates on the bonds. Project was canceled;

–
–
–

Plant is designed to handle a population of 22,000;
Plant is a “Trickling Filter” and capable of 80 to 90% removal of BOD5;
Discharge is to the IRL.

–
–
–
–

Plant is designed to handle a population of 45,000;
Plant is an “Activated Sludge Plant” and capable of at least 90% removal of BOD5;
Constructed with EPA Funding;
Discharge is to the IRL.

–
–
–

Up flow sand filters, reuse storage and pumping are added;
Constructed with Bonds;
Wet Weather discharge is to the IRL.

–
–
–

Deep Well stops all effluent discharges from WWTP;
Deep Well Stops all brine discharges from WTP;
Constructed with CWSRF funds.

What is the Terminology?
•
•

Primary Treatment- Removal of large inorganic solids, sand and grit
Secondary Treatment – Biological process of digestion with bacteria
– Secondary Treatment with limits on
•
•
•
•

•

•

cBOD5;
Suspended Solids;
Pathogens;
Some nutrient reduction is achieved but typically no limit is set.

– Add Filtration (to Control TSS) and High Level Disinfection and water is “reusable”
– Current City Practice

Tertiary Treatment (“Advanced”)– Biological and / or Chemical polishing to remove organics, solids and nutrients
–
–
–
–

Biological Nutrient Reduction (BNR); Nitrogen and/or Phosphorous removal
Chemical Removal; Usually for removal of Phosphorous
Membrane Filtration; Usually for removal of TSS
“Advanced Wastewater Treatment” has the following limits set by 1990 IRLA
•
•
•
•

cBOD5 = 5
TSS = 5
TN = 3
TP = 1

Direct or In-direct Potable Reuse – Physical polishing to remove Contaminants of Emerging Concern
– Usually found in areas where water supply is limited;
– End product becomes the raw water supply (direct) for the Water Treatment Plant or is
injected into the groundwater supply (in-direct).

What Are We Doing County-Wide?
• Primary Treatment
•
•

Septic Tanks
Current Average Daily Flow is approximately 7.62 MGD

• Secondary Treatment , Sand Filtration, and High Level Disinfection (Reuse)
•
•
•

Vero Beach Plant permitted at 4.5 MGD- “Complete Mix”- Constructed in 1977
Current Average Daily Flow is 3.5 MGD; current outstanding flow commitments equals 3.823 MGD
Permit requirements (20,5,NR,NR) NR-Not Required

• Tertiary Treatment
– Biological Nutrient Reduction (BNR)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Central County Plant permitted at 4.0 MGD “Carousel System” – Constructed in 1999/2005
Current Average Daily Flow is 2.1 MGD; current outstanding flow commitments equals 3.227 MGD
Permit requirements (20,5,NR,NR) NR-Rot Required
South County Plant permitted at 2.0 MGD “Carousel System” – Constructed in 1992/1999
Current Average Daily Flow is 0.7 MGD; current outstanding flow commitments equals 0.976 MGD
Permit requirements (20,5,6,0.75)
West County Plant permitted at 6.0 MGD – “4.0 Bardenpho (2010)/ 2.0 Carousel System (1996)”
Current Average Daily Flow is 2.1 MGD; current outstanding flow commitments equals 2.433 MGD
Permit requirements (10,10,6,0.75) for wetlands; TSS limits are lower for Reuse (5) and Lateral D (3)

• Direct or In-direct Potable Reuse
•

None

Wastewater Treatment Relocation Study – Site Map

Deep Injecti on Well
and Reject Ground Storage
Tank Locati on

Five Year Average Process Operating Efficiency

Parameter

cBOD

Influent
mg/L

Effluent
mg/L

Percent
Removal

155

3 (20)

98%

TSS

137

2 (5)

99%

Total N

33

15

55%

TKN

33

13

61%

Nitrites –
Nitrates

0

2

N/A

TP

5

2

60%

*Parenthetical values represent the City’s permit requirements
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Facility Relocation Alternative
• Evaluate the relocation of the wastewater treatment capabilities to
an alternative location near the City’s existing water treatment plant
(WTP)
• Potential Benefits on Alternative Location:

• Larger setbacks from residential and commercial facilities
• More space for advanced treatment facilities and capacity expansion
• Existing deep injection well (effluent disposal) is already located at the WTP
site
• No significant wastewater collection and transmission infrastructure needs to
be constructed
• Ability to incorporate advanced wastewater treatment technologies into the
process and yield a state-of-the-art facility
• Ability to complete construction in a fashion that yields minimal impact on
existing treatment facility operations

Facility Relocation Alternative – Objective
• Review current, proposed, and future wastewater treatment,
reclaimed water quality, and biosolids treatment regulations and
requirements.
• Objective: Develop technically feasible, cost effective, and reliable
Facility Relocation Alternatives considering the following:
• current and projected wastewater flows and pollutant loadings;
• existing and future regulatory requirements ;
• Advanced Wastewater Treatment (AWT) standards;
• stringent nutrient (nitrogen and phosphorus) requirements, and
• potential future Contaminants of Emerging Concern (CEC) removal standards.

Facility Relocation Alternative – Design Criteria
Considerations
• The Facility Relocation Alternatives
were developed to sufficiently and
reliably remove pollutants to
achieve FDEP Part III Public Access
Reclaimed Water standards and
considered the following design
criteria:
• Projected Flow and Loading
Conditions – See Tables

Projected Wet Weather Flow Summary
AADF: Annual average daily flow
3MADF: Three-month average daily flow
MMADF: Maximum month daily flow
MDF: Maximum daily flow
MWF: Maximum week flow
M24HF: Minimum 24-hour flow
PHF: Peak hourly flow (estimate)

Projected Dry Weather Flow Summary
AADF: Annual average daily flow
3MADF: Three-month average daily flow
MMADF: Maximum month daily flow
MDF: Maximum daily flow
MWF: Maximum week flow
M24HF: Minimum 24-hour flow
PHF: Peak hourly flow

5.00 MGD
6.37 MGD
7.31 MGD
12.49 MGD
10.93 MGD
2.95 MGD
15.00 MGD
5.00 MGD
6.24 MGD
6.74 MGD
8.36 MGD
7.94 MGD
2.89 MGD
15.00 MGD

Projected Influent Constituent Concentration and Loading Data
Influent Constituent Data

Low

High

Average

cBOD5 – Concentration (mg/L)
cBOD5 – Loading (lbs/day)
TSS – Concentration (mg/L)
TSS – Loading (lbs/day)
Total Nitrogen – Concentration (mg/L)
Total Nitrogen – Loading (lbs/day)
pH
Temperature (deg C)

175
7,298
150
6,255
40
1,668
6.5
20

290
12,093
240
10,008
50
2,085
8.0
32

233
9,695
195
8,132
45
1,877
7.0
26

Facility Relocation Alternative – Design Criteria
Considerations
• Design Criteria for Nitrogen and Phosphorus removal:

• Level 1 Nitrogen Effluent Limit: 7 to 8 mg/l, annual average
• Level 2 Nitrogen Effluent Limit: 3 to 5 mg/l, annual average
• Chemical treatment and 5-Stage Bardenpho process (biological treatment) was
considered to produce an effluent with a total phosphorous (TP) concentration of less
than 1 mg/L

• Impact of Septic Tank Effluent Pump Stations (STEP):

• Potential decrease in wastewater constituent loading and/or strength from additional
STEP systems was considered

• Impact of Water Conservation:

• Increases in wastewater strength (and parallel decreases in flow) from water
conservation fixtures can pose significant challenges associated with the operation of
facilities outside of original design criteria and can result in facility capacity limitations
and was therefore considered

Facility Relocation Alternative – Development
• A technology screening workshop was conducted with the Staff
• Technology that was technically unproven, excessively expensive or
failed to meet the design considerations were eliminated.
• Ultimately, the treatment processes were narrowed down to three
treatment schemes for detailed evaluation to determine a preferred
alternative:
• Alternative No. 1 – CAS: Conventional activated sludge tapered diffused
aeration
• Alternative No. 2 – MBR: Membrane bioreactors
• Alternative No. 3 – SBR: Sequencing batch reactors

• The existing chemical stabilization system and existing centrifuge
dewatering system was relocated under all alternatives.

Facility Relocation Alternative – Alternative No. 1 (CAS)

_ ,........,__
c..L.,....

F

Ui

,'>

f
I
I

I

I

:

I
I
I
I

I
I

I
I
I

I

I

I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I

I
I
I
I
I
I

/ .:t'6:.----.75:1
QMrOt,'12),S'!

'

e
:.·
-.

'I'
.,

ni.-~

i___:--r:---r-,

L.

•

I

-- Q
....,..

'

_ ,.

r"T"------ ---

...

...,,..,

'
''
,,

_ .J

-...,,,_, r-L:

~.x-

,

Q
_.,
RETENTION

POND

Facility Relocation Alternative – Alternative No. 2 (MBR)
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Facility Relocation Alternative – Alternative No. 3 (SBR)
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Facility Relocation Alternative – Evaluation
• A weighting and scoring method was used in the evaluation
to screen the alternatives. The weighting and scoring
method included the following procedures:
• Select non-economic evaluation criteria representing important
benefits or attributes of an alternative that are independent,
provide differentiation, and can be objectively assessed
• Select economic evaluation criteria representing construction
costs, operational costs, and 20-year Net Present Value (NPV)
• Weight each criterion to prioritize the importance of the benefit
or attribute to the alternative selection process
• Score each alternative with respect to each evaluation criterion
• Recommend alternative based on the evaluation results

Facility Relocation Alternative – Scoring Results

Facility
Relocation
Alternative

Non-Economic
Weighted Score

Economic
Weighted Score

Capital Costs

20-Year,
Comparative Net
Present Value

Alternative No. 1:
CAS

650

84

$50,700,000

$69,821,006

Alternative No. 2:
MBR

694

60

$51,000,000

$79,879,382

Alternative No. 3:
SBR

632

84

$49,400,000

$68,521,006

Facility Relocation Alternative – Recommendation
• Based on the overall highest total score using 50 percent weighting
for the economic total score and 50 percent weighting for the noneconomic total score, Alternative No. 2 – MBR was selected as the
Facility Relocation Alternative.
• Though not the lowest cost alternative, when the non-economic
advantages such as the compatibility with the existing site and public
perception of this alternative are included in the evaluation, the
overall score of Alternative No. 2 – MBR indicates that it is the
preferred Facility Relocation Alternative.

Reasons for a New Facility at the Airport

• The existing WWTF location is not an ideal location for a wastewater treatment facility due to nuisance
odors and noise proximate to residential and commercial facilities.
• The existing WWTF location has limited space to provide advanced treatment and/or increased
treatment capacity.
• The existing WWTF will require extensive renewal and rehabilitation over the next 15-years.
• The existing WWTF has a probable high property value.
• The City owns property near their existing WTP that can be used to construct a new water reclamation
facility (WRF).
• The existing deep injection well and disposal ground storage tank is located on the proposed new WRF
property; saving the City the cost of constructing a new deep injection well, new disposal pipeline, or
disposal ground storage tank.
• An existing pipeline connecting the existing WWTF to the proposed new WRF property can be repurposed to direct wastewater flows to the new WRF site; saving the City the cost of constructing a new
pipeline.
• The existing WWTF’s biosolids stabilization and dewatering system can be relocated to the proposed new
WRF property; saving the City the capital cost in purchasing biosolids stabilization and dewatering
equipment.

Reasons for an MBR Plant
• Multiple wastewater treatment site layout and process alternatives were developed for the proposed
new WRF site near the City’s existing WTP.
• A current treatment technology review and assessment were conducted to determine process
alternatives for the proposed new WRF.
• Advanced wastewater treatment and Contaminant of Emerging Concern (CEC) removal technologies
were considered in developing the process alternatives for the proposed new WRF.
• Future stringent regulatory requirements were considered in developing the process alternatives for
the proposed new WRF.
• Economic and non-economic weighting factors were developed to evaluate the alternatives.
• The evaluation factors included final input from the City.
• Each alternative was scored based on the economic and non-economic factors.
• The alternative evaluation included weighted economic and non-economic scoring.
• The process options comparative evaluation determined the Facility Relocation Alternative No. 2 –
MBR was the best value to the City.
• The Facility Relocation Alternative No. 2 – MBR and Facility Rehabilitation Alternative were
comparatively evaluated in order to determine the overall alternative that represents the best value to
the City.

What is the next step?
•

City Council Policy Decision

•

Financial Planning / Rate Analysis

•

Competitive Negotiations Act (FS Chapter 287.005)

•

Sequence of events following the CCNA Process

–
–

City Council voted to build anew facility at the Airport on September 17, 2019;
City authorized a study of what to build on the existing wastewater site by DPZ.

–
–
–
–
–

Preliminary Design Report- Expected draft by the end of October;
Request for Inclusion (RFI) for State Revolving Loan Fund was submitted on September 27, 2019;
We have an additional $3 to $5 million in cash from existing Capital Projects Fund;
Apply for SJRWMD Cost Sharing and other grant opportunities;
Engage our rate analyst to determine the impact on rates

–

We will have to solicit for an Engineer since the project is over $2 million.
• Usually takes 90 days to advertise, receive proposals, short list, have presentations, and make selection
• Advertise in March 2020 or earlier; depends on DPZ Study.
• Make selection in June 2020
• Present to City Council in July 2020

–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–

Modify Preliminary Design Report based on findings during CCNA Process;
Permit Application;
Construction Drawing preparation and Review;
Bid Project (November 2021);
Award Contract (January 2022);
Construction (2 to 2 1/2 years);
Startup and Testing (6 months);
Decommission of Existing Plant (3 to 6 months)

End of Presentation

