
































































































































































































































































































































































































































































sent By: W&AR; 

Letter to Mr. Chuck 
September I. 1998 
Page 2 of2 

3523781500; 01 Sep 98 5:58PM;JOO 

While we agree with the applicant that aquifer contamination is unlikely, we do not feel that the 
risk is so low that no ongoing action is warranted. We believe that it would be in the applicam's 
Md the public's best interest. for there to be a groundwater monitoring program instituted to 
document the condition of the water in the aquifer prior to development "and to provide a means 
for detection of any future problems they occur. We recommend that the applicant be 
required to develop a monitoring plan subjecllo approval by the Slale and local 
c:nvirorunental agencies. It should be noted that such a plan will not prevent any contamination, 
but will allow sufficienl warning should any contamination occur to prolecl public interests. 

VEGETATiON AND WILDLUfE 

As required by Que!;tion 12C, a of potentially occurring listed plant species not provided 
by the applicant. Such a compilation is iIri.pQrtant in identilying target spe.cies. and ensuring 
suitable survey are used in hotanical surveys. Fifty-one species of endangered or 
threatened plants on the Florida Departmcnt of Agriculturc's Regulated Plant Index ace known to 
occur in Alachua County. Approximately one-third of these species are found in upland 
hardwood forest habitats. Since the applicant has not provided. sufficient documentation to 
c::.:nsure that these species were considered,. the surveys conducted on-site may not be adequate to 
identify lisled planl !>-pedes. Addilional surwys should be required prior lo development in the 
uplM1d forest communities of the DRT in order to reduce possihle impact.o; to state listed plant 
sp(:cies and aSS"Ltro compliance with North Central florida Regional Planning Council's regional 
goa14.4. 

An existing stormwater retention pond located in the northwest quadrant of the development 
provides Hm:lging and resting habitat lor wailing birds and migrdlory shorebirds. Species 
nhserved in this area include state species of special concern (little blue heron, snowy egret and 
roseate spoonbill) (Alachua County Environmental Protection Department memo dated July 14, 
1998). In light of these observations, we recommend that development in the vicinity of this 
pond should conserve wading bird habitat value while prOViding necessary stormwater function. 

Please give us a call if you have any questions regarding these comments. 

Sincerely, 

James H. Sullivan, Jr., Ph.D., P.E. 
Principal Engineer 

And 

rtf f //'1 _2 " c·" i?&.R-""-
E. Lynn osura-Bliss, M.A., P.W.S. 
Senior Scientist 
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AprilS, 2004 

Mr. Steve Dopp, Senior Planner 

".\!Vater & air 
RESEARCH, INC. 

North Central Florida Regional Planning Council 
2009 NW 67th Place, Suite A 
Gainesville, Florida 32653-1603 

Dear Mr. Dopp: 

Environmental Engineers, 
Biologists, & Planners 

Water & Air has reviewed the materials associated with the Application for Development 
Approval for SpringHills DRl Substantial Deviation. We have evaluated potential environmental 
problems based upon the submitted infonnation for subject matter in questions 12 through 20 of 
the ADA. 

Question 12: Vegetation and Wildlife - We understand that Question 12 was deleted from the 
required Substantial Deviation ADA at the pre-application meeting between the Applicant and 
NCFRPC. 

Question 13: Wetlands -:- Impacts to wetlands may occur as the final stonnwater plan is . 
developed. The final stormwater plans will require permitting by the St. Johns River Water 
Management District where such impacts will be evaluated and mitigation measures developed if 
required. . 

Question 14: Water - With the understanding that the proposed land uses are more restrictive 
than the range of SIC Codes presented in the Applicant's March 2003 ''Notification of Proposed 
Changes to SpringHills DRl", the possibility of a spill of hazardous material(s) is much reduced. 
With the presence ofthe Cross County Fracture Zone; there is a concern that a direct connection 
with the underlying Floridan Aquifer may occur, particularly in stormwater retention areas. There 
is a small chance of an adverse impact to the quality of groundwater resources as a result of the 
proposed development. 

Question 15: Soils - The proposed construction will move and rework the existing soils, but no 
significant impact is anticipated. 

Question 16: Floodplains - The proposed project has the potential to impact a Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) identified flood prone area in the northwest 
quadrant. Proposed mitigation measures described by the Applicant appear adequate to provide 
comperisating storage and water and sewer lines in the flood prone area are required to be water­
tight. No ~ignificant impacts are anticipated. 

Question 17: Water Supply - We understand that no underground storage tanks are anticipated 
except those associated with gasoline sales. The impacts of these tanks upon groundwater (water 
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Mr. Steve Dopp 
April 5, 2004 
Page 2 of2 

supply) will be limited because the tanks are subject to regulation by Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection. 

The formation of direct links between the surface and the Floridan Aquifer may occur in the 
Cross County Fracture Zone, particularly in association with stormwater retention areas. In such 
an event there may be an adverse impact upon the water supply for wells to the west and 
northwest of the proposed project. 

Question 18: Wastewater Management - Waste water will be handled by the city utility. As a 
result, no significant adverse impacts are anticipated. 

Question 19: Stormwater Management - Information on volume and quality of run-off from the 
site in its existing cOlldition and comparison (0 ihe anticipated run-off at the end of each phase of 
development was not provided by the Applicant. Changes in timing or pattern of water flows 
between pre- and post-development conditions were al~o not provided. The applicant has stated 
that changes in timing and patterns of the waterflows will be evaluated individually for each 
development at the time of construction. 

The Applicant has committed to meeting or exceeding the design criteria for stormwater 
management established by St. Johns River Water Management District and Alachua County. As 
long as the possibility of formation of a direct connection between the surface and the Floridan 
Aquifer in the Cross County Fracture Zone is considered in the designs, it is expected that there is 
a low probability of significant adverse impacts from the proposed development. 

Question 20: Solid WastelHazardous WastelMedical Waste - We understand the Applicant to say 
that the SIC Codes for land uses included as part of the proposed development do not include 
refuse systems, hospitals, sewage treatment facilities, petroleum bulk stations and terminals, 
natural gas transmission stations, and electric power generation stations. As a result of 
consideration of the planned land uses, generation of large quantities of hazardous and medical 
waste is not anticipated. No significant adverse impacts are anticipated as a result of generation of 
solid, hazardous, and medical wastes. 

If you have any questions or need additional infonnation, please call me. 

~
incerel '17 

/,',.;:-;; 
"',. ~/~' .'7. /) // 'i/. / 

,... It'/ V ;; / 

illiam C. leg';;: s~ 
President -
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July 13, 2006 

Steven Dopp, Senior Planner 
NCFRPC 
2009 NW 67 Place, Suite A 
Gainesville, FL 32653-1603 

-water & air 
RESEARCH, INC. 

RE: Draft Council Report on the SpringHiils DRI Substaniiai Deviation 

Dear Mr. Dopp: 

Environmental Engineers, 
Biologists, & Planners 

We have reviewed the relevant parts of the draft Council Report on the SpringHills DRI 
Substantial Deviation. As we noted in previous correspondence, the potential for rapid 
movement of surface water to the Floridan Aquifer exists because of the geology under a 
significant portion of the SpringHills site. As indicated in our 1998 correspondence, the 
recommendation for monitoring of groundwater quality is not based on a belief on our 
part that that the proposed development will contaminate the aquifer, but rl!lther that there 
is a sufficient potential for contamination to justify the monitoring. The suggested 
condition offers the applicant substantial flexibility in design of a monitoring plan and 
future modification of the plan based on status of site development and monitoring 
results. 

We agree with your recommendations for Vegetation and Wildlife, and Wetlands. You 
may wish to verify that invasive plant species are prohibited from The Hammock, the 
development immediately north of the subject development. 

President 
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APPENDIXH 

AVAILABLE. AFFORDABLE RENTAL UNITS, 
BY SALARY INCOME RANGE 

H-l 



[page left blank intentionally] 

H-2 



SPRINGHILLS DR! SUBSTANTIAL DEVIATION 
VACANT UNITS BY SALARY INCOME RANGE WHICH COMPRISE THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING RENTAL SUPPLY 

Rental Complex Salary Income Ranges Within the Very Low·lncome Class 
Number $155 ·187 $188 ·234 $235 ·285 $282· $324'$325 ·344 $34!5-375 $376 -411 

1 2 
2 
3 3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 1 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 2 
14 3 
15 
16 1 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 3 
38 
39 
40 4 
41 
42 
43 
44 
4!5 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 1 
78 
79 4 
80 1 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
90 
91 1 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 I 
97 I 
98 1 
99 

100 

Total 0 1 0 2 5 5 14 
I 

Source. North Central Florida Regional Plannmg Council, July 2006, as denved from Table 24"6, 
Second Sufficiency Review Response for the SpringHiIIs DRI Substantial Deviation 
Application for Development Approval, Volume 1, February 2004, 
and SpringHlIIs ORI Rental Housing Supply Survey Worksheets, February 2004, 
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$412 -430 

13 

67 

4 

1 

2 

3 

I 
1 

91 

$431 ·4!51 

4 

1 

2 
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SPRINGHILLS DRI SUBSTANTIAL DEVIATON 
VACANT UNITS BY SALARY INCOME RANGE WHICH COMPRISE THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING RENTAL SUPPLY 

Rental Complex Salary Income Ranges Within the Low~jncome Class 
Number $452 -469 $470 - 505 $506 - 528 $529 - 562 $563 -599 $600 - 622 $623 - 656 

1 
2 
3 3 
4 2 
5 
6 
7 2 
8 
9 7 14 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 1 
15 
16 5 
17 8 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 4 
23 
24 2 1 1 
25 9 8 
26 
27 
28 1 
29 2 
30 1 
31 3 5 
32 1 
33 
34 1 
35 
36 
37 
38 2 
39 
40 
41 12 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 3 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 3 
57 
58 4 
59 5 
60 
61 
62 5 
63 
64 
65 1 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 6 
84 
85 5 
86 1 
87 1 
8B 
89 8 
90 
91 
92 3 2 1 
93 
94 1 1 
95 3 
96 
97 1 
98 
99 I 

100 

Total 3 35 21 19 35 24 12 

Source. North Central Flonda Regional Planning Council, July 2006, as denved from Table 24c6, 
Second Sufficiency Review Response for the Spring Hills DRI Substantial Deviation 
Application for Development Approval, Volume 1, February 2004, 
and Spring Hills DRI Rental Housing Supply Survey Worl(sheets, February 2004. 
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$657 - 693 

2 

1 
10 

5 

3 

6 

3 

I 

30 

$694 -709 

13 
1 

18 

21 

4 

1 

I 

58 

$710 -722 

21 

21 



SPRINGHILLS DRI SUBSTANTIAL DEVIATION 
VACANT UNITS BY SALARY INCOME RANGE WHICH COMPRISE THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING RENTAL SUPPLY 

Rental Complex Sai:aryJncome Raflg~ Within the Moderate·lncome Class 
NUmber $723·750 $751·78 $788 ·810 IS811. 844 $845 ·872 $873·887 $888 ·918 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 2 
6 13 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
15 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 2 
27 
28 
29 1 
30 
31 
32 
33 5 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 8 
44 22 
45 23 
46 
47 14 5 
4B 11 
49 
50 6 
51 
52 
53 9 14 
54 
65 
66 
67 
68 
59 42 
60 2 
61 
62 
63 
64 
66 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 6 
74 
76 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 1 
86 
87 
88 
89 
90 1 
91 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 1 
87 3 
98 
99 

100 6 

Total 25 29 36 68 47 2 
1 

Source. North Central Flonda Regional Planning Council, July 200S, as denved from Table 24.6, 
Second Sufficiency Review Response for the Spring Hills DR! Substantial Deviation 
Appllcntion for Development Approval, Volume 1, February 2004, 
and SpringHiIIs ORI Rental Housing Supply Survey Worksheets, February 2004, 

2 

1 
6 

9 

$919 ·942 $943·974 

20 

10 

1 

10 20 
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$975·998 $999 ·1031 

1 
12 

3 

5 

1 21 

Above Mod. 
Income 

$1,032 • 1,078 $1,079·1082 $1083 + 

2 
2 
8 

8 

10 0 01 10 
1 



EXPLANATORY NOTES TO THE PRECEDING TABLES 

RENTAL NOTE 
COMPLEX 

2 The Rental Complex #2 detailed affordable housing survey sheet does not identifY the 
total number of units. Therefore, it was excluded from Table 42 and could not be counted 
as part of the available affordable housing supply. 

6 The Rental Complex #6 detailed affordable housing survey sheet indicates 360 total units, 
of which 38 were vacant. However, the survey did not provide a breakdown of vacant 
units by price range. A March 14,2004 telephone conversation between Steven Dopp, 
Senior Planner, North Central Florida Regional Planning Council, and management staff 
of the rental complex indicated 13 units were vacant in the $694 - 705 price range, 13 
units were vacant in the $811 - 844 price range, and 12 units were vacant in the $999 -
1,031 price range. 

11 Rental Complex # II rents by the bedroom, not by the dwelling unit, and is not deemed as 
adequate housing for households. Therefore, the complex was excluded from Table 42 
and could not be counted as part of the available affordable housing supply. 

12 The Rental Complex #12 detailed affordable housing survey sheet indicates 1 vacant unit 
but does not identifY the total number of units. Therefore, the complex was excluded from 
Table 42 and could not be counted as part of the available affordable housing supply. 

18 The Rental Complex #18 detailed affordable housing survey sheet indicates 560 total 
units with a 96.8% vacancy rate. However, Table 24.6 of Appendix 24 of Second 
Sufficiency Review Res120nse for the S12ringHilis DRI Substantial Deviation AIm Ii cation 
for Develo12ment A1212roval, Volume I, February 2004, indicates a 100% occupancy rate 
for this rental complex. A March 11,2004 telephone conversation between Steven Dopp, 
Senior Planner, North Central Florida Regional Planning Council, and Kathleen of rental 
complex #18 management, revealed a 95.5% occupancy rate as of February 4,2004, 
which was the date of the Applicant's survey for this rental unit complex. Therefore, a 
95.5% occupancy rate was used in Table 42 to determine the number of vacant rental 
units for this rental complex. No breakdown of vacant units by rent or by bedroom was 
provided by the Applicant, although the Applicant's detailed affordable housing survey 
indicates rent range from $625 - $1,045 ( Therefore, none of these units were affordable 
to households within the very low-income and low-income classes). Since vacancy 
infonnation by rent range and by number of bedrooms was not provided in the 
Applicant's detailed affordable housing survey, the Complex was used to determine the 
vacancy rate in Table 42, but its vacant units could not be counted as part of the available 
affordable housing supply. 

27 Rental Complex #27 rents by the bedroom, not by the dwelling unit, and is not deemed as 
adequate housing for households. Therefore, the complex was excluded from Table 42 
and could not be counted as part of the available affordable housing supply 

36 Rental Complex #36 was removed by Council staff as it was under construction at the 
time of the survey and therefore not allowed to be counted as per ECFRPC methodology. 
Additionally, the Applicant's rental housing supply survey did not identifY any vacant 
units at this complex. 
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52 Rental Complex #52 rents by the bedroom, not by dwelling unit, and is not deemed as 
adequate housing for households. Therefore, the complex was excluded from Table 42 
and could not be counted as part of the available affordable housing supply. 

59 The Rental Complex #59 detailed affordable housing survey sheet indicates 40 one-
bedroom units, and 326 two-bedroom units for a total of 366 units with a 13% vacancy 
rate. However, the survey did not provide a breakdown of vacant units by number of 
bedrooms or price range. Therefore, Council staff applied the 13% vacancy rate evenly to 
both bedroom types, resulting in 5 vacant one-bedroom units with a monthly rent of $649 
and 42 vacant two-bedroom units with a monthly rent of $860. 

61 The Rental Complex #61 detailed survey sheet indicates a 5% vacancy rate but no 
breakdown of vacant units by rent or by bedroom. Council staff has added 11 vacant units 
to the Applicant's vacant unit column to reflect the 5% vacancy rate identified in the 
detailed survey sheet. This information was used in Table 42 to determine a rental unit 
vacancy rate. However, since information was not provided as to monthly rent, none of 
these units could be counted as part of the available affordable housing supply. 

64 Rental Complex #64 is identified by the Applicant as having 146 units with a 5% vacancy 
rate. However, vacant units by rental range or by bedroom was not included in the 
Applicant's rental housing survey. Council staff has added 7 vacant units to the 
Applicant's vacant unit column to reflect the 5% vacancy rate identified in the detailed 
survey sheet. However, since information was not provided as to their monthly rent, none 
of these units could be counted as part of the available affordable housing supply. 

66 Rental Complex #66 is identified by the Applicant as having 288 units, but management 
of the complex would not give out vacancy information. Therefore, the Council has 
removed the units from Table 42 and could not include the vacant units as part of the 
available affordable housing supply. 

72 Rental Complex #72 was not included in the Applicant's rental housing survey. 
However, Table 24.6, Second Sufficiency Review ResJ20nse for the SJ2ringHilIs DRl 
Substantial Deviation AJ2J2lication for DeveloJ2ment AJ2J2roval, Volume 1, February 2004, 
indicates the complex had 72 units with a 100% occupancy rate. Therefore, 72 total units 
and 0 vacant units was recorded for this complex in Table 42 and similarly addressed in 
the Council affordable housing supply analysis. 

74 Rental Complex #74 rents by the bedroom, not by the dwelling unit, and is not deemed as 
adequate housing for households. Therefore, the complex was excluded from Table 42 
and could not be counted as part of the available affordable housing supply. 

99 The Rental Complex #99 detailed survey sheet indicates a 5% vacancy rate, but provides 
no breakdown of vacant units by rent or by bedroom. Council staff has added 1 vacant 
unit to the vacant unit column in Table 42 to reflect the 5% vacancy rate identified in the 
detailed survey sheets. However, since information was not provided as to monthly rent 
by unit, the vacant unit could not be counted as part of the available affordable housing 
supply. 
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