


































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Environmental Engineers,
Biologists, & Planners

o &,
water & air T e

A
RESEARTH, INE. ey Loy,
. S
April 5, 2004 ;?SQ"O/VAQ Qﬁ@é
A,

Mr. Steve Dopp, Senior Planner

North Central Florida Regional Planning Council
2009 NW 67" Place, Suite A

Gainesville, Florida 32653-1603

Dear Mr. Dopp:

Water & Air has reviewed the materials associated with the Application for Development
Approval for SpringHills DRI Substantial Deviation. We have evaluated potential environmental
problems based upon the submitted information 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 tlle pre-application meetlng between the Applicant and
NCFRPC . S Sl .

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

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 DRI”, the possibility of a spill of hazardous material(s) is much reduced.
With the presence of the 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 Federa! Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) identified flood prone area in the northwest
quadrant. Proposed mitigation measures described by the Applicant appear adequate to provide
compensating storage and water and sewer lines in the flood prone area are required to be water-
tight. No significant 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
682} SW. Archer Road
Gainesville, Florida 32608
Voice: 352/372-1500
Toll Free: 1/800/242-4927
Fax: 352/378-1500
info@waterandaircom
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Mr. Steve Dopp
April 5, 2004
Page 2 of 2

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 condition and comparison to ihe anticipated run-off at ihe 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 also 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 Waste/Hazardous Waste/Medical 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 information, please call me.

President
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Environmental Engineers,
Biologists, & Planners

water & air o,
RESEARCH, INT. 553,

LA
g fy SDZQ@ .
July 13, 2006 - >
Tong " g
Steven Dopp, Senior Planner ) p‘ﬁfwﬂv
NCFRPC & cop

2009 NW 67 Place, Suite A
Gainesville, FL 32653-1603

RE: Draft Council Report on the SpringHiils DRI Substantiai Deviation
Dear Mr. Dopp:

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 rather 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

6821 SW. Archer Road
G-19 Gainesville, Florida 32608

Voice: 352/372-1500

Toll Free: 1/800/242-4927
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SPRINGHILLS DRI SUBSTANTIAL DEVIATION
VACANT UNITS BY SALARY INCOME RANGE WHICH COMPRISE THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING RENTAL SUPPLY

Number

$155 - 187 1188 -234 18235 -285

Rental Complex Salary Income Ranges Within the Very Low-income Clas:

5

5282 - $3249325 - 344

$345-375

$376 -411

$412 430

—
$431 - 451

2l 6ol Laf ea] )
©] 03]~ o]l o

13

pufanftnd snlon

[:14

100

Total

[]] 1 0

2

5

5

14

91

Source:

North Central Florida Reglonal Planning Council, July 2006, as derived from
Second Sufficiency Review Response for the SpringHills DRI Substantial Deviation
Application for Development Approval, Volume 1, February 2004,
and SpringHills DRI Rental Housing Supply Survey Worksheets, February 2004,
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SPRINGHILLS DRI SUBSTANTIAL DEVIATON

VACANT UNITS BY SALARY INCOME RANGE WHICH COMPRISE THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING RENTAL SUPPLY

$710 -722

Rental Compl Salary Income Ranges Within the Low-income Class
Number 5452 - 468 |$470 - 505 [$506 - 528 ]$529 - 562 |$563 - 538 |S60D - 622 1§623 - 656 [$657 - 693 |$694 - 709

21

»
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w
<

21
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€2 0| 03]
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Total

3 35 21 18 35 24

12

30

58

21

Source:

North Central Florida Regional Planning Council, July 2005, as derived from Table 24.5,

Second Sufficlency Review Response for the SpringHills DRI Substantial Deviation
Application for Development Approval, Volume 1, February 2004,
and SpringHills DRI Rental Housing Supply Survey Worksheets, February 2004.
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SPRINGHILLS DRI SUBSTANTIAL DEVIATION

VACANT UNITS BY SALARY INCOME RANGE WHICH COMPRISE THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING RENTAL SUPPLY

Rental Complex

Salary income Ranges Within the Moderate-income Class

Number §723 - 760 |5751 - 787 [S7BB - B10 (5611 - 844 _[6BAb - 672 [$679 - BB7 (5668 - 918 [$519 - 942

$943 - 974

$875 - 998

5558 -~ 1031 1$1,032 - 1,078

$1,079 - 1,082

Above Mod.

Income
51,083 +

12

20

44 22

23

]

=il

42

100 6

Total 25 28

36 58 47 2 8 10

20

21 10

Source: North Central Florida Reglonal

Planning Council, July 2008, as derived from Table 24.6,

Secund Suﬁ'clency Review Response for the SpringHills DRI Substantial Deviation

i, Volume 1, February 2004,

ion for D
and SpringHills DRI Rental Houslng supply Survey Worksheets, February 2004,
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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 #11 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 Response for the SpringHills DRI Substantial Deviation Application
for Development Approval, Volume 1, 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
information 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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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 .

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 Response for the SpringHills DRI
Substantial Deviation Application for Development Approval, 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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