MONROE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
February 3, 2021 AT 9:00 AM
The meeting will be held remotely
AGENDA
I.

CALL TO ORDER

II.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES FOR
a.
b.

September 2, 2020
October 7, 2020

III.

NEW BUSINESS
a.
Initial presentation of White Oaks Subdivision+

IV.

ADJOURNMENT
* Action required to approve/deny
+ Attachment included

Zoom Meeting Info:
Drainage Board 9:00 AM
https://monroecounty-in.zoom.us/j/82753473529?pwd=STdjUEg5V1BHcW1VRVpaS1dTYXhyQT09
Meeting ID: 827 5347 3529
Password: 152943
Dial by your location
+1 312 626 6799 US (Chicago)
Meeting ID: 827 5347 3529

Date of next meeting: March 3, 2021
Anyone who requires an auxiliary aid or service for effective communication, or a modification of policies
or procedures to participate in a program, service, or activity of Monroe County, should contact Monroe
County Title VI Coordinator Angie Purdie, (812)349-2550, apurdie@co.monroe.in.us, as soon as possible
but no later than forty-eight (48) hours before the scheduled event.
Individuals requiring special language services should, if possible, contact the Monroe County
Government Title VI Coordinator at least seventy-two (72) hours prior to the date on which the services
will be needed.
The meeting is open to the public.

DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES
WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 2, 2020
Via Zoom App
MEMBERS PRESENT: William Riggert, Robert Autio, Trohn Enright-Randolph (ex officio), Dee Owens,
James Faber
MEMBERS ABSENT: Lisa Ridge
STAFF: Donna Barbrick (Secretary), Terry Quillman (MS4 Coordinator), Connie Griffin (MS4 Assistant), Hans
Kelson (Technical Services)
OTHERS: Daniel Butler (Bynum Fanyo), John Thomas
CALL TO ORDER by Robert Autio at 9:04 a.m.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM AUGUST 5, 2020: William Riggert motioned for approval; Dee
Owens seconded. VOTE: James Faber, Dee Owens, and William Riggert voted AYE. Motion carried.
NEW BUSINESS
a. Initial Presentation of Westgate on Third
Terry Quillman introduced the site on a location map. He said he would like to talk about the Sinking Creek
drainage basin. He said our ordinance currently requires we detain equal to what the runoff was prior to
development. He said one of the things that I am working toward in the new ordinance is to strengthen that
detention. He said we have what are identified in the ordinance as critical drainage basins in Sinking Creek and
Cave Creek or terminal sinks or there’s enough water running into the sinkholes that it can’t keep up and it
floods. He said Sinking Creek is one of them; if you look down at the bottom you’ll see the terminus of the
sinkhole. He said with Sinking Creek there’s the west branch that goes up toward Westgate and there’s an east
branch. He said with this critical basin, I need to define an allowable discharge for any development in the basin
in an effort to soften the impact on the terminal sink and in this case the east basin. He said there is an area of
flooding and north of that there is flooding in two mobile home parks and then there is a convalescent center at
Gifford and Curry and that also floods. He said beyond Curry the flooding is not so bad but there is still
flooding.
He said a study by CBB identified that flooding due to the ponding of the sinkhole back clear up to the
Westwood subdivision; beyond that, it starts flooding for the channel. He said given that our current ordinance is
just to maintain the existing discharge rate, I have been working with Christopher Burke (CBB) to come up with
a good way to reduce this. He said instead of calculating a ten-year preexisting flow, CBB has suggested that we
develop a constant and then multiply that existing drainage basin by the constant to get the allowable discharge
for the post development. He said an example that they’ve suggested is using an existing drainage basin times .9
cfs per acre to get an allowable discharge for the Q100 and multiply in the existing drainage basin times 4.5 to
come up with a discharge and then reduce the ten-year storm to that rate. He said I think there’s a lot of merit to
that. He said when you use the existing discharge rates that you’ve calculated and then reduce the development
to that rate there is the potential for the consultant to kind of fudge on the numbers and make the existing rate
high and the proposed rate low. He said this constant times that drainage area removes any tendency to shy one
way or the other and it eliminates some modeling by the consultant. He said so I have been talking with CBB
about using the constant. He said I would like to come up with a lower constant for the Sinking Creek drainage
basin. He said I have talked with Daniel about using .45. He said that is a subjective proportion. He said CBB
made the point that the flooding issue is more volume-related and you need to be holding volume down and so a
basin needs to be in the seven-day range and you can’t do that without coming up with something with sluice

gates like there is at Fieldstone. He said that is costly and requires maintenance. He said I am looking for
discussion on this so I can promote a policy from the board.
Faber asked about the location of the Fieldstone dam. Quillman said it was farther west and off the map. Faber
asked how much drainage was held in the Cook area north of 48. Quillman said I have not looked at their
drainage calculations; it would be hard for me to run that down.
Autio said I think I remember that the drainage from Cook goes into the Cave Creek watershed to the northwest.
Riggert said CBB did a study on Cave Creek and it takes seven days for the sinks to drain to that terminal
sinkhole. Quillman said that was a statement they made in their report; they probably figured the volume of a
100-year storm and then used an estimate of 15 cfs capacity. Riggert said that is a long timeframe. He said these
constants are cfs rates. Quillman said yes. Riggert said and that is looking at it as grass or undeveloped.
Quillman said yes.
There was a discussion of calculations and holding new development to undisturbed values. Riggert said you
were thinking of reducing that in half. Quillman said I think seven days is a bit unrealistic. Autio said having a
passive system would certainly be better (than a sluice gate system). He asked if it would be possible to share the
CBB study. Quillman said I would be happy to share that.
Quillman said I would like for DB to think about this and perhaps give me some direction. He said he wanted to
talk about the west reach of Sinking Creek; the report indicated the flooding there is not as bad. He said I have
identified two flooding areas-- a church and a residence that are setting low.
Faber asked about the difference in flow between the two branches. Riggert said we looked at the rail crossing at
Gifford for the east branch and it was all full of tree limbs and branches and a lot of flow capacity was lost. He
said I wonder if that is the same condition on the west branch. Quillman said I walked the portion south of
Westgate and I went down to Gifford looking at the residence. He said we did clean out that portion you
mentioned. He said beyond those two crossings I didn’t see too much of an issue. Quillman said another thing
that I am noticing is that the west branch is a smaller basin and there is probably a different in lag time there.
Riggert again brought up cleaning out the crossings. Quillman said he would look at the west fork crossing by
the railroad. Riggert said I would like to take the rainfall intensity and look at grass on a flat plain at some
coefficients to see how that relates. Quillman said he could prepare some comparisons.
Autio said I remember one retention pond in a development and I went out to look at that. He said it was near the
Bloomington Church of Christ property in a development just north of that. He said we had a question there in
the past with DB. He recalled it drained into the west branch of Sinking Creek.
Trohn said I wanted to reference the 2007 Monroe County Sinking Creek Consideration document. He said Bob
is correct and it does meander down a little bit to the east and above the church. He said he could send a copy to
Terry. He said I am curious with the study with CBB, were there any plats or surveys around Westgate on Third.
Quillman said you might ask Daniel.
Quillman said he would get the CBB study out to everyone; Trohn will send me the 2007 study. He said I will
make some calculations for next time.
Faber talked about the development on the east fork contributing to the amount of flow. Riggert noted that the
Bloomington Church of Christ owns the big open field. Quillman said there are too many variables with the
terminal sinks.
Trohn said I am curious about the sluice gate versus a detention of the water and if there are a lot of factors that
come into play, I’d be curious about a bullet point list so it doesn’t repeat like Fieldstone. He said I think putting
in the best practices and infrastructure is what we should do and it should be explored. Quillman said ok. He said
in CBB report it would require 100-acre feet to provide detention feet and so it would be even larger than the

basin at Fieldstone. He said I can put together a memo but the big thing is the developer comes in, puts in the
sluice gates and then it gets turned over to the HOA and then they are not proactive and then after a few years no
one even realizes there is an HOA and then the gates fail and then the county comes in and it opens a can of
worms. Trohn said yes, I went through that with you and it’s not pleasant or fun. He said the conversation has
come up in a number of ways with HOAs. He talked about landowners paying for the maintenance that the
county has to do. He said my point is not getting away from the best practices. He said this is going to be a
constant issue in areas that are prone to flooding and maybe we can have a discussion on how to get away from
the HOAs.
Owens said that makes a lot of sense to me. She said I know we are in a special area but are there other areas
where they have come up with ways to deal with this when the HOAs are not doing their jobs.
Quillman talked about basins and where they drained.
Daniel Butler of Bynum Fanyo prepared to share the screen for exhibits. He said John Thomas was also present.
Autio talked about a USGS citizen science initiative for gauges. He said they ask for photos and so they get a
date stamp and water elevation and a recording of that. He said you get the citizens to give multiple measurements of that water level over time. Quillman said that sounded good.
Butler displayed exhibits. He said it is a 38-acre site. He said we've done a little more in-depth analysis already
on pre- and post-basins with actual topographic information. He said we have a karst feature that we are protecting in the middle of our site with an all-purpose trail and maybe a community garden and dog park. He said we
have drainage features in the site and they are large because we think we will have to detain quite a bit. He said
to the west is Cave Creek with karst features and in the middle section it will drain off to the east and ends up in
Sinking Creek. He said it will be draining to an open ditch.
Butler he said we are going for 60% or 40% maximum impervious surface onsite. John Thomas said I was able
to divide the site up into seven different basins where the stormwater would be leaving our site. He said we will
probably have six ponds in order to make that work. He said it is early yet so I have not been able to calculate
anything. Butler said the developer is ready and willing to do our part in this critical watershed. He said we are
going to use a TR55 method and then also the 24 scf method. He said the developer is ready and willing to
comply to protect residents to the south.
Quillman had a question about rentals or individual ownership. Butler said my understanding is these are going
to be rentals for primarily young professionals. He said we typically put a BMP manual together.
Trohn said the Plan Commission had a focus group on environmental sustainability and putting measures in
place to ensure that privately owned stormwater infrastructure is maintained. He said there are many people
working to develop ways to get this accomplished.
Autio said it’s great to have the detention basins, whatever the calculations turn out to be. He said I assume the
depth of bedrock is shallow on this piece of property. He asked is there any issue if the detention basins leak to
the karst underneath. Quillman said there is one under construction right now but I cannot think of any others
right now. Riggert said the basin across the street from us is a wet pond and the developer put bentonite in and it
seems to hold water very well. Autio said besides bentonite there are geotextile liners that effectively create a
swimming pool if that was needed. Faber brought up Twin Lakes and how it leaked.
Butler said our thinking on dry facilities with karst areas with the ground water recharge is a good deal. He said
it slowly goes through that clay and you encourage groundwater. He said but we are willing to look at wet pond
scenarios. He said there is a hydrology report done already. Trohn asked if there was any topographic survey
done on this site. Butler said we have our GIS contours that we are working off but not a full topographic survey

by our office. He said we have not done a geotechnical yet. He said I am not sure if any borings were done; I
doubt it.
Faber asked about trees. Butler said we will adhere to the county ordinance with trees along the streets and in
parking areas with trees and shrubs. He said there will certainly be more trees than there are right now. Butler
observed that he had another meeting to go to. Autio said I think we are at the end of our questions and we will
be trading documents. Butler said we will send the maps over with more detail on the basins.
Riggert said if they have a property manager, they might be able to control the flow leaving the
development.Owens said I think it is very important and that is something that needs to be discussed. Trohn said
it’s a large issue.
ADJOURNMENT
Autio thanked everyone for coming.

Approved:
Signed:

Attest:

________________________________
Robert Autio, President

_______________________________
Donna Barbrick, Secretary

DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES
9:00 A.M., WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 7, 2020
Via Zoom App
MEMBERS PRESENT: William Riggert, Robert Autio, Trohn Enright-Randolph (ex officio), Dee
Owens, James Faber
MEMBERS ABSENT: Lisa Ridge
STAFF: Donna Barbrick (Secretary), Terry Quillman (MS4 Coordinator), Connie Griffin (MS4
Assistant), Hans Kelson (Technical Services)
OTHERS: Daniel Butler (Bynum Fanyo), Kendall Knoke (Smith Brehob)
CALL TO ORDER: by Robert Autio.
APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES
Autio noted that the approval of meeting minutes from September was tabled until the next meeting.
OLD BUSINESS
Quillman said this was old business because we started the conversation based on this last month. He said
Westgate was submitted and Daniel Butler wanted to have early coordination meetings with me on
stormwater. He said this is in Sinking Creek basin, one of our critical basins. He said I talked to Daniel
Butler about holding it to .45 cfs per acre and .25 cfs per acre and using that as an allowable release rate
in the critical drainage basins. He said as soon as I worked with Daniel on that project two other projects
came in. He said they all fall in the same basin and I thought at that point that I really need to get the
Drainage Board’s agreement on those rates and I presented it to the DB last month. He said Bill Riggert
suggested I do a little analysis to make sure that it seemed reasonable. He said Daniel has agreed to hold
to the release rates that I proposed last month and has submitted a preliminary drainage plan. An exhibit
was shown with existing drainage basins. He said they have run through calculations to show the existing
runoff. He said Daniel has proposed about nine different basins for the site and has agreed to the .45 and
.25 release rates that we had discussed. He said below the exhibits is the drainage summary and I am
agreeable to everything on there. He said but I still need to talk about the release rates and continue the
conversation with DB. He said what Westgate has planned I think is reasonable. He said before I go back
to the rates, I would like to ask Daniel if he has anything further to add on this project.
Quillman said Kendall was here also and he is representing the church on Curry just east of Westgate and
I have asked for the same release rates on that site and the same rates for the project down to the south.
He said he has communicated to all three projects the release rates.
Butler said he had nothing else to add right now but would be here for questions.
Quillman said at this point I would recommend that if we end up agreeing on the release rates then
Westgate is in good shape to move ahead with a more detailed design. He gave an overview on the critical
basins for those who are new. He said there are eleven basins listed. He showed an exhibit providing an
idea of where the critical basins are and where flooding issues have occurred. He said one thing he would
note is that he can go to StreamStats and determine the actual drainage basins and plot those also. He said

his goal would be to plot the drainage basins, put them on GIS mapping and make them available to
consultants so they can check them and find out if there are in a critical drainage basin.
Autio said that is a great idea. He said the drainage basin information is critical.
Quillman said he would finish up with exhibits from StreamStats. He said he would like to go through a
recent memo that he had written. He said he began a conversation because he felt like the current
ordinance was not adequate and that we were working toward a new release rate in the new ordinance .9
cfs per acre for the Q100 and .5 cfs per acre for the 10-year storm. He said that was a recommendation by
Christopher Burke; it is much higher than other areas that I have seen. He said release rates up in Marion
County are much lower. He said the explanation is that those counties are much flatter and flooding is
more extensive. He said they are restricted in their outfalls with field tile and that sort of thing. He said
there are benefits to using a fixed release rate based on the existing drainage basin. He said it puts all
developments on the same page and they will all be releasing at the same rates and comparable and that
will put everyone on the same plane to work through a job.
Autio said CB recommended .9 and .5 and the rates you are suggested are half of that for the critical
basins but the rest of the county would still be .9 and .5. Quillman said yes. Quillman said based on Bill’s
question I took four random sites, varied in size and existing conditions. He gave details on the selected
sites. He also noted that a new project had come in for review on South Rogers Road in the Clear Creek
basin. He talked about his methods for calculations and the software used for analysis. He said when he
got through the calculations, his observation was that with the current ordinance there is actually very
little detention going on. He said that needs to be changed. He said detaining the Q100 to the
predevelopment Q10 requires about twice as much storage as the current ordinance requires. He said
going to Christopher Burke’s (CBB’s) recommendation, detaining .9 and .5 – that is about 25% more than
the Q100 to Q10. He said CBB is switching communities over to these constants. He said detaining the
discharge rate to .425 and .45 makes it about 50% more than CBB’s recommendation. He said talked
about his summary and the peak discharges for Q10 and Q100 discharges and existing and under
developed conditions. He said with these numbers. I hope to give you a feel for each of the four options
and I would look for input from any of the board on their feelings about this and my goal is to get a
recommendation of a temporary policy that I can offer to the consultants for the critical drainage basins
until the ordinance comes out and then we can revisit this and get feedback from the public and address it
permanently then. He said with petitions coming in I really need to get a rate for the consultants to work
with.
Riggert said I really appreciate you doing this; it’s just what I was looking for to compare these different
rates. He said it is clear to me that this will help in these critical watersheds. He said I am still concerned
with detention, with Cave Creek I think we have an idea of the flow rate but with Sinking Creek we really
don’t know yet and this is a good step in trying to lessen the impact of development. He said I have no
questions and would move that we approve the proposed discharge rates of .45 and .25 for the
hundred year and ten year events, respectively.
Trohn said I would second that motion. Autio said thank you, Terry; I think these are great values and
we need more conservative numbers based on our variable climate. He said if there are questions with
these rates, it’s then we need a better understanding of the hydrology in these basins so if someone would
care to do that research, then they can question the rates but it is great to have a standardized rate that is
conservative across these critical drainage basins. Quillman said one thing I would point out, I saw one
county where they divided their county into drainage basins and segmented it into quite a bit of detail and

had allowed rates per acre for each of the drainage basins in the county. He said I can’t imagine how
much analysis they had to do to calculate those specific rates.
Trohn said I wanted to add onto that these discussions have been finding their way to the Plan
Commission and Terry was very helpful last night at the admin meeting discussing what we are doing in
stormwater and also at the DB. He said not only is he moving forward these initiatives here he is taking
them to the appropriate channels to give us a full, complete ordinance. He said that was something that
was unique, the discussion that occurred last night.
Quillman said I’d like to make another point. He said if the board agrees upon these rates and a consultant
felt that they were overly burdened, I’d be more than happy for that project to come back to the board for
an appeal. He said we have to work with the consultants and everyone has to be involved. Riggert said I
would accept that amendment. He said to Autio thanks for pointing out the climatology and all these
other factors that come into play.
Trohn said if that was an amendment, I would accept that as a friendly amendment. Autio called
the role for a vote: Faber AYE, Riggert AYE, Autio, AYE, Owens, AYE. Motion passes.
Autio thanked Quillman for his work.
PUBLIC COMMENT
Autio asked if there was anyone else who had something to discuss. Riggert asked do we need to go back
and approve Westgate on Third. Quillman said yes, I was looking for an action on that. He said I would
like to give them an approval on their preliminary plan given those rates (.45 cfs and .25 cfs for the
100-year and 10-year events, respectively). Riggert said so moved. Autio said I’ll second that
motion. He asked if there was any other discussion on that. Autio called the vote by roll call: Faber,
AYE; Riggert, AYE, Autio, AYE. Owens had signed off the meeting. Autio said motion passes.
Quillman said I think that covers everything that I had in mind.
Riggert said there was a couple that brought to my attention that the county has a road improvement
project and they are concerned with runoff potentially coming from that project as well as an abandoned
development project with a detention basin that was never constructed. Autio said if you have some
contact information then I could look into that. Riggert said there were some discussions with Paul
Satterly (Highway). He said he would forward information to Quillman.
ADJOURNMENT
There being no more business, the meeting adjourned.
Approved:

Signed:

Attest:

________________________________ _______________________________
Robert Autio, President

Donna Barbrick, Secretary

MONROE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
Project Name:
Engineer/Design Firm:
Address:
Acres:
Watershed:

February 3, 2021

White Oak Subdivision
Daniel Butler, Bynum Fanyo & Associates, Inc.
4691 S Victor Pike, Bloomington IN 47403
44 acres +/051202080801 (Clear Creek)

Project Summary
The White Oak Subdivision project is located directly above the confluence of the main branch of Clear
Creek and the West Fork of Clear Creek. The project site is bordered by That Road and residential
properties to the north, by Victor Pike to the west, the Clear Creek Trail to the south, and the
Bloomington Rail Trail to the east. The Clear Creek watershed is a critical drainage basin.
There is an approximately 2-acre +/- floodplain area at the northeast corner of the site, Zone
AE/Floodway. There are no NWI wetlands on the property.
A karst survey (surface inspection only) was completed by Hydrogeology, Inc., with the report dated
November 6, 2020. The site contains six (6) sinkholes – five (5) located on the northeast portion of the
property, and one (1) located on the south side of the property.
The current land use on the site is hay field with one single family residential home. The project
proposes to create a mix of single-family and multi-family residential homes over 145 total lots. The
development will occur in three phases over seven years (spring 2021 to summer 2028).
Project Drainage
Four (4) detention ponds are being proposed on the project site to capture runoff from four (4)
identified drainage basins. The ponds will be placed in drainage easements and maintained by a
Homeowners Association.
Terry’s Preliminary Comments
 Located in the Clear Creek critical drainage area – restricted discharges will be required.
 Place sinkholes in SCAs.
 There is floodplain in the northeast corner of the site.
 Significant excavations are anticipated and it is not clear if bedrock will be an issue.
 The layout shows the potential for steep street slopes.
 Stormwater outfalls will have to extend to Clear Creek or West Fork of Clear Creek.
o Drainage on the south side will need to cross under the Clear Creek Trail to discharge
into the West Fork of Clear Creek.
o Drainage on the east side will need to cross under the Bloomington Rail Trail to
discharge into the main branch of Clear Creek.
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Dave & Patty Busch
1250 W. Church Lane
Bloomington, IN 47403
Letter of Opposition to Petition No. 2012-PUO-06
January 1, 2021
We are opposed to Petition No. 2012-PUO-06. The density of this proposed PUD is incompatible with
the existing neighborhood, which is currently zoned RE1. The current RE1 zoning correctly reflects the
rural character of the surrounding area.
We purchased our property in 1999 and have made many improvements over the years. We love our
farm and are protective of it. We wish to preserve our acreage for the use it was intended, which is
providing pasture, grazing and riding areas for our horses, as a wildlife habitat and as a haven for our
family’s well-being.
In 2002, we enrolled 1.7 acres of our land adjoining Clear Creek in the USDA’s Conservation Reserve
Program as a designated Wetland Conservation Certification. On this land, we planted over 900 tree
seedlings to help act as a filtration strip to protect the water quality of Clear Creek and to provide
habitat for native wildlife.
In the last 10-15 years we have seen an increase in the frequency and severity of flooding events on
Clear Creek. In early February 2019, we experienced the most severe flooding yet. The flow of Clear
Creek was so high and strong it flattened a 150 ft. section of woven wire horse fencing and also
flattened the original livestock fencing on our property line (See attached photos). The sinkholes
revealed by the flooding have rendered this acreage unusable for grazing and riding, as the holes are so
deep they would fracture a horse’s leg if stepped in.
We question why the original fencing (which was erected in the mid-eighties) has withstood the high
waters of Clear Creek until 2019. We suspect the frequency, volume and velocity of storm water flows
have increased due to the construction of several home developments further upstream along Clear
Creek. These developments have reduced the number of farm fields and woodlots while increasing the
volume of impervious hard surfaces in the Clear Creek watershed.
There are six streets within the proposed development. Two run east-west, while four run downslope,
(from north to south) directly towards Clear Creek and our adjacent property. Stormwater runoff from
impervious street, sidewalk, driveway and roof surfaces will be channeled down these streets,
increasing the velocity of water flow directly towards Clear Creek and our property. We fear the
additional volume of surface storm water runoff from the proposed development will overwhelm the
ability of Clear Creek to handle the increased flow, creating more frequent and severe flooding of our
property, and lands downstream.
In conclusion, we strongly oppose this Planned Unit Development with the proposed density of homes
on the steep slopes that exist on this 44+ acre parcel. If approved in current form, we believe this
development will have a negative impact to Clear Creek, our property and the neighborhood.
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Dave & Patty Busch
1250 W. Church Lane
Bloomington, IN 47403
Letter of Opposition to Petition No. 2012-PUO-06
January 1, 2021
Environmental Concerns
1. Light Pollution
a. As proposed, up to 150 Homes with 4 exterior lights = 600 exterior lights (two lights on
each side of garage, one front entrance light, one rear entrance light).
2. Water pollution/Stormwater Runoff
a. As proposed, 150 homes with chemical lawn applications, road salt from vehicles,
driveways, sidewalks, roadways, asphalt oils.
b. Adverse impact of 150 homes on surface drainage/storm water runoff.
i. Drainage retention ponds appear undersized for proposed volume of
impervious surfaces in PUD.
ii. Shallow bedrock and overlying clay soils limit the ground’s ability to absorb
surface runoff.
iii. Retention pond construction:
1. Will an impervious clay liner be required to minimize groundwater
contamination?
2. Will there be specific vegetation planted to absorb (tie-up) pollutants?
3. What will be the outflow points be for the retention ponds?
4. Are the ponds discharging into Clear Creek?
3. Air Pollution
a. As proposed, up to 150 homes with wood burning fireplaces, campfires, chemical
applications to lawns, outdoor grills. Particulates/dust from excavating equipment
during construction activities (up to eight years).
4. Noise Pollution
a. As proposed, up to 150 homes with lawnmowers, leaf blowers, snow blowers,
automobiles, fireworks.
b. The eight year buildout phases will include on-site use of earthmoving equipment, dump
trucks, tractor-trailers, hydraulic-rams or blasting, nail guns, etc., increasing noise
pollution.
5. Traffic Concerns
a. As proposed 150 homes with two car garages = 300 vehicles, in addition to visitors,
delivery vehicles, maintenance vehicles, school buses, etc.
b. Only two access points will serve the proposed development, both are on Victor Pike
between Clear Creek Trail crossing and Lighthouse Christian Academy (LCA) entrance.
Intersecting two feeder roads to this short stretch of Victor Pike (approx. 550 ft. from
Clear Creek Trail to LCA) will concentrate a high density of traffic to a very narrow road.
i. That Road/ Victor Pike intersection (currently a 4-way stop) will be a chokepoint
for traffic flow.
ii. Church Lane/Victor Pike intersection will be a chokepoint for traffic flow, as
current traffic densities already create long lines during morning/evening peak
travel times. This increase in traffic flow will exacerbate an already overloaded
section of Victor Pike between S.R. 37 and Church Lane intersections.
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Dave & Patty Busch
1250 W. Church Lane
Bloomington, IN 47403
Letter of Opposition to Petition No. 2012-PUO-06
January 1, 2021

Construction Impacts

1. Blasting
a. What efforts will be made to ensure that there is NO off-site property damage resulting
from any blasting associated with site preparation or installation of utilities?
i. If blasting is allowed, we request a pre-blast survey be conducted on our
structures.
ii. If blasting is allowed, we request that a seismometer be placed at our home and
daily blast activity readings recorded (with a copy provided to us).
iii. If blasting is allowed, we request a post-blast survey be conducted on our
structures.
2. Dust Mitigation
a. What requirements will be made to minimize airborne dust pollution during the
construction process?
3. Soil Erosion Mitigation
a. What are the soil erosion prevention requirements for site preparation and home
construction? (Silt fences, temporary soil dikes, topsoil stockpiling and preservation,
etc.)
b. How will potential soil erosion and contamination of Clear Creek be prevented?
4. Road Damage
a. What requirements will be made to minimize shedding of mud and debris onto Victor
Pike from trucks and equipment entering/exiting the construction project?
b. What requirements will be made to ensure that the increased heavy truck traffic
associated with the construction project will not damage the roadbed on Victor Pike?
5. Construction Debris/Trash Mitigation
a. What requirements will be made to minimize dumping of debris or waste materials
associated with the construction process?
b. Will wash out bins be required for washing out of concrete trucks?
c. Will the developer/contractor be required to pick up construction trash that blows away
from the construction site?
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Dave & Patty Busch
1250 W. Church Lane
Bloomington, IN 47403
Letter of Opposition to Petition No. 2012-PUO-06
January 1, 2021

Busch property 2-8-2019. View from Clear Creek looking south towards Church Lane. The original
property line fence can be seen along tree line.
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Dave & Patty Busch
1250 W. Church Lane
Bloomington, IN 47403
Letter of Opposition to Petition No. 2012-PUO-06
January 1, 2021

Busch Property 2-8-2019. View looking north towards Clear Creek and proposed White Oak PUD in
background.
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Rebecca Payne
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Rebecca Payne
Wednesday, January 6, 2021 12:48 PM
'Guy Loftman'
Jacqueline Nester Jelen
RE: 4691 S. Victor Pike Development, Petition number 2012-PUO-06, resent with
corrected address

Received.
I will be sure to include this email with my report.
Thank you,
Rebecca Payne
Planner/GIS Specialist
Monroe County Planning Department
501 N. Morton St., Suite 224
Bloomington, IN 47404
rpayne@co.monroe.in.us
Phone: (812) 349‐2560
Fax: (812) 349‐2967
From: Guy Loftman <guy@loftmanlaw.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 6, 2021 11:55 AM
To: Rebecca Payne <rpayne@co.monroe.in.us>; Daniel Butler <dbutler@bynumfanyo.com>; Jeff Fanyo
<jfanyo@bynumfanyo.com>; Michael Carmin <michael@carminparker.com>; Guy Loftman <guy@loftmanlaw.com>
Subject: Fwd: 4691 S. Victor Pike Development, Petition number 2012‐PUO‐06, resent with corrected address

Hello Ms. Payne,

Thanks for discussing the proposed 4691 S. Victor Pike development. As adjoining landowners, we have
several concerns about it.
1. The current minimum lot size for this RE-1 zoning district is 1 acre. That would be a maximum of 44
lots on this 44 acre tract. Of course, as a practical matter that number couldn’t be achieved, given the Duke
Energy easement, Karst features and requisite infrastructure. This proposal is for 145 lots, three times the
current maximum. The RE-1 zoning density is appropriate. It should be kept.
2. We take issue with several points in the Petitioner’s Statement from Michael L. Carmin dated December
1, 2020.
2.1. On page 1, the proposal is referred to as, “an infill project in the Bloomington urbanizing area not
contributing to urban sprawl.” As we understand it, an “infill project” refers to a less developed area
surrounded by more developed areas. Filling it in completes the higher density of the overall area. Our
home on 6.3 acres adjoins this property to the South. Almost all of the housing south of That Road,
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west of Clear Creek and all the way to the bypass is at least 1 acre, with many being substantially
larger. This is not infill. The same paragraph says the proposal would not be “contributing to urban
sprawl.” To the contrary, this is a classic example of urban sprawl.
2.2. On page 2 this is described as “within the core of the existing community.” It certainly isn’t within
the core of the existing high-density housing community. “Maintains a distinctive edge separating
urban areas from rural areas”? That edge is That Road. This project invades it. “Integrates open
space”? 145 houses where there is now one old farmhouse with outbuildings, pastures, hayfields and
scores of large trees. This plan disintegrates existing open space. “May include amenities.” (Page
3) Maybe, maybe not. None are promised. It looks like a pretty tight squeeze to fit in a community
garden/orchard, dog park, trail terraced park, children’s park and a pipe park. Not counting the pond.
3. The PUD Outline plan concerns us.
3.1. Clear Creek Elementary School access, Amenities, page 7. The plans says that the rail trails will
give access to Clear Creek Elementary. There are basically no sidewalks from either trail’s road
intersection to the school. There aren’t even shoulders. The bridge over Clear Creek on That Road is
particularly hazardous. Traffic is especially heavy and fast on Rogers Street. This plan provides no
safe access to Clear Creek Elementary.
3.2. Traffic on Victor Pike, Page 10. The plan describes Victor Pike as a “major county road”. It is
two lanes with no shoulders and a sharp drop off on the east side as you approach the creek from the
south. The steep downhill curve heading south on Victor Pike by our house is very dangerous. We
understand that the rule of thumb is 10 trips per day per home. That’s an additional 1,450 vehicles,
with presumably half going south. We understand the developers have made no traffic study, and don’t
intend to. However, we know close to an additional 750 trips per day will make Victor Pike far more
dangerous. It is quite dangerous enough now.
3.3. Congestion on That Road. Presumably half the traffic will go north on Victor Pike and East on
That Road to Rogers Street. That is already badly congested during rush hour. 10% of the 1,450 trips
are expected at rush hour. Over 70 more cars trying to get out on Rogers around 8 in the morning will
create a traffic jam of monumental proportions, by our rural standards, and probably even by urban
ones.
3.4. Landscaping, page 11. The plan states:
Existing, mature, specimen quality trees located in the development will be preserved, subject to
tree removal only as required within the building footprint of a home site. It is not expected that
home sites will require the removal of any mature trees.
A casual tree count shows perhaps 50 trees in the front yard, most of which look pretty
mature. Comparable numbers are in the back yard, with more adjacent to the Duke easement. Yet
no proposed lot shows any adjustment for preserving a single tree. Apparently the developers have
a very high standard for what constitutes a mature tree. (A photo of the front lawn, along Victor
Pike, is attached.)
We could go on, but we won’t. Our bottom line: This proposal would put too many houses in too small a
space, causing intolerable congestion, hazardous traffic, and degradation of the rural nature of the area. That is
what Residential Estate zoning is there to protect. The proposal should not be approved.
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Thanks for your consideration.

Guy Loftman
Connie Loftman
Eve Loftman Cusack
Sam Cusackel
-Guy Loftman
4835 S. Victor Pike
Bloomington, IN 47403
(812) 679-8445
Guy Loftman is a retired attorney, and is no longer practicing law

-Guy Loftman
4835 S. Victor Pike
Bloomington, IN 47403
(812) 679-8445
Guy Loftman is a retired attorney, and is no longer practicing law
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