
Monroe County Board of Commissioners Agenda Request Form

Date to be heard Formal Work session Department 

Title to appear on Agenda:  Vendor #  

Executive Summary: 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Fund Name(s): Fund Number(s): Amount(s) 

_____________________________________     _____________________________________      _________________ 

Presenter:  

Speaker(s) for Zoom purposes: 

Name(s)  Phone Number(s) 

________________________________________   ____________________________________ 

(the speaker phone numbers will be removed from the document prior to posting) 

Attorney who reviewed:  



Federal Agency    

CFDA#  Federal Award Number and Year (or other ID) 

Pass Through Entity: 

Request completed by:   

Federal Program

Monroe County Board of Commissioners Agenda Request - Grant

This document is to be submitted no later than the Friday at noon prior to the requested meeting date. 

Each agenda request and all necessary documents to the Auditor’s Office (Anita Freeman) at: afreeman@co.monroe.in.us  AND to 
the Commissioner’s Office e-mail:  Commissionersoffice@co.monroe.in.us 

REQUIRED    

mailto:afreeman@co.monroe.in.us
mailto:Commissionersoffice@co.monroe.in.us


OFFICE OF 
MONROE COUNTY PLAN COMMISSION 

501 N Morton Street, Suite 224 
BLOOMINGTON, IN 47404 

TO: THE COMMISSIONERS OF MONROE COUNTY, rNDIANA 

CE RTI F I CAT I ON 

I, Jack ie N. Jelen, hereby certify that during its meeting on June l 8111
, 2024 the Momoe County Plan Commiss ion 

considered Petition No. PUO-23-7 for a Zoning Map Amendment (Ordinance No. 2024-28) to the Monroe County 
Zoning Ordinance and made a positive recommendation to approve thereon, based on the findings, conditions, and 
Highway Department reports, with a vote of 6-2 with the following conditions of approval: 

I. Petitioner add maximum impervious coverage standards per lot as a percentage max imum under the 
Summary Table by Area (Exhibit 3). 

2. Petitioner rev ise the outline plan to confirm whether streets wi ll be platted as publ ic or private. ff the streets 
wi l I be private, the outline plan shall be rev ised to state the standards that will be followed as it re lates or 
deviates with the "Manual for Construction Within and Adjacent to Monroe County Right-of-way". 

3. Petitioner to implement a Bufferyard Type D on the southside and northside of the property boundary to 
better align with the purpose statement in Chapter 81 1 regard ing buffe1·ing. 

4. Change karst conservancy areas to meet the 50 ft protection requirements per Chapter 761 . Relocate/remove 
proposed dog park illustrated on the southside between lots numbered 96 and 97 on Exh ibit 4. 

5. Petitioner change the s ite plan and outline plan to state that the Open Space plan for the no11heast side of 
the property sha ll protect the delineated noodpla in zone and not propose any structures in this area, 
including eliminating any proposed boardwalks. 

This proposed amend ment is being forwarded for your consideration pursuant to I.C. 36-7-4-605(a). 

Planning Director 

Date 



ORDINANCE NO. 2024-28 
 

The Trails at Robertson Farms Planned Unit Development Outline Plan 
 

The purpose of this ordinance is to adopt the Trails at Robertson Farms Planned Unit Development, Outline 
Plan. 
 
An ordinance to amend the Monroe County Zoning Maps which were adopted December 1996. 
 
WHEREAS, the Board of Commissioners adopted a comprehensive replacement Monroe County Zoning 
Ordinance on December 20, 1996 through the passage of Ordinance 96-36 and have subsequently amended 
that zoning ordinance ("Zoning Ordinance"); 
 
Whereas, certain amendments (“Amendments”) to the Zoning Ordinance have been proposed to establish 
and regulate the Trails at Robertson Farms Planned Unit Development; 
 
Whereas, the Plan Commission advertised for and conducted a public hearing on the proposed 
Amendments as petition #PUO-23-7; 
 
Whereas, following the public hearing, the Plan Commission voted to forward the Amendments to the 
Board of Commissioners with a positive recommendation; 
 
Whereas, on June 18, 2024 the Plan Commission certified the Amendments and its recommendation 
thereon to the Board of Commissioners for consideration pursuant to Indiana Code Sections 36-7-4-602 
through 605; 
 
Whereas, in accordance with Indiana 5-14-1.5-5, the Board of Commissioners provided public notice of its 
intention to consider the Amendments for the Trails at Robertson Farms Planned Unit Development in 
ordinance form and accepted public comment on the proposed Amendments during its August ____, 2024 
meeting; 
 
Whereas the Board of Commissioners finds that the Amendments, if adopted in ordinance form, would 
reasonably and efficiently advance the statutorily recognized zoning ordinance purposes, which include, 
among other purposes, the promotions of the health, safety, morals, convenience, order, and general 
welfare of the citizens of Monroe County, Indiana and that the amendments should be adopted; 
 
Whereas the Board of Commissioners finds and confirms that the preparation and/or consideration of the 
Amendments, both the Board of Commissioners and the Plan Commission gave reasonable regard to: the 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan of Monroe County, Indiana; current conditions and the character of current 
structures and uses in each district; the most desirable use for which the land in each district is adapted; the 
conservation of property values throughout the jurisdiction; and the responsible development and growth; 
 
Whereas petitioner submitted a PUD Outline Plan and made representations to the Plan Commission 
pertaining to the use and development of the real estate, which Outline Plan is made a part of the Plan 
Commission packet; 
 
Now, therefore, be it resolved by the Board of Commissioners of Monroe County, Indiana, as follows: 

 
SECTION I. 

The Monroe County Zoning Ordinance is amended to rezone one (1) 42.12 +/- acre parcels in Section 20 of 
Perry Township at 4691 S Victor Pike (parcel #: 53-08-20-400-102.000-008) from Estate Residential 1 
(RE1) to a new Planned Unit Development (PUD) for the purposes of establishing residential lots as 
enumerated in the Outline Plan. The PUD must comply with all required improvement, construction 
standards, design standards, procedures and all other engineering standards contained within the Monroe 
County Code and other pertinent regulations except where specifically varied through the provisions of the 
ordinance. 

 
SECTION II. 

The Plan Commission, during their regular meeting on June 18th, 2024, voted 6-2 to forward this petition 



to the Monroe County Board of Commissioners with a “positive recommendation” and the following 
conditions of approval: 

1. Petitioner add maximum impervious coverage standards per lot as a percentage maximum 
under the Summary Table by Area (Exhibit 3). 

2. Petitioner revise the outline plan to confirm whether streets will be platted as public or 
private. If the streets will be private, the outline plan shall be revised to state the standards that 
will be followed as it relates or deviates with the “Manual for Construction Within and 
Adjacent to Monroe County Right-of-way”.  

3. Petitioner to implement a Bufferyard Type D on the southside and northside of the property 
boundary to better align with the purpose statement in Chapter 811 regarding buffering. 

4. Change karst conservancy areas to meet the 50 ft protection requirements per Chapter 761. 
Relocate/remove proposed dog park illustrated on the southside between lots numbered 96 
and 97 on Exhibit 4 (Now described as lots numbered 93 and 94 on the site plan submitted on 
July 15, 2024). 

5. Petitioner change the site plan and outline plan to state that the Open Space plan for the 
northeast side of the property shall protect the delineated floodplain zone and not propose any 
structures in this area, including eliminating any proposed boardwalks. 

 
SECTION III. 

This ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage and adoption by the Board of 
Commissioners of Monroe County, Indiana. 

 
Passed and adopted by the Board of Commissioners of Monroe County, Indiana, this ___ day of ________, 
2024.  
 
 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF MONROE COUNTY, INDIANA  
 
 

"Yes" Votes      "No" Votes 
 
________________________________ ____________________________________ 
Julie Thomas, President Julie Thomas, President 
 
 
________________________________ ____________________________________ 
Penny Githens, Vice President Penny Githens, Vice President 
 
 
 
________________________________ ____________________________________ 
Lee Jones, Commissioner Lee Jones, Commissioner 
 
 

 
_________________________________ 
Attest:  

 Brianne Gregory, Monroe County Auditor 



 

MONROE COUNTY PLAN COMMISSION                   June 18, 2024 
CASE NUMBER  PUO-23-7 
PLANNER Daniel Brown 
PETITIONER Donald Adkins Jr & Kevin Schmidt, C/o Daniel Butler, Bynum Fanyo & 

Assoc. 
OWNER White Oak Endeavors LLC 
REQUEST  Planned Unit Outline Plan 
ADDRESS 4691 S Victor Pike, Parcel #: 53-08-20-400-102.000-008 
ACRES 42.12 +/-  
ZONE Estate Residential 1 
TOWNSHIP Perry 
SECTION 20 
PLATS Unplatted 
COMP PLAN 
DESIGNATION 

MCUA Mixed Residential 

 
EXHIBITS 
1. New Petitioner Letter – Received June 2024 
2. New Petitioner Outline Plan Statement – Received June 2024 
3. New Summary Table by Area – Received June 2024 
4. New Petitioner Site Plan – Received June 2024 
5. New Petitioner Phase Plan – Received June 2024 
6. New Petitioner Area Plan – Received June 2024 
7. Petitioner Tree Preservation Plan – Received June 2024 
8. Capacity Letters 
9. Water/Wetland Delineation Summary Report 
10. Karst Report 
11. Preliminary Drainage and Water Quality Calculations 
12. Remonstrance for REZ-21-1 
13. Remonstrance for PUO-23-7 – Updated June 2024 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
The Plan Review Committee moved this petition forward without a recommendation during their meeting on December 
14, 2023. 
 
Staff recommends forwarding a “positive recommendation” to the County Commissioners due to the alignment of the 
Outline Plan with the findings per Chapter 811-6 Review Considerations, Chapter 811-1 Purpose, and Chapter 831-3 
Standards for Amendments, and is subject to MS4 Coordinator and Highway Engineer reports, and includes the following 
conditions: 

1. Petitioner add maximum impervious coverage standards per lot as a percentage maximum under the Summary 
Table by Area (Exhibit 3). 

2. Petitioner revise the outline plan to confirm whether streets will be platted as public or private. If the streets will 
be private, the outline plan shall be revised to state the standards that will be followed as it relates or deviates with 
the “Manual for Construction Within and Adjacent to Monroe County Right-of-way”.  

3. Petitioner to implement a Bufferyard Type D on the southside and northside of the property boundary to better 
align with the purpose statement in Chapter 811 regarding buffering. 

4. Change karst conservancy areas to meet the 50 ft protection requirements per Chapter 761. Relocate/remove 
proposed dog park illustrated on the southside between lots numbered 96 and 97 on Exhibit 4. 

5. Petitioner change the site plan and outline plan to state that the Open Space plan for the northeast side of the 
property shall protect the delineated floodplain zone and not propose any structures in this area, including 
eliminating any proposed boardwalks. 

 



 

The recommendation heavily weighed the Comprehensive Plan Designation in this area (Mixed Residential) and the fact 
that the current ordinance does not allow a mix of residential uses as recommended under the Comprehensive Plan in this 
area by-right. Currently, the only way to achieve the level of mixed residential buildings and lot size variation would be 
under a PUD.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING TIMELINE 
PLAN REVIEW COMMITTEE – December 14, 2023 

• Notes from Planning Staff: 
o Add links to the two previous packets so the public can see what has changed or summarized succinctly. 

▪ Link to the packet containing 2012-PUO-06 as presented during the Plan Commission 
Administrative Meeting on April 6, 2021 (2012-PUO-06 begins on Page 77) 

▪ Link to the packet containing REZ-21-1 (given the Ordinance Number 2021-36) as presented 
during the County Commissioners Formal Session on September 29, 2021 

• Part A 
• Part B (REZ-21-1, given the Ordinance Number 2021-36, begins here and continues 

through to Part F inclusive) 
• Part C 
• Part D 
• Part E 
• Part F 

o Where is the water capacity letter? Also, fire hydrants were an issue in past projects for this site. 
▪ Will Serve Letter for Water is included in Exhibit 14 of this report. 

o How close is this to annexation? 
▪ This site is in the proposed annexation area 1B. 

o Sinkholes were a concern, particularly sinkhole number 6. 
o How much of the open space is on private lots compared to the amount in common/drainage areas? 

▪ Daniel Butler answered this in the comment below. Note this may have changed with the updated 
site plan: 

 
PLAN COMMISSION Regular – January 16, 2024 (Preliminary Hearing) 

• Link to the packet for the January 16 meeting: 
o Part 1 
o Part 2 (The initial staff report for PUO-23-7 begins here.) 
o Part 3 

 
The Plan Commission requested that staff meet with the petitioner to come up with a revised Planned Unit Development 
Outline Plan that could better meet the requirements of Chapter 811, as well as address the fact that the original 2023 
submittal was primarily a repeat of the last submittal of this project that was withdrawn in 2021. Planning Staff met with 
the petitioners and went through the findings under the ordinance, and discussed where improvements could be made. We 
do believe that the applicant has listened and has provided an edited version of the Planned Unit Outline Plan that better 
reflects the Chapter 811-1 purpose, and includes a proposal that is different than the original 2021 proposal that was 
withdrawn by the petitioner. 
 
PLAN COMMISSION Regular – June 18, 2024 (Final Hearing) 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS – Exact date TBD 
 

Daniel Butler Remove Comment • Jan 5 2024 at 12,117 pm 

Hello Daniel, 
Yes, on the layout we have 70% of the required 25% open space on designated lots = 7.61 acres. 61% of that open 
space will not be used for drainage facilities= 4.64 acres 
-Daniel. Bynum Fanyo 

https://www.co.monroe.in.us/egov/documents/1617203315_8104.pdf
https://www.co.monroe.in.us/egov/documents/1632751560_82641.pdf
https://www.co.monroe.in.us/egov/documents/1632751595_26672.pdf
https://www.co.monroe.in.us/egov/documents/1632751635_13765.pdf
https://www.co.monroe.in.us/egov/documents/1632751669_95292.pdf
https://www.co.monroe.in.us/egov/documents/1632751707_25277.pdf
https://www.co.monroe.in.us/egov/documents/1632751744_64637.pdf
https://www.co.monroe.in.us/egov/documents/1704999635_95978.pdf
https://www.co.monroe.in.us/egov/documents/1704982140_29872.pdf
https://www.co.monroe.in.us/egov/documents/1704982210_47808.pdf


 

SUMMARY  
The petition site is located at 4691 S Victor PIKE, in Section 20 in Perry Township. The site is 42.12 +/- acres and currently 
contains one single-family residential structure and multiple accessory structures. The petitioner is requesting a Planned 
Unit Development rezone at this location in order to subdivide the property for a mix of housing types not currently 
permitted by-right in the Zoning Ordinance. Should this petition be approved, the petitioner will be creating 137 residential 
lots containing single-family residences detached, single family paired homes, and triplex/townhomes that will each be 
situated on their own lot with a shared wall. The densest housing type proposed under this PUO is a Tri-plex Townhome. 
 
The petitioners are providing the required 25% open space (10.53 acres). Staff also assumes approximately 20% of the 
acreage being dedicated towards right-of-way/utilities/sidewalks under the subdivision process. Staff estimates that the 
average proposed lot size after open space and right-of-way dedication would be approximately 0.18 acres. The Current 
Draft Zoning Map for the County Development Ordinance lists the subject property as transitioning fully to the “Community 
Development Residential” (CD) zoning district (0.21-acre minimum lot size). Under the Monroe CDO draft zoning for the 
CD district, it is proposed that Single-Family Attached Dwellings (3+ units) be a Conditional Use, while Single-Family 
Detached Dwelling, Single-Family Paired Dwelling (2 units) would be permitted by-right. Per this PUO proposal, they are 
requesting Single-Family Detached Dwelling, Single-Family Paired Dwelling (2 units), and Single Family Attached 
Dwelling (3+ units) all be permitted uses by-right. Under the current zoning of Estate Residential 1, only Single-Family 
Detached Dwellings would be permitted and the lot size would be a minimum of 1 acre. 
 
The proposed PUO includes an outer area (Area D in Exhibit 6) that would have a minimum lot size of 0.30 acres, which is 
less dense than the minimum lot size of the proposed CD district (0.21 acres) under the CDO, but more dense than under 
the current zoning of RE1 (1 acre minimum lot size). The innermost area (Area B) has a minimum lot size of 0.10 acres, 
and Areas A and C surrounding Area B have a minimum lot size of 0.12 and 0.22 acres respectively. The development 
generally transitions in density from the outer boundaries (least dense) to the inner most area (most dense).  
 
Under the County Development Ordinance, the densest zoning district (High Development Residential) has a minimum lot 
size of 0.14 acres and would allow all housing types proposed under this PUO, as well as multi-family dwellings (not 
proposed under this PUO). The petitioner is proposing lot size variations that could be enforceable by Planned Unit 
Development zoning as it contains 4 distinct design standards within one legal lot of record proposed to be subdivided. 
 
Two right-of-way activity permits have been submitted for this project, RW-23-359 and RW-23-360, which are pending 
review. 
 
The development includes two ingress/egress points along S Victor Pike, one connection to Clear Creek Trail and one 
connection to Bloomington Rail Trail. Approval of this outline plan amendment will amend the zoning map and allow for the 
proposed single-family residential development. 
 
 
BACKGROUND  
The area is zoned Estate Residential 1. There were two previous petitions for this property: 

1. A rezone attempt to Planned Unit Development (2012-PUO-6), which was withdrawn; and 
2. REZ-21-1, where the petition attempted to have the property rezoned from Estate Residential 1 to Medium Density 

Residential in order to then subdivide it into a similar residential layout to this petition. REZ-21-1 was Denied by 
the County Commissioners on September 29, 2021 by a vote of 3-0. 

 
This new petition includes the following differences from the earlier 2012-PUO-6. 

1. The replacement of proposed quad-plexes/townhomes with proposed single-family attached dwellings that appear 
as tri-plexes/townhomes but will have each individual unit on a separate lot. 

2. Estimated size of some proposed housing has changed (i.e., Zone C in 2012-PUO-6 had an estimated housing size 
between 1500-2500 square feet, while Zone C in PUO-23-7 has an estimated housing size between 1500-3500 
square feet). 

3. The layout, purpose, and minimum lot sizes of some Areas have changed. 
a. For 2012-PUO-6: 

-



 

i. Area ‘A’ (Single-family residential attached [Duplexes]) has minimum lot size of 0.14 acres. 
ii. Area ‘B’ (Single-family residential detached) has a minimum lot size of 0.22 acres. 

iii. Area ‘C’ (Option of quadplexes or single-family residential detached) has a minimum lot size of 
0.16 acres. 

iv. Area ‘D’ (Single-family residential detached with higher density) has a minimum lot size of 0.16 
acres. 

b. For PUO-23-7: 
i. (38 lots depicted) Area ‘A’ (Single-family residential attached [Duplexes]) has minimum lot size 

of 0.12 acres. 
ii. (39 lots depicted) Area ‘B’ (Single-family residential attached [Triplexes]) has a minimum lot 

size of 0.10 acres. 
iii. (22 lots depicted) Area ‘C’ (Single-family residential detached with higher density) has a 

minimum lot size of 0.22 acres. 
iv. (38 lots depicted) Area ‘D’ (Single-family residential detached with lower density) has a 

minimum lot size of 0.30 acres. 
4. PUO-23-7 includes standards for Parking Details and Neighborhood Signage. 
5. 2012-PUO-6 contained a note about a proposed connection to nearby trails giving access to a nearby school: 

“Access to Clear Creek Elementary - White Oak will also build a safe and easy access path that will allow 
children and families to access the Rail Trail and Clear Creek Trail thus allowing access to Clear Creek 
Elementary.” This same note is absent in PUO-23-7. 

6. PUO-23-7 gives an additional standard for landscaping: “When developing parks and open space, the design will 
take into consideration the existing landscaping and leverage it while making the space more useable.” PUO-23-7 
also gives the following detail about Landscaping: “Buffer yards are not planned to be installed along the North 
and South property lines. Type D buffer yards on the east side.” 

7. Under the section “Environmental Considerations”, PUO-23-7 adds a standard regarding drainage and watershed 
management, as well as a not regarding tree preservation. 

a. “Drainage development plan will REDUCE the runoff and outflow rates by more than 80% and bring the 
44+ Acres into compliance with the new “critical watershed” regulations.” 

b. “A tree preservation plan has been made for the site to preserve as many mature trees as possible.” 
8. A tree preservation plan has been provided for PUO-23-7. This was absent in 2012-PUO-6. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

COMMENTS FROM OTHER DEPARTMENTS  
 
Comments from Stormwater 

 
 
Comments from Highway Department 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Kelsey Thetonia Remove Cornrnent • Apr 22, 2024 at 3:13 pm 

This project was discussed at the Drainage Board on 2/1/2024. The Drainage Board will need to approve the, final 
drainage plan for this project. 

Crjtical Watershed and Detention DesjgQ: 
- This project is located in the Clear Creek Crrtical Watershed and shall meet the Critical Watershed release rates of 
0 .25 and 0.45 cfs/acre for the 10% and 1% AEP events, unless downstream outfalls are more restrictive. 
- Look at higher rain events to analyze existing conditions and find out how the detention works in the overall basin. How 
much would it raise Base Flood Elevation? Look at 500 year flood event 
- Post-development sediment storage shall provide 110% of the required storage for the 1% AEP event. 
Ade@ill;y of Outlets/Receiving Infrastructure: 
- Provide calculations demonstrating adequacy of existing culverts under the trails Where ponds will be discharging. 
- There is not a dear outlet for the pond at the northeast corner; in 2021, a stilling basin was proposed atth1s outlet. 
Karsf/Sensjtjve Environmental Areas: 
- Place sinkholes in SCAs. Provide overflow Drainage Easements for all SCAs_ 
- Avoid all wetlands on the property and provide additional velocity dissjpation and water qual(ty treatment for any srte 
runoff discharging to wetlands, if the Drainage Board will allow discharges to wetlands. What other measures can we 
apply to the outlet of the northeast detention pond? 
- Check for existing wells in the area. 
- Is bedrock going to be an issue? Are significant excavations anticipated? 
Tree Removal/Plantjng: 
- Show number of trees to be removed in the detention pond areas. Provide tree replanting plan with a ratto of at least 
1:1 tree replacement for any trees being removed as a result of detention ponds. 
- New trees and shrubs cannot be placed on pond embankments, spillways, or within 10 ft. of any stormwater 
infrastructure. 
Drafnage Easements: 
-All infrastructure outside the right-of-way will be placed in Drainage Easements accessible from the right-of-way. 
Ponds will be placed within Common Areas with Drainage Easements. 
- All floodptain on the property shall be placed in Drainage Easements. 
- Discharge from the ponds should be placed in Drainage Easements to the nearest receiving waterway (West Fork 
Clear Creek or Clear Creek). 
- Review the site for flood routing and provide easements where necessary. 

Ben Ayers ~ Remove Comment • Dec 5, 2023 at 5:32 pm 

Right of way Activity permit applications have been submitted and will be approved pending approval of Development 
Plan. A $30,000 Surety is required to be on file before the release of the permit. See RW-23-359 & RW-23-360. 



 

Comments from the Highway Engineer 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

e Paul Satterly Ri;move Comment • Nov 17, 2023 at L39 pm 

Intersection angles should be as close t o 90 degrees as possible and should notbe less than 70 degrees. Roadways 
shall meet the Monroe County design standards including roadway width, rolled curb and gutter. and pavement cross 
section. 

Daniel Butler 

Thank you, Paul. We can adhere to these standards with this plan. 
-Daniel. Bynum Fanyo 

Paul Satterly 

Remov1a Comrn1ant • Dec 20, 2023 al 4.59 pm 

Remow Comment • Mav 14 2024 at 3:58 pm 

A traffic study was conducted by Southern Meadows and they determined that an all-way stop would be required at 
the intersection of Rogers Street and That Road once two of the three developments in the area reached full build out. 
The developments included Southern Meadows, the Blind Squirrel development and the Trails at Robertson Farms. 
Southern Meadows will be making the improvements t o Rogers Street and the County will install the stop signs once 
the all-way stop control is warranted. 



 

LOCATION MAP  
The petition site is located south of the City of Bloomington, with frontage along South Victor PIKE in Section 20 of 
Perry Township. The site has been surveyed as 42.12 +/- acres and currently contains one single-family residential 
structure and multiple accessory structures, Parcel #: 53-08-20-400-102.000-008.  

 
 

ZONING AND ADJACENT ZONING 
The petition site is zoned Estate Residential 1. The adjacent properties are zoned PUD, and RE1. 
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INFRASTRUCTURE 
Capacity letters have been provided for this site regarding sewer, gas, electricity, and water (Exhibit 8). Right-of-Way 
activity permits have been submitted to the Highway Department for review (RW-23-360 and RW-23-359). A 49-page 
karst survey was resubmitted with this petition from 2020 (Exhibit 10), and a 7-page Water/Wetland Delineation 
Summary Report from 2020 (Exhibit 9) have been submitted for this project as well.  
 
 
SITE CONDITIONS 
Sidewalks do not run along either side of S Victor Pike where the proposed site will have access. Should this outline plan 
be approved, the next step would be a major subdivision meeting all requirements, such as sidewalks along both sides of 
all existing and proposed rights-of-way, unless the outline plan specifically states different standards. Multiple karst 
features are present on the property and shown within conservancy areas. Specific drainage plans would be reviewed and 
approved under a PUD Development Plan. Additionally, there is a large transmission line running through the middle of 
the lot. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Site Conditions Map 
□ Petitioner 
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SITE PICTURES 

 
Figure 1.  Pictometry photo from March-April 2020, looking north. 

 

 
Figure 2. View of the property from the driveway. 

 
 



 

 

 
Figure 3. View of the side of the property from the driveway 

 

 
Figure 4. View of two accessory structures on the property. 

 
 



 

 
Figure 5. View of single-family residential structure on the property. 

 

 
Figure 6. View a fence and field near the two accessory structures. 

 
 



 

 
Figure 7. View beyond the fence on the property. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DISCUSSION – PHASE I 
The petition site is located in the MCUA Mixed Residential districts on the Monroe County Urbanizing Area Plan 
portion of the Monroe County Comprehensive Plan. Points that align with the proposed PUD outline plan are highlighted 
in green. Points that differ from the MCUA districts are highlighted in grey. 
 
5.1.1 Mixed Residential 
Mixed residential neighborhoods accommodate a wide array of both single-family and attached housing types, 
integrated into a cohesive neighborhood. They may also include neighborhood commercial uses as a local amenity. 
 
These neighborhoods are intended to serve growing market demand for new housing choices among the full spectrum of 
demographic groups. Residential buildings should be compatible in height and overall scale, but with varied architectural 
character. These neighborhoods are often located immediately adjacent to mixed-Use districts, providing a residential base to 
support nearby commercial activity within a walkable or transit-accessible distance. 
 
• Transportation 

• Streets 
Streets in mixed residential neighborhoods should be designed at a pedestrian scale. Like mixed-Use 
districts, the street system should be interconnected to form a block pattern, although it is not necessary to 
be an exact grid. An emphasis on multiple interconnected  
streets which also includes alley access for services and parking, will minimize the need for collector 
streets, which are common in more conventional Suburban residential neighborhoods. Cul-de-sacs and 
dead-ends are not appropriate for this development type. 
Unlike typical Suburban residential subdivisions, mixed residential development is intended to be designed 
as walkable neighborhoods. Most residents will likely own cars, but neighborhood design should de-
emphasis the automobile. 

• Bike, pedestrian, and Transit modes 
Streets should have sidewalks on both sides, with tree lawns of sufficient width to support large shade 
trees. Arterial streets leading to or through these neighborhoods may be lined with multi-use paths. 
Neighborhood streets should be designed in a manner that allows for safe and comfortable bicycle travel 
without the need for separate on-street bicycle facilities such as bike lanes. As with mixed-Use districts, 
primary streets in mixed residential neighborhoods should be designed to accommodate transit. 

• Utilities 
• Sewer and water 

The majority of mixed residential areas designated in the land Use Plan are located within existing sewer 
service areas. Preliminary analysis indicates that most of these areas have sufficient capacity for additional 
development. Detailed capacity analyses will be necessary with individual development proposals to 
ensure existing infrastructure can accommodate new residential units and that agreements for extension for 
residential growth are in place. 

• Power 
Overhead utility lines should be buried to eliminate visual clutter of public streetscapes and to minimize 
system disturbance from major storm events. 

• Communications 
Communications needs will vary within mixed residential neighborhoods, but upgrades to infrastructure 
should be considered for future development sites. Creating a standard for development of communications 
corridors should be considered to maintain uniform and adequate capacity. 

• Open space 
• Park Types 

Pocket parks, greens, squares, commons, neighborhood parks and greenways are all appropriate for mixed 
residential neighborhoods. Parks should be provided within a walkable distance (one-eighth to one-quarter 
mile) of all residential units, and should serve as an organizing element around which the neighborhood is 
designed. 

• Urban Agriculture 
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Community gardens should be encouraged within mixed residential neighborhoods. These may be 
designed as significant focal points and gathering spaces within larger neighborhood parks, or as dedicated 
plots of land solely used for community food production. 

• Public Realm Enhancements 
• Lighting 

Lighting needs will vary by street type and width but safety, visibility and security are important. Lighting 
for neighborhood streets should be of a pedestrian scale (16 to 18 feet in height). 

• Street/Site furnishings 
Public benches and seating areas are most appropriately located within neighborhood parks 
and open spaces, but may be also be located along sidewalks. Bicycle parking racks may be provided 
within the tree lawn/ landscape zone at periodic intervals. 

• Development Guidelines 
• Open Space 

Approximately 200 square feet of publicly accessible open space per dwelling unit. Emphasis should be 
placed on creating well-designed and appropriately proportioned open spaces that encourage regular use 
and activity by area residents. 

• Parking Ratios 
Single-family lots will typically provide 1 to 2 spaces in a garage and/or driveway. Parking for multi-family 
buildings should be provided generally at 1 to 1.75 spaces per unit, depending on unit type/number of beds. 
On-street parking should be permitted to contribute to required parking minimums as a means to reduce 
surface parking and calm traffic on residential streets. 

• Site design 
Front setbacks should range from 10 to 20 feet, with porches, lawns or landscape gardens between the 
sidewalk and building face. Buildings should frame the street, with modest side setbacks (5 to 8 feet), 
creating a relatively continuous building edge. Garages and parking areas should be located to the rear of 
buildings, accessed from a rear lane or alley. If garages are front- loaded, they should be set back from the 
building face. Neighborhoods should be designed with compatible mixtures of buildings and unit types, 
rather than individual subareas catering to individual market segments. 

• Building form 
Neighborhoods should be designed with architectural diversity in terms of building scale, form, and style. 
Particular architectural themes or vernaculars may be appropriate, but themes should not be overly 
emphasized to the point of creating monotonous or contrived streetscapes. Well-designed neighborhoods 
should feel as though they have evolved organically over time. 

• Materials 
High quality materials, such as brick, stone, wood, and cementitious fiber should be encouraged. Vinyl and 
exterior insulated finishing Systems (eifS) may be appropriate as secondary materials, particularly to 
maintain affordability, but special attention should be paid to material specifications and installation 
methods to ensure durability and aesthetic quality. 

• Private Signs 
 Mixed residential neighborhoods should not feel like a typical tract subdivision. It may be appropriate for 
neighborhoods to include gateway features and signs, but these should be used sparingly and in strategic 
locations, rather than for individual platted subareas.  
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COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DISCUSSION – PHASE II 
The petition site is located in the MCUA Neighborhood Development (N2) proposed neighborhood district in the 
Monroe County Urbanizing Area Plan Ph II of the Monroe County Comprehensive Plan. This is a further classification 
from the Ph I Monroe County Urbanizing Area Plan land use plan.  
 
The Neighborhood Development District, under the MCUA Ph II plan, is described as “This district includes several 
existing residential subdivisions with primarily single-family lots and is intended to provide a greater 
opportunity for diverse housing types and densities. Mixed use nodes may be appropriate at key locations 
within this larger district, consistent with the recommendations of the Mixed Residential land use type 
designated in the Urbanizing Area Plan.” The plan further states that the following uses should be permitted, which 
this PUD does comply with these suggested mixed residential options:  
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COUNTY DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE (CDO) DISCUSSION 
The Current Draft Zoning Map for the County Development Ordinance lists the subject property as transitioning fully to 
the “Community Development Residential” (CD) zoning district (0.21-acre minimum lot size). 
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PUD REVIEW CONSIDERATIONS 
 
811-6 Review Considerations 
 

Section 811-6 (A) of the Monroe County Zoning Ordinance states: “The Plan Commission shall consider as many of the 
following as may be relevant to the specific proposal: 
 

(1) The extent to which the Planned Unit Development meets the purposes of the Zoning Ordinance, the 
Comprehensive Plan, and any other adopted planning objectives of the County. 

 
Findings: 

• The Comprehensive Plan designates the property as MCUA Mixed-Residential and MCUA Open Space;  
• The property is currently zoned RE1; 
• The current permitted use of the site is residential; 
• Adjacent properties are zoned RE1 and PUD; 
• The petitioner is proposing 25% (10.53 acres) open space. Chapter 811 states: “Permanent open space shall be 

defined as parks, playgrounds, landscaped green space, and natural areas, not including schools, community 
centers or other similar areas in public ownership.”  

• Conclusion: the petitioner is meeting the purpose and standard of review under the PUD chapter in the zoning 
ordinance, and meets the intent of the Comprehensive Plan (Mixed Residential). 

 
(2) The extent to which the proposed plan meets the requirements, standards, and stated purpose of the Planned 

Unit Development regulations. 
 

Findings: 
• See Findings (1); 
• The stated purpose of Planned Unit Developments are as follows: 

o Reflect the policies of the Comprehensive Plan specific to the neighborhood in which the PUD is to be 
located; this proposal appears to mostly align with the policies of the Comprehensive Plan in this 
area (see above). However, no mixed- u s e  commercial amenities are being provided, though it is 
stated as “may be provided” in the Comprehensive Plan. The Joseph Greene PUD/Clear Creek Urban 
Development at the corner of S Rogers St and W That Rd (approximately 0.25 miles away) will offer 
first floor commercial uses, including a possible Convenience Store, Bakery, Bike Shop, Restaurant, 
Tavern, and Temporary/Seasonal Activities per their approved Ordinance. 

o Provide substantial buffers and transitions between areas of different land use and development 
densities; the layout of zones A, B, C, and D guides the transition of density. Area D buffers the 
adjacent properties to the north, south, and east, and contains the least-dense of the proposed 
housing types with a minimum lot size of 0.3 acres. In addition, the property is buffered by an 
existing bike trail on the south and east sides. The petitioner has included a landscaping plan to 
offer bufferyards; staff is recommending a bufferyard planting requirement of a Type D along the 
northside and southside of the property. 

o Enhance the appearance of neighborhoods by conserving areas of natural beauty, and natural green 
spaces; they are preserving the minimum open space required. The open space being preserved is 
constrained due to existing environmental conditions. Open Space is defined in Chapter 801 as the 
following: “Open Space. Total horizontal area of all portions of the lot not covered by buildings, 
structures, streets, parking areas or paved walkways.” Though the proposal meets the technical 
definition of Open Space, the area provided as open space is otherwise largely non-buildable, 
consisting of: floodplain, a utility easement, karst features, and areas over 15% slope. Per the PUD 
Chapter 811-1, advantages of PUDs are to, in part, “enhance the appearance of neighborhoods by 
conserving areas of natural beauty, and natural green spaces.” Some of the other areas on the 
property would fit into this category other than, for instance, the 100’ wide transmission line 
easement area. 



 

o Counteract urban monotony and congestion on streets; they have proposed three potential housing 
types throughout the site. The site is accessible to W Victor Pike, as well as the Rail Trail and the 
Clear Creek Trail.  

o Promote architecture that is compatible with the surroundings; they have not provided architectural 
standards besides sample images in the Petitioner’s Outline Plan. The current ordinance does not 
include architectural standards for new development, however the petitioner is encouraged to 
incorporate some level of architectural standards in the private covenants for the subdivision. 

o Buffer differing types of land use and intensities of development from each other so as to minimize any 
adverse impact which new development may have on existing or zoned development; the development 
ranges in lot sizes and density; The proposed PUO includes an outer area (Area D in Exhibit 6) that 
would have a minimum lot size of 0.30 acres, which is less dense than the minimum lot size of the 
proposed CD district (0.21 acres). Meanwhile the innermost area (Area B) has a minimum lot size 
of 0.10 acres. Areas A and C have a minimum lot size of 0.12 and 0.22 acres respectively, and serve 
as transition areas between Areas D and B. 

o Promote and protect the environmental integrity of the site and its surroundings and provide suitable design 
responses to the specific environmental constraints of the site and surrounding area; Staff finds that 
the environmental conservation meets the minimum needed to meet the terms of the PUD 
ordinance. Staff is proposing a condition that would require protection of the delineated floodplain 
and all karst conservancy areas note on the site plan (Exhibit 4). Further, the proposal will require 
Drainage Board approval if the PUO is enacted. 

o Effectuate implementation of the Comprehensive Plan. The request for smaller lot sizes and varied 
housing types near a trail meets the comprehensive plan for this area. 

 
(3) The extent to which the proposed plan departs from the zoning and subdivision regulations otherwise 

applicable to the subject property, including but not limited to, the density, dimension, bulk, use, required 
improvements, and construction and design standards and the reasons, which such departures are or are not 
deemed to be in the public interest. 

 
Findings: 

• See Findings (1) and (2); 
• Portions of the site have varied minimum lot sizes ranging from 0.10 acre to 0.30 acres. The current zoning 

designation of Estate Residential 1 requires a minimum lot size of 1 acre. The current zoning designation and the 
Comprehensive Plan for this area are mismatched, and therefore, staff finds that the departure of the proposal from 
the Comprehensive Plan for this area to be less. However, the departure from the current zoning district of RE1 
without regard to the Comprehensive Plan does signify a large departure from the design standards currently 
permitted including primarily the lot size. 

• The site has a proposed minimum lot width at building line of 50 feet, with a note stating that some of the 
triplex/townhomes may have a minimum lot width of 35 feet instead; 

• The proposed building heights are compatible with the current zoning districts; 
 

(4) The proposal will not be injurious to the public health, safety and general welfare 
 

Findings: 
• See Findings 1-3 above; 

 
(5) The physical design and the extent to which it makes adequate provision for public services, provides 

adequate control over vehicular traffic, provides for and protects common open space, and furthers the amenities 
of light, air, recreation and visual enjoyment. 

 
Findings: 

• Staff will be reviewing a development plan and major subdivision if approved; 
• The petition site will be subdivided and the management of common areas will remain under the control of a 



 

Homeowner’s Association (HOA) that will be formed as part of the subdivision process; 
• The petitioner is proposing 25% (10.53 acres) open space. Chapter 811 states: “Permanent open space shall be 

defined as parks, playgrounds, landscaped green space, and natural areas, not including schools, community 
centers or other similar areas in public ownership.” 

 
(6) The relationship and compatibility of the proposal to the adjacent properties and neighborhoods, and whether 

the proposal would substantially interfere with the use of or diminish the value of adjacent properties and 
neighborhoods. 

 
Findings: 
• See Findings (1), (3) & (5); 

• The petitioner states in their written statement (Exhibit 1) that the development is designed to provide a mix 
of housing options; 

• The proposed PUD outline plan would connect to two trails as well as provide access via a trail to an MCCSC 
elementary school (Clear Creek Elementary School); 

 
(7) The desirability of the proposal to the County’s physical development, tax base, and economic well- being. 

 
Findings: 
• See Findings under Section (6); 
• The petitioner submitted design plans that are aesthetic in nature. In addition, the petitioner highlighted 

some potential benefits of this project: 
• Trail connections to the Rail Trail and Clear Creek Trail 
• Fills a need for attainable middle-class housing 
• Provides a mix of housing types 

 
(8) The proposal will not cause undue traffic congestion and can be adequately served by existing or programmed 

public facilities and services. 
 

Findings: 
• See Findings under Section (5) & (6); 
• Multiple road connections are proposed within the outline plan that will increase interconnectivity between the 

proposed neighborhood areas; 
• The petitioner is proposing two points of access off S Victor Pike to serve the proposed PUD; 
• A further review of traffic considerations will be reviewed at the Development Plan phase of the project by the 

Highway Department; 
 

(9) The proposal preserves significant ecological, natural, historical and architectural resources to the extent 
possible. 

 
Findings: 
• The PUD outline plan has open space requirements that will be described legally as unbuildable; 
• The petitioner states that 10.53 acres will serve as open space which is 25% of the total site acreage; 
• Exhibit 1 states that the drainage/stormwater management areas will be managed by an HOA to be established 

during the subdivision process; 
• Exhibit 1 states that street trees will be provided a minimum of every 50 ft or every lot location, whichever is 

greater and that there will be no buffer yard requirements along the north and south property lines. Type D 
buffer yards may be established on the east side. 



 

 
 
 
 
Chapter 831-3 Standards for Amendments: In preparing and considering proposals to amend the text or maps of this 
Zoning Ordinance, the Plan Commission and the Board of County Commissioners shall pay reasonable regard 
to: 
 

(A) The Comprehensive Plan; 
Findings: 

• See Chapter 811-6(A)1 Finding above. The proposed PUO meets the intent of the Comprehensive Plan 
(Mixed Residential) for this area. 

 
(B) Current conditions and the character of current structures and uses in each district; 

Findings: 
• The property currently exhibits a single-family residence and accessory structures; 
• The proposal includes a mix of residential uses; 
• The proposal includes four Areas that have differing design standards. The outer most Area will be 

Single-Family Detached Dwellings, which is consistent with what is currently on the property. The 
innermost area will include a mix of housing types, which is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and 
is meeting the purpose of the PUD chapter 811. 

 
 

(C) The most desirable use for which the land in each district is adapted; 
Findings: 

• The Comprehensive Plan has this area designated as Mixed Residential; 
• The use of the property will be residential, which is aligned with current and proposed adjacent uses in 

the area; 
 
 

(D) The conservation of property values throughout the jurisdiction; and 
Findings: 

• Property value tends to be subjective; 
• The effect of the approval of the rezone on property values is difficult to determine; 

 
 

(E) Responsible development and growth. 
Findings: 

• The proposal does include capacity letters for all utilities, including the ability to access sewer; 
• The petition site is adjacent to two multi use paths; 
• The property is in proximity to nearby mixed use districts and other amenities; 

 
 
 

 



 

EXHIBIT 1: New Petitioner Letter 

May 1, 2024 

Monroe County Plan Commission 
Monroe County Planning Department 
Showers Building 
501 N. Morton Street, Room 224 
Bloomington, IN 47404 

RE: White Oak Endeavors LLC PUD Zoning Petition 

4691 S. Victor Pike 
Bloomington , Indiana 

TEL:720-560-5947 
whiteoakendeavors@gmail.com 

Post our MR rezone petition and subsequent initial planning commission meeting, we have 
worked harder to understand the needs of Monroe County deeper and identify potential solutions 
for as many members of the community as possible. We are confident that this PUD petition 
offers unique solutions to help solve what has now become a longstanding issue of lack of 
attainable housing in Monroe County. We have developed this plan based around the specific 
feedback received over the last 6 months and the interactions we have had with our neighbors. 
With that said, we are, and will remain, very open to any and all suggestions from the County 
leadership, Planning Commission members and most importantly surrounding community 
members. 

White Oak Endeavors LLC petitions for planned unit development designation to create The 
Trails at Robertson Farms, a family focused subdivision. The PUD is designed to create a 
unique housing market as a homogenous neighborhood with emphasis on leveraging existing 
infrastructure and community investment in our wonderful network of trails. The project 
location has immediate access to public infrastructure and utilities to create a wonderful 
neighborhood setting. The project site is located in the Bloomington urbanizing area with 
excellent access to the road network, including close access to 1-69. 

The proposed planned unit development embodies many of the objectives and policies in the 
developing Monroe County Comprehensive Land Use Plan. Special attention was paid to create 
a variety of housing stock, to leverage existing public infrastructure, and to develop an infill 
project in the Bloomington urbanizing area not contributing to urban sprawl. 

The project is uniquely positioned to maximize single family home options adjacent to two major 
multi-use pathways/community trails -- the Clear Creek Trail and the Bloomington Rail Trail. 



 

11w planned unit development will be de~igJ1ed in three phases to allow market absorption of the 
homes while maintailllng flexibility to modify specific home design, home type or size and home 
costs to meet market demands over the 6 year project. 

'TI1e neighborhood is divided into five development areas -- areas A, B, C and D. Each area will 
offer specific features for housing with the i.t1tent to ensure there are multiple option~ that take 
advantage oflocal infrastrncture. A brief summary of these areas is below: 

Area A: Primarily paired single family homes 
Area 1:3: Focused on home options that best utilize the lots and provide mmk.et 
optionr1lity. 
Areas C: Primarily single family homes "hcatt of the neighborhood' ' 
i\.rcas D: Focused on promiwn single family home options thal best uLilizc lhc trails 

We huvl.! heard 1md are liste11ing to tho Commissioners renewed foctL~ on providing more housing 
in the county as this hus hemi a significant focus of public and political conversations over the 
last 4 mouths. We believe that we have a solution that does in fact meet the desire and rc.duces 
tl1e need for sprawling infrastructure needs to do so. 

')11c Trails development is focused on 111ct1li11g the intent of l11c Monroe County Com.prnbens ivc 
I.and Use Plan as guidance in the devdopmenl ol'this land. ·111e Land lise Plan outlint:s 
numerous objectives for pla1u1ing development within the Bloouiinglon Urbanizing Area, 
including: 

Focus on new growth and deve.Jopment withi11 the core of the existing coilll.Ilunrty 

Promotes a fonn of development tlrnt mat.ch es SlltTounding density 

Capitalizes on existi11g infr-astrncture designed for this use 

Maintains a distinctive edge separating urban areas from rnrnl areas 

Encourages reinve-slment, infill and redevelopment 

Provides a rMge of housing choice and .increased affordabi lity making options tilat are 
more attainable 

Integrates open space, local trail network, uaturnl and historic resources into the lm1d use­
and development paltems 

'l11e Trai ls development believes the goal of the Comprehensive Use Plan is critical to tl10 
longevity of devlllopment in the Bloomington and Monroe County area. Petitioners have 
researched 1he status of the housing market in the Momoe County nrea for more thnn 3 years. 
For the Monroe County area. the National Association of Realtors reports that the market supply 
forho111i::s al a p rice up to $400,000 is exlri::mely low and has been for 3 straight years. The lack 



 

or available new home inventory in this pric.: range of $400.000 and below has the negative 
effect of drivi11g prices upward. Qirreut data (October 2023) illustrates the cut·Nnt supply of 
homes in the Monroe County area at less than 2 months and for perspective, a "healthy market' ' 
is considenid ·-6 months of inventory. ·111is has led lo unpreced,mted increases in home prices 
and difficulty in attracting business and individual talent to the region. TI1e ability to develop 
su.1gle family homes that are attainable is critical to inctease the availabiLity and the inventory of 
new homes at price points below $400,000. Without increasing the inventory of available 
homes, Monroe County will continue to see upward presstu·e dliving the new home prices ever 
highe1·. increasing the difficulty for first time buyers and homeowners. 

TI1c proposed PUD will be designed to provide housing inventory below this critical price point 
of $400,000. To aocomplish this goat a specifically designed ni--ighborhood providing multiple 
housing options on smaller lots is c1itical. Major factors i11 new home costs are tl1e land costs 
and upfront development coSl!i in a new neighborhood. Petitioner will accomplish two major 
objectives with this devd]OpJ11enl. 'l11is PUD will he part of the solution to providing housing 
invc-ntoty that is attainable to many of our Monroe County res-ide-ut.s. rt is essential to create 
housing inventory ut a more affordable price. Ju addition, tl1is neighborhood will be uniquely 
designed to promote use or the trails and support lhe environment-al concerns or the area 
Monroe County and Hlooming1011 have invested sigi,i(icantly in lhe development of a trail 
network and continue to do so. ·n1is housing project will capitalize on that investment with 
home products that are intended to be attractive to home buyers who will C.'lpitalize ou close 
proximity lo !he trail network. Finally, tJ1e dcvelopmenl will bring the 44+ acres inlo compliance 
with the critical watershed regulations, reduce tJ1e outflow rates hy -·80%, increase the total trees 
on site by ~50% and pres.erve all the natural Kar5t and protected species liviug/migrnting ou the 
pmperty. 

Additionally, as a key oonsidern1ion The Trails will serve as a buffer/transition zone from the 
more dense utility served neighbo1'hoods to the north, east and west to the less de11se non-inility 
served estates to the south. The Trails has acco.mplishe.d this by focusing on low density on the 
exterior of the neighborhood while still offering density akin to the sm'rotmding neighborhoods 
on the interior of the development. TI1is facilities the need of a trausition zone as well as 
increasing !he attainability of the housing offerings. 

The PUD capitalizes on the unique location between the juncture of the two major tra,ils. The 
smaller lots .and the compact fonu of development m·e geared toward increasi11g single family 
home afrordability whi le remaining aligned with lhe surrounding neighborhood densi:ty. 
Compact development will capitalize on and leverage existing public infrastrncture. The design 
\\iith the interior road network bordered cm two sides by the trails and on the third side by a major 
road (''majorcolledor") isolates and maintains adistinctive-.:dge to the developm.:nt separating 
urban are1t~ from n:1ral areas. 

Petitioner endorses 1he development requirements for dedicated open space. TI1e project will 
include no less tJian 25% dedicated open space. However, Petitioner is also commitfod to 
making the open spac.: usable. Our i11knl is not only to provide a dedicat.:id op1m space, but to 



 

do so in a ml'mner Llial is usab]c by developing amMili l:'s wit11in 1hose areas while preserving the 
open spac<! character and will be discussed below. 

Part of devdoping a compact m:ighborhood with small~r lots in order to me.:t lh:J market 
requirements for providing diverse housing opt ions within a price point that makes it affordable 
or attainable is to maximize the use oft be land within the neighborhood. The open spaces will 
also be Ievernged for dual use as mentioned above to maximize the-reside11t's enjoyment of them 
aod may include amenities such as: 

community garden/orchard 
dog park 
trail terraced park 
children's park and u pipe park 

Back yards of se!.:cted lots adjacent 1() the trnil and the land under the Duke Power easement will 
also provide open space_ RcslTictivc covenanL~ wil) prcvcnt developmenl or construd ion of 
improvcmc,1ts within t11at dedicated open space. 'I11e restrictive covenauts would fu11hcr allow 
limited fencing, hut othern•ise maintain the open spa..:e. 

LitJique to 'J11c Trails, a park open lo not ju~l the neighborhood but also the ..:ommunity will he 
0011,~tructed adjacent to lhe Rail Trail. ·n,is teffaced park would take advantage of its proximity 
to the trnil and provide both the neighborhood and co1m1muity with au outdoor reorentioJl asset. 

'J11e developer~ are committed to creating a unique neighborhood that capitalizes on the 
in.rrastructure ,md the. trnil network to establish a housing mix that is focused on quality and 
attainability for single family hom.:s. ·n1e developm,mt is intentionally targeted Lo th<! 
homeowner population that sees the v,ilue in a home ne,1r o.r adjacent to the trail netw·ork. The 
developers are eager to become a long,tetm pa1tu.:i.r in residential development in Mou.roe 
County making a signHlcant contribution to crea(mg diverse housing options in a very special 
oomnrnui1y. 

A bit of background 011 the lead develope1s is below. 

Kevin Schmid/ was born and raised in Aurorn. CO and tlflended the Co/,otado School of 
Al[ines to pursue his dreams of becoming an engineer. In 2006. he graduated with a degree jn 
Civil Ehgineering and ll/oved to Houston. TX to take an oppon11nity with a large international 
Rnergy company. Over the course of the next 16 year.'i he lived in 5 co11nfries including Doha. 
Qatar. Sr John's N ewfoundland, Ulsan, Ko,·ea, Indonesia andivfilan. Jtaly managing 
cons/ruction of multiple major energy projects. I I e has had a wonded11/ opporlunily to work with 
and li!arn/rom many cultures and has 1L1·ed Iha/ perspective lo build ufamily and look:fot ways 
rouse thiJ in everyrhing he does. ills in, /aws are both !U alumni tmd hi.I-family roOTs in the Big 
Ten are strong bu/ over !he reoenl period he and his f,1mlly have really oome to en/oy and love 
Bloomington. 



 

Donnie Adkins was bom and raised in St l.,011is. /1.10. After hls one (cmd only) vhil to 
Bloomington he decide.d JU was where he would pursue his degtee. In 2001. he grnduated with 
a degree in Astrophysics/Astronomy and was commissioned as an officer in the USAF. During 
the next 6 years while on active duty. he seri,ed in 3 d-ifferen1 assig11111en1s and one deployment 10 

Iraq during which he received several medals including a Bronze Scar. In 2007, he boch marrie.d 
and joined a l.arge energy company after departing the USAF. Since then. he and his family 
have lived in 4 d(fjerenc locations around the 1ilOrld including St John's, Ne)~foundland. Canada. 
Dubai, UAE and Lagos. Mgeria while working major energy projects. Donnie ·s sincere love for 
lJ/oomington and JU never waned since he departed and has oflen brought hisfamily back in the 
Summer and Winter breaks to share hjs love oJBloomington and the Southern Jndiana omdoors 
with them. lle e11rrently has four children clges 12. 11. 8. 6 and all t7re eager to move 10 
!Jloo111ington fn /he next couple yew·s to finaUy see the f foosiers play in person. 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Page- 6 

111c outline plan application includes the following items: 

outline plan/site plan (Updated based on Feedback) 

application fonn aud application foe payment (Previously Paid) 

S1Qnn waler and drainage plans (Previously SuhmiUcd) 

- smnplc hous ing mixes, induding single fa111ily and townhomes (No d1angc) 

- detailed commitment on lot :.ize and custom home mixes (Updated based on 
Feedback) 

Respectfully submitted, 

Donald Adkins Jr. & Kevin .Sohm 1dl 



 

EXHIBIT 2: New Petitioner Outline Plan Statement 

PUD OUTLINE PLAN 

Housing & Vision 

The Trails at Robertson Farm is envisioned to be both a highly desirable and attainable 
neighborhood that will serve middle-class families for decades and become a true 
landmark in the community. Like other locations in the USA, families in 
Bloomington/Monroe County are struggling for attainable midd(e-class housing. The 
Trails will help solve this problem by providing families multiple housing products for 
various 1ncome levels where they can flourish. Complete with numerous parks, ample 
green space, and access to the two most popular trails and outdoor features in Monroe 
County, the neighborhood will become a longstanding asset to the community. Whether 
they commute 4 miles by bicycle to downtown or 40 miles by car to Crane, all residents 
will be able to enjoy the benefits of living in an environmentally connected sustainable 
heighborhood with great parks and easy tra ii accesses. 

Phasing 

Three phases are envisioned with roughly a third of the lots in each phase (~40-45 
homes each). The exact split will be determined by the geographfc zones and housing 
type. Phase 1 is planned as a 3-year buildout. Phases 2 and 3 are each estimated at 
2.5 year buildouts. See 402039_Base-Phase Exhibit.PDF. 

• For Phase 1, assuming board approval in Spring, 2024, development will break 
ground in the Summer and the first lots will be constructed by Spring, 2025. 
Final lots will be developed by Spring, 2028. 

• Phase 2 will' likely have some development overlap with Phase 1. Assuming 
start of construction (utilities) of Phase 2 in Summer, 2027 and commencing 
home construction in Spring, 2028, development of Phase 2 is expected to be 
completed by Spring, 2030. 

• Phase 3 would likely have some overlap with Phase 2. Assuming start of 
construction (utilfties) for Phase 3 fn Fall, 2028 and commencing home 
construction in Spring, 2029, Phase 3 is expected to be completed by Summer, 
2031 . 

The PU D will provide a mix of housing types including 1500-3500 square feet single 
family homes for all sizes of families and triplex/townhome options for more affordable 
housing options that will meet the need of young professionals that are rnoving to the 
area. 
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Variety of Housing Options 

Single Family Homes: 

• Estimated size 1500-3500 square feet 
• 2-car garage 
• Most homes will be 1.5-story homes with options for ranches and 2 story homes 
• Phases 1 & 3 will include selected lots developed with walk-out basements 

(South & East side of the neighborhood along the trails). These lots could be 
developed with larger, premium homes that will contribute to providing a variety 
of housing options in this neighborhood to include homeowners desiring a larger 
or more versatile home in a neighborhood that leverages access to the trails. 
These houses will be on very large lots in many cases and preserve the 
aesthetics of the area. 

Example Single Family Homes 
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Paired Single Family Homes (adjacent lots with a zero lot line at the common property 
line; 2 single family homes paired with a common wall at the common property line) 

• Each home estimated at 1500-2500 square feet 
• 2-car garage 
• 1 ½ or 2 story homes connected with smaller yards but easy access to 

common green space/parks (providing a housing option for buyers who do 
not want maintenance obligation for larger lawns) 

Example Paired Single Family Homes 



 

Triplex/Town Hom es: (provides housing options responsive to market and buyer 
demands) 

• Each home estimated at 1500-2200 square feet 
• 1 or 2-ca r garage 
• 2 or 3 story building with shared common walls at I ot lines and zero lot 

Ii nes for the inn er lot. 
• This housing option requires narrower lots; and zero lotlines. Lot width 

will be no less than 35 feet. 
• Provide great value for sma lier families in a less dense than multifamily 

setting. 

Examples of Triplex/Townhomes 
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Development Areas 

• Zone A - Primarily paired single family homes of an estimated size ranglng from 
1500-2500 square feet on lots that are smaller. Lots in this area are intended to 
range from 0.12 to 0.36 acres and facilitate quality attainable single family homes 
(in many cases a zero setback lot tine will be required). 

• Zone B - Primarily Triplex/Townhomes (three adjacent lots with common walls at 
the common property lines.) The density provided by the triplex home design 
further maximizes housing opportunities in close proximity to tra ils but remains 
concealed in the middle of the development. Townhomes would be likely 1-2 
story homes with 1 or 2 car garages on the street side with an estimated 1200-
1800 square feet. This allows for a more diverse home offering opportunity in 
the area . 

• Zone C - The primary area for the standard single family home in the 
neighborhood. Lot size between 0.22 and 0.26 acres to match or exceed 
surrounding neighborhoods in lots size and space for families. Housing size is 
estimated between 1600-2800 square .feet, subject to market demand. 

• Zone D - Single family homes on very large lots with focused trail access and 
possible walkout basements. This area will serve as a ''transition" buffer between 
the walking trails/surrounding neighbors and The Trails development. With a lost 
size min of 0.30 acres this area is akin to Low Density Residential and 
significantly less dense than the surrounding neighborhoods. By design, the 
houses will be the cornerstone of the neighborhood and focus on aesthetically 
pleasing street and trail facades. House sizes estimated at 1500-3500 square 
feet and could be the more premium homes in the area with a specific desire to 
integrate them with the natural beauty of the trails in the area. 
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"': : '"." 
~,:JC: ~ J;C, 

Development Zones 

AREA '0' - SINGLE FAMILY 
- 5.06 ACRES {'MTHOUT t 

PUBLJC R.0.W.) 

- ---............... _____ 

AREA '8' - SINGLE 
FAMILY 'MTH 

TRI-PLEX/ 
TOWNHOMES -

6.38 ACRES 
('MTHOUT PUBUC 

R.O.W.) 

AREA 'C' - SINGLE • 
FAMILY - 5.18 

ACRES {'MTHOUT 
PUBLIC R.O.W.) 

A detailed table that provides a summary by zone and phase is attached in appendix A. 

Construction 

• Maximum building height will depend on the zone. Zone A, C & D would be no 
more than 2 stories and Zone B would be maximum 3 stories. 

• Side setback of 5 feet on lots for building permanent structures unless a zero lot 
line is required for shared-wall homes. 
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Summary of Design Standards 

All areas will maintain a minimum 50 foot lot width at the front yard setback of 20 feet, 
except minimum 35 foot lots for triplex/townhome lots. All areas will maintain a 20 foot 
rear yard setback. All areas contain a 5 foot side yard setback with exception for zero 
lot lines in paired single family Home lots and triplex/townhome common property line. 

• Area 'A' has minimum lot size of 0.12 acres 
• Area 'B' has a minimum lot size of 0.10 acres 
• Area 'C' has a minimum lot size of 0.22 acres 
• Area 'D' has a minimum lot size of 0.30 acres 

No soil will be disturbed on slopes greater than 25% for any residential home building, 
accessory structures, driveways and utilities. 

Parking Details 

Parking will be allowed both in individual lots and on neighborhood streets. The 
neighborhood covenant will dictate specifics around the on-street parking related to time 
of day and seasonal restrictions. 

Neighborhood Signage 

Signs will be utilized for common area and neighborhood identification. These signs will 
follow the placement and setback requirements set forth in the county zoning. This PUD 
will allow signs that are no larger than 64 square feet with a max sign height of 8 feet. 
Signs will be used as required to identify the neighborhood, common areas and site 
safety requirements. Signage will be covered with the preliminary Plat approval where 
possible at the time. 

Residential Use 

This PUD community is designed solely for residential use. Home offices and working 
from home will be allowed but further details will be determined and managed by the 
neighborhood association. Restrictive covenants will be adopted to protect and 
preserve the residential character of the neighborhood. This will ensure the 
neighborhood remains current as residential needs progress over time. 

Proposed Amenities 

Amenities will be created leveraging the dedicated open spare, thus maximizing the 
recreation value of the open space. As permitted, amenities will also be developed 
within the dedicated utility easement area. Amenities may include (Pictures of 
examples below): 
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• Children's park - A sustainable and environmentally friendly park that leverages 
the history and geographical features of the site. The neighborhood will have at 
least one park with other areas dispersed throughout the neighborhood as open 
space, community areas. 

• Trail Terrace Park - Leveraging the designated open space near to and with 
access to the Bloomington Rail Trail. The terraced park would be accessible to 
trail users, making the park an extraordinary neighborhood amenity. 

• Dog park - Given the current focus on family and pets, The Trails will develop the 
dog park as a meaningful addition and amenity to the neighborhood and provide 
a public service for all owners with furry family members. 

• Neighborhood Orchard/Grow Area - Leveraging the designated green space and 
focused on dual use we plan to have a location for the neighborhood to foster a 
community growing area. 

• Drainage areas - In accordance with the approved drainage plan, dedicated 
drainage areas will be installed and maintained by a neighborhood owners 
association. To the extent not incompatible with the drainage plan and dedicated 
drainage facilities, the open space comprising a drainage area will be designed 
for dual use as an amenity area with such use compatible with the preservation 
of the drainage features. 

• Neighborhood Access to and utilization of trails- The Trails will create 
responsible, aesthetically pleasing and easy access for all neighborhood 
residents to the Clear Creek Trail and the Bloomington Rail Trails. This amenity 
is critical to the success of the Trails development. The neighborhood will 
leverage access to the trails and incorporate the trails in design and layout of the 
neighborhood, sidewalks and lots. The attention to trail accessibility will be 
consistent with City of Bloomington and Monroe County investment in the trail 
network as a key centerpiece of the community. The neighborhood will have 3-4 
"Open Access" areas to the trails from the inside of the neighborhood. 

• Individual Access to trails - Further enhancing the neighborhoods benefits and 
use of local infrastructure, lots on the trails may have individual trail access. 

Dog Park 
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Children's "Pipe" Park 

Terrace Park Renderings 

THE TRAILS AT ROBERTSON FARM f.EBRUARY 2021 

8l00MINGTON, INOIANA 
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Community Grow Area 

Open Space 

The development will include 25% of the area as dedicated open space, but where 
possible, feasible and appropriate designed for combined use with development of the 
various amenities. Dedicated open space will be comprised of improved open space, 
undisturbed open space, parks, drainage areas and deeded portions of selected lots 
primarily lots adjacent to a trail spaced throughout the area. 

Exam pie of Open Space 
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Drainage Plan & Karst Feature Protection 

Development will incorporate all features of the approved drainage plan that was 
certified by the Drainage Commission in 2021. For any Karst features identified in the 
development area, a Karst conservancy area will be dedicated and/or approved Karst 
protection features installed. The Karst study performed on this property identified all 
minor Karst structures and conservancy areas have been identified on development 
plans. This PUD will follow Section 829 as guidance for Karst & Sinkhole design 
standards. 

Traffic 

Access to SR 37 and 1-69 is only a half mile away by major county road. This provides 
convenient access from the neighborhood to major road networks and major employers. 
South Victor Pike is deemed a "Major Connector" per Monroe County Thoroughfare 
Plan Adopted Dec 12, 2018. The Trails plans for a minor expansion of S Victor Pike 
and except for streets interior to the neighborhood, traffic will not circulate through or 
intrude on established neighborhoods or other residential developments. The Trails will 
continue to commit to necessary development improvements adjacent to the 
neighborhood on S Victor Pike in accordance with the Highway guidance/requests. 

Interior Streets & Sidewalks 

• The interior streets and sidewalks will follow the provided typical street profile. 
.. Sidewalks will be installed at the right-of-way line 5 feet off the street with a 

minimum 4 foot sidewalk width and on at least one side of each interior street. 
• The neighborhood sidewalks will connect with the trail access ways so that easy 

access between the neighborhood and the trails is afforded to 
walkers/runners/bicyclists. 

Landscaping 

• A tree will be provided a minimum of every 50 feet or every lot location whichever 
is greater. 

o Tree quantities will increase by - 50% -during The Trails development. 
• Buffer yards are not planned to be installed along the North and South property 

lines. Type D buffer yards on the east side. 
• Protective covenants will be adopted to ensure homeowner association 

maintenance and preservation of dedicated green space, parks and amenity 
space. 

• Existing, mature, specimen quality trees located in the development will be 
preserved by best efforts, subject to tree removal only as required within the 
footprint of a building, road or other proposed improvement footprint. 

• When developing parks and open space, the design will take into consideration 
the existing landscaping and leverage it while making the space more useable. 
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Environmental Considerations 

Development will employ best practices for env ironmental protection and sensitivity 
during construction and long-term maintenance:. 

• Drainage deve.lopment plan will REDUCE the runoff and outflow rates by more 
than 80% and bring the 44+ Acres into compliance with the new ''critical 
watershed'' regulations. 

• A tree preservation plan has been made for the site to preserve a.s many mature 
trees as possible. 

• Maximize use of local (Southern Indiana) contractors and material suppliers, 
limiting over the road travel and truck hauling 

• Minimize soil disturbance during construction and employ best practices to 
ensure protection of disturbed soils against siltation or erosion. 

• Housing to employ energy star features. 
• Adopt protective covenants that restrict construction of additional improvements 

(after original construction) to any lot that adds additional impervious surfaces. 
• Require a single vendor trash removal service to serve the entire neighborhood. 
• Adopt restrictive covenants prohibiting wood burning heat features as the primary 

source of home heat. 
• Adopt neighborhood covenants that facilitate and encourage installation and use 

of solar energy features, including options for solar panels on original 
construction. 

Homeowner Association 

Lots will be developed (individual home construction) and sold. The neighborhood is 
intended to be owner occupied. A homeowner association will be organized with 
mandatory membership for each lot owner. Restrictive covenants will empower the 
association to assess members for expenses incurred by the association to meet 
common expenses. The association will be empowered and wlll have the duty to ensure 
maintenance, repair and preservation of all dedicated open spaces, drainage facilities,. 
amenities and other common areas. The Association will be empowered to generally 
enforce restrictive covenants and common areas and facilities will be conveyed to this 
Third Party. In summary the developers have committed to: 

• Fully funded reserve to cover required maintenance & capital improvements 
• Robust language to ensure common areas are managed 
• Ability for third party to complete maintenance and assess liens if necessary 
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Appendix A: PUD Table 

Area Table - Summarizes development details by Area 

Phase Table..- Summarizes scope of each Phase of the development. 
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 EXHIBIT 3: New Summary Table by Area 

SummarvTable Bv Area 

Category Area A Area B AreiC Aruo 

Estimated Area Size (Acre) 6.2 6.38 5.18 13.36 

Lot Size Min (Acre) 0.12 0.10 0.22 0 .3 

Lot Size Avg. (Acre) 0.17 0.17 0.23 0.32 

House Type 
Paired Single Family Single Family & Tri 

Single family Homes Single Family Homes 
Homes plex/Town homes 

House Size (Sqft) 1500-2500 1200-3000 1500-3500 1500-3500 

Garage Size 2 Car 1 or 2 Car 2 Car 2 Car 

Estimated Bedrooms 2-3 2-3 2-4 2-4 

Occupancy Limits 6 People 6 People 8 People 8 People 

Max building height (ft) 
30 40 30 30 

( Excludes Basements) 

Lot width Min (ft) 50 50 (Note 1) 50 50 

Front Yard Setback (ft) 20 20 20 20 

Side setbacks (ft) 
5 

Excludes zero lot lines 

5 

Excludes zero lot lines 
5 5 

Rear Setback (ft) 20 20 20 20 

Number of Dwellings per 

Acre 
5 6 6 6 

Phase Built 1&2 2 2&3 1&3 

- Min Lots size for pa ired - Zero setback lot line.s 

single-family home is 0.24 required for shared walls 
- High quality SFH larger - Higher scale homes on 

lots very large lots to ensure 
Acre - Note 1: For connected 

Special Notes - Zero setback lots lines townhome min lot width 
- Community access to trail asthetics are 

required for shared walls of 35ft may change lot min 
trails and green space maintained. 

- Community access to and averages 
- Size subject to market - Units with possible 

demand walkout basements 
trails and green space 



 

EXHIBIT 4: New Petitioner Site Plan 

if~ -.-~-

J I , I 

-~_l" -l1'1(2J lOllU'l 
2:2.l ~~ 

- = 
L:r . 

r 
,,,, 

/ 
____ --:, i!~-----v ~~ ) 

I-~ 

SITE IMPROVEMENT LEGEND 

Sccle 1" = 100 t: 
4 - 7 - 2 1 

□ 

-:oi{,-c~ t:,,;ClJO 
, fC<II"' c,~. DJB 
, .. ~,.:1<,~1 1:i : JSF 
<toe~::,: CX<l 

rn: j,,,J , ,,.: ~020~ 



 

P _ee 

·,'J OS,: 

r I 
:1. i It 

:1 

i! • 

"';.J' I. ). .,., ~1:J' ,J' 

1

1, 't p .II Ii 
I 

AtllES - acu 'I:!! !I!! A~S 

'"" I ~- I .. 
-- \ "·-., -.\ 

..... 
~ 

"' 
~ 

_'.ii ""'" 
LOJ.~1'6 ii 

I .... I , .... 1------'!0!!!L-

.. ., 

u:· fl~7 
\)."-0 ,l(fi;(~ 

§l un
11

;: 
~j 0,1~.IO("S 

··- ~ .. ~.. ~ 
'I •~•~ 

-~;1-~-~: ~! 
;, ~L[r:Js 

----f;:;- i~;, 

rr -- .,,;:: 
.i1, R••1-h"",~~-- - '-~:: 
' -~-, __ J! ~~ ~ 

li 

I 
1, 

I 

l 
• 

I 

~ 

§ 

• 
I . 

I 

"' 
... 

, _ ·-··-r 
I 

lOT I IO-.,, 
fl 

w;n 

~ .... ... -
+·· 

I 
I 
I 

""' ""' I 

l LOI",,, 
~~ 

131.3~ 

~ 
,.,.,, 
:Ji, 

""" .,., 

! ""'" '" '"'" 

'"' 

l.Od'Z 

'""' 'I 
1/ ... . ... 

~ ~:r 
lif"---;t0izr 

i ' 
,, 

__ 140.CJ!'IT 

·1r 

Scole 1" = 50 ft 
4 7 21 

□ 

' ·~• ~n,c e:,-, OJB 
~•u·,;r loy: DJB 
_.,, ~h 'J ·, 'f' JSf 
st,:ct , : : C3-02 
r ro_""'"'t , ~.: 4020J9 



 

II ""~ 

I' 
•» .... 

.) .. 

.. 
io:~ 

""' 

W. THA T ROAD 

Scole 1~ ,., 50 ft 
4 - 7- 21 

□ 

., . .; EJ\L,l,.'-GEU Sll E 
ecm 

·n DJB 
C>' . . ,. l .;,: J S/'" 
.i- .-.-: , ~, C:!.03 
1:· n: ,,. ,I •,:: 4i?203Q 



 

• i 

tXfSUNG 12 " ,-t(;p--­

CUL \/£RT 
INV. (N)- 65i.87 
tNV. (S}- 648. 57 

. 
! ""' 

... 
... ,,,, 
~ ~ 

"'!!I 
., ... , 

··-~ 
l.011112 ··-
..... 

C.10ICIES ..... ...... , ..... 
"'"' 

~, ... 
0.ISM:IIES 

14Ulll 

l.Oljl01 
O.IO.lo:XS 

14l4$Z 

'"' !,,. 
0,1 ..aq!,l!,1(1 ---r-- --,,,,_ 

i1 
•j 

l I I 

tOTll(IS 
0.1~ ,a:a 

""" 

~ 

I 
I 

i llJTfl" , a j 
""' 

n . 

f • 

U)tfllt ! .,_,, ..., 
,,.,,. 

~lr' 
""" 

""'" '" ..., 

= 
io~:C:» 

""" 
"' 14.0&f 

1r 
,...,, 

t0~'1l3 .,.. 

"""' 

! 

Scole r = 50 f t 
4- 7- 21 

□ 

c• . .-c,o~c ~,., DJS 
CHfr.r, by: D.JB 

n ,:~h <I -, , : JSF 
lll :C'I i ,:: C:,04 

r.ro..-,.~I , ~.: 402()'.!9 



 

t 'o 'csiocr. 
S,nq c , 

& P,cc,-c,J f 
.}:; it! I; ,If. 
r, cs l'i;,,, , .... 

l.:,~:f" 

' •• •$ , 
!J,; ~ ~ . 

I 

\\/ , 
', ·fl! 

f ' 

cx1--. 

wr,:11 
'"' ... , 

f,/' .... w, p 

~ 

,,.. 
''"" 

I 
I 
I fJ' -
I 
I 

lCl /63 

I ON 

''"' 

I 
I 

I " ":! . I 

I 
:l "'" : I 

!! 

I 
I 

I 
I - --

~- ----- -· --

\;- , - \ 

I 
I """' L(li:1 .,, I 

..., ... , 
I ~' ~ . - -_ 



 

 

DPfCM P\RJC ROAP CROSS !EC~ WIJH SW AlK ~ BOIH $0ES 

IDJL:,SEC5IEET CJ!2l'OllNKZDlilt'l!l'i' 
~ { OIi ta..1/JIQII' (T at05S-SIT,o,,, 

'>1CTQB PPSE reolN :iCDOH r'I 'ftlDE:iI PQ'NI 
Scole , ~ = 5 ft 

□ 
::;;: 
0:: 
<( 
u.. 

"''" ' ""·' ~ll UJB 
c.~u~r :>t D..e 
e ,:::, ~:-: :11, JSf 
,,•n , •: . C-40! 

, .... -, ... :, <ICl203!I 



 

EXHIBIT 5: New Petitioner Phase Plan 
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EXHIBIT 6: New Petitioner Area Plan 
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EXHIBIT 7: New Petitioner Tree Preservation Plan 
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EXHIBIT 8: Capacity Letter – Sewer, Gas, Electricity and Water 

 
 

M .. * CITYOF 
~ .. ~ BLOOMINGTON 
"l~lf UTILITIES 

September 11 , 2023 

Kevin Schmidt 

wi1wen@g111ail.com 

Re: Will Serve; The Tra il s at Robertson Farm (formerly White Oak Subdivision), 

4691 S Victor Pk 

Dear Mr. Schmidt. 

In response to your request to validate the May 27. 202 1 issLI1ance o f availability o f Sanitary 
Sewer Service to the above refe renced location, please be advised that we will be able to provide 

service 10 you under our approved terms and conditions o f service. 

Please note. this approval is not 10 exceed the maximum disc:harge o f what was originally 

submitted to us and what we agreed to serve; I 96,000 gallons per day. Sho uld any o f the 

following changes occur, this approval is considered void, and a new letter must be requested : 

• Change in use type 

• Increase in maximum capacity 

• Increase in density 

Please note also, this Will Serve leuer has now been renewed multiple times. If on-s ite 

construction acti vity, including but not limited to, the insta llation of what will become CB U's 

water and/or sewer infrastructure docs not begin within 2 year of the date of this letter, the 

fo llowing will occur: 

• This Will Serve will expire 

• Any future Will Serve le tters related to this site will be reviewed and cons idered in 

accordance with the Utilities Service Board 's current rules and regulations governing 

wastewate r extens ions 10 non-municipal cus tomers, rather than pursuant to the rules and 

regulations that governed such extens ions when this Will Serve was first issued 

If you have any questions, please contact me. 
S incerely, 

#!TL 
Vic Kelson 
Utilities Director 

City o f Bloomington Utilities 

Office: (81 2)349-3650 

Email: kelsonv@bloomington.in .gov 

600 E Miller Dr • Bloomington, IN 47401 · 812-339-1444 · bloomington.in.gov/ utilities 



 

 
 
 

CenterPoinlc 
Energy 

10/31/20'23 

Daniel Butler. PE 
Bynum Fanyo and Associates . . Inc 
528 N. Walnut Street 
Bloomington, Indiana 47'404 
Phone 812.332.8030 

Re White Oaks Subdivision 
Bloomington . IN 

Dear Kerry" 

Please be .advised that the propose.d dev..el.opment. White Oaks Subdivisttm in 
Bloomington . IN . is located within the gas service territcry of CenterPoint Energy 

The preliminary discussion regarding the above referenced project flas 
determined that CenterPoint En:ergy has the capacity and facilities to pr.ovide 
adequate service w· th is proposed property; subje.ct to QCJr standard pollcies and 
procedures Under Vectren's Terms and Conditions A~plicable to GasServ·ice. 
CenterPoint Energ'f shall locate the point to which the se.rvice connection w111 be 
made, and subject to otf)er provisions of CenterPoint Energy's Terms and 
Conditions. shall furnish , install and maintain all piping up to and in.cluding the 
meter set. 

Once a new service request has bee·n received. Vectren's engineering department 
Will commence the design an.d engineering work necessary to extend service to 
'the proposed site a1d will provide cost estimates to you . CenterPoint En.ergy looks 
forward to workin~ with you to finalize a mut1.1ally acceptable proposal for the 
provision of gas sevrce in Bloomington, IN. 

Sincerely, 

f(lm f(-elly 
Lead Acco,unt Mansger 
317-736°2915 



 

 
 
 

DUKE 
ENERGY~ 

l l 

Octobcr31, 2023 

To Whom ii may conoen~, 

We are ple.ased to leani of your proposed project at 4691 South Victor Pike, 
Bloomington, IN 47403. 

Duke Energy will provide electric service. within Duke Energy's service area bmmdaries, 
as prescribed by tl1c tt\fiffs 011 file with the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission. Duke 
Energy wi II extend electric lines for your development at no cost, so long as the estim:ited 
cost to serve does not exceed the estimated revenucis gencirate.d by your project. 

Please call 1-800-774-0246 to set up an Engineering appointment for one of our 
representatives to moet with you on site to construct plat1s for your new service. 

Sincerely, 

Becca Drock 
Engimmring Desig11 Associate 



 

EDWARD F". M•CREA 
AARON E . MSCRE A 

ATTORNEYS A T L AW 
11& SOUTH WAl,.NUT STR££T 

P.O. 00>< 1310 

BLOOMINGTON, INDIANA 
47402 - 13 10 

T'£LEPHON£. OJZ 336•4 540 

FAX 8 12. 3:JG•S .307 

June 4, 2021 

TO: Daniel Butler, Prof. Engineer 
Bynum Fanyo & Associates 
528 N. Walnut Street 
Bloomington, Indiana 47404 
Via Email; dbutler@bynumfanyo.com 

Re: The Trails at Robertson Fann 
469 l South Victor Pike 

ROBERT F. M ~CR E A 

ELLEN A . LLOYD 
19Z~ol991 

As the attorney for Southern Monroe Water Authority, I have been asked by 
the Board of Directors to confirm in writing that SMWA has the capacity to serve 
the above proposed residential development with the following conditions: 

( l) This project is designed to have 145 building lots, and the maximum 
number of lots is 160. 

(2) The developer, Kevin Schmidt, will be responsible for all expenses 
associated with providing water as needed for the project, with the sole 
exception that SMW A agrees to pay the difference between the cost of a 
standard four-inch meter and the cost of a six-inch meter. 

(3) There will be no fire protection, and any hydrants associated with this 
project will be flush hydrants. 

Sincerely yours, 

McCREA & McCREA 

£ ?fl~~ 
EFMc:rb Edward F. McCrea 



 

EXHIBIT 9: Water/Wetland Delineation Summary Report  

October 27, 2020 

Mr. Kevin Schmidt 
White Oak Endeavors, LLC. 
w1twen@gmail.com 

VIA EMAIL 

Subject: Water/Wetland Delineation Summary Report 
4691 South Victor Pike Property 
Monroe County, Indiana 
Redwlng Project No.: 20-177 

Dear Mr. Schmidt: 

Redwing Ecological Services, Inc. (Redwing) is pleased to provide 1/1/hite Oak Endeavors, LLC. with this 

Water/Wetland Delineation Summary Report for the 45-acre site in Monroe County, Indiana. The goal of 

these services was to identify the location and extent of jurisdictional water/wetland features on the site in 

order to assist with development planning for this project. 

Based on the delineation, jurisdictional water/wetland features present on the site include: 

• one intermittent stream totaling 491 linear feet (0.028 acre) 

• one wetland totaling 1.099 acre; consisting of 0.473 acre of emergent wetland and 0.626 acre of 
forested Wetland 

The wooded portions of the site and some isolated trees represent suitable summer roosting habitat for the 

federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis soda/is) and the federally threatened northern long-eared bat 

(Myotis septentrionalis). This report presents the study methodology, results, and a discussion of 

development-related issues. 

METHODOLOGY 

A delineation of jurisdictional waters of the U.S., including wetlands, within the project site was conducted 

by Redwing wetland scientists on October 19, 2020. It has not been verified by the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers (USACE) or Indiana Department of Environment (IDEM). The wetland delineation was 

accomplished through documentation of the presence/absence of hydric soils, wetland hydrology, and 

hydrophytic vegetation following the Routine On-Site Documentation Method, as defined in the Regional 



 

Water1WeUand Delineation Summary Reporl 
4691 South Victa Pike Property 

October 27, 2020 
Redwing Project 20-177 

Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Midwest Region Version 2.0 (August 

2016). Soil, hydrology, and vegetation data were formally collected at six data points located within the 

project boundary. The presence of open waters, such as streams and ponds, within the site was determined 

based on evaluations of ordinary high-water mark (OHWM), defined bed and bank features, and flow 

regime. The quality of the on-site intermittent stream was assessed using the Rapid Bioassessment 

Protocol (RBP) developed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. The boundary of delineated 

water/wetland areas was surveyed using Trimble, sub-meter accurate, GPS equipment 

Federally-listed species potentially present at the property include the gray bat (Myotis grisescens), Indiana 

ba~ and northern long-eared bat Suitable winter habitat for these species includes caves, abandoned 

mine portals, sinkholes, and other underground habitat used as hibernacula. The gray bat utilizes these 

features for roosting year-round Suitable summer habitat for the Indiana bat includes forested areas 

comprised of trees that have a diameter-al-breast height (dbh) greater Iha n five inches and exhibit 

exfoliating bark, cracks, or crevices. Areas that contain trees with a dbh greater than three inches with 

exfolial ing bark, cracks, or crevices represent suitable summer habitat for the northern long-eared bat 

RESULTS 

The approximately 45-acre has an address of at 4691 South Victor Pike and is located immediately 

southeast of the intersection of South Victor Pike and West That Road. This site consists primarily of open 

field, with smaller wooded areas associated with fence rows and riparian corridors. The water/wetland 

features delineated on site are depicted on Figure 1 and summarized in the following table. 

Feature Stream Stream Area Federal Status Wetland 
Lenath rteetl Width (feetl racresl Tvoe 

Intermittent Stream 1 491 2.5 0.028 Jurisdictional 

Intermittent Stream Total 491 0.028 

• ·•• ... 0.473 Jurisdictional Emergent 
Wetland 1 

... ... 0.626 Jurisdictional Forested 

Jurisdictional Wetland Total --- -- 1.099 

Jurisdictional Features Total 491 -- 1.127 

DISCUSSION 

Jurisdictional waters of the U.S., including wetlands, are defined by 33 CFR Part 328.3 and are protected by 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 USC 1344), which is administered and enforced by the USACE. 

Water/wetland impacts are also regulated by the IDEM under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act and state 
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statues. Permit requirements will vary depending on final development plans. Under the new Navigable 

Water Protection Rule.- Definition of "Waters of the United States" (NVvPR), streams that exhibit only 

ephemeral flows, along with wetlands that do not directly abut intermittent or perennial streams, are 

considered federally non-jurisdictional and impacts lo them are no longer regulated by the USACE. Ephemeral 

streams are no longer regulated by IDEM as waters of the state; however, federally non-jurisdictional wetlands 

are regulated by IDEM under the Slate Isolated Wetland Rule. Potential waler/wetland permitting thresholds 

in Indiana are presented below. 

• Avoidance of all water/wetland impacts would require no permits from, or coordination with, the 
USACE or IDEM. An official Jurisdictional Determination (JD) to approve the delineation can be 
obtained from the USACE if needed. 

• Impacts to less than 0 1 acre of jurisdictional waters or 300 feet of stream do not require coordination 
wrth the USACE. 

• Impacts to less than one acre of jurisdictional waters and 1,500 feet of stream can be authorized 
under a Regional General Permit (RGP) with the USACE. 

• Impacts to greater than one acre of jurisdict ional waters or 1,500 feet of stream will require a Section 
404 Individual Permit with the USACE. 

• Impacts to less than 0 1 acre of regulated wetlands and 150 feet of regulated stream (via culverting 
only) can be approved under an abbreviated RGP Notification process with IDEM. If IDEM has not 
responded within 30 days of notification, the project is considered approved. 

• Impacts to greater than 0 1 acre of regulated wetlands and any amount of regulated stream (other 
than < 150 feel of culverting) will require an Individual WOC, from the IDEM. 

The USACE typically requires compensatory mit igation if impacts to jurisdictional waters exceed 0.1 acre of 

total waters or 300 linear feet of stream. IDEM typically requires compensatory mrtigation if impacts to 

jurisdictional waters exceed 150 linear feet of encapsulated stream or 0.1 acre of wetland. Mitigation can be 

provided through purchase of credrts from either a private mitigation bank or the Indiana Stream and Wetland 

Mitigation Program (IN SWMP), or through permittee-responsible mit igation (PRM), which entails 

restoration/creation/preservation of stream or wetland habitat either on-site or within the immediate 

watershed. Streams must be mitigated based on type and quality, at ratios generally ranging from 0.5:1 to 

31 . Based on the RBP assessment, the on-site intermittent would likely require a 1 :1 mitigation ratio. Use 

of the IN SWMP requires an additional 20% markup to account for temporal loss. Both bank and IN SWMP 

stream credits currently sell for approximately $400 per linear foot Wetlands must be mitigated, depending 

on type and quality, at ratios ranging from 2:1 for emergent wetland to 4:1 for forested wetland. Both bank 

and IN SWMP wetland credits currently sell for approximately $80,000 per acre, with a 20% temporal loss 

markup for use of IN SWMP. 

The use of permittee-responsible mrtigation is only allowed as a last resort as it must be proven to be 

ecologically preferable over banks or the IN SWMP. This requires identification/purchase of an appropriate 
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site, detailed wetland/stream design plans, required construction/planting, up to ten years of monitoring, and 

protection of the site in perpetuity through recording of a conservation easement or deed restriction. 

Under the Section 404 permitting process, the USACE determines if consultation with the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service (USFWS) is required to address potential impacts to T/E species. The TIE species issues 

of concern on the property are limited to the clearing of mature trees which represent suitable Indiana and 

northern long-eared bat summer habitat Consultation with the USFWS will be required to resolve potential 

impacts to habitat for these species and ensure compliance with the Endangered Species Act. This could 

involve limiting tree clearing to the unoccupied season (October 1 through March 31) or surveys to confirm 

the presence/absence of the species 

Under the 404 permitting process, the USAGE also determines if consultation with the state Historic 

Preservation Office (SHPO) is required to address potential impacts to signif icant archaeological or cultura l­

historic resources. No historic structures appear to be present and we are not aware of any archeological 

or cultural resource surveys that have been conducted on the project site. 

CONCLUSION 

In conclusion, based on Redwing's delineation, jurisdict ional water/wetland features present in the northeast 

corner of the site include one intermittent stream totaling 491 linear feet (0.028 acre) and one 1.099-acre 

wetland consisting of 0.473 acre of emergent wetland and 0.626 acre of forested wetland. This delineation 

has not been verified by the USAGE. If impacts can be avoided by the proposed development, no permits 

from, or coordination with, the USAGE, KDOW, USFWS or SHPO will be required. If a portion of these 

features must be impacted, the project can likely be authorized under a RGP with the USACE and an 

individual WOC with KDOW (assuming impacts total less than one acre). Impacts to greater than 0.1 acre 

of jurisdictional waters and 300 feet of jurisdictional stream will require mitigation. Specific permit 

requirements and mitigation costs can be determined once a proposed site design has been developed. 
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October 2 7, 2020 
Re<1wi11g Project 20, 1 T7 

We appreciate the opportunity to assist you on this important project. Please call Rich Fangman or Ron 

Thomas at (502) 625-3009 With any questions on this report or the overall project 

Sincerely, 

Richard Fangmlo !Oct 27. W'lO 15:52 eon 
Richard J. Fangman 
Project Aquatic Biologist 

Attachments: Figure 1 - Water/Wetland Location Map 
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Ronald I. 1'homas (Oct271 202016;40 ED'T) 

Ronald L Thomas 
Principal 
Senior Ecologist 
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hydrogeology inc 

1211 S Walnut St 
Bloomtngton, IN 47401 

White Oak Endeavors LLC 
Kevin Schmidt 
witwen@gmail.com 

Su~ect 

4691 S. Victor Pike - Karst Survey 
Bloomington, IN 

Dear Mr. Schmidt: 

Hydrogeology Inc. (Hydrogeology) respectfully submits this summary report for the 

karst survey conducted at 4691 S. Victor Pike in Bloomington, Indiana (the Site, figure 
1 ) . 

1-0verview 

The Site is located at 4691 S. Victor Pike in Bloomington, Indiana and is approximately 

45-acres (Figure 2). The property currently consists of mostly open pasture and 

agricultural land with some areas of trees. 

2 - Geology I Physiography 

The Site is in the Mitchell Plateau physiographic region , which is one of the primary 

karst forming areas in Indiana. The bedrock at the Harrodsburg Limestone 
(Hasenmueller, Estell , Keith, and Thompson, 2008). The Harrodsburg Limestone is 

composed primarily of limestone but includes small amounts of shale, dolostone, 
sandstone, and chert (Rexroad,1986). It is typically between 70 and 120 feet thick in 

the Bloomington area (Rexroad,1986). Several water wells registered with the Indiana 
Department of Natural Resources ( IDNR) were located on or immediately adjacent to 

the Site (Figure 3). Based on the drilling logs for those wells, bedrock at the site is 

limestone with some layers of shale (Attachment A). Soil thickness was between 5 and 

8 feet based on the drilling logs. 

3 - Sinkholes & Springs 

Sinkholes are surface depressions that form in a variety of ways in karst areas (Figure 
4). Sinkholes will often time have a swallow hole, which is an opening in the ground 

where water infiltrates. Groundwater flow in karst areas is predominantly fracture flow, 

meaning the bedrock itself has low permeability while the fractures in the bedrock are 

Date. November 6, 2020 

Contact 

Jason Krothe 

Phare: 

812-219-0210 

Email Jnkrcthe@llydrogea ogyinc,com 
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essentially open conduits that allow water, soil, and other rnaterials to travel quickly 

through the subsurface. Water that drains into a sinkhole can eventually discharge at a 
karst spring (Figure 5). 

4 - Karst Field Survey 

Hydrogeology conducted a karst field survey at the Site on October 22, and November 
2, 2020. Prior to the field survey the area had received over 2 inches of rain in the 

previous week. All karst features were located with a sub-meter GPS unit. The 
following karst features were identified: 

Sinkhole 1 -Sinkhole 1 is located on the northeast portion of the property (Figures 6 & 
7) approximately 90 feet from the eastern property boundary. As defined by the outer 

rirn. it is approximately 4-feet long by 3-feet wide and 2-feet deep. It is filled with barbed 
wire and other debris which prevented inspection of the bottom of the sinkhole for 
openings or bedrock. Photographs of Sinkhole 1 can be viewed in Attachment B, Page 
20. 

Mitigation 
Due to the small size of Sinkhole 1 an aggregate cap could be installed (Attachment C). 
The purpose of an aggregate cap is to allow natural infiltration through the sinkhole 
while stabilizing the sinkhole. 

Sinkhole 2 - Sinkhole 2 is located on the northeast portion of the property (Figures 6 & 
7) approximately 120 feet from the easter11 property boundary. As defined by the outer 
rim, ii is approximately 6-feet long by 4-feet wide and 2-feet deep. II is filled with debris 
which prevented inspection of the bottom of the sinkhole for openings or bedrock. 
Photographs of Sinkhole 2 can be viewed in Attachment B, Page 20. 

Mitigation 
Due to the small size of Sinkhole 2 an aggregate cap could be installed (Attachment C). 
The purpose of an aggregate cap is to allow natural infiltration through the sinkhole 
while stabilizing the sinkhole. 

Sinkhole 3 - Sinkhole 3 is located on the northeast portion of the property (Figures 6 & 
7) approximately 250 feet from the eastern property boundary. As defined by the outer 
rim, ii is approximately 5-feet long by 4-feet wide and 2-feet deep. II is soil filled with no 

visible opening or bedrock. Photographs of Sinkhole 3 can be viewed in Attachment B, 
Page 21. 
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Mitigation 

Due to the small size of Sinkhole 3 an aggregate cap could be installed (Attachment C). 
The purpose of an aggregate cap is to allow natural infiltration through the sinkhole 
while stabilizing the sinkhole. 

Sinkhole 4 - Sinkhole 4 is located on the northeast portion of the property (Figures 6 & 
7) approximately 200 feet from the eastern property boundary. As defined by the outer 

rim, ii is approximately 10-feet long by-5-feet and 1-fool deep. II is soil filled with no 
visible opening or bedrock. Photographs of Sinkhole 4 can be viewed in Attachment B, 
Page 21. 

Mitigation 

Due to the small size of Sinkhole 4 an aggregate cap could be installed (Attachment C). 
The purpose of an aggregate cap is to allow natural infiltration through the sinkhole 
while stabilizing the sinkhole. 

Sinkhole 5 - Sinkhole 5 is located on the northeast portion of the property (Figures 6 & 
7) approximately 300 feet from the eastern property boundary. As defined by the outer 
rim, ii is approximately 6-feet long by 5-feet and 1-foot deep. It is grass filled with no 
visible opening or bedrock. Photographs of Sinkhole 5 can be viewed in Attachment B, 
Page 18. 

Mitigation 
Due to the small size of Sinkhole 5 an aggregate cap could be installed (Attachment C). 
The purpose of an aggregate cap is to allow natural infiltration through the sinkhole 

while stabilizing the sinkhole. 

Sinkhole 6 -Sinkhole 6 is located on the south side of the property (Figure 6 & 8) 

approximately 240 feet from the southern property boundary. As defined by the outer 
rim, it is approximately 100-feet long by 85-feet wide and 2-feet deep and 
approximately 0.15 acres. The sinkhole is grass filled and flat bottomed with no 
exposed bedrock or openings in the soil. Photographs of Sinkhole 6 can be viewed in 
Attachment B, Pages 13 and 14. 

Mitigation 
In accordance with Chapter 829 of the Monroe County Zoning Ordinance, Sinkhole 6 

should have a Sinkhole Conversancy Area (SCA) that encompasses the entire 
sinkhole and all the area within twenty-five (25) feet of the sinkhole rim. 
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5 - Study Limitations 

The identification of karst features at the Site was limited to surface inspection. No 
subsurface investigations were conducted. Undocumented karst features are possible 

in the subsurface. Dense vegetation was present in portions of the Site. Identification of 
karst surface features can be difficult in areas with dense ground vegetation. Clearing 

of ground vegetation was not within the scope of work for this survey. 

6 - Karst Best Management Practices 

The following are karst management practices that should be considered for the Site: 

Water Quality 

Groundwater recharge in karst areas predominately occurs through sinkholes and 

swallets. Water infiltrates into a sinkhole or swallet, then flows along karst conduits and 

typically discharges to a karst spring. There is minimal filtration of the water through rut 
this shallow groundwater cycle. Therefore, ii is critical to maintain or improve water 

quality at the Site. 

Impacts to water quality al the Site are most likely to occur due to erosion and sediment 

mobilization during construction. Erosion and sediment control will be critical to 
preventing water quality impacts. All sinkholes should be protected with appropriate 

erosion and sediment controls for the duration of construction at the Site. 

In addition to these measures a low salt no herbicide/pesticide spray policy should be 

implemented for the Site. 

Drainage Alteration 

Alteration of natural drainage patterns can result in the development of new sinkholes, 

particularly when run-off is concentrated. The drainage plan for the Site should 

maintain the existing drainage patterns wherever possible and prevent concentrated 

run-off. To prevent development of new sinkholes, detention basins should be lined 

with an impervious material. 

Unknown Karst Features 

Previously unknown karst features are possibly present in the subsurface at the Site. If 
any previously unknown karst feature is identified during development of the Site, the 

features should be protected with erosion and sediment control measures and 

inspected by a karst specialist. 
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7-Summary 

A desktop review and survey were conducted at the Site to identify any karst features. 
There was approximately 2 inches of rain at the Site in the week prior to the initial field 
survey on October 22, 2020. Six sinkholes were identified at the Site. Sinkholes 1-5 
could receive an aggregate cap treatment to allow natural infiltration and stabilize the 
sinkholes. Sinkhole 6 should receive a SCA in accordance with the Monroe County 
Zoning Ordinance. The karst field survey was limited to surface inspection with no 
subsurface investigation. Unknown karst features are likely present in the subsurface at 
the Site. If a previously unknown karst feature is discovered during construction 
activities the feature should be protected with erosion and sediment control measures 
and inspected by a karst specialist. 

Hydrogeology appreciates the opportunity to provide this summary report. If you have 
any questions, concerns, or comments please do not hesitate to contact me directly at 
(812) 219-0210. 

Sincerely, 

Hydrogeology Inc. 

Jason N. t<rothe, LPG IN-2511 
President 
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ATTACHMENT A -Water Wells Logs 



 

111412020 

Reference 
Number 
213655 

Owner­
Contractor 
Owner 
Driller 
Operator 

Indiana Department of Natu ral Resources 

Record of Water Well 
Indiana Department of Natural Resources 

Driving Dfrection to Well 

ON THAT ROAD 1 BNLOCK WEST RODGERS ST: ON SO SIDE ROAD 

Name 

ERNEST KIEFFABER#1 
GEORGE SNAPP 
GEORGE SNAPP 

Address 

R5 BLOOMINGTON, )N 
R5 BLOOMIN<;,ION, IN 
License Not available 

Date. Completed 

10/23/1973 

Telephone 

Not available 
Not a.va nat;,le 

Construction Details 
Well Use: Home Drilling Method: Gable TOOi 

Pump Setting Depth: Not 
available 

Pump ,ype: Not available 

Water Quality: Nol available 

Diameter: 5.6 Casing 
Screen 

Well Capacity 
Test 

Grouting 
Information 

Well 
Abandonment 

Depth: 70,0 

Length: 7 O 
Length: Not available 
Slot Size: Not available 

Type of Test: Not available 

Drawdown: Not available 

Material: Not available 

Material: Not avallable 
Material: Not available 

Test Rate: Not available 

Static Water Level: 15.o ft 

Diameter: Not available 

Bail Test Rate: 1.0 gprn 

Bailer Drawdown: 50 o ~ 

Depth: From (not-ava,ilable) To (not available) 

Installation Method: Not available Number of Bags Used: Nol available 

sealing Material: Not available Depth: From (not available) To (not available) 

Jnstallation Method: Not available Number of Bags Used: Not available 

Administrative County: MONROE 
Range: 1W 

Township: 8N 
Section: NW of the NW of the SE of Section 20 
Grant: Not available 

Well Log 

Comments 
MC665; OWNER 
VERIFIED; 10 FT 
EAST OF HOUSE 
THAT'S PAINTED 
GREEN. 

Topo Map: CLEAR CREEK 
Field Located By: JRD 
Courthouse Location By: Not available 
Location· Accepted w/o Verification By: Not 
available 
Subdivision Name: Not available 
Ft W of EL: 2,050.0 
Ft E of WL: Not available 
Ground Elevation: 670.0 
Bedroc'k Elevation: 665.0 
UTM Easting: 539631 

Top Bottom Formation 

Field Located On: 7(27/1978 
Courthouse Location On: Not available 
Location Accepted w/o Verification On: Not 
available 
Lot Number: Not available 
Ft N of SL: 2,500.0 
Ft S of NL: Nol available 
Depth of Bedrock: 5.0 
Aquifer Elevation: Not c1vallable 
UTM Northing: 4329337 

0,0 5,0 TOP SOIL OLAY 
5,0 70.0 LIMESTONE W/ LAYERS SHALE 

htfps://dnrdCfflos,secure.in.gov{apps/dnrldawos/Detall,aspx i/1 



 

111412020 

Reference 
Number 

213685 

Owner­
Contractor 
awrier 
Driller 
Operator 

Indiana Department of Natu ral Resources 

Record of Water Well 
Indiana Department of Natural Resources 

Driving Dfrection to Well Date Completed 

FROM BLOOMINGTON SOUTH ROGERS STREET TOE THAT ROAD. 0.25 TO 101511978 
VICTOR PIKE ROAD. 1ST HOUSE ON LEFT 

Name 

DONAL.P ROBERT~ON 
FRED SMITH 
FRED SMfTH 

Address 

Not avail,:l t,le 
8566 0 S_ ROAD 37 SOUTH 
Jjcense Not avaHable 

Telephone 

Not avaTiable 
Not available 

Construction Details 
Well Use: Horne Drilling Method: Cable Tool 

Pump Setting Depth: Not 
available 

Pump Type: Not available 

Water Quality: Not available 

Diameter: 6.0 Casing 
Screen 

Well. Capacity 
Test 

Grouting 
Information 

Well 
Abandonment 

Depth: 200,0 

Length: 9.0 
Length: Not available 
Slot Size: Not available 

Type of Test: Not c1vaIlable 

Drawdown: Not available 

Material: Not available 

Material: Not available 
Material: Not available 

Test Rate: Not c1vailable 

Static Water Level: 25_0 fl 

Diameter: Not available 

Ba11 Test Rate: 0,5 gpm for 1 0 
hrs_ 
Bailer Drawdown: 175.0 fl 

Depth: From (not available) To (not available) 

Installation Method: Not available Number of Bags Used: No! available 

Sealing Material: Not available Depth: From (not available) To (not available} 

Installation Method: Not available Number of Bags Used: Nol available 

Administrative County: MONROE 
Range: 1W 

Township: 8N 
Section: SE ofthe NE of the SW of Section 20 
Grant: Not available 

Well Log 

Topo, II/lap: CLEAR CREEK 
Field Located By: PES 
Courthouse Location By: Not available 
Location Accepted w/o Verification By: Not 
available 
Subdivision Name: Not available 
Ft W of EL: Not avaJlable 
Ft E of WL: 2,200.0 
Ground Elevation: 679.0 
Bedrock Elevation: 673_0 
UTM Easting: 539189 

Top Bottom 
0,0 6.0 

Formation 
SOIL 

Field Located On: 7f2/1980 
Courthouse Location On: Net available 
Location Accepted w/o Verification On: Nol 
available 
Lot Number: Not available 
Ft N of SL: 1,900.0 
Ft S of NL: Not availal,le 
Depth of Bedrock: 6.0 
Aquifer Elevation: Nol available 
UTM Northing: 4329137 

6.0 90.0 LIMESTONE 

Comments 
MC673; 
NEIGf-lBOR 
VERIFIED 

90_0 200_0 

htfps://dnrdcw1os,seoure.in.gov{apps/dnrldCN1os/Detall.aspx 

SHALE 



 

111412020 

Reference 
Number 
213665 

Owner­
Contractor 
ONner 
Driller 
Operator 

Indiana Department of Natu ral Resources 

Record of Water Well 
Indiana Department of Natural Resources 

Driving Direction to Well 

CLEAR CREEK, IN 

Name 

JACK JAMES 
GEORGE SNAPP 
GEORGE SNAPP 

Address 

OLEAR CREEK. 
R5 BNQ)(,_86 BLOOMINGTON. JN 
Lioense Not available 

Date Completed 

Not available 

Telephone 

Not available 
Not ~vaQable 

Construction Details 
Well Use: Horne Drilling Method: Gable TOOi 

Pump Setting Depth: Not 
available 

Pump ,ype: Not available 

Water Quality: Not available 

Diameter: 6.0 Casing 
Screen 

Well Capacity 
Test 

Grouting 
Information 

Well 
Abandonment 

Depth: 95.0 

Length: 10.0 
Length: Not available 
Slot Size: Not available 

Type of Test: Not available 

Drawdown: Not available 

Material: Not available 

Material: Not avallable 
Material: Not available 

Test Rate: Not available 

Static Water Level: 10 o rt 

Diameter: Not available 

Bail Test Rate: 3.0 gprn 

Bailer Drawdown: 80 o ~ 

Depth: From (not-ava,ilable) To (not available) 

Installation Method: Not available Number of Bags Used: Not available 

sealing Material: Not available Depth: From (not available) To (not available) 

Jnstallatiofl .Method: Not available- Number of Bags Used: Not available 

Administrative County: MONROE 
Range: 1W 

Township: 8N 
Section: NE of the NW of the SE of Section 20 
Grant: Not available 

Well Log 

Topo Map: CLEAR CREEK 
Field Located By: JRD 
Courthouse Location By: Not available 
Location· Accepted w/o Verification By: Not 
available 
Subdivision Name: Not available 
Ft W of EL: 1,500.0 
Ft E of WL: Not available 
Ground Elevation: 655.0 
Bedroc'k Elevation: 647.0 
UTM Easting: 539684 

Top Bottom 
0.0 8.0 

Formation 
TOPSOIL 

Field Located On: 7f2.8/1977 
Courthouse Location On: Not available 
Location Accepted w/o Verification On: Not 
available 
Lot Number: Not available 
Ft N of SL: 2,500.0 
Ft S of NL: Nol available 
Depth of Bedrock: 8.0 
Aquifer Elevation: Not c1vaflable 
UTM Northing: 4329330 

8.0 95.0 HARD BLUE LIMESTONE 
Commentli 
POST OFFICE 
VERIFIED 

ht!ps://dnrdCN1os.secure.in.gov{apps/dnrldawos/Detall.aspx i /1 



 

1114/2020 

Reference 
Number 

213729 

Owner­
Contractor 
awrier 

Driller 

Operator 

Indiana Department of Natu ral Resources 

Record of Water Well 
Indiana Department of Natural Resources 

Driving Direction to Well D;1te Completed 

ON THAT ROAD WEST OF ROOERS STREET AT CLEAR CREEK, IN. ABOUT 711011979 0.25 MILE WESTON SO. SIDE OF ROAD 

Name 

ERl\!EST M, KJEFF'ABER 

GEORGE SNAPP 

GEORGE SNAPP 

Address 

689 WEST l);lAT ROAD 
4625 S. STANISFER LANE 
BLOOM INGTON, IN 
License Not avaHa'ble 

Telephone 

Not avanable 

Not available 

Construction Details 
Well Use: Hof"Tl\:! Drilling Method: Cable Tool 

Pump Setting Depth: Not 
available 

Pump Type: Not avallable 

Water Quality: Not available 

Diameter: 5.6 Casing 
Screen 

Well Capacity 
Test 

Grouting 
Information 

Well 
Abandonment 

Depth: 80.0 

Length: 9.5 
Length: Not available 
Slot Size: Not aVclilable 

Type ~f Test: Not available 

Drawdown: Not available 

Material: Not available 

Material: Not avallable 
Material: Not avallable 

Test Rate: Not available 

Static Water Level: 15,0 ~. 

Diameter: Not available 

Bail Test Rate: 2.0 gpm 

Saller Drawdown: M.O ft. 

Depth: From (not available) To (not available) 

Installation Method! Not available Number of Bags Used: Not available 

Sealing Material: Not available Depth: From (not available) To (not available) 

Jnstallation Method: Not available Number of Bags Used: Not available 

Administrative County: MONROE 
Range: 1W 

Township: 8N 
Section: SE of the SW of the NE of Section 20 
Grant: Not available 

Well Log 

Comments 
VERIFIED BY 
MAILBOX 

Topo Map: CLEAR CREEK 
Field Located By: PES 
Courthouse Location By: Not available 
Location Accepted w/o Verification By: Not 
avallable 
Subdivision Name: Not available 
Ft W of EL: 1,900.0 
Ft e of WL: Not available 
Ground Elevation: 658.0 
Bedrock Elevation: 650 O 
UTM Easting: 539556 

Top Bottom Formation 

Field Located On: 7/2/1980 
Courthouse Location On: Not available 
Location Accepted w/o Verification on: Not 
available 
Lot Number: Not available 
Ft N of SL: 2,550.0 
Ft S of NL: Not available 
Depth of Bedrock: 8 0 
Aquifer Elevation: Not available 
UTM Northing: 4329337 

0,0 8,0 TOP SOIL RED CLAY 
8.0 ao.o HARD WHITE UMESTONE 

htfps://dnrdCN1os,seoure.in.gov{apps/dnr/dCN1os/Detall.aspx 
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Photograph Number: 

1 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

West side of property, looking 
east. 

Recommended treatment: 

NA 

Photograph Number: 

2 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

Surface depression from tree 
roots. West side of the prop­
erty. 

Recommended treatment: 
NA 

Karst Survey, 4691 S. Victor Pike Street 

Attachment B 

Page 1 of 27 



 

hyd rogeology me. 

Photograph Number: 

3 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

Northwest corner of property, 
looking southeast. 

Recommended !realm en!: 

NA 

Photograph Number: 

4 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

North side of property looking 
west. 

Recommended treatment: 
NA 

Karst Survey, 4691 S. Victor Pike Street 

Attachment B 
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Photograph Number: 

5 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

North side of property, looking 
southwest. 

Recommended !realm en!: 

NA 

Photograph Number: 

6 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

Brush pile on north side of the 
property, looking south. 

Recommended treatment: 
NA 

Karst Survey, 4691 S. Victor Pike Street 

Attachment B 
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Photograph Number: 

7 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

North side of property, looking 
south. 

Recommended !realm en!: 

NA. 

Photograph Number: 

8 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

North side of the property, 
looking southeast. 

Recommended treatment: 
NA 

Karst Survey, 4691 S. Victor Pike 

Attachment B 
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Photograph Number: 

9 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

Tree adjacent to abandoned 
well. Various debris piled in this 
area. 

Recommended treatment: 

NA 

Photograph Number: 

10 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

Tree adjacent to abandoned 
well. Various debris piled in this 
area. 

Recommended treatment: 
NA 

Karst Survey, 4691 S. Victor Pike 

Attachment B 
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Photograph Number: 

11 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

Looking south. 

Recommended !realm en!: 

NA. 

Photograph Number: 

12 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

South side of property, looking 
southwest. 

Recommended treatment: 
NA 

Karst Survey, 4691 S. Victor Pike 

Attachment B 
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Photograph Number: 

13 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

West side of property, looking 
east. 

Recommended !realm en!: 

NA 

Photograph Number: 

14 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

South side of property, looking 
northwest. 

Recommended treatment: 
NA 

Karst Survey, 4691 S. Victor Pike 

Attachment B 
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Photograph Number: 

15 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

Building foundation. 

Recommended treatment: 

NA. 

Photograph Number: 

16 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

Middle of property looking 
south 

Recommended treatment: 
NA 

Karst Survey, 4691 S. Victor Pike 

Attachment B 
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Photograph Number: 

17 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

South side of property, looking 
east. 

Recommended treatment: 

NA 

Photograph Number: 

18 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

South side of property, looking 
west. 

Recommended treatment: 
NA 

Karst Survey, 4691 S. Victor Pike 

Attachment B 

Page 9 of 27 



 

hyd rogeology me. 

Photograph Number: 

19 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

South side of property, looking 
northwest. 

Recommended !realm en!: 

NA. 

Photograph Number: 

20 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

Center of the property looking 
north. 

Recommended treatment: 
NA 

Karst Survey, 4691 S. Victor Pike 

Attachment B 
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Photograph Number: 

21 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

Center of the property looking 
north. 

Recommended treatment: 

NA 

Photograph Number: 

22 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

Center of the property looking 
southwest. 

Recommended treatment: 
NA 

Karst Survey, 4691 S. Victor Pike 

Attachment B 
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hyd rogeology me. 

Photograph Number: 

23 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

Middle of the property, looking 
southeast. 

Recommended treatment: 

NA. 

Photograph Number: 

24 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

e prope y 
looking at Sinkhole 6 (circled 
in red) 

Recommended treatment: 
NA 

Karst Survey, 4691 S. Victor Pike 

Attachment B 
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hyd rogeology me. 

Photograph Number: 

25 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

South side of the property look­
ing at Sinkhole 6 (circled in red) 

Recommended treatment: 

NA 

Photograph Number: 

26 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

South side of property, looking 
northeast. 

Recommended treatment: 
NA 

Karst Survey, 4691 S. Victor Pike 

Attachment B 
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Photograph Number: 

27 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

South side of property, looking 
southwest at surface drainage 
features. 

Recommended !realm en!: 

NA. 

Photograph Number: 

28 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

South side of property, looking 
north. 

Recommended treatment: 
NA 

Karst Survey, 4691 S. Victor Pike 

Attachment B 
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hyd rogeology me. 

Photograph Number: 

29 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

South side of property, looking 
northwest. 

Recommended treatment: 

NA 

Photograph Number: 

30 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

South side of property, looking 
north. 

Recommended treatment: 
NA 

Karst Survey, 4691 S. Victor Pike 

Attachment B 
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hyd rogeology me. 

Photograph Number: 

31 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

South side of property, looking 
north. 

Recommended treatment: 

NA. 

Photograph Number: 

32 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

East side of property, looking 
south. 

Recommended treatment: 
NA 

Karst Survey, 4691 S. Victor Pike 

Attachment B 
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hyd rogeology me. 

Photograph Number: 

33 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

East side of property, looking 
south. 

Recommended !realm en!: 

NA 

Photograph Number: 

34 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

East side of property, looking 
south. 

Recommended treatment: 
NA 

Karst Survey, 4691 S. Victor Pike 

Attachment B 
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Photograph Number: 

35 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

Looking northeast at Sinkhole 
5. 

Recommended treatment: 

NA. 

Photograph Number: 

36 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

East side of property, looking 
north. 

Recommended treatment: 
NA 

Karst Survey, 4691 S. Victor Pike 

Attachment B 
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Photograph Number: 

37 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

North side of property, looking 
southwest. 

Recommended !realm en!: 

NA 

Photograph Number: 

38 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

East side of property, looking 
north. 

Recommended treatment: 
NA 

Karst Survey, 4691 S. Victor Pike 

Attachment B 
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Photograph Number: 

39 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

Sinkhole 1. 

Recommended treatment: 

NA. 

Photograph Number: 

40 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

Sinkhole 2. 

Recommended treatment: 
NA 

Karst Survey, 4691 S. Victor Pike 

Attachment B 
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Photograph Number: 

41 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

Sinkhole 3. 

Recommended treatment: 

NA 

Photograph Number: 

42 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 11-2-20 

Comments: 

Sinkhole 4. 

Recommended treatment: 
NA 

Karst Survey, 4691 S. Victor Pike 

Attachment B 
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Photograph Number: 

43 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

East side of the property look 
northeast. 

Recommended !realm en!: 

NA. 

Photograph Number: 

44 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

North side of the property look­
ing northwest. 

Recommended treatment: 
NA 

Karst Survey, 4691 S. Victor Pike 

Attachment B 
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Photograph Number: 

45 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

North side of the property look­
ing southwest. 

Recommended treatment: 

NA 

Photograph Number: 

46 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

North side of the property look­
ing south. 

Recommended treatment: 
NA 

Karst Survey, 4691 S. Victor Pike 

Attachment B 
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hydrogeology inc. 

Photograph Number: 

47 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

North side of the property look­
ing west. 

Recommended !realm en!: 

NA. 

Photograph Number: 

48 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

North side of the property look­
ing southwest. 

Recommended treatment: 
NA 

Karst Survey, 4691 S. Victor Pike 

Attachment B 
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Photograph Number: 

49 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

North side of the property look­
ing south. 

Recommended treatment: 

NA 

Photograph Number: 

50 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

Northeast corner of the proper­
ty looking north. 

Recommended treatment: 
NA 

Karst Survey, 4691 S. Victor Pike 

Attachment B 
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Photograph Number: 

51 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

Northeast corner of the proper­
ty looking north at creek. 

Recommended !realm ent: 

NA. 

Photograph Number: 

52 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

Northeast corner of the pro per­
ty looking west. 

Recommended treatment: 
NA 

Karst Survey, 4691 S. Victor Pike 
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Photograph Number: 

53 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

Northeast corner of the proper­
ty looking north. 

Recommended treatment: 

NA 

Photograph Number: 

54 

Coordinates (UTM Meters) 

NA 

Photograph Date: 10-22-20 

Comments: 

Northeast corner of the proper­
ty looking west. 

Recommended treatment: 
NA 

Karst Survey, 4691 S. Victor Pike 
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EXHIBIT 11: Preliminary Drainage and Water Quality Calculations 

Trails at Robertson Farm Subdivision 
Preliminary Drainage & Water Quality Calculations 

December 16, 2023 

Project Narrative: 
Located 0.14 mi south of the intersection of S. Victor Pk. and W. That Rd. and bound by 
a private residence to the north, the Clear Creek Trail to the south, rail road to the east 
and S. Victor Pk. to the west a 42.97 ac parcel of land at 4691 S. Victor Pk. will be 
developed into a residentia l neighborhood consisting of 145 lots containing a mix of 
duplexes and single family homes. The site currently consists of a single family home 
and the majority of the property is a hay field. 

The site can be broken down into 3 drainage basins. The Northeast Basin drains to the 
northeast towards the Bloomington Rail Trail (BRT) and the adjacent Clear Creek. The 
Southeast Basin drains southeast also to the BRT and adjacent Clear Creek. The Centra l 
Basin is further divided in two subbasins and both generally drain southwesterly. Any 
existing culverts at the discharge locations for these basins will be hydraulically analyzed 
to check detained discharges from the project. 

Due to the site's proximity within a county classified critical watershed (Clear Creek north 
of Jackson Creek confluence and West Fork Clear Creek) the site must meet more 
stringent stormwater guidelines as approved at a late 2020 meeting of the Monroe County 
Drainage Board. 

The following are calculations that reflect these new guidelines for the design of four 
detention/water quality ponds where indicated in the included Post-Developed Basin Map. 
Calculations are included for detention, water quality, flood routing and storm sewer 
infrastructure design and begins with the discussion on special design criteria for the 
project. 

Design Criteria: 
Due to the project's location within a critical watershed the County is requiring more 
stringent post-developed drainage requirements. On behalf of the client, White Oak 
Endeavors, LLC, Bynum Fanyo agrees to design stormwater infrastructure in accordance 
with the following: 

During Construction Sediment: It will be specified in the project plans that detention 
ponds are to be excavated before earth disturbing activities and that each will be outfitted 
with a perforated PE pipe riser surrounded with crushed stone to clean during­
construction discharges prior to leaving the site. Sediment storage will be at a rate of 
1,800 cf per acre. 

Post-Developed Sediment Storage: An amount equal to 5% of the required detention 
volume will be added to the storage volume of each pond for post-construction sediment 
storage. The current requirement is 0%. 



 

Pre-Developed Runoff Rates: Pre-developed 10% EP and 1 % EP runoff rates will be 
calculated using Hydraflow's Hydrographs program using the 24-hr NRCS method with 
the Type II ra infall distribution as required. Runoff travel times will be generated using 
the TR-55 method. Results will only be used for comparison purposes to Allowable Pond 
Discharge Rates discussed below. 

Post-Developed Runoff Rates: Post-developed 10% EP and 1 % EP runoff rates will be 
calculated using Autodesk Civil 3D Hydraflow Hydrographs Extension program using the 
24-hour NRCS method with the Type II rainfall distribution as required by the County MS4 
Coordinator. Runoff travel times will be generated using the TR-55 method. Curve 
numbers wi ll be selected based on the next less infiltrating capacity classification. 

Allowable Detention Pond Discharge Rates: Per latest approved guidelines for critica l 
watersheds detention ponds will be designed to release post-developed 10% EP runoff 
to a rate of 0.25 cfs/ac and 1 % EP runoff to a rate of 0.45 cfs/ac. The current ordinance 
requires that the 10% EP post-developed runoff be released at the 10% EP pre­
developed rate and the same for 1 % EP storm. The Technical Standards from the most 
current proposed draft of the future ordinance require 0.50 cfs/ac and 0.90 cfs/ac 
respectively. 

Water Quality: Once site improvements are complete and grass is established 
throughout the site, all ponds will be converted to permanent water quality/detention 
facilities. The ponds will be outfitted with perforated underdrain pipes contained in clean 
crushed stone, covered with amended soil and heavily vegetated with a water friendly 
variety of plantings. 

Pond Emergency Overflow: - Emergency overflow spillways will be designed to safely 
handle 1.25 times the post-developed 1 % EP rates plus any 1 % EP offsite discharges 
entering the detention pond. 

Offsite Runoff through the Project: Offsite runoff will either be routed around detention 
ponds where room allows or allowed to enter the ponds. Where offsite runoff enters a 
pond a secondary outlet control structure may be added in the pond with its control 
elevation set at the on-site 100-year pond flood elevation. 

Storm Sewerage: Stormwater inlet pipes will be sized using the Rational Method for the 
10% EP storm. Inlet piping from low points in the design and culverts will be sized for the 
1 % EP storm. 

Drainage Easements: Detention ponds, their discharge pipes and overflow spillways, 
flood routing paths and storm sewer infrastructure will be covered by drainage easements 
in the County's favor where required by the County MS4 Coordinator. 

Sinkhole Conservancy: Sinkhole conservancy easements will be recorded in the 
County's favor per current easement requirements. 



 

Impact Statement: 

Summary: 

Basin Characteristics 
(Pre-Developed Conditions) 

Basin Characteristics 
(Post-Developed Conditions) 



 

10% EP Storm 
Basin Pre-Developed Post-Developed Post-Developed Pre-Developed 

Area Drainage Area (Ac) Drainage Area (Ac) Q (c fs) Q (cfs) 

NE 7.10 7.10 1.78 

SE 5.74 5.74 1.44 

CI 21.76 21.76 5.44 

C2 4.01 4.01 1.00 

1% EPStorm 
Basin Pre-Developed Post-Developed Post-Developed Pre-Developed 

Area Drainage Area (Ac) Drainage Area (Ac) Q (cfa) Q (cfs) 

NE 7.10 7.10 3.20 

SE 5.74 5.74 2.58 

Cl 21.76 21.76 9.79 

C2 4.01 4.01 1.80 

(1) Alwwable Discharge: 1 (J>/4 EP at 0.25 cfs/ac and the 1% EP at 0.45 <;fslac. 
(2) Actual Discharge = Pond Discharge as calculated via hydrograph routing. 

(I) Allowable (2) Actual 

Q (cfs) Q (els) 

1.78 

1.44 -
5.44 

1.00 

(1) Allowable (2) Actual 

Q (cfs) Q (cfs) 

3.20 

2.58 -
9.79 

1.80 



 

10 YEAR DETENTION/WATER QUALJTY PON)) TABLE 
fo1· C1 POND 

(I) (2) (3) (4) 
2 YU POST 2 YRJ'R I<'. 

STORM W AT'.ERSHFD (ALLOWABLE REQ'O 
DURATION DISCH RATE DISCH. RA TE) STORAGE 

(11011rs) (cfsJ (cfs) (cO 
0.08'3 100.5 l 28, 747 
0 .166 76.39 42,753 
0.25 58,05 47, 744 
0.50 12:_71 5A4 62,200 
0.75 30.54 6R_.U:i 

I 2U7 57 ~26 

100 YEAR DETENTION/WATER QUALITY POND TABLE 
for POND Cl 

( l) (.I) \ j) ( '1) 

Anl lcip. t 00 YR N)S'f JOOVR PRE 
SI Ok.1\1 WATERSHEO (ALWWABLE REQ'D 

DURATION DISCH.RATE DISCH. RATE) STORAGE 
(hom·s) (cfs) (cfs) (cl) 

0.083 141.()6 39,693 
0.166 107.W 58,697 
0.25 81.47 65.050 
0.50 .55,74 9 .79 83.399 
0.75 42,37 90.06;:;-

1 3U.Ol 73.399 

Pond Ci <li,;charge to pond numberC2 berore looving th~ site. Using H,y<lra1low Hydrogmphs 
fll{loff from lh~ir conttiblllJng ~re11s were rout.,il through ponds Cl and C2 the11 combi:ndl 

Column 3 is the max. aHowed in fl ~riti011l WAlershtid at ils oomputed lime o!' conL-entrlltion. The 11h1Jv~ t11hle 

was used to determine the. minimum volume required for pond Cl . 

This p()nd wil I h.iv~ an avemge contour 20 :mm tlf 24.000 sq f'l ( 4' ueep - 96,()()Q pmv i<led) 

Colun1n 2 ~s:mmes Gow using 0.62 codficiont, 5 min. IOC 



 

10 YEAR DETENTION/WATER QUALJTY PON}) TABLE 
fo1·C2POND 

(I) (2) (3) ("4) 
2 YU POST 2 YRJ'RI<'. 

STORM W AT'.ERSHFD (ALLOWABLE REQ'l> 
DURATION DISCH RATE DISCH. RA TE) STORAGE 

(hours) (rfsJ (cfs) ( tf} 

0.08"3 18.52 5,298 
0 .166 14.07 7,876 

0.25 10,69 8,794 
0.50 7,31 1.00 11, 453 
0.75 .5.62 I 2,57R 

I 3f )3 10 636 

100 YEAR DETENTION/WATER QUALITY POND TABLE 
forPOND C2 

( l) (..IJ w ('1) 

Anl lcip. t 00 YR POST JOOVR PRE 
SI O'R..1\1 W A'l"ERSHEO (A.LWWA.BL.I!: REQ'D 

DURATION DISCH.RATE DISCH. RATE) STORAGE 
(hom·s) (cfs) (cfs) (c.l) 

0.083 25.85 1,2n 
0.166 19,6.5 10,756 
0.25 14,93 11, 915 
0.50 m21 l .80 15, 26-l 
0.75 8..01 16,9(17 

1 5.49 13.39.5 

Pond C i tli,;charge to pond numbe-rC2 berore loovmg ,h~ site. Using Hy<lm1low Hydrogmphs 
fll{loff from lhoir conttibl.ll.Vlg ~re11s were route<l through ponds Cl and C2 thc:11 combi.ndl 

Column 3 is the max. a'llowed in fl ~riti0!1l wnlershtid at it,; oompute<l lime o!' conL-en!Nltion. The 11h1Jvo tllb le 

was used to determine the. minimum volume required for pond C2. 

This p()nd will h.ive an avemge contour 20 artm tlf9.31JO sq. fl (4' <letp - 37,200 pmvided) 

C'olun1n1 ~s:mmes Oow using0.62 codficiont, 5min.. IQC 



 

10 YEAR DETENTION/WATER QUALITY PON)) TABLE 
for NE POND 

(I) (2) (3) (4) 
2 vn POST 2 YR J'R I~ 

STORM WATERSHED (ALLOWABLE REQ'O 
DURATION DISCH RATE DISCH. RA TE) STORAGE 

(11011rs) (cfs) tcfs) (cf) 
0.08'3 32.79 9. 377 

0 .166 25.66 14,3911 
0.25 21.30 17,714 
0.50 l4A3 1,78 22,%0 
0.75 11.l-! 25,483 

I 9, Jj 26.hl 

100 YEAR DETENTION/WATER QUALITY POND TABLE 
for NE POND 

( l) (~J \ j) (4) 

Anl lcip. t 00 YR N)S'f JOOVR PRE 
SI O'R..1\1 WATERSHEJ) (A.LWWABL!i REQ'D 

DURATION DISCH.RATE DISCH. RATE) STORAGE 
(hom·s) (cfs) (cfs) (cl) 

0.083 45.78 12,875 
0.166 35,56 19.499 
0.25 .29,62 23,976 
0.50 20.64 320 31,654 
0.75 16,37 35.85S 

1 13.77 38.369 

Pond Ci tli,;charge to pond numberC2 before loovmg th~ site. Using Hy<lral1ow Hydrogmphs 
fll{loff from lh~ir conttiblll.\rlg ~reas were rout-,il. through ponds Cl and C2 thc:11 oombinw 

Column 3 is the max. a'llowed in H oriti011I WAl ershr.d at its oomputed lime o!' oent,-entration. The 11h1Jv~ t11hle 
was used to determine the. minimum volume required for-:-Jll POND. 

This p()nd wil I h.iv~ an avemge contour 20 :mm tlf 22,000 sq l'l ( 4' <.Jeep - 88,()()Q pmv i<.led) 

Colun1n 2 ~s:mmes Gow using 0.62 codficiont, 5 min.. IOC 



 

 
 
 

10 YEAR DETENTION/WATER QUALJTY PON)) TABLE 
fo1·SEPOND 

(I) (2) (3) (4) 
2 vn POST 2 YRJ'RI<'. 

STORM W AT'.E,RSHED (ALLOWABLE REQ'O 
DURATION DISCH RATE DISCH. RA TE) STORAGE 

(hours) (cfa) (cfs) (cJ) 

0.08"3 26.51 7,58 1 
0 .166 20.75 11,636 

0.25 l 7,22 14.3.20 
0.50 t l ,67 L44 IS,.567 
0.75 9,00 20,582 

I 7,40 21.635 

100 YEAR DETENTION/WATER QUALITY POND TABLE 
for SE POND 

( l) ,-"J PJ ( '1) 

Anl lcip. t 00 YR N)S'f JOOVR PRE 
SIO'R..1\1 WATERSHEO (ALWWA.BLE REQ'D 

DURATION DISCH.RATE DISCH. RATE) STORAGE 
(hom·s) (cfs) (cfs) (c.l) 
0.083 37,01 l0.411 
0.166 28, 75 15,770 
0.25 23,95 19.393 
0.50 16,69 3.58 .J5,610 
0.75 13,211 28,913 

I 11.14 31.U73 

Pond Ci di,;charge to pond numberC2 berore loovmg ,h~ site, Using Hydra1low Hydrogmphs 
fll{loff from lh~ir conttibl.ll.Vlg ~re11s were rout.,il through ponds Cl and C2 thc:n oombi.ndl 

Column 3 is the max. a'llowed in fl oriti011l WAlershtid at ils oomputed lime o!' Cont,-entrAtion. The 11hov~ tllhle 
was used to determine the. minimum volume required for SE POND. 

This p()nd wil I h.iv~ an avemge contour 20 :mm tlf 19,500 sq f'l ( 4' <.Jeep - 78,0()() pmv i<.led) 

C'olun1n 1 ~s:mrnes Gow using 0.62 codfic iont, 5 min.. TOC 



 

EXHIBIT 12: Remonstrance for REZ-21-1 

December 27, 2023 

jne.ster@co.monroe.in.us 

Subject: Remonstrance incorporating opposition to REZ-21-1 into PUO-23-7. 

To the Monroe County Plan Commission: 
c/o Jackie N. Jelen, Director 
Monroe County Planning Department 

We live directly south of the old Robertson Farr11 , located~! 4691 S. Victor Pike , 
Bloomington, IN 47403. White Oaks Endeavors LLC, its current owner, seeks approval 
of PUO-23-7. In 2021 the same petitioner sought a rezone of the same land using a 
similar development plan, filed as REZ-21-1 . (Th.e current proposal is even denser and 
includes a three-story apartment style building right by the Clear Creek Trail.) 

Strong public opinion was expressed against REZ-21-1 , often through postcards, 
letters, and emails. The developers, the real estate, and the development plan are 
substantially identical. The impacts on the environment and neighborhood are as bad 
or worse. Therefore, the postcards, letters and emails opposing REZ-21-1 are also 
applicable to PUO-23-7. The attached Exhibit contains 125 postcards and 43 letters 
and emails submitted in opposition to REZ-21-1. Please consider them in full force and 
effect with respect to PUO-23-7. 

Respectfully yours, 

Guy and Connie Loftman 
Eve Loftman Cusack and Sam Cusack 
4835 S . Victor Pike 
Bloomington, IN 47403 

Dave and Patty Busch 
1250 W. Church Lane 
Bloomington, IN 47403 



 

EXHIBIT 9: Letters of Opposition 

August 8. 2021 

To the Monroe County Plan Commi~sion: 

1. On page 231 oftlw July 20 Plan Commission Packet, Petitioner stak,~. "S Victor Pih· has i\ 
90 It ROW ... ' - ( Exhihit A.) 1l1is is not tnre. ·n1e Right or Way is 53 feel by the Rohl'rlson 
Fann and less !hai1 25 feet at the edge of our driveway at 4835 S. Victor Pike. 

Moore·~ Addition sits allross the slreel from the R<lbcrt.<,on FamJ. ·111c Moore's Additio11 
plat was prepared by Aynurn Fanyo and recorded al Plat 8ook 8 Page 183. It shows that 
the Victor Pike right of way expanded from 36 feet to 53 feet as part of the plat1i.ng 
process. (Exhibit B.) 

\Vhere Victor Pi1."t.l meets our driveway ·U1e right of way is less than 25 feet. This was 
determiued when tb.e County bought some of our land to upgrade the bridge by the Rail 
Trail. (Exhibit C.) 

l'etitioner'$ own plat showing Victor Pike .Improvements says, iJJ very taint print, just 
below ·•s. VICTOR P1KE.', "(MAJOR COl~LECTOR)(90. DP-SIRED ROW). '11,c fact 

that the desired right of way is 90 feet should not be confused with the foct that the actual 
right of way is 53 foet. (Exhibit D.) 

2. On page 231 of the July 20 PI.in Commission packet Petitioner also states, ''S Victor Pike 
... was planned for expansion by the County. 111at is no! true. Victor l'ik.i is not listed a$ 
a Futul'e Roadway Pl'oject in Moiu·oe County' s Thoroughfare Plan. (Exhibit E.) 

3. Tbe pavement by our driveway al 4835 S. Victor Pike i~ 20 feet wide. ·111e ea~t side has 
no sh01.1lder. Much of the riprnp placed by the County when it upgraded the bridge was 
washed away in the flood of June 18-19, 2021. Parts were washed away completely. 
(Exhibit F.) I requ<1sted repair, hut none has o.:c.urred. Buses h.:aded nortl1 to Batd1elor 
Middle S.:hool and Hloorning1on South drive by ll1is spot on sdmol days. So do big 
lrncks from Dloomington Seal Coati11g. The bmik drops off steeply. TI1ere is a zero 
margin for en-or. Victor Pike is a nan-ow. curvy oounlty road. Petitionl!r's des-.Tiption 
misrepn,:~cnts its character. 

Petitiom:r ha.<; misrepresented 1lw nalure of Victor Pike. Many other prnhlems with Plltitioner's 
pr0pol!a.ls and the accuracy of Petitioner-s repwsen1<1tions have bmm shown earlier in this 
process. I understnnd that some Commission members feel Urnt higher density is appropriate for 
the Robertson Fann. But Lhere is every reason to recommend denial of a. proposal from 
Petitioner's who have again and again shown themselves to he irresponsible, 1\ touchstone of 
the Plan Com.missiou·s task is to assure respousible dewlopment. Thatcnu-t be assured in th.iR 
oase. 

Thauk you for your ei,,teusive work on Hus project. 

Guy Loftman., 4835 S. Victor Pike, Bloomi11gton, TN 47403 
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Exhibit A Petitioner's J)resentation, August 3, 2021, Plan Commission Packet p. 231. 
n 0"-'"___ ~ • 

C • 

Neighbor Meetings & Concerns 

~-.lbl[<l!JJ!,;; 
S Victor P,ke 1s a~Major CoUador~ 

S Victor P1~e has 90 II ROW •~d was 
planried to, ellip:mslon by the County 

S. Vic.torPikeWidthandslzevs H\vy46 
IS"" plcluresl 

H1,1,,y 46 is one of the most utiilzcd non­
lntetSl-ate toads Ill an of Monroo County 
and It's width ond desij:n Is nearly Ille 
s;,m<" as S. Victor Piko 

Hwy 46 f\3s thousands of car& th(lt transit 
dalty back and forth to surround.Ing 
coontt~ w;thout dang~,ous nnpac-t to 
trafffr. 

• t- • ~­
~),- ; 11 • -

0 c: £11 ~ 1'S (g I) ti .- • '• ' - •., . ..,. It 
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Exhibit B. Plat of Moore' s Addition, 
D 

C 

, 
:_. -~:?<!:~-;.--,,..~:: 

ll p..,.. ........ o- 11 1"9. --. 114 ~ d ··.... • .... · •• - ._ 
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Exhibit C. Survey of portion of 4835 S. Victor Pike, Loftman rea l estate. 
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Exhibit D. Victor Pike Improvements portion of Petitioner's Plat. 
C 

Q , •♦ 0 
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E. Future Roadway Projects, Monroe County Thoroughfare Plan, 

adopted Dec. 12, 2018, Table 1, Page 8. 

·- - - ­_ ... 

- _.,... 

-­·-~ -·­.,_ .. ...,.., 

,..,.,.,,._,. __ _,__._ ......... ..,... __ _ 
.. o..t "'"------~--.. --... -...... ..,,_ ... .,.. .. _.,.. ____ ~-------..--------...... ~ 

. c-..,. ...... _wo•~~......,_ --• ....-.--a.,..,. ........ -
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ExhibitF. 4835 S. Victor Pike washout, June 19 ,2021 
0- ,.., ____ ' ~-- .. ._..._ 

,. C l ----.. M """" 
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