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MONROE COUNTY PLAN COMMISSION
AGENDA

The Monroe County Plan Commission will hold a hybrid public meeting on Tuesday, January 16, 2024, at
5:30 PM in the Judge Nat U. Hill 11l Meeting Room, 100 West Kirkwood Avenue, Bloomington, Indiana and
virtually via a video conference
(https://www.co.monroe.in.us/egov/apps/events/calendar.egov?view=cal&eGov_searchDepartment=13).
The public may attend and provide comments virtually or in-person. For information about the meeting, you
may call (812) 349-2560 or email (PlanningOffice@co.monroe.in.us) our office. For information about the
video conference meeting, you may call (812) 349-2560 or email (PlanningOffice@co.monroe.in.us). We will
be taking public comment at each public hearing and consider the following agenda items and requests
regarding the following described properties in Monroe County, Ind.:

CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL

INTRODUCTION OF EVIDENCE
APPROVAL OF AGENDA
APPROVAL OF MINUTES None.

ADMINISTRATIVE BUSINESS:
1. SIA-22-15 Kemp Minor Subdivision PART 1
Request for Release of Performance Guaranty

UNFINISHED BUSINESS:
1. RD-23-2 N Maple Grove RD Name Change to John Irvine Way
Final Hearing.
Washington Township, Section 30 and Bloomington Township, Section 31.
Contact: drbrown@co.monroe.in.us
***WITHDRAWN BY PETITIONER***

NEW BUSINESS:

1. PUO-23-1 Whaley PUD Outline Plan Amendment 2 PART 1
Preliminary Hearing. Waiver of Final Hearing
Two (2) parcels totaling 12.34 +/- acre in VVan Buren Township, Section 14 at
4810 W State Road 45, Parcel # 53-09-14-102-001.000-015.
Owner: K & S Rolloff Holdings LLC
Zoned PUD. Contact: shawnsmith@co.monroe.in.us

2. REZ-23-5 U-Haul Rezone From IG to GB PART 1
Preliminary Hearing. Waiver of Final Hearing Requested.
Two (2) 12.84 total +/- parcels in Richland Township, Section 36
at 3274 and 3300 W Profile PKWY, parcels #53-04-36-100-054.007-011 and
#53-04-36-100-054.006-011. Owner: BB Profile LLC
Zoned IG. Contact: shawnsmith@co.monroe.in.us

3. SPP-23-4  Spring Woods Major Subdivision Preliminary Plat PART 1
Preliminary Hearing. Waiver of Final Hearing Requested.
One (1) parcel on 2.65 acres in Section 24 of Richland Township at
4050 W Carmola DR, parcel #53-04-24-200-135.000-011.
Owner: Blackwell Contractors Inc
Zoned MR. Contact: drbrown@co.monroe.in.us
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4, PUO-23-7 The Trails at Robertson Farm PUD Outline PAGE 4
Preliminary Hearing.
One (1) 42.97 +/- parcel in Perry Township, Section 20 at 4691 S Victor Pike, parcel
#53-08-20-400-102.000-008.
Owner: White Oak Endeavors LLC
Zoned RE1. Contact: drbrown@co.monroe.in.us

5. PUO-23-8 Bloomington Technology Park PUD Outline Plan Amd. 7 PART 3
Preliminary Hearing. Waiver of Final Hearing Requested.
One (1) 3.8 +/- parcel in Van Buren Township, Section 1 at
1444 S Liberty DR. parcel #53-09-01-402-017.000-015
Owner: Liberty Drive Medical Office Facility LLC
Zoned PUD. Contact: dmyers@co.monroe.in.us

6. ZOA-23-3 Amendment to the Monroe County Zoning Ordinance: PART 3
Chapter 807- Signs
Preliminary Hearing. Waiver of Final Hearing Requested.
Amendment to add timeline and procedure for sign permits.
Contact: jnester@co.monroe.in.us

REPORTS: 1. Planning: Jackie Jelen
2. County Attorney: David Schilling

Said hearing will be held in accordance with the provisions of: 1C 36-7-4-100 et seq.; & the County Code,
Zoning Ordinance, and the Rules of the Plan Commission of Monroe County, Ind. All persons affected by
said proposals may be heard at this time, and the hearing may be continued as necessary.

Anyone who requires an auxiliary aid or service for effective communication, or a modification of policies or
procedures to participate in a program, service, or activity of Monroe County, should contact Monroe County
Title VI Coordinator Angie Purdie, (812)-349-2553, apurdie@co.monroe.in.us, as soon as possible but no later
than forty-eight (48) hours before the scheduled event.

Individuals requiring special language services should, if possible, contact the Monroe County Government
Title VI Coordinator at least seventy-two (72) hours prior to the date on which the services will be needed.

The meeting will be open to the public.
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MONROE COUNTY PLAN COMMISSION January 16, 2023

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 43.51 +/-
ZONE Estate Residential 1
TOWNSHIP Perry
SECTION 20
PLATS Unplatted
COMP PLAN MCUA Mixed Residential
DESIGNATION
EXHIBITS

1. Petitioner Outline Plan Statement

2. Capacity Letters

3. Site Plan (Conceptual)

4. Site Plan (with Open Space)

5. Phase Plan

6. Water/Wetland Delineation Summary Report
7. Karst Report

8. Remonstrance

9. Remonstrance for REZ-21-1

10. Drainage

RECOMMENDATION

The Plan Review Committee offered no recommendation regarding this petition during their meeting on
December 14, 2023.

The overall recommendation to the Plan Commission:
e Staff recommends forwarding a “negative recommendation” to the Plan Commission based on the
Findings of Fact, specifically:

0 that the proposal design does not meet many of the purpose statements in the PUD Chapter
811,

0 this proposal could be more in line with a Medium Residential density to transition from
other nearby existing residential development in the area;

0 The Plan Commission is currently drafting the County Development Ordinance and would
like to see a discussion in regards to the proposal under the CDO as opposed to creating a
new PUD.

0 The comprehensive plan suggests neighborhood commercial also be integrated, which is not
included in this proposal.

PUBLIC HEARING TIMELINE
PLAN REVIEW COMMITTEE - December 14, 2023
e Notes from Planning Staff:
0 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


https://www.co.monroe.in.us/egov/documents/1617203315_8104.pdf

presented during the County Commissioners Formal Session on September 29, 2021
e PartA
e Part B (REZ-21-1, given the Ordinance Number 2021-36, begins here and
continues through to Part F inclusive)

o PartC
e PartD
o PartE
o PartF
0 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 2 of this report.
0 How close is this to annexation?
= This site is in the proposed annexation area 1B.
0 Sinkholes were a concern, particularly sinkhole number 6.
0 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:

PLAN COMMISSION Regular — January 16, 2023 (Preliminary Hearing)
PLAN COMMISSION Regular — February 20, 2023 (Final Hearing)
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS - TBD

SUMMARY

The petition site is located at 4691 S Victor PIKE, in Section 20 in Perry Township. The site 43.51 +/- acres
and currently contains one single-family residential structure and multiple accessory structures. The petitioner
is requesting a Planned Unit Development to be established at this location in order to develop a large series
of residential structures. Should this petition be approved, the petitioner will be creating 145 residential lots
containing single-family residences, single family paired homes, triplex/townhomes that will each be situated
on their own lot with a shared wall, and a multi-family dwelling unit all on one lot. 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 single and multi-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 addition of a single, new multi-family dwelling unit.
2. The replacement of proposed quad-plexes/townhomes with proposed tri-plexes/townhomes.
3. 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).5
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4. The layout of some proposed streets/walkways has changed slightly.
5. The minimum lot sizes of some Areas have changed.
a. For 2012-PUO-6:
i. Area ‘A’ has minimum lot size of 0.14 acres.
ii. Area ‘B’ has a minimum lot size of 0.22 acres.
iii. Area ‘C’ has a minimum lot size of 0.16 acres.
iv. Area ‘D’ has a minimum lot size of 0.16 acres.
b. For PUO-23-7:
i. Area ‘A’ has minimum lot size of 0.14 acres.
ii. Area ‘B’ has a minimum lot size of 0.17 acres.
iii. Area ‘C’ has a minimum lot size of 0.15 acres.
iv. Area ‘D’ has a minimum lot size of 0.15 acres.
v. Area ‘E’ is asingle lot of 0.96 acres.

PUO-23-7 includes standards for Parking Details and Neighborhood Signage.

7. 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.

8. 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.”

9. Under the section “Environmental Considerations”, PUO-23-7 adds a standard regarding drainage
and watershed management.

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.”

S



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 43.51 +/- 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.



INFRASTRUCTURE

Capacity letters have been provided for this site regarding sewer, gas, electricity, and water. Right-of-Way
activity permits have been submitted to the Highway Department for review (RW-23-360 and RW-23-359).
A 49-page Kkarst survey was resubmitted with this petition from 2020, and a 7-page Water/Wetland
Delineation Summary Report from 2020 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 all road frontage and internal to the street, unless the outline plan specifically states
different standards. Multiple karsts are present on the property. Drainage implications of development would
be reviewed under a PUD Development Plan. Additionally, there is a large transmission line running
through the middle of the lot.



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

Figure 7. View a fence and field near the two accessory structures.
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Figure 8. View beyond the fence on the property.
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COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DISCUSSION - PHASE |

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 gféén. 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 among the full
spectrum of demographic groups. Residential buildings should be
. 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.

e Transportation
e Streets

Streets in mixed residential neighborhoods should be designed at a pedestrian scale. Like
mixed Use districts. the ETEESEE R AEEE e TEC PR

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 Beignedias walkable AelghborOBG, Most residents willlikely own cars, but
neighborhood design should de-emphasis the automobile.

o 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.

As with mixed-Use districts, primary streets in mixed residential
neighborhoods should be designed to accommodate transit.
o Utilities
e Sewer and water
The majority of mixed residential areas designated in the land Use Plan are located within
h. 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.
o Power
Overhead utility lines should be buried to eliminate visual clutter of public streetscapes and to
minimize system disturbance from major storm events.
e 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.
e Openspace
o Park Types

Parks should be provided within a walkable

distance (one-eighth to one-quarter mile), gf all residential units, and should serve as an
around which the neighborhood is designed.




e Urban Agriculture
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

e 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).

e  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
e 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.
e 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.
e Sitedesign
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.
e Buildingform
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.
e 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.
e 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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PUD REVIEW CONSIDERATIONS

Do iderati

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:

(@) 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:
e 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% (10.88 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.”

2 The extent to which the proposed plan meets the requirements, standards, and stated purpose of
the Planned Unit Development regulations.

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

0 Reflect the policies of the Comprehensive Plan specific to the neighborhood in which the
PUD is to be located; this proposal appears to align with the policies of the
Comprehensive Plan in this area (see above). However, no mixed-use commercial
amenities are being provided.

0 Provide substantial buffers and transitions between areas of different land use and
development densities; the layout of zones A, B, C, D and E guides the transition of
density. Phases C, D, &E buffer neighboring properties to the south and north, which
involve the densest housing types. The petitioner should consider density transitions
from the proposed development to the existing neighboring lots.

0 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 four 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.

0 Promote architecture that is compatible with the surroundings; they have not provided
architectural standards.

0 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 most dense
development include areas C (sitigle family homes with a lot size of 0.16 ac), D



(triplex/townhome type design with shared lot line of 0.16 ac), and E (multifamily
structure that is on a 0.96 ac lot with 20 units max).

0 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. Again, the highest density housing types
are being proposed along the outside border of the site, which does not take into account
the design of the surrounding area (low density residential and institutional use);

0 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.

e The petitioner does not appear to be meeting one of the requirements for open space — “If the Outline
Plan provides for the Planned Unit Development to be constructed in stages, open space must be
provided for each stage of the Planned Unit Development in proportion to that stage.” The
phasing map has not been updated with the latest open space proposal and therefore, staff does not
see the 25% total open space per phase being met.

(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);

Multi-family is not currently permitted within the RE1 zoning districts;

The site has a proposed minimum lot area requirement of 0.14 acres;

The site has a proposed density ranging from 5 dwellings per acre to 21 dwellings per acre;
The site has a proposed minimum lot width at building line of 50 feet;

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:
e 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:

o Staff will be reviewing a development plan and major subdivision if approved;

e 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;

e The petitioner is proposing 25% (10.88 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:
e SeeFindings (1), (3) & (5);

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



e 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);

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

Findings:
e See Findings under Section (6);
e 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:
e See Findings under Section (5) & (6);
e Multiple road connections are proposed within the outline plan that will increase interconnectivity
between the proposed neighborhood areas;
e The petitioner is proposing two points of access off S Victor Pike to serve the proposed PUD;
o 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:

e The PUD outline plan has open space requirements that will be described legally as unbuildable;

e The petitioner states that 10.88 acres will serve as open space which is 25% of the total site acreage;

o Exhibit 1 states that the drainage/stormwater management areas will be managed by an HOA to be
established during the subdivision process;

o 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.
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EXHIBIT 1: Petitioner Outline Plan Statement
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EXHIBIT 2: Capacity Letter — Sewer, Gas, Electricity and Water
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EXHIBIT 3: Site Plan (Conceptual)
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EXHIBIT 4: Site Plan (with Open Space)
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EXHIBIT 5: Phase Plan
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EXHIBIT 6: Water/Wetland Delineation Summary Report
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EXHIBIT 7: Karst Report

52



53



54



55



56



57



58



59



60



61



62



63



64



65



66



67



68



69



70



71



72



73



74



75



76



7



78



79



80



81



82



83



84



85



86



87



88



89



90



91



92



93



94



95



96



97



98



99



Existing
Ground

Backfill
Material

Geotextile
- é Min,

kil Typical

[SOH

12* Min, Abowi
Throat

Sinkhole
Throat {Typ.) Class | Riprap *

Sinkhole Reoajrr - Aggregate Cap

100



EXHIBIT 8: Remonstrance
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EXHIBIT 9: Remonstrance for REZ-21-1
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EXHIBIT 10: Drainage
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Impact Statement:
Summary:

Basin Characteristics
(Pre-Developed Conditions)

Basin Characteristics
(Post-Developed Conditions)
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10% EP Storm

Basin| Pre-Developed Post-Developed | Post-Developed | Pre-Developed | (1) Allowable (2) Actual
Area | Drainage Area (Ac)| Drainage Area (Ac) Q (cfs) Q (cfs) Q (cfs) Q (cfs)
NE 7.10 7.10 1.78 1.78

SE 5.74 5.74 1.44 1.44 -

C1 21.76 21.76 5.44 5.44

C2 4.01 4.01 1.00 1.00

1% EP Storm

Basin| Pre-Developed Post-Developed | Post-Developed | Pre-Developed | (1) Allowable (2) Actual
Area | Drainage Area (Ac)| Drainage Area (Ac) Q (cfs) Q (cfs) Q (cfs) Q (cfs)

NE 7.10 7.10 3.20 3.20

SE 5.74 5.74 2.58 2.58 -

Cl1 21.76 21.76 9.79 9.79

C2 4.01 4.01 1.80 1.80

(1) Allowable Discharge: 10% EP at 0.25 ¢f$/ac and the 1% EP at 0.45 cfs/ac.
(2) Actual Discharge = Pond Discharge as calculated via hydrograph routing.
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