Kenton C. Ward, CEM Suite 188

. One Hamilton County Square
Surveyor Uf Hamilon County Noblesville, Indiana g6060-2230
Phone (317) 776-8495

Fax (317) 776-9628

October 2, 2012

To: Hamilton County Drainage Board
Re: Mud Creek/Sand Creek Drainage Area

In 1997 Christopher B, Burke Engineering presented the initial Watershed Master Plan for the
Mud Creek Drainage Shed which includes Sand Creek. The study was expanded on in 2002 and 2004.
These studies outlined several recommendations which deal with flooding and other drainage problems,
Currently, Sand Creek is listed in my 2012 Drain Classification Report, as #1 for reconstruction.

W

In order to fund the implementation of the recommendations set out in the Burke Study, 1
recommended to the Board that the term for maintenance collections be increased from four years to eight
years as per IC 36-9-27-43. On October 22, 2007 this was attempted, but due to the problems with my
report to the Board and incorrect mapping at the hearing the matter was continued and re-noticed (see
Hamilton County Drainage Board Minutes Book 10, pages 463 — 467).

. At the new hearing on January 25, 2008, the Board tabled the matter until all of the Mud
Creek/Sand Creek Drainage Shed was regulated and placed on maintenance (see Hamilton County
Drainage Board Minutes Book 11, pages 13 — 18). At this time this has been accomplished. Not only is
the remaining drainage shed on maintenance, but all of the subsequent hearings to do so, set the period of
collections for eight years. Currently there are two sections of the drainage shed. The shed which is
¢collecting for four years which represents 8,606.91 acres and 4,276 lots and the portion of the shed which
is collecting for eight years which represents 7,883.66 acres and 6,720 lots.

At this time the clearing and dredging project on Sand Creck is complete from 146™ Street to
Prairie Baptist Road. This work was done utilizing maintenance funds. The tile replacement from State
Road 38 to Prairie Baptist has had a work order issued and will also be done under maintenance. Work
needed on the Sand Creck section downstream of 146™ Street includes clearing and bank stabilization.



Many log jams, beaver dams and erosion areas have been addressed since the first hearing in
2007. Beaver dams will continue to be a problem which needs to be addressed in the future. Along with
this will be the continued maintenance of the tiles in the drainage area along with the storm sewer systems
which are part of the overall drainage infrastructure. Both waterways will continue to require tree and
debris removal along with the restoration of eroded banks. Continual O & M support of the USGS gaging
station at Cumberland Road will be a cost which will be ongoing. Along with this will be two (2) more
proposed stations upstream, one (1) on Sand Creek and the other on Mud Creek.

During the course of the studies on the drainage area by Burke Engineering many
recommendations were made. Some of these have been addressed or continue to be addressed. Of those
which still need to be addressed are the following:

1) Field survey of each of the 121 residences identified in the floodplain.
2) Create regional detention ponds,
3} Continue to update water quality data.
4} Complete a detailed analysis of each of the detention ponds along both waterways and retrofit
if needed.
-5} Identify and implement flood control mitigation projects to protect those properties within the
floodplain.

At this time Burke Engineering is in the process of engineering two (2) flood control mitigation
projects. These are being done in cooperation with the Town of Fishers. The cost estimate for the
project on Cumberland Road north of 106" Street is $1,740,000.00 with the Town of Fishers portion
being $170,000.00, County Highway portion $650,000,00 and the Drainage Board portion $920,000.00.
The project on Cumberland Road south of 106™ Street is too early in the planning stage for a cost
estimate,

These are two (2) of the projects which the Board will be facing within the drainage area in the
future. Regional detention will be an expensive item for the Board to do. The price tag for these basins
will be in the $1 to$ 2 million plus area and there will be at least two (2), possibly three (3) depending on
size and location. These, along with continual maintenance and completion of the other
recommendations in the study, create a need for a well-funded drain fund.

At this time I recommend to the Board that the continuance of the January 28, 2008 hearing be set
for November 26, 2012. Per the above referenced minutes, only the four individuals who attended the
hearing are to be noticed. Also, since this is a continuance the 30 day notice is not required and only a 10
day notice would be needed. '

Sincerely,

KCW/pil



Mud Crik/iSand Crk #347
Continued hearing from 01/28/08.

The January 28th hearing was tabled until all of Mud Creek/Sand Creek drainage shed is placed on maintenance.
The purpose of the hearing is for the Board to increase the amount of the maximum unencumbered amount

of the maintenance fund for the Mud Creek/Sand Creek Drainage Area #347 from 4 times the estimated annual
cost of periodic maintenance of the drain to 8 times the estimated annual cost of period maintenance.

Continued Hearing Date: 11/26/12

Owner

Gatewood Farms Inc

Green, Charles 8 & Carla S jirs

Landis, Linda L Trustee of Linda L Landis
Mushrush, Vera Lucille

Lerman, Benjamin M & Christie J

Wenning, Victor H & Virginia M

King, Gregor W & Dolores P

Fesler, Robert L 1/4 int & Judy A Fesler 3/4 int T/C
Farrell, Gregory A & Sandra L

Address

15012 Olic Rd

PO Box 127 .
15002 Cyntheanne Rd
14869 Cyntheanna Rd
10047 126th StE

10701 121st StE

9912 Herald Sq

11480 Lake Stonebridge Ln
11385 Mainsail Ct

City

Noblesville, IN 46080
Fortville, IN 46040
Noblesville, IN 46060
Noblesville, IN 46060
Fishers, IN 46038
Fishers, IN 46037
Fishers, IN 46038
Fishers, IN 46037
Fishers, IN 46037
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Holt asked if Schyler notified his County Surveyor that he was diverting the water into
another drain?

Schyler stated that Madison County knows that.
Holt asked if Madison County changed his assessment on the other drain?
Schyler atated that he wasn’t sure about that.

Kolt asked the Surveyor if it would make sense to get with the Surveyor over in Madison
County and find out if Mr. Schyler is being double charged?

The Surveyor stated that it would make sense to check that.
Altman stated that he may be in the wrong shed.

Halt stated that it sounds like Schyler did this through self help, which 1f that solved his
problem made sense for Schyler, but he shouldn’t be double charged. :

Schyler stated that it deoesn’'t seem fair the way it is.

Holt astated that the Surveyor has indicated that he will get with the Madison County
surveyer and see if that is in fact the case. Can we get wriltten correspondence back to Mr,
Schyler?

The Surveyor stated that he would let Mr. Schyler know in writing what he finds out.

nltman asked if anyone else cared to address the Board cn this matter; seeing no one Altman
closed the public hearing.

Holt made the motlen to overrule Schylers cbjection, saconded by Dillinger and approved
unanimously.

Dillinger made the motion to approve the Surveyer’s report, seconded by Helt and approved
unanimously,

Mud Creek/Sand Craek Drain:
There were no objections on file. Mr, Grag Farrall, Mr, Robert Fesler, Mr. Ben Lerman, Mr,
Steve Finkel, Ms. Vera Mushrush and Mr. veldon Laudes were present for this item.

The Surveyor presented his report teo the Board for approval.

“August 8, 2007

To: Hamilton County Drainage Board
Re: Stony Creek Drain

Par the Board’s reguest at its May 14, 2007 meeting, T have reviewed the future needs
of the Stony Creek Drain. Upon doing so I believe that the period of collections should he
extanded from four years Lo elght yeara as per IC 36-9-27-43., At this time the total annuval
collection is 53,877.04 and the current balance is £0.00. Currently, the maintenance
collection of the drain is omitted whan the fund reaches $23,508.16. If the time period for
collections is extended the balance in the fund could be $47,016.32 depending on maintenance
work performed on the drain.

The additional funds will be neadad in order to complete the recommendations as
outlined in the watershed management plan completed by Burke. This will also provide for
additicnal funding in the future for clearing, dredging and for possible future
reconstruction.

I recommend that this proposal be set for hearlny on October 22, 2007.

Sincerely,

Kenton C. Ward, CFM
Hamilton County Surveyor

ECH/pll?”

Holt staked that the latter to us talks about future needs of Stony Creek Drainage Area. I8
that a typo? Should this be Mud Creek/Sand Creek Drainage Area?

The Surveyor®stated that this is a typo.




Holt stated that the letter talks -about the Hamilton County centripution and the Madison
County contribution, is Macdison County involved in this one?

The Burveyor stated that Madison County is involved,

Holt statec that again the display ig not right because it deesn’t show any of Madison
County. The letter alsc talks about the Frank Keiser Arm, is that incorrect also?

The Syrveyor stated that the Kelser Arm is part of this.

Holt asked if we were only talking about the Keiser Arm or are we talking about the drainage
shed?

The Surveyor stated that we are talking about the enlire drainage shed.

Holt asked if this shouldn’t say Frank Keiser Amm?

The Surveyor stated that it should not say Frank Keiser,

Holt stated that likewise it says that on the agenda, is that incorrect as well?
The Surveyor stated that is incorrect as well

Holt made the motion to medify the agenda te delete the Frank Kelser Arm, saconded by
Dillinger and approved unanimously.

Holt stated that the letter that went out to the folks in the drainage shed, is it accurate?
The Surveyor stated that except for saying Stony Creek, it is aceurate.

Holt asked if the property owner’s letisr sald Stony Creek also?

the Surveyor stated that it did.

Altman stated that she helisves this is a problem,

The Surveyor stated that the letter says Mud Creek/Sand Creek, but the first paragraph says
Stony Creek when it should say Mud Creek/Sand Creek,

Holt asked if on the letter that went out it says Stony Creek instead of Mud Creek/Sand
Creek? .

The Surveyor stated that Holt was correct,

Holt askad Howard if we should re-notice this rather than go forward with a hearing this
worning?

Howard stated that he believad we should ra-notice, I believe there is enough ambiguity in
the notice that we should start over. On the other hand, if there is someone here to speak
on something that is gexmang we can incorporate that by reference, but T believe we should
send ouk a more accurate notice.

Altman asked if she could open the public hearing and conkinue this till it's re-noticed?

Howard stated that Altman should cpen the public hearing and continue it until it is re-
noticed.

Altman stated that since there are folks here that wanted to address the Board I belisve
that is only fair, T don't want to take thelr time twice. To clarify before we start the
public meeting, our letters that went out to you, the Surveyor has requested that the Board
ingrease the number of times that the Mud Creek/Sand Creek Drain collections occur from the
current maximum of four years to eight years. The reason why we want to do this is that we
have specific recommendations and a plan in place by an engineering firm, Christopher Burke.
this is a substantial plan that will require substantial dollars to try to relieve the
drainage lssues we have in your area, Our only two choices to fix drainage is to put items
under maintenance and try to collect a fund and then fix them or to try to fix them without
funds in place through an assessment to all the property owners. What this is attempting to
do is complete the fix with the current assessment system, what you are currently paying
now, just over a longer period of time. The letter you received bad an error in it. The
error was that the lebter sald we were golng to take care of the Stony Creek Dralnage Area,
no we’re not, the funds collected from the Mud Creek/Sand Creek Drain will be isolated and
only used for the Mud Creek/Sand.Creek Area and for that project or any other maintenance
projects that we need during the term., fThat being said and hopefully clarifying where we
are on this 11 open the matter for public hearing should anyone care teo address the Board
who is in the drainage shed and then I will continue it till) we send out a corrected notice.

Altman opened the public hearing.




Holt stated that since this 1s overflowing with development right now, why wouldn’t the
Surveyor do a reconstruction and have the developers pay for it?

The Surveyor stated that the developsrs are paying for portions of that work. There are,
however, some issues that are beyond what we can get from the developers that is outlined in
the management rsport. Once the development i3 done we do have some areas that are in the
previously developed areas that need to be addressed. Those developers have already gons on
and we now have some problems in that area. These areas are in the management report.

Parrell stated that he has lived here for fourteen years in this partiecular location. Has
the drain always been assessed at a four times rate in thai period of time?

The Surveyor stated that Mud Creek/3and Creek has always been assessed at a four times rate.
rarrell asked what was prompting ths doubling to eight years?

®he Surveyor stated that the eight years is to acldress the issues that have been brought up
in the Watershed Master Plan. :

Farrell stated that this is essentially new development related as I understand frem Holt,
is that correct?

The Surveyor stated that some of it is new development relatad, but is also previous
development.

Farrell asked what would be new versus previous?

The Surveyor stated that as far as work needing te be dons about half of the watershed is
involvad.

Farrell stated that this is talking about an increase to $000,000.00 in unencumbered funds,
is that correct?

The Surveyor stated that Farrell is correct.

Farrell stated that as a homeowner I gusss I would think, having lived there for that peried
of time, wouldn’t it be falrer to the residents, rather than reserve for that and hitting
everybody proporticnately, if the real problem is new development or at least half of that
problem is new develcpment, hit those people as it comes up for actual repair work?

The Surveyor stated that the developers that we have coming into the drainage area we do hit
up for those repalrs.

Farrell stated that his understanding from his response to Holt was not entirely, is that
correct.

The Surveyor stated that some of the development has already occurred. We’ve now realizad
that there are some problems that was caused by that development that we need to go back and

retrofit.

Farrell asked if it was necessary to apply a universal rate across that area or are you able
to kind of tweak by subdivision?

The Surveyor stated that we usvally don’t tweak by subdivision, it’s usually a uaniversal
rate across the board.

Farrell stated that if the Surveyor did not go frem four to eight years you then could
target that te people specifically in that area ox would that be across that whole drainage.

The Surveyor stated that it wonld Iz acrogs the whole drainage.

altman stated that to clarify if you have a house there, your developer has buill to the
standards we had at that time. We have reviewed those standards given the drainage issues

-that we have and we have increased the standards. Essentially, if you have a home in that

area your costs were lower becauss of the fact that we had lower standards on water
retention so you all indirectly received a benefilt at that time. We're trying to raise the
bar hecause obviously we have an issue of drainage in that area that needs to be correctad.

Holt stated that just s¢ this deesn’t appear as though this is entirely a Drainage Beard
faux pas isn’t this the area where the FEMA maps were incorrect?

The Surveyor stated that Holt was correct,




Holt stated that the Federal Maps were incerrect oh what the 100-year flood did so everyone
was required to comply with a certain standard based on those Federal maps and the maps were
in error. Folks were flooding out that bullt in accordance with what the FEMA map said. It
wasn’t their fault; they built where they wsre told it was okay to bulld. The maps were in
grror and that/s why a higher detention rate is being required now than was previously. On
pre-existing subdivisions and commercial they did what was requested of them, but it was
based on erroneocus information.

The Surveyor statec that Helt was correct.

Gatewoud stated that we’ve addressed this from a housing standpoint, but not from a farming
standpoint. As of yesterday T was fifty and lived on the same farm all my life and can
think back forty vears of my E£ifty years of experience being on the same farm. We'wve not
had any drainage issues, You ge to the ASCS Office and I have one acre out of the total
acres I own that they say is a problem. What is the Surveyor going to do for me? He's not
dona anything for me in the last Forty years that I'm aware of. I and Jim Harger of Harger
Farms are the only ones that keep Sand Craek, that’s my portion of the drain, clean. HNohody
else has kept it clean. I don’t understand whare the need for this extra money that is
being asked for; nobody is giving any specific ideas or uses of what this money is going to
be used for. You just keep talking about needing this money to do things with, wWhat kind
of things? Define the word things. What are you going to do for me? What am I going to
see? The development ls in the area and we have a problem with all the retentlon ponds and
things being put in that are already causing soms problems in other areas. Define the word
thinga that you're going to use this monsy for.

The Surveyor asked Gatewood if he has looked at the Drainage Master Plan that‘s on line?
Gatewood stated that he came into the Survayor's Office last wesk and nobody could show me a
drainage map. They acted like I had no involvement in it and I have a letter. I showed
them my letter and nobody could show me anything on it. Ik's like the blind leading the
blind so I guess I need to ke brought up to speed on what ail is going on here hecause I do
not comprehend all of it,

The Surveyor stated that if Gatewood looked al tha report it shows that the Sand Creek Arm
needs to bae reconstructed and it is on the reconstruction list.

Gatewood asked for what purpose does it need to be reconstructed? We’ve never had any
flooding lssues with that,

The Surveyor stated that the purpose of the reconstruction is to increase the flow through
Sand Cresk to get it into Mud Creek before the Mud Creek hase flow hits and get that watex
in and out.

Gatewood asked if the Surveyor was talking about areas way to the south of him,

The Surveyor stated that Gatewood is correci, but this involves the entire drainage shed,

Gatewood stated that he was not aware of what the drain looks like down there. I'd like to
see the maps.

Holt stated that since we're not going to finish this, this morning, because we’re going to
send another notice, why don’t we geot Gatewcod a copy of the repork before he leaves and he
can take a lock at it and ¢all the Surveyor with any questions, We’ll have a second hearing
and if we need to chew on 1t some more then we can do that as well, Holt asked if someone
could get him a copy of that report?

Altman asked if someons could get our website and the link,

The Surveyor stated that he weuld put the link in the letter.

Altman stated that we would re-notice this and in the letter of re-notice we will send the
link to our website that has this report posted so you will he able to review that. If you
don' t have internet access I know all public libraries have.

Howard askad if we knew the date of the new hearing for these people?

Altman asked if the Surveyor wahted to do¢ this hearing in January?

The Surveyor stated that we could do it in Novewbsr as well.

Howard stated that we need time to get amendad notices out.

The Surveyor stated that we have until Friday.

Dillinger asked what the rush was, Why would we not do it in January?

The Surveyor stated that we can do it in January.
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Altman stated that this hearing will bs continned to January 28, 2008.

Feslar stated that his concern ls the reverse of what he’s been hearing. We’re on the lake
and we experience quite a decrease in the water level. We’re down maybe three feet and Mud
Creek is our watershed. Our concern is as a lake resident, was if there was a poasibility
that we could have our water level stabllized through Mud Creek? Bring the water level up
rather than reducing water level.

Altman asked the Surveyor to address cur control over the lake levels.

The Surveyor stated that the County repaired the dam facility on that last year. The dam
controls the lake level. We can't increase the lake level from what the spillway is.

Fesler asked 1f it was possible for the county to increase the lake levael.

The Surveyor stated that the County cannot increase the lake leval.

Howard stated that the reason the lake is down is because there is ne water anywhere. If in
fact there was a way to design your lake to capture water during peak flows that would be
the case, but it flows over the dam in peak flows so when you want water everyone else in
the County wants water, When you don’t want water and you want it to go over the dam
averykody has tece much water teo,

FPesler asked if it would be possible in peak flows to divert some of the peak into the lake?
Howard stated that the water will still flow over the dam.

The Surveyor stated that the water is still going to flow over the dam.

Altman stated that it may be helpful to sit down with the waps and go over this with you 3o
we know specifically what your concerns are and sea if there is anything we can do. Who
would the Surveyor suggest to asit down with PFeslaex?

The Surveycr asked Liston to ait down with Tesler and go ovex that issue?

Liston stated that he would meet Fesler,

Dillirger askad if it would make sense, since we put thle hearing off until January that the
specific concerns of these folks that bave come in meet directly with the Surveyor’s Office
over that period of time to get those specific things dealt with. They are hard for us to

handle in this meeting.

Altman stated that if thers are specific things, yes, but not if people care to object. If
vou_have speciflc concerns why don‘t we see if we can work it ouk in between our hearings?

Altman asked if anyone else cared to address the Board.
Henderson asked 1f the Mud Creek Drain ran into the John Underwood Drain?

The Surveyor stated that the Underwood Drain flows into Mud Creek. This map is incorrect,
The map should have been the entire drainage shed ilnstead of just this amm.

Howard asked if Henderson’s assessment was part of the Mud Cresk capéure?
Henderson stated that it was Thorpe creak.

The Surveyor asked Henderson which letler she received?

Kenderson stated that her letter says Thorpe Creak.

The Surveyor stated that Henderson was next on the agenda,

Henderson stated that seeing the map here and where I live, it alwost looks like I'm on Mud
Craeck.

The Surveyor statad that Thorpe Creek and Mud Creek Drainage Sheds are next to each other.
Thorpe Creek is further south,

hltman stated that at this time she would continue the public hearing until January 28,
2008,
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“FINDINGS AMD CRDER
CONCERNING THE PARTIAL VACATION OF THE

wWilliam Lehr Drain, I N Joseph & Bli Brooks Arm
Sta. 0 to Sta,0+30

On this 28th day of Japuary 2008, %he Hamilton County Drainage Board has held a
hearing on the Maintenance Repcrt and Schedule of Assessments of the William Lehxr Drain, L N
Joseph & Eli Brooks Arm, Sta, 0 to 5ta. 0+30.

Evidence has been heard. Objections wexre presentéd and considered. The Beard
then adopted an order of action. The Board now finds that the costs of continued maintenance
to the portien of the above drain exceed the benefits to the real estate benefited by the
portion of the drain to be abandoned and lsswes this order vacating the above section of the
William Lehr Drain, L N Joseph & Eli Brooks Arm.

HAMILTZON COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD

Steven A. Holt
President

Steven C, Dillingexr
Menber

Christine Altman
Mamber

Bttest: Lynette Mogbaugh *

Mud Creek/Sand Creek Drainage Arga!
There was one objecticn on file. Mr. Victor Wenning, Mr. Gregor King, Mr. Wilson Gatewood
and Mr. Charles Green were present for this item,

The Surveyor presented his report to the Board for approval.

*December 4, 2007 4

To: Hamilton County Drailnage Board
Re: Mud Creek / Sand Creek Drain

Per the Boabd’s request at its May 14, 2007 meeting, I have reviewed the future needs
of the Mud Creek / Sand Creek Drainage Area., Upon doing so I believe that the period of
collections should be extended from 4 years to B years as per IC 36-9-27-43. At this time
the total annual collsction is $199,996.%6 for Hamilton County and $862.1B for Madison
County and the current balance is $29,192.67. Currently, the maintenance colléction of the
drain is omitted when the fund reachas $803,436.56, If the time period for collections is
extended the balance in the fund could be $1,606,873,12 depending on maintenance work
perfoxmed on the draln.

The additional funds will be noeded in order to complete the recommendations as
outlined in the watershed management plan completed by Burke, This will also provide for
additional funding in the future for clearing, dredging and for possible future
reconstruction,

i recommend that this proposal be set for hearing on January 28, 2008.

Sincerely,

Kenton C. Ward, CrFM
Hamilton County SuLveyor

Kew/pll”
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Bolt opensd the public hearing.
King asked what this was about.

The Surveyor stated that in order to get enough money in the drain fund to complete the
projects that were outlined in the Dralnage Study done by Christopher Burke and Associates:
such things as identifying detention basin sites and purchasing those sites for the future
in order tec help with flooding on the dewnstream areas within Fishers, There is also a need
for some work on Sand Creek in order to clear and reconstruct a portion of Sand Creek. The
purposa of the reconstruction is tc get Lhe water flowing through Sand Creek to get the
water to Mud Creek before ths upper section of Mud Creek hits in order to reduce flooding
downstream. There are several things outlined in the xeport. In your notice there was a
website listed that directed you to where this study is. Did you by chance go to that
website?

King stated that he did not have access te a .computer. Where can I get a full copy of that
report?

The Surveyor stated that the report ls two volumes about two inches thick.

King asked where he could get a copy.

The Surveyor stated that King could view this report in ouz office or if King would like
copies of portions of the report they could make those copies or King could go to the

library and look at the entire report on the website.

King asked if the costs the Surveyor came up with in the letter dated December 4, 2007 were
kased on that report?

The Surveyor stated that the costs are based on the study. The report has several things
listed that are going Lo be guite costly especially when you start leoking at the flood
proofing and the detention sites. We’re golng to have to purchase properties for the
detention sites and Hamilton County property is costly anywore. The sites are going to have
to be obtained and we will have to pay the landowners because we will actually be condemning
those pieces of ground in order te create those detention basins.

King asked if the land that the County proposes to take would he cobtained for floodplain
purposes only or is there some other puxpose?

The Surveyor stated that the land would be purchased for floodplain purposes cnly.

King asked if the report would list the prejects that Buxke proposes?

The Surveyor stated that the Burke report gives a generality te those projects in areas that
we need to leok at for obtaining that property. The report doesn’t give site specifie
areas, We are going to have to study further and determine which areas make the most since.
Right now we have areas that may be a mile in length that somewhere In that section is where
this should be sited and new we’re going to have to go in and actually identify those sites.
King asked if thers was a lot more propesal or survey work to be doma?

The Surveycr stated that King was correct,

King asked when the County proposed to have that finished?

The Surveyor stated that he would like to have it finished at the end ¢f next year so we can
start the preject.

King asked if the Surveycr was referxing to the end of 20097
The Surveyor stated that King was correct,
King asked what the purpcse of today was?

The Suxveyor stated that today’s purpose s to approve the additiopal collections necessary
to fund these projects in the future. :

King stated that perhaps this should be delayed until the landowners have a chance to review
the project itself. Right now this is the first Y’ve heard of it. This letter doesn't tell
ne a thing about it except that you want more monsy.

The Surveyor stated that the notice did refer back to the website which gave the entire
report.

King stated that he didn’'t have computer access.

The Surveyor stated that computer access is availablé at the library.
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Altman stated that we could make the report available here.

King asked if the Surveyor had already determined what the amount was that the County will
neead? Is it based on what you propose to do to this area?

The Surveyor stated that this is money that we will need in the future in order to
accomplish the f£ix fer the flooding downstream. The reason that this was not accomplished
when those houses wera built was because those houses were built using flood data from the
Federal Government that was incorrect. When the new fleod mapping from 2003 was approved by
the Federal Government new informatlion was cbtained at that time and we have approximately
161 homes that are new in the flocdplain that was not before because of the incorrect flood
data. This is data from the federal government that we have to use.

King asked when the Surveyer refers to the Federal Government is he talking about the U. 8.
Army Corps of Engineers?

The Surveyor stated that he was referring to FEMA.

King asked Lf this involves other agencies of the State such as IDNR.
The Surveyor stated that this would also involve IDNHR.

King asked if it would involve IDEM?

The Surveyer stated that it would not involve IDEM as much. The flood information is alse
derived using the Department of Natural Rescurces.

Holt stated that he suspiclons that there are other people who would like to address the
Board. King has made it clear that this be delayed for him to have more time to study the
report and that’s duly noted, but I don’t think we're going to entertain a motion to table
until we hear other folks out this werning.

Klng stated that he would like to request that this be tabled until we have a chance to look
at the report fully.

Gatewood stated that he checked with a lot of his neighbors and there are a lot of his
neighbors that don’t know about this. I didn’t come in to be third grade tattle tail on
them, but they said they didn”t know anything sbout this. The only perscn that knows
anything about this besides Mr. King is Jim Harger. I've checked with other people on the
Mud Creek side of this and they said they didn’t know anything about what I was talking
apout, I don‘t believe everyone has been notified from talking to my neighbors and showing
tham the letter. Why is it okay that some of us pay it, but not all of us pay it?

The Surveyor stated that everyone within the dralnage shed for Mud Creek and Sand Creek
would be paying this.

Gatewood stated that he knew people where Mud Creek is going right through their farms and
they didn’t get a notice. I took the letter and showed it to some of them. I don‘t think
it's falr that sems of us pay it and not all of us pay it. I still don’t understand all of
it

Holt asked the Surveyer if the notioce was gertifisd or first class?

The Surveyor stated that the notice was first class,

Holt asked if someons could have Mud Creek running through their preperty and not be on the
mailing list?

The Surveyor stated that they would receive a mailing if they are on Lhe assessment right
now. There are sectlons of Mud Creek that are not on malntenance yet.

Holt stated ko Gatewood that there are people that aren’t in the assessment area apparently.

Gatewood asked why that was. IF you’re involved in the drainage issue of it I’d think we’d
all need to pay on it wouldn’t we; if it's going Lthrough your property.

The Surveyor stated that right now there are three sections of Mud Creek that aren't
regulated. This year we’ve have on the board to create those areas as redulated drain sc we

can get those arcas on as regulated drain and assess those people. We did four sections
last year and we have three moxe left,

altman asked if at the end of this year all this territory would be ratably assessed?
The Surveyor stated that this is the plan,

Gatewood asked what the County’'s gorl of dollar figure was when you get done with this? bo
you have any idea yet? Bow much money do you need for this project?
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The Surveyor stated that from the report, the fund balance of $L.6 million al; the end of
eight years is not going te be encugh when we start putting these projects together. We're
locking at a job right now in Tipton County that is a four or five mile overbank excavation
that doesn’ © involve detention and we’re looking at $2.7 million.

Bltman stated that this is a concept of why we’re trying to extend collections to btry to
build the fund so we can be more active and do more complete jobs, longer jobs and get it
done without speclal aszsessments. That's the intent, .

The Surveyor stated that we are trying to be proactive so that the Board can take up to 75%
of the maintenance fund, call it surplus and use it to offset reconstruetion cests. That’s
what we’re trying to accomplish. You would be paying over a period of years, but its
maintenance. We're Lrying to collect that money in the fund and when we do reconstructions
wa’re really trying to use it out of the maintenance fund in the future rather than hava a
separate recenstruction cost.

Howard stated that land acgquisition costs are not going down in that area.

Green stated that Mud Creek starts at his farm. I’ve been there for over 20 years and I
used Lo be able to step across Mud Creek, but then Madison County started developing. Most
of the housing subdivisions, the church at S R 13 and § R 38 and Don Smocks Auctlon Place
dumps into Mud CGreek. What we will be deing is paying for Madison County water teo come down
through there. We've talked about this in the past. I don’t know whether you have the
poewers to stop Madlson County from dumping thelr water through there or neot, but that’s all
we’re doing is taking Madison County water becauss they can’t control the water or don‘t
want to control the water. I received this letter and opened it up and thought it was a
typo. There is nc way the County is geing to raise the assessment eight times because if
you raise it eight times, in most cases, the drainage assessment is going to be more than
the real estate taxes.

pillinger stated that is not what's happening. We're extending the collection peried from
four years maximum to eight years. We're not raising the assessment eight times.

Green asked if the County was going to extend the assessments out an additional period?

nillinge# stated that Green is not paying any more. It would be the same thing if they had
to do it in an emergency, take what was there and then bond the rest of it, You’d still be
paying that. Aall we’re doing’'is extending the assessment out.

Green stated that Madison County came in and dredged our creek cut from Atlantic Read about
fifteen years ago a good six feet and then walked away and were supposed to put a culvert
pipe in for me so I could get to the back field. They walked away and I ended up putting
the pipe in and some other things., We have so much water coming down through there right
now it’s pathetle. It’s not becauss the creak is clegged up down at 146™ Street, but
Madison County keeps dumping more and more water on us and now they’re talking about a new
subdivision at § R 13 and § R 38 and I know where that’s going to go; it’s going right into
that drainage ditch. TI’'m under the lmpression. that the sgewer line is geing te be 146h
Street and just to the east of Prairie Baptist Read In the next few weeks or menths. It
looks like development ls coming out there., I've had developers talk to us about buying our
land, hut the sewer and water is the wain issue. We do have water, but not the sewer at
this time. It’s going Lo be an additional four years instead of elght times the assessment,
right?

The Surveyor stated that Green was correct.

Green asked if something ceuld be done about Madison County? bBon Smock’s forty acres has a
half asre leach pend in it that leaches off into this tile that goes to Mud Creek, hut it
keeps getting worse and worse each year. Yeu get ten to twelve feet of water coming down
through there in the spring time. This is really getting to be a serious problem. Is there
something that can be done?

Howard stated that there could be a Jeint Board, which would take -the consent of everyone,
This may be something that the Board would want to talk about with the Madison County
Comaissioners. Is there ne detention requirament?

The Surveyor stated that he didn’t recall Madison County. Tipton County just adopted our
rulas for Big Cicero.

Green skated that he put a ten foot culvert plpe in, a three foot pipe next to the ten foot
to take care of the overflew and now it lcoks like I'm going to have to put another four
foot pipe in to take care of that, Madison County is dumping a lot of water down that
creak.

The Surveyor stated that he wasn't sure what Madison County does as far as thelr regulations
for stoxm water.

Altman asked the Burveyer to find out,




The Surveyor stated that Tipton County has just adopted our regulations for Big Cicero
Ccreek, I'm supposed to be meeting with Brad Newman this week or next.

Howard stated that we require new development to detain the additional runocff caused by the
creation of new impervious surface go itfg discharge at a uniform rate rather than this

* aenslaught. We need to check in and see what kind of detention requirements Madison County

imposes.

Green stated that he’s picked up insulation out of the sreek, 2x4’s and even boats
occasionally.

Holt asked if hnyone else cared to speak; sszeing no cne else Holt closed the public hearing.

pillinger made the motion to table this item, secondad by Holt and approved. Altman
abstained.

Holt asked the Surveyor if there would be some merit in showing Gatewood the list of vho
received mail just to see if any of those names on your list that you mailed to are the same
people he talked to? It night alsc ba helpful if the Surveyor could see what is regulated
and unregulated. Can you show us the three sections that you plan on bringing in this year?

The Surveyor demonstrated on the map where the unregulated portions were located.

Altman asked if there were any pockets within that drainage shed that need to bhe addressed
that aren’t regulated?

The Surveyor stated that there are a few pockets that aren’t regulated that need to be
picked up.

Holt stated that it would appear to basically be unfair if you’re studying a ragion and not
asking everyone te pay for it, wouldn’t it?

Aitman stated that it is unfair.

The Surveyor stated that if the Board would like he could start picking those up. 1’11
write the reports and the Board can address these areas then.

Holt asked if the Surveyer could reprasent that in 2008 we would complete the shed in terms
of having everyone be a payer?

The Surveyor stated that this is what he is hoping for.

Holt stated that this would make it more eguitable then that we’re saying we naed eight
years of collectlion rather than four if everycne is a contributor. Maybe we got the cart
bafore the horse on this particular item.

pillinger stated that he believes it would be beneficial if the Surveyor and his staff could
hold a meeting with some of these gentlemen. They’ra not naive cn drainage and they’ve all
been involvaed in it. They are kind of the leaders out thare and could help explain this so
averyone understands what you're trying te do before it comes back here. A lot of this is
just a matter of lack of understanding.

Holt stated that on the Christopher Burke Report, if the report is an inch and & half thick
would it be possible to do a couple page executive summary that bells down what the vision
is and what the lmportance of the visien is?

The Surveyor stated that he belleves Burke gave us one.

Holt stated that if the Surveyor has that could he at least send it out to the people that
signed in this morning?

Altman stated that the other issues is when we go back to IS5 and GIS I really think we need
a public access cemputer on the first floor here because wefxe relying more and more on
internet availability and this may be more convenient and put it out where 1t is eagily
accessible. If you don’t have internet and you’re in the building you can pick up any
report you want.

The Surveyor stated that he has a computer in the lobby of his office, but it’'s something
not everyone knows about.

Altman stated that we could use it for other things like the building and directions;
there’a a multitude of uses why we should have that available.

The Surveyor asked Altman if she would put this on the IS5 agenda for the next time?
Holt asked the Surveyer if he had a computer in his office?

The Surveyor stated that he did,
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Holt asked why he would send people to thé library if they can come in and look at his?
The Suzveyor stated that they have to stand to lock at it.

Howard asked if the Surveyor would find out where Madison County ls and report back. We
need to use some problem solving there and see if we can find out what the issues are and
what kind of persuasion we can bring to bear because it’s silly for our pecple to pay big
money to detain a river.

Helt asked Moshaugh if she would put this on the tickle list for the next meeting so we come
pack to that?

nltman stated that if need be we may want to meet with their Dralnage Beard.

Holt stated that we need to see what the Surveyor can find out when he meets the surveyor
from Madison County.

The Surveycr stated that Mr. Richwine, presidsnt of Madison County Prainage Board, would
like to meet with you and Brad and me.

Gatewood asked if the Board would be getting back with us on this?

Holt stated that the Surveyor is going to mail an executive summary of the Burke report te
all of you. We're going te tackle the areas on the map that arenm’f players yet on the
theory that everybody should be paying an assessment then we’ll reschedulse this. Could the
Surveyor agres to send & card to everyone that signed in today on the new date when we look
at the eilght times again? '

Howard stated that we wouldn’t have tc send it to the entire watershed; it would be just the
people who spoke today.

Altman asked that they make sure they have their address on the sign in sheet for us.

Long Branch Drain - The Sanctuary at 116" Street Section 1 Arm:
There were neither landowners present nor objections on file.

The Surveyor presented his report te the Board for approval.

“Novemher 30, 2007

To: Hamilton County Drainage Board
Re: Long Branch Drain, The Sanctuary at 116%™ Street Section 1 Arm.

Attached is a petigtion filed by Platinum Properties, LLC along with a nen-enforcement
request, plans, calculations, quantity sunmary and assessment roll for The Sanctuary at 1164
Street Section 1 Axm, Long Branch Drain to be located in Clay Township. I have reviewed the
submittals and petition and have found each to be in proper form.

I have made a personal inspection of the land described in the petition. Upon doing
so, I believe that the drain is practicable, will fmpreve the public health, benefit a
public highway, and be of public utility and that the costs, damages and espenses of the
proposed drain will probably be less than the benefits accruing to the owners of land likely
to ke benefited. The drain will consist of the following:

6 83D 8,055 ft. 18 RCP 295 ft. 30" RCP 628 ft.
12 RCP 543 ft. 21" RCP 151 ft. 36" RCP 284 ft.
157 RCe 580 ft. 24" RCP 470 £t 42" RCP 227 ft.

Open Channel 34 ft.

The total length of the drain will be 11,267 feet.
The open channel listed above is hetween Structure 1742 and Structure 1743,

The retention pond (existing lake} located in Common Area Block “G” is to be
considered part of the regulated drain. Pond maintenance shall include the inlet, outlet,
sediment removal and ercsion control along the banks as part of the regulated drain. The
maintenance of the pond (existing lake) such as mowing and aquatic vegetation comtrol will
be the responsibility of the Homeowners Bssociation., The Board will also retain
jurisdictlon for ensuring the storage volume for which the pond {existing lake} was designed
will be retained, thereby, allowing no £ill or easement encroachments.
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The subsurface drains (830} to be part of the regulated drain are these located under
the curbs and those main lines between lots or in rear yards., Only the main 55D lines,
which are located within the easement and/or right of ways, are to be maintained as
regulated drain. Laterals for individual lots will not be considered part of the regulated
drain. The porticn of the §SD which will be regulated other than those under curbs are as
follows:

205 feat along the north property line of Let 29, ending at Structure 1729.

I have reviewed the plans and believe the drain will benefit each lot equally.
Therefore, I recommend each lot be assessed egually. I also believe that no damages will
result to landowners by the construction ef this drain. I recommend a maintenance
assessment of 510,00 per acre for common areas and platted lets, $10.00 per acre for
roadways, with a $65.00 minimum. With this assessment the total annual assessment for this
drain/this section will be $3,352.80.

The petitioner has submitted surety for the proposed drain at this time. The sureties
which are in the form of a Perfermance Bond are as follows:

Agent: Bond Safeguard Insurance Company Agent: Bond Safeguard Insurance Company
Date: September 4, 2007, Pate: September 4, 2007

Number: 5029327 Number: 5029326

For: BStorm Sewers For: Subsurface Drains

Amount: $212,786.490 Emount: $50,413.20

I believe this propesed drain meets ths requirements for Urban Drain Classification as
set out in IC 36-9-27-67 to 65, Therefore, this drain shall be designated as an Urban
brain.

I recommend that upon approval of the above proposed drain that the Boaxd also approve
the attached non-enforcement requast. The request is for the reducticon of the regulated
drain easement to those easement widths as shown on the secondary plat for The Sanctuwary at
116" Street, Section 1 as recorded in the office of the Hamilton County Recorder.

I-recommend the Board set a hearing for this proposed drain for January 28, 2008.

Kenton C. Ward, CIM
Hamilton County Surveyor

KCW/pll™
Holt opened the public hearing; seeing no one present Holt closed the public hearing.

pillinger mads the motion to approve the Surveyor’s report, seconded by Bltman and approved
unanimously.,

“FINDINGS AND ORDER
CONCERNING THE MAINTENANCE OF THE
Long Branch Drein, The Sanctuary at 116% Street Sectien 1 Axm

On this 28th day of January 2008, the Hamilton County Drainage Board has held a hearing
on the Maintenancs Report and Schedule of Assessments of the Leng Branch Drain, The
Sanctuary ae 116%™ Streat Section 3 Amm.

Evidence has been heard. Objectiocns were presented and considered. The Board
then adopted the original/amended Schedule of Assessments. The Board now finds that the
annual maintenance assessment will be less than the benefits to the landowners and issues
this order declaring that this Maintenance Fund be established.

HAMILTON COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARRD

Steven A. Holg
President

Steven C. Dillinger
Membeax

Christine Aliman
Membax

Attest: Lynette Mosbaugh “




Copy from Drainage Board Minutes 03/08/10.
Mud Creek/Sand Creek report needs revised before hearing is continued.

“Howard stated that this hearing is on the Mud Creek/Sand Creek Drainage
Area and we probably need to make a record on that. I did review the
minutes and I talked to the Surveyor’s Office extensively. Back in January
of 2008 we had a public hearing to move the Mud Creek/Sand Creek from four
years to eight years. The public hearing was closed and there were four
people that had commented at the public hearing and the Board elected to
table until the entire watershed was complete. I did check with Janet
(Hansen) this meorning and all of the sections that have been added since
January of 2008, not only placed them on for maintenance, but also had the
eight year provision. The only people who are going to be affected by the
eight year, four to eight, are the people that were noticed back in January
of 2008 so we are going to publish notice in both the Madison and Hamiltcn
County newspapers, but direct notice is only going to those four persons
who spoke at the public hearing. The public hearing was closed so all the

input was there so ncbody is going to be damaged greater than they would
have been back then,

Altman stated that since we had questions before it would be helpful; do we
have estimates of the costs of work that we’re trying to accumulate the
funds for?

Howard stated that he believes in the January 2008 minutes the costs were
there. Also, in the January minutes there was some substantial confusion
of one of the people that spoke concerning how much more it was going to
cost him and there were directions to the Surveyor’s Office that they
needed to meet with those people. I don't know if that meeting ever
occurred, One of the property owners it won’t make any difference how many
times you meet with him, he isn’t going to understand it, but some of the
others maybe.

Altman stated that it would be helpful at the hearing to have what we’re
saving for so people can see how long it will take to build up that fund to
get the work done.

Howard statéd that may be a lot to do in fourteen days so we might want to
look at that. We call it hearing reguest, but basically it’s going to bhe
coming off the table. I don’t know if fourteen days is adequate that’s up
to the Board.

Altman asked if we could put Mud Creek/Sand Creek on for hearing on May 24,

2010 unless there’s a reason Lo push it faster. We only have two
scheduled.

Kallio stated that she has the construction plans complete for nearly two
miles of the Sand Creek Drain from $. R. 38 to 146" Street so we will be
doing that this spring on maintenance.



Howard asked if we will have enough money in the maintenance fund?

Kallio stated that we should have enough money existing in the maintenance
fund for that porticn of it.

Howard stated this makes the extension from four years to eight years less
acute because you’re geoing teo suck it down below four years.

Altman stated that just having that information especially since we had
questions on it before I think will be very helpful for the folks that pay

into the drain. We pulled ths hearing requests that need to be revised
slightly.”



