TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARE YiliETING UELD NOVEMBER 6, 1967.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board held a special meeting Monday/November 6, 1967, with
the following members present: James Devault, President; Floyd Gingrich and Dale Remaly, Board members;
Harry P. Schultz, Atty., and Clyde C. Lewis, Secretary.
The Board received the following letter from Burton V2ster, Co. Surveyor:
October 31, 1967
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
County Court House
Lafayette, Indiana
Re: Reconstruction of Pt. J. Taylor Ditch
Gentlemen:
A branch of the J. Taylor Court Ditch has been recons truc ted and paid for by Hr. Clarence
Davis, Sr. at Odell in Jackson Township. The total bill for this project was $ 2102.31.
However the County is only responsible for the Court Drain part of this project as the
remainder was work done on Mr. Davis's property.
The Court Drain branch consists of 1200 feet of 10" tile and 900 feet 8" tile.
A Breakdown on the costs are as follows:
Labor--1200 ft. of 10" @ 40 cents--- $
900 ft. of 3" @ 25 cents--- $
Material--1200 ft of 10 @ 39 cents--- 900 ft. of 8" @ 26 cents--Total
Participation by ASCC and paid to Clarence Davis.

$

430.00
225.00

$
$

468.00
234.00
1407.00

Sr--------------------- $

582.00

Balance

$-SZS-:OO

If the Drainage Board feels that this payment is due Mr. Ddvis, Sr. then please sign the
following statement and the proper steps will be taken for payment.
Respectfully yours
/S/ Burton S. Vester
Burton S. Vester
On motion made and

carr~ed

the Board approved payment to Clarence Davis, Sr. as recommended.

The Board received a copy of the following letter:
November 3, 1967
Bonobest Corp.
Karago Industrial Bazar
8015 Market Street
Youngstown; Ohio 44512
Att.
Re:

!~.

Roy R. Hauro

Storm Drainage

Topps Store
Lafayette, Inmiana
Gentlemen:
We find no record or permission granted to pump the storm water from the Topps Store project
to the Wilson Branch of the Elliott Ditch just South of said project.
A request in writing should be made to the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board for permission
to empty storm water into Elliott Ditch.
Since the Elliott Ditch is a Court Ditch the maintenance of this ditch is provided for by
an assessment to all of the participants in this drainage area.
Respectfully yours,
is/ Burton Vester
Burton S. Vester
On motion made and carried the meeting adjourned.
TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
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TIPPECAl~OE

COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD MEETING HELD NOVEl1BER 13, 1967.

The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board held a special meeting Monday November 13, 1967, with
the following members present: James Devault, President; Floyd Gingrich and Dale Remaly, Board Members;
Harry P. Schultz, Atty.; and Clyde C. Lewis, Secretary.
The Board received the following letter from Richard A Boehning, Atty.:
November 13, 1967
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Court House
Lafayette, Indiana
Dear Sirs:
Pursuant to the County surveyor's request, this letter is to advise you of my
client's desire to drain certain acreage into Wilson Ditch. Under consideration is 42
acres recently purchased from Charles Kepner and others and now owned by Roy Mauro and
others. Present plans indicate that approximately 11 acres will be hard surface, i.e.
buildings and parking lots. A 30 inch or 36 inch storm sewer line is anticipated.
If you desire any engineering data, please contact Kline and Associates for
further information.
Thank you for your cooperation.
Very truly yours,
COLill'ffiIA CONSTRUCTION
BY: /S/ Richard A Boehning
Richard A. Boehning
Attorney
RAE :pd

On motion made and carried the meeting adjourned.
TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD

MINUTES OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD November 3, 1971.
The minutes of the regular meeting of the Tippecanoe County Drainage
Board held in the Commissioners Room in the Court House at 9:00 a.m.,
on Wednesday, November 3, 1971.
Present
at
Meeting

Those present at the meeting were: Bruce Osborn, Dale Remaly, Edward
Shaw, A. D. RUth, Jr., Dick Donahue, John Garrott, Larry Clerget, Ken
Raines, NOrbert Korty, Gladys Ridder, and Ruth Schneider.

Ditches

Upon motion by Bruce Osborn seconded by Dale Remaly the Board referred
the following ditches to the Drainage Engineer for preparation of a
maintenance fund: Michael Binder (Shelby Twpt.). Elliott Ditch (Wea
and Sheffield Twps.) and Jacob May (Wea Township).

Re~erred

to
Engineer
Engineer's
Specifications
for Bids

9:30 a.m.
Hearing
on
John McCoy
Ditch

The Engineer submitted his specifications for bids to be let on
December 1, 1971 at 1 :00 p.m. on labor, equipment, and supplies to be
used by the Drainage Board in Maintenance of the ditches whose maintenance funds have been established and monies available.
The Chairman opened the hearing on the maintenance fund of the John
McCoy ditch by asking the engineer for his report. A correction was
needed on the acreage of the John Purdy farm and upon the recommendations of the engineer the Board so corrected the old assessment list
from 160 acres to 120 acres in the McCoy watershed area. The balance
is in the O'Neal watershed. Those attending were: William Schroeder,
William P. Martin and Julian E. Thompson.
Mr. Martin recommended in the future maintenance on this ditch try to
take care of surface water and help remove the ponding problems.
Mr. Ruth said an open waterway which was not a part of the legal drain
would not be a part of the legal drain, and would not be part of the
maintenance of the ditch.
Upon motion by Bruce Osborn, seconded by Edward Shaw the maintenance
fund of $1.00 per acre was established.

Order
and
Findings
10:30 a.m.
Hearing
on
Floyd Coe
Ditch

The Board signed the order and findings and certificate of assessments
on the John McCoy ditch after the hearing that established this fund
was completed.
The Chairman opened the hearing on the Floyd t~e ditch maintenance
fund by asking the Engineer to read his report.
Those attending this hearing were: E. L. Bible, Mr and Mrs. Fred Stewart,
Henry and Elizabeth Ortman, Robert W. Kirkpatrick and Betty HOwey.
Mr. Ortman was much in favor of the fund being established although he
had no water problems of his own he felt others at the lower end were
disadvantaged with his water. (There was much disagreement on the part
of Mr. Kirkpatrick and E. L. Bible against establishing a maintenance
fund.) Mr. Kirkpatrick evens~ggested abandoning it. The Board asked
them to talk with their neighbors ~d come back next month. The Chairman
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said we would send out notices to everyone in this watershed area informing
them of the time and date of a new hearing and ask them to consider the
suggestions of lowering the rate or abandonning the drain.
Hearing adjourned.

1: 30 p. m.
Hearing
on
Moses Baker
Ditch

At 1 :30 p.m. the Engineer opened the hearing on the Moses Baker ditch by
reading his report on the condition of this ditch to the Board. Mr. Norbert
Korty sat in as a member duly appointed to take Bruce Osborn's place.
Those attending this hearing were: John Skinner, James F. Leamon,
F. Elmer Burton, Harry Bowerman, Paul B. Leamon, Lloyd Maguire, Edith
Sheese, Lee Sheese, Henry Ortman, Hobart Swanson, Arthur D. Waddell,
Robert M. Sears, Mrs. Oakley McClain, Mrs. Lawrence Smith, Alameda
McCollough, Floyd Kemper and Robert Nelson.
There were many signers of an objection against establishing this maintenance fund but most valid objections were against paying $1.00 per
acre on Swanson and Platt Ditches, then $1.00 again on Moses Baker.
Theyfelt their acreage should be based on a percentage of the amount of
the'Moses Baker Ditch that they used.
After the discussion concerning landowners on one Legal Drain which is
a part of a larger legal Drain being assessed the full amount of the
larger drain the engineer made the following recommendation: When the
land on one legal drain that empties into a larger legal drainarfd- is
a part of a larger drain area has had a maintenance fund established
and the drain that serves it directly is then assessed on the larger
drainage area the assessment shall be made in the following manner:
Where ditch "A" empties into ditch "B" land which has been assessed
on ditch "A" shall be assessed on ditch "B" in proportion to the length
of ditch "B" which is used by water coming from ditch "A".
If ditch
"A" enters ditch "B" in the first 10% of the length of ditch "B" the
land on ditch "A" will pay 10% of the unit assessment of those on ditch
"B". If ditch "A" enters ditch "B" at a point between 10% and 20% of
the length of ditch "B" the land on ditch "A" will be 20% of the unit
assessment of those on ditch "B". This procedure would be used to determine the assessment of any legal ditch being assessed as part of another
legal drain. However, if ditch "A" enters Ditch "B" at a point where it
uses 75% or more of Ditch "B" the land on ditch "A" will pay a full
assessment.
EXAMPLE--Major Ditch 6000 feet long
Ditch "A" enters major ditch 4000 feet from drain outfall.
Ditch "A: uses 4000 _ 66.7% of major ditch.
6000 Land on ditch "A" would pay 70% of assessment of those
who are assessed directly on maior ditch.
No assessment is to be less than the minimum

(~3.00)

set by law.

The Board approved the recommendation by the engineer.
The Board asked that each landowner bring their part of the Moses Baker
ditch into a clean and well maintained condition and then come back when
it was finished and if the Board and Engineer felt that their job was
well done they would then consider a much lower figure.
Upon motion by Ed Shaw seconded by Norbert Korty the hearing was to be
continued on January 2, 1973.
Twyckenham
Estates
Subdivision

The statement was made by Mr. Ruth that additional effort was made this
past month to protect Elliott Ditch from having to carry too much water
in times of rain by meeting with officials of John E. Smith Enterprises
to discuss the storm water run-off of Twyckenham Estates Subdivision.
The result of this meeting is the letter set out belown which was
forwarded to the Area Plan Department and John E. Smith Enterprises, Inc.
Tippecanoe County Area Plan Commission
Court House, Lafayette, Indiana
Gentlemen;
This is to report a discussion held on November 1st, 1971 in
the offices of John E. Smith Enterprise, Inc. concerning the storm
water and sub-surface drainage in the Twyckenham Estates subdivision.
At this meeting, which Mr. Smith and Mr. Hilligoss plus others
of his organization were present, it was agreed that (1) when the area
was developed, water would not leave this a~ea at any greater rate or.
in any greater volume than at the present tlme, and (2) the legal dralns
would be intercepted at the subdivision boundaries and carried through
the subdivision and emptied out in the location where they now leave
thi s area.
The plan presented was adequate and satisfactory to control the
water and meet the requirements set out by the Drainage Engineer.
However, the problem which must be solved is to assure that the procedures and plans set out are carried out.
If
to do so.

can be of any further assistance I would be more than happy
Very truly yours,
LSI A. D. Ruth, Jr.
A.D. Ruth, Jr. Engi neer PE 6343
Ti ppecanoe c"ounty Ora i nage Board

ADR/gr

4~

Upon motion by Edward Shaw, seconded by Mr'.1

~oilt.¥'·

'i,

the Board adjourneEl.

Edward Shaw, Board Member

Gl adys Rj)lder, Secretary
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MINUTES OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD HELD AUGUST 2, 1972.

Present at
meeting.

The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board held it's regular meeting on August 2, 1972, at
9:00 o'clock am .. with the following members present: Bruce Osborn, Dale Remaly,
Edward Shaw, Dan Ruth, Fred Hoffman, John Garrott and Gladys Ridder.

Minutes
Approved

Upon motion of Bruce Osborn, seconded by Dale Remaly and made unanimous by Edward Shaw,
the minutes of the July 5, 1972 meeting were approved as read.

Other
Business
of the
Board

A petition was submitted to the Board from National HOmes Construction Corporation by
their attorney, Thomas McCully, and reads as follows:
STATE OF INDIANA )
) SS:
TIPPECANOE COUNTY)
To:

The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Court House
Lafayette, Indiana
PETITION

National Homes Construction Corporation, hereinafter referred to as the Petitioner,
respectfully shows and petitions the Board as follows:
1. The Petitioner is the owner of a certain tract of land located in the City
of Lafayette, Indiana, shown on Exhibit A filed herewith. Said real estate is bounded by
South Eighteenth Street on the west, the Penn Central Railroad on the northeast, and
Elliott Ditch, a legal open ditch, on the south.
2. The Petitioner proposes to develope the westerly portion of said real estate
for multi-family housing and the easterly portion for single family housing as shown on
Exhibit A.
3. There is presently a statutory 75' right-of-way in favor of the Board
extending from the top edge of the bank of such ditch on which no permanent structures
may be placed.

4. This Board may modify said right-of-way and in the opinion of the Petitioner
the same may be modified from 75' to 50' without adversely affecting the public interest
or the rights of the Board.
5. Such modification of the right-of-way to 50' from the top edge of the bank
will permit development of the real estate as set forth on Exhibit A.

WHEREFORE, the Petitioner requests that the Board:
(a) Modify the statutory right-of-way from 75' to 50' along the north side of
Elliott Ditch from South Eighteenth Street easterly to the Penn Central Railroad.
(b) Permit construction of a roadway as a permanent structure within said
50' right-of-way as shown on Exhibit A.
NATIONAL HOMES CONSTRUCTION CORPORATION
By lSI Thomas R. MCCUll*
Thomas R. McCully, Itsttorney
STUART, BRANIGIN, RICKS &SCHILLING
801 The Life Building
lafayette, Indiana 47902
317+742-8485
Attorneys for Petitioner
It was the decision of the Board to reject this petition.
Drains
Referred

The Board referred the following ditches to the Engineer to prepare for maintenance funds:
Charles E. Daugherty, Lauramie Township, County Farm Ditch, Tippecanoe and Wabash Townships,
Simeon G. Yeager, Wabash Township, and Isaac Gowen, Tippecanoe Township, in Tippecanoe
County and Prairie Township, in White County.

The Engineer opened the hearing on the Fred Haffner Drain by reading his report andcmaking
his recommendations to the Board. There had been no remonstrances and no charges against
this ditch. The only one attending was Carl Hendrickson who farms the Eva Palmore ground.
9:30 a.m.
Mr. Hendrickson Had a question on the West Branch where he said the SCS had done some
Hearing on
Fred Haffner extension. Because considerable tile has been added, Mr. Ruth suggested walking and
measuring the 3770 Feet of the legal ditch and find exactly where the ditch ends, possible
Ditch
the North line of the Haan pr9perty.
Upon motion by Dale Remaly, seconded by Bruce Osborn and made unanimous by Edward Shaw,
the Board voted to establish a $1.00 per acre maintenance fund.
The Engineer opened the hearing on the Grant D. Cole Ditch by reading to the Board his
10:30 a.m.
report and making his recommendations. Landowners in attendance were Carl Hendrickson
Hearing on theand Fred Trost. The Trost acreage was in error and the Board voted to change it from
Grant D. Cole 120 Acres to 65 acres. There were no remonstrances and no charges against this ditch.
Ditch
Those present were in favor of a fund to maintain the ditch so upon motion by Bruce Osborn
seconded by Dale Remaly and made unanimous by Edward Shaw the Board voted to establish a
$1.00 per acre assessment.
11:30 a.m.
Hearing on
Wesley Mahin
Ditch

The Engineer opened the hearing on the Wesley Mahin ditch by reading his report and making
his recommendations to the Board. Those in attendance were Mrs. Rose Mae Glass, Charles
Bohart and Marian Bohart. Mr. Bohart said they were assessed on both the Mahin and Walters
ditch for the same acreage and after discussing the situation it was decided he belonged
on the Walters ditch so the acreage was removed from the Mahin assessment list. Mr. Bohart
also reported water problems that did not have any bearingiDn the legal drain but resulted
from what seemed to be a highway ditch. Mr. Osborn asked John Garrott, the surveyor to
check the situation and report back to the Board of Commissioners at their regular meeting
on Monday August 7, 1972.
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At 1:30 p.m., the Engineer opened the hearing on the William J. Walters Ditch by reading
1:30 p.m.
his report and making his recommendations. Many remonstrances were received and read
Hearing on
aloud. As many of the people in this watershed area were also assessed on other drains
Wm" J. Waltersin the same area, it was agreed to revise the legal description of the William J. Walters
Ditch
drain. Those in attendance were: Simon J. Lehe, Andy Klinkhamer, Gwin Robinson, Virgil
Shultz, Donald W. Brown, Richard W. North and Northwestern Farms, Inc. by their attorney
Edward Chosnek, Kenneth Calloway, William W. Peneton, John Warner, Frank Harner, K.
Kensinger, Francis H. Davis, Maxine Taylor and James Milligan, White County Surveyor.
The new legal description will be

After much discussion, the Board decided to recess this hearing until the regular meeting
on October 4th, 1972, at 1:30 p.m. The secretary was instructed to re-notify all landowners of the new time and place for the continued hearing.
Order and
After the hearings were completed the Board then signed the order and findings and the
Findings and certificates of assessment on the ditches where maintenance funds were established.
Certificates Upon motion by Bruce Osborn, seconded by Dale Remaly and made unanimous by Edward Shaw,
of assessmentsthe Board adjourned.
~
~4

/I

~sborn,~ha~

~"n:]\TUTES OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD HELD SEPTEJVlBE:i. 6, 1972.

The meeting of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met on September 6, 1972, in the
County Commissioner's Room in the Court House at 9:0'J a.m. In attendance .rere: Bruce
Osborn, Dale Remaly, Edward Shaw, A. Dan Ruth, Fred Hoffman and Gladys Ridder.
l1inutes
Approved
Four Seasons

The minutes of theAugust 2nd, 1972 meeting were approved as read.
A new peti tion and Resolution to lo.·rer the required easement of 7'5 feet to 50 feet WIS
brought before treBoard by Thomas HcCulJy, Attorney for the National l-hmes Construction Co.
S'I'ATE OF INDIANA)
)
TIPPECl\lITOE COUNTY)
To:

SS:

TheTippecanoe County
Court Heuse
Lafa;yette, Indiana

Drain~ge

Board

PETITION
National Homes Constmction Corporation, hereinafter referred to as the
Petitioner, respectfully shows and petitions the Board as follows:
1. The petitioner is the owner of a certain tract of land located in the City
of Lafayette, Indiana, sholim on Exhibit A filed here.nth. Said real estate is bounded
by South Eighteenth Street on the .rest, the Pen" Central Hailroad on the northeast, and
Elliott Ditch, a legal open ditch, on the south.
2. The petitioner proposes to develop the westerly portion of said real estate
for multi-family housing and easterly portion for single family housing as ShON11 on
Exhibi t A.

3. There is presently a statutory 75' right-of-way in favor of the Board
extending from the ~p ed~e of the bank of such ditch on which no permanent structures
may be placed.

4. This Board may modify said right-of-way and in the oDinion of the Petitioner
the same may be mom_fied from 75' to 50 I without adversely affecting the public interest
or the rights of the Board.
5. Such modification of the right--of-wey to 50' from the tOD edge of the bank
.rill permit development of the real estate as set forth on Exhibit A.
~lliEREFORE, the Petitioner requests that the Hoard modify the statuto~J rightof-way from 75' to 50' along the north side of Elliott Ditch from South Eighteenth Street
easterly to the Penn Central Railroad.
NATIONAL HOMES CONSTRUCTION CORl:>ORll.TION
By /S/ Thomas R. McCully
Thomas R. ~cCully: Its Attorney
STUAl'?T, BRANnaN, RICKS & SCHILLING
801 The Life Building

~ff~7ff~!&1.ts5ndiana 47 902
Attorneys for Petitioner
RESOLUTION
l'lliEBEAS, Natj_onal Homes Construction Corpora.tion has filed with this Board 2.
peti tion reauesting a modification of the statutory right-of-liJ3.y along the north side of
Elliott Ditch from South 18th Street easterly to the Penn Central Railroad; and
1oJHEHEAS, such modification is in the public interest 2nd will not adversely
affect the Board, the Surveyor, or their duly authorized representatives in the performance of their duties in connecti on with said Ditch;

Nm-J, THEE.BFO?,};':, Be it resolved the The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board that
right-of-way along the north side of Elliott Di tcb bet.veen South 18th Streetvand the
Per4~ Central Railroad be and the same hereby is reduced to fifty (50) feet from the top
edge of the bank.
Adopted this 6th day of September, 1972.

lsi

Bruce Osborn

lsi

Dale

/sl

~~~al~T

_

Edward Shaw

After careful consideration the Board moved to approve the reduction.
Overlaps
in
Acreage

The Secretary brought it to the attention that several overlaps in acreage had reached
the tax duplicate and were in need of correction. The Board asked the Engineer if he
would check them out and determine what corrections should be made.

]litches
Referred

The Board referred the followi_ng ditches to the Engineer to prepare for a maintenance
fund: S. K. Richards ditch in Lauramie TNp., Clyde W. Richards ditch in Lauramie Twp.,
John Toohey ditch, Sheffield TNp. and Alfred Bur~~alter ditch in Sheffield TNp. of
Tippecanoe County and Madison TNp. in Clinton County.

.:;!

The Engineer openad the hearing on the E. F. Haywood Ditch by reading his report and
making his recommendations to the Board. Included in his recommendations were many
area changes due to overlaps with the J. Kellerman ditch. Those changes were as follows:
Andrews, Mabel McDill---N ~nv Sec.25 Twp 21 R5 80 acres to 45 acres
Conner, James V & Bobbie J.---Pt NE NE Sec24 Twp 21 R5 5acres to 2.92 acres
Kellerman, James S.--- Pt E SE Sec. 13 Twp 21 R5 33.12 acres to 23.12 acres
Kellerman, Jwnes S. ---pt N FR SVi Sec 18 Twp 21 R4 42.00 acres to 4 acres
Kellerman, James S. ---S NW Sec 25 Twp 21 R5 80 acres to 8 acres
Kellerman, James S.---N Wd SVJ Sec 25, Twp 21 R5 20.00 acres to 00
Kellerman, James S. ---S NVJ ffiv Sec 25 Twp 21 R5 20 acres to 00
Linville, Rec I & John A---Pt NW SW Sec 18 Twp 21 R4 31.50 acres to 22.50 acres
Rayle, Clyde & Maude A.---Pt NE NE Sec 24 Twp 21 R5 3.00 acres to 00
Smith, Paul E & E. Loren---Pt NE NE Sec 24 Twp 21 R5 6.25 acres 3.65 acres
Towne, Richard D & Betty J---Ft NE NE Sec 24 Ti~ 21 R5 5.00 acres to 2.92 acres
Those in attendance were: Robert Haywood, Robert Leader, Phyllis Leader, Mabel M. Andrews,
Bob Kirkpatrick, Joe Ratcliff and Spencer Congram. Joe Ratcliff and Robert Leader spoke
9:30 a.m.
against establishing a maintenance as did most of those talking talking for the group.
he9ring on the
Spencer Congram spoke in favor of establishing a maintenance fund pointing out all the
E.F. Haywood Ditch
benefi ts to be derived from hav1_ng government help. After much controversy
the Board asked the group if they -"ished to vacate the ditch, take it out of the County's
hands and maintain it themselves. Mr. Osborn explained they would have to petition to
do so and call another meeting but no one wanted to do that. The group then asked the
Board to grant them one year to do their own repairs and come back for a new hearing
with a lower assessment. Upon motion by Bruce Osborn, seconder'! by Dale Remaly, the
Board granted a continued hearing to be held on September 5, 1973 instructing the
Engineer that he should check the ditch for a progress report at that hearing.
10:30 !l.m.
Hearing on the
John L. Hengst
Ditch

11:30 a.m.
Hearing on the
Lewis Jakes
Ditch

The Engineer opened the hearing on the John L. Hengst ditch by reading his report and making
his recommendations to the Board. Those in attendance were: J. Q. Kerkhoff, Thomas C.
Schroeder and Ogle Bell. All in attendance were in agreement that this ditch needed
reconstructing. The group asked the Engineer if he would do the engineering necessary
and provide them with figures and call a new hearing. Mr. Ruth agreed to help them and
said it would possibly be next spring before a new hearing could be called. The tile
part of the ditch needed to be replaced with an open ,ditch through theAmstutz, Bell and
Mennen farms. The Board so moved to wait until thereconstruction could be done before
establishing a maintenance fund.
The Engineer opened the continued hearing on the Lewis Jakes ditch by reading hi s report
and making his recommendations to the Board. Those in attendance were: Vincent Pearl,
Cecelia Pearl, Richard J. Lehe, Robert S. Jewett, Charles Kerkhove, Ruth Beutler,
Marguerite Beutler, Dorothea Saathoff, Wayne Keirn, Joyce Keirn and Lawrence Jones.
The Engineer reported that at the upper end of this ditch the tile was in real good
condi tion but the south end was badly in need of repair. Mr. Keirn said he would not
object to an open ditch through him. The group asked the ASCS representative, Charles
Kerkhove, if his office would cost share with them in this project and he assured them
that they would but that each individual would have to apply for his own share. He
then explained how to go about making application and the Engineer volunteered to see
that all involved in this watershed area were properly informed. With the line between
what is maintenance and reconstruction being so fine, the group felt they would rather
set up a $1.00 per acre maintenance fund and make their repairs soon and from this fund.
The Board decided that in this case the maintenance would serve their prupose best so
moved to establish a $1.00 per acre assessment maintenance fund.

~==========================~

J~' -ttL"

The E-.agineer opened the continued h~aring in the Jllary South"rorth ditch by reading his
report and making his recommendations to the Board. Those in attendance were: Gladys
1:30 p.m.
Larrabee, Ja.~kie Ker~e:r, and ?har~es H. Kirkpatrick. The Engineer recommended vacating
Hearing on the
~ll of. the tlle portlon of thls ditch and maintaining only the open part of the ditch
IvIary Southworth lncluding the headwall. However, after considerable discussion it was agreed that the
Ditch
portion abandoned would begin at the East line of the Shidler line and continue to
state Road 26. With the tile portion being vacated the $1.00 per acre assessment was
not necessary so the Engineer suggested a $.30 per acre assessment and all were in
agreement. Upon motion by Bruce Osborn, seconded by Dale Remaly and made unanimous by
Edward Shaw, the Board moved to establish a $.30 per acre assessment.
O~der

& Findings Having established a maintenance fund on tlvo

and
Certificates of
Assessments

eli tches, namely the Lewis Jakes and the
Mary Southworth, the Board signed the Certificates of Assessment and the Order and
Findings for both ditches.

Upon motion made and carried the meeting adjourned.

2

Gladys

(~;;"..::.~=...;=;:;~Ex:ec.

Secretary

_
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B.EGlJL.1Ui ~".r8ETING OF THE TI.~?SCANOE COUNTY D~UNAGE BOA.Fill OCTOBE}1 4~ 19 7 2.

IDhe Tippecanoe County Drainage Board held it's regular meeting on October 4, 1972, at
9:00 o'clock a.m., with the follol~ng members present: Bruce Osborn, Dale Remaly, Edward
Shaw, Dan Ruth, Fred Hoffman and Gladys Ridder~
Minutes
Approved

Upon motion of Bruce Osborn, seconded by Dale Remaly and made unanimous by Edw'ard Sha.r,
the minutes of the September 6, 1972 meeting were approved as read.

Other
business
of the
Board

The Engineer reported to the Board his findings in Clarks Hill with reference to the
J. B. Anderson ditch. Mr. Ruth said he would see that the legal drain would be repaired
in all locations where there is any possibility of an obstruction. He also stated that
he felt sure that the Anderson Ditch could not Dossibly solve the storm water problem
in Clarks Hill. It was his opinion that the ditch .ras never intended as a storm drain for
the town.
The problems in the J. & J. Subdivision were discussed. It was decided that maintenance
money could not be used to repair the driveways that were in need.

9:30 a.m.
Charles E.
Daugherty
ill tch
Hearing

The engineer opened the hearing on the Charles E. Daugherty di tch by reading his report and
making his recommendations to the Board. There were no remonstrances and only one person
'J.ttended the hearing. Mr. Eber Eugene Johnson, who attended, was very much in favor of a
maintenance fund being established and because he owned 38% of the ditch he felt he had every
reason to speak.
Upon motion by Bruce Osborn, seconded by Dale Remaly and made unanimous by Edward Shaw,
a $1.00 per acre assessment was established.

~he engineer opened the hearing on the Clyde W. Richards ditch by reading his report to the
10130 a.m.
Board and read a letter from all the lando..mers in the area asking theBoard to vacate the
Hean.ng on the ditch and let them take care of it themselves. With all in agreement, Mr. Osborn so moved
Clyde W. Richardto vacate the C. W. Richards ditch. The only person in attendance was Boyle D. Moore who
Ditch
had carried the letter.

"BE: IT REi'30LVED by
Tippecanoe C()1lIJ.tyIJX:.3.inag~l3()a~cl.that the Clyde W. Richards
Ditch, located in Lauramie Township, Tippecanoe County, Indiana, be, and the s~ae
hereby is vacated. II

11:30 a.m.
Hearing on the
S. K. Richards
Ditch

The Engineer opened the hearing on the S.K. Richards ditch by reading his report and making
his recommendations to theBoard. No one from thedrainage area attended and Mr. Ruth read
a letter from all the landowners in the watershed area asking the Board to vacate this
di tch. Mr. Osborn so moved, Mr. Remaly seconded en d JlTr. Shaw made it unanimous to grant
their request and vacated the Qitch.
"BE TT RESOLVED by the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board that the S. K. Richards Ditcb,
located in Laur~nie Township, Tippecanoe C ounty, Indiana, b/il, and the same hereby is
vacated."

The engineer opened the hean.ng on the William J. Hellters ditch by reading his revised
report with the changes in acreage from the original 4996.32 A. to 2112.24 acres. Mr.
1:30 p.m.
John Nagle was the only one in the watershed area that appeared. His acreage was subject
William J Walterto change as Mr. Ruth had gone out prior to the hearing and said only 27Acres of Mr. Nagle's
Di tch Hearing
50 acres that were assessed to the Walters di tch were also assessed on the Ste..rart di tch ;.n
White County and the Engineer said he felt it -.rould be fair to let her acreage be assessed
on the StevJa.rt ill tch.
Tpon motion by Bruce Osborn, seconded by Dale Remaly andmade unanimous by Edward Shaw,
a $1.00 per acre assessment was established.
Ditches
Referred.

The Board referred the follovnng ditches to the Engineer for preparing a schedule of
assessments for a maintenance fund: James Vanderkleed, Wabash Twp., Elliott Pearson,
Washington Twp., Calvin Peters, Perry Twp., Luther Lucas, Sheffield Twp., Arthur E. Riclilard,
Perry Tlo/P., James L. McClure, Wabash Twp.

Order & Fineling Upon the establishment of a maintenance fund for the Charles E. Daugherty and tl~ ~Qlliam J.
and
Walters ditches, the Board then signed the Order and Findings and the certificates of assessmem.
Certificates of
Upon m...,tion made and carried the meeting
Assessment
,djou=,d.
~

/iJ
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Bruce Osborn

A~
....
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Gladys RO der, Exec. Secretary

Chairman

REGULAR MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOEOOUNTY DRAINAGE OOAIm NOVEMBER 1, 1972.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board held it l s regular meeting on November 1, 1972 at 9:00 a.m.
with the !ollowing members present: Bruce Osborn, Dale Remaly, Edward Shaw, A. Dan Ruth, Fred
Hoffman, ohn Garrott and Gladys Ridder.
Minutes
Approved

Upon motion of Bruce Osborn, seconded by iiale Remaly and made UllaIIimous by Edward Shaw, the
minutes of the October 4th, 1972 meeting were approved as read.

John Fisher came before th Board to ask the Board's opinion Dn some development to be done
by the Roman Catholic Diocese between State Road 26 and Union Street. He presented his plans
Requests by
ana explained in detail his recommendations for the disposal of storm water. He proposed a
John E. Fisher pipe on the Southern side of Union Street and said he already had his easement for same from
the Public service Co. and the approval from Area Plan. He suggested the construction of a
new legal drain to answer the problems of not only the Diocese but many people in that area
who have had drainage problems for years. He left plans and asked the Board to look them
over and decide. His second request 1f8s a letter from the Board giving their approval on the
proposed drainage on Imperial Equipment Co.' s land South of High Point Oil Co. between U.S. $2
and Concord Road. (NW SE sec. 34., Twp. 23., R.4). His plan was to use the parking lot as
a holding pond then empty into !Ihe Elliott Ditch. /
Approval on
Advertisements
for Bids
Ditches
Ref~lilred

The Board passed approval on the Notice to Bidders presented by the Drainage Engineer for bids
on Fill Dirt, Backhoe, Cement tile, Corrugated Metal Pipe and Dragline.
The. Board referred the following ditches to the Engineer to prepare for a maintenance .fUnd:
Lawrence McClure Ditch, Wabash T1Ip., Charles G. Parker, Perry, Sheflfield and Wea Twps., John
VanAtta, Tippecanoe Twp., Inez Lake, Lauramie Twp.

The Engineer opened the hearing on the Calvin Peters ditch by reading his report and making
recommendations to theBoard. Those in attendance were Roscoe E. Mills, his wife and Harry M.
Hearing on the Henderson.
Calvin Peters
Mr. Mills said no maintenance had been done on this ditch since 1920 and that he had taken
Ditch
care of the headwall and outlet. They were in favor of establishing a maintenance fund so
there would be monies to take care of repairs when needed.
Mr. Osborn moved to establish an $1.00 per acre assessment, Mr. Remaly seconded and Mr. Shaw
made it unanimous.

9:» a.m.

10:30 a.m.
Hearing on the
John Toohey
Ditch

The Engineer opened the hearing on the John Toohey ditch by reading hi s report and making hi s
rec01lllllendations to the Board. In attendance were Andrew P. Gascho and Leonard Hoan. Both
reported the need for a maintenance fund. The tile are only 6 and 8 inch tile so the small
yearly should be adequate. Mr. Osborn moved to establish a $1.00 per acre maintenance fund,
Mr. Remaly seconded the motion and Mr. Shaw made it unanimous.

The Engineer opened the hearing on tm Luther Lucas Ditch by reading his report and making
11:30 a.m.
Hearing on the his rec01lllllendations. 'J:hose in attendance were: Wallace Rice, George DeLong, agent for Fay
Luther Lucas
Ditch
Wainwright, John W. Roller, W1.lliam KeU¥>er and Minnie Roller. Some of the acreage was in
que~ion as to how much actually drained towards the Lucas ditch for the Baker ditch is
also located in this area and a new tile ditch has been built since the legal ditch was constructed that drains the water north. Mr. Forrest Johnson reported a break down in his pasture
and Bill Kemper spoke of several needs on this ditch. All were in favor of a maintenance but
wanted the amount per acre lowered.
Mr. Osborn asked what they felt would do the job and most of those present felt $.$0 per
acre would be adequate. Mr. Bruce Osborn moved that a $.$0 per acre assessment be established
subject to the acreage changes to be made by the Engineer when he has a chance to take the
elevations. Those changes will be: Fay Wainwright and Charles and Wallace Rice.
1:30 p.m.
Hearing on the
John L. Hoffman
Ditch

The Engineer opened the hearing on the John L. Hoffman ditch for the purpose of eatablishing
a maintenance fund. He read his report and made his recommendations to the Board. Those in
attendance were: Bruce Osborn, Dale Remaly and Edward Shaw, Tippecanoe County Board Members
and Mark Porter, Board member for Carroll County. Although Clinton County had been asked
to serve on the Board also, no one appeared for:hhat County. Others in attendance were:
A. D. Ruth, Jr., Phgineer, Fred Hoffman, Att'y., Gladys Ridder, Secretary along with Roscoe
E. & E. Katherine MillS, Win. F. & Mary Dietrich, W. Glen Kelly, Elwood & Joe Burkle, Herschel
Smith, Noah E. Wold, John F. Jansen, T. C. Schroeder, Carl Bollman and Fred Laprad.
Many reported that in 1928 a part of this diteh that originally had been an open ditch had
been rebuilt and made into a tile ditch. All present felt this was a mistake for thier
drainage had been poor ever since. The Engineer agreed with them that in that particular
portion an open ditch would serve them much better. It was also reported that some of the 30
inch tile were not covered and could be seen from the top of the ground.
Some of those present wished to confer with theSCS office to see what help they would give in
the engineering and cost sharing. The Board felt they would be better satisfied if they did
talk to the SCS office and told them it would be a year before the County could compile any
figures. loll th reconstruction being the need, the Board moved to table the maintenance until such
time that the reconstruction was OOU¥>leted.
Mr. Ruth said he felt this hearing had been valuable in learning the problems and feelings
of those in the watershed area.
Mr. Bruce Osborn made the motion to dismiss the meeting until the time when we would again
notify everyone of a continued hearing, the motion was seconded by Dale ~emaly and made
unanimous by Ed Shaw.

Order & Finding Upon completion of the ditch hearings for thepay, the Board signed the Order and Findings and
and
the Certificates of Assessments on those ditches where maintenance funds were established.
Certificate of
Assessments Upon motion made and carried the meeting adjourned.

~~

This letter should have been typed on page
Mr. John E. Fisher
Club Lane
Lafayette, Indiana
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in the November-,l minutes.
November 17, 1972

Dear Sir,
This is to inform you that the proposal, submitted by you at the meeting of the
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board held on November 1, 1972, concerning the storm water
drainage on the land of the Imperial Equipment Company is satisfactory.
This is the land south of the High Point Oil Company between U.S. $2 and Concord
Road (NW SE Section 34, Township 23M, Range 4w.)
It would appear that the scheme developed would satisfy any requirements the
Board might seem necessary and also be of considerable benefit to the area.
I wish to take this opportunity to express my gratitude for the excellent cooperation in this matter.
Very truly yours,

/5/ A. D. Ruth, Jr.
ADR/p

SPECIAL MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOEOOUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD NOVEMBER 6, 1972.

Pursuant to the discussion held on October 25, at the time the restraining order was entered
in this cause, the 'l'lppecanoe County Drainage Board met in special session on Monday,
November 6, 1972, to consider the request of your clients to alter the course of the
legal drains crossing the real estate fin which YOU1"are presently constructing a mobile
home park and also to consider their request to modify the easement for the maintenance
of these legal drains wImilh are branches of the S.W. Elliott Ditch. It was the decision
of the 'l'lppecanoe County Drainage Board that the present COUDse and route of said legal drains
should not be altered, nor would. the easement for their maintenance lile modified. Therefore,
would you please notify your clients to preceed to re-establish the existing drains.
I also understand that your clients are in violation of the injunction in that they have
not complied wi th the following order of ,ithe Court, the defendants are each hereby further
ordered and directed forthwith to install and maintain any di tch or drain reasonable
necessary to conveyor divert any and all water from the construction project in order to

prevent the ..... tr<a causing any further

inj~~~~.
ruc
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Those in attendance for the special meeting of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
were: Edward Shaw, Robert Fields, Bruce Osborn, Dan Ruth, Martin Galema, Ken Raines
and Gladys Ridder.
1965 Drainage Code
(Abstractors)

The president, Edward Shaw, opened the meeting and asked
the facts to those present Mr. Ruth read Sec. 601 of the
the great need to educate the public on legal drains and
:Bevising~kway to get the information into the abstracts
and the Boards greatest concern.

the Engineer to present
1965 Drainage CoEie. Feeling
their 75 foot easements and
of title was the Engineer

Those in attendance were: Joe Fletcher, James Shook, William Schroeder, John
Weilbaker, Larry Short, Everette Morgan, Merrill Barrett, William P. Martin, Richard
,Donahue, Jim Sharp, Mike Schuh and Joe Livesay,

to draft a letter with all of the pertinent information and try
to get into the hands of the attorneys, the realtors, the abstractors and home
builders •

Mr. Ruth volunteered

A question and answer period followed and the President then adjourned the meeting.
Following the Special called meeting those persons involved in the Friendly Village
came before the Board for an informal hearing. The following decisions were
reached:
STATE OF ImANA

)
)
TIPPECANOE COUNTY )

55:
IN THE SUPERIOR COURT NO.2
OF TIPPECANOE COUNTY
TO THE 19.1liJ TERM

)
BRUCE OSBORN, DALE REMALY AND
EIMARD J. SHAW, OOnsti tuting the )
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board )
)
)
vs
)
MID-STATES ENGLNEERING CO., INC.,)
DANNIE'S MOBrLE HOMES, INC., AND )
illVERSIFIELD CONTRACTORS, INC., )
Defendants
)

CAUSE NO. S2-744-72

DECREE
Comes not the plaintiffs by J. Frederick Hoffman, their attorney, and comes also
the defendantfillannie's Mobile Homes, Inc. by Charles Deets III, its attorney, and defendant Diversified
Contractors, Inc. by G. Richard Donahue of the firm of Littell, Carey and Donahue, its attorney, and
defendant Mid-states Engineering Co, Inc. by Thomas L. Ryan of the firm of Stuart, Branigin, Ricks and
Schilling, its attorney.
On motion of plaintiff, cause dismissed as to defendant Mid-states Engineering Co.,Inc.
By agreement, this cause is submitted to the Court on plaintiff's complaint and all
other pleadings heretofore filed.
By agreement of the parties all findings of fact are waived.

THEREFORE, By agreement of the parties IT IS ORDERED '1!HAT:
1. Defendant Dannie's Mobile Homes,Inc. and its agents, including defendant
diversified Contractors, Inc., hereby are enjoinedpe'rmanently from interfering :With the free flow of
water in the branches of the Elliott Ditch, which cross the following described real estate, to-wit;
A part of the North half of the southeast quarter of Section 2, Township 22 North,
Range 4 West, tippecanoe County, Indiana, more particularly described as follows:
Beginning at a point on the South line of the North half of said Southeast Quarter
section; said point being 1439.910 feet West of the Southeast corner of the West
half of the Northeast quarter of said Southeast quarter section and 564.78' more
or less East of the Southwest corner of the aforementioned half quarter section;
running N 900 00' 00" on and along the South line of said half, quarter section a
distance of 1439.910 feet to the Southeast corner of the aforementioned half, quarter
quarter section; running thence N 01 0 38' 56" Won and along the East line of said
half, quarter, quarter section a distance of 660.517 feet; running thence S 88 0 21'
04" W a distance of 185.156 feet; running thence N 02 0 06' 53" Wa distance of 190.000
feet; running thence N 900 00' 00" W parallel to the South line of the North haIf of
said Southeast quarter section a distance of 540.000 feet; running thence S 75 CO'OO"
W a distance of 170.000 feet; running thence N 90 0 00' 00" Wparallel to the South
line of said half quarter section a distance of 715.000 beet; running thence 5450
00' 00" W a distance of 150.000 feet; running thence N 90 00' 00" Wparallel to the
South line of said half quarter section a distance of 423.591 feet to a point on the
centerline of Old U.S. 52 as o~ginally located, which section of road is now
abandoned; running thence S 24 00' 15" E on and along said centerline and centerline
extended a distance of 269.027 feet; running thence N 44 06' 00" E a dis;liance of
18.920 feet to the point of curvature of a curve concave South; and said Curve having
a central angle of 90 0 00' 00" and a radius of 140.000 feet; running thence easterly
along said curve an arc distance of 219.911 feet to !the point of tangency of said
curve, said arc being subtended by a chord having a bearing of N 89 0 06' 00"
E and a length of 197.990 feet; running thence S 45 0 54' 00" E tangent to the last
described curve a distance of 360.000 feet to the point of curvature of a curve
concave Northeasterly; said curve having a central angle of 330 00' 00" and a radiUS
of 330.000 feet; running thence Southeasterly along said curve an arc distance of
190.066 feet; said arc being subtended by a chord having a bearing of S 62 0 24' 00"
E and a length of 187.450 feet; running thence S 110 06~ 00" W a distance of 130.730
feet to the point of beginning; containing in all 31.943 Acres; subject, however, to
all legal highways, rights-of-way and easements.

2. Defendant Dannie's Mobile Homes, Inc. and its agents, including defendant
Diversified Contractors; ;Inc., hereby are· authorized· to relocate the two branches of tbe Elliott Ditch
which cross the above real estate shown on the site plan which is hereto attached and made a part of this
Decree and marked "Eld1ibit A" hereto.
3. The flow line of the relocated branches into the main channel of the Elliott
di tch shall not be more than sixteen inches lower than the flow line of the former branches which are
being relocated into the main channel of said ditch.

4. All twenty-four inch tile used in said relocated branches of the Elliott Ditch
shall be made of reinforced concrete.

5. When said branches of the Elliott Ditch are relocated, there shall be installed
catch basins of adequate size to drain the surface water, wi. th a maximum beehive of ten (10) inches.
6. When said branches have been relocated as perlllitted hereunder, defendants
Dannie's Mobile Homes, Inc. shall maintain same for a period of three (J) years from the date of the
completion of such relocated construction.
7. At the time of the installation of the tile in the relocated branches, defend:Bnt
Dannie's Mobile Homes, Inc. shall pay all reasonable costs for on site inspectors furnished by plaintiffs.
8. The easement provided by Section 601 of the Indiana Drainage, Burns Ind.
Statute 27-301, along said relocated branches of the Elliott ditch across the above real estate hereby
is reduced to a total width of fifty (50) feet, as shown by nEld1ibit An hereto.
9. There shall be no permanent structures placed on said easement, except streets
and utilities as shown by "Exhibit An hereto.
Dated at J1af'ayette, Indiana this

day of January, 1973.
ENTER:

--~~~----------

Upon motion made and carried the
Edward Shaw

z;

THE REGULAR MEErING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY D~NAGE BOARD MARCH 7, ~
The regular meeting of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board was held in the County
Council Room in the Tippecanoe County Court House at 9:00 a.m., on Wednesday, March7,
1973. Present at the meeting were: Edward Shaw, Robert Fields, Bruce Osborn, A. D.
Ruth, Jr., Fred Hoffman and Gladys Ridder.
Upon motion, by Edward Shaw, seconded by Bruce Osborn and made un~mous by Robert
Fields, theBoard approved the minutes of the February 7, 1973 meet~ng as read.

Minutes Approved

The Board referred the follwing ditches to the Engineer for Maintenance Fund set up:
Brady vs Nash Wea Twp., John Brose, Shelby Twp. in Tipp. County and Round Grove Twp.
in White County, Cochran VS Holms, Wea Twp., Jesse A. Cripe, Washington Twp., County
Farm, Wabash Twp. & Alonzo Taylor, Jackson & Wayne Twps.

Ditches Referred

Mr. Hoffman reported to the Board that Mr. Floweres had called and complained. about
water backing up after the repairs to the Elliott ditch had been ma~e. ~e s~d he
had contacted Mr. Donahue who in turn informed his client and the m tuat~o? was no~
being taken care of. He asked Mr. Ruth to please contact Mr. Flowers and ~nform h~m
of same.

Other Business

.0

Mr. Ruth told the oard he had met with John Tse. His plan for thelakes on the McClure
ditch were far in the future and Mr. Ruth felt the hearing should be set for a maintenance fund on McClure ditch possibly May 6, 1973.
Mr. Francis Albregts discussed the possiblity of placing a breather in the side ditch
of 1-65 and Fellbaum branch of the Berlovitz ditch to alleviate a ponding there.
Board granted' permission and said it' the breather created trouble elsewhere it could
always be removed.
The Engineer opened the hearing on the Alexander Ross ditch bJ'i reading his report
and making recommendations. Those in attendance were: Walter Pendleton, Pete Keiser,
George Hatke, Frances Albregts and Dick Smith.

9:30 a.m. Hearing
on
Alexander Ross
Ditch

Mr. Keiser reported that water was standing on top of the Ross ditch on the
oIJFerrall land and this situation had only began since 1-65 was built. Mr. Ruth
siad he would look into the situation and if the problem was created by the State
Highway, he would notify them of same and they would have to correct it.
Mr. Pete Keiser said the acreage in Sec. 25 of 5.22 A that he had sold VanMeeter was
assessed on the Berlovitz ditch but that before he had sold it, he had placed new
tile on that land and drained that acreage to the Alexander Ross ditch. He suggested
removing the acreage from Berlovitz and placing it on the Alexander Ross Ditch.
The Board agreed and instructed bhe Secretary to do so.
Discussion followed among those present as the amount of per acre assessment. As
the majority felt $.75 per acre would be ad~quate, the Board moved to establish a
$.75 per acre assessment.
10:30a.m. Hearing
on
John VanNatta Ditch

The Engineer opened the hearing on the John VanNatta Ditch by reading his report
and making his recommendations. Those in attendance were: Charles R. VanNatta,
Charles R. VanNatta" Jr.,. M.P. Pl1l.mlee" Ward W.' Smith ,and Douglas McGill.
The Engineer read a letter from Mr. Plumlee, Don Brown, Ted Hunt and Charles
VanNatta. The point being they had taken such good care of the ditch they felt
$.35 would be adequate. They asked for a portion of the tile ditch be made into a
grass waterway. They also said they' would continue to take care of their ditch e.'llen
though a maintenance was established.
Because of their great concern for each other's needs and perfect cooperation, the
Board moved to establish a $.35 per acre assessment as requested.

11: 30 a.m. Hearing
The Engineer opened the hearing on the Joseph Sterrett ditch by reading his report
on
and making his recommendations to the Board. Those in attendance were: Charles R.
Joseph Sterrett Di. tch VanNatta, Harry W. Hampton, Douglas McGill, and Charles R. VanNatta, Jr.
Mr. Ruth read a letter from Mr. Charles Van Natta and Harry Hampt:ODilstating that
this drain was so well designed and installed that their maintenance over the years
had been very small. They asked for a $.25 per acre assessment. Mr. Ruth said he
felt this was too sDlall. The landowners present said if it proved too small, they
would gladly consent to a new hearing for the purpose of raising the amount.
Mr. Charles VanNatta said in Sec. I out of a 175A tract only 50A drained instead of
BOA as assessed. The Board asked Mr. Ruth to check and correct the acreage after
elevations were taken. The final decision was
A.
After a bit of a discussion the Board moved to establish a $.35 per acre assessment.
Order

& Findings

After establishing a maintenance fund on the Alexander Ross, the John VanNatta and
the Joseph Sterrett ditches, the Board signed the 0 rder and Findings and the Certificates of Assessments.

and
Certificate of
Assessments

Upon motion made and carried the Board ag.journed.
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Gladys Rlidder, xec: Secretary
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IDNTHLY MEEl'ING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD HELD JULY 18, 1973.
9:00
Business Meeting

Those in attendance at the regular session of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
held on July 18, 1973 were: Edward Shaw, Robert Fields, Bruce Osborn, A. D. Ruth, Jr.,
Fred Hoffman, Ken Raines and Gladys Ridder. By request of the Surveyor Mr. Robert
Fickle also attended.

Signing of the
minutes

A motion by Bruce Osborn, seconded by Robert Fields and made unanimous by Edward Shaw
was to approve the minutes of the June 6, 1973 meeting as read.

Mr. Ruth discussed the Elmer Thomas ditch progress and reported he was about ready to
Elmer Thomas

Dunkin Ditch
Bob Hodgen

10:00 A.M.
S.W. Elliott Ditch
Maintenance
Hearing

advertise for bids. The Board agreed he should advertise as soon as the engineering
and specifications were ready.
The people on the funkin ditch had collected money and did some work beyond the end
of the Dunkin ditch. The county's share of this improvement was $$6.88. The board
approved payment of same.
The Board approved a partial payment to be made to Bob Hodgen for work he has done so
far on the Train Coe Ditch.
The Engineer opened the hearing on the S.W. Elliott ditch for establi shing a maintenance
fund by reading his report and making his recommendation to the Board.
Those in attendance were: George L. Treece, James Murtaugh, Norbert Korty, Paul L.
Hamman, Ed Hatke, Marjorie Halstead, Eugene R. Moore, Howard R. Porter, Kenneth McCabe,
Richard H. Smith, Hall Price, Fred Bratz, Louise Bratz, J.Kenneth Biery, Jack E. Keith,
Rostone Corp., Herman L. McCord, Laf. Refg. Service, Jim Burghardt, Fay Wainwright by:
George E. DeLong, V.L. VanAsdall, N&W Railway Co., Muncie, Ind., William H. Lane,
William P. Martin, Soil Cons. Service, Roy A. Smith, Supervisor Soil Cons. Servo
Discussion followed with many questions asked as to what the Engineer planned to do
and did the Interstate create any problems, why some of them pay city Sewage and still
assessed on the ditch, etc. All questions were answered to the satisfaction of those
present.
Mr. Osborn asked if anyone present had any objections to ~~e Engineer's proposed
seventy five cents per acre assessment and no one objected.
Some acreage changes were suggested by the Engineer and Mr. Fickle.
Mr. Fickle said Pipers Glen should have been assessed on this along with the condominium
but not any part of the Tecumseh's Addn.
Also Mr. Ruth suggested a few acreage removals namely: The Wilhauk's - three tracts
removed; Stafac, Inc. - .46A removed and r. M. House & Kathryn M. House, Tr., tract
7-006-011 Part South Northwest Section 6 Township 22 Range 3 a 36.68 acre tract, 16
acres out of Elliott and added to Lane Parker. Egyptian Lacquer reduced to zero acres.
The business of the day completed, the Board so moved to adjourn.

~~~ 7'9.£~

Edward J. Shaw

~if-~
ce Osborn
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MONTHLY MEETING OF TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD HELD AUGUST 1, 1973
Those in attendance at the regular meeting of the Tippecanoe County Drainage
Board held on August 1, 1973 in the County Commissioners room in the Court House
were: Edward Shaw, Robert Fields, Bruce Osborn, A.D.Ruth, Jr., Fred Hoffman and
Gladys Ridder.
Regular Business
Session 9:30 a.m.

Upon motion by Robert Fields eieconded by Bruce Osborn made unanimous by Ed
Shaw, the minutes of the July 18, 1973 were approved as read.

Huntleigh Estates

Mr. Ruth read a letter he had written to the Schneider Engineering Corporation
with reference to using the Elliott Ditch.
July 25, 1973
Schneider Engineering Corporation
3675 North Post Road
Indianapolis, Indiana 46226
RE:

Storm Water Drai"nage for
Huntleigh Estates Addition

Gentlemen:
It is the recommendation of this office that, before approval by given-the
above mentioned Subdivision, provisions be made to control the storm water run-off.
It is the philosophy of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board that the storm
water shall not enter the Elliott Ditch at any greater rate or in any greater
quanti ty than it does at the present time. This means that all development which
naturally drains into the Elliott Ditch must be controlled and that the storm water
run-off meet the above requirement.
Therefore, it is recommended that a scheme be developed to meet the above
requirement. It would be well to have the proposal approved as soon as is practical.
If this matter is resolved I see no other objections from a storm water stand
point to this development.
Very truly yours,

lsi A. Daniel Ruth
A. Daniel Ruth, Surveyor
ADR/res

10:00 A.M.
Maintenance
Hearing
on
L. B. Wilson
Ditch

The Engineer opened the hearing on the L.B. Wilson Ditch by reading his
report and making his recommendations to the Board. The Board consisted of the
Tippecanoe County Board with the Fountain County Commissioners, Kenneth Rayburn,
Lucky Stucker, Fountain County Surveyor, Elmer Thomas and Keith Barnhart, Fountain
County Attorney. The landowners in the watershed area of both counties were:
Donald Holoday for Mr. Wilson, Berniece and Frank Oteham, Richard T. North, Russell
D. North, Ralph E. Jackson, Larry Carlson, Orbille Carlson, Pearl Meharry, Mr. and
Mrs. J. W. Schumann, Robert Amstutz, William VanHook, Frank Pearl Jr.
Because Fountain County had not properly notified their people, as to acreage
or amount of assessment per acre, the attorneys felt there was a necessity to hold
another hearing. Another ditch (Nixon) in Fountain County is a branch of the L.B.
Wilson and the Fountain County Boa rd needed time to decide whether to assess i t with
Wilson or by itself and pay a percentage on Wilson also.
When these questions have been answered they will let us know and we'll
notify our people of another hearing.

11:00 A.M.
Maintenance
Hearing
on
Richard B.
Wetherill
Ditch

The Engineer opened the hearing on the Richard B. v-Ietherill ditch by reading
his report and making his recommendations to the Board. He reported that the headwall was in bad shape and he felt the $1.00 per acre assessment was not too high.
Mr. Robert Martin, acting Surveyor of BentiDru,County joined our Board but none of
the BentDn:County Drainage Board attended. Those in the watershed area of the drain
who attended were: Wayne Wettschurack, John Miller, William Wettschurack, Max
Kelly and M. P. Lord.
Benton County did not notify their people as is required by law but Mr. Martin
said he felt they could be ready by September and the Board knowing au r September
schedule was pretty full voted to set the new hearing on the Wetherill Ditch at
10:30 a.m. October 3, 1973. Both Benton County and Fountain County are struggling
to get started as neither have a bUdgeted office with Secretary, typist, etc, so out
Board offered any assistance they migntwant.
Upon motion made and carried the Board adjourned.
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The meeting oftheTippecanoe County Drainage Board was held in the County Council
Room on September 5, 1973 at 9:30 a.m. with the following memberspresent: Robert
F. FiEllds, Edward Shaw, Dan Ruth, Fred Hoffman, and Gladys Ridder.
Signing of
Minutes
Business Meeting

30th Street Drainage

Friendly Village

Upon motion by Edward Shaw seconded by Robert Fields, the minutes of the August 1
and 27th, meetings were approved as read.
In the business meeting, the Board was shown the claim of the Riehle Construction
Company for work done on the Berlovi tz Ditch. The Surveyor reviewed his feelings
about the amount of charge per hour for labor and wanted their opinions. The
Board recommended we pay 20 hours @ $20.75 per hour and an additional $50.00 for
additional labor or $465.00 total.
The matter of the 30th Street drainage was brought to the attention of the Board
with no decision being made.
Mike Norris and Dick Fidler came before the Board with their plans to discuss the
needs to complete Friendly Village Mobile Home Park drainage to the satisfaction
of the requirements imposed by this Board. A new description of the re-routing
of the branch of Elliott done by Mid-States was required.
A portion ofMr. Wendell Flowers ground was still in trouble and Mr. Fidler said
with only a .12% grade i t lrould probably be caused by silt settling and they
would flush the pipe in that area to help that situation.
When everything is finished, Mid-States need to provide the County with an
easement for the.:eewly routed branch and theCounty will need to provide an easement
for a crossing of Elliott ditch wi th city water mains etc.

S. W. Elliott Di tch

The Engineer opened the continued hearing on S. W. Elliott Ditch by explaining
the reasons for a second hearing. The Pipers Glen area had been omitted in the
first hearing and according to the drainage law to add to the assessment role
a new hearing had to be called.
Those in attendance were PaUla Chrisman and Rita Lasley, both in the Piper Glen
area. Each one had questions on why they pay city sewage and have to pay on Elliott
too, so Mr. Ruth explained the difference between Storm Sewers and City Sewage.
The Board so moved to establish a .75¢ per acre assessment on $. W. Elliott ditchL

E. F. Haywood Di tch
Continued
Hearing

The engineer opened the continued hearing on theE. F. Haywood Ditch by reading
the minutes of thelast meeting, held September 1972. Those in attendance were:
Jerome Rund, Mabel McDill Andrews, Kettie and Robert W. Kirkpatrick, Robert J.
and Jane Moore and O. J. Leibenguth. Mr. Robert Leader had telephoned and wanted
to cast his vote by phone to be in favor of a maintenance fund. Jerome Rund and
O. J. Leibenguth both spoke out in favor of a maintenance fund. Mr. Kirkpatrick
and Mr. Moore both spoke vehemently against a maintenance fund and in favor ocfi'
doing th e work themselves.
Mr. Ruth and Mr. Fields advised them to establish a maintenance fund, Mr. Shaw
favored postponing the hearing for one more year. Mr. Moore said if those that
were in favor should have attended the heanng that he had driven from Indianapolis
to protest.
Mr. Shaw made a motion to postpone one year and Mr. Fields seconded the motion.

Order & Findings

After establishing a Jllaintenance fund on the S. W. Elliott ditch, the Board signed
the Ording and Findings and Certificate of Assessments.
Upon motion made and carried the Board adjourned.

Edward J. Shaw
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REGULAR MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD JANUARY 9, 1974
The regular meeting of the Tippecanoe C~unty Drainage Board was held in the County
Commissioner's room on January 9, 1974 at 9:00 a.m., ,~th the following members
present: Bruce Osborn, Robert F. Fields, Edward Shaw, Ron Melichar, A. D. Ruth, Jr
&"ld Gladys Ridder.

Election of Officers

Minutes of November
Meeting
Montgomery Ward
Warehouse

Upon motion of Bruce Osborn, seconded by Edward Shaw, Robert F. Fields was elected
to serve as Chairman of the Drainage Board for the year 1974. Upon motion of Edward
Shaw and seconded by Robert Fields. Bruce Osborn was elected to serve as Vice Chairman
of the Drainage Board for the year 1974. Upon motion of Bruce Osborn, seconded by
Edward Shaw and made unanimous by Robert Fields, A. D. Ruth, Jr. and Fred Hoffman
and Gladys Ridder were appointed by the Board to serve in thei r respective jobs as
Drainage Engineer, Drainage Board Attorney and Executive Secretary.
Upon motion of Edward Shaw, seconded by Robert Fields and made unanimous by Bruce
Osborn, the minutes of the November 7, 1973 meeting were approved as read.
~1r. Ruth reported to the Board that the Montgomery Ward warehouse on Imperial
Parkway had been constructed directly over the tile ditch that is a Branch of the
S. W. Elliott ditch. In checking with Area Plan, Mr. Ruth reported that construction
had been started without a building permit or a check with the Surveyor's office as
to whether any drains were in the area. The acting County Attorney, Mr. Ronald
Melichar, instructed Mr. Ruth to notify the owners of the land and building to
remove the building immediately.
January 14, 1974
Mr. Steven Rachlin
17 Academy Street
Newark, New Jersey 07102
Re: Building on Imperial Drive
south of the City of Lafayette, Ind.
Dear Mr. Rachlin,

This is to advise that the building owned by you at the above location is
setting over branch #14 of the Elliott Ditch legal drain, and in part is well wi thin
the easement of this drain. (The enclosed sketches show the location of this branch.)
After discussing this matter with the members of the Tippecanoe County
Drainage Board and their attorney, I was instructed to inform you that the building
in question must be removed from the easement of the legal drain.
If this matter is not resolved of within the next 30 days appropriate legal
action will be taken.
Sincerely,

/s/ A. D. Ruth, .:;.J.;:;.r;...--::---:::-_
A.D. Ruth, Jr. Tipp. Co. Surveyor
ADR/res
Kirkpatrick Drain
Problem

Mr. John Fisher and Mr. Dow Orrell came before the Board to discuss drainage
problems connected wi th ,the development in the area of the James N. Kirkpatrick
ditch. The subject was discussed but no decision was reached. Both gentlemen
were invited to return at a later date.
A discussion was held as to the possibility of the Drainage Board having jurisdiction
over the holding ponds in the subdivisions. No decision was reached.

9:30 a.m.
JAI'1ES S. KELLER.JW\)
Maintenance Hearing

The Engineer opened the hearing on the James S. Kellerman ditch by reading his
report and making his recommendations to the Board. Because none of the individuals
in this watershed appeared at this hearing and because of the road conditions being
hazardous, the Board moved to continue this hearing until February 6, 1974 and
instructed the Secretary to notify those people of same,

10:00 a.m.
N. W. BOX MAINTENANCE
HEARING

The Engineer opened the heari ng on the N. ~v. Box ditch by reading hi s report and
making his recommendations to ~heBoard. There were no remonstrances filed against
this ditch. Some corrections in the acreage were necessary because of 0verlaps
with the Motsinger, E. lif. Andrews and McFarland ditches.
Those in attendance were: John B. Randolph, Atty. for Wilma B. Creson, Charles
Kerkhove, Jordan McCarty, Robert C. Kerkhove, Roland D. Halleck for Purdue Research
Foundation and Frank J. v-Ielch.
The changes in acreage are as follows:
Leota L. & Jordan McCarty's 38A deleted from the Box assessment role.
Raymond R. & Ruth Calvert
) Und~ (each) S. Side S.W. Fr. Sec 19-24-5
Carl J. & Catherine M. Trout
2,'] Acres taken out of HcFarland ditch and left in the Box watershed.
Purdue Research Foundation as follows: S, NE Sec 19-24-5 remove 10 A from HcFarlarl
watershed, Nlv wV & WNE Sfrlof Sec 17-24-5 remove 37A from HcFarland watershed,
SE Sfrr & E NE S of Sec 17-24-5 remove 60A from McFarland watershed, SIll SW of
Sec 17-24-5 remove 38A from the McFarland watershed, a total of 145A remove from
McFarland and claims for an erroneous tax filed for the Trouts and Purdue to
reimburse them for the years 1972 and 19 7 3 in which they paid on this acreage to
the HcFar18nd Maintenance Fund.
Bruce Osborn asked those present if they had any objections to the proposed
seventy five cents per acre assessment and they all said they thought that a fair
assessment.
Upon motion of Bruce Osborn, seconded by Edward Shaw and made unanimous by Robert
fieldS, the Board so moved to establish a $0.75 per acre Maintenance Fund assessment.

On motion made and carried the meeting

~~~L

}

Edward J. Shaw, Mem~er

;:~
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REGULAR MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD APRIL 3, 1974
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in regular session in the Tippecanoe County
Court House in the County Commissioner's room at 9:00 a.m.,)on Wednesday, April 3rd
1974 with the following members present: Bruce Osborn, Edward Shaw, and Richard L.
Smith, setting in for Robert Fields, A. D. Ruth, Jr., Fred Hoffman and Gladys Ridder.
INFORMAL MEETING AT
9:00 a.m.

Mr., Audley Oshier came before the Board with a problem of a bridge across the
McFarland ditch on his property. The construction of the bridge with no steel being
used rendered the capacity of this bridge very poor. The Board told him they could
not by law use any of McFarland's maintenance money to reconstruct a bridge and that
they were sorry but the problem was his and the county could not help him.
Mr. Allen Orr sent his request by Mr.·A. D. Ruth to re-route a part of the Morin
ditch on his farm, (he's buying on contract from Mary Sherwin). He had a need
to get around a peat bog. The Board O.K.'d the re-routing if Mr. Orr would comply
with Mr. Ruth's requirements.
Fred Blair ask Mr. Ruth to report his problem on a private tile being cut by a
trailer park and then reconnected the tile above his tile. The Board said this
was a matter for an attorney unless it was a branch of the Elliott legal drain and
they would look into it.

J. KELLY O'NEALL
MAINTENANCE HEARING
9:30 a.m.

JOHN C. AMSTUTZ
MAINTENANCE HEARING
10:00 a.m.

The Engineer opened the hearing on the J. Kelly O'Neall maintenance fund hearing
by reading his report and asking the Board t~ include a spur as a part of the legal
drain. Those in attendance were: ~alter Holtman, Kiley Sterrett, Jr., William
Richardson, Harley Roudebush and LaVaughn Crull. All those present were much ~n
favor of a maintenance fund of one dollar per acre and the sooner the better. The
ditch is in need of dredging but there was an open ditch that was not a part of
the legal description that they all felt should be made a part of the legal ditch.
Again the attorney said that to add another branch to the legal required a new
hearing and another advertising for the benefit of all involved. Many felt that
government moved too slowly and they would take it upon themselves to repair this
part to be added and then appeal for the maintenance. The Board so moved to continue
this hearing in June, 1974.
The engineer opened the maintenance hearing on the John C. Amstutz by explaining
to those there that the new hearing was called to add a part of Section 9 that had
been omitted from the original assessment role. Those present were: Dale Remaly,
Omer Murphy, Ralph Patrick, Hazel Temple and Robert Temple.
Many of those present were of the opinion that their acreage assessment was in error.
Mr. Ruth told the Board that he had been out there on at least three occasions and
had asked for the help of the Soil and Water Conservation Service aerial photos to
try and determine a proper assessment. He asked the Board to remove the assessment
against Ral phH. & Shirley Patrick and Omer P. 8, Lorraine B. Murphy because their
water went wes·t. He also asked to reduce Mabel Martin's acreage from 6.49 to 2.50.
The Board so agreed. Mr. Dale Remaly and Mrs. Temple felt Clarence Behringer's
property should all have been assessed in this watershed instead of only haln in
the SE quarter of section four (4). Because this acreage needed to be added to the
watershed and Mr. Behringer notified, the Board moved to establish a $1.00 per acre
assessment unless Mr. Behringer objected to the assessment and then a new hearing
would be held in June, 1974.

The Engineer opened the maintenance hearing on the Arthur Rickerd, ditch by reading
ARTHUR RICKERD MAINTENANChis report and making his recommendations to the Board. There were none of the
landowners in this watershed present. As there areonly seven people involved and
HEARING
because the Board takes the attitude that if no one remonstrates or attends it must
10: 30
mean that they are in agreement with the notice sent them.
Mr. Edward Shaw made the motion to establish a $1.00 per acre assessment, Mr. Richard
L. Smith seconded the motion and Mr. Bruce Osborn made it unanimous.
ORDER AND FINDINGS

After establishing a maintenance fund on the Arthur Rickerd ditch, the Board signed
the Order and Findings and Certificate of Assessments.

Willard Plumlee

Mr. Willard Plumlee came before theBoard asking their permission to reroute that
part of the County Farm Ditch that came through his farm for the purpose of making
a small pond on his farm. The Board said they would not pay for any part of the
re-routing out of the maintenance fund and would like to look the situation over
before they gave any written consent.
The following orders were received to appoint a special member of the Board in
Robert F. Fields place due to the fact of him being a property owner on two of the
above ditches.
IN THE MATTER OF THE JOHN C. AMSTUTZ DITCH
ORDER
Comes now the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board by its Secretary, and
certifies that it will be necessary to have a special member to act in the proceedings concerning the John C. Amstutz Ditch scheduled to begin on April 3, 1974, and
being further advised finds in the premises that Richard L. Smith is a resident
freeholder of the County and is qualified to act as a special member of the Board.
IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Richard L. Smith be
and is hereby appointed a special member of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
to serve as a special member in all preceedings concerning the John C. Amstut! Ditch.
/S/ Warren B. Thompson
Warren B. Thompson
Judge, Tippecanoe Circuit Court
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IN THE MATTER OF THE ARTHUR E. RICKERD DITCH
ORDER
Comes now the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board by its Secretary, and
certifies that it will be necessary to have a special member to act in the proceedings
concerning the Arthur E. Rickerd Ditch scheduled to begin on April 3, 1974, and being
further advised finds in the premises that Richard L. Smith is a resident freeholder
of the County and is qualified to act as a special member of the Board.
IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Richard L. Smith be and
is hereby appointed a special member of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board to
serve as a special member in all proceedings concerning the Arthur E. Rickerd Ditch.
/S/ Warren B. Thompson
Warren B. Thompson
Judge, Tippecanoe Circuit Court
Upon motion made and carried the Board

~~r!

~/J.£-

Edward J. Shaw

(/

...

REGULAR MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD HELD JULY 3, 1974.
The regular meeting of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in the County
Council Room in the Tippecanoe County Court House at 9:00 a.m. o'clock with the
following members present:
Bruce Osborn, Robert F. Fields, Edward Shaw, Fred Hoffman,A. D. Ruth, Jr. and
Gladys Ridder.
Minutes Approved

Upon motion of Bruce Osborn, seconded by Edward Shaw and made unanimous by Robert
Fields the Board accepted the minutes of the June 5, 1974 meeting as read.

'M'darland Ditch

Mr. Ruth explained to the Board that Charles Vaughan had been in to discuss the
possibility of having~ a branch of the John McFarland ditch reconstructed. Mr.
Vaughan has need of an open ditch and the Board told the Engineer to hold an
informal meeting to get the feelings of the other people involved and if there
were no objections from others to prepare the profile.

9:30 a.m.
Vacation of the
N. W. Bowen Ditch

The Engineer opened the hearing on the Nathaniel W. Bowen ditch by explaining to
the Board the condition of the ditch and the feeling of the people involved.
No one attended the hearing but at the last hearing on this ditch the people
present made it known that they wanted the ditch vacated. The attorney said with
out all the land owners being present the Board would have to go through the
formalities and re-inform everybody in the watershed of the intent. With no
one attending they took the attitude that all were in favor and so moved. Motion
by Edward Shaw, seconded by Bruce Osborn and made unanimous by Robert Fields the
Nathaniel W. Bowen ditch was vacated. This should not be confused with the N. W.
Bowen ditch that was vacated in November of 1973. This one involves Carroll
County and Tippecanoe County and the one vacated in November was a Tippecanoe
County Ditch only.

John Fi sher
for
Montgomery Ward

Mr. Gene Stano and Mr. John Fisher came before~the Board with many problems they
have had and several suggestions for re-routing the Branch No. 14 of the Elliott
Ditch which has a Montgomery Ward warehouse built directly over it. The Board
had granted August 1, 1974 as the deadline for re-routing the ditch. They would
take the $6,000.00 check and build the new ditch themselves if the deadline was
not met. Mr. Stano asked for an extension of time for that deadline and the Board
granted them thirty days. Those involved in the re-routing would be Fairfield
Mfg. Co., Montgomery Ward and perhaps Robert Calloway.

Informa 1
reconstruction
hearing
Shepherdson Ditch

At 10:30 a.m. the Board held an informal reconstruction hearing on the James A.
Shepherdson ditch. Those present were Floyd Bolyard, Jr., Fern Landes, Bernard
and Mary Spitznagle, Mr. & Mrs. Howard Ayers, 'John E. Haan and Margaret Cornell.
All present were much in favor of reconstruction but there were some reservations
as to the openQditch but would need a grassed waterway over the new tile ditch
and the Board said that would be his expense. Mr. Ruth said he would figure the
new construction two ways, with and without open ditch, and at the Regular hearing
in September he would give them prices and the decision could be theirs.
On motion made and carried the meeting

REG~LAR

MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD HELD OCTOBER 2, 1974
~rne regu~ar meeting of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Baord met in the County Council Room

ln the Tlppecanoe County Court House at 9:30 a.m., o'clock with the following members present:
Bruce Osborn, Robert Fields, Edward Shaw, Fred Hoffman, A. D. Ruth, Jr. and Gladys Ridder.
Upon motion of Mr. Os~orn, ·seconded by Mr. Fields and made unanimous by Edward Shaw, the Board
Minutes Approved moved to accept the mlnutes of the September 18th" 1974 meeting as read.
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OCToa~R

2, 1974 MEETING CONTINUED.

Clarks Hill
Disposal System

Montgomery Ward
Warehouse

In the September 18th drainage board meeting the Clarks Hill Disposal Consulting Engineer
met with the Board requesting permission to empty the effluent from the disposal system
into the East branch of the J. B. Anderson legal drain. At this time the Board said they
would not answer for those people on the J. B. Anderson drain and instructed the Secretary
to notify these pepple of a hearing and let them make the decision. Those responding-to the
notice were: Gregory J. Donat, A. B. Coyner, Glenn Heaton, Eugene Johnson, Joy Anderson,
Dan Waddell, Don Maxwell, Ralph Anglin and Jack Wisley.
The Engineer opened the hearing by asking the engineer for the Disposal System to explain
the proposal to dump the effluent into the 33" tile of the J. B. Anderson ditch. Questions
were asked as he finished the explanation. Jack Wisley said one teacup of water more, in
his opinion, would be too much to put into this already overloaded ditch. Mr. A. D. Waddell
said he had a twenty acre pond because the tile carried his water away so slowly. Eugene
Johnson said he felt if the Engineers designing the system had studied the history of this
ditch, they wouldn't even consider puting more water into it and said he felt the best
solution they had was to build their own tile ditch. The Board took a vote and five out of
eight people present voted against letting the J. B. Anderson ditch be used for the effluence.
The Board then voted unanimously not to permit the Anderson legal drain to bee used to
carry the effluent of the Clarks Hill Disposal Plant.
Mr. Joy Anderson asked the engineer for help on the West leg of the J. B. Anderson legal
drain. Mr. Ruth said he would be out to look the situation over and take whatever steps
necessary to determine the cause of the problem.
The Board members discussed the six thousand (6,000.00) dollar check being held for the
payment of re-routing the branch of the Elliott ditch where the Montgomery Ward warehouse
stands and their disposition of it. Mr. Osborn said he was in favor of having the Davis
Construction Co. open the ditch that was re-routed so that it could be inspected as per
instruction. The Engineer was instructed to call Davis and get the job done. Mr. Osborn
put it in motion form and Robert Fields seconded the motion with Edward Shaw making it
unanimous.

I

RO~F. Fields;/i~airman

~~f~~~

ATTEST:
Edward Shaw, Board Member
Gladys R{dder, Executive Secretary

Si gnaturel
here for
last two
meetings

REGULAR MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD HELD ON NOVEMBER 6TH, 1974
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Baord met in the County Council Room of the Tippecanoe
County Court House at 9:00 a.m. on November 6th, 1974 with the following members present:
Bruce Osborn, Edward Shaw, Fred Hoffman, A. D. Ruth, Jr. and Gladys Ridder.
Upon the reading of the minutes of the Octobep"2nd meeting, Bruce Osborn moved to approve the
Minutes Approved minutes as read. Edward Shaw seconded the motion so motion carried.
The Engineer informed the Board that the clearing work on the S. W. Elliott ditch had been
Payment to Hoagen completed to satisfaction according to the specifications of the bid and that payment of
$3,000.00 should be approved. Motion made by Bruce Osborn, seconded by Edward Shaw to approve
the claim for $3,000.00 to Bob Hodgen.
Letter from
John Fisher

Mr. Ruth presented the Board a drawing and a copy of a canceled check made for re-routing of
Branch No. 14 on the S. W. Elliott ditch where the Montgomery Ward Warehouse had been erroneously built across this branch of the legal drain. The Board adknowledged same and ask for
a three year maintenance bond from the Pioneer National Title Insurance Comp~ny for $3,000.00
in exchange for the release of a $6,000.00 check being held by the Board. The letter of request
was to be sent not only to Pioneer National Title Insurance Company but a copy to John Fisher
also.

The petition for a Legal drain in Treece Meadows Subdivision was presented to the Board. It was
determined that the drain would be better as an extension of the Wilson Branch of the S. W.
9:30 Treece
Elliott ditch. Mr. Joseph Bumblegurg and John Fisher appeared on behalf of Lynn Treece. Pat
Meadows
Shaw and Lynn Treece also attended the meeting. The County Attorney said if this branch has no
affect on others in the watershed no notices will be necessary. A detention pond is planned to
hold the water.
Mr. Bumbleburg asked the Drainage Board to nodify the 150 foot easement (as prescribed by law).
Mr. Osborn said the Board would definitely entertain a modification but that he would not make
a decision until there was a full Board present. He suggested that the decision would be made in
the Tuesday, November 12th regular County Commissioner's meeting.
Mr. Willie Baker and Mr. Gordon Pritchard appeared before the Board representing the Indiana
Gas Co., Inc. asking permission to go under the S. W. Elliott ditch with a gas line at County
10:00 a.m.
Road
250 South.
Ind. Gas Co.,Inc.
INDIANA GAS COMPANY, INC.
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
County Court House
Lafayette, Indiana
Attention: H. Dan Ruth
Dear Si r:
This letter is to advise that we are seeking permission from the Tippecanoe
County Drainage Board to install a 10 inch steel gas main across the Ell iot Ditch
close to the intersection of Brady Land and Concord Road.
Please find attached sketches which show the location of the project and
a profile of the existing ditch. Also, shown is our proposed construction and details of the installation of the pipe, pipe depth, and repairs to ditch bottom and
banks.
Hopefully, you will find this in order and will be able to give us the necessary permit or letter to proceed.

Very truly yours,
Gordon Pritchard
District Engineer
GD: ml
Attachment
cc: W. L. Baker
The County Attorney asked Mr. Baker and Mr. Pritchard if a bond had been posted and they assured
him it had.
Mr. Pritchard asked the Board if they would furnish a letter of permission and the secretary was
instructed to compose such a letter.

Ell i ott
ditch

ATTESJ:

The Engineer told the Board that there was need for work on the S. W. Elliott ditch where roots
are hindering the flow of water located directly south of the Arihood property where Bob Hodgen
had cleared. He said it could be done reasonably and the Board granted permission to do so.

REGULAR MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD HELD JANUARY 15, 1975
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in the County Council Room at 9:00 a.m., o'clock with
the following members present: Bruce Osborn, Robert Fields, William Vanderveen, Ron Melichar
for Fred Hoffman, A. D. Ruth, Jr. and Gladys Ridder. Robert L. Martin was also present.
A motion was made by Bruce Osborn to retain Robert Fields as President for the year 1975, erect
William Vanderveen as Vice President, retain Fred Hoffman as attorney and Gladys Ridder as
Executive Secretary. He included in this motion to make the Surveyor an Ex-officio member. The
motion was seconded by William Vanderveen and made unanimous by Robert Fields.
The minutes of the December 4th, 1974 meeting were read and upon motion by Robert Fields, seconded
Minutes
by Bruce Osborn and made unanimous by Wm. Vanderveen were approved as read.
Approved
Mr. Joseph Bumbleburg came before the board with his petition to make the open drain in the Treece
Meadows subdivision a legal drain. He assured them that all the advertising and notices necessary
9'30
to comply with the law had been done and the final decision of this Board was all that was needed.
. a.m.
Treece Meadows Mr. Lynn Treece, owner of most of the lots in the subdivision also appeared as did Maurice Callahan.
Engineer for the City of Lafayette. The suggested amount of $1.00 per acre as recommended by the
County Surveyor was accepted. Bruce Osborn made the motion, seconded by Robert Fields and made
unanimous by Wm. Vanderveen and the $1.00 per acre assessment was established.
Election of
Officers

The following letter was received from Don E. Snyder, Surveyor of Clinton Co. with reference to
the John McLaughlin ditch:

December 17, 1974
Clinton Co.
&

McLaughlin
ditch

Mr. Dan Ruth
Tippecanoe County Surveyor
Court House
Lafayette, Indiana 47901
Dear Mr. Ruth:
The Clinton County Drainage Board request a resolution be
passed by your Drainage Board that will allow Clinton County to reconstruct a
tile portion of the McLaughlin ditch located in Clinton County. With this
resolution, we will proceed to repair some tile and set up a watershed for
future maintenance on property located in Clinton County.
Will you please advise this office as to the action taken of
this request?
Sincerely,
DES/BBH

Don E. Snyder
Clinton Count.}' Surveyor

REGULAR MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD HELD JANUARY 15, 1975
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in the County Council Room at 9:00 a.m., o'clock with
the following members present: Bruce Osborn, Robert Fields, William Vanderveen, Ron Melichar
for Fred Hoffman, A. D. Ruth, Jr. and Gladys Ridder. Robert L. Martin was also present.
A motion was made by Bruce Osborn to retain Robert Fields as President for the year 1975, elect
William Vanderveen as Vice President, retain Fred Hoffman as attorney and Gladys Ridder as
Executive Secretary. He included in this motion to make the Surveyor an Ex-officio member. The
motion was seconded by William Vanderveen and made unanimous by Robert Fields.
The minutes of the December 4th, 1974 meeting were read and upon motion by Robert Fields, seconded
Minutes
by Bruce Osborn and made unanimous by Wm. Vanderveen were approved -as read.
Approved
Mr. Joseph Bumbleburg came before the board with his petition to make the open drain in the Treece
Meadows subdivision a legal drain. He assured them that all the advertising and notices necessary
9'30
to comply with the law had been done and the final decision of this Board was all that was needed.
. a.m.
Treece Meadows Mr. Lynn Treece, owner of most of the lots in the subdivision also appeared as did Maurice Callahan.
Engineer for the City of Lafayette. The suggested amount of $1.00 per acre as recommended by the
County Surveyor was accepted. Bruce Osborn made the motion, seconded by Robert Fields and made
unanimous by Wm. Vanderveen and the $1.00 per acre assessment was established.
Election of
Officers

The following letter was received from Don E. Snyder, Surveyor of Clinton Co. with reference to
the John McLaughlin ditch:

December 17, 1974
Clinton Co.
&

McLaughlin
ditch

Mr. Dan Ruth
Tippecanoe County Surveyor
Court House
Lafayette, Indiana 47901
Dear Mr. Ruth:
The Clinton County Drainage Board request a resolution be
passed by your Drainage Board that will allow Clinton County to reconstruct a
tile portion of the McLaughlin ditch located in Clinton County. With this
resolution, we will proceed to repair some tile and set up a watershed for
future maintenance on property located in Clinton County.
Will you please advise this office as to the action taken of
this request?
Sincerely,
DES/BBH

Don E. Snyder
Clinton Count.}' Surveyor

After reading the letter the Board instructed the Surveyor to answer said letter explaining
the Board's feelings on the matter.
January 16, 1975
RE: Reconstruction of a portion
of the John McLaughlin ditch
Don E. Snyder, Surveyor
Clinton County, Indiana
Frankfort, Indiana
Dear Mr. Snyder;
At yesterday's meeting of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board, a discussion
of the above mentioned was held. It was the opinion of the Board that it would be unfair for
a group upstream to reconstruct their portion of the ditch and dump their water down on someone else without providing for the care of the downstream water.
It was the feeling of the Board that, rather than just the people in Clinton
County fixing their section, those people between the county line and the outlet should also
be contacted and all share in the upgrading of the ditch where problems exist.
The Board has a real concern for this ditch and would be willing to discuss the
problems at any time.
Very truly yours,

Elliott &
Ilgenfritz
per
Richard H.
Smith

R. E. Stano

&
Branch #14

Mr. Ky Gerde and Mr. George Hanna appeared on behalf of Richard H. Smith on water problems on
his property that he felt were created by the improper functioning of the George Ilgenfritz and
the S. W. Elliott ditches. Pictures and an outline of the watershed with ponds, etc. was presented. A lengthy discussion followed. Mr. Smith felt the Elliott ditch's stoppage had to be
found to eleviate the problem. Mr. Hanna felt that if the Ilgenfritz ditch was cleared of it's
brush and it's sides built up so it would handle it's own water without spilling over into
another watershed that a large part of the problem would be solved. Mr. Lewis Beeler said he
felt that the Elliott ditch was probably the biggest problem but that he knew the Interstate 65
had also contributed a part of it's water to the already bad situation. He also said he was
meeting with Mr. Richard Boehning of the State Highway department on the Interstate problem and
had hopes of taking care of that situation.
Mr. Robert Fields asked the Drainage Engineer to probe the Elliott ditch for the tile that was
not functioning and take care of any necessary maintenance. All felt that while the ground was
solid, the clearing of the Ilgenfritz ditch could be done more easily.
Mr. R. E. Stano, Associate Counsel for the Pioneer National Title Insurance Co. appeared before
the Board asking how to go about getting Branch No. 14 of the S. W. Elliott ditch vacated.
Much discussion as to how ma~y affected would want the ditch vacated and how many would make
use of the General Foods Storm drain. Mr. Stano offered to carry the petition and make known
the feelings of the others. One tract was in the process of changing hands and he felt it
would be better to wait until this transfer was made. The Board wanted to consult their
attorney and the matter was tabled until a later date.
A performance Bond was presented to the Board from John Fisher as a maintenance bond for Branch
No. 14 of the Elliott ditch. Mr. Fisher had re-routed branch # 14 after the Montgomery Ward
Warehouse was built over it and the Board had requested the re-routing at his expense. The
performance Bond was requested before releasing a six thousand dollar check being held by the
County Auditor. Upon presentation of this Bond the Board so moved to release the check to Mr.
R. E. Stano.

THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD HELD ON FEB. 5, 1975
The regular meeting of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in the County Commissioners Room
at 9:30 a.m. o'clock on February 5th, 1975 with the following members present: Robert F. Fields,
Bruce Osborn, William Vanderveen, Fred Hoffman, Robert L. Martin and A. D. Ruth, Jr.
Minutes
Approved

Upon the reading of the minutes of the January 15th, 1975 meeting, Robert Fields so moved to accept
the minutes as read, seconded by Bruce Osborn and made unanimous by William Vanderveen.
Mr. Robert L. Martin, newly appointed Surveyor, asked the Board to pretty well spell out for him
what they hoped for him to accomplish in the year 1975. The following are their suggestions:
(1) Notify Mr. Arthur Waddell what and how to petition for a reconstruction of a branch of the

J. B. Anderson ditch.

(2) Explore and make necessary repairs on the S. W. Elliott ditch.

Start maintenance on the Ilgenfritz ditch and start at the outlet.
Determine the necessary repairs on the John McLaughlin ditch.
Continue the reconstruction figures for the Elmer Thomas ditch according to benefits and
damages.
.
(6) Mr. Martin's question to the Board of whether he could decrease theamount of acres in an
established watershed without a hearing and the Board refe~red the question to the Attorney,
Mr. Hoffman said he would research the question and find the answer for them.
(3)
(4)
(5)

The meeting adjourned at 11:45 a.m.

Bruce Osborn, Board Member
der, Secretary

Wi 11 i am Vanderveen,' Vi ce Chairman
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The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board held it's regular meeting on March 5th, 1975 with the following
members present: Bruce Osborn, Robert F. Fields, William Vanderveen, Robert L. Martin, Ron Melichar and Gladys
Ridder.

Minutes

Upon the rea~ing of the minutes of the February 5th, 1975 meeting, a motion was made by
William Vanderveen, Seconded by Robert Fields and made unanimous by Bruce Osborn to ,accept the
minutes as read.

10:00 a.m.
Harold D. Witz came before the Board with some questions on the Elliott ditch. Mr. Martin
assured him that the laterals had been connected and levels taken before the work was begun on the
H.Witz
pipe recently installed on the Elliott ditch.
Roger D. Branigan, Jr. appeared before the Board on behalf of those interested in vacating
a portion of Branch No. 14 of the S. W. Elliott ditch. The following Petition was filed with the
Surveyor on February 27th, 1975:
10:15 a.m.
Branch # 14
Elliott
Vacation

IN THE MATTER OF THE VACATION
OF A PORTION OF BRANCH NO. 14
OF THE ELLIOTT DITCH

PETITION
The Petitioner, First National Bank of East Chicago, Indiana respectfully petitions the
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board and shows the Board as follows:
1.

The Petitioner believes itself to be the owner of at least ten per cent of the
real estate which would be directly affected by the vacation herein prayed for.

2.

The Petitioner wishes the Board to vacate the following portion of Branch No. 14
of The Elliott Ditch, lying wholly within Tippecanoe County, Indiana:
Beginning at station 286 of the main ditch thence south to station
3 + 70 feet said course intersecting the public highway running east and west
through the center of Section 3 Township 22 Range 4 West; thence south 45 0
east to station 5; thence south 30 0 east to station 8 + 75 feet; thence
south 33-y, east to station 12; thence south 10 west to station 15; thence south
35 0 west to station 19+60 feet; thence south 20 east to station 21+20 feet;
thence south 37 0 east to station 26; thence south 40 east to station 32+80 feet,
said station 32+80 feet, said last course intersecting the Lake Erie & Western
Railroad roadbed at a point 25 feet west of the certain culvert in the roadbed of said railroad.

3.

The above-described portion of said legal drain no longer performs the
function for which it was designed and constructed inasmuch as the upstream
drainage has been totally diverted through another positive drain to the Elliott
Ditch.

4.

The expense of reconstructing the above~described portion of said legal
drain outweighs the benefits to be derived therefrom.

5.

The vacation and abandonment of the above-described part of said legal drain
willnnot be detrimental to the public welfare.

6.

The owners which the Petitioner believes would be directly affected by said
vacation are as follows:
1.

First National Bank of East Chicago
Indiana (The Petitioner herein)

2.

Fairfield Manufacturing Co.,Inc.
U. S. 52 South
Lafayette, Indiana 47905
Rostone Corporation
By Pass 52 South
Lafayette, Indiana 47905
Tippecanoe Industrial Associates, Ltd.
17 Academy
Newark, New Jersey 07102

3.
4.

7.

The Petitioner wishes to have the date on which the matter will be referred
to the surveyor for report advanced in accordance with IC 19-4-1-10(g).

8.

The attorneys who will represent the Petitioner in these proceedings are
Thomas R. McCully and Roger D. Branigan, Jr. of the firm of Stuart, Branigin, Ricks,
&Schilling, 801 The Life Building, Lafayette, Indiana 47902 (Phone: 317/742-8485),
and Joseph E. Costanza, of the firm of Murphy, McAtee, Murphy &Costanza, 720 West
Chicago Avenue, East Chicago, Indiana 46312 (Phone: 219/397-2401).
WHEREFORE, the Petitioner prays that the Board:
A.
B.
C.
D.

Serve notice of intention to vacate the above-described portion of Branch
No. 14 of the Elliott Ditch on all owners of land affected by said vacation;
Advance the date on which the matter will be referred to the surveyor for
report;
Fix a date for and hold a hearing on the proposed vacation; and
Issue an order vacating the above-described portion of Branch No. 14 of
the Elliott Ditch as a legal drain.
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FIRST NATIONAL BANK OF EAST CHICAGO, INDIANA
BY: /s/ William J. Riley
Chairman of the Board
STUART, BRANIGIN, RICKS &SCHILLING
801 The Life Building
Lafayette, Indiana 47902
Attorneys for Petitioner
MURPHY, MCATEE, MURPHY &COSTANZA
720 West Chicago Avenue
East Chicago, Indiana 46312
Attorneys for Petitioner
Also supplied were three JOINDER AND CONSENT
papers signed by (1) Rostone Corporation
BY Robert B. Smith, it's President (2) Tippecanoe Industrial Associates, LTD. BY:Rachlin
Properties, Inc. BY: S. Rachlin, it's vice President and (3) Fairfield Manufacturing Co.,
Inc. BY: Charles E. Kramer, it's President. All three consents read as follows:
JOINDER AND CONSENT
(Fairfield Manufacturing Co.
(Tippecanoe Industrial Associates, Ltd.
(Rostone Corporation
County Drainage Board as follows:
1.

respectfully shows The Tippecanoe

Itis,th~ ownerc;bfcertain real estate in Tippecanoe County, Indiana
which is affected by the following portion of Branch No. 14 of the
Ell iott ditch:

Beginning at station 286 of the main ditch thence south to
station 3+70 feet said course intersecting the public highway
running east and west through the center of Section 3 Township 22
North
Range 4 West; thence south 45 0 east to station 5; thence south
30 0 east to station 8+75 feet; thence south 33-~0 esst to station 12,
thence south 10 west to station 15; thence south 35 west to station
19+60 feet; thence south 20 east to station 21+20 feet; thence south
37 0 east to station 26; thence south 40 east to station 32+80 feet, said
last course intersecting the Lake Erie &Western Railroad roadbed at a
point 25 feet west of the certain culvert in the road-bed of said railroad.
2.

It is aware that First National Bank of East Chicago, Indiana is filing
a petition with the Board to vacate the above-described portion of
Branch No. 14 of The Elliott Ditch.

3.

The undersigned wishes to and does hereby join in and consent to said
petition and the vacation sought therein and requests that the Board
grant the same.

After much discussion by all present the Board referred this Branch to the Surveyor to classify and make
a report to them as to it's feasibility. Bruce Osborn felt the Board's first consideration should always
to all landowners in the drainage area and if the change would affect even one farmer's drainage, the
ditch should not be vacated. The question of whether the Elliott ditch could carry the extra load from the
Staley Company if they would locate in this area was discussed. Mr Branigan said it was hard- for this
area to tu~n down a $ 50,000,000 business and that as yet the Staley people had only an option on the land.
It was noted that when General Foods came into the area they had re-routed this branch of the
Elliott ditch through their land without ever consulting the Drainage Board. Mr. Osborn asked the Surveyor
to contact the General Foods people asking that they vacate the old part that they re-routed.
Mr. Martin said he would make his report to them as soon as possible and would notify the people
and set up a hearing.
Mr. John Barker, Surveyor of Benton County along with Sam Wol~, Melvin LaGue and
Wayne Anderson, Benton County's Drainage Board met with the Tippecanoe County Board to disBenton Co.
cuss the possibility of combining the Darby and the Wetherill ditches into one drain. The
Drainage Board
Wetherill ditch is tile and is located almost totally in Tippecanoe County but the
+
Darby ditch is open and located almost totally in Benton County. However, the Darby ditch
is the outlet for the Wetherill ditch and until it is dredged no one will have drainage.
Tippecanoe Co.
To make a natural waterway a portion of the Darby ditch, to combine the two into one system,
and to set the combination up for reconstruction is the job facing the two surveyors.
Drainage Board
I Because Mr. Martin is a licensed Land Surveyor and Mr. Barker is not, the Board asked Mr.
Martin if he would do the engineering work and assured him Mr. Barker would help in any
capacity he could. The Benton County Attorney is Mr. John Barce with phone 317/884-0383.
The Board suggested that our Attorney and Mr. Barce get together to get the legal work
started.
Upon motion of Bruce Osborn, seconded by Robert Fields, the Board moved to adjourn.

~/~~L~
Rofert F. Fields, Chairman

ATTEST:

~

!tt':td:/J2/,;i 4.';~/!c:f/

Gl~d¥s RkOder, Exec. Secretary

THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD HELD MAY 7, 1975
The regular meeting of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board was held at 9:00 a.m., in the
County Council Room on May 7, 1975 with the following members present: Robert F. Fields, Bruce Osborn, William
Vanderveen, Robert L. Martin, and Gladys Ridder.
Upon the reading of the minutes of the April 2nd, 1975 meeting, Bruce Osborn moved to accept
the minutes as read. The motion was seconded by Robert F. Fields, and made unanimous by Wm.
Vanderveen.

9:00 a.m.
Minutes
Public Service
Indiana

R. Daniel Funk represented Public Service Indiana with it's request for permission to locate
underground cable on the easement of the Elliott ditch. The following is a letter received
April 24~ 1975:
PUBLlC ~ERnCE INDIANA
Aprl'l 22, 1975
p.~Q .. BOX 120Lafa.y:tt~, ~ndiani\ 47902
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Tippecanoe County Court House
Lafayette, Indiana 47902
Re:

Electric Facilities on Legal Drainage Easement
12183

Gentlemen:
We are writing to inform and request permission to proceed with our intentions
of locating underground direct buried electric cables on the periphery of what
has been determined to be a legal drainage ditch easement. The installation of
the cables will, for the most part, be parallel to the ditch which is located
in the southeast quarter (~) of Section 2, Township 22N, Range 4W in Wea Twp.,
Tippecanoe County.
The cables are necessary to supply electric service to a portion of a development
known as Friendly Village Mobile Home Park. An attached print shows more exactly
the proposed locations relative to the lots served, with cable installations
subject to the drainage rights previously held.
If this request is within the restrictions, as stipulated by the board, I would
appreciate a confirmation letter to file as our authorization and evidence of
your notification.
Should the board prefer to consider this request in a different manner or desire
additional information, please call me at 742-5051.
Sincerely,
Public Service Indiana
lsi R. Daniel Funk
Area Engi neer
RDFljh
Enclosure (1)
cc: W. M. Cook
After discussing the problems that could arise from giving permission as requested,
the Board decided it would be better to let their attorney study the request and
advise them. Mr. Osborn suggested to Mr. Funk that Public Service Indiana have their
attorney get together with Mr. Hoffman, Drainage Board Attorney.

9:30 a.m.

Robert Fields opened the hearing on the vacation of a part of Branch No. 14 of the
S. W. Elliott ditch. Those in attendance were: Thomas McCully, John Fisher, Robert
Stano, Dan Funk and Howard G. Barnett.
Thorn McCully opened with remarks defining Branch No. 14 and then stating the reasons
for wanting a part of Branch No. 14 vacated. He stated that this portion of the drain
no longer served the purpose for which it was built, namely draining sub-surface and
top run-off water for farm ground. The ground is no longer primarily farm ground for
it is now used for commercial purposes. The seventy five (75) foot easement that is
required for a legal ditch is a problem for new industry.
Bruce Osborn was concerned with protecting those people on the upper part who still
needed drainage. He asked Mr. McCully if General Foods would give a grant of easement
to those people to prevent problems for them in the future. Mr. McCully said he felt
sure that could be accomplished and would work toward that end.

Motion made by William Vanderveen, seconded by Bruce Osborn to adjourn the meeting.

MINUTES OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD MEETING HELD JUNE 4, 1975
The regular meeting of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board was held at 9:15 a.m., in the County Council Room
with the following members present: Bruce Osborn, Martin Galema, sitting in for Robert Fields, Robert L. Martin,
Fred Hoffman and Gladys Ridder.
Minutes
Approved

Upon the reading of the minutes of the May 7th, 1975 meeting, Bruce Osborn moved to accept the minutes
as read. The motion was seconded by Martin Galema.

Floyd Wilcox

Mr. Floyd Wilcox came before the Board to alert the Board of the preparation being made to construct a dam over a portion of the Waples-McDill legal tile drain. He said he was not against
the dam being there as long as it did not dump water over on him or in any way damage the flow
of the legal drain. The Board thanked him for his concern and bringint it to their attention and
assured him that they would keep check on the situation.

Letter from
Richard
Boehning

The following letter was received by the Drainage Board:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Court House
Lafayette, Indiana 47901

RE: Friendly Village Mobile Home Park

Dear Sirs:
I represent Mobile Communities, Inc. the owner and developer of Friendly Village Mobile Home
Park. The front of Friendly Village Mobile Home Park is located near~ld U. S. Highway 52 and
new U. S. Highway 51 relatively close to the old Ross Annex.
Mr. Paul Fleming, Vice President of Mobile Communities, Inc. has informed me about a drainage
situation involving their development and some adjoining tracts. I believe that you are also
familiar with this drainage situation involving the property to the South of the mobile home
park.
The present problem involves the question of several drain tile connecting on to the legal
drain, and whether such connection will result in the discharge to the legal drain of liquid waste
that would cause or contribute to pollution of the Elliott ditch.
Several weeks ago representatives of the developer met with the owner of the property to the
South to discuss the dilemma. It was mutually suggested at that time that the County Board of
Health review the situation to determine what the quality of the discharge to the legal drain
will be if it is connected. If the connection would result in a discharge to the legal drain of
liquid waste that would cause or contr.ibute to pollution of the Elliott Ditch, it would be my
opinion that the Drainage Board would be in a dilemma because of IC-19-4-6-7 which pertains to
involvement of the Indiana Stream Pollution Control Board.
As develppers, we would request that the Drainage Board aid in giving us some direction in
solution of the problem. We would suggest that you request the County Health Board to issue you
a report. After the report has been issued, I would suggest that I be given the opportunity to
discuss the matter with you so that the viable alternatives can be considered.
Many thanks for your cooperation and I would appreciate being advised as to the suggestions set forth
above.
Many thanks.
Sincerely,
BENNETT, BOEHNING &POYNTER
Richard A. Boehning
RAB:skh
bcc: Mr. Paul A. Fleming
Mr. John Fisher
The Board instructed the Secretary to write a letter to Mr. Boehning stating their feelings on
this matter. Any private tile that empties into a legal drain, when it has been disconnected by
anyone bears a legal responsibility to reconnect same. As to what flows in those tiles, that
responsibility rests totally with the State Board of Health.
Marty Dwyer
Because of the Board's reluctance to vacate a portion of Branch No. 14 of the S. W. Elliott
For General
ditch without first protecting those people on the upper end who need an outlet for their portion
Foods of the Elliott ditch, Mr. Marty Dwyer appeared on behalf of the General Foods plant to relate the
position cif his company. He said they were willing to maintain their drainage systel1, constructed
at their own expense, but they were not willing to maintain the upper part that used them as an
q.lltTet.Mr. Osbprn informed Mr. ,Dwyer that General Foods had cut into the S. W. Elliott Legal
Drain without permission of the Drainage Board and had a certain responsibility to see that those
people were assured an outlet in the future.
Mr. Osborn also said he felt that those wanting the vacation must work with General Foods on a
permanent easement showing permission to use General Foods drain as their outlet and record that
easement in the Tippecanoe County Recorder's office. Then, he said, he would be more willing to
grant the vacation of that part of the Elliott ditch as was requested.
Richard H.
Smith

Mr. Richard H. Smith appeared before the Board and handed each member a copy of a letter he Ilad
written. It reads as follows:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Tippecanoe County Surveyor
Dear Sir (s):
I now have approximately sixty acres of land under water. Despite the fa~t tha~ this
drainage problem was brought to your attention over eighteen months ago and numee&us tlmes Slnce,
pursutt Qf the c~use tn thts ~rea of the Elltott ditch h~s.never been m~de.
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Over twelve months.ago and numerous other times since, a detailed explanation of serious, obvious
and easily corrected deficiencies in the IlgenFritz ditch have been brought to your attention.
You have intentionally neglected to make any effort to correct the problem. The means and
opportunity have been yours many times over.
Your refusal to have this work done constitutes a deliberate and malicious diversion by you of
water from one drainage system to another which is in worse condition.
How can you possible dream of justification for the deliberate destruction of my land, my crops
and my opportunity to make a profit from my farm?
Is/Richard H. Smith
An atempt had been made to clean a~ repair the Ilgenfritz ditch but the Board was threatened with
a suit by Mr. Alvin Pillotte. Mr. Osborn instructed the Secretary to set up a meeting on Friday
13th, 1975 at 11:00 a.m., with all of those in the Ilgenfritz watershed. The purpose of the
meeting to discuss with all people involved the needs of repairing and cleaning of the Ilgenfritz
Legal Drain.
Mr. Bruce Osborn opened the hearing on the iJames~,S._KeUe!'ll\aJ\ditch by asking the Surveyor to
read his report and make his recommendations. Mr. Martin showed this ditch to be all tile and
that this hearing was to include the John H. Skinner ditch or branch. Mr. James S. Kellerman
was the only person in the watershed who appeared.He asked the Board who the trees in the banks
9:30 a.m.
of an open ditch belonged to and the Board said they belonged to the farmer unless otherwise
Maintenance
specified in a bid. Mr. Kellerman. also reported that a'Breather needed repair on the ditch one
hearing
half mile west of the elevator west of Romney. The Board asked if the proposed one dollar per
James S.
acre was agreeable with him and Mr. Kellerman asked if that was the amount on the notification.
Kellerman.
1he Secretary erroneously answered in the affirmative. The Board then moved to establish the
Drain
one dollar. In checking the notices further, the Secretary found she had erred and had notified
'ncluding
those people in the watershed of only fifty cents per acre. To establish the one dollar per acre
1
assessment
would require a new hearing so legally the amount had to be left at fifty cents
John H. Skinner per acre. The move to establish had come from Bruce Osborn and was seconded by Martin Galema.

10:30 a.m.
Maintenance
Hearing on
E. Eugene
Johnson
ditch

Mr. Osborn opened the hearing on the E. Eugene Johnson ditch by asking the Surveyor to read his
report and make his recommendations .. Robert Martin explained the reason for including the extension
fjhat-neeaed_,to:be'cared',for:_aion~!:withthe Johnson ditch for it's their outlet. He also recommended a one dollar assessment. Those in attendance were Malcolm Stingley, Ora Gish and E. Eugene
Johnson. Mr. Johnson said he was much in favor of a maintenance fund because the ditch was much
in need of repairs. Ora Gish said he had petitioned against a maintenance fund when the ditch
was up for a hearing but that this time he was in favor of a maintenance fund although his
problem was an outlet under the R/R. He also said he had contacted the Railroad and found their
charge would be $7,000.00 to give his the necessary outle~. Mr. Hoffman said he would contact
the attorney for the Railroad again and see what assistance he could get for them. Mr. Gish
said any help would certain1Y be appreciated.
Upon motion of Mr. Osborn, seconded by Mr. Gl~ma the Board moved to establish a $1.00 per acre
assessment on the E. Eugene Johnson ditch including the proposed extension.

Upon the establishment of a maintenance fund on the James S. Kellerman and the E. Eugene Johnson
Order &
ditches, the Board signed the Order and Findings and the Certificate of Assessments for both ditches.
Findings and
Certificate of
Assessments

Sewage Plant
at Clarks Hill

It was brought to the attention of the Drainage Board that their orders in a meeting of October
2, 1975 when a request to empty efflYence from the new Clarks Hill disposal plant was denied
have been violated. Mr. Osborn left the meeting to call Mr. John Gambs, attorney for the Disposal
Plant, and received confirmation that this was true and asked the County Attorney to start
proceedings to place an injunction against them.

Robert F. Fields, Chairman

~~~~
~.-.
m-e.:"'dFer
."
- ,.Vice Chairman
~
-,

"~

Bruce Osborn, Board Member

Martin L. Galema, Sub. Board Member
Gladys iidder, Executive Secretary
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MINUTES OF THE SPECIAL MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD HELD JUNE 13, .1975
A special called meeting of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board was held on Friday, June 13, 1975 at
11:00 a.m., in the County Council Room with the following members present: Robert F. Fields, William
Vanderveen and Bruce Osborn along with Robert L. Martin and Gladys Ridder.
Minutes of
June 4th,1975
Meeting

Robert Fields opened the special called meeting of the George Ilgenfritz ditch by asking the Surveyor
to read the minutes of the June 4th, 1975 meeting and the letter from Richard H. Smith. In Mr. Smith's
letter he had accused the Board of intentionally neglecting a problem on the George Ilgenfritz ditch
which caused extensive flooding on his land. With such accusation facing them, Mr. Osborn asked the
Secretary to set up a special meeting with all of those people involved in the Ilgenfritz watershed.
In that was everyone would have a voice and not just a few.
Upon motion of Robert Fields, seconded by Bruce Osborn and made unanimous by William Vanderveen the
minutes were approved as read.
Those in attendance were: Charles I. Kenny, Jr., Robert C. Lahrman, farmer for Mary Kerkhoff and Ruth
Stewart Farms, Richard H. Smith, Sarah N. Streitelmeier, Louis P. Vaughan, Harold Boesch for Helen
Thompson Farm, Lewis Jay Beeler, Harlan Parr, Bob Peabody for Kirkpatrick Farm, Mr. and Mrs. James
Phillips, Mr. &Mrs. Merrill R. Schrock, Robert McCabe, Art Lorentsen, Alvin Pilotte and Aloha Lorentsen.

SPECIAL
Ilgenfritz
Hearing

Mr. Pilotte spoke at great length about the surface water from the Ilgenfritz watershed. Over thirty
years ago this surface water was diverted through a new open cut channel so that it now runs entirely
through the Ilgerfritz ditch. He also said that Mr. Smith had many huge willows on his portion of the
ditch that he had neglected to remove and caused a part of his own problems. Mr. Pilotte was not
willing to see the extension that is only about four feet deep, dredged to carry more water onto his
farm. That same addition of water when carried on downstream would end up at a bridge that cannot
carry the present flow of water.
Mrs. Streitelmeier showed the Board pictures of her yard where the
washed out her road and filled her backyard with silt.

~overflow

from Mr. Smith's farm

Bub Kenny said he too could show pictures of flooding and silt deposit at the lower end of the ditch.
Both Mr. Kenny and Mr. Lahrman said they were not willing to see any more water diverted their way
for they had more than they could handle now.
After qUite a bit of heated discussion by those present, Robert Fields ask those present if they would
like the Board to vacate the ditch and turn it back over to them to do with as they pleased. No one
was willing to see this happen so the matter was dropped~,
Mr. Osborn said it was obvious nothing was going to be accomplished in this hearing and because the
County Attorney was not present (through no fault of his) to answer some of the legal questions, he
would move that this meeting be adjourned. The motion was seconded by Robert Fields and made unanimous
by William Vanderveen.

Gladys Rtdder, Exec. Secretary

The following two letters are the result of the above meeting.

Lafayette, Indiana
June 17, 1975
RE: Ilgenfritz Ditch
Dear Landowner,
I am writing this letter in order that you may be informed as to the action taken by the Tippecanoe
County Drainage Board at the meeting held on June 4, 1975.
It was brought out at the meeting that to perform any kind of maint~nance at this time on the outlet
of the Ilgenfritz Ditch would most likely dO,some damage ~o propert1es located further downstream,
especially those properties located on the D1smal Creek D1tch.
Since Dismal Creek Ditch is not presently established as a part of the legal drainage system of
Tippecanoe County, it was recommended that those own~rs a~fec~ed b~ it:s condition take ste~s to
have it established as part of the legal system, Unt1l th1S SltuatlOn 1S taken car~ of, I w1l~ not,
undertake any cleaning or deepening of the Ilgenfritz D~tch. ~f you have any quest10ns regard1ng th1S
please feel free to call the Tippecanoe County Surveyor s Off1ce.

~~.
Robert L, Harttn, L.S.
Ttppecanoe- Count~
surye~or
\

~

~
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June 13th, 1975 meeting Gont1nued

Lafayette, Indiana
June 17, 1975
RE: S. W. Elliott ditch
Dear Landowner,
This report is to inform you as an interested landowner on that part of the S. W. Elliott
Ditch which is the main tile branch, that after hearing testimony and seeing evidence that
there is a real need to take steps to eliminate the pond on Mr. Richard H. Smith's property
and after due consideration, it was recommended to the Drainage Board by the County Surveyor
that the tile portion of the main ditch be changed in classification from one in need of
periodic maintenance to one in need of reconstruction.
It should be made into an open ditch rather than tile. If this should be done the costs of
reconstruction would be based on an assessment determined by benefits and damages to the
various tracts involved.
Should you have any questions concerning this, please feel free to call or write the Tippecanoe
County Surveyor.
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Robert L. Martin, L.S.
Tippecanoe County Surveyor

b.

REGULAR MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD HELD JULY 2, 1975
The regular monthly meeting of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board was held in the County Council
Room of the Tippecanoe County Court House on Wednesday, July 2nd, 1975 with the following members
present: Bruce Osborn, William Vanderveen, Fred Hoffman, Robert L. Martin and Gladys Ridder.
Minutes
Approved

Upon the reading of the minutes of the special called meeting held on June 13th, 1975, Bruce Osborn
moved the minutes be approved as read. The motion was seconded by William Vanderveen. The following
two letters are the result of that meeting:
Lafayette, Indiana
June 17, 1975
Dear Landowner;

RE: S. W. Elliott Ditch

This report is to inform you as an interested landowner on that part of the S. W.
Elliott ditch which is the main tile branch, that after hearing testimony and seeing evidence
that there is a real need to take steps to eliminate the pond on Richard H. Smith's property and
after due consideration it was reco~mended to the Drainage Board by the County Surveyor that the
tile portion of the main ditch be changed in classification from one in need of periodic maintenance to one in need or reconstruction.
It should be made into an open ditch rather than tile. If this should be done the
costs of reconstruction would be based on an assessment determined by benefits and damages to the
various tracts involved.
Should you have any questions concerning this, please feel free to call or write the
Tippecanoe County Surveyor.
Sincerely,
lsI

Lafayette, Indiana
June 17, 1975

Robert L. Martin, L. S.
Tippecanoe County Surveyor

RE: 'Ilgenfritz ditch
Dear Landowner;
I am writing this letter in order that you may be informed as to the action taken
by the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board at the meeting held on June 13, 1975.
It was brought out at the meeting that to perform any kind of maintenance at this
time on the outlet of the Ilgenfritz ditch would most likely do some damage to properties located
further downstream, especially those properties located on the Dismal Creek Ditch.
Since Dismal Creek Ditch is not presently established as a part of the legal drainage'system of Tippecanoe County it was recommended that those owners affected by it's condition
take steps to have it established as part of the legal system; Until this situation is taken care
of, I will not undertake any c1eani ng or deepeni ng of the Il genfritz Di tch. If you have any questions regarding this, please feel free to call the Tippecanoe County Surveyor's Office.
Si ncerely,
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The following letter was received from Dr. Andrew B. Schilling, P.P.:

The County Drainage Board
County Courthouse
Lafayette, Indiana 47901

May 23, 1975
Ref. No. 384-75

RE: Review and comments on the proposed Acres-O-Lake Campground Project.
Gentlemen:
Enclosed kindly find one copy of a site plan in connection with the above referenced project.
This office is respectfully requesting your three member ~oard ~s to reviewing, evaluating,
and commenting on the drainage and sewerage aspects of thlS proJect.
The proposed campgrounds are planned at the intersection of Interstate 65 w~th S~ate Road ~8
in Tippecanoe County abutting the Western Pancake House and a number of resldentlal homes ln
the area. Dr. Carr, a dentist who is one of the abutting owners ~as.stated repeat~dly both
at the rezoning public hearing held by APC and the Board of C?mmlS~loners,.that hlS property
has been flooded by the placing of the Western Pancake House ln thlS locatlon. Furthermo~e,
the APC Executive Director has spotted at the time of his site inspection traces of septlc
tank overflow in this project area.
Kindly review and report on this project prior to the June public hearing to be held by APC.
Very truly yours,
Is/

Dr. Andrew B. Schilling, P.P.
Executive Director

ABSlssh

The Board's reply to above letter follows:
Lafayette, Indiana
July 2, 1975
Dr. Andrew B. Schilling, P.P.
Executive Director
Area Plan Commission
Tippecanoe County, Indiana

RE: Acres-O-Lake

Dear Si r:
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board reviewed the site plan, as submitted, for the
above project at it's regular meeting, held on July 2, 1975.
It was determined that the surface water treatment would be adequate for this type of
development. Any review of the sewage aspect would necessarily be the responsibility of the
Board of Health, therefore, this approval shall be for the surface water plan only.
Sincerely,

lsi

Robert L. Martin, L.S.
Tippecanoe County Surveyor

RLMlgr

Don Snyder, Clinton County Surveyor, Carroll Beeson, Montgomery Co. Surveyor together with
Ellsworth Biesecker, Clyde C. Johnson, Frank Pletch, Clinton Co. Commissioners and Sam Boots,
Don Yundt, Montgomery Co. Commissioners met with our Board to discuss the reconstruction of a
part of the John McLaughlin ditch. Arthur Waddell was also present at the meeting.
Informal
J. McLaughlin
drain
joint meeting

Mr. Snyder spoke for the many landowners of Clinton County who are in the watershed area of the
tile portion of the McLaughlin drain. He said they were very much in need of a maintenance fund
for the tile had many blow-ups. He satd in their county one of the tile branches was referred
to as the W. M. Milner ditch. The County Attorney said to set upcca maintenance on that branch
with the information given to those people that when the McLaughlin ditch is reconstructed that
they will also be assessed on the main ditch.
Mr. Beeson said they had been so busy and were still not in position to set up a reconstruction
or maintenance hearing on the McLaughlin ditch. Because the majority of the McLaughlin ditch is
in Montgomery County, Mr. Beeson would have to be the ex-officio member of the joint Board and
pretty mu~h inform the rest of the Board when and what he planned to do. He could also delegate
the work load to other members of the Board. Because Mr. Martin is a registered surveyor he
would do the engineering field work with Mr. Snyder assisting him. Mr. Beeson did not feel that
he had the time to give to this project as yet.
The law states that the president of the various boards appoint one member to serve on the joint
board. Mr. Bruce Osborn will serve from Tippecanoe County, Ellsworth Biesecker will serve from
Clinton County as Chairman of the Joint Board and Sam Boots from Montgomery County will serve
on the Bo~rd and also as Secret~r1 to the Board. Mr. Osborn moved th~t Mr. Btesecker m~ke a
fe9,si,btli, t 1 stud1 and an would go from there. Mr. Osborn moved that the meeting adjourn-and the
B&tj,Q-'lJi~.s_~~onc;l~9 &Jii1l ~J1!rjgerYeen.~ -
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Chas. Kemmer (see below)
(absent)

ATTE~T:

ei6dclV &d!bU
Judge
Kemmer

Judge Charles Kemmer appeared before the Board to request a waiver of the 75 foot easement on
a tract of land in the Lydia Hopper Legal Drain watershed area. He asked the Surveyor if he
would go to the site of the land his client wanted to purchase and help determine if the request would be necessary. The Board said when all of the information was gathered to come back
and then the decision could be made. Mr. Kemmer will be placed on the agenda for the August
6th, 1975 meeting.

SPECIAL CALLED MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD HELD NOVEMBER 26, 1975
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in the Superior Court No. 20n November 26th, 1975
at 10:00 a.m., with the following members present: Bruce Osborn, Robert Fields, William Vanderveen, Fred
Hoffman, Robert L. Martin and Gladys Ridder. Also in attendance at this meeting were: John Fisher, Louis E.
Thomas, Pat Shaw, Paul Couts, Theodore Schaffner and Dick Barnett.
The purpose of this meeting was to get permission to connect into the present S. W. Elliott
ditch with a tile ditch serving the Staley Company Industrial Area.
Mr. John Fisher presented drawings of the proposed ditch; retention ponds, etc. with an
Alternate A and an Alternate B proposal.
Alternate "A" was to use the existing tile ditch, which is a 15 inch tile, plus the use of
retention ponds to control the run-off so it enteres the. ditch at no greater rate than presently exists.
Alternate "B" was to use a000pen channel where part of the old Elliott tile exists and put in
new 18 inch tile for the outfall.
It was pointed out that the present tile system has quite a bend in it on the Fairfield Mfg.
property and that a new N & WRailroad bed had been placed on top of the branch of the S. W. Elliott ditch.
Mr. Osborn said he would sgiyr"ho" to putting any more water into the present S. W. Ell iott
ditch for it was overburdened already. The County Attorney said the impoundment of water all along the Elliott
ditch he felt most desirable.
Dick Barnett said the Staley Company preferred using the present tile plus their retention ponds
for limiting the amount of flow.
Alternate "A" was obviously the most preferred by all present and the Board assured the Staley
Company that there would be a letter of acceptance of this Alternate.
Mee~ing adjourned.

tj?[~rI~
Robert

F~ Fteld~~ C~~irman
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/ Gladys Rfdder, Executive Secretary

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD REGULAR MEETING HELD DECEMBER 10, 1975
The regular meeting of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board was held on December 10, 1975 with the following
members present: Robert F. Fields, Bruce Osborn, William Vanderveen, Robert L. Martin, Fred Hoffman and
Gladys Ridder. Also joining our Board was Carroll Beeson, Don Yount and Sam Boots from the Montgomery County
Surveyor's office and Drainage Board.
Minutes
Approved

Upon the reading of the minutes of the November 26th, 1975 called meeting, Robert F. Fields moved to accept
the minutes as read. Bruce Osborn seconded that motion and William Vanderveen made it unanimous.

Robert Fields opened the maintenance hearing on the John Lofland ditch ( including Miller and McBeth branches)
and asked the Surveyor for his report and recommendation. Don Smith, tenant for Elizabeth Steele, reported
the McBeth branch was in need of reconstruction. The attorney explained to him that that would be a new hearing. Mr. Martin felt we should start at the outlet and~work on the other branches as time would allow. The
watershed that is the outlet for many branches such as Romney Stock Farm, Lofland, Fugate,
9:30 a.m. Kellerman-Leaming
Kirkpatrick, Morin, etc., needs.to be dredged first and then a~ the outlet is made operational then take care
Maintenance of the branches according to those most in need.
Those in attendance were: Isaac Bercovitz, Jack DeVault, Don Smith and Larry Bennett.
hearing
Lofland All in attendance had one thing in common and that was to get something started in the area before things got
any worse. In the years past nothihg had been done and all felt the time to do something was now!
ditch
The Ora i nage BOAI'<:l i nstl"ucted the Surveyor to get the necessary eng i neeri ng work done and hold a hea ri ng for
reconstruction as soon as the figures are available.

Richard
Donahue for
R. Gurnick

Richard Donahue, Attorney for Robert Gurnick, came before the"Board and asked the Board to remove a dam on
the right-of-way of the S. W. Ell i ott ditch. The "dam" had been caused by Mauri ce House I s tenant pl owi ng too
close to the ditch.
The" Drainage Board said they had taken the advice of the County Attorney inasmuch as this was a legal problem
and not one of the Drainage Board. The S. W. Elliott ditch had not been damaged in any way, only the run-off
water could not get to it because of the earthen dam.

E. Eugene Johnson came before the Board with a request to replace approximately 1000 feet of tile on the Chas.
Daugherty ditch and replace it in a new location close to the legal drain but in a place where the coverage
Eugene Johnson would be better. It was discussed as to whether Mr. Johnson would take it upon himself with the hope
for
of collecting from the others involved or ask the Surveyor to set up a reconstruction hearing. To relocate
Daugherty
the ditch to acquire greater fall and coverage, as was suggested by the SCS office, was also discussed and
ditch
the Board said that could be done at the reconstruction hearing.
Mr. Martin said he would meet with Mr. Jack Wisley and Mr. Johnson at 2:30 p.m. on Thursday so they could
discuss it further.
Arthur
Waddell on
Anderson
branch

Mr. Kr't:hur: Waddell came before the1Board and said a year ago he had carried a petitiont6 reconstruct a branch
of the Jesse B. Anderson ditch and the Board had instructed the former surveyor to do the necessary engineering. The Board reiterated that request to the new surveyor and when' the work is done and estimates ready to
hold a reconstruction hearing according to b·enefits and damages.
Upon the motion of Robert Fields, seconded by Bruce Osborn and made unanimous by William Vanderveen the Board
adjourned.

obert F. Fields, Chairman

:J

I'
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The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in the County Council Room at 9:15 a.m., on April 7, 1976 with
the following members present: Robert Fields, William Vanderveen, Bruce Osborn, Fred Hoffman, Robert L.
Martin and Gladys Ridder,
-'

Minutes Upon reading the minutes of the March 3rd, 1976 meeting a motion was made by Bruce Osborn, seconded by
Approved William Vanderveen and made unanimous by Robert Fields to accept the minutes as read.
A called hearing on the James N. Kirkpatrick ditch to increase the maintenance fund assessment was op9:30 a.m. ened with the County Surveyor explaining to those present the need for additional monies. Mr. Martin
James N. Kirk- said that the ditch was now over sixteen thousand dollars in debt and there was still work to be
patrick Main- done on the ditch. Because of quick sand conditions and the price of repairs always being larger than
tenance Inanticipated this ditch should probably have a two dollar per acre assessment but he felt the one
crease
dollar per acre assessment was a must.
Those in attendance were: Walter Pendleton, Robert Brady, Bob Browning, Porter Kirkpatrick, Homer Kerlin
and Harry P. Schultz.
Walter Pendleton and Robert Brady said the tile, a thirty inch one, that serves them was running full
most of the time. The run-off in heavy rains could not get into the tile and ponded on their farms. Mr.
Martin said when the work planned to be done in the near future was completed it should help their
situation. Mr. Osborn said he felt only on open ditch could alleviate that problem and with quicksand
as a base, he felt an open ditch would prove unsuccessful. Mr. Osborn said that if an open ditch was
constructed it could not be done with maintenance money. He thought the Board's responsibility was to
keep the tile operational. Mr. Pendleton asked if the subdiv1isions being built in the area were dumping their water into the Kirkpatrick ditch'~~d-the Bbatd aS6~red them that the engineers were instructed
to build holding ponds and Mr. Pendleton said he felt the engineers could not always be trusted and
sighted a case where they did not do as promised.
Mr. Vanderveen and Mr. Hoffman explained how the newly proposed ditch being built by John E. SMith would
relieve a part of the water problems of the James N. Kirkpatrick aitch.
When the question of the one dollar assessment was asked, no one objected so Bruce Osborn made the
motion to establish a one dollar per acre assessment, William Vanderveen, seconded the motion and
Robert Fields made it unanimous.
John E. Fisher, representing the N &WRailroad showed profiles of a newly proposed track to
service the Staley Company and General Foods. When the new tracks are built the'Railroad would
like permission to remove an old legal tile and replace it with a 36 inch twelve gauge steel pipe.
Those in attendance were: Thomas McCully, John Fisher, Mike and Rocky Romanage.
Thomas McCully, Attorney for the Railroad, said they would use a steel pipe for they felt it was
sturdier. Mr McCully said the Railroad would ask the Drainage Board to take over the maintenance
and Mr. Osborn said with the experience in the past with the Railroads, he would not accept that
responsibil ity. Mr McCully said he would ask the Railroad to maintain the pipe under their tracks
and write a letter to that affect. With that change, the Board said they would approve the replacement
of the old tile on Branch No. 14 of the S. W. Elliott ditch.

John Fisher
and
Tom McCully
for
N&

~J

Railroad

AGREEMENT

N &W

THIS AQREEMENT, made this
day of April, 1976, by between THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE
Board ( hereinafter referred to as~"Board") and the Norfol k and Western Railway Company (hereinafter referred to as the "N &W)

WITNESSETH:
WHEREAS, due to iadustri&l development along it1s main line in Wea Township, Tippecanoe
County, Indiana, it has become necessary for the N & Wto construct additional yard and support
facilities to provide adequate service to it's customers;
WHERg!S,the construction and drainage plans for such yard and support facilities have been
submitted to and reviewed by the Board and are identified as
__
WHEREAS, a portion of said facilities will be in the One Hundred Fifty foot (150') statuatory
right-of-way for branches twelve (12) and fourteen (14) of the S. W. Elliott Ditch; and
WHEREAS, the Board is willing to approve said plans and grant written permission for construction in accordance therewith on the rights-of-way for branches twelve (12) and fourteen (14) of the
S. W. Ell i ott Ditch provi ded the N & Wagrees,tQ,.permi t,access to the area by proper agents of the
Board for purpose of inspection and to maintain'the'·tile··fGl¥:ming a par:l: of those branches under it's
own right-of-way at it's own expense.
NOW, THEREFORE, for and in consideration of the premises and the mutual covenants and agreements hereinafter set
1. The N & Wagrees:
a. to permit proper agents of the Board to enter upon its right-of-way
in the area of branches twelve (12) and fourteen (14) of the S. W.
Elliott Ditch for the purpose of inspection at all r-easonable times
at their own risk.
b. to maintain the portions of branches twelve (12) and fourteen (14)
which it proposes to replace on its own property in accordance with
the plans identified above, all at its own expense. It is understood
that this agreement covers maintainance only and shall not apply to
relocation or enlargement of said lines at the request of the Board.
2. The Board hereby:
a. Approves the construction and drainage plans identified as

___
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b. Grants permission to the N & Wto construct the additional grade and
tracks on the statutory right-of-way for branches twelve (12) and fourteen (14) of the S. W. Elliott Ditch in accordance with said plans.
written.

IN WITNESS

WHEREOF~

the parties have executed this agreement the day. and year first above
NORFOLK AND WESTERN RAILWAY CO.

(j

/s/
Robert F.

Fields~

Chairman

By:

------------

/s/

William Vanderveen, Vice Chairman
/s/
Bruce Osborn, Board Member

Mr. William Martin of the SCS office.; appeared before the Board to ask for permission to tap onto
a branch of the S. W. Elliott Ditch. He explained hwo Mr. Gary Hitchcox had developed the HitchcoxRobinson subdivision. A perk test had been taken by Mr. Burton Vester and showed approval that the
water would get away. Although all of the lots have been sold, Mr. Hitchcox feels greatly responsible
to help those persons to whom he sold the lots to find the answer as to how to relieve the water that
Wm Marti'n
now wicks up and fills their basements. Mr. Martin said he had spent considerable time trying to find
for
the answer as to how to relleve that water and the only way he could figure any relief was into a
Gary Hitchcox branch of the S. W. Elliott ditch.
Mr. Osborn said he fully understood and sympathized with the situation but that the Elliott Ditch is
now overburdened. The branch in question is the same branch that is supposed to relieve Mr. Richard
Smith's pond. As it does not do that job, Mr. Smith has threatened to sue the Board. To add one bit
more water to an already bad situation ·does not seem an intelligent answer. Mr. Martin told the Board
he would be happy to go to the sight of the problem and explain what he had already learned. The
Board asked the surveyor to set up a time when they could all go out there.

Upon establishing an increase of maintenance funds on the James N. Kirkpatrick ditch, the Board
signed new Certificate of Assessments and Order and Findings.

~p(~
Robert F. Fields, Chairmen

ATTEST:

~d?£&L&~)

SPECIAL MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD HELD APRIL 16, 1976
A special meeting of theTippecanoe County Drainage Board was held on April 16, 1976 at 2:00 p.m.,
in the County Council Room with the following members present: Robert F. Fields, William Vanderveen,
Bruce Osborn, Fred Hoffman, Dan Ruth, Jr. and Gladys Ridder. Also in attendance was William Stovall.
Gary
Hitchcox

This meeting was called to try to eliminate some pressing problems that have arisen. One was the
answer of a request of Gary Hitchcox. Mr. Hitchcox's subdivision of four lots had been given an ok
after a perk test. Two houses have been built thus far and they have water wic~ing up into their
basements. Teere is no apparent outlet other than a branch of the S. W. Elliott ditch. With this
legal drain already overloaded, the Board was most reluctant to grant Mr. Hitchcox's request. After
having visited the site and needing to vote on the decision, the Board called this meeting.
The Board asked the Secretary to write Mr. Hitchcox a letter stating that it he would enter into a
contract with them promising he would not build any more houses in that subdivision, they would give
permission to use S. W. Elliott ditch to relieve the existing problem.
A letter to the State Board of Health from Richard H. SMith reads:
Mr. & Mrs. Richard H. Smith
4340 Newcastle Road
Lafayette, Indiana 47905
Indiana State Board: of Health
Indianapolis, Indiana
Dear Sirs:
Due to failure of two drainage systems our farm has from 50 to 80 acres of land
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that has had water standing on it, most of the year, for the past several years. Naturally
our main concern has been crop loss, but with the recent increase of encephalitis we have
also been concerned with the neighbors and our family getting this disease due to the hordes
of mosquitos that breed in the stagnant water of this pond.
Richard H.
We have contacted our drainage board many times for several years about this problem. The
Smith
drai~age board had authorized repairing a part of one ditch, but have not solved the problem
in that they quit working on the-ditch before the problem was solved. About ~ to 3/4 mile of
the tile yet remains to be probed to find the stoppage and it repaired. The drainage board has
continued to drag their feet on this matter. They have also dragged their feet on cleaning a
ditch south of our farm that has put the bulk of the water onto our farm.
We will not be legally responsible for keeping the mosquitos eradicated from this pond nor will
we be legally responsible for illnesses neighbors might have as a result on insects breeding in
this stagnant area. The legal responsibility should rest on the negligent drainage board of
Tippecanoe County.
Any encouragement to our county officials would be greatly appreciated.
Sincerely,
/s/ Mr. & Mrs. Richard H. Smith
/

After some discussion about the letter received from Mr. SMith, Mr. Vanderveen moved to instruct .i/'
the County Surveyor to prepare the field work for a reconstruction on that part of the S. W.
Elliott ditch that affects Mr. & Mrs. Smith., Motion seconded by Bruce Osborn and made unanimous
by Robert Fields.
The business having been dealt with, Mr. Osborn moved to adjourn. Motion seconded and carried.
\

£~~
-

THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD HELD MAY 5, 1976
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in the jury room on the 4th floor at 9:30 a.m., on May 5th,
1976 with the following members present: Robert F. Fields, William Vanderveen, Bruce Osborn, Robert
L. Martin and Gladys Ridder.
Minutes
Approved

Upon the reading of the minutes of the April 16th, 1976 special meeting, Bruce Osborn motioned to
accept the minutes as read and William Vanderveen Seconded. Mr. Robert Fields made the motion
unanimous.
The surveyor opened the hearing on the Jacob Taylor ditch by explaining the reason for this hearing,
namely, to add the branches that go into Fountain County to the Jacob Taylor Legal drain. Those
persons on those branches are assessed to the Legal drain already so adding those branches to the
Legal drain does not change the assessment, only the fact that the maintenance money will help maintain
their branches also.

9:30 am
Jacob
Taylor
Ditch

Those in attendance were: Larry C. Wagner, Larry Carlson, Orville Carlson, Hal R. Davis, Wayne
Stevenson for Fa~craft Service, Inc. and Alberta Taylor Bennett.
All persons in attendance were in favor of a maintenance fund but felt a reconstruction of that part
of the ditch lying in Fountain County might be necessary. With the line so fine as to where maintenance
ends and reconstruction begins, those possibilities were openly discussed. Mrs. Bennett said she
would just be happy to be able to farm her land as each and every year she lost part of her land.
Wayne Stevenson suggested they talk to Ralph Patrick at the SCS office to see if help could come from
there and if necessary to change the size of the tile. The amount of fall and the depth of the tile
was also discussed.
Whether reconstruction was necessary or not, they expressed the desire for the Board to establish the
two branches as part of the legal so the maintenance monies could help them too. William Vanderveen
so moved that the Board accept Branches No.5 and Six, described as follows:
Branch Number Five
Begins at the headwall of main line at Station 133 +20 of main ditch and runs thence Southwesterly
for a distance of 5016 feet more or less to a point located 530 feet West and 1600 feet South of the
Northeast corner of the Northwest quarter of Section 4, Township 21North, Range 6 West.
Branch Number Six
Begins at a point 528 feet South and 914 feet East of the Northwest corner of the Northeast quarter of
Section 4, Township 21 North, Range 6 West and runs Southerly for a distance of 3300 feet more or less
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to a point located 1452 feet North and 530 feet East of the South West corner of the South East
quarter of said Section 4.
Bruce Osborn seconded the motion and Robert Fields made the motion unanimous.
The following letter was received from Gary Hitchcox:

Gary
Hitchcox

Mr. Robert F. Fields
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Lafayette, Indiana

Garrett L. Hitchcox
6220 Wyandotte Road
Lafayette, Indiana
April 21,1976

Dear Mr. Fields:
In answer to your. letter of April 19th, regarding the outlet of a drain pipe into Elliott Ditch
for the Hitchcox-Robinson Subdivision.
The remaining lots that you referred to are sold and were sold when all of this came up. We know
these people want to build and would like for the Board to reconsider.

Very truly yours,
/s/
Garrett L. Hitchcox
In answ:r to Mr. Hitchc?x's l:tter the Board decided they would stand by their first decision
for u~tll ~he S. W. Elllott dltch.could find reli:f they did not want to add to an already
bad.s~tuatlon. The Secretary was lnstructed to wrlte to Mr. Hitchcox and inform him of their
declslon.
The following letter was received from the Area Plan Commission:

Area
Plan
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Tippecanoe County Court House
Lafayette, Indiana 47901

Apri 1 28, 1976
Ref.No. 216-76

Gentlemen:
We are in receipt of inquiries from the bonding company seeking release of contract bonds
on Parts 5 and 6 of Raineybrook Estates. Apparently, there are drainage facilities involved
in addition to the streets.
Part 5 bond was dated March 30, 1970, and is in the amount of $6,000.00. The final approval
of the plat was given by the APC on march 23, 1970 under file S-385.
Part 6 bond was dated November 27, 1973, a~d is in the amount of $25,000.00. Final approval
of the plat was given October 22, 1973 under file S-532.
If the drainage facilities for these subdivision tracts are complete and acceptable, please
so inform this office so that we may release the bonds. Thank you for your cooperation in
this matter.
Sincerely,

lsi

Frank A. Blair
Zoning Administrator

FAB:dk
Enc.
The Board asked the County Surveyor if he would check out the drainage facilities for these
two Parts of Raineybrook Estates and report back to them.
Mr. Carl Kupfer, professional engineer for the Site Planning and Civil Engineering Corporation
came before the Board with some temporary engineering suggestions to show the possibilities in
developing some ground lying south of the Hilton Inn and located in the watershed of the CuppyCarl Kupfer McClure drainage area.
for
SPACECe

They had planned a retention pond plus an open ditch in ~he lowlands of the site and relocate
the existing tile of the Cuppy-McClure legal drain. Michael Gitlitz, who came with Mr. Kupfer,
asked the Board what was needed to get things rolling and the Board said everyone in the
Cuppy-McClure watershed should be notified and a public hearing with more detailed drawings be
shown. The Board asked the Secretary to check with the Attorney to see if time allowed the
regular June 2, 1976 meeting to be thpt hearing. If so, to do the necessary notifying.

State Hgy.

April 15, 1976

St. Rd. #43

SR 43 Spot improvement at north
junction with S.R. 25 in Lafayette
all in Tippecanoe County

ST-F Project 191(20)
Preliminary Road File
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Mr. Robert L. Martin, L.S.
County Surveyor
1631 Klondike Road
West _Lafayette, Indiana 47906
Dear Mr. Martin:
The Design Department of the Indiana State Highway Commission is preparing construction plans for
the project described above. Actual construction has not been scheduled, however, the RIW phase
has beei initiated.
We are sending you today, under separate cover, two sets of our preliminary plans for this project.
One set of these plans is for review of the proposed drainage by the County Drainage Board. We
request your approval or comments on the drainage as planned. If we fail to hear from you within
30 days, we shall assume that you are satisfied and that the Board has approved the plans as submitted with this letter.
The second set of plans is for your use in determining your need for land monuments as required
by law, to be established during construction of the project.
If other information is desired, please advise.
Very truly yours,

lsi

FM: sw

S. R. Yoder
Chief, Division of Design
For: G. K. Hallock
Chief Highway Engineer

The Board found no fault with the plans.
With the business of the day completed, William Vanderveen moved to adjourn and Bruce Osborn seconded
that motion. Robert Fields so voted to make it unanimous.

THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD HELD OCTOBER 6, 1976
The regular meeting of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board was held October 6, 1976 at 9:00
a.m., in the County Council Room with the following members present: Robert F. Fields, Bruce Osborn, William
Vanderveen, Robert L. Martin, Fred Hoffman and Gladys Ridder.
Upon reading of the minutes of the September 1st and September 10, 1976 meetings, a motion was Minutes-made by Bruce Osborn seconded by William Vanderveen and made unanimous by Robert Fields to accept those minutes
as read.
Mr. Richard Donahue, Attorney for Robert Gurnick, came before the Board to report that his client
had as yet no relief from a water problem that he felt the Drainage Board should take care of. He said the
RD h
. ona ue
Drainage Board had assessed Mr. Gurnick for mainteQance on the S. W. Elliott ditch but that MI' Gurnick'S
water could not get to the ditch. Mr. Osborn questloned Mr. Donahee as to ,whether Mr. Gurnlck s problem was
for.
,
,
R. Gurnlck
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MEETING OF OCTOBER 6, 1976 CONTINUED
"

Dick Donahue
for
Robert
Gurnick

Ray Skinner
ifld Anson
acreage
corrections

the result of the Elliott ditch not functioning properly or was it surface water that could not get to the
Elliott ditch because of an obstruction created by a neighbor of Mr. Gurnicks.It was pretty well established
that I. M. House had created a dam which constricted the flow of the water towards it's natural waterway
Donahue
creating the problem. Mr. Hoffman said the drainage board had no jurisdiction if this were the case. To
insure all present that those are the facts, the Board suggested that our surveyor go to the scene and make for
a determination as to whether the S. W. Elliott ditch was plugged anywhere and if there were broken tile in Gurnick
the Elliott ditch to make necessary repairs but if the problem was not the Elliott ditch's failure to perform then theirs was a legal problem and would have to be handled in the courts.
Mr. Gurnick said all of those people south of State Road 38 were in trouble. Namely Kenny Biery, Neal Dexter
Stu Fisher, Mary May,Robert Gurnick, and Ed Anderson. Mr. Donahue presented a letter from the State stating
their position on the problem.

There were acreage changes suggested by the county surveyor on the Ray Skinner ditch and the Anson
Delphine ditch. Both changes were explained and the fact that all of the property owners in the watershed
area of these two ditches was noted. No one appeared on either ditch. The Board so moved to accept the
change in the watershed as proposed by the surveyor.

Indiana
employment
,Security Div.

Mr. Fred Montague of the Scholer Firm appeared before the Board to explain the drainage system proposed
for the Indiana Employment Security Division. He said there was no legal drain affected other than the
water eventually gets to the Elliott ditch and his sole purpose for attending this meeting was to show the
Drainage Board that the design was not to increase the load on Elliott ditch. Mr. Fields said the Board
surely appreciated that fact but that he felt Mr. Montague should take this drawing to the City Engineer.
Mr. Montague said when the Imperial Equipment Company built in this locale, John Fisher had come before
the Board and he had a letter of approval from Dan Ruth to that effect so he felt he should do the same.

Mr. Fink
Vs

A call from Mr. Fink to the county surveyor complaining about new tire that Lewis Beeler had just laid in
his field was brought to the attention of the Drainage Board. Because this was a complaint on a private
drain the attorney tola the Board that they had no jurisdiction over this problem. The Board then asked
the surveyor if he would go out and check all of the facts and bring them back to this Board.

I'

Lewis Beeler
With all of the business at hand attended to, Mr. Bruce Osborn moved to adjourn. That motion was seconded
by William Vanderveen and made unanimous by Robert Fields.
)

'~~~~J]
F. Fields,

'Ro~ert

Chai~an

REGULAR MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD HELD MARCH 2, 1977

Minutes

The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met at 9:30 a.m., on March 2, 1977 with the following members
present: William Vanderveen, Robert F. Fields, Bruce Osborn, Robert l. Martin, Michael Spencer, Fred
Hoffman, Grady Jones, and Gladys Ridder.
Upon the reading of the minures of the February 2, 1977 meeting, a motion made by Bruce Osborn, seconded by Robert Fields and made unanimous by William Vanderveen to accept the minutes as read.
Mr. Robert F. Fields chaired a meeting with regards to Priority No.1 of the EDA. William Warren,
William Martin, John Fisher, A. Dan Ruth and Robert l. Martin were present along with Paul Coates,
George Delong, James Murtaugh and Richard l. Smith.
William Warren explained the urgency in preparing a tentative Capital Development Statement. He presented the following letter:
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Economic Development Administration
Midwestern Regional Office
32 West Randolph Street
Chicago, Illinois 60601

EDA and
OEDP

Mr. Robert
Tippecanoe
% Board of
Tippecanoe
lafayette,

F. Fields, Chairman
County OEDP Committee
Commissioners
County
Indiana 47901

Dear Mr. Fields:
The Overall Economic Development Program (OEDP) sponsored and submitted by your
organization for Tippecanoe County, INdiana, meets the minimal standards for
designation as a redevelopment area for an initial OEDP. Therefore, we recommend
that approval by Washington be given.
It is important to note that approval of your OEDP does not constitute approval
of individual projects which may be described in OEDP.
We wish you success in carrying out your program to improve employment and
economic conditions in your area. If you have any questions, please contact our
field coordinator, Mr. William E. Wilson, 336 Federal Courts Building, 46 East
Ohio Street, Indianapolis, Indiana 46204.
Sincerely,
:/s/.Donald E. Goostrey
Chief, Planning Division
Mr. Osborn stated that in the las~,meeting he wasn't convinced that Tippecanoe County would get the
Federal Funding. Mr. Warren satd ll~~'s file the application with the necessary drawings and proceed
positively.
The vacation of part of the Layden branch of the S. W. Ell iott ditch and drainage in the general
area was discussed.
Mr. George Delong asked if the Post Office was in the natural drainage basin and could help be
sought through them.
Mr. William Martin said the SCS office had a plan to get rid of the Post Office water by piping it
to Sagamore Parkway.
Mr. Jim Murtaugh said he felt anything on the North side of State Road 26 should be taken north to
the Wildcat Creek for it was so much closer.
Mr. William Martin said when the Elliott ditch was established (layden Branch) there was question then
about a part of the water north of State Road 26. He said he felt that any time you could stay in
the natural watershed and take the water the way it would go naturally, you had less problems. He also
said that when he had come before the Commissioners, the Coleman ditch was not doint it's job, the
djtch.through Robert Fields.landlwas oot doinQdit6's job and that if putting pip~s under State Road 26
alleVlated some ot the pondlng a ong ~tate Koa 2. that seemed the senslble thlng to do.
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Robert Fields asked th~ attorney if it could be proven that State Road 26 had created
the problem would the law when enforced make them correct the error. And the attorney answered in
the affirmative.
Mr. William Martin pointed out that north of Union Street and part south of Union was
all built up into housing units and to take water that way could get pretty costly.
Mr. Murtaugh said to abandon the Layden branch of the S. W. Elliott ditch would do no
one any harm and if new construction in that area took care of their drainage it would be much better.
Mr. Warren said his personal recommendations were:
1. That Tippecanoe County prepare a tentative Capital Development Statement to include
priority, sub-priority, and cost estimates for all proposed projects contained in the OEDP.
2. That Priority Number 1: The Best Line Industrial Site, be subdivided into subpriorities as follows:
1. Belt Line Industrial Park-Priority No.1
Sub-Priority No. I-Creasy Lane A public road
be improved and classified as sub-priority No.1.
Sub-Priority No.2-Drainage needs for the Belt Line Industrial
Site Area including all of the development area within the watershed
be developed, and the proposed drainage lines follow existing
right-of-ways.
Sub-Priority No. 3- That similar plans be prepared for sanitary
sewer, water lines, etc. be prepared and that they follow
existing right-of-ways.
Priorities No 2 through No. 12 not be subdivided at this time and that the communities
first application to EDA pursue Priority No.1.
It is my personal feeling that his procedure should expedite the community's application with
dispatch and provide a more realistic approach to our immediate needs and concern. It is obvious that
EDA will not fund all projects this year, therefore, we should pursue the project with the greatest
potential ... the Belt Line Industrial Project.
The Board asked Robert Martin and William Martin if they would get together and do the
sketch and cost basis for Mr. Warren in the next few days.
The Chairman, William Vanderveen, opened the informal hearing on the reconstruction of
the Michael Binder ditch. This hearing was set up by the Board at the last regular meeting in February

Michael

The only objector to the reconstruction of the ditch was John Shelby and his objections
were that in an estimate from the SCS office he could put in his own tile ditch at a much more reasonable figure than the estimate of the county surveyor.

Bi nder

The Board had instructed the surveyor (by motion) to assess on a per acre assessment. Mr.
Osborn asked the attorney how the law reads on reconstruction assessments and Mr. Hoffman said it
specifi es tha t assessments shoul d be made accord i ng to benefits and damages. He felt that if Mr. Shelby
took his case to court, the court would go along with Mr. Shelby. The Board then asked the surveyor if
he would figure according to the benefits and damages and renotify all in the watershed of those figures
and come before the Board again in April.
Those in attendance were: Jack DeVault, John Shelby, Raymond C. Bender, Eleanor B. Frost,
Doug and John Sheets, Robert Ade, Raymond Bennett, Paul Ade and Norman Bennett.
Many voiced
reluctant to vote either
if he would assess those
owners within the thirty

their opinions pro and con but without actual figures to do a comparison were
way-until figures and facts were clearer. Robert Fields asked the surveyor
in the watershed using the benefits and damages method and notify the landdays prior to the next meeting so the comparison could be made.

Because the motion at the last meeting was made to assess on a per acre basis, Bruce
Osborn said they would let the minutes stand as were until the next meeting.
Bruce Osborn moved to adjourn. The motion was seconded by Robert Fields and made unanimous by William Vanderveen.

Informa 1

REGULAR MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD HELD ON APRIL 6, 1977.
The regular meeting of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in the County Council Room in the
Tippecanoe County Court House with the following members present: William Vanderveen, Robert F. Fields, Bruce
V. Osborn, Robert L. Martin, Kenneth A. Miller, Fred Hoffman and Gladys Ridder.
The minutes of the March 2nd, 1977 meeting were read. A motion was made by William Vanderveen,
seconded by Bruce Osborn and made unanimous by"Robert Fields to accept the minutes as read.

Minutes
Approved

Don Barker and Malcolm Stingley came before the Board asking for help on the Isfa1t ditch. Mr.
Barker said in 1950 Arthur Buerkle had tile out there to repair the ditch and someone instituted an injunction
against it,so it was never fixed. Mr. Vanderveen asked the surveyor if he would start proceedings for a reconIsfalt
struction on this ditch. Mr. Martin said he would have something ready for the meeting on the 18th of May, 1977 ditch
and the Board set the time at 10:00 a.m. This change of date would allow the time to get notices to the peop1t.
William Vanderveen opened the reconstruction hearing on the Waddell Branch of the J. B. Anderson
ditch by asking those present, namely, Arthur Waddell, William Waddell and E. Eugene Johnson, how they felt about
the new figures sent to them by the secretary, reflecting a new cost estimate. The estimate was about double of
the first estimate and when bids were opened on the first estimate the lowest bid was almost twice the surveyor's
estimate. Mr. Waddell said even though it was much higher than they had hoped, he was for it. His feelings were
echoed by the other two present. Mr. Waddell questioned the damage to crops and the Board said the statute said the
farm~r planted at his own risk. Mr. Osborn assured him that any reputable contractor would be as careful as
Wdd 11 B I
posslb1e.
a e
r.
Mr. Waddell asked if when bids were ready would we notify Robert Chittick of Mulberry, Indiana.Upon of the
motion of Bruce Osborn, seconded by Robert Fields and made unanimous by William Vanderveen, "the Board moved to J.B.Andersoni
readvertise for bids on the reconstruction of the Waddell Branch of the J. B. Anderson ditch.
ditch
E. Eugene Johnson asked the status of the Johnson ditch. It had formerly been agreed upon that a
portion of the Johnson ditch needed to be cleaned out and Eugene had brought in a figure from Robert Hodgen.
With the maintenance money available the job could be done but the amount of money involved would require
Eugene
advertising for bids. Mr. Osborn suggested with the c1eanout being so expensive, the Johnson ditch should have a Johnson
new hearing to raise the assessment to about $3.00 per acre instead of the one dollar per acre assessment that
is presently on the ditch. The secretary was instructed to notify all in this watershed and hold that maintenance
Ditch
hearing on the 18th of May, 1977 at 10:30 a.m. The Surveyor said he would have bids for the work ready to open
on May 2nd, 1977 at 10:00 a.m.
Because the neighbors on the Michael Binder ditch wished to get together before the hearing and
discuss things just between themselves, when Mr. Vanderveen opened the hearing on the Michael Binder ditch he
asked Norman Bennett to report on the private meeting held in'the surveyor's office. Mr. Bennett said he was
afraid they were no closer to an agreement than before and that the Board would have to decide what to do. Mr.
Vanderveen asked the Attorney to read both remonstrances that were filed. Mr. Shelby was still not in favor of
the per acre assessment but then he said he was not in favor of the benefits and damages,either."'Mr. Robert Ade
said he wasn't really in favor bf either the per acre or benefits and damages. His remonstrance was written in Michael
protest to the benefits and damages. With the exception of these two, all others present were in favor of reBinder
construction. The Board felt it would be wrong to deny drainage to many when only two were opposed.
ditch
Mr. Shelby ask about the connecting of the existing tiles to the new tile and the Surveyor said it
would be in the specifications to connect all existing tiles. Then Mr. Shelby asked about payment for the
damages that had acrued on his land for over the last twenty years. Mr. Osborn said when the maintenance fund
is established those holes can be repaired out of that fund.
A motion was made by Robert Fields to reconstruct the Michael Binder ditch according to benefits
and damages. That motion was seconded by Bruce Osborn and made unanimous by William Vanderveen.
The Surveyor said he would have the specs ready and the letting of bids could be at 10:00 a.m. on
May 2nd, 1977.
Those in attendance were: Robert C. Ade, Raymond Bennett, Sr. Norman Bennett, John Shelby and son,
John C. Sheets, Paul W. Ade, Charles E. Kerber, Eleanor B. Frost and Raymond C. Bender.
The vacation hearing on that part of the Michael Layden didtch that lies Notth of the Section Line
of Section 36 and Section 35 brought many interested landowners into the court house with many questions to be
answered. Mr. Vanderveen opened the hearing by asking the corporations attorney, Roger D. Branigan to speak on
behalf of the petitioners. Doug spoke in behalf of his client (unnamed) and the petitioners as to why it was
necessary to vacate this portion of the legal drain.
Mr. John Fisher had an easel set up with Exhibit IIA II , an aerial photo of the entire watershed and
explained how that watershed could fluctuate several feet by even the way in which the ground was tilled. Then
he carefully explained the difference between ground tile to take care of farm land's sub-surface water and an
Urvan drain that handled the majority of the run-off water,. He said the ditch as it is now was built sixty nine
years ago and certainly not designed to handle anything but sub-surface farm water. He spoke of the problem now
existing in this area caused by State Road 26 being a dam and the blacktop driveways and roofs that created much
more run-off water, and the need for a good Urban drain to handle that problem. He said in no way would the vacation
of this old field tile either hamper or improve their drainage. He explained it's sole purpose was to remove the
one hundred fifty foot easement that exists on all legal drains. The network of old field tile with an easement
of 150' would make it virtually impossible for anyone to develop the land. Rather to vacate the old tile and
let the new neighbor who is obligated to get rid of his water, help with the design and payment of a new urban
drain that would help solve all of their problems.
Mr. Fisher gave his registration numb~r, S-0025, and introduced his engineer, Paul Coarts.
r~any expressed their dire need for drainage. Mr. Robert Wesner said at Sullivan and Fortner's parking lot a pond formed every time itraimid and stayed" there for many days. He felt convinced that this was
the best way to get their situation improVed and voiced his opinion to vacate.
Oka LeMaster asked about the water on the north side of State Road 26. Mr. Fisher said the vacation
of this old field tile will neither help or harm that situation.
The surveyor's report was asked for and Mr. Martin submitted his recommendation to vacate the
portion above mentioned. His report was made a part of the transcript.
Mr. James Shook spoke on the change of land in the area and that it is now zoned for business. He
explained how many of the landowners put in an open ditch at their own expense, approximately $125,000.00 and
that some of the water from Biggs Pump and Supply along with other industry found it's way into the Kepner
Private Drain. He said his client was well aware of the drainage problem in the area and was anxious to help
solve the total drainage problem.
The cost of an Urban Drain would be high enough that probably a bond issue would need to be floated
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because the General Drain Fund could not possibly handle an amount of that magnitude, Mr. Osborn said.
Mr. John C. Sheets sat in on the meeting in the place of Robert F. Fields who had land in the area
and had disqualified himself for this meeting.
Those in atte~dance were: Pat Redd, who took the transcript, Ron Norberg, John Fisher, Pat Shaw,
Paul Coats, Roger D. Branlgan, Jr., JOhn E. ~mith,.Carl E. Brour, Oka LeMaster, Clarence LeMaster, George
Needham, Jr., Cable G. Ball for.Lafayette Unlon Rallway C?, George E. DeLong, Charles Skiver, Gordon Kingma,
James C. Shook, Donald C. Lecklltner, Robert D. Wesner, Jlm Murtaugh and Bill Oakes.
Mr. Wesner asked the Board when they could possibly expect any relief. Mr. John Fisher said he
Branch of th~ould guess probably two years.
With most questions answered, Bruce Osborn made a motion to vacate that portion of the Michael
Ell i ott
Layden Branch of the S. W. Elliott ditch that lies North of the Section Line of Section 35 and 36. That motion
was seconded by John C. Sheets and made unanimous by William Vanderveen.
ditch
Part of
Michael
Layden

Jim Hilligoss was scheduled to appear before the Board at 11:45 a.m;.~ but due to a mix-up in time
the Board re-scheduled the appearance to 1:45 p.m. (same day)
RECESS

Board adjourned until 1:45 p.m.
Jim Hilligoss did not appear as was scheduled but John Fisher
he filled i~ for Mr. Hil~igoss. Mr. Fisher said when Mr. Ruth
storage baslns be re-deslgned for the streets to carry 20% of
would be designed to carry the underground water in a conduit
to table this until the Board could study it more thoroughly.
weeks and they would try to have an answer ready.

knew his need for coming before the Board so
was County Surveyor, he had asked that the
the water in the Fink Meadows Subdivision. Swails
to the Elliott ditch. Bruce said he would like
He told Mr. Fisher to give them at least two

A meeting between the Benton County and the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board on the Wetherill-Darby
ditch was opened with the Chairman, Norman Skoog, addressing the two Attorneys for some answers to questions
that this Joint Board had at their last meeting, held in Otterbein on April 4, 1977.
The minutes of the April 4, 1977 meetin9 were read and approved. In those minutes the questions of
the last meeting were: Can the expense of the Engineering be charged to the project instead of being borne by
the whole county. Mr. Sparr said Section 106F says when it is necessary to hire outside help, the expense of
it should be assessed to the project. He said it was not very specific about the expense if the project did not
mature, however, he said he would assume the project would still bear the expense.
-The second question, is it legal for someone to vote in another's place as happened in the last
meeting. Mr. Sparr sald it didn't matter for that was not a legal hearing.
It was noted that the Secretary should notify the Department of Natural Resources of the State of
Indiana as: is required by law when any reconstruction is to be done.
Those present at this meeting were: Norman Skoog, Wayne Anderson, Dave Baxter and Robert Sparr from
Benton County and Bruce Osborn, William Vanderveen, Robert L. Martin, Fred Hoffman and Gladys Ridder from
Tippecanoe County.
Wayne Anderson said he felt we should select an engineer as quickly as possible for he would need
to walk the tile portion of this ditch and locate the holes that only need repair instead of a whole new tile
system. Then when heavy undergrowth makes photography and on the ground surveys more difficult the majority of
the work could be done.
Norman Skoog said he felt John Fisher could do the job~better, and faster than anyone else. That
feeling was pretty unanimous, so John Fisher was brought into the meeting and asked to do the job. He was asked
if he had a contract form or if he would like the attorney to draw one up and it was decided that Mr. Robert
Sparr would draft a contract.
Mr. Fisher said he will fly the area immediately then 1. Accurately assess problem areas, 2. Define
the watershed 3. Put data in plotter and accurately determine area 4. talk to people to see what they want~ mosta public relation 5. Calculate the run-off 6. Check the outlet and see what extra water's affect would have on
this situation.
He said he would try to have the plans ready by autumn-1st of October.
Norman Skoog suggested that when one half of the plans were ready we would hold another meeting.
John said his firm would gladly work with the Board on assessing according to benefits and damages.
Mr. Fisher said his first request for a draw would not be until June and then in proportion to the
Engineering completed.
With the completion of the day's business the Board signed the Order and Findings and the Certificates
of Assessment and adjourned.

Norman Skoog, Chairman of
the Joint Board

4Jt~~i~0~''',"_dC;<'>~:~;~_~'

William Vanderveen, Vice Chairman

4~J~
Bruce V. Osborn, Board Member
Wayne Anderson, Board Member

Dave Baxter, Board Member

MINUTES OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD HELD MAY 18, 1977
The re9ular meeting of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met on Wednesday, May 18, 1977
(instead of it's regular first Wednesday) in the County Council Room of the Tippecanoe County Court House with
the following members present: William Vanderveen, Robert F. Fields, Bruce Osborn, Fred Hoffman, Robert L.
Martin, Kenneth A. Miller and Gladys Ridder.
Upon the reading of the minutes of the April 6th, 1977 meeting, a motion was made by Bruce Osborn, seconded
by William Vanderveen and made unanimous by Robert Fields to accept the minutes as read.

Minutes

The Chairman opened the maintenance hearing on the Rebecca Grimes ditch by asking those present if they understood why this meeting was called and if there were any objections to the proposed increase from one dollar
per acre assessment to a three dollar per acre assessment. He explained with the ditches needs and the rising
cost of repairs the present one dollar assessment was just not adequate.

9:30 a.m.
Those present were Isaac Hoss, Mr and Mrs. Paul Kerkhoff and Mr. and Mrs. Fred Klinker. All were in favor of the Rebecca
increase for all were in favor of keeping their ditch repaired. General discussion as to the outlet needing
Grimes
to be cleaned and what could be done about the cement culvert that was a problem where the tile emptied, etc.,
ensued. Mr. William Stovall was called in because of the highway being directly involved. Bill said the highway Ditch
would cooperate in what ever way was necessary. It was decided that the Surveyor and the Highway Supervisor get
together and decide the best way to solve the problem.
Upon motion of Bruce Osborn, seconded by Robert Fields and made unanimous by William Vanderveen, the Board
moved to accept the new maintenance assessment of three dollars per acre.
Don Barker, Malcolm Stingley and his son appeared in behalf of the Gustav Isfalt branch of the
Davis chain. They had requested a reconstruction hearing in the April 6th, 1977 drainage board meeting.
The Chairman asked the County Surveyor if he had figures on this ditch and he said his estimate of $ 39,435 or 10:00 a.m.
roughly $143 per acre for a tile ditch and he still would not guarantee it would work properly. Mr. Barker said
they all would prefer an open ditch from road 500E to the Kirkpatrick ditch. The Kirkpatrick ditch spoken of was Isfalt
formerly the Horney Davis ditch rebuilt by the SCS Office.
The Board suggested to the surveyor that when he had figures on an open ditch compiled to hold a new legal
hearing with all people notified of the findings.
·Mr. Ralph Jackson, farm manager for the Faye Hoffman property came before the Board requesting
the reconstruction of the Calvin Peters legal drain. The Board then referred the Peters ditch to the Surveyor.

Calvin
Peters
Ditch

Mr. Norman Bennett came before the Board asking the Board to please re-advertise for bids on the
Michael Binder ditch. He said he had checked with the SCS office and some other contractors and found the amount
of the bids, although they exceeded the Surveyor',~.;stimate, to be fairly priced.
Mi chae 1
Robert F. Fields instructed the Secretary to adverdse once again for bids based on the specifications now on
file in the Surveyor's office in hope to find a bidder closer to the Surveyor's estimate. He recalled the second Binder
time bids were asked for on another ditch, they had received one that was lower.
Ditch
It was moved by Robert Fi el ds, seconded by Wi 11 i am Vanderveen and made unanimous by Bruce Osborn to readverti se
for bids and the letting date would be June 13, 1977 at 10:00 a.m. in the County Commissioners meeting.
The Chairman opened the new hearing on the E. Eugene Johnson ditch by explaining the reason for
calling the new hearing; namely that the funds were not adequate to handle the work to be done on the ditch. A
Eugene
bM of $9,500.00 by Willard Merkel to clean out the outlet had been let and the maintenance funds were not
great enough to handle the expense.
Johnson
ditch
The Surveyor explained the amount of $9,500 would be borne by the Johnson, Daugherty and Coe ditches but the
percentage to each he could not give at this time.
Mr. Johnson questioned whether the cleanout was going far enough and it was agreed that all interested persons meet at the site and with the Surveyor's instruments would make the final determination.
Mr. Osborn suggested they meet on May 25, 1977 at 8:30 a.m.
When questioned as to when the work would be completed, the Surveyor said November 30, 1977.
Johnson
ditch
continued

Mr. Vanderveen urged all present, although there were two remonstrances filed that totaled about 45% of the total
acreage, to accept the three dollar assessment. He also said he favored going ahead with boring under the railroad to get immediate relief for Mr. Ora Gish.
William Vanderveen moved to ascept the three dollar per acre assessment. Robert Fields seconded the motion
and Bruce Osborn said he would make it unanimous if along with the motion was the instruction to the Surveyor
to begin immediately to get relief under the railroad.
Because the bid for reconstruction on branch No. 5 of the Jacob M. Taylor ditch had gone over
the Surveyor's estimate a new hearing had to be called asking those in the watershed if they would be willing
to accept the lowest bid, that of Bob Hodgen at $14,480.60.
In attendance were Larry C. Wagner, Ruth Berneice Oteham, Alberta Taylor Bennett, Wayne Anderson for the Giffin
farms, Hal Davis, Larry Carlson and Orville Carlson.
All had been notified of the increase in assessment thirty days prior to the meeting and all in attendance
were in favor of accepting the bid of Mr. Bob Hodgen.
Bruce Osborn moved to accept the bid of Bob Hodgen, the motion was seconded by William Vanderveen and made
unanimous by Robert Fields ,.
The Board, with the exception of Robert Fields, signed a contract.with John E. ~isher, L:S., for
the purpose of developing a design and re 7onstruction plans for the we~tern portlon of.developlng a deSlgn an
reconstruction plans for the western portlon of the watershed located ln parts of Sectlon 22,23,25,26,27,34,35
and 36, located in Fairfield Township, Tippecanoe County, Indiana.

COMMISSION CONTRACT

Contract with
J.E. Fisher

The TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD, hereinafter referred to as "Board", does hereby
commission John E. Fisher, L.S., hereinafter referred to as "SURVEYOR~ to develop a scheme
for the surface water management of a portion of the earth's surface in Tippecanoe County,
Indiana, which is parts of Sections Twenty-two (22), Twenty-three (23), Twenty-five (25),
Twenty-six (26), Twenty-seven (27), Thirty-four (34), Thirty-five (35), and Thirty-six(36).
More specifically, the watershed that lies within the above mentioned sections of real
estate and which is tributary to the Wilson Branch of the Elliott Ditch.
The scope of this work shall, chronologically, accomplish the following items.
I. To develop a technique or basic design, preliminary cost estimates, and review
some of the environmental impact problems of this basic design, and work to
accomplish the best possible and mutual agreement among everyone involved in this
problem.
2. After the Board has satisfied itself that the scheme to be employed is our best
possible option and after considering all the input from owners and other
governmental agencies, then the Surveyor shall go upon the grounds and make any
necessary surveys and calculations required to design the structure in its
entirety, along with the necessary specifications, and obtain any additional
approvals required from other governmental agencies, such as the Department of
Natural Resources, Division of Water, and County Surveyor, etc. The Construction
Plans shall also take into consideration land acquisition and the specific
location of boundaries so as to develop the proper plans, keeping with
standard engineering techniques. Inasmuch as this work shall be done on a per diem
basis, it is the Surveyor's intent to very closely coordinate this work with the
Board, or any of the Board's personnel, so that the Board ma~ at it's discretion,
use it's own personnel in conjunction with the preparation of property owner lists,'
sending out advertisements, and other related functions. In the development of
the construction plans, there will be a schedule establishing the design criteria
for the structure with certain limitations pursuant to various areas within the
watershed and where these sub-basins have been predesigned to enter the main channel.
3. After proper review of these Construction Plans and Specifications by the Board,
and after it has satisfied itself to their adequacy pursuant to the management of
the water of this part of the subject watershed, the Surveyor, at the Board's request,
will advertise the work for bid, as prescribed by law, and if a contract is awarded,
the Surveyor will assist the Board, at it's request, pursuant to the construction of
the facil ity.
4. The Surveyor's compensation for performance of the above-described services shall be
in the amount of Four Thousand Nine Hundred Dollars ($4,900.00) and shall be payable
by the Board in monthly draws based on the number of hours actually worked times
the hourly rates found on the attached fee schedule, plus the cost of material,
determined at cost.
5. The Surveyor shall, at his expense, provide the insurance, as prescribed by law.
The Board hereby agrees to furnish all necessary permission and assist the Surveyor
in acquiring permits, if necessary, such as road crossings, etc., for the subject
work.
6. Either party to this Contract may terminate the contract by written notice, sent
by certified mail, ten (10) days prior to the date of termination.
7. It is believed that this work should be completed in twelve (12) months from the date
of this Contract. However, if, due to unforseen delays, the work has not been completed within this time, this Contract may be extended by a Letter of Extension by
the Board.
Made this 21st day of April, 1977.

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
BY

/s/
William Vanderveen, President

/s/
Bruce Osborn, Member

/s/
John E. Fisher, L.S.

With the increase of maintenance funds on the Rebecca Grimes and the E. Eugene Johnson ditches,
the Board signed the Order and Findings forms and the Certificate of Assessments for both ditches.
Upon the completion of the days business, William Vanderveen moved to adjourn. The motion was
seconded by Bruce Osborn and made unanimous by Robert Fields.

~~/£;.4t~
William Vanderveen, Chairman

~~cJ~
Roertf.Fields, Vice Chairman
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BUCK CREEK OPEN DRAIN REPORT AUG. 5, 1977
, A committee was appointed when the Buck Creek Open drain had a maintenance hearing-see page

I~8-~nd that commlttee was to walk the Buck Creek Open drain and report back to the County Surveyor of their
flndlngs. ,On Au~us~ 5, 1977 the f?llowing persons appeared in the County Surveyor's Office at the Tippecanoe

County.Offlce BUlldlng to make thelr report: Kelly M. Day, John B. MCCormick Robert S Shively and JEri
McCormlck.
, .
.
c
ATTEST:
/s/
Robert L. Martin, Surveyor

TIPPECANOE COUNTY SPECIAL DRAINAGE BOARD MEETING HELD AUG. 15, 1977
A special Drainage Board meeting was called at the request of Larry O'Connell and the Robbins
Agency to ask for a release of a seventy five foot easement on which a house now stands. Those in attendance
were: William Vanderveen, Robert F. Fields, Bruce V. Osborn, Fred Hoffman and Gladys Ridder.
A description of the proposed easement release is as follows:
Part of the East half of the Southwest quarter of Section 3, Township 22 North, Range 4 West,
more particularly described as follows:
Commencing at a point which is in the centerline of what is commonly known as the Elliott Ditch
and which is 1101 feet, more or less, Southwesterly along the centerline of said ditch from a point in the
center of a blacktop road known as Concord Road, which is 122 feet South of the center of said section; thence
North and parallel with said Concord Road a distance of 105feet, more or less to the approximate Northwesterly
side of an Open Ditch easement; thence in a Northeasterly direction, on and along said easement line, a distance or 78 feet to the point of beginning of this description; thence South and parallel with said Concord
Road a distance of 20 feet; thence Northeasterly and parallel with said easemement line a distance of 58 feet;
thence North and parallel with said Concord Road a distance of 20 feet to a point on said easement line; thence
Southwesterly on and along said easement line a distance of 58 feet to the point of beginning.
Located in Wea Township, Tippecanoe County, Indiana.
The Board having taken the request under advisement Certified the following resolution:
CERTIFIED RESOLUTION CONSENTING TO THE
EXISTENCE OF A STRUCTURE ON THE
ELLIOTT DRAINAGE DITCH EASEMENT
BY THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE DITCH BOARD
WHEREAS, Tippecanoe County Drainage Ditch Board, pursuant to IC 1971, 19-4-6-1, has the
authority to consent to:;to the presence of an existing permanent structure that encroaches
into a ditch easement, that being a ditch under the control and authority of said Drainage
Ditch Board; and
WHEREAS, the Elliott Drainage Ditch is presently, and has been, a drainage ditch under the
authority of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Ditch Board; and
WHEREAS, it has been brought to the attention of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Ditch Board
that a structure partially encroaches upon the Elliott Drainage Ditch; see the attached
"Exhibit A," made a part of this resolution by reference thereto; and
WHEREAS, the Tippecanoe County Drainage Ditch Board has the authority to consent to the
presence-:of an existing permanent structure that encroaches upon the drainage ditch easement;
and
WHEREAS, it has been shown that sajd structure has been so located and was constructed prior
to the passing of the Indiana Drainage Code of 1965; and
WHEREAS, the Tippecanoe County Drainage Ditch Board, having called a meeting on August 15, 1977,
and pursuant to IC 1971, 19-4-6-1,et seq., and having dUly considered those facts presented
to it,
THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Tippecanoe County Drainage Ditch Board consents to the
existence of a permanent structure on what is known as the Elliott Ditch Easement, as shown
by Exhi bit A.
Passed this ~0t£ day of
William Vanderveen, President
Tippecanoe County Drainage Ditch Board
I, the undersigned, secretary of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Ditch Board, have read the
foregoing resolution and attest to the fact that said resolution was duly considered at the
August 15, 1977 meeting of the Tippecanoe County DraiP9ge Ditch Board and said resolution
was passed by sa i d Boa rd.
/
1.
c:/

)

Secretar , Tippecanoe County
Drainage Ditch Board

Mr. Vanderveen instructed the Secretary to bill the Robbins Agency through Mr. O'Connell for the expense of
the special meeting of this Board.
Meeting adjourned.
Wm.

erveen, Chairman

:.~.:ltI~

Rober.t F. Fields, Vice Chairman

ttf~ ~..,

Bruce V. Osborn, Board Member

----

- - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ .

THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD HELD SEPTEMBER 14, 1977
The tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in the Commissioner's Room at 9:15 a.m. with the following members
present: William Vanderveen, Robert F. Fields, Bruce Osborn, Robert L. Martin, Kenneth Miller, Fred Hoffman,
Grady Jones, Ethel Kersey, Mike Spencer and Gladys Ridder.
Approved

Upon the motion of Bruce Osborn, seconded by Robert F. Fields and made unanimous by Robert Fields, the
minutes of the August 3rd and 15th, 1977 were read and approved.

New Hearing
Arthur
Rickerd
Ditch

The only person to attend the hearing to increase the maintenance funds was Robert F. Fields who excused
himself from the Board. He asked the Board to consider a $3.00 per acre assessment in preference to the
$4.00 suggested assessment. He said his neighbors were unhappy with as much as $4.00. Mr. Osborn moved
to increase the assessment per acre on the Arthur Rickerd ditch to $3.00 per acre. William Vanderveen
seconded the motion. Mr. Fields abstained from voting because part of his land lay in this watershed.

~inutes

The Chairman opened the new hearing on the Audley Oshier ditch by asking for the remonstrances that might
have been filed. As there were none filed he then asked those in attendance how they felt about the
increase and explained it was necessary because the ditch was in the red.
Those in attendance were: Mary E. Pflug, Elizabeth J. Briar, Arthur Hawkins, Lynn Hawkins, Mr. &Mrs.
Audley Oshier, Leon R. Cyr and Bruce E. Conrad with Indiana State Highway Commission.
New

Hearing
ey
Oshi er
Ditch

~udl

The objection of most of those present was that no care had been taken to clean the open ditch and so much
money had been spent without their knowledge. Some said they would like to pay whatever indebtedness
was due then vacate the ditch. They discussed this prospect among themselves and Mr. Cyre voiced his
feelings of leaving the amount at the present rate until they were out of debt and then petition the Board
to vacate. Mr. Cyr asked Mr. Martin, the Surveyor where themoney had 'been spent. Mr. Martin said he
didn't know. Mr. Lynn Hawkins said he had watched W&WContracting work and it took them a week to do
what he felt should have been done in two days at the very most.
All agreed to follow Mr. Cyr's suggestion so the Board moved that the presentrate be continued with the
agreement that there would be no more work done on this ditch. William Vanderveen seconded the motion and
Mr. Fields made it unanimous.
Dr. Robert Buker came before the Board with slides and drawings showing his finddngs on the Elmer Thomas
. Ditch that goes through his .pl:0P<lrty and is adjacent to State Road No. 225.

'\';'

Elmer
Thomas
Ditch

. "

.

"',

:"'::~

He asked the Surveyor to dig down and locate the blockage or to give him permission to dig down and try
to locate the problem. Mr. Martin had given him a work order to do whatever he felt necessary. Dr. Buker
brought with him some of the things he found. A piece of badly damaged 6 inch pipe and slides of the pea
gravel that had been placed in the tile ditch. He also asked the Board to consider retribution for his
expense in doing the digging as well as his lost crops damaged by a obstruction placed in the tile of the
Elmer Thomas legal drain.
Mr. Hoffman told Dr. Buker that he would have to do a research of the law to see what could be done to
help him. Dr. Buker had the Statutes before him and read the one he felt covered his situation.
Mr. Weast, from the Indiana Gas Company said the Gas Company felt they had no responsibility here for they
had complied with the wishes of the County Officials at the time the installation was done. Mr. Hoffman
asked which County Official would have given permission and he was not sure just who was involved. Dale
Remaly was in attendance and said he had been a County Commissioner at the time the work was done and
certainly had no authority to give permission to do anything on a State Highway Right-of-Way.
Mr. Hoffman said he felt it was a clear case of neglect on the part of the Indiana Gas Company and that they
should correct the problem they caused. He said he would serve an order on the Gas Company to that effect
and if the work was not done then he would sue by writ of mandate.
It was so moved to send an order to the Indiana Gas Company to repair the damage done by their company and
to remove all obstructions. The motion came from Bruce Osborn, seconded by Robert Fields and made unanimous by William Vanderveen.

Harrison
Creek

Dale Remaly spoke to the Board about taking a twelve inch fill out of Harrison Creek. Mr. Remaly said
it would be approximately eighty rods that needed to be cleaned. He said the new Junior High School have
asked permission to take their run off water through John Garrott's land then eventually it will reach
Harrison Creek. Mr. Garrott had given the permission. Mr. Remaly asked the Board to please consider the
cleanout in their budget in the near future for it was most necessary.
It was move¢dby the President for the Surveyor to take readings and make a full report back to the Board
of the needs of Harrison Creek. Motion seconded by Robert Fi~lds and made unanimous by Bruce Osborn.

John
Fisher

John E. Fisher, Surveyor, appeared before the Board asking advice on
ditch located in Wabash Township. He explained that many homes were
difch but that it was still a legal drain. John said his client has
of the land in that area. The Board said they felt the wisest thing
to vacate. John thanked them for the suggestion.

what to do about the old John Boes
built over the top of the old Boes
the intentions of developing part
to do at this point was to petition

John's second question was what to call the drainage project in the old Layden branch of the S. W. Elliott
ditch. Wi 11 i am Vanderveen suggested "The Layden Urban Drain" and all present agreed it woul d be a good
name.
After establishing a new rate of assessment on the Arthur Rickerd ditch, the Board signed the "Order and
Findings" and the"Certificate of Assessments".
With the days business completed, Bruce Osborn moved to adjourn.
Vanderveen.

That motion was seconded by William

~~fi~r'~
wm~..z;: ~ai;l4

ATTEST:
Gladys Ridd

Ro~~eI1~v;:~man
Bruce V. Osborn, Board Member

REGULAR MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD HELD JUNE 7, 1978

II

I

The regular meeting of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in the Community Meeting Room in the County
Office Building at 9:30 a.m. with the followimg members present: William Vanderveen, Bruce Osborn, Robert F.
Fields, J. Frederick Hoffman, Michael Spencer, Kenneth Miller, Dan Ruth and Ethel Kersey.
The minutes of the May 3, 1978 meeting were read and approved.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board all read a copy of the Petition to Reconstruct a portion of Branch No. 14
of the S. W. Elliott Ditch and the Waiver of Notice and Consent. The Petition and Waiver of Notice and Consent
were filed with the Surveyor and read as follows:
STATE OF INDIANA
TIPPECANOE COUNTY

SS:

BEFORE THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY
DRAINAGE BOARD

I

,

"

IN THE MATTER OF THE
RECONSTRUCTION OF A PORTION
OF BRANCH NO. 14 OF THE
S. W. ELLIOTT DITCH.
PETITION TO RECONSTRUCT DRAIN
The undersigned Petitioners respectfully petition The Tippecanoe
County Drainage Board and show the Board as follows:
1. This Petition is filed pursuant to Section 110 of The Indiana
Drainage Code
2.

(IC 19-4-1-10).
Petitioner The First National Bank of East Chicago is the

owner, and Petitioner Richard E. Cochran is the purchaser under a binding
offer to purchase, of a 4.09-acre tract in the Southeast Quarter of
Section 3, Township 22 North, Range 4 West, Wea Township, Tippecanoe County,

Minutes
Approved

Branch #14
S. W.E11 iott
bitch

1.h d
.

l

REGULAR MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD HELD JUNE 7, 1978 (continued)

Indiana.

A legal description of said tract is annexed hereto as Exhibit A.

A plat of survey of said tpact is annexed hereto as Exhibit B.
3.

Petitioners' tract, like all of the real estate which adjoins

it, is zoned for use for industrial purposes.

Most of said adjoining land

is presently being used for industrial purposes.

The remained, like

Petitioners' tract, is lying idle, awaiting development for industrial
purposes.
4.

As shown on said plat of survey, a portion of the tiled

drain known as Branch No. 14 of the S. W. Elliott Ditch runs through
the middle of Petitioners' tract, and renders the same unusable for
industrial purposes.
5. Petitioners propose that the course of that portion of
Branch No. 14 which runs across Petitioners' tract be relocated to
run along a line which is parallel to and ten (10 ) feet east of the
entire west line of said tract of real estate.

Petitioners further

propose to install therein new tile or corrugated pipe having a
capacity at least as great as that of the present drain and to
connect it up to existing portions of Branch No. 14 at the north
and south lines of their tract, and to do so at their sole expense and
in accordance with plans and specifications approved by the Board or
its representative.
6. Petitioners submit that none of the other lands drained
by Branch No. 14 will be in any way affected by the proposed change
in course and reconstruction of that portion of said Branch No. 14
which runs through their tract.
7.

Petitioners further request the Board to narrow the

right-of-way provided by Section 601 of The Indiana Drainage Code
(IC 19-4-6-1) to a forty (40) foot strip of even width, lying ten
(10) feet on the west side and thirty (30) feet on the east side of
the relocated centerline of that portion of Branch No. 14 which runs
across their tract, and to permit the construction of permanent
structures on any and all parts of their tract except said forty (40)
foot strip.

Petitioners submit that said forty (40) foot strip is more

than adequate to provide for inspection and maintenance of Branch No.
14.
8.

As stated above, Petitioners submit that the reconstruction

of Branch No. 14 of the S. W. Elliott Ditch and the narrowing of the
statutory right-of-way, as prayed for herein, will make their tract
usable for industrial purpoes and will have no effect whatsoever on any
other lands servedd by Branch No. 14, and that therefore the granting
of this Petition by the Board will serve the pUblic welfare.
9.

The Petitioners wish to have the date on which the matter

will be referred to the Surveyor for report advanced in accordance with
Section 110 (g) of The Indiana Drainage Code (IC) 19-4-1-10 (g)).
10.

The Petitioners will not be represented by counsel in

this proceeding.
WHEREFORE, the Petitioners pray that the Board
a.

Serve notice of intention to reconstruct that portion of
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Branch No. 14 of the S. W. Elliott Ditch described above on the owners
of land affected by said reconstruction;
b.

Advance the date on which the matter will be referred to

the Surveyor for report;
c.

Fix a date for and hold a hearing on the proposed

recon~

struction;
d.

Issue an order (i) relocating that portion of Branch No.

14 of the S. W. Elliott Ditch which runs across Petitioners' tract
along the new route prayed for herein, and (ii) narrowing the statutory
right-of-way provided by Section 601 of The Indiana Drainage Code to
a strip of land forty (40) feet in width, lying ten (10) feet along
the west side and thirty (30) feet along the east side of said relocated drain.
THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK OF EAST
CHICAGO
By /S/ Edward D. Ryan
Edward D. Ryan, Sr. Vice President
Attest: /S/ Ronald D. Sevier
Ronald D. Sevier
Assistant Cashier

/S/ Richard E. Cochran
Richard E. Cochran

STATE OF INDIANA
TIPPECANOE COUNTY

SS:

BEFORE THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY
DRAINAGE BOARD

IN THE MATTER OF THE
RECONSTRUCTION OF A PORTION
OF BRANCH NO. 14 OF THE
S. W. ELLIOTT DITCH
WAIVER OF NOTICE AND CONSENT
The undersigned is the owner of real estate affected by the petition
to reconstruct drain filed by The First Nation Bank of East Chicago, regarding
the reconstruction of a-portion of the Branch No. 14 of the S. W. Elliott Ditch;
The undersigned has received and read a copy of the petition to reconstruct
drain, is agreeable to such reconstruction and waives all notice of hearing on
such petition and consents to an order by the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board,
granting the relief sought in said petition and the reconstruction of said drain,
such reconstruction is to be done entirely at the cost of Petitioner.
/S/ Fairfield Mfg. Co, Inc.
/S/ Charles E. Kramer
President
Robert F. Fields made a motion to approve the Petition along with that we, Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
have an inspector and they, The Petitioner pay for the inspection. Bruce Osborn, seconded the motion and
made unanimous by William Vanderveen.
After approving the Petition the Board signed the "Order and Findings".
Mr. Alvin Pilotte was again present at the Drainage Board meeting. William Vanderveen asked Pilotte what he
would like to talk about and of course it was the Ilgenfritz Ditch. Mr. Pilotte started out by complaining about the tile ditch he said is under the open ditch, which his property is still drainigg into. Apparently in
his opinion when the open ditch was cleaned out there were some tile at the bottom of the ditch that were
Ilgenfritz
broken and this is letting the tile ditch fill up with dirt so that his property is not draining. Mike Spencer Alvin
reported that the legal description for the Ilgenfritz was all an open ditch. Alvin insisted and repeated that Pilotte
there was only a waterway over the tile ditch but didn't know if the tile ditch is a legal or private drain.
After a discussion about the work that had been done on the Ilgenfritz ditch and the work that is to be done,
the above complaint of Mr. Pilotte was dropped and the meeting returned to the problem of the obstruction that
Pilotte had placed in the ditch. After, Alvin talked for awhile, he was reminded by Mr. Vanderveen that he
had been order to remove the obstruction. He said he would take the culvert out and then asked when he could
look forward for a bridge. He was told in the next four years.
Mr. Hoffman told Mr. Pilotte he could have fifteen (15) days to removed the obstruction and that he would tell
the Judge.
William Vanderveen opened the informal reconstruction hearing on the Michael Binder ditch.
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Some of the people of this ditch asked for the hearing and the Surveyor needed to know how many of the people
in this watershed were in agreement on the reconstruction of this ditch and what was there opinion of the report
of the SCS concerning this ditch before he did all of the field work necessary.
Those in attendance were: Raymond C. Bender, Charles Shelby, John Shelby, Raymond Bennett Ser., Norman Bennett
Doug Sheets, Charles E. Kerber, Paul W. Ade, Robert C. Ade and Ralph W. Patrick, Ann Clark and Mark De Poy
Informal
Reconstructio~rom SCS.
~~a~inf
The property owners and the Surveyor's office had both asked the Soil Conservation Service for any technical
B:cd ae
assistance their agency may be able to provide in reviewing or any changes that may provide for the recon~r
struction of this drain. The property owners was mailed a copy of thevreport from SCS along with'the notice of
D ~~
1 c
the informal reconstruction hearing.
Job Investigation
A discussion on the pros and cons of reconstructing the drain, with most of the question being answer by Ralph
Patrick. Mr. John Shelby was the only one that had an objection to the rec_onstruction plans. He was
objecting to the open ditch on his property, because he would be losing some farm ground.
Mr. Vanderveen asked for a show of hands from those in favor of going ahead with the plans to reconstruct the
Michael Binder Ditch. The vote was unanimous.
All were informed that when the Surveyor was finished with his work, a new hearing with the results would be
called. The Surveyor is to recheck the watershed.
Pat Cunningham, Representing David Price, came before the Drainage Board asking permission to relocate a
portion of Branch #5 of the James N. Kirkpatrick Ditch, the Board approved the proposed relocation with the
Branch #5
following conditions:
J.N.
Kirkpatrick
1. That the owner petition to reconstructed a portion of Branch #5 of the
Ditch
James N. Kirkpatrick ditch.
2. That the expense of creating this legal entity as well as the installation
of the improvements be borne by the petitioner.
3. That the construction plans for said legal drainage be approved by the
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board.
4. That the owners' up stream be notified by the legal notice procedure or
have a Waiver of Notice and Consent signed.
Eugene
Johnson
,Ditch

The repair work under the railroad on the Eugene Johnson Ditch, came under reconstruction not maintenance.
Meeting for Reconstruction before work is done.
Upon motion made and carried the meeting adjourned.
William G. Vanderveen, Chairman

Bruce Osborn, Vice Chairman

Robert F. Fields, Board Member
ATTEST:
Ethel Kersey, Exec Secretary

A Letter from the Tippecanoe School Corporation reads as follows;
June

1,

1978

Board of Commissioners County of Tippecanoe
County Office Building
20 North Third Street
Lafayette, Indiana 47901
Gent1 emen:
Battle
Ground
'Juni or
,High
School

Subject to your approval and the approval of the Tippecanoe County
Drainage Board, the Tippecanoe School Corporation will construct and
thereafter maintain a storm water drainage system to serve Battle Ground
Junior High School located in Tippecanoe Township, Tippecanoe County,
Indiana, in accordance with the plans and specifications for such drainage system prepared by Fanning/Howey Associates, Inc., which plans and
specifications have been submitted to and approved by you.
It is understood and agreed that Tippecanoe School Corporation shall be
solely responsible for the construction and future maintenance of the
drainage system and will save and hold harmless the County of Tippecanoe
from any expenses, damages, and/or causes of action arising from the
construction, maintenance, or lack of maintenance of said storm water
drainage system.
TIPPECANOE SCHOOL CORPORATION

By: /S/ Richard W. Harlow
President
Attest (S/, Mary I. Sherwin ~ecleLq,y

REGULAR MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD HELD FEBRUARY 7, 1979
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in the Community Meeting Room in the County Office Building at 9:00 a.m.
on Wednesday, February 7, 1979, with the following members and staff present: William G. Vanderveen, Robert F.
Fields, Bruce Osborn, Dan Ruth Jr., Michael J. Spencer, David Luhman and Ethel Kersey.
Upon motion made and carried the minutes of the January 10, 1979 meeting were approved as read.
The City of Battle Ground was on the agenda for 9:30 a.m., but no one appeared for the hearing.
Next on the agenda was the opening of the Bids for reconstruction of the Shepherdson Ditch.
as follows:

The bidders were

Fairfield Constractors, Inc.-----------------$26,630.19
J. E. Benson, Inc.--------------------------- 34,147.60
Perry N. Davis, Michigantown, In.------------ 27,210.44
Bob Hodgen----------------------------------- 27,871.50
Willard F. Merkel-~-------------------------- 20,404.15
Birge Farm Drainage-------------------------- 11,183.50
The Bids will be taken under advisement and the bidders will be notified of the results.
Floyd Mitchell, Paul Couts and Mr. McBride, Attorney came before the Drainage Board with plans and petition to
establish a legal drain for Harrison Meadows Subdivision. Dan Ruth, County Engineer, had asked that they come
Harrison before the Drainage Board because the description of the legal drain didn't include the portion from the outt1!adows
let to Burnetts Creek. All were concerned about what would happen if this portion of the drain became blocked,
Subdivisionor destroyed. Mr. Mitchell stated that he had asked the property owner to let this become apart of the legal
drain, but the property owner wouldn't go along with him as this property already has too many easement.
The Secretary is to notify the Attorney, of the date, time and place that a hearing will be held by the
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board on establishing a new legal drain for Harrison Meadows Subdivision.
A letter from H. Stewart Kline read as follows:
H.Stewart
KI ine for
Indiana
Vocational
Technical
College

H. Stewart Kline and Associates, Incorporated
engineers
architects
317-742-0295
surveyors
106 South Sixteenth Street, Post Office Box 1684, Lafayette, Indiana 47902
February 7, 1979
Drainage Board, Tippecanoe County
Tippecanoe County Office Building
20 North Third Street
Lafayette, Indiana "47901
Gentlemen:
The Indiana Vooational Technical College is presently planning the construction of a
new facility to be located on US 52 South at County Road 250 South. The new building
is to be located in the area of the cultivated field just north of the old Ross Anne~
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building. Preliminary proposals include a building of approximately 45,000 square feet
and site improvements will include the construction of access roads and parking areas
for between 400 and 500 vehicles.
,,'

The present plan is to provide an internal storm water drainage system for the site
with the outfall going into the Wilson Ditch Branch of Elliott Ditch which runs along
the north side of the property. The engineering design will provide some scheme for
storm water retention and the rate of discharge into the Wilson Ditch will be approximately the same as presently exists.
If this plan is acceptable, we will proceed with final engineering design.
pletion of design, the final plan will be submitted for your approval.

After com-

Very truly yours,
/s/ H. Stewart Kline
H. Stewart Kline
H. Stewart Kline and Associates, Inc.
cc: Thomas Reckerd
HSK; ns
The Drainage Board accepted the above preliminary drainage plans for Indiana Vocational Technical College.
William Vanderveen, The Chairman, opened the preliminary hearing on the Wilson Property. Those present were:
Thomas Wilson, property owner, Robert W. Crum from R. W. Crum Realty, Inc., Patrick L. Glon P.E., and Richard
a BoehRing, Attorney.
The following letter described the location and plans for above mention land, it reads as follows:
February 2, 1979
Drainage Board
Tippecanoe County
County Office Building
Lafayette, In. 47902
Engineer
Tippecanoe County
County Office Building
Lafayette, In. 47902
Re:

Wilson Property

Dear Sirs:
As you know, on January 22, 1979, the Board of Commissioners of Tippecanoe County and
the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board passes a resolution which requested the Area Plan
Commission to not approve any preliminary plat or final plat for rezoning until such
time as a satisfactory plan for disposition of the runoff of storm water for the property
which is contained in the plat had been presented to the Tippecanoe County Engineer and
approved by the Tippecanoe County Engineer and the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board.
I am representing the owners of the Wilson tract located at the intersection of 1-65
and State Road 26. The particular area comprises only several acres and will constitute
two building sites. The attached sketch shows the location and approximate size of the
land in question and also the immediate surrounding area.
The area in question is an isolated piece of property surrounded by an apartment to the
north, four businesses to the west, State Road 26 to the south and 1-65 to the east.
Bob Crum has talked to you about this matter previously and Patrick Glon has prepared
the attached drainage plan for the property.
The natural drainage of the two tracts is easterly into the 165 drainage system. Contact
has been made with the Indiana State Highway Commission and tentative verbal approval
has been given. The request was reduced to writing on January 25th and is now being
processed by that,Commi ssi on.
Two businesses are being considered for construction on the site. When constructed,
the establishments would have hard surface over approximately 75% of the area. This
would include roof area and associated parking area.
The propesed drainage plan as prepared by Mr. Glon limits the rate of des charge to an
amount equal to or less than the present rate of discharge of the undeveloped land.,
This is to be accomplished by grading the parking area to form a water storage basin
which would discharge the surface water through an undersized pipe into either the
1-65 drainage system or the State Road 26 drainage system which drains into the 1-65
drainage system. The size of the storage basin and the pipe would be sized to limit
the rate of runoff discharg@d and to adequately store the anticipated volume of water
to the area.
We are aware that there have been some drainage problems along other protions of
State Road 26. These areas, however, are considerably further west than the area under
consideration here.
The important points to consider in this matter are as follows:
1.
2.

The plan drains the storm water in the same direction as the
natural flow off of the land.
The rate of discharge after development will be equal to or
less than the present rate of discharge before development.

WILSON
PROPERTY
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(continued)

Because an application for preliminary plat approval will be submitted to the Area
Plan Commission shortly, we are submitting this request to you in the spirit of the
resolution passed_by the Board several weeks ago. We would accordingly respectfully
request that both the Tippecanoe County Engineer and The Tippecanoe County Drainage
Board approve the enclosed drainage plan.
We are on your upcoming February 7th agenda. We will plan on seeing you at that
time. We did, however, want to submit this to you so that you would have sufficient
time to review it prior to the meeting. If you have any questions that you would like
answered before that meeting, please give me or Bob erum a call.
Many thanks for your cooperation.
Very truly yours,
Bennett, Boehning, Poynter &Clary
Richard A. Boehning
After a short discussion on the pros and cons of the plans those present were told that the plans would be
taken under advisement and would notifiy Area Plans Commission.
The Drainage Board asked for a letter stating Mr. Wilson, position on the proposed legal draih for that area.
Tile Bid
Accepted

The Bid of Banning-Barnard, Inc. D/B/A Flora Tile Co. for Material or Materials, Equipment, Goods or Supplies
was accepted by the Drainage Board.
Upon motion made and carried the meeting adjourned.

William G. Vanderveen, Chairman

Bruce Osborn, Vice Chairman

Robert F. Fields, Board Member
ATTEST:
Ethel Kersey, Execut'

Secretary

REGULAR MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD HELD MAY 2, 1979
The regular meeting of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in the Community Meeting Room in the County
Office Building at 9:30 a.m. on Wednesday, May 2, 1979, with the following Members present: William G. Vanderveen, Bruce V. Osborn, Robert F. Fields, J. Frederick Hoffman, Michael J. Spencer and Ethel Kersey.
Upon motion of Robert F. Fields, seconded by Bruce V. Osborn and made unanimous by William G. Vanderveen the
minutes of the March meeting were approved as read.

Minutes
Approved

Engineer for Cloverleaf Propertes, Dale Koons, John Fisher, and William K. Bennett came before the Drainage
Board with the Preliminary Plat for Creasy Lane Industrial Park.
Creasy LanE
The purpose of this meeting was to receive the approval of the Drainage Board of the preliminary plan for
Industrial
disposition of the run off of the storm water. Dale Koons explained that a portion of the Layden Branch of the Park
Elliott ditch crosses this property and he felt that the Developer would like to relocate this'portion of the
Layden Branch and locate it along side of the new pipe that was installed along Creasy Lane by the County
Highway. The relocation would be the Developer expense and they would not use this legal drain but would
construct a new drain approximately in the center of the property to take care of the surface water. They were
informed that if a ditch is relocated, the petitioner is to follow all legal procedures for reconstruction of
a legal drain.
The drainage plan to be taken under advisement and William Bennett was asked to write a letter for Area Plan
Commission to be approved and signed by the Drainage Board.
William Vanderveen opened the informal meeting on the Reconstruction ,of the James A. Shepherdson Ditch and
immediately turned the meeting over to the County Surveyor, Michael J. Spencer. The Surveyor explained that
we had on February 7, 1979, received six (6) bids for the reconstruction of the Shepherdson ditch. All bids
were rejected. We readvertised for bids, and on , April 23, 1979, the Drainage Board received only one bid,
from Fairfield Contractors, Inc. in the amount of $26,630.19. This bid was, also, over the estimated cost.
Mike then asked those present what they would like to do. With no comment, Mike than suggested that by adding
the bid price plus material that we could figure the price per acre and send out notices of assessment which
would be higher than the original assessment. If you, the property owner, would agree with this and if the
Fairfield Contractor, Inc. would extend the time of their bid. After a short discussion, the Drainage Board
was asked to take a roll call as to how many was for the above plan. The roll call of those present and acres
assessed as follows:
Howard Ayers---would go along with majority---Yes
John and Mary Haan----------------------------Yes
Bernard and Mary Spitznagle------------------- No
Margaret Carnell------------------------------Yes
Morris and Hazel Gochenour--------------------Yes
Floyd H. and Phyllis L. Bolyard Jr.-----------Yes
John David Wolf(represented by F. Bolyard Jr.-Yes
Ora &Claris Melvin (Represented by
)--~Yes
Tippecanoe County Board of Commissioner-------Yes

50.00
40.00
128.20
96.66
78.77
50.00
4.00
1.23
14.53

INformal
Hearing
Reconstruc1
ion
Shepherdsor
Ditch

A.

A.
A.
A.
A.

A.
A.
A.

A.

The total number of acres of property owned by persons in favor of the plan was 335.19, being more than fifty
per cent (50%~ in acreage of the lands affected that is required to go ahead with a project. There will be a
new hearing on the schedule of assessments for reconstruction.
The Chairman,thank all for coming.
Next on the agenda was Sen Yon Restaurant. Those present for this hearing were: Harry Liu, John E. Fisher
and Kent Moore. The purpose of this meeting was to receive approval from the Drainage Board for the proposed
storm water management plan. The drainage plan to be taken under advisement. If the County Engineer give his
approval of the Drainage Plan sowill the Drainage Board.
Those attending the meeting for Wakerobin Subdivision were: Herb Schwetman, Jim Jones, John H. Karl Jr., Kent
Schuette, R. Donald Jacobson, Martha Jacobson, Arthur Kunz, Don Twiddy, John K. McBride and John E. Fisher.
John Fisher explained the drainage plan for the new subdivision which were plans that would take care of the
10 year storm and the rate of flow of water would be no greater than at present. After many questions and
objections form those present, it was suggested that the plan be based on a 100 Year storm in place of the
10 year storm.

Sen Yon
Restauran~

Wakerobin
SO.

Mr. Fisher stated that they would go back to the drawing board. He asked if there could be a special meeting
of the Drainage Board before, Wednesday, May 16, 1979. The Board agreed to a special meeting. Mr. Fisher
is to let us know when he WQuld like to have the meeting and we inturn would notify herb Schwetman and he in
turn will notify the ~roperty owners in the Sherwood Forest Subdivision.
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(continued)

Bruce Parker, John Fouts and ~ohn E. Fisher came before the Drainage Board with revised drainage plan for
Deardorf Estates. The plan wlll be taken under advisement and a letter to Area Plan Commission.
Deardorf
Estates

Robert F. Fileds asked Fred Hoffman to write a letter, for the Drainage Board to the State requesting a pipe
being opened on State Road 26.
'
The Drainage Board increased the Watershed boundaries for Treece Meadows Legal Drain.
There being no further business the meeting adjourned.

William G. Vanderveen, Chairman

Bruce V. Osborn, Vice Chairman

Robert F. Fields, Board Member

MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD HELD AUGUST 13, 1979
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in the Community Meeting Room in the County Office Building at
11:25 a.m. on Monday, August 13, 1979, with the following members present: William G. Vanderveen,
RobertF. Fields, Bruce V. Osborn, Willian D. Martin, J. Frederick Hoffman, Michael J. Spencer, Dan Ruth,
and Ethel Kersy.
Seasons
Four
SD

Mr. Allen Buckley came before the Drainage Board with construction plan for Seasons Four. Seasons Four
storm water discharges into the Elliott Ditch.
Dan Ruth stated that the Drainage Plan is alright, except the 36 inch pipe going into the Elliott Ditch,
and they were proposing a rip-rap to prevent erosion.
The Drainage Board requested from Mr. Buckley a letter from Mr. John Fisher stating that this subdivision is
within the city limits and that the drainage plan was designed for a 100 year rain, also, a letter from the
City of Lafayette Engineer that they have approved the construction plan, including the detention pond,
for Seasons Four.
Mr. Buckley was told that the Drainage Board would be at the Count Building at 11:00 a.m., Tuesday, August 14,
1979, if he wished to see them and if he had both letters they would thUJ to give him ~"
Meeting adjourned.

~~ ...;: rJ.~ ~.fi .,.~-/~

Robert F. Fields, Board Member
ATTEST:~

~heey:ECSecretary

Wl.)~
1 ~van",~:rman
.~~

~

Bruce 0sborn,~

REGULAR MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD Held October 3, 1979
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in the Commissioners Meeting Room in the County Office Building at
9:60 a.m. on Wednesday, October 3, 1979, with the following members present: William G. Vanderveen, Bruce
V. Osborn, Robert F. Fields, Michael J. Spencer, William D. Martin, John Wilson & Dan Ruth were also present,
Marsha Tull.
The minutes of September 6, 1979 meeting were approved.
Watkins
Glen
South

Watkins Glen South: Obtaining approval of the drainage plan: Pat Cunningham was representing Watkins Glen
South.:Mr. Cunningham explained how they were going to deal with the water.
MOTION:

Bruce Osborn-motion to approve.
Mr. Vanderveen 2nd the motion.
Made unanimous that the drainage plan in Watkins Glen South be approved.

Orchard Heights 3rd Subdivision: Paul Couts-proposing an open channel. Paul stated that, their thoughts are,
Steve and I talked about getting with Max Wastell who has option on this ground and going on a joint venture
down to the sanitary, which is on the north side of Kinsington and coming through his property.
I

Watkins
Glen
South

Orchard
Hei ghts
3rd
Subdivision

Orchard
Heights 3rd Bruce Osborn asked, are you proposipg an open channel?
Subdivision
Paul Couts replied: Yes, We are willing to work with the city and Kor,tY'JIleopleonthat,,1:cmd onlianlover-all plan.
Another engineer has been hired to do some engineering for Korty land. We are not all in substantial agreement
with their treatment. Therefore, we would like to make our own separate proposal. r,f indeed, ,something comes
about on the overall and the timing is appropriate, we are willing to go ahead and work with it on an overall basis.
What we would like to do, is to put another
channel. Enclose it from the Southern side
hill in 12" CMP. We want to put a concrete
in 3 to 1 side slops. Which is better than
MOTION:

outlet pipe under Union Street (15" pipe) and then rework this open
of Kinsington put in a 24" corrugated metal pipe and take down the
bottom so it doesn't become and erosive situation. We tried to work
what is there now.

Bruce Osborn-motion to approve the drainage plans for Orchard Heights 3rd Subdivision.
Robert Fields 2nd the motion.
Mr. Vanderveen made unanimous.

Lux Properties: Obtaining approval of drainage plan. State Road 43 and Beck Lane. Fred Mark explained about
Lux
Properties the 15" tile underneath ST. RD. 43. Resurvey of where water goes, as to the fall. Jim Miller called in. The
pond is to be retention area. Pond is going to have permanent 8' of water all the time.

Lux ',~
Properties
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Fred Hoffman asked, how will it catch the excess if it isn't empty?
Jim Miller replied:

From the banks.

We need grade to keep it from getting marshy.

Mr. Lehnen stated that Mr. Lux had granted easement for future expantion.
statement from Mr. Lux that he would maintain the holding pond.

Mr. Lehnen also had a written

Mike Spencer mentioned that Dan Ruth was wondering if the 15" could be changed to 12".
It was made sure that it was to be made for 100 Year rain, instead of 10 year.
Mr. Hoffman stated that the Board would need a letter from the state giving their approval.
Fred Mark asked for recommendations.
Mike Spencer requested more time to study the plans.
The Board took it under advisement, for further study by Mr. Ruth and Mike Spencer.
Indiana
Gas Co.

Indiana Gas Co.:

Gordon Pritchard was requesting permission to cross Elliot Ditch S. 18th St. South 300 S.

Robert Fields asked, how deep in the banks?
Indiana
Mr. Pritchard replied: We will go back into the banks far enough to get concrete stabilizers 4' from surface Gas Co.
of ground. All in county right away. There are concrete spillways coming down the side of banks forodrainage
ditches. We will have to come through and probably have to take out the existing spillway. We can either
replace the same as it is, or use concrete sand bags and redo it all.
Dan Ruth called in:
Mr. Vanderveen:

It should go back to the origiaal ditch bottom elevation.

5' under the original elevation would be all right.

Mr. Ruth was asked to check into it.
Drainage Board approved with the condition that Mr. Ruth would check it out.
Upon motion made and carried the meeting was adjourned.

William G. Vanderveen, Chairman

Robert F. Fields, Board Member

ATTEST:

~AJQ~1,

Marsaiu

i1t il

xecutlVe Secretary

REGULAR MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD Held April 2, 1980
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in the Community Meeting Room in the County Office Building, on
April 2, 1980 at 9:30 a.m. with the following members present: Bruce V. Osborn, Robert F. Fields, ~d Shaw
for William Vanderveen, Michael Spencer, Fred Hoffman, George Schulte, and Marsha Tull.
Crum Reality-Mountain Jacks: Brent Clary, attorney, explained that
Mountain Jacks tract of land. It is an 18.9 acre tract, located on
the Mountain Jacks Resturant area. They have a problem arranging a
land that are located in that area. This eventually flows into the
together to serve all 6 tracts.

he was before the board concerning the
the South side of Highway 26 adjacent to
drainage system to serve the 6 tracts of
Treece Meadows system. A design was put

The before development runoff for the area is something in excess of 9.5 cfs. With the plan as presented,
that rate drops to something less than .05 cfs. As far as controlling the runoff, this is a very excellent
plan. It makes use of the natural flow in the area to the south, with natural swails and construction of
the channel.
The system will connect over in the Southwest corner, to the Farrington Apartments system. There is an
existing pipe there. To fit into the system, it does require a substantial reduced rate. All the calculations in regard to the system have already been presented to the Engineering office, and they have reviewed
them completely.
There is no detention in that area at the present time. There is going to be just oneretention pond. A
constant water level of 6 feet will be in the pond. There will be a 12" outlet pipe with Orfice Plate. Mike
Spencer mentioned that this will be a private system, and that they will need an adequate maintenance agreement that satisfies the County Drainage Board and the restrictions and covenants that will cover this.
The County Engineering Office has recommended approval of the plan with recommendations.
It was stated that one person owns everything except Mountain Jacks.
ticipate.

Mountain Jacks has agreed to par-

Mike-Spencer: "One of the reasons that we requested it be built all at once is for existing conditions, as
they are right now. Even if they are not built immediately, at least the pond will be there to take care of
what water does drain off there now. Let's leave the condition concerning the 6 parcels of land in the
recommendations, until you can come up with something that will tie it down tighter."
Brent Clary: "That is acceptable". He also mentioned that they do have commitments from the owners of the
existing pipe to tie into it. There is a letter forthcoming. These people will be assessed on the Ellmott
Ditch and Treece Meadows Drain.
Robert
a)
b)
c)

Fields went over what the Drainage Board wanted concerning the proposal.
A letter concerning the tile, stating that Farrington Apartments approves of the tie in.
A Maintenance agreement.
If you are going to build this in stages, then building permits must be tied with these different areas.

Fred Hoffman recommended that they complete this in one phase.
Brent Clary:

"We will agree to that right now."

Crum
Real ity
Mountain
Jacks
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(Continued)

MOTION: Bruce Osborn made the motion to approve the plans subject to a proper maintenance agreement, an
agreement to install the detention pond at once, an agreement from the present owners of the drain-permission
to hook on, an agreement in writing from Mountain Jacks, that they will participate, and the conditions in
the letter from the Drainage Engineer.
Ed Shaw:

2nd the motion.

Robert Fields:

Britt
Drain

Unanimous.

Britt Drain: Brent Clary explained that they were before the Drainage Board with the proposal of a Private
Draln sltuation instead of a public drain. What they are talking about, is a drain to serve area East of
Creasy Lane and comi ng across down St. Rd. 26 North side of the road. The function and purpose is to 1imit
the runoff in that area to a pre-development stage. It will be a split system which will help to control
the flow from various areas. The flow will be maintained at less than the present level. It does require
the use of a detention storage area.

Britt
Drain

The flow was based on 10 year and 100 year calculations.
It was the conclusion of the Drainage Engineer that the proposed system is adequate and will relieve the
downstream erosion problem to some extent.
The Drainage Engineer does recommend approval of the plan with some recommendations.
a) There is to be an emergency overflow outlet.
b) The structure must be designed so that the outflow from the detention basin can be limited to the
before development runoff of the area.
c) Present to the Drainage Board the final plans and specifications with a design report. This is being
prepared right now.
d) Subsoil investigation. This can be done. It is the county1s desire to run soil test to determine
whether a hard surface must be included, there is no objections to doing that. This will be done to prevent
unwanted vegetation growth.
The cost of the Private Drain will be assessed to the property owners it helps.
The proposed plan does not divert the flow of water.
It was mentioned that the property owners East of 1-65 in the downstream area should be invited to a meeting
to be advised of the proposed plan.
The Drainage Board set up a Special Meeting on April 7, 1980 at 1:30 p.m. for the purpose of notifing Troy
Moore and the other property owners, of the propsoed plan and to here their ideas on the matter.
MOTION: Bruce Osborn made the motion to approve the concept of the plan subject to notification of the
property owners East of 1-65 and the recommendations made by the Drainage Engineer.
Ed Shaw:

2nd the motion.

Robert Fields:
Coleman
Ditch

Coleman Ditch: Bob Grove before the Drainage Board with his Drainage plan of the Kenny Habbon Property, just
West of Crouch School. The eoleman Ditch runs down the property line so he was told to get Petition to
Coleman
Vacate the drain, before the Drainage approval will be given, also, the entire Watershed is in the city.
Ditch
Robert Fields: Go ahead and file the petition, then come back for the Drainage Board approval.
Bruce Osborn:
Ed Shaw:

Indiana
Gas

Unanimous.

2nd ,the motion.

Unanimous.

Indiana Gas:
Caterpi 11 er.

Gordon Pritchard was before the Drainage Board to get a gas line in to serve Staley's and
It will go from County Rd. 600 S. straight north along the Powerline easement.

To do so, they will be crossing several Legal Drains.
open on the Elliott, and the J.N. Kirkpatrick Drain.

Several Branehes of the Elliott Ditch, and the main

The Drainage Board required that the Board hire a full time inspector at Indiana Gas expense, to make sure
that all tile is repaired and everything is done legal and correct.
MOTION: Bruce Osborn made the motion to approve their request with the condition that the Board hire a
full time inspector at Indiana Gas's expense.
Robert Fields:
Ed Shaw:
MOT[ON:

Unanimous.

Bruce Osborn made the motion to adjourn.
Ed Shaw:

2nd the motion.

Robert Fields:

vi

AUEST:

2nd the motion.

Motion carried and Unanimous.

!/J

-~J 4~l'I\A( a

Ed Shaw, Member

Indiana
Gas

REGULAR MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD-Held November 5, 1980
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in the Community Meeting Room on November 5, 1980, at 9:30 a.m. with
the following members present: William G. Vanderveen, Bruce V. Osborn, Robert F. Fields, Fred Hoffman-Attorney,
George Schulte-Drainage Engineer, Mike Spencer-Surveyor, and Marsha Tull-Secretary.
Great Lakes Chemical
George Schulte came before the Drainage Board with a drainage proposal concerning the expansion of Great Lakes
Chemical.
Mr. Schulte mentioned that they had located the Legal Drain. Mr. Schulte went over the Drainage Plans with the
Board. The water eventually drains into the McClure Ditch. There was some discussion concerning the proposal. Great Lakes
Chemical
MOTION: Bruce Osborn made the motion to approve the Drainage Plan for expansion of Great Lakes Chemical.
Robert Fields:

2nd the motion.

William Vanderveen:

Unanimous.

J. N. Kirkpatrick
Richard Boehning came before the Board asking for approval of the Temporary Drainage Plan that was submitted last
February, so that they can complete and get Final Plat approval on 22 lots of Valley Forge Subdivision. "This
is 22 of the"40 lots. As you know, there have been previous conversations in the past, I will say approvals, to J. N.
the effect that the Interim System would be approved for the first 40 lots. 18 of those have been approved by Kirkpatrick
the Area Plan Commission. 22 are under submission now as the Final Plat approval on Phase 1, Section 2-Section 3
22 lots. Area Plan Commision says come to the Drainage Board and get approval of the Interim System so that we
can qet Final Plan approval on those 2 sections. We are asking for approval today."
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John Gambs stated that he represented some of the landowners involved with the Kirkpatrick Drain. He stated
that the landowners had hired an Engineer, who has gotten together with John Smith'e Engineer and discussed
the situation. It is his conclusion after the discussion with Smith's Engineers and landowners represented,
that the Interim Plan is acceptable with modifications that are in the letter that has been submitted to the
Board as follows:
November 3, 1980
Mr. John R. Gambs
Heide Gambs & Mucker
214 First Federal Building
Lafayette, IN 47901
Re:

Valley Forge Estates Phase
Interim Storm Water System
Kirkpatrick Drain

Dear Mr. Gambs:
This 1etter is wr-itten pursuant to your request that we review the interim storm water system for Valley Forge
Estates Phase I.
Our review of the project consisted of reviewing plans and storm water calculations, inspecting the project site,
and meetings with Robert R. Grove, P.E., of the John E. Fisher Co., Inc., who prepared the plans. The Phase I
program calls for the development of 40 single-family residential lots in Valley Forge Estates Section 1, 2,
and 3. The interim stor-m water management program covers only Phase I development.
We have reviewed the storm water calculations prepared by Mr. Grove and believe them to be accurate.
volume of storm water stored also appears to be adequate.

The

The technique of interim storm water storage by building a levee in the low are with controlled discharge is also
adequate. Our questions about the proposed plan revolve around the finished product. Following are a list of
comments regarding the plan.

'. J. N.

1.

The levee as designed does not have any free-board.
maximum water level.

2.

The levee and storage area should be completed prior to subdivision construction. The levee and pond
area should be seeded to prevent erosion. The seed and fertilizer used should be as recommended by the
Soil Conservation Service for this condition.

3.

The control discharge piping should have rip-rap placed on the influent and effluent side of the pipes
to prevent erosion. In order to prevent levee deterioration we would also recommend that anti-sepage
collars be used on the control pipe.

4.

An erosion control plan to be followed during construction should be made a part of the subdivision plans.

5.

No storm water storage areas should be placed within the 150 foot legal drain right-of-way.

Kirkpatrick

The minimum acceptable free-board is 2 feet above

If you have any questions regarding our review of the plans, please feel free to contact us.
Very truly yours,
TRIAD ASSOCIATES, INC.
/5/
Thomas M. Schubert, P.E.
Vice President
Richard Boehning stated that they had no objections to the letter.
There was $1,000.00 per lot to be put in escrow toward the completion of a final drainage system for the
entire subdivision.
MOTION:

Bruce Osborn made the motion to approve the Interim Drainage System for Valley Forge Estates Phase 1,
with the 5 stipulations listed and $1,000.88 per lot, for a total of 40 lots, should be escrowed
until a permanent solution to the Drainage problem be found and established.
Robert Fields:

2nd the motion.

William Vanderveen:

Unanimous.

Richard Boehning submitted and read a petition to the Board, as follows:
November 5, 1980
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
20 North 3rd
Lafayette, IN 47901
Attn:

Michael J. Spencer
Tippecanoe Development Corporation
Valley Forge Estates
Storm Water Management System

Subject:

Dear Mr. Spencer:
~

We have submitted several storm water management plans for the sUbjec~ development to your BoardAin the ~as:.
Although these plans have met the Board's criteria, they have been reJected f~r othe~ rke~so~s . . s we unter' th
stand, the two main reasons for rejection have bee~ (1) encroachm~nt on the Klrkpatr~c ralnage easemen Wl
detention facilities, and (2) potential conflict wlth long range lmprovements and malntenance to the
Kirkpatrick drain.

'I
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Although we do not agree with this reasoning, we are proposing a new concept for managing the storm water from
Valley Forge Estates, which eliminates these two concerns. This plan involves collecting the storm water from
the subdivision through a system of storm sewers as previously presented. The storm water from the proposed
development, both the area North and South of Kirkpatrick drain, will be piped to the West under Ninth Street
where it will be detained. This storm water will then be metered at the allowable predevelopment flow rate to
the surface of the existing Kirkpatrick drain. The detention facility will be located entirely off of the
Kirkpatrick drain easement; thus eliminating one concern. The discharge will be held to the allowable predevelopment flow rate and discharged to the existing surface elevation. This will eliminate the second concern
of potential conflict. Any future improvement to Kirkpatrick drain will no doubt involve a lowering of the
existing channel as opposed to raising the flow line.
We have not authorized the Engineering work for this proposal. We have already incurred the cost for developing
three storm water management plans which were not acceptable to your Board.
Therefore, we are requesting conceptual approval at this point. Thereafter, we will meet your criteria in
developing the above described plan. We anticipate your approval of the final Engineering Plan.
In other words, we will proceed with the fourth "storm water management pl an" upon the approval of our concept.
Very truly yours,
TIPPECANOE DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
/5/

John E. Smith
President
CC Richard A Boehning
Robert R Grove
James C Hilligoss
Harry A Meshberger
John Gambs also submitted and read a petition to the Board, as follows:
J. N.

Kirkpatrick TO THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
PETITION FOR THE PREPARATION OF A MASTER PLAN FOR DRAINAGE IN THE WATERSHED SERVED BY THE KIRKPATRICK DITCH
The undersigned, being owners of property within the watershed and assessed for the Kirkpatrick Ditch, do
hereby petition the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board to undertake the preparation of a master plan for drainage
in the watershed served by the Kirkpatrick Ditch and in support of their petition show the Board as follows:
1.

That there are currently problems with the drainage of both surface and subsurface waters in various
places in the watershed.

2.

That the watershed is currently undergoing some conversion from agricultural to other uses and
development thereof and that, under existing patterns of growth, this will continue in the future.

3.

That currently, individual landowners within the watershed are proposing various solutions to individual
drainage problems without taking into account the overall problems and needs for drainage.

4.

That unless a master plan is prepared for the entire watershed, individual solutions to drainage problems
of particular tracts will result in waste and duplication in solving the overall drainage problem which
can only be solved by coordinated action based upon an overall master plan.

5.

The best time for the preparation of an overall master plan for the watershed is prior to the approval of
any permanent drainage plans for any tract in the watershed.

Wherefore, petitioners pray that the Board undertake a master plan for drainage in the Kirkpatrick Ditch
watershed including specifically the following:
1. A study of any necessary and feasible maintenance and/or reconstruction of the existing buried tile
ditch;
2.

A study of improvements to handle the surface water drainage;

3.

A study of existing and proposed structures at railroad and highway crossings; and

4. Any and all other improvements necessary to enable the Kirkpatrick Ditch drainage system to handle the
agricultural run off from a 10-year storm.
It was mentioned that there is 3,100 acres in the watershed area.
There was some discussion on the schedule of assessments and the cost of reconstruction.
Richard Boehning made the statement that they are asking approval of the above mentioned petition or letter
so that they can hold their water on the other side of 9th Street.
MOTION:

Bruce Osborn made the motion to take the petition under advisement.
Robert Fields:

2nd the motion.

J. N.

Kirkpatrick

William Vanderveen:

Unanimous.

Twychenham Apartments
BOb Grove came before the Board to seek Final Approval on the Twychenham Apartment detention area.
went over the plans with the Board.

He briefly

Mike Spencer asked Mr. Grove if he had received City approval.
Bob Grove:

Twychenham
Apartments

"No."

It was stated that the water will be metered into the May Ditch, which is vacated, and eventually drain into

the Ortman Ditch.
sufface drainage.

They wi 11 be retaining the water ina permanent retention pond and meteri ng it into the
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MOTION:

Bruce Osborn made the motion to approve the drainage plans for Twychenham Apartments.
Robert Fields:

2nd the motion.

William Vanderveen:

i'.

Unanimous.

Treece Meadows South
Joe Bumbleburg came before the Drainage Board for approval so they can get the Final Plats.
George Schulte and Mike Spencer submitted a letter of review and recommendations.
Bob Grove stated some of the minor problems to take into account.

They have not calculated the effect of the
"We were dealing with Treece Meadows South only
and in the process of creating on our plan we have provided some relief up stream. If the right restrictions
up through that system were removed, we could handle more water through the entire system, this was based on
the design of Treece South."
100 year flood, but they plan to lower the entire system to 2'.

Treece

MsM£w s

There is a legal drain that goes through Treece Meadows South property.
George Schulte stated that as far as their criteria for the Treece Meadows South that it does meet the Drainage
Board requirements.
William Vanderveen mentioned that for Treece Meadows South they have accurate drainage plans but there will
still be a problem with the First Treece Meadows.
Fred Hoffman stated that the two problems must be dealt with separately.
MOTION:

Robert Fields made the motion to approve Treece Meadows South.
Bruce Osborn:

2nd the motion.

Will i am Vanderveen:

Unanimous.

Carriage House Apartments
Richard Boehning came before the Board in regards to Lot 13 in Carriage House Estates. The tile drains into
Branch 13 of the Elliott Ditch with the statutory 150' easement. He stated that they would like the easement
reduced to a 40' set back. All of 75' easement on the South side of the tile and 15' on the North side.
MOTION:

Carriage
House
Apartments

Robert Fields made the motion to approve the easement reduction on Lot 13 in the proposed Carriage
House Estates, that the North line of the easement be reudced down to 5' North of the 40' set back.
45' from the right-of-way line.
Bruce Osborn:

2nd the motion.

William Vanderveen:
MOTION:

Unanimous.

Robert Fields made the motion to adjourn.
Bruce Osborn:

2nd the motion.

William Vanderveen:

Unanimous.

Motion made and carried, meeting adjourned.
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William G. Vanderveen, President

Bruce V. Osborn,Vice President

~_l£ y rJ-~!J
Robert F. Fields, Board Member

ATTEST:
Marsha Tull, Secretary
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The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in the Community Meeting room on January 7, 1981 at 10:00 a.m. with
the following members present: William G. Vanderveen, Bruce V. Osborn, Sue Reser, Ron Melichar-Attorney,
Mike Spencer-County Surveyor, Natalie Boyer-Secretary.
Election of
Officers

Tile Bids

Because Section 105 of the Indiana Drainage Code states that the members of each Drainage Board shall organize
at the Board's first meeting, and each January thereafter shall elect one chairman, one vice chairman, one
secretary and appoi nt the attorney for the year. The offi cers for 1981 are: Wi 11 i am G. Vanderveen-Chai rman,
Bruce V. Osborn-Vice Chairman, Sue Reser-Board Member, Fred Hoffman-Attorney, and Natalie Boyer-Secretary.
One bid was received from Banning-Barnard Inc., Flor Tile Company.
attorney.
MOTION:

The bid was opened and approved by the

Bruce Osborn made the motion to accept the bid from Flor Tile.
Sue Reser:

Seconded the motion.

William G. Vanderveen:

Unanimous.

Brookview PDR
George Schulte was before the Drainage Board asking approval for a 90' maximum 80' minimum easement on the
extension of the Elliott Ditch.
There was some discussion.
MOTION:

Bruce Osborn made the motion to accept the 90' maximum easement from the center line on the south
side of the Elliott Ditch.
Sue Reser:

Seconeed the motion.

William Vanderveen:
MOTION:

Unanimous.

Bruce Osborn made the motion to adjourn.
Sue Reser:

Seconded the motion.

William Vanderveen:

Unanimous.

Motion made and carried, meeting adjourned.
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REGULAR MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD ---- Held May 6, 1981
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in the Community Meeting Room on Wednesday, May 6, 1981 at 9:30 a.m.
with the following members present: William Vanderveen, Bruce Osborn, Sue Reser, Fred Hoffman-Attorney, George
Schulte-Engineer, Mike Spencer-Surveyor, and Natalie Boyer,-Secretary.
Brookview
George Schulte was before the Drainage Board requesting DRainage Board approval of Brookview Subdivision
drainage plans. It is located on the corner of South 9th STreet and County Road 350 South.
lBrookview

It was stated that there wil be a 90' easement from the centerline of the Elliott Ditch.
The total development consists of 37 acres.

There are 47 single-family lots and approximately 41 patio-home lots.

They are proposing to construct 2 detention basins underneath an existing PSCI easement. The detention basins
will serve a I ittle over 13 acres. There will be some direct run-off due to the lay of the land. The run-off
will be uncontrolled. They will compensate for this direct run-off by decreasing the allowable release rate
from the two detention basins to meet the before and after development. The two basins will be designed for a
100-year storage.
George Schulte stated that they had talked to Public Service. The Public Service indicated that the only thing
they want is an access so they can get in and work on their structures when necessary. They have no power poles
in the middle of the detention basins. For the record, the Board would like a letter from the PSI stating they
have no objections.
The outlet from the two ponds will be outletting into the Elliott Ditch. There will be a controlled release rate
structure in the ponds to control the volume in the two detention basins.
William Vanderveen asked who will maintain the detention areas.
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The basins will be part of the lots and will be built with gentle enough slope so that the people can maintain
them. It will be stated in the Covenants.
Brookview
Subdivisior
MOTION: Bruce Osborn made the motion to approve the drainage plans for Brookview Subdivision, subject to approval of final construction plans, and a letter from the PSI stating they have no objections to having
the retention ponds in their easement.
Sue Reser:

Seconded the motion.

William Vanderveen made the motion unanimous.
MOTION:

Bruce Osborn made the motion that no occupancy permits be issued until the storm drainage system has
been installed and approved.
Sue Reser:

Seconded the motion.

William Vanderveen:

Made the motion unanimous.

Red Roof Inn
Steve Baumgartner was before the Drainage Board requesting permission to supply a cash bond so they could receive
their occupancy permit before they had completed their detention pond.
Red RoM
MOTION: Bruce Osborn made the motion to deny the request for the cash bond for the completion of the drainage Inn
system for R-ed Roof Inn.
Sue Reser:

Seconded the motion.

William Vanderveen made the motion unanimous.
Ranch

~oad

Subdivision

Roy Easton was before the Drainage Board seeking approval of drainage plans for Ranch Road Subdivision.
Mike Spencer mentioned several questions which he and George Schulte had concerning the plans. He stated that
the retention pond could not be located in the flood plain. He was also concerned with who would maintain the
system.
There was some discussion on where the retention pond will be located and how it will be maintained.
It was agreed upon that it would be put in the Covenants that the people who maintain it be aware of that fact
when they purchase the property.
MOTION:

Bruce Osborn made the motion to give conceptual approval of Ranch Road Subdivision drainage plans,
pending the location of the retention pond, the approval of the Legal Department of Restrictive
Covenants, and final construction plans.
Sue Reser:

Seconded the motion.

William Vanderveen made the motion unanimous.

Ranch Road
Subdivision

Twychenham
Richard Boehning was before the Drainage Board representing Twychenham Building Company, INC. He was seeking
Drainage Board approval of the drainage plans for Phase 1 and Phase 2 of Twychenham Estates, and conceptual
approval of the drainage system for the entire area.
Other representatives present for Twychenham Building Company, INC., were:
and Mr. John E. Smith.

Mr. Jim Hilligoss, Mr. Bob Grove,

Twychenham

Bob Grove went over the total Master Drainage Plan for the entire Twychenham Development pointing out the
drainage to the Board.
There was some discussion on the vacation of the legal drain.
and back into a legal drain.

The legal drain will go into a non-legal drain

Fred Hoffman stated that this will cause some problem because there will be no control over the non-legal drain.
It is poor practice to vacate portions of a legal drain.
There was further discussion on the maintenance of the drain if a portion of it would be vacated.
Bob Grove ~tat~d thatdtheir.svstem meets the Drainage Boardcr.iteria for the IO-year capacity in the piping and has
met the crlterla for etentlon.
It was also stated that the plans were not worth much without the vacation of a portion of the legal drain.
Mike Spencer asked Fred Hoffman if the Board could approve the drainage without having the Ortman Drain vacated.
Fred Hoffman stated they could approve the plan, but it should be stated that it will in no way affect their
decision at a later date if they file a petition to vacate it. It may not be vacated.
MOTION:

Bruce Osborn made the motion to approve the drainage plans as presented, that it no way affects the
present legal drain and does not constitute any ruling as to a petition to vacate the drain, and that
everybody understands that the drain may not be vacated.
Sue Reser:

Seconded the motion.

William Vanderveen made the motion unanimous.
Bruce Osborn made the motion to approve the conceptual plans for the northern run-off of the Twychenham
Subdivision project.
Sue Reser:

Seconded the motion.

William Vanderveen made the motion unanimous.
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Petition to Vacate a Portion of the Ortman Ditch
Petition 'The Board received a petition to vacate a portion of the Ortman Legal DRain.
to vacate Richard B~ehning, representing Twychenham Building Company, INC.
portion of
Ortman Dr. Valley Forge
Valley
Forge

The petition was submitted by

Bob Grove submitted to Mike Spencer a preliminary drainage proposal for Valley Forge for review and comments.
Vacation of the Police Barracks Branch of the Cuppy-McClure Ditch

The ·Board received a petition to vacate a branch of the legal drain known as the Cuppy-McClure Ditch.
Petition The petition was submitted by Richard Boehning, representing John Sei and Franklin Parks Associates and Normandy
to vacate Farms.
Pol ice
, Barracks MOTION:
Bruce Osborn made the motion to·.accept the petition to vacate the Police Barracks Branch of the
Branch
'Cuppy-McCl ure Ditch.
Sue Reser:

Seconded the motion.

William Vanderveen made the motion unanimous.
MOTION:

Bruce Osborn made the motion to adjourn.
Sue Reser:

Seconded the motion.

William Vanderveen made the motion unanimous.
Motion made and carried, meeting adjourned.
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Sue Reser, Board Member

'£)01:0 fA e.
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Natalie Boyer, Secretary

REGULAR MEETING OF.-THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD ---- Hel d April 7, 1982
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in the Community Meeting Room on April 7, 1982 at 9:30 a.m. with the
following members present: William G. Vanderveen, Sue M. Reser, Fred Hoffman-Attorney, George Schulte-Drainage
Engineer, Mike Spencer-Surveyor, and Natalie Cronin-Secretary.
Treece Meadows Drain
The purpose of the meeting was to explain and bring the board up to date on George Schulte's recommendations for
cleaning up the drainage in Treece Meadows. George Schulte has a couple alternate plans on what could be done
to get the water down to the Wilson Branch.
Treece
Meadows
crain

STORM DRAINAGE REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS-TREECE MEADOWS DRAIN
I.

Introduction

This report presents the results of a surface drainage study conducted for the watershed tributary to the Treece
Meadows Drain which includes Treece Meadows Subdivision, Part 1 and Part 2. The study was made considering
Treece Meadows Part 1 and Part 2 as fully developed and the remaining area in its present state of development.
The analysis was made by developing synthetic runoff hydrographs for each sUb-basin in the subdivision using the
Illudas computer program and for the remaining" sub-basins within the watershed using the S.C.S. TR-20.computer
program. The hydrographs developed by the Illudas were introduced into the TR-20 computer program and routed
through the existing Treece Meadows Drain. See Figure #1 for location of the watershed area analyzed.
II.

Scope of Analysis

In an attempt to analyze the watershed and the Treece Meadows Drain, the following questions were asked:
develo~ment

1.

What is the peak rate of runoff from the watershed in its present state of
Meadows being fully developed?

and with Treece

2.

What is the adequacy of the Treece Meadows Drain to safely convey runoff from the watershed in its present
state of development and with Treece Meadows being fully developed?

3.

What effect will future development have on the Treece Meadows Drain?

4.

What corrective measures can be taken to alleviate the flooding problems that occur in the Treece Meadows
Subdivision?
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III.

Procedures Used for Runoff Analysis

The basic input into the analysis involved a determination of the watershed limits, the sub-basin areas and a
subsequent modeling of the sub-basin areas in terms of parameters as required by the Illudas and the TR-20 computer programs.
A. Watershed Delination: A variety of information was used to delineate the watershed and sub-basins with
regard to size and characteristics. Topography from the Caterpillar property was used to delineate the watershed
to the west and plans from the Indiana State Highway Commission for construction of S.R.-26 were used to delineate the watershed to the north. Plans for Treece Meadows South were used to delineate the watershed to the
south and topography from the Gipe property was used to delineate the watershed to the east, all in conjunction
with U.S.G.S. quad maps. As-built construction plans were used to delineate the sub-basins in Treece Meadows
Subdivision. Construction plans, visual inspection, and field survey work provided specific data for all
structures and improvements.
The 623 acre watershed is primarily farm land with a scattering of residential and commercial developments.
Of the 623 acre watershed, approximately 152 acres which belong to Caterpillar, lies to the west of Creasy Lane.
B. Soil Groups: The computer programs require information on hydrogolic soil groups for the prediction of
infiltration characteristics. These programs use the S.C.S. classification system which separates various soils
into four categories. The soils in this watershed area are primarily silt loams and silt clay loams of the
Chalmers, Toronto, and Fincastle series which are classified as Type C hydrologic group soils. These soils characteristically exhibit slow infiltration and high runoff rates. See Figure #2 for a copy of the soils map for
the watershed.
C. Drainage Structure Survey: Pipe culvert information, such as the area of opening, length, slope,
entrance conditions, type of material and allowable headwater was gathered by filed surveyor from as-built
construction plans. From this data, head-discharge and head-storage relationships were calculated for use in the Treece
TR-20 computer program.
Meadows
Drain
Channels were cross-sectioned, slopes determined and hydraulic roughness assigned. From this information, depthend area and depth-discharge relationships were developed.
D. Rainfall: Because a computer was used, it was possible to investigate a range of runoff due to different
rainfall values. From published rainfall data for the Lafayette area, the following storms were used to develop
the synthetic runoff hydrographs:
Duration

4 hour

Return Period (Years)
10
2.90 in.

50
3.67 in.

IV.

Assumptions Used in the Analysis

A. Antecedent S@ml Mmisture Conditions (AMC): The runoff from an area is dependent upon the soil moisture
existing prior to a storm. The soil moisture has a significant impact on the infiltration of rainfall. The
111 udas and TR-20 uses condit ions defined by the Soi 1 Conservati onServi ce. An AMC of 3 was used for Treece
Meadows and an AMCof 2 was used for the remaining watershed area in this study.
B. Huff First-Quartile Storm Distribution: The time distribution of rainfall as developed by Huff(1967)
and as displayed in Rain Table 3 of the TR-20 and as displayed in the rainfall distribution ··of the Illudas was
used for development of hydrographs. This standard distribution, first-quartile storm is recommended for use in
this area.
V.

Resul ts

Various sections and structures of the Treece Meadows Drain were analyzed by determining the peak rate of runoff tributary
to the section or structure under consideration. With Treece Meadows fully developed and the remaining watershed in
its present state of development the following conditions were found:
The peak rate of storm water runoff tributary to the Structure #2 (Jul ia Lane) was determined to be approximately 127.6 cfs and 198.6 cfs for a 10-year and a 50-year storm event respectively. With these flow rates and
the limited capacity of Structure #2, it was determined that storm water runoff would overflow Julia Lane for
both storm events analyzed.

1.

2. With the 1imited capaci ty of Structure #3, flooding of the cul-de-sac adj ancent to the open channel on
Sickle Court would occur for both the 10-year and 50-year storm events analyzed.
3. The pipe culvert under McCarty Lane, Structure #4, is adequate to convey runoff from both storm events analyzed
and this is due to restrictions in the upper portion of the Treece Meadows Drain.
4.

The existing detention basin is not adequate to store runoff from either of the storm events analyzed.

5. The peak rate of runoff for the £23 acre watershed was determined to be approximately 180.8 cfs and 280.5 cfs
for a 10-year and 50-year storm events respectively.
Se Drawing No.1 for additional information concerning the watershed limits, sub-basins, and runoff rates
tributary to various sections of the Treece Drain.
The 471 acre watershed, which excludes the Caterpillar area, was analyzed for existing conditions using a 10-year
storm event. The peak rate of runoff from a 10-year storm event, for tne existing and before developed conditions,
is what can be anticipated when the watershed is fully developed with properly functioning detention storage systems.
The peak rate of runoff for the 10-year storm event is approximately 123.7 cfs. This runoff would cause flooding
in the existing detention area.
VI.

ConclusioDs

With Treece Meadows Subdivision fully developed and the remalOlng watershed in its present state of development,
it has been determined that flooding will occur in the subdivision from a 10-year storm event and from less
frequent higher intensity storm events. To alleviate excessive flooding that may occur from a 50-year or a 100year storm event, it will be necessary to provide a positive outlet from the upper section of the Treece Meadows
Drain beginning at Structure #2.
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The question may be asked what will happen when Caterpillar completes development of their property and diverts
runoff to the Hammond Ditch and the remaining watershed becomes developed? The diversion of runoff from the
approximately 152 acre Caterpillar area will not stop flooding problems that are occurring in the subdivision.
As the remaining portion of the watershed is developed and detention storage is provided as presently required
by the drainage board, flooding will still occur in the sibdivision with the existing drainage system. The
runoff tributary to Structure #2 will be approximately 99 cfs for a 10-year storm event which is greater than
the allowable capacity of Structure #2 and Structure #3. Also, as the watershed develops it will be necessary
to provide emergency routing to carry runoff from unusual storm events and the Treece Drain is the only available outlet for the upper portions of the watershed.
VII.

Recommendations

Sever-al alternatives were reviewed and the following alternates will resolve the flooding problems in the subdivision and provide a positive outlet for the watershed.
A.

Alternate No. #1

1. Beginning at Structure #2, construct a 10 foot bottom open channel running south along the east property line of Treece Meadows Subdivision, placing a pipe culvert under McCarty Lane, and then take the open
channel west along the south side of McCarty Lane to the existing Treece Drain. This change will alleviate the
flooding in the subdivision and provide a positive outlet for the upper part of the watershed.
2. Structure #2, located at Julia Lane, should be limited to a capacity of approximately 20 cfs.
change will alleviate flooding of the cul-de-sac on Sickle Court.

This

3. The existing channel from the intersection of the proposed channel to the detention basin should be
widened to a 12 foot bottom channel with 2 on 1 side slopes. This modification is required to carry additional
runoff routed through the proposed channel from Structure #2.
4. The 24" corrugated metal outlet pipe running from the existing detention basin to a 58" x 36" corrugated
steel pipe arch under Creasy Lane, should be removed and replaced with a 4 foot bottom open channel. This will
increase the allowable flow from the detention are which is adequate for a 10-year storm event.
rreece
1eadows
lrail!l

5. Increase the existing detention basin volume to 30 acre feet of storage. The existing detention basin
easement will provide approximately 12 acre-feet of storage 4 feet deep which is about the maximum depth that
can be attained in this area. An additional 4.5 acres, 4 feet deep, will be required to provide the recommended
storage volume. The recommended storage volume is adequate to detain runoff from approximately a 10-year storm
event, for the watershed as analyzed, without flooding the immediate area around the basin. See Figures 3 and
4 for detention storage required for 10-year and 50-year storm events.

B.

Alternate No. #2

Items Number 1 through 3 as outlined for Alter.nate No. #1 will be the same for Alternate No. #2.
recommendations for Alternate No. #2 are as follows:

Other

4. Remove the 24" corrugated metal pipe at the existing detention basin and construct a 12 foot bottom
open channel to the 58" x 36" pipe under Creasy Lane. From the 58" x 36" pipe, construct a 5 foot bottom open
channel running south along the east side of Creasy Lane to a point just east of the Wilson Ditch. From this
point, place a 58" x 36" corrugated metal pipe arch under Creasy Lane outletting ~ntQ.,'the.'Wilson Ditch. This
modification will provide a positive outlet for the watershed capable of con~Jng,·y«jrioff-'J'roirr·a:·lO~ye'llr·storm
event for analyzed conditions.
The alternates as outlined above will alleviate flooding in the subdivision and they are ade!'luate to.convey runoff
from a 10-year storm event without flooding the lower areas of the watershed. The alternates 'Wil1irlO"t stop
flooding in the lower areas of the watershed caused by less frequent higher intensity.. storm events until'Caterpillar has diverted their runoff and the remaining watershed is fully developed withproperly functioning detention
storage systems.
It is also recommended that as a basis for a storm water management program for this watershed, the allowable
release rate for detention storage systems be limited to 0.20 cubic feet per second per acre for the area the
detention storage system is serving.
The estimated construction cost for Alternate No. #1 is $110,000.00 and for Alternate No. #2 is $67,000.00.
These costs do not include the cost of additional drainage easements or engineering design.
William Vanderveen:
Mike Spencer:

Does Caterpillar have any schedule on when they will take care of their drainage?

I did talk to them, and they have no time table whatsoever.

William Vanderveen:
Mike Spencer:

That will help.

Yes, it will help, but it won't solve the problem.

There was some discussion on the money situation.

It would be a reconstruction project.

George Schulte mentioned that whatever plan goes in, there needs to be a final solution.
John Fisher and Joe Bumbleburg were also present in order to make comments and suggestions on the recommendations
made by George Schulte.
Joe Bumbleburg pointed out to the board that they are talking about a long term solution, which could be drug
out because of the payment structure; what do you do in the short range.
John Fisher mentioned his concern for the short term solution.
Mike Spencer explained to the Board they will need

mor~

dedicated easement.

Dan Ruth, highway engineer, was present at the meeting to explain to the board that the pipe put in along Creasy
Lane is designed only to handle the four-lane Creasy Lane.
It was recommended by the drainage board that Mike Spencer and George Schulte will need some definite plan to
present to the landowners who will be asked to give up land for more easement of the Treece Meadows Drain.
A time will be set up to meet with these landowners, once it is decided which landowners will be affected.
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Elliott Ditch
Mr. Smith, Mr. Witz, and Mr. Elliott were before the drainage board regarding the reconstruction of
'
pipe on the Elliott Ditch.
9500 of
The
nancequestion
fund. was raised whether or not this would be a reconstruction or would th1'S be taken out of the ma i nteFred Hoffman:

Since it is where the present drain is, it would be considered a·reconstruction.

Mike Spence~: We can do sections out of maintenance money, but if we do the whole thing at once it would be a
reconstruct10n. We can spend $5,000.00 without going into a bid process.

Elliott
Ditch

It was decided by the drainage board to start by fixing the main tile south of the sod farm out of the maintenance fund of the Elliott Ditch.
Carriage House Apartments
Mike Spencer presented a maintenance agreement on Carriage House Apartments for the drainage board to sign.
Fred Hoffman stated he has looked over the agreement and in his opinion it is satisfactory.
The board did sign the maintenance agreement for Carriage House Apartments.

Carriage
House
Apartments

PRF Drainage
Purdue University is moving their farming operation to the Baker Purdue farm in Montmorenc1", th
1 .
their operation just north of West Lafayette.
ey are c slng down
PRF
Drainage

They are proposing either more industrial park or some type of land development.
They.are lookin.g, ,into alternatives on how to handle the drainage. There are several legal drains in the area;
one 1S the Dempsey Baker Ditch, another the McClure Ditch, and Lindberg Lake. Something has to be done with
Hadley's Lake.
John Fi sher has done a profi 1e from Ind1'an Creek through Hadl ey·,o, s La ke a11 th e way down to Burnett's Creek.
They need a way to control the water level on Hadley's Lake. The problem now is that Indian Creek over flows
into Hadley's Lake and there is no outlet for Hadley's Lake.
~eorge Sch~lte

suggested to use Hadley's Lake as a reservoir for the excess water and as Indian Creek goes down
1t can draw Hadley's Lake back out. You will still have a certain water elevati~n in Hadley's Lake, but you
can control the elevation in Hadley's Lake.

MOTION:

Sue Reser made the motion to adjourn.
William Vanderveen:

•

Unanimous.

.........

Motion made and carried, meeting adjourned.
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~~ ..• -... ~._~
William Vanderveen, Chairman

~, .. ft1.~
Sue Reser, Boardmember

.'

ATTEST:

'1) o.;to R (1 <C;j on drrtJ
Natalie Cronin, Secretary
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SPECIAL MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD ---- Held July 21, 1982
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in the Community Meeting Room on July 21, 1982 at 9:30 a.m., with the
following members present: Bruce V. Osborn, Sue M. Reser, Eugene R. Moore, Fred Hoffman-Attorney, Michael
Spencer-Surveyor, and Natalie Cronin-Secretary.
Orchard Heights Part I II
Mr. Bill Abbott of 533 North Creasy Lane was before the drainage board. Mr. Abbott had been to the meeting held
November 4, 1981. At that time PSI, instructed by Mr. Gunstra, had cut his tile. The board told Mr. Abbott,
at that time, it was a mutual drain and the board had no jurisdiction, but they would talk to Bruce Gunstra and
PSI.
Today Mr. Abbott would like to know the action the drainage board can take in order to help clear up his drainage problem. Mr. Abbott has hooked onto the city sewer, but it has not solved the problem.
Jerry Withered, an attorney representing Mr. Abbott, told the board it is a public drainage problem, and we
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would hope that the board would take some action to clear up the drainage in the area.
Bruce Osborn mentioned it was a mutual drain; the drainage board has no jurisdiction over the drain.
told Mr. Abbott they could petition the drainage board to put in a new legal drain.

Orchard
Mr. Osborn Heights

West County Line Road
The drainage board moved a motion be made to grant approval to the Highway Department to pay one half the cost
of pipe and installation on the West County Line Road where the Darby Ditch crosses.
MOTION:

~st
Sue Reser made the motion that the Highway Department pay one half the cost of pipe and installation on
County
the West County Line Road where the Darby Ditch crosses between 750 Nand 900 N.
Line
Road
Eugene Moore: Seconded the motion.

Bruce Osborn:
MOTION:

Unanimous.

Sue Reser made the motion that the Highway Department pay the total cost of pipe and installation on
County Road 900 Wbetween 750 Nand 900 N.
Eugene Moore:

Seconded the motion.

Bruce Osborn:

Unanimous.

#211 Genera I Dra i n Fund
Mike Spencer explained to the board that on the drainage board budget for 1983 a new line item #225 has been
added to include an appropriation of $200,000.00 to the General Drain Fund.

Genera 1
Drain
Fund

Ell iott Oitch
Mike Spencer presented to the drainage board a bill for labor of the Elliott Ditch for over $5,000.00.
reason for the increase in the cost was due to quick sand.

The

The board declared an emergency for the Elliott Ditch.
The board granted approval to pay $5,389.10 for labor on the Elliott Ditch to Fauber's Construction.

Elliott
Ditch

Felbaum Branch of the Berlovitz Ditch
A petition to reconstruct the Felbaum Branch of the Berlovitz Ditch was submitted to the drainage board.

Felbaum
Branch

Treece Meadows
Treece
Mike Spencer reminded the board they are meeting with the property owners on the Treece Meadows Drain in order Meadows
to get more right-of-way.
Ilgenfritz Ditch
Mr. Bob Lahrman was before the drainage board in regards to the Dismal Ditch, which is not a legal drain.
Mr. Lahrman was asking the board to grant Mike Spencer the permission to survey the Dismal Ditch.
would give the people an idea of the cost involved in cleaning out the Dismal Ditch.

The survey

Mr. Lahrman would 1ike to see a clean out of the Ilgenfritz Ditch regardless of what is done to the Dismal
Ditch.
Fred Hoffman suggested that they file a petition to the drainage board to extend the Ilgenfritz Ditch down to
the Wea Creek, what is now the Dismal Ditch. The petition would include a clean out for the whole ditch.
MOTION:

Eugene Moore made the recommendation for Mike Spencer to survey from the Wea Creek to the outlet of
the Ilgenfritz along the Dismal.
Sue Reser:

Seconded the motion.

Bruc~_Dsborn:

Unan imous.

Ilgenfritz
Ditch

Ell i ott Ditch
Mr. Elliott and Mr. Witz were before the drainage board requesting that their drainage problem on the Elliott
Ditch receive immediate attention.
A stretch of pipe downstream, put in in 1974, is a foot higher than the pipe that the County just put in.
water is flowing; it just has to go uphill to get out.

The

Bruce Osborn instructed Mike Spencer to check the grade through the sod farm and inform the drainage board of
his findings.
The Elliott Ditch is approximately $40,000.00 in the red.
for the ditch to get money to operate.
MOTION:

Eugene Moore made the motion to start procedures to raise the assessment to $5.00 per acres, and
$10.00 per lot.
Sue Reser:

Seconded the motion.

Bruce Osborn:
MOTION:

The assessment needs to be raised in order order

Unanimous.

Eugene Moore made the motion to adjourn.
Sue Reser:

Seconded the motion.

Bruce Osborn:

Unanimous.
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adjourned.

Bruce V. Osborn, President

~(1t).~
ATTEST:

Ell iott
Ditch

REGULAR MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE aJUNI'Y DRAINAGE IDARD ---- Held August 4, 1982
The Tippecanoe County Drainage fuard met in the Com:mm.ity Meeting Hoem on August 4, 1982, at 9:30 a.m. with the
following I!ianbers present: Bruce V. Osborn, Sue M. Heser, Eugene R. M::Jore, Mike Spencer-&rrveyor, and Natalie
Cronin-Secretary.
Elliott Ditch
Mike Spencer will get estimates and write up specifications on the Elliott Ditch.
$5,000.00, the drainage board will ask for bids.

Elliott
Ditch

If the cost estimate exceeds

Willo=od Subdivision
Judy Jomson was before the drainage board with a drainage problem on Willo=od Drive off of 400 East. She
explained everytime it rains they get excess water off a field which belongs to Mr. Pershing. Mrs. Jomson
presented pictures to the board showing the flooding problem on their street.

Willo=od
Subdivision

Bruce Osborn told Mrs. Jomson he has seen the problem. The trouble he saw was due to the dike overflowing;
the water comes from up the hill east of you frem that field. The drainage board has no authority over this
problem. There is no legal drain involved.
The ditch that runs in front of Mrs. Jomson's property was put in by the County Highway.
by the board to check with Mr. Wilson as to when they =uld be cleaning out the ditch.

She was instructed

Bruce Osborn told Mrs. Jomson the best solution =u1d be to go to the SCS Office for assistance.
Drainage Problem on S.R. 225 and Stair Road
Opal Patke was before the drainage board; her letter of complain reads as follows:

S.R. 225
Stair Road

This -sketch that was prepared by Stuckey Drainage Service might help you to understand the kind of
trouble I am having at Jewitzport. Roy Stuckey did considerable work for Tippecanoe County in the
early 1970's. The.. County built a catch basin and laid the tile frem the basin to the tile that
parallels S.R. 225 to the river. \-e gave pennission for this to be installed on our property with
the understanding that the County would maintain it. The County has cleaned out the catch basin
many mnnber of times, but not once did they have the tile repaired. I have spent over $4,000. 00
on this project and not a drop of this water is from my farm. The sketch will verify the flow of
water, and I have records, ledger sheets, and invoices as to verify the amount of money I have spent
on repairs. I have taken this subject up with the Corrmissioners, Mr. Ruth, and the surveyor numerous
times. I even had the late Mr. Harry Schultz working on this matter to get scme relief for me frem
the dsmages and expenses. All I ever heard was have it made into a court ditch then we can help.
I gave the surveyor a petition signed by Mr. and Mrs. Cordell, Mrs. Myers, and Mrs. and Mr. Wiyne
Kingman. I never heard £rem this afterward. The water in the catch basin and tile across my field
is all County water, drained from the southaide of Topath Road, under the road, into the basin and
on into the tile that parallels 225. I don't know who owns this tile that parallels 225. When
the road that is now S.R. 225 was changed frem a County Road to a State Road, what was the width
of the right-of-way from the center of the road? The state engineer, Lowell Ford, ordered my tenant
not to fam so close to the REMC poles because that was state property. He also ordered us not to
drain the catch basin into the tile that parallels 225 for the same reason. The state right-of-way
was 40 feet frem the center. After trouble erupted in the tile close to the river, Ford claimed
that this was my property and the state right-of-way was 20 feet £rem center and not 40 feet. Now,
I want to know just what it is. I was worried that a killing, a murder, would take place if this
problem is not corrected imnediately. Nonnan DeBoy, who fanns Frank Washburn's land that lies
across 225 from my farm, attacked my tenant, Paul Stein. Knocked him to the pavernent, broke a
rib, cut his lip, and bruised him all over. This is all because water was flowing in natural flow
frem my field under 225 to Wishburn's field. They built a dam to force the water back on my field.
The state engineer had the dam removed. They built it again and someone knocked part of i t out, and
their field was flooded again. My tenant, with an auxiliary policernan-a neighbor, went there to
check our bean crop when DeBoy attacked him. I had Willard Merkel working on this problem when
they had Jeffrey Hemrick write to me threatening to take me to court i f I didn't have this tile
repaired imnediately. Here is tEmrick's letter to me. I am getting the blame for all the water, that
I repeat, not a drop of it is from my farm. So far, I have had all the responsibilities and all
the expenses to pay to maintain the County and State drainage problern at this location. The high
taxes, high cost of producing a crop, and low grain prices, I simply cannot continue paying these
bills that our not mine. When our public employees request higher salaries, where do they think
the money is coming from. I-bw do they think property owners are going to get money to meet the
higher taxes. We are taxed way beyond our means now. I just wish our public employees would do
a little thinking.
Opal Hatke told the drainage board to reimburse her for scme of the bills or take the culvert out.
The board will decide on what action to take and notify Opal Hatke of their decision.
MlTION:

Eugene R. Moore made the motion to adjourn.
Bruce V. Osborn:

Unanimous.

M:ltion made and carried, meeting adjourned.
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~ceV. Os~~

G:»l~ tJ7~ 11.1::7;1,<-,
Eugene R. M::Jore, Boardmernber

~fu.~

ATTEST:

&

'" a f;o J J & /
,cA..Q.-n! cru
N£talie J. Cron, Secretary

REGULAR MEETrNG OP THE

TrPPECMI~E

COUNTY' DMHIAGE

BO,~RD----Hel

d October 6, 1982

The Tlppecanoe County Dratnage ~oard met tn the Communtty Meettng '<oom on October 6, 1982 at 9:30 a.m. with
the followtng members oresent: ~ruce V. ~sborn, Eugene R. Moore, Pred Hoffman-Attorney, George SchulteEn9ineer, Mtke Spencer-Surveyor, and Natali'e Crontn-Secretary.
Hastl Property
Wastl
Property

John Ptsher was before the board to present to them a concept to develop a Master Drainage Plan for that
waterslled area around tile "Jastl Property. Tile No,stl Property is located east of State Road 43 and south of
Beck Lane.
Bids-Elliott Dttcll
The drainaqe board sl'gned the snectftcattons for matntenance work on the Samuel N. Elliott Ditch.
opened at 1l:00 a.m. on Monday,' October 18, 1982 ..

Ell iott
Ditch
Bids

Bids will be

The work tncludes replacement of approxtmately 2000' of 24" corrugated metal ptpe.
Agreement:

wn son

Wtlson Brancll of ElltottDttch

Eugene Moore made the mot ton to accept tile agreement between tile Tippecanoe County Drainage Board and Helen
F. Keoner tn regards to matntatntng tile banks of tile Wilson Branch of tile Ell iott Ditch for a distance of
one-hundred twenty h've (125) feet extendtng tn a westerly dtrecti'on from Ross Road.

Brancll
of the
Elltott
Dttch

Bruce Osborn made the motton unammous.
Signature Inn Motel

Signature
Inn
Motel

LOM Cornoratton was before the board tn order to recetve preliminary aporoval for Signature Inn Motel located
on State Road 26 and 1-65 east of Bob Evans.
Mtke Spencer and George Schulte have recetved and revtewed the nrelimtnary olans for Signature Inn Motel; the
conceot meets with thetr anoroval.
The board granted oreltmtnar'l aonroval of the concept and calculattons for Stgnature Inn Motel.
Mary Southworth Di'tch

Mary
Do the Seotember 1972 dratnage board minutes truly reflect the board's actton regardin9 the vacation of the
Southworth Mary Southworth Dttch?
Dttch
Nina Kirkoatrick was before the board representtng Purdue Universtty concerntng the 1972 vacation of the
major aorti'on of the Mary Soutllworth Ditch, tncludtng that oorti'on whtch ran through the Purdue Nildlife
refuge west of C.R. 750 West. It ts enttrely clear tn context that the dratnage board tntended to vacate
all of that oortton of the dttch, and to leave ooen only that portton begtnntng at the east line of what
was then the Shidler tract and conti'nuinq east down to State Road 26. Aoparentlv in writing up the minutes
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~he clerk sk!pp~d from tile oot~t where there was ~o be a descrtptton of the vacated part, and went directly
lnto a deSCrlptlon of the POrtlon left open, leavmg tile impresston that tllat was tile oorti'on tntended to
be closed.
'

Mr. Charles M. Kirkpatrtck presented to tile board several documents wlltch Ile orepared at tile time of the
hearings Whl'ch als'o reflect hts understandtng of the board's dectston. Tllese'documents tndtcate that the
abandonment of the dratn was west of County Road 750 West.
Randall Von Derhetde was the attorney reoresenttng Mr. and Mrs. Paul Kerker. "The board must consider whether
~here ts a typographical error whtcll Ilas res1.11ted tn a ml'sunderstandtng on the oart of various l'nMviduals
lnvolved."
,
Jackie Ke~ker was pre~ent at the September 6, 1972 heartng; she attended tile Ileartng speciftcally to object to
the vacatlon of the dltch west of the Shtdler property. Jackte Kerker stated tllat tile minutes do reflect
what took place at the Seotember 6, 1972 Ileartng.
The board wi'll take the matter underadvi'sement ond tnform ootll parttes concerned of thetr deciston.
Eugene Moore made the motton to adjourn.
Bruce Osborn:

Unantmous.

ATTEST:

f)f)ra~

('1l!b11!Y7)

Nata 1i Cronin, Secretary

Mary
Southworth
Ditch

SPEcrAL MEETING OF TKE TIPPECMIOE C0UNTY DRAINAGE BMRD ---- Hel d October 25, 1982
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met for a speci'al drainage board meetl'ng on October 25, 1982 at 9:00 a.m.
with the following members present: Bruce V. Osborn, Sue M. Reser, Eugene R. Moore, Fred Hoffman-Attorney,
George Schulte-Engineer, Michael J. Soencer-Surveyor, and Natalie Crom'n-Secretary.
Camelot Subdivision
Tippecanoe Builders and John Fisher were before the drainage board to discuss the dam in Camelot Subdivision.
T1'ppecanoe Builders asked John Fl'sher to look at the facility and to sugaest the most practical way of getting
the drainage resolved.

l:amelot
Subdivisior

"We have basl'cally two different alternatl'ves. We can go ,'n and clean out another 40,000 cubic feet of storage
capacity; or we could raise the too level of the dike an addition 2 feet; or .,e could do something in between,
take out a portl'on of the area and ratse the dike oroportionately, The simplest way to resolve the problem
would be to raise the d,'ke, The most inexoensl've way to do it would be to raise the dike an additional 2 feet."
We are proposing to raise the dtke an additional 2 feet,
George Schulte and John Fisher have discussed the possibility of elevatl'ng the dike.
George Sch ulte: "I think something else that needs to be considered is the pipe that is in there now. The
pIpe needs to be corrected. Basically the oipe is deformed. rt has been souashed somehow or another. If it
comes to the ooint where the county does take over the maIntenance of the facility, I think they want a
facility that they are sure wIll last a long tl'me with m,'nImum amount of maintenance. The pipe itself could
possibly cause a problem."
Bruce Osborp: "Regarding the pipe, you should do what George suggests, If he tells you to take it out and
put a new one ,'ne, you had better do it. If he is not satisfied, \'Ie will not be'satisf,'ed."
Fred Hoffman: "I think that the people ,'nvolved should have some notice of what you are proposing to do before
it is done, So that they may have a chance to voice their op,'nion."
Notl'ces will be sent to landowners tn the watershed area of the Camelot Subdtvis,'on ,'nforming them of a drainaoe
board meeting to be held on November 10, 1982 at 9;30 in the Comm.unit," m.eetl·no. room of th e Coun t y Off'
'. lee Byil ding)
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in regards to the reconstruction of the dam at the lower end of the retention pond tn Camelot Subdivision.
Acceptance of bid for the Ell iott Ditch
Eugene R. r100re made the motion to accept the b,'d from Fairfield Contractors for the maintenance work on the
Elliott Ditch. The bid was for $28,840.00.
Sue Reser:

Second.

Bruce V. Osborn made the motion unanimous.
Elliott
Ditch
Bid

Eugene R. Moore made the motion to adjourn.
Sue Reser:

Second.

Bruce V. Osborn made the motion unantmous.
Motipp made and carr.ie<;l'.l1!ee~ing adjourned.

~ VJt«::IZ-!/,
Br

~

e V. Osborn

~a}f1:a~
ATTEST:

ilia f?'

f,( p ~ CA ftn J/YJJ
Nta ~e J. Cro ~n, Secretary

REGULAR MEETING OF THE HFFECANOE COUNTY DRArNME BOARD ----APRIL 6, 1983

The Ttppecanoe County Drainage 80ard met in regular session in the Community Meeting Room at 8:30 a.m.
on April 6, 1983. Tn attendance: Bruce Osborn, Cha irman; Eugene Moore, Boardmember; Sue Reser, Boa rdmember;
Mi chae 1 Spencer, Surveyor; Fred Hoffman, Dra inage Board attorney; George Schulte, County Dra i nage Engi neer;
and Frances Sa tes. Ora inage Board Secretary.
Camelot Subdivision
Mr. Jack Kovich, representing Tippecanoe Enterprises, submitted to the Board for approval the revised
plans for the constructIon of a detention pond in the Camelot Subdivision. Mr. Kovich stated that changes
Camelot
made in the original plans had been done to satIsfy County Engineedng and Drainage requirements and included:
easement to allow County access, extended plunge pit and spillway, surface smoothing of spillway, and decrease
of the detention pond area so as not to adversely affect property of land owners i"n the detention area. Mr.
Kovich clarified that the detention pond as revised would serve only the developed Parts of Camelot Subdivision,
rather that the enUre Subdivision as originally planned.
George Schulte, Engineer, stated that the revised plans now call ing for a decreased detention pond area
and therefore less storage volume, did meet drainage ordinances. The proposed plan being to decrease the detention pond area in question and to later construct a second detention pond upstream. Mr. Schulte stated
that he had not verified the spillway plans, since no final details had been submitted to him. Mr. Kovich and
Mr. John Fisher assured Mr. Schulte that necessary plan details would be submitted at a later date and that
Drainage Board approval would be requested prior to any further development.
Mr. Ron Burton, property owner in the Camelot area, cautioned that approval be required of any upstream
development by Tippecanoe Enterprises, noting that easement on his property had not been given. Mr. Ed Mahan,
Camelot area property owner, stated his concern for a previously existing dam upstream which had washed out
and deposited debris on his property. The questi on of res pons i bil ity for debri s removal bei ng presently in
1 i't,~gati'on. Mr. Mahan requested c1 ari fi cati'on of a proposed road in the Subdivi si on and of plans to compact
loose dirt from construction. Both Mr. Burton and Mr. Mahan requested that more detailed plans be given and
exp1ai'ned before approval is granted.

Jack Kovich, Dave Kovich, and Chri's Kovich concurred that future plans for development of Camelot Subdivi'sion could not be gi'ven at this time. However, noting that a maintenance bond is obtainable should any
future problems occur and assuring Mr. Burton that no added water would be deposited on his property from the
planned development.
Hearing for i'ncrease

Jakes
Ditch

l~n

maintenance funds: and schedule of assessments for Lewis F. Jakes Ditch:

Property owners attending:

Ruth Anderson, Robert Kerkhove.

Michael Spencer, County Surveyor, SUbmitted to the Board the Mai'ntenance Report on the Jakes Ditch
requesting that the assessment be increased to $2.00 per acre with a $3.00 minimum assessment for lots,
noting that the $1.00 per acre assessment established i'n 1972 was inadequate to maintain the ditch. The
ditch serving 1275.218 acres would provi'de $2560.32 per year with the new assessment. The Jakes Ditch fund
currently owi'ng $1683.56 to ~eneral Drain.
A letter of remonstrance from Mr. and Mrs. Nayne Keims was submtttlid and read.
the 1etter and the concerns expressed by the 1and owners had been answered.

Mr. Spencer stated that

The landowners present at the meeting unanimously agreed to the assessment increase, concurring that it
was needed to make ,'mprovements in this ditch.
The motion to increase the assessment on the Ja~es Ditch to $2.00 per acre with a $3.00 minimum on lots
was made by 5ue Reser and seconded by Eugene Moore. Unanimous approval was given.
Brookwood Estates

Brookwood
Estates

Mr. John Fisher, representing 8rookwood Estates, presented to the Beard the plans for creotion of two
lots and cu1 de sac with drainage into an existing storm sewer in Fart 3 of 6rookwood Estates. Unani,1l1oUS
approval was given oy the Ttppecanoe County Drainage Board.
Wake Robin Estates

Wake
Robin
Estates

Mr. Bob Groves, representing Woke Robin Estates, submitted the pl ans for development reques ti ng fina 1
drainage approval. Mr. ~eorge Schulte verified that he had reviewed the plans and that they do meet the
drai'nage cri'ter-i'a.
Mi'chael Spencer stated that he had been contacted by owner of Lot 4 in the Estates concerned with a
ditch that is outside of the uttl ity easement. The ditch dimensions being 47 foot wide by 6 foot deep on
h,·s lot. Mr. ~roves explained these dimensions were due to slope of the ditch sides and for possible basement constructton. Fred Hoffman stated that this ditch was not a legal drain and therefore the Board would
have no jurisdi'ction in thh matter.
Mr. Herb Schwetman, Associatton President of Sherwood Forest, stated that he had been kept informed of
development plans by Wake Robin Estates and was present only to caution that planned basins not hold water,
be maintained, and that drainage not overburden the Creek.
Sue Reser made the motion that final approval for drainage at Wake Robin Estates be given.
seconded the motton. The Drainage 80ard gave final approval.

Eugene Moore

Saw Mill Run Development
Saw Mill
Run Dev.

No representative of Saw Mill Run Development was in attendance.

Michael Spencer stated that Saw Mill Run Development had been annexed to the city and involved complicated drainage plans with more that a square mile of drainage.area, thereby requiring the meeti'ng of
Department of Natural Resources requirements.
George Schulte stated that no final plans had been submitted to the Department of Natural Resources as
of this date.
Bruce Osborn stated that relative to the Saw Mill Run Development: the County Surveyor and County Drainage Engineer had vedned that this development falls under the guideltnes of the Department of Natural
Resources, that the development is within city limits, and that therefore the Drainage Board will take no
action i'n this matter except to concur wi'th the Department of Natural Resources in its findings to protect
the public interest.
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April 6 meeti ng (cant.)
Ell iott Ditch

Discuss i on of proposed new assessment schedul e for Ell tott Ditch as drawn up by George Schulte, County
Engineer, as based on actual water run-off from land categortzed in accordance with County zoning maps.
Evaluation of maximum, minimum, and reasonable assessment.
Eugene Moore noted that the Ell iott Ditch was-in debt, needed much repatr, and that industry had been
cooperattve in the past when reassessment had been di'scussed.

Ell iott
Ditch

Michael Spencer recommended that assessments be combined for property owners served by both Treece Drain
and Elliott Ditch, so that they would not be charged a double assessment. Mr. Spencer also recommended that
assessment schedu 1es be updated yearly to i'nc1ude zonIng changes and newly developed areas.
George Schulte recommended that a debt tIme ltmit be establtshed for ditches of two or three years.
Bruce Osborn proposed that an InformatIonal Meettng be held to advi'se property owners in the Elliott
watershed of rate options and reassessment needs. No date was set at this time to allow time for the completion
of a maintenance report and a rate option informatIon sheet.

If;;''P

tn g
• ,

~ruce OS~~" (j]!3J~

nanimously adjourned at 10:15

~aJ1~~_
Eugene }bore, Boar _ ',mer

Sue Reser, BOardlIleIIlber
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The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in regular session in the Commissioners Conference Room Of the
Tippecanoe County Office Building on September 7, 1983.
In attendance: Bruce Osborn, Chairman; Eugene Moore, Boardmember; Sue Reser, Boardmember; Michael Spencer,
Surveyor; George Schulte, Engineer; and Frances Bates, Secretary.
Lockwood Subdivision - Part 3.
Kent Parkinson, Representative of John Fisher Co. Inc •. , and Dave Kovich of Tippecanoe Enterpris'es appeared
before the Drainage Board to request final approval of Part ·3 of Lockwood Subdivision.
Lockwood SD

George Schulte reported that John Fisher co., Inc~ had submitted all calculations and construction plans.
Mr. Schulte stated that he had reviewed the plans, made some additions, and verified that the plans do comply
with Drainage Ordinances and do adequately provide for future expansion.
Bruce Osborn questioned if Part 3 had any connection to the existing dam.
section does not go through the dam, but is downstream.

Dave Kovich stated that this

Michael Spencer and George Schulte both gave approval to the plans.
Sue Reser made the motion that the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board grant final approval to Lockwood
Subdivision, Part 3.
Eugene Moore seconded the motion.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board gave.unanimous final approval to Lockwood Subdivision, Part 3.
Woodland Terrace Mobile Home·Park.- Phase 2.

Woodland
Terrace

Michael Spencer reported that calculations had been received on Thursday, September 1,1983; and given to
the Engineer on Friday, September 2, 1983. Mr. Schulte reported that he had not received the plans in time to
thoroughly review them and requested delay in action in order to -review the plans with Robert Williams due to
questions he had as to expansion plans and Proposed detention basins.
Mr. Williams stated Phase 2 plans to include expansion of the Park to the north with future Phase 3 plans
to include thirty acres to the east. Mr. Williams reported that the owners of the Park were considering
withdrawal of the Phase 2 approval request from the Area Plan Commission, with a later request to be made including both Phase 2 and Phase 3.
Bruce Osborn stated that no Drainage Board action would be taken at this time due to the need for Mr.
Schulte and Mr. Williams to confer on the submitted plans.
Mr. Williams requested that Woodland Terrace Mobile Home Park be placed on the October agenda of the
Drainage Board.
S.W. Elliott Ditch - Report on Reassessment

Elliott

A progress report was given on the reassessment proposed for the S.W. Elliott Ditch based on the storm
water runoff potential from each type of land use. This new type' of assessment to vary from $3.00 to $7.50
per acre depending on the zoning of land into six categories. A minimum assessment of $15.00 would total a
yearly income of $58,135.42.
Bruce Osborn requested if others had been consulted concerning the new assessment procedure.
Michael Spencer reported that legal counsel, Attorney Fred Hoffman, had reviewed the materials and had
recommended combining the Treece Meadows and the Elliott into one drainage system, thereby necessitating
one assessment for the entire watershed, rather than two separate ones. This method would simplify bookkeeping
and prevent double assessment of land owners.
Bruce Osborn suggested that a presentation 'be made to affected Industries in the area by the Engineer in
order to explain the new assessment procedure. Sue Reser suggested a public hearing for all affected land
owners would be advisable.
A decision as to the scheduling of informational meetings is pending.
The September regular meeting of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board was adjourned at 8:55 a.m.

Bruce Osborn, Chairman

Eugene Moore, Boardmember

Sue Reser, Boardmember

ATTEST:

c>k~
fJ..ii1:iU
Frances Bates, Secretary

REGULAR MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
November 2, 1983

The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in regular session in the Community Meeting Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building on November 2, 1983 at 8:30 a.m.
In attendance: Bruce Osborn, Chairman; Sue Reser, Boardmember; Eugene Moore, Boardmember; Michael spencer,
Surveyor; Fred Hoffman, Legal Counsel; George Schulte, Engineer; and Frances Bates, Secretary.
I

Camelot IV & V

Bob Grove, representing Tippecanoe Builders, appeared before the Board to request Preliminary Approval
for a proposed detention facility to serve Camelot IV & V.
The proposed pond to be tributary to an existing
detention pond and to serve 100 acres north of currently undeveloped land. The proposed pond to be 'built
1200 feet north of the existing pond on the' northern 'boundary of the subdivision to both control water flow
from the 100 acres and to protect the existing structure. Mr. Grove displayed hydrographs showing the proposed facility to include: a 21" pipe, a detention basin, berm, integration of'roadl-lay fill so as not to
dam water, and a 36" overflow pipe. Mr. Grove noted that water would go over the road in case of excessive
storm conditions. The 10 year and 100 year runoff to be reduced and detained with the proposed facility;
the 50 year-6 hour event to be reduced with overflow through the 36~ pipe. The new pond to reduce water
over the spillway in the existing pond in the event of a 50 year storm and to' detain both 10 and 100 year
storm water with no overflow.
Mr. Grove requested flexibility as to the new basin depth since it was being placed in an existing
stream bed. The depth needing to be altered from the original 4' depth plan so as not to limit the lot.
Mr. Grove noted that the data submitted was for pre-development flow with a need to closely monitor as
development progresses.
In response to Mr. Osborn's question as to upstream property ownerrs, Mr. Dave Kovich noted them to
be Mr. Bart and Mr. McDonald. Mr. Osborn requested that maintenance responsibility be defined for the
proposed pond. Mr. Grove stated that proposals were to make both ponds ultimately part of a County legal
drain with County maintenance.
George Schulte reported that a 3 year maintenance bond was in effect on the existing pond_ Mr. Schulte
recommended that in future this area should be made a legal drain to the Wildcat Creek, noting the importance of controlled drainage maintenance in this area.
Michael Spencer stated that Lockwood drainage also ties into the Camelot system below the existing
pond. Mr. Spencer advised that a petition be obtained and hearings be held on the establishment of a legal
drain before the drainage design in this area becomes further complicated.
Jack Kovich of Tippecanoe Builders stated that as deveJopers of this area they had noobject;ion to the
establishment of a legal drain. However, Mr. Kovich requested that they,be permitted to proceed with development of the detention area simultaneously with the establishment of the legal drain. Mr. Kovich stated
that Tippecanoe builders would accept responsibility for the new detention pond as they had for the existing
pond, would abide by the ordinances, but did not want development delayed for the possible establishment
of a legal drain.
Mr. Hoffman reported that within the 3 year maintenance bond period the establishment of a legal drain
should be pursued. He noted that nothing had been accomplished toward the legal drain establishment since
the construction of the existing pond. No petition had been filed.
Jack Kovich stated that an attempt had been made a few years ago to establish a legal drain, but due
to lack of property owners agreement, it was shelved. Mr. Spencer noted that the petition had been returned because it was inadequate. Mr. Kovich stated his belief that the legal drain could be established

Regular Meeting of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board - November 2, 1983 (cont.)
Camelot IV & V (cont.)
fairly quickly if a majority, and not all property owners in the watershed, were needed to give consent.
Mr. Osborn stated that property owners in a watershed should be consulted before, not after, a structure
is built affecting their drainage, especially if it is one for which they may have to accept future maintenance responsibility. Mr. Osborn stated that responsibility for maintenance should be that of the property
owners in that watershed.

He stated that the County does not want, nor is entitled to, this responsibility.

Mr. Osborn disagreed with Mr. Kovich that development should continue with or without the establishmeili1 of
a legal drain within the 3 year period of the bond.

Camelot

Mr. Osborn and Mr. Hoffman conferred that maintenance bonds were inadequate to guarantee responsibility.

Mr. Osborn stated that responsibility and expense for upkeep needed to be defined, and that the establishment of a legal drain should be pursued before further development.
or 25% of the assessed evaluation were needed for establishment.

Mr. Spencer cited that 10% of ownership

Mr. Grove advised that the construction of the new pond as soon as possible would be to everyone's
benefit and would give relief to the existing structure. Mr. Kovich proposed to have the new pond built

by Spring.
Mr. Schulte and Mr. Hoffman recommended that the Department of Natural Resources be consulted as to
the new detention area plans, especially as to criteria for dam height. He noted that the roadway height
may be considered a dam by DNR criteria.

Dan Ruth, Highway Engineer, cited that Highway policy to object to any dam using highway fill or not
on private property.

He questioned the responsibility for pipe maintenance.

Mr. Grove explained that

the edge of the berm or top of the bank would be on the right-of-way or within private property, the bench
to continue into the right-of-way through the roadway fill. Mr. Grove could not answer for Mr. Ruth as
to whose responsibility it would be in case of leaks developing out of the fill. Mr. Ruth recommended
that all dams be on private property and off the right-of-way. Expense and problems from a similar situation on 900 E were noted. Mr. Grove explained that both the pond and bank were to be on private property,
there being a separation between the dam and the fill, the fill not to be used as part of the dam. Mr.
Ruth recommended a ditch line down to the 21" pipe.
Nr. Schulte explained that the 36" pipe would serve as emergency overflow, the lower pipe to go from
right-of-way to right-of-way across the road, with possible water over the road in extreme conditions.

Mr. Moore recommended that a legal drain be established before Final Approval was granted.
restated that responsibility be defined.

Mr. Osborn

Mr. Kovich requested if other responsibility could be defined in case the legal drain was not established.
The Board was not in favor of other possibilities, citing bond or homeowners' associations as

unreliable.
Prior to final approval of construction plans, Mr. Osborn and Mr. Hoffman recommended that the legal
drain procedure be instituted, that affected property owners be advised of development plans, and that Mr.

Ruth be consulted for plan approval.
Mr. Spencer recommended that Lockwood be included in the petition, since it is in the same watershed

to the Wildcat.

Assessments to be determined after the filing of the petition.

Mr. Kovich requested Preliminary Approval of the concept so that construction plans could be formulated.

Mr. Schulte cautioned that due to proximity of the detention pond to the property owner on the north that
possible problems could occur with water being placed on this property.
tion plans until resolution of this possibility.

He recommended delay of construc-

The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board granted Preliminary Approval of the proposed Detention Basin
Concept to serve Camelot IV & v.
II

Maple Point Subdivision

Joseph Bumbleburg, Attorney, representing Maple Point Subdivision, appeared before the Drainage Board
to present a petition to vacate a portion of the legal drain easement for the S.W. Elliott Drain. This
vacation of easement requested in order to record plat for a four lot subdivision, as prepared by Fisher,
of properties currently owned by Kepner family and in the process of forming Maplepoint Enterprises. Mr.

Bumbleburg reported that the SUbdivision had received conditional approval from the Area Plan Commission
SUbject to Drainage Board approval of storm water management plans and the reduction in easement now re-

quested for a house and garage.

The intent of the petition is to clear both the house and the garage from

the legal drain easement, the house pre-dating the legal drain ordinances according to Mr. Bumbleburg, and
leaving a 25' easement from the top of the bank at Ross Road.
Mr. Hoffman reported that there had been problems in this area previously with County use of the ease-

ment.

Mr. BUmbleburg stated that this matter had been resolved in 1982.

Mr. Hoffman concurred that if the

house pre-dated establishment of the legal drain easement that it had seniority, but could not justify vacation of easement for the garage.
Mr. Osborn stated that i t was not beneficial or recommended that easements be altered, noting difficulty
and liability of maintenance work being performed in a reduced easement area. Mr. Osborn also noted the
possibility of rebuilding occurring on the easement if a reduction were granted.
Mr. Spencer stated that the easement line at present runs through the house, and if the house were
completely destroyed, could not be rebuilt.
Disagreement on this point was noted by Mr. Bumbleburg.
Mr. Bumbleburg restated the request that the Drainage Board grant approval of:
management plans for the subdivision, and 2) vacation of easement to 25' for Lot 4.

1) the storm water
Mr. Bumbleburg stated

that no changes were being made on the land, only lot lines established for the Subdivision.

Any changes,

Mr. Spencer noted, would require Drainage Board approval.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board granted unanimous approval of the storm water management plans
for Maple Point Subdivision.

The request for reduction in drainage easement of the S.W. Elliott ditch for Lot 4 of Maple Point Subdivision was denied by the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board.

lJaple
Point SD
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III

Ilgenfritz'

November 2, 1983

Ilgenfritz Ditch

Mr. Dick Smith, property owner, was present to discuss a drainage problem on the Ilgenfritz Ditch.
He reported that a portion of this ditch is on a slope on Mr. Pilotte's property, thereby requiring a
levy or dike on the north side to accomodate at least a 4' water level. Mr. Smith stated that Mr. PIlotte
had torn down the dike at his yard line and has used the dirt causing the water to overflow onto Mr. Pilotte's
property. To alleviate the water flow onto h~s property, Mr. Pilotte had then opened up the dike on the
east causing the water to flow into Mr. Smith's pond and resulting in $50,000.00 crop loss. Mr. Smith requested that either the Drainage Board repair the levy or that the Board require Mr. Pilotte to make the
needed repairs.
Mr. Smith stated that sand bags had proved inadequate due to 300' at Mr. Pilotte's yard having no levy.
This dike destruction causing an increase in Mr. Smith's pond from 40 acres to 70 acres. Mr. Spencer confirmed the pond size and acreage loss.

Mr. Smith and the Board then discussed repair procedure and requirements. Mr. Hoffman affirmed the
Board's right to make repairs on the ditch within the easement. Repair needed to include: repair of
holes in the dike, rebuilding of 300-400' of levy, and hauling in of dirt. Mr. Spencer reported the need
to work on the entire ditch starting at the road and working east in order to get, needed dirt, otherwise
dirt would have to be brought in. Mr. smith noted that Mr. Pilotte had previously objected to increasing
the ditch depth. Importance of repair was discussed since this ditch area drains 500 acres upstream.
Mr. Smith stated his preference to avoid court proceeding if possible. Mr. Hoffman, however, stated
the illegality of this levy destruction and anticipated the need for litigation against Mr. pilotte for
repair payment.

Whether or not a committee had been formed on the Ilgenfritz in the past could not be given. Mr.
Spencer confirmed that funds were available for maintenance'~ork on the Ilgenfritz. He reported that a
petititon to reconstruct the entire Ilgenfritz was currently out, that a petition to make the Dismal Creek
a legal drain had been received, but that neither petition for reconstruction on the drains had been received.

Mr. Spencer recommended that a meeting be scheduled with Mr. Pilotte to discuss this matter. Mr.
Hoffman advised that a registered letter be sent to Mr. Pilotte. The possibility mentioned by Mr. Osborn
of repairing the ditch and adding the cost ontoIMr. Pilotte's taxes was not advised by Mr. Hoffman.
Noting that it was to everyone's benefit to have this ditch repaired, the Tippecanoe County Drainage

Board decided to first send a letter to Mr. Pilotte advising him of the necessity to address this drainage
problem.
IV

Heritage Health Care, Inc.

Pat Cunningham, Vester & Associates, and Richard Boehning, Attorney, presented to the Drainage Board
the plans for Heritage Health Care, Inc. water management. This facility located on Soldier's Home Road.
Mr. Cunningham requested both Preliminary and Final Drainage Board Approval of these plans.

Mr. Cunningham stated that the ditch serving this 4.86 acre area had no outlet due to blockage and
Heritage

Health

that water from 2 acres drained northwest into a sanitary sewer. The proposed drainage plan$ to include:
regrading the ditch, drainage into an 18" pipe and then into a 36" pipe. The storm water going ultimately

into the ravine. It was noted that University Farms, Indian Village, and Heritage Health Care, Inc. all
drain into this same system causing the drainage problem. Mr. Cunningham stated that Health Care's proposed
development plans would not increase the existing problem.
Mr. Schulte reported that it was possible that water would go over the road, noting the use of the
sewer system as inadequate. He stated that the original design for this area was probably for a 10 year
storm rate. Mr. Schulte recommended in future that a pipe be installed under the road, foreseeing more
problems in this area with further development.
Mr. Boehning added that this proposed plan was the best solution possible under the given circumstances. Mr. Cunningham conferred that the attempt was being made to direct the water along natural flow
lines. Mr. Hoffman advised that the solution proposed be considered as a temporary one with the future of
this area needing to be addressed.

Mr. Dan Ruth, Highway Engineer, advised that getting rid of the water as proposed was better than the
existing situation of water standing adjacent to the road. Mr. Ruth reported the proposed Highway plans
in this area were to widen the roadway and to cut a ditch on the east side of the road to the ravine. Mr.
Ruth noted that Vester's plans were a moderate improvement.
Mr. Schulte did not oppose Approval being given at this time, stating that pre-existing conditions
in this area were not within the control of the Health Care proposal. He stated that Mr. Cunningham's
plan was adequate given the existing drainage situation and advised that the outlet problem should be
pursued, as well as the consideration of future reconstruction, It was concurred by both Mr. Schulte and
Mr. Hoffman that a legal drain establishment for this area would be beneficial, especially in view of this
area's future development.

Mr. Osborn requested of Mr. Mike Smith if he would be agreeable to the establishment of a legal drain
in the future.

Mr. Smith gave his consent to approve a future legal drain for this area.

The Tippecanoe County DRainage Board granted unanimous Final Approval to Heritage Health Care, Inc.
drainage plans.
V

King's Ridge Subdivision

Mr. John Fisher, Ms. Cindy Coddington, and Mr. Bob Grove, representing Charlie Ingram- King's Ridge
Subdivision developer, requested Preliminary Approval of the drainage design for King's Ridge Subdivision.
The development located east of Peter's Mill Bridge across from Wildcat Creek Park.
King's

Ridge SD

MS. Coddington explained the design to include a storm water management plan as well as an erosion
control plan, improving and widening a d~tch along Eisenhower Road in the right-of-way at the developer's
expense, construction of four drop structures to decrease the velocity, and two detention basins to receive

controlled flow.

Regular Meeting of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board (cont.)
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King's Ridge Subdivision (cont.)
Mr. Osborn requested that maintenance responsibility for these structures in the future be defined.
Mr. Fisher stated that their p1dns were to petition for a legal drain establishment from the terminus at
Wildcat to off-site, and requested future discussions on the extent of properties to be included in a legal
drain.
Mr. Ingram noted that redesigning had been done to provide direct access to easements for maintenance
on Lot 20 from Eisenhower Road. Ms. Coddington also reported that access easement on Lot 57 was provided,
a lot not to be built on, and the owner of this property advised of the detention area to be included on
his property. Mr. Ingram added that the development would include central water, blacktop, curb, and gutter.
Mr. Spencer asked if easement would be· gi ven along the existing creek for maintenance.
affirmed that easement would be given.

Mr. Fisher

Mr. Schulte advised the use of channel, rather than pipes, to direct water from Basin 1 to Basin 2
to forestall future maintenance problems. Mr. Fisher stated that this change would be reviewed. Mr.
Schulte noted that due to time limitations and recent receipt of these plans, he had not had time to review
the plans in depth. He recommended conditional preliminary approval due to the time limitations for review.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board granted Preliminary Approval for drainage design to King's Ridge
Subdivision on condition that changes requested by the Drainage Board Staff be reasonably complied with
by the developer.
The Regular November Meeting of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board was adjourned at 10:30 a.m.
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REGULAR MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
January 11, 1984

The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board held their regular monthly meeting in the Community Meeting Room
of the Tippecanoe County Office Building on January 11, 1984 at 8:30 a.m.
In attendance: Bruce Osborn, Chairman; Eugene Moore, Boardmember; Sue Reser, Boardmember; Michael Spencer,
Surveyor; William Martin, Administrative Assistant; George Schulte, Engineer; Fred Hoffman, Attorney; and
Frances Bates, Secretary.
I

Election and Appointments - 1984

Mr. Fred Hoffman opened proceedings for the election of officers and the appointment of consulting
staff for the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board for the year 1984.
Officers
1984

President of the Board Eugene Moore nonlinated Bruce Osborn for President of the Drainage Board for 1984. Sue Reser seconded the
motion. Bruce Osborn was elected President of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board for the year 1984, and
conducted the following proceedings.
Vice-President of the Board Sue Reser nominated Eugene Moore for Vice President of the Drainage Board for 1984. Bruce Osborn seconded
the motion. Eugene Moore was elected Vice President of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board for the year
1984.
The following

appointments were made for the year 1984:

Frances Bates - Secretary of the Drainage Board
Fred HOffman - Drainage Board Attorney
George Schulte - Drainage Board consulting Engineer
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II

King's Ridge Subdivision

Mr. Bob Grove and Mr. Joe Bumbleburg appeared before the Board as representatives of the King's Ridge
Subdivision developer to request Final Approval of the drainage plans.
Mr. Grove explained changes which had been made since the request for Preliminary Approval was made.
For purposes of storm water management, he explained that the 53 acres of the subdivision had been divided
into two sections. The area near Eisenhower Road to have a detention basin in an outlot outletting into
an intermittent stream tributary to the Wildcat.
The second section being a steeper area which cannot be
entirely served by a detention basin, ~Tith some direct runoff.
This area requiring some over-detention and
having a larger basin with access along the main road directly adjacent to the intermittent stream.
This
basin being larger in order to decrease the outflow and in order to over-detain, and therefore to make up
for the direct runoff on site. Mr. Grove then indicated, on plans exhibited, those areas to have direct
runoff and those to be directed into the basin. Mr. Grove stated thatcthe attempt had been made to balance
the areas of direct runoff with those areas of controlled runoff, so that the average total development
runoff would be less than/or equal to the predevelopment runoff. To accomplish this balance, the outlets
would need a .5 cfs per basin. After consultation with Mr. Schulte and Mr. Spencer, it was recommended
that a 15 inch pipe be used with no orifice plate and a 3.5 cfs outlet on one basin, and an 8 inch orifice
plate with 5 cfs on the other basin. These recommendations would allow more runoff after development than
before development, but would provide greater ease of maintenance.

King's
Ridge,'SJD

In response to Mr. Osborn's question as to the Wildcat being the final destination of the runoff water,
Mr. Grove replied that it was, as before, to follow the natural path to the Wildcat, curb sections and high
runoff areas to be routed into basins, and grassy areas behind houses to run off direct.
Mr. Osborn asked i f the land adjacent on the other side of the road was owned by the developer to the
stream. Mr. Grove replied that it was not, but that a narrow strip of land between the Wildcat and the
development was privately owned, with other adjacent areas to be part of the First Wildcat Creek Park. Mr.
Osborn asked i f the plans would increase flow at any given point. Mr. Grove stated that they would not,
since any increase would be routed to the detention basin and then through outlet pipes to the stream itself.
Mr. Osborn asked i f the plans would increase the flow onto adjacent, not development owned property. Mr.
Grove replied that they would not, since runoff would be detained for that area. He stated that the 15 inch
pipe would decrease, not increase, the runoff.
Mr. Hoffman requested that the route of the runoff to the Wildcat be explained. Mr. Grove stated that
the 15 inch outlet pipe from the basin crosses Eisenhower Road and outlets on the downstream end of the twin
culverts into the stream. The outlet pipe itself being in the right-of~way, the outlet held in the rightof-rvay, and the flow maintained within the right-of-way and not crossing any other properties. Mr. Grove
could not state for certain i f any footage of privately owned property was involved between where the Wildcat actually touches the right-of-way.
Mr. Spencer reminded the Board that questions concerning the Legal Drain were yet to be answered. Mr.
Bumbleburg stated that i f Final Approval were granted, that a letter of credit would be secured along with
the petition for a Legal Drain. Mr. Grove explained for Mr. Osborn that 50 acres above and adjacent areas
would be involved in the drain area.
Mr. Spencer stated that he had reviewed and made changes on the plans, and anticipated no problems
with the changes being made. Mr. Grove noted that a letter would be forthcoming detailing the changes to
be made as discussed. Mr. Spencer verified the calculations and scheme of the plans to be acceptable. Mr.
Schulte agreed that the plans substantially comply with the ordinances, noting that the development area
was a difficult design terrain. He restated that a greater runoff than normal had been allowed because of
the terrain and in order to ease maintenance.
Mr. Moore made a motion that Final Drainage Board Approval be given to King's Ridge Subdivision. Sue
Reser seconded the motion. Mr. Osborn granted the approval to be unanimous. This approval to be given
contingent upon the following conditions: 1) That changes and corrections requested by the Drainage Board
staff on the final plans be made; 2) That a petition to establish a Legal Drain be forthcoming, accompanied
by a letter of credit.
III

Camelot Subdivision, Parts IV & V

Mr. Robert Grove, representing Tippecanoe Builders, came before the Board to request Final Approval of
drainage plans for Camelot Subdivision, Part IV & V. Mr. Grove stated that basic Preliminary plans had been
carried through with few changes, the subdivision being rural in nature with large lots and not much increase
in runoff after development.
The final plans to include a northern upstream basin, larger than the existing
basin, to lower flow from the 100 acres north and to decrease predevelopment overflow to the lower basin to
6 cfs in a 100 year storm, and to 12 cfs in a 50 year storm event. He stated that there would be some overflow still occurring from this basin, and that therefore a large concrete headwall structure to protect the
roadway had been included. Mr. Grove also noted that erosion control measures had been provided in steep
areas, including a temporary sediment basin.
In response to lir. Osborn's question as to this area being made part of the overall Legal Drain, Mr.
Chris Kovich replied that i t would be part of the Legal Drain to the Wildcat. Mr. Spencer and Hr. Kovich
agreed that the new basin would relieve the problems on the lower basin.
Hr. Schulte stated that he had reviewed the plans, made changes, and agreed that the large basin, in
contrast to a plan for many small basins, would be easier to maintain. Hr. Schulte noted that Mr. Grove
had submitted plans for the revisions.
To clarify previous proceedings concerning the Legal Drain establishment, Hr. Hoffman quoted from the
Drainage Board minutes of November 2, 1984:
Mr. Moore recommended that a legal drain be established before Final Approval was granted. Prior
to final approval of construction plans, Mr. Osborn and Mr. Hoffman recommended that the legal
drain procedure be instituted, that affected property owners be advised of development plans, and
that Mr. Ruth be consulted for plan approval. Hr. Spencer recommended that Lockwood be included
in the petition, since it is in the same watershed to the Wildcat. Assessments to be determined
after the filing of the petition. Hr. Kovich requested Preliminary Approval of the concept so
that construction plans could be formulated.
Mr. Schulte cautioned, due to the proximity of the
detention pond to the property owner on the north, that possible problems could occur with water
being placed on this property. He recommended delay of construction plans until resolution of
this possibility.

Camelot
IV & V
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Camelot Subdivision - Part IV & V (cont.)
Mr. Schulte concurred that there was a possibility of water being placed on the property to the
north in the event of a 200 or 300 year storm, but he believed this would not occur in a 50 year - 6
hour storm or in a 100 year storm event.

Camelot
IV & V

Mr. Chris Kovich stated that he had the final petition ready to submit, with the recommended
additions to the original petition, as advised by Mr. Spencer, being completed. The petition, he
stated, included the entire watershed area. Mr. Hoffman questioned if the petition included a legal
description of the drain to be established, and if it noted the detention basin. Mr. Kovich replied
that the petition included a legal description of properties per the tax records and a general description of the route of flow, but did not specifically detail a detention basin.
Mr. Spencer clarified that a more detailed drain description would be made, with the exact location
He noted of most importance that verification of easements be made to assure
that these easements do contain the drain. Mr. Dave Kovich stated that all back easements of 50 feet
were placed already per previous Drainage Board request.
to be given after survey.

Mr. Hoffman requested information as to cost responsibility for the legal drain establishment.
Mr. Spencer quoted from the original petition he had received:
Page 1, Part 8:
The petitioners will pay the cost of notice and all legal costs, if petition is dismissed,
and post a bond, if required, to cover the costs of such notice, in case the improvement
is not established.
Mr. Hoffman recommended that a bond be posted to cover the costs. As to an estimate of costs, it
was agreed that $10,000.00 would be sufficient to cover the survey costs. Mr. Spencer agreed that previous work accomplished by Fisher Engineering would be helpful, but would still need to be verified, a
line run, and a legal description written of the drain. As to cost responsibility for the establishment
of the legal drain, Mr. Hoffman concurred that Part 8 of the petition would be sufficient. For Ms. Margaret Nolan, legal counsel for Tippecanoe Builders, Mr. Hoffman stated that a letter of credit in place
of the bond would be acceptable, as along as some guarantee of cost responsibility was made, and that the
petition did meet the 10% criteria.
MS. Sue Reser moved that Final Approval be granted to Camelot Subdivision, Parts IV & V with the
following stipulations:
1)
That an approved petition be filed for establishment of the Legal Drain meeting ordinance criteria.
2)
That a letter of credit or a bond be posted in the sum of $10,000.00 to cover the survey costs.
Eugene Moore seconded the motion. Bruce Osborn made the motion unanimous. Final Approval was granted
by the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board to Camelot Subdivision, Parts IV & V, with the above noted conditions.
IV
V

Dismal
Creek

Stewart oil Company - Mr. Pat Cunningham, representing Stewart Oil Company, declined to attend.
Dismal Creek - Legal Drain Establishment

Mr. Spencer reported that assessment lists and preliminary work had been completed on the establishment of the Dismal Creek Legal Drain. He requested that a hearing date be set by the Drainage Board so
that notices could be sent. By consent, it was agreed to set a hearing date of March 7, 1984 at 9:30 a.m.
The hearing to be held in the Community Meeting Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building. The agenda
to be:
1) To hear the petition for the establishment of the Dismal Creek as a Legal Drain.
2)
To establish a maintenance fund for the Dismal Creek Legal Drain.
3)
To combine the Dismal Creek, the George Ilgenfritz, and the Luther Lucas drains into a single
drainage system.
IJr. Spencer explained that legal counsel had advised that assessments from the three drains be
equalized, with the Lucas and Ilgenfritz landowners not to be assessed until the Dismal Creek maintenance
fund had reached a comparable per acre level. Mr. Spencer noted that he anticipated the receipt of a
Reconstruction Petition on the Dismal once it was made a Legal Drain, stating that it needed dredging,
and advised that the maintenance fund establishment was necessary in the event that the Reconstruction
Petition failed.
VI

Elliott Ditch - no hearing date set at this time.

The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
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REGULAR MEETING OF THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD.- FEBRUARY 1, 1984

The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in regular session on Wednesday, February 1, 1984, at 8:30 a.m.
in the Community Meeting Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building.
In Attendance: Bruce Osborn, Chairman; Eugene Moore, Boardmember; Michael Spencer, Surveyor; William Martin,
Administrative Assistant; Fred Hoffman, Attorney; George Schulte, Engineer; and Frances Bates, Secretary.
I

Capilano Estates

Joseph Bumbleburg, Attorney for Mr. and Mrs. Wu, owners of Lots 83 & 84, Capilano Estates, appeared
before the Board to request the vacation of drainage easement on the common lot line. Mr. Bumbleburg stated
that the builder had obtained a Building Permit and begun construction on the two lots, the building being
at present $80,000.00 complete. He stated that the builder had informed Mr. & Mrs. Wu not to be concerned
with the building being done on two lots since it would not be an issue unless mortgaging was undertaken,
which is now being done, but was not originally planned.
Mr. Bumbleburg was therefore requesting a partial vacation of the drainage easement, not to include
the back line or the outside easements, but only to include the common lot line where the house is already
constructed. He then explained xhis request to be the first step, the request fOr the. legal vacation of
easement to be made at the next County Commissioner's meeting; and then a request to replat the two lots
into one lot to be made at the Area Plan Commission. He stated that public service, water, and gas companies
had replied in agreement to the replat, the cable TV company having a separate easement agreeing to provide
necessary documents. Mr. Bumbleburg reported that neighbors of this property had been notified of meetings
concerning this vacation and that no objection had been made.
Mr. Hoffman stated that he had advised Mr. Spencer to check the easements prior to the request. Mr.
Spencer reported that he had done so and verified that the easements were not in use, no drainage swail cut,
with a natural slope to the east.
Eugene Moore made the motion to approve the vacation of the common lot line easement between Lots 83 &
84, Capilano Estates, herewith described as:
A strip of land being ten (10) feet in even width, five (5) feet on each side of the following described
line:
Beginning at the southwest corner of Lot Numbered Eighty Three (83) in Capilano Estates Subdivision
as platted upon a part of the East Half of the Northwest Quarter of Section Three (3), Township
Twenty-three (23) North, Range Five (5) West in Wabash Township, Tippecanoe County, Indiana;
thence North 0 0 -02'-30" West a.long the west line of said lot a distance of 145.00 feet to the
point of termination of the herein described line.
Bruce Osborn seconded the motion.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board unanimously approved the vacation of drainage easement for common
lot line between Lots 83 & 84, Capilano Estates. (Verified petition for vacation placed on file - Surveyor's
Office- Capilano Estates file.)
II

Treece Commercial I

Mr. Bumbleburg reported Treece Commercial I is a lot on the southeast corner of Creasy and McCarty Lanes.
Mr. Bumbleburg explained that in the plaxting of this property that $1500.00 had been deposited for the purpose of insuring water, sewer, and drainage to be properly placed. This certificate of deposit to be renewable
every six months. He reported the water and sewer to be in place, the drainage however not completed due to
future plans for major drainage work in this area, i.e. any drainage constructed at this time to be only
t~porary in nature.
After consultation with Mr. Spencer, Mr. Bumbleburg stated that future plans would include plans for reconstruction and relocation of the Treece Drain and the elimination of a retention pond.
Mr. BUmbleburg therefore requested a release of the certificate of deposit, since construction of any
permanent drainage was not possible at this time and a renewing of the certificate to be bothersome and
meaningless. After consultation with Mr. Hoffman, Mr. Bumbleburgrequested that a bond from Treece Rentals
and Investments be substituted for the certificate of deposit, with time control of this bond to be under
Drainage Board control.
Mr. Hoffman reported that he saw no problem with the substitution and noted this to be a difficult
situation due to the need for drain reconstruction in this area.
Mr. Bumbleburg explained the final drainage plans for Treece Commercial I would include grading of
sidelot swail, location of outflow from the swail to the Treece Drain, location plans being at present impossible to finalize until Treece Drain reconstruction is completed.
Mr. Spencer added that plans were to combine two legal drains in this area and to begin reconstruction
petition procedures.
Mr. Osborn inquired if further Building Permits would be requested prior to the drainage being corrected.
Mr. Bumbleburg replied that any further development in this area would necessitate sUbdivision of property,
which would necessitate Drainage Board approval. Mr. Bumbleburg stated that he could not speak for Mr. Treece,
but that no further ground could be sold, therefore he could see no reason for requests for Building Permits.
Mr. Osborn cautioned that the Drainage Board did not want to set precedent to aJlow building without fulfilling Drainage Board requirements.
Mr. Hoffman clarified that building could not proceed since subdivision would not be done until drain
reconstruction was completed. Mr. Bumbleburg also added that this was a matter Of substitution, not
elimination, of responsibility format.
upon approval of Mr. Hoffman and Mr. Spencer, Mr. Moore made the motion to release the $1500.00 certificate of deposit and to accept the substitution of a bond from Treece Renxals and Investments as a guarantee
of drainage construction to be completed for Treece Commercial I at the time the Wilson Branch of the Elliott
Ditch is extended and Treece Drain is reconstructed. (Letter placed on file, Treece Commercial I file, Office
of the Surveyor.) Bruce Osborn seconded the motion.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board unanimously approved the release of the certificate of deposit and
the substitution of a bond for Treece Commercial I as a guarantee of drainage construction per letter placed
on file.
III Camelot - petition for Legal Drain
Mr. Hoffman clarifi.ed for Mr. Chris Kovich that in addition to the letter accepting financial responsibility for expenses incurred by the County Surveyor for work performed in the legal drain process, that a
letter of credit would also be necessary to guarantee financial responsibility.
IV

King's Ridge Subdivision

Mr. Hoffman also explained for Mr. Bumbleburg, in regards to legal drain establishment for King's Ridge
Estates, that his letter as to cost estimate for legal drain construction was acceptable. He stated that
in addition a bond or letter of credit would need to be submitted to guarantee cost responsibility in the
a,mount of $26,000.00. (Letter placed on file - King's Ridge Subdivision file- County Surveyor's Office.)
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V

Lockwood SUbdivision

Mr. Chris Kovich appeared before the Board to discuss two problems concerning Lockwood, l?art 3, He
stated that Preliminary Approval had been granted with a condition that all improvements be put in prior
to a request for Final Approval. Mr .. Kovich requested that the requirement for seeding, mulching, fertilizing, and tacking down be waived until weather permitted, per letter received from Slusser's Lanscape
Company. Mr. Kovich stated that tile, riprap and other erosion control measures were in place. He requested
permission to submit a bond or letter of credit to be in effect until date set by the Board for completion
of improvements so that building could begin. After waiver by the Drainage Board, Mr. Kovich stated that the
plans would be resubmitted to the Area Plan Commission for approval.
Mr. Hoffman explained that the request was for a delay, not a waiver, of Drainage Board requirements,
to which he had no objection, provided Tippecanoe Builders would post a $4000.00 bond to guarantee the work
to be completed by May 1, 1984.
Mr. Spencer noted that "as-builts" would need to be submitted before Final Approval could be given.
Therefore, no further Building Permits could be issued.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board approved Tippecanoe Builder's request to delay the oompletion of
the seeding, mulching, fertilizing, and tacking requirements until May 1, 1984 with the stipulation that
a bond of $4000.00 be posted.
The second problem concerns the tile under Lockwood Drive. Mr. Dave Kovich gave a brief history of this
problem beginning in 1976 when preliminary.work was first done by Dale Brown. Per 'Fisher Engineering advice,
it was deemed necessary to put three 18 inch tiles under the Drive. These tiles, he stated, were sized
with the County prior to Drainage Ordinances, with the idea to detain the water. In 1979-1980, Kovich's
purchased this property and tiles from Dale Brown and began Lockwood, Phase 1 & 2. From April to June, construction plans for drainage of Lockwood, Phase 3, were formulated and submitted to the Drainage Board
engineer in June. This design using 18 inch pipes costing $5000.00 to $10.000.00, according to Mr. Kovich.
In September, the drainage plans were approved after changes had been made using larger tile per engineer's
Fletcher advice. Since the County has accepted Lockwood Drive, Hr. Kovich requested who should bear the
cost of these larger tiles to provide for a 100 year storm event as designed in the construction plans
accepted by the Board. Mr. Kovich contended that the County had altered the drainage policy in this area,
from one of water detention to one now of allowing natural flow. Due to the use of a detention pond, Mr.
Kovich stated the flow to be controlled. and saw no need to change the pipe size or a need for a 100 year
storm event requirement., Mr. Spencer and Nr. Schul te explained that plans using larger (54") pipes had been
accepted as designed for a 100 year storm event in order to protect homes built in the area and because
water had gone over the road. Mr. Schul te questioned whether any plans for this total area of development
had ever been submitted in 1976. Mr. Dan Ruth, Highway Engineer, stated that the use of 18" pipe was
approved on the basis of the subdivision area as submitted and did not include plans for drainage of area
outside the subdivision itself.
lir. Schulte stated that the new design was an improvement, since the original design had used up four
lots for detention, had provided no emergency routing, and had allowed the possibility of flooding. Mr.
Schulte advised that a cost evaluation of the two plans, loss of four lots as compared with cost of larger
pipes, should be undertaken by the developer.
Due to the complexity of this problem, Mr. Osborn recommended a delay in action and a need for further
discussion. Hr. Osborn stated that a decision would be rendered in seven (7) days.
VI

Tile Bids - 1984

Tile bids for the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board for the year 1984 were received and opened. Bids
for concrete tile and materials were received from: Economy Tile Company, P.O. Box 157, Economy, IN 47339;
and from Reed's Quality Tile Company, 10 west Hoop Street, Flora, IN 46929.
These bids to be reviewed and a decision rendered at a later date.
VII Stewart Oil Company
Mr. Pat Cunningham presented to the Board the drainage plans for a 1.93 acre site owned by Stewart Oil
Company and located in Dayton, Indiana. Of the entire site, .8 acres is presently a gas station and paved
area with the remainder being a grassy area. The developed .8 acres drains north along State Road 38,
through tile under State Road 38, and then into the I-65 drainage system. No proposal is being made, he
stated, to change the runoff from this area. The grassy area drains south along the N & W Railroad, goes
under I-65, and then under the Railroad and into a branch of the Elliott Ditch. The remainder of the watershed area draining north and east, the area south of the Railroad draining south. Nr. Cunningham noted that
this was not a well defined drainage area, the land being relatively flat over the entire watershed area
with only a slight depression in one field.
Mr. Cunningham stated that the proposal of Stewart oil Company was to convert the existing gas station
site into a truck terminal-gas station-small restaurant with some proposed new hard surface area. Drainage
plans proposed to include a detention pond in the southeast corner, a 12" outlet pipe with a 7.5" orifice
plate, outletting into an existing swail along the Railroad and then under I-65 into the Elliott Ditch by
use of surface drains. Mr. Cunningham stated the pond to be shallow having a 1;2' of water depth.
Mr. Schulte and Mr. Spencer recommended overall approval, requesting final construction drawings and
as-builts to be submitted. Mr. Cunningham stated that Stewart Oil Company would privately maintain this site.
Eugene Moore made the motion to grant Final Approval to Stewart Oil Company contingent upon the receipt
and approval of final construction plans and as-builts.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board granted Final Approval to Stewart Oil Company contingent upon the
receipt of requested plans.
VIII

Woodberry Planned Development

Mr. Robert Grove, representing Roy Moore, requested Preliminary Approval of revised drainage J,Jlans for
Woodberry Planned Development and requested also that a special meeting be scheduled in two weeks to request
Final Approval. Mr. Grove stated that construction plans had already been submitted with revisions only to
be under discussion.
Mr. Grove explained that the first plan had been to construct one detention basin near an outlet to
handle the entire development .. Further review verified this plan not to be feasible due to the large area
needed for the basin and due to the terrain not allowing maintenance. It was therefore decided to allow
direct runoff in ravine areas and then to overdetain in other areas to meet drainage ordinances. The second
plan therefore included two ponds to decrease runoff. This plan proved however to be too tight, a house too
close to the basin, and the bank very steep. Mr. Grove stated that Mr. Moore had spent eight years and a
considerable sum to prevent erosion and did not want further pond construction.
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Woodberry Planned Development - (cont.)
The new plan proposed is to remove the upperbasin to outside the development limits to across the road.
This land being owned by Mr. Moore from the County Road culvert to the Wildcat. Mr. Grove stated that Mr.
Moore did plan on making this a legal drain in the future through the development and at least to the
property line. The culvert consisting of both 36" and 24" pipe with the cfs rate of 25.5 with existing
grades. Mr. Grove stated that the second smaller detention basin on the development site was still needed.
The proposed plans to be a wider ditch, trash rack and overflow structure in the ditch to back up the overflow to a 2' depth and increase the peak flow through the existing culvert. This plan would reduce a 13.3
cfs for 100 year storm to 7.7 cfs with a cfs rate of 21 to 22 routed through the culvert.
Mr. Schulte advised that maintenance problems on back lots should be noted for future legal drain with
easements necessary. Mr. Grove stated that part could be platted as an outlot and not deeded to any individual. Mr. Grove estimated 50' to be considered as an outlot. Mr. Osborn recommended the outlot be made part
of the easement so that future maintenance would be funded. Mr. Grove stated that lot lines could be changed
to provide open channel maintenance and that Drainage Board recommendations WQuld be heeded.
Mr. Roy Moore noted lots to be ~ acre lots and suggested drainage to the northwest to an existing pipe
and then into a ravine. Mr. Moore questioned if it was possible to eliminate the legal drain for the upper
portion. Mr. Spencer explained the reasons for legal drain establishment and the need to provide for
maintenance. Mr. Moore questioned if access could be gained from the street with easements off two lots and
if sod could be used in place of concrete in the open channel. A discussion ensued as to easement requirements,
erosion control, and channel design.
Mr. Grove explained the new detention site to be a delta area with no ravine. proposed plans are to
regrade, create a levy 10' wide around the basin and to provide a gravel access road. The storage to be
1.19 acres. A rate of 21.5 cfs entering the pipe with added runoff to a total of 24 cfs which would be
reduced to 8.5 cfs. The total development runoff including both direct and controlled to be 24.1 cfs.
George Schulte advised that offsite detention should be incorporated into the Legal Drain with access for
maintenance.
Mr. Osborn recommended that the Drainage Board staff be consulted when revised plans were near completion
and that a meeting be set up to discuss the final plans and Final Approval.
The Regular Meeting of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board was adjourned at 11:10 a.m.

Bruce Osborn,

Eugene Moore, Boardmember

Sue Reser, Boardmember
ATTEST:

c:Jk~~
Frances Bates, Secretary

REGULAR MEETING APRIL 4, 1984
TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD MINUTES

TheTippecanoe County Drainage Drainage Board met in regular session Wednesday April 4, 1984, at 8:30
A.M. in the Community Meeting Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building.
In attendance: Bruce Osborn, Chairman, Eugene Moore, Board Member Michael Spencer, Surveyor, Pred
Hoffman, Attorney, George Schulte, Engineer, Sue W. Scholer, Wabash Township Assessor, Maralyn D. Turner,
Secretary.
I. KLONDIKE JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL PHYSICAL EDUCATION FACILITIES

Klondike
Jr. High
School

- GEORGE SCHULTE

Let the record show that our consultant George Schulte has a proposal to the Drainage Board, he asked to
be excused.
The Tippecanoe County School Corporation is planning to construct physical education facilities at Klondike
Junior High School which will consist of a football field, cinder running track, baseball field and two softball
fields.
The finished surface conditions will be essentially the same as the original surface condtions'
increase of hard surface will be sidewalks; therefore there should not be an increase in stormwater runoff
which will run into the existing storm sewer system. will be flattening the area out with the steepest
grade being 2% till it gets to the di tches. Ditch 1% grade. Mike Spencer, Surveyor, recommended approval
of the proposed plans. Eugene Moore moved to accept the proposed plans, Bruce Osborn seconded to make it
unanimous that the Drainage Board has given approval to the Klondike Junior High School Physical Education
Facilities. Bruce ask George Schulte to return to the meeting to serve as consultant for further
business to come before the board.
II.

WOODRIDGE SOUTH SUBDIVISION - ROBERT GROVE

The proposed development contains 8.92 Acres approximately 13 Lots. Charles Ingram is the developer.
The total area in the watershed is approximately 9.12 A. The development is located south of the existing
Woodridge Subdivision and north of the existing Elliot Ditch. The soil types is predominately Mellott
Silt Loam with Moderate pereabiltiy. Further north, the soils are Wingate Silt Loams which are also
rated moderate permeability. The area now drains directly to Elliot Ditch. The 100-year flood hazard
, elevation for the area is 641.5, which almost covers the existing legal drain easement for Elliot Ditch.
The Elliot Legal Drain easement is approximately 100-foot north of the center line of Elliot Ditch south
propety line. Bruce ask i f each lot would show easement of 75'? Mr. Grove answered-Right- Each lot
would show easement, The proposed basin takes up only about 40 foot of the 75' legal drain easement. ****
*** Elliot Ditch interceptor parrallels the ditch and is located about 45 foot within the easement. Proposes
to build a levee with the legal drain and put a long swail in and discharge at the south end. Can't store
anything below 64l.~, have to be above that. It is taking volume away from flood hazard area. In
order to restore that, proposing to cut the north bank of the Elliot Ditch to 3 to 1 slopes in conjunction
with building the detention basin, will provide a net increase in flood plain volume, a more stable slope
a~ a usable access road for both the proposed basin and the ditch.
The proposed access road elevation
is 646.00 which is 5 foot above the 100-year flood e1evatio~. This would be a dry access, plus cut the
*** banks, makes banks more stabl e.
*** There are several existing sanitary sewers located within this legal drain easement..
Two reasons developer wants t6 change contour' of existing drain is: to blend into the proposed detention

Woodridge
South SDiv
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facility.
Building the levee will take volume out of flood plain, i f banks are cut back thiE; will aJQre
than return that volume. Difference between what is being taken away and put back by cutting slopeE; iE;
1.8 acres ft. of storage volume. Dirt can be used for levee. Mr. Hoffman aE;k who is going to E;eed and
restore the bank~? Mr. Grove said, would be the developers responsibility to Drainage BoardE; satisfaction.
with the 36' interceptor sewer not llFHch can be done as far as location of ditch or reworking of the
ditch along north bank. Mr. Grove doesn't think his proposal is going to make the situation any worse.
Mr. Hoffman ask i f they are putting water in 40 foot easement. Mr. Grove answered. taking up 40'
with levee, water is about 20'. George Schulte said they use majorityttegal drain easement by putting
basin in there. Storage of water will be on easement of legal drain.
3':2' -4' deep above the lOO,year
flood plain elevation. There is 75 feet of easement off the property which is 75' from the top' of the
bank. If they take 40' they still have 60' from center line of ditch/ This should not cause problems
with property owners on easements. Bruce ask question, would holding pond be dry most of the time, and who
would maintain it? Mr. Grove said the plan is to have a dry basin and the developer would like to
turn over themaintenanae to the Drainage Board. IE; pond going to be made into legal drain? Mike
Spencer said there are problems with the proposal i f ditch banks are put to a 3 - 1 slope. Elliot Ditch
interceptor will be under this new slope. This means that any work that would have to be done on
sewer would have to be done from a slope. As it is today the ground above the sewer is flat.
Mr.
Hoffman said another prolbem would be makeing part of Elliot Ditch a pond, this would not be fair to the
other people to make detention pond a part of their responsibilty. Should be made separate and charge
to that Subdivision. Subdivision would pay for maintenance of pond plus maintenance of ditch. Much
discussion was given on the many problems of the proposal. George Schulte's concern iE; giving up one E;ide
and then the fellow on the other side of drain comes in and giving him paIt of the easement, pretty soon
there is nothing left. George Schulte said Mr.Grove's proposal had alot of merit, but the big problem is
the easement. Problem with easement from Concord Road to Railroad tracks along north side of ditch
because of houses built in that area many years ago. Bruce ask Mr.Grove to come back leaving the
easement alone, perhaps the Drainage Board could do E;ome more trading on easement. Storage needed .7 of
maximum storage 3':2, water depth 5". Bruce aE;k i f 35" easement would developer have room for, pond
providing 35' would not be a part of holding pond. George Schul te brought up the problem of the 42" E;'torm
sewer and the E;anitary sewerE; putting detention on top of sanitary sewer what would this do to the
Board leg?llYi. Mr. Hoffman said, no:: legal problems as far as the Drainage Board, legal problem would
be with landowners and the developers. Sanitary sewer should be taken up with the E.P.A .• Man holes
would have to be lowered, Mr. Schulte said man holes are sealed and are within the easement. Sewer is
City sewer. Bruce ask Bob to go back and take into consideration that the less you mess with existing
easement the better. Mr. Hoffman ask Mr. Grove to talk with the city about the sewer and get something
in writing from them on what they will permit regarding their sanitary sewer. Mr. Grove ask that they
be able to work with Mike and do a little horse trading on what they have to have. Mike suggested that the
Board go out and go over the area, study the easement.
KIngsRidge
SD

\faintenance
30nd

willowood
Subdivision

III.

KINGSRIDGE SUBDIVISION - ROBERT GROVE

Robert Grove representing developer Charles Ingram. Mr. G';~f, stat"l1 he had a change in the approved
construction plans for Kings Ridge Subdivision. The change he is' proposing is to construct an inverted
syphon because of a grade conflict between the storm sewer and the Texas Eastern Gas Pipeline.
The
Texas Eastern people say there must be a minimum of 12" between storm sewer and pipeline. Main reason
brought befOre the board is the fact that maintenance is a big problem later with sediments washing
into sewer system. Can't maintain enough velocity to wash sand out. Question of whose responsibility will
it be to keep maintenance up. Drainage Board or County Highway Department. Whe~ sewer plugs up there
will be water standing allover streets. Mike Spencer recommended Drainage Board not take over
maintenance of it until all the construction is completed, make sure there is a good stand of grass. Mr.
Hoffman ask where is the positive outlet? Answer - A good positive outlet goes right into the Detention
basin piped over to the wildcat down Eisenhower road, water goes across into the Wildcat Park, which comes
under legal drain. "'Wuestion Easement. It is all on developer's land or are they putting it on
someone else's land? Easement would affect 50' of Wildcat Park Foundationpropetty, should get a letter
from them so they understand where the easement goes through their land. Intention is to keep within the
road-right-of- way. Legal drain it's self is requirement of the Drainage Board from the outlet all the
way across to the wildcat. George Schulte recommended approval of the syphon with the condition that
County not accept the road system or drain system until the area is developed and covered with a growth of
vegitation. Thedeveloper,berespoDErible for that maintenance until syste~ is checked and cleaned before
the County accepts into their system. Mike Spencer stated we can go ahead before we get petition which
we don't have yet. Could have hearing in mean time with the understanding no assessments or anything until
it is done and accepted then we can start the assessments. Developer is going to have to maintain it all
the time. Bruce Osborn ask what the cost would be should the 95' - 18" corrugated pipe need maintenance
(cleaned)? Mr. Grove made a rough estimate between $200.00 - $300.00, could be done in one day. Mike
Spencer ask, how do you propose to clean it out? Mr. Grove suggested get into man hole to clean as it is
all sloping to the outlet. Cost under $1,0000.00.
(Estimate)
Discussion' of Maintenance Bond. Maintenance
would come under the three year bond which the developer, Charles Ingram has filed. Board wanted to be
sure this would come into play to cover expenses without going to General Drain fund. Whole thing is'
contigent of legal drain being approved to the Wildcat. Bruce ask that Mr. Grove get a letter from
landowners other than developer that will have an easement stating they have no problems to the fact that
they will be a part of the legal drain, with a 75' drainage easement.
It is imperative that this letter
be obtained. Mr. Hoffman stated that there is a new law just passed by Legislature to prevent cutting
any legal drain easement below 50' per side, can't go below of what new law says, top of bank or center
line of tile. He has not received copy stating the new law, but wanted Board to be aware of law.
Bruce Osborn as Mr. Grove to come b~ with a letter from Wildcat Park Association stating they have no
opposition to the development or the easement, since they are giving up land so that the development may
live. Mr. Grove is to bring back redesign on easement to the Baord. Bruce Osborn stated: No deviations
should be made unless it is in Drainage Board minutes.
IV.

WILLOWOOD SUBDIVISION

George Schulte stated: Last meeting Willowood was in for approval, there is concern about pipe
under drive. Mike Spencer and George looked at w~tershed. They found that grass swail from south to property
line mounds have been built which deverted water down to County Road 400 East.
71 Acres 'drains to county
road with deverision. Along with additional 65 Acres making ,total of 136 acres drain into 'c:duhty ditchthis is one of the problems. Pipes are unde;r'$ized"almost a non-existing ditch. Discussion of, what could
be done. Rebuild entrance to yvillowoodBubdivision and put a battery pipe to cary a 25 year storm,
23.1:" in an hour. No approval was' obtained 'originally E;iilce area was developed before Drainage Board
became active. George Schul,te, believes an improvement could be made on county side ditch, this would
resolve alot of problems: 'Bruce said this is not Notor Vehicle Highway accounts problem, financially.
Mr.
Osborn ask that Robert Grove and client come back with proposal, working out something so that water
can go the way is is suppose to. Board will be glad to talk with Mr.Grove or the developer, but something
has to be done as this is a real problem. Landowners of property in discussion is in the family of
Sheldon Pershing, Jack Boes son-in-law of Mr. Pershing was developer.
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V.

TREECE MEADOW COMMERCIAL I

Mr. Hoffman stated the Board needs to go ahead and adopt a resolution for Area Plan Commission
concerning Treece Commercial I Subdivision. Drainage improvement called.10r by the plans forthjs .are not
necessary at this time no bond needs to be set. Bond has not been released by Area Plan Commission.
Mr. Hoffman said Drainage Board needs to adopt resolution stating improvements called for on construction
plans are not necessary.
VI.

RESOLUTION

Be it resolved by the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board that the drainage improv~ments called for by
construction plans for Treece Commercial I are no longer necessary and that there is no-necessity for
a bond for such improvements and be it further resolved that the present bond be released·and that the
Tippecanoe County Area Plan commission be notified in writing by being sent a copy of this res:olution,
that the present Certificate of Deposit for such improvements shall be released.
Eugene Moore moved and Bruce Osborn seconded to become unanim?us to accept resolution on Treece
Commercial I and the resolution be forwarded to Area Plan Commission and the resolution be made a part of
the Drainage Board records.
There being no further business.
unless call for special meeting.

Meeting adjorned at 9:45 A.M. until regualr meeting May 2,
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MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING
TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
MAY 2, 1984

The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met, Wednesday, May 2, 1984, at 8: 30 A.M. in the Community Room of
the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North 3rd Street, Lafayette, In 47901.
Those in attendance: Bruce Osborn Chairman;Eugene Moore and Sue Reser, Board Members;Michael Spencer
Surveyor; Fred Hoffman Attorney; George Schulte, Drainage Engineer; Sue Scholer Wabash Township Assessor;
and Maralyn D. Turner Secretary.
Board Chairman, Bruce Osborn called the meeting to order with the following business transacted.
BOILERMAKER INN
Boilermaker
Robert Olson, Engineer of L.O.M. Corporation of Indianapolis, Robert Calloway, Owner, and Joe Bumbleburg,
Inn
Attorney for Mr. Calloway presented a conceptional design of the Drainage Plan for the Drainage Board.
Much discussion was given to: detention basin, water flow and run off, State Right-of-way, ditch and pipe size,
parking lot in complying with the Drainage Ordinance and landscaping in the detention basin.
Developer was ask to submit a plan for detention area so it does not exceed the existing water flow.
The
Board will give conceptional approval when the plan shows it is going to prevent any more run off than there
is at the present time. Mike Spencer, Surveyor and George Schulte, Drainage Engineer, will have the right to
approve with whatever applies with requirements complying with the Drainage Ordinance. The developer will
come back with his technical design for final Drainage Board approval.
WOODRIDGE SOUTH SUBDIVISION
Robert Grove, Engineer representing developer Charles Ingram presented a proposal of reworking detention
area of Legal Drain and Easement of 13 Lots which consist of 8.92 Acres, a branch of Elliott Legal Drain.
Discussion of Drain Maintenance, giving up Lot and assessments of Lots.
After much discussion George Schul te, Drainage Engineer, recommended: Going with separate Lot, setting it
aside as Legal Drain, giving up Lot 81, put detention on that lot. Landowners of these Lots should be given
Legal Documents familarizing them of the maintenance assessment of their own Lots as well as an assessment on
Elliott Legal Drain.
Eugene Moore moved to grant conceptional approval for Woodridge South, developer bring plans back
relative to scarificing a Lot to make a 12 Lot SUbdivision into a branch of the Elliott Legal Drain,
Seconded by Sue Reser, Unanaimously approved.
Mike Spencer, Surveyor, informed the Board, a petition had been received from Tippecanoe Builders', Inc. to
establish a Legal Drain in Camelot and Lockwood SUbdivision. An Informal Meeting will be held, then a time
will be set for a formal hearing.
Meeting adjourned at 10 A.M.

Bruce V. Osborn, Chairman

Sue Reser, Board Member

ATTEST:

:-;:---:;--::--'.::---------=-Maralyn D. Turner, Secretary
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REGULAR MEETING TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
June 6, 1984

The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, June 6, 1984 at 8:30 A.M. in the Community Meeting
Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North 3rd Street, Lafayette, Indiana for regular business
meeting.

Treece
Commercial
I,
Agreement

Watkins
;len

In attendance: Bruce V. Osborn, Chairman; Eugene Moore and Sue Reser Board Members; Michael Spencer,
Surveyor; Fred Hoffman, Attorney; George Schulte, Drainage Engineer; and Maralyn D. Turner, secretary.
Chairman, Bruce V. Osborn called the meeting to order.
TREECE COMMERCIAL I
Mr. Fred Hoffman, Attorney, presented agreement signed by Richard K. Treece, President of Treece Rentals
and Investments, Inc., Treece Commercial I, 1 Acre, Lot 1 Commercial Subdivision that drainage not be installed
until the Treece Legal Drain and the Elliott Ditch are reconstructed, Treece has agreed to such installation
of the necessary drainage facilities on said property at its expense not to exceed $1,500.00 for this lot,
when the Treece Legal Drain is reconstructed. Eugene Moore moved the agreement of Treece Commercial I, be
accepted relative to drainage and agreement be recorded, seconded by Sue Reser. Unanimously accepted.
Agreement on file.
WATKINS GLEN
Patrick N. Cunningham, of Vesters Associates, representing Joe Watkins, developer, presented three
Proposal Plans for development and existing developments.
Plan I, put detention in back yard areas, a design that would handle requirements and meet Drainage
Ordinance, but would not provide any outlet for any future development. Mike Spencer, Surveyor and George
Schulte, Drainage Engineer, did not like the back yard concept. George Schulte requested that developer take
a look at providing outlet for possible future development.
Plan II, would provide a ditch to Norfolk and Western Railroad, in order to get the ditch in that area a
deeper grade and lower cut would be required rather than using the existing outlet. A letter was sent to
Norfolk and Western Railroad for an approval of this proposed plan. A letter of rejection was received back
from Norfolk and Western Railroad.
Plan III, eliminates the rear yard detention. The design doesn't provide an outlet for future deve10pment,p1an'isIJ't what the County Drainage Board nor the developer would like. Watershed covers 40.5 A,
required storage for area, 1.6 Acre foot, maximum depth 1.3' pond, pond would be very shallow.
Developer would like to get a pre1imi4~ry approval on Plan III and be able to bond or come up with
Certificate of Deposit for the Construction requirements of the detention for a period of two years, later
come back to Drainage Board for final approval so Mr. Joe Watkins can proceed with development, then go back
to Norfolk and Western Railroad with plan of lowering ditch on right of way and a proposal more attractive to
the Railroad. Dr. Steven Ash owns property along Railroad, this could be an alternative. Plan III comes
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within drainage requirements. After much discussion, board ask the developer to notify landowners downstream
of plan. Amount of Certificate of Deposit will be determined when final proposal is presented. Eugene
Moore moved the Board accept preliminary plans of Plan III and be approved with the following conditions,

watkins
Glen
contd!

that no more tha;, eight hou.ses. be builtunti.l·$llCh tfue asthedra1Ilage prov.:i.'ded bg :theplan. iSin s tal1.'ea,
drainage mU$t:1;@J.J:l1>ta1),ei1w~th~n'twoyea:r:s ". ,~n: any . event:tl1e~ ..wd1c1c1Je :a C£iTt"i.f:ioat.e.o:t:'Depii)s~t ." , ' .....'~'
mw.the'atriourit '2H;rreed'''uPOri:;; 'pl'acee{'wHh the Board to be returned to them when drainage d~tention basin is
installed pursant to the plans and in proper working order. Seconded by Sue Reser, unan~mous1y accepted.
tterbein
itch

OTTERBEIN DITCH
OTTERRKIN
DITCH
Mr. Fred Hoffman, Attorney, had talked with Norman Skoog, Benton County Drainag~ Board, Chairma~,
pertaining to Otterbein Ditch. He suggested Benton County and Tippecanoe County Dra~nage Board appo~nt two
board members each, to work jointly in studying the cleaning of Otterbein Ditch, no reconstruction.
There
is' no Maintenance Fund. Michael Spencer, Surveyor gave the following figures from Records of Benton County
Circuit Court, 1931. Tippecanoe County Watershed has 1,749.56 Acres, Benton County 1,071.245 Acres, a total of
2,820.805 Acres, Tippecanoe County has, the most acreage, Michael Spencer will c~eck th~ footage and report
later. Eugene Moore and Bruce V. Osborn will serve as Board Members for the Jo~nt Dra~nage Board,
Tippecanoe/Benton County.
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 9:30 A.M.

BRUCE V. OSBORN, C#AIRMAN

SUE RESER, BOARD MEMBER

EUGf:z:::::/t!s~

ATTEST:~d19~
MARALYN D. TURNER, SECRETARY
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REGULAR MEETING OF TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
AUGUST 1, 1984
The Tippecanoe County Draiange Board met August 1, 1984 for their regular meeting at 8: 30 A.M. in the
Community Meeting Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building 20 North Third Street, Lafayette, Indiana.
Chairman Bruce Osborn called the meeting tooofEder.
Those in attendance were: Bruce Osborn, Chairman, Eugene Moore and Sue Reser, Board Members, Michael spencer,
County Surveyor'l George Schulte, Drainage Engineer, and Maralyn D. Turner, Secretary.
!Encroachment STATE ROAD 38 - ENCROACHMENT - JOHN AND TERRI JOHNSON
'ohn Johnson

Joseph Bumbleburg,attorney representing John and Terri Johnson landowners, of ground that joins Wilson Branch
of the Elliott Ditch. Johnson's bought property in 1983, house and garage have been on property since 1953,
ground is presently zoned LR accomplished in 1977 by the Tippecanoe County Board of Commissioners, rezoned
from Re?identia1 Zone to Local Business over the adverse recommendations of Area Plan Commission. Previou$
owner had had business of Antique Car repair, radiator, heating and air conditioning repair. Remodeling to the
property has.oreated a problem. Mr. Bumbleburg ask the board to authorize Fred Hoffman and Michael Spencer to
cooperate,. and prepare legal desoription and an #Croachment permit for the record that would regularize for the
record what Johnson has there now, with understanding that he could not increase the size of his building and
realize i f the building was destroyed he would have problems in rebuilding. Like to regularize so Johnson
isn't in techinical violation of the Ordinance of the County and not in jeopardy of being sued and having an
action taken against him by some agency in the County requiring him to take down building.
Lee Dailey, Inspector of Tippecanoe County Building Permits, stated Johnson put up new structure after being
told not to by Mr. Dailey.
(new structure was on ditch easement). First notice was given October 31, 1983,
by County Building Permits Department and at that time Mr. Jesse May, Field Investigator for Tippecanoe County
Building Permits placed a red tag on building to stop work. Mr.Dailey contacted Mr. BUmbleburg to get things
in order, advised him that there was an encroachment on the easement of drainage ditch, ask him to meet with
Mr. Fred Hoffman. Mr. Dailey contacted County Attorney, no action taken by County Building Permits office.
Status of building when red tag was placed, concrete had been poured and building had been expanded eastward of
the original structure. State Highway Commission has contacted Building Permits Department on the encroachment
on right-of-way, in regards to expansion of use of driveway upon State right, neighbors have complained.
(June 1984) Building Permits problems are different than Drainage Board, but both departments are in twined
in the problems as well as the State being intwined. Chairman Bruce Osborn advised Mr. Johnson that he had
put the County in jeopardy and there is a reason why the County can't bend for a property owner. Mr.
Johnson has demonstrated that he is a service to the community and commended him for this. After much
discussion Mr.Bumbleburg and his client had a recess. Fred Hoffman, attorney for the Board and Joe Bumbleburg,
representing John and Terri Johnson will work out an agreement on the encroachment and bring back to the
Board for final approval.
Fred Hoffman stated: House is okay.
1. Remaining buildings, make sure property owner won't make any changes.
2. If there are any damages to building for just being there or i f there is any construction on the ditch,
that this is property owners problem and they have no claim against the County or Contractor doing the work.
3. In the event that they need to move the building, destroy or modify it in any way in order to do future
work on the ditch that will be done at the owners expense. If there is a finding by the Board of such being
necessary, there will be no appeal from Boards decision on that. Michael Spencer ask that all above items be
in Mr. Bumbleburg's agreement papers.

Buckridge
Subdivision

Watk±ns
';len

Battle of
Tippecanoe
Dutdoor
Drama

BUCKRIDGE SUBDIVISON
Robert Grove, engineer, representing Tippecanoe Builders,Inc. submitted Preliminary Drainage Plans and
requested a Special Drainage Board meeting for the week of August 20th for board consideration of Preliminary
approval. Construction Plans will be submitted by August 10, 1984, for final approval at September 5, 1984
Board meeting. Buckridge is located on north side of Eisenhower Road, just east of Lockwood Subdivision in
Fairfield Township. Development contains 20 Single Family Lots and one out lot of 17.18 Acres.
Pat Cunningham, representing Watkins Glen Subdivision requested a Special Meeting.
BATTLE OF TIPPECANOE OUTDOOR DRAMA, INC.
Lou King and Pat Long, engineers of Reid, Quebe, Allison, Wilcox and Associates, Inc., representing Battle of
Tippecanoe Outdoor Drama, Inc. submitted Preliminary Drawings for Battle of Tippecanoe Outdoor Drama, Inc.
and requested a special meeting for approval of Preliminary Plans. Board requested planner to realize they are
responsible for all mutual drains. Notice should be sent to surrounding property owners including copies of
plans, and information that the County Parks Department is responsible for maintenance. The Property Owners
should have a chance to voice their objections or suggestions before there is final approval. Owners down
stream have responsibilities. Park Department has responsibility after it lea,ves.
The Board agreed to have Special Meeting August 23, 1984 for those who requested.
There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 9:45 A.M.

BRUCE V. OSBORN, C
ATTEST:
Sue

Maralyn D. Turner, Secretary
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REGULAR MEETING OF TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRIANAGE BOARD, NOVEMBER 7, 1984

N.G.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in the Community Meeting Room, Wednesday, November 7, 1984, at
'MERICAL 8:30 A.M. at 20 North Third Street,Lafayette, Indiana 47901
DIVISION
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Bruce V. Osborn with the following in attendance: Bruce V.
Osborn, Chairman, Eugene Moore and Sue Reser, Board Members', Michael J. Spencer, Surveyor, George Schulte,
Drainage Engineer, J. Fred Hoffman, Attorney, and Maralyn D. Turner, Secretary.

C.N.G. COMMERICAL SUBDIVISION
Patrick N. Cunningham, Vester & Associates, Inc. representing C.N.G. Commerical Subdivision was to present
Final Approval, but since last meeting have ran into some problems with the outlets on the property. Since
the last meeting Alcoa has gone out with their fire truck on three different occasions and pUlc-ped water
into the pipes. Final Plans to be presented for a.pproVal was to drain throught the 12" pipe which, doe:;;. not
work. Since Final Plan was submitted it has been found that~fjis 12" pipe is just a. pi'pe tha.t was put in the
old side ditch along McCarty Lane, so Pat ask to discuss the concept then go back and work out a final plan for
the concept and ask for a Special Drainage Boa.rd meeting so tha.t he can get final approva.l for the concept.
The only outlet for the property is the 15" pipe to the south. Bruce Osborn ask where does' the 15" pipe go to?
15" pipe goes south and ea.st along Main Street then under 52, !p"s into another 24" pipe in front of the Union
76 Station. Can't find where outlet is, but do know that it gets into the State HighWay system. Then into
Elliott Ditch. The 12" pipe picks drainage up where the Union Hall is located and a small area in the location
of the Recycling property. A concrete gutter will have to be placed through the detention area because the
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TIPPEC/lNOE COUNTY' DRAINllGE BOARD
February 6, 1985
The Tippecanoe County Drginage Board met rvednesday, February 6, ~~g85, at 8 :30 A.M. i~ ,the Tippecanoe County
Office Building, in the Community Meeting Room, 20 North Third street, Lafayette, In 2ana.
,~
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BLACKBIRD POND - IRON HORSE PHASE 2 and 3
Robert Grove representing Iron Horse Phase 2 and 3 requested prelim:i:nary approval of dra:i:nage plans for
Blackbird development Phase 2 and 3. Proposed layout was presented at an earl:i:er Drainage Board meeti'ng wi'tIJ
the Master Plan being approved at that t:i:me. George Schulte had ques't:i:on concerning the 60" p:i:pe as to
whether it had drainage easement. Mr. Schulte requested that a Drainage Easement be provided for the 60"
drain under Lindbergh Road and easement from Li'ndbergh Road to Blackbird Pond.
Dave Luhman, attorney read a
letter of January 26, 1985 from Mr. John Leitner Landowner joining Blackbird Pond wi'th his comments of concern
of drainage around Blackbi'rd Pond. Mr. Leitner had previ'ously signed off on original plans to prov:i:de
positive outlet, the board and Mr. Grove thought that the signing of the original plans meant Mr. Leitner had
agreed and understood what was being planned. His main concern at the time was whether the pond would go dry.
Secretary was instructed to send Mr. Leitner a letter asking him to attend the boards reconvene Drainage
Board meeti'ng, Friday, February ~5, 1985, at 8:30 A.M .. No decisi'on made for request of Preli'mi'nary Approval
for Drainage Plan of Blackbi'rd pond pending February 15, ~985 meeting with Mr. Lei'tner and developer attending
meeting.

JOHN AND TERI JOHNSON ENCROACHMENT AGREEMENT WITH EXHIBIT A
Johnson,
Encroachment
Encroachment agreement to tIJe easement on El1:i:ott drain between Ti'ppecanoe County Drainage Board and John and
Teri Johnson was presented. Eugene Moore moved that the board si'gn the agreement, seconded by Sue W. Scholer,
Board gave unanimous approval to the s:i:gning. Copy of agreement i's on file.
Di'scussi·on as' to whetber thi's
signed agreement should be recorded. Mr. Luhman wi'll have consul tati'on wi'th Mr. Hoffman on recordi'ng.
Decision was reached that the agreement is' between John and Teri' Johnson and the Dra:i:nage Board and should
not carryover into the next property owner. Original i's on fi'le and copy sent to Mr. Joe Bumbleburg.
Agreement wi'th, Exhi'bi't A - Attached.
Camelot
4 and 5

CAMELOT 4 and 5
Tom McCully represent:i:ng developers of Camelot 4 and 5 for final approval of Drainage Plans for Camelot 4 and 5.
Michael J. Spencer presented some of the sti'pulati'ons which were required before approval. One problem was
stand of grass not being up. Project overlaps wi'th the County Highway because of the side di'tches whi'ch i's a
major portion of the drainage.
Erosion control is i'n place.
[seeded, mulched, and strawed1 Developer has
agreed to reseed thi's spri'ng i f grass does not come up. Erosion on steep slope on east si·de of detention
basin not being seeded, grate over outlet p:i:pe, major si·l t fence below outlet pipe and straw bales need to be
maintained by developer. $20,000 bond is being posted with the County Highway Department in regards to R:i:ghtof-way. Board ask George Schulte and Robert Grove to get togenher on the slope and dec:i:de how to handle the
slope, subject to the letter from Robert Grove, eng:i:neer of Wabash Engineering and Surveying Services. (onfi'le1
Sue Scholer moved that the board accept the final approval of drainage plan for Camelot 4 and 5 with sti'pulati'ons
agreed to.
File $20,000 Mai'ntenance Bonds in regards to i'mprovements (Road Bond) agreed with the Tippecanoe
County Commissioners' to file $2,000 Cash Bond (in joint bank account) to cover any grass or other improvement
pursuant to erosion control plan and drainage plan. Unani'mously agreed by the Board.

Maple Point

MAPLE POINT ENTERPRISES'

;;Enterprises

Joe Bumbleburg representing Judi'th Hamman property owner of property immediately adjacent to Tippecanoe Mall
and a piece across Ross Road. Ms. Hamman is plann:i:ng a multiple use development. Would l:i:ke to have
conceptia1 approval in moving 18· drain tile and have engineers design to work in concrete with road, then the
area could be turned into commercial use in form of subd:i:vision (no argument). Area is branch of Elliott ditch
branch of the Wilson. Marck Houck, eng:i:neer presented calcu1ati'ons.
Li'ke to plan resloping, ground coverings
and widening of Wilson ditch (open part) making the area look nice. Conceptial consent requested for reducti'on
on 150' easement, widen, clean,slope it so that it will run properly. Purpose to set up a system restri'cti've
covenant that requ:i:re payments by owners of the area over and above dra:i:nage easement payments· for the
maintenance of the area, in the Homeowners Assoc:i:ati'on or Bui'lders Associ'ati'on. Board gave approval to the
presentation as submitted on Maple Point Enterprises till developer comes' back with proposed gi'ven easement of
the Wilson branch of the Ell:i:ott drai'n.
'Willowood

WILLOWOOD
Previously, Hugh Galema and Dick Strawsma had offered their assistance in correcting drainage at the entrance
of willowood. Michael Spencer and George Schulte presented the following solution: System designed for a 25 year
storm event, 2 pipes si'de by side 57" wide and 38" high across drive, suggest that a 6' bottom ditch be cut along
county road 400 East to take care of drainage, property line south of willowood down to railroad should be
reconstructed to clean up the drainage problem After much discussion it was decided that the two property
owners affected should be invi'ted to attend a drainage meeting and inform them of the problems and solution to
correct. Mr. Galema is to contact Jim Cattin and Harold Johnson asking them to attend dra:i:nage board meeting,
Friday, February 15, 1985 at 9:30 A.M., Mr. Galema is to informthe secretary :i:f they w:i:ll be in attendance.
Board adjourned to reconvene this regular meeting Friday, February 15, 1985, at 8:30 A.M. Due to inclement
weather meeting was postponed for the 15th day of February, and rescheduled to reconvene, Monday, February 25,
1985 at 9:00 A.M.

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD MEETING
August 7, 1985
The Tippec~nd'e6;'{mtCy;Drainage Board met Wednesday, August 7, 1985 in the Community Meeting
Room of the Tippeci:moe County Office Building, 20 North Third Street, Lafayette, Indiana for
the regular meet
8:30 A.M.
Chairman Bruce V. Osborn called the meeting to order with the following in attendance:
Bruce
V. Osborn Chairman, Eugene R. Moore and Sue W. Scholer Board Members, '1ichael J. Spencer
Surveyor, Fred Hoffman Attorney, George Schulte Drainage Engineer, and Maralyn D. Turner
Executive Secr~tary~ Others in attendance are on file.
Shawnee
Creek

SHAWNEE CREEK
David Nesbitt property owner, presented pictures of Shawnee Creek in the area of which he has
concern.
Description of the area is Sec. 36, of Jackson Township extending to road 1300
South throug~Todd Farm to Nesbitt/Toddpionertj line~ a distance of 160 rod.
Shawnee Creek
from 1300 South through remainder of Tippecanoe County has been kept in good condition
(Tippecanoe/Fountain County Line). This has been kept clean by the property owners along
the Shawnee Creek. Area in question is the 160 rod. Mr. Nesbitt has tried to talk to the
property owner and gets no place. Mr. Nesbitt wants to know what his options are to make
this a county ditch. After finding his options he is willing to contact the other property
owners to proceed in making Shawnee Creek a legal ditch.
Discussion:
Is Shawnee Creek a
Legal Drain? Michael Spencer gave the following report.
In 1947 a petition to reconstruct
clear into Fountain County is on file, and in 1952 ended up in court, at that time some
changes were made.
There is no Maintenance Fund.
Files do not state the facts.
Question is
it a legal drain or does it come under Natural Resources statue. A County tiLe empties into
Shawnee Creek south of 1300 South. Mr. Spencer stated that this is a~egal question as
property owner won't let Mr. Nesbitt on his property to see what can be done.
Mr. Nesbitt
is willing to do work at his own expense. Mr. Hoffman will check Tippecanoe County Superior
Court records of Cause #279-1948.
He will then let Michael Spencer know his findings.
If
this is a legal stream the property owner does not have to let him on his property,but if it
is a legal drain he can go on other property, If it is a stream, to make i t ~legal drain
will have to contact the Natural Resources Department to get permission.
Guessing that it
was a legal drain, would there be more acres in another county(still need to find the facts).
Michael Spencer feels that Tippecanoe County has more acres in the water-shed area than
Fountain County, there would be some drain into Montgomery County. Michael Spencer will let
Mr. Nesbitt know the findings and what procedures he will have to do to proceed with this
matter. Mr. Nesbitt is just interested in the 160 rods,no further.

Seasons
Four
Part II

SEASONS FOUR PART II
Alfred Buckley developer of property on South 18th Street, Summertime Trail, and 300 South
along the Elliott ditch.
Drainage Board had passed on 200 lots in 1979, builder allowed the
preliminary plat to expire on parts, the developer is now going at it piece by piece, 19
lots have been developed, approval has been given for an additional 24 lots which drainage
has been approved on in the past, a larger detention pond has been installed along
Summertime Trail and South 18th Street (six years ago within the old ordinance). Approval
had been given National Homes in 1973, all the developer is asking for at this time is
reapproval for the 24 lots. John Fisher was engineer for the origi~Thl and now Paul Couts is
the engineer for the project.
Construction Plans are the same except two lots have been
taken out making the lots bigger than what they originally had been, increasing the frontages
by 10'. Changes are in the Construction Plans not the dranage plans, changes in construction
plans decreases the run off. Michael SpencBr and George Schulte stated all were in complaince
with drainage ordinance.
Sue W. Scholer moved that approval be given on the revised
Construction Plans forSi~son~our Part II, seconded by Eugene R. Moore, Unanimous approval
given.
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Buckridge
Part I

David Kovich developer ask for Final Drainage Approval for Buckridge Part I.
After discussion
Sue W. Scholer moved to give conditional final approval on Buckridge Part I and that developer
be not~fied by letter as soon as the board receives maintenance bond and has as built plans.
Seconded by Eugene R. Moore, Unanimous approval given.
Dismal
Creek

DISMAL CREEK
Chairman Bruce V. Osborn ask about Tax Assessments being sent for Dismal Creek.
Michael
Spencer stated that the board had thought they had information for spring billings in the
Auditor's office, but the Auditor said it was received too late, therefore the board
requested the Auditor send billing for spring and fall now.
Mr. Hoffman stated to have
billings sent as soon as they are ready for both installments, it would be legal.

Mr. Osborn had to leave the board meeting, Vice Chairman Eugene R. Moore continued the meeting.
MCCARTY LANE INDUSTRIAL SUBDIVISION

McCarty
Lane
Pat Cunningham representing McCarty Lane Industrial, Robert Verplank developer ask for
Industrial
Preliminary approval for 21.5 Acres, watershed area is in subbasin which consists of 44 acresSubdivisio
that drains south to McCarty Lane then East along McCarty. Lane to a catch basin, water goes
into tile that goes on east in an underground tile, outletting in to the Layden branch of
Elliott ditch which goes onto the Wilson Ditch.
There are two 24" catch basins on east on
each side of road.
An 18" and 24" corrugated pipes under road act as an equalizer for surface
water. This is in city, but board is asking for approval since the site is tributory to
Eilliott Ditch.
Putting Detention Pond in SE corner on Lots 17 & 18 from there it will outlet
into McCarty Lane side ditch, it has beendesigned for 10 and 100 year storm event as County
requires.
Evaluation was done at the 2-24" catch basin at 100 year, could get 100 cfs going
to the area, after development 100 year 90 cfs would be decreasing the over all 100 year
effect.
Capacity of 24" pipes are about 50 cfs, they were never designed to carry 100 year
rain.
Question was ask about water back up.
Mr. Cunningham said that most county drains
were built on 10 and 50 year storm events, therefore there would be some back up on the
100 year.
Mr. Spencer stated that the run-off caculations meet the drainage ordinance
requirements.
Question:
What are you going to do with the 10 inch catch basin, are you going
to grade to the east and go all the way to where the old Layden dith crossess or stops at the
10" catch basin? George Schulte stated he was satified with the calculations which Pat
Cunningham has presented on the existing con&tions, he would like to see all drainage go to
the Kepner Ditch, as it is the only positive outlet in the area.
Mr. Cunningham will have to
get approval from the City for his set backs etc.
Sue W. Scholer moved to give preliminary
approval to McCarty Lane Industrial Subdivision for Part I and Part II.
Seconded by Eugene
R. Moore, motion carried
IntI'
Church of
the 4
John Fisher engineer for the devekpment ask for Final Approval of Drainage Plans.
Mr. SpencerS
stated that Mr. Fisher had presented plans at the July board meeting, but there had to be
qu~re 1
some things added to the plans, eroision control, side slopes, cross section of detention area,
ospe
Construction Plans are in the surveyors office and they meet all requirements.
Sue W. Scholer
made motion to grant final approval to International Church of the Four Square Gospel
drainage plans.
Seconded by Eugene R. Moore, motion carred.
INTERNATIONALCHURCH OF THE FOUR SQUARE GOSPEL

MCCUTHEON HEIGHTS SUBDIVION

PART II

John Fisher ask the board to go out and make an inspection of the area.
stated he had been to the area, the board agreed to go to the site.

Michael Spencer

McCutheon
Heights
Subdivison
PartI!

There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 9:35 A.M.

Member
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Ma~er,

Executlve Secretary

Regular Meeting, September 4, 1985
TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
Regular Meeting
September 4, 1985
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met, Wednesday, September 4, 1985 at 8:30 A.M. in the
Community Meeting Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third §treet,
Lafayette, Indiana.
Eugene R. Moore, Vice Chairman called the meeting to order with the following present,
Eugene R.Moore Vice Chairman, Sue W. Scholer Board Member, Michael J. Spencer Surveyor,
George Schulte Drainage Engineer, and Maralyn D. Turner Executive Secretary, others in
attendance are on file.
McCarty
Lane

MCCARTY LANE INDUSTRIAL SUBDIVISION

Ind~s~rialpat Cunningham representing developer presented final drainage plans, no changes have been

S~bdlVlS
! lon

made in the previous plans presented.
Project consists of 21.5 Acres, parts drain to the
Kepner ditch and the majority drains to the Layden Ditch a branch of the Elliott Ditch.
To
the east drains to two(2) 24" catch basins.
One catch basin sets on the north side of
HcCarty Lane and the other one is on south side of McCarty Lane.
Two corrugated metal pipes
run under McCarty Lane which act as equalizers.
Subdivision Part I has 910ts and Part II
is undevided,
as lots are sold they will be allotted at that time.
Drainage pattern of
subdivision drains to the south and east.
Developer intends to put in new street and improve
the existing Navco Drive to City Standards.
Curb guttering, catch basin, and alignment
changes will be made to improve the ditch situation along McCarty Lane, at this time there
is no pipe under Navco Drive, but a new corrugated pipe will be installed under Navco Drive.
City will be improving ditch from property line down to the Kepner ditch.
Release rate will
be 15.3 cfs, storage capacity will be 2.5'.
Sue W. Scholer moved to give McCarty Lane
Industrial Subdivision final drainage approval, seconded by Eugene R. Moore, motion carried.

Croxton
Woods
Sub Div

CROXTON WOODS SUBDIVISION

Felbaum
Branch of
Berlovitz
Ditch

Robert Grove representing developer of Croxton Woods which consists of 17 Lots on Poland Hill
road off of Teal Road.
Mr. Grove has met with Michael J. Spencer surveyor on site to make
study of original plans.
Project was approved September 1980 before the drainage ordinance
was adopted. At that time designer wanted to store water in the street and outlet pipe
would discharge into the ravine.
Proposed outlet was on top of the hill, hill is extremely
steep. Mr. Grove wants to continue working with the surveyor and stay in line with the
ordinance without losing approval of plans.
Ravine system is very fragile, as the outlet
is behind Flower Shop.
Developer doesn't want to change figuration of lots, but designate
a lot as an out lot for a detention basin on the flat,discharge through a velocity
dissipator.
Mr. Grove will continue with original construction plans, but will come back
with modified plans of the original for approval by the board.
FELBAUM BRANCH OF BERLOVITZ DITCH
Michael J. Spencer surveyor has talked with property owners in the area of Felbaum Branch
of the Berlovitz ditch. A petition was received in 1982 from property owners to reconstruct
the branch.
Survey has been done, plans are 90% completed.
George Schulte has looked at
the plans.
Property Owners want to have a hearing.
Rough Cost of the project which has
468 Acres in the watershed is $62,255.97, $133.00 an acre.
Board gave approval to have a
Reconstruction Hearing. A special meeting will have to be held as a 30 day notice has to
be sent and for the next meeting of the Drainage Board time would be an element. An Attorney
will be needed at the hearing, if Mr. Hoffman is not available the board will ask Mr.
O'Connell to set in on the hearing.
There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 9:10 A.M.

REGULAR MEETING
December~

4, 1985

The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, December 4, 1985 at 8:30 A.M. in the
Tippecanoe County Office Building in the Community Meeting room for the regular meeting.
Chairman Bruce V. Osborn called the meeting to order with the follwing present:
Bruce V.
Osborn Chairman, Sue W. Scholer Board Member, Michael J. Spencer Surveyor, J. Fredrick
Hoffman Attorney, George Schulte Drainage Engineer, and ~1aralyn D. Turner, Executive
Secretary. Others present are on file
WOODRIDGE SOUTH
WOOD~IDGE

Robert Grove engineer representing CME developer ask for Final Drainage Approval.
The site SoUTH
contains 8.92 acres and is located directly adjacent to the North side of Elliott Ditch.
Due to the small si1e and the drainage pattern, proposal has detention basin located in the
South and West portion of the development.
Charles Engram developer doesn't feel it necessary to have a detention basin, runoff shows
that they do not need detention basin and he realized that the Drainage Ordinance does not
prohibit rear lot storage, the Board would prefer not to use rear yard storage for detention
due to possible access problems. Michael Spencer surveyor, would like to see gravel road
eliminated. Mr. Engram feels that the design presented looks like the developer is designing Subdivision for the Drainage people. He is trying to finish up a tail end of a Subdivision that was started in the 1960's that has 80 houses. He purchased the Subdivision
in 1980 which consists of 13 lots, development is not in the city limits. The proposed
control structure is a 48" manhole with a 24" pipe inlet inside.
The inlet is a 24"
concrete pipe set on end and grouted to the bottom of the manhole.
The top of the inlet is
open with a grate set at elevation 643.72 to control the basin volume at overflow.
The
inlet op6ing will be a 12" PVC pipe stub, this control facility should not require frequent
maintenance.
George Schulte ask who is going to maintain? He agrees with the developer that two property
owners be responsible for the two lots,however he stated it is up to the board, but he would
not recommend the proposal.
Michael J. Spencer ask question of how they were proposing
County maintenance, were they going to make it a part of Elliott Ditch. Answer to question,
not going to be a legal drain, however the maintenance road borders the 75' Elliott Ditch
easement.
Developer tried to raise elevation on 100 year flood elevation, they are waiting
on aletter from the state. After much discussion Mr. Hoffman felt liability wise the
board maybe held liable. Michael Spencer ask why the developer didn't maintain themselves?
Robert Grove said that would be one solution.
Charles Engram said to forget the roads and
put detention basin on developers side and maintain then he will worry~ about selling the
lots. Mr. Hoffman ask if the developer had restrictions regarding maintenance? Mr. Engram
said there would be as soon as the board took action. Mr. Osborn ask Mr. Schulte if he saw
a better solution to the problem? George understands Mr. Engram's stand point not wanting
to give up a lot, however he would look at it very strongly, it is better to give up one
lot and try to get the county maintain it, make the other lot worth more dollars, putting
the pond in will really devalue the lots.
George stated that the board would have a right
to look at a 25 year release rate rather than a 10 year release rate which would cut down
on the area required.
This he would recommend. Mr. Engram ask if they would do this and
maintain,would the board go along with the proposal The board recess the meeting and will
reconvene when Mr. Grove has the plans ready for board's approval. Michael wants the
calculations and cross sections of storage.
Board will give 48 hour notice of reconvened
meeting.

Michael Spencer ask the board if they wanted to hold a regular board meeting in January?
January 1, 1986 falls on Wednesday, which is a holiday, the board decided to meet January
8, 1986, at the present time there is nothing for the agenda, the board decided to hold a
meeting,should there be no agenda the meeting will be cancelled. Mr. Hoffman will not be in
attendance for the regular meeting in February. Meeting adjourned at January 8, 1986 meeting.8:30A.M.
Bruce V. Osborn,
Chairman

SUBo~jdSMg~[eHs ~

~~;;i~~r~::~~e Sec.

Regular Meeting
January 8, 1986
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in regular session on Wednesday, January 8, 1986 at
8:30 A.M. in the Tippecanoe County Office BuIlding, Community Meeting Room, 20 North Third
Street, Lafayette, Indiana.
Chairman Bruce V. Osborn called the meeting to order.
Those in attendance were:
Bruce V.
Osborn Chairman, Eugene R. Moore and Sue W. Scholer, Board Members, Michael J. Spencer
Surveyor, Fred Hoffman Drainage Attorney, and Matalyn D. Turner Executive Secretary.
Chairman Osborn turned the meeting over to Attorney Fred Hoffman for the election of
officers.
Mr. Hoffman ask for nominations from the floor for President of the Board, Eugene Moore
nominated Bruce V. Osborn President of the Board, seconded by Sue W. Scholer, there being
no other nominations, Sue Scholer moved the nominations be closed, seconded by Eugene Moore.
Mr. Osborn was unanimously elected President of the Drainage Board for 1986.
Bruce Osborn ask for nominations for Vice-President, Sue Shcoler nominated Eugene R. Moore
Vice-President, unanimoulsy approved that Eugene Moore serve as Vice President.
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Sue W. Scholer was nominated by acculmation as Secretary of the Board.
Sue W. Scholer
moved to appoint Maralyn D. Turner Executive Secretary, Mr. Fred Hoffman Drainage Attorney,
and George Scholtc Drainage Engineer. Unanimously approved by the Board.
986
SSESSENTS

ODRIDGE
UTH

1986 ASSESSMENTS:
Fred Hoffman attorney read the list of 1986 Ditch Assessments for approval.
Those to be made active are Charles Daughtery, Thomas Haywood, F.E. Morin, William Walters,
Luther Lucas ditch to be assessed two consecutive years (1986&1987). Those that will
continue to be active are:Jesse Anderson, E.W. Andrews,Julius Berlovitz, Herman Beutler,
Michael Binder, John Blickenstaff, N.W. Box, A.P. Brown, Buck Creek(Carroll County)
Orrin Byers, County Farm, Darby Wetherill(Benton County)Marion Dunkin,Christ Fassnacht,
Martin Gray, E.F. Haywood, Harrison Meadows,Lewis"Jakes, Jenkins, James Kellerman, Frank
Kirkpatrick, John A. Kuhns, Calvin, Lesley, Mary McKinney, Wesley ~1ahin,Samuel Marsh(
Montogmery County) J. Kelly O'Neal Emmett Raymon(White County) Arthur Richerd,John
Saltzman,Abe Smith,Mary Southworth, William A. Stewart,Gustaval Swanson, Treece Meadows,
Lena Wilder,Wilson-NixontFountain County), Simeon Yeager, S.W. Elliott,and Dismal Creek.
Sue W. Scholer moved that the ditch assessment list for 1986 be approved as read, seconded
by Eugene R. Moore, Unanimous approval given. A letter to the Auditor with attached list
of 1986 Ditch Assessments will be forwarded.
WOODRIGE SOUTH
Michael Spencer surveyor, presented the drainage plans for the Woodridge South, at the
December 4, 1985 board meeting it was decided that the landowners would take care of the
detention basin behind the two lots and they they would check into increasing the release
rate from a 10 year storm event to 25 year storm to make the basin smaller. George Schulte
has looked at the plans and finds the plans in order, Michael Spencer recommended the board
give final approval to the detention area for Woodridge South.
Eugene Moore made motion to
give final approval to Woodridge South, seconded by Sue W. Scholer, Unanimous approval.
Sue W. Scholer ask the board to review Allen County's proposed section pretaining to
Subdivisions in their Drainage Grdinance, the board members agreed to study.

\MES
zKPAF

JAMES KIRPATRICK DITCH

'CH

Need to assess landowners within the James Kirpatrick watershed in order to get back $6,000.
00 spent for the drainage study in 1981, December. State Board of Accounts requested this
be done.

:K

,AUGHLIN MCLAUGHLIN, JOHN DITCH
IN

'CH

A letter needs to be sent to Montgomery Countyrequesting total amount of expenses to date on
the John McLaughlin ditch so that we can collect our share of expenses in Tippecanoe County.

IOTT
CH

ELLIOTT DITCH
A hearing will be set sometime in 1986 for increasing maintenance fund on the Elliott ditch.
There being no further business, meeting adjourned at 8:50 A.M.

J30ARD MEMBER
,0

ATTEST:

~.j'JAJ .z:\q~

Maralyn D. Turner, Executive~SOe~c-r~e~t~a~r~y--

April 2, 1986 - Regular Drainage Board Meeting
April 2, 1986
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, April 2, 1986 at 8:30 A.M. in the
Tippecanoe County Office Building, Community Meeting Room with Cha,irman Bruce V. Osborn
calling the meeting to order.
Those present were:
Bruce V. Osborn Chairman, Eugene R. Moore and Sue W. Scholer Board
Members, Michael J. Spencer Surveyor, George Schulte Drainage Board Engineer, J. Fredrick
Hoffman, Drainage Board Attorney, and Maralyn D. Turner Executive Secretary, others present
are on file.
Maple Point Enterprises, Inc. was ask to present their request, not all representatives were
present, therefore they ask to be heard later.
CROXTON WOODS
Robert Grove representing Croxton Woods Developer Mrs. Croxton, ask for final drainage plan
approval.
Project has been reviewed by Michael Spencer and George Schulte along with
Mr. Grove.
Michael ask questions in regards to:
1) Inlet structure behind Flower Shop on
tile that comes under building. 2) Maintenenace.
Mr.G~ove stated that he is not ~rewho would take care of the maintenance, he would have to
ask the owner and her attorney as to who they want to handle maintenance.
Mr. Hoffman suggested that it would be the county.
Mr. Grove agreed.
This would have to be
to the outlet.
Doesn't do any good to the upper part without the lower. Michael Spencer
pointed out that this is underneath Teal Road and State Road 43, outlet crosses under
building, into Durkee's Run on to the Wabash. After hearing this, Mr. Hoffman withdrew
his statement. Mrs. Croxton owns the office building next to the Flower Shop, two ravines
come down and tie together behind the office building, tile is 30" concrete tile (behind
Building) goes on west under State Road 43.
Mr. Hoffman ask what would happen if the people would put up a wall to keep water from
getting to the ravine. Mr.Grove said that it would just push the water back up the ravine.
Sue Scholer ask, at this point the water has been getting out, correct,
MichaelvSpencer
stated yes, but must realize there has been no development above to create a problem.
Bruce V. Osborn ask, Land to be assessed for the maintenance, who is the owner?
Mr. Grove stated that it depends on how the outlet is described.
Mrs. Croxton owns the
area, is planning on selling the office protion, the ravine comes down cuts across the
Flower Shop, she now owns 98% and doesn't own the outlet. No one knows who owns the
Flower Shop. After much discussion.
Mr. Grove stated that Mrs. Croxton did not create the problem and they are doing everything
that they can. Mrs. Coxton has given up a lot ($7,000.00) to help the situation, more
would cost her another $3,000.00.
Question,
Could the other people help out? Would like
to see the other people help.
Legal Drain:
Mr. Grove was ask if he could get their
concurrence to make a legal drain, he stated he didn't know, would have to talk with the
landowners. Mr. Hoffman stated that a meeting should be held with all property owners.
Michael Spencer stated that it really is just Mrs. Croxton, the Flower Shop owner and the
State Highway Department. Mr. Hoffman ask that a letter be sent to the property owners and
the State Highway Department, with the State Highway Department see what they have in mind
for the future.
Mr. Bruce V. Osborn ask that Mr. Grove get the names so that a letter could be sent to the
property owners.
No action was taken. Mr. Grove, will bring information back to the June
4, 1986 Drainage Board Meeting.

CROXTON
WOODS

MAPLE POINT ENTERPRISES, INC.
MAPLE
Joe Bumbleburg attorney, Judith Hammon President of Development, and Mark Houck engineer
POINT
were present, Mr. Bumbleburg stated that they have two(2)kinds of problems, one a technicalENTERPRc
problem which Mark Houck presented later in the meeting in regards to Storm Events with
ISES
Hobbies Ditch and the Wilson Branch.
The other the board received a letter dated March 27,
1986 asking for the approval on two items:
1) Ditch side slopes - approval to MPE to change
the existing slopes from a 2:1 ratio to 3:1 ratio. 2) Easement reduction - approval to
reduce existing easements from 75 feet from the top of each bank to 25 feet.
These matters
had beAD ~i~cussed with Michael Spencer.
The Board will give approval to change slopes
under the guidance of the Surveyor.
Bruce B. Osborn ask, you want to reduce easement to 25' on both sides? YES!
Sue Scholer
ask if this was in essence from the last presentation? YES: Michael Spencer said he could
live with the reduction, but it was up to the Drainage Board. This is in an urban area
and it is inevitable that dirt will have to be hauled, he feels this is enough room to haul
dirt.
Bruce Osborn disagrees with the surveyor, Mr. Osborn stated, he personally would be
willing to give reduced easement on one side, maintain the 75' on the other, option would
be the developer. Mr. Bumbleburg ask, on the side that is chosen for the 75' would the
board entertain a request for an encroachment so the developer could use it for parking etc.
Bruce stated that this had been done previously, but it needed to be understood ~hat it
may have to be torn up at sometj.me c,t the owners expense.
Michael stated that the dirt
can not be spread on parking lot.
Discussion in regard>' ' 0 spoil on the 75' easement.
What happens to tI,e spoil? Mark Houck feels the development in the area there would be no
problem with spoil, he feels the area is not going to deteriate.
Mr. Osborn feels there
should be no holding facility on an easement.
Sue Scholer assumed the developer had came back with request because of the discussion in
the last board meeting, March 5, 1986, their concern of having detention on the easement
and then who is going to maintain them and the problem that may come.
As it looks they
have not eliminated wanting to use detention storage.
Encroachment would be to the
detention not the parking lot? Mark Houck stated, NO in response to the last meeting,
instead of asking for 25' open space-lO' one side plus putting both in easement.
Can we
reduce the easement thereby get those things out of the way. This would move this over and
would provide access on both side of the ditch if a 10' were insignificant. Mark thought
this was the major complaint at the last meeting.
Originally they had plans to have one big
lake, now they are looking at several small lakes, have stuck with the 75' easement, pond
will be dry most of the time.
Board would like for them to come in with the side they want
to reduce. Again Sue Scholer stated she feels that the board is looking at plans today
that the developer will bring back at the next meeting, answer is yes.
They are trying to
hold twice as much water that they are required to ',hold . In the long run as the entire
watershed is developed. After much discussion.
Sue Scholer moved to approve request for changing ditch side slopes of the existing side
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slopes from a 2:1 ratio to 3:1 ratio under the guidance of the County Surveyor seconded by
Eugene R. Moore, unanimous approval.
Eugene R. Moore moved to give approval on reduction of easement to 25' on one side and 75'
on the other after the 3:1 slope and the developer have the chokeof the side, seconded by
Bruce V. Osborn, motion not carried as the board voted 2 to 1.
ILGENFRITZ

ILGENFRITZ
Michael Spencer had a call from Mary Ann Smith a property owner, banks have broken out,he
feels that sand bags will not hold it any longer, therefore he requested permission to
hire a bull doxer to push the banks back up, would really like to have a dredger, but bull
dozer will do.
The area that needs repairs is on the easement, Alvin Pilotte property.
Eugene R. Moore moved to give the surveyor permission to geta bull dozer to push the bank
up, seconded by Sue W. Scholer, motion carried.

i

BRITT
DRAIN

BRITT DRAIN:
Mr. Hoffman ask the board to give the Britt Drain property owners a time limit for the
Maintenance Agreement to be presented as it has gone to long.
Eugene R. Moore moved to
give the property owners six months from todays date, April 2, 1986(time Limit) to have
Maintenance Agreement signed and work completed, seconded by Sue W. Scholer,
Unanimous approval.

ELLIOTT
DITCH

ELLIOTT DITCH
Michael wanted the board to know that we had print outs of the ditch and had discussed
with the Data Processing Director ways to be helpful in making mailing etc for a hearing,
after much discussion Eugene R. Moore and the board suggested the Drainage Board go before
the Data Board at their April 7, 1986 meeting 10:00 A.M.

HOFFMAN
DITCH

HOFFMAN DITCH
Michael said holes had been dug. and they had got shots for elevation, George Schulte, Robert
Gross and he had walked the ditch, they will be getting plans and cost to the board soon.

SHAWNEE
CREEK
JAMES
PARLON
BUCK
CREEK
DITCH

HADLEY
LAKE

SHAWNEE CREEK
A hearing will be at the next board meeting May 7, 1986 at 9:00 A.M. James Parlon Ditch is
already a legal ditch, the hearing is to make the Shawnee Creek a legal drain, then
combining the Shawnee Creek and Parlon ditch into one legal drain, Shawnee Creek.
BUCK CREEK DITCH
Eugene Moore and Bruce Osborn had attended a reorganization meeting of Joint Board,
Tippecanoe'County and Carroll County for the Buck Creek Ditch, Michael Spencer surveyor
was in attendance.
HADLEY LAKE PROJECT
George Schulte wanted the board to know that he and the surveyor will attend a meeting
April 9, 1986 in Indianapolis with the Department of Natural Resources,
George will be
presenting proposed reconstruction plans and recommendations.
There being no further business to come before the board, the meeting was adjourned at
9:50 A.M.
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B{uce V. Osborn; Chairman

ATTEST:
Eugeve R. Moore, Board Member
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Maralyn D. Turner, Executive Secretary

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
May 7, 1986
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, May 7, 1986 at 8:30 A.M. in the
Tippecanoe County Office Building, Community Meeting Room, 20 North Third Street, Lafayette,
IN.
Chairman Bruce V. Oshorn called the meeting to order with the following in attendance:
Bruce
V. Osborn Chairman, Eugene R. Moore and Sue W. Scholer Board Members, Michael J. Spencer
Surveyor, George Schulte Drainage Engineer, Fred Hoffman Attorney, and Maralyn D. Turner
Executive Secretary, others in attendance remain on file.
,MAPLE
'POINT
MAPLE POINT ENTERPRISES, INC.
ENTERPRI
,SES, IN.
Joe Bumbleburg attorney, for the Maple Point Enterprises, Inc. presented the board a Special
Hydrologic Conditions in the Watershed Tributary to Branch 13 of the Elliot Ditch drawn by
Omtek Engineering, Inc.
The information presented and maps will help the Drainage Board in
the future for development.
The information and maps are on file with Maple Point Enterprises,
Inc.
Michael J. Spencer surveyor, presented letters received from Fairfield Contractors, Inc.
signed by William R. Davis General Manager, and Fauber Construction Company, Inc. signed
by Michael D. McTague, letters were in regards to Ditch Maintenance easement requirements,
reduction of easement, they stated that they can clean ditches in reduced easement.
Copy
of letters were sent to Joe Bumbleburg attorney.
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SHAWNEE CREEK AND JAMES PARLON DITCH
The Drainage Board called meeting to order for the hearing of Shawnee Creek and James Parlon
Ditch 9:00 A.M.
Michael J. Spencer surveyor stated that Shawnee Creek was an open drain and
that petitions had been received requesting to have Shawnee Creek made a legal'drain, the
James Farlon ditch is a tile ditch runs ease and outlets 200 feet s'outh of roAd 1300 south,
Michael had talked with Mr. Hoffman in considering making a combined ditch since the James
Farlon ditch shares the same outlet.
Michael requested to change the original James Parlon
ditch assessment lists deleting 80 acres of Richard H. !Shaw and 8.13 acres of Helen Shirley.
ErnestTodd son of Home Todd had question in regards to 18 acres which is already on James
Farlon assessment, in his notice it had been included in notice of hearing.
Parlon Ditch
has reached its four year assessment.
Correction will be made.
Others to be corrected will
be Mary and William Goings,Richard Shaw, and Nesbitt Farms, Inc.
Claire Meharry feels that the open ditch needs to be cleaned, he questioned how much it would
benefit his lands as he feels he is quite a distance from the ditch.
After discussion with
Mr. Meharry, Michael said he would check out the area to be sure of the assessment as Mr.
Meharry feels the way the iland slopes, doesn't benefit his land that much.
Eugene R. Moore moved tocombine the Shawnee Creek and James Parlon Ditch as one legal drain,
seconded by Sue W. Scholer, Unanimous approval.
Eugene R. Moore moved to establish a Maintenance Fund for the Shawnee Creek drain $1.00 per
acre assessment, seconded by Sue W. Scholer, Unanimous approval.
Bruce V. Osborn Chairman had to leave, Vice Chairman Eugene R. Moore ask if there was any
more business to come before the board at this time, there being none the meeting adjourned
at 9:10 A.M.

ATTEST:

~<-7J .&.Q~u..V

Executive Secretary

SHAWNEE
CREEK/
JAMES
PARLON
DITCH

Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
June 4, 1986
The Tippecanoe COUri~~>D~l
. i• .•~.
' ageBoard met Wednesday, June 4, 1986 in the Community Meeting Room
of the Tippecanoe C~~t1Y'~fice Building, 20 North Third Street, Lafayette, In 47901.
Chairman Bruce V. Osborn~c~lled the meeting to order at 8:30 A.M. with the following in
attendance:
Bruce V. Osborn Chairman, Eugene R. Moore and Sue W. Scholer Board Members,
Michael J. Spencer Surveyor, George Schulte Drainage Board Engineer, Fred Hoffman Attorney,
and Maralyn D~ yvrner Executive Secretary, others in attendance are on file.
RIVER
BLUFFS
PART III

RIVER BLUFFS PART ILl

Cunningham on behalf of Greg Sutter owner and himself presented Topography map, and
requested preliminary approval of drainage plans for the subdivision.
Drainage from subdivision
goes down through ravine and ditches across David Stevenson property drains into Harrison Creek
to the Wabash river.
Behind River Bluffs there is a pond (10 acres), which Harrison
Creek
drains through the pond and continues onto the Wabash river.
In the Subdivision there are
four outlets areas- 1.
6.28 Acres, 2.
10.56 Acres, 3.
1.77 Acres, 4.
3.25 Acres each have
their own watershed area, proposing to put a small
detention pond at each outlet through
the
subdivision looking at 3 cfs runoff 4' deep, 8" orfice through 12' pipe, maxium storage .16
of Acre feet.
(1). (2) 10.56 Acre-4.8' storage.35 Acre feet, (3)1.77 Acre 2.8'storage.8acre
storage, (4) 3.25 Acres .8' .12 Acres feet storage.
Mr. Osborn ask if he had gotten into the proposal for the maintenance? NO.
George Schulte
had the same question, he felt there were no other problems to Mr. Cunninghams request
as the proposal meets ordinance requirements.
Michael felt that possibly the idea of having
one big detention area was a better idea, he ask if he was calculating storage of 200 acres
in the 100 year storm event?
Answer yes, Michael stat~that he could let it pass, wouldn't
need to calculate for what he needed for his development.
Mr. Cunningham had calculated in
manner that he would not increase the greater runoff of the subdivision any more than what
it is from the 10 year.
Michael flet he was figuring for storing on a 100 year storm event
for the whole 200 acre watershed, he would only need to figure for his own development.
Question as to where the flood plain is in the area, flood plain is about 530 contour
elevation.
Fred Hoffman ask where the pond was located in regards to the subdivision, and would it have
any affect on the Stevenson property, no.
The only affect would be during the construction
phase.
Mr. Cunningham has told Mr. Stevenson what he is planning to do, he hasn't seen the
specific plans.
Maintenance will be the only problem and Mr. Cunriingham will have to work that out when
he presents his final drainage plans.
Eugene R. Moore moved to give approval for preliminary
plans for River Bluffs Subdivision, seconded by Sue W. Scholer, Unanimous approval.
The Subdivision consists of 34 lots and the developer has petitioned for tap in for water and
sewer with the Town of Battle Ground.
Patr~ck

VALLEY FORGE

VALLEY
FORGE

Robert Grove appeared before the board stated that the subdivision had
previously been
approved, owner has changed hands, the new owner wants to continue to develop additional 14
lots, construction plans will have to be submitted, improvements are in with the exception of
the streets.
Mr. Grove ask to come to the next Drainage Board meeting July 2, 1986 for
final approval of basin, Michael and George will have to go over previous plans and the new
plans.
Minutes will have to be read of previous meetings in regards to Valley Forge.
Department of Resource report for Kirkpatrick ditch should be on file.
LOCKWOOD
IV

LOCKWOOD IV
Robert Grove app ea r e d b e f ore t h e b oard requesting to

.
1ncrease allowable discharge requirements
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reason is first, Lockwood~rv system drains into the existing Lockwood III system considerable
offsite water (34 Acre area) comes through Buckridge, in order to meet the ordinance would
need to put something in the back yards, which the drainage board does not want done, as there
is no access to easement, there is na. w~y to control, too much water runs off, the only way
to stop this is put a basin along the edge of the channel, which has been designed for a 50
year and a portion for 100 year storm event, feel i t would be better to get water into the
channel and out of the development and detain as much as they can, he had discussed with
Michael and George the req--u,irements for this outlet, at this point there is no outlet.
Michael feels that putting a 3' sq orfice over a 12" pipe would be asking for trouble.
Michael stated Robert had proposed putting a 12" pipe coming out of the detention basin
without an orfice plate.
Question would this have an effect on Mr. Mahan's bridge?
NO.
Michael stated he doesn't care to see a construction plan until a petition is in for a legal
drain and an easement which there has been a question.
The other ponds included would be
2 in Camelot, 1 in first section of Lockwood, and 1 in Buckridge.
Enough time has elasped,
before going any further
a petition will have to be submitted.
Before Mr. Grove can go any
further with construction plans he will have to know whether the board will consider an
increase discharge\at this point he could slap an orfice plate over the 12" pipe.

CROXTON jWODS
Robert Grove stated the owner of the flower shop has been found, name he could not recall, he
requested the board to write a letter to the owner stating the problems in the area.
After
much discussion, it was decided for the board not to write a letter, but have the owner
write the board a letter stating that he doesn't care what is done in regards to an inlet
and that he doesn't intend to pay for anything, and he does not,. Q,a~~, any problem~- wi'th the
situation.
Question what about the next owner of the flower sho1J;.,?-;c-' Problem would:be
transferred to the next owner.
Mr. Hoffman ask Mr. Grove to contact Ms Klinkhammer~have her
get something from the owner now that would be recordable so that if the property is ever
sold the next owner would be aware of the situation.

BRAMPTON BRAMPTON APARTMENTS
APARTMENTS
Dennis Grump engineer from Schneider Engineering Corporation representing Cardinal Industries,
Inc. and Jack Cagaly land representative for Cardinal Industries, Inc. requested the approval
of drainage plans for Phase I of Brampton Apartments located at northeast corner of Haggerty
Lane and Windemere Drive, Fairfield Twp., Section 35, Twp.23N, Rge.4 W, SE~.
The development
wi++ eventually be a Three Phase on 11 acres located east of Briarwood.
The development is in
the area of Branch 13 of Elliot, legal drain runs along the north side of Haggerty Lane
across the frontage of the property, which would be their outlet, in talking with Michael
Spencer they discussed the present condition of the drain and th~potential future development
for the area~ M'i'c-hae..l ask Mr. Grump to ask the board for approval of Phase I drainage only,
using the legal drain.
Mr. Grump has talked with Cardinal Industries, Inc. and they wish to
present a petition in the next month for reconstruction of the legal drain (Branch 13 of
Elliot).
They have other property owners interested in signing a petition to this effect.
Pipe size for this particular area is 14" clay tile.
Problem in the area is there is no
positive outlet.
Fred Hoffman attorney, stated there is a problem of increasing one part of the Elliot drain
and not the other, if you increase the branches and not the main one you have a problem.
After much discussion in regards to the problem.
George Schulte discussed surface run off and
a positive outlet, this would control all the runoff by retention or detention basins.,
Peak
rate would be control, a volume problem is with any development, if some provision isn't
made to provide a positive outlet for the watershed area big problems are going to continue,
in regards to ordinance stipulations and the concern of Maple Point the run off can be
controlled and will not effect the Elliot Ditch.
Mr. Grump stated that their site would only
be allowed to release water at a 10 year predeveloped area.
Mr. Hoffman attorney, ask if the development increased rate of run off why do you need a bigger
pipe?
This is an agricultural drain and should not be used for this type of drainage.
Mr. Grump stated they would like to reduce the north side legal drain easement from 75' to
30' to make additional room for buildings in the area, same thing was done in the Briarwood
Apartments, reduced on one side, Brampton wants to leave 75' on south side of drain.
Jack Cagaly pleaded with the board for approval of the reduction of easements in Phase I, and
conceptially look at Phase II and PQ~se III, time has ran out on their options to do anything
else.
Need the units to justify economics with the project up front.
Bruce V. Osborn ask if Phase I could be accomplished without disturbing the tile? Michael
Spencer surveyor, had told them to come in with Phase I and a petition as he does not
recommend letting the developer put all three phases into the 14 'i tile.
Sue ask if Phase I
would be Ok, Michael stated the board needs to look at the calculations.
Mr. Grump stated they would be using a combination of tile in Phase I, there will be 67 units
they would be maintaining the detention requirements.
He feels thay can safely contiol the
drain.
They feel that it will be three years before Phase III is developed and hopefully the
board will come up with a solution prior to that time so they can proceed with their plans.
Mr. Osborn stated that if Phase I could be accomplished without distrubing the tile with
the understanding that Cardinal Industries, Inc. may not be able to develop the rest
Phase II and PhaseIII until something is done on Elliot which could be 10 years, but he didn't
want to lead the developer on.
Jack Cagaly stated that if the community was going to go after growth and development, the
board has to come up with some solution to the drainage problems.
Mr. Moore pointed out that
the board doesn't set those goals it's the 1ando~~~rs, if they want to clean the Elliot ditch
or Wilson branch, the landowner petition and agree to have the work completed.
Mr. CagalYstated they are willing to comply with a petition or whatever it takes to get things
working.
Michael Spencer pointed out to Mr. Cagaly that they are assessed now for maintenance
for the Elliot Ditch.
George Schulte stated he would like to look over the plans of Phase I
before a decision (final) is made.
George sees problems, if something is done later and the
tile is improved an open channel or whatever is done, how are you going to get across to get
to the detention storage, some changes need to be made on Phase I in order for it to work
with future plans.
After much discussion the board wanted George to look over the Plans af
Phase I and see what could be accomplished with the existing tile before make a final decision
and also have Mr. Hoffman in on the decision and discussion, the board dismissed to reconvene
at 1:30 P.M.
The Board reconvened at 1:30 P.M., Wednesday, June ,4,
1986 with Chairman Bruce V. Osborn
calling the meeting back to discuss Brampton Apartments Phase I Preliminary Drainage Plans.
Mr. Grump presented the revised plans of Phase I onlY..ldoesn't concern future phases.
Going
to relocate the 14" tile tying
back in offsite, possible open ditch situation in the future
if reconstruction comes ab~ut, locating the center of tile a typical ditch cross section of
about 28' top of bank to top of bank, using the right of way behind as a starting point coming
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out of 14' to center of tile.
44' of easement on the north side with a 14' ~ channel width
and a 30' permanent easement. if channel comes about. this would make a total of 44'
easement on north side. South side 75' easement. middle of Haggerty Lane, propose to reduce
one building for the detention area, release into tile, w~uld not increase the volume of
water to the tile. s t i l l be the samevalume as i t is now.
Plan to depress the ar~a ove~
the tile so

the 'farm drainage that comes down WQuld conti'nue to

fldw over the over 'land in

~ameIUann~y as i t does now,(sa~e' rate no chariges)"lt'sanexisting r~te •. Mr. Hoffman ask

d~ori~ ~f he fel~irYould.~ot i~crease th~rate with the swail? . Yes. £rom the existing
farm land. all basic comes down that way n'ow, odce'it reac'hes that point. ba(s'ic'ally w'hat th~y
hav'e do~neis shift'ed i t over the new tile.
Fred wants to know i i i t .is going to go over to
Maple" Point area any faster than i t does n'Dwfrom the offsit'e?
Fred ask if Maple Point had
any obfeati'onsto this?
Mi-. Cagaly responded that. he. had contacted them indHectly.
Fre'd
had no objections to the 'proposals.
SueW. Scholer' mo'v'ediO grant approval of Preliminary
D~aina~e Plans for Brampton Apartments Phase lonly as amended. seconded by Eugene R. Moore,
una'nimous approval -giv·en.
Mee'ting adj ourned at 1: 50 P.M.
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
Wednesday, July 2, 1986
The Tippecanoe County Driange Board met Wednesday July 2, 1986 in the Community Meeting
Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third Street, Lafayette, Indiana.
Eugene R. Mocrfe Vidl Chairman of the board called the meeting to order at 8:30 A.M. with
the following in attendance:
Eugene R. Moore Vice Chairman, Sue W. Scholer Board Member,
Michael J. Spencer Surveyor, George Schulte Drainage Engineer, Tom Bush Acting Attorney,
and Maralyn D. Turner Executive Secretary.
Other in attendance are on file.
CAMELOT AND LOCKWOOD SUBDIVISION
Robert Grove engineer representing Tippecanoe Builders and Chris Kovich owner requesting
to make Camelot and Lockwood Subdivision a legal drain, and developer wants to include
Lockwood IV in legal drain.
Mr. Grove presented earl~er plans and stated that he had surveyed
from the center line, he pointed out that the existing flow line comes out of the easement,
this was Ca~lot IV & V when it was developed, there was a requirement to make the entire
drainage system a legal drain, Chris Kovieh has started the petition requirement and Mr.
Grove has gone out and established the actual location of the drain.
Adecision needs to
be made as to what the legal drain is going to be how wide, as this would be different from
a standard legal drain, the 75' centerline or top of bank, as this would be going through
a developed area.
Revision will have to be made, Mr. Grove stated that they need to go
through piece by piece to determine what the legal drain will consist of, everything has
been done up to that point.
Michael Spencer ask Chris
how he would propose the part that is so far out of the
easement, how would they cover that? Can't plot a new easement across the lot.
Subject
being discussed is Lot 11 and Lot 12, that is 95' out of easement.
Robert Grove stated that
if you come with a legal drain which ends up showing an easement jump amd it goes through the
Whole procedure of the hearing and the drianage board approves at that point and time, it
becomes a legal drain easement on that land regardless of what was there before.
Mr. Grove
stated he does not know how it effects the plotting process.
Chris Kovich feels it is up
to the board now as how the mapping will go,exactly where it;s going tobe and how wide, then
make a determination of the feasibility of legal drain itself.
Tom Bush, acting attorney said
he would like to take this suject under advisement before stating a decision.
Mr. Kovich
stated that when notices are sent out iw will have to be informed that the drain will be in
an area where it will be 95' higher up on their property in respect to the other people.
Every propetty owner will have to be notified as to what the proposed legal drain is going
to look like, therefore all property owner will have the opportunity to voice their opinion.
Once it is done under the statue of the legal procedures there whould be no problem, it will
be on their title insurance and abstract, new indivisuals will knwo that it will be attached
to the property.
Chris Kovich stated that the next step would be getting description and
getting notices out, Mr. Kovich has a list of property owners, there should be a lot by lot
description, this would give an opportunity to change the easesment width in every platted
lot.
Michael Spencer stated that as longas it stays withing the existing easement he
doesn't see any problem.
Width is major concer, Michael stated they should go out to site
and go voer 15' to 20' to see what it does.
Dave Kovich felt that if it was kept at the
flow line it would be ok, Michael stated as long as it did not eat in.
Lot 12 is for sale.
Robert Grove stated the other prot ion would be coming up through Lockwood IV, this is the
one to be approved as soon as possible, this would be a cintuation of leagl drain up to the
property line and up to the basin.
Michael as if Buckridge would be coming a portion?
Will
there not be any more basin? Answer maybe one, do not know how they are going to handle this
matter at this time.
Robert Grove felt there was no problem as there is one owner.
Robert
Grove stated the other thing in question is how is it going to affect Lockwood IV they are
wanting to get preliminary approval as soon as possibe and continue on with approval process
at the same time.
Eugene Moore ask if there wasn't an agreement previous that the developer would petition
for legal drain before going any further, the developer did get petition.
Chris Kovich
stated they are going to proceed, need to keep in mind that it may work and it may not, have
to have people in.
If the developer makes a good faith effort along while developing the
area to proceed simultaneously with legal drain that they could continue developing as the
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developer could come to a point that the people could say no., that depends on the county.
The Dev€loper has agreed to cooperate on the legal drain, they have not had any complaints
with-respect ot the drainage area, the detention that has been put in upper and lower things
have been running smoothly.
Again Mr. Grove pointed out that they can only do so much up to
a certain point, developer can't make i t a legal drain that has to been done in proper
procedure.
Mr. Grove stated that they would like to continue on with the construction plans.
He felt that things could get going in a couple of weeks and as soon as Micheal gets out to
look at the project and describe it, get the petition,then things will proceed.
George Schulte recommended the following:
Lockwood IV
1.
Put filter cloth under spillway rip rap at detention pond.
2.
Require IDOH P-12 inlet at detention basin outlet instead of that shown.
3.
Require concrete pipe anchors on the 50" X 31" Cl1P arch pipe and a strap anchor over
the pipe.
4.
Drainage easement for offsite storm runoff.
5.
Easement to provide a posi~ive outlet for the upper watershed, offsite watershed area
consisting of 30 A, which would rain into the SO"X31" pipe.
David Kovich had questiin, were they to approach the two homeowners?
Mr. Grove stated
the way to handle would be to decide what would be needed, then inform them through the
legal drain petition process.
They would be notified the same as other property owners.
Petition is in compliance, was amended
Sue W. Scholer moved to give prelimianry approval for Lockwood Subdivision Part IV
including the list of stipulations that had been given to Robert Grove, seconded by Eugene
R. Moore, motion carried.

VALLEY FORGE
Robert Grove representing the Developer requested final approval subject to any changes.
Area is Phase 2 Section I along Nineth Street South edge of Kirkpatrick legal drain.
Construction Plans for the Permanent Basin for Valley Forge were submitted.
These plans were
reqirement for the development of the remaining fourteen lots in Phase I and is sized to serve
both Phase 1 and Phase 2.
Runoff calculation and pipe sizes were submitted for both Phase I
and Phase 2 at the time the Interim Basin was approved, the interim basin is to be removed
after the completion of the permanent basin.
Plan included the grading and utility plan
for Phase 2 showing the approved pipe system, the plan has been revised to create an outlet
for the proposed basin with a twenty-foot wide access to the CuI-De Sac.
The development
started in three phases which consisted of 40 lots, drainage board stopped development
beyond the 40 lots at the time the interim detention basin was put in.
Mr. Grove though
there was an $18,000.00 bond posted.
The owners want to develop the 14 lots.
In order to do so
do so they need to build the permanent basin and storm sewer to it, another piece of
storm sewer that exist now goes to an open ditch to the interim basin.
There are 2-30" main
pipes on the inside at the present time, in order to meet the requirements for the 14 lots
the development will have to continue the whole system into the basin.
Mr. Grove thought
they would keep the interim basin as long as possible, not use it, but just use it for silt,
then when they get into Phase 3 and it begins to work they can leave the interim basin,
then when they get it seeded and a good stand of grass in the future take it out, he
stressed it should be left in throughout the construction as it is a good silt basin.
George
ask in the basin that they are proposing, will it take care of the four phses,40 lots plus
the 14 lots?
Answer -Yes, plus proposed Phase 3.
The proposal is not platted, they had
to come up with a lot configuration grading and utilities in order to make things work, so
that in the future they will know everything is going to work.
When construction plans are
done a well defined swail needs to be put in to make sure that all the 100 year storm water
does get into the basin, pipes in the development are proposed for a 10 year storm, not a
100 year storm then 100 year has to get into the basin by going down the streets behind the
lots.
Michael stated the board would need to know if changes were going to be made how they
were going to get the water over to the other basin.
The developer has given up 1 lot
instead of having an easement area, it is actually an out lot, which would be
a part of the
platted subdivision.
Robert Grove felt an easement would be needed for the 14 lots, the
easemeut being within the proposed right of way, if the county proposes to maintain, the
developer proposes to give an easement right over the right of way for now including the
out lot when it platted then there would be no problem.
George Schulte stated the detention area should be made a legal drain.
The 40 lots would
be included in the legal drain as those lots would have to be assessed to maintain.
Valley
Forge people would pay a separate assessment.
Geogre Schulte had some recommendations if the
county was going to maintain the detention basin.
1.
P-12 inlet used on outlet structure from detention basin.
2.
Place filter cloth under spillway riprap.
3.
Paved gutter from strom pipe to outlet structure.
4.
Easement around detention basin fro future maintenance.
5.
Double inlets should be placed at low point on vertical curve, this could be
something that should be discussed with the Highway Engineer Dan Ruth, as there are
new rules in regards to state highway specification, as the streets will be county.
Mr. Moore ask if there were any petitions at this time for legal drain? NO.
At the
present time nobody is taking care of the area, only the developer would take care.
Mr. Moore
as if the county had accepted the streets?
Nobody was sure,but assumed they have been
accepted.
George stated the major drainage system going across the back lots neeed to have enough
easement to maintain the pipe (30") anything out of the right of way (outside) should be
included as a part of the legal drain, things in the right of way technically could be taken
care of by the county highway, but things between lots would be outside the right of way.
There would be no maintenance there.
Developer is Tippecanoe Builing Corporation, Drew
Freeman, Don Smith and
Bradsha.
They were partners with John Smith, John is no longer
a part of the Corporation.
Sue W. Scholer moved to give preliminary approval on Valley Forge
Phase 2 Section I and proceed with a petition for legal drain and stipulations given before
final approval, motion seconded by Eugene R. Moore, motion carred.

HOFFMAN DITCH
Robert Gross with Stewart Kline Associates presented Estimated Construction Plans for
the Hoffman ditch, the ditch drains in an area of Carroll, Clinton, and Tippecanoe County.
Currently is a combination tile and open ditch.
A petition had been presented approximately
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two years ago to have the drain reconstructed.
Mr. Gross is the engineer working on the
estimates, defining the watershed area and determining what needs to be done.
At 901' E.
pipe structure needs to be lowered, grade is real flat, needs to be lowered to get bett~r grade
back up stream, there would be more channel excavation, priced probably to the County Highway
for dropping the pipe.
Cost would possibly be $40,000.00, if the pipe isn't lowered or grade
restricting there would be alot of siltation in the channel, base of the
channel will silt
full in 5-10 years, then it would have to be cleaned out again this would keep the velocity
up and keep it clean(AltII).
PhaseII would entail alot of County Highway since several roads would be crossed, which would
cause a need for new culverts or larger tile.
The estimates were based on the assessed
acreage.
Correct acreage will be determined when a hearing is held.
At this time we
have different figures.
Michael feels that we need to call a Tri-County Board meeting and
have Mr. Gross present his Construction estimates, then let the board decide what to do.
The
board wants to get Dan Ruth involved in this project since 900 East needs to be lowered.
Letters need to be sent out to the Tri-County Board members and have a hearing, just a board
meeting.
See attached presentation of Robert Gross, engineer.
RIVER BLUFFS SUBDIVISION PART III
Patrick Cunningham engineer, representing Gregg Suttter and hisself as developers of
Rover Bluffs Subdivision PartIll.
June 4 Board Meeting Mr. Cunningham came before the
board asking for preliminary approval of storm water management program, at that meeting
Michael Spencer surveyor, and George Schulte Drainage Board engineer, suggested to the board
a possibility of a waiver for the requirement of detention ponds in the subdivision, because
of the proximity of the flood plain area and the Wabash river.
At that time Mr. Cunningham
did not look at that as he felt the board could not grant the waiver as drainage would go
across the David Stevenson property.
Mr. Cunningham is now requesting a waiver of the
requirement for detention storage within the subdivision.
Mr. Cunningham presented map
showing the location of subdivision and drainage showing the channels as the drains come off
the subdivision and drains do~n into the Wabash river with flood plain area having a 530'
elevation.
He stated that detention ponds are not an ass est to subdivision, they are a
continual maintenance problem, he feels that it would not be an impact upon the Wabash river,
therefore a waiver could be allowed.
Mr. Cunningham presented a letter from Mr. David M.
Stevenson dated June 23, 1986 which reads: (Copy in River Bluffs File)
June 23,

1986

Drainage Board of
Tippecanoe County
County Office Building
20 North Third Street
Lafayette, Indiana 47901
Subject:

River Bluffs Subdivision Drainage

Dear Commissioners:
I have no objections if your baord allows subject subdivision to be developed without
detention storage ponds or any other form of storm water detention.
Respectfully yours,
David M. Stevenson
1000 Ortman Lane
Lafayette, indiana 47905
Michael Spencer stated that he thought the board had ask for something that would
be recordable, in checking minutes of June 4, 1986 meeting there was no discussion in regards
to a document that would be recordable. The letter presented today is just a personal concept
between himself and River Bluffs Subdivsion Part 3 developers.
Should he sell his property
this agreement would go with the property and the next owner may object.
Mr. Cunningham
felt there would be no problem getting a legal document from Mr.Stevenson as he has agreed.
Michael Spencer has no objection to waiving requirements to detention storage if he has a
recordable document that will run with the land.
George Schulte felt that the board was giving an opinion here in regards to the
flood plain and the impact is going to be minimal in this area.
What we are lookingat now is
the legal issue on the subject from moderating the ordinance.
Can that be done?
The impact
being minimal really won't affect the downstream area from this development.
As far as the
issue, can you say no you don't need detention storage this is up to the board and legal
counsel.
Mr. Cunningham stated there were some property owners sitting in the meeting and
have an attorney here representing proeprty owners in the area.
They are concerned about
the effects of the detention storage in the area verses the over all impact of what the
drianage might be in the flood plain area.
Attorney Cy Gerde, stated there are property owners
who have no financial interest in the development, but live in the first Phase of the
development, these property owners are very much opposed to having detention ponds within
the development
for mosquitos, muisance, and other complication, they support the waiver.
Sue W. Scholer moved the board go on record as being in favor of granting a waiver of
detention if consultation with legal counsel indicates that it is advisable, seconded by
Eugene R. Moore, motion carried.
ELLIOT

x

Sue W. Scholer
not on it right now in
hearing.
The material
as soon as that person

ask what has been done toward the Elliot ditch?
Michael stated we are
regards t~working with Data Processing in getting notices out for a
is ready as soon as Data Processing Department gets a programmer and
gets aquainted with the sy~t~m~ we can proceed with Elliot Ditch.

Tippecanoe County Drainage Board adjourned meeting at 9:35 A.M., with a recess until
10:00 A.M. when a hearing was held with Tippecanoe and White County Joint Drainage Board
meeting to combine the Herman Beutler Ditch and Gosma Ditch.
White County secretary is the
Executive Secretary for the board and will furnish Tippecanoe County with a cop~ of the
minutes.

Minutes are in file.
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HOFFMAN DITCH
CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE SUMMARY

PHASE I, ALTERNATE I
TOTAL ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST

$

260,116.00

ESTIMATED COST PER ACRE

$

104.00

TOTAL ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST

$

323,839.00

ESTIMATED COST PER ACRE

$

130.00

TOTAL ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST

$

191,580.00

ESTIMATED COST PER ACRE

$

77.00

PHASE I, ALTERNATE II

PHASE II

5

DRAINAGE BOARD MEETING AUGUST 6,

1986

The Tippecanoe County Drainage board met Wednesday, August 6, 1986, at 8:30 A.M. in the
Community Meeting Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third Stre'<et·,
Lafayette, IN 47901
The meeting was

Sue W.

called

to order by Vice-Chairman Eugene R.

Scholer, Board Member, Michael J.

Engineer, Fredrick Hoffman Attorney,
attendance are on file.

Moore,

others

in attendance were:

Spencer Surveyor, George Schulte Drainage Board

and Maralyn D.

Turner Executive Secretary,

oLhers

in

CHEKER COMMERICAL SUBDIVISION
Richard Boehning attorney and John Fisher engineer for the project representing Imerial
Marketing which has an interest and successor to Cheker Oil Company and Carl Ritchie a
motel developer from

Indianapolis,

Indiana.

Mr.

Ritchie is

CHEKER
COMMERICAL

interested in purchasing

one lot of the two lots of the Cheker Commerical Subdivision.
Property is located near the
Cheker Oil company on State Road 26 East near Howard Johnson, legal description is: A Part
of the NW\ of the NW\ of Sec. 25 Township 23, Range 4, Fairfield Township, Tippecanoe County.
Drainage Plans were submitted to the Drainage Board in 1982 at that time the plans were
approved,

the project was

dropped,

now is

is being reinstituted.

The basin subdivision plan

is exactly the same as it was in 1982 with the exception that based on the recommendation of
the Technical Highway Committee and the Area Plan Commission the road way has been substantialy
modified and upgraded

in order

to meet

all requirements,

this would have an impact

on the

drainage. Updated. calculations have been furnished, the old calculations based on the 1982
plans were outdated because of the change in plan.
Mr. Boehning has discussed the project
with Michael Spencer Surveyor and George Schulte Drainage Engineer, today he is asking for
preliminary approval of the drainage plans, in order to get final approval Mr. Schulte has
ask that the developer submit a final site plan showing. the parking lot, the motel site,
elevations etc. so the drainage engineer can make a judgement as to the final approval.

Sue W.

Scholer moved to give preliminary approval for the drainage on Cheker Commerical

Subdivision~

seconded by Eugene R.

Moore,

motion carried.

SHEPHERDS
POINT
SUBDIVSION
Al Buckley developer for Sheperds Point Subdivision at County Farm Road and 500 North, legat
description:
A part of East Y, of Section 31, Township 24 North, Range 4 W., Wabash Township,
Tippecanoe County consisting of 3.43 acres.
Mr. Buckley is asking for Drainage Board
approval prior to the submission of the final plat for four lots.
Mr. Moore askif he had
SHEPHERDS POINT

SUBDIVISION

any houses at the site, the answer
particular area with this site and

is no, there are two houses, but they are out
the other two houses already in the areas

side of this
will make

6 (siX) building sites.
Mr. Spencer ask if they were contemplating going further with more
building?
Answer, if they would go further they would have to go through a major subdivision.
Mr. H~man ask where the water was going to go from these four houses, answer-goes down the
side ditches at the present Lime.
Mr. Hoffman ask, ,will it increase the flow in the side

ditch?

Mr.

Buckley feels

that it will reduce the flow as it will be grassed.

time it is just farm land, water runs off of i t immediately.
it probably does since it is hard surface, adverse effect Mr.
Hoffman ask, is it going to cause erosion in the side ditch?

At the present

Mr. Spencer stated technically
Spencer wasn't sure.
Mr.
Answer-NO, as the ditches are

sodded.
Mr. Hoffman feels that if they come back at a later time this project wouldn't be
able to be incorporated in drainage plans.
Mr. Schulte ask if this is still being farmed,
answer-YES.

Mrs.

Scholer ask about

the

corner,

excavated out from the houses in the area.

the corner

is being filled

as

dirt

is

This is at the very corner of 500 Nand 50 W,

which is the low spot, the developer has put a new breather in this section.
County Farm
tile which is a legal drain is further east.
Mr. Spencer stated the water from this area
runs down to Burnett's Creek that runs through the County Farm.
The area is drained by an

open ditch.
Mr. Spencer and Mr. Schulte have no problems in giving approval.
Mr. Hoffman
stated that if the board gives approval they will not be able to correct rectoactive when
they decide to so something with the other lots. If there is any problems to the side ditches
is a concern of Mr. Hoffman.
Mr. Buckley stated that the water for the area will have to
eventually drain to the side ditches in any event.
Mrs. Scholer ask if Mr. Spencer and Mr.
Schulte were comfortable with the drainage that is going north, answer-YES(correction)
Mr.
Spencer stated

Sue W.

this

is

the natural

flow.

Scholer moved to give approval for

Michael J. Spencer surveyor,
Moore, motion carried.

Shephe~

Point Subdivision drainage subject to

inspecting and approving the

drainage~

seconded by

Eugene

R.

CRACKER
BARREL,
·
d
'
d
d
'
1
OLD
1
1
George Schu te representing H. Stewart K lne an
Assoclates, Inc. presente
ralnage pans COUNTRY
for the developer of Cracker Barrel, Old Countycc Store, Inc. location of property is East of STORE
1-65 on State Road 26 and Frontage Road, containing 1.7 acre.
To analyse the storm drainage INC
'
the plans were drawn to break into 3 basins, basin #3 is uncontrolled runoff which would run
.
into side ditch along Frontage Road going down under a pipe, basin#2 would drain into an
underground storage syste~ basin#l would drain into an underground storage system.
The
developer did not want to use the parking lot for storage and did not want to provide any
CRACKER BARREL, OLD COUNTRY STORE,

INC.

detention storage above ground~ therefore the only way to go with drainage would be underground.
System is set up to storerunoff from a 100 year storm event, basin #1 has 2 underground pipes 66" diameter corragated metal pipe perforated, wat~r will drain through inlets

into the pipe, then drain to a side ditch, same for basinl12 draining through a' 30"
corragated pipe and eventually go to the Wildcat Creek, drains down through a gulley to the
creek.
Mr. Moore ask if there was an underground storage
application that Mr. Schulte is aware of, basically it is

Mr.

there before?
This is the first
the same theory as an open storage.

Hoffman ask if there was some way to avoid the drainage through the side ditch?

Mr.

Schulte answered he doesn't know as it has been draining there at the present time.
Ditches
are quite deep in the area, reason for side ditches is to get ~urface drainage away.
Drainage system will be maintained by Cracker Barrel.
Man holes have been provided into
underground system so they can get into to flush them out.
Bottom of the pipe is lower than
the outlet, reason for this is so the s i l t ,
sand etc. used for maintenance for the parking
lot can be flushed out.
Mr. Hoffman is concerned about side ditch, but Mr. Spencer stated
the release rate complies with the ordinances.
Mr. Schulte.~ stated the peak runoff is being
decreased into side ditch.

Sue W.

Scholer moved to give final approval for the drainage plans for Cracker Barrel, Old

Country Store

Inc.,

seconded by Eugene R.

Moore~

motion carried.
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ELLIOT DITCH
Mr. Hoffman ask what had been done toward getting notices out on the Elliot ditch.
This
broughtup much discussion.
Maintenance Fund for the Elliot Ditch is in the red in the
amounty of $45,946.26, and again it was explained as in previous minutes that the Drainage
Board has every thing ready for the Data Processing department, but since they have had a
big turn over in programmers we
were holding up on mailings.
Eugene Moore stated that he
had been approached by Chamber of Commerce in regards to the Elliot ditch, he and Mr. Spencer
had presented all information we have, the tax rate per Industrial, Agriculture, Lots, Local
Business, Residential, and General Business.
This is a big project, there is 7,500 acres
in the watershed area.
Question could we borrow from General Drain or would there be a
possibilty to go to the State to get a grant?
Mr. Hoffman is to check into getting a grant
or a
Cumulative Fund for the project.
It was pointed out that the top farmers(Landowners)
are the ones hurt by the holding ponds.
The Elliot ditch is not a legal drain west of
Nineth Street.
Mr. Hoffman stated it should be a legal drain clear to the Wea Creek, matter
of courtesy the board should contact the Department of Natural Resources.
Mr. Hoffman
would like for the Elliot to get on next years taxes.
Current tax rate brings in about
$55,ODO.00 in one year with minimum assessment according to zoning based on runoff.
HOFFMAN DITCH
A hearing had been scheduled for the Hoffman ditch, but due to Carroll County not being
able to advertise the legal ad, the hearing had to be postponed.
A hearing is scheduled
fro Wednesday, Spetember 10, 1986 at 9:00 A.M.
Michael Spencer stated that our representative
Bruce Osborn would be unable to attend because of illness, therefore he will talk with Bruce
in regards to resigning and then another member will be appointed.
Carroll and Clinton
Counties have received letters of confirmation and instruction to put in their respective
newspapers.
This letter is on ifle.

:UTHEON
~IGHTS

) AR T I I

MCCUTHEON HEIGHTS PART II
Mr. John Fisher was not present.
Michael Spencer surveyor stated that the board had
construction plans for McCutheon Heights Part II, there were nine items presented to Mr.
Fisher for requirement to meet ordinance standards, to this date they have not complied to
the request.
The nine items are:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Who is going to maintain the facility?
What is the flood elevation for Wea Creek as established by the flood insurance study?
Details for orfice plate and outfall structure from the detention basin.
Need professional seal on site grading plan and insect ion details and drainage study
plan.
5.What datum was used to determine contour elevation?
6.
Access to proposed detention basin for future maintenance?
7.
Need to increase storage by 6% to comply with ordinance.
8.
Shou~d the energy dissipator have reinforcing steel?
9.
Offsite Basin?
lIVER
ILUFFS
>D

RIVER BLUFFS SUBDIVISION
Mr. Hoffman stated he opposed the boards decision of granting no detention basin.
He ask
for a copy of letter received from David M, Stevenson, he now has a copy.
Mr. Hoffman wants
to see letter for recording when received.
There being no further
at 10:00 A.M.

business to come before the board at this time, meeting adjourned

ATTEST:~j,~
Maralyn D. Turner,

Executivce Secretary

Tippecanoe County Driange B0~rd Wednesday October 15/ 1985
SPECIAL MEETING
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met at 1:30 P.M. for a Special Meeting in the
Community Meeting room of the ~ippecano~ County Office Buildi~g, 20 Third St=cst
Lafayette, Indiana 47901.
Vice-=Chairman Eugene R. Moore called the meeting to order with following present:
Sue W. Scholer Board Member, Michael J. Spencer Surveyor, George Schulte Drainage Engineer,
and Fred Hoffman Drainage Attorney, Maralyn D. Turner Executive Secretary.
Others present
were John Fisher and Lloyd "Jim" Raher.
RIVER OAKS PLAN

DEVELOPMEN~

John Fisher representing River Oaks ask for drainage approval for property located
at end of Pine Lane consisting of 24.47 Acres with 13 lots, property nas City wa'cer and
city sewer.
The existing culvert is under the old drive way.
No culvert or bridge
over the ravine.
The culvert is appruximately 3' X 4' masonry cu~vert under the gcavel
road to the south of the proposed PDR will be extended under the proposed granular- road
with a simialr sized pipe.
When the sewer was designed there was a problem with the
grade, therefore they plan to use 2-21' pipes.
The tributary wacershed to chis culvert
produces a peak IO-year frequency runoff of 25.097 cfs.
Mr. Hoffman ask if all the water
ended up in the Wildcat Crs8k? YES.
George Schulte felt that the pipe size should be
just alittle bigger possibly 36" pipes.
George's concem is to put the same size in or
greater, because of tll~ develop ment upscream, don't want to see them put any smaller.
The old concrete culvert doesn't work now,
it is 3' wide 8" deep.
Mr. Fisher wants
to go in and totally replace the culvert, put trash racks on tne upstream end and use
10 squae'e yards of shot cock at tIle slld where the velocity is coming through.
Nr. Hoffman
ask if there was any storage facilities?
NO, due to the nature of the area there's no
stoL'age.
Departf.lent of Natural Resources doesll'c recommend storage, second earth surface
would be torn up alot more.
Mr. Hoffman ask how much wou16 the runoff increase? Answer
.6 of cubic foot per acre.
Mr. Hoffman ask what percentage 1.8 cfs for tne development,
10% increase 100 year sturm event.
Michael Sperlcer stated the proolem is thDt the ravine
is so big, they would be tearing up a~ of land to put detention in, be hard to maintain
as it would be by bull dozer, putting it in the low ground area.
Michael feels that
if the right size pipes are put in, there will be no problems.
Mr. Hoffman ask, the
way it is there is no disturoance to the ravine, answer correct.
The only place they
will be crossing would be where the existing drive is now.
Mr. Hoffman ask if there
would be an erosion?
NO.
Mr. Fisher pointed out that this would be a private drive,
they are not going to tear up the roadway.
20' wide stone drive with double chip and
seal, privately maintained, the drive will not be taken into the highway system.
Mr.
Hoffman ask if there was something in the covenants that stated the fact.
Torn M=Cully
attorney, has prepared the covenants, the people who will buy the lots will know they
are not going to get a public strsst.
George agrees with the proposed pJ.ans.
Michael.
Spencer surveyo~ st~ted if the board granted n~ detention they shG~ld Bti?ulate ttat
the people can not come back in 3nd p2rcelizE one lot into two, if they did there wcu!d
be more homes en the area, ard thj.s can't happen, t~is ShODId be put i~ the covenants.

RIVER
OAKS
PLAN
DEVELOP
MENT

Sue w. Scholer moved to grant final drainage approvdl for River Oaks PD drainage
plan subject to the pipe size cnange under the new road, a review of the final covenants
by the Drainage Board, notation in covenants tnat it will be a privately maintained drive,
seconded by Eugene R,Moore, mutiuu carrIed.
ELLIO~T

DI~CS

Ji!t Rai12r Data Proc23siilg Di~8ctGr was as]c to sit in 011 our meetiil~ ill discussing
getting aSS38smants cut fc~ tl16 Elliott ditch.
He ask for 30 days to study tlld program

so they could produce a program.
After ffiucn discussion, Mr. Raher will possibly present
a pro3ra~ at tt12 Nc)vembsr 5, l086 beard Ineeting a~d a hearing can be set foe JaDuary 1987.
Ths~e

bsillg

~o

fu~the~

busins8s to COll12 bef0re the board,

the illeetiilg

adjou~n8d

at

2: 10 2.11.

NOT PRESENT

ATTES'l':

L;t)1.1l.h

.u~ff,~~

-L:::=--"::::.-:rI----~--.----------------------.-------~
Maralyn D. Turner, Executive Secretary

ELLIOTT
DITCH

NOVEMBER 5, 1986
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board, November 5, 1986
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, November 5, 1986 for regular board
meeting at 8:30 A.M. in the Community Meeting Room of the Tippecanoe County Office
Building 20 North Third Street Lafayette, Indiana.
The meeting was called to order by
Vice-Chairman Eugene R. Moore.
Those present were:
Sue W. Scholer Boardmember, Fred
Hoffman Drainage Attorney, Michael J. Spencer Surveyor, and Maralyn D. Turner Executive
Secretary, other present are on file.
CHEKER COMMERICAL
CHEKER
COMMERICAL
Richard Boehning attorney, representing Carl Ritchie property owner, plans have been
presented for final approval of drainage.
The plans meet the code with the exception of 2
items.
1. The allowable release rate, because of the small area involved the release rate
is 1.62 cfs and the ordiance calls for a 10 year release rate of 1.43 cfs, therefore they
are requesting a variance.
2. Storage was the other problem, Mr. Schulte went through the
plans and indicated that there was a 350' cf differential in the storage,. area.
Revision
of the parking was presented in the revision it picks up the 350'cf. Revised the grade of
the parking lot.
2842 cf that are necessary.
Asking for a 25 year storm event.
Michael
Spencer stated he and Mr. Schulte hadBone through the plans considering all the limits in
the area, he feels that the revised plan presented is OK.
Mr. Hoffman ask if it complies
with the 25 year release rate?
Their request is to use a 25 year release rate from the
detention area instead
of a 10 year Storm Event.
It is .2 cfs from 1.43 to a 1.62. Mr.
Boehning said it was .19 cfs difference.
Mr. Hoffman ask if it was going to cause any
future problems and where it goes to the Elliott ditch or the Wildcat, the answer Wildcat,
goes around the Interstate entrance ramp.
What percentage difference was question of Mr.
Hoffman, answer 10%, Mr. Hoffman, no way to get in the compliance of the Ordiance? Mr.
Boehning answered, can't store any more, got to store to release.
Michael Spencer stated
that if they increase the pond going to make more water then they would need an increase
in their drain down time compared to the ordiance as all the water is to be out within a
certain time (24 hours).
The parking lot will be wet longer.
puddle over the outlet
which is going to be a manhole which has grate over it with an orfice plate in it.
Mr.
Hoffman ask if Michael felt this was the way to Vwi th the plans, he felt it was, Mr.
Hoffman agreed.
go
Sue W. Scholer moved to grant a variance to Cheker Commerical Subdvision for variance
to the ordiance requirement of 1. 43 to 1.62 cfs, seconded by Eugene R. Moore, motion
carried.
Sue W. Scholer moved to grant final drainage plan approval as revised, seconded
by Eugene R. Moore, motion carried.
WOODBERRY
SUBDIV
PAHSE II

WOODBERRY SUBDIVSION PHASE II
Robert Gross engineer, for Stewart Kline and Associates repreanting Leroy Moore owner.
Originally had a plan with detention storage system located in Lots 26, 27, 28, and 29.
The revised drainage plan will use Lot#29 as the detention storage basin which will give
better access for future maintenance. The original plan set the allowable release rate at
10.27 cfs with a storage volume of approximastely 0.3544 Ac Ft. The revised system will
have an allowable release rate of 6.12 cfs and storage volume of 0.595 Ac.Ft. (25,933CFT)
below the high water elevation of 658.95. The depth of water in the basin will be 3.25 ft
anmd the storage volume includes an addi t ional 6% as requlred by the ordinance.
The
discharge will be controlled by a 12"CMP going to structure.
For less frequent, higher
intensity storms, the basin will overflow into structure #1 and the 24" diameter pipe will
serve as the emergency outflow.
Lot 29 would be redesigned with an outlet structure, go
through underground outlet out into side ditch, same outlet as before.
Cost wise would be
much more attractive, the owner gave up one whole lot instead of spreading it across the 3
lots, pipe is outlet instead of having an open ditch.
with the revision the easement
would be changed from 65' to 35'. this would give enough excess to dip pipe out. This
will help down stream.
Michael l'ipencer ask if the plan had been recorded, it has not.
Mr. Gross feels there will be no maintenance problem.
Question was ask if there would be
maintenance to take care? Michael thought previously that Mr. Moore was going to petition
for a legal drain.
Michael Spencer stated the board may want to look at the construction
plans after the detention areas was built before they recorded the plans.
Sue W. Scholer
ask how many land owners were we dealing witb,? Michael Spencer ask Mr. Moore what was
decided in regards to a~egal drain or Homeowners covenants. Mr. Moore is the biggest
property owner.
Mr. Moore wasn't sure, records would have to be checked.
As it is now Mr
Moore can petition for a legal drain.
Mr. Moore said there would be a Homeowners Associat
ion.
After much discussion, roads are not county maintained. Mr. Moore ask if Area Plan
could finalize the PrrDect, before the Drainage Board? There is no" problem with the plan,
it is the matter of looking ahead at maintenance.
Mr. Moore ask what we were looking at
time wise? Michael Spencer stated it would take 60 days or longer, but it should not hold
Mr. Moore up any way with his construction.
Mr. Moore hopes to file his final plan soon,
boundry has been approved and is ready to be recorded.
Michael Spencer was checking to
see what was discussed in regards to petition or Homeowners Association for Pha.seJ[, if
there is to be a Homeowners Association need to check the covenants to see which is best
for him.
Sue W. Scholer moved to give final storm drainage approval for Woodberry Plan
Development Phase II with the stipulation that a petition for a legal drain be filed.
Seconded by Eugene R. Moore, motion carried.
For the records Mr. Hoffman took no action
during the discussion as he has helped with this project.

!

ELLIOTT
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TRAIN
COE
HEARING

ELLIOTT DITCH
Jim Raher Data Processing Director, stated that it would be another week before notices
could be sent out.
Mr. Hoffman stated that the percentage has to be 100% or more. Mr.
Raher will get this worked out.
He stated that he needed a work order for the proposed
Ditch Assessments.
He needs the letter as soon as possible.
Task Force
will meet
November 13, 1986. The meeting recessed at 9:10 A.M. to reconvene meeting at 10;00 A.M.
TRAIN COE HEARING
Mr. Hoffman opened the meeting for the Hearing of Train Coe ditch reconstruction
asking Michael Spencer to present his findings.
Property owners present were:
Patricia
House, Bob Higman, Bob Gross, Charles West, Jerry E. Kerkhoff, Larry Skinner, Marvin McBee
for Grant and Steve McBee., others present are on file.

TRAIN COE RECONSTRUCTION HEARING Continued
February 1986 a pet it ion was signed by property owners with
1,267.144 within the watershed, starting at the outlet of Wea Creek.

a

total

acreage

of

Mr. Hoffman read remonstrance from Grant and Steve McBee ~ting they are against the
Train Coe being cleanedjout the way it is proposed, they are for cleaning only where it
needs to be cleaned, they have a total of 132 acres in the watershed to be assessed.
A letter from Michael L.Taylor stating that his two tracts of land with a total acreage of
1.5 was not in the watershed area.
Larry Skinner ask if dead sand in the area of county road 1150 south crossingf would
stay clean after being cleaned out?
Michael feels it will be a continuous problem with
maintenance.
Jerry
check.

Kerkhoff

has

question

in regards

to his assessment,

Michael will go out and

Mr. Hoffman ask what kind of pipe was he going to put in. There
and was replaced by the County Highway last year at that time the pipe
could go through at a deeper grade. Tile outlets are,they going to be
Hopefully when they are opened up they can be saved, there is alot of
they will be replaced.

is an existing pipe
was lowered so they
replaced with pipe?
broken tile outlet,

Larry Skinner, when do you plan to start this and when will the propetty owners be
assessed?
Would like to put out for bid as soon as possible, depending on what the
outcome is of todays meeting.
Depend on "eather,
May I, 1987.
Estimated Cost of
$40,157.33 @ $25.00 Acre, Acreage 1,601.664.
Pat House moved to go ahead with bids with
an alternate Proposal of not cleaning the open ditch.
<

Mr. Hoffman ask about the ditch banks, not going to do any of the di~h banks as they
are in pretty good shape,just be cleaning the ditch bottom. What's going to be done with
the spoil?
will be spread out and leveled on the easements.
All agreed to the May 1,
1987 as the finishing date.
Michael felt that it should only take 45 working days to
complete the project.
Marvin McBee father of Steve and Grant McBee stated the thing they were concerned
about was taking the grass out only.
They are not against the di tch.
How soon is the
grass going to be back in there since the ditch doesn't flow much water? Are we spending
money for something that we don't need to spend for?
Could it be modified as $25.00 @
acre is stiff when corn is $1.50.
Michael Spencer, to modify it any, could spray. but the major problem with spraying
could it flow into an area that should have no chemicals. He really hates to spray. Mr.
Hoffman ask if they could put the bids out so it could be bid two ways.
Michael, set it
up on a per ft basis as the whole ditch was measured.
To remove grass the cost was
approximatley $9,000.00 for 8,850', Clearing of 5 acres, Excavati:OJ(D'. 10,200', Furnishing
and install culvert 85" X 53" X20' Lump sum (1), Seeding, Lump Sum (1), Rip-rap delivered
and placed Ton (100) maybe more or less.
List of pipe 4" through 24", there is no way of
knowing what type of pipe they will have to use, therefore it is hard to figure exactly,
not clearing grass may change the assessemenmt by an estimated price of $5.00.
Larry Skinner ask if they plan to replace culvert between State Road 28 and County
Road 1150 South road, the. answer, NO, the only one they looked at was the one at Mr.
This was to
West's property as it leads to the residence, they did redesign that one.
protect the County.
To answer Mr. McBee's question they will have an unit price on taking the grass out,
know how much it will cost per ft., put an alternate in to deduct that, then the PE~erty
property owner may want to go that way.
We can advertise for bids putting stipulation in
for 90 days, have the propety owners back in and then decide which way they want to go
with the reconstruction.
Mr. McBee wanted to know Michael's opinion.
Michael would like
to see the grass out in order to put the ditch in A-I condition in one through, there is
maintenance money in there now, currently there is a balance of $3,877.85, the 4 year
assessment is $3,338,56, this is just alittle bit over the 4 year collection of
assessment, maybe they could use maintenance if a bad spot is found.
Mr.McBee ask if they
were going to take it out every year or so? Michael stated he Would act accordingly to a
complaint.
Mr. McBee felt there should be a restriction of how Close they can farm to the
ditch, but if you farm too close this can create a problem.
There are no regulations
written by the Drainage Board, Mr. Spencer feels that this is an important thing not to
farm too close to the ditches, but walking the ditch Michael felt the farmers have been
doing a good job. in staying back.
Eugene R. Moore ask how far should the farmers stay
back? Mr. McBee ask if they were going to put drop inlets in? There are a number of them
along the drain now, they were put in in the early 70's when the ditch was reconstructed,
he doesn't have any planned, however if they see there is 4need for one they will put it
in.
Pat House stated she has a couple areas that are bad, but they are caused from the
drain pipes being stopped up the_ water can't go through, the water goes over the top, as
soon as the pipes get to working there will be no problem.
Mr. Moore ask the people what
they wanted.
Sue W. Scholer ask if they would like to have the bids come in an held so
they can come back and look them over?
Pat House moved to have bids let and have another hearing.
Bids will be put out with
an alternate with the deduction of bottom cleaning.
After much discussion the board
decided to continue todays hearing, with advertising bids November 14, 1986, November 21,
1986 in the Journal and Courier, bids will be opened December 3, 1986 at 9:00 A.M. and a
Special Meeting December 10, 1986 at 10:00 A.M..
The people will have two ways to
consider the cost for reconstruction.
Sue W. Scholer moved to advertise for bids for Reconstruction of the Train Coe Ditch
and continue this meeting till December 10, 1986 at 10:00 A.M., and look at bids that
are due December 3, 1986, regular Drainage Board meeting, seconded by Eugene R. Moore,
motion carried.

NOVEMBER 21, 1986

Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
November 21,
ELLIOTT

DITCH

The Tippecanoe County

Drainage

Board held

a

1986
Special

Meeting

for amending long range

plan for S.W. Elliott Legal Drainl Friday, November 21, 1986 at 9:30 A.m. in the Community
Meeting Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third street, Lafayette,
IN 47901.
Vice-Chairman Eugene R. Moore, called the meeting to order. Those present were Sue W.
Scholer Boardmember r Michael J. Spencer Surveyor, J. Fredrick Hoffman Drainage Attorney,
Maralyn D. Turner I Executive Secretary.
Other present were:
Gordon Kingma'" Chamber of
Commerce/secretary of S.W.Elliott Task Force,
Betsy Liley Journal and Courierl Max
Showalter WASK Radio.
Sue W. Scholer read letter Respectfully submi tted by Gordon J. Kingma Secretaryl
Elliott Ditch Task Force recommending to the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board that the
Tippecanoe County Long Range Plan for Drainage be amended to recommend to advance the date
for proposed reconstruction of the Elliott Drain and tc\refer the matter to the County
Surveyor to prepare a reconstruction report
for the Elliott Drain and to employ a
professional engineering firm to prepare such report, to be funded from the Tippecanoe
County General Ditch Cumulative Fund, with the cost to be repaid as part of the assessment
for reconstruction, when reconstruction occurs, and to proceed with a public hearing to
present a proposed increase in assessment rates for ditch maintenance.
Fred Hoffman Drainage Board Attorney stated for the records this is a result of
special meetings of a group of citizens and officials that have been designated by the
Chamber
of
Commerce
a
Task
Force
for
the
S.W.Elliott Ditch and this is the
recommendation~rom that group.
Sue W. Scholer read letter from Michael J. Spencer surveyor stating that he had viewed
the S.W. Elliott ditch and based upon his inspection he requested that it be designated as
an Urban drain because a substantial part of the watershed has been converted to Urban
land.
He also requested that it be classified as in need of reconstruction as an Urban
drain and that the long range plan be amended to give priority to the reconstruction of
the S.W. Elliott Legal Drain.
Mr. Hoffman stated that the letter from the Surveyor states very well the discussion
that has been and Mr. Spencerls request bears out the desire concerning the ditch, it
certainly is an Urban drain, needs reconstruction and should advance to the top of the
list for reconstruction.
Sue W. Scholer stated that the designation as Urban drain will really fit in well with
the revisions that have already been under taken
in the divisions of the assessments to
apply to the type of land use and the run off.
This will help determine the capacity.
Sue W. Scholer moved to classify the S.W. Elliott ditch as an Urban drain, seconded by
Eugene R. Moore, motion carried.
Sue W. Scholer moved to classify the S. W. Ell iott ditch an Urban drain
reconstruction, seconded by Eugene R. Moorel motion carried.

in need of

Sue W. Scholer moved to amend the long range plan to give priority to the
reconstruction of S.W.Elliott Legal Drainl seconded by Eugene R. Moore, motion carried.
Sue W. Scholer ask if action needed to be taken in regards to setting hearings?
Mr. Hoffman stated that the board was going to have to have someone to prepare a
reconstruction plan, also hire help and declare an emergency I and employ an engineer or
surveyor to prepare a reconstruction report.
Question iS I what manner you are going to
select that person.
There has been discussion of putting it out for bids as to who the
board will employ.
Michael Spencer stated a requested proposal needs to be written up.
Sue W. Scholer moved to instruct the surveyor that the condition of the S.W.Elliott
ditch constitues an emergency situation as it impacts the development of the County and
the board recommends that a request for proposal to hire a professional engineer to draw
up the reconstruction report for the legal drainl seconded by Eugene R. Moore, motion
carried.
A written draft of the proposal hopefully will be ready to be discussed at the regular
Drainage Board meetingl December 3, 1986 and at that time a date will be set.
Maintenance procedures will go on simultaneously.
The Urban drain is not going to impact the assessment factor of use.
Mr. Hoffman ask what needed to be done in order to get letters out?
1. Need to get form letter to Data Processing.
2.
F04mula
was discussed,
the assessment was based on agricultural run off
coefficient I adjustment can be done on the Industrial and General Business·
Problems
will occur if they start messing with the minimum assessment would have to change all of
them.
If minimums are not the same it messes up the program. Gordon Kingma stated it had
been discussed to increase Industry to a minimum of $25.00 and General Business $20.00.
Michael Spencer stated that the run off coefficient could be increased, there is a
range on the chart between per-centage of runoff.
Price per acre is different.
If they were paying by the acre Industry would be paying $6.30 rate and General Business
$7.50, Farm $3.00.
Industry and Business will be paying more than twice the agriculture
rate.
Mr. Kingma ask about rates for Industries like General Foods and Caterpillar?
It
would still be based on the current land use, if they would build on it this would change
the rate to Industrial zoningl this is fair to them as it is still agricultural land, the
run off coefficients are still there until they develop.
Form letter is all Mr. Raher needs, this form is being taken to the Data Processing today,
November 21, 1986.
There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 10:10 A.M.
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Maraly~er, Executive secretary

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
December 3, 1986
Vice Chairman Eugene R. Moore called the regular Drainage Board meeting to order at
8:30 A.M. in the Community Meeting Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North
Third Street, Lafayette, Indiana.
Those present were:
Sue W. Scholer Board Member, J.
Frederick Hoffman Drainage Attorney,Michael J. Spencer County Surveyor,George Schulte
Drainage Engineer, and Maralyn D. Turner Executive Secretary. Others present are on file.
S.W.ELLIOTT DITCH

E1.LIOTT
DITCH

Michael Spencer reported to the board that he has a draft written up for the Proposals
for Elliott Ditch Study, however he feels since the new Auto facto~ is coming to the area
the letter should be held as changes maybe needed in the study.
KNIGHTS INN
Dennis Grump eng ineer, represent ing Schneider Eng ineer ing iCorporation and Cardinal
Industries for the project of Knights Inn Motel located on State Road 26 East, west of 1-65
and McDonald's on the north side of 26.
Mr. Grump ask for drainage board approval of
drainage system, he showed three (3) exhibits.
Exhibit I is the Site Plan of utility layout with storm sewer system, the discharge
will be in the Britt detention area,calculations have been submitted and discussion with
Michael and George in regards to the flow.
Exhibi t II is the flood routing which has a swale on the north side 2' from the center
of the property line, this is for 100 year storm water flow.
Exhibit III shows the easement which would encompass the flood routing swale to the
detention area,have grading detail on the swale within the sub plans.
Sue W. Scholer ask
if they had the easement?
Mr. Grump had a copy of letter from Shoney's giving their
approval of using the rear of their property toward storm sewer system and the granting of
the easement.
The easement on the plan shows a cross hatched area which will contain a
storm sewer.
Michael Spencer ask, the 30' easement is in regards to the swale?
Answer-Yes.
This will allow all the storm water to get to the Britt Drain Detention Basin
as planned in the overall master plan for the Britt Drain Watershed. George Schulte stated
this will give them over land flood rating to the basin. Joe Bumbleburg was ask to explain
the easement in regards to the flood routing swale.
Mr. Bumbleburg explained that the
Shoney's easment has been placed, this is on the east side of Shoney's. The letter that
permi ts Knights Inn to use the easement has to be recorded.
Michael ask if the 10'
easement would be adequate to hold the swale?
The swale will not be be wi thin the 10'
easement.
The storm sewer will be within the 10' easement as planned, Shoney's does own
the property and that was the reason for the letter granting them approval to use the area,
an easement will be recorded for the 10' strip.
This has been transmitted to Shoney's.
The letter was presented to the board today, Mr. Grump is not sure the easement has been
signed it is in the process of being signed. Jack Cogley with Cardinal Industries stated
that the easement is conditional upon closing, they are asking for approval here today so
that they can close.
Documents are out wai ting to see if there are any other signatures
required.
Mr. Grump said this could be contained in the off side easement if they were not
allowed to use Shoney's.
Mr. Hoffman ask if they were going to have an easement for that?
This is what the 30' easement covers, that's totally Britt property, this is the one the
board is requesting to be recorded.
All this will be done at closing,not before.
Mr.
Bumbleburge was representing Floyd Britt,however Mr. Britt was present.
Mr. Hoffman stated
to Mr. Britt that he understands that he is selling land plus going to give easement on the
land that he retains. Yes, this is all done conditional and will be done at closing.
Sue W. Scholer ask if there was any further recommendations on the drain.? George Schulte
said his main concern was how they were going to get an emergency runoff to the main
detention area during a storm.
This will be a private system,maintained by Knights Inn.
Mr. Hoffman ask if this complies with the ordinance code? Yes.
Mr. Hoffman wasn't clear
on the extra_ easements, are they to be used as detention storage?
No, they are just
emergency overflow.
Mr. Hoffman,how does this comply with the Ordinance?
Basically it
goes into a dtention basin then on to the Wildcat creek.
Mr. Hoffman ask if the outlet of
the detention pond was going to be affected, answer-no, rate will be the same.
Mr.
Bumbleburg stated that this land has original signatory agreement of many years ago. They
are just making sure that the land here has access to the drainage to the detention pond.
Mr. Schulte stated that the area has a master drainage plan that was approved by the
Drainage Board.
Mr. Hoffman ask if the pond was big enough?
Yes, it is 1. 5 acres.
Mr.
Hoffman said that approval has to be at the same time everything is recorded. Mr. Hoffman
felt Michael Spencer could be given authority to give themafP'\-oJcf.!.tter at the same time
everything is recorded, the board doesn't want to give appro va and not have the easements.
This
should be conditioned on them getting easements.
Dave Poelstra attorney,
representing Burger King ask about calculations.
Mr. Grump said that the calculations
submi tted to Michael and George included a portion of Burger King site which will flow
through Knights Inn site.
At the time the calculations were made, Burger King had not
developed their site plan to the point of giving Knights Inn a drainage pattern so they
would know what to include from the Burger King site. Mr.
Grump
had
talked
with
Pat
Cunningham who has done work for Burger King.
Mr. Cunningham had indicated to Mr. Grump
that the area they had allowed Burger King drainage is some what less than what actually

KNIGHTS
INN
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will come about, this has been with Michael Spencer they will revise their calculations to
include the extra area which is about .4 of an acre and resubmit to Mr. Cunningham.
Mr.
Poelstra stated they are in agreement with Cardinal Industries to take Burger King water to
meet their plans they want to make sure all the area is included in this plan. Mr. Hoffman
stated no approval can be given to Burger King till they have their plans submitted. Mr.
Bumbleburg stated to Mr. Poelstra that he wasn't asking for approval, asking for approval
of drainage plan for Burger King site, only you are advising the board in asking them to
approve as a part of conditional approval for Cardinal Industries the fact that .4 of an
acre in whatever configuration has been calculated (100 year level) after development level
is the best they can do to come into, this is all the board can do for Burger King.
No
approval can be given to Burger King as the board does not have the calculations for the
si te and not before the board at this time.
The only thing the board can do is approve
what is before the board.
Mr. Poelstra wanted the board to understand that their
calculations are including what is going
to be coming in. Mr. Hoffman stated they didn't
necessarily include what Mr. Poelstrs is asking. Mr. Poelstra stated this is what they are
changing in their entire area.
Mr. Grump stated they have included about 2/3 of their
property, but it was based on not having an accurate plan(grading Plan).
Mr. Cunningham
representing Burger King wanted to add to the discussion and clarify what is happening with
the Burger King property.
The area including Shoney's,Britt property, property in
question, and including Burger King was included into a master drainage plan which all was
to be
drained to the detention pond, as the property is situated if allowance isn't given
for the future development of the property now in the approval of the drainage plan
submitted, then it will be hard to come back next spring going through the project after it
has already been approved and under construction and change thi~, basically what they are
doing now they are setting up an agreement with Cardinal Industries to have them take
Burger King after development water from the Burger King property across their property and
route to the detention pond. Burger King will be taking about 1.2 acres only taking .4 of
an acre.
They want the board to understand that Burger King is going into an agreement
upon the closing, the agreement is that Knights Inn will take Burger King water at the 100
year after development rate across their property to the detention pond.
They want to
insure that the Board understands that Burger King doesn't want to come back in in the
spring and find out that they have to put a detention pond in the small area which has
already been taken care of by having the original detention pond. Mr. Hoffman stated they
were going to have to take care of the rest of their water as Knights Inn plan takes care
of about !z of it.
The calculations submitted to the board shows a water basin area of
about 2/3. Mr. Hoffman felt the board didn't have any authority to do anything toward what
they are asking the board to do at this time.
The only thing that is before the board is
the application for approval of their project, if their project applies with the ordinance
and statue we have to approve it.
Burger King is not before the board at this time, and
what the private dealings are with each other isn't the boards approval. Mr. Cunningham
stated he didn't think they were asking for approval and they understand that they are not
before the board, we are here for a clarification and understanding.
Mr. Poelstra again
stress that what Knights Inn is doing will cover Burger King.
Mr. Hoffman stated he
understood, he told Mr. Cunningham to come back, the only thing they can do today is
conditional approval on plan presented today on bases of getting easements.
Sue W. Scholer moved to give final approval for Knights Inn drainage plan conditioned upon
proof to the surveyol;" the recording of these easements and proper documents, seconded by
Eugene R. Moore, motion carried.
TRAIN
COE
RECONSTR
UTCION
BIDS

TRAIN COE DITCH RECONSTRUCTION BIDS
Fi ve bids had been turned into the Audi tor's office,Mr. Hoffman opened the following
bids and found the necessary signatures and checks included:
BIDS
ALTERNATE
$29,564.00
$45,879.00
1. Fairfield Contractors
$34,129.40
$45,191.90
2. Franklin Excavating
$114,627.50
p9,5(:;5.0q
3. Fauber's
$25,895.00
~2I,998.00
4. Bill Noland
$23,280.00
$28,382.00
5. W & W Contracting
Estimated cost for the project $40,157.33
The lowest bidder was Bill Noland ask the board if they had any questions to ask him,the
board had none. Mr. Spencer thanked all for their bids and told the bidders that the board
would let the bidders know after the hearing December 10, 1986 with the property owners.

BRAMPTON
APRTMENTS

DRAINAGE
ORDINANCE

BRAMPTON APARTMENTS
Dennis Grump from Schneider Engineering ask the board if they would hold a special
meeting for Brampton Apartments Phase I to request final approval for drainage plans, they
were before the board in June 1986 at that time they had conditional approval given to
their preliminary drainage plans with revision, they have revised and want to submit to
Michael Spencer and George Schulte.
Mr. Hoffman suggested the board wait till the proper
material has been submitted to the board before setting a special meeting. Mr. Grump will
send the material by noon December 4, 1986.
Michael will contact Mr. Grump next week in
regards to a special meeting.
DRAINAGE BOARD ORDINANCE
Sue W. Scholer moved to draw up an Ordinance as an amendment to the drainage plan
requiring all new SUbdivisions and Plan Developments to have their drainage become a legal
drain upon the boards final approval.
A Public hearing be held before it is formally
adopted, and to confer with the Area Plan staff so that they will know how to tie that into
their system, seconded by Eugene R. Moore,motion carried.

Sue W. Scholer, Board Member
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Wednesday, January 7, 1987
The Tippecanoe County
Drainage Board regular meeting was held Wednesday, January 7,
1987 in the Community Meeting room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North
Third Srtreet, Lafayette, Indiana 47901 at 8:30A.M.
Board Chairman Bruce V. Osborn called the meeting to order with the following being
present.
Eugene R. Moore and Sue W. Scholer Board Member, J. Frederick Hoffman Drainage
Board Attorney, Michael J. Spencer Surveyor, and Maralyn D. Turner Executive Secretary,
others present are on file.
This being the boards reorganization meeting Bruce V. Osborn ask Mr. Hoffman conduct
the election of officers.
Eugene R. Moore nominated Bruce V. Osborn as Chairman,seconded
by Sue W. Scholer, there being no other nominations Eugene Moore moved to else the
nomination for Chairman, Bruce V. Osborn was elected Chairman.
Bruce V. Osborn moved to elect Eugene Rm Moore as Vice-Chairman and Sue W. Scholer
Secretary. So carried.
Eugene R. Moore moved to appoint Maralyn D. Turner Executive
Secretary of the Board, seconded by Sue W. Scholer, their being no other nominations,
Maralyn was appointed Executive Secretary.
Sue WI Scholer moved to appoint J. Frederick
Hoffman as Drainage Board Attorney, seconded by Eugene R. Moore, Unanimously approved.
Chairman Bruce V. Osborn felt the board should be aware of having unoffical Drainage
Board meetings in regards to the Fuji-Isuzu Auto Factory drainage.
He suggested that any
discussion in regards to the drainage in the area be conducted in an Open Public Drainage
Board meeting with notice given to the Public.
Board was in agreement.
Michael Spencer
surveyor wants to request a print-out of the Parker ditch from the Data processing
Department, the Parker ditch is the legal drain which drains to the Wildcat Creek.
There
is concern in regards to the bottom outlet on the Charles Chamberlin property.
MCCUTHEON MCCUTHEON HEIGHTS SUBDIVISION
HIGHTS
Michael Spencer surveyor presented petitions and paper work which was received from
attorny Bob Poynter January 5, 1987. Mr. Poynter wanted the board to formally receive the
petitions.
Eugene R. Moore ask if they had ever gotten the holding pond straightened out?
Michael had one map that showed the whole area, the holding pond is the flood plan area
and is off site.
It is all included in the easement.
The detention pond is not within
the watershed limits.
This involves the Prairie Oaks Subdivision with an easement going
out to the creek which the board had requested.
Personally Michael feels more information
is needed, a list of all landowners is included as a part of the petition. Easements is a
concern of the board.
Eugene R. Moore ask if the board OK'd running the street to the
creek?
Micahel stated that that outlet ted through the detention basin.
Reason for that
was that it was all coming down through the Prairie Oaks Subdivision.
Michael stated we
need to acknowledge that we received the petition and paperwork, but more information is
needed such as an updated drawing of the plan.
The Board acknowledged receiving
the
proposed petition for legal drain of McCutheon Heights Subdivision and requested the
surveyor to respond to them within 20 days in writing, they in turn will have 20 days to
respond to the boards request.
Preliminary Plans have been received.
TRAIN
COE
BOND

ELLIOTT
DITCH

PERFORMANCE BOND TRAIN COE DITCH
Michael Spencer presented the Performance Bond received from Bill Noland and Sons of
Kokomo.
Sue W. Scholer moved to accept the Performance Bond from Noland and Sons for the
Train Coe Ditch, seconded by Eugene R. Moore, Unanimously approved.
Elliott Ditch
Fred Hoffman ask Michael to set down with him in regards to funds that are available
for the Elliott Ditch, a letter should be sent to the Lt. Governor.

MILLER
MCBETH
HEARING

MILLER-MCBETH HEARING
Michael Spencer requested Mr. Hoffman to read the remonstrances from landowners.
The
following remonstances were read and are on file in the Miller-McBeth ditch file.
William R. Nesbitt total of 78 acres,5.4l%, Berk Farms, Inc. William E. Shield attorney,
886.11 acres,45.34%, Harry E. and Charlene Pendleton 13 acres,0.90%, Daniel,Dudley and
Joanne 100 acres, 6.94%, Fifer, John and Joan 127.80 acres 8.87%, making a total of
1,204.91 acres with 67.55%.
Property owners present were:
Jack Fifer, Dudley M. Daniel,
Jim Pendleton, Jack DeVault, Phillip Bercovitz, and William E. Shields, attorney for Berk
Farms, Inc.
Bill Shield attorney for Berk Farm Inc. ask Mr. Spencer the following
questions.
What are you planning to do down at the head wall? Plan to dig out from the
open ditch, back up to where the tile is washeed out, approximately 375', construct a new
open channel through tile that it outlets into, then it would run down to the other open
channnel.
Clear off the trees in the first 450' of the ditch.
the thicket along the open
ditch will not be cleared.
(big open ditch).
There is more clearing along fend line of
Mr. Royer and Jack DeVault.
Are you going to put new tile in the 450', answer - NO.
Has there been any change in the ditch area in the past year? Reason for asking this is
that he will question two(2) of the property owners, Mr. Pendleton(JIM) who has seen the
area for 20 years or more.
His testimony will be that he doesn't see any drastich change
in the area of drainage.
Michael ask Jack DeVault in the past 5 years has there been any
changes?
Mr. DeVault felt there had been, and Mr. Spencer felt possibly there were more
tile holes.
Mr. Shield ask Mr. Jim Pendleton who was representing his father Harry
Pendleton questions.
The farm for Berk Farms and their own and had grew up in the area,
Mr. Shield ask if he has seen any major changes?
He hasn't seen any problems with
drainage in the 35 years and have no new problems, they do their own maintenance, which
has been paid by the landowners, some has been done just recently.
Mr. shield ask Mr.
Pendleton if he seen any benefits from the proposed poject to any of the land in which he
is involved with, he sees no benefit.
Not going to effect their drainage.
Mr. Shield
introduced Bill Bercovitz owner of Berk Farms.
Mr. /ilercovitz had visited the farm
drainage area with Mr. Shields, mr. Bercovitz stated under the proposal it seems that all
the break down is purely per acreage.
Answer-YES.this is the way all watersheds are
approved.
He feels there isn only two (2) pieces of property to benefits from the
proposal, if project were done, the allocation of cost certainly should be comparable to
the benefit tothe property, doesn't thing any consideration has been given for that.
He
stated he is not for the project, doesn;t see any good reason to spend money at this time.
If it could be shown that it would benefit or necessary, he would go along with it.
He
stated it is a punishment at this time, as all these years nothing has been done,
everybody has been maintaining their own, why change now.
He will abide by the boards

--------------_. - - - - - - -

January 7, 1987 Continued Miller-McBeth Dtich
decision.

Bruce V. Osborn told the property owners they need to realize that just because the
water leaves your land that doesn't relieve your responsibility, can't work.
Mr.
Bercovitz stated that cause it didn't affect him, the heck with the other guy. He isn't
saying that.
Regardless of the law there is such a thing of being a good neighbor. This
has been followed over the years.
It's his concept that nothing has been done there by
the County in memory of anyone around here.
Mr. Osborn pointed out that it was attempted
in 1975 to put a maintenance on the ditch, at that time there was remonstrances and the
board didn't do it.
The ditch does not belong to the County. it belongs to the property
owner, all the County does is admininster the ditch.
Michael Spencer stated the only way
the board could do anything for the property owners would be to have a maintenance fund.
Mr. Shield stated let the land that was going to be Denefi ted pay the fee to get the
proper-,. in shape, if it is a necessary thing.
Mr. Shield stated he isn't a ditch
expert, but other than looking nicer, he feels it will not change anything.
Jack DeVault stated he started on the ditch back 20 years ago to get something done,
nothing has been done.
Lofland ditch in 1975 was brought before the board, and at that
time the Miller-McBeth branch be included, but property owners turned it down at that
time.
Mr. Osborn ask if the property owners would considerabandoning the ditch, maintain
themselves, the property owners have that option.
Would be cheaper for all concerned, if
the property owners can get along.
Would vacate the drain, would be a private drain, this
would vacate the easement along the drain. The remonstrances read today takes alot of
acreage away from maintenance, be stiff to put maintenance on.
jack DeVault stated that
Mr. Bercovi tz' s father was for maintenance funds.
Mr. Bercovi tz ask if the County was
against payment toward the ditch?
The board stated this is how it works there is no
maintenance f, if the property owners haven't agreed to establishing a maintenance fund
for a watershed area, then no payment can be made to the property owners, it isn't that
they are against payment.
Bruce V. Osborn ask if the property owners were saying that the
outlet meed no work done on it?
Question of Mr. Shields' is will it be a noticeable
change in the drain? Mr. Bercovitz said that if they would have come to him five(5) years
ago he would have had no problems of going along with the drainage board, but with the
price of crops and so many changes he can't go along with it. A dead figure cna't be put
on the project, can run into some big money, comparing what they have spent this past year
in ditch repair $2,700.00 and it doesn't look as big as the project presented, and no
assurance that there will be any benefits.
Getting along now why burden the property
owners now, in two years if there is a problem, then let's talk about it.
Eugene Moore
ask if nothing is done today, in the near future will we block up right of way?
Answer
NO.
Mr. Hoffman pointed out however if they ever want anything done it will take time for
the assessment to raise any money, if they are ~alking about two(2) years from now it will
take another two(2) years before anything can be done on maintenance.
Jack DeVault's concern is if more water gets ditched in the worse is will get.
Is
this legal?
Mr. Hoffman stated they can't legally hook on without permission of the
surveyor, Micheal stated that as long as it isn't any larger than a 12' tile the board
doesn't have much to Bay. Mr. Hoffman stated they still need the permission, size of tile
will have to be in compliance and hook on to a mutual drain regardless of size.
Bruce V.
Osborn ask if they wanted to abandon the drain?
The answer is NO, they do not want to
abandon the drain.
Eugene R. Moore moved to turn down the request to establish a maintenance fund for
the Miller-McBeth drain, seconded by Sue W. Scholer, unanimoulsy approved.
Mr. Osborn
hopes the property owners can get together and do it on their own.
Sue W. Scholer ask if they could come back and ask for a smaller maintenance fund to
put on to build up and be used?
Smaller rate they would not get much done.
They
expressed their thanks to the County Surveyor as he has been very helpful.
BRAMPTON
BRAMPTON APARTMENTS-Dennis Grump engineer representing Cardinal Industries, Inc. for
Brampton Apartments located on Haggerty Lane, East of Carriage House Apartments.
Last
APARTMENT
year they cafu~ before the board requesting a 2reliminary approval on the over all projec~,
s.ome :;mggestions were made with Michael Spencer and George S_chul te' s help they. h,aYf>t
revised the drainage plan for the Phase I for w h i c h _ . ,
•
~hey are asking for final approval on only, there are tw6\2)remaining Phases to the north
of the property.
Phase I consists of 4.5 acres, at a later date they will be asking
drainage approval. The overall area is 11 acres.
Proposal was for a large detention area
along Haggerty Lane, this has been revised to
smaller detention area draining and
detaining the water for Phase I only, then providing additional detention area for future
Phases.
The!! are exiting into Branch#13 of the S.W.Elliott ditch, they had ask to
relocate the Elliott drain across the frontage of the property, for further use they ask
to relocate parAlal to Haggerty Lane and to replace the existing 14" tile with a 15" tile
because of not being able to ge~ the 14" tile.
Bruce V. Osborn ask how far off the right
of way are they?
They are off 13' of the right of way line.
Mr. Hoffman ask )where the
15" tile went into, it goes into 14"tile.there will be no problem as it goes into a manhole.
An easement has been platted, this was recommended by Me Schulte and Michael.
Sue W.
Scholer ask how much right of way do they have? They are dedicating and additional 40' of
right of way, would be 55' off the center of the road.
Proposing to reduce the easement
on the north side of the drain, the easement will be a part of the plat that is being
reviewed by Sallie Lee in Area Plan.
Mr. Hoffman ask how much it would be on each side?
It will be approximately 44' from the center line of the tile on the north side and 75' on
the south side and the road would lie within the 75 on the south side.
This is a closed
drain would be 55' from highway.
28' to top of bank-top of bank leaves 30' center of
ditch to top of tile.
Replacing a new shoulder widening Haggerty on their side to County
specifications, 16' of payvement on their side, still have a good 20' to where the top of
bank would start of the proposed ditch.
Sue W. Scholer ask how ckse the buildings were to
the center line? Answer-84';
The developer would like to start working soon, have gone through approval in Area
Plan, they have started to widen Haggerty Lane and are to the point of getting permits for
foundations.
They can't go any further till they get those and the drainage board
approval, then the recording of the plat is the last two items on the list before the
building commission will let them go ahead and pour foundations.
Mr. Grump ask if it would be possible for a conditional approval till George Schulte
County Highway Engineer has a chance to review the road?
The developer does want to
continue work at the site in order for them to develop on schedule.

January 7, 1987 Continued Brampton Aprtments
After much discussion the board decided that they need to know what is going to be
proposed in regards to the Highway with the new Auto Factory corning in, they will be
meeting Monday, January 12, 1987 with the Highway Department, and would like to recess
this meeting till Monday, January 12, 1987 at 1 :00 P.M. in discussion of the Brampton
Apartments.
100DBERRY WOODBERRY SUBDIVISION PHASE I AND PHASE II
UBDIV
Robert Gross surveyor with Stewart Kline and Assoicates representing Woodberry
HASE I
Subdivisio, LeRoy Moore developer, petitioning to vacate and asking for approval of drain
ND II
easements.
Lot 24 and 25 in Plan Development were recorded a di fferent way, therefore
they are requesting vacation of the easement with the original plan.
Original plan had a
detention basin that outlet ted behind the other lots.
Michael Spencer stated the plan
being presnted is a better plan.
They have taken out detention pond behind houses and
taken up one whole building lot for detention pond, they now have a 24' outlet structure
goes into side ditch down to main detention basin, then the Wildcat.
Eugene R. Moore moved to vacate the original easement plan for Woodberry Phase I and
Phase II, seconded by Sue W. Scholer, unanimously approved.
Eugene R. Moore moved to approve the new drainage easements plan presented
Woodberry Phase I and Phase II, seconded by Sue W. Scholer, unanimously approved.

for

Letter received should be recorded with plat of Woodberry Phase I and Phase II.
Copy of letter is on file.
LLIOTT
ITCH

ELLIOTT DITCH
on his property
Richard Smith was in stated that the Elliott ditch is plugged up, Mr. Mo¢re told him
he would have to clean it out himself, since there were no funds he would haV~\,to.pay for
it and hold the bill, then present it when there were funds, he would be paid th~n.
Sue ask if Michael had done anthing in regards to the Task Force of Elliott-YES
The Board recessed till 1:00 P.M. January 12, 1987 for the Brampton Apartments.

CONINUED MEETING OF JANUARY 7, 1987
RAMPTON
PTS.

BRAMPTON APARTMENTS
Bruce V. Osborn called the recessed meeting of Wednesdaq, January 7, 19870back in order at
1.P.M. Wednesday, January 12, 1987.
Dennis Grump engineer for Schneider Engineering Corporation representing Cardinal Industries
Inc. and their proPBed development of Brampton Apartments.
Project is located on Haggerty
Lane e<:ist ofCtea;?eylaneappraxirnately 1/8 of a mile. Discussion previously with the
Drainage Board, a question was raised about adequate right of way along the front of the
property and what their dedications were in discussion with Michael Spencer and George
Schulte County Highway Department.
They have agreed to dedicate a 50' half right of way
as recommended by Mr. Schulte for the improvement of Haggerty Lane in the future.
Mr.
Osborn ask if this was 50' at the center? Answer Yes.
They have increased the right of
way from original proposed 40' to 50'. Mr. Osborn ask what was there now? 20' right of
way now.
Mr. Osborn ask if Mr. Schulte had approved? Answer yes.
Mr. Grump stated that this item was notn,",~sarily condition of Drainage approval,but
discusssion was raised at that point they wanted to iron out prior to getting final
drainage approval for Phase I.
Mr. Grump and Michael Spencer also discussed on site
engineering questions in regards to the detention area, the discharge into the drainage
tile.
He has recalulated which he is submitting showing that they are below the apparent
capacity of the tile so there is a small amount of reserve in the pipe and they do not
over load the pipe.
This includes an orfice for a control in the outlet pipe which is
reducer and allows water to come out at a slower rate than what had originally been
proposed.
J. Frederick attorney, ask if they still have a 14" tile going into a 15" tile back into
14" tile, answer yes.
Because of the problem getting the 14" material.
Mr. Hoffman
where it goes into the orfice into the tile isn't a 14" tile? Answer no, it's a 12" and
will be orficed down to a 6" in the mouth of structure.
Essentially they are allowing
the water to go through a 6" pipe and under head have small increases and discharge still
below dishcarge with the capaci ty of the pipe.
Bruce osborn ask how much terri tory is
there?
In the development approximately 4.3 aces in Phase I, the original tract 11.7
acres, they will propose in the future to have two additional Phases, each being about 3
acres. Mr. Hoffman ask in each site if they were going to have to do something different
with the drainage?
Answer Yes.
The rate that they release the water from Phase I will
be the same rate as the entire development, additional detention areas will be up stream
of the detention basin so they can maintain the rate into the legal drain until at some
point in the future that drain is reconstructed or improved.
Mark Houck representing Maple Point Enterprises ask to comment on Mr. Grump's proposed
development.Earl~~r Mr.
Houck had presented the Drainage Board a map of the area and had
pointed out some of the problems in the area and a look into the future.
At that time
they expressed that this area was a very special one in terms of drainage, because of the
natural pond, plus thepocential of development being great as it developed drainage would
have to be improved as it would
have adversity effect down stream usuage.
The first
point is to request the board pay special attention in using the material that Maple
Point Enterprises has provided for the board.
POINT II is concerning the agricultural field drainage that this development is proposing
to outlet the detention pond into.
This ,}eventually arrives in the Wilson Branch of the
Elliott Ditch. The field drain as of now is unmeasured in terms of the flow rate through
in along time period.
It is conceivable that it is flowing full over large periods of
time, also that it is flowing empty during large periods of time.
If additional water is
put into the field drain then it is going to be on top of the water that is already
there. He stated he had not seen the calculations, but feels that it is sensitive to the
amount of water that goes in, because it is being added to all properties.
Draining
property and during a heavy storm you have a pipe flowing full then have additional water
that would not normally be entering into it at a high rate, something will have to give,
either water will be backed up into the developments or backing up into the agricultural
fields or dumping over land downstream or some place, he feels it will be appropriate to
find out how much water is flowing through the field tile in order to assess truly the
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of adding additional
water
to
it.
Mr.
Hoffman
stated as he
ramification
understands it with the reduced orifce on the interim the development isn't going to put
any more water into it than what has been going into it now as far as the flowage rate,
ask if this was right? From surface drainage was the answer.
Michael Spencer stated that the only difference would be that the piece of ground did not
have a surface inlet into the tile before.
Mark Houck felt that what was being done was
that the amount of water leaving the property was the same.
Whether it was being
redirected into the field tile where it did not naturally now go there.
Mr. Hoffman ask,
it doesn't go into the tile now?
Mr. Houck stated that he felt it was seiping through
the ground.
The entire area to Mr. Houck's knowledge there are none or very few surface
inlets to collect surface water.
Michael Spencer stated he felt there was one along the
fence line north of the proposed apartments.
To a large degree it is an agricultural
tile and used to drain sub surfaced conditions, so as the water gets into the tile itceIoes
get there through an absorbation through the soil.
It is correct that they do not have a
direct opening to the tile or property.
It does remain a drainage outlet and Cardinal
Industries has proposed and begun the necessary proceedings to petition drainage board
for reconstruction, they understand that they have an agricultural drain and they are
trying to drain an urban or semi urban situation into the agricultural drain this
situations exists over 99~ of the State of Indiana and the midwest.
Mr. Grump stated
they have began preparations to petition for reconstruction of Branch#13 so that it does
upgrade it to an urban drain standard.
Michael Spencer ask where the petition process
was at this time?
Mr. Grump stated the petition has been prepared and are in need of
getting &jthatures from landowners in the watershed area.
Michael ask if the process had
been started, people contacted?
It has just started.
Jack Cogley representing Cardinal
Industries, Inc. stated he is not an Indiana resident, therefore it is hard for him to
carry a petition, he stated he was not sure of the Indiana statue in regards to
percentage of signatures.
If it is 10% he feels that it is going to take more than the
10% to get it approved, this is his personal feeling.
Michael stated that this could
very well be true, the board doesn't know either until petition is carried. Mr. Cogley
stated that the other problem is that they are an out of town developer having trouble
getting through the system here.
Today he will hand it to local people to carry.
Cardinal has reduced units and drainage on their site as they know they have problems
with drainage. They are not opposed to the reconstruction. The practicalities have been
very difficult for them to comply.
Sue W. Scholer ask if Cardinal Industries, Inc.(title
holders) had signed the petition?
Mr. Cogley's answer, no, the reason for not signing
because Mr. Cogley can not sign, their representative in Indianapolis has the authority.
They will sign it,he pointed out that they are less than 1%, they paid to have it
drafted, they have the roster, all they need is somebody to take it around.
Mr. Cogley
stated that Mr Houck had stated he needs a solution as he is down stream, Mr. Cogley has
talked to Maple Point Enterprises, Inc. developer months ago then everything got dropped.
His client(Mr.Houck's) talked about sharing the legal expenses, this never happened,
Cardinal Industries, Inc. dropped it.
His point is that their interim design was for
Phase I, they are building a larger detention pond to allow drainage at a predevelopment
rate.
It was pointed out that they were putting in a catch basin to catch surface
drainage.
'l'his will increase the rate, the same amount of water will be there, what
absorbs through the gound and takes a week to get into the tile or whether they push it
there in a matter of an hour.
Eugene Moore had miss informed a few people as he had the
impression
that all they were actually doing was changing location of tile, he didn't
know they were putting it in the catch basin.
Eugene ~loore ask Sue Scholer if she
understood that when they were talking to Judith Hammon? Sue Scholer stated that Judith
Hammon was talking about the 12" tile coming in.
Francis Albregts property owner ask what kind of tile they were using?
Michael Spencer
stated plastic field tile.
Mr. Albregts ask if they would blow off very easy? AnswerNo.
Mr. Albregts ask if it would put more water on the surface?
Michael stated where
the developer plans to reroute they are putting plastic,
the rest of the tile will be
the old clay tile.
Mark Houck- As another issue, if there is excess capacity in the agricultural field tile
another concern is: Who gets to use it? For example should a single developer be able to
use all the excess capacity by draining surface water
into a tile or should excess
capacity be used by any body in the area who wants to use it or by a proportional bases.
This is assumed that there might be excessed capacity, if there is not excess capacity
then nobody should use it.
Mr. Houck stated from the Maple Point nterpries stand point
they will ask for special consideration of all the development in the area, take a hard
look at engineering solution of the problem and as the ordinance it speaks to the amounts
of run off this spould be questioned more severe.
That the post development run off
should be looked at to determine, is it really as low as it should be because of some
natural ponding could occur.
He feels at this point it will not occur on the Cardinal
Industries, Inc. property.
The second issue is where are you going to put the water that
drains off? Mark Houck ask Michael Spencer to correct him if he is wrong.
He stated the
development is Briarwood Apartments west of Brampton Apartments they also have a
detention area , a wet detention area or a permanent pool.
Michael stated it is not a
permanent pool.
Their outlet is also to the legal drain,correct.
6" outlet into the
legal drain.
Briarwood development is at least five (5) years old.
Michael stated they
went through the Soil Conservation method of d:kermining what 6" tile drainage,also they
went through wet well first and tried to put it back in the ground before they went with
the method they are using as far as he knows it worked.
Mr. Hoffman ask if theirs was going through the same tile, answer yes.
Dennis

Grurrp stated

he

felt

were

were

in

a

situation

where

it

is

a

farm community the

developer is caught between a farm community and a residential area expanding, so they
are depending upon drains that are not constructed for residential.
The Drainage Board
needs to expand in this area, this is the reason petitions are needed.
Dennis stated
this proposal is a band-aid to the problem and a real cure to the problem is
reconstruction fo the drain.
This has been discussed. With the new proposal of the Auto
factory this area is going to develop because of the value of the area.
Eugene Moore ask
if they had toi have the catch basin?
Answer-yes.
Have to have a way of releasing
water, if they didn't have a direct tie into the tile would have a retention situation.
Water would evaporate into the air and seep into the soil.
For the detention basin they
have calculated 3>'-3\ hours to the time it's peak discharge is going into the drain tile.
Michael ask if this was 2.8cfs?
No 3.92 hour to peak.
Peak out flow ill be 2.2cfs.
Under conditions when legal drain is completely empty the relocated prtion will flow at a
rate of 2.58 cfs.
Dennis Grump does not disagree with Mark Houck, he has seen enough of
agricultural tiles and they do run a good share of the time and looking at this area the
way the flows and slopes and as the ground appears to him, it does flow.
Practically all
year long even in the driest part of the year, but again the drainage system
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they are proposing is not a solution to the problem,it's merely a temporary situatl.on until
the real root of the problem is corrected which is the legal drain.
Bruce V. Osborn ask if the Drainage Board didn't commit themselves to permit you this
development Phase I and no more? Bruce stated the board had committed themselves so that
they dont' break their word to the Brampton Apartments Phase I. This is correct as they
were proposing a Three Phase situation.
Can't continue putting band-aids on the wound
and this is the reason Michael Spencer ask them to get moving on the petition
immediately.
This will be an advantage to them. Mr. Hoffman stated that he understood
that when they came in with the other Phase they were going to reduce the drainage for
Phase I, this is going to be temporary.
Isn I t there going to be a larger plan for the
other two Phases?
Answer, it will be a larger plan,but no changes in Phase I, but Phase
II is going to have detention similar to allow the flow from the property to be less than
the undeveloped, so when the legal drain is reconstructed they will actually benefit the
legal drain by putti~ in less water into as what normally goes into it now.
Bruce V. Osborn stated they are going to have
construction.
answer yes, the detention area
permits issued-yes.
Bruce ask if the board gave
petitions in 30 days? Yes.
They will go through

to have temporary holding area during
itself.
Bruce stated before building
them temporary approval could they have
the motions the best they can.

Dennis Grump ask one of their conditions for approval would be if they can get petition
in in the 30 days with signatures.
Mark Houck was ask if his client would be willing to sign petition? He stated he thoug~
so, he feels she is willing to have reconstruction done.
It was ask what percentage
Maple Point Enterprises would have?
Both Mark and Dennis are concerned about the
interm,they feel it is a hazardous situation.
Francis Albegts has land coming on the area, he does not want any more coming on the area
till it is reconstructed(WilsonBranch) their are alot of problems and they don't want any
more.
Every since the residential area has been developed it has caused problems.
Eugene Moore stated they have a temporary problem. The ditch was paid for by the farmers
and built by the farmer, now we have a problem why not let the developer pay for the
correcting the problem.
Mr. Osborn stated perhaps the board has overstepped their authority in order to make
their word good they will have to go along so far with the developer.
The board agrees
with Mr. Albregts and hears what he is saying.
Sue W. Scholer stated that this
discussion should have been in June, the board more less OK'd the band-aid till now. she
ask if they could give approval under conditions that they get petition in? Bruce Osborn
ask what they were going to run into down
stream putting an urban drain in?
This
worries Mr. Osborn.
If you put in an urban drain you are going to have to put it all the
way down, per Mr. Hoffman.
Bruce stated this is not going to happen. Dennis ask would
it have to be an urban drain?
He knows it is an urban area or a developing area. Mr.
Hoffman stated at some point it is going to have to be.
Bruce stated if not today it
will tomorrow.
Mr. Cogley ask if this was a dedicated drain down to the river,
answer-no.
It goes to Nineth Street.
Mr. Osborn stated that he doesn't feel that
putting an urban drain into a normal drain is going to fly as they will catch it from
downstream. Mr. Hoffman ask if the Wilson Branch went into the Elliott Ditch, yes, so if
the Elliott ditch is reconstructed this construction will have to go the same time. Mr.
Osborn stated he felt the board was miss leading them by telling them they can put an
urban drain in with existing conditions.
Mr.Osborn ask Mr. Houck if he agreed?
He
agreed. Mr. Hoffman stated they could go ahead and reconstruct at least a part of the
Wilson Branch at the time of reconstruction of Elliott he assumed they would consider the
development of this area as a part of it. Reconstruction is needed here whether it is a
legal drain or not.
There maybe questions as to when it becomes an urban drain.
He
agrees with Bruce.
Bruce ask
if they were going to permit them to put an uraban drain
in? This is just a petition to reconstruct the existing tile.
Eugene Moore moved to give approval to the proposed plan of using the existing tile with
restrictions they they get the petition in within 30 days for reconstruction of Branch
13, seconded by Sue W. Scholer, unanimously approved.
Michael Spencer stated petitions for the Elliott ditch will take time and will have to be
based on land use and future land use. All they are asking for now is Branch 13.
Mark Houck stated he thought Branch 13 was Maple Point Enterprises.
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday February 4, 1987 at 8:30 A.M. in the
Community Meeting room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third Street,
Lafayette, Indiana with Chairman Bruce V. Osborn calling the meeting to order.
Those present were:
Chairman Bruce V. Osborn, Board Member Sue W. Scholer, Surveyor
Michael J. Spencer, Drainage Attorney J. Frederick Hoffman, and Executive Secretary
Maralyn D. Turner. Others present are on file.
BRAMPTON APARTMENTS
Dennis Grump engineer of Schneider Engineering representing Cardinal Industries,
Inc., project Brampton Apartments.
Mr. Grump turned the meeting over to Richard Bovey
attorney as he is the counsel for Cardinal Industries, Inc.
Mr. Grump also introduced
Jack Cogley Land Representative, Bill Martin Distri~ Representative, and Don Thomas from
Cardinal Industries, Inc..
Jack Southerland Director of Engineering Services and Bruce
Nicholson Registered Professional Engineer from Schneider Engineering Corporation.

Richard Bovey attorney representing Cardinal Industries, Inc. the developer of Brampton
Apartments Phase I.
They are requesting the board to fulfill its commitment to the
developer to issue final approval of the plans for the drainage for Phase I.
The
records of the hearings held June 1986,through December 1986, and January 7, and January
12,1987 reflects that the board has basically committed upon one final cDndition to is~ue
clearance for the development of Phae I provided the developer submit a petition to
reconstruct the legal drain namely Branch 13.
The developer has met these conditions,
it did retain counsel, it did cause a peition for reconstruction to be drafted prepared
to be duly signed and notarized by one of the effected landowners involved. Mrs. Janet
Lanie, Trustee of Krick Land Tust who owns more than 10% of the land involved that
petition was submitted and filed on January 29, 1987 in the surveyor's office at 3:50
P.M .. They are now requesting final clearance from the board.
The developer is very
anxious to get along with the construction Of Phase I.
Phase I has approximately 4
acres.
There are not other Phases being developed at this time.
Bob Gross from H. Stewart Kline Associates reviewed the storm calculations for the area,
he had prepared a drainage map and stated that it is close to what Dennis Grump had
presented.
Mr. Grump agreed, however area 5, they had more area going back to the
basin.
Mr. Gross staEd he used the rational method to get the predeveloped condition,
came up wi th a Q 10 of 4.8 cfs.
Mr. Gross stated that post development uncontrolled
runoff would be 1.8 cfs, therefore the post development release rate would be 4.8 cfs
minus 1.8 cfs uncontrolled leaving 3 cfs as their post develooment. release rate from the
basin.
Mr. Grump's calculations showed 2.2, this was less than the 3.
Storage volume
would be 1.33 acre feet.
using that storage volume the depth would be about elevation
42.5.
Dennis Grump stated that their invert where the water flows out was elevation of
40 and storing (about) to elevation 42.05, storing about 2 feet in the detention area.
Mr,. Gross said the only problem is with the out flow control device with that much head
of 42.5 you are pushing down over the capacity of the tile.
The way he arrived the
capacity was from the ACS tile drain.
mr. Grump ask what he arrived at for the tile
capacity? For a new tile capacity between 1.6 and 2.5.
Mr. Grump stated that they were
indicating under mannings equation for that type of material they were indicating a
2.58.
Mr. Gross's concern is the amount of acreage draining into the tile, the minimum
drainage coefficinet is !;j" per 24 hours and the maximum
area that will drain into the
tile at full capacity would be around 200 acres.
if he were to design a tile for 200
acres he would use ~" drainage code efficient which would put it into an 18" tile. The
present tile is a 14". Question was does it drain more than 200 acres, the answer is yes
Michael doesn't think there is 200 acres upstream from the developement as the tile goes
down stream it is obviously larger, 18" at the outlet. Mr. Osborn ask Judith Hammon how
many acres she had in her development, she has 90 acres. Michael stated that what Mr.
Gross has told us the predevelopment run offs are fine, after development are fine,
detention basin is sized right, release rate is alright except what they have on the plans.
Dennis Grump again stated the fact all understand that this is an agricultural tile and
this is why Cardinal is committed to spearhead the petition in order to get something
done.
The are is beginning to develop and the drain will not be adequate for an
urbani zed si tuation.
He doesn't disagree about the large amount of water in the area.
Judi th Hammon ask question.
Not only is the area inadequate for development as she
understands it if they are putting that much water into the tile in their holding pond,
the acreage above that tile that uses the tile won't be able to do so.
The development
would be hurt from the first tile down flow, but the agricultural tile will have to hold
water longer than what it usually does.
Therefore it isn't only urbanization that is
being the problem.
Agricultural land is hurt too.
Mr. Grump agreed to some degree with
Judith Hammon, but it is important to look at the time frame with which the different
areas contribute to the tile.
Subsurface drains that the tile provides to the
agricultural area typically the m$imum capacity of that pipe is adieved approximately a
day after the rain because the water is abs0 rb:e.d, through the ground.
In their
situation they get a detention area and a direct link to the tile.
In a matter of 4-6
hours are contributing and then it begins to decrease long before the agricultural drain
or agricultural requirement is achieved. Bruce V. Osborn asked about reconstruction?
Michael Spencer stated a petition has been received that is more than 10% of the
watershed area.
A hearing will have to be set, notfiy all landowners which will take
30-40 days, have the hearing, this could be 6 months to a year by the time engineering
is completed and physically have the construction done.
Judith Hammon ask if all the overland came to this pipe through Branch 13? She stated
right now predeveloped all is overland water which flows onto her land.
Schneider
Engineering personnel stated not necessarily does the overland water go onto her land,
just as it exists now. Judith stated they are getting overland water off of Haggerty
Lane into her property. will this tile system take care of the overland water? Answer
was it was not designed to whe[l it was installed.
Surface drainage and subsurface
drainage water can't get into the tile unless it seeps through the ground or has an open
inlet. Judith ask what the development overland water was going to do with this system.
The overland water in two basin would flow into inlets which does come back to an
overland situation, but it is the same water that she is getting now.
They will be
solving the area in building the experience would be no worse that what it has been.
The condition that is happening now is preventing Maple Enterprises from developing,
this is a constant battle. Question is: This isn't a natural drainge course.
It is a common drainage procedure handle offsite water.
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Mr. Grump stated he was not saying that there would not be any overland water he is
saying that the rate that it goes to Judith's land will be no worse than it is now.
This
explained above.
Some of the area does go into the culvert therefore some is
headed off and routing it back through the Brampton Apartment system.
Sue W. Scholer ask
how long it would take to drain their detention area?
Take between 6-10- hours from
beg inning of rainfall.
Judith Hammon is concerned about the overload on the branch.
until the branch is reconstructed this is a potential situation.
Bruce Osborn ask if Ms.
Hammon's land was on the west side of Ross.
Property is on both sides of Ross.
The thin
narrow
line between Ross Road and 38, then 70 acres on the other side to 52.
Branch 13
and Wilson Branch of the Elliott ditch converge on her property.
She is dealing with two
watersheds. Judith explained that the overland water from the area in question goes under
a 12' culvert under 38 and then spews openly onto
a 13 acre strip between 38 and Ross
Rd,at the present time it is agricultural, it either stands or eventually drains through
Branch 13.
Sue W. Scholer ask what total acreage was in the watershed?
Michael is not
sure how many acres are above 38 or below 38.

hasc~been

Mr. Hoffman stated that Mr. Bumbleburg is going to take his name off the petition for
reconstruction and Richard Bovey's name as attorney will appear,a letter to that fact was
attached to the petition.
With these changes Mr. Hoffman found the petitions to be in
order.
Sue W. Scholer stated the board is obligated to go on with Phase I, the board can not
allow any more Phases to be developed until reconstruction of Branch 13 is underway.
The
board is addressing additional problems that are associated with development as it moves
father into the watershed area.
Mr. Hoffman ask the toal number of acres on the
petition.
Michael Spencer stated that the property owners who signed have more than 10%.
Sue W. Scholer ask about additional right of way was dedicated she wanted to know if it
was 50' from the center line.
Correct.
There is a 100' total right of way for road
reconstruction, at least 50' on their side.
Mr. Cogley stated his engineers have told
him they are going to allow for four lanes with ample room to construct.
He stated they
are a very short distance from road that merges with State Road 38 if there is an issue of
necessary or increased roadway beyond project after preliminary approval he doesn't feel
this is another issue that will affect their development.
Mr. Osborn just wanted
everybody to understand so if something happens later you can't come back and say we did
not tell you.
Michael Spencer stated the only comment he might have which could be a personal one is:
He would still like to see Cardinal petition even though they do not have 10%.
Representative of Cardinal stated Cardinal Industries, Inc. filed the petition in the
Recorders
office
2/3/87.
Michael,,, J.
Spencer's recommendation is that Cardinal
Industries, Inc. not be allowed to outlet into the tile.
Their surface run off and their
release rate is less than their 10 year before development run off.
Dennis Grump commented that he had discussed this with Michael Spencer surveyor and
George Schulte who at that time was with H. Stewart Kline and Associates about using the
tile understanding that they had an agricultural tile and the detention would have to be
provided.
This discussion was back in 1986, it was decided to proceed that way.
Drainage Board gave preliminary approval at that point they proceeded to use the tile and
want to continue to do so.
Mr. Bovey ask to make a few brief comments.
It is Cardinal's understanding after a
fairly long process of going through repeated hearing; that after the
last hearing
January 12,
1987 the only condition would be the submission of the petition for
reconstruction of legal drain Branch 13.
No other conditions.
That condition has been
filled and on file.
They are willing to place it on record,Cardinal's signature.
He
felt it improper and certainly beyond commitment they do consider it to be a binding
commitment made at the January 12, 1987 meeting with Cardinal Industries, Inc. and any
new conditions be added wi th respect to final approval of drainage plan for Brampton
Apartments Phase I.
This was the only issue properly before the board today.
Mr. Osborn ask if he wasn't going to have problems with Michael Spencer's statement? Mr.
Bovey said there was some mention that they couldn't use the outlet.
If that new
condi tion is thrown in now it will cause a whole new scheme.
They don't feel this is
appropriate or proper.
Mr. Osborn stated, drainage isn't an ordinary element.
You ~ave
to live together and give.
Mr. Bovey stated Cardinal
has
been
a
very
responsIble
developer.
They have in good faith compl ied, but if conditions continue to be add"'" to
final conditions they will never get out of a never ending battle.
This has gone too
long and the developer is anxious to be a good neighbor.
They are not out to hurt
anybody down or up stream.
It is obvious that there is an inadequate situati~n with
respect to the existing legal drain.
They are willing to cooperate and work wIth all
people involved after a cost benefits study is done by the County Surveyor, they wIll do
their fair share.
They feel their 4 acres which is less than 1% wIll not create adverse
impact upon anyone.
Mr. Hoffman wanted to make sure that petitions had been signed.
Cardinal Industries,
Inc. has signee and there's was recorded the petition signed by Mrs. Janet Lanie has not
been recorded, it is in the surveyors office.
Judith Hammon stated that 200 acres southeast of Lafayette are creating alot of drainage
problems.
A Task Force has been developed to address the problems in 1600 acres.
Extensi ve research has been done.
She isn't trying to stop the project, she is asking
for a sense of responsibilty.
Mr. Cogley and a witness sat
in her office as she tried
to explain the problems.
Mr. Cogley stated he didn't have the time nor did he care.
She
cares about the community and the development.
It was her understandIng and she wIll
check with George Schulte as she understands he always advised against the use of
agricultural tile for urban development.
If thats how it is used a year before
reconstuction there will be alot of problems.
She feels the problems can be worked
out-but the kind of cooperation from Mr. Cogley hasn't been satisfacto>,y{.
She feels
that we can't have 12 acres cause so many problems in a large area and act like no one
else is around.
She was ask in what way does she want cooperation?
Sue W. Scholer made the statement
problems facing the board in the
differently.
she feels that what
that once the approval is given your

that everybody has to realize that there are many
drainage area and they will have to be looked at
Ms. Hammon is asking and the board would ask as well
concemsand interest remain at the same level.

Sue W. Scholer moved to give final approval to Brampton Apartments Phase I drainage plans
as submitted and petitions for reconstruction of legal drain Branch 13 be in and recorded.
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Mr. Osborn apologized to Cardinal Industries, Inc.,mistakes have been we are all human,
it was an effort to stop Cardinal Industries to keep it in proper context only to save
them money.
After this statement Unanimous approval was given to the motion.
TWYCKENHAM

TWYCKENHA

Robert Grove engineer representing Twyckenham Building Company requested Preliminary
approval for drainage plans in residential area in the South portion of Twyckenham
Estates.
Northern portion contains Twyckenham Apartments is no longer in Twykenham
Building Company.
It is held by the Lafayette Bank and Trust Company bank.
Back in 1981
the whole design process with approval of all calculations at that time John Smith felt
he would continue into the residential area with economy the project sat.
The area is in
the City as well as in the County.
This will complicate things in some ways.
Three
basins are planned, one at the outlet point which is to the Ortman Legal drain across
Ortman Lane it is an open ditch. They are reducing their flow down to 52 cfs through the
detention
system.
Aslo picking three points up stream (offsite)
for 10 yeare
predevelopment flow conditions, they are not detaining, roughly a 100 cfs from offsi te
runs through the system.
When they develop they have to detain and cut their flow down.
when this was done it was based on a Master Plan instead of trying to piece meal.
There
is R-3 and R-l even though it is in the County the potentials are there for the
development.
Main concern at this point is the process of vacating the Ortman legal
drain.
An area of main drain has been vacated, but the Ortman drain has not.
Mr. Grove
stated they are asking for preliminary approval of everything.
Later they will come in
and ask for final approval of Construction Plans on the first three sections at that time
once work is completed they would like to have the drain vacated with surveyor
inspecting, making sure that the tiles are tied back into the system properly. Nextion
section would work same, eventually the entire drain would be vacated upon completion of
the project.
Michael Spencer stated there would be a problem of vacating a piece out in
the middle of a legal drain or vacating an outlet of a legal drain and leaving it a leagl
drain upstream.
He has a problem with the stroage area on the plan, he realizes it will
be in the City, but still a problem.
He prefers one large basin down by the outlet
structure at Ortman Lane.
Like to see something done south of 300 south. In other words
let's see something that shows the open channel on the south side of 300 sourth, this
will handle the proposed runoff.
Ortman drain is legal and has had no maintenance done.
John Smith ask to make comment concerning the existing drain.
The existing drain is not
working very well it is full of dirt (l:;or more).
When they put in the new pipe with
manhole so you can see in and be able to clean out with whats there now this can't be
done.
Sue W. Scholer stated that Michael is recognizing that system.
They are going to
have to study what will be happening later.
Michael doesn't want something something
happening down stream because of new flow and new pipe.
He wants to make sure the
downstream will be able to handle the flow that the developer will be putting in.
Michael has not walked the drain.
Mr. Smith stated it had plenty of flow liRe.

M

Mr. Hoffman stated he did not like tre fact that they were going to have a ditch without a
posi ti ve outlet.
Control is a concern where there isn't a legal drain, it is Mr.
Hoffmans recommendation that there be a legal drain through the entire area or vacate the

whole thing.
Mr. Smith ask since they were going to take the storm drain to County Road
50 East, the pipe being 36" they would be intercepting the two existing tiles with one
being 10" and the other 8" run into 36" the people upstream should not object. The last
time the developer came before the board they did not want to vacate the drain, this is
the reason they were proceeding with the present system.
Michael stated that all should
be vacated.
A petition to vacate will have to be presented and a hearing, this process
will take approximately 2-4 months.
They feel that there are only 3 property owners
involved.
Mr. Grove feels that there will be no problems this will help their drainage
system later.
Mr. Smith stated he really did not want to run a large pipe over to the
ditch, but he has no choice.
Michael ask how the City felt in regards to the problem? Mr. Grove has gone through all
the calculations with Mr. Callahan City Engineer, his comments were that he had no
problems.
His only concern was that the developer make sure they bring in South 9th
Street at Ortman Lane (the storm water into the system). The way it is now it runs down
side ditch. A letter was to have been sent to the Drainage Board from Mr. Callahan.
The letter was basically to say they accept the plans and the concerns.
Michael stated
the plan does meet the Drainage Ordinance as far as run off and providing outlet upstream
the only question City acceptance of plan and vacation of the legal drain, Ortman.
Sue W. Scholer moved to give preliminary approval on Twykenham Drainage Plans with the
condition that the petition to vacate Ortman drain be filed and granted,and a letter be
received from the City of Lafayette accepting the plan, unanimous approval was given.
ACTIVE
---

DRAINS
----

AND INACTIVE LEGAL DRAINS

Mr. Hoffman ask Sue W. Scholer to read the letter to the County Auditor in regards to
ditch assessments for 1987.
A list is compiled and on file in the surveyors office.
Those ditches made active for 1987 assessment were:
Train Cae, Thomas Ellis, Hester
Motsinger, Audley Oshier, and Shawnee Creek. Ditches made inactive for 1987 were: Jesse
Anderson, A.P. Brown, James Kirkpartrick, and John Saltzman.
Sue W. Scholer moved to send this notification to the auditor, motion carried.

ACTIVE
INACTIVE
LEGAL
DRAINS

ELLIOTT DITCH
Mr. Hoffman presented a petition received from the Lafayette City Controller requesting
the Auditor, Assessor and Treasurer of Tippecanoe County to petition the State Board of
Tax Commissioners for Cancellation of Certain taxes on City property, a copy is on file.
Mr. Hoffman stated this was on the streets and a couple pieces of property.
Mr. Hoffman
stated that the laws stated that the County Highway has to pay, therefore there are no
exceptions for the City.
His recommendation was that the petition be denied.
Sue W. Scholer moved that based on the research done by Mr. Hoffman Drainage Attorney,
not finding any legal reason to grant the petition the board deny the City's petition for
removing real estate from the ditch assessments I unanimous approval was given.
A letter should be sent to the City of Lafayette in regards to the denial.
VALLEY FORGE BOND
- - - ---- --Sue W. Scholer read and presented letter and bond for Valley Forge Phase II, Sec.
This is for the addition of 14 lots.
The board agreed to this only if they secured

I.
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Valley Forge Bond Continued, February 4, 1987
a Construction Bond and petitioned for a legal drain, this has been done.
A hearing will
be set soon in regards to the petition.
Bons is post for half the total cost on the
detention basin.
Sue W. Scholer moved to accept the Construction Bond secured by Depoist from Tippecanoe
Development Corporation for Vally Forge Phase II, Sec. I as submitted, unanimous approval
was given. Mr. Hoffman ask that the board have the bond recorded and present it to the
Auditor.
After discussion in regards to a form for Secured Deposit Bonds the board ask Mr. Hoffman
and Mr. Joseph Bumbleburg to work together in forming
a Standard Form for Secured
Deposit Bonds.
ELLOITT
DITCH
TASK
FORCE

ELLIOTT DITCH TASK FORCE
Sue W. Scholer announced that the next meeting would be March 9, 1987 at 9:00 A.M .. They
would like to set the week of March 16, 1987 for a hearing, with Michael setting the
final date and use the Fairgrounds. Sue had a rough cover letter to send with the Notice
of Hearing.
They will present slides at the hearing as the video they are preparing will
not be completed at that time.
The rough cover letter was sent by Sue's request to some
members of the Task Force on Wednesday, February 4, 1987, a copy is on file.
The board discussed the presence of George Schulte County Engineer, in the Drainage Board
meetings.
They feel that since he is most familiar with the Drainage Ordinance and his
involvement with the County Highway he should receive the agenda and attend the meetings.
T~:I< being no Jo/t

f;<V~
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meeting adjourned at 10:10 A.M.
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Sue W. Scholer,Board Member

ATTEST:
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Maralyn D. Turner,Executive Secretary

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD MEETING
MARCH 4, 1987
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, March 4, 1987 at 8:30 A.M. in the
Community Meeting room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third Street,
Lafayette, Indiana 47901.
Chairman Bruce V. Osborn called the meeting to order with the following being present:
Eugene R. Moore and Sue W. Schlor boardmembers, J. Frederick Hoffman drainage attorney,
Michael J. Spencer surveyor, George Schulte county highway engineer and Maralyn D. Turner
Executive Secretary, others present are on file.
CROXTON
WOODS

CROXTON WOODS
Robert Grove representing Phyllis Croxton, requested Item I. The condition of approval in
construction plans in offsite inlet to the tile.
This has been submitted to Michael
Spencer surveyor, the drawing of the proposed offsite inlet, which will meet the
condition.
They are proposing to put inlet structure right on the tile behind the Flower
Shop.
This is not on the owners property she will have to obtain an easement from the
other property owners.
Mr. Grove doesn't think there will be any problem.
Item II.
Condition was creating a legal drain.
There are some difficulties with this, as
these people are not going to crearea legal drain through their building;therefore, they
are asking some alternatives, one would be to create an easement without putting the
building in a legal drain or easement.
Michael thoug~ it had been discussed at previous
meeting, that since there would be no legal drain all the way to an outlet they were going
to address it on a self maintenance deal in the sUbdivision. Mr. Grove said this would be
an alternative.
There would be more of a watershed area outside of the sUbdivision. A
large section would be picked up along the State Highway where they are coming down the
hills.
An easement would be provided all the way through to the detention basin, if this
was sold. (Speaking of the area joining the subdivision).
Easement
could
go
through
undeveloped portion and whoever would sell that property the easement would go with it.
They would always have that option.
Mr. Grove felt the property owners wouldn't argue
with that as Croxton Woods is providing them with a safety valve.
Mr. Hoffman asked how
wide is the easement?
Mr. Grove stated at this point there is none.
Mr. Hoffman
understood that they were going to put one.
Question:
Homeowners going to own? Right,
at this point the easement would be 25 to 30 feet.
Problem is they can't get from the top
to the bot~,but still want to protect the flow line.
Mr. Osborn felt the County would be
better off staying out of the drainage.
Mr. Hoffman felt they should have a public
easement on there so the Homeowners Association can take care of it, instead of them
coming in and wanting the County do do something.
Michael Spencer felt all plans
submitted were OK, the only thing he ask that they get an easement and get a written
covenant saying they are going to create a Homeowners Association.
Mr. Grove ask if the
outlet was the only conditions?
To the knowledge of Mr. Spencer this is correct, however
he will check and if there is anything else he will let Mr. Grove know.
There will be
three easements, one along the property lines, piece to get into the inlet and one to get
all the way across down the propety. Mr. Osborn ask if the holding area was OK? Yes.
Eugene R. Moore moved to give approval to plans submitted with the three easements and the
necessary covenants submitted to the surveyor and the drainage attorney for their
approval, seconded by Sue W. Scholer, Unanimous approval given.

?ARK

PARK EAST

~AST

Robert Grove representing Park 65
Corporation requested Conceptial approval of drainage
plans for the project known as Park East. Property is located Southwest of Intersection of
I-65 and State Road 26 East all the way to Treece Meadows down to McCarty Lane. The area
has been rezoned up to 1,000 feet from McCarty Lane.
They are looking at a 3 area Phase
project as far as drainage.
Phase I area outlets through 2-40X66" cross pipe under State
right of way.
Part of the problem in the area at the present time is that it is an
agricultural type drainage, the inward elevation of the pipes is 654, the elevation in the
area is 666,there are cattails in the area and has slow flow situations all the way down
to the outlet.
They first thought of using the outlet, looking at how it affects the
other areas 3500 feet away ran into problems with grade running through a storm sewer
system makes it worse. Owners have committed to put another pipe in which would be 4 foot
lower than the pipes there now.
Several reason for this.
1. Can better serve the area,

it allows to take approximatley 20 acres of area which would be going into the Treece
Illeadows system.
Taken through the First Phase handling through the detention basin and
outletted to the 48" pipe.
Michael ask,why?
They are trying to develop in some
reasonable fashion from the economic stand point.
They want to keep it in packages so
they can handle the area.
Phase I will help Treece Meadows drainage system, if Phase III
was never built they have done something for the area by dropping the outlet four (4) feet
that gives a four(4) foot storage in the basin, which amounts to an overflow situation,
they are not using that other than for an emergency overflow.
The system will remain
intact, they are not disturbing it.
If the two pipes are running full they might carry
anywhere from 160 to 180 cfs.
Phase I consists of 145 acres, they anticipate 395 cfs, 100
year storm event coming into the basin with reduction to 80 cfs outlet to the 48".
Another complication of Phase I is that there are two legal drains, one goes dead center
in Phase I a comitment for 9 acres is on at the present time.
The other goes where the
two pipes are now.
Legal drain would have to be vacated in developing the first Phase.
Before development could be done in the other area the second legal drain would have to be
vacated.
The legal drains would have to be replaced with storm sewer system.
Phase II
consists of 240 acres which goes almost to Treece Meadows.
They are proposing one large
detention basin with a new outlet under 1-65.
Analysis of the area they would want to
come through the basin with storm sewer system before getting into the final analysis they
would want to redUClo the size of the system.
Michael ask if it would be a new pipe under
the Interstate?
Yes, it would be a 48" pipe.
This would be looking at 470 cfs reduced
to 80.
Phase III is tributary to the Treece Meadows drain.
Plans would be to go through
the area and plug all the connections that go to Treece Meadows drain, Treec~s main would
be routed through the basin which would have a new outlet upstream water would go through
the Treece Meadow system which has always been a problem.
There is 20 acre feet of
storage and an outlet of 42" maximu~flow of 60 cfs.
Basically there are 520 acres of all
three discharges there would be approximately 220 cfs, .46cfs per acre.
This is just a
Conceptial plan, they haven't gone through any computer program that show any different
rates.
They are just asking for Conceptial approval of Phase I and here to answer any
questions the board may have or any changes the board wants to see done.
The way it is
being developed they have a road system which may develop into two cuI de sacs this is not
tied down till each parcel is sold at that time they will know where lot lines are. They
are just looking at the over all area.
George Schulte had questions in regards to the runoff north of Treece Meadows. Mr. Grove
stated at this point that area is out of their control. At one time they did approach the
people about coming into the w~ole project. They will have to outlet to Park East system,
but would be held to the requ~ements of the onsite storage if they were included in the
plan.
George Schulte stated that the problem now in that area is the discharge from that area.
Originally the complications had not been considered, Michael agreed, he stated the ditch
on north side of Treece Meadows goes over and picks up an area of Caterpillar and side
ditches.
Michael just wants them not to forget all that water.
Mr. Grove stated that
they have the outlet proposed now to just control their runoff.
If they know they have X
number coming through they can enlarge and let it go through and even store.
Right now
they are stretching 20 acre feet just to control what they have another pipe can be
placed, however he doesnl t think they should be responsible for their storage.
George
Schulte again stated the concern of the board is to make sure the people on the offsite
have a positive outlet so they can get through without impacking Park East and not to
impact Treece Meadows any more.
George Schulte ask what the plans were for south of
McCarty Lane.
Michael Spencer ask how they were going to hook in? Plan now is to cross
the road that goes directly west.
They will be handling everything on the north side.
Michael wants to check the watershed map he thinks alittle on the south side of McCarty
lane goes to the north in the Ross ditch.
Eugene Moore ask if they were taking out of one
watershed and putting into another, is this a problem?
Mr. Hoffman stated this is OK as
long as a burden isn't put on the people below.
Question: Nine acre piece "where are you
going with the existing tile?
They had talked with Mr. Hoffman in regards to the two
outlets under 65, they plan to reroute it.
Mr. Hoffman said the board wouldn't care as
long as they had an in go and out go and where they ran it through the area didn't make
any difference.
Michael ask how soon they were going to come back with the first section?
Mr. Grove stated that it will be right away depending on the out come of todays meeting
and approval.
Michael ask if the pipe would start underneath the interstate to provide
themselves with an outlet?
NO.
Michael ask if they had started getting their permits
from the State. Question was ask how far does the Ross drain go? Goes just alittle south
of McCarty Lane, at least that is the watershed area.
Mr. Osborn ask George if he had any
input. Mr. Schulte feels that area three really needs to have a sit down conversation and
discussed thorougly as it is a problem area.
Area I and II he doesn't see any problems.
Area III is a problem and it's going to be there until it is resolved.
Developer only
asks that the other landowners that': are involved in Park East project is that they
understand what Park East is trying to accomplish here and not expect to have a free ride.
Park 26 wants to resolve the problem too.
George's concern is that the offsite does not
have a positive outlet.
Unless Park East makes an alloWance for the offsite to come into
Park East system they are going to have a very large system of their own, they need to start
evaluating whether it is better to provide a positive outlet for all that offsite ( an open
channel) or make system big enough to handle till ~h~ 5rea is developed above.
Don McLaughlin a partner in Park East stated that Area III will be the second Phase
developed.
If things go the way they expect it to some of the improvements would be going
in in 1989-1990, northern area will develop firs~then to the four lane developing toward
the southwest.
\
Mr. Hoffman informed the board that he respresents one
landowner in the area, he felt he
did not have conflict of interest.
The board saw no problem.
Sue W. Scholer moved to give Park East approval to their Conceptial Drainage Plan as
presented and that the
surveyor see that a meeting is held to discuss Area III drainage,
seconded by Eugene R. Moore, unanimous approval was given.
SUBARU-ISUZU AUTOMOTIVE
Pat Long planning associate. and Steven Gress engineer involved in drainage and. other
aspects of the site design. Mr. Long stated they are here to discuss the plant site and
ask for approval for temporary drainage for construction phase. A full set of plans have
been presented to Michael Spencer, the plans included the drainage plans, dscussion was
on temporary construction drainage, basically drainage will not be changed on the site
from current drainag e no water will be discharged off the site, the site is mostly self
contained and the plan to keep it that way until they have approval to discharge water
into the legal drain.
They are taking the 50' square French drain and expanding it to a
1600' X 250' French drain, this will be pond #4, this will not alter drainage on the site
and it's affect on the surrou_nding area.
They will be draining the existing lakes out
there(pancake lakes), they will be pumped dry into onsite drainage, the two ponds will be
filled up.
It is felt that drainage problems with the Town of Dayton will be resolved.
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Mr. Long was open for question.
Bruce V. Osborn ask if the drainage plans were for just site work?
Yes, this is just
earth moving, no building.
Only involves the roads surrounding it.
There will be parking
area during site building.
RQAW is not involved in the design of the Parker legal drain.
Midstates Engineers was hired by the State to do the Parker drain.
Once permanent
drainage approval is given they will go back in and line all four basin. Until that time
they are leaving them with a granular base, alot of seepage can be expected, the site is
going to drain jBt like it has.
Instead of having the 50' square hole they will have four
good sized one.
Bruce ask if they are going to contain all the runoff? Yes, everthing
will be contained, this is adequate.
What storm event?
Two year. George Schulte said
one concern maybe sil tation, basin will plug up pretty quick.
George doesn't know how
they are going to control sedimation, but if they go into those basins problems will
occur.
Mr. Gress stated they calculated 70 acre feet for runoff of site, this would go
into pond. George ask if they had looked at their permeability of granular sub straita to
determine the rate the water will perculate into ground.
Mr. Osborn ask how long will we see temporary drainge? Till this fall.
They have talked
with I.E. D.C. and Midstates in regards to the Parker ditch.
This lands on the State on
how they get the Parker ditch approved and upgraded.
No Industrial waste will go to
Parker ditch,
it will go to the Lafayette Waste System. All flow is monitored.
Parking
lots and roof runoff will go to the Parker only.
Mr. Osborn ask about liablity.
Michael Spencer requested this be in writing with a seal.
Mr. Long assured the board that RQAW wants the system to work, therefore, everything is
being checked in detail
Final plans have a baffle on pond four (4), so if there is any
accident it will catch the oil.
Bruce Osborn ask about inspection when they start reconstructing Parker ditch.
The board
requested a County official be present when this starts.
The board again stressed they
wanted Liability backing from RQAW.
Betty Newton property owner in the area was concerned about the pancake lakes and
compaction.
She was assured there would be extensive fencing around the site while
construction was going on.

Eugene R. Moore moved to grant approval for the temporary drainage for site work only, and
that RQAW present in writing their liability responsiblity, seconded by Sue W. Scholer,
unanimous approval was given.

OTTERBEIN OTTERBEIN DITCH
DITCH
Michael Spencer received a petition February 9, 1987 requesting Reconstruction of the
Town of Otterbein Ditch.
He hasn't been able to get to Benton County to get the list
of property owners affected.
He isn't sure if we have 10% of the landowners in Tippecanoe
County, he would guess Tippecanoe County would have more than half by looking at the
map.
A letter has been sent to the Benton County Surveyor asking him to have their
board to appoint board member so that a joint board can be formed.
Mr. Hoffman stated
they won't have a board meeting until April 1, 1987. Mr. Hoffman stated Tippecanoe
County only needs to appoint one member as they already have one member.
Bruce Osborn
moved to appoint Sue W. Scholer to the Otterbein ditch board and Michael Spencer Surveyor,
seconded by Eugene R. Moore carried.
Those representing Tippecanoe County will be Bruce V. Osborn, Sue W. Scholer, and Michael
J. Spencer. This is Sue Scholer's district.
KIRKPAT
RICK
OPEN
DITCH

BRITT
DRAIN

ELLIOTT
DITCH

KIRKPATRICK OPEN DITCH
Michael Spencer received petition to establish a maintenance fund for the Kirpatrick Open
Ditch. The ditch starts in the Town of Kirkpatrick in Montgomery county flows north into
Wea Creek at 1300 South Road, east branch of Wea Creek.
This has been on ASCS (their own
distrct), they are having trouble getting funds in, however, they have $9,000.00 plus in a
fund.
Me. Hoffman ask if it was a voluntary thing or established under Section 13?
Michael stated that it is a voluntary.
Petition was signed by 62% of the landowners.
Michael had written Montgomery County asking them if they wanted to form a Joint Drainage
Board.
They replied back that they did not "ant to form a Joint board.
Mr. Hoffman
stated Montgomeey County should be a part of the board to protect their landowners. When
Michael has time he will go to Montgomery County to get a list of property owners.
BRITT DRAIN
Michael Spencer wanted the board to know that in December 1986 he did receive a Trust
Agreement for the maintenance of the Britt Drain. All was executed properly. They are in
the peocess of taking bids to get work completed that needs to be done toward maintenance.
S.W. ELLIOTT DITCH
Michael Spencer submitted a Deaft Proposal for the Study of S.W. Elliott ditch.
There are
some changes that need to be done in the letter as soon as this is done they can be
advertised.
Question:
Whose going to pay for it?
General Drain Fund.
Mr. Hoffman checked this out
and said it could be done, then reimbursed at the time of reconstruction.
Mr. Hoffman
had a call from Rick Steiner a representative of the Indiana Employer Development
Commission requesting a letter letter be written to the Lt.Gov€rnor in pursuant that they
be ask to be on the Study Comittee for the S.W.Elliott ditch. Mr. Hoffman talked with Mr.
Gordon Kingma and felt this should be done.
Mr. Steiner and another representative will
be attending the next study meeting.
Allen Egilmex, Department of Highway Supervisor, was present.
Mr. Osborn ask him to come
up as he would be involved in the study of the existing 38. Bruce ask if any money was
coming from Industries?
Not at the present time.
The Department of Highway have to find
out what will drain into Elliott ditch from 38. They are planning to have the Interchange
drain into the Parker ditch. Originally they had planned to drain into the two ponds just
off 1-65.
They have been talking with RQAW in regards to the Interchange.
Problems they
are having, any ditch work they have to do along 1-65 has to go through Federal Highway
Administration.
It will involve alot of additional right of way and reconstruction from
SR 38 to 200 South because the side slopes have to be flat.
Temporarily they aie talking
about going on the west side of the Interchange with drainage.
State Rd 38 from the west
ramp Intersection the water drains into the Elliott ditch now. With the preliminary cross
sections they came up with it appears to be a flat ditch with a .2% grade all the way to
the Elliott ditch.
Problems with Elliott ditch he has heard secondhanded that it is
over capacity; therefore, whats done here will affect highway improvements.
They are
trying to get an urban design cross section on State Rd 38 using curb and gutter and storm
sewer system.
F.H.A. told them not to bother writing a letter to this affect as they have
to go with 65 mph design which would mean an open ditch south under new highway. Michael
ask if they_would present their study of the ditch so the County knows how it is going to

affect the county? Yes.
if they would run ditch straight all the way on the south side
the ditch would be 10-12' deep(open ditch) without using a cross pipe.
Using cross pipe
depth would possibly be 5-6' deep.
Question was ask when was the Elliott ditch notices
going to go out?
Michae1 told the board whenever he has the time to get all assessments
check and when they are ready to go out he wants them done properly. Time and Help is the
factor. It was suggested that in getting help Dan Ruth be considered as he is knowledgeable
of the assessments and the system. Michael wants them done right.
He was ask how much time
it would take? After much discussion. Michael pointed out that he has petitions for Branch
13l: hi s is another
time consuming project.
He is concerned about the other two separate
drains down Creasey Lane.
Sue W. Scholer moved because of the urgency of the Elliott ditch project that an emergency
be declared.
Money needs to be obtained to pay for extra help in getting notices out for
the hearing money to be taken from the General Fund #95, seconded by Eugene R.
Moore,Unanimous approval given.
In looking over the Draft Proposal changes need to be made. Michael and Mr. Hoffman will
make changes in wording and the area of study.
Time set for proposals to be in April 1,
Mr. Hoffman felt that the study should be environmental impact all the
1987, 120 days.
way to the river. wording should be Environmental Assessment.
Sue W. Scholer moved that advertising be made and proposal requests be mailed out for
Elliott ditch drainage study as reworded by Michael J. Spencer and Fred Hoffman, to be due
9:00 A.M., April I, 1987, seconded by Eugene R. Moore, unanimous approval.
There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 10:35
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD ,REGULAR MEETING
WEDNESDAY, APRIL I, 1987
Bruce V. Osborn chairman, called the meeting to order at 9:00 A.M. in the Community
Meeting room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third Street, Lafayette,
Indiana.
Those present were:
Eugene R. Moore and Sue W. Scholer Boa'tl.d members, J.
Fredrick Hoffman Drainage Attorney, George Schulte Highway Engineer, and ~Maralyn D.
Turner Executive Secretary.
S.W.
purpose of the meeting was to open proposals received for the enigneering service to study
the S.W. Elliott Ditch and its branches.
The following proposals were opened by Mr.Heffman with Sue W. Scholer reading purposals.
1.

SEG Engineers & Consultants, Inc. Cost: $154,350.00.

2.

Howard Needles Tammen and Bergendoff - No total cost, could range from $25,000.00 to
$75,000.00 giving an over head rate of 126.63%.

3.

Cole Associates, Inc. Cost:
$49,000.00 - overhead rate is 140.07%. Doesn't include
the 2' area contour maps of the ditch and its tributaries which the county is to
furnish.

4.

OMTEK Engineering, Inc. in Association with Christopher Burke Ltd.

Cost:

$45,275.00.

Mr. Osborn ask George Schulte what his thinking was? Mr. Schulte stated there are different
phases to look at, therefore, evaluation should be taken of each proposal and interviews
be scheduled with each firm.
The board requested Mr.
time for interviews.

Schulte~

and Michael J. Spencer to evaluate each proposal and set

Mr. Osborn ask if money could be spent on a stream that isn't a leg~ldrain? Mr. Hoffman
replied, can't actually spend any money fixing it up until it would become a part of the
drainage system. For improvements he feels money will have to be spent on it to determine
what needs to be done. No need in fixing up the other part that's not going to work
because the lower part is not a part of~_legal drain, won't handle it.
As far as the study
concer~,the board has the right to conduct study on the whole thing, but if improvements
are made would have to make it 'a part of legal drain.
Question was ask if there was going to be any funding toward the project besides the county?
Mr. Hoffman stated he had a NO reply from A.S.C.S office. Chamber of Commerce has suggested
contacting FHA and others for funding.
Lt. Governor stated the would participate in it
according to law.
no further business the meeting adjourned at 9:15 A.M.
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May 6, 1987
TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD MEETING, MAY 6,1987
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met wednesday, May 6, 1987 at 8:30 A.M. in the
Community Meeting rooom of the Tippecanoe County Office Building,20 North Third Street,
Lafayette, Indiana 47901.
Chairman Bruce V. Osborn called the meeting to order with the following being present:
Eugene R. Moore and Sue W. Scholer Boardmembers, Michael J. Spencer Surveyor, George
Schulte Highway Engineer Frerick Hoffman Drainage Attorney, others present are on file.
Sarah Brown Acting Executive Secretary.
BUCKRIDGE BUCKRIDGE PART II
PART II
Buckridge Part II Preliminary. Robert Grove made the presentation. Mr. Grove first
stated that there had been an error in the original report.
The first paragrah states
there are 12 acres and it should have been 27.
There will be a series of basins along the PSI power line easement, 100 feet wide and 50
feet in each of the back yards. He feels like objections to back yard storage in the past
does not exist in this case. Even if they own the property, there is a permanent easement
that can't be built on. They can mow it and it will be for their use. PSI'S main concern
is that their access is not disturbed if PSI tears it up.
It isn't PSI's liability. They
will try to keep the basins as shallow as possible. The first basin will take the bulk
of the developed area flow, reduce it slightly, and pass that on to the next basin which
would pick its ajacent area flow, which would restrict that even more, pass on to the third,
which would pick up a small area and restrict the flow.
Starting out with 12 cfs discharge 975 & 3 a basic system.
Instead of one large storage
there would be smaller ones. The type of restriction is to go down straight. The way this
works is with a 100 year storm if the system was full you would have 1 foot of differential
heighth of water levels in each basin and that would be the controlling force on the outlet.
The 3 cis discharge your have is based on the 27 acres that would be on 13 cfs development
flow. The developerrns agreed if the backlot storage or storage/easement is a problem,
he would put the maintenance in a Homeowners Association and take the responsibility off
the Drainage Board. Commissioner Osborn inquired as to how many lots there are in this
part. Mr. Kovich answered 31. There would be quite a bit of the areas run off directly
to the side ditch.
George Schulte said he understood there was a problem in the lower area. Mr. Kovich
replied, "The only time it blew out was right after it was put in. They poured the
concrete about 2:00 o'clock and there was a big rain which caused the blowout."
Fred Hoffman inqurieQ' as to where the water went after it hits the side ditch. The reply:
It goes across the road and through the pipe down the ravine and on to the Wildcat. That
is no change from where it goes now.
Fred Hoffman asked if the basins in the people's back yards would be grassed, and what is
going to happen when the power company wants to get in there after a rain and they're full
of water. The reply from Mr. Grove was:
"it takes a matter of hours for it to get out of
there" .

At this point, Mr. Hoffman inquired as to what happens if a wire goes down in a storm. Mr.
Grove felt there was no difference as to wire falling on wet ground, Mr. Hoffman explained
that the ponds were an attractive nuisance for children and this would cause a great deal
of liability to everyone involved.
Sue W. Scholer inquired if the person contacted at PSI had the authority to make that
decision and Mr. Grove replied, "He did after checking with Corporate Headquarters and at
this time they only have their contracts approved." Mr. Grove further states they will
not take any liability for damage they do to the system after it is built. The Developer
agreed t9 that. Sue W. Scholer asked where they stood on the legal drain. Mr. Grove
replied they had submitted all petitions and they've set the hearing.
Michael J. Spencer inquired if they had the before and after development calculations to
which Mr. Grove replied he should have the breakdown by basins on materials handed out.
Michael then inquired about the design for the pipe structures for under the roads. Mr.
Grove replied he did not have them completed.
Sue W. Scholer asked if the Homeowners Association was in place to which Mr. Grove replied
in the negative.
She then inqured as to how the Association will work in the future.
Mr.
Hoffman stated they didn't always work well. At this point, Mr. Hoffman brought foc~8 to
the liability. Mr. Grove feels that the attorneys from PSI need to contact Mr. Hoffman to
discuss the point in question.
Bruce Osborn asked if the County could be given relief from the liability to which Mr.
Hoffman replied they probably couldn't.
Sue W. Scholer made amotion to postpone the preliminary decision on Buckridge Part II
until the attorney has an opportunity to talk to PSI representatives, seconded by
Eugene R. Moore. Unanimous approval.
I
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Mr. Osborn then called for the representative for final approval for drainage of Ashley
Oaks. mr. David Best of BDA Corporation, came forward and introduced himslef. The project
is 128 units of multi-family dwellings. Their area is part of the Britt drain, which had
previously been approved.
7.5 Acres of Charter Hospital property is apart of this drainage
area. They drain into the detention pond, out of the pond then south into the sewer system,
so that makes 7.5 acres cut off of the origianl area. Mr. Best feels they have a couple
of storm sewers that meet the requirements. Calculation have been run in order to satisfy
BDA Corporation. The discharge into the 18-inch pipe does not exceed the original design.
Revisions to the outer limits of the system have been made to take care of buildings and
parking area. At this point, Michael J. Spencer states they do meet the original design
release rates that were set for the Britt Drain. This is in the City, but drains into the
county.
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Michael J. Spencer stated he believes work needs to be done soon on the Britt Drain. There
are several new building projects going on and the drain needs attention before much more
goes on. He stated although it is not a County Drain, Building Permits can be held up
until something is done. Joe Bonner, lafayette Bank & Trust, is their Trust Officer.
Mr. Best injected there is money to do the work and the Maintenance Agreement does protect
the County.
At this point Eugene R. Moore moved to approve the Drainage for Ashley Oaks,seconded by
Sue W. Scholer. Motion Carried.
SIA

S. LA.

Chairman Osborn then recognized representative from SIA, Patrick Long from Reid, Quebe,
Allision & Wilcox, who did the engineering design of the drainage on the site, came forward.
He states they have submitted a letter to the Indiana Employment Development Commission
requesting they submit a letter requesting a variance of the drainage board to appropriately
drain the site. The current system is self contained and is inadequate. They have designed
a system that would retain the 100 year storm event and release it at the rate of 180 cfs
into the Parker Watershed. Steve Gress, also with RQAW, came forward to answer any questions
and present their plan. He explained the areas of surface run off one to Parker and the
other to Elliott Ditches. The retention pond system consists of four ponds, which
eventually drain to the Parker ditch. They are projecting based on this development of
a 10 year development storm, then out flow to the Parker Ditch. Easement will be
approximatley 82 cfs surface run off. The actual acres of drainage is 719 acres.
If you
use the rates on a per acre basis on a 10 year storm it would be .11 cfs per acre, which
is low for 100 year event,.25 cfs per acres, which also is low.
Attorney Hoffman inquired if there would be only one pipe to take this off, but Mr. Gress
said it was actually a double pipe. Michael J. Spencer injected there would be only one
pipe to the Wildcat. The pipes will be 66 inches.
Michael J. Spencer reported he had a copy of the letter from the Donahue & Sorenson, that
confirms their communication with the down stream property owners. They are asking
permission for Mid-States Engineering to go on their land and do actual field work on site.
They hope to hsve the property owners in to a meeting with the Engineer from Mid-States.
SHERWOOD FORREST ESTATES
Chairman Bruce V. Osborn then recognized Robert Grove, who was seekingPreliminary approval
for Sherwood Forrest Estates. The proposal is for an II-acre development for 14 single
family residential lots. They feel they will need a half acre for one retention pond.
This system ties in with the Wake Robin system, then over to the pond on the Purdue Farms.
There will be a shallow dike, meter the water out 12-inch pipe with a rate of 4 cfs. They
anticipate about 20 cfs after development, 100 year storm. Some areas will drain off direct.
S.W. ELLIOTT DITCH
Michael J. Spencer reported they have an agreement for Engineering Consulting Service on
S.W.Elliott Ditch with Chris Burke and Mark Houck. Mr. Hoffman advised that a paragraph
dealing with strikes and walkouts be omitted from the agreement. Mr. Hoffman feels they
should submit another contract with the modification. Sue W. Scholer made a motion to
select Chris Burke to do the preliminary study on S.W.Elliott Ditch, seconded by Eugene
R. Moore. Motion Carred.
In order to bring the Board up to date on S.W.Elliott Ditch, Michael J. Spencer reported
the assessment lists and notice of public hearing are being printed by the Data Department.
The meeting will be June 11th at 1:00 P.M. Questions and Answer period. The hearing will
be at 7:30 P.M.
There being no further business, meeting adjourned.

Sue W. Scholer,Boardmember
u'
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EtZ.I R.. 'Moore, Bo.ardtember.,.
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Maralyn D. Turner,Executive Secretary
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JUNE 11, 1987
DISCUSSION SESSION S. W. ELLIOTT AND TREECE MEADOWS DITCH
Vice Chairman Eugene R. Moore called the discussion session to order at 1:00 P.M. for the
S. W. Elliott/Treece Meadows ditches in the Home Economics Building, 1401 Teal Road,
Lafayette, Indiana.
Vice Chairman Moore introduced Mayor Riehle member of the Task Force for S.W.Elliott Ditch,
J. Frederick Hoffman Drainage Attorney,Michael J. Spencer Surveyor, Sue W. Scholer Board
member, George Schulte Highway Engineer, and Maralyn D. Turner Executive Secretary. Others
present are on file.
Vice Chairman Moore explained that this meeting was for discussion only, no decisions would
be made, also the discussion was for mainteance of the ditches, not reconstruction.
He
explained that about three years ago the ditch got into debt with a figure of $90,000.00
with a $.75 rate it is impossible to get out of debt. Three years ago the State shut off
spending till the County was paid back, the debt of $45,000.00 has to be satisfied before
any maintenance is done to the ditch.
Michael J. Spencer stated: that if the proposed assessments were approved at the hearing,
the assessments would not be implemented till 1988. The first year all debts, engineering
costs etc. would be paid, second year maintenance could begin. Petitions have been received
for reconstruction of two branches on the S.W. Elliott ditch for developers who want their
tile branch upgraded for Urbanization. This brought question to the boards mind that
something really needed to be done, and that an engineering study needed to be done on the
ditch. OMTEK Engineering firm will conduct the study, steps have been started in regards
to the study. Chris Burke and Mark Houck who are affiliated with QMTEK are the engineers.
Michael J. Spencer explained where money was spent. Most of the money went to agricultural,
area of Albert Arihood farm, had quick sand used 2,000 feet of corrugated pipes and back
fill, brush killing etc. all expenses are on record in the County Surveyors office.
Question of assessments of other ditches compared to the S.W.Elliott, this was explained.
Some ditches have had a $5.00 per acre assessments for so many years and then drop back
to $3.00 a year.
How did the board arrive at the rates was discussed, every category was
studied. Why isn't it a County tax? Drainage taxs are different as the landowner owns
the drains, county does not own.
Drainage laws came in effect in 1966. There are three
different types, an estalishment of drain, reconstruction, and maintenances. What about
a one time assessment? The four (4) year rule was explained, the problem with S.W.Elliott
was that the rate was set at $.75, with the size of the ditch and maintenance that was
needed created the debt.
Question - Could this be a conservancy district. A conservancy
district is more expensive, borrow from Federal, pay back interest is collected. The
discussion closed with Mr. Hoffman reading drainage law 36-9-27-34,35,36.
HEARING - 7:30 P.M.
Chairman Bruce V. Osborn called the meeting to order at 7:30 P.M. in the Home Economics
Building at the Tippecanoe County Fairgrounds, 1401 Teal Road, Lafayette, Indiana 47901.
Chairman Osborn introduced the Drainage Board, Eugene R. Moore and Sue W. Scholer: Board
members, Michael J. Spencer Surveyor, George Schulte, Highway Engineer, J. Frederick
Hoffman Drainage Attorney, and Maralyn D. Turner Executive Secretary.
Introduction of the
Task Force Mayor James Riehle, eary Williams, Gordon Kingma, and Francis Albregts. Others
present are on file.
Michael J. Spencer surveyor read the finding. Sue W. Scholer read the Remonstrances from
nine Residential owners,Marquerite L. Southard, Russell F. Portman, Orville M. Fruits,
Lynford Regier, Roger P. Maickel,and Robert W. & Ann Buckley. Total Assessment $135.00
Three Farm Property Owners - Robert W. and Ann Buckley a total of 150.687 acres Total
Assessment $452.06,Black Walnut Farms, Inc.Richard H. or Marilou Smith total acres 195.900
with total assessment $587.70 and Richard Moore and Marjorie M. Halstead total acres 80.00
total assessment $240.00.and one Industrial Rea Magnet Wire Company, Inc 55.51 Acres
total assessment $349.71. One letter in favor was read from Pastor Charles E. Hackett of
First Assembly of God Church.
The following were sent notices,but were returned to the surveyors office for non delivery:
Linda L.Bradbury,Daniel M. & Patricia Keen,Carl William Fritton,Perry Lee/Karen K. Yeley,
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Robert Banks McDonald, Claude Baion Elam,Mildred E. Crouch, Victoria E. King,Markwood
Charlotte Ann Yost, Richard I. & Virgina E. Tyner, Thomas David/Judith Ann Snelbaker,
Thomas L./nancy L. Gaston,Terry L. McDaniels, Charles W. Strubel, Leslie M. Kimbrell,
Joseph L. Maietta Lynch % Leslie M. Kimbrell,Edward F./Sharon A. Chouinard and Mary E.
Blevins.
Michael Spencer presented slides of the S.W.Elliott.
OPEN DISCUSSION:
Mayor James Riehle member of the Task Force spoke of the study that has been made. He
has better knowledge of the drainage laws from studying the S.W.Elliott ditch and its
needs.
He stated:
the ditch is a fine resource to the community and to the area
served by the ditch. What are we going to do with the ditch? Choices are to consider an
increase in assessments for those who contribute to the Elliott ditch tributary.
Those
who benefit from the drain or do not, if we do nothing the problems will continue.
In
the best interest mainteance should continue in order to keep it a fine source in the area.
Assessments formula seems to be fair, the ditch needs to be maintained for future generations.
Robert Lahrman a farmer, stated: he was opposed to the make up of the Advisory committee,
he felt that more farmers should have been appointed to the committee, as it is an
agricultural ditch.
The breakdown in some areas seem to be high. The ditch in his area
has places where you can't see the water for the brush. One thing to maintain the ditch,
need someone to watch it more closely. Debris and trash is in hte ditch, it is not being
removed by the person putting it in the ditch. More study should be done on the
residential area in cleaning the ditch.
Ralph Henson a homeowner, in Southernview Sudivision stated: he wonders if what needs to
be done to the ditch is to not have water go fater, but to have it go slower. Seems that
if you would go up stream and clean the ditch out and still have the same size culverts
and bridges downstream the water would come down like an express train.
He felt that holding ponds would be adviseable.
He isn't arguing about rates, but would rather see it put
into holding ponds. making the ditch straighter and a clear shot so that it can get down
to the low places quicker.
He felt that should start at the bottom and come up.
Roger Maickel a homeowner. in Cantebury SUbdivisiom stated: he is not objecting to rate
for residential.
He flet two things: A. That the other ditch assessment payers were
paying appropriate approtionment.
B. That problems would be solved. Children play in the
ditch and it is not a good play area.
He wished that the study committee would have looked
more closely at the backyards. He agrees with Michael Spencer that they will have to be
careful in the residential area. What needs to be done is go in an improve the ditch,
he doesn't mind paying for it, but do it appropriately.
Harold "Pee Wee" witz a farmer, stated: he is on the far end of the ditch, money is
needed before anything is done to the ditch.
James Burghardt a homeowner on state Road 38 East, ask if a breakdown of the expenses had
been published. How are the property owners going to know how much is being spent and how
is it being spent? He mentioned that he had been on another ditch in the County and it is
walked yearly and it has been kept clean by using spray when a small tree or brush is
found.
This is going to cost the property owners, but if we don't get something for our
money it won't help us.
Fred Hoffman clarified a few points in regards to reconstruction and maintenance. This
hearing is not for reconstruction, maintenance only, what we are doing is getting the ditch
back into shape without reconstruction and hopefully keep it that way.
He stated that the
Task Force committee had no effect or authority, they were just and advising board of
needs.
Jim Canarecci a homeowner was upset alittle in regards to residential rate, what he really
is upset about is the fact of combining Treece Meadows with S.W.Elliott ditch since they
are in the same watershed area.
It was pointed out that Treece Meadows was a legal drain
and it does drain more than the subdivision itself. Why do they have to be combined?
It was pointed out that it is not an uncommon practice to combine ditches within the
same watershed area.
He felt that this should not be decided here.
Mr Hoffman explained
it is a branch of the Elliott ditch, same rules apply.
Those present voted to accpet the proposed maintenance assessment.
Sue W. Scholer moved to combine TreeceMeadows ditch with the S.W.Elliott ditch, seconded
by Eugene R. Moore,motion carried.
Sue W. Scholer moved to adopt the proposed schedule assessments fee for the S.W.Elliott
ditch, seconded by Eugene R. Moore, motion carried.
The being no further business the hearing was adjourned at 8:30 P.M.

ATTEST:
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Maralyn D. Turner,Executive Secretary

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING AND PUBLIC HEARING
OF THE PARKER DITCH
WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 5, 1987
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The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met at 8:30 A.M. for regular session with Chairman Bruce
v. Osborn calling the meeting to order in the Community Meeting room of the Tippecanoe
County Office Building, 20 North Third Street, Lafayette, Indiana 47901. Those present ~ere:
Eugene R. Moore and Sue W. Scholer Boardmembers, J. Frederick Hoffman Drainage Attorney,
Michael J. Spencer Surveyor, and Maralyn D. Turner Executive Secretary, others present are
on file.
SOUTH NINTH STREET ESTATES
Paul Couts engineer representing Cory and Lahr developers presented Preliminary Drainage
Plans. Allan R. Cory and Gene H. Lahr developers were present. SUbdivision is located
South of Norfolk and Western Railroad on Ninth Street on the East side of the road.
Originally the property was part of the Lilldale Subdivision as part of the original plans
there was a 48" storm drainage pipe that was put down into the Elliott ditch from Lindale
which comes up along the west side of Eighteenth Street, a 24" pipe and 48" pipe at a
lower slope, pipe continues around it is shown as 36", but they have measured and it is
42" pipe at the rear of the lots. Michael Spencer has ask: What is the capacity in terms
of the~xisting pipes verses what is flowing in now? Area north of Lindale goes into 24"
pipe, calculations show that the pipes are under sized, he his getting 18-19 cfs coming
from 15" pipe, they are not tying into any of that portion. Part of conceais where they
are tying on coming back into pipe with 76 cfs. Lindale puts in about 35 cfs which leaves
for the undeveloped portion about 40 cfs, release rate is figured in at about 30 cfs.
In the system they are hooking into there is about 40 cfs available and they are going to
use about 34 cfs this is what they are basing their dtention storage facility, using
storage facility of 2 acres. There is an excess capacity and the outfall pipe has a total
capacity of 90 cfs. Mr. Osborn stated it is not a legal drain, correct. Drain is in the
city.
In regards to the developemtn the 42" pipe on the western side of Lindale goes
right down the eastern side of the property line with a surface inlet (3) which take up
the rear yards of the houses. Direct connections would hook from the street which would
hook onto existing pipe, this would be their connection from detention storage which
would drain back into the existing pipe. Total run off is totally connected cultasac and
Lot 101 would drain into it. Would control rate of release, so the water that would come
out of the detention pond plus the direct connected area would be less than 33 cfs they
are getting before development. Michael has documentation. Pond will release around 15
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cfs. More storage is available mainly because of the depth, they will need the dirt to
fill Lot 101. Michael J. Spencer ask what are they planning to do with Lot 101 in regards
to residential.
The developer doesn't want to say at this point. There will be a
P9ssibility for a request to rezone.
Mr. Hoffman ask if they had considered future run off on Lot 101 in the calculations
presented? Mr. Couts answered yes. Mr. Hoffman ask after development would it be less
than what it is now, yes.
Calcualtions show 1 cfs per acre.
Mr. Osborn ask about the county wor~ng about maintenance. The city will maintain what is
in the street. Detention pond will be dry.
Mr. CoutSJ stated they have set aside 80'
reserve strip, they worked with the City of Lafayette in terms of giving them easements.
Mr. Hoffman ask if there was any restrictions in regards to their detention facility.
If developer sells out who will maintain? Answer-Maintenance goes with land as they
develop Lot 101, the restriction and covenant will go with Lot 101. Mr Hoffman ask that
a ~:letter be received that states maintenance and restrttion will go with Lot 101.
Sue W. Scholer ask if the City had approved? Construction plans are into them,but they
want Drainage Board approval. Michael Spencer ask if the city had drainage plans. Mr.
Couts answered that he had talked with Mr. Callahan and that he had stated they were fine.
Michael Spencer's recommendation is that when the city approves the plans, he would give
conceptual approval. Michael had talked with Dave Hawkins and he had some questions.
Eugene R. Moore moved to give conceptual approval to the drainage plans of South Ninth
Street Estates, seconded by Bruce V. Osborn, unanimous approval given.
PARKER
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PARKER DITCH HEARING
Mr. Osborn called the meeting to order at 9:00 A.M. for the hearing of the Petition to
Vacate, Establish and Reconstruct Parker ditch. Property Owners in attendance are on file.
Michael Spencer surveyor, presented letter of recommendations.
August 4, 1987
Mr. Bruce V. Osborn, Chairman
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
20 North Third Street
Lafayette, Indiana 47901
Dear Mr. Osborn:
The following recommendations are respectfully submitted by the Tippecanoe
County Surveyor for the Public hearing August 5, 1987 at 9:00 A.M. in
reference to the Parker Drain petition.
It is my recommendation that the Drainage Board not vacate the portion of
the Parker ditch that is located on the S.I.A. site at this time. The
reasons are:
1.

It is not known if there ar any tile lines running from
the land owned by Mr. John Ayres in Section 36, Township
23, Range 4 West in a southerly direction and hooking into
Parker ditch.

2.

Mr. Ayres has not signed a waiver approving such a
vacation.

As to the pDtnon of the petition to est~ish and extend the legal
drain it is my belief that this should be done, but I don't believe
it can be done until the easements are secured.
I would recommend that conceptual approval of the construction plans as
submitted be given. By doing this I don't want to mislead anyone on the
board or any landowners in the watershed into thinking that these are the
final plans.
I am sure that there will probably be some minor changes
in the route of the ditch that will take place when the engineers and Mr.
Jim Shook meet with various landowners along the proposed route.
Very truly yours,
Michael J. Spencer
Surveyor
Mr. Hoffman wanted to add another item to the letter.Before the Drainage Board can approve
the final vacation,reconstruction,and extent ion a complete legal description of the
proposed new drain is required.
In talking with Mr. Dick Donahue attorney, this can not
be obtained until negotiation and options have been handled with the landowners.
Mr. Donahue made comments that three meetings have been held with the landowners. Changes
have been made in plans and Mr. Horner of Mid-States Engineers presented plans this morning.
They are in the process of getting out to talk to the people in getting options for
easements and to nail down the final route. Preliminary work has been done. (some) Mr.
Horner was present to answer any questions.
Mr. Osborn pointed out that what was before the board was the conceptual approval of plans.
Jeff Helmerick's concern was that he doesn't want the board to be foreclosed from
addressing those burdens of the statue and having all information before the board in
making the decision, if your saying the conceptual approval wouldn't foreclose an
eventual determination that maybe the petitioners not meant it's burdens.
Fred Hoffman answered correct, but until final approval, they have not approved the
project when they give conceptual approval, they approve the Meas as a way of solving the
drainage problems in the area.
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Lewis Beeler ask,does this mean that the engineer could not change his mind, say go to
closed tile system from 650 East road to Wildcat, does that rule that out? Answer NO
Mr. Beeler ask if the county would redue 650 East over the drainge way? This would be
possible as there will be more traffic.
Mr Donahue presented letter from Lt. Governor John Mutz and Mr. Sol Rothberg Chairman of
Indiana Employment Development Commission expressing their willingness and desire to cooperate with the county in this drainage operations as well as other things purtant to
this project.
STATE OF INDIANA
INDIANA EMPLOYMENT DEVELOPMENT
COMMISSION
August 3, 1987
Mr. Eugene R. Moore, President
Board of Commissioners of
Tippecanoe County
County Office Building
20 North Third Street
Lafayette, Indiana 47902
Dear Mr. Moore:
Thank you for your efforts to further advance the progress of the
Subaru-Isuzu Automotive assembly plant in Tippecanoe County.
The Indiana Employment Development Commission (IEDC) recognizes its position as
a major landowner in the Parker Ditch watershed.
It is understood that
provisions for adequate and proper drainage of property to be improved in the
watershed are the responsibility of the landowners. The IEDC has contracted with
and engineering firm to design an adequate and appropriate drainage system, an
attorney and a real estate agent to represent the IEDC in the securing of
options and approval of drainage plans, and an independent engineering firm
to perform an environmental review of the drainage improvement project.
It is desired by the IEDC as a landowner that the Board of Commissioners apply
to the Indiana Department of Commerce for an Industrial Development Infrastructure
Program grant from Community Development Block Grant funds that will be used to
fund completion of drainage improvements on behalf of the IEDC.
It is the IEDC'S
understanding that best efforts will be made by Tippecanoe County and the
Department of Commerce to complete construction of drainage improvements
with CDBG funds or other infrastructure funds available through the Department
of Commerce.
If there are cost overruns, or if adequate funding should not
be available in the future fronl those sources, the IEDC will work in good faith
with the Department of Commerce and Tippecanoe County to fund completion of the
drainage improvements.
Please be assured of the commitment of the Indiana Employment Development
Commission to the timely completion of this project.
Very truly yours,
Sol Rothberg
Chairman
cc:

Charles
Jeffrey
William
Richard

John M. Mutz
Lieutenant Governor &
Secretary - manager
D. Preston
S. Dorman
Petranoff
A. Stenner

Mr. Donahue stated that the landowners have ask him many questions and he asK the board
to tell them essentially what the situation would be if the plant and the maintenance of
the drain system that we will be the big users of the drain and explain how the maintenance
maybe determined.
Mr. Osborn ask that the board go to the conceptual approval first then discuss the
maintenance later.
Fred Hoffman read letter of change of Acres from W. Kelly Carr of July 23, 1987. Mr.
Carr stated that the entire 31.47 of Pt N FR NW Sec 5 Twp 22 Rge 3 drains into the Parker
ditch as does the enitre 80.956 acres of SE NW E N FR NW & Pt N FR NE of Sec 5,Twp 22, Rge
3.
Letters of Remonstrances from Robert L. and Barbara J. Fox PT W SE Sec 32, Twp 23, Rge 3,
2.50 acres and letter from Lewis Beeler co-owner of real estate located in the southwest
quarter of Sec 32, Twp 23, Rge 3 west in Perry Township. Letter from Edward J. and Betty J.
Korschot PT W SE Sec 32.Twp 23, Rge 3,3 Acres, PT W SE Sec 32, Twp 23, Rge 3,4.76 Acres
~tters read by Mr. Hoffman are on file.
W. Kelly Carr spoke in behalf of MS. E.K.C.Flaningan with a statement of nine points.
1. until they reach the existing Parker Ditch easement the proposed rain
across my property is a private drain sin.ce they are not allowing me to
place any more water into the new tile-other than to reconnect existing
agricultural tiles.
If this is not a private drain, then please give me access to new tile for
non-agricutural purposes, i.e. increase tile to 72 or 80 inches.
Another better choice would be to use the existing Parker Ditch easement.
2.

You want 150 foot easement.

Can't this be reduced on private drain?

3. Your proposed 150 foot easement isolates a 3 to 10 acre triangular piece
of ground between 1-65, the ramp leading to the bridge over 1-65, and the
requested easement. This isolated ground's value is greatly reduced for any use
other than agricultural use as a result of its new shape and isolation.

August 5, 1987
4. A full time county inspector should be on the property during construction.
When 1-65 was built the company cut a ten inch tile north of the Parker Ditch on my
farm and did not reconnect the tile. Later when I tiled north from the Parker
Ditch along the interstate fence to this wet area, the tile hit the cut and the
unconnected 10 inch tile.
A large volume of water immediately gushed out of the
ten inch tile.
Because of this previous experience, I feel a full time inspector needs to be on
the property to see that all agricultural tiles are properly identified, and all
are adequatley reconnected.
5. Because of this previous experience with a major tile not reconnected, I feel
the State or county should require a five year guarantee from the tiling company
in order to insure that existing field tile will work properly.
Other problems
I fear are settling of the ground breaking tile connections, possible problems
with reconnected tiles as a asult of design problems (i.e. changing tile directions
to run to a manhole), compaction of the soil by heavy equipment on both the
easement and perhaps on possible temporary easements which might be required.
field tiles broken by heavy equipment moving over the ground around the actual ditch.
6.
Loss of productivity of ground as a result of its being distrubed by construction.
Care must be taken in replacing top soil back on the ground. Partial compensation
could be made by providing money for heavy fertilization, to aid in breaking up soil
compaction,

for several yearsa

7. Any manhole covers should be at least three feet below the ground so when heavy
equipment is being used on my land it will not accidentally be damaged by the manhole covers.
8. There are crops currently in the field and I would like to harvest them before
construction begins. The construction work will probably make it hazardous for
agricultural harvesting equipment to be in the easement area. This is a particularly
important consideration for the crops in the triangular area between proposed
easement, the bridge ramp, and 1-65.
9. A catch basin and extra tiling were installed in our field by us, after 1-65
went through our property, to catch water flowing from the interstate ditch onto
our property.
I want to see this tile area is not damaged.
If damaged it must
be properly replaced becasue there is an over flow of water onto the Flaningan
property at approxiamtely the place where Parker Ditch crosses 1-65.
W. Kelly Carr had questions in regards to his own property.
acreage involved in the project, 1492.044 is in the area.

He ask the amount of

Mr. Osborn pointed out that there are no easements on private drain.
stated that they have ask for 150'

Dr. Carr

easement on private drain as well as the legal.

This is where they come in with the 2-66" pipes in junction box on Ms. Flaningan's
property.
Dr. Carr ask if the 1492.044 included the figures involved in the drainage from the
detention pond.
243 acres of additional water will be draining into the pond. His
concern is that there has been a public hearing on the Interstate, but not on the
retention pond which has been planned for the Interstate he felt this was the proper
place to bring this up as it does effect this ditch.
Michael Spencer pointed out the State Highway does have acreage figure in and are on the
assessment list 98.3 acres and that some of that 243 acres is probably included in the
Interstate Right of Way. Dr. Carr ask who will be paying the maintenance fee for the
increased drainage area, the answer-they will. They are draining only the ramp area.
Dr. Carr wanted to point out that S.I.A. has stated they will be lining the retention
with 2' clay. This is true.
Box Fox property owner ask: Are they wanting to buy 200' of easement? Yes, Michael
explained the rules of easements. 150' is tile easement and 200' is for the open ditch.
There would be variance.
Lewis Beeler stated at the informational meeting Monday evening, August 3, 1987 Michael
Spencer stated that the amount of water that would be discharged would be no greater than
what it is now. Mr. Beeler questioned why do we need a 6' tile if this is so. Also
Mr. Spencer stated the retention ponds would take care of the excess water. Mr Beeler
questions this.
Bob Horner'stated onsite design was done by R.Q.A.W. Engineers. Prior to development
the site drained into several low spots and sat on site.
It either infiltrated into
ground or evaporated. Michael J. Spencer stated some did go out through existing Parker
drain.
Some fell along the Interstate right of way went through culvert under Interstate
south of 200 S overland down through swale, others of it ponded in fields down into
Intersection until it evaporated or soaked into ground.
As a result it was decided the
site would have to discharge into something greater than all the area, therefore a
concentrated location is necessary, this is to comply with Drainage Ordinance. S.I.A.
and IEDC are proposing to do. They realize that they have retained their share of
additional water generated from sources of roof tops, and road ways. Changing from
cropland to a sodded grass situation. They need a so~e to discharge rather than to let
soak into ground or evaporate. They are improving for the downstream facility.
Robert Dilden questioned the statement of more water or no more

water?

Mr. Hoffman stated it is pretty obvious it is going to be greater, in the past the water
didn't escape except through the ground, now theres a 72" pipe which will take care of
the 800 acres that didn't come off before. This is reason for the tile, they are taking
water off which had previously went into ground,therefore there is more water.
Mr. Horner stated from peak stand point its going to be greater instantaneous water flow,
where the pipe will discharge downstream. The flooding won't be any greater because of the
proposed improvement.
Mr. Hoffman statdwhat Mr Horner is saying there will not be any huge flooding, there will
be water where there hasn't been water.

August 5, 1987
Mr. Korschot ask why do they have to have a 50' wide ditch below?
Mr. Hoffman stated they would have to dig deeper to get the fall.
Michael Spencer stated the reason it widens out is the way they lay the banks back and
putting rip-rap on. 3-1 slope.
Mr. Horner stated the proposal is for a better drainage system, proposing to improve the
culvert so that the road is not in danger of washing out. Proposing to stabilizing the
banks down along the wooded area.
Mr. Korschot doesn't think it would ever overflow as it stands now.
Mr. Horner stated they are designing for something that has never happened in our life
time. From velocity stand point on the 100 year flood would stand potential erosion
and damages to the properties along the banks.
Dr. Carr ask about a hearing for Highway Retention Pond. Dr. Carr was informed that the
Board meets once a month and the State Highway will ask to present their drainage plan at
one of the regular meeting. Dr. Carr ask if letters could be sent when this is to come
before the board. Dr. Carr expressed that the hearing today is greatly appreciated by
the property owners and express that all involved have given great efforts in listening
and studying this project out.
Sue w. Scholer moved to approve conceptually the drainage plans presented for the Parker
Ditch, seconded by Eugene R. Moore, Unanimous approval was given.
Mr. Donahue ask for continuations of this meeting October 7, 1987 at 9:00 A.M .. This
should give them time to get legal descriptions and all necessary things in order. Letters
will be sent to prop~y owners of the continuations of this meeting.
MAINTENANCE.
This is a concern to all property owners. There are ways of handling maintenance. A
zoning process can be used instead of the typical maintenance rate. To decide which
system to use would have to have a public hearing. Michael Spencer felt the zoning
process would fit this ditch needs very well. Hopefully by October 7, 1987 meeting figures
could be presented.
Mr. Beeler has some questions in regards to blowout etc, down the road. Mr. Hoffman
stated because of the unusal nature of pipe arrangements will have to be made, instead of
the landowner bearing the cost should come under the maintenance.
Ms. Judith Dyer question in regards to septic tank easement. Their tank is on the
easement as proposed. Law of easement doesn't intefere. Michael Spencer sees no reason
for concern He will check with Health department and send letter of his findings to the
Dyers.
Mr. Beeler m~e comments in regards to the rights of the property owners and commended the
board for all their efforts in this project.
Roy Fleeman in regards to his property not being able to build spetic tank.
discussion the board felt his problem is with the Health department.

After

Mr. Osborn expres~his thanks to Lewis Beeler for his comments, and he feels that all of us
need to realize whether were for or against the plant, it is coming it is up to all of
us to protect your right~ see that you get a fair shake. The board and surveyor will try
to do their best to answer any questions and they will not do anything behind the property
owners in regards to the easements, everything is up front, it is public money being
utilized.
Jeff Hdmerick ask what is next?
very near future.

Jim Shook will be contacting the propety owners in the

Meeting recessed at 10:20 A.M. until the Wednesday October 7, 1987 meeting at 9:00 A.M.

September 2, 1987 Regular Drainage Board Meeting
TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD MEETING
September 2, 1987
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, September 2, 1987 at 8:30 A.M. in the
Commissioners Meeting room in the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third Street,
Lafayette, Indiana 47901.
Chairman Bruce V. Osborn called the meeting to order with the following being present:
Eugene R. Moore Board Member, Michael J. Spencer Surveyor, and Maralyn D. Turner Executive
Secretary, others present are on file.
SHERWOOD FOREST PART III
SHERWOOD
Robert Grove engineer, representing Charles Sherwood developer presented preliminary Plans, FOREST
PART III
but stated they were withdrawing their request for Preliminay approval. There has been
concern by the property owners, the developer has ask to hold off another month. There
is 220 Acres that comes down through the existing channel, however Mr. Grove does not
believe all the 220 acres comes into the area, this is the concern of the property owners.
Originally they had planned to build their basin in the low area which is across the
channel, therefore they will be submitting a second ~,et of plans.
Tom Jordan property owner had concern as he is adjacE!nt to the Subdivision in a low area.
He had an engineer take a brief look at it and his concern is the elevation of 4 feet of
the first three lots, these lots would deem uncontrolable drainage. He stated if you
stood in his back yard and looked uphill these 3 lots would put him in a fishbowl. Question.
Has any study been done in regards to this. Mr. Grove answered NO. They are looking at
raising 3 feet against road. Mr. Jones stressed again his concern of the cost and the
retention area and he wants to be sure that the plans to be resubmitted be correct.
Bruce V. Osborn ask Mr. Grove to sit down with Mr. Jordan and discuss his many concerns
before submitting new plans to the board,Mr.Grove agreed to do this. Maintenance on
orginal subdivision is maintained by the property owners. Board doesn't want to inherit
maintenance.
P.S. LAND

P.S. LAND

Robert Grove engineer representing the owner Lafayette Bank and Trust Company and Charles
Vaughan presented drainage plans. Property is 10catE!d South of 26 East at Farrington
Avenue in the northwest corner east of Eastland Subdivision consisting of 3.2 acres. The
bank is planning to build a branch bank at the location. Developer doesn't want to
cause any problems. Interim detention basin along road tying into existing
storm sewer. Not sure what will happen to land south of the bank site. Discharge will be
less in predeveloped area. Question of who will maintain. It is private property,
therefore it would be maintained by the landowners. ~Iichael Spencer ask Mr. Charles V.
Vaughan to check with his father in regards to maintE!nance. Michael Spencer stated that
the basin is located within the Public Service, Inc. easement and he would like a letter
from PSI. Mr. Grove stated PSI has some new rules in regards to encroachment permits and
he has contacted them in regards to this development.
Jim Hilligass repusentative of Lafayette Bank and Trust Company stated they have increased
the depth to 300' which changes the acreage from the 2.26 ~o 3.2 acres. Mr. Hilligass
ask if Farrington Aprtments were maintianing the dra'.nage system at the 10 inch line.
The 10 inch is sanitary. The lower end of the Farrington drainage system is not County
drainage maintenance.
Eugene R. Moore moved to give preliminary approval w'.th two conditions that a letter from
the property owners be submitted in regards to maintE!nance and a letter from PSI in regards
to the easement, seconded by Bruce V. Osborn, unanimous approval was given.
TIMBER

RA~IDS

TIMBER
RAPIDS
CAMP RESORT

CAMP RESORT

Harry Meshberger presnted construction plans for the site located in Perry Township, A
part of the NW quarter of Section 28, Twp 23 North Rge 3 west consisting of 18.5 acres.
Property does not involve any legal drain only has a small swa~and will require grading.
Previous owner has taken out gravel this is reason for swale. They are seeking to bring
gravel back in and force water out through culvert. One culvert will be removed and
water will be rerouted. They
show a proposed lakE! ~ acre in diameter. They may dig
it and may not so that they will have fill,. however, if they get fill from another
location they will not dig the lake.
Idea is to get land level and to get it to elevation
so Department of Natural Resources will say they can use it for campsite. Michael
Spencer ask if they had to get permission from the DE!partment of Natural Resources to fill?
If it is in the flood way the developer has to have Department of Natural Resources approval,
he has approached them. The property is at the flood"ay fringe.
De~?rtment of Natural
Resources has not completed their review of the proposed plans, just verbally. This is
an overnight camping. Maximum stay is 15 days, sale of membership, people will have an
interest in the site. Mr. Osborn ask how they were 90ing to handle sewage?
This will be handled by a septic system. They have contacted State Board of Health in
regards to their requirements. Michael Spencer statE!d he had looked at the runoff, they
are 40' from the creek, the only hard surface that w:.ll be generated will be a pool as
there is an existing home which they are going to USE! for an office. Michael suggested
that detention storage requirements be waived for th:.s development.
Eugene R. Moore moved to waive the required~ainage ordinance for the holding pond for
this development, seconded by Bruce V. Osborn, unaninous approval was given.
WATERFORD COURT

WATERFORD
COURT

Glen Christian and Paul D. Green of Sexton Company Indianapolis submitted a letter to the
board in answer to Michael Spencer's letter in regards to drainage ordinance. Mr. Christian
read letter in answer to the seven item Mr Spencer had questions. Property is located
at Highway 26 East and 1-65 along Frontage Road. Consists of 25.24 acrs. One Lot with
310 Units, the one lot will connect to an ixisting l:~-inch City of Lafayette sanitary
sewer located at the east side of Vermont Drive. Storm water runoff shall be routed to
proposed lakes on site. Mr. Christian read letter.
September 1, 1987
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
20 North Third Street
Lafayette, Indiana 47901

September 2, 1987 Drainage Board Meeting continued Waterford Court
WATERFORD
COURT
CONTINUED

Attn: Mr. Mike Spencer
Re: Waterford Court Apartments
Dear Mr. Spencer:
In order to clearly define the application of the Tippecanoe County Drainage
Ordinance No. 81-16 to Waterford Court, I have briefly described each of the
items (7) under Section 14h of the ordinance.
Item (1) - The lakes of Waterford Court are to be 8 feet deep with over 25%
of the area being 10 feet deep as shown on the Plans.
Item (2) - The excavated side slopes above and below the water pool elevation
will be 3:1. These should be quite stable slopes as recommended by the soils
report by Alt & Witzig (copy attached).
Item (3) - Safety ledges, 4 feet in width, 12 inches above and 30 inches below
the normal pool elevation shall be constructed as shown on the typical cross-sections
of the lake. The slopes between the ledges shall be 3:1 and shall be riprapped
to prevent erosion.
Item (40 -A~csafety slope of 6:1 is proved at the east end of Waterford Court on
the north side on the Clubhouse. The slope will be protected with rip rap above
and below the water line.
Item (5) - All of the Sexton Aprtment Communities heavily involve lakes and
water. The 6000 plus units owned and manged by Sexton include over 40 lakes
and ponds ranging in size from about ~ acre to over 12 acres. Maintenance and
esthetics go hand in hand as fifteen year old compexes are still looking great.
Attractive, well maintained lakes and grounds are what keeps our communities
full.
When necessary, wells are drilled to fill and maintian the level of the
lakes. Sexton's water management program has a long-term, highly successful
history.
Item (6) - Access to the lakes for maintenance and emergency use is readily
available between buildings and at the ends of the streets. Behind all
buildings and patios is a 3 foot concrete walk with a usable 3:1 or flatter
slope to the water lines. Of course, vehicle access is available in Waterford
Court by the Clubhouse.
Item (7) - Aeration facilities are provided on all Sexton Community Lakes in the
form of fountains, spillways and waterfalls. Waterford will have at least
2 fountains with recirculating pumps. A well is planned to provide water to
maintain the water level in the lakes. Fountain design specifications are
available from the manufacturer and will be secured by Sexton if requested.
If you need any additional information, Please let me know.
c

Sincerely,
Glenn E. Christian
cc: curtis C. Huff
John E. Fisher
Michael Spencer ask: Outfall main structure, is it at the point of spillover there is a
4" overflow can they increase?
Bruce V. Osborn ask where they were outletting? Outletting straight east through an
existing low place on a residental lot, it isn't in any platted drainage easement through
a 36" pipe under vermont Drive. They have been requested to get with Dick Leill,and
speak with the property owner of Lot 4 as he will not have any more water than he has now
it will continue longer. The developer was aware of the problem. Several things can be
done with the area. Whatever they do will not be within the drainage easement as amount
of water.
They will have wells on the area to maintain the level of the lakes, if
needed. Maintenance will be by Waterford. Development is ~ mile from Wildcat, there is
no legal drain. Dick Leill has talked with the propety owner of Lot 4,a meeting was
held with the landowners in regards to the development. Michael Spencer recommended
approval of preliminary plans, however he would like to speak with the Lot owner himself
and would like for the board to look at the outlet of the 36 inch pipe. The rate won't
be greater, but the volume will. There is erosion problem. Michael would like to see
that fixed.
The seven items were out of the drainage ordinance and he had ask the
developer to address all seven items.
John Fisher ask if a special meeting could be held to get final approval.
Bruce Osborn
stated when Michael Spencer is satisfied, then a Special meeting can be set.
Eugene R. Moore moved to approve the preliminary plans of Waterford Court as presented,
seconded by Bruce V. Osborn, unanimous approval given.
JAMES COLE ELEMENTERYSCHOOL
JAMES
COLE
Mike McCarroll Pace Design presented sanitary revision plans, with the septic system on
ELEMENTERY the south side of side clse to county road.
System will be a mound system crossing
county drain line with Two 6 inch lines that feeds the mound system. Around the perimeter
of the mound system will be a perimeter drain tile to pick up surface water. Like to tie
it into the county drain line. They would be a 4' below grade. Michel would like to see
a manhole so that the water can be inspected.
Propose to add a 2' manhole. Mr. Osborn ask
how far from inlet? 25 feet with the system. Septic field - 38' 6" on the low side.
Herb Lawson Health Department sanitarian ask what kind of tile would be used going under
the country ditch. Perimeter drain tile, it will be 6" pvc solid pipe. The board ask
that Michael Spencer be there when they cross the legal drain. Mr.McCarroll stated they
have a preconstruction meeting scheduled for Spetember 9, 1987, Michael Spencer will
attend. Bruce V. Osborn ask if a waiver was needed, answer yes, this is reason for
having Mr. McCarroll here today to give the waiver of crossing the drain and hook perimeter
drain back in. Question was ask does the board need to notify the other landowners?
Stat~eleased plan with 20' and County requirements are 25' even if it's on high side.
Ron Noles stated in order to meet County Ordinance they have to meet the 25'. Under
advisement the board will decide whether other landowners should be notified. Mr.
McCarroll stated they have another option of putting in a headwall and not tying into
county tile. There could be a problem even though it is not to be sewage.
Eugene R. Moore moved to grant a waiver for Tippecanoe School Corporation to cross the
legal drain easement of Skinner ditch, seconded by Bruce V. Osborn, unanaimous approval.
Michael Spencer ask that the revised plans be presented to the Health department. After
much discussion possibly the best way to go would be with a headwall, empty on own site
doing this they would have to still meet the 25 " requirement.

September 2, 1987 Meeting Continued
ELLIOTT DITCH
Michael Spencer received a letter from Louis Pearlman in regards to Elliott Ditch easement.
Town of Dayton purchased a 20' easement back in 1978, this was south of top edge within the
75' easement.
In the leterr they are requesting reduction in the easement along the
Elliott ditch from 75' to 47~' which would be at the edge of Town of Dayton's easement.
After much discussion it was decided to take this under advisement.
CLOVERLEAF
A letter received from David B.H.Best R.L.S. Vice President of Cloverleaf Enterprises
requesting to reroute a portion of Branch~ll of the Elliott Ditch, the rerouting
would be right down the power line easement.They want to reduce easement from ISO' to 50'
along 12" tile. Michaels question was would PSI let this be done.
After much discussion
it was decided to take this under advisement.
DRAINAGE ENGINEER
Eugene R. Moore moved to appoint Mark Houck as Drainage Engineer,seconded by Bruce V.
Osborn, unanimous approval.
INDIANA GAS -ELLIOTT DITCH
Indiana Gas requested to cross Elliott ditch easement on the SIA gas main.
Eugene R. Moore moved to approve the crossing of drain easement providing Indiana Gas
supply the board with Certificate of As-Built drawings showing location of gas main and
they have inspector certify that all tile whether County or Private have been repaired,
seconded by Bruce V. Osborn, unanimous apporval.
There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 9:45 A.M.
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
SPECIAL MEETING SEPTEMBER 23, 1987
Bruce V. Osborn, Chairman called the Special Meeting to order at 9:00 A.M. In
Commissioners Conference room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building 20 North Third
Street, Lafayette, Indiana with the following present:
Eugene R. Moore and Sue W.
Scholer Boardmembers, J. Frederick Hoffman Attorney, Michael J. Spencer Surveyor, and
Maralyn D. Turner Executive Secretary, others present are on file.
WATERFORD
COURT

WATERFORD COURT
Michael Spencer stated he had received a letter from Glenn Christian, Sexton Company
stating that he had met with property owners Mr. & Mrs. Jerry Wilson, Lot #5 and Mr. &
Mrs. Slavo Panich, Lot #4 in the subdivision immediately east of the proposed Waterford
Court development. He reviewed the final site development plan with them and they
seemed to be satisfied with the presentation.
He pointed out to the property owners
that the lake will empty out into the ditch directly behind the Wilson's property and
said ditch flows into a part of the Panich's lot before entering the 36 inch pipe under
Vermont. Neither party raised any concern or objections. They were assured,that any
abnormal erosion or siltation will be taken care of during construction as well as after
completion.
Proper steps will be taken to control erosion and siltation.
Michael stated that he had received revised drawing with the pipe shown in the correct
place.
Mr. Hoffman ask if there was a legal outlet? They have an outlet through an existing
drainage system that goes down to the Wildcat Creek,there is no legal drain. They have
an onsite retention basin. There is a drainage easement through the subdivision. The
actual drainage way is not on the platted easement.
Mr. Hoffman ask if they had the
consent of the two property owners, answer yes. Mr. Hoffman stated he would like to
have a written consent from the two property owners.
Water flow is to be less than what
it is now.
Sexton representative didn't ask for any consent as he felt it was not their
place to ask, he felt it was a courtesy of being a good neighbor just to explain to them
their intent. Mr. Hoffman had concern about the easement and erosion. After discussion
Eugene R. Moore moved to give Waterford Court final drainage approval with condition
that letters be received from the two property owners with their consent in regards to
the easement, seconded by Sue W. Scholer, unanimous approval.

ELLIOTT
DITCH

ELLIOTT DITCH
Louis Pearlman property owner of Friendly Village Mobile Home Park, a tract of land of
approximately 30 acres lying between the South boundary of Elliott Ditch and the North
boundary of Friendly Village and fronting on Ross Road requested a variance of the 75
foot setback of Elliott Ditch.
Property owner had previously granted to the Town of
Dayton, Indiana an easement and right-of-way for a forced sewer main over a strip of
land described as 10 feet on either side of line located 37 1/2 feet south of the South
top edge of Elliott Ditch,therefore a distance of 47 1/2 from South top edge of Elliott
Ditch is available for Town of Dayton. The remaining is 27 1/2 feet which would not be
required for utility easements and would allow the development of an addition to
Friendly Village Mobile Home Park in a more orderly fashion due to the fact that the 30
acres tract is narrow and could be more orderly developed if the South 27 1/2 feet of
the 75 foot drainage set-back were usable for development.
After much discussion the board requested the developer to get drawings from his
engineer, Robert Grove showing the tract platted out.
The board felt in the future the
neighboring property owners would be requesting easement differences and this can be a
problem in the future.
The board stated the Elliott Ditch Study is 50% completed.
Mr. Hoffman stated that the 47 1/2 feet would be sufficient
for both sides. Mr.
Pearlman stated the City of Lafayette will be getting an acre of land in corner of their
property. The only permanent part would be the asphalt street and today cement barrels
are put in to anchor down the mobile home tie downs.
Mr. Osborn ask if the property
owner could live with easement for streets only. His answer was that he would have to
discuss this with his engineer.
He will have Mr. Grove plat the area out and present
the drawings to the board with the reduced easements.
Mr. Pearlman will let Michael or the secretary know when the drawings will be ready for
presentation.
There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 9:37 A.M ..
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Maralyn D. Turner , Executive Secretary
Boardmember,Eugene R. Moore

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
WEDNESDAY OCTOBER 7, 1987
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met at 8;30 A.M. in the Community Meeting room of
the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third Street, Lafayette, Indiana 47901.
Eugene R. Moore Vice-Chairman called the meeting to order with the following being
present: Sue W. Scholer, Boardmember,J. Fredrick Hoffman Drainage Attorney, Michael J.
Spencer Surveyor, and Maralyn D. Turner Executive Secretary, others present are on file.
LAFAYETTE BANK AND TRUST
Robert Grove engineer representing Lafayette Bank and Trust Company request final
drainage plans with the two conditions at the preliminary approval that a letter from
the owners be received stating that they would maintain the detention basin and storm
water facilities.
Michael Spencer does have the letter about maintenance of basin.
Second that an encroachment permit from Public service Indiana, he is in the process of
obtaining this permit which may take one to two weeks.

LAFAYETTE
BANK
AND
TRUST

Mr. Grove explained the procedures of obtaining the encroachment permits. A fee of
$275.00 is submitted with the permit they review it here locally then sent on to
Plainfield for consideration and approval.
The detention basin will be under power
lines.
Mr. Grove ask for final approval with the condition that the letter from PSI be
presented to the surveyor and be recorded.
Sue W. Scholer moved to give final approval to Lafayette Bank and Trust subject to the
submission of PSI letter and recording of it and that the letter is acceptable,seconded
by Eugene R. Moore, unanimous approval.
LAFAYETTE AUTO EXCHANGE
Robert Grove engineer representing Lafayette Auto Exchange presented preliminary
drainage plans.
Property is located on south side of McCarty Lane. Mr. Grove stated
that Michael Spencer would like to see more people in the area engage with Lafayette
Auto Exchange owner. Mr. Grove stated that there is no way to force this on surrounding
property owners , therefore they are providing their own detention on their own property.
The area that is gravel now is going to be paved. This will be taken south depessing
pressing it,creating a basin on the south end of the property. Outlet will go along
Pubic Service Indiana easement cut over and discharge to ditch on State Road 38.
Mr. Hoffman asked what kind of ditch at State Road 38?
shape.

LAFAYETTE
AUTO
EXCHANGE

It is a side ditch in good

Mr. Grove stated there is no out let to the north or any other direction which is a
concern to the board.
They have presented what they can get thru pipe economically.
They have restricted to 1 cfs. They have gone way beyond what would be normal discharge.
Mr. Hoffman asked if they had a permit from State Highway department to go into the side
ditch? They are in the process of getting this permit. Michael Spencer stated that he
had told Mr. Grove that he would have to get the permit from the State Highway and
permit on the easement from PSI. Michael stated they would have to go 800' with
underground tile.
Mr. Hoffman asked if there was any other way they could go? Answer No.
where the water went eventually? Answer- Eventually the Elliott ditch.

Mr. Hoffman ask

Mr. Grove stated they are talking about a shallow basin, not building a berm,just
depressing the south area with 2 foot of storage which will feather out at that end.
Mr. Hoffman asked how big of a area?

Answer a little over 6 acres.

Mr. Grove has met with PSI and their only concern is that the developer provide them
with a drive along the pole line.
Eugene Moore had concern about field tile he feels that there has to be tile in the
area.
There is no record of tile.
Michael Spencer will have Mark Houck drainage engineer go over plans, but Michael stated
the concepts are OK.
Sue W. Scholer moved to give conceptual approval to the preliminary plans presented for
Lafayette Auto Auction Exchange, seconded by Eugene R. Moore, unanimous approval.
PARKER DITCH
Eugene R. Moore ask Mr. James Shook to give report on the acquired right of way.
Mr. Shook stated that the project of acquiring right of way
started August 1987. As a
solution to the drainage problem caused by the change of use within the Parker ditch
watershed at that point and time it was a necessity that this project be completed in
terms of acquisition of the rights of way from the head of the ditch to the Wildcat
creek by October 7, 1987 so that S.I.A. could continue construction.
In the interim
S.I.A. and County Drainage Board arrived at a permanent solution to the drainage problem
with the construction of large retention ponds on the site. However, the ultimate
solution to the drainage within the Parker ditch watershed is the conversion from farm
tile to natural creek to a large tile and the construction of a developed open ditch.

PARKER
DITCH

wo
Parker Ditch-October

7~

1987 Meeting Continued

Mr. Shook stated he was employed by the I.E.D.C. to secure the rights of way for the
construction of the ditch, to contact and negotiate with each of the owners within the
watershed of Parker ditch that was effected by the construction of the tile. He has
talked with all the owners. The status of the project today has been delayed by a
necessary, but unfortunate step in the process in securing review appraisals of (the
land, the value of easement taken and damage to the remaining land.Original appraisals
were completed in proper time. Review appraisals were done by R.E. Research Associates
they have done their home work. however the written appraisals have not been received
this has slowed the process of negotiation.
Property owners are entitled to see the
written appraisals.
They have proceeded with the negotiations and have reached written
agreement on the land and hand shake agreements in regards to the easements and in some
cases what the compensation will be. Other area there are unanswered questions or in
the process of negotiating the damages to the property. Mr. Shook went through concerns
the property owners have.
Land owners are concerned that the existing Parker tile and the field tile which connect
to the existing Parker tile be adequately connected to the new tiles in a way that the
field drainage system will be as good after as it is today. Assurance on the part of
the County that those connections are properly made.
Owners are
manager(if
bidder who
was design

concerned that the county use or engage a professional construction
this is the proper word) to supervise the work to be done by successful
will construct the tile. They want to know that what goes into the ground
to go in the ground. they are entitled to this.

That there be a warranty for some period of time (not very well defined at this time)
either by the contractor or by some reliable agency that the tile was properly
constructed and that any failures in the short run be taken care of by the contractor.
That on completion of the work that the top soil be redistributed over the construction
area and that in the storage areas used for tile or construction equipment or excess
earth removed in the construction process that a provision be made for deep plowing to
deal with the compaction or with damages to cover other cures for the compaction problem
which will occur in the storage areas.
That in the case of temporary right of ways have been secured for construction access
that any foreign materials left on those temporary easements be substantially removed
and that the land re tiled so it can be farmed over in the future.
There has been a
requested that the excess earth removed during construction be left on the land and
distributed at the property owners direction.
/

Very importantly a request by several of the owners that the County Drainage Board will
assure them equitable allocation be made of the excess capacity in the tile beyond the
designed needs of the S.I.A. and for the State Highway Department in the drainage of I65 in the reconstruction.
There seems to be ample excess capacity in the tile for the future needs in the land
served in the Parker ditch watershed, they wish to be assured that these will be fairly
distributed among those lands.
Another important point which must be addressed is that the line of the ditch in some
cases passes already developed property and it seems to the owners that in certain
cases the 75' easement from the top of the bank seems to be excessive and complicates
and compounds the damages to their property. There will be request from these property
owners to reduce the easements from 75' to 25'.
These are the major issues which have been encountered in the negotiations with the
landowners. These will have to be addressed in securing the option agreements.
Mr. Shook stated they have reached a hand shake agreement on the actual dollar damage
in some cases and in others it is a matter of negotiation and probably won't be
concluded till answers are received from the other concerns just outlined.
Mr. Shook estimated that it is going to take at least another three to five weeks for
completion of the detailed work that is necessary in the project. He has found that it
has been a pleasant experience, and the project can be concluded in the near future.
Mr. Shook ask for a continuation of this meeting since he does not have a completed
package to lay before the board for approval.
Eugene Moore asked when the board could come up with an answer to Mr. Shook's questions?
Michael Spencer stated that some of the questions would be answered in the
specifications that are written that go along with the set of plans to build the Parker
ditch.
They can include a lot of the problems that might arise with using the storage
area, replacing top soil, tile connections in the bid documents there can be a bid item
for construction engineering which would have an engineer on site all the time,inspector
to make sure cut tiles are connected and hooked up properly. Provide the County and
property owners a copy of where connection were made on their land. A certified AsBuilt plan will be furnished to the board accordingly to the plans. Easement reduction
Michael has no problem with it.
Mr. Hoffman stated by statute 25' is the lowest footage that it can be used.
Mr. Spencer stated the biggest question he has is the allocation of excess capacity in
the pipe for the land owners that are going to use it or want to use it, they are
entitled to use that capacity and allocation of maintenance dollars for the future.
Mr. Shook asked how these could be addressed?
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Michael stated that there are a number of ways.
Straight agricultural land use there is
a straight rate per acre, however he doesn't think this is quite fair because of the use
of the land and system. Zoning,how the land is zoned will affect the amount of
runoff,industrial will have more runoff thay say agricultural land.
Open ditch will
have more maintenance cost than the tiled area.
Bottom area will have more maintenance.
Mr. Shook stated this would be the responsibility of the drainage board.

Right.

Mr. Shook asked if they possibly considered the engagement of an outside consultant to
help them with the allocation of the capacity?
Michael stated this will have to be done by an engineer.
Eugene R.Moore asked for open discussion.
Dr. W. Kelly Carr complimented Mr. Shook on his presentation as one of the people Mr.
Shook has spent time with, Dr. Carr appreciates the compassionate and understanding he
takes, the attitude that there are problems and that he wants to solve the problems, he
has worked very hard in bringing other people in to help solve them. This is a
refreshing breath of air as opposed to what you get sometimes when you deal with
governmental bodies. Dr. Carr praised him for a fine job. However, he had one thing he
wanted to amend and that was the hiring of an engineer. Dr. Carr wants to have a
supervisor on the job daily during construction.
Michael Spencer stated that one of the requirements would be that an inspector be on the
job site continuously.
Lewis Beeler echoed Dr. Carr's comments on Mr. Shook. Mr. Beeler felt I.E.D.C. did an
excellent job when they selected Jim Shook to represent them to the property owners.
Very kind and considerate. Mr. Beeler has a couple of questions. 1. New Gas line
running through Parker ditch will they be cutting through the ditch, and leaving Parker
ditch open like they did with water line.
Answer by Michael not if the board can help
it.
2. Mr. Shook talked about warranty on the tile portion of the ditch, Mr. Beeler
thought they may want to extend the warranty on the entire ditch. Michael stated it
would be on the entire ditch. Mr. Beeler has question is there any thought in reducing
the easement in tile sections of the ditch? Michael stated there has been no request.
Mr. Beeler was confused when Mr. Shook stated that S.I.A. has a permanent solution.
Ulntimate solution as he listened further, if we have a permanent solution then we don't
need this meeting today.
Permanent solution remains to be seen. Mr. Beeler would like
to see the drainage board have charge on maintenance on this ditch particularly as long
as used in the present use and the cost of maintenance go to S.I. A. he feels very
strongly about this,particularly the open end of the ditch down in the creek bottoms he
thinks there could be a tremendous amount of problems. Mr. Beeler doesn't want to see
the Bull farm pay the part of the cost to have cleaning down there.
Ted Smith attorney representing Edward J. and Betty J. Korschot ask Mr. Shook if he was
asking for a continuation of this meeting in order to complete all obligations that are
required.
Mr. Shook answered-yes.
Mr. Smith stated that his clients have no
objections for the request of more time.
Judith A. Dyer ask to approach the floor, she presented the following letter in regards
to the 25' drop in width of easement.
October 7, 1987
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
County Office Building
20 North Third Street
Lafayette, Indiana 47901
Attention:
Re:

Mr. Michael Spencer
County surveyor

Parker Ditch

Dear Mr. Spencer:
We are owners of real estate which is being restricted by the drainage
easement for the extension of the Parker Ditch currently pending before the
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
The establishment of the drainage easement to the full width of seventyfive feet either side of the center line or bank edge will be damaging to our
land.
If the width of the easement were reduced by twenty-five feet from the
easement bank, there would be a lesser decrease in the value of our land and
the decrease would not affect the Parker Drain.
We are requesting the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board to reduce the
width of the easement through our property by twenty-five feet.
Upon approval of the reduction of easement width we will grant an option
for a drainage easement for construction of the Parker Ditch at a price of
$3,000.00, per our discussions with James Shook, your agent.
Respectfully requested:
Leslie W. Dyer
Judith A. Dyer
Agreed:
Michael Spencer
October
,1987
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Mrs. Dyer stated:
The easement goes right over the top of the Dyer's septic system,if repairs were to be
done because of the easement construction could not occur. If it is not advisable for
the t~~enty-five foot drop of the easement, then there has to be some other type of
stipulation put into their agreement to account for their septic system.
Mr. Hoffman stated he didn't see anything wrong with the easement as long as it is the
tile portion of the drain, he could see why a septic system in an open ditch system
would not be advisable 30-40 feet in an easement.
Michael Spencer stated it is there now.
Mr. Hoffman asked if this was where the tile is or an open ditch?
ditch.

This is the open

Mrs. Dyer stated because of the grandfather law she has the permission to have the
septic system where it is now, but if there was ever a new owner or a difficulty with
the system no repairs could be done because of the easement width.
Mr. Hoffman stated this is because of the Department of Health rules, .not because of the
drainage easement.
Mr. Shook stated that the Dyer's property is on 650 East their septic system and it
field as it is presently constructed comes within 50 feet of the top of the proposed
improvement, this is one of the cases if reduction of easement width this would solve
their problem, it would all be outside of the easement area.
If it is inside the
easement area the Dyer's want assurance that they can make repairs or rebuild.
Michael Spencer stated the Health Ordinances is 25 feet away from any stream,creek,
waterway, ravine.
Mr. Hoffman stated he doesn't think there is any problem, an encroachment could be
granted.
Michael Spencer advised the Dyer's that this will be taken under advisement.
Mr. Ted Smith stated he thinks he has the answer to Mr. Beeler's question of why are we
here if the drainage is permanent. He thinks we are here because the statement made by
the I.E.D.C. in order to obtain a building permit(in the letter of September II, 1987).
Mr. Smith asked Mr. Beeler if he was familiar with the letter which the guarantee was
made against damages or loss which may occur from over flow.
Mr. Smith has some serious doubts about the authority of the individual and development
commission to make such a guarantee, he doesn't think it will hold up, but at least it
will accomplish one thing that is they got the building permit,and that is what they
wanted.
Now, why do they want to complete that drain? He thinks because they realize
there may be some questions about the legality of this particular guarantee.
Mr. Smith stated: Another thing he wants to mention to Jim Shook.
Jim has been working
hard on this, but Jim stated we have two aspects. 1. Determine what to pay these
people based upon the appraisal of the land.
2.
Pay based upon damage.
Mr. Smith thinks there has been a lot of meetings with discussions about the appraisal
of land, he thinks it has been cheap, he's not criticizing Mr. Shook's approach, but the
figure is low and they are not paying any attention to the damage that is being done to
the people.
There is one person who has a house within the space they intend take in
the easement, another person who has land that will become worthless land and as far as
his clients concerned they bought the land with the intent to sell for building site
which could have sold for $15,000.-$20,000 .. Building sites in the country are
expensive, these people are going to be affected, their loss would be very substantial,
but their offers have been much less.
Mr. Beeler stated he did not have a copy of the letter which Mr. Smith spoke of. Mr.
Beeler had asked Larry O'Connell for a copy of the letter plus he had a concern about
pollution and what might happen to their well. Mr. O'Connell stated that the State of
Indiana would take care of those problems. Mr. Beeler stated he wanted to see a letter
to that affect and to this date he has not received a letter with this statement. This
letter is to come from the Lt. Governor. Mr. Spencer has letter of September II,
1987,but it does not pertain to pollution.
Sue W. Scholer wanted to clairfy that the request for variances will come on an
individual basis and be handled one at a time. The board will have to work on the
assigning capacity and determining maintenance schedule.
Mr. Hoffman stated that on the capacity if the person is assigned more capacity their
assessment is going to be accordingly, because they have more capacity for future use
than someone who doesn't they should pay more.
Michael stated that capacity should be allocated for the whole watershed.
W. Kelly Carr stated there may be one other way to do it,and that is to go ahead and do
the allotments, then have the maintenance cost assigned on the basis by which the people
actually use these allotments. There may be no use for those allotments for 5-10 years.
The sole purpose of the ditch might be S.I.A. and existing farm water drainage which is
already provided by some other type of formula.
He feels that some thought should be
given to this. These people should pay for the use of the storm water drainage when
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they go to use it, it is just excess capacity sitting there till it is used.
Richard Donahue asked

if an indefinite continuance of this meeting could be asked for?

Sue W. Scholer moved to continue the hearing on the Parker ditch to the next regular
Drainage Board meeting November 4, 1987,seconded by Eugene Moore, motion carried.
Mr. Moore thanked the property owners for their attendance in the meeting, it is
appreciated.
STATE HIGHWAY DRAINAGE PLANS
Allen Egilmez project engineer of Indiana State Highway Department stated that Todd
Frauhiger has worked very closely with the County Drainage Board specifically with Mr.
Spencer surveyor, and Professor Houck of Purdue University who is acting as a consultant

for the County Drainage Board to basically tie up all lose ends and come up with the
correct design for the detention ponds on the project.
In all cases County Ordinances
have been met.
Todd Frauhiger presented the board with booklet of Drainage proposal for I-65 and State
Road 38. The drainage plan is broken down into three parts corresponding to three
different drainage areas.
The water is either detain in a pond or in a roadside ditch
to meet the county ordinance.
Exhibit A and B will discharge into Elliott ditch and C will discharge into the Parker
Ditch.
Exhibit A consists of 23 acres and drains into the north and south roadside ditch. The
developed 100 year flow is about 62 cfs, the pre developed 10 year flow is about 38 cfs.
Propose to detain the water in a detention pond which will be constructed on the south
side of SR 38. The outlet pipe will discharge directly into the Elliott ditch at a peak
flow of 20 cfs.
Bottom of the pond will be elevation of 648 and top of bank at 655.
Major concern for this pond was that the 100 year flow rises in Elliott ditch, water
would back-flow thru the discharge pipe,this would cause available storage in the pond
to diminish greatly. To prevent water flowing back thru the pipe a flap gate will be
installed,the gate will close as the Elliott ditch level increases,this will prevent
back-flow into the pond with zero discharge from the pond.
Michael Spencer asked the size of the outlet structure pipe.

12 inch pipe.

Michael asked if the easement was outside the statutory 75 foot drainage easement or
inside? Inside.
W. Kelly Carr asked how large is the drainage area?

Drainage area for the pond is 23

acres.

Mr. Hoffman asked if they were going to extend Elliott ditch, answer yes. Mr.
Fraughiger understands for future development the county wants Elliott ditch opened up
between State Road 38 and 1-65. Not adding to the ditch.
Mr. Beeler asked how far north and south were they going to go on I-65?
Exhibit B
The area consists of of approximately 40 acres of highway right of way. The area drains
into the roadside ditches which discharge into the new portion of Elliott ditch.
Area
has a 30 inch tile.
This area was tricky as there was no good place to build a
detention pond,so they are proposing to detain the needed water in the ditches by
breaking the drainage area into four sub areas. Keeping the water in each sub area
discharging through three areas in a 12 inch pipe.The areas are Northwest
ditch,Southwest ditch, Northeast ditch, and Southeast ditch.
The southeast ditch will
be allowed to discharge unrestricted into Elliott Ditch, the other three ditches will
discharge into the top of Elliott Ditch thru the 12 inch pipe. The necessary storage is
attained in the roadside ditches.
The total pre developed la-year flow is approximately
24 cfs, the total flow from the proposed system is 24cfs
Mr. Hoffman asked how deep are the side ditches going to be? Answer approximately 3-5
feet deep.Mr Hoffman ask if the side ditches there now were going to be deepened, answer
yes. Grade is very flat in the area.
Mr. Hoffman asked if they had sufficient right of way for this?
answer.

In the process was the

It was checked thoroughly to make sure that the peak elevations remained within in the
ditches they never over topped the ditch to get out into the roadside.
By detaining
water in three of the four ditches the 10-year undeveloped flow of 24 cfs.
W. Kelly Carr had questions in regards to the 40 acres and the right of way.
Fraughiger answered his questions from the maps.

Mr.

W. Kelly Carr asked how were they collecting the water from the Railroad tracks.
Everything slopes to the south,all surface drainage.
EXHIBIT C
Area consists of 215 acres of land adjoining State Road 38 and I 65. The area includes
both highway right of way and adjacent land which drains onto the highway right of way.
100 year developed flow for the land is 180 cfs.the post-development discharge from the

STATE
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proposed detention system is 25 cfs,which will discharge into the Parker ditch,
The 100 year storm runoff will be collected and routed into a detention pond in the
southeast quadrant of the intersection of County Road 200 South and 1-65. Water will be
out letted thru a 24 inch pipe into the discharge pipe from S.I.A. site. A major
concern in the design of this pond was the amount of land actually draining into it.
Originally the pond was sized for 255 acres, peak elevation for the 100-year storm event
was 660.15,learning that there was a difference in acreage the design was reevaluated
with 215 acres-100-year storm evaluation of 658.66 a drop of approximately 1.5 feet,
this gives a freeboard of approximately 3.3 feet, which assures no overtopping at the
100 year storm.
W. Kelly Carr asked Mr. Fraughiger to identify where the 50 acres is.
existing catch basin at the 50 acres.

There is an

W. Kelly Carr asked if they knew the reason for the catch basin, it is because the
Indiana Department of Highway plans show a 8 foot back side ditch and there is only 1
foot back side ditch. Catch basin is there as material furnished the drainage board
because the Indiana Department of Highway said the natural flow land went that way. That
was built there to protect the landowner against any damages.
Since he has told the
State Highway why that is they are taking the 40 acres out he wants to be assured that
the State Highway will no longer put any of their water on this property as they have in
the past since 1974-1975. Mr. Fraughiger stated the ditch will be reconstructed.
W.
Kelly Carr stated it was reconstructed the last time and the assurances were not very
adequate.
If he would have followed their advise in the letters sent to him at that
time he would have had between $2,500.-$3,000.00 in crop damages every year since that
point and time. Mr. Fraughiger and W. Kelly Carr will discuss this matter at a later
time.
With the 40 acres the pond would be have at least 12 foot of water.
Pond will have around 32 acre feet of storage.
have a fence around it? Answer yes

Mr. Hoffman

asked if it was going to

W. Kelly Carr asked about the peak elevation with the 40 acres is 660.15 and without
the 40 acres 658.66. Dropped peak elevation about 1.4. Dr. Carr asked another question
since he suggested that the drainage pond calculations included land which did not drain
into the detention pond. What has been done to assure Mr. Carr that the other ground
doesn't have a different method of drainage.

W. Kelly Carr asked how they arrived at the calculations for the field drainage?
Contour maps. Michael Spencer said this is normal procedure to use contour maps to
calculate field drainage.
W.Kelly Carr is concerned about the detention area since his 40 acres has been taken
from the area. He wants to know if the other areas are justified since he found their
one error. Much discussion.
Michael Spencer asked about the land along 38 from 1-65 to Dayton that they are picking
up. This is because the side ditches are deeper and going to flow down 38 toward 165,then along 1-65 to the pond.
W. Kelly Carr asked for this area,is it side ditch collection - yes.
the soil in the area?

How do you justify

Mr. Fraughiger stated the area was moderate soil. W. Kelly Carr stated that they might
want to redo soil test in that area as he questions the test.
Early settlers settled in
that area and the reason for their settling there was because there was natural
drainage.
Again he wants reassurance.
W. Kelly Carr is objecting to the size of detention pond, particularly so when the
collection system will be only the water that finally reaches the highway ditches. Mr.
Egilmez stated there is an existing 14 inch tile that borders along the side south of
the railroad. Much discussion.
W. Kelly Carr stated he would like to build his detention pond in the same general area
as the Indiana Department of Highway's pond.
Concern of where his water is going. His
drainage is good as it is on a slope in an 8 inch pipe underground into the Parker
ditch.
Taking the Carr 40 acres out reduced height necessary for storage 1.35 feet,
planning rest of the area on basis of unconfirmed whether there are any other tiles that
flow in. He would be much more comfortable if the detention pond was smaller unless he
knows he can have an adequate size detention pond for commercial development later.
If
it were ever necessary to develop an alternate method of draining into the Parker ditch
he feels he could bore under the highway go down on the north side of the road to reach
the Parker ditch. At the current time the tile through the Bull farm probably doesn't
have a deeded easement,he could be in trouble in terms of his long term use of ground
with an inadequate outlet.
So the location of the detention pond does cause serious
problems for the Carr's, as his detention pond moves over far enough that it comes all
the way around on 1-65 to go north.
Michael Spencer stated that the plans presented today is the State Highway submittal
plans, they have to come back for final drainage board approval, this is the boards
first time of hearing and seeing the plans. The board will check the plans.
Kelly Carr requested the detention pond size be decreased and retain the ability to have
an alternate method of getting to the Parker ditch if it would become a necessity.
Mr. Fraughiger responded that the contour maps show the land draining there.
All
hydraulics are based on drainage flow in the area in doing this he has to have the size
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of pond he has proposed for the area by the numbers.
W. Kelly Carr feels it is a critical question when it comes to finding soil types as
there is a new soil type,Lafayette.
He still questions the soil types used in this study.

Much discussion.

Mr. Egilmez stated they do design plans for the worst conditions.
W. Kelly Carr stated that the states worst condition is his worst conditions and he
wants to resolve the problems with adequate communication. Much discussion.
Lewis Beeler stated he was interested in this meeting as he owns land two miles south of
the area being discussed.
The State Highway department made promises 20 years ago(I-65)
that they would have a low spot and fix it so water won't get out on my land will just
be ponded, a detention pond was built on the right of way, it doesn't hold it gets out
on the Beeler property. Mr. Beeler ask if they were going to solve his problems two
miles south? Promises don't hold from State Highway department.
Michael Spencer again stated that the plans presented are submittal plans, they are
ready to be studied and the State Highway could come back at the next drainage board
meeting November 4, 1987 if everything is in order.
There being no further business the meeting was adjourned at 11:50 A.M ..

Nor PRESENT

Boardmember,Sue W. Scholer

ATTEST:

~A_q~

Maralyn D. Turner,Executive Secretary

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
OCTOBER 14, 1987
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, October 14, 1987 at 9:00 A.M. in the
Community meeting room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third
Street,Lafayette, Indiana.
Vice Chairman Eugene R. Moore called the meeting to order with the following being
present:
Sue W. Scholer Boardmember,J. Fredrick Hoffman Drainage Attorney, Michael J.
Spencer Surveyor, George Schulte Highway Engineer, and Maralyn D. Turner Executive
Secretary, others present are on file.
COUNTY ROAD 475 EAST
Lamar Ziegler representative of Clyde E. Williams & Associates Consulting Engineers for
the County Road 475 East project presented Preliminary Drainage Plans.
The drainage for
County Road 475 East was divided into three major subareas. Area A,B,& C.
Area A is
located south of Elliott Ditch,Area B is located north of Elliott Ditch to station
86+00,and Area C is located north of station 86+00.
Areas A & B drainage flows into
Elliott Ditch and Area C flows north through the Berlovitz ditch eventually into the
South Fork of Wildcat Creek.
Mr. Zielger presented a computer print out, a summarized aerial blue print ,and proposed
preliminary plans.
Area A is between State Road 38 and Elliott Ditch.
The existing conditions 10 year
undeveloped flows was 4 cfs as compared with 18 cfs for the 100 year developed
conditions.
The proposed 12" CMP at 1.5% slope will create a head of no greater than
3.3' at a discharge of 4.5cfs.
The outlet velocity will be 5.7 fps at this discharge.
This would have a dike in the east ditch using the 12" corrugated pipe.
There is a
water back up in the east ditch of CR 475 E, storing water in that ditch and discharging
through the 12" pipe to the Elliott ditch.
One criteria they could not satisfy.
That
is they are discharging the water at an elevation 650.00 into the Elliott ditch.
The
designed flood elevation somewhere between 50-100 year flood elevation for Elliott ditch
is 655.04 therefore the water is discharging well below the 100 year flood elevation for
Elliott ditch.
Mr. Hoffman asked in the event of a flood it won't discharge until the water goes down?
Answer right, two things can happen, in a normal 100 year storm event the water will be
in the ditch and gone prior to the head waters reaching flood water elevation in Elliott
ditch.
Second thing is they are proposing a flap gate on pipe structure to retain water
in the side ditch until it can discharge.

COUNTY
ROAD
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Mr. Hoffman asked:
In a 100 year event from the highway there would not be any more
water into Elliott ditch at flood time than there is now? Mr. Ziegler answered in Area
A this would probably not be true, because of the combined storm events.
If Elliott
ditch is flooded what will happen is the water will run into storage area and not be
able to go any where because of the ditch elevation in Elliott ditch is higher.
It will
continue to build up until it runs over the dike elevation 655.04. This will flood on
the east side of 475 East. This is a small run off rate of 4.5 cfs.
Mr. Hoffman asked what is it going to do to this area of the highway? Mr. Ziegler said
there is no specific development at this time.
Mr. Hoffman asked who does it belong to?
It belongs to S.I.A .. Mr. Hoffman stated: Then the area that will be flooded is the
S.I.A. property. George Schulte stated: that they were talking about utilizing the soil
in the area for other projects. They are going to make existing ditch wider than it is
now. Mr. Hoffman ask if S.I.A. knew what is happening? Michael Spencer answered - NO.
Area B.

Existing conditions 10 year undeveloped flow was 15cfs as compared with 38 cfs for the
100 year developed conditions.
A proposed 18" corrugated metal pipe under CR 200
south.A proposed 24" corrugated metal pipe at station 45+50 underneath entrance to motor
pool drive that becomes a dike or storage structure. From 24" structure downstream and
two additional cross pipes station 42+00 and 36+50 all water flows to the east ditch
outletting through the dike. A proposed 18" corrugated metal pipe at station 35+00.
The are proposing a discharge rate of 13.7 cfs. The outlet velocity will be 7.8 fps at
this discharge. There are some flaws in the proposed plan.
1. To have adequate storage
just north of Elliott ditch behind the 18" pipe, they will have to encroach a little bit
into the utility easement.
If this would be impossible they will have to look at some
additional storage areas or slightly increase the discharge rate.
2. They are
discharging at an elevation of 649.49, the Elliott ditch flood elevation is 654.45, 5'
below flood elevation. In the case of Area B the storage pool at the outlet is an
elevation of 655.04 therefore the storage pool is higher flood elevation than Elliott
ditch the water will seek its own level and will be forced through the pipe even though
both ends of the pipe are under water.
They don't foresee the same problems for Area B
that they have for Area A.
Mr. Hoffman asked if there would be more water going to the Elliott ditch over the pipe
into the ditch. Answer No, there will be a dike around the storage area with an
elevation of 655.05 with water level higher in the storage area than the ditch it will
be forced through the pipe into the Elliott ditch at 13.7 cfs. Mr. Hoffman stated:
then it will not go into the ditch any faster than it does now. This is correct.
Area

c.

Begins at station 86+00 in the west ditch at an elevation of 668.76. Existing
conditions 10 year undeveloped flow for the area is 14 cfs as compared with 46 cfs for
the 100 year developed conditions.
Subarea has been divided into smaller areas in order
to reduce the total discharge from Subarea C to less than 14 cfs. Proposed detention
basin is 10 cfs under the existing 10 year discharge rate. Water flows north, runs into
two cross pipe structures. One in east ditch and one in west ditch. The pipe in the
east ditch runs under County Road 500 E and the pipe in the west ditch runs under field
entrance that serves field on west side of county road.
Both structures serve as small
dikes. Water in the east ditch runs directly into the detention basin, the west ditch
runs down to station 98+00 crosses in three reinforced concrete pipes under the new
County Road 475 E into detention basin. The detention basin discharges through a 21"
reinforced corrugated pipe at a rate of 10 cfs at an outlet velocity of 4.2 fps and a
depth of 1.8'. Outside the discharge area there is a new ditch graded to tie to the
existing ditch station at 104+00 about 600 ' downstream from the detention basin. The
detention basin is fairly flat B basin that has no water pool indications, a dry basin.
Mr. Hoffman asked if the Berlovitz ditch could carry the flow? Michael Spencer
answered. Currently from that area there is a discharge rate of 14 cfs,the reduction
after development to 10 cfs, the only problem Michael sees is it is sheet drainage now
and it will be point discharge coming out of detention basin. Michael doesn't know any
other way to detain the flow.
Berlovitz ditch is agricultural field tile and needs
reconstruction. There is a maintenance fund on th~,Berlovitz ditch.
ELLIOTT
DITCH

Elliott Ditch
The culvert analysis was performed in cooperation with the tndiana Department of
Highways to size structures required in Elliott Ditch under 4~5 E. The limiting factor
for this culvert was the size and condition of the downstream Elliott channel.
there is
approximately 3.3 square miles upstream of 475 E. For Elliott ditch a 50 year storm
would discharge 700 cfs. This amount of discharge would stay within the ditch banks
upstream and downstream. The design structure would be two 8'X7' precast reinforced
concrete box culverts 120' long with upstream and downstream elevations of 646.00 and
645.76 respectively. Headwater and tailwater elevations are 654.45 and 654.47
respectively. Ditch Grading to be done in conjunction with the S.I.A. site allow for a
20' bottom ditch opening with 4-1 side slopes upstream from the structure. Downstream
the existing section is not adequate to handle the 16 - 18' wide structure.
Mr. Hoffman asked if the only portion that would be flooded is the S.I.A. by Part A.
Mr. Ziegler answered yes, and that's only under the situation where a sizable storm
would be back to back where Elliott ditch would be full when run off starts to running
off the project area. Mr. Hoffman, nobody else is going to be affected by the flood
waters.
No.
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Mr. Ziegler stated that the road project effectively serves as a dike to retain all the
waters within _ the area.
A low point is at station 36+00 with 656.11 elevation a foot
and half above high water elevation for Elliott ditch, a foot above the top of the
-.banks: 'Prooding' wOl,lJ:d b" east ef
L1.7.S
E .in,stead
of seeing ~'ater over the road.
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one of his concerns i$; strictly by the ordinance any storage below 100,
yeaJ:".water elevation doesn I t count; We have upheld that in all cases as far as wanting
developers comi~g'in wfth 100 year-water §!),evaqon.
In tha~ ki?d of di t,?h .,tJ:ere .~s a
problem.
The only alternative is the detention basin would have to be north of Elliott
ditch in an area where you could get storage.
Mr. Hoffman asked if it would be on the
other side of S.l.A. property? Michael answered that either the S.I.A. site or on the
field on the west side of the road.
The dike would have to be moved at station 45+00
before the storage could be above the 100 year flood elevation. Mr. Hoffman asked how
are you going to get it up there? Michael answered that will have to over detain and
have to be bigger to make up for the part that is already in the ditch.

George Schulte stated:
S.I.A. property.

if we do require a detention basin it should be located on the

Mr. Hoffman stated if they are taking dirt from the site they are going to have to get
consent from S.I.A. with this plans as there will be flooding on the site.
Mr. Ziegler stated this could be alleviated if they would dike up the drainage area with
an elevation above 655.00 then in the event of a major storm where Elliott ditch is
flooded the water would rise to an elevation higher than Elliott ditch. In a normal
single storm event the water would be down the side ditch into the Elliott ditch and
gone before the head water would ever get in Elliott ditch.
Their time concentration is
a maximum of 45 minutes for Area B, 15 minutes for Area A.
Elliott ditch is 3-4 hours.
George Schulte asked who is going to maintain the detention area? Need to get in a
right of way.
Problem here is that a right of way has already been determined.
Need to
do is get an easement from S.I.A. for the detention storage basin at that time county
would be responsible for maintaining. Highway maintain.
Need to get an area from S.I.A.
find what the volume storage would be.
Area would be 2 acre feet of volume.
Be a 1/2
acre 2 feet deep, not too big an area.
This is based on the 13.7 cfs release rate, this
will be decreased, it will take more than that.
To work in accordance with the Drainage
ordinance a detention basin is needed.
Logical area would be north of entrance in the
Motor Pool area station 45+00.
There will be excess storage there.
When Elliott ditch
flows it will back clear up to the drive.George Schulete stated that the board needs to
contact Pat Long and talk with S.l.A. get the problem resolved. Mr. Hoffman stated
their consent has to be gotten regardless what is done, because they are going to have
water on their site.
Mr. Ziegler stated that Detention basin will take care of Area B,and would not do Area A
any good.
He asked if they wanted them to dike up Area A?
George Schulte answered:
They need to look at some release rates and decrease the
release rates out of the detention basin to make up for the run off from Area A.
Mr. Ziegler asked if they wanted to do Area A as designed?
George stated he felt they could let it flow right into the channel and do away with the
12" pipe.
Same with the 18" pipe.
Basically the lower end needs revamped to Elliott
ditch.
There will still be flooding from the Elliott ditch but not from the highway.
Michael Spencer is to get in contact with Pat Long and then Mr. Ziegler will come back
with a revised proposed drainage plan for the detention basin.
TOWER CORNER
Tom McCully, representing Long Tree LTD, developer for Tower Corner which is located at
Creasey and McCarty Lane consisting of a L shape 7.8 acres. Area will be for Commercial
Shopping area.
He presented the board a letter of request:
October 14, 1987
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
20 North Third Street
Lafayette, Indiana 47901
Re:

Tower Corner Drainage Plan

Dear Mrs. Scholer and Gentlemen:
As Developer of Tower Corner, a commercial development at the northeast corner of
Creasey and McCarty Lanes in Tippecanoe County, Indiana, this letter is given to
convey our understanding and assurance of the following:
1,
The detention storage facility shown on the drawing of Tower Corner, Phase I,
by Paul J. Couts, Registered Profession Engineer, dated September, 1987, and on
file with the Board, is designed to handle the storm water runoff for Phase I
adequately, but will not accommodate full development of the entire parcel.

TOWER
CORNER
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2.
At such time as future phases are constructed which cause the runoff from the
total development to exceed the capacity of the presently proposed detention
facility, additional detention will be provided by the developer, either on-site or
off-site, with the design and location of facility to be subject to the approval of
the Board at that time.

Very truly yours,
LONG TREE LTD.
BY:
William H. Long, President.
Mr. McCully asked for approval of the Phase I drainage facility.
Michael Spencer stated the one thing with this is the high water elevation problem, as
the Treece Meadows ditch has a high water flood elevation.
They have shown that their
storage is above that high water elevation.
Mr. Hoffman asked if there was going to be a faster release than is there now? Answer
No, be less.
Michael stated there has been a release rate set for any development which
drains into the Treece Meadows watershed area.
Storage is above flood elevation.
Mr. Hoffman asked if the storage pond was going to be a part of Elliott ditch or who is
going to maintain it? Detention pond is on the property and the developer will maintain
it.
Mr. Hoffman stated they need an assurance of the maintenance, a recorded document. There
is no covenant in this case.
It is an on-site detention facility.
Michael Spencer recommended that the plans be approved subject to Mr. Hoffman's request
of a recorded letter in regards to maintenance.
Sue W. Scholer moved to give drainage approval for Phase I of Tower Corner subject to
recording of letter of information in maintenance, seconded by Eugene R. Moore, motion
carried.
Mr. Hoffman and Mr. McCully will discuss the letter needed and form a document for
maintenance recording.
CARTER
LUMBER

CARTER LUMBER
Robert Grove engineer representing Carter Lumber presented and requested final approval
of the Drainage Plan proposed.
Property is located at Intersection of State Highway 25
and 231.
state Highway has asked that a positive outlet be put in the side ditch at the
entrance south of Beck Lane.
As it is a 15" culvert water stands there now which runs
into the detention facility, it could be by passed if it got to be a problem.
When the
drainage pattern is changed it should pull some of the intersection water from the south
through the ditch.
Proposal is to run off directly.
Increasing the size of detention
basin everything is graded around the building then into the basin outletting into ditch
into a 24" pipe running off into the ravine system.
They do have permission from the
church to install, the church wanted them to do it that way, opposed to coming down the
line.
Release of outlet is 1.62 cfs an orfice plate on the 12" pipe.
Michael Spencer and Mark Houck drainage engineer have looked at the plans, they found no
problems, it will be maintained entirely by Carter Lumber,as it is on their site.
Mr. Hoffman requested a recorded agreement from Carter Lumber if they are going to
maintain.
Sue W. Scholer moved to give final approval for Carter Lumber drainage plans subject to
the recording of maintenance statement and a letter be presented to the board from
Assembly of God church giving consent to Carter Lumber to use the ravine system for
drainage.

D&R
FRUIT
MARKET
BRITT
DRAIN

D & R FRUIT MARKET
Kenneth Personett representing

D&R Fruit Market presented building plans.

Michael Spencer stated that D&R Fruit Market at Creasey Lane and 26, they have supplied
their run off calculations and the hydrograph.
The area is tributary to the Britt
drain, they are a party to the maintenance agreement.
One of the requirements of the
Britt drain as built was that all new developments come through the drainage board and
be in compliance with the original agreement.
This has been done and they are in
compliance.
It will go to the Britt drain detention area and be detained there.
Michael stated they want them to show that they are not going to have negative impact on
the pond as it was designed for total development in the area, they are well within the
runoff co-efficients.
Michael asked that the developer go to the Area Plan and make sure they can have the two
buildings on the same lot.
Mr. Personett stated they have done this.
Sue W. Scholer moved to acknowledge the boards consent for D&R Fruit Market Creasey Lane
and 26 for their additional building and that it does conform the requirements for the
Britt Drain detention pond,provided the construction is made pursuant to the plans
presented, seconded by Eugene R. Moore, motion carried.

October 17~ 1987 Meeting Continued
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PARKER DITCH

PARKER
DITCH

Michael Spencer asked the board for discussion in regards to the allocation of the
excess capacity in pipe hinged with easements for the Parker Ditch. The major problem
is South of 200 South,east of the Interstate, and North of 200 South,west of the
Interstate. He has talked with Bob Horner -Mid-States Engineer in negotiating a rate and
he understands the situation. Michael stated he needs guidance. Mr. Hoffman stated
that it should be done by someone impartial.
They need to work with Mark Houck.
This
will have to be interjected at a hearing.
The board ask Michael to get an estimate and
element of time.
People need to know we are working on it.
Discussion who would pay
for the work.
It is felt that it can be taken from the Grant, however to begin with we
can payout of Engineering and then be refunded.
Michael will get a proposal and
report to the board.
SPECIAL
MEETINGS

SPECIAL MEETINGS
Discussion on having Special Meetings.
It seems we have been confronted with too many
Special Meetings, some have a just reason, but others could wait till regular Drainage
Board meeting. We will stress the 20 day deadline, and if a Special meeting is called
the surveyor and Executive Secretary will tell developer of the $35.00 charge and bill
everyone on the agenda for the same.
This is effective immediately.
There being no further business to come before the board the meeting adjourned at 10:10
A.M ..
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Maralyn D. Turner,Executive Secretary
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 4, 1987
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in the Tippecanoe County Office Building
Community Meeting room, 20 North Third Street, Lafayette, Indiana 47901.
Chairman Bruce V. Osborn called the meeting to order at 8:30 A.M. with the following
being present:
Sue W. Scholer Boardmember; Michael J. Spencer, Surveyor; J. Frederick
Hoffman, Drainage Board Attorney; and Maralyn D. Turner, Executive Secretary; others
present are on fi~e.
PARKER DITCH
James C. Shook gave report and review of the status of the negotiation for the easements
for the ditch.
Going parcel by parcel beginning at the west end.
Mrs. Edith Flaningam property straddles I-65 on north side of 200 South.
At the last
meeting he detailed the items that was the greatest importance to the landowner~ the
allocation of the excess capacity in the tile to be constructed; the supervision of the
construction of the work; and condition of the land during and after the construction of
tile and damages which ~ight be incurred by
construction.
The County through Michael Spencer and Mid-States Engineers are in the process of
determining an equitable allocation of the excess capacity of the sewer, Until such time
that engineer's numbers are received, the negotiations are at a stand still.
William Bull Estate - Numerous conversations have been held with the family.
At this
time appraisals have been delivered (which have been made on behalf of the I.D.E.C.),
these appraisals are being reviewed by Mr. Byrd in Oxford.
At this time they have not
been received back.
As soon as they are received back they will be meeting, A
proposition has been made, there has been no response pending Mr. Byrd's review of the
appraisals.
As far as the Bull track is concerned there is still conversation about
the exact route of the tile as it passes through the land in relation to the existing
easement and drain.
Robert Fox, East of 650 East on South side of the channel.
They have a brand neW residence on the parcel.
The existing plans (proposed) show a
deep and heavily improved ditch flowing past the Fox property, the Fleeman property, and
the Dyer property.
This improvement is totally rip-rap bottom and a high gabian
retaining wall along the south side of the ditch to protect the Fox property.
Mr. Fox
is a contractor and has suggested to the County that it might be possible and less
expensive to enclose the flow of water at this point in a large tile as it passes his
property until the ditch gets into less severe terrain, which would be at the east end
of his property; some 350 - 400 feet east of road 650 east.
Michael Spencer has
communicated this to Mid-States Engineering and they are in the process of reviewing the
plans on this part of the channel.
On The north side of the channel immediately east of 650 East, land owned by Mr. and
Mrs. Ray Fleeman:
an option has been acquired to purchase the fee of his 1/3 of an
acre, which would be totally covered by the easement required for the ditch. It is .93.
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~?nSl~~rat:Lon and action.

i~~~a;~e~r~~~er stated,
Robert Dilden property.
easements.

Sue W. SehO!::T a~k it this had De-en presented betore>
that it is not the sarr:e one.
Mrs. Dyer presented reque~t at the
They are still in conversation with then, in reqards to

~n~the ,nor;h side of th~; cha~nel

east of D!er property, the property owned by Mr. &
Ea Ko_~c~ot. I~ f~~~s 1
a letter wri~ten on their behalf by Mr. Ted s~i~h,
attorney, flllng the1r obJectlons.
Two appraisals were made of the property
Th~
~roperty ~wners h~d a review appraisal made. There is a wide diversion in ~he v~iups
_eported,ln a ~atlo 1-~.
In conversation with the I.E.D.C.
they have been unable ;0
res~lve ln thelr own mlnds the value requested by the owners therefore no furthe~ aC:lo~,h~s been ta~en since their request. Mr. Shook presented the board with co~ ies of
thc_Orlglna~ appralsal report made by Mr. Sells, review appraisal by R.&E. Re;ear~h,
Thomas Morlln, an? ~ letter on be~alf of the Korschots from Mr. Theodore Smith with an
attachment and opln10n of value glven by Red Strange
Th
~ll
t'
~
.
the matter and report later.
.
ey w~
con lnUe to deal wlth
Lr~.

7

Mr. Ted Smith asked to correct the record to show that the appraisal is by Red Strange
Appraisal Services.
Mr. Shook stated he was sorry, but it was signed Red Strange, not
Red Strange Appraisal Services.
Jos~ph Plaspohl property which is being bought on contract from Mr. & Mrs. Sanders.
Optlon papers have been prepared and delivered to Mr. Plaspohl who has forwarded them to
Mr. and Mrs. Sanders.
The papers have not been received back.

On the North side of the channel Mr. & Mrs. Harry Dilden have agreed to sell their
easement.
A signed option has been received frore the Dilden's.
At the foot of the ditch, the last piece to the east owned bv Mr. & Mrs. Charles
Chamberlin.
Extended conversations have taken place.
OPtio~s have been prepared.
There has been a number of engineering items with which some faults have been found
I.E.D.C. ,has agreed to instruct Mid-States engineer to revise the plan to suit the·
Chamb~rlln's request.
The Chamberlin's are waiting on Mr. Byrd to do the review
appralsals.
The negotiations await the out come of Mr. Byrd's report.

This concluded Mr. Shook's report on Easement Acquisition for the Parker Ditch.
Carr stated ~hat Mr. Shook left out one concern of Mrs. Edith Flaningam:
an
entlrely across her property already for the Parker ditch.
These
peop_e are.a~klng for a new easement where there has been none before, Mrs. Flaningam
does not w~sn to have, two easements. The existing Easement connects with the west end of
the detentlon pond WhlCh they wish to drain.
W..

K~~lY

eX1S~lng easem~nt

Richard Donahue made a statement that the conversations that are going on constructively
will continue, however there is a shadow over the situation in that the I.E.D.C. are
unhappy with the lack of progress. More replies would be appreciated from some of the
landowners and there is a possibility down the road that condemnation may be considered.
The water that will be draining through the ditch in part will be coming from Highway
right of way.
If an absolute need for it would exist, the Highway Department could
acquire some of the easement rights.
They hope and pray this will not be necessary, but
it is something that is available as a so-called last resort. They are struggling to
come to an agreement with the people, Mr. Shook has done a tremendous job, but the
calendar continues to march forward.
There will be a time that something more firm will
have to be done.
They will be keeping the board posted on this matter.
W. Kelly Carr made two comments:
1. Mr. Donahue's comment about needing drainage rights for the highway. Up to this
point and time the highway department has only dumped their water on surrounding
property owners, this has been their method of drainage. As a_property owner in order
to protect himself, he had to drain the water out through an eight inch tile.
He would
be interested in seeing them justify a large 76 inch tile to carry the water that was
formerly carried by an eight inch tile.
2.

Foreign firms should be treated like American firms.

Ted Smith attorney for Mr. & Mrs. Ed Korschot made comment in regards to Mr. Donahue's
condemnation.
If he felt a threat of condemnation would scare people, it doesn't scare
any attorneys.
If there is a water problem which is going to affect the highways or
wash out the highway, then the answer to Mr. Donahue and the Commissioners is to put in
a better and bigger tile under the road and not have to go down the line and take land
away from the people who are so far away from the highway.
If that is the thought of
condemnation, they are not disturbed by it.
Bruce V. Osborn stated in a response that the Dyer request for a easement less than the
normal, will be taken under advisement for now.
If the board starts in one area they
will have to continue. Michael stated there will be more requests. Mr. Osborn again
stated the reason for easements, it is to protect the right for entry and to do repairs.
Mr. Ted Smith ask who stated they were in a hurry to get this thing resolved.
Possibly
Mr. Donahue. Mr. Smith asked what is the big hurry?
Mr. Donahue stated he did not say
"big". The I.D.E.C. observes the situation of acquiring easements and drainage rights
progressing very slowly in some cases.
In that case if they don't move forward
constructively, the thought of condemnation exists and may be considered. A couple
situations are not moving forward.
Some have moved forward very well.
Changes have
been made when property owners have ask for them to be made. The I.D.E.C. is willing to
do that.
Mr. Osborn thanked the property owners for coming.
COUNTY ROAD 475 EAST
Lamar Ziegler, engineer with Clyde Williams Associates, presented preliminary drainage
plans two weeks ago and today is presenting revised plans as a response to the comments
made at the last meeting.
Same drainage areas A, B, and C. They have raised the grade
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of the ditch and widened the width of the bottom of the ditch, so water can be stored
in the ditches. They need to request one waiver of the County Drainage Ordinance in
that the discharge of the 12 inch pipe into Elliott ditch will be at an elevation below
the 100 year flood elevation: elevation of 652.6 as compared to the 100 flood year
elevation of 654.5. This elevation equates to a 10 year flood elevation.

AREA

B

A drainage break at Station 86, all the water south of the station will flow to the
south . The pipes in the area of
200 South are unchanged from the previous submittal. There is some retaining and storage
of water in the ditches caused by the 18 inch pipe under 200 South, a new approach at
station 45.50+ into the motor pool area for the S.I.A. site,
a field entrance opposite the drive into the Rowe farms, the
12-18 inch pipes respectively under the two drive ways will
serve to retain water, and the water in the ditches ahead of
the pipes reduces some of the flow. Two additional pipes at 41.50+ 15-12 inch
respectively also serve as dikes to retain the flow of water.
Existing conditions for
Area B are the existing 10 year flow:
19 cfs. The 100 year proposed flow unrestricted
would be 38 cfs, but with use of the pipes and dikes the actual flow can be reduced to
18cfs. Area A & B total flow into Elliott ditch is equal to the 10 year undeveloped
flow.
They are requesting a waiver of the drainage ordinance for Area B to be allowed
to discharge water and store water from Area B at an elevation of 652.48 which is
equivalent to the 10 year flood elevation.
AREA C
station 86.00+ on north to the end of the project. This has remained unchanged from
plans presented October 14, 1987 except for revaluation of some of the factors.
Flows
and elevations have changed slightly. Result is in Area C a 10 year existing
undeveloped flow 16 cf, 100 year developed flow 41 cfs and a 10 year proposed discharge
with the detention basin of 8.5 cfs.
This is a substantial reduction in flow.
ELLIOTT DITCH
Per request to better drain the area. a study was made and due to existing conditions
upstream, the 100 year flow is not likely to be achieved.
For present conditions a more
logical and achievable flow rate equal to a 10 year storm could occur. A ten year storm
was calculated to have a discharge of 440 cfs and a headwater elevation of 652.48.
They
propose to use this 10 year storm headwater elevation as the control elevation for
detention of storm water in the ditches for this project. As the area develops,
developers would come in with drainage plans chat would require the 100 year run off be
retained and discharged at a 10 year rate.
Michael Spencer stated that he and George Schulte highway Engineer have looked at the
proposal and they agree with the proposal and see no big problem of reducing the outlet
elevations to the 10 year storm event elevation in the Elliott Ditch, instead of the 100
year storm event elevation because of the upstream restrictions with the railroad
tracks, south of Highway 38.
Bruce V. Osborn asked Steve Murray Assistant Highway Engineer if George had alluded to
the fact that the holding ponds belong to the County Highway. Mr. Murray stated, that
he and George had talked briefly this morning and he had reviewed their proposal and was
satisfied to this fact.
Mr. Ziegler stated that they were wide bottom ditches, they look like and are built like
side ditches, they WlLL be dry most of the time except when it rains.
In the report this is explained in regards to a 100 year storm.
It is a standard form
of release rate.

Sue Scholer asked how much of a variance is there between the 100 year and the 10 year
flood storm? About 2 feet is the answer.
They have deepened the east and west ditch in order to store water equally. The
Problem they are faced with is that the land is too flat and can not store water in the
area as the land is below the 100 year flood elevation.
Bruce asked what Mr. Ziegler was requesting. He requested to be allowed to discharge
and store detained water above the 10 year flood elevation for drainage Area A and B.
W. Kelly Carr asked questions and Mr. Ziegler answered them.
Sue W. Scholer moved to grant the request to the 10 year flood elevation for the
discharge and storage of the drainage of Area A and Area B, seconded by Bruce V. Osborn,
Motion carried, Unanimous approval.
Sue W. Scholer moved to give final approval for drainage plan presented for County Road
475 East, seconded by Bruce V. Osborn. Unanimous approval.
STATE HIGHWAY DRAINAGE
Todd Frauhiger presented final drainage plans for State Highway drainage and requested
approval of the plans.
The presentation is the same as given last meeting.
There are no changes in drainage
system of A and B.
Changes for C were presented and are as follow.
At the October Drainage Board meeting, Dr. Kelly Carr expressed concern that the
highway detention pond would eliminate access from his future detention pond to
the Parker Ditch.

~roposed
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Aftec the las~ meeting, Dr. Carr, Allen Egilmez and Todd Frauhiger met to see if a
possible compromise could be reached.
The idea was formulated that possibly Dr. Carr
could be allowed to discharge the 10-year undeveloped storm from his remaining land from
his detention pond into the proposed highway pond.
This wculd allow Dr. Carr access to
Parker Ditch through the highway pond.
Using the TR-20 Flood routing program. it was shown that the proposed highway pond could
handle the lOO-year flow from the highway drainage system as well as the lO-year predeveloped flow from Dr. CarrIs land,
At the height of the storm in the scenario, the
highway pond would reach an elevation of 660.65 and discharge a peak flow of 27 cubic
feet per second.
It is therefore recommended that the Drainage Board approve the drainage plans for Area
"CO and that Dr. Carr be allowed to discharge the 10 year undeveloped flow of
approximately 80 cfs into the highway pond.
The new TR-20 run is attached at the end of this section, all this is on file in the
surveyors office.
Mr. Frauhiger asked for questions.
Mr. Carr stated he had tried to reach Todd by phone and was unsuccessful.
Todd
explained that he had just been there a year and that he was not in the phone book.
w.
Kelly Carr had been told Todd was just an intern, this statement was not true.
He is a
full time employed Hydrologist.
W. Kelly asked what alternative locations they had looked at? They have looked at two
other alternative beside the one presented.
One possibility would be to detain the
water in the Interchange area and also they looked at detaining water from land on the
other side of County Road 200 South.
The problem was there was not enough area and the
pond would have extended over the pipe with an outlet in the middle of the pond dropping
straight down to the pipe.
W. Kelly Carr asked if these were the only two areas they looked at?
looked at detaining water in the ditch.

Yes-they also

W. Kelly Carr asked why they decided not to detain the water in the interior area of the
interchange as there is about 22 acres in the area.
Todd answered that the main problem
was the way the drain flows were set up the water was flowing down the Interstate from
Dayton away from the Interchange , most was getting into the side ditch after the
Interchange.
The water coming down 38 from Dayton was the only water that could only
be routed through the Interchange, the rest was coming through the system after the
Interchange. Mr. Carr asked how many cfs is that water that comes down from Dayton?
Mr. Frauhiger was not sure? Mr. Carr felt it could be a substantial amount of water.
W. Kelly Carr asked if they investigated the number of acres that drains into this
system.
Mr. Frauhiger has the figures in his files at his office.
Mr. Carr felt it
would be 130 acres, but Mr. Frauhiger felt it wasn't that much as the entire drainage
area is approximately 200 acres.
Mr. Carr asked for his opinion, Mr.Frauhiger's opinion is 70-80 Acres.
Mr. Frauhiger
stated it seemed mere logical to build one detention storage to take care of the whole
area at the end of the watershed instead of two detention ponds.
The other thing is the
liability aspect.
Water standing in the Interchange loop causes liability problems.
Mr. Egilmez stated this is out side the Clear Zone.
Mr. Carr asked what the Clear Zone
was.
This is a Federal Highway requirement.
Mr. Carr stated the whole disagreement revolves around the fact
that currently the
whole area north of 38 drains out through an eight inch tile or through a small piece
that goes over through the Bull property.
The Highway's need for the detention pond is
for 100 year water.
Pursuant to the Tippecanoe County Drainage Ordinance.
Much
discussion.
W. Kelly Carr stated they had not mentioned investigating the idea of using the existing
S.I.A. retention pond.
Why didn't you do that? From the beginning they were told that
the pond would not be available to store the pond.
Much discussion.
Mr. Carr stated he feels the pond is now a detention pond instead of a retention pond.
He is bothered that the Highway Department is unwilling to look at idea of storing water
in the interior circle for a 100 year storm level.
Discussion of maps.
W. Kelly Carr asked Sue and Bruce to look at the area and how it will damage his
property in value.
He wants no more than a 5 acre take and he wants accurate figures.
Much discussion.
-Mr. Frauhiger wanted to clarify one thing.
In the original agreement with the State and
s. T. A. the ponds were to be used as statEd. Much discussion.
Mr. Carr stated they excluded the area that the tile drains from his property from the
100 year storm. He asked why didn't they exclude the other tiled areas? They don't
have that information.
W. Kelly Carr asked Michael what acreage was originally turned into him, 118 Acres?
Michael stated on his assessment list he had 100 assessed acres for Parker Ditch that
just included the Highway Right Of Way, but did not include the other land over by
Moyer's and Blosser's.
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w.

Kelly Carr questioned the legality of the drainage on the South side.

Water goes to

the Elliott Ditch, water from the Moyer and Blosser property goes Northeast to the
Wildcat. They are putting all that back through the Parker Ditch.
This would change
watersheds.
W. Kelly Carr stated this is an important discussion as this is the only public hearing
this is being held on this detention pond.
Mr. Egilmez stated it is not a hearing they
are only presenting drainage plans to be approved by the Board. Mr. Carr asked whether
there will be a public hearing on the Department of Highway detention ponds? Mr.
Egilmez stated no public hearing,just drainage plans. Mr. Carr feels that drainage
calculations are not final.
Michael Spencer stated he feels the Highway Department has final calculations for the
Drainage Board. The finalization is between Mr. Carr and the Department of Highways.
Mr.

Carr would like to see things done accurately in regards to the size of the

detention pond. He asked them to look at the water run off and see if the State can't be
more accurate.

Discussion of 25 Acres and size of pipe.

W. Kelly Carr asked why isn't the Town of Dayton responsible for its own storm water?

Most of the ground is in the Town of Dayton.
Why does the State Highway have to be
responsible for Urban water? Answer, it was there before all the developments came
about.
Discussion of detention ponds.
Michael Spencer asked how big of area did they want from you(Mr. Carr)? Mr. Carr
answered they want a 1/3 of the 32 acres tract,taking the part that has the greatest
visibility toward the highway.
He would like for them to take no more 1/2 of that with
a small detention pond on his property.
Discussion of the lining of the detention pond.
Mr. Carr wanted to talk about the basic problems.
Talking about water going out through
an eight inch pipe, the responsiblity of Town of Dayton. The state has land under their
control either through I.E.D.C. or Interchange circles that they can use for a great
portion of the 100 year storm. They are designing for a 10 year storm using the
Interchange area.
Recalculating the water take off that goes from the tiles to the
catch basin northeast and that which goes off to the south they would not have to damage
his property so severely.
Mr. Osborn asked how many acres are they proposing to take?

Approximately 10 acres a

triangle shape piece of land.
Mr. Egilmez stated the detention area itself is 7.5 - 8
acres.
They also are widening the existing ditch along 1-65 35 feet.
Widening of the
ditch is on the west side with a 3 foot bottom and on the east side with a 10 foot wide
bottom.
Mr. Carr asked what investigation they made in putting a pond on the 32 acres which S.I.
A.

took from him?

Mr. Frauhiger stated he wasn't sure what S.I.A.

took from him.

Mr. Carr asked what investigation was taken to put the pond on the west side instead of
the east side?
Mr. Frauhiger stated he knew it was S.l.A. land and they could not put
the pond on the other side.
using their ponds.

Explanation was given by Mr.

Frauhiger as to reason for not

Mr. Carr asked why is S.l.A. any different than himself?
Mr. Beeler asked who told them to avoid the S.l.A. plant?
Pat Long Of R.Q.A.W. answered he did.

Mr. Beeler asked who gave him his instructions?
Mr. Long stated Lt. Governor Mutz signed an agreement with S.l.A. that said in writing
the pond would be filled in.
These instructions have been followed since day one.
Mr. Carr asked the Drainage Board to consider carefully whether these are grandiose
plans, whether the State Highway Department has a moral obligation to put some of the
water on their own ground instead of forcing it all on his ground.
Mr. Osborn feels the argument of not condemning S.l.A. property is pretty weak.
Mr. Long stated they were given a signed agreement between the State and S.l.A. Mr.
Osborn feels they don't have that right.
They don't give the property owner the right.
After much discussion Mr. Osborn stated the board will take this proposition under
advisement,

and come back in a Special Meeting after some of these concerns are cleared

up.
Sue W. Scholer stated that technically what the board is looking at is whether the
drainage plans meets the County Drainage Ordinance.
Answer-Correct.
Mr. Frauhiger
stated he wasn't sure what he could present at the next meeting.
Mrs. Scholer asked Mr.
Frauhiger if he had expressed the concerns presented to those who might be able to carry

this further?
Mr. Frauhiger again stated since the agreement had been signed it will hard to go back
and make changes.
business to come before the board,

~. ~0~a4~e'mber

~ene R. Moore, Boardmember(Not Present)

the meeting was adjourned at

ATTEST:~J.t?l~
Maraijrl:Turner,Executive

Secretary
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
WEDNESDAY,DECEMBER 2, 1987
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday December 2/ 19 7 with Chairman Bruce
V. Osborn calling ~he meeting to order at 8:30 A.M. in the Commun ~y Hasting room of the
Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third Street, Lafayet e t Indiana .
Those present were Eugene R. Moore and Sue W. Scholer Boardmembers, J. Frederick Hoffman
Drainage Attorney, and Maralyn D. Turner Executive Secretary/others present are on file.

VALLEY FORGE
Robert Grove engineer representing developer of Valley Forge stated he has had review
processes with George Schulte and Michael Spencer, changes have been made in the inlet
configuration.
He ask to continue this till the January Board meeting and ask for final
approval at that time.

Sue W. Scholer moved to honor the request of continuance till the January meecing
seconded by 3ugene R. Moore. Unanimous approval given.

f

SHERWOOD FOREST III
Robert Grove engineer representing Chuck Sherwood requested preliminary approval of
drainage plan for Sherwood Forest III consisting of 11 acres. Mr. Grove stated meetings
have been held in regards to the drainage plans,two meetings were with the board and the
other was with Mark Houck drainage consultant and Michael Spencer.
He presented a
revised submittal with the detention basin from what had previously been submitted.
Previous submittal was a dry bottom basin that only handled the flow from the proposed
SUbdivision. Concerns are with the downstream people of what they are and how they are
handling the wa~€r. After talking with Mr. Sherwood it was decided that everyone would
benefit if they made and effort to retain or detain water from the entire watershed.
Proposal now is to handle all the waters of the undeveloped area from the 79 acres from
the 164 acres,164 acres does not have direct run off it has to through the road culvert
systes.
How this effects the downstream area is not certain.
The 79 acres does have a
direct routing to the subdivision.
Mark and Michael had two concerns:
1.
The
developer show ~hey are ~andli~g the additional runoff from the 100 year storm in the
developed area.
2. Some idea to the generation of hydrograph of what is going up
stream.
Hr. Grove presented study.
They are proposing to reduce run off from a peak of around 18 cis to 2 c!s. The seco~d
thing they are looking at a wet bottom basin which would be a permanent peol (lake)
reason for doing this they would get much more volume by starting from a flat surface
from wet bottom.
Second consideration was to contain everything in the 79 acres plus
I

additional flow from the subdivision south.
They chose a 15 cfs outlet which is a
combination of 12 inch pipe which is put in to handle the subdivision with an elliptical
pipe to handle the upstream area.
Mr. Grove explained the permanent pool elevations. A
dyke would be built 30 feet across the base which would help to elevate problems
downstream, this will some point and time overflow, it will effect the peak flow that
the people downstream will see from the entire watershed.
They feel this will help
everyone.
Mr. Grove ask the board to consider the ordinance requirements that they are
to reduce only the flow from the development itself.
He pointed out the natural swale
area.
Mr. Hoffman asked how deep will the water be?

Answer 6 feet deep was proposal could be

deeper.

Mr. Hoffman asked if a fence would be around the lake? No. Mr. Grove stated it was not
a requirement on that type of lake.
Construction plans have bank treatment around lake,
there will be safety shelfs. This will be presented in final plans.
Tom Jordan homeowner representing himself and other homeowners in Sherwood Forest stated
he and the neighbors have concerns about the proposal.
The memo of November 16, 1987 to
the Drainage Board in second paragraph is concern.

They had Mr. Dan Pusey look at the plans,because of illness in Mr. Pusey's family he was
unable to attend todays meeting.
Mr. Jordan submitted notes of Mr. Pusey's concerns in
his study of the plans.
They are:
1. It is obvious to me that the reason for a permanent pool is that Mr. Sherwood
needs soil to build up pad elevations for the new house sites. (This is just a
statement) .
2. No information is given relative to the proposed depth of the permanent pool on
outlot #1.
a)
One should question the depth.
b)
the safety of a pond in this local.
c)
who is going to maintain the storm water storage
facility.
d)
is it going to be deep enough for prevention of a
a eutrification.

3.

4.

They did not address the relative elevations of
adjoining properties immediately South of OL-4-3&2.
The relative pad elevations(Minimum floor elevations)
should not be higher than yours.
No information
provided as to your protection.
The present flood way is being constricted by the new
fill proposed for building sites.
Has this decrease in
potential storage been addressed in the Pool storage
area.

5.

The only reason I can see for digging a pool is the need
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for dirt.

6.

7.

8.

2~

Economics of construction.

1987

A dry bottOD

storage facili~y would be safer,but more costly to
develop due to the need to haul in fill dirt.
I wonder if the half foot protection grade above the
spillway grade is adequate to hold back flash runoff.
I was always taught that 18"-24" was needed for what is
termed free board. What is the capacity of the spillway
before total overspill.
No dimensions on drawing.?
No North arrow on drawing.?
No scale on drawing.?
No vicinity map.?
What is flow rate of spillway before total overspill?
Will 52" CMP and ditch carry the outlet pipes plus
the spillway?

Mr. Jordan stated the property owners concerns are the safety of the pond and in number
2 b,c,and d.
The third one is one of his personal concern and interest. They did not
address the relative elevation of the new properties in relation to adjacent homeowner
properties. He is immediately South of Lot 4.
Concern is elevation which Mr. Jordan
has addressed the board in an earlier meeting which is on record.
It is a concern of
other property owners. Again Mr. Jordan requested a study to be made.
Again Mr. Jordan stressed the concern in regards to the pond in safety, health, and
hazards.
John Schwab property owner representing himself and other property owners. His concern
was the runoff of the subdivision with the new holding pond. Another personal concern
is: What kind of protection does the property owners have against their property
becoming a swamp?

Mr. Jordan asked is it legal to build up land to create a low spot in neighborhood? Mr.
Hoffman stated he did not think there was anything wrong with building land up as long
as water doesn't run on someone else.

Mr. Jordan is not satisfied with proposal.
Mr. Jordan asked the board on behalf of his neighbors and himself to address the eight
points of Mr. Pusey's and his concerns. He stated he has talked to all the neighbors
and there is no one against Mr. Sherwood developing. They are not here to stop
development, but want their concerns addressed.
Michael Spencer left notes which Mr. Osborn read. His concern: Need to prove that the
lowest pipe from the lake will detain the water from the development ( per the Ordinance)
before the upper pipe begins to run water.
Free board rip-rap etc,

maintenance of water level,and water fall.

Mr. Grove addressed some of the questions, after much discussion. Mr. Jordan asked who
would maintain? Mr. Grove stated that the Homeowners Association of Sherwood III would.
After much discussion, Sue W. Scholer moved to have Michael Spencer,
and Mr. Grove meet
with the property owners and continue this meeting Friday, December 11, 1987 at 8:30
A.M.
Mr. Spencer is to contact Mr. Jordan for meeting date.
PARKER DITCH/200 South
George Schulte gave report on 200 South and Parker Ditch. He had attended meeting with
Utilities,County Highway Department, Indiana Department of Highway,Department of
Commerce and other people involved with Parker Ditch project. The County Highway
Department is ge~ting involved in it due to requirements of drainage with the new
roadway.
Planning to improve 200 South from 475 East to Dayton Road. At this time
talking about existing capacities that will be provided in the proposed Parker Drain.
It is his understanding that S.I.A. is limited to a certain release rate approximately
180 cfs, he isn't sure of the exact numbers. There is an access of approximately 50 cfs
in the proposed Parker drain, it goes from a 66" to 72".
In order to build a County
Road 200 South an outlet will be needed. A study is being made of what the County's
needs are. The thing that concerns Mr. Schulte is the 72" pipe going in it is going
straight, the out flow and possible developments for anybody in the same area.
The
capacity of 50 cfs isn't much. He doesn't know what the watershed area is.
He is
guessing 200-250 acres. Mr. Schulte's recommendation to the property owners in the area
would be to put an open channel from the Interstate to County Road 650 East. Grant it
the channel is going to be deep,going to take alot of right-of-way or easement for
maintenance, but there will be adequate capacity to provide for future development,and
to give adequate drainage off of property. Another concern is the area lying to the
Northeast of the Interstate and North of 200 South which Mr. Carr is involved.
It needs
to be considered to, make sure that has an adequate outlet. When you start putting pipe
structures in that pretty well restricts what you can do unless it is more economical.
Usually as a general rule it is more econorrical to go in with an open channel than it is

with pipe. Presently they are utilizing the 72" pipe having excess capacity with about
50 cfs more than the S.I.A. requirements.
He feels this may create some problems for
the future development occurring in that area.
He feels the best way to address that is
possibly increase the size of pipe underneath the Interstate,and provide an open channel
east of the Interstate rather than the pipe structure to County Road 650 East.
Mr. Osborn asked if there were other questions.
Mr. Osborn stated:

What Mr. Schulte is stating there isn't going to be much excess

Parker Ditch/200 South December
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capacity.
Correct. Mr. Schulte stated even if the area de'relops and complies with the
Drainage Ordinance they will still have a hard time obtaining adequate drainage. Mr.
Schulte stated what needs to be proven is that the excess capacity is at least adequate
for future development. Some drainage problems would be created like alot of
ponding,water standing, etc.
Kelly Carr commended Mr. Schulte on his report and thanked him for looking at the future
in a long range view point on the project.
Mr. Schulte stated it is a fine line when you get a development coming into the
community. How far and what are their responsibilities as far a providing and
eliminating existing problems. There is an existing drainage problem there now.
You
may not know it now, but if you over develop the property you soon find out there are
problems. Again there is a fine line of how much we tell I.E.D.C.
what we want done.
From his stand point and as far as the County is concerned we would
work with I.E.D.C. and pay our fair share to make sure that we have an adequate outlet
through the Parker Ditch.
Mr. Schulte stated that the pipe was put in to serve S.I.A.
only. The County is looking at resolving some other problems,therefore the county wants
to say to l.E.D.C.,"Hey we have other problems and want to resolve at the same time you
are providing a positive outlet for S.I.A.". Mr. Osborn stated which was caused by
S.l.A. in the fallout process.
Mr. Schulte stated basically you might say this, but
at some time or other it would occur.
It has come to a head quick because of S.I.A ..
Mr. Schulte stated what is there now is a surface outlet.
Mr. Carr stated he would like to hear what Mr. Frauhiger has to say in regards to Mr.
Schultels recommendations.

Mr. Frauhiger stated he didn't totally agree with everything said, therefore he would
rather not make any comments.
STATE ROAD 38/1-65
Allen Egilmez representing Indiana Highway Department stated the board has the
calculations and what he wants to present today is Alternates to the Areas.
Area A
Area starts from future 475 East west to Elliott ditch.

Three alternatives were

submitted:

1. Storing water to 100 year storm runoff in the ditches.
were designed they were not able to handle the runoff.

The way the ditches

2. Considered Vaughan's property on North side of 38 close to Elliott ditch at the
end of the drainage path where they would like to put detention ponds.
Problems
with the easements and the narrow strip left in and came in with a pond they would
end up taking the whole property, even though they would not be using the whole
property for the detention pond. This would result in property damages on the
North side of 38.
3. Mrs. Louise Schroeder on south side of 38 at the end of the drainage path. the
drainage flows from 475 East down to Elliott ditch. They got as close to Elliott
ditch outside the 75' easement to build a detention pond. They made it long and
narrow in order to provide her frontage and minimize the damage on her property.
Calculations where included in the last packet presented.
Area B
The area had three areas.
1. Triangle SR 38/CR 475 East and Elliott Ditch. Drainage area starts at the West
ramp entrance along 38 all the way to County Rd 475 East.
Problem with the area
which was appropriate location, was routing the water from the east side of Elliott
ditch over to the pond and then back to Elliott ditch. More or less a pump station
would have to be built to get the water to the triangle.

2. Between SR38 & RR east of Elliott ditch North of 38 (SIA property.
Ponds along
SR38 on both sides, this would result in multiple ponds, this they want to get away
from because of maintenance.

3.

Ditches.

Would be able to store 100 year storm water runoff within the ditches

because of the length of the ditches.

Area C
Area of the Interstate.
~.
Interstate loops.
Problems of liability caused by
standing water inside the loop,outlet problems, limited depth in the loop, multiple

ponds much lower ditch elevations.

2. North of County Road 200 South. Not enough area without pond extending over
Parker ditch.
Larger pipe under 200 South.
3. Ditches along 1-65. Would require more right-of-way along 1-65. Not able to
back up water because of pipe at M mile Marker 169. Not able to store 100 year
runoff with standard ditches.
4.S.I.A.
In the agreement the existing ponds would be filled in for future plan
expansion.
New Detention po~ was needed S.I.A. offered ditches along 1-65,
however not able to handle 100 year storm runoff would jeopardize S.I.A. 's ISPCB

permit as water is monitored and can't use 66" outlet pipe. New pipe under 200
South resulted in larger pipe at 1-65.
Main reason they didn't build on S.I.A.
property is that 87% of the drainage area is on the east side of the Interstate.
If the detention pond was put on the west side there would be a problem of
rerouting water back across to pond where the water is being monitored ..
This concluded Mr. Egilmez presentation.
Bruce V. Osborn stated the Department of Highways has fulfilled their obligation
relative to the Ordinance. Mr. Osborn asked for questions.
W. Kelly Carr and Lewis Beeler asked questions and they were answered by the
representatives of Indiana Department of Highway.
W. Kelly Carr asked the Drainage Board to have Michael Spencer to check the acreage as
he feels the acreage isn't accurate. After checking figures and if it is found that the
figures are correct and if the Board would approve the plan,the Board should ask them to
include in their arrangement the opportunity for Mr. Carr to drain water through the
detention pond into the pipe to the north and they should be instructed to give Mr. Carr
a written agreement to this effect.
Mr. Frauhiger stated that he and Mr. Carr need to
pursue that further.

Area C
Parker
flow.
system

addendum states that Mr. Carr's property has access to a positive outlet to
Ditch through Department of Highway he detention pond for the 10 year undeveloped
When Mr. Carr develops the property he will be responsible for building a pond
to detain the 100 year storm.
Discussion continued.

Loren Schroeder representing his mother Louise Schroeder asked the representatives
questions and expressed their concerns of maintenance, damages, the 75' easement, and
turning the pond around the narrow end being to the front.
State Highway representatives answered questions asked.
Mr. Schroeder asked if Elliott ditch was going to be recut and have enough volume to
drain all the adjoining land. Mr. Osborn and Sue W. Scholer stated that a Task Force is
studying the Elliott ditch and it is 80% completed. Upon completion a report will be
submitted to the Drainage Board.
Eugene R. Moore asked Mrs. Schroeder if she had had all her questions answered.
She
stated that at the present time she has no drainage problems and she has great concern
of having problems in the future with the changes being made. The 75' foot easement,
maintenance and damages she was instructed by Mr. Egilmez to put them in writing and
send her concerns to
the District office. Mr. Frauhiger wants to meet with Mrs. Schroeder and have
discussion in regards to field tiles.
Mr. Osborn stated taking, in consideration of Mr. Carr and Mr. Beeler's statements, in
concern about the mileage, the total acreage he entertained a motion for approval of
plans submitted by the Indiana Department of Highway.
Sue W. Scholer moved to give Indiana Department of Highway approval for the final
drainage plans submitted contingent upon Michael Spencer's confirming acreage and
mileage to Mr. Carr's property as being correct, seconded by Eugene R. Moore. Unanimous
approval.
OSHIER DITCH

',-

.;.

aSHIER
DITCH

A letter received from Audley Oshier signed by Bernice Hawkins etal, Gene Brummet,Lyyn
Hawkins Trust Farm by Wayne Buck requesting an added tax be added on the present rate
of .50¢ per acre assessment. The Oshier ditch needs to be finished up on a clean out as
existing tiles in some areas are beneath the existing ditch bottom. The letter ask
the board to give this immedaite attention to prevent future crop damage. The board
will set a hearing date in early 1988 and act accordingly. Letter was dated November 9,
1987.
There being no further business to come before the board, the meeting was recessed at
10:40 A.M. and will reconvene Friday, December 11, 1987 at 8:30 A.M.

Scholer, Boardmember

~a.~
Eugene R. Moore, Boardmember

ATTEST:

I~g~~

Maral~er, Executive Secretary
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TIPPECAUOE COUNTY DRAINAGE
:~2t

l"Jeeting Root:': of

~re1~2sday

B0AR~

~3~uary

Office Bui:ding,

1988 i~ ~he Cc~mu~i~y
20 IJcrth Third Street
Lafayetce

IEdiana 47901,
Chairman Bruce Osbor~ called the r:ee~ing to ~rder at 8:30 A.M.
present:
Eugene R. tioers and S~e
. Scholer Bcard~embers: Mich321 J
Spencer Surveyor,
~ark HOU2k Drainage Consultant. J
Frederick Hoffman Drai~age A~torne~- ~n~ tlaralyn D.
Turner Executive Sec~etary. Ochers present are on file
This being the first n:seting of the year Chairman Os bern ask Mr. Eoffman to preside
t~e mee~ing to conduct the election of officers.

~V2r

Mr. Hoffman asked for 2c~inations for Chairman, Sue W.Sc~oler nominated Bruce V Osborn
Chairran, seconded by Eugene R. Moors, ~here being nc ether no~inations Mr. Osborn was
elected CLairman of the Board.
M~. Hoffman asked fer nc~in2tions for Vice-C~airsan, Sue
. Scholer n~~ina~ed ELgene D
Moors, seconded by Bruce V Osborn, the~e bei~g no fur~her no~ina~ions Eugene R Moore
was elected Vice-Chair~an of t~s Board.

Sue W. Scholer 20ved to appoint J Frede~ick Hoffmar Drainage Board Attorney.
by ELgene R. Moore. unani~ous approval.

seconded

as Drainage Board Consultant.

BO-:-lrd. ha.d agreed

S~e ~_ Scholer ~oved ~o a9Point M2~alyn ~
Turner as the Executive Secretary of the
Drainage Bcard r seccnde~ by Eugene R. Mocre, ~n2nimcus 2pprcval.

Hr. Hoff~an read the Active D~tch2S =c~ the year of 1988
E.W. Andrews, Juluis Berlovitz, Herman Beutler. Hichael 3i2der Cohn 31ickenstaff,
Box, A. P. Brown, Buck C~eEk (Carroll County) Train C06, Co~n~y ?a~~, Varby Wetherliil
(Benton County)
Christ Fass~acht, Marion D~nkin, Christ Fassnacht, Issac Gowen (White
County) Martin Gray, TLo2as Haywood! E.F. Haywood, Harrison Meadows/ Lewis Jakes,
Jenkins, James Kellerman: Frank Kirkpatrick, John A. Kuhns. Mary McKinney Wesley Mahin
Sa~uel Marsh (Montgomery Co~nty) F.E. Maric, Hester Motsinger!
Oshier. E2~et~
Rayman (White County) a letter of January 5, 1988 is on file from
Cau~ty
requesting ditch be active, Arthur Rickard, Abe Smith, Gus~avel Swanson, Treece MeadowE.
Wilson-Nixon (Fountain County} Simeon Yeager, S.W.Elliott, Dismal Creek, and Shawnee
Creek.
I

Ditches which have been Inactive and need to be
Baker , Floyd Coe! Sha~n8e Creek.

~ade

active ere Jesse Anderson,

De~psey

Inactive ditches John An:stutz, Delphine Anson, Newell Baker, Nellie Ball, A.P. Brown/
Alfred Burkhalter, Or~in Byers, Grant Cols J A. Cripe, Chas Daughtery, Fannie Devau:t,
:ess Dickens, Thomas Ellis, Martin V. Erwin Elijah Fugate! Rebecca Grimes, Fred E2f~2r.
E.F.Haywood, George Ilgenfritz,
Inskeep, E~gene Johnson, F.S. Kerschner, Amanda
Kirkpatrick, Ja~es Kirkpatrick,
Lesley! John McCoy John 11cFarland, Absalm
Miller, Ann Montgo~ery, J
Kelly O'Neall Lane Pa~J:erl James Farlan, Calvin Peters,
Franklin Resar, Peter Ret~eret~ Ale~:andsr R2SS
Ja~es ShEperdson, Jah~ Sal~z;~a~
Ray
Skinne~, Joseph C.
Sterrst~, Wm A
Stewart. Alo~zJ Taylor, :&-~b Taylor John Tc,ohey
John VanNatta, Harrison Wallace, SUSS3na Walters, williarr Walter2, McDill Waples. J&J
Wilson, Franklin Yes.
i

l

Luther Lucas ditch is made inactive and
the DisIal Creek ditch.

be

into

Nr. Osborn asked if first and seco~d alternates ~oLld be appointed t~ be
for Tri-County ditches? Mr. Hoffman advised the board to go ahead and
this isn1t p:oper ac~icn ca~ ~e ~~ke~ :a~er. The following representative
alternates were appointed fo~ the following ditches.
Hoffman ditch, Eugene R. Moore
V. Osborn second alternate.
McLaughlin ditch,
Sue h. Scholer.

Sue W.

Scholer was appointed

2tlves
~h€ffi

first alternate

Bruce Osborn, Eugene R. Moore first alternate,

~~

a~d

~nQ 3r~ce

and second alternate

Michael stated he had received a 12tt~r £ro~ 3ento~ County in regards to the Darby
Wetherhill ditch and he asked the boa~d ~o appoint a representative and alternates for
t.his ditch.
Sue W. Scholer is rep~esentative, first alternate Eugene R. Moers , second alternate
Bruce V, Osbor~.
Otterbein Ditch representative will be Sue W
second alternate Bruce V. Osborn.
Michael asked
3.ppoint:T~snts

~hat

Scholer, first alternate Eugene R. M00rc,

the Secretary send letters to eeer county informing them of the

<

Michael Spencer presented a Pet~tion rece~ved rom Purdue Research Fou~dation to vacate
a portion of the Jempsey Bak r Ditch lying sou h of the ncrth right-of way line of
County Read 350 North and ly ng in the east ha f of the southeast quarter, Sec~io~ ~,
Township 23 North, Rge 5 Wes , and the North 5 acres LOLe or less of the West half of
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the so~th ~!est quarter! Section 6/ Township 23 North,
Township, Tippecanoe CountYt Indiana.

Range 4 West,

l1ichael stated a hearing date would have to be set when

assess~ent

all in Wcbash

list is received.

Bruce Osbor~ asked whe~e they were going with the wate~? Michael stated he felt it was
through holding ponds then ~etered out tc the same place it has a~ways gons, Hadley
L2,ke.

BrUCB Osborn stated the board has never vacated 3 portion where ~~ still drains through
the existing legal drain.
Mr. Hcff~an an~wered no, if they are going to use rhe drain
they can't vaca~e! if ~hey are not going to use it t~en it can be vacated.
Mr. Hoffman
stated there would be a question of taking them out of the Wa~ershed in regards to
assessments.
They will still have to pay their assess~ent as they are remaining in the
wate~sh2d, the Purdue Research should be notified of this,
If this is for the upper end
this will help.
Mark Houck stated there is a problem of metering at the same rats; but
it will ~nCr€a8e the volL~e of water goi~g to Hadley ~ake. They will have to Kset the

ordin.ance.
Hany

~uestions

Deed to be answered before action

lS

take~.

VALLEY FORGE

valley
Forge

Michael J. Spencer informed the board that a letter of Credit fer $62,000.00 to cover
half the cost of installation of the per~anent drainage systerr, ~his was through
Tippecanoe Development Corpora~ion. Roy Prock is new owner of Valley Forge he wants to
substitute a new $62,000.00 letter of credit for the o~her one since he is the new
owner.
Michael has talked with Mr. Hoffman there will be ~o problem to do ~his, accept
the construction bond needs to be secured for deposit for Mr. Prock just like originally
had been presented by Tippecanoe Development Corporation bef0~e the old one can be
released and except new one f~orr Mr. Prock.
Mr. Hoffma~ stated ~hey will have to
present an agree~ent along with the Letter of Credit then the ether can be released.
MEETING TIME CHANGE
Eugene Moore moved to change reeting ti~e of the Drainage Board
A.M.
seconded by S~e W. Scholer, motion carried.

fro~

8:30 A.M.

t~

9:00

JOHN HOFFMAN DITCH

JOHN
HOFFMAN
DITCH

Bruce Osborn called the rneecing to order at 9:15 A.l1.
Tri-Councy Board representatives are Eugene R. Moore Tippecanoe County, William Lucas
Clinton County, and Charles Sutton Carroll Co~nty,
Mr. Hoffrran conducted election of officers.
William Lucas nominated Eugene R. Moore as Chairman, seconded by Ch2yles Sutton,
being no other no~inations Eugene Moore was elected Chairman.

~~21'e

Sut~on,

Eugene R. Moore nominated William Lucas as Vice-Chairman, seconded by Charles
there being no other nominations Willia~ Lucas was elected Vice-Chairman.

Eugene R. Moore nominated Maralyn D. Turner as Secretary, seconded by Charles Sutton,
th€~e being no other ~ominations Maralyn D. Turner was eJ,ected Secretary,
Mr. Hoff Lan was chosen to serve as the Attorney for the
for~ed, he will cor-tinue to se~ve.

boa~d

when the board was first

Mr. Osborn thanked the property owners for corni~g to this informal ~eeting,
them that no ching wou:d be decided officially, it 28 an opportlinity for the
owner to see what has happened up to ~his time,
After l1ichael J.

Spe~cer

presents

~he

He informed
proper~y

project quescions may be asked.

Michael J. Spencer, surveyor introduced those present MaralYD D Turner, Secretary,
Frederick Hoffman Attorney, Sue W. Scholer, Bruce V. Osborn, and Eugene R Moore
Tippecanoe County Commissioners, William LLcas Clinton County Comnissioner and Neal
Conner Clinton Coun~y Surveyor, Grover West Carroll County Surveyor; and CharJ,2s S~tton
Carroll County Commissioners, and Mark Houck Tippecanoe County Drainage Consultant.
Mr, Spencer presented Construction Estisates in Phases I, Alternate I, Alternate .L.t,
Alternate III, a~d Alternate IV, and Phase II.
This estimate was done by Robert Gross
engineer with Stewart Kline and Associates.
Mr.

Spencer asked for questions.

=

Bob Power asked if there was tile in there at t~e present time?
Answer yes; Phase
the
tile would come out. Alternate I would be to dig the tile out approxi~ately 6 below the
existing tiler under Alternate II lowering it 4
This is to gain grade.
The area
being discussed on the ditch is at 900 E_
11

1

•

Lola Harner asked how a~e you digging 4' and stopping at 900
East wQuldn1t you have
to continue on west? Michael answered they would have to continue west of 900 East,
this
wouldn1t be to far west as the ravine SYSt22 drops off.
Mr.

Fower asked if a bridge would have to be put

ac~oss

900 East?

Michael stated they
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felt ~he c'lJ.vert was the right size and would carry the w3ter
M~.

Pa~er

he did

~at

r

it is just toe hig~.

asked if 2 ~ile co~ld be pu~ in without tearing up the
think t~is could be d~~e without tearing up the road.

Moore asked hew ~a~y acres ,n rn~ wate~shed?
difference of 80 acres
this would be checked.

~cad?

Total acres 2420.

M~.

Mr. Power asked how ~uch is co~ing o:;t of ~aintenance fund?
There is no maintenance fund on the ditch at this ti~eli£ a tile
the landowner to do the repairs.

~ole

Micha c

stated

There c.ay be a

breaks it lS up to

Jesse Barr asked would the soil change? Answer the dirt will not be changed;just bett2~
drainage.
Mr. Barr asked if the ditch was going to be t:12 sare size at 1025 East,
AnsHsr at the road 1025 108" round pipe, tt"(>70 72" rO\lnd pipe/ tNO 84" 3.nd at.: 900 East
14'10" X 9'1" structural plate pipe arch.
Neal Dexter asked how ~uch water will come down :'.Dto Coffee RED ditch.
Michael stated
the same amount of water would be coming down.
l"lrs, Harner e.TIc:l i1r, Dexter Hel'e
concerned about the ercsion ana damage.
Mr. Hoffman asked if there was a positive outlet.
A~s~er it.: goes into a ravine system
that eventually gets to the Wilacat creek.
Mr. Hofflan asked how far frol the end of
the legal drain to the Wildcat.
Answer give or take one and half to two miles
LaVonne Scheffee had concern of gravel and ~he culvert being closed shut.
Michael
stated this is the reason he has pointed out the culvert sizes at the different ~oad
crossings
Elwood Burkle asked t~at the cost be discussed.
page
of the esti::r:c,ts ,,"y.,~., :~a2:'izes the cost.

Mr.

Mr. Spencer explained the Indiana Drainage :odes
made by the property owners.

~~

Spencer

pci~ted

the landowners.

OLt that the last

The decision is

M~o

Barr asked who is responsible for drainage on property?
County is responsible for the road crossings, property owners is responsible for
drainage on their own property,
Elwood Burkle asked what depth would tile be? Answer so~e of ~he cuts would be 10-1:
feet deep fro~ the existing ground,
Ba~ks would be a lot highe~ than ~hey are now.
Michael stated at 900 East 1/4 mile east it is 5 feet below the botto~ 0f the existing
Mr. Hoffman stated the property owners should consider extending the legal drain down t2
the Wildcat to maintain the valleys, as there is prcble~s if you don't have a positive
outlet especially one Y?ith this size.
There is no control ove~ the valleys as it is
now.
He felt this would not add that much to the cost.
~~ is gettin~ continuously worse.
Jerry Frey stated he is constantly fixing ~low holes.
He feels the major problem is at the
They are finding that the tiles are shifting.
outlet.
It has been severely neglected.
There are tree roots and tiles that have flcated ~p ou~
of the syste~. He fee~E the first thing to do would be fixing and opening up the

out:"et.
Hr Power asked in the estimate has consideration been taken in the area west of 900
East? No.
Mr, Power felt this would be essential.
Michael answered until a legal
drain is extended down that way they can't do anything with it, they can do some
corrective measures directly downstrea~ from the road.
He has to work with the starting
and stopping points of the ditch! this is what he had to work with.
At this point Mr.
East,

Hoff~an

explained the

procedu~es

of making legal drain west of 900

Malcomb Miller stated he agrees with Jerry Frey's statement.
Mr. Miller's concern is the hardship the assessments would make for the property owners.
Jerry Frey stated they can't seem to hold the blow holes
each spring they are back and
bigger holes.
Mr, Frey doesn't know what causes this except another ditch was added
about four years ago this makes more pressur2 fro~ t~e upland it's coming down in sl~ci a
velocity causing the probles.
l

Debbie Lineback asked what kind of ~l~e fra~e ?~Q you talking about as she carried
petition in 1982.
Mr. Hoffman stated it probably wo~ldn't take ~he ti~e that he did
preViO\lsly.

Mr. Moore asked the feeling of the property owner.
LaVonne Scheffee asked if there was any rules in regards to health and sanitation?
Thirty years ago when they purchased their property you could~!t junp over the ditch/
now ther6 is refrigerato~s and other debris making the ditch level.
She does~'~
understand why the farmer doesn 1 t have to keep i~ cleaned out.
She complained about the
road grade~ grading gravel making a wall a~ ~he ditch.
Mr. Osborn stated the board is powerless in regards to debris ir.: the di tc~:es
Maintenance fund is needed.
is a maintenance fund set up.

thsre
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Jerry ~rey asked who has authority?

Hr. Hoffman explained the board is the authority.

Mr. Frey is for starting a legal drain with a ~aintenance fund, but he feels that the
~:oney should be brought forward tQ be spent on opening up the outlet and fixing the main
tile.
Try to get by with what they have with maintenance.
Malcosb Hiller supports Mr. Frey's statement.
Mr. Moore asked Michael if a maintenance fund could be set up and just clean or does it
come under reconstruction?
Michael stated they would be maintaining what there is now.
Mys. Scheffee asked how this would help?
ditch back to it's original conditio~.

Mr. Hoffman stated it would be taking ~he

Hr. Lucas asked if there was an estimate for 2 maintenance clean out? no.
Michael felt
it would just Lake a week to get an estimate put together,
Hr. Lucas stated it would
probably take two years to get a maintenance fund set up.
Michael stated for a few
years the fund could be set at 2 high figure and then lowered.
Debbie Lineback stated when she carried the petition around and
80-90% of ~he property
owners stated it should be an open ditch. it never worked from day one

Elwood Burkle stated that those living north and east of the Clinton and Carroll County
line would receive no benefits by opening the bottom portion yet they would be paying
for it.
There are too many obstruction.
Dale Fossnock stated:
f,.,;orked.

His ancestors sta~ed tha~ when :he ditch was put in,

Glen Kelly stated there
out
This was 30 years ag()

~,,)"ere

it never

six of them that worked on the ditch where the tile comes

Mrs. Glen Kelly stated it cost her $100 00 to get a petition in 1982 out of her pocket.
She was infor2sd that there is a standard petition fors now and there would be no cost
for the petitio~. Mrs. Kelly stat2Q they t2ve ~illows and to get rid of the~ the water
has to be take~ care of.
GlsL Kelly stated there are two 6" raises In the ditch, one is on the Bcg2~ property ~nd
the ~nloods.
Question was asked was it constructed that way? Yes>
When the ditch was built is was bui~t by the people,
Michael stated the grade can be checked
Mr. Barr

wo~ld

agree to keep the water going.

Mr. Scheffee stated whe~ they first carne to the area there were no problems ne feels it
has to be open a:1 the way.
Mrs, Kelly stated they have two ponds on their property. water is over the road most of
the "cL-::'2, getting" C 1J.t is a prcblem most of 'Che tirr:e.
Even when it ~;!as dry this surrmer
it Has Net.
Mrs. Harner stated this has been a
Mrs.

p~ob:e~

for

~any

years.

Seheffss stated a lot of the problem was created when 900 East: was reconstructed.

Grover West asked how many s~all acreages were in the watershed.
break down in lots and acreage.

His concern is the

Mrs. Harner stated the assessment doesn't seem fair,
Kenneth Walker stated there is peat in the area of the Ford property, reason for so much
water in the area.
Neal Conner stated that it would be spring of 1989 to ge~ a maintena~ce fund in to
affect.
After much discussion Mr.

Spe~cer asked for

show of hands.

Phase I Alternate I. Phase II Dig Open ditch up to where the two branches coY~e together
a~d tile system. Approximate Cost $200.00 acre.
Vote 7.
Open Ditch all the way. Approximate Cost $242.00 per acre.
t1aintenance.

Vote 8.

Assessment per acre to be set possible classifications.

Vote~.

The vote going for an ope~ ditch all the way Hr. Spencer will get estimates and hold
another ~1eeting to presen~ findings to the property ow~ers.
no further business the meeting adjourned at 10:30 A.M.

_ ..... _.v....

~o~

;=a~<
Eugene R. Moore,Boardmember

ATTEST:~~
Mara1yn D. Turner
Executive Secretary

Elliott Ditch Task Force - January 21, 1988
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board Meeting
January 21, 1988
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in a special meeting at 9:00 A.M. Thursday,
January 21, 1988 in the community Meeting Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building,
20 North Third Street, Lafayette, Indiana.
Bruce V. Osborn chairman of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board called the special
meeting for the Elliott Ditch Task Force to order.
Purpose of the special meeting was
to hear the presentation of the Elliott Ditch study.
Chairman Osborn on behalf of the Drainage Board thanked the Elliott Ditch Task Force
committee for all the work they have done.
Special thanks to Gary Williams, Frances
Albregts, Roger A. Blevins, John H. Chapman, J. Frederick Hoffman, Gordon J. Kingma,
Eugene R. Moore, James Riehle, Sue Scholer, George Schulte, Mike Spencer and Elbert R.
Strain.
Those present:
Steve Pell, Jim Gulick,Joe Bumbleburg, Gordon Kingma,Gary Williams, John
MacOwen, Tom Reckerd, Roger A. Blevins, Bill Godby, Ken Koch, David Leib" Chris Burke"
Mark Houck,Rich Stenner,James Riehle,Judith Hamman, and George Schulte.
Chairman Osborn introduced Christopher B. Burke of Christopher B.Burke Engineering, LTD
and Mark Houck with Omtek Engineering, Inc. who made the study.
Mr. Burke then presented the final study of the Elliott Ditch.
The study and findings are available in the Commissioner's office.

Cost of booklets $15.00.

§f
t~~
y~£-t/,~
Bruce V. Osborn, Chairman

Sue W. Scholer, Boardmember

ATTEST:
Eugene R. Moore, Boardmember

~ d2.q~

Maralyn D.

Turner~

Executive Secretary

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD MEETING
WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 3, 1988
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, February 3, 1988 in the Tippecanoe
County Office Building,20 North Third Street, Lafayette, Indiana.
Chairman Bruce V. Osborn called the meeting to order at 9:00 A.M. in the Community
Meeting room. Those present were:
Sue W. Scholer Boardmember,Michael J. Spencer Surveyor,
Mark Houck Drainage Consultant, David Luhman Acting Drainage Attorney, and Maralyn
D. Turner Executive Secretary., others present are on file.
VALLEY FORGE PHASE III
Robert Grove engineer, representing Roy Prock developer ask for final drainage approval
for Valley Forge PhaseIII with the condition that Michael Spencer and Mark Houck have
a chance to review the last request presented. Calculations were requested for 10
year calculations with storm sewer, 100 year storm sewer with direct run off with predevelopment
flow" also detention calculations. This has been prepared and presented.
Michael stated they had met with Bob and this is his response.
Mr. Grove this is the last thing to be presented.
stated
Michael asked if Mr. Schulte was satisfied with the inlet capacity? Mr. Grove stated
he felt that Mr. Schulte was satisfied" however Mr. Schulte had other requirements
and they have been submitted to Mr. Schulte.
Mark Houck stated he and Michael had asked for 100 year calculations, the 10 year was
just brought up in the last week. Mark stated at this point there will be no problems,
it is just a matter of demonstrating the fact that the water will go where it is suppose
to go at the time it is to go. One of the issues is getting water out of the culdesac
into the detention ponds during a high return period storm. Mr. Grove stated they
have shown that, it will go through~ the pipes on the 100 year calculations.
Mr. Houck stated that the issues have been laid out, the response is that Michael and
he need to look at the calculations.
Sue W. Scholer moved to give conditional final drainage approval on Valley Forge Phase
III, subject to Michael and Mark reviewing the technical information and in compliance
with the County Highway Engineer that everything is satisfactory" seconded by Bruce
V. Osborn, unanimous approval given.
.
BULLOCK BUILDERS
Robert Grove engineer,
approval, location of
of 1 acre.
Developer
a display for sales.
positive outlet.
Mr.

representing Bullock Builders owner asked for final drainage
propert is south on Highway 231, south of the bowling alley consisting
is building two garages that will be and office and the other
Michael pointed out that this area has a problem of having a
Grove's presentation of drainage control structure is on file.

BULLOCK BUILDERS CONTINUES-FEBRUARY

3~

1988

Mr. Osborn asked if they had worked on the right of way from the State Highway Department?
Mr. Grove stated they are working on this.
Michael stated the plans presented are okay.
Sue W. Scholer moved to give Bullock Builder final drainage plan approval, seconded
by Bruce V. Osborn~ unanimous approval.
KIRKPATRICK DITCH
Eugene Moore and Bruce V. Osborn will serve on the Joint Drainage Board for the Kirkpatrick
-ditch. A hearing will be set sometime in March. Tippecanoe County has the most length
of drainage and Montgomery County has the most acreage in the watershed area. Michael
stated that Montgomery County did not want to set on the board, they wanted to waive
their rights. Micheal told Russ Nelson Montgomery County surveyor that they had more
acreage and that they should set on the board~ they have agreed. This is why Michael
is handling the procedures for the open ditch. What we are trying to do is get the
outlet under maintenance.
They have appointed two board members~ those members are
Bob Thayer and Dr. Marion Kirtley.
ELLIOTT DITCH
Sue W. Scholer asked if the board has started a procedure to get the flood plain defined
for the report of the Elliott Ditch? Michael answered-yes.
Mr. Christopher Burke
has submitted that request to the Department of Natural Resources.
Sue W. Scholer presented a letter to Michael from Fred Hoffman attorney" in regards
to Legislation of Districts~ Indiana 8-1. 5-5-1- to 26 inclusive.
The board asked that the minutes r81ect that the Elliott Ditch Task Force Special meeting
was held January 21, 1988. The board wanted the minutes to state that the Study Booklet
is in the surveyor's office, a cost of $15.00 will be charged. Minutes are on record.
RAYMOND MILLER PROPERTY OWNER
Mr. Miller statedhe has had drainage problems on his property created from drainage
of an adjoining property owner.
It has been since 1983 that he has asked that something
be done to correct this matter.
It came before the Court in May 1987, at that time
a decision came forward, but to this date nothing has been done to the Court order.
Mr Miller has lost $8,000.00 with top soil and he has lost more since.
Plans have
been presented by Mr. 'Robert Grove to the surveyor~ there are questions in regards
to the plans" and Mr. Miller wants to know when he can get something done.
Mr. Osborn stated that Mr. Miller has been more than patient in this matter.
Robert Grove stated he did submit a design for structure that best meets the Court
order.
Mr. Grove stated that Mr. Spencer and Mr. Houck and he have agreed on the runoff
from small rain storms, however they still question on the larger rain storms runoff.
They may have to redue the outlet control structure. They are trying to match the
low rain fall.
Michael stated the problem is figuring out what the Judge has ordered.
After much discussion the board asked that Robert Grove present a new proposal with
new calculations of the structure design.
A meeting was set for Friday~ February 5,
1988 at 9:00 A.M. in the surveyor's office.
There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 9:25 A.M ••

Bruce V.

a

Not Present
Eugene R. Moore, Boardmember

ATTEST,

~tA/~

M~ner~ExecutiveSecretary
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
Wednesday~
February 3~ 1988

The Joint Drainage Board for Benton and Tippecanoe County met for an organizational
meeting for the Otterbein ditch in the Community Meeting room of the Tippecanoe County
Office Building~ 20 North Third Street~Lafayette~ In.
David Luhman acting drainage attorney, called the meeting to order with the following
being present.
Sue W. Scholer Tippecanoe County Commissioner" Steve Conner Benton County
Sommissioner" Michael Spencer County Surveyor~ and Jack Steele Benton County Surveyor.
Others present are on file.
Mr. Luhman stated that Sue W. Scholer and Eugene R. Moore are to be the representatives
for Tippecanoe County Join~: Board and Steve Conner and Don Clute the representative
for Benton County. Mr. Moore and Mr. Clute were unable to attend.
Mr. Luhman nominated Sue W. Scholer to serve as Chairman of the Joint Board" there being
no further nominations~ nominations were closed and Sue W. Scholer was unan{mously elected
Chairman of the joint board.
Sue W. Scholer appointed Maralyn D. Turner secretary to the board.
Sue W. Scholer asked Michael J. Spencer to make presentations in regards to the Otterbein
ditch. Michael stated that a petition had been received requesting reconstruction of
the Otterbein ditch and it accounted for 2,145.6 acres of the watershed area. Total
watershed area is 2,,820.8 acres. The petition represents 75% of acreage. Tippecanoe
County has the most acres and length of drain.
Mr. Luhman stated the records should show that Michael J. Spencer County Surveyor by
statue is an ex-official member of the board.
Michael stated what needs to be decided now is, what are we actually going to do. Acres
and landowners" acres assessed and benefited by the project. A hearing will have to
be held. Michael asked the board how they wished to hand the surveying and getting
construction plans together and estimates. Go with an engineering firm or have the
county's do it with their own personnel.
Chairman Scholer asked Michael how much information he had available?
legal description of the le~.!~ drain is all that he has.

His answer is the

Chairman Scholer asked if the board recommended that an outside firm do the findings.
Michael stated that would depend on how fast. Michael stated we should get estimates
of how much it is going to cost and get the approval from the landowners on the cost,
as this will be a part of their assessment. A time will be set for a meeting after
this has been done.
Mr. Conner asked what the reconstruction would entail?
Michael stated the clearing and dredging of the ditch, leveling spoil etc. Michael
asked if anyone had contacted the Town of Otterbein Board about this request. The
Town had signed the petition. This would be the ditch that runs west from the open
ditch through the town.
It is not a part of the legal drain. Mr. Steele stated this
ditch is in terrible condition.
Mr. Conner is to contact the board and then let Michael Spencer and Sue W. Scholer know
when they can meet with the Town board. First Monday of March is the Town's regular meeting.
Michael stated if the Town wanted it to be taken into the Otterbein legal ditch the
Town would have to petition to have the branch added to the legal drain.
Mr. Ernest Widmer stated that the branch they are talking about would take in some farm
land on the west side of town.
There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 1:45 P.M.

Sue W.

Steve

Scholer~

Chairman

conner~Benton

County Boardmember

~;f!~~

Eugene R. Moore~Tippecanoe County
Boardmember
'

Don

Clute~Benton

County Boardmember
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
Wednesday, March 2, 1988
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, March 2, 1988 in the Community
Meeting room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third street, Lafayette,
Indiana.
Chairman Bruce V. Osborn called the meeting to order at 9:00 A.M. with the following
being present:Eugene R. Moore and Sue W. Scholer Boardmembers,Michael J. Spencer
Surveyor, J. Frederick Hoffman Drainage Attorney, Mark Houck Drainage Consultant, and
Maralyn D. Turner Executive Secretary, others present are on file.
WESTON WOODS SECTION I
Tom McCully representing Bill Long and Lee Treece stated they are seeking approval of
Weston Wood Section a single family residential subdivision on McCarty Lane east of
Creasey Lane. There are 17 lots in the first section. Mr. Couts explained how it will
tie in with an apartment project proposed west of and to the over all Treece drain.
Mr. Osborn asked how many sections there were? Mr. Couts answered this has not been
determined. Acres involved 32,Section I consists of 5.1 acres,
Area within the 200 foot PSI easement will be used for detention storage areas utilizing
a 1.00% bottom slope with a 3.1 slope at the edge of the easement. This being a very
usable and mowable rear yard area that will function as storage when needed.
Mr. Couts explained Weston Place Apartments will have two detention storage areas with
base storage are proposed to replace the inadequate "dry" storage area as part of the
Treece Meadows Legal Drain. Each pond will be capable of storing four feet of
additional water volume above the normal low water elevation. The southern pond has a
mid-level are of 1.9 acres and the northern pond is 1.5 acres at the mid-level storage
height. This provides a total of 13.6 acre-feet of storage. For a 100-year, one-hour
storm (2.72 inches), the total volume of water with no ground absorption would require
4.37 acre-feet of storage with no release rate. Table B with no release rate and no
other inflow indicates a need of about 5.6 acre-feet for heavier storms.
As a result, an additional 7.8 acre-feet of storage is created over and above with this
particular project would require. The 24" outlet pipe is overlay restrictive when the
upstream inflow from McCarty Lane (approximately 18 cfs) is taken into account and the
inflow from Weston Woods Subdivision (1.59 cfs) is also included. Too much water comes
in from the north at McCarty Lane and Too little is allowed to leave the site. As a
result, even with the additional storage proved as part of this project. Table C
indicates that additional downstream detention storage need to be made as part of future
developments.
Mr. Couts presented the tables and they are on file. The proposed Storm water
management system for West Woods Subdivision utilizes three rear yard areas for
temporary storage of storm water being northern, southeastern, or southwestern detention
areas. Pipes leading to these areas checked against a 100 year storm. The outfall pipe
from West woods Subdivision (12" rcp • 0.20%) will discharge into the Treece Meadows.
Legal Drain in the proposed Weston Place apartment project.
Lots are deep and are in easement they have 100' rear yard. Mr. Osborn asked if this
was for all easements? Answer No. They would restrict electric and telephone to 10'
easement inside the PSI easement, they don't want it at the bottom of the detention
area.
Mr. Hoffman asked if they were going to have the detention area for storing water
underneath electric lines? Answer correct. Mr. Hoffman stated we have had this problem
before and the board doesn't like this.
Mr. Couts stated that they are talking about no more than a 3' depth situation and for
a heavy rain there would be water in basin for 3-4 hours. Mr. Hoffman stated again this
is a liability concern. Discussion continued.
Mr. Osborn asked how they proposed to maintain? Mr. Couts answered, people maintain.
Mr. Osborn asked if this would be written in? Yes.
Mr. Hoffman asked if there would be a restriction of them covering it up? Mr. Couts
answered this would come in with Area Plan Commission for the enforcement.
Mr. Osborn asked about the outlet. Mr. Couts stated they have discussed their proposal
with Michael Spencer in regards to the outlet pipe in working out with the Treece
Meadows Legal Drain. What they would like to do is put a pass through situation around
the western end, use the extra storage and tie it into the Treece Meadows Legal drain in
regards to the release.
Mr. Moore has questions in regards to the south holding pond.
be putting in a new holding pond.

Michael stated they would

Fred Hoffman asked if they had written permission from the PSI to store water underneath
their lines on their easements? Mr. Couts stated they have talked with them, and
verbally they do not have a problem with it, nothing in writing, they wanted to come
before the board to get approval before asking for permission from the PSI. They have
two parts that they will need to get permission for. Beside the detention area they
have to get permission to take the road underneath the power lines. PSI wants a firm
construction plan. PSI's concern was that they did not want any permanent storage
underneath the lines.

WESTON
WOODS
SECTION I

4:iO
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Sue W. Scholer asked if they were doing away with the detention pond at the apartment
development? Yes and they are replacing it. She asked what they were wanting to pass
through? Mr. Couts explained the one problem in the total watershed area either they
will have to take an put in alot larger area upstream and restrict it more severely or
pass something through and consider adding more storage area. They feel they can't
handle all the flow through their project.
Eugene Moore asked how they were going to get rid of water coming out to Creasey Lane?
Mr. Couts stated this had been discussed, the question is should they actually run
another pipe down to discharge into Wilson ditch? The feeling of Michael Spencer and
Mark Houck was that no more water should go into Wilson ditch. They are proposing to
hold in their ponds and use the existing outlet pipe and not put any more water into the
Wilson ditch.
Mr. Osborn asked if the holding ponds they are showing, are they for the entire 32
acres. Yes. Mr. Couts went through tables presented and they are on file.
Mr. Hoffman asked how close will the water come to the houses. Mr. Couts stated the
pads will be 2' higher. For 100 year flood talking about 20' away. Depending how far
house will be built to the easement. Discussion continued.
Michael Spencer stated alot of the Weston Woods area is not in the Treece Meadows Legal
drain it is tributary to the Elliott ditch, it drains into a low area then into an
existing agricultural field tile into the Wilson branch. This he has question. Much
discussion.
Discussion of transferring water from one watershed area to another.
Michael stated the Elliott ditch and Treece Meadows are combined.
Problem is with the branch they want to bring the water into.
Sue asked if the proposal was to become a part of the Treece Meadows legal drain?
They are not anxious to become a part of the legal drain. A hearing would have to be
held.
Mr. Couts asked what great advantage would the board have as far as that becoming a
legal drain? Maintenance. Discussion of maintenance was held.
Mark Houck has concern in regards to water running from Weston Woods into Weston Place.
Partial development of Weston Woods would need to come in with a permanent plan.
There will be alot of water coming down out of Treece Meadows, there would be flooding.
The 100 year design storm is not accommodating with ordinance. This is Mark's concern.
Won't be holding new water.
Michael Spencer recommended to have more time to study calculations presented today.
Sue W. Scholer moved to take under advisement the plans submitted to allow Michael
Spencer to look at the calculations, seconded by Eugene R. Moore, unanimous approval to
motion •
./

PARKER
DITCH

PARKER DITCH
DICK DONAHUE attorney representing Indiana Employment Development Commission filed a
petition to vacate eliminate and reconstruct Parker Drain. This being a result of a
meeting held at the SIA site. Petition presented asked to remove two segments from the
earlier petition presented,to reconstruct part of the now existing Parker Ditch and that
a hearing be set by the Drainage Board. Surveys are attached to the petition.
Michael stated the original petition was filed June 12, 1986, they are deleting a
part/adding another part.
A date for the hearing will be set as soon as a 30 day notice is sent to the property
owners. A special meeting will be set.

WILDER
DITCH

WILDER DITCH
Mark Houck wanted the board to know that Robert Grove had done an excellent job.
board expressed their appreciation for the efforts that Mr. Grove had done. The
structure is to be in by April 10, 1988.

VALLEY
FORGE
PHASE
III

The

VALLiY FORGE PHASE III
Robert Grove engineer representing developer was back to ask for for final approval he
had been before the board in February approval was given subject to further review of
technical information and that plans be in compliance with the Tippecanoe County Highway
Engineer.
Michael stated plans have been submitted they are in compliance with the Drainage Board,
he stated there are some problems with the vertical curve and the road which Mr. Schulte
isn't satisfied with. Mr. Hoffman asked if this would effect the drain? Michael stated
some what. This doesn't meet highway ordinance in length of vertical curves.
Hoffman
stated any approval was going to have to be SUbject to approval by Drainage Board.
Sue W. Scholer moved to give approval subject to Michael Spencer surveyor's approval of
construction plans, seconded by Eugene R. Moore, unanimous approval

,;

SHERWOOD SHERWOOD FOREST SUBDIVISION PART III
FOREST
Robert Grove engineer representing Chuck Sherwood requesting preliminary approval of
PART
III

March 2'1 .. 1988~ Sherwood Forest Part III Continued

sherwood Forest Part III, 14 lots on 11. acres. Mr. Grove has been before the board
before.
Mr. Grove went through plans. Original proposal was to provide some relief downstream
from upstream watershed. What they want to do now his handle their own water allow the
upstream water to pass through, proposal is a structure across the waterway which
provides only a 12" outlet for subdivision water only. Lake/pond would have permanent
pool elevation of 644.00. They have 100 year storm plan.
Property owners John Schwab and Robert Pierret were present.
Mr. Hoffman asked whose property does the water back up on? The water right now stands
is constricted downstream in Sherwood Forest, there are difference in structures in the
subdivision.
Mr. Grove stated they don't have the 100 years have to pass the 50 year through their
facilities. They want to set it up so it will pass the 100 year so water is not backed
up.
Mr. John Schwab and Robert Pierret
had questions as following:

representing property owners expressed concerns and

1. From the retention structure what kind of channel improvements are planned to
accommodate 100 year storm runoff?
2. On the small dam, type of material to be used(note ground back in there is poor)
solid material is needed. This would have to be brought in from outside 6" of rip -rap
on spillway. The silt
when wet won't have the proper structural integrity. Clay is needed.
3. Requirements in drainage ordinance about permanent pool; Who will have the
responsibility for it? Maintenance of lake. Safety is a very major concern.
4. Has location for high pressure gas main in the vicinity been taken into
consideration?
Mr. Grove answered the questions as follow:
The channel will see slightly less water and they plan to clean it up and that's it.
Michael Spencer asked if they planned to dig a new channel? No, just clean out.
Michael asked if the fill on the side of the road would push wide expanse of water as it
is now further off to the east.
They don't see any problems. Their not changing elevation.
Mr. Schwab's concern is if it is a big wide flood plan there won't be much vertical
increase, mean a big horizontal increase.
In discussion one major concern of the property owners is the safety with the pond/lake.
Much discussion on plans presented and how theY effect the property owners of Sherwood
Forest. Mr. Grove stated the developer doesn't have to pass the 100 year storm, 50 is
all they are required to pass, any changes in the channel should be based on the 50.
They are doing the 100 year storm to keep minimize problems upstream,not trying to solve
any problems down stream.
Mr. Schwab had concerned about the cleaning of the channel,it will be grown up within a
years time, the area is marshy.
Mr. Grove stated as far as maintenance he thought Mr. Sherwood was going to have it put
into Homeowners Associations, however he would not object to having the County
maintain,if set up on County standards. The Board stated that it would have to be a
legal drain for the county to maintain. Mr. Grove stated they don't want a legal drain,
there's no reason to form a legal drain.
Mr. Pierret stressed his concern about the safety around the pond. Mr. Grove stated the
ordinance calls for a safety ledge no more than 3' under water, 4-6' out from sides of
pond.
They will address it fully in the final plans.
Mark Houck asked if they were going to redirect water out from the field tile?
operating upstream they will tie into it.

If it is

Mark Houck stated if they were to encroach on an area that is under water during a 100
year storm by putting building pads out there, this would be okay as they are reducing
the flow in the area, this would reduce water surface elevation also below the dam. Mr.
Houck asked, putting in the pads would increase it and be compensating? Mr. Grove
stated he wasn't saying that for the 100 year storm, he is saying all they have to take
care of is the 50 year storm. Michael asked where it states that in the ordinance?
Discussion of ordinance Page 15-2. Section 29
Michael stated the big questions is where they are crossing other property, he is not
convinced that they won't be pushing the flood plane off. Discussion continued on the
50 year storm.
Mark stated that the responsibility of Mr. Grove is to not pass more water through than
what is going through there now,and not reduce the flow upstream.
Mr Schwab stated that the property owners are concerned about Mr. Sherwood and Mr. Grove
meeting with them, especially Mr. Jordan, they feel a meeting as a group should have
been held.
Again discussion took place on all the questions asked by Mr. Schwab, plus Mr. Jordan's
concern about being flooded as he is below what Mr. Grove has designed. Much discussion
in regards to elevation at Mr. Jordan's property.
Michael Spencer stated in regards to the pond, the developer has the choice of going wet

··)<»
~") t.p)

4
..

March2'r 1988 Drainage Board Sherwood Forest Part .111

or dry bottom.
Mr. Hoffman stated this is correct, however if they go wet bottom they have to put the
safety ledge in,bank treatment, access, a number of items in the ordinance address this.
Mark Houck stated the big issues are the encroaching and the effect of water surface
elevation, erode ability of structure and the effect of down stream channel. These need
to be addressed in the Construction Plans.
Mr. Grove stated at the base it is 35' wide at the top there is a 10' wide bank or berm,
channel runs about 20' cover the whole thing with rip-rap, the water for the 100 year
storm backs up 2' an additional 9" of water will go through the spillway. He feels this
is nothing major.
Mr. Hoffman asked about putting water on a neighbor,much discussion.
Mr. Grove stated that the swale is not a sheet run off, it is a swale that serves 220
acres.
Mark Houck stated he isn't sure how deep the water is now coming down during 100 year
storm it is over a wide expanse, what is going to happen it will run into the block and
will not be channeled through weir or between two pipes, which means the width of flow
is going to be restricted and when it goes below the structure the velocity right below
the structure will be alittle higher and will cause eroding until the water spreads out
again into the existing width of the flow, and over the area erosion control needs to be
provided. This needs to be addressed.
Mr. Grove again asked for preliminary approval on one condition in regards to the 50
year storm, Mr. Jordan's property elevation. He asked not to hold them up any longer on
their plans.
Michael stated he didn't think they were talking about Mr. Jordan's property, they were
concerned about Mr. Schwab's property.
Michael again stated they need to know if the water is going to spread.
Mr. Grove asked the board to let him loose to design the project. Mr. Grove feels there
is no problems with the Jordan property. Mr. Grove is willing to check out the water
elevation in the flatter area.
Michael stated that if Mr. Grove can show the board that the elevation does not change
and is not different from what happens today, he would agree with Mr. Grove as long as
he doesn't make it worse. This is what were here for.
Michael will look for this in the construction plans.
Eugene R. Moore moved to give preliminary approval conditional on Michael's review and
approval of water elevations due to encroachment on existing flood plan, seconded by Sue
W. Scholer, unanimous approval.
There being no further business the meeting was adjourned at 10:50 A.M.

Bruce V. Osborn, Chairman

Sue W. Scholer, Boardmember

a
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ATTEST: /I~AJ-.. ~
Maralyn D. Turner, Executive Secretary
Eugene R. Moore Boardmember
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
WEDNESDAY, JULY 6, 1988
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, July 6, 1988 in the Community
Meeting room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third Street, Lafayette,
Indiana at 9:A.M.
Chairman Bruce V. Osborn called the meeting to order with the following being present:
Eugene R. Moore and Sue W. Scholer Boardmembers, Dave Luhman Acting Drainage Attorney,
Michael J. Spencer Surveyor, Mark Houck Drainage Consultant, and Maralyn D. Turner
Executive Secretary. Others present are on file.
McCUTCHEON HEIGHTS
John Fisher engineer, representing Prairie Builders,stated they do not have the
easements finalized.
Mr. Fisher met with Gregg Sutter, he has more details to work out,
after these details have been completed they will submit to Mr. Spencer for
study,hopefully within the next two days.
TIPPECANOE SCHOOL CORPORATION - New Building
John Fisher engineer and Mark DeYoung Attorney representing
the Tippecanoe School
Corporation asked the board to review the plans sUbmitted. Acquiring easements for
offsites has not been finalized.
Bruce V. Osborn asked Mr. Fisher where he was going with the water? Answer, straight
north across Lilly Road tributary to Durkees Run down to the railroad.
Michael has seen the plans they do have to get offsite easements in order to put their
pipe into.
Mark DeYoung stated they are in the process of negotiating with the neighbors to the
north, they are looking at two options. Engineering and elevation would remain the same
regardless if the pipes would be moved.
Mr. DeYoung asked to be on agenda again soon.
WESTON WOODS - WESTON PLACE
Michael Spencer stated they had been scheduled for the agenda today, but he had received
a letter from Paul Couts asking continuance be granted for a later time. No
presentation.
PARKER DITCH
Michael Spencer stated at the Commissioners meeting the Commissioners conditionally
approved the easements for the Parker ditch, two easements need to have legal
descriptions corrected.
Roger Detzner asked if the board could review and approve the final plans subject to the
easement corrections?
Dave Luhman drainage attorney stated the board could give approval subject to receiving
the necessary easement that are required to carry out the plan.
Michael stated he has three sets of the final plans sealed by Mid-States Surveyor and
copies of specifications sealed, all are in order with changes that were requested.
They are the final set of plans for the construction of Parker Ditch.
Bruce asked what had been decided about on-site inspector?
Michael stated this would have to be discussed in the Commissioners meeting. Notices
will have to be put out to bidders for inspection services, same procedure as for the
construction.
Michael Spencer stated that Charles Chamberlin's easement document, he required a 20'
wide concrete ford.
Plans showed 15'. Jay Gibson brought plans with the 20' shown in
plan. Joseph Plaspohl had two items. He has an access road coming down the hill and a
concrete ford into a bottom field, need to be in the plans that this has to be maintained
at all times.
Roger Detzner representing Tecumseh Area Partnership asked the Drainage Board to approve
the final design of plans subject to the appropriate easements being finalized.
Sue W. Scholer moved to accept the final design of the Parker Ditch reconstruction
subject to the filing of the final easements, seconded by Eugene R. Moore, unanimous
approval given.
Roger Detzner suggested that accepting easements be put on hold till corrections are
made to the easements.
Sue W. Scholer stated that Mr. Luhman had asked the board to hold off giving approval to
the legal description subject to Larry O'Connell's final opinion.
Roger Detzner asked the board if this was the proper time to discuss the vacating of the
ditch.
Bruce V. Osborn stated it would be after the fact.
Michael Spencer stated the
only pipe that was petitioned to be vacated was the one on the SIA site, none of the
other area of Parker ditch was to be vacated.
Reconstruction on the petition is covered
and the extension.
Eugene R. Moore asked if it was cleared up in regards to the Ayres property draining
into the Parker ditch? Michael stated-NO. There are tiles out there, but he thinks those
pipes will show up and be taken care of with the 200 South reconstruction, with a long ditch
along Haggerty Lane road drainage. Michael stated this will be discussed later.
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Mr. Detzner stated that action would not need to be taken until a new route is
established.
Mr. Luhman stated the Bull Estates easements need to be studied before
acting on the vacating. Michael Spencer stated he doesn't believe this affected the
Bull's.
Mr. Detzner asked Joe Snyder if there was any reason for SIA to vacate that particular
area of the SIA site at this time? Mr. Snyder stated that he doesn't know of any
reason for them to want to vacate at this time. He suggested that the board wait to
take action on the vacation.
Mr. Detzner stated that the final request that he is asking is that the board approve
the construction documents for use in bid letting.
Michael Spencer stated all plans are in order and ready to build the project.
Sue W. Scholer moved to accept the plans of construction documents for the construction
of the Parker drain, seconded by Eugene R. Moore, unanimous approval given.
FARMINGTON LAKE ESTATES
Michael Spencer stated at the last drainage board meeting the board continued the
hearing for Farmington Lake Estates as Mr. Hoffman was to study the covenant. Mr.
Hoffman has made study and approves the covenant as written. Michael recommended the
board give final approval.
Sue W. Scholer moved to give final approval of the Farmington Lake Estates drainage
plans and protective covenant, seconded by Eugene R. Moore, unanimous approval given.
Robert Grove came before the board asking for Final approval, Michael Spencer informed
him that the board had taken action and approval had been granted. Dismissed.
200 South Phase I
Stewart Kline engineer presented proposal for Phase I. At Michael Spencer's request they
have ponded water, provided the detention storage in the ditches.
If they were to
compare between the 100 year proposed the ten year existing storm they would need 3.2
acres feet in storage.
In providing storage in the ditches they are providing 2.3 acre
feet.
If they could pond to a higher elevation the 649.5 it would not jump the ditches
until it gets to 649.5, that would be 3.1 acre feet.
He asked for drainage board
approval to go along with this slight difference.
Michael Spencer stated the only thing he wanted to bring to the board's attention is
they have planned to install a catch basin on the old Branch 13 of the Elliott ditch by
the intersection of Haggerty Lane and State Road 38.
Same tile that Brampton Apartments
tributes to. Mr. Moore asked if this was on the 14" pipe? Answer- yes. Mr. Moore
stated this would be more water going in there and it won't take it now. Michael stated
this would be the only outlet they would have. Mr. Kline stated at that point they
would be _ponding at 5' depth which is directly in front of the Apartment complex.
If
they wourd not have an outlet it would constitute a hazard. Michael stated that one
thing will help is that in the Creasey Lane extension they are putting in a drainage
system to bring up to this area which will provide an outlet. Michael stated with the
improvement of 38 this may be improved. Mr. Kline stated it will be a temporary thing
with the improvement of 38 East and extension of Creasey Lane.
Eugene Moore asked if
there was an inlet out there? Michael answered that the Apartment has an inlet in the
tile there.
Eugene R. Moore moved to give final approval to 200 South Phase I drainage plans as
presented, seconded by Sue W. Scholer,unanimous approval given.
200 SOUTH PHASE II
Lamar Ziegler presented construction
proposed intersection of 475 East to
Ziegler went through step by step.
Michael Spencer stated the board has
it a part of record. Mark Houck had

plans for reconstruction of 200 South from the
the Dayton Road.
Presentation is on file which Mr.
gone over this before and it is a matter of making
no problems with the proposal presented.

Sue W. Scholer moved to give approval to final plans for 200 South Phase II, seconded by
Eugene R. Moore, unanimous approval.
Discussion of advertising for bidders and inspection services for the Parker ditch
project was discussed. Michael will meet with Larry O'Connell and Roger Detzner.
Tentative dates discussed was notice be sent July 14, 1988 and not to be opened till
August 15,1988 or after that date.
There being no further business to come before the board the meeting adjourned at 10:30

AA?' -d.?-

~~~

ATTEST:
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Special Meeting August 29, 1988

Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
August 29, 1988
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board held a Special meeting Monday, August 29, 1988 at 9:30
A.M. in the Commissioners Conference room, in the Tippecanoe County Office Building 20
North Third Street, Lafayette, Indiana
Chairman Bruce V. Osborn called the Special Meeting to order with the following being
present:
Sue W. Scholer, Boardmember; Hichael J. Spencer, Surveyor; George W. Schulte,
Highway Engineer; Larry O'Connell, County Attorney and Executive Secretary, Maralyn D.
Turner. Others present are on file.
WESTON WOODS

WESTON
WOODS
Paul Couts engineer, representing Weston Woods, explained that Weston Place Phase I will
be apartments and West Woods Phase I will be a subdivision single family residence, on
the eastern end. There is more land along the eastern and northern side, at this time it
will not be developed, just Phase I will be developed.
They are also requesting
approval on Tower Corner, which T's at the northeastern corner of McCarty Lane and
Creasey. Weston Place Phase I would have a 1.5 acre pond with storage, designed with
routing for Treece Meadows legal drain which goes around the western end of the
development.
The drainage for the subdivision would come by an 18" pipe along the
southern end and would connect into the pond for Weston Place Phase I. Towers Corner,
plans are to eliminate the separation of holding pond which is there, dig out berm
between the two and put in a concrete cutter that connects between the pipe under
McCarty and the existing pipe that comes out of Treece Meadows Subdivision. They feel
this would be a better situation over all in maintenance, and more holding area for the
water in Treece Meadows.

Bruce V. Osborn asked if they were asking for Weston Place Phase I and Weston Woods
Phase I? Which one are they having problems with? Michael Spencer stated problem is
with Weston Woods Subdivision. Bruce asked if they could approve one and not the other?
Paul Couts asked what kind of problems were they looking at? Michael stated the major
problem is 15" field tile, and the major portion of the subdivision is not tributary to
Treece Meadow legal drain.
Michael stated they don't know whether they want to bring
any more water from outside the watershed into it.
Discussion on Tower Corner: Michael stated the problem he has with it is there will be
no detention storage for Tower Corner from a 10 year storm event.
It will all pass
through culvert under McCarty Lane. The only time water will be in this area is after a
100 year storm event.
Michael Spencer stated that the only problem he sees with Weston Place is getting from
the apartments down to the box to Creasey Lane as he doesn't feel there is enough right
of way, he doesn't know what kind of channel they are looking at.
He asked what kind of
an over flow they were looking at.
Paul answered by saying they are detaining
everything on their side within there pond , they have a connection into the existing
Treece Meadows legal drain.
They don't know what more they can do until an overall
project is worked out to help relieve that 24" pipe. Michael asked if they could take
it down to the concrete pipe.
Paul stated there isn't any room, they could take it and
put some over land swale on top of what is there now.
For any kind of ditch the same
depth of the pipe, but George wouldn't want that along side of road, there just isn't
enough room along the right of way for deep open channel.
Putting a grade on top with a
little bit of swale might help, anything major there isn't room.
George stated there would be the same condition as there has been before, when ever the
water gets high enough it is going to flow out and be like it has always been. Paul
stated except they would not be adding to it, as they are going to have additional
storage and will be pulling off some of that water that was coming down the Treece
Meadows drain, they will be taking the first amount that comes down, they will be
helping the major storm. George stated that as far as the emergency outlet overflow
there still is a problem until some structure gets constructed.
Richard Moore property owner stated the storage is not sufficient, it never has been.
He has seen it overflow. He stated it would help if the people who started all these
problems would help to correct what has been started. His family has been involved with
this for a 100 years. As building started on the north end the problems have increased.
There is 1.5 acres in the pond. Mr. Moore asked what they were proposing to dc.
Paul
stated they are talking about making a pipe connection into the existing which is the
Treece Meadows drain.
Discussion continued.
Tom McCully attorney, stated they are trying to control any additional development so
there is nc addition to the problem. Trying tc come up with a long term solution.
Mr. Moore stated when they had the open ditch on the west side of Creasey Lane there was
no problems.
It appears to him that the ccunty tile that runs through their property
just doesn't drain because of the all the water coming down through. Much discussion.
Bruce V. Osborn stated the bottom line is that earnest money has to be paid and put into
a separate account.
Discussion of undeveloped acreage. Michael stated there is 698
acres in the watershed, possibly be 600 acres undeveloped.
Michael and George will get
the figures.
Tom McCully attcrney, stated that some of the acreage is tributary to the culvert and is
not tributary to Treece Meadows drain, it really is the culvert between the end of
Start of Wilson is where there will be a
Treece and the start of Elliott drain.
problem. Discussion.
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Larry asked if he was stating that everything in the Treece Meadows drain as well as
what is not a legal drain between the end of Treece Meadows drain is Wilson? Correct.
Bruce Osborn stated $1,000.00 an acre is needed for the earnest money.
Larry O'Connell stated it should cover the whole tract, then Mr. Boll Long will not have
to come back, it will be taken care of at one time. Mr. Long stated he has no problems
with that.
Mr. O'Connell explained IMPACT.
It would take half a million dollars to get the drain
correct to get down to the Wilson.
Mr. Bill Long was wlLLlng to put money down to
secure that, he would not pay for all of it.
There is a concept developing in the midwest and the State of Indiana called IMPACT.
It's dedicating money to go into a pool.
At some point and time the County may say they will wait till they have all the money or
they may say we have enough money to help bring the cost, and the county will put in the
additional money to get the job done. This is the first our county had tried to use it.
Mr. Moore asked if the county had an ability to go back an assess these people who have
created the problems? Discussion on problems created.
Larry O'Connell and Tom McCully will write a formula for IMPACT.
Larry would like to
have flexibility for the County, using the IMPACT assessment to whatever improvements
are needed, it maybe roads or drainage.
There maybe some flexibility at some point and
time to improve the area. Another thing that could happen the City could get involved
and that might help to use money for something else in that area.
Discussion on
IMPACT.
Larry asked that Michael and George go through and get the proper figures for the
acreage and come up with a formula that will be official.
Call a meeting of people in
the IMPACT area, all owners. explain the procedure the owners will have to follow in
selling their land and explain to the developer that he is going to have to pay
$1,000.00 per acre toward IMPACT fee off the top. Mr. Moore has concerns in regards to
IMPACT.
Discussion.
Discussion of the 24" tile on the Moore property. Age. blow holes, repairs.
Some is
clay tile and some is new. George stated this could be some of the problem or the
outfall.
Sue W. Scholer moved to give final approval based upon the petition to relocate,
reconstruct, and vacate the portion of the Treece Meadows legal drain as submitted and
the plans there to as to Weston Place Phase I all conditioned upon a voluntary payment
in the amount of approximately $1,000.00 per acre by Long Tree Limited Developers (
final assessments to be determined based upon County calculations per acre.)
The said
sum shall be held in escrow by Tippecanoe County for improvements within Treece drain
area and downstream area of Wilson Branch, seconded by Bruce V. Osborn, unanimous
approval.
Bruce stated the only question he has is when does Mr. Long pay this fee.
Give the
attorney's, Michael and George time to come up with a consistent formula.
Fee will be
collected when everything is final and approved.
Check should be made payable to the
Board of Commissioners, Tippecanoe County.
adjourned at 10:35 A.M.

Bruce V. Osborn, Chairman

Sue W. Scholer, Boardmember
NOT PRESENT
Eugene R. Moore, Boardmember

ATTEST'~~~
Maralyn~ner,

Executive Secretary

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 7, 1988
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, September 7, 1988 at 9:00 A.M. in
the Community Meeting room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third
Street, Lafayette, Indiana.
Chairman Bruce V. Osborn called the meeting to order with the following being present:
Eugene R. Moore, Boardmember; J. Frederick Hoffman, Attorney: Michael J. Spencer,
Surveyor:and Maralyn D. Turner, Executive Secretary; others present are on file.
ORCHARD PARK

ORCHARD
PARK
Robert Grove engineer, representing Deluxe Home Developer requested prel~minary approval
of Storm water reconstruction for Orchard Park located on the Northeast corner of Union
Street and Creasey Lane.
DeLuxe Homes is wanting to develop the area.
There is an
existing storm water problem in the area of Kensington Drive.
There is a considerable
amount of offsite water that is piped around put into the system,
Mr. Grove has
approached it with a new design, looking at a new pipe sized to handle
everything/including the offsite water and the pre-developed flow r this came out to be a
36 " pipe, with a meter flow and 10 year storm event from the streets, put larger inlets
and leave existing inlets in, tying into the 36" pipe having four inlets at the low
spot. Discussion of the problems in the area was presented by Mr. Grove.
There is a
manhole to the ravine with an 18" pipe coming out of the existing manhole into the
ravine.
Very obvious that there are real constrictions in the system. Discussion of
putting in new manhole.
Eugene

R~

Moore had concern for Dave Dilling property

owner~

Discussion of the pipe and ravine around Mr. Dilling's property.
Dilling property into the ravine down into the Wildcat creek.
Mr. Hoffman asked if the ravine would carry the water?

Pipe goes behind

Yes.

Mr. Dilling stated water has never backed

up~

probably called the 10 year storm event.

Water does come up over the surface.

There has been two major storms, which is

Mr. Grove stated they are not talking about the detention at this time, they are trying
to correct the problems.
Discussion of the 30

II

pipe and 36 11 pipe.

They are going to have to have a reasonable

place to outlet.
It's not going to do any good in outletting into a system that isn't
working.
They want to clean it out and make it work.
This requires cooperation with
the private landowners.
Bruce asked Mr. Dilling and John Scheumann what their opinion was on the project.
Mr.
Dilling stated: his initial reaction as a homeowner living there is positive, he is
encouraged that things are moving in the right direction.
His concern would be more
water into the ravine along the way even though it is metered, the volume has to be
greater and all along the ravine there is considerable erosion.
One thing that isn't an
immediate concern of his, but should be of the Board is the edge of Creasey Lane, as
part of the erosion is a continual problem.
Mr. Grove stated they are also proposing 10' down from the outlet and putting in 2' - 3'
chunks of large rip-rap.
Basically this will slow down the water, they don't want to
come right off the pipe.
This discussion in regards to the ravine.
Mr. Dilling stated he would be interested to know in the construction how they vision
how disruptive it will be to the two houses,very narrow space to get back there.
Mr. Scheumann stated the yards will get torn up, this can be replaced, he doesn't think
it's going to cause too much problem.
Mr. Dilling stated he isn't too concerned with
some of the trees as they are locus and they grow rapid.
Joe Bumbleburg attorney was present as he represents Mr. Schuemann.
Mr. Hoffman asked how wide of strip was it going to be? Mr. Grove stated if they can
work from the south to the north, probably be able to minimize, but will be devastate
10', the pipe is shallow.
Mr. Hoffman asked if there was an easement they are going through or do they have to get
an easement from the property owners that they are going through? Mr. Grove stated they
are not sure, this will have to be worked out with them.
Michael Spencer stated he
wasn't sure either, however he would guess there is.
Mr. Dilling stated he believes
there is a five foot easement on each side making a total of 10' going back, but the
existing pipe doesn't appear to be coming up ~hat direction, it angles off and comes up
through Struether's yard.
Bruce V. Osborn asked who was going to maintain it? Mr. Grove stated it will be
maintained by whoever is main~aining it now.
Part of it would be the County(the part in
the right-of-way).
Discussion of County and City.
The subdivision is in the County.
Kensington Drive is
County.
It is a Baumgartner sewer.
Michael stated that about every outlet pipe from
the streets that goes into the ravine have been worked on by a private individual as the
outlets were way to high on the banks and they have washed out and fallen down.
Eugene R. Moore stated this isn't a legal drain therefore nothing can be done.
Michael
stated the first people the property owners call is the county, the county's position
was that they would participate the county's share
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Mr. Hoffnan asked who owns the ravine?

I~

is part of lots.

Mr. Bumbleburg asked: Is the back line that runs in the ravine a part of utility
easement or any other type of easement? Mr. Grove stated he did not know.
Mr. Dilling stated the whole back 55' of his lot to the house is an easement.
An
easement yielded to the public for the creation of maintenance of storm drain. House
does not set on the easement.
Again Mr. Grove stated they are trying to offer the Board an opportunity to relieve a
problem as long as things can be worked out with private landowners.
Mr. Grove stated they have to detain on site and can not discharge any more than a 10
year storm event flow.
Eugene R. Moore asked if ~here was a way of getting that a legal drain? The usual
answer, the only way is that a petition be presented.
Michael stated if you do it for
one outlet your going to have to set up the drainage areas just like it has been done in
this project, therels a nUTI,ber of them that goes into the ravine, alot of little
watershed areas. Discussion.
Bruce asked if there was alot of undeveloped area that would drain into this system?
Answer NO.
Discussion of the Southwest corner.
This is Park land.
Britt Drain.
Joe Bumbleburg attorney held discussion.

It would probably go to the

Bruce stated erosion downstream bothers him it isn't an ideal situation to correct it.
Mr. Osborn asked Michael if he had any problems wi~h the presentation.
l

Michael stated no, the only thing he asked is that he get the landowners permission to
get on their property the Highway department for this plan as he will be working in the
right-of-way, needs George Schulte's approval.
Mr. Hoffman asked about the outlet.
Need to know about the rip-rap.
Michael stated yes, the Board will need a profile which
Robert Grove will be getting to the Board! this is just a preliminary.
Robert Grove
stated the rip-rap will have to be worked around what is there now.
Michael stated the
concept was fine.
I

Eugene R. Moore moved to give approval to the Preliminary Outlet Plans for Orchard Park
as submitted subject to the approval of Michael Spencer and George Schulte, unanimous
approval.
HERITAGE BANK AND TRUST

HERITAGE
BANK &
TRUST

Robert Grove representing Heritage Bank and Trust requested Preliminary approval for
proposed Heritage Bank and Trust Branch on the Nor~heast corner of Creasey Lane and
Union Sereet.
Property of John Scheumann's.
Branch Building will be setting right off
the edge of the easement of the Power Lines. (PSI)
A filing has been made with PSI for
an encroachment, this would cover the parking lot area and the drainage facili~ies. Mr.
Hoffman asked if the cars were going to be parked under the powe~ lines? Yes.
There
are no towers! just lines running across the area.
Mr. Grove stated everything would be graded to the south and to the west into basin into
the same ditch that goes into the 24 pipe.
Mr. Hoffman asked if the detention was
going to be underneath the power lines? Yes.
1

'

Bruce asked if the Board could amend that?
they did.

Mr. Hoffman and Eugene Moore expressed that

Bruce asked who was going to maintain this? This will be the banks responsibility, per
Robert Grove.
Discussion of Maintenance continued.
Mr. Hoffman asked if there was any way the detention area would not be under the power
lines? Not really. PSI has not indicated they have a problem with this plan.
The
Drainage Board s problen is permitting it. Mr. Hoffman stated the Drainage Ordinance
says NO.
1

Much discussion in regards to the Power Lines and the Liability of violating
Drainage Ordinance.

~he

Mr. Osborn stated a Special meeting can be scheduled at a later date.
He requested Mr.
Hoffman to get in touch with the attorney of the developer and come back with report at
a Special meeting.
Mr. Grove is to approach the bank to contact Mr. Hoffman.
MichaelIs personal opinion is I I the County is going to maintain it and they want to
make it a legal drain he agrees 100% that the board does not want them underneath the
power lines.
If they are privately maintained they are accepting 100% of the
responsibility and the Power Company is to for letting them put it there.
Again he
expressed he doesn't want the exposure of the liability of having it under the County1s
jurisdiction.
Michael stated this is contrary to Mr. Hoffman's belief! but it is how he
feels. Just his personal opinion.
Discussion continued.
Eugene R. Moore moved to continue the Heritage Bank and Trust Preliminary Plans request
be held in advance until J. Frederick Hoffman attorney; can talk with the future owners,
seconded by Bruce osborn, Unanimous approval.
STATE ROAD
38/52
ELLIOTT
DITCH

STATE ROAD 38 FROM US 52 to ELLIOTT DITCH.

Cralg & HcKneight, Inc. requested a continuance till the next Drainage Board meeting.
Michael Spencer stated that Craig & McKneight, Inc. represents the State Highway, he
told them if they want a Special meeting they would need to make the request in writing.
Canceled indefinitely
No Special meeting was scheduled and no offical adjuournment was given for September 7, 1988
meeting.

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
WEDNESDAY OCTOBER 5. 1988, Regular Meeting

The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board meL Wednesday? October 5, 1988 at 9:00 A~M. in the
CO~2unity Meeting room of the Tippecanoe County Office Buildi.ng, 20 North Third Srreet;
LafayeLte, Indiana.
Bruce V. Osborn chairman, called the meeting ~o order with the following being present:
Eugene R. Moore and Sue W. Scholer, Boardmembers; Michael J. Spencer Surveyor; u.
Frederick Hoffman Attorney; and Maralyn D~ ~urner Executive Secretary.
QUAIL RIDGE SUBDIVISION

John Fisher represen~ing Subdivision developer ana 'Joe Bumbleburg a~torney for developer
requested Preliminary and Final Drainage.
Subdivision is located on the south side of
County Road 600 North, approximately 1/4 mile East of U.S. 231, in Tippecanoe Township.
Subdivision consists of 13 acres which is being far~ed. James Andrews and -John
Schue~ann are developers.
?resent2~~on was ~ade of plans.
Adjoining property owner l1r~
Hunt has a 30!wide grass waterway
this is where the water goes now, they pJ.an to
discha~ge in the same positio~ as it is now at the same rate.
Watershed area would
~~U~~'.dS~_:'~'-1~_~'.~~_',.cf~:.;6.00 acres as ~hey are picking up 3 acres from the existing Prophets Reck
~
~6
The off-site drainage has been included in che detention storace
requirements for Quail Ridge Subdivision. Presenta~ion is cn file.
_

Mr.

. _

Hoff~an

asked: Thers is no retention pond?

Mr~

Fisher answered

Michael Spencer asked if they had Construction Plans?
finished tomorrcw{Octooer 6, 1938)
M~.

QUAIL
RIDGE
SUBOIV
ISION

Hoffman asked would

is new,

~~ere

and no areater sneed?

Hr. Fisher answered they

be any Jl0re water 2rossing Mr. HuntJs
Mr.

yes~

proper~y

wou~a

be

than there

Fisher answered there vJould be no more water and no

more speed.
Mr. Hcffrran aSKed who was going LO Iaintain? Homeowners Association ccvena~ts. Mr~
Hoffman asked if ~h€ Cou~ty had an access to iL. and under the covenan~s Coun~y would
have the rights to go in ~nd clean i~ out if it isn't maiDtained~ Mr~ Bumblenurg stated
if ~ha~ is what the board wants ~hey will pu~ i~ in the covenan~s. Mr. Hcffrran s~ated
that in t2e covenan~s ~r snCULO be stated if the HOi~eowners don t do it, ~haG the CounGY
has ~he right to co~e on ~n anc do it and assess i~ agains~ ~he Homeownersp
Michael Spencer asked 2DOU~ ~De ve~oclty at the outlet pipe downstream.
John answered
be~ween 4 and 5 reet.
Michael asked about rip-rap to make sure there would be no
erosion to the waterway. Discussion on rip-rap and erosion~
Michael asked if ~hey had an emergency overflow st~ucture?
l1ichael asked if they had erosion cODGrol plan during construction?
answered they would be a part of the Cons~ruction Plans.
Bruce

Osbo~n

Mr~

Fisher

asked if they v!anted Preliminary and Final approval with conditions

~entioned?

Michael Spencer stated GnaL ccndi~ions would be that the board have construction plans
and approved by the regular check point agency.
This is standard.
M~. Hoff~an stated
he had no problems with the system presented as long as they put the maintenance
agree~ents in the covenants.
Eugene R, Moore ~cve to give QU2il Ridge SUbdivision approval to final plans with the
restric~ions that the ccnstruc~ion plans are submi~ted and approved with the covenants,
seconded by Sue W. Scholer, unanimous approval.
MCCUTCHEON HEIGHTS SUBDIVISION PART II

John Fisher representing developer stated thlS was the final portion of the subdivision.
flr. Fisher had thought they had received Preli2inary and Final approval with the
condi~ions of ge~tinq ~he easements
~herefore before Construction Plans can be approved
the Draina~e Board has to give approval.
Michael s~ated he was under the impression
that al: they had to do was su~ply the board with the eaS28ents.
Reading the minutes
this was incorrect.
Michael stated the siqned easements have been recorded.
The only
thing that has ~o be done is have a neaYing to establish th legal drain for that
secticn of t1cC~tcheon Heigh~s. There are 40-45 lots.
Die Boehning is the attorney.
Michae~ asked Mr. Fisher to get hi8 a copy of the Construct on Plans of the storr
n'·
.
Petition has been £i~ed. LlSCUSSlcn.
drainage system.
r

Sue W~ Scholer ~oved to grant finaJ. Dra nags Board approval for McCutcheon Heights
SUbdivision Part II and a letter be sen for the hearing ~o create the legal
drain.seconded by Eugene R. Moors r un an fiOUS approval~

MCCUTCHEO
N S.D.
PART II
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.lURDUE
lNDUSTRIAL
.lARK
'ART II
PHASE II

Daniel Pusey rep~8sen~i~g
impacted by the

Research ?:)und~ticD prese~~ d p~ans of ~h area
of the Purdue Indus~rial Researc Park Phase I
is ~eiDq c8nstructed for ~~e Whi~ pool Corporat on
needed i2prove=en~s are the stars water =anagament.
The erect ha.s been ·'lnder- discussion.
for several years.
Histori~a~ the Hadley Lake basin has been one ~ithcut an outle~r and
as the a~ea has been developed discussion of things to be done and thinqs not done ever
~he years.
With ~he Research Park development ~t cas qiven an opportunity to look and
imple~ent a par~ of a ~aS~2r plan that TJas developed a few years back.
There were two
op~ions.
One was to acquire right-of-way and by pass Hadley Lake and go ineo Burnet~s
Creek system.
The other was to 1~I01:'k a.s a -?a:::.~"C of t,he '':?2'1012 cor;::T~unii:~:'" dsvelopment.
because of the cost and loc~ at ~tilizing and deve~opinq around Hadley's Lake as a
drainage basin fro~ ~he water lanaGereent stand point Aerial pno~os as far back as 1939
show t~at a~ one ~i~e ~here was a positive ou~le~ to H2dl ey s Lake. and ta:kin~ with
property owners there was at one ~iIe a tile underneath Morehouse read tha~ went ou~
across farm fields, over the period of years these have either pl~gged ~p or got c~t
off.
Biggest contributory to the ~')rcbl'~~27: 'i'las th'; C".lr-py,ij:-lcClu:ce syste}~: \n:r:~ich. 'c2kes a
large portion of West Lafayette,north part of ~he Purdue Go~f Cc~rse ~~~ Pu:due Dairy,
basically Lindberg Read area north
into Hadley's ~ake/
this an~ a periodic
flooding of Indian Creek Valley coming
t~e syste~ presents a very large proble~.
P~rdu2

J

With the State Industrial Development Grant Procra~
comi~g to the Research P~rk West Lafayette has bee~
ara~t i~ the na~e of Whirlpool becaLse of the added

~~

t~e

Whirlpoo2 Corporation project
a 5350 000.00 infrastructure
obs create6 by Whirlpool.

Worki2g with an inter governsental agreement between the County and the City (City lS
set up to 2dministerj.
A request for ?roposal was put out by Lhe City to lodel ara
determine what the capacity downstream is in the ditch syste~ that flows 2ve~tually into
Burnetts Creek. This will help the future development in the Cuppy/McClure system and
Dempsey Baker system.
The De~psay Baker system (legal drain) starts (doesn1t g8 into
~hs Lake
and goes acress the Cesetery comes back into Purdue ReS2arch across 350 Nor~h
~\id ~oint of Yeag2r Roadl Cu~berland Avenue comi~g U9 in the F8ur Season Apart~ent area.
Mr. Pusey gave ~he rOUte of the ~wc lecal drains.
T~2i~

plan is lookinc at a part of the Master ?lan.

Much

presen~a~ion.

consists of 79 Acres/ a line f~om the Intersection c£
~o 350 North goes to the Sale~ Court Houss area s~al~
area to ~h2 south Qraini~g into the Cuppy/McClure svstes through Research Park Phase
Major design has 6een done for this area.
The Third

Drai~age bas~n

CU~lberlaDd Aven~e

and 52

nort~

The f~urth area Morehouse Road! US 52, ana a little bi~ of CumbeYland Avenue.
This a~e2
has history and has affected the e~tire area.
A~ one tiLe it drained out 2nd had no
water in ~he area.
The pond is a product of construction when 52 was widened, used as a
borrowed area for the State Highway Department.
This 2C~S as a storage area fer R
portion of ~he area.
Historically the south tip was a low area ~hat drained part of the
80 acres Purdue Research owns, came dow~ and drained across undernea~h 52 into ~he
Cuppy/McClure system.
The area ~nder an agreement with the Sta~e Highway cont~2ctcrs
filled in ~he area and alte~ed ~he drai~age pattern area owned by Mr. Wastl~ The fill
is set up so that water drains toward 52 and not onto the property of Purd~e Research :0
the wes~~ Much ~ore presen~atio~ of the area
A~ outlet was created along cornon boundary a
area was done by the State.
swale is there. the swale goes to ~he north 42X29 corrugated metal pipe
underneath 350 north swale proceeds down the east property line of the cenletery down
over the Baker legal drain.
The surface run off, if the area flooded which i t has, the
surface course above the Baker ditch and fellows on CUT:
This ~as been al~8red too. and
i~peded the surface drainage"

The

fou~th

pro~iDent

Present water elevations of tte pond 680.54, ~he culvert under 350 North 680.50, there
is a ber~ that 2aintains the W2.ter in the pond.
Michae2 stated there is lower gyound
between Purdue Research property line and the berm. (back of Butcher Block)
With the
alr:eration of the drain by the 52 construction and filling operation forced part of
?urdue ~2search into another area,so in their design they need to accosplish two thinos.
Need to get 802e infrastruc~ure up to the Whirlpool si~e, ons being sanitary
sewer,which needed some cover.
2.
They felt their prudent management system of their
sub-drainaqe basin was T:O make sure a1: the storm wa~e~ would be sa~ntained on their
proper:y.
They are cons~ruc~ing a cover over the s~or~ and sani~ary sewer along their
west boundary property line 80· wide easemen~ which will maintain and keep the rUll off
as their area is developed i~ the future into their sub-drainage area and :essen the
i~pacc that was caused by the altera~icn.
MakinG more flexibility.
Much more ~resentation~
Mr_ Pusey presented figures

f~~

the

fu~ure

at the inlet box.

Sizing of the ?ond is based on ~he p~esent condi~ionsr that being utilizing ~he existing
storm tile that is ~here wi~~ its release ~ate of 3 cfs, because of tha~ release rate
~hey had ~o oversize the detention area to serve the 2rea in a d2veloDed stage.
Pre-design for a 10 year would be 83 cis.
Presen~a~ion

of sub-drainage was given.

Mr. Eoff~an asked what they wanted today f~om Lhe boa~d? Approv21 of the storaqe for
Purdue Research.
They wanted to present a llas~er Plan of water management that was to
fit in with the Wes~ Lafayette City~
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The

dsvelop~en~

of the

Researc~

Park has spurred fundinc

Carolyn Locher property owner asked Mr. Pusey
to ~he u~ilities. Explana~ion was give~.

~o

exp~ain

~o

help do

~tis,

what would be done in regards

John Burgert asked if at ~his tire there is no widening of 350 west of ~he wes~
boundary.
Answer by Mr. Pusey was tha~ some widening has been done by the County
Highway!but is still rwo lanes.
Part of the agreement wi~h the county with the
Industries co~ing in, Whirlpool provided funding for the imprOV22ent in the raads.
George Schulte Highway Engineer decision was to add a ~wo foot strip on each side with
some drainage i~prove~enLs wi~h so~e structures adding four inches of binder, next
spring a new scrface of 1'; of surface re-stripping it
Drive way approaches were
iLprovea.
Mr. Burgett asked if the pipes weye stil: sou~h of the pavement, in the two
lane area?
Answer-Yes.
JOhL Burget~ asked what area does he figure the holding pond is
going ~o drain?
80 acres.
Pond is being construc~ed ~o maintain stor~ water ~anagemen~
iros the improved 80 acres under the given pr2sen~ condition, the area around it{to the
east) is still being raintained as a na~ural area. Explanation continued.
Mr. Burgett asksa if he was correCL.
The two holding basins,stor~ sewer basins being
constructed on the nort~ south of 350 N o~ west line are about 6S5,curb i.nlet and the
bottom of the conduit was 680 so there is a 5~ difference between them.
What sort of a
s~ructure appears in ~he bot torr 2rea?
Bottom of the low outlet in to the legal drain is
670,paved inlet.
What happens when you go east of 350 from the metal corr~crated condLit
as you approach ~he tWO basins.
It is a curb and cutter, curb inlet handles the road.
Michael stated what Mr. B~rgett is asking is the differe~c2 between the flow line of the
corrugated metal pipe on how your going to slope the ground to get up to the basin.
County is widening and extenci~g the cor~ug2ted pipe.
Both sides~ Explanation and
discussio~ con~i~ued.
Rip-rap will be put in.
Mr.

Osbor~

asked what are you askina
Plans for the 80 acres.

fc~

today?

Approval of the concept and the

Ccns~ruction

Michael Spencer stated the water surface eleva~ion is ~uch closer to ~he structure
elevation.
Proble~ is ne GlQ no~ ~ealize there was berm around the existing lake.
It
is about 4 higher than ~~e water elevation, it wiil have to get that high before it
will run ever and even get to the overflow structure.
Mr. Burget~ s~ated the lake is
down.
Mr. Burgett1s concern was that the lake could get higher than ~he basin.
Mic~ael
s~ated if this happened i~ would be held J.n ~nere by the ber~.
The berm is 6-8 wide.
Mr. Hoffman asked if it WOLld wash out? NO.
1

1

Mr. Burgett asked about the moratorius agalDst any more construction in ~he
triangle,based on the new numbe~s does ~hat Dean that there is no longer a
~oratorium,because of drainage?
Michael Spencer sta~ed ~he moratorium Mr. Burgett is talking about is anything
co~~riburcry to Eadley Lake?
The board has stated they did net want any ~ore
development in the Hadley Lake watershed are? until an outlet W2S provided for the lake,
hopefully ~he ~echanisL is in place now ro previde that and funding for it would be a
state gyant.
Sue W. Scholer sta~ed hopefully that is correct.
There are alot of
procedures ~hat have to go ~hrough Drainage Board.
Mrs. Sharon Burqe~t asked if they
were ,-alkinG about a small or large project? Mr. Hoffman answered, a large project.
Dan Pusey asked if she Dean~ in ~heir water area? Yes
construction in ~heir watershed
area. This will have to be evaluated.
Discussion.
Mr. Hoff~an explained ordinance,
Mr. Burgett asked if there was any federal, Corps of Engineers, or state impact done on
this structure? Al~ environmental things were checked OUt.
No wildlife.
Sue W. Scholer asked
continued.

~-

Michael had any questions about the project for approval.

No.

Disc~ssion

Sue W, Scholer ~oved to qive preliminary approval and approval of construction plans for
the detention facilities as presented to Pu~due Industrial Park Phase II Part
II/seconded by Eugene R. Moore, unanimo~s approval.
500 East,

State Road 26 East/200 South

Lamar Ziegler engineer w~t~ Clyde Williams & Associates, Inc. presented Drainage s~~dy
for County Road 500 East asked for Drainage approval fo~ proposed highway improve~en~ on
Coun~y Road 500 Eas~ from the te~minus of Project RS-9179(ll
County Road 475 East at a
point approximately 2,:00 feet north of County Road 200 South to State Road 26.
t1r.
Ziegler handed out a detailed repor~ which he went through.
There are four drain~ge
area within the project liITits on 500 East. Segment A, Segment B, Seg~ent C and Segrrent
D.
Water f~ows to and percola~es in~o the Felbaur Fork of the Berlowitz Ditch.
?resentaticn is on fi~e.
Proposed road i~p~ovements wil~ ccnsist of two concrete travel lanes l2 race wide
Type IIX
underdrains will be provided
~1 foet graded shoulders (10 foot paved).
throughout.

with

fi

Drainage i?provements are proposed on the same segmen~s. This is on file.
Segment A.
fro~ north end of County Road 475 to the Halsmer HilJ_ will drain down to the Felbaum
branch of the Berlowitz Ditch, they are not proposing to make any direc~ co~nection in~o
the Ditch, they are proposing LO install a elipical pipe under County Road 500 East, so
the water that now collects on the wes~ side of the road can travel under the road
ov rlana eventually reaching the Wildcat Creek.
Essentially no change in the drai~aqe
pa ~ern that exists there now.
Because the impact of the proposed improvements is so
sl ghtly--only 1 cfs for a 50 year sto~m event the overall effects is ccnsidere6

500 East
State Road
26 East
200 South

October 5, 1988 Regular Meeting neg'ig ble and
~herero~e. no fu~ther routine O~ detainage or flow is considered for
Sea2en ~
They used runoff rates for 10 year/50 year and 100 year stor~ e~7ent
criter a due to the ~act ~hat this area is almost all aq~icul~ure in nature and is not
impacted at ~his time by flooding condicions and heavy ~un-off.

Mr. Hoffman asked how much addi~ional ~ight-of-way is there going ~o be?
A:r:swer-T'dO
additional acres in the drainage brought on by the ~dditicnal right-ai-way 2.11 tr.'.f3 \/~ay
through 2cstly eff the east side.
SEgrnen~

into

,~

B will drain 540.69 acres.drainaqe pattern will run she same,
small problem in t:he

ri::rht-cf-~,vay

c:;;'

"-' r1y n'''r

of 500E a..-.6

i

0'-\ c::,..,,··-th

'0-; ""k;

ra

however
r-r-

U'~'

they intercept ;,...v;;;~ ;light" s\"jale~tth~tv t~;~s-Lto~v~~d-'-~he ~j";~~-of-·'/!ay :r-,en
that an bring it O~ to County right-ai-way, increasing the
runoff rate.
They have proposed ~o install de~ent~on into Coun~y Road 500 East and iCC
Sourh area.
Two detention will be put on che eas~ side of 500 East a~d one detention on
the Northwest quadran of 500 Eas~.
100 year Stor~ runoff is reduced to 49 cis because
of de~enticn areas whic~l is equal to the 50 year existing runoff conditions~ The
detention areas will basically consist of the storing water in ~he existing side ditches
with the exception of the NW corner which the side ditch will be widened in order to
have enough s~or2ge. The :and is very low and dikes will be required ~o keep ~he wat2~
in ~~e di~ch. The cnly positive outlet is to the Berlowitz dit~h. Once tIle-water has
flowed through the detention areas it wi~l flow to the SW quad~on where it will access
the Berlowitz di~ch by a bee hive inlet that exists there now.
Project will move the
connection fur~her away from ~he road way providing a new inle~ to the pipe.
Within
their rights of way
limi~s they will replace both the Felbaum and the mai~ branch
tiles with new tiles.
Mr. Osborn stated or any other unknown tile that may exist there
now.
As they are found during construction they will consult with Michael Spencer 2S r 0
the position of where the field tiles should be.
~urns

east!~hey in~ercep~

Segment C runs ~orth of =-65 up to the drive way for Fassnac~t property~ This area
increases to 40.37 acres, water will collect in ~he side ditches and wi:l flow scuth a~d
run directly into I-65 ditch, run t~s water froD the wes~ di~ch ~o the east ditch
Because of ~he ground conditions the proposed conditions will decrease the ~unoff raT.e
to 1 cfs.
50 year Storm eV2n~ from 80 cfs to 79 cfs.
Seoment D is a small area 50 year existing runoff rate is only 4 3 cfs a~d ~~e proposed
50 year runoff is 5.7 cfs.
Water flowing in the area flew into each of ~he side ditches
r~ns ~orth to State Road 26 ditches on the south side of 26 and flows away fron: County
Road 500 East project.
The amount of flow is very small the difference is just a li~~le
over 1 cis and the size of the ditches makes detent~on virtually and p~actical as the
ditches are shallow and T-here is no place to store the water, it is their recommendation
no further detention be co~sid2red for this basin.
Maps ard calculations are included
in the report and are on rile in the Surveyorls office.
Bruce asked if Lamar had consul~ed wi~h George Schulte Highway Engineer? He has
consultec with George.
Lamar stated George nad com~ents and they have been incorpor2ted
into the report presented.
l1ichael Spencer only comment was ~c confirm the boards position on the outlet of the
road projects and the county tile drains.
Donlt want ~o impact any more pl'oblerrs than
there is in the watershed area now.
There is an existing catch basin into the 5erlowi~z
main tile at chs intersection of 500 East and McCarty Lane.
Bruce asked if Michael was
going to ask for a positive outlet? Discussion.
Lamar Ziegler s~ated they ran a survey on ~orth side of 100 South straight East fro2 the
intersection ~o ~he InterstaLc di~ches which is the only positive outlet that exist, per
Michael's request.
They found the existing land at t~e intersec~ion is .4 a feot lower
than the grade In the InrBrs~ace di~cn, therefore there is no posi~ive ou~le~
Mr. Hoff~an asked if this was where Shaw ran the waterway? Mr~ Hoffma~ asked how much
additional right-at-way is rhis going to be taken?
~ighc-of-way shown ~n ~ons~rUctlon
plans ~here is an existing 25 feee ~hey are requirinq about 100 feet total so this would
be about 50 additi8nal feet
~·cu canj~ say ~hat it is 2S fest on each side of the road
because on the sou~h side of ~he Interstate ~hey are widening to che eas~ side off
setting the road slightly as is 475 825: is coming into i~, so there is about 32 feet
taken off che wes~ sids,difference is ~ade up on the east side.
There!s 10 feeL sore
on the west th2n the east side.
~he right-of-way is SUbj2C~ to ~he Drainage Board
action bare ~cday, as wha~ is decided by the Board affects how much right-of- way is
reC;:;.lired"

Hr.Hoffman asked if ~he landowners w~o Wl~~ De affected by the right-ai-way had been
~o~ifiea?
Michael stared not to his knowledge.
Mr. Hoffman stated they should ~e
notified.
Sue Scholer asked how soon will they be notified? Mr" Ziegler stated prior
to the ti28 they started their preliminary survey in
1988 rhey sent notices to all
property owners indicating that this project was
to unfold and t~er2 would be
some trespass on their land to conduct the survey and there ~ould be some additional
right-af-way required~ After approval today Lhey will ~e able to finish Lne right-sf'\-vay plans in apprc,ximately 10 days, '\;.;rhich y,7ill al16H ther~: to proceed !;;-!i ~_h t.he
acquisition process. Bruce Osborn asked what advise Mr. Hoff~an had. he sta~ed he really
shouldn'~ give any advise as ne represents two property owners affected by t~is project,
Lafayette National Bank as Trustee for Mary K, OiFarrell 2TId Richard Shaw partnership.
Bruce stated were ~o~ talking about Drainage Board acquisition~ Mr. Hoffman stated the
drainage is going ~o affect whatever has to be done.
Bruce asked which comes first?
Mr. Hoffman sta~ed again they should b notified from both the drainage and highway
stand point.
Appraisal process wi~l s art i~ two weeks. one of ~he requirereents is ~hat
the appr is r before he inspecrs the s te pus
con~act the owner
no t~e owners
represen at ves to acco~pany Ghe appra ser wi 1 have tis pla~s wi h hi~ to expla~~ ~:1e
iffipac~ 0
L e DrojeCt and if necessary an enq neer can accorrpany
he appraiser to
f

sure the

aw was followed. Discussion.

Scholer moved to give preli~inary and final approval on ~ne Drainaqe Plans for
Road 500 East to State Road 26 / 200 South,seconded by Eugene R. Moore, unanimous
approval.

Sue

w~

Coun~y

STATE ROAD 38/US 52 TO ELL:OTT DITCH
Robin Thompson ~2presentinq Craig & McKneight:lnc. who has been sub-contracted by the
Sta~e to do ~he road design fer S~a~e 38/US 52 to East of Elliot~ Ditch.
Purpose of the
report today is to summarize wha~ they plan to de with ~he drainage along this area and
to asK for prellm~nary dralnage approval.
Upon that apprcval they will. submi~
prelininary right-of-way plans to the State and go to design hearing, after state
conments from the hearing they ask for final approval.
Sue
. Scholer asked if they had a date for that hearing?
feel it will be within the month of October~

No date has been set,

they

Mr. Thompson sta~ed the Drainage Ordinance requires that for new development, the 100year post-developmsnt storm runoff TI~US~ be detained while the lO-year predeveloped stars
runoff may be discharged.
Tne nlgnway lmprovements are co~sidered new development.
therefore the proposed drainage system has been designed to meet this ordinance.
The
report has been broken down into four parts corresponding to four different drainage
areas in the projec~. The water is either detained in a pend or in the road side
ditches to assure the county ordinance is met.
Three of the four areas will discharge
inLo Elliott Ditch while the fourth will discharge into Wilson Branch.
Area has been
broken down into four areas, A.B.C.& D.~
Area A will drain to Wilson di~ch, ~he area has been nroken down to two subareas.
This
area is ~he highways righ~-of way from the intersection of U.S~ 52 to apprcxipately 400
feet Sas~ of Wilson 0itch.
~h~ ~~de\'eloped area is 13 acres.
The subarea wes~ of
Wilson Ditch contains 12 acres and ~he subarea east of Hilscn Ditch contains a acre. The
runoff in the subarea eas~ of Wilson Ditch flo~~s directly into Wilson Ditch~ The
subarea west of Filson Ditch will be detained in a detention pond which will De
constructed on ~he south side of S.R. 38 adjacent to Wilson Ditch.
The outlet pipe from
the pond will discharge directly into Wilson Ditch at a peak flow rate of about 6 cis.
The bo~ton: of the pond wil: be at elevation 644 wi~h a hignwater elevation of 648.
This
a~~ows 2 feet of freeboard to ~he tep of bank.
A flap gate will be required on the
outlet pipe ~o preven~ back flow through the pipe into ~he pond as the water level in
Wilson D~tch gets higher.
A detention po~d will be pu~ in the area of the Skating Rink.
Bruce Osborn asked if this was off the easement? Yes.
Discussion.
Area 3 i~cludes approximately 315 acres from Basin 13, 13 acres from S.R. 38, and 4
acres from the Creasey Lane Extension.
The developed lOO-year flow for S.R~ 38 in this
area is about 35 cfs.
The predeveloped lO-year flow is about 8 cfs~
This ~akes the
required detention for S~R. 38 abou~ 27

cfs

The s~ate proposed funding or an outlet ditch fror S.R~38 to the twin 66 inch pipes
presently under construction.
This ditch will be used as a detention area for S Ro 38
water.
The peak lOO-year flow frore Basin 13, S.R. 38, and the Creasey Lane Extension is
about 182 cfs.
After storage in ~he proposed ditch, the peak flow into Elliott Ditch is
reduced ~o about 151 crs.
This is a net storage of 31 cis which exceeds the required
storage.
To gain this storage, the ~win 65 inch pipes will be llchoked: down at the
inlet to ~win 48 inch pipes.
This will detain ~he amount of water while mainr.aining ~he
water elevation well within ditch banks.
Michael asked if ~hey had talked co the City about tha~ 48 pipe sticking into their 66
pipe? Todd Frauhiger stated they had ~alked to Hawkins Environmental Associates about
~~is.
The reason ~hey have ~Q decrease this 66 pipes is ttat when they were origiJal
sized they were sized to ca~ch all the water from Basin 13 and the Creasey Lane
ex~ensicn as well as all the water from S~Ro 38.
Without decreasing those pipes you
would have all ~he water with lOO-year storm from all those areas flowing directly
thyough the 66
pipe with no de~ention a"C. all.
Decreasing to 48!l gets them do'{qn to the
deten~ion which exceeds what they needed for S.R. 38. They could be detaining some Basin
13 wa~er or Creasey Lane wate~r there is no way to ~ell. They did match what they
needed fer S.R. 38.
ii

J

'

il

Michael Spence~ asked how they feel 2bo~t those 48:; plpes
they had no problems with ~hem at all.

~n

tne

e~d?

Todd answered

Mr. Hoff~Lan asked if it was going to have any affest on the parts where they a~e no~
going to let the water flow thro~gh!area ncrth~ Answer r it should help improve it.
Sue W. Scholer stated they are not showing it as acquisition.
Todd answered~ Through
discussion with Michael Spencer the City has acquired a 60; easement along the Creasey
Lane extension: and have alread,y contracted to put in the twin 66;' pipes, which is under
construc~ion.
Michael pointed out that the Ci~y has put them in.
Basically there is a
problem existing which no one -knew (city or countyl how ~he ou~let pipe from S. R. 38
was going to be constructed in ~he 60\ ease2snt down to the pipes.
Since the State
needed a detention pond they ~greed ~o construc~ a ditch and use it as detention

;~~~;:~~~wa~O~; ~;a~;;;~;u~~~;~,as;i~~~~~~~~n~~:l;;i;~et;t~;~ ~~:yn~~eg~o~~; ;~ef~~~te
the co~st
construct
ay the C
2' deep
here was

uc~ion.

Whoever owns tha~ easement will hire 2 contYactor t
00 ~he
on of the ditch.
Michael stated this would ~e a City projec
tate WOll d
ty and the City pay th
ontractor.
Todd sta~ed ~he side di cn s 20 bo ~om,
3-1 side slopes, and 1 0
long. Its a ~assive project.
Mr. Hof man aske ~~
Yes.
going to be a guard ra 1
1

STATE ROAD
38/US 52
to Elliott
Ditch
'
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State Road ?8 -US 52 to Elliott Ditch

Tsdd pointed out whoever is ~Qs~-n~~- Creasey ~ane ex~e~sior_.,
t~e di~~h wi:l ~? r~n~i~o
along the edge of Creasey La;;,~h~~i~ assu~inq theY are awa~e
of the size aT~d Deed fer
guard rall.
For Sta~e Road 38 everything is 6K.
~
Bruce V. Osborn chairsan, had anoTher
to chair the seeting in his absence.

and asked Eugene R. Moore

Vice-Chair~an

The runoff rrom tnis area T,~~ll
~.
~,
20
-,--- J:):,~
.~ reLalnsa In a
. foot bottom ditch fro~ Sta
of ~he r~~en~~on di~ch will h~ a~ ~~~v~t~on'
The eXis~ing-~iie wili be ~t~~i~~dc~~ ~.~
slowly drain the runoff away from the ditch.
~hey ~ropose to find the field tile when
construction starts.
will put a little 0h
b'
.
it ir the pOLd and se~er
out, this will st~~~e2~~t~he aSln wlth a gra~e OE it, stick
a little pipe that will
~nt~ "
'water with no runoff except for
elevation of 644.3
.
,_., ~ tne eX1St
The retention ditch will reach an
Rt tne
l.O yeaY stor~
Tllis gives a freeboard of 0.2 feet.
Proposal

:6'~_~~+aO~_I~
. t~._._~~t~,c·.plv~4~.:_j+~.. ~._.. :_.lp~~'-en.~~.-'a~~.o-_~ ~,~,1~8~_~_'_~_-"_:O~O.ill
~~
LI~ ~'~- ~
~~"y ~_ \' ~~ .~ _~ ~a" ,-

l

•• ;

Area D is the St2~e s right-af-way from approxirately S~a.197+00 to Elliott Ditch
Existing right~of-way is approximately 2 acres and the proposed right-ai-way is
This will be a four lane road with shoulders and side ditches.
Proposal is ~o take runoff from L~is a~ea and detai~ in t~e roadside Q~~cn along ~he
50u~h side of S.R, 38.
The di~ch a:org the nor~h side wlll flow
s.
~. 38 in~o the south side d~~ch.
The o~tlet pins fro~
direc~ly
into Ellio~t Di~ch at a peak flew ra~e of about 4 cfs.
The elevation at the outle~ will
be 646 wirh a peak ponding elevation o~ 553.7.
T~is will al:ow abour 1.5 fee~ of
freeboard.
A flap gate wil: be r2qui~ed en the out:et pipe to prever~ back flow ~hrough
the pipe into the pond as the water ~.2vel i~ Ellio~t Jitc~ gets higher.

Report is orr file.
Michael stated everything looks fi~e. howeve~ here are some ques~ions in ~ne area
the ditch.
Michael would like to get with Hawkins Environmental for disC1lssion to
sure eve~ythinc is O~ and get it ~n writing from ?awkins cha everythillg is OK
Hr. Hcffsan aqreed with Michael to get
Todd stated they have had
the projec~~

conv2rsatio~

i~

in writing regarding the pipes and the

with

Hawki~s i~

regards to

t~e

~f
~a~e

di~ch.

pipes and ditch in

The erosion control ~eeded in the area will neat State Hiqhway s~andards. Straw cales
in ~he di~ches.slcpes too stee? they will put ~he erosion fabric in and stake it down.
Mr. Thompson sta~ed there should bs no problem.
~h2 discharge of pipes are 4-5 cfs.
They wil~ be ~ore often under wqte~. That will disp2te the veloci~y comin~ out!
~herefore they do not a~ticipate 2~Y eYosio~.
Sue W. Scholer ~cved to
S.R. 38 from U S. 52 to

gran~ preli~inary
Ellio~t

approval for Drainage Plans as presen~ed for
Ditch, seconded by E11gene R. Moore unanimous a~~~ava~.

?odd Frauhiger stated chey will ge~ the ~ight-of-way plans submit~ed, qet ~he final
construction plans, then co~e back and veri=y that Wh2t was presented e2rlie~ ~as been
put i~to ~he final construction plans and ask for final approval.
~r.

Orchard
Park
Heritage
Bank

Thompson

sta~ed

all inlets would be _ocated.

ORCEAR0 PARK/HERITAGE BANK
Spencer has been in co~~act with the Farmers & ~erc~a~ts S~2te Bank of
Free Hoff~an
in reqards to the detention pond undcrnsath the power lines.
has talked wit~ ~h2m6
~hey have supplied the boa~d with
document that says they
have insura~c2 ~hat will cO~7er any OCCLrrence rela~ed to that drainage facility_
has
~et wi~h Mr. 30ffman's approval. Based on tiis, Michael recom;'ended the board ~ive
anproval of the bank being built on ~he loca~ion. Michael stated this ~estricted
COV2~2n~ needs to be reco~ded with the pla~,
Mic~ae:

Dar~in~ton

Sue W. Scholer ~oved to qra~t final approva} of the d~ainaqe p12n and glV2 the Bank
permission to b~ild the branch b3nk on the location reques~ed. subject co receiving and
~avinq the restric~ive covenant recorded wi~h tne plat!seconded by Eugene R. Nocre.
unanlmous approval.
Drainage
Ordinance

DRAIHAGE ORDINANCE
Sue W. Scholer asked where are we Wltn the changes in t~e Drai~age Ordinance.
Have we
~ade a sta~ernent in ~here abou~ detention under utilities?
Mr. Hoffman sta~ed we
adopted the amendments.
They are typed ~p.
The only thi~q that was not typed iL was
the defini~ion of the I~pact area, and no detention under power lines.
Thj.s is Wh2~
came out of the Heritaae Bank proposal.
Michae: sta~e~ they have satisfied i~ =omi~q up
wi~h the legal liabili~y.
ThlS is the reasan Michael ~adG the r2commendac~on that ~e
~ld.
Mr. Hoff~:an stated L~2Y had b2e~ in ac~ed C~ by the board in ~he April 6! 1988
Drainaqe Board ~2etirg. ~ir. Hoff~an s~ated this needs ~o qet in the books 5010 ~o
de elopers.
Sue 2sked ~i has: if the definition ~n ~he =mpact area needs to be dc~e
Yes.
~ichael stated ~his is clo82 to bei,Dq ready.
Sue
be ore ~ne boo~ is p~lnte
as ed ~f :h~s cou~d ~e 2C ed en next rno~th. Fred sta~ed Sec~ion 13 and 14 was adop~ed
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~eaa~ds

~o

power lines.

CUP?Y.:'HCCLURE-D2MPSEY BAKER
legal of the Cuppy/McClure ~eg~_ d ai~ an
Mr. Hoffran wants the legaJ. on he dra ns
Michael sta~ed i~ is C~p~y. Yeager, Co e and ake~c
that Gon t qUlte go into the pond.
D~ainaqe procedure needs ~o get s~arted,
The end points are needed.
dl-ai::.s.
Sue

. Scholer asked Michael to get

There being no fur~her OUSlness
Nove~~er 2 y 1988.

c

~h2

~he

ffiseting adjourned 2t 11:1.0 A.M

}\Text meetin.g is

....-,.
Chairman
f f\,

)#l£~ 'IV ~\ -:"c.: ' ,
Board Member
-~'>,

~~J~b~;;:)~~~

ATTEST:~~...b

Maralyn D. Turner,Executive Secretary

Cuppy
McC1uI
Dempsi
Baker
Ditc]

Special Meeting

October 18, 1988 State Road 38 - US 52 to Elliott Ditch

S-'~::'-2(:;

C~LS.lrt::3n 31:':_',':;2

Inciana
STATE ROAD
38 - US 52
to
ELLIOTT
DITCH

~~'A'i'~

~eparc~en~

ua:~6

0= Highway

ROAr 38 - 0S 52 co ELLIOTT

H2wkirs fcr

DITC~

Indiar12 S~ace highway Depar~2e~t 2DC Rotl~ I'hcrroson
d~ainage concep~ 2~ ~~e 0c~ober _
':Jrains.q:e 2la:-~ 3.:oprcv~'c~"
S~nce t~en Cj2v n~V2 022!1 l~ ~on~ac ~~~t David Hawk ·~s
~a~ki~s E~vircr~~Dta~
~awk~.ns was o0pcsed ~o the Qr21naCE
p~esen~ed b:l~ig & Mcknei9~t Inc

presen~ed ~
P:::slj_~TiD.ary

thslr s~or~ sewers.
The S~2~ would ~ake aV2i12ble
use ~he fu~ds toward ~he reGional ~e~2n~i0~ pa~d
Ditcn Task Forcs. This wOLld give ~he COlln~y ~he oppor~u~:~y to
The plans involve over 3C
acre feet of sr~r2as down b~- Elliott ditch ~
of the 66 pipes.
Ihis plan ~ould be ~sed i i ~ne ~it~t was alre2~Y cOLs~r~c~ed 22d
ou~le~s would be available.
If :::112 d~tct is not co~s~~uct2d by
i~ tc Dui~d Sta~2 R02d 38
St2~e would take ~~e S~O
~2k2 to buil~ the di~ch ~he S~a~e wCJld use thsir own for~es ~r tne S2re ~i~e
~ey w~~
constructing ~he S~ate Road 38, tt~~ way they wc~l~ kLO~ ~nere wou~"d De an ou:~et far
~heir

stor~ se~er.

Osbc~~ asked wha~ time rrame:
M~. Claire sta~ed at chis
locking a~ May. 1990 fo~ le~ti~q plans and Construction beginni.~R
Co~s~ruct~o~ season af
991.

~~-~ ~ne S~ate __ 2
2]-C-Y ~ace 1990 ~y

Mr. Claire state~ they would 11~e to ~nvo~ve ~~e _ec~~ d2part~e~t between ~he S~a~s aDd
Coun~y. se~ up an agreemenc ~h2t WOULO 2L~.OW the auaran~ee ~hat the ditch wou~.d be ~u~~
by the tiDe the State was ready ~o do the State ~oad 38 pre ec~
provided fro~ Hawkins EnviroD2ental ~o ar~ive at ~he a~ount of ~:oney ~o ~e lysed ~nl the
Todd Frauhigey a~d o~e of his coll23q~e figured ~h2 a~ounc of dirt and
construction COSt for ~he ditch from S~a~e Road 3
c~bic yards of clr~.
Tocd

Fra~hige~ 3ta~ed

2veryon2 is pusn:.::q

Kee~

sc~edule

on

with the

p~ojec~.

Todd 2xplaiced pla~s and Basin ~3-Ellio:t dit'~h w~icn tJill aral~ ~nderneath Stace Read
38 ~o the ~win 66 piPS3, which would be a ~ar~ of tte St3te R02d
t·::&t
wa~er whic~ at ~ne orsse~t ci~e d025 ~o~ nave a ~ood otl~lEt wil) be outJ.et~ed ch~oucn
l{OL

d have

~o

ge~

2zi'Jl:::.ined

Creasey La~2 eXtS~si0n_
lS91 jasicallv ~~e S822
~ne~n2~ ~he d~~cn w'
be

Eawki.ns 2ta~sd
as
~nere or ~oc

Cr~as8Y

scjed~~2

Ri~;ht

Todd st2ted
I~

~he

di~ch

has

~o

be

has t.: je t2sre to allow

~her2

Lane

,

2x~e~s~c~

.

~s

-"
SCneCl1J.sr

.

f

3as~~

~r.

FrauhiQe~ scace6 an added be~efit woul,d be
area naw wo~ld flow to the d~tcn. Discuss~on of

t~e Dece~rio~

area

cor~~~U2a.

~r.

Claire s~ated there had been
project designed by Stewar~ KLlne and Assoc_.ates
d~~ch co C002 along COJ~~Y Road 200 South. ~~e r 2 a i frc~
Sau~~
;'Jidr:.ere :C::-iV2 \oJil:!.. be clcsed t:22Y2 \,,72.11 be 3. (5j.tc.:h<
T'r.'s r:'.8.sicn.-en. 0;)-:1.-"-'"(: :Ot· ;:n2.'= Cl"CC,.ft

whi2h alJ.ows the

ega~
p~geS

~he

sta~2S

possibly

s~ructures in~c di~cn

allevia~e sc~e

.
~n

aown

,

~n2

-'"

be cle~ned ou~ ~h2n
regio~al de~2~tion Dcn~.

a~~cn

chs

dra~naq2 pr~ble~s l~

drai~

"Che

arS2

3C2nC~

flow

ch~ouah

Special Meeting, October 18, 1988 Continued
pond bu~ chaLces are that the ditch will C~ as
e~ention. water will stand ~~ ~he
area 3S they are in- le~ting inta the :8'1
ield t Ie with 6 plpe,tney have no
The State is
rest~ictive devics.
State Road
allowing the water t2a~ is going to be de~ained
38 down ~he ditch instead of in letti~g i~ in~o ~he 18
t~Le
This 2iQh~ be
benefit to
Todd stated
lC!\ITf~r these
~

-~

-

f

_~tS

t~e

to

R03d

str~ctur2S ~nde~neath S~a~e

elevation so

an

tne

str~cture in~o

t}-~at

~he

Mr. Hawkins St2te~ once the cross
pondinq C~ 200 Scu~h~

"(!:-.:.a~:

ditch

~lpes

~3"

~b.

\,Y:'ll ;:)2 pi::>:ed up
down co the E: iott ditch.

-;::t12

OD

go j.n

O~

nj_pe

Sta~e

Roa~

38 it wil:

b~7

"C~J.CS;':;

eli~inat2

r':ipes

the

Todd Frauhiqer stated the =1006 elevation ~or Ell~ot~ ditc~ 100 year flow according to
DIJR is 647.5.
That bei,g; ~his detention facili~ies will have "Co go.
Therels alot of fill d~r~ ~n ~h2: area which C2n be used ~o Duild the
projec~; ~h~s would be ~he ~ogical rhing to do.
The pipes are sized. if the wacer gets
up to 647.5 with no deten~ion pond they will s~i 1 be g2t~ing a small a~ount ~f wa~er
through the ditch
~he pipes ~o chs Elliott di~ch
When the reaional
pond lS in p~ace
1 bs a benefi~ co the Whole area
Todd Frauhiger stated they are proposing a no new situation for ~he Coun~y. Tt12 wo~se
~hing would be when State Road 38 was beiDQ b~il~ t~e ditch wasn ~ there
~he S~aLe
Highway bui~~ the ditc~ which would relieve the prcble~s alo~g and near 200 Sou~h.
~~
~h2 ditch was there it could be incorporated wit~ Creasey Lane design to get it built st
tha~ tims, then the Councy has $50,000.00 to deal with for ~he regional detention
fac~lities.
Basically what the Sta':e is trying ~o de is coordiDa~e the tjree agencies.
the state Highway Depar~~en~J Cit}-, and che Coun~y; qe~ting everyones in~erest served in
,.
..
Todd stated the coxpromise see~s ~o be ehe bes~ for ~li
tne Des~ POSSlD~e way
~

agE!1C:.SS

#

buil~?

asked what

t)SDor~

3.rUC2 V.

d2~en~ion

Private

~he County doesn
c.eten.ti·::;r~
hap?e~s
would have to be built on private property owners.
DiscussioL

the road ?roject wo~~d co~e first:
ex':.ensicn. the
stated
be dene.
WE don ~ wan~ ~o lose the State s S50.000.00 ~hey wanL ~o
dedic2~e it to the regional detention.
If the reqioc61 detention did not occur then --cu
had the $50,000.00 LO ~ake ca~e of the detention they needed. Discussi.on conti2ued.
ditch has

~o

1

Mr. Hoffman stated the agreement should provide if ~he iitc~ is ~ot i~ the State will
build it, if it is in the S~ate qives the County S50,OOO.00 to use som8 place else.
Todd stet2Q what has to happeD after get~ing cns DrainaQ8 30arc approval fer ~he concept
he has to sst up 2 ~eeting with Greg 2enneke Consul~2n~ Service MaLager; John Jordan
Highway Legal Counsel; Mr. Hoffman~ and ~odd to start pJcting ~he agreesent ~ogether.
Discussior~

Hawkins stated the road project req~ir2s conside~able amount Ot ~l~.
(Creasey/Brady)
Some will come out of the di~ch, b~t ~he ~eEainder 100,000 yards will
have come fro~ some other place. the loqic211y area would be ~he regional deten~ion
~r. Clair stated if any f~ll W0S required for the road
area. if that falls in~o plaCE.
the :cegionaJ. ;:;·;;tSlD s another logical place for
after the balances we~e
~~.
Todd s~ated he was in agree~l?nt. Maybe ~his ccuid be out iD ~he acreelenc.

~~.

#

Discuss~on co~~inued.
~~
The d~ainag2
Hawkins s~ated ~hare are ~wo i~i~ial players at ~ne cr~Clna~ area.
The drai~age fro~ the S~ate Road 38 p~oject. Larsr on
Creasey/Brady p~ojec~. L .
there naybe other ~laye~s ~~at v~~l c8Dtribute ~o ~hat pool
#

f~orr

Hr. Claire sta~e6 they sho~ld cJ.ear up a point; the required dete~ticn s~orage volu~e
for the State Roed 38 project wil~ be approxinate~~y 2 ac~s f2e~.
At ~ne ~lme ~he~e was
a proposed decention of 300 acre feet~ therefore they are no~ addi~g very much to the
over all drainage concep~.
Nict~a21 s~at2d

the Elliot~ Ditsh study referred r.o it as l,OOO acre feet.
Based on that.
to the flood plan elevation
on t.hE., side slopes
area and the ~.ow grcund
shapes: and jepths.
I

Mr. Hawkins stated
in that parcicular

trying

~o

~ocate

as

~uch

as a __ /3 of the regional detention

Todd explained the storm water ditch.
T~e original concep~ pres2~ted
t the October 5,
1 88 meeting was tha~ they choke down the pipes which would cause the water in the ditch
to raise more and give more storage, he realizes now by choking those pipes down and
raising ~he water i~ starts a whole string of ~hings that would not be desirable;
therefQre the best solu~ion wo~ld be to build ~he ditc~ leave ~he pipes at thei~ pres~n~
installment alone. if the di~ch is there when the S~a~e gets ~here, the $50 000.00 will
.
.
.wor~ on tne
reClonSl detent.ion faci::'i-cy.
be giV2~ ~o the County
Discussio~ C~ the area continued.
'.

2~e propcsinq nas a 22
D8tt m di~ch, 3-l Sloe
Todd Frauhiger stated the ditch
deep. and ~he peaK Wl~ be 10' deep, i
is a
7
slopes/at the sh21iowes~ poin~ 6
If eha ta_l wa er on E:liot~ ditch
It wil~ ~and12 a~ot of water.
~ast8r size di~ch"
was :ower. ~h2 ditch wi 1 be capable of nandlinq al~os~ 1200 cis.

Hichael

aske~

what the roai

sec~io~ W2S

at

C~easey

iane and

S~ate

~cad

~~.

::"3

_
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urba~1

sec~ion

with

c~rb

ana

gu~~er.

3ruce v Osborr~ as] Qn Michael Soen~
Kichael stated if the legal aspects C0111d be worKed cut he had no problers with

~he

plans~

tir. EawKi~s sta~ed i t is a aood ':o~p~'Gmise as i~
Ei~her way thsy don!~ lese the f~nds.
pre.jeer"

guara~t2es

~ne

Sta~e

s

~cDey

~~~~

Mr. Boffma~ nad discussion previously and expressed approval of t112 presentation;
however a nlotion should be ~ade to approve ~ne concep~J w:,~~ ~eqal r2tifj.cation
worked out wit~ the CitYrCoun"cy. and Sta~e

:~e

~n~

Mr. Hawkins stated that i t is his 11nderstanding t~at ~h~s has been do~e on che ~n srlocal arrangement with Larry 0 Connell. County Attorney and Tom Eeide City At~orney.
The project is basically a joint pre ect as oart is ~ ~h~ C~~y and part in ~he Ccunty~
The City is acquiring the la~d that is ~r ~ne C'~unty and the Coun~y has the _and th2t
Discussion continued,
is in t-ne City.
Bruce V. Osborn mcved that ~he Tippecanoe ouncy Drainaqe approve ~ha conoeptual
approach for ~he installation of t~e ditch adjacent tc Creasey lane extended, and if "":--..
ditch is installed prier ~c the installation o~ Highway 38 the State of Indiana will 92y
~o Tippecanoe County ~he sur! of 850,000.0
to be ~sed for the improve~en~ of drainage
The area if the ditch has not been installed prior to ehe installation of the
improve~en~s to Highway 38. the State of Indiana will. go ahead and use that money an6
any other money ~ecessary for the installation of the ditch adjacent ~o Creasey l,ans
ex~ended, seconded by Euqene R
Moore. unanirrous approval.
1_- .;.

Bruce 'V. Osborn s~ated the i ~er-loca~ agreenent needs to be checked OD.
Mr~ Hoff~an will check into
the state in~o it? This is a l,eqal question.
.
meet ~Jith the proper persons men~10nea prevlouslY l~ ~ne mlnutes.
Todd Frauhiger will have the State legal ccunse contac~ Mr. Hcffmanv

~he

-"

.~,;;

legal aDd

~

Todd Frauhiqer asked if there was

ano~her approveJ. needed once the agree-ent h2S been
the final drainage plaD will have to be approved.
Mr.
Hoffran s~ated as soon as the agreement wi~h the sta~e has been received and sig~ed
be~wee~ ~he State and local 2gsncies 2Dd the plans are satisfactory with the Surveyor
Lts approval can be given.
T~e next Drai~ags B02rd ~se~lng Nove~ber 2, 1988 would be
~he proper ~i~e if everythi~g wotlld be in order.
es~ablished?

~r.

Hoff~an s~a~ed

Mr. Hawkins stated ~e w2~~ed ~o ma~{e a ~o~s that pursuan~ 8 telephone ~onversaticn that
the State is still going to be respollsible for a fracticnal share of the cost of ~he
twin 66!1 pipes.
This is somethi~q that is i~rer-local; would not involve -~ ~rain2ae
Board~ Disc~ssioL continued .
~he

~ee~ing

adjourned

ATTEST,

a~

2:45

?~.

~.LX~

~Turner, Executive Secretary

TIPPECANOE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 2, 1988
The Ti~pecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, November 2, 1988 at 9:00 A.M. in the
Commun1ty room of the Tipp e 7anoe County Office Building 20 North Third Street,
Lafayette, Indiana with Cha1rman Bruce V. Osborn calling the meeting to order.
Those present were: Eugene R. Moo:e and Sue W. Scholer Boardmembers; Michael J. Spencer
Surveyor; J. Frederick Hoffman Dra1nage Attorney: and Maralyn D. Turner Executive
Secretary. Others present are on file.

L.U.R.
INDUSTRIAL
PARK

L.U.R. INDUSTRIAL PARK
Rob~rt Grove repres 7nting L.U.R. Industrial Park requested Preliminary approval of
dra1nage and detent10n plan for proposed development.
In Mr. Grovels presentation he
stat 7d there are some q~estions. Some factors have been brought out.
If they Can
prov1de adequa~e detent10n storage, keep the release rate for the 86 acres to 17 cfs.
They have ~ut 1nto the system some addition detention basins along South and West
property 110e.
Michael Spencer asked if it was 55% impervious, is it realistic in this type of
d~velopment? Mr. Grove answered that basically you have to go with each individual
p1ece. They.have left rough~Y.4 acre feet in storage for this type of thing. Michael
stated that :n other areas s1m11ar to this they have set a curve number that can not be
exc 7eded.,Th1s ~as to be looked at. They are proposing to release into the Kepner Storm
dra1n. D1scuss10n of Kepner Storm drain and Layden ditch.
Mr. Grove stated the second part is that they are basically presenting calculations to
support the fact that they are going to control their own water.
Another obligation
they have is the water that comes on to the property from the North.
Proposing to take
it through the system instead of dumping it on the surface and letting it run down
through the middle of the development; they want to re-route it around the development
and pass it through. More study is needed as they have found out there are some
difficulties in store for the 48" pipe. The City is proposing to rebuild McCarty Lane,
supposedly the plan is to build a large detention basin using the 48" as metering pipe.
Michael stated this is the upper end of the pipe system that makes up the Kepner Storm
drain; goes from an open ditch where it crosses McCarty Lane heads South and empties
into a 48" pipe that goes into the Wilson Branch of the Elliott ditch.
Kepner Storm
drain is a private ditch not a County regulated drain.
It was put in by L.U.R. and
other property owners back in the 1970's. The only control the board has is how much
water is dumped into Elliott ditch.
Robert Grove stated the situation the developer has if a large detention basin is
installed and the 48" is used as a metering pipe it essentially takes all the capacity.
This would be putting pressure on the 48" pipe. Discussion
Michael stated in Caterpillars drainage report they have already used all the capacity
of the 48" pipe under certain rain storms; therefore this development can't get in there
under certain rain storms as it is already used up. Michael stated according to the new
McCarty Lane Drainage plan water will go to the open ditch.
Discussion.
Robert Grove stated at the present time this is a private drain and it does have its
affects on downstream where there is control of what goes 00. Even though the drain is
private, the board will control what the developer does; will not discharge any more
than what went in there before, the board have these rights any where along the system.
Discussion.
Mr. Grove stated they are basically asking for some guidance. He suggested that maybe
the board should have the people working on the road project present their side of the
case. Mr. Grove stated they don't feel it is right for SOmeone to come in an take all
the capacity out of the private line; therefore it would be best to have all parties
meet and decide how i t can be controlled. The board has the right to control the flow
from the out fall.
(What goes into the pipe and what comes out of the pipe, in between;
no.)
Control the release rate from the areas upstream. They have shown they can meet
the Drainage Ordinance, then they find there is no outlet. The outlet that the
developer paid for in good faith is gone. Discussion.
Mr. Grove stated again they are asking for Preliminary approval; however it is going to
take a meeting with the Drainage Board, the people working on the Highway improvement
and L.U.R. developers and engineer. Even though the developer paid for the pipe they
are willing to cut down their flow to what has to be; however they are not willing to
give up the entire capacity.
Discussion.
Mr. Hoffman stated there needs to be a solution and more study before preliminary
approval can be given; going to need an outlet.
Michael Spencer stated the 48" pipe is the outlet and those who use it should get
together and decide what portion of the capacity their entitled to based on the area and
work for that end.
Bruce Osborn asked how many partials involved? Guessing 20 or more. Mr. Osborn asked
who put the pipe in? L.U.R. and Kepner a little help from Murtaugh and Smith.
Jim Shook gave a presentation; discussion followed.
Michael Spencer stated he had received a McCarty Lane Hearing Plan.

Discussion.

Jim Shook stated if this was ever going to get resolved it has to be done while there
are still routes and available land to do it.
Mr. Hoffman stated the quicker it is solved the cheaper it is going to be.
Bruce Osborn asked if the a legal drain would be out of question? The Board is almost
powerless except for the out fall. Mr. Hoffman stated the only way it could be a legal
drain would be to take over the private drains. This would let the Board have control.
Michael stated everyone in the area is in the watershed of the Elliott ditch and they
are paying an assessment now. Discussion continued on petition procedures for legal
drain and monitoring the water.
Michael stated one advantage of having a legal drain would be the maintenance fund on
the pipe system.
Second. could monitor the release rates from various property owners
making sure that the capacity was not going to exceed. Discussion continued.
Mr. Hoffman stated all property owners should be notified that are affected. Michael
stated it should be treated like any other Branch of the Elliott ditch.
Put into the
Elliott ditch assessments; or make it a separate assessment. Discussion.
No motion was made, but the minutes reflect the following to the presentation and
discussion of L.U.R ..
Presentation was made by Robert Grove Engineer; Jim Shook Developer; and John McBride
Attorney.
Presentation was premature because there has to be discussion with other
parties, approval was deferred until the other parties involved come to some agreement.
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SHERWOOD
FOREST
PART III

SHERWOOD FOREST PART III
Robert Grove engineer, requested approval of Preliminary Drainage Plan, several
sUbmittals have been presented. The last condition they had was to resolve an off site
situation where their discharge would be passing through the property South of the
basin. Mr. Grove presented a recorded easement agreement which crosses Mr. John
Schwab's property. This easement was recorded when the partial was created.
Easement
reads: Easements for installation and maintenance of utilities and drainage facilities
are reserved as shown on the recorded plat and over the rear ten (10) feet of each lot.
Within these easements, no structures, planting, or other material shall be place or
permitted to remain which may damage or interfere with the installation and maintenance
of utilities, or which may change the direction of flow of drainage channels in the
easements, or which may obstruct or retard the flow of water through drainage channels
in the easements. The easement area of each lot and all improvements in it shall be
maintained continuously by the owner of the lot, except for those improvements for which
a public authority or utility company is responsible.
Mr. Grove stated they have met the Drainage Ordinance requirements.
easement read.

Discussion on the

Michael Spencer gave some history, last meeting that Sherwood Forest was on the agenda
there was some concern about water surface elevation coming out of the detention basin
and how it would affect property owners of a wide flow area. The board asked Mr. Grove
to go back and make sure of what he had proposed would not change the surface coverage
of water after development compared to before development. Mr. Grove has done this.
This was presented to Mr. John Schwab. A proposal shows a new channel going down
through the drainage easement artd shows creation of a larger area to confine the water.
Would not raise the water surface elevation. Mr. Grove was asked at the time if he had
to do work on Mr. Schwab's property that he would get permission to do so.
Permission
is not needed as he has an easement on his property.
Mr. Grove stated there is growth in the channel now. Mr. Sherwood would be: 1.
Willing to buy the corner.
2. Willing to create the cross section which has been
presented to the board, clean out the channel; make sure their outlet is clean to start
with.
Fred Hoffman stated the easement is clear that there is an easement for drainage so they
can install and maintain drainage channels, but the question is for whom or what for?
Mr. Hoffman asked if it was all one parcel when it was done? Good question if that
drainage was just for that sUbdivision or other land. Discussion.
Mr. Sherwood explained the history of the Subdivision. At one time he and Joe Livesay
owned the property in question jointly plus the Hess SUbdivision. He sold Mr. Livesay
the 5 acres on Corner which has the drainage easement. Discussion.
Mr. Osborn asked what kind of easement is it?
utility easement.

Mr. Hoffman stated it is a drainage and

Mr. John Schwab spoke and stated he had contacted Ted Johnson Clinton County Drainage
Board Attorney. He expressed many concerns and questions. He feels that an over all
engineering assessment in an independent fashion is needed. He stated his obligation is
not to obstruct the drainage easement in any way. Major problem is that it is a very
shallow area, very little grade. Even though there is a dedicated easement and that
there is a real ditch there or flow through the area. Getting in to maintain is a
problem, area is very wet. He feels this has been a long process.
Mr. Sherwood stated this has been delayed long enough he has met requirements. Again he
stated; he is willing to purchase the property maintain the easement and keep it open.
He feels he has as much at stake if not more than the property owners in the
sUbdivision. He's interested in cutting back the water flow.
He wants to maintain the
area so there is no mosquito infestation.
Robert F. Pierret President of Homeowner Association spoke in behalf of the Homeowners.
They are not against the project, just want to get the matter settled. His request is
to let the Homeowners have an independent study done so they can have a piece of mind
that this is a good drainage plan. Discussion.
Much discussion continued. All the board needs to act on is whether the proposal
presented meets drainage approval.
Michael Spencer stated the proposal meets drainage ordinance subject to the easement.
Bruce Osborn stated they have an option to make a legal drain.
Mr. Hoffman stated that maintenance is something they are going to have to litigate
between both parties. The only question is if they can use the easement for the water.
It appears that it is a drainage easement to not be obstructed and could be used for the
installation of drainage. Discussion.
Mr. Schwab stated they are asking for delay up to two months in order to assess the
legalities of it and more important to give the neighborhood association an opportunity
to decide whether to have an independent engineering study done.
Mr. Hoffman stated the board would have to approve the requirements and the association
could take any action they would want. Discussion.
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Michael stated if Preliminary approval is given then Construction Plans have to be
presented. At the last board meeting there were two things requested. 1. Show that he
was not adversely affecting the water level or flood level on Mr. Schwab's property.
Plans have been presented that this would not happen as long as he installs the
channels.
2.
If he had to do work on Mr. Schwab's property that he would get written
permission. June 23, 1988 letter was presented. This presents a question. Discussion.
As long as he stays on the 20' easement.
Discussion continued.
Sue W. Scholer moved to give Preliminary approval to Sherwood Forest III drainage plan
as presented, seconded by Eugene R. Moore, unanimous approval.
Drainage
Ordinance

DRAINAGE ORDINANCE
Michael presented the revised amendments. The Board will have to meet in Commissioners
meeting Monday, November 7, 1988, and adopt: then adjourn to Drainage Board meeting to
adopt Drainage Ordinance.
Meeting recessed at 10:15until Monday, November 7, 1988: after the Commissioner's
Meeting.
MONDAY NOVEMBER 'I, 1988 Dcainage Board meeting reconvened at 10:00 A.M. Michael Spencer, Surveyor
pres~nted the revised Drainage Ordinance as amended and adopted in the Commissioners
meeting with. a new Ordinance Number 88-40-CM. Bruce V. Osborn moved to accept the
-Tippecanoe County Drainage Ordinance as amended and retyped, seconded by Eugene R. Moore,
Unan ~
ous a
v·.,,--._-

.
Bruce V.· Osbortr, Chairman

~~~A

Sue W. Scholer, Board Member

Eugene R. Moore, Board Member

ATTEST:

~.dyv,{,l,~

Maralyn D. Turner, Executive Secretary

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 7, 1988
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, December 7, 1988 in the Community
Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building 20 North Third Street, Lafayette, Indiana
with Chairman Bruce V. Osborn calling the meeting to order at 9:00 A.M.
Those present were Eugene R. Moore and Sue W. Scholer Boardmembers; Michael J. Spencer
Surveyor; Dave Luhman Acting Drainage Attorney; and Maralyn D. Turner Executive
Secretary, others present are on file.
NORTHRIDGE SUBDIVISION

KINGSRIDG

Robert Grove engineer, representing Tippecanoe Builders, Inc requested Preliminary
approval for Drainage and Construction Northridge Subdivision.
Plans with drainage
calculations have been presented. Michael Spencer has reviewed the plans and has
comments to incorporate into the final plans. The board reviewed the plans.
Sue W. Scholer moved to grant Preliminary approval for the Northridge Subdivision
drainage contingent on providing additional information is received per the Surveyors
request,seconded by Eugene R. Moore, unanimous approval.
KINGSRIDGE SUBDIVISION
Michael Spencer stated the board had approved a change in drainage plan where the
developer had gone from one location of detention basin to different location, it was a
dry bottom and now it is a wet bottom detention basin so they can get dirt to finish the
road fill. Mr. Hilligoss has presented a three year Maintenance Bond based on 10% of
the Construction cost to replace the Irrevocable Letter of Credit #212 in the amount of
$22,500.00 with Tippecanoe County on July 21, 1988 for the completion of revised
drainage plan, in accordance with construction plans for Kingsridge Subdivision.
Michael inspected the site with Steve Baumgarten. Drainage facilities are in. A
certification has been received from Mr. Grove stating the storage is sufficient and
release rate is what had previously been agreed on before with the dry bottom basin.
The well house has been installed. Mr. Grove stated they had to provide a lake fill
line a requirement.
Second provided an access from the road to the wells; this has to
be taken up with Mr. Schulte. Concrete spillway meets the 100 year storm event
requirements.
Bruce V. Osborn asked if the Highway had gotten involved in this project; shoulder work.
Mr. Schulte stated the highway isn't involved in this part yet.
Maintenance is the Homeowners. Roads are ready.
Michael is satisfied with plans presented;having no legal counsel the meeting recessed
until 1 P.M •.

KEPNER

KEPNER DRAIN
Mr. Osborn asked those involved with the discussion of the Kepner drain to come forward.
Robert Grove engineer, stated discussion had taken place at a previous meeting.
Preliminary Drainage plans have been put together with drainage calculations to meet the
Drainage Board Ordinance. Again he pointed out two things what they had intended to do
was divide detention storage along the south and west portion of the property
discharging in the existing 48" pipe. Along with the road construction on McCarty Lane
the large detention facility plan discharge takes the capacity of the 48" pipe. The
thing that needs to be resolved is: How are we going to take care of the capacity to
get it off the site. There are possibilities to combine the basins whatever needs to be
done, it just needs to get resolved.
Michael Spencer asked Stewart Kline what the capacity of the pipe with his calculations.
Answer 64 cfs.
Presently entering the Kepner system is 168 cfs. Analyzing what is
going into the system over and under McCarty Lane.
Caterpillar releases 75 cfs.
Caterpillar plus the development going on in watershed #1.
Putting these together you
have 136 cfs.
Michael Spencer stated the Drainage Board will not allow any more water to go to the
Wilson Branch as there isn't room for what is going in there now.
Jim Shook gave same presentation as is in the November 7, 1988 minutes. The pipe was
built by Lafayette Union Railway Company as a part of construction Kepner drain with
help from Murtaugh and maybe Smith. Going up stream from the Wilson ditch the 48" pipe
to land owned by Lafayette Union Railway; McCarty Lane and Creasey Lane. 15 acres of
land was sold to Caterpillar with the anticipation that there would be a very large
water retention basin to serve the area. Caterpillar hasn't done anything with the 15
acres, the ditch itself have provided adequate retention.
It has always been Lafayette
Union's understanding that the 48" pipe would serve all the people which would be served
by the Kepner drain Smith and Murtaugh sold their interest to Caterpillar as Lafayette
Union Railway sold it's complete land north of McCarty Lane. They owned 64 acres.
Michael asked when it was sold was it based on acres drained by various landowners?
Answer-Actually nO,because Lafayette Union was unable to get participation on Farabee
Drive. Discussion continued.
Bruce Osborn asked if it would be too time consuming to consider a legal drain? Jim
Shook answered they see the need to develop the land. Larry Coles spoke in be half of
Caterpillar. Discussion continued.
Stewart Kline stated they are proposing to build a pond along the Kepner drain
48" pipe to McCarty Lane.

from the

Jim Shook stated they are looking at one retention basin and all would discharge to it
and it would be sized for the ultimate development. Ask Caterpillar to drain L.U.R. pond
to the Kepner drain.
Don Sooby asked who were the major players other than L.U.R. and Caterpillar?
Joe Bumbleburg answered it looks like the City is major player. Building the road is
creating both progress and problem in the area. The City building the road is going to
have an affect; the City has to be considered a player in the whole process.
The City
is deciding what size of pipes that goes under the road etc., this is a very serious
part of the discussion.
Jim Shook stated the land is in the City and all will be in the City later.
a problem to the City than just the construction of McCarty Lane.

It is more

Larry Coles stated Caterpillar has to make it better within the road and right-of-way.
They will be decreasing the pre-existing problems. Discussion continued.
Jim Shook stated they are in the urbanization process, still have vacant land, have
enough land that they can dedicate the land to a large pond. Now is the time to solve
the problem. Caterpillar wants to come to an agreement. Maybe all concerned should come
back and ask for a legal drain. All parties need to do some searching.
Discussion
continued.
Mr. Sooby asked if a legal drain is developed and a large storage pond is set up to
cover all the water, is that something the Drainage Board would take over for ownership
and maintenance. Answer- Maintenance within the legal drain, there would be an easement
around so County could go in and maintain.
Stewart Kline asked if the pond fell on both L.U.R. and Caterpillar they would still be
the owner and have to use easement.
Larry Coles stated they would still have the same problem, bigger ditch.

Correct.

Sue W. Scholer stated the board would like to help solve the problem, certainly glad to
hear people discuss that it should be tackled once and not every time a development
occurs out there. As a Drainage Board they have very limited tools to work with.
Basically all those involved need to decide.
If you want to come back and ask for a
legal drain that's fine if a solution is found. At this time the Board's control is down
at the Wilson Branch,until such time as the rest it becomes a part of the legal drainage
system.

Jim Shook stated the Board has an advantage over the three parties discussing the
problem today; in that some where along the line there will be maintenance problems and
the Board can require everyone who contributes to the ditch to contribute to the
maintenance.
Jim asked Stewart Kline and Larry Coles to meet with him and come back to the board.
THEATRE ACRES
Paul Couts engineer representing Theatre Acres a development of 17 acres where the old
East Side Drive-In Theatre was. They have a plan worked up on the drainage. Problem is
that it is very flat.
He had not been scheduled to appear, but just wanted to present a
work sheet of what is being planned. Michael had told him meetings are open and that
they would hear his presentation. Seven acres will drain to the north and nine acres
drains south and goes out on State Highway 26 East right-of- way. There are two 8"
tiles one old and one new for the Coleman ditch. They are proposing to take a small
portion of the street and drain it back to State Road 26, putting in a couple of inlets
and essentially keep it limited to the street drainage. The water taken out to the side
ditch along State Road 26 would be less than the release rate going there now. All the
properties along the east side would drain to the back down and to the north, the same
on the west side they would drain to west then north. Proposing to dedicate and 80 foot
strip along the northern side of the propertY,put a detention basin in with a concrete
gutter and use as a positive an outlet a connect to the drainage in union Park. At
present there is a concrete gutter that parallels to the northern property line. They
have talked to the developers of the property, after reviewing the storm drainage
calculations they feel it would be a good place to put it, and would be a good solution
for Theatre Acres.
Provides a positive outlet. The Coleman tile they propose to re
route it. This is a Commercial Subdivision. The only thing positive so far is the lot
at the northern end. Looking at 6.2 acre lot at the northern. Looking at possibly 6
lots. Looking at taking the Coleman tile down the western property line. Keeping the
tile alive. They don't feel it is an appropriate positive outlet for development of the
property. Reason they are presenting this as they are on a heavy time table. They need
to have construction plans finalized and brought before the board to be approved.
Michael Spencer stated the Drainage Board isn't the only approval; they need to contact
the State and City for approval. Michael asked Paul if he knew where the State Highway
water drained to? The water drains into the Post Office detention basin and they pump
it to 52 Sagamore Parkway drainage system. There is no outlet for the north side except
for the one at the Post Office. The new tile is 12".
Discussion of the Coleman continued.
Michael's biggest question is; can Union Park Subdivision accept this water since they
are going to be draining more to Union Park and draining more to the system, this area
has never drained to Union Park.
Paul stated they are limiting to 4.9 cfs. The water
eventually gets to the same spot, and goes to the PSI land. They are not diverting any
water or taking it any where else. Paul stated Steve Norfleet has talked to Robert
Grove and he indicates there is sufficient capacity for that.
Paul asked if there is capacity in union Park; is this a scheme the Drainage Board would
approve the drainage on the site.
Paul stated the plans just presented seem to be the
most logical.
Bruce asked if the landowners on the east should get involved in this? Discussion
continued. Michael stated one way yes and one way no. Michael isn't sure what the
existing tile grade is there, but if they replace the tile and they go along the route
and still provide the capacity in the new pipe they want to do. The longer you go and
still have the same grade at each end you have to meet it if you go the long way around
the grade or your new one can't be the same as the old.
Paul Couts stated you over size
it. Agreement. Michael stated they will still have the same capacity at the outlet.
Discussion. Question does the Theatre Acres developers have to go clear to the outlet?
This wouldn't be fair to them, everyone needs to get involved.
Sue W. Scholer asked if we hadn't had discussion on this before. Michael stated we had
a hearing with letters sent to the property owners along 36th Street. The consensus was
that we would vacate the Coleman ditch tile at the present location if a 50 foot
easement was granted so there would be a route for those people to get through at a
later date whenever a system was put in.
Paul Couts stated they have no problem with that; the only thing they would like to do
is take that easement down to a 40 foot.
Reason for that is there is 40 foot minimum
building line along the Post Office that they have to adhere to; they would like to have
that option to take it and build the buildings all the way to the 40 foot set back line.
The tile is going to be 6-7 foot deep. They are requesting a 10 foot variance in the
easement that had been previously required. Discussion.
Michael stated if the board goes with a 40 foot easement the property owners along 36th
Street need to be involved.
Bruce Osborn suggested the board not say yes or no.
Sue W. Scholer asked if they had had discussion with the State? Paul answered No. He
knows what their criteria is, they are going to meet or exceed their criteria, doesn't
feel there is a problem.
Paul asked if they would approve a positive outlet, and putting a tile along the western
side?

THEATRE
ACRES

470

Don Sooby expressed his concern about draining into an incomplete Union Park system may
cause some problems. He doesn't know what discussions the board has had with the Union
Park developers. Discussion had been that the board would be discussing with Union Park
developers working out a solution. Steve Norfleet has talked to Union Park developers.
Michael asked if this had been submitted to the City for them to review? No. Mr. Sooby
stated without more information they would have difficulty in saying yes. Discussion.
The board recessed the meeting for Kingsridge until 1:00 P.M. today (December 7, 1988).
Bruce Osborn stated the board will recess this meeting until Tuesday, December 13, 1988
at 9:00 A.M.
KINGSRIDGE

KINGSRIDGE RECONVENED - December 7, 1988 meeting 1:00 P.M.
Bruce V. Osborn called the meeting back in order for Kingsridge Subdivision.
David Luhman acting attorney stated there were three things to be considered and
approved.
1. A request from Lafayette Bank and Trust for the return of the $22,500.00 Letter of
Credit, which was presented to the Drainage Board to insure the completion of
construction
of the drainage plan and retention pond at Kingsridge.
Michael Spencer has stated he has inspected, and his opinion is that the construction
has been completed according to the plans.
2. The Board now has to approve the drainage plan and construction for the retention
pond for Kingsridge; if that is approved then they act to release the $22,500.00 Letter
of Credit back to Lafayette Bank and Trust.
3. Board received a Maintenance Bond from Lafayette Bank and Trust Company in the
amount $2,250.00 which is for maintenance of the retention pond and drainage system for
a period of three years. The Board needs to take action to accept the Maintenance Bond.
If those three things are completed then the board will have taken the action which
needs to be taken for Kingsridge Subdivision drainage. Certified that the drainage is
completed according to the plan. That allows the return of Letter of Credit as a
Maintenance Bond of $2,250.00 for three years will be accepted.
Copy of a letter from the Kingsridge Homeowners Association has been received indicating
they are willing to accept the easement for the retention pond; that easement requires
the Homeowners Association to be responsible for the maintenance of their acceptance
conditioned on the boards approval that the construction has been completed and the
receipt of the Maintenance Bond for three years from Lafayette Bank and Trust which the
board will have done.
Sue W. Scholer moved to approve the Construction Plans, Drainage System and the final As
Built drawings for Kingsridge SUbdivision, seconded by Eugene R. Moore, unanimous
approval.
Sue W. Scholer moved to respond affirmative to the request to the return of the Letter
of Credit for $22,500.00 back to Lafayette Bank and Trust being held for the
Construction of the facility, seconded by Eugene R. Moore, unanimous approval.
Sue W. Scholer moved to accept the Maintenance Bond in the amount of $2,250.00 for a
three year period for Kingsridge Subdivision drainage, seconded by Eugene R. Moore,
unanimous approval.
Hubert Yount requested a copy of the minutes to satisfy Lafayette Bank and Trust. He
will pick up the Letter of Credit from the Auditor's office when he picks up copy of
minutes.

WESTON
WESTON PLACE APARTMENTS PHASE I
PLACE
APARTMENTS
'PHASE I
Sue W. Scholer moved to make note in the minutes that Michael Spencer did receive the
information he requested on the Weston Place Apartments Phase I and the procedure has
been followed to release final plat,seconded by Eugene R. Moore, unanimous approval.

v
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 4, 1989
The : i pp ecano 7 County Drai~age Boa:d met in regular session Wednesday, January 4, 1989
at 9.00 ~.M. 1n the Commun1ty Meet1ng room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building 20
North Th1rd Street, Lafayette, Indiana.
'
The mee~ing.was called to order by J. Frederick Hoffman, County Attorney for the
reorgan1zat1on of the Drainage Board
for 1989. Those present were: Bruce V Osbor
Eugene R. Moore, S~e W. Scholer, Michael J. Spencer, J. Frederick Hoffman, and'MaralY~'
D. Turner, others 1n attendance are on file.
Mr. Hoffman asked for nominations for Chairman of the Board. Bruce V. Osborn nominated
Eu g 7ne R. Moore as Chairman seconded by Sue W. Scholer, there being no further
nom1nations Eugene was elected Chairman of the Board.
Mr. Hoffman asked the newly elected Chairman Eugene R. Moore to preside over the
meeting.
Eugene Moore asked for nominations for V·
S h I
1ce-Chairman, Bruce V. Osborn nominated Sue W.
c o. er.for Vice-Chairman, seconded by Eugene
R . Moore , e
thr e be1ng
'
.
no further
nom1nat1ons Sue W. Scholer was elected V1ceChairman.
Eugene R. Moore asked for nominations for Secretary
D. Turner as Secretary, seconded by Eugene R. Moore; Bruce V. Osborn nominated Maralyn
no further nominations from the
floor for secretary Maralyn D.Turner was elected.
Bruce V. Osborn moved to appoint J. Frederick Hoffman
.
1989 second d b S
as Dra1nage Attorney for the year
,
e
y ue W. Scholer,unanimous approval.

~~tc~~~f~:~n~e~~a~~~v~ii~~~~:;s:~:~ts for Active and Inactive ditches. The following
Baker, Nellie Ball, A.P. Brown, Orrin i~~~sAm;iut~'cJesse Anderson, DempseY.Baker Newell
DeVault, Jess Dickens, Martin V. Erwin EliJ' h ~y toe'RGbrant COI 7, J.A. Cr1pe, Fannie
,
a
uga e,
e ecca Gr1mes, Geo Ilgenfritz,
George Inskeep, Lewis Jakes, E.Eugene Johnson, F.S. Kerschner, Amanda Kirkpatrick, John
A. Kuhns, Calvin Lesley, Luther Lucas, John McCoy, John McFarland, Absalm Miller, Ann
Montgomery, J. Kelly O'Neal, Lane Parker, James Parlon, Calvin Peters, Franklin Resor,
Peter Rettereth, Alexander Ross, James Sheperdson, John Saltzman, Ray Skinner, Joseph
C.Sterrett, Wm. A. Stewart, Alonzo Taylor, Jacob Taylor, John Toohey, John VanNatta,
Harrison Wallace, Sussana Walters, McDill Waples, Lena Wilder, J&J Wilson, Franklin Yoe.
The following ditches read are Active Ditches: E.W. Andrews, Delphine Anson, Juluis
Berlovitz, Herman Beutler, Michael Binder, John Blickenstaff, N.W. Box, Buck
Creek(Carroll County) ,Train Coe, County Farm, Darby Wetherill(Benton County), Marion
Dunkin, Crist/Fassnacht, Issac Gowen(White County), Martin Gray, E. F. Haywood, Thomas
Haywood, Harrison Meadows,Jenkins,James Kellerman, Frank Kirkpatrick,Mary McKinney,
Wesley Mahin, Samuel Marsh(Montgomery County), Hester Motsinger, Aduley Oshier, Emmett
Raymon(White County), Arthur Richerd, Abe Smith,Mary Southworth,Gustavel Swanson,Treece
meadows,Wilson-Nixon(Fountain County), Simeon Yeager, S.W. Elliott, Dismal Creek,
Shawnee Creek.
The following ditches read were made Active for 1989:
Alfred Burkhalter(Clinton County), Charles Daugherty,Thomas Ellis, Fred Hafner, James
Kirkpatrick, F. E. Morin, William Walters, and Kirkpatrick One. Michael Spencer wanted
the Martin Gray to be included in the Active, it had been read as active, but for the
records read in the Make Active. Sue W. Scholer moved to activate the ditches as read,
seconded by Bruce V. Osborn, unanimous approval.
Alfred Burkhalter ditch joint with our County the Board secretary should send a letter
to the Tippecanoe County Auditor and the Clinton County Auditor.
Michael stated in June 1987 a hearing was held to combine the Treece Meadows branch with
S. W. Elliott ditch. These maintenance funds need to be combined and treated as the
S.W. Elliott ditch.
Sue W. Scholer moved to combine the maintenance funds on the Treece
Meadows with the S. W. Elliott ditch treat them all as one, seconded by Bruce V. Osborn,
unanimous approval.
J. Frederick Hoffman asked if the Treece Meadows was considered designated branch under
the S. W. Elliott ditch? Michael answered it is; Treece Meadows has a beginning point
and ending point.
Michael Spencer received a letter signed by two property owners, Malcomb Miller and
Jerry Frey on the John Hoffman requesting that the board set up a maintenance fund.
A
hearing was held in 1988 for reconstruction, this did not go too well.
Some were going
to try to contact the downstream property owners to make it a legal drain all the way
down to Coffee Run. Hearing nothing these property owners are requesting a maintenance
fund.
Mr. Hoffman stated this is the ditch that does not have a positive outlet.
They hope to make a positive outlet with the maintenance funds.
Michael will have to make a maintenance report before a hearing can be held.
continued.

Correct.
Discussion

Jim Strother property owner 3876 Kensington Drive concerned about drainage of the
Orchard Park Subdivision. Michael told Mr. Strother he had received Preliminary
submittal that was requested from the engineer to supply with more information, but that

information has not been received. Michael will notify Mr. Strother when he receives
the information and when the project comes before the board.
Sue W. Scholer asked Don Sooby, of the Lafayette City Engineer office where are we on
McCarty Lane, is it progressing. Mr. Sooby stated a public hearing will be held January
26, 1989, no other meeting has been set up.
There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 9:25 A.M.
February 1, 1989.

Next meeting will be

t!
""""'1&.d~ a 'J!;t~-7J1.1
. ./".,- . _""

Eugene R. Moore, Chairman

ATTEST:~~~
Maralyn D. Turner,Executive Secretary

COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 1, 1989

~ECANOE

The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, February 1, 1989 at 9:00 A.M. in the
Community Meeting room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third Street,
Lafayette, Indiana. Those present were: Sue W. Scholer, Bruce V. Osborn, Michael J.
Spencer, J. Frederick Hoffman, Drainage Attorney, and Maralyn D.Turner, ~thers on file.
Bruce V. Osborn Board Member called the meeting to order in the absence of Vice-Chairman
Sue W. Scholer at 9:00 A.M ..
Michael Spencer presented Certificate of Insurance received from Fairfield Contractors,
Inc. naming the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board as Certificate Holder.
Gray and
Associates, Inc. as agent for the insured. Monroe Guaranty Insurance Company affording
coverage. Certificate is on file in the Surveyors office. Policy period 7-7-88 - 7-789.
THOMAS COLEMAN DITCH
Fred Hoffman attorney, read the Resolution as follows:
RESOLUTION
WHEREAS, THE THOMAS COLEMAN DITCH is a legal drain located in Fairfield Township,
Tippecanoe County, Indiana; and
WHEREAS, THE THOMAS COLEMAN DITCH is all within the city limits of the City of
Lafayette, Indiana; and
WHEREAS, THE THOMAS COLEMAN DITCH is an "urban drain" and drains only "urban land"
within the definitions of the Indiana Drainage Code, I.C. 36-9-27; and
WHEREAS it is the desire of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board to wave and
relinquish its jurisdiction over the THOMAS COLEMAN DITCH.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board that it
hereby does relinquish its jurisdiction to the City of Lafayette, Indiana, over the
THOMAS COLEMAN DITCH, which is legally described as:
Start at a point on North side of Lafayette and Wildcat Gravel Road 12 feet
North of the SE corner of Sec 22 Twp. 23 Range 4; W along road 1100 feet; N 31/4 0 W 1655 feet; N 36-1/2 0 W 185 feet to appoint 10 feet E of the line
dividing the E and W half of the SE 1/4 of Sec. 22 Twp. 23 Range 4; N 580
feet; N 36-1/4 0 270 feet; N 17-1/2 0 W 35 feet to a point on the Union Street
Road 160 feet W of the NE corner of the NW SE Sec. 22 Twp 23 Range 4; N 8-1/4 0
E 355 feet; N 38-1/4 0 E 340 feet; N 39-1/4 East 150 feet; N 100 feet
terminating in a large open drain about 400 feet W of the center of the SE NE
Sec. 22 Twp. 23 R 4 on land owned by John Heath.
Branch - Tile
Start at a point 56-3/40 E 972 from the SW corner of the SE SE NE Sec. 22 Twp.
23 R 4, N 9-1/4 0 E 700 feet; N 23-3/4 W 300 feet to a point on N side of road
running E & W thru center of Sec. 22 Twp. 23 Range 4; W along S side said road
1680 feet terminating at this point in the Main Ditch, where said Main Ditch
crosses the line running E & W thru the center of Sec. 22 Twp. 23 Range 4.

Adopted at Lafayette, Indiana, on the 1st day of February, 1989.
THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
By:

-:::_----,-,Eugene R. Moore, President

_

Sue W. Scholer
Bruce V. Osborn
ATTEST: _ _-,-_-:---=:
----,
_
Mara1yn D. Turner, Secretary
0967H
Mr. Hoffman explained there are two bodies in charge of the ditch. The idea is to turn
everything over to the City and let them handle the maintenance etc.
The code provides
it in a case of Urban Drain that drains only land within the City, therefore the County
could go ahead an relinquish their jurisdiction to the City. The City would have to
accept the jurisdiction.
Bruce V. Osborn asked if it would be a legal drain?

Answer-yes a Legal Urban Drain.

Bruce asked if we could relinquish the County jurisdiction without notice to the
landowners.
Answer- Yes. After discussion it was decided that the landowners should be
notified. Michael Spencer stated: He feels the property owners should know what the
County is doing before they do it.
Michael stated a hearing had been held to vacate the
ditch and it was not vacated as the property owners were told they had to provide at
least the easement for a future storm system of some type. Agreement.
Sue W. Scholer asked how does this work when it comes to the maintenance fee,
collection, and disbursements? Answer the City would take over responsibility of
handling everything.
Michael stated the work the City did north of Union Street on the sanitary sewer lines
last summer, they did fix up the outlet of the Coleman ditch north of Union Street all
the way to the outlet. They put a manhole on it and have done work on it. Michael's
question to the City was; since you did this work have you accepted the responsibility
of the maintenance? One official answered yes, and the other stated he did not know.
Michael stated there is a misunderstanding.
Sue stated she had the same concern as
Michael.
Sue asked if they worked in the right-of-way of the easement of the legal drain?
Michael stated he did not know.
Sue stated the Resolution is a very good idea, she would like to put it on an agenda and
notify those involved.
Michael asked what happens if the City does not accept the the resolution? Mr. Hoffman
stated under the law if they won't accept the County can't relinquish. Mr. Hoffman read
Code, I.C. 36-9-27.
The developers of the old theater site ask the question:
plan, city or county? Discussion

Who approves the drainage

Bruce V. Osborn made the motion to put the Thomas Coleman ditch resolution on the Agenda
for the March 1, 1989 Drainage Board meeting, and notify the property owners, seconded
by Sue W. Scholer, motion carried.
Fred read Waiver of

Juri~diction

forms he has prepared.
WAIVER OF JURISDICTION

The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board does here by waive and relinquish any
jurisdiction that it may have over the drainage on the following real estate located in
the City of Lafayette, Indiana to the City of Lafayette, Indiana, pursuant to the
provisions of I.C. 36-9-27-20.

OWNER

STREET ADDRESS
BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF REAL ESTATE
Dated:
THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD

By: --:-A::U=T::HC':O-=-R=I=Z=E=D---::AC':G=E"'N=T:--------

The above Waiver is accepted by the City of Lafayette, Indiana, pursuant to the
provisions of I.C. 36-9-27-20, and the City accepts jurisdiction over the drainage in
the area described.
Dated :

_
THE CITY OF LAFAYETTE, INDIANA
By:

-:::-__- __- - - - - - - - - - - AUTHORIZED AGENT

0967H
WAIVER OF JURISDICTION
The City of Lafayette, Indiana does hereby waive and relinquish any jurisdiction
that it may have over the drainage on the following real estate located in said city to
the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board:

OWNER

STREET ADDRESS

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF REAL ESTATE
Dated :

_
City of Lafayette, Indiana
By:

_
AUTHORIZED AGENT

0976H
Mr. Hoffman stated with these four forms this would clarify things and the idea was to
have it on check list for the Area Plan Commission so that when developers develop land
they get one signed and then they only have to deal with one of the two entities.
Discussion. Mr. Hoffman presented two forms for the City of Lafayette and two forms for
the City of West Lafayette.
Bruce V. Osborn moved to adopt the four Waiver of Jurisdiction forms; one for each City
to relinquish to the County, and one for the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board to
relinquish to each City, seconded by Sue W. Scholer, motion carried.
Sue asked what procedures need to be taken? Mr. Hoffman stated both Cities should be
notified and send copies of the forms; also notify Area Plan Commission to see if they
can add this to their check list.
/

VALLEY FORGE CONSTRUCTION BOND/LETTER OF CREDIT
Michael Spencer stated he has to come before the Commissioners at their next board
meeting, but is presenting to the Drainage Board today. The board needs to release the
Construction Bond and Letter of Credit for the final detention basin in Valley Forge
Subdivision. The bond was required by the Drainage Board that the bond be payable to
the Tippecanoe County Board of Commissioners.
Michael stated a bond had gone through the Commissioners for the final seeding for other
areas in the subdivision, but the seeding in the detention basin have been completed and
approved.
Bruce V. Osborn moved to release the Bond for Construction and Letter of Credit for
Valley Forge Subdivision, seconded by Sue W. Scholer,motion carried.
ELLIOTT DITCH
Michael Spencer presented a letter from Chris B. Burke Engineering, LTD. with the
proposal to provide engineering services to do the design of the regional detention
basin on the Elliott ditch.
Estimated cost $8,350.00.
Michael stated he had met with Mr. Hoffman and he researched how it falls under I. C.
36-9-27-32. This will be added on to Reconstruction cost for this work.
Payable out of
General Drain.
Bruce V. Osborn moved to accept Christopher B. Burke Engineering, LTD as the consulting
engineer for work to be done on the Elliott ditch study for the amount of
$8,350.00,seconded by Sue W. Scholer, motion carried.
The proposal was signed by the board, and copy sent to Mr. Burke.

STATE ROAD 38 EAST
Mr. Hoffman stated he had received a letter from the Department of State Highway with
proposed agreement of State Road 38 East and the regional detention pond which he has
given to Michael Spencer to read. Mr. Hoffman and Michael do not feel the proposal is
quite the same as discussed earlier. They will study and report later. This has to be
approved by the Commissioners instead of the Drainage Board.
There being no further business to come before the board the meeting adjourned at 9:30
A.M. until March 1, 1989 regular drainage board meeting.

ATTES",

~~'c/

Maralyn ~rnerl Executive Secretary

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 22, 1989
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in Special session in the Community room of the
Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third Street, Lafayette, Indiana.
Chairman Eugene R. Moore called the meeting to order at 9:00 A.M. Those present were:
Sue W. Scholer Boardmember; Michael J. Spencer Surveyor; David Luhman Acting Drainage
Attorney; and Maralyn D. Turner Executive Secretary. Other present are on file.
NORTHRIDGE SUBDIVISION
Robert Grove engineer, representing Tippecanoe Builders developer of Northridge
Subdivision. Proposed Subdivision is located North of Wildcat Highlands between
Buckridge Subdivision and County Road 200 North.
Robert Grove requested final approval of Construction and Drainage Plans contingent on
changes requested by the County Surveyor. Items he has requested are:
additional swale
elevation, some of which they have to go out into the field and get data before it can
be completed. They have gone through this with the Surveyor and Highway Engineer. At
this point it is just the mechanics.
Michael asked if any of the changes had been done? Mr. Grove stated they have added
alot of the swale elevations, the only thing they have not done is to shout the original
elevations along west property line.
Robert Grove stated after reviewing with George Schulte they have gone through and
changed the grading pattern. George had requested there be no sump or low elevation at
each street. They have done this.
They need to verify elevations along the boundary
lines to make sure the swale is going back to divert the water and not dump it off on
the neighbors, or cut off anybody. Make sure to contain on the property.
Michael asked what the plans were for the cement 10" tile that comes through?
stated they need to find out where it comes from.

Michael

Ken McDonald property owner adjacent to the subdivision stated that there is a natural
water way along the fence line there is an old tile which ends up where the retention

areas will overflow. The tile does work.
cement tile.

Discussion continued in regards to the 10"

Robert ~rove stated tney are not concerned w2th2n thes2te, they would be concerned with
offsite.
They would be taking pressure off of Mr. McDonald's property. They don't want
to cut off any property owner.

Michael asked if the soils were rated severe? Michael asked about the septic system.
Are they going to have perimeter drains? David answered only a couple, the rest will be
shallow trench system.
Michael stated if there were going to be alot of perimeter drainage systems this would
have to be taken into account, but if they are going to be out letted into the storm
sewers he would prefer that they didn't come in at each lot, only have one entrance into
storm sewer.
Depending on how many they have will effect the capacity of the storm
sewers.
David Kovich stated the shallow trough system would be in between 34 and 40 inches.
Michael stressed when they start building the homes and getting septic permits,and there
are many lots needing perimeter drains they need to get back with Robert Grove. Michael
stated this needs to be done now. Discussion continued.
Mr. McDonald had questions in regards to the storm sewers as to where they would end up.
They will end up going through the two basins, the two major outlets.
Discussion of Mr.
McDonald's lane and water continued.
Michael asked what is the volume of the pond?

Answer 3 acre feet.

The board members asked Michael if he had had a chance to go over the plans.
stated he had looked at two different submittals.

Michael

Mr. McDonald asked how they are proposing to get rid of the excess water and by what
means? Mr. Grove stated they have calculated for a 10 year storm. They have designed
the basin for a 100 year storm. Mr. McDonald asked if he would get drainage? Robert
stated he will get drainage from outlet.
It is a 24 '1 pipe with an orfice plate;
therefore it will have a 21" maximum discharge through the pipe.
Discussion.
Michael stated he had not seen the rip-rap in the plans, emergency overflow. Question
on elevation, what would happen if pipe would clogg and water comes over, bank slope
protection, the spillway elevations, downstream protection, and the swale.
These are
the things Michael needs to see as there are very important. He needs to have cross
section shown along with volume of the ponds. Maintenance, how are they going to
maintain the systems.
David Kovich stated probably the Homeowners Association.

Discussion.

Robert Grove stated they are not going to get the OK from the surveyor until they can
prove that the swale is going to work.
Discussion.
Michael asked David to have Chris Kovich get with Mr. Hoffman in writing the covenants.
The board suggested they consider establishing a rate on each lot up front.
Farmington
Lake covenant has good detailed wording and could be a pattern to go by. The board and
Mr. Hoffman are concerned in the wording in regards to the drainage and maintenance.
Mr. McDonald stated they don't object to the subdivision, but is still concerned on how
they are proposing to get rid of water.
Robert Grove stated where the road comes out
the pipes are about 3-3 1/2 feet below that (this is about where the 10" tile is) they
will excavate a swale to that point. Discussion.
Michael stated he wasn't sure they could fit a swale in the rear lot easements.
Discussion.
Mr. McDonald again stressed their concern in regards to the roofs, concrete/black top,
and the minimum amount of absorbency in the ground would mean more water coming toward
their property, and this would mean trouble.

David Kovich stated he has a concern with erosion during construction and right
afterwards. He asked Mr. McDonald to call him at any time if he has any concerns during
and after construction.
There is a an erosion control plan in the construction plans.
Sue asked Michael if he was comfortable from his view points of the proposal? Sue
stated she has one problem and that is; Fred Hoffman has asked the board to hold up on
approval till he has a chance to review maintenance. Michael stated this is definitely
a condition before approval.
David stated they are going to develop in two phases.
first.

All drainage will be put in

David Luhman advised the board not to give approval at this time. Developer must submit
proposed covenants and meet all the mechanical request of Michael Spencer, and George
Schulte's request of calculations and gutter spread.
The board asked Mr. Kovich to meet all the request and get an OK from Fred then bring
back to the regular meeting, Wednesday, March 1, 1989 for approval.
To summarize all discussion Sue W. Scholer stated that Northridge Subdivision has been

----~---

~--~~.~-.-.~--~----~~.~

Special Meeting February 22, 1989

asked to get information submitted to the Surveyor by next Wednesday, March 1, 1989 and
that they definitely get the covenants to Fred so approval can be granted with
conditions with the developer making another appearance.
BOARD APPROVAL-MAINTENANCE
Fred Hoffman drainage attorney stated for the record in the future that no projects be
approved until there is a definitive and recorded provision to compel maintnenance of
the system.
ELLIOTT DITCH
Discussion of claim presented for Elliott ditch regarding the Task Force of Elliott
ditch.
Claims should be paid from Elliott ditch maintenance fund.
HADLEY LAKE
Discussion of claim presented for Hadley Lake. In 1986 there was a special appropriation
in the Commissioners budget for bills of Hadley Lake study.
Sue requested Maralyn to
call Peggy Owens and ask her if a Grant has been applied for the Hadley Lake project.
The board instructed the secretary to hold the bill until further information is
received in regards to the Grant, if time is a factor the board instructed the secretary
to transfer funds from the engineering fund to legal services fund and pay from that
fund until cost is reimbursed.
at 9:55 A.M.

Eugene R. Moore, Chairman
NOT PRESENT
Bruce V. Osborn, Board Member

Sue W. Scholer, Board

~
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
WEDNESDAY, MAY :3, 1 ?f39
The Tippecanoe County Drainaqe Board met Wednesday, May 3, 1'189 in the Community Meetinq
RrnJm of the Tippecanoe County Office Buildinq, 20 North Third Street, Lafayette,Indiana.
Chairman Euqene I~. ~loore called the meetinq to order at '1:00 A.M. with the fol1owinq
beinq present: Bruce V. Osborn and Sue W. Scholer, Boa.rdmembers; Michael J. Spencer,
County Surveyor; .J. Frederick Hoffman, Drainage AttorneY; and Maralyn D. Turner
Executive Secretary; others present are on file.
"SI-lmWOOD EO.8.E.Sl ILL
Robert Grove engineer for Sherwood Forest Part III requested final drainaqe approval.
Michael Spencer stated that previous questions were in regards to downstream
channel ,since that time Mr. Sherwood has purchased that piece of property [r'om the
adJoininq neiqhbor.
Mr . Hoffman had looked at Mr. Sherwood's restY'ictive covenants and they are OK.
Hoffman asked if they had been recorded or will they be recorded with the plat?

Mr.

Michael stated they have not been recorded as they can't be recorded until the final
plat is recorded.
Bruce V. Osborn moved to give final drainaqe approval to Sherwood Forest Part III
subject to the recording of the covenants, seconded by Sue W.. Scholer, unanimous
approval.
"WTI

I

ownno PART IT r <3FCTION

J

.Jeff Tyr:i.e property owner of Lot 27 in Willowood subdivision Part III, Section I
requested reduction in easement ,it back of his lot as he is puttinq in a swimminq pool.
Michael stated there had been an easement recorded alonq existinq creek which was called
the Crist Fassnacht ditch easement. Michael looked at the leqal description and finds
that it does not come down that faY', but since the easement was platted and recorded
Michael asked My'. Tyrie to come befon~ the board.
Mr. Hoffman asked if this was somethinq that we would need in the future? Would the
ditch come down that far? Michael stated the pool would be 50 feet away, so he is
askinq to reduce the easement from 75 feet to 50 feet. Michael has looked at the lot.
Michael stated he feels it would be sufficient for establishinq the ditch. There is
farm fields on the other side and the area theY are talkinq about is all rear yards.
Mr. Tyrie's property is on the west side of the ditch. Discussion.
Sue W. Scholer moved to qrant reduction of easement to 50' for Lot 27 in WillowoodPart
III Section I, seconded by Bruce V. Osbo.n, unanimous approval.
Michael stated he will send a letter to Area Plan that this has been qranted .
./ D1?CHARD PARK
GnJve y'epresentinq the developer requested final drainaqe appy'oval and to discuss
the off-site proposed work. The off-site work involved, at the present time there are
two exist:lnq in-··lets i.n the strer,t then a 15 inch pipe that makes a riqht anqle into a
man hole, a 24 inch comes from the south and ties into the whole system puttinq the
system under pressure this causes water to build UP in the street; flows across into a
prope.ty causirn~ damaqe to fourniation. They are proposinq to .e-.oute downstream on the
west side of the Dillinq home. They will rip-rap, but will have to get permission from
property owner to extend rip-rap. OeUJxe Homes did not create the problem. ~Jposition
is due to the increase of flow; however they are not qoinq to allow it to pond up into
the street or flow over the property owners lawn, it is delayed some befo.e it qets into
the ditch.
Erosion will be stopped behind the homeowners property.
Much discussion.

I~obert

Michael stated that David Dill.i.nq and James Stn'ethers are suppo.tive of the proposal.
Mr. Dible downstream is not supportive. Discussion.
M•. David Dilling has si9ned aqreement to 9rant easement.
Michael aqain stressed his only p.oblem is the uncont.olled run-off. They are over
detainin£l, to meet the ordinance to make up for the uncontrolled run-·off.
Developer has a£lreed to .ip····.ap beyond the curve until the channel straiqhtens out.
Sue W. Scholer moved to £live final d.ainage plan approval 1'0. O.cha.d Pa.k subdivision,
seconded by Bruce V. Osborn, unanimous approval.
/ ~ STUDY

WIt

SON BRAt;JCH/'; W FI I rnn DJTU:I

Michael Spence. int.oduced Ch.istophe. 8. Bu.ke of Ch.icotophe. B. Enqinee.inq, LTD who
did the d,-ainage study for the county on the flood cont.ol facilities alonq the Elliott
Ditch and the Wilcoon B.anch.
Ch.ico stated that they had coubmitted on Ap.il 2:3, 1'18'1 a final d.aft COpy of the Recoults
of Flood Cont.ol Feasibility Study. the pu.pose of the study was to dete.mine the
effect ivenesco of two py'oposed flood cont.ol .esey·voin; within the wate.cohed. This is a

follow up of a study done January 1988 on the master plan for controlling flood flow» in
the watershed area. At that time they studied the entire Elliott Ditch watershed area.
This consists of three watershed areas, the Kirkpatrick ditch which is fairly
independent ,the Elliott Ditch itself, and the Wilson Branch.
They investigated how much water was getting into the various ditches and waterways and
how high the water got with the channel, and mapped out the 100 year flood plan on the
Elliott Ditch. The goal in the 1988 study was to identify the location and size of
flood control facilities which would be required to reduce current flooding down stream
and determine what will be the impact in the short r-ange and long term future of the
watershed. The County -recognized that there will be a lot of development in the
water-shed area and realize that something is going to have to be done to control the
flooding.
They looked at two scenarios +5 year and +40 year development scenario and to determine
what it would take to provide regional detention storage. They provided some
recommendations in the study and identified the optional location for flood control
facilities. They looked at upstream and down stream storage availability and determined
that the only effective way was to provide some facility. A question may be asked why
not the Kirkpatrick? The Kirkpatrick ditch comes in at a very steep grade in, no
benefits to provide regional storage within the Kirkpatrick ditch.
They then focused
on what kind of storage, size of storage, and how the storage facilities should be
operated.
Branch 13 is being reo-routed out of the Wilson Branch watershed into the Elliott ditch
watershed. Land use and the area had to be separated out from the files that they
developed from the original study.
A lot of area is now going into the Elliott ditch that didn't go into the Wilson branch
what is the impact on that. What does that do to the flows and water surface elevation?
This is another study they under took.
They wanted to focus in on some p,operty that was identified by Maple Point
Enterprises. They were hired by Maple Point Ente,prises in 1988 to fG~uS on the
effectiveness of one flood contr-ol facility in reducing and accommodating detention and
compensatory storage.
Later the County asked them to do a study of a piece of property adjacent to the Elliott
ditch upstream of Ross Road. They realized that both these facilities could be designed
to provide flood control benefits.
Firs_t facility is an 18 acre triangular parcel located on the Wilson Branch. The site
is bordered on the southeast by the proposed Creasy Lane extension right-of way and
Hobby ditch along the north side, us 5;" on the west. They did topographic surveY,soil
bor i ng, they t hen focused on determi ni nq how this coul d be con--f igured. Compensatory
stora~le r-equi red and detent ion storaqe required.
Example was qiven;
if Wi 1son Branch
comes in and exits under Highway 52 what happens if they would just allow that water
when it gets high to fill in the reservoir and pass on throuqh. They determined that
the site had little potential. Biq pond, water comes in, water goes out. What doesn't
qo out fills up the pond simple approach. That approach would pr-ovide all the detention
in compensator-y storage necessary for the developments,but would not provide any flood
contr-ol benefits. The next thing they identified was to determine how they would have
to fiqure the reservoir so it would provide flood control benefits. There will be a
berm along the side of Wilson branch and a structure placed upstream of the 52
crossinq. Doing this they can pnJvide flood control benefits down stream. Flood
control benefits mean that they reduce water surface elevations down stream. DetentiDn
storaqe means that storage required for- off sett ing impacts from developments.
Compensatory storage is within the flood plan it has a given amount of natural storage,
if that area is filled that storage is displaced and must be compensated for. Detention
storage and compensatory storage which are a county and DNR requirement, and a flood
control storage which is a focus of their oriqinal study of what are flood control
benefits. Benefits, there is existing elevation now, reducing the elevation and
assigned some benefits to that reduction of water surface elevation.
A part of their analysis is a channel that goes upstream to Ross Road that is to be
widened, and cleaned out so that they can get the water efficiently into the reservoir.
Their r-ecommended plan for the Wilson branch is; they ar-e recommending the configuration
of the reservoir and the widening of the channel from the north side of the reservoir to
Ross Road. That would be a 4 to 5 foot wide channel at the bottom with 4--1 side slopes
on either side.
The Wilson Branch will be relieved of over 200 acres, Branch 13 will be re routed to
Elliott ditch. Refer to Paqe 3 in report.
They looked at +5 --- +40 years.
In the future this site can be used for regional
detention. There is adequate storage for the future. Wilson branch reservoir- holds
some promise if it is coupled with the Elliott ditch reservoir.
George 5~hulte asked if what he was sayinq the Wilson Branch reservoir is adequate for
40 year grovJth rate without any detention being required up stream of that basin.
Correct.
As lonq as the drai.naqe systems etc. a,e large enough to get the water to the reservoir.
In the 1988 study there were two choices. One, you can require on site stor-aDe as YOU
are. TWO, people can buy into regional facility, and the reqional facility would
require that all channels and sewers i_n and a long the Wilson di.tch be biq enouqh to get
the water to the reservoir.

The othey' flood contTol facility is the Elliott ditch, di,ectly upstTeam fTom Ross Road.
BOTdeT on the south by Elliott ditch. The facility Is cUTTently a faTm field, they
propose a wet bottom OT lake type reservoiT"
Explanation of hydrologic continued.
TheTe are several options. One would be to dTop the lake subject to the soil
cond it ions.
Making it a wetland this would eliminate traditional type maintenance and could possibly
become a univeTsity biology class project.
The focused in on the twin 66-inch dlamete,
concrete diversion pipes along the easteY'n side of Ross Road from the Point East Mobile
Home Park in the existing Wilson sub-watershed to Elliott Ditch Just ~)stTeam of Ross
Road. When fully constTucted this project will n,~dITect 0.43 square miles (:275) acres
of dTainage area fTom the Wilson sub-watershed to the Elliott Ditch watershed.
Details aTe in the report.
If two flood contTol resey'voirs on line one on Wilson and one on Elliott what does it do
fOT todays conditions is summarized in the repoTt, It has up to two feet of reduction of
water su,face elevation downstTeam, less f,equent cover road ways, Teductions of flood
damages downstTeam.
Summa,y is that the two flood control proposals will comply and provide benefits with
the o,iginal reDJmmended plan.
Sue W" Scholer asked if he had stated the Wilson Branch would take care of the 5"40
year,but that is assuming if the other flood control reservoir was apart of the system?
Answer no, it would if it stood alone just for the Wilson sub area. Doesn't have
benefits downstream.
It does have regional benefits. Two reasons -I. would diverse
water out .:2·-A lot of the ay'ea is developed. This they could do without raising
elevations too high.
Sue asked how much additional capacity is needed on the other resey'voir? 1..lave 325 acre ....
feet + 40 year land "use, and 36 acre feet + 5 year detention. This assuming that they
can get the water through the ditch.
They haven't looked into detail behind some of
the structures. Downstream where they an~ really concerned they have looked at the
ponding behind the structures and what will. happen. UpstY'eam they are assuming to
replace any undersized bridge and make the channels big enough. Chris pointed out that
there are two ways to get that additional 36 for the 325 acres feet two ways, either go
out or go down. Michael Spencer stated or to have another pond somewhere else.
Mr. Hoffman asked if they go down they can't have the swamp? Chris answered yes, it
would be that the swamp would be ur~er water, just have to do more pumping.
Robert McGinn asked how many bridges are you talking about?
They only studied the area which have bridges with a lot of traffic. Michael stated the
area Bob had asked about doesn't have many bridges. The crossinq at 38 and upstream
from there is underqround field tile system.
In development these would have to be
replaced with sufficient channel capacity.
Bill Long stated assuming upstream structures remain relatively the same, and the
development of 5 . ··40 yeaT assumes constant structuren, what is the capaci ty of the
reservoir? Basically if people provide detention sto,age upstream then by virtue the
county ordinance you can't increase flow rate off YOUy' site. Therefore, the reservoir
is adequate. Further explanation.
Gordon Kingma stated the oy'iginal study indicated a certain amount of storage to
resolve the problem Elliott ditch for 40-100 year system with the construction of these
two facilities for clarification what percentage of that flow of the original flow would
be resolved by these two structuy'es'?
Chris stated there are two answers. At the time of the orhJinal study they were only
able to determine what storage was needed to have for the different scenarios. To
compare what they had befoy'e to what they now ay'e providing he can't do that and doesn't
want to because the effectiveness of those facilities was not investigated and in the
interim period ff'C)m when they make a recommendation today they have DNr~ coming in with
Tecommendations. Chris had recommended approximately 400 acre feet of storage. The
volume is not as important as how the reservoirs operate. Continued explanation.
R0ger Maickel had questions in regards to the Plus 5 and Plus 40.
explanation continued.

Discussion and

GeOY'l~e

Schulte stated on the Wilson BY'anch watershed you are talking +40 years in +40
yeaY's that watershed will probably be perdominately developed. Basically if you look at
it that way that will efficiently serve that area up to its full developed potentials.
Chris answered yes, two reasons to get this channel big enough. 1. Approaching the
flood plan. 2. Make sure have adequate capacity. This they have developed"
George stated the county will have to improve up off the Treece drain across from
McCarty Lane, across Creasy Lane.

Mr. Hoffman stated that does that only if you take out Branch 13 and put it directly
into Elliott ditch. Correct"
Discussion.
Case I is existing, Case II is with Branch 13 eliminate,Case III orith the flood control
facility in place.
Joe GeTrety asked if the most benefit would be downstream?
Yes, flood control is downstream.

MAY 3, 1989 Drainage Board Meeting continued.

Chris pointed out that the County wanted a policy decision process. Do we continue to
require the person to do what yew are doing right now, provide detention according to
the Dr-ainage Ordinance ,put it on site and be done wi.th it. Second option would be to be
more restrictive. Third option would be the regional facilities to pr-ovide not only the
flood control benefit, but also some of the detention storage" Recapturing money is
another option. Discussion contimled.
Larry O'Connell; the configuration shown today of the Wilson Branch that upstream
detention is mJt going to be required, in additiem what is already in place would
remain, but future detention on futuy-e development would not be required. Correct.
Larry stated going to the trian~llar piece in there is also a figure that would take
away for assignments or Maple Point Enterpr-ises from them having to do on site detention
storage. Question is that 23 acre feet? There is a regulatory or statutory for
storage. Discussion.
Lar-ry stated his questions, if this takes place in the triangular that would take the
burden off Maple Point Enterprises and work with other developers.
Bill Long asked question of land upstream that has a straight shot you are not going to
have County ordinam~e in effect with the detention storage?
Answer to Bill's question
is that would be a policy decision. Discussion.
Sue Scholar stated if these two facilities were in place we would be looking at the fact
for the Wilson Branch for future developments rather than the existing ordinance we
would be needing to change (]uarantee that there was access to the facility and some sort
of funding mechanism rather than the on site detention that is now requir-ed. There will
be some over all policy decisions and ordinance changes to be made. On the other
Elliott ditch structure of the water-shed we would still be looking at on site detention
for future development and solving some existing problems. Correct, unless another site
was found for another regional basin. Discussion continued.
Francis Albregts had question in regards to the natural storage ponds that hold water 23 days? Michael stated they were talking about the farm fields that have catch basins
that hold the water for that length of time. Chris stated they looked at those areas.
For the future they put a sewer system or ditch that will get it there allot faster,
plus it is no longer agricultural ,its residential. Discussion contimled.
Michael asked with the Wilson Branch with this pond in place
on the Wilson you can discount all natural storage or that needs to be retained?
Chris
stated at Caterpillar the storage has to be there. Chris thinks all the natural storage
was eliminated. In Elliott ditch you can't get rid of the Smith pond.
Mr. Hoffman stated the farmers are still going to have the same drainage problems.
Correct.
Steve Norfleet asked about the ponds on Maple Point Enterprises and the proposed
development what the capacity is? 23 acre feet approximately 1.0%
Discussion
continued.
Sue asked Chr-is to address Branch 1.3 and how it woy-ks into the whole scenario.
Chris stated that Exhibit Six in the report identifies the area. The exhibit shows the
area that is being diverted out Wilson Branch and into the Elliott ditch watershed. The
twin 66" pipes version was remodeled and simulated what kind of flows would be cominq
through there. If the 66" pipe has something else that can be done to it they will
address it.
Mr. Hoffman asked where are you going to put it when you qet it over in the other
watershed? At present it exits downstream from the pond, fills up the bridge backs up
the water which allows the water to spill into the reservoir. Michael stated the bridge
at Ross Road is the controlling structure for those 66" pipes. Discussion continued .
.Jim Shook had question in regards to size of Wilson Branch.
Steve Norfleet asked about impact fee on upstream development.
fee continued.

Discussion on recapture

Discussion continued report is on file in the Surveyor's office.
There being no further business the meeting adjrnlrned at 10=45 A.M.

Eugehe R. Moore, Chairman
ATrEST:

)1~,d0~u1.£./u_

Mara1yn D.

ner, Execut1ve Secretary
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
WEDNESIJAY~
JI_Jl_.Y ~i, 1989
The Tippecarloe CC)l,lflty DrairlBSJc BCJard me't WeeJrlcsday, J"uly 5, 1989 in -tt'B CClmmllnity
Meeting room of the Tir)pe(~an[)e C;OLlnty Office B~Jilding, 20 North Third StY"eet. Lafayette~
Irlciiarl8 wJ.th Ellgene Rn Moore ChaJ.rman ca],].J.T,g t18 meetj.flg to order at 9=00 AnM.
Thclse py"CSerlt were Bruce v. OslJorn and ~31Je w. Sl:hc)ler, Boardmembers; Tom BllStl, Ac;ting
Drainage Board At'tarney; MaTal/fl D.. TLlrner, l:xecutive Secrc-taY"y; o·ttlcrs present a1'8 Ofl
file"

[Jan Pllsey reriT"esen-ting PUrdlJ8 Research FoufleJatiofl presented a pe"t1.tiofl and reClllcsted to
vacate the upper portion of the
dr'ain irl Sectfcln ]:~ 1"OWT1Ship 23 N.~
4 w. "r"hj,s rJ(lrtiofl is in he City 1 mits of Wes"t l_,afayette~ ITldiana. AY"ea :is SOllt~l
Ka!!lerer 1~IJacj ~50 NC)rt~l. ~)urdue Researc~, FOUT1(Jatic)rl OWT1S 50 3c:res in the area and are
rJlarlnir,g to cJa some additic)nal clevele)pmerlt~ in order to dCI ttlls tt,ey neeeJ to vac~ate tt,e
d:lte~h so it caTl be re--l"ocated as a more Ily"ban drainage c:c,neJuit
l-~lis all" ties iflto the
~1adley L_ake rty"o.Jeet
"rtl8 r1ortion noy,th clf 350 Nort~, gCles :lnto tt1S detenticJn paflcl whictl
is UT1.Jey construction and is a part of the Wtliy'lpoc)l project wtlich j"TlterfaC88 Wi"ttl t~le
PY"Clject
-r't18 ditc~h will be Y"e--bllilt in the PY"oject clf 350N rCJad or !(alberer RCJad wt1ic;h
has been cl:)nstrllctccJ tCI a fouY larle over to aplJroximately 300 feet west of Yeager F~oad.
"fhat pro,Jel:t i r • 6
of a l:ity prcljec~t or re alignmeTlt of y"eC;CITlstrllction of 350N or,
clver to ~;a]"isl)IJry ~so West)~ ttlen SCJuth tCI ttle NOr"ttl edge whj,ch will be a Sllbcjj,vlsiclTl.
:[Tl (Joing the clesl
WCly"k ()fl 350 NClrth set some perime"ters whic:tl had flat Llcen set for tt,e
ree~onstr\lc:tlofl~
1"ct1 affects ttle 50 acres from the develo!JmeTlt stand r10irlt wtlil:h t~,ej
!Jllt ttlE same c:onstra1nts (Jfl l-t as ttley Pllt llr'CJrl the PIJrcJue Industrial Researc:tl Part
P~lase I~[ w~lic~l will be added to "t~,e CQVenarlts of "ttlis par'tiClJ:lay" IJiece of land wtlerl it
is developed I)r sold of Y"LJn clff Factor.
Ar' orl sJ e cleterlticln storage area has always
beerl planneej fClr t~,e aY"ean
It I:ly"esently is ~1)necJ If~.

Bruce V. Osborr, asked if t~le area t
were wantir,g to vacate was ipc? It py'eSefltly is
a pirIe in varyir'lg c:onditions. A r'rob m (IC~I:IJrred when Yeagey
was improved by the
City. -rt,c desigTl did flat allclw ttlcm t() l)rif19 all ttle alJditic)nal stclrm watey" generatec!
!JI the wiclefling arOllTld in a pipe. TheY'e is a IIJW arEa that har,dles a pc)rtion of the
tlasin "that c:omes ,JOWTl ttlC stree"t ttlat was dlJmpec! out in-to PRF grollTld~ they fourld ttlat
oveY" a perie)d of time there was a wet areau Maintenarlce fllnds were llseci From t~,e
Demr)sey BakeY' ditch to repair aTl area about 150 "Feet long ttlat had been CILlQ IlrJ and
stlJmps anej fene:e r10st were blJriec! arId the tile tlad beeTl broken~ this was rer'laced makiTlg
it more of an urbaTl drair, area because clf the Y"econstrr,lcti
of the IJCly"ticln of the road
clver the cjj"tC~tl makirlg a trenc~1 (jrain over ttle tile Y"LJfl Clllite nicely
Takes caY'e of bOttl
surfac;e aTld SLl!J drairl.
BrIJC;e askecJ ~IOW they WEY"e 9cl1ng "tCI ae:c:ommC)datA that if they abandoT18ej it
"ft,~y
il
make provisioflS w:ith a letter to redirect elr ree~IJT',struct ifl a manner clf wh:ich i,t wj
Tl(lt C;IJt off any drairlage from ttle area llP stY'eam.
E3ruc(::";

i:1skf":~d

t: he ut r e(,·,t ,

e:clmplexes clrain iTlto it? Just the drive way area that cClmes DIJt Intc)
MY', Pllsey eXFllaifled fllrther to aflswer the (luest:"ic)Tl.

j,f t~le

Sue Wn s,::hc)ler asked; jOll c!on't arltil:ipate (;~langing clf what j,s there n(:lw unt 1 they are
Y'er)lacing it ith sClmething. AT1SWer--C()Y"Y'ec:t
"Tclm Bush actirlQ Drainage Board Attclrney read in thR absene;e CJf Michael J,
Surveyor lettFr cla"Le June 29, 198

Spenccr"~

1
).

DeaT" Drairlage Board

MembeY~:

Pllrdue Rcsearl:~h FC)llndation tlBS r1c"titioflcd to vacate the lJrJper portion of the DempseyBaker IJT"airl in Sec:tion 1~ Towns~lip 23 N,,~ Range 4 Wn This portion of t~le dY"ain is 1,rl
the (:ity limits of West Lafayette, ITlcJiaTla.
I have rIc, otljectilJn to this vacation as Ic)ng as ~)lly'due I?esearch !"ounIJati"c,n shc)ws Py"o(lf
that "the dratTlage from llpstream lancl C)WflCrS wi,II flO"t be a"Ffected.

-rt,is can be dClne by requiring Drainage Board ar1proval Py"ic)r to any lafld use l:harlge in
thj,s area wher"e the (iratrl is lc)c;atedn
Very ty"uly YIJUrS,
J. Spencer

Mic~~laeJ

Sur'-J('~yor

Mike L,"ovejcy o"F 98] DevcJn Street~ West L_afaye"tte, asked if it cJrained any clitc;~1 East eJf
Yeager? Darl Pusey answered that Dem!Jsey Baker takes (Jrlly a small rl(Jrtion west IJf the
telephone SWitC~l sta"tion. A small aY"ea c:c)mes (JIlt over "the (~IJrb, "r"he high pClint
a"t
the intersection.
BY"Ll(;e V" ClsborTl moved to al:cerJt he petition of y'eqlJest and recommendatior, prescflted to
the Drainage BoaTcj tel vacate the fJIJy"tion of IJempsey Baker ditl~tl as presentecl~ secondelJ
by Sue W" SC~loleY-~ IJnanimous apPY"cJval.

Rollert Gy"ove erlQirleer repy"eserlting Plaza Park Y'eQIJ8S"tecj iT'lai approval For Plaza Park"
Twn items of wtlich M1c:t'lael SpeTlcer ha:l reqLJEstolJ ttlS develclpey 0 I:lrovide ~lim wittl 1
CalculaticJflS for ttl0 off s:ite rlJn CJ"Ff from ttl8 clevelopment wt,ich irlclLlclss ttlS entire
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ta.k(::: a.ct:i \)TI at th:i.s mc:(::"t inq and '::'11::::0
time t:o makE~ any '('~;(:ommcnrlat onp tu the BCJ~rd
F\")),' a ]\,,:·;tt
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U.!:s.[.!:::l.tjr?.D.. .J::~fj,EJ.i.
I:~( )t"l(!'rt
t:h(~~

r:iY·n\.. 'f:~ \-::·;nq j.

f:inEil

("i(:;l:)Y

dY"a.·i.nt~.q(:~

fiJ'(

Drcha.rd Par k dt:-··;,v'c:I. ()pC;j'"

r',lan l.".!h:i.ch had [:}(;en

r(·:·:~quc~~:~t t~:d

~d:i.\)I·:~rl (:"J.PPy'()\·/a]

a.PP'(i~·,~)a:l

F«(:~'v:i.E·i i.)n

f:oy'

Y'F;V i s :i. un

a

l"; (")

pF~r·t;a:i.f"I~:~

to the l.lf:f
,,':,:itc~ d'(iJ.:i.n':1Uf:~ ..
!"1y. r:::;1"Ci~)F; iJ\J;'"l'iTl c;)(p'la'i nf'··~d
C')
thf:'; Ht""li:1yej ;'j("ld p'r"-::':HF;n"J":c!cl p'ran-:::i:
rhf'; n-r:f
:-",it{--"~ that t..hcy \".iOi.J·jrj bF'! i.n l.t:~tt:i.rJU has sum(~ :::;:(:·;Y".i.()I.J'~: pr(}bll·~~m~:;~
l.·da.tc~r· back~:~ up ·i.nt:u the
~::.;t Y' r-:;et" iJ.nd 'i n ~'":';CJml.:·:~ \.")cca.~:;::l UT!:::< f 1 ()I:'l:~:':; !;p ()~)F!Y' t h(·:::~ cllrb d()!JJr'1 t r'!"(uuqh a.nd dY"uuY"Jd .::, pY·CJPf·~y·t}'
owner~ ~10mA caus
some eru2:i.ufl rlY"ublems whic;~l t~,e f'Y'clflerty (JWn8('~ t120 ty'ierl to
al:lev:i~tA t:hat
majo'( f)Y'I)l)lem trlat they f:;:ee is that t~lerc wab a 24 irl(~h !1ir)c that
wa~~ all(Jw8(j tel (:umR tTl several )'saY"s ~gG afl(i ties if1t[) ~ l.5 trlerl flipe Bn(J 1;h:l,s aSSLJreS
pr,;:i
Cn'flsi::a.r,t.: 1;/ O\)F:'r loaded :!.T"l a. laY'Uf:~
orm"
rht::; :i.nt;,:::;nt JT1 th(::! f:i.nal p:~.an \JJas
f:~',/,::.~r/th:l.T·lq T1CJ'(tt'1 of that: ~?4 inch i:lnd "i.nc'rf~asc: :it'F; :·:..,.i7.(::·~ and UC!t thf:-; [;,la1.":,:::!1'· i)ut i.:tf
i.; hc; F:t'((::~f·::;t ar'ld c,n :intu the Y"b,vjrlt.~, t.-~lt'.: Yt··:;,..:ju:!.c(-:;d ·!.".,t·lf:;m to hi:,t...ie an L~a~~:;emE~nt to un tr'lr()uqh
PI" i 'v'a t C~ pY ur!f.~·(·J:; y it 1. E;: ob'..} i nus I' ha L 1.": tlf::> a. c (:'; r l() t >]0 i nq t u qf~t t ha t ea:::,:~c;mf.~:it ~ L h(:·:~ r ".:~ f"C) (" I::::;
t h(::::y Ci:':ln ric It cClrnp] L:t c·::·; t hE; p"((·:·:~v :i.UUfi: p:l a.rlS a~..::: Py oP,.J~:::;(·::~d"
Theye has bC:~f::n dome ub,.·,iect j. un::::;
r·7 rum the pcoplf:~ dOI.0n,:::;t'(I::·:-;am that t:h(·:·:~ l'luL'--J t~ja.s hf:·;:i.T:q :i.ncr·ea,HF~d"
fheoY"et·i.callyat; the
I; t .l.mc; thc! ':::t'((-::c:t "i.~::~ a,(.;t; .i.nq i:i6 a. d(:~t:cn"1",:i on tJa.h"Lrl
Clpf'~n:i.nu up tha.t ::·3/E.:tt::~m triC
UVI I/JC:UlLi Lj(~ :i.nc;Y"f·;aFi:c~d a.F:; thf':.~ t>~i":i.tt:~'( t>J()ulci rl()t b(:~ a'il
"1":0 back ur:1 :i.nt,:u thc; ~";:'l;"(c;(~t:"
'r~'le a.lt;f:;"(na.t:I.~/,:::,~ l";(") tha.t 'i~':< to du fluthin9 l\"lith 'Lr1(--":; c!(.!\.>Jndt·'(Cam
em a.fld }cluk EiL upt.i.un:::3
1";(") mak(·:·:~ ~::.;U(C LrlC:/' a.Y"c: not "i.ncY"(·::~aH:i f"::J {)Y" U'v'C~Y' lUddinu tha.t :-:::;Yb"t(::m an;/ m()Y'c,
'rhc
,.::lF~t: (,·!nt :i un ha,::3 :1. n '~~ hOI;..1 n :i"l1 pIa ns VJa : ':.-: t: u
ur (".~ t, ht::·~ u'n ~:::;:i. t (:; r-~ ae :i. 'j :1. t :i. F:E; "
r ht::,; df·:'"v'i:.~'~ 1 nper' hbs
t.u takl..:'; I..:h(··; Y'ema:indcy' of I.... ut ?H and qi.')~'.:'; j.i.
ad a. dc~t:c;nt:i.I.Jn ba.~3:LT1,.
'rhi
by·:!.nu '~';ht:~
i,.:·.t;·1."l19 .~·.'4 ·tnch p:i.pc:~ :i.ntu the ba::·:~':i.n
I'.Iou.lcl '(cety·:i.ct t:hf:~ CJI.lt f'lnl'J
rY'om 'J:~'lE'! Lli."i~·3in r.Ju\.-oJfl tl.) ].(:',
tr'l:i
i.f1 eh·~:::;(·::~n(,:C:~3 q·t\/i":~ i"Jr(:lurl('J 8 l:::f::::,; dr:~cY"t~ahc! d{JJ.,.Jr1~:::·t·r(·:~am
whic~1 vlQ1)ld meafl a l()C) juay 2tr)rm t~lG (IUVITl sl";ream faci:lit.i8s VJ(,\Jlrl bt 1] [:)c un(Jer a
hc~a(:l I.'Jh:i ch [\I()ul,::} hr::.! ml.J.I.:::h lol;..IC~Y iA!(';uldn't he to t.hi·::~ r)(Jirl(
t:hE1t: 1'1 1,,,Juuld ha'v!c tu
K !.If) "i-ntu t:hc~ Ht:r~··~,::~l I:;u f:uTer·; t:hf:: l-,ja.tc~Y· thY"ouqh"
a:::~ fa-: a~~~.~ tr'lC; utl: ,~.,~"i.i";(:~ klatC;Y' the;y
aY'(·~ tak'i
t,h(:·:~ ?!.j. c;f:~." b.nd Yc;duc:irlq that 1 "U;.":·:,
1.
you tbkl::'~ ·thl:.:~ 24 1'::'fH cominu thrul.luh the,:
~I p l.ld 1.00 /cay ·,~~-I:ur·m:i
:::~;:':-: ,,~~~:::! cf:s l/.Ih·i ch :i.~::~ be:i.nq Y"l:::;dUC(·;I.:I t:o the; ]
"fJ:'?,
Th:i.~::~
.-: ; 'I:hc'~m up l;(} th(:~ lOU /ca'( ~~'t:uY'm"
Th(::·!/ can'"t ~Jc~1:; any' mCl(i-:~ i.'-latcr that cuul.d C(lmf"~
a 1(,
in(:h Uy·.i. f:ice f::\lat('~ i:':ind thl:':~/ ar'(~ f:(-:~E:~dinq thc:'~ U'(:i.f::i.Cf~ ba:-::;.i.n 1'.J:i h the
1.r1 t~le:!.y I)wn c}ff sj,te stoY"m ~J~t8f,
Agaifl hc stated ·t~lCY are :imrlY"uv:i.Tl~l "l;~le
cletairlirlg; cle'fir'litely d~cr'e~sing fJow to thl~m~ sirlcE the}' caTl
imrr()Vc:m8nts I;~ICY feI.t on 8it8 1.mprl,)\JemcTlts l)VC7 l'Jetention.
they carl du"
·rrl:i..:·:~ .i.t~ ::.rlc; ("t::~',)l~:~:i on ~ ~(:la:i.n they d(J ha~./(:; i:')PPYl)\·.. cd
caTl not du t:hr·: off' ~:.:."i.tc~ at' this t:i.me~thf.~YI.:::f()rl··; t"r:t.:~~J a'(l:':; '("F,:ql.ll::·~~-:>t 'in'::;j
S"i.C")f1 pr'esented su t~le dev81opcy' (~afl pY"oc;ce(J.
R(lbey'l"; Grove 8t~teJ ~18
~Jur:f'; t:hroU.qh t;hc pla.n~.:- arlLl c;E11i".:lJlat:i tJP$:":; IAJ:!.l:h Michi:1cl ~ r'1:i.c~·lac] "I.:i. k\":.~~:~ "l-:hl:"~ 1:lthc·,Y"
~·:::;()]ui . ;.;.clrl L1ct"tc:r and marl>'
thl;:::;rn dO~Ci'!;hF':Y"~:'~ uppunc :I.t
Tt ·i.s ub~./:i.(.!jj.b tr'lc:>' ar(·~ qu:i.n~J to
have to >]et: permission from prjvats
OWnE;Y·S. MY", GrQvP ~tatcd hA ~la2n't sl.Jre it
wa:::~ t~l() d(·:·:;'·)(·~:r.OPE·~Y·f:: ()b:L:iqa.t il)n t,."J do
he; of'
"i.te, ~lC ',/ulunt:c;('::f"cd tu dn :it i::tTld now can'"l";
,::::(1 h(·; "i.,~'.;, nt;i"l.l <~'a;·li
hc~ kl:i.ll du ~~:CJmeth·tnq on e'i
(:.;
"T·ht::~YI.-::~ iH no rc:qu.:l.Tf:~m(·;nt f:elr
him to
qCI arld replace :It al
Prcsljflta·ti0n (~(.lfltirluc(i.
t

Sur·.:~

~::;ChC1:1 crta1:I~rl r1:l(~tlael
is 9()"i-Tlq
ha l)(.::.; t;u be 1:' a keTl a L anot h(~r' l. i. me"
T1 aUT C;(·.:·~m( n"l": t ('1 t hi iO"

ld"

(""!:I:I
'1.

("j

I.'

ha,\i~':';

[1..1 '(I'":~',} i.':::·:V.J

th(,:·; r·(!\/:1.~~~i:::~r:J

Hi Ui..;e (f··:!cummc·;ndc:;d nu act:i

()f]

f::llan~3
bL~

J.:

a

a.rld ac"1".::i i)n
,.
r~ua. '( d 1~.!a:3

k(~n

lJ.J()odm(:;r·i'~': LC>IJ'("t;J L.af·ayc·~tt:c, Jnd:i.a.Y1a haF.: a qjlF:~ht::i.un"
In the·; "((~\):i.r·.i.on~
t" c' ('jn a. Y"CdF·~~·3:i. un to 1"; hf:; I nt I::~'( '.":;i:·.~':"L t nrl of f<en~-3 i n~]t on an,'j I..JI")odmF (I::,~ Dr:i. \ll::~"?
ar{~ nut g()jng 1:u (3u af1yt~l:i.flg ·to 1:hA o'F'F
it:e
ha.t wUI.JlJ be arl>'t~l:ing w:ith:in the
I.Jr' l·\li:1/ ("If t{t-::·;"fl,:::;:i.n9"l";on"
'rhi'it ~Ei Ej'I'r ('Iut
l~t ()nl.~~ t:i.mf.~ 1::~'le/ 1.,,1(·~y·(:! '·::l():i.n~J t.u a:l 1 t:h()f~'e
nq"::~ a,f:I'j 'jnc'((:~a.sf:·~ thf:; P'ipl::': E,:i.·?C!,~·'; tu qC;"l"; Y":id of' l";~'!l:::! r::,IJi":l1":11(:!s and all I·hi::.~ bi::i.(;~ UF·!'.:"; in "I":h,::·:

MaY"y L..UU
V"(:~'(l:"; t hH/

~?O

t()

4·.0. '~.)J
~1 ~

street,

L..C;f)

l'hey ay'c nClt Py'oposinSJ to dCI "that bCI:alJSe they have (10 atlility to do it any
It wClulcl have recluircc! off site private prOIJcrty type easements wtlich ttlBY are
ge"t; "therefore ttley Gr'c not goirlg 0 do i"L, it was a nice i(!ea~ but t~le
eeJ tel it
Tts a ituati.IJrl that /()u car,'t fJY"oceed.

Dible: ,40 L,Joudmc:'(e Court;; !.

£),·f"Eiyel.:t;(-:,

Indiana nta,t.:c;d !.AlhEit

f·l~·:~

1"1urphy

IlJi:3.F

a~'3kinq

a.bout

is that ttl8 PY"irlt shows that j,t caTl 1:)8 dOYle by ottlerB, not by it'le you, it was a
taxpayers expenSR.
Mr, Grclve stated ttlat was correct, Dj.scus~ic)rl cor,tinued.

Ptlill.j.p J" scaletta attorney, rer i resentiT19 E(J i3ec:ker land owner' wtlic;tl atluts the Y'aVirle
whic:tl is t~le off si'te drainage area
My Scaletta asked tt,at the boaY"li postpoT'\e any
FiTlal action CJTl tt,e revision to give the pcclple if I tt'IA ay'ca and hi el.ieTlt time t(:1 lClok
i.nta this matter to see W~lat t~le protllems migh·t be. My Becker has 100 yeaY' old oak
tree on hi.? IJrclrlerty t~lat t~ley ay'e eon(~errled abcJut
Mr Scaletta feels theY'e J,s 91J1T19
tC) be alot mClr0 water c()ming in a 15 inctl pi
ancJ will ause alclt more ercIsicln ttlaTl
they'e is T10W. Mr, Scaletta feels thcY'c shou
be rir,-rap iTlstalled~ and ttli sholJld be
done by the peY'son W~IO is caLlsirlg tt18 iTlcrease flowu More preseTltaticJn c~C)ntiTlIJeej,.
Sue W" S[:holeY' stateeJ if I answer tCJ MY' Scaletta~s
to no·t give aflY fi,nal approval until the revision
a Y'eal solutioTl to the problem WOLJld be tel make a
have the ability to deal wi,th tt18 problem as long

re(lUest ttle tloay'd had alreadY decided
had been stlJdied fUy·tt1ey·
Stle stated
legal drafTl, as the boay'd (!CIE8 flat
as it is Tl0t a legal draiTl"

Lenoay'd Dible stated he tlad tal. ked wi'th Cc)mmissioflcr OSlIC)Y'Tl previc)Llsly ana ITl thA
diseussioTl a legal elY'airl was mentioned. He feels that prclc:eduy'c ShOLlid be s·tarted nowu
Mr, Dible rloesn~t like the idea clf putt:ir19 all tt18se thJ,ngs in plac:e aflel tt'lcn gC) teJ a
legal drain. f3rLlce and ~~Lle explained to ttle pror1ey't owners ttle sterls in pet:itiofling to
make ttle area a legal cirain. Brllce stressed Oflce again it is the prcJperty owneY's W~IO
fJc·tition fCJr a legal clrain not the DY'aiTlage Board., Mr DitllR asked if t~le board was
r~o{,lnting on the area becoming a legal draiTl?
Answer- N[J,t~lis is
to the property
owners. Befl Mays rJroperty aWTler o'F 391[) Pently'clclk Larle asked who
ides ttle wateY'shed
ar'ea? DisCLJSsioTl of deciding ancJ !Jetj,tioni,ng fCIY legal drai,T'1 contiT1lJed.
MaY'y L_ou MIJrphy askecj who was t~IC bes re3CJI,lrre if I county G()Vey'nmfrl't? l-he surveyoy will
assJ,st~ but: the py'opey·ty CJwners will have to have a private land sLlrveyor
MI,lrphy 20 WO(Jdmey'e [:ourt~ l_afayette, ITldi,ana asked wh(J prclvicJes COrlSIJltatiofl 'to the
Mr. Murpt,y asked if
f:3oi:":l:.y·d un wa.t(-::~Y fIc)!",,? Answer', the [OUTlty Highway Erlgineer
ttley tlad been e:oTlcerneej about tt'le water flow Of1 Creasey L,BTle?u Mr" OStIOY'fl arlsweY'ecj they
where we'rA discussirlg T1C)W, bLlt flJrther upstream"
have aIclt: ( I f COTlc;ern~ nClt OT1]
DisCllssion aTld arlSW8Y' to thi~ CClntiTluedu Bruce stated with erlgiTleers aTld legal ejrain it
is g(Jin~~ to be a t(Jugh job"
~im

DY'a"ina~](':·:'~

Rorl HaTlco~k stated he is really CC)rIC~erTled abotJt loading the ravinR system and the time
ttle water' wJ.ll rlJn if1 the ravineu I'~e feels t18 will, tJe gettiT19 more watey Wittl the
revisicln"
DisCLlssion COTltiflLled"
Robert Grove addressed some of Lt,e concerns of ttle property owners aTld again wen·t
ttlY'Ollgtl tlis r)resentatj.on"
A],l t h:i ~;::: is on f i. 1c; t n he SllrveYIJrs o'Ffice~ calculation and
F,li:'in~3 "

RCJbert Grove s·tated the developer was giving IJrJ l_ot 28 to make it a deterltiorl basiTl for
(Jnly onc·~ reas()n that Ls t:u df:·~c:r(·::~ase thf::~ fIolA.!, not i.nC;Y·f:~asf:-~ th(-:~ -r::1 C)V-I " 'The>'" a.rf:~ pluguinq
th(~ ':?i.l- tflch dlv(;'ct:i.n9 tnto thc~ pond t:ht::-~n t:ie :i,nto 1
:3/4 i,nch piPf:~ th(j:.t is a.I] that ca'n
get OlJt IJp t., the 100 year stc)rm. Ex~)larlation COfltiflUCCj by My' Grc)ve
Mr, Dible asked where t~le water From WOI)(jmere DY'ive was 90iT'9.
(Jack into WoolJmere Drive. Presentation COTltj.rluedu

My'

Grove aTlswered y'jght

Ron Harlcock again stY'cssed tlis COfleSY'fl of ttle flow from Woodmere to tlis problem, Mr"
Grove stated they hacl made prclvisiclns for that ttlc smal,l irl(:rease they are talking
Eibout i. 'rl t hi':",:; DY··,..·,,::>n«""c pJ. an dUf::f::': nut mE,. kf.=:: d.Tl)/
f:'f(:':~I"C;rlC;(": t () 1'1r, 1'''![:1nCDC k '~::.: p'(obl em, t h(::~
water flows to t
street~ it 1:0Tl c()me dawn afld turf1 ttle corner, ttlcre are inlets there
to handle it
Presentation-discussion CClfltiT1Lledu
Slle S[:~lIJler exr1lainccJ there was fl0t aTl oyciinant:E 20 year's ago aTld t he ~·;am(~ tyP(':-:'~ (l'f
Its ~laY'd to go back
l)y'ai"'8ge B08Y'cl approvals were Tlot in place at that date and time.
and CCJY"Y'ect ttlatu
[)ible statccj hE dC)eST1~t understand
easemeTlt tt,ey (~],aj,med was nCJt exj,stent·
heY'e wi·th his amencled py'oposa:l,

MY'

~IOW they have aTl ar)!JY"cJved dy'aiflage plan wherl
T~le Bc)ard exrJlaiTlec! ttlJ,B j,B why Mr, Gy'(Jve

Mr. GrcJvc statl!rJ they halJ a lettFY' o'r :lrlterlt, tlLlt ttla't ·turnerj arOIJflel af1(1
reasorl faY' beiTl~J tlere today

t~lis

tt18
is

is the
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 2, 1989
The Tippecanoe County met in the Community Meeting room of the Tippecanoe County Office
Building 20, North Third Street, Lafayette, Indiana, at 9:00 A.M.
Chairman Eugene R. Moore called the meeting to order with the following being present
Bruce V. Osborn, and Sue W. Scholer, Board members; Michael J. Spencer, Surveyor; Tom
Bush, Acting Drainage Attorney; George Schulte, County Highway Engineer; and Maralyn D.
Turner, Executive Secretary; others present are on file.
;ONCORD
)RNER
lNDUSTRIAL
JBDIVISION

CDNCDEIL.. .GOENEB......IND.u.STR.l.AL....s.U.BD.l.V.l.5.1.Q.N
Robert Gross, Registered Land Surveyor representing Concord Corner Industrial
Subdivision presented Preliminary Storm Drainage and requested Conceptual approval of
his presentation. Location of property is at the N.E. Quadrant of the CR 350 Sand
Concord Road intersection consisting of approximately 25 acres, and at the present time
the land use is agricultural.
The site is located in the James Kirkpatrick Drain
watershed which is a water shed of the Elliott Ditch.The area is basically a self
contained site that does not have a positive overland outlet. Drainage from this site
and Sub-basin III, shown in Figure A of Plans is through an 8 inch agricultural field
tile that drains in a southwest direction into the Kirkpatrick drain tile.
They had to look for an alternative storm water outlet from the site.
When General
Foods developed their site, they installed a 36 inch RCP drain from their detention
basin to the Elliott Ditch.
This drain parallels the railroad track from Concord Road
to the Elliott Ditch.
General Foods was contacted concerning use of this drain to
provide a positive outlet for the Concord Corner site and they tentatively agreed with
final approval after reviewing the calculations and plans.
General Foods had two representative present. Roland Winger General Foods,Site Engineer
stated they are waiting for a definite answer from New York, but they have given a
tentative approval based on what they have seen the study. Much of it is around the
uncertainly of the site at this time, not so much the effectiveness of the study done.
Presentation and discussion continued.
Michael Spencer asked if they were going to petition or vacate that portion of
Kirkpatrick ditch. Bob stated they were going to ask today to get permission to either
vacate or re-locate the 8 inch field tile.
They want to put it along their lot line,
then connect it back in.
Sue W. Scholer ask if he had talked with George in regards to the entrances.
it has all been approved.
2-3 entrances.

He has and
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They want to bring the easement down to a 40 foot easement and re-route the drain.
George schulte and board discussed the intersection of Concord and 350 South.
The
intersection was built UP when General Foods developed. The water use to flow across
the intersection.
What has happened the intersection blocked the surface drainage
water going across down to the Kirkpatrick drain.
Robert Gross the tile is now draining
surface water, it has a catch basin on it.
They are asking for two entrance off of
Concord and one on 350 South.
George stated they have had a preliminary review with
Area Plan and there is no problem with it.
They are not sure what the right-of-way
requirements are, but the are aware that the county is going to be asking for right-ofway on 350 South.
Sue asked if the proposal of relocating the legal drain easement had been taken into
consideration.
The problem is they don't know what is going to be in the right-of-way
as it is in a preliminary phase.
George stated the grade view plan should go in next
week. May have a tentative approximate right-of-way requirement along there, he will
check into it. Robert Grove asked if George thought 80 feet was far enough off from the
existing center line? George stated he is guessing they will need about 60 feet, unless
there are some special side ditches and that would be 120 foot right-of-way.
They are
proposing to put it in the middle on a 40 foot easement on top of that. George asked
how big the tile was in there.
Possibly 2 feet.
George stated they may pick it up in
the side ditches. Michael stated it is shallow as they have had alot of trouble with
it.
Bruce was concerned about entrances.
George stated they are going to be looking at
distances apart 500-1000 feet.
Michael stated he felt there were some type of field
entrances there now and wasn't sure if there was a piped entrance, but any where along
there a person could drive into the field as the side ditches are not very deep. Length
from the Railroad tracks to Concord Road is about 1800 feet. Discussion continued.
Michael stated the only two questions he had was the relocation of the branch of James
Kirkpatrick ditch, and the approval letter from General Foods.
Robert Gross again stated his request for preliminary approval on the design presented.
There are two details that need to be looked at.
According to the Chris Burke study of
the Elliott ditch after they put in the ponds that is suppose to lower the high water
elevations by two feet.
Could they use that lower elevation for their design? The high
water elevation at the 36" outlet is now 640.
According to the study it will be 638
after both ponds are built. This has not been finalized at this time.
Bruce asked how
this was going to affect this project? Two more feet that they will have to fill to
stay above.
Discussion continued.
Bruce asked if they wanted conceptual approval today? One item is the high water.
The
other is the re-location of the drain and the 40 foot easement instead of the 75 foot
each side along the road right-of-way for an 8" tile.
For an 8 inch tile Michael stated
he did not have a problem with the 40 feet, but he thinks there is a section in the
drainage code that says the easements are a minimum of 25 feet.
He needs to check if
that is each side or total. He feels this is something they could work out.
Robert
Gross asked if they went with an open ditch as shallow as it is would that make a
difference.
Michael stated they would have to look at the side slopes of the proposal
and make sure there would be a way of maintaining it.
Bruce asked where the water come from (relocation of branch), the upstream part of it?
Michael stated the tile comes from underneath the railroad tracks and back through
General Foods property and again crosses 350 South then down to about the General Foods
entrance.
At the present time it goes through the concrete pipe that is under the
railroad swings out on the south side, there is a catch basin in the side ditch right
across from the entrance, this is not a legal part of the drain, just a branch.
Sue asked Michael if he had problems with relocating the legal drain, he does not as
long as it enters and leaves at the same place.
There is 150 foot easement through the middle of the legal drain. Branch is called the
Cochran and Holmes branch.
Easement footage has to be checked out with the Indiana Drainage Code.
Eugene Moore asked what the board was going to do with the two foot drop? The board
felt they would be running a risk to do that at this point.
Discussion continued.
Michael stated that Robert Gross and he should get with Chris Burke in regards to the
two foot elevation difference.
Bruce V. Osborn moved to give approval to the conceptual design for Concord Corner
Industrial Subdivision as presented, seconded by Sue W. Scholer, unanimous approval.
SEC14.L.S.) :.: DE6.INA.GE .Q.RD..LN.6N.G.E.

section 14 (S) now reads in the Drainage Ordinance.
Sect ion 14 (S)
S.

D.et..en.t.l.OD...Sxs.t.ems ... S.h.aJJ ...8e. . Re.g.u.lated. ..D.r.a..Los...:...

All storm water detention systems shall be incorporated into a regulated drain
under the jurisdiction of the Tippecanoe Drainage Board; and, if no regulated drain
exists in the area, the Developer shall petition to establish such regulated drain
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pursuant to the provisions of I.C. -36-9-27-54, and the drainage plans shall not be
approved until such petition is submitted in a form approved by the Surveyor to the
Drainage Board.
Tom Busche acting drainage attorney read the proposed amendment to Section 14 (S) with
change recommendations made by J. Frederick Hoffman drainage attorney after being
presented and read in the July 5, 1989 drainage meeting.
Sect ion 14 (S)
S .

Oe.t..e.D.t...i..Q.D.... .s.Y.s.t..em.s......S.ha..1... 1.... . .B.e.. . . R.e.9u.1.a.t..e.d.. . ..D.r..a.. LD.s..;..

All storm water detention systems which include detention or retention basins,
conveyance systems, structures and appurtenance located outside of road right-of-way,
shall be incorporated into a regulated drain under the jurisdiction of the Tippecanoe
County Drainage Board. The developer shall petition to establish such regulated drain
pursuant to the provisions of I.C. -36-9-27-54 and the drainage plan shall not be
approved until such petition is submitted in a form approved by the Surveyor and the
Drainage Board.
Bruce W. Osborn moved to accept the amendment proposal change to Sec 14 (S) as read, and
add to the last sentence, as amended August 2, 1989 to the section, seconded by Sue W.
Scholer, unanimous approval.
Melvin Simon and Associates, Inc. had requested to be on the agenda, but no one
appeared.
FARMINGl'ON

Lake

EAB.M.IN.GT.QN. LA.b;E

This project has been setting on hold for some time.
Harold Palmer from Ft. Wayne was
present and he would like to proceed with the project.
One problem has been the high cost of the lake system and the community water system.
The developer is proposing to abandon the central water system and develop no more than
twenty lots at one time.
Also he is proposing to replace the lake areas in the center
of the development with easement areas reserved for recreational areas and detention
basins.
The volume originally proposed for the project was 15.5 acre feet which would have
reduced the 100-year runoff from 72.84 to 3.6 cfs.
The actual volume used fo this
reduction was 9.65 acre feet.
Maintaining lake #3 as a retention facility and replacing
the center lakes with detention basins will provide a total of 5.77 acre feet of storage
or 60 percent of that originally approved. The proposed basins would take up the entire
area originally plated for the center lakes.
The allowable discharge from this site is 35.73 cfs. They are proposing to over detain
the runoff for the entire watershed, but not to the degree originally proposed. The 60
percent level of storage would reduce the 100-year runoff from the watershed to an
estimated 20 cfs as compared to 3.60 cfs.
The developer has agreed to the proposed over detention to the 60 percent level and to
keep the lake easement areas as shown on the preliminary plant. The easement areas will
be for detention and recreational use.
The proposal will exceed the ordinance
requirements and provide storm water relief for the down stream area.
It is felt that the project will never be built as proposed originally. A re-plat of
the area could end in a project which meets the ordinance with substantially less
detention and hardly any relief for the downstream area.
The proposal would not have
the effectiveness at runoff reduction, but would provide significant improvements in the
watershed and is a reasonable compromise between minimum detention and the lakes
originally proposed.
They are asking support of the board in conceptional changing the plan and hopefully
they can do this without re-platting.
Question was asked if this is what would run down on willowood?
the culvert at willowood.

Answer yes, underneath

Michael asked if they were going to use one of the residential lots for the club house
in the area? Yes.
Outlet will be in ditch that goes across willowood (surface water).
continue down the east side. Discussion continued.

Water would

This is a compromise between the previous developers dream and what the ordinance would
allow.
Bruce stated this should help Willowood.
In the originally they had ditch all along the west line where they had pick up points
to run the water in through the detention, and they could still do that, which might
bring it down to 3.2 cfs.
Michael stated he did not have any problem with the concept, just need to work out all
details and get the calculations.
The board is requiring a petition for legal drain.
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Mr. Palmer stated it would be a Community Association owned area, all the community area
would be responsible of the homeowners for the maintenance.
They are not sure at this
time if it will take a full lot to giving access to the easement.
Discussion of Maintenance if it becomes a legal drain.
The outlets etc is the
responsibility of the drainage board, but the recreation area maintenance should come
under the Community Association. Discussion continued.

ORC.HABD .J?ARK
Michael reported on the Orchard Park drainage review by Chris Burke, it is underway.
report should be received soon.
Michael stated David Dilling was present and he is entertaining a petition to make the
outlet pipe on his property to become a legal drain.
There being no further business the meeting recessed at 9:45 a.m. as Orchard Park

,e~~~~peClalmeeting could be called.

EugeneR. Moore, Chairman

@~.$~
Bruce V. Osborn, Board Member

~,--J) . ~

I\U /) /)

_~~,-.~~U,
Sue W. Scholer, Board Member

ATTEST:

~ .,&~

M~Turner, Excutive Secretary

A

Orchard
PARK

50!")

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 6, 1989
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in the Community Meeting room of the Tippecanoe
County Office Building, 20 North Third Street, Wednesday, September 6, 1989 with Eugene
R. Moore, Chairman calling the meeting to order at 9:00 A.M.
Those present were Bruce V. Osborn and Sue W. Scholer, Board members; Michael J.
Spencer, Surveyor; J. Frederick Hoffman Drainage Attorney; Todd Frauhiger Drainage
Consultant; and Maralyn D. Turner Executive Secretary, others present are on file.

KIEK.P1\..TE1..CK... . Q.NE. . .D.l.T.CH.....B.lD.S

KIRKPATRIC
ONE DITCH

J. Frederick Hoffman attorney, opened the following bids and Bruce V. Osborn read
Contractors and their submitted bid amount.
Douglas Ridenour and Sons Cleaning and Ditching-$53,450.75; Bob Hodgen Construction$60,571.75; Merkel Excavating-$79,446.25; Jim Dwenger-$54,300.00; and Fauber's
Construction Company, Inc.-$74,152.50.
Estimated cost for project $60,465.73.
Eugene R. Moore stated if the bidders would like to meet with Todd Butler, Office and
Field Technician for the surveyor in the Commissioners Meeting room and ask any
questions in regards to the bids they could. Bids will be taken under advisement.
.E.L.L.IQT.T . . .D.IT..CH
Roger Blevins, Engineer Manager of Alcoa Lafayette Works; presented a review of
tentative plans for a volunteer clean up of a section of Elliott Ditch to the Drainage
Board. He has worked with Michael Spencer with some of the preliminary works and they
have walked the ditch. They are working with the Indiana Department of Environmental
Management. Basically the scope of the clean up would be sediment removal in the bottom
of the ditch from a place slightly up stream of Alcoa's discharge not yet determined to
a point at the 18th Street bridge. This is essentially the section they are working
with. The work would involve removal of the sediment, hauling and disposal in an
environmentally sound disposal site. He has been in initial contact with the Railroad
Companies that have bridges across the ditch asking some questions and working closely
with Michael asking him the aspects he would be interested in from long term management
of the ditch and leaving it in a better place than what they have found it. Aspects
would be they would do a Plan and Profile survey of the ditch, they don't have good
accurate information on the ditch at this time for the kind of sediment clean up they
would be looking at. They would then look at removing brush along the maintenance
easement of the ditch in that section, primarily on the South side of the ditch. They
would survey before sediment removal and after sediment removal to establish a good
profile for future reference.
They would do final sampling to classify the sediment at
sections predetermined along the ditch to determine disposal distribution methods
preferred and then the clean up itself building series of coffer dams, maybe 5-6 coffer
dams along the ditch pumping water around that section clean the section without water
running through to keep it from reentering the water.
This would be a final effort in
the PCB problem that Alcoa has had. They have been working and analyzing at the source
back in the plant at there internal sewer systems for quite some time.
Identifying and
cleaning the PCB's at the source and disposing them in the proper way.
The time is
right to go ahead and clean up that portion of the ditch.
Primarily they are talking about removing all loose sediment and 2-3 inches of hard pan
underneath, they would essentially re-establish the profile of the ditch as it has been
by removing sediment as most of the sediment has been freezing and thawing off the banks
and worked itself down in to the ditch from the sides and some carry down through the
ditch from up stream. This would be with approval of the Drainage Board and the Indiana
Department of Environmental Management. The Railroad owners that they would be working
with and whoever else the Drainage Board might deem necessary that they communicate
with. Alcoa wants to be honest and open with all communications around the situation
and the people who live along the ditch they want to make special effort to have good
communication with them. Essentially they would see that section of ditch being in
better shape than what is it today as far as functioning as a drainage ditch there would
be a good solid survey information for plan and profile for future as the City and
County develops in that area for future references.
Bruce V.
that the
there is
Street?

Osborn asked what depth are they going? Answer-6 inches to 2 Feet.
It appears
sediment arranges from 6 inches to 2 feet in places built up and in some areas
very little sediment build up.
Bruce asked if they were stopping at 18th
Answer-Yes.

The contamination is higher level at their discharge for about 600-700 feet drops to a
lower level from that point down to the first bridge, then it elevates between the two
bridges, then drops off dramatically after the second bridge.
They have been monitoring
that for quite some time and they feel that range as it moves the sediment down the
ditch built up behind the second railroad bridge, the first railroad bridge has two
conduits in it and the second has one conduit, the water slowed down and they have
dispositional area between the two bridges. This is the range of the Clean Up.
Eugene R. Moore asked Michael to make statement in regards to what Mr. Blevin's has done
on this project.
Michael stated he and Roger has walked the ditch twice, middle of the winter years ago
and more recently in the summer. Michael has been meeting with Roger quite frequently
over the last couple of months and they have talked on how they are going to clear it
and one of the things they still need to do is meet with the property owners along that
section and give them explanation as there is only an easement, just have to make sure

ELLIOTT
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there are no un-answered questions before the clean out starts and the Indiana
Department of Environmental permits and approvals. This is needed for the Drainage
Board protection later on.
Roger stated trucks would move along the South bank and essentially they would be
working with in the 75 foot maintenance easement with no problem with the exception of
the truck turn around as the tractor trailers pull in and turn around and a load coming
out they would have swing around down near the railroad tracks on both sides and then
bring the trucks back along the ditch and load out at the side of the ditch.
Bruce v. Osborn asked where are you going with the contaminated sediment? The are doing
the final classification of the sediment with the Indiana Department of Environmental
Management.
The majority of the sediment is non-toxic as far as the EPA is concerned.
It is regulated as a special waste in Indiana.
Proper procedures are being done.
The
highly contaminated waste between the railroad tracks and south of the discharge is an
EPA regulated waste material, it would go to a Chemically secure land fill yet to be
fully determined.
The final sampling to be done will determine which type of land fill the waste will go.
These will be the size of the coffer dams.
Bruce Asked if Alcoa was doing this themselves? Alcoa has basically three-four ways of
doing the testing.
The cost estimate for the clean up is a very difficult thing to do,
they will have to get a plan survey, remove the brush,develop a profile then do some
additional sampling in order to develop how much sediment is to be removed and where it
is to go. They will use waste haulers that they deal with on a regular basis preferably
on sediment hauling and disposal, they are all first class companies to deal with. Then
they would look at the final phase of coffer dam construction and sediment removal.
Bruce asked if they would have any trouble with access?
Michael stated they do as they can only come in off 1Bth Street or Concord Road on the
south side, then they have the railroad tracks blocking them about half way down.
Sue W. Scholer stated the Board appreciates the cooperation with Michael and the effort
that has been put into the project. Sue stated the Drainage Board does need to be
involved. She feels as Michael that it is critical to get the property owners together
so that they know what is happening. Alcoa most certainly wants the property owners to
be well informed.
Bruce stated he assumed Alcoa has the adequate Liability for this process. The answer YES- Environmental clean ups major situations as far as Liability is concerned and in a
situation like this the corporation is backing the project.
Fred Hoffman asked what kind of determination had been made below 18th Street. Has
testing been done there? Answer- they have done monitoring of the that entire section
of Elliott ditch from Alcoa discharge down to Wea Creek for a number of years. As they
have been cleaning up at the job site and the long term process of cleaning up the
source.
The interesting thing in 82-84-86, and 88 they have had two year picture of the
sediment. There has been very little movement of sediment down the ditch as far as
contamination has basically stayed the same. When you get below 18th Street it is a
very low level of contamination. They will be doing the honest thing in communicating
in whatever environmental regulations that would apply to that area of clean up and work
with the Drainage Board in whatever plans they may have and make sure it is dealt with
in an environmental responsive manner.
Bruce asked if they had done this in other locations? Roger stated corporately he can
not speak to that. Specifically they have done clean ups and constantly trying to
present a better environment, but as far as something like this project as complex as it
is with people living along the ditch and on the corner of the City this is new to
Alcoa. Alot of new things they are discovering along the way.
It really involves alot
of communication. Everything from checking what might be running underneath the ditch
as far as utilities are concerned. There are some pine trees planted on the South side
of the ditch near Concord Road. They want to make sure those don't get cut down as some
one has put them there for a screen some distance back from the ditch. They want to be
sensitive to those type of things.
Fred Hoffman asked Michael if the trees were on the right of way? Michael stated they
had been planted there as requirements of Area Plan Commission when the land was rezoned for the LCL Trucking Company, this was done years back. Michael stated also the
City of Lafayette has a major sanitary sewer that runs along the ditch easement.
Eugene R. Moore too expressed the Boards appreciation and stated the Board would
cooperate with Alcoa as much as they can.
Roger thanked the Board for their remarks and interest as good drainage is a critical
concern for all of us. They want to maintain it in the best manner possible and do the
environmental right thing.
)RCHARD

oRCHARD EA.R.K.

'ARK

Robert Grove representing the developer asked for final approval of his revised plans,
which has been reviewed. Mr. Grove asked Michael if he had received the data back and
if he has had all his questions answered? Michael stated he had not had all of his
questions answered as of today. They are being answered at this time. One thing
Michael has not seen yet is their petition for a legal drain for the subdivision site.
Michael still has questions on the outlet pipe size that he has on his drawing,
therefore he has no recommendation at this time.
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Robert Grove stated he wanted to clarify one thing, he was under the understanding that
the people down stream were petitioning or had submitted a preliminary petition for a
legal drain. Michael stated he has a preliminary petition, but it is not in final form.
Robert asked if they were to submit a petition? Answer - yes, one for the subdivision
to become a legal drain.
Eugene R. Moore asked if Michael was asking for the subdivision. Michael stated yes for
Orchard Park Subdivision, if other property owners want to join on that petition that
would be fine.
Gene asked about the people South of the Subdivision? They don't have
to, but if they want they can. Michael stated their (the people South) comes around in
a separate pipe; the only thing they do share an is outlet.
Robert Grove stated that it might be of interest of what he did the last time in his
revision.
In trying to solve problems down stream of the development they have tried to
slow down the off site water, there were some problems with that, now they are back to
where they originally started. They did leave the basin larger, but they had brought
the off site water through the subdivision. They are discharging into the existing pipe
which was shown as a 24 inch pipe, but it is actually a 15 inch pipe. Their water is
regulated before it gets into that system. This is what they are asking final approval
of those construction plans. Robert stated he wasn't sure on the legal drain.
He asked
how far are they required to go from Kensington north? Michael stated the legal drain
would be for the boundaries of the Subdivision. Robert stated which would include the
storm pipe and the basin.
Fred Hoffman asked if it had a discharge into another legal drain? Michael stated
hopefully it would become a part of the legal drain.
It is on another persons property,
there is talk of all of them joining together to make a legal drain out of the whole
thing. The subdivision is in the middle, which is unfortunate. Michael does believe
that down stream property owner is receptive to make a legal drain. Michael stated we
could get the petition it could be added on below or above as he feels there is interest
both ways joining on to a legal drain.
Mr.Hoffman stated that below would bother him as we do not want a legal drain going into
a non-legal drain. Discussion continued.
Bruce asked Fred if
some one to do it.
Michael stated that
and submit a common

he wanted some one to drain to the Wildcat, his answer was he wanted
Bruce stated, just make Robert with his project. Discussion.
Robert Grove and the property owner to the north should get together
petition or at least both parties sign it.

Robert asked if this was going to be a requirement for final approval of construction
plans? Michael stated before they build on the property they will ~ave to have a legal
drain, Michael won't hold it to the construction plans, but will before they can build
structure on the site. Build, he means homes.
Construction work to the south can
continue? Michael stated the Board has to decide.
Bruce asked if he had temporary facilities to hold run off during site preparation?
Answer-No, as part of his site preparation he will be constructing his detention basin
and outlet.
Robert Grove stated that possibly the first thing done will be the basin as they need
dirt to build the rest of the site.
Michael stated he would like to see the comments from the Boards consultant on the
review before final approval is given, if he takes an adjournment for two days or so to
get the comments rather than to jump into request at this time.
Meeting recessed until Wednesday, September 13, 1989 until the technical part of the
project has been reviewed and the developer can do some checking on their outlet pipes
sizes and start the petition process.
Sue W. scholer asked if Michael had in hand answers to his questions on the outlet?
Answer-No. Michael stated he knows it is a 15 inch pipe and they keep showing it as a
24 inch pipe, their drawings need to be submitted with the correct size.
Sue also feels the petitions should be in hand before final approval is given.
Hoffman stated this is the only safe way.

Mr.

Bruce asked if Fred would deal with the Liability from the outlet of this project.
feels this is beyond the Boards capability.

He

Robert Grove stated he had some information for Blackbird and would like to submit it
today. Board agreed to hear this later.
8Ro.OKEIELD..HEIGHI.S",.sU8DIVLSION
Dale Koons of CML Engineering Services representing Brookfield Heights asked for final
approval for drainage.
Michael stated the Board is not ready to give final approval to Brookfield Heights
Subdivision.
Todd Frauhiger stated he has done a very preliminary review of the Subdivision, and the
Board should recess until Wednesday, September 13, 1989 at 9:00 A.M., plans can be
reviewed and completed with recommendations to the Board at that time.

BROOKFIELD
HEIGHTS

~---~----
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Michael stated they are putting together a legal drain system within the subdivision, a
petition would be needed and signed up. No hearing is needed, just the petition
presented at this time so that hearings can be scheduled. Michael stated Dale could do
this with Roy Prock and Mr. curtis. Mr. Koons stated they are going to the Wildcat
Creek with their legal drain.
Brookfield Heights recessed until Wednesday, September 13, 19B9.
PSLAND

P5 L£lND..

Robert Grove representing P S Land stated he is not sure where they stand with PSI,
there is more work to be done by the developer.
At one time the Master Plan shows that
the street going in on under the power lines with the lake next to it was a concern with
PSI. PSI wanted the developer to stay east of the center line of the easement, the
easement is 200 feet wide and 60 feet from any tower which the developer did. Now PSI
has some other problems a meeting has been scheduled to meet in the next week.
Michael
stated he was to meet with Bill Crane this afternoon in regards to the project.
Changes
will have to be made.
Michael stated the board has looked at it from the technical end, the whole thing CPS
Land drainage system) was approved back in the early 1980's. Michael stated they have
some questions about the high water elevations. Bob has submitted some new data.
Michael feels technically the plans may be OK, its just the final thing with PSI that is
holding it up with the configuration of the lake, the outlet is Treece Meadows ditch and
the outlet pipe that was approved in the early 80's is still going to be there and they
are meeting their reduced release rate that was set at that time, the review is to make
sure it does meet with the prior approvals.
Robert Grove stated one thing that has to be done is some modifications to adjust to the
revised Drainage Ordinance, need to check the durations storms.
Michael asked that this be recessed until Wednesday, September 13, 1989 at 9:00 A.M.
Twyckeham
PHASE II
SEC II

T.w.YCKENHAM PHAS.E l . L S.ECI.10.N. LL

Mark Smith representing Smith Enterprises developer of Twyckenham Phase II Section II.
September 30, 1987 Smith Enterprises came before the drainage board and requested that a
conditional vacation of Ortman Legal drain be granted so that the developer could
substitute a storm sewer system that will drain a 200 acre, 400 lot subdivision that
they were proposing to build in the Twyckenham area.
At that time the Board approved a
conditional vacation of the first area of the drain that they were building and that
area has been developed, the storm sewer is completed and accepted by the City of
Lafayette, the drain has been vacated up to this point. They are now proposing to
vacate the legal drain for Phase II Part II, Section II and IV. They are asking to use
the same formula as they did in the first Phase.
The vacation of the legal drain for
the requested area is subject to five conditions. These conditions are:
1.

The new drainage system be installed, approved, and functioning properly.

2.

That all field tiles from offsite be properly connected to the new system.
Reason for that is that Margaret Purdy and other land owners have tiles that
flow into Ortman Legal Drain. Mr. Smith stated he believed that Ms. Purdy was
satisfied with the vacation of the drain was done properly and not causing her
any problems.

3.

certified As-Built drawings be submitted.

4.

A letter be received from the City indicating approval and acceptance for
maintenance.
City has accepted and approved the construction drawings for the next area for
the storm sewer that they are proposing to develop and Michael has seen them
and approved them.

5.

That the drain will be completed and approved before the Final Plat can be
Recorded and Building Permits issued.

Mark stated they are progressing right along and they would like to have approval to go
ahead.
Joe Bumbleburg attorney representing Margaret Purdy stated they are familiar with the
previous conditions that the Drainage Board set on the developer in this project. Ms.
Purdy's concerns exist today the same as they did in the beginning, that the tiles that
comes from her field are not disrupted and the flow of drainage continue. Ms. Purdy had
indicated to Mr. Bumbleburg that she has not experienced any problems with the
development so far.
It appears at this point that the conditions are working and if the
conditions are continued it would be appropriate.
Question was asked if there was anyone else involved?
Judge Thompson would be affected, he is north of Ms. Purdy.
to let the Smith Enterprises know where their tiles are.

The landowners have tried

Fred Hoffman asked if anyone had talked to Judge Thompson?
All property owners were notified of the hearing.
Judge Thompson was at the 1987
meeting, he will not be affected by this new phase of development.
Don Sooby, City Engineer stated one difference on this Phase is that the City will not
be accepting the detention ponds for maintenance, the developer reportedly has set up a

-----

h()(
,)
. J
SEPTEMBER 6, 1989 Drainage Board Continued - Twyckeham Phase II Section II

special Homeowners Association that will have the Maintenance responsibilities on the
detention ponds.
Mr. Sooby stated that the City has seen draft copies of articles for the corporations
covenants as far as Mr. Sooby knows these have not been recorded as they do not have
copies showing recording.
Michael asked about the pipe system, is the City going to accept maintenance of those
systems or is it all going to be private. Mr. Sooby answered that he doesn't think that
has been addressed at this time.
The City is primarily concerned with the detention
ponds making sure those are properly maintained. They will work out the details of the
pipe systems themselves. Michael asked if that is included in the existing section that
is already built or is that starting from this section for Phase II Section II & IV?
Mr. Sooby answered that does not include the existing facilities.
Mr. Hoffman asked if the restrictions for the Subdivision will have this provision about
the maintenance that the homeowners will maintain.
Mr. Smith stated under the direction
of the City they are forming a Homeowners Association that will cover the remaining
undeveloped area of the subdivision, those people will pay dues and take the
responsibility for the retention basins. Mr. Hoffman stated the Drainage Board should
have their wording in the covenants that the County has the right to make an assessment.
Mr. Hoffman and Don Sooby will meet and make sure the proper wording is included in the
Covenants.
Michael stated he has no problem with the vacation of the legal drain as they petitioned
as long as the same conditions apply that did before along with this one exception that
Mr. Sooby speaks of.
Mr. Hoffman stated that another condition should be added that the restrictions provide
that if the Homeowners don't provide maintenance that either the City or the Drainage
Board has the right to do an assessment to the Homeowners as this has to be done.
Discussion continued. Michael stated if this is going to be done and the drainage board
is involved he would like to see a legal drain again. Michael stated he doesn't know
what has to be done to get that in the City. Michael stated he had been under the
understanding that the City had accepted the maintenance, he did not know about it till
today.
Sue W. Scholer stated that the cities position is that it is going to have to run to the
County Drainage because the City is not wanting to get involved in that maintenance.
Sue stated this needs to be clarified. She asked if the City was requiring this to be
done prior to the Cities approval?
Answer-yes. Mr. Sooby stated that when they give an approval for construction drawings,
the city has indicated that they will not accept the ponds for maintenance.
After much discussion it was decided that Michael Spencer and Fred Hoffman meet with the
City as the Board feels this is not going to a be first nor the last subdivision
development involving both the City and the County Drainage Board.
Mark Smith stated the restrictive covenants of the Homeowners Association have to be
recorded in conjunction with the final phase plat. Discussion of Conditions 4 & 5 in
regards to the detention and the pipe systems. He was going to post maintenance bonds
to the city just as any other storm sewer system that they develop. Michael asked Mark
to get the language that they have written up to Fred and have him look at it and if the
Drainage Board has some language that needs to be inserted they can.
Mr. Sooby stated if they are considering a legal drain for that area the City would
certainly encourage the legal drain to cover the existing area as that would resolve
alot of the problems. Michael stated he would go along with that as there has been a
philosophy change in the City as far as drainage.
This subdivision is really coming to
the attention of the City and the County Drainage Board. The first section was approved
by the City and the City said they would maintain it. With the change of philosophy
Michael stated this isn't that all bad, but it is a hard place to make a legal drain,
however there has to be someone maintaining it.
If the County is going to maintaining,
Michael wants it to be a legal drain, this would affect this vacation that is before the
Board today.
Mark Smith stated from practical stand point the detention basins that will be built
from now on will be much smaller and will be grass and low areas in yards, water will
stand until it can run off. It isn't going to be as large of an area as in Part I.
Joe Bumbleburg stated in order that Ms. Purdy does not have to keep coming back to these
meetings because of the technical matter which really isn't impacted upon her like the
other covenants, he asked could Ms. Purdy be assured that the restrictions that the
Board has are going to be in place that she can stop coming to the meetings.
Sue W. Scholer stated the Board is talking about adding the sixth condition and this
would assure Ms. Purdy.
Twyckenham Phase II Sec II recessed until Wednesday, September 13, 1989.
Eugene R. Moore chairman, asked if there was anything else to come before the Board.

WILSON . . 8.R.AN.CJ::L..'O'E.ELLl.Q.TT.. . IU.TCH
Michael stated it was not on the agenda for today, but Mr. Mossbaum from Melvin Simon &
Association are here to discuss the proposal to re-route a portion of the Wilson Branch
of the Elliott ditch.

WILSON
BRANCH
ELLOITT
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Myles Minton of Melvin Simon & Associates presented reports from Chris Burke to
Michael. Mr. Minton stated they are working on developing a Community Center adjacent
to the existing Tippecanoe Mall. He presented an Exhibit of the development. A new
road proposed Maple Point Drive. The Community Center site is basically South of the
Mall site, because of the expansion of the Mall in realignment of Maple Point Drive it
had been approved a year or so ago, now it is necessary to realign the road.
This makes
the Community Center site to move further to the South. They have acquired additional
property from Maple Point Enterprises.
With the new expanded site plan for the Mall the
Community would sit ventrally over the existing ditch.
They have commissioned Chris
Burke and Associates who had handle the other regional detention Facility to design the
concept to study a re-route of Wilson Branch. Basically the realignment entailed would
be digging a new trench.
The new ditch would be improved over what is already there.
As the ditch there now is in irregular shape, varies in depth, slope and height on
bank.
This would be a gradual lay back bank design on a 3-1 slope with grassy banks.
Section along Ross Road it would be more of rectangular shape with gabions.
The
realignment of the ditch as proposed to be on a common boundary line between the
Community Center and property that is still owned by Maple Point Enterprises.
They have
consulted with them, they have concurred with the realignment, the Maple Point
Enterprises property would drain in there as well.
Mr. Minton stated why they are here
today is to just let the Board know what their ideas are and if possible to get some
response back whether it is feasible.
Chris Burke's study of conclusions states that
the re-alignment of the Wilson Branch of Elliott Ditch as proposed by Melvin Simon &
Associates does not have a negative impact on the water surface profile as compared to
their previous alignment which stayed along the existing channel center line or as
compared to existing conditions. These results are based on the inclusion of the
proposed Wilson Branch Reservoir.
The re-alignment would be an improvement.
They plan
to take safety pre-cautions along Ross Road with guard rails on both sides. They would
access for maintenance on both sides, and he stated he was sure Maple Point would
likewise.
Mr. Hoffman asked what were they going to do about the sharp curve where the new ditch
starts? This is addressed in the reports about the gabion walls.
The gabions start at
the under pass.
Explanation continued.
They are only doing work on in the west side of Ross Road then it will hook into the
regional detention facility to be built. This is critical for their project. Once this
would be installed and improved they could go back in with appropriate fill material so
they could place buildings and parking lots.
The plan presented is not their final site
plan.
Fred Hoffman asked if some one else owned the land across making it so they can not go
straight across without making that right angle? Answer there are three to four
separate owners.
Michael stated he has met with them and his biggest concern was that they move with the
hydraulically and hydrologically is it going to do for the watershed area since they are
putting bends in it.
If they were not sharper bends than before.
It was Michael's
recommendation that they get an engineering firm on their own to look and give the Board
a recommendation.
They chose Chris Burke and Michael feels it was a wise decision since
Chris is so familiar with the Elliott ditch projects. Based on the conclusions in the
report and receiving the drawings and the final report, the board will have to make
study.
Mr. Hoffman had concern in regards to 2 feet of water on State Road 38
storm.
Michael stated that is with the existing bridge there now.
In
considerably less than the current condition there now.
It is as good
what was indicated in Chris Burke study with leaving the channel where

in a 100 year
the report it is
or better than
it is.

Mr. Hoffman asked if there was still going to be flooding over the highway? It will be
alleviated by the new approach. Discussion and explanation continued on this subject.
Michael stated the new channel has more capacity than what the existing channel, but
Fred stated it doesn't have enough capacity to prevent flooding.
Michael stated the
reason for the flooding is the State Highway bridge structure, not the channel. The old
interurban abutments are on the north side of the bridge that more than half restrict
the opening of the bridge.
Hopefully this will be corrected when the new road is put in
place.
Discussion of whether fixing the bridge would eliminate the flooding continued.
Mr. Hoffman stated he feels this is something that needs to be known.
When a lot of
money is being spent to fix something it should be so the highway would not be flooded.
Bob Mossbaum stated their firm would be happy to pass the concern on to Chris Burke to
see if he can get the information out from the State, as this is something that needs to
be resolved.
Sue W. Scholer stated her question along that line is:
Milton Simons & Associates
project is not causing that problem, but she would certainly want to know that what they
are proposing would handle the change if that is corrected.
They asked that this be considered a preliminary report and ask Chris Burke to get an
answer to the question on the bridge over State Road 3B, and have those in his
conclusions in his computer models.
Michael stated the Board has no control over this only as long as they are doing what
they are suppose to. Mr. Hoffman stated if the problem could be resolved then the Board
would have an obligation to try to prevent flooding Highways.
Bruce Osborn stated someone else should review what has been submitted today.
be discussed.

This will

SEPTEMBER 6, 1989 Drainage Board - Orchard Park

Sue W. Scholer asked what easements were being proposed? The drainage easements
proposed in Chris Burke's regional detention report was a 75 foot easement from center
line of the ditch.
The easement is larger as it is 75 feet from top of bank, so what
they would propose would be similar 75 feet from the center line a total of 150 feet in
one area and what ever would be required for access for maintenance.
Michael asked since it is entering property and leaving property does the Board need to
notify all the up stream property owners? Answer - NO. Discussion continued.
Michael asked them to give
to see what easements they
going to construct so they
Drainage Board is going to
get a final one.

the Board a of couple of cross sections at various location
will want to reduce to, and showing section of what they are
can make some determination on what top opening that the
maintain. They presented a preliminary one today and will

Bruce V. Dsborn had concern in regards to mutual tile. The mutual tiles that come into
that project, he feels these property owners should be notified and asked if they can
show the developer where these tiles are, the developer should hook them on to their
facilities.
Discussion continued as to who would be responsible for that? County or
the Developer? Michael asked them if they were going to be building themselves? They
will be hiring a contractor for the job. They stated they would have a supervisor on
the job, and assured the board that they would include the concerns of the mutual drain
tie in. Bruce felt it would be best if the County had their own supervisor. Michael
stated he would agree if they were County regulated ditches, but that area is developed
all around this project except across Ross Road.
Question is what else would it be
draining as the existing Mall is there now. Discussion.

BLACKB.l8D.... .EAEll.S.

BLACKBIRD

Robert Grove appeared before the Board stating he was not on the Agenda. He stated he
has additional data to present to Michael, but he wanted to point out to the
Commissioners and Michael that he owes Mr. Leitner an apology. Mr. Leitner was correct
in regards to the 35 acres that the water does come on to Blackbird Pond, cuts across
the corner and gets in Blackbird Pond. What they are proposing to do is place an open
ditch take the water on their side of the levy, not dumping it on his side, taking it to
their pond.
Calculations have been run and have changed, the levy has been changed making it look
more like an island, will have trees. Michael asked if they were making the pond
smaller again? They will be deleting two islands. They have added another spillway to
make it look good.
The spillway will affect the detention structure. Flowing less
depth since they have more spillway area. By adding the 35 acres they are adding to
their side, the only outlet up to foot and half is a 15 inch pipe. The existing pipe is
24 inches, placed a dam holding the water on the development, doing everything they can
to do make the situations down stream better. The 1 hour 100 year storm event of the 35
acres doesn't bother at all, it doesn't even come into the spillway. Getting into
higher duration storm 6 hour their would be approximately 6 inches of water in each
spillway, and at that point would be flowing across McCormick Road. Basically 6 hour
100 year the pond is pretty much full, basically see the additional 35 acres going right
through the system even though they are reducing it some.
Sue W. Scholer asked if he has apologized to Mr. Leitner?
aware.

Not at this time,but he is

Mr. Hoffman asked how much work had to be done on Mr. Leitner's property? They are
picking up at their property line, they will pick up any tiles from Mr. Leitner that
they would be cutting and tie into their system. Mr. Leitner will have to show them.
Sue asked where we were on this project in regards to giving final approval.
Michael
stated the board needs this information presented here today. Reason for Robert Grove
presenting this today was that it had been brought up in a public meeting and he wanted
the board to aware of his error and that he did owe Mr. Leitner the apology as Mr.
Leitner was correct. Robert asked if they could be heard next Wednesday, September 13,
1989. He has one thought do they have to have approval from City of West Lafayette.
The city is reviewing it with their own consultant. At this point Robert stated he has
alittle problem jurisdictionally who does what.
Is the County approving? Michael asked
what are their conditions? They haven't reported back. Discussion continued.
There being no further business the meeting recessed at 10:30 A.M., and will reconvene
at 9:00 A.M. wednesday, September 13, 1989.

FARMS
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY ORAINAGE BOARD
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 4, 1989
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in the Community Meeting room of the Tippecanoe
County Office Building, 20 North Third Street, Lafayette, Indiana.
Chairman Eugene R. Moore called the meeting to order at 9:00 A.M. with the following
being present: Bruce V. Osborn and Sue W. Scholer, Board Members; Michael J. Spencer,
Surveyor; J. Frederick Hoffman, Drainage Attorney; Todd Frauhiger, Drainage Consultant;
Maralyn D. Turner, Executive Secretary; and Don Sooby, Lafayette City Engineer; others
present are on file .
GREEN
MEADOWS

.GEEEN.. . HEADOW.S

John Fisher representing developer of Green Meadows asked for final approval subject to
conditions. Presentation was made. Project is located at 26 West and Klondike Road.
They are proposing to make subdivision a legal drain and incorporate it into the
Vanderkleed legal drain as well as the detention basin and offsite open channel across
the property.
Bruce V. Osborn asked if he meant assessment to a legal drain?
in the watershed area and is tributary to it.

Answer - YES

as it is

Michael stated that most of Vanderkleed ditch is tile.
Mr. Fisher stated it has an open channel, west of 400 west has a good size open channel.
Discussion of channel continued. Michael Spencer stated it is a confined channel.
They are making a new route for it to go. It is not a defined channel, it is a swale
type, there isn't water all the time.
Bruce Osborn asked if it was separate from vanderkleed drain?

Yes.

Sue Scholer asked what the purpose of the emergency routing, is it a legal drain? The
whole subdivision will be a legal drain. Sue asked if the easements would be defined?
Yes.
Michael Spencer had two questions.
1.

Erosion Control Plan

2.

Legal Drain and Petition

3.

How to hook the Subdivision in with the Vanderkleed ditch.

Michael stated this would probably be something that would have to be worked out with
the deve 1oper .
John Fisher stated he had talked with Bob Swain; he will have to get an OK on the two
acres.
Eugene Moore stated if they would give approval as presented they would be giving an
approval without and outlet for the improvement.
Todd Frauhiger drainage consultant stated he had been in contact with John they are
going to study two other durations storm, they had only studied a 24 hour duration, they
are in the process of getting the information to Todd. What has been submitted is
substantial, he does not see anything wrong with it. He stated giving approval with the
conditions mentioned and getting the land connected to the ditch he has no problems.
Bruce V. Osborn asked if the waterway be a legal water way.
be a part of the regulated drain with the easements.

John Fisher stated it would

Bruce V. Osborn moved to give Green Meadows final approval subject to the following
conditions; erosion control plan, legal drain and petition, how to hook in with the
Vanderkleed legal drain, and different storm duration study, seconded by Sue W. Scholer,
unanimous approval .
. SJ.. M.DN AND AS..S"O'C.LATE.S ::: W.ILS"O'N 8.RANCH

Dick Boehning representing Simon and Associates, Inc. introduced Myles Minton VicePresident of Simon and Associates, Inc. and Bob Mossbaum, engineer with the
organization. Mr. Boehning presented three copies of Petition for Consent to Relocate
Portions of a Legal Drain and to vacate easement. This presentation is a follow up on
many months of discussion of the twelve draft agreement. First request is to get
consent for relocation upon completion of the relocated drain pursuant to such plan
attached here to as Exhibit "B", the Petitioner will grant to the Drainage an easement
for such legal drain, as shown in such plan and as legally described in the attached
Exhibit "C". Exhibit "CO was not attached it will be presented after this meeting with
the proper legal description and easements. The easements will be 75 feet from center
of the ditch on either side. Mr. Hoffman stressed that any easement they were going to
have was to be based from the top of bank of the ditch. Discussion of easement.
Once approval is given and the ditch is re-located, the easement described in Exhibit
"B" be vacated. Discussion.
Myles Minton stated that they have received drainage study from Chris Burke Engineering,
they had tested they hydraulics of the realignment which were favorable for the flood
levels. He had investigated the bridge at State Road 38; the State does have in their

WILSON
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Simon and Associates Wilson Branch Continued

plans to imp,ove the b,idge by inc,easing the width of the st,uctu,e, M,. Bu,ke is
plugging those in his final ,epo,t which will dec,ease the flood levels at the State
Road 38 b,idge. A final ,epo,t will be p,esented in the next few days.
Ag,icultu,al Tiles:
a.
In the const,uction cont,act they ag,ee to put a stipulation that if any tiles
a,e found they will be inco,po,ated in thei, new channel. P,evious to
const,uction they will have a consultant walk th,ough.
b.

If the cont,acto, finds any du,ing const,uction he is to take app,op,iate
p,ocedu,e to make su,e the d,ainage is hooked up.

Myles stated they will need fo,mal consent on the new easement f,om Judith Hammon owne,
of Maple Point Ente,p,ises. The new easement will be in confo,mity of Ch,is Bu,kes
study, and they will p,ovide access on both fo, maintenance.
Michael stated he will have to look at the c,oss section to get the building dimensions
down so they will know what the top width of the easement is going to be.
M,. Hoffman
stated it can only be ,educed down to 30 feet pe, side. Discussion continued.
Questions and answe,s continued on the 'e-location.
Sue asked if this was showing the whole width of imp,ovement to Ross Road.

Yes.

Dick Boehning stated that on #3 whe,e they a,e asking that the old easement be vacated,
it would not be done until const,uction has been completed and a ,epo,t of completion is
filed with the boa,d, and a new g,ant of easement with the desc,iption that the boa,d
would be app,oved be p,ope,ly executed by the pa,ties of inte,est at the time.
Exhibit
ove,.

"CO will be p,epa,ed and p,esented in the next few days so Michael can look it

B,uce Osbo,n asked what footage a,e you talking about on the easement.
150 feet about 80 ~ 90 feet wide at top to top of bank.

It is a total of

Discussion of the size of equipment to be used and ove, head obstacles to clean the
channel. Michael Spence, and Geo,ge Schulte a,e to meet with the develope,s, Michael in
,ega,ds to the easement, and Geo,ge in ,ega,ds to the va,iances in the 'oad.
Michael asked if the Petition asked fo, ,eduction on Judith Hammons side also? Dick
Boehning stated the petition asked that the boa,d give app,oval to the easement as
desc,ibed in Exhibit "CO, again he stated the,e is no Exhibit "CO yet. Theya,e
unce,tainas to what the new easement should be. He stated he would like to have the
boa,d app,ove the petition subject to Michael app,oving the new easement in Exhibit "CO.
Michael stated he can not ,educe the easement the d,ainage board has to.
B,uce suggested they get all things together and get with Michael. M,. Boehning stated
they will file Exhibit "CO with Michael to make su,e they have his app,oval befo,e it is
officiallY filed, then when it is filed it will be a clean legal desc,iption.
Ag,eement
to this.

/

?WYCKENHAM .IkJ.YCKENHAM
Ma,k Smith had called Michael and ,equested to postpone presentation today and schedule
it fo, the next d,ainage boa,d meeting November 7, 1989.
I

FARMINGTON E.AEMING.TO.N . . L.A.K.E.S
LAKES
Robert G,ove ,ep,esenting develope, ,equested final app,oval fo, Farmington Lakes
drainage plan. M,. Palme, asked M,. G,ove to go with two la,ge d,y basins in the
inte,io, p,oviding 60% of the detention. This was app,oved, f,om that point they went
into final const,uction plans and have p,ovided two la,ge basins inte,nally and one lake
in the No,th west co,ne, whe,e it was located befo'e.
They have inc,eased the size of
the basins because the drainage board is requiring them tu luuk dt d longer durations of
storms. They a,e taking the enti,e wate, shed a,ea th,ough the development fo, a 100
yea, one hou, sto,m which maybe in a 70 cfs uncont,olled, when they a,e done they will
be looking at a 3 cfs, with the 100 yea, 24 hou, sto,m would be 8 cfs cont'olled.
Todd F,auhiger asked about the pipe size underneath the ent'ance. He feels it is a
little small. At a 50 yea, storm he finds it going over the ent'ance. The ,est of the
model looked OK. Some of the inputs the cu,ve numbe, and the time consec,ations looked
,easonable in the model, howeve, he did not see any calculations backing them up.
Possibly go with a twin culve,t. Discussion continued.
M,. G,ove possibly Geo,ge Schulte should be in on this as the,e may be a problem
downstream at the subdivision entrance.
Geo,ge stated this is a concern.
Todd, Michael, and George need to get togethe, to make study of plans.
M,. Hoffman stated final should not be given until all info,mation is p,esented.
Todd stated he can have the study done in the next few days.
George stated he would like to get with Robe,t G,ove and go ove, the st,eet d'ainage.
NOREQ.LK :::S.O.UTHEEN AGEEEM.ENT. :: Sl.A.

NORTH FOLK AND SOUTHERN AGREEMENT

SIA CONTINUED

Michael Spencer presented an agreement sent to the Drainage Board from Norfolk-Southern
Railroad, agreement is for structure underneath the main track.
Mr. Hoffman stated he had gone over the agreement it meets his approval, the only
question he had was the cost of labor. Michael has checked that out.
Increase of cost
is due to the Unions benefits. The original estimate was $80,300.00 and the actual cost
was $74,579.00 which half is the county's expense. Cost of pipe was also concern, but
Michael assured Mr. Hoffman that it was in line.
$444.00 per foot for pipe. The county
will pay in five installments with no interest-$7,457.90 each installment.
Bruce V. Osborn moved to give approval to the agreement between Norfolk and Southern
Railroad and the County, seconded by Sue W. Scholer, unanimous approval.

OECHAB.D.....PAEK.
David Dilling and Len Dible property owners, Mr. Dilling stated at the last meeting he
was very pleased with the Chris Burke Engineering studies of the erosion control and the
downstream conditions. To his dismay of the final motion the downstreams conditions
were omitted.
Sue stated letters have been received from Mr. Dilling and Mr. Dible and two pictures
taken by Mr. Dible October 3, 1989, and a letter of reply from Mr. Hoffman.
She asked
if they should be made a part of the records? Mr. Hoffman stated they should be made a
part of the records. Michael stated he has other letters in the files.
For the records the following letters have been received by the Surveyor.
These letters
expressed Mr. Dilling and Mr. Dibles concerns stated at the meeting today.
Leonard F. Dible
40 Woodmere Court
Lafayette, IN 47905
September 19, 1989
Mr. Michael Spencer
Surveyor of Tippecanoe County
20 North 3rd Street
Lafayette, IN 47901
Re:

Orchard Park Drainage Plans

Dear Mr. Spencer:
Thank yOU for meeting with David Dilling and me today to review the status of the latest
drainage plans for the captioned in general and the outflow from the detention pond in
particular.
I believe the design we reviewed violates established law and additionally
Fai Is other tests as well.
In my November 30, 1988 letter to the Drainage Board, I pointed out restrictions to the
Common Enemy Doctrine applicable to the layout of Orchard Park.
There have been some
revisions but the basic violations are still present. The drainage plan we reviewed
today has a design which collects and directs runoff water to a point or points and
employs new channels to accomplish outflow from the site.
I protest the gathering of
surface water and conducting it by new channels.
We discussed drainage jargon vs definitions of record in our meeting. The terms legal
drain and regulated drain were examined.
The drain petition for Orchard Park uses legal
drain which seems to be more of a colloquialism than a definition recognized by law.
On
the other hand, regulated drain is on the list of drainage terms but its definition does
not square with the meanings you ascribe to it.
In the context of our discussion this afternoon the drain covered by Mr. Dilling's
petition fits the official definition of a regulated drain and is therefore, within the
meaning and intent of 36-9-27-17 Cd).
The proposed Orchard Park drain is a private
drain at this time.
Even if the subject drain in Mr. Dilling's petition is thought to be a proposed
regulated drain 36-9-27-29 brings it into the province of the county surveyor.
It is an
assault on accountability and reason to contend that the county surveyor should
intervene when a connection to an overloaded regulated drain is contemplated; and ignore
the same overload situation and its attendant damage when the drain is the subject of a
petition filed asking for input from the county surveyor for the purpose of
reconstructing to a regulated drain.
Mr. Dilling's petition preceded the Orchard Park
petition.
My November 30, 1989 letter of protest to the Drainage Board received no response.
Mr.
Dilling wrote to Board asking for a statement of position on the points I raised in my
11/30/89 letter.
I expected a response and I believe Mr. Dilling did too.
The issues
have not changed significantly.
The internal drainage plan has changed somewhat but the
developer continues to push for detention outflows which employ new channels and
destructively add to a system that is already unquestionably overloaded.
The developer has moved drain pipe on the site and has begun construction grading work.
This is the second time the developer has performed construction work without a permit.
Work has halted the first time by intervention by your office.
I ask that you or the
County Commissioners use your authorities to prohibit construction work.
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In summary, I protest the present drainage plan for Orchard Park because it violates
existing state law, connects to an outflow system which you know has inadequate capacity
to an acute degree. The increased water volume due to Orchard Park will accelerate the
already excessive erosion in the ravine receiving its flows.
(Mr. Dilling reported
today that the catch basins in front of his home filled up in about 15 minutes after it
began raining during the Purdue vs. Miami of Ohio football game.) Contrary to the claim
of the developers petition for a "legal drain"
the drain system fails the tests of 369-27-55, in my opinion.
I predict the detention system will be a mosquito pit and
increased flooding of Kensington Drive will result during sustained rains.
I request that the developer's request for approval of his drainage plan covered by his
petition filed September 12, 1989 be denied until the issues described above are
resolved and the "affected property owners" have a full opportunity to express their
opinions on the developer's drainage plan.
No construction should be authorized or
allowed until all issues are decided by the proper authorities which may extend to
judicial review.
Very truly yours,
Leonard F. Dible
September 22, 1989
Leonard F. Dible
40 Woodmere Ct.
Lafayette, In 47905
Dear Mr. Dible:
I have received a copy of your letter of September 19th addressed to Michael Spencer,
Surveyor of Tippecanoe County, concerning the Orchard Park Drainage plans.
At the present time we have before the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board, a petition for
the establishment of a regulated drain colloquially called "legal drain" as well as
reconstruction of the present regulated drain. When these petitions come up for
hearing, after notice to all affected land owners, then the board will have to address
the matters raised in your letter of September 19th.
In other words, in order to
establish the drain we have to determine not only that is needed but the benefits it
will serve and to whom and to what extent people are damaged.
Very truly yours,
J. Frederick Hoffman

cc:

Michael Spencer
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board

September 23, 1989
David R. Dilling
3872 Kensington Or.
Lafayette, Indiana
Re:

Reconvened Drainage Board meeting of 9/6/89, meeting on Wednesday 9/13/89

The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
County Commissioner's Offices
20 North 3rd Street
Lafayette, Indiana 47901
Dear Friends:
It is said that the citizens of Tippecanoe may be categorized as (1) those who make
things happen; (2) those who watch things happening; and (3) those who have no idea what
happened. With reference to the cited meeting, I, to my great dismay, find myself in
the third category, and I write to plead with you to clarify things for me.
In accordance with your instructions I met with Mr. Spencer on Tuesday, September 19, to
discuss (1) what actually happened at the September 13 meeting, (2) to enlist Mr.
Spencer's assistance in planning a reconstruction petition for the proposed regulated
drain on my property, and (3) to determine what was next expected of me with reference
to the whole situation. For whatever reasons, during the meeting with Mr. Spencer, Mr.
Spencer himself claimed to be perplexed not only about what transpired in the September
13th Board Meeting, but even about what he himself said and/or intended by his
statements in that meeting. Examination of the official minutes of the September 13th
meeting have failed to clarify things for either of us.
Specifically, I need your help with the following:
ITEMS;

The minutes stated that Chris Burke Engineering recommended to the board that

CQ.nd..i.t..i.Q.nal approval be granted to the Orchard Park project--the conditions
being:
1.

2.

That downstream conditions are addressed.
That proper erosion controls are incorporated during construction.

The minutes also state that "Bruce Osborn moved to give final approval to Orchard Park
Subdivision with one stipulation, that proper erosion control methods be incorporated
during construction."
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What is not clear here is whether the Board intended to ignore the Burke report and
proceed on a course which violates Burke's first condition (viz., "that downstream
conditions be addressed") or whether the Board assumed that they had somehow met the
first condition as a result of Mr. Spencer's recommendation that my property be included
in the "legal drain" petition for Orchard Park and that the existing, inadequate drain
on my property be reconstructed.
As a reasonably attentive attendee at the September 13th meeting I would argue that
there was no public indication that the Board intended to ignore the Burke report by
acting in contradistinction to its number one condition. This being the case I
respectfully request that Mr. Osborns' motion be worded in the official documents to
reflect this intent.
Item:
The minutes state that "Michael recommends that downstream be included in the
legal drain petition and concurrently with the petition being filed for reconstruction
for the downstream portion of the drain." Now admittedly this is garbled language
bordering on the classic "'twas brilig and slithy tove did mire and gimble in the wabe."
Clearly, Mr. Spencer didn't mean e..v.e.:o:.t..b..i.,nQ. downstream from Orchard Park. That would
take us to New Orleans and the Gulf of Mexico. What is not clear is what Mr. Spencer
did intend and what the Board thought was to happen as a result.
ITEM;
The matter of the inclusion of my property (Potter Hollow, Lot 76) in the
Orchard Park "legal drain" proposal is also muddled and requires extensive
interpretation. Mr. Spencer (on September 19) pleaded ignorance on this point and
indicated that he would appeal to Mr. Frederick Hoffman for interpretations. Frankly,
in the September 19th meeting, Mr. Spencer conceded that it was his understanding that
if I joined in the Orchard Park petition, as presumably suggested by the Board, not only
would the "reconstruction" not be a part of the Orchard Park development, but that I
would actually be required to help pay for Mr. Scheumann's project! This interpretation
of the Board's intent is so shocking as to defy belief. If this is actually the intent
of the Board, we have come so far in the whole sordid Orchard Park fiasco that an
analogy to a rape victim's being incarcerated and required to pay a reward to her
attacher would be altogether appropriate.
I am sure that Mr. Spencer must be mistaken
in his interpretation of the Board's intent; but if he is not, there will no end to the
outcry of injustice--at least from this source.
Earlier this year Mr. Scheumann presented the Board a plan in which he proposed himself
to reconstruct the existing faulty drain into which he proposes to drain Orchard Park.
Presumably, he needed only my signature on an easement and had reported to the Board
(correctly, in fact) that he had a tentative agreement from me to sign such an easement
and thus to give my blessing to his proposal. I did, in fact, have every intention of
signing such a document and thought it was entirely appropriate to ask Scheumann to
reconstruct the faulty drain into which he planned to enter. As you may recall from my
letter to Mr. Scheumann, dated June 23, 1989, I asked only that I be provided a
guarantee from scheumann that his const ruct ion w.orJs. (t hat is, funct i on as des i gned) and
that it be in accord with Indiana State Law. Mr. Scheumann's eloquent silence with
reference to my request has left no doubt in my mind and should leave no doubt in yours
that he never intended to do the work in a satisfactory manner unless there was
significant pressure brought to bear to force him to so. Furthermore, in my letter to
this Board on June 27, 1989, I asked for clarification of the legal matters raised by
Mr. Leonard Dible, and to this date I have had no response from the Board to this
letter. I trust that this clarifies for you my analogy to the rape. We began with a
proposal by Scheumann to reconstruct a faulty drain on my property at his expense. Now
I am being asked to pay for both the reconstruction and also Orchard Park's internal
drain! .
Quite frankly, my friends, I cannot afford the legal machinery that would presumably be
needed to protect myself, my family, and my property from the rape which yOU seem to be
proposing for me. It was my sincere expectation that by involving the Board in the
reconstruction of an admittedly bad situation, I would be protected from the outrage of
an unscrupulous developer. That is to say, we certainly didn't want to be subjected to
more of what we received from the Potter Hollow developers.
I trust that you will prove
me right in this expectation.
You should also be aware that despite the lack of clarity on the part of the Board,
despite the lack of appropriate permits and clearances, Mr. Scheumann continues with the
construction at Orchard Park just as if everything were resolved. I urge you to do
whatever is in your power to stop this construction until we are agreed on the final
plan.
Sincerely,
David R. Dilling
September 27, 1989
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Mr. Eugene R. moore, Chairman
County Commissioners Offices
20 North 3rd Street
Lafayette, Indiana 47901
Re: Orchard Park Drainage Plans and Petition
Dear Mr. Moore:
On September 19, 1989 I wrote to Mike Spencer regarding the captioned and I request that
letter be included in this letter by reference.
I noticed Bruce Osborn had a copy of my
9/19/89 letter on his desk so I believe the Drainage Board is already aware of aware of
its content which is now directed to the Board. Mr. J. Frederick Hoffman responded to
my 9/19/89 letter. I thank him for his comments.
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Mr. Hoffman's letter brought a mixed reaction.
In the meeting David Dilling and I had
with Mike Spencer on September 19, 1989, he advised that he was ready to approve
construction permits and indicated he would do so soon.
I pointed out that the affected
property owners should have their say but Mike seemed to feel that the drainage plans
were now acceptable and construction could begin.
I was pleased Mr. Hoffman agreed that
the people who have lived here and have paid taxes for close to twenty years are at
least entitled to a hearing.
At the same time, I was disappointed that the developers petition is not rejected
because of the reasons I inventoried in my letter of 9/19/89 to Mr. Spencer.
I continue
to believe there are components and conditions in the developers drainage plan and its
outflow that preclude further consideration of his drainage plan and petition.
I again
ask that the developer's petition be dismissed because an overload exists in the outflow
employed and he is delivering collected water through a new and unlawful channel to a
point which results ir1 capricious dumping of water in a body in a single outflow drain
which emptys on the property of a neighbor.
In contrast to my outlook, the developer again behaved like he has a lock on the
drainage approval process. He brought in drainage pipe, and numerous pieces of large
grading and excavation equipment. He proceeded to rough out his detention pond, deep
enough to bury a pickup truck, and establish his street complete with compaction by as
big a roller as I have seen anywhere. All this drainage oriented construction work was
done with no official permits.
Our protests got the work stopped after several days and most of the heavy equipment has
been removed now but obviously the developer know something we do not.
We now believe
the developer was given at least tacit approval-" ... go ahead we will not stop you unless
we get vigorous complaints."
In my opinion, for the developer to believe he had sufficient approval to start
executing his drainage plan, somebody on the Drainage Board or close to it had to give
some kind of go signal.
At the County offices, we did not encounter any degree of
outrage about this unlawful construction or an urgency in getting it stopped.
This untimely construction calls into application Section 36-9-27-59(b).
This section
provides that if a member of the Drainage Board "has an interest" in the land described
by the petition, that member(s) should be disqualified.
It does not say "owns" an
interest.
It seems to me that anyone who by action, word, or inaction supported the
developer's proceeding with construction, now has an "interest" sufficiently biased to
justify disqualification.
I ask that each Drainage Board member be asked about any
"green light" signals they have made to the developer.
According to my record,
Commissioner scholer has consistently voted for whatever this developer wanted to do and
I expect she would be comfortable with ignoring unauthorized construction work if it is
in line with her sentiments.
I ask that each Board member and the County Surveyor sign
a statement that they did not express or imply that the remaining steps in the drainage
plan/petition approval process were just formalities and/or they would consider the most
recent construction activity reasonable and acceptable behavior.
On a totally different point, one of the Burke reports stated that the County Engineer
had changed the soil classification of the developer's site. Apparently this change had
a remarkable effect on the drainage calculations.
section 36-9-27-29 names the County
Surveyor as the technical authority on drainage matters and the classification of the
soil mechanics used in drainage engineering should be his.
The County Engineer is not
mentioned. The report suggest that Mike Spencer was not aware of the change in
classification even though drainage for Orchard Park has been continually contentious.
I request that the drainage engineering be reevaluated by the Burke consultant with the
land classified as it was in the County Surveyor's records on the day the developer
first filed for rezoning.
The developer's petition should be considered defective on
this point.
I protest that the minutes of the last Drainage Board meeting on the captioned do not
definitively record the essential meaning of what was said.
I also protest that those
who spoke the words are confused about what was said and intended.
In line with David
Dilling's anguish, I remember Mike Spencer advising when Mr. Dilling filed his petition,
that Dilling's request for reconstruction of the 15" drain on his property would have to
gO to completion before the developer's plans could be approved.
Mr. Spencer said that
the developer would not be permitted to connect to a drainage system that is already
overloaded.
I asked Mr. Spencer what he though would happen next and he said he
believed the Developer would ask for immediate reconstruction of the drain covered by
Mr. Dilling's petition.
Mr. Dillings petition requesting the County Surveyor's input
toward formulating a mutually agreeable reconstruction plan was filed and accepted weeks
before the Orchard Park petition was filed.
This is another example of an existing
property owner getting preempted by commercial clout.
In this connection, in the meeting Mr. Dilling and I had with Mr. Spencer on September
19, 1989. We asked Mr. Spencer if he believed that the developer's drainage
plan/petition was sound and met the value test.
Mr. Spencer said that the calculations
indicated that it would perform acceptably.
We asked if he believed the developer's
outflow drain to the existing collector manhole would increase flooding in that area of
Kensington Drive drive.
Mr. Spencer said that he could not promise that the developer's
drainage plan would not result in increased flooding problems.
Thus the developer's drainage plan has a greater potential for an adverse affect on a
public street than it does to improve it or cause no change.
It will not improve the
public health either, its potential as mosquito producer is clearer than any health
benefits one can imagine.
The affects of this development on property values and total
tax revenues in the future will be adverse and not serve the public good.
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It is a struggle to believe that this developer has an interest in the good of the
community unless it can be done at no cost.
I took some photographs of the illegal
construction and noticed the developer has left a trench for his surface water to drain
toward Kensington Drive in the direction of the catch basins near Mr. Dilling's
property.
I request my protests be recorded against the developer's drainage plan and/or petition
and I request further action by the Drainage Board be denied because the developer's
proposals stands in violation of the drainage code of Tippecanoe County and/or Indiana
law. Should the Drainage Board decide to proceed with a hearing on the developer's
plan/petition, I ask that the protests described here be applied to those proceedings.
Very truly yours,
Leonard F. Dible

cc:

Michael Spencer
J. Frederick Hoffman

October 2, 1989
Honorable Eugene R. Moore, Chmn.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
20 North 3rd Street
Lafayette, Indiana 47901
Dear Mr. Moore:
As a result of the actions of the Board on September 13, 1989, which meeting your were,
unfortunately, unable to attend, there is considerable confusion and uncertainty.
I was asked to meet with Mr. Spencer following this meeting to determine what exactly
was done and intended at that meeting, and to be advised as to how to proceed on my own
commitment to the Board and also with respect to my proposed regulated drain petition
which was presented, through Mr. Spencer, to the Board, on about August 15, 1989.
The result of my meeting with Mr. Spencer was that Mr. Spencer appealed to ignorance.
That is, he claimed that he did not recall either what he said in the Board Meeting of
September 13, 1989, or what he intended by it.
Instead, he appealed to the official
minutes of that meeting which he produced in writing for me.
I am now in possession of
copy of these minutes.
I would like to report to you, on the basis of more than 15 years of professional
service in the evaluation of written documents at the university level, that the
official minutes of your Board meeting--which are appealed to as the final arbiter of
what actually transpired at the meeting, together with the official interpretation
thereof--are largely unintelligible, and to the extent that they intelligible, selfcontradictory.
I have partially documented these allegations in a letter which was presented to you on
September 23, 1989.
For this reason, I am appealing to you to include the matter of the Orchard Park Drain
problem on the agenda of the Board meeting for October 4, 1989.
Specifically, I would like to have considered by the Board at the meeting, the
following:
1.

The question of whether or not the Board intended to reject the Burke report and
why.

2.

The question of why the Board is willing to encourage an obviously unscrupulous
developer to proceed with a plan of action which clearly violates the
recommendations of a qualified consultant which the Board used public monies to
employ.

3.

The question of why the Board continues to permit the continued construction work
of the developer in the absence of either construction permits or a resolution of
the "downstream conditions."

4.

The question of exactly what I was asked by the Board, in their September 6
meeting, to do.

5.

The question of why my petition to the Board for a regulated drain crossing my
property is not given priority to the petition of Mr. Scheumann which came to the
Board more than a month later.

I respectfully appeal to your good graces to lead the Board to do what is right.
Nothing could be clearer that the continual suffering of multitudes in our county as the
result of past instances of the sort of quick-profit, poorly planned, short-sighted,
development of Mr. Scheumann's is another example. Our community deserves to be
protected from self-serving developers. For this task we have elected you to help us.
Please do your duty in this regard.
Thank you for your consideration.
Cordially,
David R. Dilling
Per Mr. Dilling's letter of September 23, 1989 states his concerns plus his great
concerns in regards to joining the Petition of Mr. Scheumann's , his Lot 76 Potters
Hollow subdivision.
Maintenance concern of the regulated drain proposed for Orchard
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Park Subdivision.
He would rather have the Board work on the regulated drain further
downstream than to have the developer doing that.
1.
He wondered whether or not the Burke report was intentionally ignored or whether the
board intended the matter downstream conditions being addressed be included.
Michael Spencer stated he had met with Mr. Dilling and what he has stated in regards to
the Burke report are true.
The Burke report does say that downstream conditions.
Even
though the minutes does not reflect downstream conditions he does not believe it was
intented to neglect the downstream conditions; but
be addressed in its motion.
Todd Frauhiger stated:
D.Q.wns.t..r..e..a.m. means as far as it needs to be. The private drain
right now is overload with the water that is going into it now.
This is why it was one
of the first things in the report to be addressed.
Todd had thought the conditional
approval given was that the downstream conditions be addressed, he remembered those
words coming out of the meeting, he is not sure why it was not reflected in the minutes.
Whether it be a legal drain or what, something has to be done downstream.
It is a 15
inch pipe and is trying to handle watershed area than what a 15 inch pipe can handle.
There is a ravine that is affected, there is a roadway (Creasey Lane), go off the
shoulder tumble down to 1 1/2 side slope right in the ravine and looks like it is
eroding more every year, there are many things that need to be addressed.
The upstream
developer Orchard Park to hold up approval because of downstream conditions did not
really seem right.
It seemed that they were doing what they had to do by the ordinance,
they were retaining their water, discharging the water, if there is a problem it is not
just caused by Orchard Park Subdivision, it is caused by everything upstream.
This is
the reason in the Burke Report they recommended conditional approval based that someone
study the downstream conditions and come up with a solution.
Talking with Michael
Spencer it was thought at that time that a petition would be made, this drain would
become a legal county drain, some additional study would be done to figure out what
would correct the situation.
Sue W. Scholer stated this was her understanding, if it ended up being omitted from the
motion it was because the downstream needed to be addressed by some separate actions.
Todd Frauhiger stated this was correct.
Len Dible stated he has a dictionary at home called a dictionary of Wizzle Words, in it
is the word Address, what it means is that really no one really knows what that means
for sure.
Look it up in Webster it isn't very clear either of what it means.
He would
like for us to be more definitive when we say, "Addressed".
What does that really mean
in terms of action? Does it mean talk about it?
Sue W. Scholer asked what can we do at this point?
Mr. Hoffman stated the board can't do anything until we have some petitions.
It was his
understanding that there was a petition about Orchard Park Subdivision, then there was
going to be another petition by Mr. Dilling and things were going to be done jointly,
because a new drain is going to have to be established to get to the outlet, then try to
make improvements downstream which necessitated the petition that Mr. Dilling was going
to present which he has a form of petition which he just received this morning.
Mr. Dilling stated if that were to proceed concurrently that would in his judgement be
acceptable, but this is not happening, what is happening is that the development
upstream is proceeding prior to the matter that was listed as the condition for granting
the approval upstream development.
Bruce Osborn asked;
you are saying that nothing should have been done until the
petition was submitted.
Mr. Dilling stated we are back to what the word "addressed" means.
He feels this is a
legitimate point to raise. His interest would be that the downstream problem should be
resolved - solved either prior to or at least; the very least concurrently with the
development of new inlet from upstream, and there is no question regardless of the
regulation of the flow from the new development that there will be increased water.
He
doesn't think anybody has challenged that, he means to be sure there is a matter of
regulating the flow but theres no question that will be increased total volume being put
into a admittedly over taxed system.
Mr. Hoffman asked if the petition he received had been filed or is it just a form.
Answer, form.
Mr. Dilling stated it was submitted to Mr. Spencer and accepted, possibly
a month or month and a half ago with a request that further input be made because as a
non engineer he had no idea as to what specifics to include in it at that time together
with at least an informal request for in put from the board and Mr. Spencer as to how
that regulated drain should be constructed and what need to be done as far as securing
petition from affected neighbors etc, he is still prepared to do that.
Mr. Hoffman stated so in other words it has not be presented except the unsigned form.
Sue W. Scholer asked if the board had the ability to hold up the construction of the
Orchard Park Subdivision based on doing something downstream.
Mr. Hoffman stated not if it complies with the Drainage Ordinance.
If it complies with
the ordinance is not his jurisdiction. Sue asked if they understood that?
Len Dible read the fine print of State Laws history of Judgments, private drain may be
connected on a petitioners own land with a public one providing the utility of the
latter is not destroyed. He stated there are several other cases that are matters of
prior law that may not be specifically in the ordinance, but the ordinance also says
that Mr. Spencer(surveyor) is the technical authority on purposed regulated drains and
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regulated drains. His understanding is that you(board) accepted this petition as a
purposed regulated drain.
Is this so?
Michael stated he accepted Mr. Dillings petition and Mr Dilling said he was considering
filing it with the board, and Michael took it at that.
Mr. Hoffman stated there is no petition before the board until it has a signature. This
is just a form. Mr. Hoffman stated he just received this morning. The board has to
have something signed before any action can be taken.
Mr. Dible stated his understanding was that they were going to sit down with Michael and
he was going to bring the engineering specifics in that would meet his reasonable test,
then it would be signed.
Mr. Dilling stated exactly, the form was presented on the bases that they needed the
input of the board and the surveyor with the respect of what needed to be included in
it. They are awaiting that and in the mean time there is a matter of distress over the
fact that the conditional approval which was suggested to the board apparently was not
followed through with because the builder continues with the development without that
condition being met.
Robert Grove spoke on behalf of the developer. He believes the developer submitted a
petition to establish a legal drain for the entire development which was also addressing
the downstream. At one time they did have a plan approved by the board to completely
replace everything down to Mr. Dillings property. At that time easements had to be
included on private property, Mr. Dilling was not willing to give the easements so they
had to step back to the plans that they now have which meets the Drainage Board
Ordinance and does not increase the flow to the system. He has submitted a petition to
the board to bring everything he controls in the water shed into the legal drain.
Len Dible stated to Robert Grove the plan that your talking about was a 36 inch drain to
the ravine and the easement you asked for was an increase to 15 feet and also included a
right of way without Mr. Dilling or anybodies participation. It was done unilaterally.
Now you have a plan where your orfice from your detention pond is 6 and 3/8 inches,
there is a lot of difference between the capacity and the end result of 6 3/8 orfice and
a 36 inch drain. Defective engineering is what it is.
Mr. Grove stated correct, they have tried three times to help solve the problem
downstream, they started out by just meeting the Drainage Board Ordinance on site, the
Drainage Board was aware of the problem downstream, the developer agreed to a program to
replace that $40,000.00 plus, he also gave up one of his residential lots and increased
the availability of storage on site to store off site water on development that was not
acceptably so they went back strictly taking care of the developments own situation
which met they had to cut things back to the 6 and some odd inches orfice plate, which
he thinks has been accepted. All he is saying is that one of the requirements that they
had is to be included in a legal drain and petitioned to do so. Now it is up to some
other people to join into that petition.
Len Dible stated he had called Commissioner Moore about the continued construction. He
stated some one wants to characterized it as someone just moving dirt around. He
presented the two pictures at this time. The drain they are challenging is being
constructed right now that is not just moving dirt around, they are constructing the
drain.
Michael stated he had gone by October 3rd also, they were digging a basin. They have no
building permits at this time.
Michael has not signed off on the Construction Plans.
Michael stated in response to Mr. Dilling he asked the Board to get with them if they
see fit and get some engineering started to see what is going to be needed on that
downstream condition, it has to be done sooner or later.
Mr. Hoffman stated there is going to have to be a petition from somebody to do it. He
does not see anything wrong with the petition they have, it is acceptably, if it was
signed we could go ahead.
Mr. Dible stated they had an hour meeting with Michael on that petition.
Eugene R. Moore asked if they would not cooperate with the petition?
Mr. Grove stated no the developer has already agreed to go with a legal drain petition
which has been presented, what ever the legal drain ends up being he is willing to be in
cost, the developer is just a part of the water shed.
Mr. Dilling asked if he could add that part of his problem was that at the last meeting
he was asked to join in the developers petition and indicated he would be willing to do
so given to what he understood at that time. It was not clear to him what was being
asked of him.
In pursuing that it appeared as to what was being asked of him was to
have his Lot 76 Potters Hollow in the description of Orchard Park which would mean that
he would be responsible at least not for the construction but at least for a share of
the maintenance of the regulated drain in Orchard Park. He regards that as being
unreasonable, there would be no reason for him to join them under that condition. The
thing has turned around 180 degrees, as Mr. Grove suggested at one point the developer
had offered to participate in the reconstruction of the thing we are talking about now,
he indicated he would give the appropriate easements for that and at that time he was
willing to do that and has been willing all along. With only the stipulations that
there be some guarantee that it would actually be a workable system and that it be
legal. There was never response given to that; in fact at that point the developer
simply took a different tact instead of offering any guarantee that his system would
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work. His pleasure as to working with the Board as opposed to a private developer was
that there was some guarantee down the road there would be re course for repairs and
reconstruction which there would certainly not be if a private developer would do it and
simply maintained it as a private drain. This is the only reason for the delay in the
signing of the easement and to date there has never been any response given to that
matter of a guarantee from the developer that his system would actually function
properly.
Robert Grove stated as he understands Mr. Dilling was asked to Join in the same petition
for the legal drain for which anyone in that legal drain area is going to have some in
put into the maintenance and the cost of reconstruction, not Just Mr. Dilling or Orchard
Park, but people as far over as Potters Hollow.
Its got to be decided exactly what is
going to be done.
Len Dible stated there is no petition from Orchard Park or Orchard Heights.
Robert Grove stated there is for Orchard Park.
Mr. Dible stated Orchard Heights petition is down the road some where.
Robert Grove stated first all the water shed has to be defined. Orchard Park has
petitioned a portion of the legal drain, the legal drain description has not been
defined at this point, it will definitely go south of Union pick up a portion of Orchard
Heights and a lot area downstream it is going to be a large watershed.
Mr. Dilling stated when he raised that issue with Mr. Spencer two weeks ago, the point
was made that Orchard Park regulated was completely internal to Orchard Park and
everything up stream of Orchard Park by passed the regulated drain involved in Orchard
Park. That is correct. Mr. Dilling stated this is why there was no reason for Lot 76
to Join.
Why Join Lot 76 which includes a much large water shed with the internal
mechanism of orchard Park, this simply did not make sense to him on reflection and he
offers that explanation because at the last meeting that he tentatively agreed to Join
the petition, but he wanted to make it clear why to this point he has not.
He needs to
know exactly what he is being asked to do.
Robert Grove stated as he understands it on Mr. Dillings part it is a good faith effort
Just like it is on Orchard Parks part. If the whole mechanism starts a petition for the
whole water shed area all of sudden when find out that Mr. Dilling is not going to have
anything to do with it and Mr. Dilling is setting right in the main stream of things and
a very important part of the drain.
Mr. Dible wanted to make sure that the board understands what this out flow is. He
explained about 12 feet from the curb on the other side of street from Mr. Dillings
property there is a collectors manhole into that man hole at this time was an 18 inch
drain that connects with the 15 inch drain that comes down along Creasey Lane and turns
east and comes into the manhole( 18") it has a 12 inch drain that picks up the two catch
basins in the street in front of Mr. Dilling, a 15 inch drain picks up the two catch
basins in front the building that use to belong to Indiana Gas, it has a 15 inch out
flow that goes over through Mr. Dillings property. All that is going in and now the
proposal is to add this to it. It has been an effective drain for some time. Again he
stressed the flooding in September. He has been getting a lot of inquires. This is an
additional in put into this man hole.
Is it considered a new channel or not? He
considers it a new channel.
Mr. Hoffman stated as he understands according to the plan presented they are not going
to run any more water off this land than they are now, if they do then they are not
complying with the Drainage Ordinance.

Mr. Dible stated what they are saying there was zero percolation before.
Mr. Hoffman stated that could be as he assumes the calculations show what the run off
was before and after because they are to show no more after than they do before. It is
obvious there is a problem, the problem has to be solved and the only way the board has
any power of solving it is to have a legal drain for the whole thing as he has suggested
originally and he did not get much encourage is to go all the way to the Wildcat Creek
because it is no good to have a legal drain go into something that is not a legal drain,
this thing of putting a legal drain into gullies and valleys behind houses Just does not
wor k. Aga i n he st ressed a EE..I.l..I..l..DN. is needed.
Len Dible asked Mr. Hoffman if he is satisfied and you believe the flooding conditions
they have been experiencing will not be worsened by the addition of Orchard Park?
Todd Frauhiger answered-correct because that water will be detained in a pond, the water
got there whether it goes through the 15 inch- or Collector Man hole where it goes
across the road and goes through the side yard, by the Ordinance it states by the 100
year develop flow must be collected and detained and discharged at the rate of the 10
year undeveloped flow.
In the calculations they took the existing land as it is now,
they calculated what the flow is now coming off that land and then they developed their
land of which they are putting development on, they put 100 year storm on to that
subdivision collect it in the pond and discharge at the 10 year undeveloped rate and
what you get from a 10 year storm from the existing land right now.
Mr. Dible stated now it over flows to curb and erosion damage is a direct function of
how much water there is to overflows to curb or how long. Mr. Dible used the storm in
September again as example. Todd stated he can believe that.
Mr. Dible stated if that would happen and the detention
ponds are not empty its going to wash Mr. Dillings house away.

ORCHARD PARK CONTINUED

Todd stated what they did they took Mr. Dibles comment that the water was actually
coming out of the inlets and they used the inlet elevations to tell on the pipe print
out of pond, so anything in the pond below the elevation of the street grates they would
not let them consider. They figured why they would be there going to be backing up
through the system and fill the pond up to that level. Storage had to be obtained above
that level of the inlet of the streets. Mr. Grove stated Mr. Frauhiger was correct and
another thing to keep in mind that water does build up in the streets.
Mr. Dible asked if the collector manhole he described where it now sits.
classify it as Mr. Hoffman, what kind of a drain?

What do you

Mr. Hoffman stated it is not a legal drain at this time. Mr. Hoffman asked if it was in
the right of way? Yes. Mr. Hoffman stated he did not know who put it there. Mr.
Hoffman stated he had not been out there.
Mr. Dible invited him out and he would take him on his special tour.
Eugene R. Moore stated the area was put in years ago and there are many problems.
Mr. Dilling asked about assessments and definitions of water shed of legal drains,
explanation was given.
The board explained to Mr. Dilling his position of Lot 76 being in the legal drain. He
stated he was objecting to being asked to join the legal description of Orchard Park
which was asked of him last week. Mr. Hoffman stated he did not think that was it.
Explanation continued to clarifY Mr. Dillings concerns.
Michael stated he had understood David's concern if he joined the petition that he would
be a part of them. Discussion continued.
Michael asked if Mr. Dilling would sign this petition that he has prepared, could the
board start the wheel in motion to look at that engineering down stream? Answer - yes.
Mr. Hoffman stated it could be paid out of General Drain to be paid back when
assessments are made
Mr. Dible stated he had talked to Mr. Baumgardt who was the original developer in
regards to the Collector Man hole, Mr. Baumgardt stated he turned that over to the
county, the county said he may have thought he turned it over, but we did not take it
so that makes it a public drain, is that right?
Mr. Hoffman stated it is probably a mutual drain. Mr. Dible says it fails to test to be
a mutual drain, it was not constructed with the expressed mutual consent of property
owners, therefore it must be a public drain. Mr. Hoffman stated he didn't think it
could be a public drain unless it would be under the jurisdiction of the court there
hasn't been any proceedings.
Mr. Dible stated it is important how it is classified as you have several sets of
procedures, he would like to know what it is.
It is probably still a private drain if Mr. Baumgardt put it in and didn't have any
approval from other land owners. Discussion.
Discussion of having Michael enter into a study of the watershed area as was done with
Elliott ditch and pay from General Drain, cost will be paid back at the time of
assessment. Michael stated the watershed area needs to be defined, and the board needs
to decide where point A is. Discussion continued.
Discussion of the September 13 minutes were discussed again.
Wildcat south be defined in the watershed.
Discussion of whether the drainage board has the authority to hold up the construction
of Mr. Scheumanns based on something downstream as long as they comply with the
ordinance.
Mr. Dilling stated at this point we need explanation as to their meaning of conditions
downstream.
Todd stated the addressed meant that basically it be studied and solution be generated,
whether it be a private solution, a county solution.
Discussion of Orchard Park continuing with out meeting that condition.
Mr. Dible discussed with the board definitions of legal drain and regulated drain and
jurisdiction over regulated drains.
Mr. Dible challenged a new channel, a letter is on file.
Discussion. Mr. Dible also challenged Orchard Park petition because it does not specify
which section it is written under. He wants some one to tell him what they believe the
legal classification of the collector man hole is. He stated there is no procedures for
public drain. Sue Scholer told him to talk to his legislator.
Mr. Dilling signed petition presented.
Mr. Dible and Mr. Dilling volunteered to carry petitions.
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Michael presented memo of recommendations from Todd Frauhiger-CBBEL Indianapolis on what
has to be submitted with drainage calculations when submitted to the board for review,
he requested the board to review and he requested it be adopted. Need to get it into
the proper language and put in the drainage ordinance.
Memorandum reads as follows:
TO:
Mike spencer, Tippecanoe County surveyor, Project Files
FROM:
Todd Frauhiger - CBBEL Indianapolis
SUBJECT: Requirements for Hydraulic Permit Applications
It is the recommendation of CBBEL that the following minimum standards be adopted by the
County Drainage Board for hydraulic permit applications. If these standards are
adopted, permit review will proceed in more expedient, efficient manner. At the present
time many permit reviews are delayed while waiting for additional information from the
design engineer.
It is our recommendation that the following be submitted with all applications in
addition to the requirements of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Ordinance:
1.
A hydraulic Report detailing existing and proposed drainage patterns on the subject
site. The report should include a description of the present land use as well as
proposed land use. Any off-site drainage entering the site should also be addressed.
This report should be comprehensive and detail all the design steps which the design
engineer took during the design.
2.
All hydrologic and hydraulic computations should be included in the submittal.
These calculations should include but not be limited to: runoff curve numbers or runoff
coefficients; runoff calculations; stage-discharge relationship; times-of-concentration;
and storage volume.
3.
Copies of all computer runs. These computer runs should include both the input and
the outputs. A floppy diskette with input files will expedite the review process.
4.
A set of plan drawings stamped by a Registered Professional Engineer or Registered
Land Surveyor showing all proposed detention areas, storm sewers, inlets, outfall
structures, open ditches, culverts and bridges.
5.
A set of exhibits should be included showing the drainage subareas and a schematic
detailing how any computer model inputs were set up.
6.
A conclusion report summarizing the hydraulic design and detailing how this design
satisfies the Tippecanoe County Drainage Ordinance.
We feel that if these minimum standards are adopted, the review process will benefit
greatly. Costly delays will be reduced, and the overall quality of the engineering will
improve.
Sue W. Scholer moved to instruct Mr. Hoffman to re-draft the Ordinance to incorporate
the items in the October 3, 1989 memorandum presented, seconded by Bruce V. Osborn,
unanimous approval.
BROOK
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John Fisher reported that construction line grades are being set at this time and the
legal drain in the Subdivision goes to the Wildcat Creek. Construction will start this
afternoon.
There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 11:00 A.M.

Eugene R. Moore, Chairman

ATTEST:

Sue W. Scholer, Board Member
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 1, 1989
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, November 1, 1989 with Eugene R.
Moore Chairman calling the meeting to order at 9:00 A.M. in the Community Meeting room
of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third Street, Lafayette, Indiana.
Those present were:
Bruce V. Osborn and Sue W. Scholer Board Members; J. Frederick
Hoffman, Drainage Attorney: Michael J. Spencer, Surveyor:Todd Frauhiger, Drainage
Consultant; Maralyn D. Turner, Executive Secretary; and Don Sooby, City Engineer, others
present are on file.
Norfolk and Western Railway CompanY-SIA
Michael J. Spencer wanted it to be put on record that the agreement between Norfolk and
Western Railway Company and Tippecanoe County Drainage Board, concerning the cost
sharing of the installation of multi-plate pipe-arch in Lafayette, Indiana: M.P. SP251.57, Station 13283+10 has been fully executed and first installment is due on
December 15, 1989 and a bill will be sent.
SIMON AND ASSOCIATES-WILSON BRANCH
Richard Boehning representing Simon and Associates along with Myles Minton of Simon and
Associates and Bob Mossbaum engineer with Simon organization.
On October 4, 1989 a petition was filed with Board requesting several things:
1.
Allowing Simon and Associates to re-locate a portion of the Branch 13 Wilson
Branch of the Elliott Ditch.
2.
Have the new easement approved and also to provide for the vacation of the old
easement upon the new drain being reconstructed and the new grant of easement
being submitted to the Board.
At that time Mr. Hoffman wanted to review the legal description of the new easement and
wanted to make sure that it was described in a fashion which met his approval that being
so many feet from the edge of the top of the bank. They have revised the legal
description and submitted to Mr. Hoffman. There was an open question that Michael
Spencer had on how wide the easement should be from the top of the bank, he wanted to
make sure there would be sufficient room for maintenance. A new Exhibit "CO was
presented to go with the petition submitted.
They asked approval of the petition. It
reads:
DESCR I PTI ON
EXHIBIT C
PROPOSED WILSON BRANCH OF ELLIOTT DITCH
Describing a portion of the Wilson Branch of the Elliott Ditch lying principally through
the real estate commonly known as K. M. Simon, Inc.
That area described being one half of the proposed open channel of the Wilson Branch of
the Elliott Ditch plus 30 feet from the top edge of the bank on each side of such open
channel along the following described line:
Commencing at the northwest corner of the Northwest Quarter of Section 2, Township 22
North, Range 4 West, Wea Township, Tippecanoe County, Indiana; thence South 00 degrees
29 minutes 20 seconds East, 761.40 feet; thence Southeasterly on a curve to the left
have a central angle of 00 degrees 52 minutes 24 seconds, a radius of 17,188.91 feet, an
arc length of 262.01 feet; thence South 88 degrees 47 minutes 19 seconds East, 361.51
feet, to a point in the centerline of the Wilson Branch of the Elliott Ditch as now
exists, and the Point of Beginning of this description: thence North 15 degrees 04
minutes 32 seconds East, 230.00 feet; thence North 47 degrees 47 minutes 53 seconds East
551.37 feet; thence North 12 degrees 47 minutes 53 seconds East, crossing into the
Southwest Quarter of Section 35, 22 North, 4 west, FairField Township, 578.65 feet:
thence North 22 degrees 51 minutes 30 seconds west, 328.04 feet;thence north 22 degrees
08 minutes 30 seconds East, 47.71 feet; thence North 62 degrees 27 minutes 30 seconds
East, 22.82 feet to the centerline of Ross Road, as now exists, and to the Point of
Terminus of this description. The side lines of the open channel and easement are
extended to the property lines without gaps or overlaps.
Mr. Hoffman stated as far as the legal description it was satisfactory to him provided
that it is satisfactory to Michael in regards to the 30 foot easement, this was the only
question he had open on the description.
Michael stated he had spoken to two contractors who have the equipment that would reach
this particular channel with the width it is a different situation; and they felt they
could operate their drag line in the 30 foot easement as long as it was known there was
no over head structure or any thing else that would be in that 30 foot easement as it
will take a large piece of equipment which has a lot of swing to clean the ditch.
Mr. Hoffman asked Simon Associates what they have adjacent to the easement? The
easement will be from the edge of the top of the bank, there will be a building outside
the 30 foot easement their will be no permanent structures, there will be incidental
cars and semi-truck trailer on delivery.
Mr. Hoffman asked how close would the building be? As stated previously it will be
outside the 30 foot easement. There will be no over hangs.
Michael again stated his
main concern was over head utility lines.
Their intent is to go under ground with
utilities.
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Bruce V. Osborn asked if they would be black topping on the easement? Answer- Concrete
or Black top, it will probably be extra strength black top. Bruce stated there should
be an agreement should the black top be destroyed or impaired that it will be up to
Simon and Associates tu fix it, not the contractor. Myles Minton stated it would not be
a problem, they would agree to maintain the easement.
Sue W. Scholer asked if that was currently covered with the Ordinances and requirements
on easements? Discussion.
Mr. Hoffman stated it should be clear that the Association
would be responsible and the contractor is not responsible if he damages the surface
when he is doing work. Myles Minton stated they will be taking that into consideration
in their design for the easement up front.
Bruce Osborn asked what about one of their buildings?

Then that would be a problem.

Sue W. Scholer asked if there would be utilities in the easement? There could be a
possibility, they do not have it laid out at this time. Plans are to be underground
however they will come up and surface the building in the back. Discussion.
Bruce V. Osborn as about the Description of Exhibit "C" in the second paragraph the
phrase, (one half of) plus the 30 feet.
Bruce stated that the open channel goes with it
automaticallY.
Discussion.
After much discussion in the phrasing of paragraph two Mr. Hoffman stated a change could
be made to read:
That area described being the proposed open channel Wilson Branch of
the Elliott Ditch plus 30 feet from the top edge of the bank on each side of such open
channel along the following described line:
Myles asked if the described line meant
the entire channel? Answer-yes. Discussion.
Bruce V. Osborn moved to accept Exhibit "C" of the Wilson Branch re-location with the
changes as read, second by Sue W. Scholer, unanimous approval.
Richard Boehning stated they are also asking for the petition to be approved as they are
asking to re-locate the drain. Discussion of vacating at this time. Vacating will not
take place until the reconstruction of re-Iocation is installed.
Richard Boehning
stated that once the board approves the petition then when they re-Iocate the drain he
will file before the drainage board a grant of easement using the revised legal
description, report to the board that the drain has been reconstructed have Michael J.
Spencer check it out after he approves it will automatically be deemed vacated.
Their
current petition covers that.
Sue W. Scholer moved to accept the petition for consent to relocate portions of a legal
drain Branch #13 of the Wilson Branch and to vacate the easement described in Exhibit
"0", seconded by Bruce V. Osborn, unanimous approval.
ORDINANCE NO. 89-37 CM
Bruce V. Osborn moved that the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board give approval of
Ordinance No. 89-37 CM as read in the Special meeting of The Tippecanoe County Board of
Commissioners, November 1, 1989, and that they be implemented in the Drainage minutes,
seconded by Sue W. Scholer, unanimous approval.
ORDINANCE NO.89-37 CM
WHEREAS, the members of the Board of Commissioners of the County of Tippecanoe, in
the State of Indiana are also members of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board, and
WHEREAS, the members of the Board of Commissioners of the County of Tippecanoe,
State of Indiana, did on the 7th days of November, 1988 adopt Ordinance No. 88-40 CM
which established "Tippecanoe County, Indiana, A General Ordinance Establishing Storm
Drainage and Sediment Control," commonly known as the "Tippecanoe County Drainage Code,"
and
WHEREAS, such ordinance was adopted and approved by the Tippecanoe County Drainage
Board on the 7th day of November, 1988; and
WHEREAS, problems have arisen which have delayed the permit review process proved
for by said Tippecanoe County Drainage Code because of additional information being
required from the design engineer for the project which information has not been
furnished at the time the application has been filed with the Tippecanoe County Drainage
Board; and
WHEREAS, the Engineer, employed by the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board, has
recommended that certain additional minimum standards be adopted by such Drainage Board
for hydraulic permit applications; and
WHEREAS, it is the opinion of the Tippecanoe County Surveyor and The Tippecanoe
County Drainage Board that the adoption of additional requirements to those now required
by the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board will expedite the review process and provide for
more rapid approval of applications filed with the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED AND ENACTED by the
Board of Commissioners of the County of Tippecanoe, State of Indiana and the Tippecanoe
County Drainage Board that:
A.

The following additional documents be submitted with all applications filed
for approval with the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board:
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1.

A hydraulic Report detailing existing and proposed drainage patterns on the
subject site.
The report should include a description of the present land use
as well as proposed land use.
any off-site drainage entering the site should
also be addressed.
This report should be comprehensive and detail all the
design steps which the design engineer took during the design.

2.

All hydrologic and hydraulic computations should be included in the submittal.
These calculations should include, but not be limited to:
runoff curve
numbers of runoff coefficients; runoff calculation; stage-discharge
relationship; t imes-of-concentrat ion; and storage volume.

3.

Copies of all computer runs.
These computer runs should include both the
input and the outputs.
A floppy diskette with input files will expedite the
review process.

4.

A set of plan drawings stamped by a Registered Professional Engineer or
Registered Land Surveyor showing all proposed detention areas, storm sewers,
inlets, outfall strictures, open ditches, culverts and bridges.

5.

A set of exhibits should be included showing the drainage subareas and a
schematic detailing of how any computer model inputs were set up.

6.

A conclusion report summarizing the hydraulic design and detailing how this
design satisfies the Tippecanoe County Drainage Ordinance.

B.
The requirements set forth herein in Section A above, are in addition to the
requirements of Section 6 of Ordinance 88-40 CM.
C.
No application shall be considered by the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board or
the Surveyor of Tippecanoe County until each of the items listed in Section A above of
this Ordinance are submitted to the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board.
D.
This Ordinance shall become effective after its final passage, approval and
publication as required by law.
Enacted at Lafayette, Indiana on this 1st day of November, 1989.
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
OF THE COUNTY OF TIPPECANOE,
STATE OF INDIANA,
Bruce V. Osborn, President
Eugene R. Moore
Sue W. Scholer
ATTEST:

Sarah S. Brown, Auditor

Adopted and Approved by the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board at Lafayette, Indiana on
this 1st day of November, 1989.
TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD,
Eugene R. Moore, President
Bruce V. Osborn
Sue W. Scholer
ATTEST:

Maralyn D. Turner, Secretary
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TWYCKENHAM
G. Mark Smith developer asked to be heard, but since he was not on the agenda the Board
could not give any approval; however the Board had discussion.
The city has accepted
one of the ponds there are two ponds the city will not accept, therefore, the developer
is going to set up a Homeowners Association.
Mark stated that Michael and Fred have
reviewed the Homeowners covenants.
Mr. Hoffman stated he wants a letter from the city.
Discussion of construction plans and the two basins and the letter of October 24, 1989.
Don Sooby stated upon approval by the Drainage Board it would be helpful to the City if
they could have the additional conditions mentioned in the letter.
Discussion on making
a legal drain.
Michael's opinion on it was if it was going to be a legal drain it would
all have to be a legal drain, not just a section, it should start across the road.
Michael pointed out that the city has asked on the original section they have asked for
some additional things to be done. Michael stated he had felt comfortable before.
Again Fred stressed that a new letter should be received from the City as to what bases

TWYCKENHAM
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they want done.
Michael stated this was the one that only had the city listed and if
the County was going to be involved in any way the County should be listed.
Mr. Hoffman stated he does not recall getting any revised covenants.
vacation.

Discussion of

Mark stated they want it conditionally vacated.
Bruce asked with no illusion to a legal
drain.
They want it vacated, they continue to vacate until they are done.
Each time
they will come in to say they will substitute their new system, and when the new system
is finished and acceptable by the City, then the drain will be vacated as they can not
se 11 t he lot s .
The additional conditions

being requested by the City of Lafayette are as follows:

1.

Add concrete headwalls w/appropriate cut-off walls to each drainage pipe
entering or leaving both of the detention ponds. Wingwalls should have slopes
no steeper than 2:1 with sideslopes of ponds warped in to meet this slope.

2.

Add protective fences around end of each drainage pipe entering or leaving
both of the detention ponds.

3.

Add structurally-designed child/animal guards over the end of each drainage
pipe entering or leaving both of the detention ponds.

4.

Establish grass cover over bottom and side slopes of both detention ponds
using soil amendments and/or topsoil as necessary to get grass established in
the sandy soil.

5.

Add sod along both sides of concrete gutters in flowline of both detention
ponds.
Review width of concrete gutters for adequacy in light of what is to
be done in the existing detention pond.

6.

Provide inlet capacity of at lease 150% of calculated quantity of run-off to
be picked up by catch basins in the streets and at least 200% for field
inlets. This will allow for partial blockage of inlets by debris which always
seems to be present in and around construction sites.

7.

Emergency routing swales between lots, if any, should be identified on the
construction plans and AS-BUILTS for future monitoring purposes.

8.

Provide drawings and calculations for the drainage system showing details of
detention ponds, basis for pipe sizes, capacity of detention ponds, etc.

Sue asked Mr. Sooby if the City would like to see it a legal drain? Answer that has
some merit, as the Homeowners Association is not going to have the same interest in
maintaining.
Mark stated The Homeowners Association allows the City to come in and
assess the Homeowners if they do not perform their functions.
Michael asked if they set
out a yearly fee? A maximum fee of $50.00.
Mr. Hoffman stated this will have to be put on the Agenda for December 6, 1989 meeting,
plus a letter from the City including the County conditions.
Michael asked Mark to send revised covenants to him and Mr. Hoffman another.
FARMINGTON

FARMINGTON LAKES

LAKES

Robert Grove asked for final approval on revised plans.
They agreed to the double the culvert and all items have been addressed.
The Board
asked if George Schulte had given approval.
George had a concern with the double
culverts which they revised the plans to put it in.
George and Michael have a full set
of plans, but have not had the time to review them.
Michael asked if adding that
seconded set of inlets changed the pipe size? NO.
It was just a restriction at one
inlet.
Michael asked if it was going to handle the 100 year storm event now.
Correct.
George's concern was the single inlets would be by-passed and some of that water would
go on ???
Sue W. Scholer asked George Schulte if he had any concerns that the Drainage Board
should be aware of?
Robert Grove stated everything on the revised plans have been addressed.
George stated that the only thing that he can think of is on the Storm drainage design
where the inlets were doubled do the pipes have the capacity to carry the Ql00? Robert
stated he did not think it was a problem.
George asked to have time to set down and
study the revision.
Farmington Lakes was recessed to Friday, November 3, 1989 at 9:00 A.M.
ORHCARD

ORCHARD PARK

PARK

Todd Frauhiger Drainage Consultant presented a report of Orchard Park legal Drain
Design, report is on file.
1.

The watershed has been delineated and is shown on Exhibit 1.

2.
For purposes of our study only, two on-site field reconnaissances have taken place
to access the existing condition of the ravine system and to aid in the final drainage
area delineation.
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3.
A TR-20 model was developed to determine the peak flows fOr the defined drainage
area.
These flows are calculated to the mouth of the ravine and should be adjusted as
detailed later to the mouth of the ravine and should be adjusted as detailed later in
this report fOr design flows fUrther upstream.
Todd stated that he and Michael had wOrked with the City Engineers office and walked the
ravine from Kensington Drive all the way down to the Wildcat creek. Drainage area was
determined to be 235 acres to the mouth of the ravine.
Todd reported in conclusion that CBBEL'S recommendation that an overall master plan be
developed as the next step in the design process. This master plan would determine the
location and type of cOrrective wOrk (i.e. erosion control, channel straightening,
etc.), a priority ranking fOr cOrrective wOrk based on an evaluation of severity fOr
each location and an opinion of probable construction cost for the cOrrective measures.
If this was done the Board would have design flows, and basically what would need to be
done to bring the channel up to County standards.
Bruce Osborn asked where the outlet was.

Outlet is at the Wildcat creek.

Page 3 of the letter the design flows of years 10,25,50, and 100 are at the mouth of the
ravine (at the Wildcat). These flows need to be adjusted fOr upstream design flows. In
the report equations are shown on how the adjustments will be accomplished.
Majority of the wOrk will have to be done on the upstream portion of the ravine up close
to Kensington Drive and along Creasey Lane.
Michael stated the next step would be to have a hearing Or and informative hearing,
possibly have a petition there for the property owners to sign.
Michael would not be
able to answer any questions in regards of money unless the Board would have Todd do
fUrther study and then there may be a chance of having some guess estimate of cost and
cost per lot.
Todd stated they were going to come up with a master plan and talk to some of the local
contractors and contractors in Indianapolis, show them what they have and what they are
doing and generate the cost.
Michael stated the next step would be to have the Board give approval to the report and
proceed on with the next step.
Sue W. Scholer moved to accept the report as presented and authorize the next step as
outlined in the conclusion of the report ,seconded by Bruce V. Osborn, unanimous
approval.
Meeting recessed fOr Kirkpatrick One Ditch.
KIRKPATRICK ONE DITCH
Doug Ridenour of Doug Ridenour and Sons, Clearing and Ditching presented a Cashier Check
in the amount of $50,000.00 plus a Personal Check in the amount of $650.75, on September
18, 1989 Mr. Ridenour had presented a check fOr $2,800.00. fOr the bid making a total of
$53.450.75 100% of his bid.
Bruce V. Osborn moved to accept the bid received from Doug Ridenour and Sons, Clearing
and Ditching in the amount of $53,450.75 and execute the contract to Doug Ridenour and
Sons, Clearing and Ditching, seconded by Sue W. Scholer, unanimous apProval.
The meeting recessed at 10:30 A.M. until 9:00 A.M., Friday, November 3, 1989

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
WEDNESDAY,OECEMBER 6, 1989
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, December 6, 1989 at 9:00 A.M. in the
Tippecanoe County Office Building 20 North Third Street, Lafayette, Indiana with Eugene
R. Moore Chairman calling the meeting to order.
Those present were 8ruce V. Osborn and Sue W. Scholer Board Member; Michael J. Spencer,
Surveyor; J. Frederick Hoffman, Drainage Attorney; Todd Frauhiger, Drainage Consultant;
and Maralyn D. Turner, Executive Secretary; and Don Sooby, Lafayette City Engineer.
Others present are on file.
WAL-MART
Cliff Norton engineer for the Wal-Mart development presented drainage plans and asked
for final drainage approval. Wal-Mart has 80 acres and in the plans presented 52 acres
will be developed. The city has the same plans in their office. Mr. Norton stated the
plans meet the discharge criteria. Calculations have been presented and on file.
Run-off presented in plans would be 80 cfs.
Michael stated that since it was tributary to the Treece Meadows drain they restricted
their release rate to the same as others that are tapped into the drain to the .11 cfs
per acre after development, it will drastically reduce the amount of water that gets
there. The problem is emergency routing. Water will be going through Treece Meadows,
this is a problem. This will be a benefit UP to the 100 year storm event, anything
greater than 100 year storm event will be a problem.
After presentation questions and discussion continued.
What is going to be done with the 100 year storm? Michael stated he has Burke
Engineering looking into the Wilson Branch from Simon's where the channel is sized for
the 100 year storm event all the way to the end of Treece Meadows on a typical cross
section of what channel size will be needed. Getting this plan will be taking some time
to get the water down to the regional detention pond this is what they are building it
for.
Fred Hoffman asked, at this time with these plans would the 100 year storm event be
worse than it is now? No. With 150 year storm it would be worse.
Don Sooby stated it would be debatable as to whether it would make it worse or not,
presumably after the ground gets saturated all the water that hits it is going to run
off whether it is farmland or paved surface.
Plans presented complies with the Ordinance.
Bill Long land owner to the South of the property in Treece Meadows and to the South of
McCarty Lane stated they have had major flooding problems within Treece Meadows under
the current plan, also problems with water getting into houses. He stated they are
anxious to have Wal-Mart come to the community.
Two areas that Mr. Long has great concerns is:
Emergency Routing and Correction, either directly or contributing to the Wilson Branch
solutions. He feels this has not been addressed in the plans presented. The project
immediately south of McCarty Lane the emergency routing was required to go around the
project. He asked that that standard be applied for Treece Meadows. The question of
will we be worse off with this plan or won't be worse off? Mr. Long stated that he
maintains we will be worse off as what has not been addressed is that we have the 100
year storm because of the impervious nature in the amount of water put in. He stated he
is not an engineer, but the effect of the 100 year storm is going to be over a greater
length of time. Mr. Long asked that this be tabled until emergency routing around
Treece Meadows can be addressed, and two addressing the ultimate solution to the Wilson
Branch problem that exist from the GTE south till they get into the Wilson Branch that
they have all worked collectivly on in the past.
Mr. Long stated that he and his engineer Paul Couts commend the on site storage and the
development plans presented, they are quite adequate, but are immense in the emergency
rout i ng.
Bruce V. Osborn asked Don Sooby if he agreed or disagreed.
Mr. Sooby stated they continue to get complaints about drainage in Treece Meadows. He
agrees with Mr. Long there are problems. Treece Meadows was approved in the 1970's
Discussion of the problem continued.
Mr. Long stated that they proposed to take their emergency routing for Burberry through
the development and that was dis-allowed they had to dig a ditch around Burberry, he is
asking that that standard be applied to around Treece Meadows for this water.
Mr. Norton stated that they had felt they had complied with the Drainage Ordinance and
was not aware of emergency routing in the Ordinance.
Todd Frauhiger stated in the Ordinance it states that there should be emergency routing
over flow for the detention pond, in this particular case the problem comes back to the
overflow. Todd did a study of the 100 year 24 hour storm, his calculations concurred
very closely with the calculations submitted, shows roughly 5 cfs discharge with the 100
year storm, that is compared to the 10 year undeveloped discharge current coming from

)

,

ttlC 80 some acres Wittl a Iltt:le over 80 c;fs. Comment was made that it would be a longer
duration~ ttlis is correct but t{J say ttlat 200 cfs with 100 year storm IJVBr an tlour IS
worse than 5 efs Wi.ttl 100 year storm over 20 hOllTS.

Paul Couts had a lllJCstion for Mi,chael~ ba(:k wtlen the analysis was done for "freece
tie doCST1't t~link it could pass for a 100 year storm again. Michael stated no,

Meadows~

it was only designed for a 10 year storm event

Paul stated that two ttlirlQS COll.ld harrIer" one is if here is a bact storm 6fld ·the
dc'tention pond is already full from previous storm and turfl around witt1 another J.()O year
storm, where does ttlc emergency routing go. Comes south Of\ to Moore ~)roper·ty on to
l:reasey Lane. There are serious prcJblems_

Mr. Hoffman asked if there was emergency routing what would be done with the water?
Water woulc1 be put down fay'ther and Tl0 place for it to go. Discussion.

Pat,li Couts stated 'ttlEY'S needs tel be a sollJtieln fOIJnd and a COTlty'ibutiorl made iTl the
soltJtion of how to get emergency y'ollting 6Y'OlJnd Treece Meadows GTld ttle land arOUTlc1 that
area"
Mr Hoffman asked that tn his statement he means when a solution is found that they
should contribute to it.
This is correct.

Sue W" Scheller' asked how close are we 'to having selme woy'k done? Michael stated they
could have something back from Chris Burke by the first of the year, he would check with
Chris.
E:LIgeflE Moore asked how are they going to briflg water from Treece Meadows into the Wilson
Branchu Gene thinks this is a problem. Michael stated there are possibly tWCI ways to
dCI it, l't will depend OTl how arld 'the bes't way they want to do it, At Creasey Lane a
bridge would be needed. It has to get from Cy'easey L,.ans east then norttl at the east
side ofrreoce Meac~ws.
Bill Long stated that Treece Meadows by itself is its own
cOTlstrictionM His concerns are flat only as a landowner of Treece Meadows, but the
residents of "T'reece Meadows. Anottler COflcern is D\Jration Constrllction Phase.
Discussion of ttlS emergeT1CY rOIJting continued.
Mict1ael dSJain stated that Ctlris Burke is studyirlg what cross section will have 'to be put
in there to take care of the storm event. [)j,scIJsslc)n contintled.
Sue W. Scholer stated we are basically lookirlg at the T1ccd of Y"cConstrllct:lon of the
Wilson Branch.
Michael stated that Wal-Mart has met the requirements.
TmJd Frauhiger stated in conjunction with the assumption that Wilson Branch wIll be
sized large enough tel take the 100 year s"torms someone will have to look at feasible
ways to get the wa'ter dOWTl to the Wilson Branch.
rhis seems to be the (lnly alternative.
Michael asked Mr. Sooby what his thoug~ts were. He stated that something has to be
done, but he is not sure what way. He feels they are faced with the problems today
without the Wal-mart development. f~egardless of what s'torm event there :is TT'eece
Meadows is faced with a problem of flooding. With the facility it reduces the flow up
to the 100 year event beyond that it is a problem again.

ArllCR V. Osborn stated that this project and any other Py'oposals in this waterstlBej area
stloliid be tleld up until ttlere is way to get a positive outlet to the Wilson Branch.
All due respects to all enSlinsers and statements made today things get worse as
something goes up in the area, tt18Y'efore we rlead to holel up dcvelopment~ DisCllssion.
Mr. ~Jng stated he felt there should be some kind of time table put in to come up with
erney'gency routing.

Sue W. sctloleY' stated it looks as if the board has flO choice but tel look at
rec:onsty'uction and moving it as qlJickly as ttley possilJly can for the whlJle area"
Michael asked Mr.
reconstruction of
stated he did nDt
t16ve no reason to

NCJrtcJn i'F he was in a positioTl to speak for Wal-Mart in regay'da to
the Wilson Branch if Wal-Mart would or would not oppose. Mr. Norton
think Wal-Mart would oppose to reconstruction. He felt they would
oppose j,t.

Mr. Hoffman asked if" they would contriblJte t~leir shar-e of tt18 cost foY' recor'lstructiorl'?
Mr. Norton stated they WQuld tlave DC) reason and would comply with whatever assessment
would gO along with the project.
Mr. Norton's concern was the waiting time.

This would put Wal-Mart in a bind.

After much disCllssion the Board tabled any action faY the Wal-Mart Drainage Plans
preserlted until JaT'lUay'y 3, 1990. Hopefully Mr Burke carl tlave informatj,on to us by
JaYlllary 3, 1990~ wtlettler it would be preliminary or final"
l"tle Wal-Mart acY'eage will be annexecl into the City JaTlllary 2, 1990.
Discussion of both City Drainage Ordinance effective date. After they are approved by
the respective cities tt'IC city attorfley's are 'to sit dawrl witt1 My', ~~offmaTl 3Tld gO over
the res~)ective Draina~Je Ordinance. City of Lafayette was to be establistled rhurslJay,
December 14, 1989.

Mr. Sooby s"ta·ted ·that the presence OY· absence of tt18 City OY·ainage lJrdinance is flot
going to affect I)rainage Board since it is triblltary to the Treece Meadows~ WilsOTl
By·anch and the Elliott Ditch. Ultimately the DraiTlage Boay·d is going to have to act Ofl
j.t
Maybe ttl8Y wil.l be abl,e ·to exrllore some o·r tt18 things that might be satisfactory to
the Draiflage Board~ reason For them to approve the Dra:inage Plan. ~'Ie feels to have WalMart wait lJTltil the Wilsl)n Branctl is reconstY·llcted is probal)ly not going to be a
satisfactory aT'lswer,
One
brollght IJp o·F ttle hack to back s·torms~ 't~lis WOllld
c;ertainly aggravate COTldit
downstream.
If a supplementary detention basin were
cClnsty·ucted tCI cover the event of tldck to llack st()rm~ would this be a y·eason for the
Drainage Board to go ahea(j and give approval~
Sue W. SchclleY stated ttlat the issue ttlat tldS beeTl brclugtlt up today
needs to lc)ok at additioT'lal emergency routing. Discussion continuejjM

whether the Board

Mr'.Sooby wOTldered if the concept of a SllPplemeT'ltary [)etenticln basin in leu of an
alternate For emergency routing. Again would this be an acce~table answer'?
Ayain tt'lis refers bac:k to the study of Mr.

Buy·ke~s.

Thc:~ BUEird POf:>.t:puned apprCl~o.!al tu
Burke can get study back.

1990"

Ji).f]Ui:iiY

2~

M:i.chaeJ

"i.f3

tu find out

Mr. NortoTl thanked the board an(j sai,d t·le WCIll].d be wai·tirlQ tel tlcar ·from

whc~n

Chrit3

t~lem.,

Mr. L,.ong stated tt1at Paul CUllt engineer afl(j his attorney Tom MCCIJ] ley will be
he will nClt be allie to tie here fCJr t~le JarllJary 2~ ].990 mee·ti.n9.

here~

as

Mark Smith develor1cr fJresented his plan again in y'sgards to vacating Ortmafl Drain and
asked if his restrictive covenaTlts was OK? The covenants has to be l:hanged.
Insertion
of Drai
BClard had been left out~ t~le page needs to be re-·typed. Mr, Hoffman has
some Tlew
that needs to be inserted ae soon as that change is made it can be
i:lPPY·Clved .
This will tJe Y·Bcorded at the timn they record the plat
Before they had 5

2.
J.
4,
5"

l~ontinuances:

·rhe i.flsta].latJ.(Jfl o'r the new drairlage system ~Iad ·to be iTl before the vacation wou:ld
occur"
Have to conrlcct any field tile that may run across. Mrs" Purdy's COflcern"
Have to submit Certified As'-BtlJ.J.t (Jrawj.ngs to Don Sooby~ city Engineer arId Michael
JM SperlceT'~ Surveyor,
~;torm system has to be accepted by the City of [,_afayette for mairltenanc8
·fhat nu huild:i.
or ~::>at i. sf: i

permits can be isslled within the sectioT1 llntil such conditions are

mf:~t

Construc:tioTl P:lans t13ve been arJprclvBej by the City of L_afayetteM Storm JraiTlage system
has to I:)e accepted before any vacation OCCllY'SM Mr. Smith stated they are ifI agreement
Witt1 tt'IS 8 conditi(lnals~ therefore why (joes ttlB Drainage Board become involved.
Mr. 500!JY stated since they are now a part of the
Construction Plans the City
would be more c;omfortable that the Drainage Board 1 at t~lose conditioflsM Mr, Hoffman
asked that the J_etter of octolJer 24~ 1989 ·from ·t~le City of Lafayette to the Drainage
Board be made a pay'·t of the miT1lJtesu
October

24~

1.989

Mr. Juhn E. Smith
smith enterprises
:·?500 C:lI i(··k

Str(~et

L.,a. f'i:l/et t

I

DSi:1T

~

nd i a.·n;:)

·!.j·/90E;

·Juhn::

ITI ordeY ttl3t a repeat fel the T'scent Twyckenham drainage pY·oblems can be avo:ided~
request is respectfully made for the following changes to the constrlJction plans f(lr
'-wyckeTlham Estates~ Phase one~ Section 4 & 5 arId Phase twC)~ Sectiun 2 & 4:
Add conl:rete headwalls
iate cllt-off wall~ to each drainage pipe
entering aT leavincl both
the detention rlonds" Wingwalls should tlave slopes
no steeper thaT) 2=1. with sides].opes of POTlds warped irl to meet t~li2 slope,
Add pY·otce:tive ferlces ay·clll(ld enci of each drainage pirJ8 entering or leaviT'19
both of the detention ponds.
'~

Add structIJY·ally-designed c:hild/animal guards over the end ()f each drainage
pipe entering or leaving blJth l)f the detenticln plJnds.

4,

Establis~1 grass cClver over· bottom afld side
lopes of both detention ponels
using soil amendments and/or topsoil as necessary t
get grass established in
t he ~".":;a.ndy ~3U :i. 1 ,

5.

Add sod al0T1g both sides ( I f CC)Tlcrete gutters in flowline of both detentiofl
pDfldn ~ r~f:~V:\.C::\.1J ~'Jtdth of: conCT"etc·~ guttE';Y"S fu'( a.dc~quacy :i.n I. :i.qht of what "i.~3 tu
be dOfle in the existing detention pOfld.

6a

Provide inlet capacity of at l,ease 150% of calculated quantity of rlJfl-off to
be IJickeri IJP by catl:h basins in the streets arlri at least 200% foY" field
inlets
This will allow for partial blockage of inlets by debris whIch always
seems to be present in arld arOt,lnri corlstruction sites.

/.

Emergency rOIJting swales between lots, if arlY, stlould be identified orl the
clJnsty"uction plans and A~;"-BlJIL"fS for flJture monitcly"ing pllrposes.

8.

Provide drawings and calc:ulations for the drainage system showing details of
detention ponds, basis f(Jr !Jipe sizes, capacity of (jetention pCJnds, stCn

Additionally, please advise me concerning the status of the establishmerlt e)f the
Homeowners' Association which is to be responsible for the maintenarlce IJf tt18se
detention ponds after your responsibility ends when all the areas tributary to the ponds
have been built out.
1 will need a copy of the recorded legal documents for the
Homeowners' Association arId of ttle covenants of the l-wyckenham Estates liflits ttlat will
be members of the Associations"
If you have any questions c)r comments (If I this matter~ please contact me at JOLlY"
convenience. by cop; of this lettey" I am advising the 1"ippecanoe l:ounty D~airlage BoaTd
of OLlt efforts to avoieJ a repeat of ttle prob:lems that tlave been so much if1 the news
la"tely ~
Very truly

YCJurs~

DOflald (~" SootJY~
Cit y E:nq i nCI":,::r

P.E~

DG!::;::uc
cc= James F. Rietl1e~ Mayor
Pichard-I
I---Ie:i.de, C:i_ty (1ttorncy
Dave ~~awkins, Hawkins Envirorlmental
Dra:i_ naqe l30ard
~1 :i" ke Spenc(::;;y"
F"ile
My".

Sc)clllY stated in tlis letter of November

he wanted to emphasis that the City
"r"his is lJeing
fhe letter clf NovembeY 13~ 1989 reads:
13~

1989

is not accepting maintenance for the two additional detention pOflds.

covered in the covenant"

fippecarl0e CCJUflty Drainaye BoaY"d
20 N. 3reJ Stree"t
Lafa)/(-;tte ~

lndiana "4./901

Dear Drainage Board:
I neeej your help "to try to preverlt the reo(;CUrarlce of ~Jroblems we~ve experierlced with a
detention plJnd in "fwyckenham Estates.
rhese problems became apparent subseguent to my
approval (Jf the constrliction plarls for "fwyckenham Es'tates, Phase one~ Sections 4 & 5 and
Phase two~ Sections 2 & 4,
Dy lE;;tteY" dat(~d Uctober 2"4 ~ l':)H9, to ,John E. ~::;m:i.th O"r :::;m:i.th 1:nt(:";rpy"i~:}E;s ~ l requested
eight changes to ttle apPy"ovals already given IJY my office Ofl ttle above-described
constructiclT"l plarls" Erlclosed j,s anottler copy of this letter for your" irlformatiOT"l" You
may recall at your Drainage 130ard meeting of November I, Mr. Mark Smith indicated that
they (Smith Enterprises) had agreed tCJ similar changes on the existing detention pond
and would have no objection to making these ctlanges on the new ponds. 1'0 help assure
that the changes are implemented, 1 am asking the Drainage Board to add these eight
items to their list of reguirements in conjunction with further vacation of portions of
Ortmafl i_egal Drairl.

At your meeting of November I, I advised you that the City of Lafayette will not be
ac;cepting for mainterlance the two new detention ponds proposed tJY the developer of
Twyckerlham Estates~ Phase Ofle~ Sections 4 & 5 and P~lase tW(I~ Section 2 & 4,.
The
developer prO~Joses to establish a Homeowners~ Association to provide reqlJired
maintenance on these POflds. Ttle Py"oposed [)eclaY"atiorl of Coverlarlts~ Conditions and
Restrictions for the Homeowner's AsslJciation provides for the Drainage Board to provide
maintenance in ttle event the ~1omeowners~ Association fails to do so arId "to collect the
cost for such mainterlance from the Association.
rhis wOllld appear to provide reasorlable
assurance that the facilities will receive required maintenance.
In summary~ recluest is hereby made that ttle Drainage Board add eight corlditiclfls~ shown
in let"ter to Johrl Smith dated [let obey 24~ to the conditiofls of approval for vacation of
portions of Ortman legal Drain.
If

YOll

have any qllestions or'l ttlis

matter~

!Jlease corltact me at your cClnvenience"

Very truly yours,
Donald G. Sooby~ P"F
C:i.t/ E:nq:i.neerDG:::;::gc
c;nc:l. UE';U'(C~
c(:: James F. Riehle, Mayor
RichaY"d T. ~~eide, City At"torfley
Mi k(~ !::;pc~ncc:"("

DECEMBER 6, 1989

continued

r::'red !"'Ioffman
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Bruce V. Osborn moved to vacate the drain as shown in Mr. Smith's request upon Mr,
Smith complying with the 8 conditions set forth in the letter of Mr. Don Sooby, City
Engineer of the city of Lafayette, Indiana to John E. Smith dated Octc~er 24, 1989 and
the correction of the restrictions as discussed at this meeting and the recording of the
restric::tions as so correc;ted, 'tt,e installatic)fl of the I: JY'ainage, 'the furrlishirlQ (If As-·
Builts to the City Engineering department and the Courrty Surveyor and the connection of
all drainage tile in the area to the new substitute drain, and the City accepting the
revised draJ.nage arId Sl,lbstitll"te clrairlage for maintenance exclusive of the porlds~ with art
understanding that no Building Permits will be issued until all conditions are satisfied
by t~le owner of "the Sul]jjivision, secon(jed by Sue W. ScholeY', llflanimous approvalu

Todd Frauhiger stated for the legal drain being proposed for the Orchard Park area he
has contacted two firms for survey proposals.
John Fisher Land Surveyor and MTA
Consulting Engineers from Inaianapolis.
There was a wide range in the cost for the
project, as ttlCY bott") lCloked a"t a di"ffcrcnt SCIJfJC"
[lisl;ussion has been to do some
revising in the proposals. After doing this they will contact two other local firms in
getting cost and present them back at the next Drainage Board meeting. At this time the
two figures are $5700.00 and $16000.00 as stated previously these were looking at two
different scopes of work.
It is recommended that the survey be done in air.
Time is an
element, now is the time while the leaves are off and when there is no snow.
Watershed
aY'ca is between 270-'-280 AcY'cs.

TCldd rec:ommendatiofl is tel get starterJ Ofl it as soon as pClssible. l-tlis would Lie a flew
established legal drain. Discussion of having meeting for landowners. An informal
meeting should be held, and then a formal hearing.
Michael and Todd will make
prf.:o:nerlta"l:;iof1 a.t 'thf.:'; Ja,nudr/

;::~~

1';';'<;')0

mf':,)et:Lnq~

Sue asked if an informal discussion is held at the regular meeting in Jarwary what does
the time table look like at that point.
Michael stated it would possibly call fur a
Special Meeting as 30 day notice has to be sent.
John Fisher is to let Michael know in regards to when a flight survey can be made at the
January 3 meeting.
Todd asked if a survey could be approved without a hearing?
Mr" Hoffman stated the only question would be how to pay for it.
in regards to hearings.

Discussion contirnled

vrRANSFER STATION
Bruce asked if the Board was going to be involved with the Transfer Station. Michael
stated Drainage Board approval has to be given. John Fisher has drawings and he stated
that he had informed the IDEM that there will be approval by the Tippecanoe County
Drainage Board. John Fisher definitelY wants the Boards approval"
Red Strange Realtor has some concern of Flood Plan in Hawthorne Ridge that Is coming out
from Hadley Lake reconstruction" Mr. Strange stated he ha~ talked with City of West
Lafayette and they are only planning to go to Road 500 North.
Mr. Strange's concern is
more water flowing down before it hits Burnett's Creek.
Michael thought the study went
all the way to ttlC CClllflty F'drm RClad"
Cole Associates are making ttlC stllCjYn [)is(~tlssiorl
cont i nu<,o"d "
Bruce asked Fred to get a letter from Paul Couts stating what the plans are.
Bruce moved to adjourn the meeting,seconded by Sue W" Schoier.
1.0:: ;)0

(oj

Meeting adjourned at

"f'1"

f:Z::c~~
Bruce V.

ATrEST:~~~'
MaraJ:YIiD.iII€ Executive Secretary
I

SITe W. Scholer, Board Member

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR Meeting January 3, 1990
The TIPPECANOE County Drainage Board met Wednesday, January 3, 1990 in the Community
Meeting room of the TIPPECANOE County Office Building 20 North Third Street, Lafayette,
Indiana.
Those present were Bruce V. Osborn and Sue W. Scholer, Board Members; Michael J.
Spencer, Surveyor; Todd Frauhiger, Drainage Consultant; J. Frederick Hoffman, Drainage
Attorney; and Maralyn D. Turner, Executive Secretary, others present are on file.
The meeting was called to order at 9:00 a.m. by Drainage Attorney J. Frederick Hoffman.
Mr. Hoffman stated that it is time for election of officers for a new year.
Bruce V. Osborn nominated Sue W. Scholer for chairman of the board, seconded by Sue W.
Scholer, motion carried, there being no other nominations from the flow Sue was elected
Chairman of the Board.
Sue W. Scholer chairman continued the meeting asking for nomination for Vice Chairman,
Sue W. Scholer nominated Bruce V. Osborn as Vice-Chairman, seconded by Bruce, motion
carried, there being no other nominations from the floor Bruce was elected ViceChairman.
Bruce V. Osborn nominated Maralyn D. Turner as Secretary, seconded by Sue W. Scholer,
there being no other nominations from the floor Maralyn was elected Executive Secretary.
Bruce V. Osborn moved to accept J. Frederick Hoffman's continued services as Drainage
Attorney for the year 1990, seconded by Sue W. Scholer, motion carried.
Michael J. Spencer recommended to continue the services of the Chris Burke Engineering,
LTD as Drainage Ellyilleer CUII';UltdIlL Iur Lile yedr 1990. Bruce V. O,;uurll muveu Lu dccef.JL
rliclidel ',; recummelludL iUII, ,;ecullueu uy Sue W. Sciluler, muL iUII Cdrr ieu.
1990 DITCH ASSESSMENTS
Freu HUllmdll redu Llie ,ulluwillY uiLclie,; Lu ue mdue AcLive Iur d,;,;e,;,;mellL,; ill "ldY 1990.
Je,;,;e Alluer,;ull, A.P. Bruwll, Orrill Byer,;, Julill McFdrldllu, AllIl MUIlLyumery, dliU Llie J.
Kelly 0 'Nedl .
Ditclie,; LlidL dre III AcLive dre: JUllIl Am,;LuLL, Demf.J,;ey Bdker
" ',ellle Bdll, N.W.
Box, Alfred Burkhalter, Floyd Coe, Grant, Cole, J. A. Cripe, Fannie Devault, Marion
DUllkin, Je,;,; Dickeoll, i1artill V. Erwin, Crist/Fassnacht, Elijdli FUYdte, Reueccd Grimes,
Hdrri';UIl Meadow,; Geurge IlyellFritz, George Il1,;keeep, Lewi,; Jdke,;, Jerlkill';, E. Euyerle
JUllIl';UII, F. S. Ker';c!1I1er, Amdllud Kirkf.Jdtrick, James Kirkpatrick, John A. Kuhns, Calvin
Lesley, John McCoy, Mary McKinney. Absalm Miller, Lane Parker, James Parlon, Calvin
Peters, Franklin Resor, Peter Rettereth, Arthur Richerd, Alexander Ross, James
Shepherdson, John Saltzman, Ray Skinner, Joseph C. Sterrett, Wm A. Stewart, Alonzo
Taylor, Jacob Taylor,
John Toohey, John VanNatta, Harrison Wallace, Sussana Walters, McDill Waples, J. & J.
Wilson, Franklin Yoe, and Shawnee Creek.
Ditches that are Active are: E. W. Andrews, Delphine Anson, Herman Beutler, Michael
Binder, John Blickenstaff, Buck Creek (Carroll County), Train Coe, Darby Wetherill
(Benton County), Thomas Ellis, Issac Gowen (White County), Martin Gray, Fred Hafner,
E.F. Haywood, Thomas Haywood, James Kellerman, Frank Kirkpatrick, Wesley Mahin, Samuel
Marsh (Montgomery County), Hester Motsinger, Audley Oshier, Emmett Raymon (White
County), Abe Smith, Mary Southworth, William Walters, Wilson-Nixon (Fountain County),
Simeon Yeager, S. W. Elliott, Dismal Creek, and Kirkpatrick One.
Bruce V. Osborn moved that the ditches that were read to be made active become active on
the May 1990 Assessment, seconded by Sue W. Scholer, motion carried.
COUNTRY CHARMS

COUNTRY_
CHARMS

John Fisher asked that this be continued until next meeting February 7, 1990.
TRASH TRANSFER
John Fisher presented site drawings. Outlet goes into the Flood Plan. Mr. Hoffman
asked who owns the Flood Plan?
Leroy Barton. Question as to if it would increase the
flow and the speed onto Barton. Question do you have permission from Mr. Barton?
Answer - No. Mr. Hoffman stated that permission should be received from Leroy BdrLurl.
Mr. Fi,;lier ,;LdLeu Lliey dre f.JruviuillY rif.J-rdf.J, it will rluL illcred,;e Llie veluciLy. Mr.
Fi,;ller f.JuillLeu uuL LlidL Lliey ildU meL wiLli Lile Suil Curl,;ervdLiull dllU Iidve wurkeu uuL Llie
urle CUI1UiLiuIl ul eruoiurl cUIILrul. i1r. HUllmdll d,;keu il nr. BdrLull krlew duuuL Lido
meeLillY? NO. PreoellLdLiurl dilU uiocu,;,;iurl cUl1Lirlueu.
Bruce V. O';UUTll d,;keu JUllIl Fi,;iler Lu eXf.Jldill Llie f-lldll'; Lu Llie BdrLuIl',;.
fo1iclidel ,;LdLeu LildL Llie wdLer I,; LriuuLdry Lu LlidL dred 11UW, iL will yu Lliruuyli d f.JUIIU
11UW ill,;Ledu UI ,;ileeL urdirldye.
rlr. HUllmdl1 ,;LdLeu Liley ,;iluulu Iidve Lileir cildllce Lu uuJecL, ,;u LildL Liley Cdll'L ';dY we
dre UdmdyillY Lileir f.Jruf.JerLy.
Sue W. Scliuler ,;LdLeu Lliere dre Lwu recummerludLiull'; mdue.
1. Tile eru,;iull cUIILrul. 2. Tile cdlculdLiurl';.
Bruce V. O,;uurll muveu Lu yive df.Jf.Jruvdl Lu Lile urdirldye cUI1Lrui Iur Lile Trd,;il Trdll';ler
wiLil excef.JLiuII UI #9 drlu Lile uLlier recummelludLiurl'; d'; ,;LdLeu ill Lile Cilri,;Luf-liler Burke

TRASH
TRANSFER

E'I\J i IJf~er i 'I\J , LTD rev i ew, p I us let t er from downst ream from Burt on's, seconded by Sue W.
Scholer.
i/

DIMMENSION DIMENSION CABLE
CABLE

George Schulte engineer from Ticen and Associates presented site plans. Property is
located in the Treece Drainage Watershed area. The water shed area was analyzed to
determine the high water elevation that would be in the channel. Their detention
storage volume that they calculated was above the high water elevation of the dithc
along north property line. They did decrease the allowable release rate from 2.11 cfs
down to .4 cfs, there is about 3.3 acres in the site. They are increasing the volume
required for storage on site.
Sue W. Scholer asked about the plans for maintenance on that ditch? Basically they are
assuming that the owner would maintain the ellLir", siL"', Lllis is r"'dSUIi fur f-JuLLill\J 3-1
sluf-J"'s UII Lh", rJiLch.
~lr. Huffmdll dsk",rJ if iL WdS d ""'W rJ.lLch, G",ur\J'" d\Jdin stated it is an existing ditch.
The ditch at this time is full of brush, weeds, etc, it is not a legal drain.

George stated they are asking for final drainage approval.
Mr. Hoffman asked if George's client would be willing to participate in the cost of a
more substantial drainage improvement in the area. Mr. Shull", SLdL",rJ h", cuulrJ lIuL
dllsw",r LlrdL yu",sLiuII, LJuL h", f"'",ls II'" wuulLJ LJ", willill\J.
Bruc", dsk",rJ if conditions had been met? Michael Spencer answered, no, there is one
other conditions and that is that the City of Ldfayette review this f-Jruj",ct, as of
Jdnudry 2, 1990 this area is in sid", th", City Limits as is Wal-Mart.
Mr. Sooby has not seen the plans presented.Discussion continued.
Mr. Hoffman stated this is not a subdivision, but should have the same kind of
restriction as subdivisions. Mr. Hoffman asked that a letter be received from the
developer stating they will participate in their fair share of the improvement when the
major improvement is made. Michael asked if he was talking about facility on site.
Answer-yes. Maintenance on site and that they would assist in making that area a part of
the legal drain, and that they will participate in the cost of improving the Wilson
Branch. Michael asked if they should provide a letter stating that they will maintain
their on site system. Mr. Hoffman stated he would like for it to be in form that can be
recorded, so it will run with the land should the land be sold.
George asked what things are needed for approval? 1. Participate in the improvements of
the Wilson Branch. 2. Cost of improvements. 3. Maintain the one on the premises, and
if they don't the County would have the right to maintain it and assess the cost.
Incorporate the existing drain on the north side of the site into the Treece drain or
Wilson Branch.
A letter is needed from the owner for the abov", m","tioned items to Michael. Michael
asked that the city review dnd \Jive their df-Jf-Jruvdl LJ", drJrJ",rJ dS they are involv",rJ.
Su", dsk",rJ if Lh'" board understands correctly that the City still wdnts that maintenance
to rUIi to the Coullty on the regulated drain. Mr. Sooby answered, he thinks that is
correct.
Bruce V. Osborn moved to give approval with the four recommendations being met, seconded
by Sue W. Scholer.
WAL-MART

WAL- MART
Clifford Norton representing Wal-Mart and George Davidson of Horne Properties presented
drainage plans. Michael stated the plans meet the county restriction on the limited
release rate. Michael pointed out at the last meeting Mr. Long was present and brought
up the fact of emergency routing for drainage which is a problem in this area, and at
that time Michael stated he had Christopher Burke Engineering LTD looking at the Wilson
Branch from Ross Road where the Simon improvement would end with the 100 year design
flow in the channel. He had him look all the way up through Treece Meadows on what
design would be required or Channel section would be required to get from Ross Road up
to Treece Meadows. Michael has received the report this morning. Basically what he
says in his report is to properly move the 100 year storm event from the north end of
Treece Meadows or where open channel turns and goes back west through the Subdivision,
looking at approximately 40 foot bottom width on the channel and 2-1 side slopes from
there down to the Wilson Branch in some fashion. They have had some preliminary
locations for the channel so he would have some idea for lengths to work with as far as
grades to get the water down there, basically at this time to pass the 100 year storm
event is to provide a 40 foot bottom width channel with 2-1 side slopes down to the
Wilson Branch, then continue down the Wilson Branch taking out the trees and re-grading
the bottom and side slopes down to Ross Road in order to get the water to the regional
detention facility that will be constructed. Michael stated this is a starting point as
there are allot of alternatives that can be put in there. This is basically what
Channel section they are looking at. The crossings of Creasey Lane and McCarty Lane
will need bridge openings of approximately 600 square foot openings to pass the 100 year
storm event. Bruce asked if this was visible? Mr. Norton stated anything is visible.
Bruce asked if this was to go in during the other construction? Michael answered it
would take a petition for re-construction of the Wilson Branch of the Elliott ditch.
Michael feels that we are at the point now where a petition is needed from the watershed
area. More study is needed. While the land is open is the time to get something
started. Cost estimates and plans will have to be put together. Michael can not put a
time element on it, the area is hot enough for development and something needs to be
done. Discussion of petition.

WAL-MART CONTINUED
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Mr. Davidson stated that Wal-Mart has no problem at all to work with the rest of the
watershed and are willing to pay their fair share of the assessment.
Tom McCully representing Long Tree Limited went over what Long Tree Limited went through
when they were developing Burberry Subdivision.
The problem is at the South end at
Treece drain and Wilson Branch, pipe put in 197B creates constriction of everything
upstream from there.
Discussion of Cost in 197B, and the over all problem of the area.
At that time the owners agreed to put an assessment based upon the cost, which amounted
to approximately $1,000.00 per acre.
Todays presentation does try to address the
problem all the way from the north end of Treece down to the Wilson Branch on down to
the Elliott ditch.
Tom stressed that if we don't look at an over all picture we are not
going to get anything accomplished.
What has to be done is as property is developed
everybody agrees to participate to get the problem corrected. At this time we have an
open ditch going into a 24" pipe. Discussion continued.
Tom McCully stated that probably this should be an Urban drain not a rural drain.
Convert to Urban drain and reconstruct. Long Tree Limited is willing to cooperate.
Again he stressed that everybody is going to have to be in agreement that the problem
needs corrected and go from there.
The longer this goes the more expense it is going to
be.
Discussion continued.
Michael stated that in the interim there is a plan that could be done temporarily to get
the emergency routing out of the Subdivision. This is going to take cooperation from
the people involved.
Bruce asked Mr. Norton if they are going to be asking for road cuts on Creasey, answer
yes, they have two entrance, and one on Highway 26.
Mr. Hoffman stated Wal-Mart will have to have some type of document stating they will
participate in and pay their fair share of the cost of the improvement, and maintain
what else they will be putting in there, if they don't the county will have the right to
go in and maintain, then assess them for the cost.
Sue Scholer suggested that Michael call a meeting with all property owners involved in
the development.
Michael stated that Burke Engineering brought to his attention that this could be a
lengthy project, but in the mean time the board should look at a temporary diversion
swale, not a major structure. Mr. Hoffman asked if the,e was a place fo, it and Michael
replied it can be done, however it will not be easy. Michael stated this would be
everybody north of Treece Meadows who wants to develop.
Michael wanted more time to
think.
Mr. Sooby was concerned about property owner saying let the other guy do it.
Mr. Davidson asked Michael if he was satisfied with their drainage analysis, answer yes.
Mr. Norton stated there are two ways that Wal-Mart can go.
He asked if the board could
give approval subject to meeting the qualifications to avoid another meeting or bring up
all the criteria that they need to submit and have another meeting.
Sue W. Scholer stated that the board would be requiring all the essential things stated
and final approval passed would be subject to all things presented to Michael and
approved by the attorney and the City of Lafayette. Sue stated possibly the board
should make a requirement as Wal-Mart goes through the process of their development some
of the other things needed will be based on getting a meeting and something temporary
with all people involved who are developing in that area.
Mr. Davidson again stated they would agree in participating in what ever effort is made
out in that area.
They would like to leave the meeting this morning with some idea of
construction cost so they can build their budget. He stated they could have a letter
back to Michael tomorrow committing to the things the board is trying to accomplish.
Michael Spencer and Don Sooby will work together to come up with satisfactory proposals.
Don stated that lionslying share of the burden may fallon Wal-Mart to do something
temporary, as no body wants to do anything until their development is ready to move.
Wal-Mart wants to move ahead with their development and if the interim facilities are
necessary for this to get board approval, but not the total cost is going to fallon
Wal-Mart. Discussion continued.
Michael asked if a credit could be given back to Wal-Mart at a later date of what they
would put in on the interim? Mr. Sooby stated that the interim facility is not going to
contribute much toward the long term, it really isn't a down payment on the ultimate
facilities.
Mr. Davidson asked how will the development fully affect the Treece Meadows.
Michael
answered hopefully up to a 100 year storm event by calculations it should reduce the
downstream affect, its above the 100 year storm event that is of concern. Currently
there is 80 cfs coming off for a 10 year storm. Discussion continued.
Sue W. Scholer asked what needs to be done to get the total process going?
Mr. Hoffman stated if Michael feels there is a need for reconstruction as an Urban drain
Michael should report that to the Board and then the process can start for making it an
Urban drain for reconstruction. That's on the long term.
A Petition is not needed all
that is necessary is a let t er from Mi chae I Spencer surveyur "L d L i /lid L iJd L iL
to be
an U,ban drain and it can be done as an Urban drain. Statement should state that if it
is reconstructed as an Urban drain it will drain the area properly. Michael should
present a letter to the Board.

",,,,,Li,,
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Mr. Hoffman agreed with Mr. Sooby's statement that Wal-Mart is going lu Ildve lu ~dY musl
uf L1le cusl uf Ule lem~U,d,y fdc.i.l i ly dS Ule ullier ~ru~e,ly UWlle,s Cdll SdY liley d,e Ilul
,edl.ly lu uevelu~ dilU we uUII'l see lile Ileeu fur lilis uillil we uevelu~.
Dlscus",lull
cUIIl i I\ueu.
Ilems Ileeueu frum Wdl-i"1d,l d,e:
Leller uf Cummilmelll fu, Maintenance of the drain
facilities that they build.
In the lette, a commitment for participation in the
o,iginal p,ogram and that Wal-Mart pay their fair share of reconstruction and if they do
not maintain the drainage on their prope,ty the county would have a right to come in and
do the maintenance and make assessment for the cost.
Mr. Hoffman wanted this to be in a
recordable fashion so it will run with the land.
The Wal-Mart was asked to come back Tuesday JanUdry 9, 1990 at 9:30 A.M. for re-convened
session.
Due to not havill\j d quu,um uf Boa,d Members the January 9 meeting WdS
postponed until Wednesday January 17, 1990 at 9:00 A.M ..

STATE ROAD

STATE ROAD 38 PROJECT AGREEMENT

38 PROJECT

Agreement with the State on Hwy 38 the detention pond and drainage.
The County will
receive $50,000.00 i f it is installed prior to the time the State goes to work on tile 38
Project, if the County dues IIUt I,ave it installed the County does not get the $50,000.00
dnd the State puts it in. This is based on when the work starts.
Discussion.

AGREEMENT

F,ed stated that he and Michael had reviewed the agreement and it meets the standdrds.
This goes along with tile meelill\j rlelu Ocluuer 1988 UII lile HiyilwdY 38 Prujecl.
A\j,eemelll i", UII file.
Bruce V. OSUUTlI muveu lu dcce~L Llle dy,eemelll uf Sldle Hi\jhwdY 38 dilU lhe wdle,
~,uulems, secullueu Uy Sue W. Schuler, Ulldllimuus d~~ruvdl.
V

ORCHARD

ORCHARD PARK

PARK

i"lichdel S~ellcer Surveyur, ~reseilleu ree P,u~usdl ~r ices lu ~,UVlue r ielu su,vey fu, lile
O,cildru Pd,k LeYdl Di lch P,ujecl.
Edrlie, lwu ui fferelll cum~dllies rldu ~,e",eIILeu ~rices
fu, uuillY surveyillY wurk fur L1le ~rujecl.
Tllere WdS quile d uiL uf uifferellce ill Llle
~rices suumilleu su d mu,e uefilleu scu~e uf wu,k WdS p,eselileu lu ui fferelll cum~dldes
dilU Miclldel lids receiveu lile fulluwill\j suumi l ldls.
Tuuu F,dUlliye, ,edu Ule Cum~dldes dliU Lllei r f iyu,es LIds is fur Llle elll i ,e wdlerslleu
d,ed.
Tlds wuulu illcluue de,idl md~~ill\j, CUIIlLJU, md~ fur Llle wdle,sheu, dll exislill\j
~i~es wiLldl1 Llle wdler srleu, lhei, ,edciles dilU siLes, illverls, L1le ,dville syslem dll Llle
WdY UUWII lu L1le W.i.lucdl c,eek.
T icell Shul le dliU Assucidles
JUllfl E. F islle,
MTA
Vesler's dilU Associates

$31,900.00
$22,372.00
$21,680.00
$24,990.00

The services tlldL were illcluueu dre:
Ae,idl CI!lli r[)l SII,Yf-:Y. Ve,licdl dilU Horizontal survey tu ~ruviue cUlllrul fur deridl
md~~iIIY will ue ~ruviueu.
EsjolJJioh 8 00 ",)illeo.
Bdselilles will ue esldulisheu, ,eferellceu, dliU lieu lu lhe
IluriLullldl md~~ill\j cUlllrul.
Tllese udse lilies will fulluw, ds clusely ds ~ussiule, lile
fluw lilies uf lhe uefilleu 'dville",.
Illyeol jYol j[)11 ur Exiol illY Siu,m Sewer Fdl<iljl jeo.
ExislillY slu,m sewers dliU culve,ls
wililill lile wdle,srleu will be located, identified and surveyed for length and elevation.
This information will be provided in the fo,m of su,vey field notes. Aerial Mapping of
the ravine will be provided, scribed on mylar. Contours will be at one foot intervals,
scale will be 1"=100' or as other wise specified.
Baselines will be superimposed on
the mapping.
THE ITEMS READ ARE NEEDED FOR THE ENTIRE WATERSHED
Descrjptjons of Easements
Descriptions of p,oposed easements from each land owne,
involved will be provided.
Easements will most likely be described as a horizontal
distance beyond a specified elevation on the bank of the ravine.
Todu slaleu lile quicke, lile su,veyurs cuulu yel slarleu lile uelle, Liley cuulu yel a
survey, each wuulu like lu yel lu iL as sUUII as ~ussiule ailU IIU laler Llldll
FeU,Ud,y as leaves will be starting and they can not get a true picture.
One of the
figures presented is only good through February.
After that date it may increase the
aerial photography figure.
If it is delayed longer it could be late 1990 before work
could be completed.
~ru~e,

Time is needed to go through the presentations, Michael will come back at the next
meeting with findings.
Meeting recessed until Tuesday January 9, 1990, January 9, 1990 meeting was re-scheduled
for Wednesday January 17, 1990.

Meeting recessed until Tuesday January 9, 1990, January 9, 1990 meeting was re-scheduled
for Wednesday January 17, 1990.
Sue W. Scholer called the January 3, 1990 meeting back in order.
Those present we~e: Sue W. Scholer, President: Bruce V. Osborn and Eugene R. Moore,
Board Members; Mlchael J. Spencer, Surveyor: Todd Frauhiger, Drainage Consultant: Mr ..
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Hoffman was unable to set in the meeting as he had a conflict of meetings, and Maralyn
D. Turner, Executive Secretary. Dthers present are on file.
WAL-MART

WAL-MART

Michael Spencer presented a letter of recommendation to the Board and Sue W. Scholer
read the following letter.
January 16, 1990
TO:

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
I have reviewed the Wilson Branch of the S.W. Elliott Ditch and based upon my
inspection I request that it be designated as an Urban drain because a substantial
part of the watershed has been converted to Urban land and an addition part is
being converted from Rural land to Urban land.
I also request that it be classified as in need of reconstruction as an Urban
drain.
I also request that the long range plan be amended to give priority to the
reconstruction of the S.W. Elliott Legal Drain including the Wilson Branch.
Michael J. Spencer
Surveyor

Tom McCully attorney representing Long Tree Limited asked what Urban drain is to be
developed to include the Treece Drain. Michael stated the Treece Drain has been
combined into the Elliott ditch. Discussion
Bruce V. Osborn moved tu acce~t the recommendation as read from the County Surveyor
Michael J. Spencer, seconded by Eugene R. Moore, unanimous approval.
George Davidson stated he had given his copies of the agreement to the County Drainage
Attorney for him to review.
Michael stated Mr. Hoffman has looked at the agreemellL allu aokeu LllaL ll"o ,ulluwill!d
wuruill!d ue illoerleu Para!dra~1l 2 al lile ellu ill re!daruo lu PERFORf1ANCE. f·lr. Daviuoull
:::>LdLeu

LhdL

hdU nul

the d\:jreemerlL

ueerJ execuLeu LJy

Wdl-MdrL,

he lidS J-lresellLeu iL

Lu Wdl-

Mart attorneys and they have approved the contents, Mr. Davidson had suggested to them
that it be presented to the TIPPECANOE County Drainage Buaru Lu !del a~~ruval ul all
Idilldudye dilU

L flC!lj lldve Wed -j"lart

execuLe

1 L dllU :::;;erllJ .i L Lu i"lr" Ddvlu:::;;ull dilL! lie 111 Lurll
rUT LIlt:' uUdnJs slYlldLure.

will see lhdL Michdel J. SJ-lerlcer yel:=> Lhe d'dreemellL
Dlocusslufl ur LlJe dyreemerlL, dyreemellL is Ull rile.
The uilly l.juesLlull UldL Lilt:' BUdru hao til
J-lTuLJlem is LH:drlY wurkeu Ull.

L1lls Lime

1:::; Lf1f::~

emeryerlCY ruuLlrlY dlUJ

LIds

f'1icllael olaleLi Lllal Ile iJau meelill!do willi ~ru~erly UWllero uuwlloLream mailJly Park Eaol
Llevelu~ero allLl J·lr. LUII!d lilal ~ussilJly wi II lJe allecleLi lJy lem~urary Llrairla!de cllarillel.
f'larlY yueoLiurlo were askeLi arlLi oume f'1ichael could not answer as they got into widths of
easements ar~ Lle~ths of channels, none uF the landowners downstream rejected the idea of
the temporary channel, allot of questions in regards to tem~urary channels becomillg
permallent channels. This is why he wanted to get tile recummerlLiation of making an Urban
drain so they can move onto an ultimate solution. Michael feels the temporary solution
can be done and will relieve some of the pressure allot of engineering and field work
needs to be done. Michael asked the Board to give him permission to go ahead and see if
some of the engineering can get started. Funding would come out of General Drain Fund
and be reimbursed at the time of completion of reconstruction. Discussion continued.
Tom McCully asked what temporary work
of thing of Chris Burke's as the last
has to do with the final solution for
olupe, and width. He io recummellLiirl!d

is the Board talking about? Is it the same type
time we met? Michael answered no, Burke's report
the whole watershed area, 100 year channel size,
a ciJallrlel wiLllll ul 40' lJullum wiLlliJ ul 2-1 oiLie

Bluf-le Lu cdlry Ltll= 100 yedr sLuTm eveflL rrum Lhe UJ-lJ-ler reylull ur Ule wdLen::>lleu UUWIl Lu
Llle rey1uIldl ueLellLlull udoll1.
Temf-lurdry ouluLlull 10 where Lhe Treece r'leduuwo ulLcll

cumeo ouuLlI alulIY the east side of the subdivision and turns west through the
subdivisiurl cUlllillue UII ouulll crUoSirlY r'lcCarly Lane bringing it back west to the
existing channel that goes around Burberry picking it up at that outlet structure
running a channel west to Creasey Lane down Creasey Lane to the 4'X 8' concrete inlet
and into the pipe that runs parallel to Creasey Lane. Tom stated he had great concern
about lile cusl UI huw allLl wilu wao ~ayill!d lur lile emer!derlCY ruul ill!d. f'1ichael stated the
Board had voted to pay from the General Fund Elliott ditch for reimbursement for the
engineering. Construction was not mentioned. Reimbursement would be on the watershed
bases. He feels that it is throwing the burden of cost on the landowners who are not
creating a problem. Michael again stressed his request was the engineering, not the
reconstruction. Much Discussion continued.
Bill Long stressed he has concerns of the implementation of the emergency routing.
He
stated Wal-Mart should put their emergency routing in while they are doing their
construction, the timing should be based upon the rleeLi. He leelo lilal Llle erl!dirleerill!d
l::dluulu ue uUlle uy Wdl-t'ldrL, Un= emeryel1cy ruuL1flY 10 a f-ldrL ur Ll1eIi cUlloLrucLIull f-lldll.
He CUI1Llilueu Ido CUllcelllS LlldL he hau f-lrevluuoly oLaLeu 111 LlJe Jdl1udry 3, 1990 meeLlflY.
l"Ir. Davluoufl sLdLerJ LhdL

Llle J-lruf-luodl

Lu luuk dL

Lhe olLudLlurl t1t=re

emer!derlCY ruul i,lY slluulLi be implemented immediately.
uu LlJat

1'11.

Daviusull lSfl"L

oure WlldL

and tu ueveluJ-l Llle

Unt i I the Buard's consul Lalll call

io UeIIlY Ldlkeu duuuL 111 dWdY ur d suluLIufl.

REOMMENDATION
URBAN .....
DRAIN
WILSON
BRANCH
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Michael stated the only other solution is to not allow anything go into the watershed
area until the final is done.
Mr. Davidson asked what kind of time element are they talking about that the Board has
on the table? A guess 30 days. Discussion on time element. cost, easements. etc.
continued.
Michael stated that the princi~dl property owners and Wdl-Mdrt should meet together.
Michael will make arrangements for this meeting. Property owners involved GTE, Park 65,
Richard Moore. and Willidm H. Long. This would possibly take a week.
Eugene R. Moore stated he may have to with draw from voting on the matter.
After all this discussion, the Board dgreed to table the motion made.
Wal-Mart will be scheduled for February 7, 1990 regular meeting.
There being no further business Eugene R. Moore moved to adjourn the meeting at 9:50
A.M .• seconded by Sue W. Scholer. motion carried.

Sue W. Scholer, Chairman

Bruce V. Osborn, Board Member

Eugene R. Moore, Board Member

ATTEST:~J~
~urner, Executive Secretary

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
WEDNESDAY. FEBRUARY 7, 1990
REGULAR MEETING
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in the Community room of the Tippecanoe County
Office Building, 20 North Third Street, Lafayette, Indiana.
Sue W. Scholer. Chairman called the meeting to order at 9:00 A.M. with the following
being present. Bruce V. Osborn, Board member; Michael J. Spencer, Surveyor; Todd
Frauhiger, Drainage Consultant; David Luhman, Acting Drainage Attorney; and Maralyn D.
Turner Executive Secretary, others present are on file.
BROOKVIEW AND COUNTRY CHARM Section 8 SUBDIVISION

BROOKVIEW

Dale Koon, P. E .. President of Civil Engineering Service, Inc representing Brookview and
Country Charm Section 8 subdivisions requested final approval of drainage plans
presented.

CHARM SECS

COUNTRY

~

Michael J. Spencer stated that the Brookview Subdivision plans presented were in order,
he recommended that proper erosion control techniques be incorporated during
construction, and letter from P.S.I. approving construction easement. That the petition
for the subdivision to be made a regulated drain for future maintenance.
Bruce V. Osborn moved to give final Drainage approval for Brookview Subdivision as
submitted subject to including proper erosion control techniques during construction,
and letter from P.S.I. approving construction in the easement, that the petition for the
Subdivision be made a regulated drain for future maintenance, and final Drainage
approval for Country Charm Section 8 as submitted subject to including proper erosion
control techniques during construction, seconded by Sue W. Scholer. unanimous approval.
WATKINS

WATKINS GLEN SOUTH PART 3
Robert Gross R.L.S. representing watkins Glen South Part 3 presented plans and asked for
final drainage approval. There are 11 lots in this phase, but they want to build a
detention pond that will provide storage for more lots and future development. Plans
are on file.
Discussion of presentation continued.
Sue W. Scholer asked if this was a part of a legal drain system.

Answer - NO.

Michael Spencer stated there is one question, what kind of maintenance are they going to
have are they going to include the whole subdivision or just this section. Discussion.
Michael recommended that proper erosion control techniques be incorporated during
construction also address maintenance. Discussion of maintenance and legal drain issue
continued.
Bruce asked where the outlet was.
railroad tracks.

Michael answered the ultimate outlet is along the

Bruce V. Osborn moved to give final drainage approval to Watkin Glens subdivision
subject to erosion control and clearance through the attorney of wording for maintenance
and addressing the legal drain, seconded by Sue W. Scholer. unanimous approval.
WAL-MART
David Luhman, Acting Attorney read letter from Horne Properties, Inc. the letter reads.
February 6, 1990
Commissioner Sue Scholer
President
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
20 North Third Street
Lafayette, Indiana 47901
Dear Commissioner Scholer:

This letter will serve as the commitment from Wal-mart Stores, Inc. to modify surface
drainage in the Wilson Ditch watershed through the construction of a by-pass ditch
around Treece Meadows subdivision and replacement of a 24" downstream storm sewer
through the installation of additional ditching.
Mike Spencer and your consulting engineers have indicated that approximately 2600 linear
feet of open channel (of 10' bottom width and 3:1 side slopes) would be required. Walmart has authorized me to commit to this work in order to be allowed to proceed with
their plans for development of the Korty tract.
There are several details concerning the project that should be resolved over the next
several days.
I greatly appreciate your. Commissioner Osborn. Commissioner Moore, and
Mike Spencer's efforts in our behalf to expedite resolution of our scheduling problem.
It is my understanding that this letter along with our executed Drainage Agreement will
allow you to approve our drainage plan on February 7, enabling us to proceed with the
next phase of our development.

GLEN
SOUTH PI'3
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We look forward to a spring ground breaking and will keep you appraised of our schedule.
Thanks again for your efforts in our behalf.
Sincerely,
George R. Davidson, Jr.
Vice President
GRD/ad
Attached to the letter is a Drainage Agreement which has been reviewed and is submitted
to the board for approval and has been signed by Patrick E. Peery, Assistant Secretary
on behalf of Wal-Mart Properties, Inc and Curtis H. Barlow Vice
President of Real Estate.
Sue asked if the drainage agreement referred to maintenance on the drainage facilities
in the drainage plan.
George Davidson, Jr. Vice President of Horne Properties, Inc. stated that since last
meeting he had met with other property owners within the water shed from whom they would
have to arrange some easement agreement, with the help of Michael Spencer meetings have
been held with these property owners, some plans have been worked out verbally in
arrangements to obtain easements for construction of the ditch, this is for off site.
The drainage easements that have been presented and executed by Curtis Barlow in behalf
of Wal-Mart Stores refers to maintenance of on site facilities. The commitment letter
is the letter the Board requested from Horne Properties, Inc. reviewed the proposed
modifications to the drainage scheme in the Wilson Branch watershed with Wal-Mart's
people. They have authorized Mr. Davidson to commit them to do the work that has been
discussed. Mr. Davidson has reconfirmed with Michael Spencer since the last meeting
that the drainage plan for site water is in compliance with the Drainage Ordinance.
with the information in front of the Board Mr. Davidson requested approval of Wal-mart
Drainage Plan so they may proceed with their project.
Bruce Osborn asked who the easements went to? Mr. Davidson's answer was that it was his
understanding that the easements would be granted to the County. The facilities that
would be built would be County, public facilities that would allow any adjacent land
owner to discharge into them subject to County Drainage Board. Sue stated that in other
words it would become a part of the legal drain system.
Mr. Davidson stated this was
the desire of the land owners.
David Luhman stated there were 5 main points that needed to be addressed they are:
1.

Wal-Mart would put in temporary open ditch as per Mike's plan.
approximately 2600'. The width of the easement will be 80'.

This will be

2.

Wal-Mart construct ditch pursuant to plans approved by the County Surveyor Michael
Spencer.

3.

Wal-Mart will petition for it to be a legal drain.

4.

Gipe, Long, Moore, Telephone company and the other affected landowners will have to
give the right-of-way easement for this drain, and each of them when they grant
this easement will consent in writing for it to be a legal drain.

5.

Wal-Mart can move dirt and put in the foundation for the building, but no occupancy
permit be issued until ditch is installed and no paving done until 100 year flood
retention pond is completed.

Mr. Davidson stated they would request relative to the 5th item. There is quite a
difference in timing schedule in putting pavement in and request for occupancy permit.
They asked that the 5th item be modified to allow them go forward with pavement subject
to weather, they will have the ditch in before they request occupancy permit.
Bruce V. Osborn asked who was going to secure the petition for a legal drain? Mr.
Davidson suggested that he continue to work with Michael Spencer in regards to getting
the petition signed.
Michael stated he thought the intent of the adjacent land owners was that it become a
legal drain so that maintenance is assured. There is enough land for a petition for a
legal drain. Wal-Mart will petition for a legal drain.
The Board asked if there were any questions from any of the landowners present.
Richard Moore asked if that included the pond for retaining water? Also, Mr. Moore had
concerns in regards to the under the road, this would include opening up under Creasey
Lane, the junction box, branch tile. Mr. Moore is not interested in going ahead unless
that is cleared up as well. This is something the County will have to address, but to
answer Mr. Moore's question the answer is yes.
Paul Couts stated that it is critical that the pond be the very first thing done.
is the intent.

This

Mr. Davidson stated that the proposal submitted is not going to completely eliminate the
flooding in the Subdivision, but hopefully it will give to by pass to take some of the
water around the Subdivision at least that is the intent.
Sue stated that hopefully it is not further impacted in a negative fashion in the
Subdivision.
Tom McCully, attorney for Wm. H. Long stated there was one comment he wanted to make
sure of that the 5 items read be made a condition to the approval given today. Another
concern is the timing of Construction of the ditch and timing of the Development as
Treece Meadows is going to be at risk when the sides are scraped and water starts to run
off in an unconstructed manner. Paving may not make that much difference from just
scraped dirt. The people in Treece Meadows need to be assured that the ditch is going
to proceed in an orderly fashion so that is not going to be a period of time during the
development process when the Subdivision is at risk.
It seems to Mr. McCully that when
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they have the equipment out there for their development that would be the time they
would want to be out there working on the ditch too to avoid having to have equipment
back later. There are some obstacles in getting the ditch dug. Gas mains that have to
be relocated etc. These may have to be modified in order to accomplish all these items.
Again he stressed they don't want to put Treece Meadows at High Risk from the time
development starts and until the ditch is functioning.
Michael stated all he could say today is that it is the intent to get the project
started and that it will be a simultaneous construction and the pond be put in first.
Sue stated that Don Sooby City Engineer and the City of Lafayette need to be included.
Permits restriction would actually be implemented by the City.
Mr. Davidson stated they will work closely with Mr. Sooby's office as well as with
Michael's office. Mr. Sooby stated that the City is comfortable.
Norman Childress of N.W.I .D.C.-L.U.#215 had concern with item #5 as read. He felt it
would put the houses in Treece Meadows in a position of the 100 year storm run off being
under water. He asked if it was the intent of the Drainage Board to grant that variance
as a part of partial of the Drainage permit?
Michael stated again that the pond is going to be one of the first things installed in
the grading operations. with their commitment to go ahead and strive to accomplish the
downstream improvements at the same time that their dirt equipment is there. He feels
they are giving a full out effort to have every thing accomplished.
Mr. Davidson stated they need to know what they are working toward. There will be a
retention basin built as one of the first construction items, it will retain up to the
100 year storm.
It is a very sly probability that we will get that storm, but they will
be able to retain the 100 year storm. Discussion continued.
Bruce asked Mr. Childress if he had his question answered? Mr. Childress stated he had
miss understood what Mr. Davidson was asking for. Mr. Childress thought he was asking
not to complete the ditch until after the paving process. Discussion continued.
Sam Copeland N.W. I.D.C. L.U.#215 stated that this also brought a point to his mind
there was reference to an occupancy permit being issued. Will the drain be completed
before an occupancy permit is issued?
Sue stated the request they made was only a waiver on the paving, a part of the process,
that they not have a problem with the occupancy permit.
Don Sooby stated the discussion here was that Mr. Davidson's concern was not to be
restricted to allow paving, it was not his intent to wait till after paving is completed
to do the ditch work, but Mr. Davidson does not want that constrained. The City will
not issue a occupancy permit until the drain is in and functioning.
Mr. Davidson stated the last phase of the ditch construction will be seeding and
mulching. He hedges on the final completion of the ditch as they don't want to do the
seeding and mulching until the fall (September). The grading will be done in April and
May. Discussion.
Sue asked Mr. Davidson if he would be agreeable to changing the last condition to say
that they would not be doing paving until the pond was installed, no occupancy until the
ditch is completed. Mr. Davidson agreed.
Sue asked with these 5 conditions, the letter of agreement on maintenance, and the
letter of commitment on construction if there was any of the landowners not comfortable
with the proposal?
Bruce asked David if the Board had to have something stating that it would be Wal-Mart's
responsibility to start the proceedings for a legal drain? David stated that was one of
the conditions. This is Item #3. David stated it is not in the letter, it would be one
of the conditions with approval subject to.
Bruce v. Osborn moved to give approval to Wal-Mart as submitted to the memorandum of
understanding relative to temporary drainage with the conditions, seconded by Sue W.
Scholer, unanimous approval.
Mr. Davidson will get the original agreement to the Board.
Sue asked Mr. Luhman to formally type up the conditions to attach to the agreement.
THEATRE ACRES
Don Sooby City Engineer stated he had sent a letter to the Drainage Board in regards to
an adopted Ordinance No. 88-39 which deals with shade trees it reads as follows:
February 2, 1990
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
20 North Third Street
Lafayette, Indiana 47901
Dear Drainage Board:
Early
shade
plant
large

in 1989 the Lafayette City Council adopted Ordinance No. 88-39 which deals with
trees in the City. This Ordinance, among other things, requires developers to
trees in and around new parking lots to offset the negative effects produced by
expanses of paving.

Theatre Acres Subdivision is a new commercial subdivision on S.R. 26 just east of the
main post office. The lots on the west side of this subdivision contain the relocated
and reconstructed 12" PVC Coleman tile in it. This easement, for the most part, is
being utilized for parking areas as developments occur on the lots.
In order for the
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developers to comply with the requirements of the City's shade tree ordinance it appears
desirable to plant some trees within this 40 ft. Coleman Ditch easement.
Request is hereby respectfully made for the Drainage Board to allow the planting of
shade trees in the 40 ft. Coleman Ditch easement in the Theatre Acres Subdivision under
controlled conditions, perhaps keeping the trees a minimum of ten feet away from the new
Coleman tile. I feel that in the urban environment that will be developed in this area
that the encroachment of trees into this Coleman Ditch easement would not be detrimental
to its primary use. Additionally, the pipe material and methods of construction used
for this drain tile should pretty well preclude the problem of root intrusion into the
drain tile. Your favorable consideration of this request will be greatly appreciated.
Very truly yours,
Donald G. Sooby, P.E.
City Engineer
DGS:gc
enclosure
cc: James F. Riehle, Mayor
Richard T. Heide, City Attorney
Don Staley
Johanna Downie
Fi Ie
After much discussion Bruce V. Osborn moved to give approval to the request submitted by
the City Engineer, Don Sooby City of l.afayette relative to the Coleman Drain in planting
trees within the easements and the letter be made a part of the Drainage minutes,
seconded by Sue W. Scholer, unanimous approval.
JOHN HOFFMAN DITCH
Michael Spencer stated he had received a petition to establish a maintenance fund for
the John Hoffman ditch out east on the north side of 26 East. A meeting had been held
previously in a hearing for reconstruction and the cost was out rages, it was rejected,
so the property owners now want to establish a Maintenance Fund. Michael requested that
this be put in the records of petition being received, and he will have to walk the
ditch and come up with recommendations for the amount of Maintenance then call a hearing
as soon as possible with the property owners. The plan is to start out with a high
assessment rate for two years and then work down to a lower rate to get allot of the
maintenance done up front early, instead of a dribble of funds and then waiting to get
enough to continue on with another section. Main idea is to get the bulk of the work
done up front. The petition was signed by over 80% of the property owners. The idea is
to keep the ditch functioning and keep it from deteriorating.
ORCHARD PARK
Michael stated that he had requested quotes from four engineering firms for survey
services to establish watershed "boundaries and existing pipe structures topo maps, grade
lines established down through the ravine to the Wildcat. Of the four Michael would
like to recommend that the Board accept the proposal from John E. Fisher Company,
Inc.Land Surveyor and Engineers in the amount of $22,372.00. This will be paid out of
General Drain and added on at the Reconstruction stage.
Bruce V. Osborn moved to accept the proposal of John E. Fisher Company, Inc. Land
Surveyor and Engineers in the amount of $22,372.00 to establish the watershed area,
seconded by Sue W. Scholer, unanimous approval.
There being no further business to come before the Board, the meeting adjourned at 9:50
A.M.

Sue W. Scholer, Chairman

ATTEST:~~

Maralyn D. Turner, Executive Secretary

Bruce V. Osborn, Board Member
NOT PRESENT
Eugene R. Moore, Board Member

TIPPECANOE COUNTY ORAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
Wednesday. March 7. 1990
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in regular session Wednesday. March 7. 1990 at 9:00
A.M. in the Community Meeting room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building. 20 North
Third Street. Lafaytte. Indiana.
Sue W. Scholer chairman called the meeting to order with the following being present:
Bruce V. Osborn and Eugene R. Moore Board Members; Michael J. Spencer. Surveyor: J.
Frederick Hoffman. Drainage Attorney; and Todd Frauhiger. Drainage Consultant. and
Maralyn D. Turner Executive Secretary. Others present are on file
WOODRIDGE SOUTH
George Schulte of Ticen. Schulte. & Associates P C presented Stormwater Drainage Design
Calculations and requested final approval. Subdivision is located adjacent to Elliott
Ditch in the Southeast Quarter Section 4 and the Southwest Quarter of Section 3 in Wea
Township. The proposed development contains 8.92 acres which presently is in grass and
weeds. There is approximately 0.75 acres of offsite for a total drainage area of 9.67
acres. The offsite drainage comes from a part of the developed Woodridge. Runoff from
the site drains overland and into the Elliott Ditch.

WOODRIDGE
SOUTH

Mr. Schulte stated this had been submitted to the Department of Natural Resources
because of the area that the Subdivision is in. They have received a response from DNR
concerning the high water elevation. They will have to submit to DNR for a permit to
work in the flood way. As soon as the Drainage Board gives approval they will go ahead
with the Construction plans. and then proceed with the submittal to DNR for there
approval.
Mr. Hoffman asked if they were destroying wet land? Discussion. The back yard area of
the lots will have to be graded out to show their detention storage area. it will be one
to one half feet deep. Roadway has been cut.
Michael J. Spencer stated that he was requesting DNR approval and that they have the
proper erosion control techniques incorporated during construction. For this small size
pond Todd Frauhiger stated that the erosion control was important.
Mr. Hoffman asked if this was attached to a legal drain? Discussion. Michael stated
this subdivision is already in the Elliott Ditch watershed area and that the lots would
go into the Elliott. they will pay the maintenance assessments. Michael pointed out that
a covenant should be presented and Mr. Hoffman check the language. The outlet pipe goes
to the Elliott ditch.
It is on the Elliott Ditch as previously stated. right on the
easement line. Michael stated the county would still have access and he sees no
problem. The only problem per Mr. Schulte is that there is some offsite coming in from
the existing development. he has discussed this with Michael. Mr. Hoffman stated if
there was no channel there would be no problem. Sue asked then if the Board would not
be in consistent with legal drain request in a subdivision. answer no.
Bruce V. Osborn moved to give final approval for Woodridge South Subdivision Stormwater
Design Calculations as presented. seconded by Eugene R. Moore. unanimous approval.

Pat Cunningham of Vesters and Associates. Inc. presented drainage study for Stop and
Rush Convenience Store. he is representing Dean Bunch property owner. The Proposed site
consists of a 2.1 acre tract of ground. Tract lies within a 5.5 acre watershed area of
which 1.1 is currently being developed. The property currently consists of mostly
sandy-clay soil. flat terrain and cropland. Site drains overland to an 18 inch culvert
pipe under Old Romney Road as shown on plan presented. The total watershed area for the
18 inch culvert is approximately 8 acres. The 18 inch culvert outlets onto property
owned by Mr. Bunch and from there drains into an 18 inch storm pipe. as show on the
drainage plan, and overland across the property and the St Mary cemetery. The 18 inch
pipe outlets at the north boundary of the cemetery and at that point all flows are
overland to the Wabash River. Todd Frauhiger has stated that Mr. Cunningham has over
designed the pond for storing on the 100 year storm event for the total 4.65 acres
watershed. Todd feels he can reduce the pond just for the 1.1 acre-site.
Pat stated that the drainage consultant had not had time to go over the plans as
presented. Pat asked that the Board allow the drainage consultant and Michael to make
final approval after they have made review and study of plans.
Pat stated that they do not have an easement at this time. they will be seeking an
easement after they receive approval of the plans.
Mr. Hoffman asked if St. Mary's Cemetery had been informed? Answer-No. Mr. Hoffman
stated they should be notified as they will be having drainage into the ravines on their
property.
This would cause erosion problems.
It was pointed out that it is currently
draining there now. They are not changing anything from that stand point as that is the
direction the watershed goes.
Sue asked if the structure on the road would be new?

~

STOP/RUSH
CONVENIENCE

STOP & RUSH CONVENIENCE STORE

Answer-No.

Sue asked Michael if they had reviewed the plans. He stated they had reviewed it in
January. At that time they had 5-6 items that they discussed with Mr. Cunningham;
therefore his most recent submittal is the out come of that meeting. Todd Frauhiger
stated that by end of the week they should be able to finish their study on this
proposed project. Pat stated that most of the comment in January pertained to the
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Drainage Ordinance revisions of November 1989 of which he was unaware of when he made
his first submittal.
Discussion of easement and notification to st. Mary's Cemetery, City of Lafayette, and
Railroad Company continued.
There will be no increase of flow across the road after development.

Discussion.

Discussion - Positive outlet is the proposed 12 inch pipe into the 18 inch pipe.

Discussion of a format letter should be composed for situations like this.
Michael is more concerned about the easement they need to get across the next neighbor,
that is definitely needed. He requested they finish their review and get back with Mr.
Cunningham and if they need anything it gets completed before coming back before the
board. The Board requested that the easement be for pre-condition.

/

ORCHARD
PARK

Before the Board takes action after much discussion it was decided to reconvene this
meeting for the stop & Rush Convenience Store. The Board agreed that notification be
sent to the property owners affected and get the necessary easement. The Board will
need to post the reconvened meeting 48 hours prior to the time and date.
ORCHARD PARK
Michael stated that he and John Fisher had met with Mid-States Engineering and got a
copy of their topo maps showing where the flight lines will be and where they want the
targets set, everything is moving along; hopefully this will be started this week.

/
CUppy

CUppy MCCLURE

MCCLURE
Sue W. Scholer stated that a notice had been received from City of West Lafayette of an
information meeting on Monday, March 12, 1990 at 1:30 P.M.
v'

WATKINS
GLENS

WATKIN GLENS
Mr. Hoffman stated that Jerry Withered had gotten restrictions to Fred and he has not
had the time to go over the language yet. This is in regards to the Sondegarth property
next to Watkin Glens.
Michael suggested that when there are projects surrounding the City Limits and County,
the Boards should have some type of joint review.
Meeting recessed at 9:30 A.M. until meeting is scheduled to reconvene.
April 4, 1990 the Drainage Board met and Eugene R. Moore moved to adjourn the March 7,
1990 meeting, seconded by Bruce V. Osborn, unanimous.
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Sue W. Scholer, Chairman

Turner, Executive Secretary
Bruce V. Osborn, Board member

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
WEDNESDAY, July II, 1990
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, July 11, 1990 in the Community
meeting room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third Street, Lafayette,
Indiana.
Chairman Sue W. Scholer called the meeting to order at 9:00 A.M. with the following
being present:
Bruce V. Osborn and Eugene R. Moore, Board members; Michael J. Spencer,
Surveyor; David Luhman, Acting Drainage Attorney; Ilene Dailey Consultant Engineer; and
Maralyn D. Turner, Executive Secretary; others are of file.
L.U.R.
MCCARTY LANE

L.U.R.
Stu Kline of Stewart Kline and Associates representing the City of Lafayette presented
Drainage Plan for Regional Detention Basin in conjunction with the McCarty Lane
Reconstruction requesting Drainage Board approval of the Conceptual Drainage Plan. Road
reconstruction begins at from Creasey Lane west to US 52. Presentation is on file.
There is problems with flooding in several locations. The Regional Detention basin is
proposed to be built in three phases, this is in the Kepner and Layden watershed area.
Phase I:
The portion to be built by the City in conjunction with the McCarty Lane
project. Accommodates 100 year runoff from the new roadway, areas tributary to the new
roadway, and areas tributary to the basin. Phase I provides 18.75 ac-ft of storage
capacity. This Phase would basically take care of the flooding problem in the area.
Phase II:
The portion to be built by L.U.R. in accordance with the Regional Detention
Basin plan. Phase II provides 15.0 ac-ft of storage capacity. This by passes the east
and west leg of the Kepner tile. This brings the Layden into the Kepner, at this time
there is no positive outlet, the existing Layden tile is old and not functional and
quite a bit of overland flow resulting in flooding of the industrial plots. This would
benefit the City ponds by allowing a higher release rate by combining the two
watersheds. The release was based upon on the allowable flow through the remaining 48"
tile, it is well less than a q-10. This still being a restricted structure. This Phase
would take care of the existing problem. L. U. R. pond would still be providing on site
detention connecting them tog~ther.
Phase III:
The portion to be built by Caterpillar, Inc., in accordance with the
Regional Detention Basin plan. Phase III provides 26.25 ac-ft of storage capacity.
the future Caterpillar, Inc. will be turning the 15 acre site over to the City for
maintenance. They would extend this pond to take care of the future development.

In

All three sub-basins will continue to drain to the Wilson Ditch. The Layden ditch subbasin, except for about 37 acres adjacent to Creasey Lane, will be re-route to drain
through the Regional Basin, out letting just downstream of the head of the Wilson, and
the portion of the Treece Meadows legal Drain sub-basin lying west of Creasey Lane
(Caterpillar Property) will be re-routed to drain through the Regional Basin, out
letting as described.
Bruce V. Osborn asked the size of the Layden. Theres 53 acres and the size of the
underground tile is 18". Under the road construction they would be putting a new
structure, and L. U. R. would provide a ditch and additional detention as required to
make the whole new system work. Eventually when Caterpillar, Inc. comes in to do their
development of 157 acres, they will reanalysis.
Eugene R. Moore stated that some of the Layden ditch is vacated.
water still continues to flow in the ditch.

This is true, but

Sue W. Scholer asked if all would become a part of a legal drainage system .. Mr. Kline's
answer was that all the area would be deeded to the City.
Don Sooby stated that the proposal designates City of Lafayette as the owner of the
Regional Detention Basin. Maintenance and Liability will be assigned to the City.
Maintenance and Liability was a question and concern of Mr. Osborn.
Sue W. Scholer asked what point and time would this occur?
Mr. Kline stated Caterpillar, Inc. and L. U. R. would have to deed the ground over to
the city either during or prior to the right-away acquisition process for the road,
hopefully prior.
Michael asked if it was going to be part of the right-away acquisition?
simplest way would be for the firms to donate prior to the acquisition.

Answer-the

Sue W. Scholer stated that she assumes there is concurrence from the two parties
involved.
Mr. Kline stated that Larry Coles is Caterpillars Inc .. representative and Robert Grove
representative L. U. R ..
Mr. Grove requested Conceptual approval for the L.U.R. part of the Plan. He stated that
this has been before the board previously. He stated that they have agreed to accept 30
cfs from the Layden ditch. It is controlled by a grade they have put in, L.U.R. has
proposed to put in an orifice to control and route it to the west and to the south and
detain as they go through, the detention basins or swales will be L.U.R.'s not a part of
the regional pond. Sue asked if they would be adjacent to the east. This is correct,
they would be on the other side of the line from the big pond. Some of L. u. R.'s water
would be in there. The goal is to reduce the 30 cfs plus whatever water they have
directed running into the basins down to 9 cfs. They are looking at discharging 100 cfs
to the big pond. Their water will get into the system and out long before some of
Caterpillars water enters the detention system. By staggering the peaks and looking at
the whole regional pond together this is the reason for getting their water in and out.
The water will be delayed and enter in, and add to the over all peak.
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Mr. Grove stated what they are proposing to do is:
The city does have the finalized
specifications, include the fencing, the flow line, the cross section of the basin, they
intend to build the basin to the city specifications and have their final acceptance; at
that point it would be deeded over and become a part of the city. When the road
construction is done the city would build their own basin. He stated they would like to
build, if possible, this summer to get Phase II pond constructed.
Eugene Moore asked where does the water go now?
pipe, then south into the Wilson.

Michael stated it goes east to the 48"

Sue asked Michael if he had this in hand long enough to review? He stated this project
has been going on for quite some time and there has been allot of discussion. They are
only asking for Conceptual approval at this time.
Michael stated that he and Don Sooby have been in numerous meeting in regards to this
project., he and Don like the idea of their regional detention basin storage, giving it a
three Phase project. L.U.R. wants to build Phase II first, and as long as it all ties
together conceptually I have no problem, timing may be a problem.
Sue asked for any questions.
Don Sooby stated that one of the major advantages of the regional basin is that it does
have a leveling affect that allows more drainage to go through and be safely discharged
into the Wilson branch, if the parties were to approach this independently it would be a
situation where the hole is greater than some of the pipes because of the different
times of water getting into the basin and if the Drainage Board were to just portion the
allowable among the interest parties it would be a burden situation on all three of the
major contributors. They would not be able to take advantage of the staggered peaks.
This is highly advantageous to all the contributory to the drainage in that basin.
Hopefully we can get the Drainage Board approval.
Sue stated that they all had felt all along that there was a solution to this major
project, just a matter of everybody getting together to get something worked out.
Larry Cole Caterpillar representative, stated they have a conceptual agreement, they
have not looked at it in legal details at this time, but they are working on it. They
do agree with the conceptual plans, they have not given the land at this time.
Bruce V. Osborn moved to give conceptual approval to McCarty Lane Drainage Plan and
L.U.R. as presented for the over all regional detention plans, seconded by Eugene R.
Moore, unanimous approval.
HADLEY LAKE

HADLEY LAF

Robert Bauman attorney, for the City of West Lafayette presented Petitions. 1.
Establish Legal Drain, the outlet channel from Hadley Lake and, 2. A Petition to
Reconstruct Legal Drain, the Dempsey Baker ditch.
Dan Kuester of Cole and Associates engineering presented Project Overview and Project
Design of Hadley Lake. A study was done in the year 1986 and at that time it was
recommended and as the plan presented today does propose to have a positive outlet
constructed on the Northeast end of Hadley Lake under Moorehouse Road and to tie into
Yeager ditch and eventually into Cole ditch. Yeager ditch would have some improvements
done at the channel up to Cole Ditch and from that point and time the drainage goes on
to Burnett's Creek then to the Wabash river.
Second part of the proposal is for the reconstruction of the Dempsey Baker ditch which
is presently a legal drain, it is an old agricultural tile that is in need of
maintenance. The project would reconstruct that; possibly making a new route from
Moorehouse road east.
Bruce V. Dsborn asked who owns the property? East of Moorehouse road is Purdue Research
and the Hadley Lake is Martin Galema. Bruce asked if those property owners were
present? Purdue Research had representative present, but Martin Galema was not in
attendance. This was a concern of Bruce. He felt that Martin should be in attendance
and should be given notice of meetings. Martin and his grandson have been in attendance
in other meeting, after much discussion it was decided to precede with the presentation.
Bruce asked if other property owners had been notified of this meeting?
out that they had not on this particular meeting.

It was pointed

Paul Couts stated the reason for us here today was that discussion had been held with
the surveyor and they felt that before a petition was filed for a formal hearing that a
presentation should be made before the board, in no way are they trying to circumvene
the owners. Discussion with a number of property owners has been held. This meeting is
to just get the Drainage Board up to date on what has been happening and will be
presented, this is a preliminary overview.
Sue stated that everything given today will have to be repeated.
Bruce stressed to have all owners notified and kept up to speed of what is happening in
the Hadley Lake area.
Dan Pusey assured the board that Martin Galema has been kept a breast of what is
happening and at the June 15, 1990 meeting held in regards to this project Martin and
his grandson were in attendance, at that time they were made aware of the presentation
that was going to be made today as an informational presentation at the same time the
petitions were going to be filed. They assumed that Martin and the grandson knew of the
date and time of presentation.
Presentation continued and is on file.
The design of the project has been based upon a 100 year storm event during the process
of design he has reviewed 6 different durations from 4-24 hour storm event making sure
they were looking at the most critical peaks. A portion of Indian Creek is in this

HADLEY LAKE
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project reason being there is a back up in which Indian Creek water backs UP into Hadley
Lake this will continue to occur under the present conditions and after the construction
of this project. The design is to minimize any affects of downstream landowners on Cole
ditch(project results,} This will be accomplished through the increase in the peak storm
condition of Cole Ditch by 0.05 ft. in stage and 37 cfs in terms of discharge.
Construction with the floodplain of Cole Ditch requires a permit be granted by the
Indiana Department of Natural Resources. Permit has already been granted, a copy of
which is included in the report.
They are proposing to cross the road with reinforced concrete pipe, that they intend to
coordinate with the County Highway engineer and there is a potential of using corrugated
metal pipe arches. This would be only to the approval and agreement with the Highway
engineer, and only if it is a cheaper alternative.
Bruce asked Steve how long of a pipe was that going to be? steve answered that he had
no idea as he had not had any contact in regards to this project.
Dan Kuester answered that the pipes arrange from 60-BO feet, the pipe coming out of the
Lake itself are 2 - 36 inch pipes which are 500 feet long, this is to allow construction
within the proposed easements.
Michael summarized that many meetings have been held in regards to the Hadley Lake
project. The ongoing engineering and permitting process through the DNR, working with
Paul Couts, West Lafayette City Engineer and Mr. Bauman with the legal process of
petitions, they have been in contact with Mr. Hoffman. Their form has been presented in
the petition. Michael stated in his opinion the project was not affecting Mr. Galema's
lake adversely, he is aware of it, Michael has met with him, set elevations at his
request, the level of the lake will remain, it will provide an outlet for the lake so
the flooding problems should be relaxed it will ultimately be the outlet of the CuppyMcClure ditch having their own storage, but having a place for the water to drain to and
away of getting the water out of the lake, instead of continuing dumping water in there
with no outlet.
Bruce V. Osborn stated upon hearing this presentation and Michael's summary procedures
should follow for a Public Hearing. Bruce stated that this area has had problems for
many years and this will take care of those major problems.
David Luhman stated it should be made record that two petitions were received, one to
establish Hadley Lake as a legal drain, one to petition to reconstruct legal drain.
Then start the process of setting a hearing date. Petitions were presented to Michael.
Bob Bauman stated it is hoped that getting all things in order that this could be
started this fall for construction.
lNEYBROOK

RAINEYBROOK ESTATES PART VIII

rATES
~T

VIII

Tom Borck representing the property owners of Raineybrook Estates Part VIII. Location
of project is in Section 1B, Township 22 North, Range 4 West, Wea Township.
It is
bounded by County Road 500 South, to the South, Raineybrook Estates Parts V and VII to
the west and north, and farmland to its east. The proposed development consists of 13
lots on 10.49 acres of land. The site is located in the Little Wea Creek watershed and
is currently covered with a small grain crop. Off site drainage contributed by
approximately 6.B4 acres enters the site from the northwest. Runoff from the area
drains overland in a southeasterly direction to an existing culvert under County Road
500 South and eventually discharges into the Little Wea Creek. Easement has been
received from Mr. Lux along the west side of Mr. Lux's property. Detention basin has
been sized to accommodate the parcel as well as part of the Lux property. The project
will consist of 13 lots. They have met with Michael and are requesting preliminary and
final approval of the drainage plans.
Michael stated that it has been reviewed and the only comment was that erosion control
be incorporated into the plans, there is a sheet in the plans that set out the erosion,
it is the recommendation that preliminary and final approval be given and the easement
be recorded.
Eugene R. Moore moved to give preliminary and final approval on the 10.49 acres on the
Southeast corner of Raineybrook Subdivision for the Raineybrook Estates Part VIII, and
the easement be recorded, seconded by Sue W. Scholer, unanimous approval.
Cl'I!'!'TIill E'RCl'I MINDTES SHOULD BE INSRERTED ON PAGE 560, HADLEY LAKE PROJECT.

PROJECT RESULTS:

The planned projectwill not result in lowering of the peak water

elevation of Haldey Lake during a 100 yr. storm event.
What it will result in is
the return to a pool elevation of 648.0 in a time period of 3 or 4 days rather than the
existing periods measured in terms of weeks.
MINGTON

FARMINGTON LAKE SUBDIVISION

E

DIVISION

Robert Grove engineer, representing Farmington Lake subdivision requested final approval
for drainage. The project has been before the board previously. The presentation
present is a variation of the drawings presented before.
In the past there were central
lakes and basins. Location is located east of County Road 400 East just north of County
Road 200 North. The development is bordered on the north by Willow Wood Subdivision, on
the East by farm land, on the south by woods and a single family residence, and on the
west by County Road 400 East and Watkins Glen Subdivision. Watershed consists of
approximately 115 acres which drains to the Northwest around and through the side and is
picked up and directed North by the existing side ditch along the East side of County
Road 400 East.
This water continues to the North to the existing ditch along the South
side of the railroad then Northeast to an existing culvert under the tracks where it
then flows to the Northwest to the Wabash River. The existing side ditches along 400
East and the railroad have been improved and handle the existing runoff.
The entrance has been moved and they did away with any detention within the central
area. They are now proposing a large basin to the Northwest corner. There was a
question about the existing pond. Mr. Grove doesn't believe that pond was ever met to
be a detention facility, there are some problems with it. The area is owned by Dr.
Greise (west of the pond). The owner of Farmington Lake Subdivision has met with Dr.
Greise, they have come to an agreement that the Farmington owner will provide a 12 foot
wide spillway, rip-rap it bringing it into the Farmington drainage system.
They are
proposing to make a separation along the South line, berm it up keeping Farmington water
in the ditch at this point, the berm would drop off to allow any water that came from
the South into the ditch switch the berm on the other side to take Farmington water into
their detention facility.

FARMINGTON IJU<ES CONTINUED

At this time Mr. Grove doesn't know what kind of pipe outlet there is. Michael stated
it has one, but he doesn't know what design it was built to. He is presuming it was a
Soil Conservation project years ago, it comes from down behind the Clegg property.
It
fills up and spills right over the bank right back into Dr. Greise's swimming pool. Dr.
Greise stated it use to be spring fed. Pershing built the pond. Discussion. Michael
asked Dr. Greise if he was satisfied with the presentation?
They will put the pipe 6-8
inches below where it over flows now. They will be reconstructing the ditch along the
south property line and the entire ditch along 400 East. Side ditch will be moved clear
back to the right-of-way along with their project. It will be with the Phase I.
Sue W. Scholar asked if Steve Murray County Highway Engineer had been contacted? They
have be in contact with the County Highway, they have incorporated the comments in the
plans. Robert presented pages 27 and 28 to be inserted in the Plans.
Michael stated the main concerns he had with Robert's submittal was the overflow
structure from the existing lake, some other concerns that Dr. Greise had and that is
the north end of his property with his existing septic system. This has been
satisfactorily addressed. Dr. Greise stated he was happy to be working with Mr. Palmer
and Robert Grove. The plan actually resolves the existing pond as the pond does
overflow. He stated the pond does not hold water well in its old age. The water comes
from Peters Mill landing overflows at Dr. Mark's home comes across his driveway into the
pond. Discussion.
Michael stated the only other comments he has is on the County Highway approval and the
maintenance of the system.
Robert Grove stated there will be a Homeowners Association and some landscaping that
will go in. Michael asked the developer to get with Mr. Hoffman for the proper language
in the covenant.
Bruce V. Osborn asked Steve Murray if he had seen the plans?
been in the process of reviewing the construction plans.

Steve stated they have

Bruce V. Osborn moved to give final approval as presented to the Farmington Lake
subdivision drainage plans with the condition of having the approval from the County
Highway Engineer and Supervisor, and the maintenance covenant and restrictions, seconded
by Eugene R. Moore, unanimous approval.
ILGENFRITZ-ALVIN PILOTTE

Ilgenfritz
Alvin
Pilotte

Alvin Pilotte, property owner in Sheffield Township, now a resident of Winter Haven,
Florida. Mr. Pilotte stated he has a complaint on drainage on his property which the
Ilgenfritz drains. His complaint is that the top of the Ilgenfritz tile was torn out,
therefore there is no drainage pipe working. He has a dam on his property, discussion
of this dam of who put it there and maintenance of it.
Lengthy presentation and
discussion continued. Sue W. Scholer stated after hearing Mr. Pilotte's story the board
will look at his problem. Eugene Moore asked Mr. Pilotte to call him when it would be
convenient for him to come out. Michael told Mr. Pilotte that the dam is in there; you
better leave it as it was put there for a reason. Berm on the north side of the ditch
all the way through Mr. Pilotte's farm, a berm all the way along. Much discussion. Mr.
Pilotte stated the ditch was not put in there by the County and not paid for by the
tenants. The waterway over the Ilgenfritz tile is north of ditch that Michael is
talking about and is still there. Mr. Pilotte is insistent that the map of the
Ilgenfritz has been changed. South end of the Elliott ditch which shows the Ilgenfritz
ditch. Sue stated this has been a problem that has been hanging fire that started
several years ago and the only thing the board can do at this time is take your comments
try to do some research, and meet with you. Wyndotte Road and South.
Petition was signed when ditch was extended from Mr. Pilotte's road all the way down to
the headwall on Jim Phillips. 9910 feet.
This was February 6, 1974.
Mr. Pilotte stated it was after that the dam was put it.
It was after 1975 that Michael
saw the dam. Mr. Pilotte feels this turned the water into his farm ditch, who has the
right to change the water capacity and take over a private ditch?
Michael has never put a dam in where he says a dam was put in or sand bags, fill dirt or
anything. Sue stated appreciate his coming.
WILDCAT VALLEY ESTATES SUBDIVISION
Robert Grove representing Wildcat Valley Estates Subdivision presented Preliminary
Drainage Plan asking for Conceptual approval to waive the detention on the project.
Steve Baumgartner is the developer. The project site is located East of Lafayette on
County Road 50 North just North of Foxwoods Subdivision, East of Interstate 65, and
South of the Wildcat Creek. The project consist of 128 acres only 40 acres will be used
for residential development at this time, the remaining 88 acres is either in the flood
plane or steep area which is not buildable except for single dwelling on large areas.
The proposal has been presented to the Urban Review Committee. At the meeting with the
Urban Review committee they requested the committees support for proposal to waive
detention requirements for this project. The Urban Review committee did support the
waiving of detention, therefore today they are asking for Conceptual approval so they
can proceed with the project. The lower portion of this project is right on the Wildcat
creek, there is 120 foot elevation difference between Foxwood Subdivision and the
Wildcat creek. When Interstate 65 was built they ended up constructing a pond. The
Subdivision would like to keep that pond as part of the overall development, if needed
they can use it for detention, they are so close to the outlet which is the Wildcat
creek, at 100 year flood there is 28,000 cfs, it would take a while to get there. The
water from the subdivision will be out within and hour to an hour an half, try to get it
into the creek and get it out of the way before the peak from the Wildcat does occur.
Timing wise it may be a day later. They are not trying to discharge and add to it.
Discussion of the 28,000 cfs.
Michael's comments were:
that Mr. Grove has met with the Urban Review committee
(volunteer committee that gets together and review some of the projects that are around
the urbanized area around the city) the majority, including Mr. Hoffman did support the
waiving of detention. Michael pointed out that in a few places the theory that the
outlet is handy, the peaks are so different, it is going to take Drainage Board action
at a hearing to waive the storage condition. The developer understands this.

Wildcat
Valley
Estates

SUBDIVISION CONTINUED

Sue W. Scholer asked if DNR has any input when dealing with a natural stream? Mr. Grove
stated they do have a permit from DNR to cut the bank back flat using some of the
material to fill their lots, they are aware of what is being done in the area and
approve of it, the detention they are not really concerned with one way or another, the
feeling is that they feel the same as the developer get it out of the stream before the
Wildcat peaks. Part of the process there is an erosion problem that the stream comes
through, it is cutting into the land, the bank is 8 foot straight up and down.
Sue asked Michael if he agreed, yes, his recommendation is to give Conceptual approval.
Eugene R. Moore asked, is the Board creating a problem by waiving detention? Mr. Moore
used a similar project (McCutheon Heights) as an example. Michael stated the problem
there was that it was on the Little Wea it was such a long way to the outlet where it
meets the river.
In this project the Wildcat is relatively a short distance away and is
full length of the area to the north. Mr. Moore just wanted to protect the Board in
future projects.
Eugene R. Moore moved to give conceptual drainage approval to Wildcat Valley
subdivision, seconded by Bruce V. Osborn, unanimous approval.
ORCHARD

ORCHARD PARK

PARK

Michael presented two billings from John E. Fisher for the Orchard Park project, one is
for the aerial photo work, and the other for man hours for the project per his contract
to do the work, he asked for the boards approval. This will be paid out of General
Drain and billed back later to repay General Drain. Consent of the board to pay the
bills.
Sue stated that she and Michael need to meet with Mr. Hoffman to go over the Contract
and Legal Fees, and asked Michael to set the meeting. Mr. Hoffman will be back the week
of July 16, 1990.
There being no further business to come before the board, Eugene R. Moore moved to
adjourn at 10:40 A.M., seconded by Bruce V. Osborn, unanimous approval.

Sue W. Scholer, Chairman

ATTEST'~~

Maral~urner, Executive Secretary

Eugene R. Moore, Board Member
CM'l'TED

ERCl'1 MINUTES SHOULD BE INSRERTED ON PAGE 560, HADLEY LAKE PROJECT.

PROJECT RESULTS:
The planned projectwill not result in lowering of the peak water
elevation of Haldey Lake during a 100 yr. storm event. What it will result in is
the return to a pool elevation of 648.0 in a time period of 3 or 4 days rather than the
existing periods measured in terms of weeks.

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING, Septembe, 5, 1990
The Tippecanoe County O,ainage Boa,d met in ,egula, session, Wednesday, Septembe, 5, 1990
with Sue W. Schole" Chai,man calling the meeting to o,de, at 9:00 a.m. in the meeting ,oom
of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 No,th Thi,d St,eet, Lafayette, Indiana.
Those p,esent we,e: Eugene R. Moo,e, Boa,d Membe,; Michael J. Spence" Su,veyo,; David
Luhman, Acting O,ainage Atto,ney, Ilene Dailey, D,ainage Consultant, and Ma,alyn D. Tu,ne"
Executive Sec,eta,y.
I AEAYFTTE VENn I AN 81 I NDS
Michael J. Spence" su,veyo, ,epo,ted that Steve Ma,sh, enginee, fo, Tillet Enginee,ing
LAFA~E
Se,vices had submitted d,ainage calculations and ,epo,t fo, Lafayette Venetian Blinds.
~IAN
Ilene Dailey, consultant d,ainage enginee, has gone ove, the plans and ,equested additional BLIND
info'mation. Some info,mation had been ,eceived, but the,e we,e mo,e questions to be
answe'ed. To this date no info,mation has been 'eceived. Michael asked the boa,d to table
this p,oject until next d,ainage boa,d meeting, Octobe, 3, 1990.
I SEEI T 0 ITCH

ISFELT

Michael stated he had ,eceived a petition signed by six land owne,s to vacate a po,tion of
the Isfelt ditch, located in Lau,amie Township, County Road 500 East and County Road 1300
South. The Isfelt is a tile b,anch of the Ki,kpat,ick One, ditch is a big wetland, the
cont,act buye,s of the land is Keith and Deb Stingley. They have had it designated as a
wetland and wildlife habitat; the,efo,e they wish to keep it in that .condition. Petition is
on file in the su,veyo, office. A hea,ing will be scheduled late,.
WAL-MART
Wm Long asked if the,e had been anything int,oduced in ,ega,ds to Wal-Ma,t.

Answe,-No.

The,e being no fu,the, business, Eugene R. Moo,e moved to adjou,ned the meeting, seconded by
Sue W. S1)0le.,. 9: .15 A.M.

~ 2V~.eM--u

Executive Secretary
Eugene R. Moore, Board Member

WAL-MART
TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
SPECIAL MEETING, WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 19, 1990
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met at 9:00 A.M. in the meeting room of the Tippecanoe
Count v Office Building, 20 North Third Street, Lafayette, Indiana with Chairman Sue W.
Scholer calling the meeting to order.
Those present were:
Eugene R. Moore and Keith McMillin, Board Members; Michael J. Spencer,
Surveyor; Keith Berg, Consulting Engineer, J. Frederick Hoffman, Drainage Attorney, and
Maralyn D. Turner, Executive Secretary.
Eugene R. Moore, Board Member abstained from the board as his family has property within the
area of Wal-Mart drainage.
WAI -MART
David Robinette of Architectural Services Group, Inc. presented calculations and plans for
detaining a 500 year storm event. Mr. Robinette requested approval of plans submitted and
to allow Certificate of Occupancy.
Request of proposal.
1.

The 100 year Storage volume as presently approved is 806,282 cubic feet.

2.

Approximately 232,000 cubic feet of additional storage volume will be needed to detain
the 500 year storm.

3.

The presently approved discharge rate
increase.

4.

The existing basin may be enlarged to provide this additional storage.

5.

The area of the basin expansion required will be approximately 1 acre in land area
size.

6.

The overall storage volume will be 1,038,282 cubic feet.

7.

It is our understanding that when the downstream channel improvements are finished that
additional basin volume may be filled back in.

of 0.11 cfs per acre (5.21 total cfs) will not

Mr. Robinette stated that they had met with the County Consulting Engineer. Keith Berg of
the Burke Engineering, LTD, and had agreed on the calculations of the 500 storm event and
the intensity, how much additional storage would be needed to be added to the detention
basin which is already there and designed to detain the 100 year storm event.
It was
proposed to just expand the basin to the south.
27 acres of undeveloped land is available
to expand the detention basin for the additional storage and continue to release it at the
same point to the outlet.
Patrick E. Peery real estate representative for Wal-mart Stores, Inc., stated he is
responsible for this project. He stated that last sprinq in a drainage meeting the drainage
plan for Wal-Mart was approved subject to Wal-mart installing an emergency route, 2600 feet
length with an 80 foot width easement and a 10 foot deep drainage ditch, circling around the
Treece Meadows Subdivision. Wal-Mart agreed to put this ditch in and still do agree.
Reflection of the February minutes states that cooperation would be received from the people
who own land over which the ditch needs to travel to get easements from them.
Wal-mart
agreed to under take that, which they hired an attorney to get this done for them, he has
made substantial progress, to date they do not have all those easements in place, secondly
there are some city utility lines that need to be relocated so that the ditch can go
through. There are some water and sewer lines that the ditch needs to travel across,
therefore need to be re-routed.
The board approved the drainage plan which they are
appreciative of so that they could go ahead with their construction. The minutes reflect
that they were not going to be Able to have an occupancy permit until the drainage ditch was
in.
They understood that at that time, they immediately started with best efforts to get
the drainage ditch in.
Buildings are up and they are on schedule to open this fall, because
of the snags in getting the easements, not of any lack in desire in the part of Wal-Mart to
install the ditch, getting the easements has caused them to be at a point where they are not
going to be able to get it completed in time for Wal-Mart to have an occupancy permit to
open on schedule which is to be the first week in December.
We are asking the board if they
will
agree to the expansion of the detention pond. Until they can get the easements and
get the relocation of the utilities and ditch installed, detention will still be there for
available storage, whether it will be needed or not they may be able to go back to its
original size of detention pond.
They had originally planned to sell the 27 acres for
future development. Again Mr. Peery stated they will stand by their previous agreement.
The proposal presented today they feel is a good temporary way to solve the problems, they
want to help the problem.
Mr. Hoffman asked what happens if you have a 100 year storm out there before this is built
and you have another 100 year storm, how long before are you going to have flooding
downstream? How much will this big pond hold? Mr. Robinette stated it will hold the 500
year storm event at the release rate that has been calculated. Mr. Hoffman stated he isn't
worried about the 500 year storm event, he is worried about the 100 year storm event. Take
for example you have (2) 100 year storm event a week apart, is this going to hold it? Mr.
Robinette stated it will hold the first 100 year storm an additional above the first 100
year it will hold up to the 500 year storm event.
Mr. Hoffman asked what happens about the
second 100 year storm, is there going to be flooding down stream, if this ditch is not
installed? Answer who knows.
Keith Berg stated if you say they are a week apart, the first 100 year storm would be
drained.
r
Keith Berg stated that a 500 year ttorm is a 7 inch rain fall ~rid 100 yearf~ a 5.8
in.ches, ,it has been de,signed to drain within 72 hours-bring it back''Eo a dry"basin.

WAL-MART OONTlNUED

Mr. Hoffman asked if it would be 2 days later, how much? Mr. Hoffman stated his
interest is that there will be flooding down stream. Keith Berg stated that two days
later it would be 1/2 to 1/3 full rough magnitude, Keith stated after 3 days the likely
hood of holding another 100 year storm is good.
Mr. Hoffman asked how long it was going to be before easements were received.
Mr. Peery stated they would be meeting with their attorney after this meeting. Mr.
Peery stated he is upset that they do not have them at this time. Mr. Hoffman stated
this had been discussed back in March or April stressing they had to have the easements
before occupancy, now you come in and say sorry were doing all we can. Mr. Hoffman
stated that the board did not tell them at the time it was all yOU could do, it was a
condition that Wal-Mart had to have the easements or else.
Sue W. Scholer asked what assurances do we have that we have a time frame that you are
going to meet? Mr. Peery stated he would like to give any kind of assurance he could,
let him have one and he will give it to the board. Mr. Peery stated they had hired an
attorney told him to go do it, pay the people money, just go do it, it just hasn't
gotten done yet.
Michael Spencer stated he has seen one letter from one of the representatives of the
land owner, he thinks they have agreed to the principle, but as far as their name on it
to grant an easement, they have not. Mr. Robinette stated they have two. Mr. Robinette
stated if you would read the minutes of the February, 1990 drainage board it stated that
the land owners would grant the easements across their land, this they have not ran into
that at all.
Mr. Hoffman asked how many land owners are affected?

Four.

Sue W. Scholer stated she would like to hear from the City on where they feel they are
on this project. Sue stated that something was stated in this meeting that City
utilities needed to be relocated. She asked if they had some sort of time table they
were looking at.
Don Sooby city engineer, stated this ditch project is tied in with the moving of the
city water line and a large diameter gas line, these have to be done before the conduits
can be placed under McCarty Lane. This would be all a part of the ditch project itself,
it would be tied in with it one way or another. There have been negotiations going on
between an attorney representing Wal-Mart and the City of Lafayette concerning the
possibility of having this drainage ditch installed with TIF financing.
This has been
going on for sometime, there have been agreements drafted, at this time there has been
no agreement accepted by the City. Part of this agreement would be the commitment from
Wal-Mart to set up an escrow fund with the City having control of that escrow fund, this
would guarantee the City the ability to move forward and see that this ditch project is
completed together with the utility relocation. Personally Mr. Sooby feels that more
could have been done to get this project further ahead than it is right now. Getting
the attorney's in to start negotiating, yOU sort of lose track of real time. Looking at
it at a practical stand point, the buildings are going to be in, the paving is going to
be in, the run off is going be the same whether they have an occupancy permit or not.
Mr. Sooby stated, they feel that if there is mechanism set up to where they can have
iron clad assurance that the ditch will be constructed at the next earliest possible
time, summer is past, they had felt it was the earliest possible time; initially it
should have been constructed during the summer, they will be prepared to accept Walmarts proposal for this additional detention storage. This is not what they had in mind
to begin with, but probably the best situation that could happen right now. The city
has not yet agreed to do this, but sort of leaning this way if things are put in place
where they would have what they feel proper guarantees.
Michael asked when do they feel they will have these guarantees? Is the Memorandum of
Understanding going to be acted on today? It was Michael's understanding that this was
going to be brought up this morning in a Board of Works meeting. Mr. Sooby stated that
he had no other information on the Memorandum other than the discussion that Michael had
with another party, it is the only indication that Don has had. Mr. Sooby stated that
the Mayor is out of town, it is Don's guess that the City Attorney would want the Mayor
to review the agreement before going to the Board of Works.
Sue W. Scholer asked if anyone else would like to make any comments.
Tom McCully attorney representing Wm H. Long an owner of several properties in Treece
Meadows and also is principle owner of Long Tree and Burberry Apartments south of
McCarty Lane.
Mr. McCully stated several things which have been said this morning in this meeting
really disturb him. He would like to go back to when this was first proposed. There
were substantial discussions before the drainage board about the tremendous problems
that exist in the Treece drain right now. Everybody acknowledges that the Treece
Meadows drain is a problem and has been there for years and something has to be done.
We have had some piece meal development that has added water to this drainage system
over a period of time, has done nothing more than increase the problem. Now even with
moderate rains we have substantial flooding in Treece Meadows, the residence there have
been flooded out, pictures have been in the newspaper any time there is a heavy rain.
with all these problems Wal-Mart came to the Drainage Board they asked for permission to
construct and add into to this drain and everything else. As a result of all these
discussions we got to the Drainage Board meeting of February 7, 1990 at which time WalMart said they had all there plans they wanted to go forward with it, they had the
smaller detention basin designed and everybody agreed that there needed to be an
emergency routing system, so then the questions were they came up with a long letter of
conditions, that they agreed to , they would perform before they would get an occupancy
permit. Then it was discussed what is the hammer going to be that the drainage board
has. We talked about, lets say no paving, then it was agreed whether its paved or dry
land really doesn't make much difference, but the ultimate hand that the drainage board
has was to say that no occupancy permit would be issued until this project was
completed, not money put in escrow, not plans drawn, nothing else until this project was
completed at that point Wal-Mart agreed to this. Mr. Sooby was here, he agreed to that,
the drainage board agreed, and we said OK you can go ahead with your plans, but you
realize that your doing this entirely at your risk, that if you want to proceed to

WAL-MART CONTINUED

Mr. Long asked the board not to approve this. He stated we have a gentlemen here who
has modified the plan to build 27 acres basin. He understands the predicament that WalMart is in. They have major dollars out that they can not execute, or they have put
themselves in a box. He wanted to say he owns commercial real estate there, has
apartments there,
he wants Wal-Mart, Sams Wholesale Club, and the other businesses and
the development there. This has been his position from the very beginning. We have a
severe flooding problem, he is not concerned the 100 year back to back. How about a
week, 100 year, 25, 25, then 60 and the emergency routing, don't tell me it can't
happen, it happened this summer.
Its accumulation of the facts.
It can be said we can
store it 2,000 year round, and he guessed a lake could be built out there, that might
satisfy, but until we can have some assurance that the emergency routing accumulative
effective filling the pond up, and when it does spillover its going to spillover with
more water he believes than pre development. There is an impervious surface, its all
asphalt. Back to what took place. Mr. Peery may be in earnest, but we met shortly
there after with the land owners and the representative for Wal-Mart (George Davidson),
it was discussed that the easements were available free.
All present analyzed what
benefit would be received from having the ditch put in. Some of the owners thought
they'd get one thing and kind of anticipated. From February until the end of July Larry
O'Connell who represents Wal-Mart never contacted me. He is sure it is in late July
that he(Larry) finally contacted him. Mr. Long is saying basically the easements were
kind of available free, if Wal-Mart would perform. Mr. Long told Larry O'Connell if you
are going to pay for one you can pay me too.
I'm glad to accept your money.
I will
accept whatever you offer the highest bidder, nothing has come back, Mr. Long said, "is
this the highest, I will accept it, get everybody together". Mr. Long sent him a letter
and has not heard from Larry O'Connell, and it is the middle of September, he thinks he
can go back and look, but he knows it has been 4 if not 6 weeks since he has responded,
there were five months before that when nobody came, he does not believe Wal- Mart,
Horne Properties if you two are having problems dropping the ball that's your problem.
His concern is his tenants, his property, and the other residences in Treece Meadows.
They are at risk during accumulative affect exceeding capacity of the Wal-Mart pond.
The 500 year event probably is not going to occur, that's way out there, but series of
events can occur and have water every where. We offered as an alternative to your
predicament of millions of dollars that you have put your into by going ahead with
construction before you had your ducks in a row, we offered.
I am a developer too and
I'm sympathptic. Caterpillar has water coming through close to the Wal-Mart pond, why
don't you dig the ditch and put that water into your big pond, go south. You have a big
thing up here all draining down to the telephone property into a 24 inch tile, we can
talk about everybody's responsibility of how it got there, but it is there. Why don't
you just go down and may be take this 24 inch tile out, and may be Mr. Moore's brother
and family, and telephone company will let you take out in a stop gap, that would
release some of the emergency routing pressure. Never heard back, Mr. Long never made
the offer to Wal-Mart or suggest it as he has not heard from Wal-Mart, he told Michael
Spencer. He does not feel Wal-Mart has done everything they could do. He wants to put
that in corrected record, that the people in Treece Meadows are at risk until this ditch
is put in. He does not think the board, unless there is some other solution other than
a 500 year pond that he doesn't think is adequate should permit you(Wal-Mart) to go
ahead and grant occupancy. Thank you.
Mr. Hoffman stated, question is, and he knew back in February that we would probably be
here at this time, it happens all the time. People don't understand plain English.
In
this type of situation the question is not what peoples intentions are, it is what is
going to happen if there is a rain, what's going to happen with the water, he feels it
was made clear back in February there had to be something to take the water off the
property before you start operating a store, it isn't there. He stated he did not know
what the board was going to do, but his recommendation is that they table this until
such time there is some way there is to get rid of the water, other wise you have
problems.
Mr. Robinette stated he wanted to say one other thing. Mr. Long stated he does not
believe in putting all that storage in there with their detention basin that it will
increase the water down stream. Mr. Robinette asked if this was true with the detention
basin, will it not retain and release at a slower rate than what is going down stream at
this time? He just wanted to bring this up, he said he does not believe it will not put
any more water, it will flood more, if it stores there. Mr. McCully stated he is not an
engineer, but he agrees with Mr. Long as you have a smaller than 100 year storm range
you are going to help down stream, small range, small events, your system will reduce
the peak rate of run off after development. He is not talking about that risk, he feels
they know that. What he is talking about is the accumulative affect of the emergency
routing of Wal-Mart ponds when or if it overflows ..
Sue W. Scholer stated that one of the things that needs to be clarified at this point is
that this board and county government will not be involved with issuing occupancy
permit. She stated she would just ask Mr. Sooby by having been involved in these
negotiations, she is assuming that the decision that the drainage board makes the city
will back and cooperate with also.
Is that your impression?
Mr. Sooby answered, like you have stated there are sepArate entities. We certainly want
to be on the same side as the county in everything that is done around here. There are
certain functions that the county has and certain functions that the city has and we can
not make the city functions together with the county action. We have to retain the
ability to act as they see best on things that the city needs to act on.
Keith McMillin asked the question to what the 100 year event?
year 7 inches. Discussion.

100 year 5.8 inches - 500

Mr. Berg stated that what is in the plan now is the facility to hold the 7 inches and
release it at the rate that has been approved, so during storm events right now up to
500 year you will have more water storage on the property, than the facility that was
approved.
Keith McMillin stated he sympathizes, the planning has been so poor, it is unbelievable.
It amazes him with so much money invested the planning was not better. He stated he
would recommend to table this request.

Wal-Mart Continued

Sue W. Scholer stated she would agree with Mr. McMillin as the county needs some kind of
assurances that this is actually happening, what has been discussed and agreed to and
approved is actually taken place, at this point we do not have those assurances.
Keith McMillin moved to table this request to see what the City and
Wal-Mart does and have a Memorandum of Understanding, seconded by Sue
unanimous approval.

w.

Scholer,

There being no further business to come before the meeting, the meeting adjourned at
9:50 A.M ..

Sue W. Scholer, Chairman
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ne R. Moore, Board Member

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
WEDNESDAY, October 3, 1990
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, October 3, 1990 in regular session
in the meeting room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third Street,
Lafayette, Indiana.
Sue W. Scholer called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. with the following being
present: Keith W. McMillin and Eugene R. Moore, Board Members; Michael J. Spencer,
Surveyor, Ilene Dailey, Drainage Consultant Engineer; J. Frederick Hoffman, Drainage
Attorney; and Maralyn D. Turner, Executive Secretary, others present are on file.
I AFAYETTE VENETIAN BI IND

(LVB)

Steve Marsh, P. E. Tillett Engineering Services, Inc. representing Lafayette Venetian
Blind presented drainage plans and asked for final drainage approval. Mr. Marsh stated
they are staying fairlY consistent with the existing drainage of the property.
The bulk of the drainage goes and flows out the north edge of the property, the existing
38.82 acre tract they will be developing 90 to 95 % of the existing area runs in that
direction. They are staying consistent with their over all game plan to follow the same
direction of flow so the downstream people do not see any different flow through their
property than the exists now. The proposal before the board covers basically initial
the construction phase plus there are some expansion capabilities built into it as far
as additional square footage of buildings and lot areas.
The drainage plan addresses the adjoining property owners, there are two considerations
as far as offsite drainage from other owners. The first one would be the apartment
complex to the South, they have a slight run off coming from the watershed of their
buildings and also the lawns of their back property, the remaining portion is carried
through a sub surface storm sewer system which is then tied into the sanitary sewer.
They have addressed and compensated for their run off and through a culvert under
Lafayette Venetian Blind truck drive. They(Apartments) have a small 12 inch concrete
culvert underneath their main entrance which will be diverted and also carried into
Lafayette Venetian Blind culvert therefore Lafayette Venetian Blind retention system.
The apartment watershed should shed completely through the property just as it does
naturally now. The other consideration is there is a 15 inch corrugated metal pipe
culvert under Klondike road which Lafayette Venetian Blind would address and carry that
water through LVB retention system and the pond, the two areas of the adjoining property
owners they believe they have addressed and taken care of them, and they should not
experience anything contrary to what they flow is at the present time. Again he stated
basically what the adjoining property owners and downstream should also experience flow
relatively the same as what they are experiencing right now in the present state. There
are a few questions that have been raised by the review of the engineers that need to be
addressed.
1. A variance must be obtained to allow the maximum planned depth of
stored to exceed four feet.

storm water

At the present time they have designed for approximately a 61/2 to 7 foot depth of
retention. There were two reasons for requesting this. First of all the area of the
retention pond is a wooded area it is the owners intention to move in and to leave as
much of the trees and vegetation on the site as possible. The area of the retention
pond they are following the natural topography that required amount of cubic feet of
water needed to retain requires a depth of 61/2 to 7 feet of retainage, due to those
reasons they are requesting a variance to go to a deeper retention depth.
2. The other areas that were requested to be addressed was proper erosion control
techniques be detailed in the plans and implemented during construction. Basically on
the erosion control on a temporary stand point until the vegetation takes place in their
swales in their dike area. They will be using straw bales to reduce the velocity of the
flow and minimize the erosion that will concur until the vegetation takes hold next
spring.

3. The proposed stability of the proposed dike which they will address as the soil make
up is addressed and the dike is built. The soil does have a fair amount of clay,
therefore they feel the dike should hold, that will either be matted or straw'd down
until the natural vegetation starts to take hold on that also.
Mr. Marsh stated this is their plan.
J. Frederick Hoffman asked if they are going to put a fence around the retention pond.

Answer-The original plan at this point was not to put fence.
Michael J. Spencer state it is not a permanent pool, it is does drain down.
Mr. Hoffman asked how much water was it going to have at one time? As stated it goes
from 6 1/2 to 7 feet depth to the outlet to zero, it follows a natural drain so it is
actually just going to fill to topography of the land.
Michael stated he has looked at it, and thought about it. The way the land lays it is
steep and narrow valley at the outlet end it will be deeper than the 4 foot depth.
Mr. Hoffman asked if the kids were going to get in it? Michael stated if it was a
permanent pool he would agree with Fred's concern.
It is a dry bottom basin and will
drain down.
Ilene Dailey consultant engineer stated it will drain quickly. Mr. Hoffman
asked how soon would it get down? Answer 1-11/2 hours. Discussion and concern in
regards to Liability continued.
Michael J. Spencer recommended that the depth variance be approved. Michael has talked
to Steve Marsh about the erosion control, a drawing will be made showing where the bales
will be placed. Mr. Marsh had stated when they get into the soils work they will use
the proper material to build.
Mr. Hoffman asked if the neighbor had been notified of this hearing today? No written
notifications were sent, they were aware of it. Mr. Hoffman stated by the ordinance
they are to have a written notification. Michael stated he had spoke to them about the
notification, on Michaels recommendation they did not notify.
Discussion of fencing and liability be an exception since it is not a permanent pool and
water being deeper. The pond is on LVB site, not the neighbors site.
Mr. Marsh stated that the intention of the owner is to fence in the entire property, not
just the pool area, but the whole area, whether this would take care of the exception
has to be addressed. It would be a tall barbed wire chain length fence, not climbable.
Mr. Hoffman stated this should be a condition of that the site be fenced in order to
give him the exception of variance. Also, require a notice to the other property owners
involved.
Discussion continued. Michael stated they are asking for final drainage approval so
that they can get started with their foundation.
Michael stated he has no problem with
them starting their foundation.
Michael stated this was his recommendations, it was not
timed in regards to the notification, he had discussed this with Mr. Marsh. Mr. Hoffman
stated there should be a waiver from the affected neighbors of the right. Michael asked
if they could go ahead with the foundations.
Mr. Hoffman stated they could go ahead
with the foundations, but no final approval until waivers are received. Also, a
statement will be needed stating they are going to fence the property. Michael stated
it is a wooded area all the way to Indian Creek.
Sue W. Scholer asked Ilene Dailey if she was satisfied with the presentation.
stated she was satisfied.

Ilene

Eugene R. Moore moved to grant variance of depth with restriction being that a chain
length non climbable type of fence be installed around the entire property or the
detention pond, seconded by Keith W. McMillin, unanimous approval.
Eugene R. Moore moved to give final approval with two condition, the erosion control be
implemented during construction, and the proper design and construction methods must be
employed to insure the stability of the proposed dike, and waiver by the adjoining
neighbors, seconded by Keith W. McMillin, unanimous approval.
WAL-MART
For the records Eugene R. Moore abstained from any action of the board as his family has
property affected by this project.
Pat Peery Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. representative stated he is with Wal-Mart and there is
no developer on this project. Wal-Mart Stores is building it themselves. He stated
this miss conception might be out there and he wanted to clarify that they are not a
Real Estate developer, they are a merchant.
Mr. Peery stated that two weeks ago we were here and at that time there seemed to be
confusion as to what Wal-Mart had done to full fill the agreement made with the Drainage
Board to build the drainage ditch around Treece Meadows. Since that time they have done
a number of things. Today since it was a regular drainage board meeting they wanted to
come and report what has been done since the special meeting held September 19, 1990.
They are not asking for any particular action today, more or less and informative and if
there is any action needs to be taken, fine.
After the special meeting Wal-Marts
attorney had been negotiating with the City of Lafayette to build the ditch. Wal-Mart
put $600,000.00 toward the cost of the ditch, plus pay to acquire the easements. The
city would under take building the ditch itself. Wal-Mart has now entered into an
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agreement with the City of Lafayette, that the city build the ditch and Wal-Mart will
acquire the easements. Mr. Peery presented a COpy of the signed ESCROW AGREEMENT, this
agreement is on file in the Surveyors office. Mr. Peery stated they have acquired from
three of the property owners drainage easements which he presented. Drainage Easement
signed by Richard A. Moore and Marjorie Halstead was presented, which is on file.
Signed COpy of Memorandum of Understanding presented and is on file. Easement for
Russell H. Gipe, Settlor and INB National Bank, (formerly Lafayette National Bank),
Trustee is on file. A letter of intent from GTE the third easement area was mentioned,
but not put on file.
Mr. Peery stated that two weeks ago they had proposed a temporary solution to any storm
water problems that may be caused by the Wal-Mart development to get them through to the
point of when the ditch is built that they increase the size of the detention pond.
They are still working at this point and time to come up with an even better
comprehensive interim solution that goes beyond simply increasing the size of the
detention pond, this they are working on in conjunction with Mr. Long who is the
easement owner of the fourth easement that is needed before all the easements are in
place. At this point and time they want the county drainage board to have the assurance
that the ditch is going to get built because the money is there, and the city has all
ready contractually obligated themselves to actually build the ditch, and having three
of the four easements and on the verge of having the fourth providing they come up with
a interim solution that will temporarily protect the residence of Treece Meadows until
the ditch is built.
Mr. Hoffman stated the Company has not signed the site agreement with Gipe yet. Mr.
Peery stated they had signed the original and it was sent back to their attorney, this
is needed for the files.
Sue W. Scholer stated it sounds as if we are progressing along the lines that the
drainage board needed. Sue asked if there was any time frame for Wal-Mart to return to
the drainage board? Mr. Peery stated they mayor may not be asking for a special
meeting prior to the regular meeting in November, he feels they will be wanting to
appear before the drainage board with a comprehensive interim solution that is
satisfactory to all parties concerned to tie them over to get the city to actually get
the ditch built.
Michael Spencer asked if the city would be moving toward the construction process in
this month between now and the first of November?
Will the City actually be proceeding
ahead on construction? Mr. Peery answered he believed so.
Mr. Sooby, city engineer; stated he doesn't believe there is any way of getting a
contract agreement and beginning any time this year. Michael stated there can be some
action going on toward letting a contract. Mr. Sooby stated that plans would have to
finished up to make sure everybody is concurrent with the plans. Michael stated we will
be moving ahead toward construction, it is not dead time.
Tom Borck, Hawkins Environmental stated as far as Michael's concern from the stand point
of moving ahead for construction that is the intent, of course no construction is going
to happen this year, because of the lateness of season on the entire ditch itself.
Mr. Hoffman asked if anything had bee~done about the hole at all (detention). Answeryes the original on site. Michael stated it is there in 90% form. Mr. Hoffman asked
then is it the 500 hole we are talking about that nothing has been done on? Tom Borck
stated we are talking about the outlet ditch, city has nothing to do with the on site
ditch. David Robinette stated the county is in agreement, the highway engineers have
been approved on the off site.
Mr. Peery stated the detention pond that Wal-Mart agreed to make bigger they have not
started to making it bigger as they have not reached an agreement on how much bigger it
needs to be. Wal-Mart is ready to do that work. There are two more things they are
talking about doing that they think will help the problems. One is to take the 24 inch
drain tile that goes under GTE and Moore property subject to the contractual agreements
with the city whether they can remove it from public bidding process, if this can be
done Wal-Mart subject to the attorney working it out and city agreement, Wal-mart would
go ahead and immediately remove that drain tile in before the rest of the ditch is put
in.
Richard Moore asked to make comment. He is all for that, the sooner the better.
Starting this fall would suit him fine, but that's not in the city, its county whether
it makes a difference or not.
He stated that end needs to be opened up so the water can
get away.
Mr. Hoffman stated he thinks everybody would be happy to have that blockage removed.
Michael asked that they move forward on that as fast as possible.
Mr. Peery stated that part of the property is covered by the easement that they have.
They would not be trespassers.
Tom McCully representing Wm Long and Kip Treece who are two of the property owners over
which the proposed easements would run. He stated everybody is faced with a difficult
situation here.
What we have is based on the commitments that were made back in
February 1990, we thought there was going to be a ditch in place by now, and the
residence of Treece Meadows would be physically protected at this stage of the game.
Now we are faced with a situation where because of time constraints, weather, time of
the year and everything else we can't physically get this relief ditch built this year,
but on the other hand we are going have to buildings and paved parking lot that will be
creating considerable risk.
As we said last month there was some mention last month
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although the representation at the meeting were that nothing was really going to happen
on that, but a potential discussion with the city about a Memorandum of Understanding,
putting $600,000.00 in an escrow. Mr. McCully stated their comment at that time was
$600,000.00 in escrow isn't going to keep the water out of peoples houses, this is what
they are concerned with right now, also the health and safety and property of the people
who live in the area because there is going to an interim risk even if all the
agreements are fine and everybody is convinced that the ditch is going to be constructed
sometime in the future we are still placing allot at considerable risk between now and
the time the ditch is finished, as we are going to have buildings, impervious surface
going to have the water. What they are trying to do and we have had discussions with
Wal-mart is to come up with some kind of interim solution, not just commitments to do
something in the future, but physical construction that can take place now that will
alleviate the risk that these people are going to be in, try to make sure we are not
going to have a worse problem in the area as we have had in the past, and try to help
that problem which was the idea to the plan that was proposed and approved back in
February. All of the questions asked here of Mr. Peery concern is there going to be
physical construction now. Mr. McCully stated he thinks that is obsoletely vital,
because commitments right now are not going to do any good. There is going to have to
be physical work done the ditch on portions of the ditch to come up with interim means
that will help alleviate the situation, this is what they are concerned with. Based on
some discussion earlier this morning he is at least hopeful right now that can take
place. He thinks it is going to take some concentrated effort and maybe within the
course of being within the next week or two. Some of the engineering details can be
verified. Can get commitments to go ahead and do some of this work. Problems being
talked about is agreements with the city, we have to do this and that. What we have to
do is get someone out there with a backhoe and dig the ditch, get the 24 inch tile out
of there. As Mr. Moore has stated it is a log jam for everybody, everybody wants to
have that done, that's in the county, its part of the plans that have all ready been
approved and if Michael says it is Ok, Mr. McCully says go ahead and do it, don't worry
whether theres money in escrow, but go ahead and do it. Also, the size of the pond
there is discussion about that, maybe oversizing that a little bit more to buy some
additional insulation which is not a major factor, plus a couple other things that have
been talked about. At this point Mr. McCully stated they are talking and hopefully can
come up with some kind of interim solution that doesn't solve the problem, but at least
helps minimize the risk, and they will be able to come back to the drainage board in
good conscience at another meeting and tell yOU that under the circumstances, its not
what we want, its not what we thought everybody had when the commitments were made in
February, but it is something that we think we can live with in good conscience until
the entire project is completed. This is where we are right now. Thank You!
Sue W. Scholer asked if there was anyone else that wanted to make any comments.
Don Sooby, Lafayette City Engineer; stated that the 24 inch pipe is under discussion now
for the removing of, is part of the lower part of the project, removal of it and the
construction of ditches. A good hard look needs to be taken at doing a part of the
project we could be creating a worse situation.
It would be fine if the lower part was
built from the inlet where it crosses Creasey Lane up to and including the removed tile,
if the tile is pulled out and don't get it on down to the inlet where it crosses Creasey
Lane you are subjecting the lands below to possible flooding that they do not have now.
If there is a partial solution here he thinks we need to take a very careful look at it
and make sure that we are not aggravating the situation.
Sue W. Scholer asked if there was anyone else who would like to make any comment. She
stated that we will be hearing from the Wal-Mart people in the interim or see them at
the next regular drainage board meeting in November, hopefully there will be progress
made between now and then.
LUR
Robert Grove representing LUR stated he is here not to get approval, but just to give an
update report of what is going on with this project and do get some comments from the
board and the surveyors consultant. This project is providing part of regional
detention basin. A preliminary plan was presented previously and a conceptional
approval was given for the regional basin. Today he is pointing out some progress of
construction plans submitted to the surveyor. LUR is obligated in their process to pick
up the water from the north which they have to coordinate the consultants on McCarty
Lane. Mr. Grove stated that Stewart Kline's original regional plan required 15 acre
feet, they are providing 16.4 acre feet in their basin which will eventually hook on to
the basins up stream, they would provide an interim ditch connection to the existing
ditch as they anticipate the project will go first.
They are providing the Phase II
basin before Phase I basin. One thing he wanted to bring to the attention of the board
and also to Mr. Sooby's. The project calls for the abandon of the 48 inch storm sewer
that is in there now. That storm sewer is an easement, the land owned by Cloverleaf
development corporation, the easement is in favor of Caterpillar. They are not actually
constructing there basin on that easement, part of their outfall structure would be. He
thinks they can build the basin and the outfall structure on to the easement that
Caterpillar has with their ag.eement however part of this plan would be road way and a
fence which would be pushing the storm easement rights, this needs to be addressed by
the city along with the McCarty Lane project. He thinks if Caterpillar obviously needs
the ditch to survive they are going to be willing to work with LUR, but the city would
ultimately want to own 60 foot easement. There is a drive in part of that, half is
being used by Cloverleaf now, they would use the other half, he doesn't know how
Cloverleaf would look at having someone right behind their drive.
This has not been
discussed with them. Basically at this point they have coordinated with McCarty Lane
project and have met the requirements with the regional over all basin. The internal
review process is not complete, but they are heading in that direction hopefully by next
month they can come into next months drainage board meeting to request final approval at
least on the drains portion. Michael stated we are pretty close and Ilene has a few

questions she wants to get information from Bob this morning in order to finalize a few
things. Michael stated the plan is following the scheme presented by Mr. Kline on his
overall storm water management for the McCarty Lane Caterpillar and LUR combination of
the three. This was just to inform the board that LUR is still on track and will be
here in a month to request final approval. Sue asked if they would have the easement or
something worked out. Robert answered that this has to be worked out between now and
the next meeting.
It does not really affect what LUR does, they could go ahead and
provide that, they could not provide the drive and the fence without the easement
situation being resolved, it could be done later, a fence could be put on their property
line, that would have to be moved once the city acqtJired that easement and built the
rest of the basin, they intend to fence everything clear down to where they are tieing
in, and a portion of their own detention area. Michael stated this will be a city
maintained facility and one of their requirements was the drive and the fence. there may
be a couple things that need to be worked out between the owners.
Mr. Hoffman asked if they would comply with the notices of the ordinance. Michael had a
question of where do they stop? At the Wea as it is on the upper end of the Wilson
branch. Robert stated they are intending to fence the basin. Mr. Hoffman stated that
does not make any difference it is the amount of water that comes through there he again
stressed the ordinance requirement states everybody affected down to the outlet has to
be notified. Michael stated the outlet is a 48 inch pipe it is at least 500 feet from
the Wilson branch all in one owner. Michael asked if notification is to be sent to the
one owner or everybody downstream on the Wilson Branch. Mr. Hoffman asked if there
would be more water going into the Wilson Branch? No more water, the pipe size is the
same. Mr. Hoffman stated the only one to notify according to the ordinance is the one
owner. Mr. Grove stated they will address the notification and the easement in their
plans. He thanked the board for their time~
There being no further business Eugene R. Moore moved to adjourn the meeting at 9:40
A.M., seconded by Keith McMillin,

Sue W. Scholer, Chairman

ATTEST:
Keith McMillin, Board Member
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Eugene R. Moore, Board member
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Maralyn D.~rner, Executive Secretary

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 7, 1990
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met in regular session with Sue W. Scholer,
Chairman calling the meeting to order at 9:00 A.M. in the Community Meeting room of the
Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third Street, Lafayette, Indiana.
Those present were' Keith W. McMillin and Eugene R. Moore, Board members; Michael J.
Spencer, Surveyor; Ilene Dailey Drainage Consultant; J. Frederick Hoffman, Drainage
Attorney; and Maralyn D. Turner, Executive Secretary, others present are on file.
JOHN HOFFMAN DITCH DITCH

JOHN
HOFFMAN
DITCH

C. J. Baker whose address is Box 13, Route 2, Rossville, Indiana 46065, a property owner
with in the John Hoffman ditch stated that he has 160 acres in the Northwest corner of
Clinton County. He is a conservationist and about one fourth of his land is in wood
land and half of his land that is designated as being in the John Hoffman watershed is
woodland. His policy is to not cut any living trees. He feels that the trees are an
investment for the future generations. He asked that all woodlands be exempted from the
drainage assessment, except those woodlands which are utilized for dwellings or
livestock production. Mr. Baker's letter is on file.
Sue W. Scholer asked if there was a legal ability to respond to that type of request?
Mr. Hoffman stated he doesn't believe there is anything in the law that allows that. He
will check for the information, but to the best of his knowledge there is no provision
in the law for exempting any property that drains from the drainage assessment if it is
in the drainage area, you have the power to set different rates.
Mr. Hoffman asked Mr. Baker if he was talking about his assessment of the ground with in
the conservationist reserve?
Mr. Hoffman asked if it is classified forest, or
classified with the state?
Mr. Baker stated he has not formally entered his land as a
classified forest, but he would be glad to do so, if this would make a difference. Mr.
Hoffman stated if it was reconstruction assessment you would do it with benefits and
damages, but maintenance he thinks the statue requires that it be uniform.
Mr. Hoffman stated again he will check this out and get back with the board and Mr.
Baker.
Road 350 SOllt h Phase I II
James Gulick PE of Bernardin Lochmueller and Associates introduced Steve Grundhoefer,
Project Engineer for the 350 South Phase III project. Bernardin Lochmueller and
Associates are doing the road plans for County Road 350 South. Mr. Gulick gave
presentation of plans. The project starts just west of US 52 -350 South and heads in a
northeasterly direction crossing US 52, north over the Norfolk and Western Railroad and
ties into State Road 38 East at the intersection with Road 475 East. The project area
is very poorly drained, there are no real drainage outlets in the area, it is served by
field tiles. Looking at the Aerial photo there is an area west of US 52 and North of
present 350 south, a low area that is not outletted to any area, water collects in the
area evaporates, percolates through the soil. Just east of Us 52 about 500 feet there
is a natural swale that head from south to north, it drains to a lower area which is
served by an existing field tile.
In looking at the project they had to give a lot of thought as there is no existing
creek in the area for them to find a suitable outlet. One of the first considerations
they had to do was to be aware of, was they had to meet the drainage board requirements
for the Elliott ditch watershed and come up with a concept of where they were going to
take the water. At first they thought they could have it go the way it is now and hook
into the drainage tiles. They met with Steve Murray and Michael Spencer in regards to
various options to explore. Michael had explained that allot of the drainage tiles were
over taxed and that it would not be a very good idea to introduce more water into the
tiles. The only other options that they could come up with, that would be to collect
all water in the side ditches along the road way and take them into a northeasterly
direction along 350 South and come up with some type of design for a detention pond in
the area just south east of the over pass of the railroad is going to be. From that
they could outlet into a pipe that would roughly parallel with the railroad for about
1800-2000 feet until it opened up into a ditch on the railroad, then it could go under
the new corrugated metal pipe arch at the railroad, under State Road 38 East and
eventually into the Elliott ditch. One thing that made the project difficult was that
it is very flat in the area and they have a long way to go without any relief. They are
very concerned if they could drain the ditches to that. After making a study, they
found it possible to go meet with Ilene Dailey of the Christopher 8urke Engineering and
discuss their concepts and have their input of how they might model the situation.
Steve Grundhoefer, Project Engineer gave presentation of the six different sub areas and
the detention pond and how it would work. Looking at a 50 year storm of the undeveloped
area which is allowable for Tippecanoe County Drainage Ordinance for road way project.
Looking at the limited slope outlet sewer it was undesirable to release the water at the
allowable 50 year rate, therefore they tried to use just a 10 year storm on all the
undeveloped area. This includes the area which would be outside the right of way which
ideally would not have to be retained at all. Assuming there was all ready a ditch
along the proposed road way which would be intercepting the sub areas, direct the water
to the proposed detention pond. Using the 10 year storm on the undeveloped area running
it through TR-20 to determine the allowable release rate from the detention pond. The
result of the TR-20 model of the undeveloped area gave a peak flow rate in the detention
pond of 63.5 cfs, this would he the allowable release rate of the detention pond.
Taking the 100 year storm on the developed areas and run it through the TR-20 model came
up with the peak flow rate into the detention pond for 100 year storm 116.6 cfs. These
two items were then used to determine the actual size of the detention pond and the
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outlet sewer. They looked at several different sizes for detention pond outlet sewer
using pond two.
Due tp the limited slope of the outlet sewer .11 percent, it was
determined that a very large and expensive outlet sewer would be required to release it
to the allowable rate of 63.5 cfs. Because the job required a large amount of fill for
the bridge and the detention pond is located beside the bridge, it was decided to
increase the size of the detention pond and thereby reduce the size of the outlet sewer
required. This would save money on both the outlet pipe and the borrow by reducing the
haul distance.
The excavation of the detention pond could be used for the bridge fill which would
reduce the cost of both the outlet sewer, allowing smaller pipe, and decreasing the
earth work as the excavation of the pond could be used on the bridge fill.
Shorter haul
distance etc. They modeled several sizes of detention ponds.
A 30" reinforced concrete
outlet sewer was selected because it provided an acceptable peak water elevation in the
detention pond and was more economical than the larger size outlet pipes. The 250' X
135' detention pond was selected because it provided the most storage per elevation and
it also provided the most fill for the bridge. With the 30' outlet sewer the peak
outflow would be 21 cfs for a 100 year storm. This is considerablY less than the
allowable release rate of 63.49 cfs. The peak pond elevation for 100 year storm would
be 660.05 this would stay within the ditch that is proposed. Mr. Grundhoefer then
presented the graph of the peak flows and cfs verses time.
Mr. Gulick showed more detail of what the project will look like. The detention pond
will outlet into a 30" pipe go into a north easterly direction, run parallel to the
railroad, the 30" pipe will cross an existing easement for the existing sanitary sewer
that is coming from Dayton, it will come across and will be approximately 15 feet above
the elevation of the sanitary sewer, there should be no interference with the sanitary
sewer. At the outlet pipe they will ask to get a perpetual drainage easement. There
will be 30' strip of ground between the property line of the Norfolk and Western
Railroad and the existing utility easement for the sanitary sewer. They feel they can
get that between those two easement lines, pipe it through the 30" pipe. Where the
sanitary sewer is it is not on top.
It has an elevation of 10- 15' higher, offset away
from it. They feel there will be no long term maintenance problem between the two.
Going further east crossing underneath Newcastle Road, they are able to outlet into an
open ditch still staying within the easement area that they want runs down to existing
corrugated metal pipe that runs under the Norfolk & Western Railroad.
Railroad put in a
good size pipe two years ago and it is more than adenrrate to handle the flow, goes under
the railroad through the existing box culvert to the existing State Road 38 East into
the Elliott ditch watershed. Summary: They feel they have came up with a good solution
on two counts.
It takes care of allot of the drainage areas and releases them at a much
lower rate that will create any problems for Elliott ditch watershed, side benefit is
that they are able to get fill for the project from the detention pond. Result in an
overall economical solution of the problems in the area.
Mr. Hoffman asked is this water being drained in the area within the Elliott ditch
watershed area now? Answer-Yes.
Mr. Hoffman asked what affect will this pond have on the other ponds they have been
discussing in the whole plan of the Elliott ditch?
Michael Spencer answered- Only that it is reducing the run off rate.
Mr. Gulick stated it would take care of 52 acres. Part of it would be highway right of
way and part of it is off the proposed right of way.
It is taking care of some of the
,'lrea out there.
Mr. Hoffman asked how deep will be pond be? Depth 10 feet, when it fills up with
elevation it will have six feet deep of water before it starts lowering down.
Mr. Hoffman asked how long is the water going to stand? Rough calculations have been
done. A 100 year elevation on the Elliott ditch is approximately 2 feet above the low
level of the pond. Figured it would take from time of peak 5-8 hours to empty down to
the level of the Elliott ditch, then it will be controlled by how slow the Elliott ditch
goes down.
Mr. Hoffman asked if they were going to put a fence around it?

Yes.

Michael Spencer stated it was going to be in a right of way.
It will be in the right of way that the County will require for the Highway

project.

Mr. Hoffman asked if the outlet was going to be a legal drain from the pond to the
Elliott Ditch? Michael asked if he meant the tile? Yes-outlet tile from Detention
Pond. This has not been discussed. Mr. Gulick stated they would be willing to go
either way the drainage board would require them to go.
Mr. Hoffman stated it looks as if we have some easement problem if it is because it
looks to him with 30 feet will not be able to get in there very easily.
Michael stated with the depth he feels it will be OK with 30 feet, it just does not meet
the 25 foot minimum on each side. The easement will be a part of the highway and not
just legal drain.
Sue W. Scholer had a question in regards to the impact on the pipes that the railroad
put in and into State Road 38 East as this is some water at this point in time goes
north rather than east. Are we impacting any of the capacity. Michael Spencer answered
with the reduction coming out of the detention basin, it should not impact it at all.
She asked Michael if he was looking at that, his answer was yes.
Mr. Hoffman asked how many people are they working with to acquire easements to get the
pipe from the pond up to the Elliott ditch.
Two property owners.

Road 350 South Phase I I I

Michael pointed out that the easement would be taken with right of way.
Sue W. Scholer stated that today they are asking for conceptual approval.
Michael Spencer stated he had received the drainage board consultants report, everything
was fine and they recommended conditional approval with proper erosion control
techniques be detailed in the plans and implemented during construction.
Sue W. Scholer asked Steve Murray if he had any recommendation or report.
Steve stated that they had originally discussed conceptual approval. At there last
meeting they had discussion that at this point final approval could be requested.
Michael stated he would have no problems in giving final approval to the plans
presented. Steve feels that every thing is in order for final approval.
Mr. Hoffman asked if it was going to resolve any increase in the water going into the
Elliott ditch from the way it is now? No.
If the answer is no, he sees nothing wrong
with granting final approval, but if there is going to be an adverse affect on the
people downstream by the amount of water being in there, then notice would have to be
sent.
Michael stated it is less than what they get today from the ten year storm event after
it comes out of the detention pond.
Mr. Hoffman stated he sees no problem in giving final approval with conditions.
Sue W. Scholer asked if they are changing the request from conceptual approval to final
approval. Mr. Gulick stated yes.
Eugene R. Moore moved to give
Road 350 South Phase III with
techniques be detailed in the
in, and that they acquire the

final approval to continue with plans presented for County
the following conditions:
that the proper erosion control
plans and implemented during construction, fences be put
easements, seconded by Keith McMillin, unanimous approval.

WAI -MART
For the records, Eugene abstained from the board as the project has conflict of
interest.
David Robinette representing Wal-Mart stated that he is here on the matter of getting
tabled from the last two drainage board meeting. Mr. Robinette stated they need to give
the board some assurance of what measures will be taken to help Treece Meadows. Since
the last meeting they have acquirerl the easements for the three parts of the downstream
off site channel. Michael has received the GTE easement agreement. They have expanded
on the onsite detention pond on the Wal-Mart site above the 500 year storm to hold two
100 year storms back to back which added above the 500 year storm of an extra 250,000
cfs, they went from 240,000 to 440,000 cubic feet of storage on their on site detention
pond. The third reach, the last reach of the off site channel they have taken the 24
inch restriction out of it, and it is still under construction, there are still some
things that need to be done per plans which is modifications to the 4 X 8 drainage
structure along Creasey Lane. Channel is in place, they just need to work on the box
where the concrete wingwaJ,ls goes
there is just a hole knocked into it now, just
need to go in and remove the whole side and pour wing: walls.
Mr. Hoffman asked if they were going to remove the whole box. Michael stated no, just
one side of it (east side).
It will be just a wall. Michael stated it will be more
like a headwall.
Mr. Robinette continued with stating that the on site detention pond has been finished.
He stated the City has money in escrow to build the channel ($600,000.00). The plans
have been designed by Christopher Burke Engineering. Mr. Robinette was not sure if they
would be used to build the channel, but this is what they used to build the lower
section of the channel. He stated he was not sure who was involved at this point with
the project as there as been different attorneys and engineers involved with the
project.
Mr. Robinette stated they have taken some other measurers which is between Mr. Long and
Wal-Mart. They have decided to add some additional storage for the Caterpillar water
that comes in on the southwest corner, the drain around Treece Meadows that is
additional undeveloped 80 acres that spills in. Wal-Mart is providing some storage as
there is some problems with flow across the property, they have worked an agreement out
with Mr. Long. Mr. Robinette stated he would let Mr. McCully who represents Mr. Long
talk at this time to see if they have any comments.
Tom McCully stated he was not sure specifically what was on the agenda today. Michael
stated it was more less for the board to hear an up dated report from Wal-Mart in
regards as to what has been done to meet some of the requirements that had been
requested. Acquire the easements, remove the 24 inch pipe, the additional storage.
Just report to the board that they are doing what they said they were going to do.
Mr. McCully stated on be half of Bill Long at the last meeting we were talking about the
fact that initially the whole ditch was going to be built, but because of the time they
were looking for some interim solution or precautions to prevent something happening
this winter until the ditch can be built this next year. Last month the three things
were discussed which has just been mentioned including the two 100 year storm events
back to back. He understands that the 24 inch tile was removed last week, the ditch has
been constructed on an interim bases, not pursuant to the plan th~t the board approved
last February. He understands that it is a temporary situation that has been discussed
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with Michael, the City, and Wal-Mart to try to accommodate things at this time. He
stated there are some refinements that need to be made. The rest of the box needs to be
removed, where the ditch makes a bend there is a problem and that is to be taken care of
today. He stated on the Caterpillar thing they have seen calculations and has been
reviewed by their engineer that it is just a temporary situation to accommodate things
until the ditch is built. What they are here today to say is that even though this is
not what we had anticipated last February given the situation now, they are satisfied
with the way Wal-Mart is proceeding in good faith, they feel Wal-Mart is doing what they
are commented to do and will finish it. They are prepared they have no objection to the
current situation and they will leave it to the desecration of the board to see what
they wish to do at this point.
Mr. Hoffman Asked about the three easements? Is that all the easements that are
necessary? There is one outstanding easement and that is Mr. Long's. Mr. McCully
stated that he thinks their original agreement with Wal-Mart was that they were not
going to give them the last easement until they finished the ditch.
Michael asked them if they were allowing Wal-Mart to build the ditch without actually
granting an easement? Mr. McCully stated not until they get all the interim situations
taken care, final plans approved, then they will proceed with their easement.
Sue W. Scholer stated that easement is going to be released upon final plan approval and
completion of the construction on the interim, not completion of the final.
Mr. McCully
stated this is correct. Mr. McCully stated they understand there may be some
modifications in the plans, therefore they do not want to give final approval until they
are sure.
Michael asked Don Sooby if he knew what some of the changes were?

His answer - NO.

Mr. Hoffman stated he wanted to get it clear in regards to the easement from Long; will
be granted after two things are done. The plans for the final ditch are approved, and
the temporary ditch is in. Mr. McCully stated it was the three things that had been
discussed. Two are done, one is almost completed, and the third is under construction.
Mr. Hoffman stated: you won't make them wait until the final ditch is completed. Mr.
McCully stated that is correct, they just want to make sure all the interim solutions
are constructed and in place, and that the plans are approved to accomplish the final
solution. Mr. Hoffman asked if they had given them approval to go ahead and put in the
temporary ditch. This is correct.
Sue W. Scholer asked if this was in a form agreement. Mr. McCully stated they had
discussed this morning that they have a verbal agreement and this will be confirmed by
letter this week. Sue asked that the board be furnished a copy of the agreement, Mr.
McCully stated they will send a copy to the board.
Don Sooby asked under these discussions who is to approve the final plans, is Bill Long
one of the approvers of the final plans? Bill Long stated they have no say to the final
approval of the plans. Mr. McCully stated they had nothing to do with the approval of
the original plans, but they understand now they are going to be modified, therefore
someone is going to have to give.approval, and he assumes it is going to be the County
drainage board. Michael stated what ever the modifications are he has heard battered
around, but he has not seen any. This is all Mr. McCully has heard.
Sue W. Scholer asked if there was any additional action that needs to be taken at this
time.
Mr. Robinette stated Wal-Mart just wants to be able to clear as to when the City will
issue occupancy permit; that they won't feel the drainage board is holding them back
from granting them occupancy.
If vote could be taken on the revised drainage plan
temporary matters.
Mr. Hoffman stated since it is in the City's jurisdiction to grant occupancy. All the
County Drainage Board can do when the plans are there is approve the plans, at this
time the board has no authority. Michael stated acknowledgement of what they have done,
and to the fact they are acting in good faith. Mr. Hoffman stated that they have
reported to the board of what we requested two meetings ago and told us what the status
is, they have most of it done ~xcept one easement, but as far as granting occupancy
permits etc., that's in the City jurisdiction, all the County Drainage Board can do is
approve plans when the work is completed. David Robinette stated that Wal-Mart just
wants to open their store, the channel didn't get built there are allot of different
elements that have been involved in regards to the channel not being built. He hopes
that everyone realizes, and Michael does realize that the ditch is a band aid measure
for Treece Meadows that their worries won't be over until the regional detention pond
and the ditch around it will be completed, he hopes that anybody else who request a
development in the area will share some of the cost like Wal-Mart has to help out Treece
Meadows.
Sue W. Schnier asked what the status of the plans were at this point.
Michael stated from his stand point the plans are in a status that they could be
approved. Michael stated he does not know how the city stands on it if they have any
changes they want to make, discussion has been held, but Michael stated he is not sure.
Mr. Hoffman stated this should come before the Urban Review committee. Mr. Hoffman
stated they have had this before the committee, but needs to be reviewed again by the
committee to make a recommendation to the County Board. Michael stated he is satisfied
with. Sue W. Scholer stated the question is are there going to be modifications to the
plans. Michael stated he did not know if there would be modifications.
Sue W. Scholer stated that the board is in a position at this point to just acknowledge
that the board is in agreement with everything that seems to be happening, but until we
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know that the plans that Michael has looked at are the final plans the board really
can't take any actions at this time. The plans will have to come back as the final
plans. Michael agreed.
Mr. Robinette stated that it was not in the hands of Wal-Mart and he hoped that the
board realized that.
They started preparing the plans less than a month after the
Drainage Board meeting in February, 1990, it was PORTRAYED that the Wal-Mart actually
did nothing for the last ten months. They have communicated everything. Being people
from out of town trying to work over the phone, flying in from time to time has not gone
as quickly as should have, but they have been working. He had just talked with Mr.
Sooby that as far as being able to open the store on time as long as they provide the
city that everything is fine.
In summary in all good faith Wal-Mart has done their part
from the drainage part.

Michael stated that Robert Grove had called and asked to be removed from the agenda.
DEWEY!! OFFI AND
Sue W. Scholer stated she had a letter from Montgomery County Drainage Board. Mr.
Hoffman read letter from James M. Kirtley, Chairman of the Montgompry County Drainage
Board asking for Tippecanoe County Drainage Board to appoint two board members to the
joint board for Dewey/Loffland ditch. Letter is on file.
Eugene R. Moore moved to give
approval to the appointment of Mr. Hershcel Gentry, former Hendricks County Commissioner
as the fifth committee member and appoint Keith W. McMillin and Eugene R. Moore as
Tippecanoe County board member to the Dewey/Loffland joint board, seconded by Keith W.
McMillin, unanimous approval.
There being no further business to come before the board, Keith W. McMillin moved to
adjourn, seconded by Eugene R. Moore, unanimous approval.

Sue W. Scholer, Chairman

Atte,t,

~Q~.

Mar~ner, Executive Secretary

Keith E. McMillin, Board Member
December 5, 1990 Regular Drainage Board Meeting

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING, WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 9, 1991
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, January 9, 1991 in the Community
meeting room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third Street, Lafayette,
Indiana with Nola Gentry calling the meeting to order for the re-organization of the
board. therefore she invited J. Frederick Hoffman drainage attorney to presirl a
Those present were: Keith E. McMillin, Hubert D. Yount, Board Members; Michael J.
Spencer, Surveyor; Ilene Dailey Consultant Drainage Engineer; J. Frederick Hoffman
Drainage Board Attorney; Don Sooby, City Engineer; and Maralyn D. Turner Executive
Secretary.

Mr. Hoffman asked for nominations from the floor for board chairman. Keith McMillin
nominated Nola J. Gentry as chairman, seconded by Hubert Yount, there being no other
nominations from the floor Nola J. Gentry was unanimously elected chairman of the board.
Mr. Hoffman turned the meeting over to Ms. Gentry to conduct the remainder of the
meeting.
Ms. Gentry asked for nominations from the floor for vice-chairman of the board. Keith
McMillin nominated Hubert Yount as vice-chairman, seconded by Nola J. Gentry, there
being no further nominations from the floor, Hubert D. Yount was unanimously elected
vice-chairman of the board.
Ms. Gentry asked for nominations from the floor for Executive Secretary, Keith McMillin
~nminated Maralyn D. Turner as executive secretary, seconded by Hubert D. Yount, there
being no further nominations from the floor Maralyn D. Turner was unanimously elected
executive secretary.
Mr. Hoffman read the following ditches to be made active for the year 1991 J. A. Kuhns,
Ray Skinner, Gustav Swanson, and Shawnee Creek. A letter from White County Surveyor was
read to collect maintenance assessments on the Emmet Rayman ditch for 1991. Keith E.
McMillin moved to make these ditches active for assessment in the year 1991, seconded by
Hubert D. Yount, unanimously approved.
(See bottom of page for active and inactive ditches.)
ROAD 350 SOUTH
Stewart Kline of Kline and Associates presented final drainage plans for the project
Road 350 South. A preliminary plan had previously been presented and a conceptual
approval had been granted.
At this time they are developing plans for three separate projects along County Road 350
South as follows: Phase I Part I Cr 350 South from US 231 to CR 100 E. (9th Street)
Phase II Part 11 CR 350S from CR100 E to 250 E (Concord Road) Project II CR 350 S from
CR 250 E to approximately 0.3 mi les west of US 52. All three projects fall in the
Kirkpatrick ditch watershed except for a small section at the western terminus which
outlets along US 231 and eventually into Wea Creek. The existing conditions for
drainage are poor. Mr. Kline continued presentation which is on file.
What they
propose to do with the three projects is to use some road side channels and clean up
allot of the existing problems. They have broken down three major off-site locations.
Presentation continued on the new off-site surface flow channel.
Structure # 1 will be providing storage on the north side of new County Road 350 South
and outletting into the Wea Watershed.
Second point of discharge is at the Kirkpatrick ditch itself where a new box culvert
will be installed and channel improvements for downstream, at that point they will be
opening up the existing tile. The channel will be deepened going with the box culvert
sections allowing the existing pipe to be opened into the open flow channel, run down
and spill eventually into the extension of Elliott ditch. This will allow them to bring
more water more efficiently. This makes for a more economically feasible structure. At
this time the bridge would be extremely long and very shallow because it is more of
swale by defining the channel and dropping the depth will be able to cross in a much
shorter distance.
County Road 100 East they are basically discharging down 100 east the existing path that
flows down and back into the Kirkpatrick open ditch and tile system. Detention will be
provided at this point to try to minimize any affects there.
The fourth at Station 135+96 line "A" where water will be routed through the proposed
Valley Forge Subdivision storm water sewer system which eventually outfalls into the
Kirkpatrick. They have coordinated with Dale Kuhns with Valley Forge, they are
accepting the off-site water into their storm sewer system.
The fifth is at CR 150 E running down the existing slrlp rlltches again providing storage.
The last is a new overland ditch at Station 185+40 line "A" which runs south to the
northernmost branch of the Kirkpatrick surface flow.
This will provide detention ahead
that and bring the channel out to match the existing surface flow which is very shallow
and almost a sheet flow condition.
Detention is provided at several location.

Presentation continued.

The two major points of detention are east of the Conrail Railroad at that point they
will be holding the water before it ever crosses, catching the water that sheet flows to
the south to the Kirkpatrick ditching it and doing major detention at the point holding
both north and south prior to reaching CR 150.
Mr. Kline stated all in all it is an improvement of a very poor situation up and down
the line. By holding at the top of the shed they eliminate problems from all the way
down the watershed. Mr. Kline asked if there were any questions.

Hubert Yount asked at Valley Forge going into the storm sewer, what is the capacity
realization for the future as it is developed, are you in good condition there so we
won't have any problems the back up in Valley Forge? Mr. Kline stated as Valley Forge
develops the storm wate, going into the County system should decrease because they are
designing for existing flow conditions.
As developers come in there they are going to
have to meet drainage ordinance and hold back the 10 year pre-developed, so they are
assuming that their peak that we are giving to Mr. Kuhns now is the maximum.
Mr. Yount
stated then we are still going to be in a safe condition when the developers come in.
Mr. Kline stated as the developers come in we will actually have excess capacity.
Michael Spencer, surveyor asked what they were going to do in the mean time before the
development takes place over on Valley Forge?
If there system is not in place how is
you,s going to work? Mr. Kline answered if it comes to a point where Valley Forge is
not going to be in place prior to our development we will have to go on down to 150 and
take it south.
Nola Gentry asked then there is capacity at ISO? Mr. Kline stated they would have to
rebuild the ditch, but that is the existing path and will be ,educed.
It would mean
greater construction expenses, which they are trying to avoid.
One of the big problems
in the shed is that there is not enough fall.
To get the water down to the Kirkpatrick,
they would have to take the larger volume of the water that they were going to route
throughout Valley Fo,ge they would have to do considerable ditch work to get it there.
Mr. Hoffman asked how much additional distance would you have?
around Valley Forge? Yes, at least a half of a mile.

Mr. Kline asked to go

Hubert Yount stated they would have to do some reconstruction on those existing ditches
down there.
Mr. Kline stated right, they would have extend Project I.
Hubert asked if
they had enough right of way to do that? Mr. Kline asked down ISO? Yes, under the
present plans the answer is no.
It is the assumed that the present plans is that the
Valley Forge development occurs prior to our development.
Hubert stated if it does not,
then we will have to acquire the ,ight of way to do that.
Mr. Kline stated we will have
to acquire right of way, this is 100 E (South Ninth).
Michael stated comes back west along the south side of 350 South, then south along the
east side of Ninth Street.
If they plat subdivision they would have to grant that
additional right of way which is not platted today, therefore we do not have it.
Stewart Kline stated we do not have the right of way to build the ditch if they don't
build, then we don't have their storm sewe, system in place.
Hubert stated then we are
ahead of them if we acquire ,ight of way on South Ninth Street prior to that platting.
Mr. Kline stated this is right.
Steve Murray Highway Engineer, stated he does not anticipate that being a majo, problem
in that we have met with the developer and supplied him with information.
He has been
cooperative.
The half width right of way dedication for that side of South Ninth
Street, 50 or 60 feet based on the tho,oughfare plan.
He thinks if the worse case
develops here where Valley Forge did not have or was not ,eady to put their storm
improvements in at the time we go to construction that the developer would be willing to
grant us the extra right of way knowing full well that when he plats he has to give that
right of way up.
We would use that primarily as a temporary solution to drain the water
from this small portion of 350 South, south along South Ninth along the east side of the
road down to the Kirkpatrick.
Basically that is just a back up solution, and rather
than to go into it without a back up we feel we have ourselves covered from both sides.
Hubert asked what does that do to our road construction?
Steve asked as far as the 350 South job? Yes.
Steve - Nothing substantial. HubertHow about on Ninth Street? Steve - It should not affect that either.
Hubert, but you
are ultimately going to have to widen there? Steve - Eventually, yes they are hoping
to.
There is going to be a need for it in a ve,y fpw short years.
Nola J. Gentry asked if there were any questions or comments from those present.
Ed Pu,dy property owne, on Road 231 South.
His family farm is on the south end of the
drainage system.
He is very concerned about removing the existing tile, it is
functional and preforms adequately for the agricultural commitment that it was initially
built for.
He realizes that with the development upstream there probably is a need for
a better drainage system.
He would like for the system not to be opened if anything
improving the size of tile.
The area that it runs through is real rough ground and he
feels if it is opened there will be allot of erosion in that area.
The sub base is sand
& gravel and he thinks that all of us know it would be difficult to maintain slopes on a
ditch with a base of sand and gravel.
What is there now is the existing system, the
excess water runs over the surface and there appears to be no erosion.
He stated since
the board (Commissioners) are new, he would like for them to come out to the site and
look over the area and see what is being talked about and presented.
He thinks to do
some of these things at this time the way they a,e proposing to do they are short sided
for the future for the whole system.
If the board would come out he would be more than
happy to show them the area.
Michael asked Ed if he was talking about the part of the ditch at the Kirkpatrick north
of the proposed Road 350 South. Steve stated basically where the tile is going to be
taken out and replace it with an open channel.
Ed stated he is not familiar with the
other thing they are talking about on US 231 where your talking about some other
detention area, this is new to him.
Steve stated it is the water that is going to be
stored in the ditches, the controlled structure will be a cross pipe under 350.
Ed
pointed out the area he was talking about is a habitat for wildlife.
Tearing that out
the wildlife is going to be disturbed. Discussion continued.
Fred Hoffman asked how long of a stretch a,e you talking about? Mr. Kline 800-900 feet.
Mr. Hoffman asked how big is the pipe? Michael stated the existing pipe is
approximately 27-30 inch.
Nola asked if it would hold or would it have to be open for
this to work.
Michael stated they are not going to be allowed to put the road water
into the ti Ie.
It drains overland today, after construction release rate is acceptable
it could drain the same way today.
Mr. Purdy stated what you have is the tile in there
now is performing, there is no surface drainage.
Mr. Purdy hates for them to jerk that
tile out and always have surface drainage there, if the tile is left in and if the

system was regraded and cut back and smoothed out, then maybe you could take care of the
run off easier.
It is simply not a problem to his farm as it is today.
Today there is
no problem, if you tear it out it is going to be a continuous flow of water.
There is
flow in the tile at all times, if you remove it there will surely be continuous flow in
the ditch.
Mr. Hoffman asked how deep is the tile from the surface? Mr. Purdy statprl he did not
know, he feels it is quite deep because the elevation of the banks is probably 25 feet.
Discussion continued.
Mr. Purdy stressed again he is requesting the board to see the project before they grant
approval to the proposed drainage plans.
Mr. Hoffman asked how deep were they going to have the water in the side ditches where
they are going to have storage? Stewart Kline - 4 feet or less in compliance with the
ordinance.
Discussion continued.
Nola asked if we had a major storm what would be the depth in the side ditches on
storage? Steve Murray stated this can't really be answered without computer
calculations.
Mr. Hoffman asked how long is it going to be before it drains out and
will it create a traffic hazard? Answer - In a matter of hours, and no hazard to
traffic as it is in the side ditches.
Discussion continued.
Jack Coffman property owner of Fairfield Contractors 3310 Concord Road.
Property is at
NE corner of 350 and Concord Road.
He recommended that the bDard not give approval to
the proposed drainage plans submitted until they have a chance to review the affect on
their property of this design.
Nola asked if there were any other comments on this project.
steve Murray stated an over all comment of this project is that it takes up a very large
area an improvement that the county highway department has been working on for quite
some time, do to the SIA plant being put into Tippecanoe County.
It has gone through
the normal channels.
Basically according to the drainage boards consultant it meets the
drainage codes.
He realizes that Ed Purdy has some concerns and he certainly has no
problem delaying judgement on this for another month if the board would like to come out
and become more familiar with the project and what is actually going to happen.
He did
point out that we have had conceptual approval, as stated the drainage board consultant
has reviewed the calculations and documentation with some additional information to be
supplied to them they do recommend conditional approval.
Back tQ the out fall to the
Kirkpatrick and removing a portion of the tile.
The primary reason that was done was
what Stu had mentioned to begin with, if we would try to put a bridge in there or a
battery culverts, we would have a long very expensive part to maintain bridge structure,
so at that time they took a look at putting in concrete box structures to keep the cost
down, plus maintenance cost down for the future and looking at it they found out that
from the hydraulics by taking that portion of the tile out it would actually cause the
rest of the tile up stream to function better.
Again we would have no objection to
delaying this for a month.
Delaying he feels will not affect the development of the
project.
Hubert D. Yount moved to table the action on the Road 350 South project until next
meeting so the board can go out to the project and give Mr. Coffman of Fairfield
Contractors a chance to review the plans, seconded by Keith E. McMillin, unanimous
approval.
MCCARTY LANE
Nola J. Gentry stated that McCarty Lane was not an agenda item, but that some of the
preliminary drainage report is ready for the McCarty Lane.
We will listen to the
report, but no action will be taken today.
Stewart Kline presented the preliminary drainage plans.
Presentation was given in the
July II, 1990 meeting and at that time conceptual approval to McCarty Lane drainage plan
and LUR as presented for the over all regional detention plans.
Stewart Kline stated this is an interesting drainage problem with the existing Kepner
ditch being overwhelmed.
They will be coming with a four lane urbanized roadway section.
Again he stated the solution is to build a regional deterltion facility which will be
built in three phases that have already been presented.
Phase I is to be built by the
city.
Phase II LUR.
Phase III Caterpillar Tractor Inc.
It uses property currently owned by LUR and Caterpillar Tractor to detain the already
existing problem.
Presentation continued and is on file.
Discussion continued.
Phase III will be built as they develop.
Caterpillar is retaining the rights to enlarge
the Phase I pond to meet their development needs.
Hubert asked if this would occur as
they developed.
Answer - yes.
Nola Gentry asked how wide is Phase I? Mike Peterson stated about 100 feet.
Hubert
asked how deep? Mike Peterson stated the maximum depth in the whole basin is 8 feet,
and a 7 foot chain length fence is around Phase II.
Mr. Hoffman stated there would be a
fence because of the requirement to the ordinance.
Hubert asked how much water would it
hold.
Mike Peterson stated there is 18 acre feet in Phase I, 16 acres feet Phase II,
and 26 acre feet in Phase III.
Hubert asked if they are talking about carrying water in
that at all times.
Mike Peterson stated there will be a flow of water because of the
Layden ditch to the north which brings water across from McCarty Lane down through the
system.
It is not actually a wet bottom pond, it is a ditch that will be used to
detain.
Stewart Kline stated the city will have ownership of the entire pro~prtv Phase I, Phase
II, and Phase III properties.
LUR will install the maintenance road in the Phase II
pond and fence in that section.
City will install the fence, the ultimate ownership and
maintenance will be the city for the entire project.

Nola J. Gentry asked if there were some down stream problems that this is going to
create? Michael Spencer stated this should help down stream property because they are
making a regional facility. Currently there are some flooding problems along McCarty
Lane. The pipe going into the Wilson branch is not going to change from what it is
today as a certain capacity. Nola asked, then this would be a controlled. Michael
stated it will be controlled by the existing pipes. Mr. Hoffman asked if this storage
was going to help on the storage that is needed on the Wal-Mart project and on the
Wilson (below)? Is it going to assist in our need there for the whole Elliott ditch
system storage. Michael stated it will help, it is not connected with the Wal-Mart
other than they both drain to the Wilson branch. They are not going to take water away
from one and the other. The Caterpillar area when it is developed it will come south
instead of going east. Technically it is going to help, it is not going to create any
additional problems. Mr. Hoffman asked if this storage will help on the storage
problem at Elliott ditch that has been talked about at Ivy Tech? Michael stated at this
time it won't make a difference.
Hubert asked how big of pipe is it that is coming out of there going to Wilson ditch?
Answer - 48 inch.
Stewart Kline stated at this time the outfall will be reduced. The pipe that outfalls
to the Wilson is capable of discharging 108 cfs. What happens now that there is like
road way flooding on surface. Water isn't taken into the tile and spills out over land
and kind of floods the properties along Creasey and gets into the Wilson. This is an
additional 100 cfs plus the will be integrated into the system and stopped. Won't have
that surface flow condition that vnlJ have now, everything will be held and the release
will be held to the capacity of the existing tile.
It will still be the 48 inch pipe
with 108 cfs. They will eliminate the run around that happens now where all the surface
flow seeps and eventually gets down to the Wilson, that will all be trapped by the LUR
development and the roadway. This will bring it into the pond and still hold the water
way to the 108 cfs, this should be improved with the downstream.
Michael Spencer stated when Caterpillar develops it will be rerouted and the water will
come south instead of going east into Treece.
Mr. Hoffmans asked if this required Core of Engineer approval.

Answer - No.

Don Sooby, City Engineer stated this is the project the City has been working quite some
time. They are getting close to right of way acquisition and hope to complete getting
those by the end of 1991. Hopefully in 1992 get the project program for Federal funds
for construction work to begin. They have worked with Caterpillar and LUR in developing
this regional detention pond to the benefit of the whole drainage area. On behalf of
the city he encourage the drainage board approval at the earliest opportunity on this
project.
Stewart Kline stated the project has been reviewed the county drainage consultant. The
pond itself and the watershed analysis and there is no problem with the water
construction capacity. The consultant is wanting at this point is that this being a
fairlY large shed and the master model that is being developed by Burke and Associates
for the Elliott system. They want to be able to bring this into their master model
since it is significant.
Ilene Dailey, drainage consultant stated that would help answer some of the questions in
regards of what affect this would have on other basins.
stewart Kline stated it will
increase the accuracy of the model we are looking at a 2 hour storm event and they are
looking at a 24 hour storm event. That controls for the Elliott as a whole, but does
not control for us, so what we have to do to provide for them or wnrk with them in some
manner in updating their report as to convert this model to the 24 for the master. He
thinks as far as the design for this, there is a consensus that this is where it stands,
and this is what is good for the Kepner ditch watershed.
Hubert Yount asked at Navco and Far bee problem does it all go into this watershed?

Yes.

Discussion and presentation continued.
Jim Shook representing LUR recommended approval at the right time.
Michael stated this project will be on the agenda of the February, 1991 meeting.
Mr. Hoffman asked if notices had been mailed to property owners? Per Kline notices had
been sent stating this would be presented at todays meeting, but no action would be
taken, copies of these letters are in the file.
Michael stated that basically the same pipes are being used that are there now, not
changing, and there is no assessments.
WETLANDS - 1990 USDA
Michael Spencer presented copies of information on Wetlands - 1990 USDA. Discussion of
Wetlands. Michael asked Mr. Hoffman how this affects the drainage board in regards to
Maintenance and Reconstruction. Mr. Hoffman will check into this and brush burning. He
has written legislatures in regards to brush burning, and he will check on Michaels
concern in regards to the reconstruction schedules. Mr. Hoffman stated we all should
write our legislatures in regards to these two subjects. He will make a report to the
board as soon as he has an answer.

The,e being no fu,the, business, Hube,t Yount moved to adjou,n the meeting at 10:05 A.M.
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ArTIVE AND INACTIVE DITCHES
M,. Hoffman ,ead the following ditches to be made active fo, the yea, 1991
J. A. Kuhns,
Ray Skinne" Gustav Swanson, Cha,les E. Daughe,ty, John Hoffman and Shawnee C'eek. A
lette, f,om White County Su,veyo, was ,ead to collect maintenance assessments on the
Emmet Rayman ditch fo, 1991. Keith E. McMillin moved to make these ditches active fo,
assessment in the yea, 1991, seconded by Hube,t D. Yount, unanimously app,oved.

The following ditches we,e made Inactive fo, the yea, 1991 John Blickenstaff,
O. J. Bye,s and Beutle,/Gosma, Keith E. McMillin moved to make these ditches
inactive, seconded by Hubert D. Yount, unanimously approved.

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEET! NG
February 6, 1991
The meeting was called to order by Nola J. Gentry, Chairman, at 9:00 A.M. in the meeting
room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third Street, Lafayette,
Indiana.
Those present were: Nola J. Gentry, Keith E. McMillin, Hubert Yount, Tippecanoe County
Commissioners, Mike Spencer, County Surveyor, Eileen Dailey, David Luhrman, Rebecca
Irwin and Dorothy Emerson, Drainage Board Secretary.
Nola Gentry nominated Dorothy Emerson as Drainage Board Secretary, seconded by Keith
McMillin. Dorothy Emerson was elected as Drainage Board Secretary.
ROAn ::150 S
Nola Gentry called the meeting to order.
for Road 350 S.

First thing on agenda is the drainage plans

H. Stewart Kline stated that they did visit the site and did the one month delay as
requested. Mr. Kline asked the board if they wanted the project plans to be represented at this time.
Nola Gentry asked all present in the audience jf they wanted the drawings on the 350 S
project to be presented again.

The response was no.

H. Stewart Kline stated that they had presented addendums.
Nola Gentry asked Mr. Kline if he had made any changes.
Mr. Kline said the only changes that have been made were from meetings with Fairfield
Builders. They changed a cross pipe as requested by Fairfield Builders which was
included in the addendum.
Mike Spencer asked Mr. Kline about the request for variance from the 12" to 6" pipe.
Mr. Kline stated it has been changed to a 12 inch pipe.
Mike also asked if it still met all the requirements.
Eileen Dailey, County Drainage Board Consultant and Stewart Kline was in agreement that
it did meet all requirements.
Discussion followed.
Nola asked the audience if anyone had any questions or comments.
Ed Purdy spoke from the audience and said that he lived on the West end of the drainage
ditch and wanted to thank the Commissioners and their staff for coming out and reviewing
the site and felt that they made the best decision.
Nola asked if anyone else had comments or questions.

The response was no.

Hubert Yount motioned to approve the 350 S. Drainage Plan subject to the review of the
revisions by Mr. Spencer. Keith McMillin seconded the motion. The vote was unanimous.
Motion carried.
McCart y

\ ane

Pro

iect

H. Stewart Kline stated that McCarty Lane was in the situation where they did present
it at the last meeting. They are asking for Drainage Board approval subject to the
storm drainage question that Mr. Burke had. This is a data issue, and it is understood
that it has nothing really to do with the design of the basin.
Eileen Dailey stated also that there have been concerns raised about what rain fall
duration should be used throughout the county and it has varied from project to project.
Burke Engineering will be studying it and will have recommendations to the board, and to
Mike by the next meeting as to what different types of computer programs the consultants
use in the design and which are more appropriate for which situation. They will issue a
memorandum and Chris will be here for the March meeting so if anyone has any questions
at that time concerning the recommendation they can be addressed then. As Stew said the
subject is that we have requested some of the data be converted into a different format
for incorporation of the Wilson branch watershed study, subject to that we have no
problem with the specific project. So conditional approval we would not object to.
Nola asked if there was any point to hear it today.
Mike Spencer stated that they had went through the whole drainage scheme last month and
asked if they wanted to see the pictures again.
It was brought up at the last meeting
but it wasn't on the agenda and they were told to come back with them.
Nola stated they should at least bring the board back up for a quick review since they
are on the agenda.
Stewart Kline called Mike Peterson to give the presentation.
Mike Peterson went over the plans for the McCarty Lane project.
last month.

This was a review from

When Mike Peterson had completprl his presentation to the board, Nola asked if there were
any questions or comments from people in the audience?

There were none.

Mike Spencer stated that the only conditions that would be put on the approval or that
he would put on the approval would be that they do strive to comply with the request for

our consultant on the duration of the storm event and erosion control plan and emergency
routing over land and over the 48 inch pipe down to the Wilson.
It is graded somewhat
now and want to make sure that they don't block off the emergency over flow when they
build the LUR portion.
Stewart Kline stated that the LUR will be coming in with the final plans.
Discussion followed.
Nola recommended to put the exceptions in the motion.
Hubert Yount asked Stewart Kline if it would help to proceed with the design if they go
ahead and give conditional approval.
Stewart Kline responded that they are asking for appro'.'al for the construction phase.
Hubert asked even though we have conditional approval.
Nola stated that all conditions will have to be fulfilled.
Stewart stated that the main issue that he would point out to them in the submission is
that this issue is conditional.
Discussion followed.
Hubert moved to approve this on the conditions that were set forth before on the
exceptions that Mike has asked for.
The Board voted and it was unanimously approved.
Hubert requested from Mr. Kline that the conditions he ironed out before it comes to the
board.
"I do not like conditional approval."
Mike Spencer stated that at the last meeting there was a discussion on proposed
legislation to permit drainage board projects to burn brush derived from ditch cleaning
and maintenance operation without having to go through the IDEM for the permitting
process. On January 28 Fred sent over a letter from the Assistant Commissioner with
IDEM and it basically stated that as long as it is woody products derived from drainage
ditches or farms that a permit is not required and if you get into open burning related
to maintenance not on farm
yOU have to go through a variance process with the
state. We were sent a
of
variances and the variance forms to fill out, who
needs them and a list of criteria. Mike stated that this was on file if the board
wished to look at it.
Mike brought to the board 3 easements for the off~site drainage channel that Walmart has
acquired.
I am waiting for their signatures on the acceptance page on these but would
ask the board to accept these easements on the condition of them being properly executed
by Walmart after being accepted by them. Mike asked if there needed to be a motion on
that or just to get these in the minutes.
David Luhman stated that a motion was needed and that they be accepted upon execution by
Walmart.
Mike anwered:

They are in Walmarts' hands for the acceptance.

Nola asked Mike Spencer to read off the easements.
Mike read; from Indiana National Bank for the Gipe Estate, Richard A. Moore and Marjorie
M. Halstead and GTE North Incorporated.
Hubert motioned to
the easements, seconded by Keith McMillin.
unanimous. Motion carr ed.

The vote was

Mike Spencer said after Walmart makes their acceptance they will come back to the
Commissioners to be signed.
Nola asked if there were any comments. There were no comments.
next meeting will be Wednesday, March 6 at 9:00 A.M.

Nola stated that our

Mike interjected that there is a special Drainage Board Meeting February 27 at 9:00 A.M.
for the Vacation of the portion of the Isfelt Drain, which is in Lauromie Township.
Nola asked for a motion to adjourn. Keith McMillin motioned to adjourn, Hubert Yount
seconded the motion. Meeting adjourned.
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Dorothy MU Emerson, Executive Secretary

Hubert D. YOUn~'Member

Note:

Nola J. Gentry & Keith E. McMillin were appointed to the H. W. Moore Lateral
of the town of Otterbein Ditch. Meeting is set for March 14th at 7:30 P.M.

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
Wednesday. March 6. 1991
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, January 9, 1991 in the Community
meeting room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building. 20 North Third Street, Lafayette,
Indiana with Nola Gentry calling the meeting to order.
Those present were:
Nola J. Gentry, Chairman, Keith E. McMillin, Hubert D. Yount,
Commissioners, Mike Spencer, County Surveyor, Christopher B. Burke & Ilene Daily,
Consultant Drainage Engineers, Dorothy Emerson, Executive Secretary.
Nola started by saying: The agenda this morning is a discussion of rainfall distribution
tables. Nola asked Mike to make a report on the last month approval we gave the
conditions and if those conditions have been met concerning County Road 350 S.
COlJnty Road 350 S
Mike stated that the conditions of approval for 350 S from the last Drainage Board
meeting have been met.
Ilene has looked at them and everything is fine.
DisClIssioD of proposed changes to GOllnty Drainage qrdjnance by Chrjs SlIrke

Chris Burke started by saying that he talked to Mike about not only the rainfall
distribution but some other aspects of the hydrologic models and it is done throughout
the county as part of the drainage ordinance. Chris prepared a brief memorandum that
address this and we had talked about utilizing this to go out to get comments from the
other consultants and the other people that use rainfall inputs. Hydrologic model
inputs, to go through some of these.
Tjme

Of

Concentration

Simply that is the time it takes water to travel from some part of the watershed to
the point that you are interested in looking at.
If it is a bridge how big the
area is upstream is input and how long it takes the water to travel. There is a a
lot of methodologies that are used, the HERPICC County Storm Drainage Manual
recommends some methodologies that manual was written in 1981 and utilizes the
information that was current in 1981. What we are trying to do here is recommend
that we take the TR-55 methodology, and this is a Soil Conservation Service report
(TR means Technical Report) you take those methodologies and use those to calculate
a uniform basis the time of concentrations for projects that are coming into the
county.
So that would be a recommendation on Time-Of-Concentration.
storm Sewer pesjgn

A lot of people utilize the ILLUDAS computer program. We think that is fine and
that it can be continued to be used. We recommend a rainfall distribution which is
called the HUFF First Quartile Storm Distribution and storm duration no greater
than one hour. That is just the kind of limitation and our recommendations. We
don't recommend the use of an ILLUDAS for sizing and detention storage facilities.
Just used for sizing the storm sewers.
petentjon Storage

Design

The SCS methodologies as some people in the audience have suggested as well as some
people down at INDDT that the existing rainfall distribution the so called type 2
distribution give some high flows that are not substantiated in stream gauge
network or related to the coordinated discharges. The state uses them. So what we
are suggesting here is utilize the TR-20 computer program across the board with the
HUFF Third Quartile rainfall distribution should be used. The standard SCS timeof-concentrations as described should be used along with the SCS dimensionless unit
hydrograph, and the curve number calculation procedure outlined in TR-55. Various
storm durations should be used up to and including the 24-hour duration to
determine the duration which gives the highest storage volume. What this does now
is to allow for a more uniformed basis for computing inputs and test the storage
volume this is going to be a standard procedure. Some people are saying "Why can't
we use this TR-55. Well TR-55 is a computer program you buy and it has its
distribution built in. You can't change it. So we are suggesting the TR-20
computer program be used.
Storm Water Release Rates

The last aspect here is the Storm Water Release Rates. That is how much you can
allow to go out through the restrictor. Now currently, the ordinance says a ten
year undeveloped release rate. Well, that is fine but different people calculate
it different ways. And that may use a ten year with TR-20, a ten year with the
rational method or other methodologies and its a little bit confusing. One thing
we suggested to do is go back to what was suggested when we did the original
Elliott Ditch study and that was to use something based on the acreage, something
that is based on the capacity of the receiving stream and that ranges from 0.15 to
0.2 cfs per acre. We know when critical points along these creeks that the
capacity would be a hundred cfs. (a hundred cubic feet per second) And we have a
thousand acres going in that tells us the capacity of the channel is .1 cfs per
acre. That is the type of rule of thumb. We are recommending somewhere between
0.15 and 0.2 cfs per acre. And this would be applied across the board and would
eliminate some of the confusion that sometimes comes into play when we are
reviewing drainage submittals. There is a lot of precedent for the things that are
now being used throughout the mid-west for other type projects for detention
storage. So these would be are suggestions and would streamline a lot of the
processes.
I will be updating the Wilson Branch hydrology and if these were to be
adopted we could make those changes now and that could all be reflected in the new
model for the Wilson Branch.

Hubert Yount asked Mike if this corresponded with the County's drainage plan.
Mike stated that this would change the drainage ordinance as it is today.
Hubert asked if this would raise the release rate.
Mike said no it will probably reduce it.
Mike stated that he wasn't sure they needed to take action on this today other than
discussing with Chris and send a copy of the proposed changes out to consultants.
engineers and surveyors that do submit things regularly to the drainage board and give
them until the next drainage board meeting to get back with comments, suggestions or
rejections or just their feelings in general. Right now we don't specify which computer
model or way of figuring run off & detention storage in our ordinance.
We give some
suggestions on which ones can be used. But this would define them.
Chris said because computers are available now and almost all of the consulting firms
this can be done fairly easily. Ten years ago when the HERPICC manual was written
computers were very rare. Now they are being used by virtually everyone.
Nola asked if there were any questions from the audience for Chris?
George Schulte stated that what he believed was normal procedure would be to run the
ILLUDAS and determine your 10 year runoff for your pipe system add that into your
detention system take that hydrograph put it into you TR-20 and then develop your 100
year runoff and determine your shortage line.
Chris said that is one of the things you kind of get away from.
The methodologies are
so dissimilar that even TR-20 and ILLUDAS that there is no correlation. Because TR-20
as you know uses SCS methodologies.
Illinois state board of Survey when they developed
ILLUOAS had a different series of equations and time area method, so they are not really
comparable. So we are suggesting that we go back and take a look at the Wilson Branch
that we are doing right now and see if it should be 0.15 or 0.2 or somewhere in between.
What we are recommending that based on the Elliott Ditch that we are somewhere around
that range of release rates. This way is stream line, we see the Rational Method, we
see TR-20 used to determine the release rates this is a procedure that is now being more
uniformly accepted.
George said basically what is going to happen is that you are going to increase the
required storage lines for all these developments.
Chris said no. Because if you are looking at the Third Quartile distribution you are
probably going to be close to being a wash or maybe a little bit increase.
George asked, What about taking Third Quartile and putting it in loose.
Chris said for what?

Sizing.

George said for sizing you pipe and then

hydrograph and using your TR-20.

Chris stated that ILLUDAS is not direct comparison and we shouldn't be trying to
compare. That is what we are trying to get away from with this. Because some will not
ever use the ILLUDAS and we see TR-20 being used, we see Rational Method being used, we
see Hydro methods being used. This is an attempt to make it uniform and this is plenty
of precedent for utilizing this approach throughout the water resources community.
George asked about smaller drainage areas.
appl icable.

Is the Rational Method still going to be

Chris said that would be a call for the Drainage Board. There is a cut off point where
TR-20 should probably not be applied to a one acre site. That is one of the things that
we should sit down and look at and recommend as well.
Nola asked if there were any other questions or comments for Chris.
Don Sooby, City Engineer asked if this is recognizing the urbanization of the area in
general that we are seeing? Is this taking that into account?
Chris stated that Time-Of-Concentration relationships are more up to date and allow you
to reflect channelization which is more a result of urbanization.
The storm shortage
angle is based on urban drainage design.
It is really only applicable to urban areas.
Detention storage which will allow for direct evaluation of urbanization.
The reason
why we are putting detention storage in is of course, to midigate the impact of
urbanization. That is the whole reason why detention storage evolved. This whole thing
is geared toward midigating impact of urbanization with respect to storm water run off.
Don asked if these changes were going to simplify the administration of the coordinates.
Chris said greatly. The Time-Of-Concentration there are forms in the TR-55 manual that
will greatly simplify the review process. There are spread sheets with the TR-55
computer program that can be used to greatly simplify the calculation and review
process. The ILLUDAS is the same level of review that you have now. For detention
storage this will simplify the procedure. You are looking at a lease rate that is
greatly simplified.
I am recommending TR-20 rather TR-55. You can't go in there and
change the distribution of TR-55.
It will greatlY simplify things if we made uniform
the procedures for detention storage design.
Nola asked if there were any other questions.
Nola stated that there would be a time set at the next Drainage Board meeting for
further discussion.
Discussion followed.
There being no further comments from the audience, Keith McMillin moved to adjourn,
seconded by Hubert Yount, unanimous.
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TIPPECANOE DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING, WEDNESDAY, APRIL 3, 1991
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, April 3, 1991 in the Community
meeting room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North 3rd Street, Lafayette,
Indiana.
Those present were:
Nola J. Gentry, Chairman, Keith McMillin, Board Member, Michael J.
Spencer, County Surveyor, Ilene Dailey, Consultant Drainage Engineer, J. Frederick
Hoffman, Drainage Board Attorney and Dorothy M. Emerson, Executive Secretary.
The meeting was called to order by Nola J. Gentry, Chairman. Nola stated that the first
item on the agenda is the discussion on the Proposed Drainage Ordinance changes. Nola
asked Mike Spencer to go through some of the comments that were received.
P;SCIISSjOD

00

proposed Drajnage Ordjnance Changes

Mike stated that he had received comments back from three consultants:
George Schulte,
Ticen, Schulte & Associates; Pat Cunningham, Vester & Associates; and Stewart Kline, H.
Stewart Kline & Associates. These have all been forwarded to Chris Burke in Chicago and
a written response has been received from Chris concerning George Schulte's review of
the changes. At this time, if there are anymore comments from the surveyors, engineers
or consultants we would be glad to hear them, but we would like to wait another month to
answer these other comments in writing to the different consultants and engineers. So
that would be my recommendation that we wait another month to make the final decision
and let the comment period continue.
Nola asked if anyone present would like to make any additional comments other than what
has already been written.
George Schulte stated that he agreed with Mike that it would be a good idea to extend
it. What I would like to see is a meeting between the local consultants and discuss
some of the comments before they are finalized.
Mike said that they would try to set something up before the next meeting.
Don Sooby said that he would like to see the comments made available for review.
Nola said any comments that come into the Surveyor's Office or Commissioner's Office is
public record. Mike will have them. You can either come in and look at them or we
could make you copies to look at.
Nola stated that the discussion would be continued because it certainly isn't to the
voting stage at this point.
Vacation of

ayden Ditch

Mike stated that he received a petition from Lafayette Union Railway through Dana Smith,
President of Lafayette Union Railway Company, and they are wishing to vacate a portion
of the Layden Drain between two sections that have already been vacated. The outlet
section between Creasy Lane Industrial Park have been vacated years ago when the
subdivision was platted and the area north of McCarty Lane on Caterpillar was vacated on
the Caterpillar site when they came here. So there is a piece in the middle, the only
affected persons were Lafayette Union Railway the petitioner. Fred Hoffman, Drainage
Board Attorney has looked at this and said everything was fine.
Fred stated that he had gone over it and everything was fine.
Nola asked if a hearing date needed to be set.
Fred said no.
The hearing date is set for today. Since this affects nobody else, other
people were not notified. This is solely on their land. (Lafayette Union Railway). And
that is the only ones that use the drain. So yOU can go ahead and act on it.
Mike stated that it is being replaced with the Urban Storm Sewer System as part of the
regional basin associated with McCarty Lane and Caterpillar and LUR. Mike recommended
that that portion of the Layden Drain be vacated as petitioned.
Nola asked if there was anyone present representing the Lafayette Union Railway.
No response.
Nola asked if there were any discussions or comments from anyone in the audience.
No response.
Keith McMillin, moved to vacate the portion of the drain as described.
Gentry. Motion carried.
CQIIDty

Seconded by Nola

Extensjon office

Mike Spencer asked Mike Peterson from Stewart Kline & Associates to come and give a
brief description of the project.
Mike Peterson discussed the drainage plans for the County Extension Office.
presentation was complete he asked if there were any questions.

When the

Discussion followed.
Mike Spencer stated that the submittal had been reviewed by Ilene Dailey with
Christopher Burke & Engineering and they do recommend approval it does meet the drainage
board ordinance.
Mike recommended approval.
Fred asked if it has been considered by the city and gone over with them.

Mike stated that it had not been discussed with the Urban Review Committee yet, but that
it should be run through there.
Fred asked Don Sooby if he had seen it.
Don Sooby stated that they had looked at it and they had no problems with it.
Nola asked if there were any other questions on this drainage plan from anyone in the
audience. She asked Don Sooby if he was satisfied so far with what he had seen.
Don said yes, we haven't been given a detailed review of it, but conceptually we have no
problems with it.
Discussion followed.
Keith McMillin moved to accept the drainage plans for the County Extension Office,
seconded by Nola J. Gentry.
Motion carried.
Nola asked Mike if he had anything else to bring before the board.
West lafayette Ordj nace/Reso] lit j on 79-91
Mike said the only other thing he had was the letter that Fred sent to the Drainage
Board in c/o Nola, Commissioners Office. Mike asked Fred what they were trying to do.
Fred said it wasn't clear, but to his understanding they were asking for establishment
of a new drain and that they were going to pay the cost.
But you will still have to
give everybody the notices. You will have to tell the people that they are not going to
have to pay the construction cost.
But I assume Fred continued that there won't be any
grant money for maintenance, so you are going to have to tell the people in the same 30
or 40 day notice that there will be a maintenance fee established after the project is
finished.
Even though they don't have to pay any part of the cost they are going to
have to maintain the system.
Mike stated that until they have the route settled there would not be another date set
for the hearing on reconstruction and maintenance and to date that has not happened.
Discussion followed.
Nola asked if there were any comments or questions from anyone in the audience.
No response.
Being no further business Keith McMillin moved to adjourn. Seconded by Nola Gentry.
Meeting adjourned.
The next schedule Drainage Board meeting is May 1, 1991.
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING, WEDNESDAY MAY 1, 1991
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, May 1, 1991 in the Meeting Room of
the Tippecanoe County Office Building at 9:00 A.M.
Present were: Nola J. Gentry, Chairman, Keith E. McMillin, Hubert D. Yount,
Commissioners, Michael J. Spencer, County Surveyor, Ilene Dailey, Consultant Drainage
Engineer, J. Frederick Hoffman, Drainage Board Attorney, and Pauline E. Rohr, Secretary
Pro Tem.
The meeting was called to order by Nola J. Gentry, Chairman.
Mike Spencer, County Surveyor, reported that a meeting regarding the rainfall was held
on Thursday, April 25, 1991, with Chris Burke. Consultants, land surveyors, and
engineers who do business with the County were in attendance and, based on their
comments during the discussion, some changes will be proposed. Chris Burke is recording
these comments and will distribute the results for any further comments.
Mike Spencer presented to the Board the MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN TIPPECANOE
COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD AND THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT.
The following is a portion of the memorandum which can be viewed in its entirety in the
County Commissioners' Office.
(quote)
STATEMENT OF PI !RPOSE
Drainage
County.
settled,
expected

has been important in the agricultural and economic development of Tippecanoe
Drainage and related practices have been installed since the county was first
but the need for improved drainage maintenance is evident and this situation is
to continue.

The District and the Board have a mutually desired goal of accomplishing drainage
improvements within a well rounded total water resources and soil conservation program.
The District is responsible for planning and carrying out a complete soil and water
conservation program on the lands within the county. The Board is responsible for
administering the provisions of the Indiana Drainage Code and other laws on drainage
relating to planning, construction, reconstruction, and maintenance of legal drains
within the county.
It is the purpose of this Memorandum of Understanding to provide for continued
cooperation between these two boards and for coordination of activities relating to
drainage.
(unquote)
Commissioner Yount moved to approve the MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN TIPPECANOE
COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD AND THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT and
to sign such documents, seconded by Commissioner McMillin; motion carried.
Mike Spencer reported on the court decision of Pike Lumber Company vs Huntington County
Drainage Board. The decision was held regarding the setting of assessments on
maintenance or reconstruction for forest land. There was a 75% assessment reduction for
woods vs farm lands. Mr. Hoffman stated that this means that land should be assessed on
its usage. He further stated in response to a question that, if a request is made for
reducing an assessment in a watershed area, all assessments in that watershed area
should be treated alike.
Commissioner Gentry asked Mr. Spencer if he had a report regarding the Positive Outlet
on Hadley Lake. Mr. Spencer stated that he is trying to schedule a meeting with Paul
Coates and Rex Bowman concerning that issue.
Tom Bork of Hawkins Environmental made an informal presentation regarding the proposed
Treece Meadows Storm Relief Project by the City of Lafayette. This project involves
Treece Meadows and the Wilson Branch of Elliott Ditch. He explained that this project
has been designed as a permanent solution to the drainage problem in this area and fits
into the overall Regional Plan. The project will provide a primary route for water that
is not Treece Meadows' water. The planned ditch crossings will be constructed so that
they will accommodate future road expansion without great additional expense. He
estimated that construction cost will be approximately $500,000.00.
Having no further business, Commissioner McMillin moved to adjourn, seconded by
Commissioner Yount; motion carried.
The next regularly scheduled meeting will be held on Wednesday, June 5, 1991, at 9:00
A.M. in the Meeting Room of the County Office Building.
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
FEBRUARY 5, 1992

The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, February 5, 1992 in the Community
Meeting Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third street, Lafayette,
Indiana with Keith E. McMillin calling the meeting to order.
Those present were: Keith E. McMillin, Chairman, Nola J. Gentry and Hubert Yount,
Tippecanoe County Commissioners, Michael J. Spencer, County Surveyor, Ilene Dailey,
Chris Burke Consulting Engineers, J. Frederick Hoffman, Drainage Board Attorney, and
Dorothy M. Emerson, Executive Secretary Drainage Board.
The first item on the agenda was to approve to the minutes of the meeting for the last
Drainage Board meeting on January 8, 1991. Nola Gentry moved to approve the minutes,
seconded by Hubert Yount.
Unanimously approved.
CARROLL COUNTY JOINT DRAIN

Mike Spencer, County Surveyor stated Keith McMillin and Hubert Yount needed to be
appointed to the Carroll County Joint Drain for the Andrew and Mary Thomas Drains.
Nola Gentry motioned to appoint Keith McMillin and Hubert Yount to the Carroll County
Joint Drain for the Andrew and Mary Thomas Drains.
Hubert Yount, seconded.

Motion carried.

DRAINAGE BOARD ATTORNEY CONTRACT

Mike presented the Board with a contract for the Drainage Board Attorney J. Frederick
Hoffman, that needed to be executed for 1992.
Hubert Yount moved to approve the contract between Tippecanoe County Drainage Board and
J. Frederick Hoffman as Attorney for said group.
Nola J. Gentry, seconded.

Motion carried.

ACTIVE AND INACTIVE DITCHES

Nola Gentry moved to include the active and inactive ditches into the February minutes
and mail the appropriate notices to the surrounding counties. Hubert Yount, seconded.
Motion carried.
The following is a list of the active and inactive ditch assessment list for 1992.

DITCH
No.

DRAINAGE BOARD ASSESSMENT LIST
TOTAL
4 YEAR
DITCH
ASSESSMENT

1 Amstutz, John
2 Anderson, Jesse

3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
39
40
41

Andrews, E.W.
Anson, Delphine
Baker, Dempsey
Baker, Newell
Ball, Nellie
Berlovitz, Juluis
H W Moore Lateral (Benton Co)
Binder, Michael
Blickenstaff, John
Box, NW
Brown, A P
Buck Creek (Carroll Co)
Burkhalter, Alfred
Byers, Orrin
Coe, Floyd
Coe, Train
Cole, Grant
County Farm
Cripe, Jesse
Daughtery, Charles E.
Devault, Fannie
Dunkin, Marion
Darby, Wetherill (Benton Co)
Ellis, Thomas
Erwin, Martin V
Fassnacht, Christ
Fugate, Elijah
Gowen, Issac (White Co)
Gray, Martin
Grimes, Rebecca
Hafner, Fred
Haywood, E.F.
Haywood, Thomas
Harrison, Meadows
Inskeep, George
Jakes, Lewis
Johnson, E. Eugene

1991

$5,008.00
$15,675.52
$2,566.80
$5,134.56
$2,374.24
$717.52
$1,329.12
$8,537.44

Inactive
Active
Active
Active
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive

$4,388.96
$7,092.80
$11,650.24
$8,094.24

Active
Inactive
Inactive
Active
Active
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Active
Inactive
Active
Inactive
Active
Inactive
Inactive
Active
Active
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Active
Inactive
Active
Active
Active
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive

$5,482.96
$5,258.88
$13,617.84
$3,338.56
$4,113.92
$1,012.00
$911.28
$1,883.12
$3,766.80
$9,536.08
$1,642.40
$656.72
$2,350.56
$3,543.52
$6,015.52
$3,363.52
$1,263.44
$7,348.96
$2,133.12
$1,532.56
$3,123.84
$5,164.24
$10,745.28

1992

Inactive
Active
Active
Acti ve
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Active
Active
Inactive
Inactive
Active
Inactive
Active
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Active
Inactive
Active
Inactive
Inactive
Active
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Active
Inactive
Inactive
Active
Active
Active
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive

33

41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
50
51
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
77
78
79
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100

Johnson, E. Eugene
$10,745.28
Kellerman, James
$1,043.52
Kerschner, Floyd
$1,844.20
Kirkpatrick, Amanda
$2,677.36
Kirkpatrick, Frank
$4,226.80
Kirkpatrick, James
$16,637.76
Kuhns, John A
$1,226.96
Lesley, Calvin
$3,787.76
McCoy, John
$2,194.72
McFarland, John
$7,649.12
McKinny, Mary
$4,287.52
Mahin, Wesley
$3 .. 467.68
Marsh, Samuel (Montgomery Co)
Miller, Absalm
$3,236.00
Montgomery, Ann
$4,614.56
Morin, F.E.
$1,434.72
Motsinger, Hester
$2,000.00
O'Neal, J. Kelly
$13,848.00
Oshier, Aduley
$1,624.88
Parker, Lane
$2.141.44
Parlon, James
$1, 649.96
Peters, Calvin
$828.00
Rayman, Emmett (White Co)
Resor, Franklin
$3,407.60
Rettereth, Peter
$1.120.32
Rickerd. Aurthur
$1,064.80
Ross, Alexander
$1.791.68
Sheperdson, James
$1,536.72
Saltzman, John
$5.740.96
Skinner, Ray
$2,713.60
Smith, Abe
$1, 277 . 52
Southworth. Mary
$558.08
Sterrett. Joseph C
$478.32
Stewart, William
$765.76
Swanson, Gustav
$4.965.28
Taylor, Alonzo
$1.466.96
Taylor. Jacob
$4,616.08
Toohey, John
$542.40
VanNatta, John
$1, 338 .16
Wallace, Harrison B.
$5.501.76
Walters, Suss ana
$972.24
Walters, William
$8.361. 52
Waples, McDill
$5,478.08
Wilder, Lena
$3.365.60
Wilson, Nixon (Fountain Co)
Wilson. J & J
$736.96
Yeager, Simeon
$615.36
Yoe. Franklin
$1.605.44
Dickens, Jesse
$288.00
Jenkins
$1,689.24
Dismal Creek
$25,420.16
Shawnee Creek
$6.639.28
Buetler/Gosma
$19.002.24
Kirkpatrick One
$6.832.16
McLaughlin. John
$0.00
Hoffman, John
$72,105.03
Brum, Sarah (Benton Co)
S.W.Elliott
$227,772.24

Inactive
Active
Inactive
Inactive
Active
Inactive
Active
Inactive
Inactive
Active
Inactive
Active
Inactive
Inactive
Active
Active
Active
Active
Active
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Active
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Active
Active
Active
Inactive
Inactive
Active
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Active
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Active
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Active
Active
Inactive
Active
Inactive
Active
Active
Active

Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Active
Inactive
Active
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Active
Inactive
Active
Inactive
Active
Active
Active
Active
Active
Active
Inactive
Active
Active
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Active
Active
Active
Active
Acti ve
Active
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Active
Active
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Active
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Active
Active
Active
Inactive
Inactive
Active
Active
Active

DISCUSSION ON TILE BIDS
Mike Spencer presented a tile bid that had been inadvertently returned to the bidder.
Fred Hoffman opened the bid.
Mike stated he had received two proposals for Professional Services on the Berlovitz
Watershed Study. one from Christopher Burke Engineering and one from Ticen, Schulte and
Associates.
Mike recommended Christopher Burke Engineering the lowest bidder.
Nola moved to approve the proposal from Christopher Burke Engineering for the Berlovitz
Ditch Study.
Hubert. seconded.
Motion carried.
JOHN HOFFMAN DRAIN
Mike stated to the Board that work will be done on the Hoffman Drain at a cost less than
$25.000.00.
Since it was under $25.000.00 Mike requested quotes be done on the project
rather than bids since quotes are faster.
Mike read the proposal into the minutes.
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board is interested in taking quotes for maintenance
work on the John Hoffman Ditch. beginning at the tile outlet which is located along
County Road 900 East just north of State Road 26 East.
Work will consist of dredging approximately 1000 feet of channel down stream of the
tile outlet, cleaning out road culvert under 900 East.
Then clearing trees over and
along the tile for some 4000 feet to the east.
After the clearing all tile holes will be fixed and or wide joints patched, then
the waterway over the tile will be graded as directed by the Surveyor.
When all work is
completed all disturbed areas will be seeded.

34

There will be a pre-quote site visit held at the site on February 19th, 1992 at
9:00 am.
Written quotes will be on a per foot basis for dredging, clearing and grading of
waterway.
Tile repair will be on time and material basis.

Seeding will be lump sum.

Quotes will be due on March 4th at 11:00 am in the Tippecanoe County Auditors
Office.
For further information please contact the Tippecanoe County Surveyor, Mike Spencer
at 423-9228.
Discussion followed.
Hubert Yount moved to accept quotes for the John Hoffman Drain.
carried.

Nola, seconded.

Motion

HADLEY LAKE DRAIN
Mike stated that West Lafayette Wetland Delineation Study will be done on February 15.
We need to have that before we advertise for the proposals for engineering work.
PINE VIEW FARMS
Roger Kottlowski, Weitzel Engineering and Tom Stafford, Melody Homes presented their
drainage plans for Pine View Farms to the Drainage Board.
Discussion followed.
Mike Spencer recommended preliminary approval to the Board.
Nola moved to grant preliminary approval contingent on completion of restrictions and
receipt of the recorded easements or agreements.
Hubert Yount, seconded.

Motion carried.

Being DO further business, Hubert Yount moved to adjourn the Drainage Board meeting.
The next regular scheduled meeting will March 4 at 8:30 AM and will reconvene at 11:00
AM for quotes on the John Hoffman Drain.

L~f:~z:tt~
Keith E. McMillin, Chairman
ATTEST:~(..i1n.~"""-~~~

_
Dorothy M.~son, Executive Secretary

Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes TRANSCRIPT
Regular Meeting
January 6, 1993
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, January 6, 1993 in the Community Meeting Room of the
Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third Street, Lafayette, Indiana, with Nola Gentry calling the meeting to order
for the re-organization of the Board. She then turned it over to J. Frederick Hoffman, Drainage Board Attorney to preside.
Those present were: Nola J. Gentry, Hubert Yount, Bill Haan, Tippecanoe County Commissioners, Michael J. Spencer,
County Surveyor, Ilene Dailey, Christopher Burke Consulting Engineer, J. Frederick Hoffman, Drainage Board Attorney,
Hans Peterson, Paul Elling, Project Engineers SEC Donohue, Greg Griffith, Great Lakes Chemical Corporation, Josh
Andrews, West Lafayette Development Director, Opal Kuhl, West Lafayette City Engineer, and Shelli Hoffine Drainage
Board Executive Secretary.
J. Frederick Hoffman, Drainage Board Attorney asked for nominations from the floor for the Board President. Commissioner
Gentry nominated Commissioner Haan for President, seconded by Commissioner Yount.
Unanimously approved.
Mr. Hoffman then turned the meeting over to Commissioner Haan to preside over the remainder of the meeting.
Commissioner Haan asked for nominations from the floor for the Board Vice President.
Commissioner Haan nominated Commissioner Gentry for Vice President, seconded by Commissioner Yount.
Unanimously approved.
Commissioner Haan asked for nominations from the floor for the Board Executive Secretary.
Commissioner Gentry nominated Shelli Hoffine for Executive Secretary, seconded by Commissioner Yount.
Unanimously approved.
The first item on the agenda was to approve the minutes of the meeting for the Drainage Board meeting on December 2,
1992. Hubert Yount moved to approve the minutes of December 2, 1992, seconded by Commissioner Gentry. Unanimously
approved.
Hire the Attorney
Commissioner Gentry moved to appoint J. Frederick Hoffman as Attorney for the Drainage Board, seconded by
Commissioner Yount.
Motion carried.
Active and Inactive Ditches for 1993
Mr. Hoffman suggested putting the active and inactive ditches in the January minutes. Mr. Hoffman also read them aloud to
the Board.
ACTIVE DITCHES
Number
Names
2
Anderson, Jesse
3
Andrews, E.W.
4
Anson, Delphine
9
See #103
12
Box, N.W.
13
Brown, Andrew
18
Coe, Train
20
County Farm
22
Daughtery, Charles
26
Darby, Wetherill (Benton Co.)
29
Fassnacht, Christ
34
Haffner, Fred
35
Haywood, E.F.
37
Harrison Meadows
38
Ilgenfritz, George (combined with Dismal)
45
Kirkpatrick, Frank
46
Kirkpatrick, James
48
Lesley, Calvin
49
Lucas, Luther (combined with Dismal)
53
Mahin, Wesley
55
Miller, Absalom
57
Morin, F.E.
58
Motsinger, Hester
59
O'Neal, J. Kelly
60
Oshier, Aduley
61
Parker Lane
62
Parlon, James, (combined with Shawnee)
65
Resor, Franklin
71
Skinner, Ray
72
Smith, Abe
73
Southworth, Mary
74
Sterrett, Joseph C.
76
Swanson, Gustav
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board

84
89
91
93
94
95
98
99
100
101
102
103

Walters, William
Yeager, Simeon
Dickens, Jesse
Dismal Creek
Shawnee Creek
Buetler, Gosma
See #101
See #102
Elliott, S.W.
Hoffman, John
Brum, Sophia (Benton Co)
Moore H.W. (Benton Co)

INACTIVE DITCHES
Number
Names
1
Amstutz, John
5
Baker, Dempsey
6
Baker, Newell
7
Bell, Nellie
8
Berlovitz, Julius
10
Binder, Michael
11
Blickenstaff, John M.
14
Buck Creek (Carroll Co.)
15
Burkhalter, Alfred
16
Byers, Orin J.
17
Coe, Floyd
19
Cole Grant
21
Cripe, Jesse
23
Devault, Fannie
24
Deer Creek
25
Dunkin, Marion
27
Ellis, Thomas
28
Erwin, Martin
30
Fugate, Elijah
31
Gowen, Isaac (White Co.)
32
Gray, Martin
33
Grimes, Rebecca
36
Haywood, Thomas
39
Inskeep, George
40
Jakes, Lewis
41
Johnson, E. Eugene
42
Kellerman, James
43
Kerschner, F.S.
44
Kirkpatrick, Amanda
47
Kuhns, John
50
McCoy, John
51
McFarland, John
52
McKinney, Mary
54
Marsh, Samuel (Montgomery Co)
56
Montgomery, Ann
63
Peters, Calvin
64
Rayman, Emmett (White Co.)
66
Rettereth, Peter
67
Rickerd, Arthur
68
Ross, Alexander
69
Sheperdson, J.A.
70
Saltzman, John
75
Stewart, William
77
Taylor, Alonzo
78
Taylor, Jacob
79
Toohey, John
81
Van Natta, John
82
Wallace, Harrison
83
Walters, Sussana
85
Waples, McDill
86
Wilder, Lena
87
Wilson, Nixon (Fountain Co.)
88
Wilson, J & J
90
Yoe, Franklin
92
Jenkins
96
Kirpatrick One
97
McLaughlin, John

Tippecanoe County Drainage Board

Storm Water Drainage Improvement Plan
Hans Peterson and Paul Elling from SEC Donohue presented the Stormwater Drainage Improvement Plan for the CuppyMcClure watershed. Mr. Peterson discussed the project overview and objectives, project design criteria and constraints,
hydrologic/hydraulic analysis, alternative improvements and recommendations, permits, and the schedule.
Mr Peterson discussed the alternative improvements.
Alternative #1 Low flow pipe and high flow channel.
The cost of the low flow pipe and high flow channel - $930,000.00
The pipe in this alternative would be two to three feet deep under the ground from the Celery Bog to U.S. 52 then
opens up and flows under US 52 with the existing pipe, then drops down into another pipe and flows on down to
Hadley Lake.
Mr. Hoffman asked how big the pipe would be?
Mr. Peterson answered the pipe ranges in size from 36 inches to 42 inches.
Alternative #2 All pipe improvements.
The cost of all pipe improvements - $1,570,000.00
Pipe size ranges from 54 inches to 60 inches.
This alternative would run completely under the ground from Celery Bog to Hadley Lake that is the main reason for
the high cost. Mr. Peterson said this would look the nicest after it is complete.
Alternative #3 All channel improvements.
The cost of all channel improvements - $755,000.00
This alternative does not have any pipe. It is a standard open channel all the way from Celery Bog down to Hadley
Lake. There would have to be a concrete lining treatment at the bottom of the channel.
Mr. Peterson recommended alternative was #1 the low flow pipe and high flow channel.
Mr. Hoffman asked on these changes of easement are they giving and taking from the same landowners or taking from some
landowners and giving others?
Mr. Peterson said based on the assessment map that we have, it is generally give and take on the same properties except for
one parcel. Parcel #13 looks like we are taking.
Mr. Hoffman assumed there will be a petition for reconstruction to make those changes in easement.
Commissioner Gentry answered there will be a reconstruction hearing.
Discussion followed.
Bening no further business Commissioner Gentry moved to adjourn until February 3, 1993 at 8:30 a.m., seconded by Hubert
Yount.
Meeting adjourned.

Tippecanoe County Drainage Board

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
FEBRUARY 3, 1993
The Tippecanoe Drainage Board met Wednesday February 3, 1993 in the Community
Meeting Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third Street,
Lafayette, Indiana with William D. Haan calling the meeting to order.
Those present were: Tippecanoe County Commissioners William D. Haan, Nola J.
Gentry, Hubert Yount, County Surveyor Michael J. Spencer, Drainage Board
Attorney J. Frederick Hoffman, Christopher Burke Consulting Engineer Ilene
Dailey, Woolpert Consultants Project Manager Steve Nixon, Representing Meijer
Properties Scott Nowakowski, American Consulting Engineer Willard Hale, Indiana
Department of Transportation Engineer Robert Rhoades, Tippecanoe County Highway
Engineer Steve Murray, Drainage Board Secretary Shelli Hoffine.
The first item on the agenda was to approve the minutes from the last Drainage
Board Meeting held on January 3, 1993 Commissioner Gentry moved to approve the
minutes. Seconded by Commissioner Yount. Unanimously approved.

MEIJER PROPERTIES, INC
Mr. Hoffman, entered for the record he is a representative of the O'Ferrall
Estate, Mr. O'Ferrall is the owner of this real estate.
Steve Nixon, Project Manager for Woolpert Consultants, introduced Pat Cunningham
from Vester & Associates. Mr. Cunningham represents the O'Ferrall Estate. Mr.
Nixon also introduced Scott Nowakowski the Meijer Real Estate Representative.
Mr. Nixon stated that currently as part of the Alexander Ross Drain there are
two tiles, a 10" and a 12" that encumber the property that Meijer intents to
purchase. What Mr. Nixon and Mr. Cunningham requested, due to the size of
building on the site, is that on the storm drainage plan the legal drain needs
to be relocated to bypass the building and parking area. Mr. Nixon plans to use
reinforced concrete pipe so the easement widths can be decreased to 50 feet for
both drains. Mr. Nixon also requested that the Drainage Board approve the
location of the joint detention pond and that the County accept the facility
into its maintenance assessment district. Mr. Nixon stated that Meijer and
O'Ferrall agreed on a joint retention facility.
Mr. Cunningham defined what the perimeters are and what storm events he and Mr.
Nixon are dealing with. Mr. Cunningham has looked at some concepts with Jim
Shook Sr., a commercial real estate broker, on the concepts on marketability and
things that might take place. Mr. Cunningham and Jim Shook realize they can fit
the pond in a three and a half acre area. They are presently proposing that the
pond be a wet bottom with safety ledges and four (4) foot of storage area on
top.
Commissioner Yount asked if the pond was going to be at a later date?
Mr. Cunningham replied that they hope to do it with the construction of Meijer
property project.

Commissioner Gentry asked Mr. Cunningham if they will have to come in with a
reconfigured pond?

Mr. Cunningham answered,

Yes.

Mr. Spencer asked if detention pond would serve the entire site.
Mr. Cunningham replied, No it will not serve the total watershed area, not
included is the portion that goes to the South and East.
Mr. Hoffman stated that the South and East portion goes into the Berlovitz
Ditch.
Commissioner Yount asked if the open area has any projection of what it might be
used for?
Mr. Cunningham said it is possibly going to be used for an outlet mall.
Commissioner Gentry made a motion that the Board approve the preliminary storm
drainage for the Meijer properties. Seconded by Commissioner Yount.
Unanimously approved.

US 231 RELOCATION

SR25 to River Road

Willard Hale from American Consulting Engineering introduced Bob Rhoades from
Indiana Department of Transportation. Mr. Hale and Mr. Rhoades presented plans
for the middle section of three projects that are being designed for US231
relocation and a new crossing for the Wabash River. The project will start
south of SR25 midway between Old Romney Road and County Road 100 West including
the intersection of SR25. The project will stop just short of tieing into South
River Road. The majority of the drainage goes westward along SR25. Approxitely
50 acres out of the 500 acres will be taken on the Northwest side between SR25
and Elston/Shadeland Road. Old Romney Road will be relocated and go North
instead of West. As SR25 depresses down hill, there will be a bridge at Elston
Road. The grade will depress 20 feet keep going down under the two railroads
and across the river. Water in this depression goes North to the outlet in the
wetland just south of the river.
Steve Murray Tippecanoe County Highway Engineer stated that in 1992 or 1993 one
or both of the railroad bridges were scheduled for construction. He asked if
there is any indication on the contracts.
Mr. Hale stated that the ground will be broke on some portion of the project.
Mr. Rhoades said that he can not say for sure. The bridge project has not
received all of the needed environmental approval.

Mr. Hoffman asked Mr. Hale if he is going to do the work by the Cement
Construction Company?
Mr. Hale said not this year, hopefully next year.
Mr. Hale stated that they will have to shut Elston down completely.
Mr. Hoffman asked when you do SR25 are you going to let traffic through?
Mr. Hale said, yes traffic will be able to get through.
under construction and then the other.

First one half will be

Mr. Hoffman asked Mr. Hale if he had to have a Corp of Engineers permit for the
wetlands?
Mr. Hale said, yes.
Commissioner Yount asked if SR25 will be an at grade crossing?
Mr. Hale said, it will be an at grade crossing.
Mr. Hoffman asked if there would be an access to the toepath?
Mr. Hale said, they have to relocate a piece to go under the new bridge. It is
an emergency exit for Lilly and the sewage treatment plant still uses it.
Ilene Dailey, Christopher Burke Engineering Consultant, asked Mr. Hale if he had
to get a flood easement up stream from the bridge?
Mr. Hale said no as he understood it they did not have to get an easement.
Mr. Hoffman asked if they have to purchase any right-a-way for that?
Mr. Hale said no.
Mr. Spencer recommended approval of the drainage plan as submitted to the Board.
Commissioner Gentry moved to approve the drainage plan as submitted by American
Consulting Engineering for their section of the US231 relocation.
Seconded by Commissioner Yount. Unanimously approved.

BIDS FOR ELLIOTT DITCH
Mr. Spencer had a bid to accept for maintenance work on the Elliott Ditch.
He recommended that the Board accepts the bid from F & K Construction.
Mr. Hoffman asked if that was the only bid?
Mr. Spencer said no we had four other bids.
Commissioner Gentry asked for the figures of the other bids.
Mr. Spencer read the amounts of the bids as follows:
Cement Construction
$144,422.00
F & K Construction
$49,620.00
Fairfield Contractors
$88,955.00
Merkel Excavation
$79,500.00
Commissioner Gentry moved to award the bid to F & K Construction on the Elliott
Ditch for $49,620.00. Seconded by Commissioner Yount. Unanimously approved.

PROPOSALS FOR DRAINAGE STUDIES

Mr. Spencer requested the Board allow him to issue a request for proposals of
drainage studies on the Alexander Ross watershed and the James N. Kirkpatrick
watershed area.
Commissioner Gentry asked if the Alexander Ross and James N. Kirkpatrick studies
would be paid out of engineering funds or if the ditches have money in their
maintenance fund?
Mr. Spencer said that the ditches have money in their maintenance funds, but he
would prefer to use engineering funds first.
Commissioner Gentry moved to have Mr. Spencer develop requests for proposals for
the drainage studies of the Alexander Ross watershed and the James N.
Kirkpatrick watershed. Seconded by Commissioner Yount. Unanimously approved.

ATTORNEY CONTRACT
Mr. Spencer presented a contract between the Drainage Board and Mr. Hoffman for
attorney services for the year 1993.
Commissioner Yount moved to approve the contract for the Tippecanoe County
Drainage Board for legal services performed by J. Frederick Hoffman in the
amount of $10,000.00 due and payable by the County in monthly proportions on
proper claims and allowances. Seconded by Commissioner Gentry. Unanimously
approved.

REGIONAL STORMWATER DETENTION FACILITY
Mr. Spencer requested acknowledgment of a receipt of an executed copy between
the City of Lafayette and Lafayette Union Railway, (LUR), for a regional
stormwater detention facility located on the LUR property. LUR entered into
this agreement and requested that the Board acknowledge its existence.
The agreement reads as follows:
(quote)
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board acknowledges receipt of an executed
copy of the above Agreement and to the extent the facility referred to therein
remains within its jurisdiction, agrees to regulate the use of such facility as
provided by the provisions of this Agreement to the extent that such provisions
conform to the laws of the United States of America, and the State of Indiana,
as well as the ordinances of the Tippecanoe County, Indiana, that are then in
effect, but at no time shall the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board be required to
approve any Drainage Plan for any part of the Area involved in such Agreement
which does not comply with the terms of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Ordinance
in effect at the time such Drainage Plan is presented to it.
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board

By:______________________________
William Haan, President

_________________________________
Nola Gentry

_________________________________
Hubert Yount
(unquote)

CERTIFICATE OF ASSESSMENT FOR ANNUAL MAINTENANCE ON HADLEY LAKE
Mr. Spencer had a Certificate of Assessment for Annual Maintenance on the Hadley
Lake. This encompasses the Dempsey Baker Reconstruction Drain and Hadley Lake
Drain which is the outlet channel from the lake itself, north to Cole Ditch. At
the hearing, one of the stipulations was that the maintenance fund would not
start on those drains until the work had been done and accepted. The surveyor
would like for the Certificate to be signed so that it can be submitted to the
Auditor's Office and they can put it in the budget for this year. The yearly
total is $16,336.24 and it will change as developments come on line, Pineview
Farms is one that has come on line since the hearing, plus Hadley Moore
Subdivision will be added when the acreage becomes lots.
Commissioner Gentry moved to approve the Certificate of Assessment for Annual
Maintenance on the Hadley Lake Drain. Seconded by Commissioner Yount.
Unanimously approved.

Commissioner Gentry asked Mr. Spencer to update the Board on the Cuppy-McClure
Drainage Project.
Mr. Spencer reported that he met with Great Lakes Chemical to discuss alternate
one, the low flow pipe and the high flow channel. Great Lakes was unhappy with
alternate one, mainly from an aesthetic standpoint. Mr. Spencer and SEC Donohue
are looking into a few things with DNR and Fish and Wildlife to see if they have
any problem with moving the drain. SEC Donohue is looking into the possibility
of the floodway ever going away. Until that question is answered, SEC Donohue
is not going into any more alternative plans. If the floodway can not go away,
there is no reason for not following alternate one.
Commissioner Gentry asked if the all pipe alternative requires any additional
permits?
Mr. Spencer said no additional permits are required, but the application for the
permits would be different.
Being no further business Commissioner Gentry moved to adjourn.
Commissioner Yount. Meeting was adjourned

Seconded by

The next scheduled Drainage Board meeting will be March 3, 1993 at 8:30 a.m.
DRAINAGE BOARD MINUTES

FEBRUARY 3, 1993

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
AUGUST 4, 1993

The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday August 4, 1993 in the
Community Meeting Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third
Street, Lafayette, Indiana with William D. Haan calling the meeting to order.
Those present were: Tippecanoe County Commissioners William D. Haan, Nola J.
Gentry, Hubert D. Yount, Tippecanoe County Surveyor Michael J. Spencer,
Christopher Burke Engineering Consultant Jon Stoltz, and Drainage Board
Secretary Shelli Hoffine.
The first item on the agenda was to approve the minutes from the last Drainage
Board Meeting held July 7, 1993. Commissioner Gentry moved to approve the
minutes. Seconded by Commissioner Yount. Unanimously approved.
VALLEY FORGE
Pat Cunningham from Vester and Associates represented the developers, Greg
Sutter and Pat Cunningham, they asked for final approval on Valley Forge Phase
IV Subdivision. The 1.01 acres that were not included in the preliminary
approval plan have been added to the final plan and it does not change the pond
elevations of 637.5 or the release rate of 9.65 CSF. The project covers a small
area and includes a pond between the existing Valley Forge and Phase IV. A
larger area drains through the existing Valley Forge before the rest of the
storm water reaches the pond, therefore it does not change the elevations or the
release rate.
Mr. Cunningham stated some concerns on the drainage of Valley Forge. It
currently drains to the Kirkpatrick Ditch and there is a problem with the runoff
at the location of South Ninth Street as to whether or not the pipe has enough
capacity for the runoff to get under South Ninth Street. Also a concerns was if
this subdivision is approved, it would leave the door open to other developers
that want to develop in the Kirkpatrick Watershed. The ordinance allows this
development to proceed and would allow the Board to request any other developers
that creates a point of release and cause a flood hazard situation to solve the
problem downstream.
Mr. Cunningham also stated that the Board requested Vester & Associates to
analyze the pipe in the existing Valley Forge. There was some question as to
whether or not the sag conditions would have enough capacity in the catch
basins, if the 2 1/2 lots of uncontrolled runoff where added to the catch basin.
It was evaluated and there is more than enough capacity in the catch basin. Mr.
Cunningham thinks that they comply with the all the ordinances and they are
prepared to proceed with Valley Forge Phase IV.
Commissioner Yount asked if there is going to be any problem controlling the
runoff during construction?
Mr. Cunningham stated that they have submitted an erosion control plan with the
construction plans and the runoff will be controlled.
Commissioner Gentry asked what the progression of the construction for Phase IV?
Mr. Cunningham stated that construction is scheduled to start right away. There
are four developers that would like to build model homes starting in the fall.

Commissioner Gentry asked if the Highway department had any requirements?
Mr. Cunningham said that the Highway department asked for the ditch to be
regraded along South Ninth Street and the developers have agreed.
Mr. Beeler 3816 South 150 East expressed concerns of having more runoff onto his
property. He stated that the existing Valley Forge created a problem with the
drainage of his property and he wants to make sure Valley Forge Phase IV will
not contribute to the problem.
Mr. Cunningham assured Mr. Beeler that Valley Forge Phase IV will not add to his
existing problem.
Mr. Spencer stated that Mr. Beeler's problem was compounded by the construction
of the existing Valley Forge along with a narrow watershed area for the
Kirkpatrick drain. Mr. Beeler is in the middle of the watershed area so he has
water from upstream that gets trapped between South Ninth Street and Eighteenth
Street. The problem is with the road crossing and a flat grade, the water runs
through Mr. Beeler's property and can not get away fast enough above and below
South Ninth Street making it back up on Mr. Beeler's property.
Commissioner Yount moved to grant final approval of Valley Forge Phase IV
Subdivision. Seconded by Commissioner Gentry. Unanimously approved.

WESTON WOODS II SUBDIVISION
Paul Couts from C & S Engineering asked for preliminary approval of Weston Woods
II Subdivision. It includes the leftover land area between Weston Woods
Subdivision and the east side of Treece Meadows relief drain. Mr. Couts
indicated that they have increased the pipe size for the area and the discharge
for the curb inlets drains toward the west. The direct discharge of the runoff
from Weston Woods II will run into the Treece Meadows relief drain. The extra
storage in Burberry Place Apartments will allow an increased runoff from Weston
Woods Subdivision while providing for no additional downstream runoff at Creasy
Lane.
Commissioner Yount moved to approve preliminary plans for Weston Woods II
Subdivision. Seconded by Commissioner Gentry. Unanimously approved.

DRAINAGE BOARD SCHEDULE
Mr. Spencer explained that the budget hearings are going to be held in the
Community Meeting Room on the regularly scheduled Drainage Board for September
1, 1993. He requested the Board change the Drainage Board meeting to September
8, 1993 at 9:00 a.m. in the Community Meeting Room.
Commissioner Yount moved to change the Drainage Board Meeting to September 8,
1993 at 9:00 a.m. in the Community Meeting Room. Seconded by Commissioner
Gentry. Unanimously approved.

DRAINAGE BOARD MINUTES

AUGUST 4, 1993 REGULAR MEETING

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
SEPTEMBER 8, 1993
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday September 8, 1993 in the
Community meeting room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third
Street, Lafayette, Indiana with William D. Haan calling the meeting to order.
Those present were: Tippecanoe County Commissioners William D. Haan, Nola J.
Gentry, and Hubert D. Yount, Tippecanoe County Surveyor Michael J. Spencer,
Drainage Board Attorney J. Frederick Hoffman, Christopher Burke Engineering
Consultant Jon Stolz, and Drainage Board Secretary Shelli Hoffine.
The first item on the agenda was to approve the minutes from the last Drainage
Board Meeting held August 4, 1993. Commissioner Gentry moved to approve the
minutes. Seconded by Commissioner Yount. Unanimously approved.

WESTON WOODS SUBDIVISION II
Paul Couts from C & S Engineering asked for final approval of Weston Woods II
Subdivision. Mr. Couts explained the only change that has been made since the
preliminary plan was minimizing the rear yard storage, increasing size of pipe,
and increasing the bottom slope of the ponds.
Mr. Hoffman asked how may ponds are there?
Mr. Couts said the plan is for five ponds.
Mr. Couts stated that the only condition is the verification that the diversion
pipe between the Treece Meadows relief drain and the Burberry Phase III pond
meet the requirements of the ordinance as previously discussed with CBBEL. Mr.
Couts would like not to put the pipe in the construction plans of Weston Woods
Phase II. Instead draw up a separate set of construction plans and put the pond
as part of Burberry Place Phase III.
Commissioner Gentry asked what the schedule is on Burberry Place Phase III and
the schedule of Weston Woods II?
Mr. Long said construction is planned to start in 1994.
Mr. Couts stated that Weston Woods II section III is scheduled to start moving
dirt this fall and finishing utilities by the spring of 1994, section IV is
scheduled for the fall of 1994.
Commissioner Yount moved to approve final plans for Weston Woods II subject to a
letter concerning Burberry Place Phase III that states there will be a pond
constructed and a pipe installed. Seconded by Commissioner Gentry. Unanimously
approved.

ABBINGTON FARMS SUBDIVISION
George Schulte and Dan Lee asked for final approval of Abbington Farms
Subdivision. Joseph Bumbleburg represents Abbington Farms Subdivision and
request any copies of material that relates to Abbington Farms Subdivision.
Mr. Schulte explained that Mr. Stolz memorandum stated that no proposed grading
plan had been provided. The normal process for final drainage plan is to get
approval for the curb inlets location, detention storage locations etc. Then

the next step is to get into the final design and prepare the construction plan,
normally the grading plan is submitted with construction plans. Mr. Schulte
submitted a plan profile for the streets but not for the grading mainly because
there is not going to be any grading do to the septic system.
The watershed map based on the proposed grading plan shows the project is a self
contained project and the offsite drainage has been indicated. This has been
considered with the design of the culvert system to drain the offsite watershed.
The erosion control plan will be provided with the final construction plan.
The drainage easement and legal drain boundaries again will be provided with the
final construction plan.
If details on the proposed detention pond outlet pipes, road crossing, inlets,
emergency spillways, outfalls and other drainage appurtenances would be a set of
construction plans. Mr. Schulte stated that they are not asking for
construction plan approval, just drainage plan.
Mr. Stolz indicated an example of what needs to be submitted before final
approval can be granted, the detention pond's flow appears to flow in the right
direction, but without having more information. It may also appear that with a
100 year storm event there would be flow over the emergency overflow spillway.
Mr. Schulte stated that all the information is in the report that Mr. Stolz is
asking, but is not shown on the drawing.
Mr. Spencer stated that normally for final approval the Board has a better
understanding of what is going in the ground.
Mr. Bumbleburg felt that if the final drainage plans get too detailed, that
would restrict the Surveyor from making changes to the final construction plan.
Commissioner Gentry moved to continue final approval on Abbington Farms
Subdivision until Monday, September 13, 1993 at 10:00 a.m. in a Special Drainage
Board Meeting held in the Community Meeting Room. Seconded by Commissioner
Yount. Unanimously approved.
THE RAVINES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT
Paul Couts, C & S Engineering, asked for preliminary approval of The Ravines
Planned Development. The section discussed includes six holes of an eighteen
hole golf course and twenty two residential lots located off division road in
Shelby Township. The proposal is to use the natural waterway and create three
permaneat storm water detention areas, then outlet the ponds to the ravine using
a twelve inch pipe. The runoff for the pre-developed conditions is much higher
than what the runoff will be post-developed because the runoff will be contained
in the ponds.

Mr. Spencer read the requirements from the memorandum sent to Mr. Spencer from
Jon Stolz P.E. CBBEL, it states what needs to be provided for final approval.
1. Additional information regarding the grading of the site should be
provided. The grading within the proposed golf course area as it transitions
into the residential development is unclear. Also, grading around the proposed
detention facilities was not provided with this submittal. The grading around
lots 1 thru 6 and along County Road 875 West is also unclear.
2. The performance of the outlet structure for detention ponds 2 and 3
should be clarified. Pond 1, located in the northeast corner, appears to
adequately drain via a 12 inch outfall. However, ponds 2 and 3 will apparently

discharge via natural overland flow paths which have not been clearly indicated
on the plans. It also appears that the ponds will dewater by means of
percolation. the discharge from ponds 2 and 3 should be clarified as well as
the means of maintaining a normal pool elevation of 672.0 and 670.0 feet,
respectively. Also, the background information used to derive the stagedischarge relationship of all ponds will be necessary.
3. It appears that a drainage easement should be provided around
detention pond 1. Currently, the easement appears to traverse through the pond.
4. The outlet pipe from Pond 1 includes pipes G and H which are each 465
feet in length. Structures will be required at a maximum of 400 feet between
pipes per the Ordinance.
5. Verification of contributing drainage areas into the streets drains
analyzed by the ILUDRAIN model should be provided.
6. The proposed drainage plan does appear to restrict 100-year developed
flow to that of the 10-year existing flows or less. However, the detention
storage calculations analyzed only one storm duration, ie. the 24-hour storm. A
series of storm durations up to and including the 24-hour duration, must be used
to determine the duration which gives the highest storage volume and determines
the appropriate allowable release rate.
Commissioner Gentry moved to grant preliminary approval of The Ravines Planned
Development with the six condition that Mr. Spencer read. Seconded by
Commissioner Yount. Unanimously approved.

STRATFORD GLEN SUBDIVISION
Dale Koons, representing Bill Davis of Hawkins Environmental, asked for
preliminary approval of Stratford Glen Subdivision located off of County Road
500 South along the west side of US231 in Wea Township. There are 29.1 acres of
land that have been parcelled into 83 lots and will include the installation of
utilities, street pavement and final grading. The runoff flows west along the
south property line of Stratford Glen and a detention pond is planned at the
north side of the north property line of Stratford Glen. The pond will be
constructed by constructing a dam across a natural swale and retain the runoff
of the 83 lots in Stratford Glen, the existing Mayflower Mill, Sheffield
Subdivision and 36.5 acres of undeveloped agricultural area south of Stratford
Glen.

Commissioner Yount read a memorandum sent to Mr. Spencer from Jon Stolz, P.E. CBBEL, Indianapolis, dated September 7, 1993.
(start quote)
September 7, 1993
MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

Mr. Mike Spencer - Tippecanoe County Surveyor
Jon Stolz, P.E. - CBBEL, Indianapolis
Stratford Glen Subdivision
(CBBEL Project No. 93STRAT)

RECOMMENDATION:

Final Approval with Conditions

The Storm drainage plan for Stratford Glen is closely associated with the
previously approved Mayflower Mill subdivision drainage plan. Mayflower Mill is
located east of existing U.S. 231 and drains to the west under the highway. The
runoff then flows west along the south property line of Stratford Glen before
flowing to the north along the west property line of Stratford Glen.
After development, Stratford glen will discharge to this ditch as well.
Detention will be provided northwest of the site, by constructing a dam across a
natural swale. This pond will receive runoff from Stratford Glen, the existing
Mayflower Mill and Cheffed subdivisions, and 36.5 acre undeveloped agricultural
area south of Stratford Glen.
After review of the information and supporting data listed below, CBBEL offers
the following comments.
1. The allowable release rate has been determined by looking at the
difference between the 10-year pre-developed discharge for the Stratford Glen
site (19.4 cfs), and the 100-year post-developed discharge (35.5 cfs). The
applicant feels that if the reduction in the peak 100-year discharge is 16.1 cfs
or greater due to the routing of the pond, the Ordinance will be satisfied. The
applicant has shown that in the post-developed, 100-year condition, the peak
runoff entering the basin will be approximately 108 cfs. The discharge from the
pond, after routing, will be 72 cfs, a reduction of 36 cfs. It appears that the
applicant has fulfilled the requirements for detention at this site.
2. The applicant
This map indicates that
indicates that the area
indicates that the area

has provided a watershed map for areas C1 through C4.
area C3 is 31.9 acres. However, all other documentation
is 21.6 acres. Rough scaling of the watershed map
is actually closer to 21.6 acres.

3. The applicant has provided a schematic (Exhibit 5) of the TR-20 runs
for this project. According to the schematic, area C1 is 32.4 acres. All other
documentation (including the drainage area in square miles used in the analysis)
indicates that the area is 36.5 acres.
4. The proposed detention pond is a dry bottom facility that will pond
water to a maximums depth of 5.2 feet in the 100-year event. The applicant has
requested a variance from the ordinance in order to allow ponding deeper than
the maximum of 4 feet.
5. The proposed detention pond will utilize an earthen embankment to
contain stormwater runoff. The submitted material from the applicant did not
include specifications for the stability and compaction of the proposed
embankment. The specifications should be presented to the County for review.
This review was based on the following information:
1. Report entitled "Drainage Report for Stratford Glen Subdivision", with onsite and off-site drainage area maps included as attachments A and B, dated
August 4, 1993 and prepared by Civil Engineering Services, Inc.
2. Site Development Plans for Stratford Glen Subdivision, dated June, 1993 and
prepared by Hawkins Environmental.
3. Revised sheets 3, 23 and 24 of the above listed reference, dated June, 1993,
no revision dates, prepared by Hawkins Environmental.

4.

Erosion Control Plan, dated April, 1993, prepared by Hawkins Environmental.

5. Erosion Control Plan, Phase 2, dated July, 1993, prepared by Hawkins
Environmental.
Based upon this review, CBBEL recommends final approval of the storm drainage
plan with the following conditions:
1. The applicant must clarify the outlet pipe to be used for the detention
pond. The plans indicate a 36" diameter CMP, while the calculations using a 42"
diameter CMP.
2. The applicant has analyzed the adequacy of the collector channel along the
south and west property lines by using a HEC-2 hydraulic model. The applicant
should provide plots of the cross-sections and an exhibit showing the locations
of the modeled cross-section.
3. It appears that he proposed detention pond will be constructed on off-site
property. The applicant should provide documentation or agreements allowing for
this construction.
4. The applicant has provided a detailed erosion control plan. However, it
appears that the applicant should revise the plans to show the following:
a. Additional erosion control should be provided around the topsoil
stockpile area to reduce the potential for sedimentation in the adjoining areas.
b. Erosion control measures, such as an erosion control blanket, should be
clearly indicated for the 3:1 embankments of the proposed detention pond dam.
5. A review of the pipe-sizing computations revealed several apparent errors in
either the analysis or the plans. There are discrepancies between the
calculations and the plans for the following:
a.

The invert elevation of the pipe leaving structure G-9,3.

b. The inverts for structure F-2 and the endsection for Line F, and the
diameter and length of the pipe between structure F-2 and the endsection.
c.

The invert elevations for structures L-4,3 and L-4,4.

d.

The length of pipe between structures L-4 and L-5.

e. The rim and invert elevations for structure G-6,2 are not provided on
profile "G6".
No error or omission in either the plans, calculations or applications (whether
said plans, calculations or applications have been reviewed by the review
engineer or not) shall permit or release the applicant and designer from
constructing this work in any other manner than that provided for in the County
Ordinance.
JDS/DWE/de
M93STRAT.REV
(end quote)

Commissioner Yount moved to approve the final plans of Stratford Glen
Subdivision subject to the five conditions read into the minutes. Seconded by
Commissioner Gentry. Unanimously approved.

APPOINTMENT OF JOINT DRAINAGE BOARD MEMBERS
Mr. Spencer asked the Board to appoint two members of the Tippecanoe County
Drainage Board to a Joint Drainage Board with Benton County for the discussion
of the Frances E. Martin Drain. The Martin drain is a branch of the H.W. Moore
Lateral that drains into the Otterbein Ditch.
Mr. Hoffman asked if the Frances E. Martin drain is a legal drain.
Mr. Spencer said that according to Jack Steele, Benton County Surveyor, the
Frances E. Martin drain is a legal drain.
Commissioner Haan stated that he has personal involvement in this situation, so
he appointed Commissioner Gentry and Commissioner Yount to serve on the Frances
E. Martin Joint Drainage Board.
Mr. Spencer mentioned that there has been a meeting set up for September 22,
1993 at 7:00 p.m. in Pierce Hall, Otterbein Indiana.

OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Spencer introduced Michelle Abrems, 4329 Hillside Court, lot 80 in Prairie
Oaks Subdivision and Andy Vanburan, 22 Hillside Court, lot 88 in Prairie Oaks
Subdivision. Mrs. Abrems and Mr. Vanburan expressed concern to Mr. Spencer
about a drainage problem in Prairie Oaks and they wanted to address the Board
about the problem. The initial problem with the Subdivision was Hillside Court
drained to the south and then did not have any place to go because there was not
a pipe under the road to make a release area.

Commissioner Gentry asked if the roads are County maintained?
Mr. Spencer said that Prairie Builders obtained a permit from the County Highway
Department to cut through the road to put a pipe in. That would help the
problem of drainage and it also indicates that the roads are maintained by the
County.
Mr. Spencer stated Prairie Builders were going to regrade in the right of way
and then go North along lot 80 on Hillside Court, then west between lot 80 and
89, the regrading would end heading northwest to lot 92. Mr. Vanburan's concern
is with lot 92, it is a low lot that is owned by Mr. Dave Lux. It is a ponded
area and the only way the water disappears is when it eventually percolates into
the ground. Prairie Builders submitted a modification to Prairie Oaks drainage
and it was approved by Mr. Spencer with two conditions, one being Prairie
Builders obtain a permit to work in the right of way and second being they have
to do the modifications within the existing drainage easement that are platted
for this subdivision. Mr. Schrader had told Mr. Spencer that Prairie Builders
will not comply with the modifications to Prairie Oaks.
Commissioner Yount asked what control The Board has over this situation?

Mr. Hoffman stated that The Board does not have much control, however if it is
effecting the streets the County Commissioners would have control over the
streets, otherwise it is up to the effected landowners to take action.
Mrs. Abrems stated that Prairie Builders are working in the easement without
permits and she felt that would get The Board involved.
Mr. Spencer replied that The Board can require Prairie Builders to submit a plan
on what they propose to do and that is what the modifications are, but Prairie
Builders refused to follow the plan.
Mrs. Abrems explained that Prairie Builders is working outside the drainage
easement on the corner of their lot. If Prairie Builders is going to take that
part of their lot they want to be compensated.
Commissioner Gentry moved to continue discussion of Prairie Oaks Subdivision
until Tuesday, September 14 at 4:00 p.m. in a Special Commissioners Meeting held
in the Community Meeting Room. Seconded by Commissioner Yount. Unanimously
approved.
Being no further business Commissioner Gentry moved to adjourn.
Commissioner Yount. Unanimously approved.
DRAINAGE BOARD MINUTES

SEPTEMBER 8, 1993

REGULAR MEETING

Seconded by

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
JANUARY 5, 1994
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday January 5, 1994 in the
Community meeting room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third
Street, Lafayette, Indiana with William D. Haan calling the meeting to order.
Those present were: Tippecanoe County Commissioners William D. Haan, Nola J.
Gentry, Hubert D. Yount; Tippecanoe County Surveyor Michael J. Spencer;
Drainage Board Attorney J. Frederick Hoffman; Drainage Board Engineering
Consultant Jon Stolz and Drainage Board Secretary Shelli Hoffine.
ELECTION OF 1994 OFFICERS
Mr. Hoffman asked nominations for the President of the Tippecanoe County
Drainage Board. Commissioner Haan nominated Commissioner Gentry, seconded by
Commissioner Yount. Unanimously approved.
Mr. Hoffman turned the meeting over to Commissioner Gentry to preside.
Commissioner Gentry asked nominations for Vice President of the Tippecanoe
County Drainage Board. Commissioner Gentry nominated Commissioner Haan,
seconded by Commissioner Yount. Unanimously approved.
-APPOINTMENTSCommissioner Haan moved to appoint Shelli Hoffine for Executive Secretary of the
Tippecanoe Country Drainage Board, seconded by Commissioner Yount. Unanimously
approved.
Commissioner Haan moved to appoint J. Frederick Hoffman as Attorney for the
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board pending an agreement of a contract, seconded by
Commissioner Yount. Unanimously approved.
Commissioner Yount moved to extend the existing contract into 1994 for
Christopher Burke Engineering, LTD. to provide engineering services to the
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board pending review of the contract, seconded by
Commissioner Haan. Unanimously approved.
-MEETING DATES FOR 1994January 5, 1994
February 2, 1994
March 9, 1994
April 6, 1994
May 4, 1994
June 1, 1994

July 6, 1994
August 3, 1994
September 7, 1994
October 5, 1994
November 2, 1994
December 7, 1994

Commissioner Haan moved to accept the meeting dates for the Tippecanoe County
Drainage Board, seconded by Commissioner Yount. Unanimously approved.
Commissioner Yount moved approve the minutes from the last Drainage Board
meeting held December 1, 1993. Seconded by Commissioner Haan. Unanimously
approved.

CAPILANO BY THE LAKE

LOT 5

Joe Bumbleburg asked the Board to approve a resolution for vacation of a
drainage easement located on a part of lot 5 in Capilano By the Lake
Subdivision, Phase I. The drainage easement ended up in the middle of lot 5
when it was replatted.
Mr. Spencer stated he has been out to the site, Mr. Cunningham of Vester and
Associates checked the easement and it definitely will not cause a problem with
the lot or any of the adjoining lots. Mr. Spencer recommended the vacation of
the drainage easement in lot 5, Capilano By the Lake Subdivision, Phase I.
The petition and the resolution to vacate a portion of a drainage easement on
lot 5, Capilano by the lake subdivision, Phase I is on file in the Tippecanoe
County Surveyor's Office.
Commissioner Yount moved to approve the resolution to vacate a portion of an
easement on lot number 5, Capilano by the Lake Subdivision, Phase I, seconded by
Commissioner Haan. Unanimously approved
HAWKS NEST SUBDIVISION, PHASE I
Greg Hall, Intercon Engineering, asked the Board for final approval of Hawks
Nest Subdivision, Phase I and the detention ponds for the entire project. Mr.
Hall also, requested a variance for exceeding the four foot of depth in Basin A.
Mr. Spencer stated he recommended approval of Phase I and the detention ponds.
Mr. Hall stated there will be eighteen lots in Phase I, one detention basin will
be located in this phase.
Commissioner Haan asked if the permits from the IDNR have been processed?
Mr. Stolz stated that the portion that was requiring a permit has been moved
from the floodplain and no longer requires a permit.
Commissioner Yount moved to grant the variance to exceed the maximum four foot
depth in Basin A, seconded by Commissioner Haan. Unanimously approved.
Commissioner Yount moved to grant final approval of Hawks Nest Subdivision,
Phase I and the detention basin for the entire project, seconded by Commissioner
Haan. Unanimously approved.

TRIPLE J POINTE SUBDIVISION
Bob Grove, representing Smith Enterprises, asked for preliminary approval of
Triple J Pointe Subdivision, which involves fifteen acres with 75 lots, located
off Old Romney Road and County Road 250 South. The proposal is to detain the
water offsite which will hold seventy two acres of offsite runoff, then take the
ten year flow through the subdivision to a basin that will hold the 15 acres of
developed subdivision, a pipe will carry the runoff from the basin to an
existing structure of Ashton Woods Subdivision detention system. The ditch will
be used as overflow for runoff that exceeds the 10 year flow.
Commissioner Yount asked if pipe along Old Romney Road would be in the road
right-of-way if so, has the County Highway Department approved a permit for the
pipe?
Mr. Grove stated yes, we are proposing to put the pipe in the right-of-way and
no, we have not obtained a permit from the Highway Department.

Mr. Spencer stated the Highway Department has a set of plans, but he has not
heard a report from them.
Commissioner Yount asked about the use of the pond offsite easement?
Mr. Grove stated that G. Mark Smith will be preparing an agreement for the
easement.
Mr. Spencer stated John Fisher did a drainage study of the Wea-Ton drainage
area, in the report it shows the watershed area delineated certain runoff values
for sub-areas within the watershed area. Ashton Woods kept in compliance with
the idea for sub-areas to be within the watershed area, at that time, the Board
accepted the idea. Ashton Woods created an outlet for the Wea-Ton watershed
area and during construction they have created the outlet channel and
incorporated their storage area with Old Romney Heights storage area. In the
study, there are recommendation about how water moves to the east as development
progresses. A pipe was sized under Old Romney Road at the end of the channel to
pick up water to the east. Triple J Pointe Subdivision does not comply with
this idea as far as construction of proper pipe size under Old Romney Road to
convey the water from the east.
Mr. Grove stated Smith Enterprises asked John Fisher for the drainage study, but
were not able to obtain a copy. It was decided to make an alternate route from
the project's outlet to go along the east side of Old Romney Road in an easement
just outside the right-of-way, provide a manhole and a crossing based on a 10
year predeveloped flow from the Wea-Ton area.
Commissioner Gentry suggested getting a meeting set up between the
Commissioners, the Surveyor, Smith Enterprises, Mr. Gloyeske, and Mr. Fisher.
Commissioner Yount moved to continue Triple J Pointe Subdivision with Mr.
Grove's consent until after the above meeting has been held, seconded by
Commissioner Haan. Unanimously approved.

HARRISON & MCCUTCHEON HIGH SCHOOLS IMPROVEMENTS
Kyle Miller, Triad and Associates, presented the Board with the plans to improve
Harrison High School and McCutcheon High School. Harrison and McCutcheon will
be adding approximately one acre of roof to the existing structures over what is
now parking lot signifying no increase in the volume of runoff for either plan.
Harrison's storm sewer pipes run around the perimeter of the school, some of the
pipe are undersized and will be replaced along with all new pipe to go around
the perimeter of the constructed area. All roof drainage will run into the
storm sewer then to an existing pipe and discharge into the Cole Ditch/"Burnett
Creek". Mr. Miller indicated a portion of one existing outfall pipe will be
replaced and a permit from the IDNR is required for construction in the floodway
area.
Commissioner Gentry asked what the design is of the outfall pipe into the creek?
Mr. Miller stated there will an end section on the pipe and that rip-rap will be
placed on both sides of the banks.
Mr. Miller explained that McCutcheon High School storm sewer pipes run the
perimeter of the existing structure and outlets into the Wea Creek. The

improvements will replace what is now asphalt and the storm sewer pipe around
the perimeter of the constructed area.
Commissioner Yount moved to approve Harrison High School's final improvement
plan subject to the approval of the permit from the IDNR, seconded by
Commissioner Haan. Unanimously approved.
Commissioner Yount moved to approve McCutcheon High School's final drainage
improvement plan, seconded by Commissioner Haan. Unanimously approved.
ACTIVE DITCHES FOR 1994
Ditch
Ditch
| Four Year
|
Balance|
No.
Name
| Assessment |
Fund 94|
--------------------------------------|--------------|----------|
2
Anderson, Jesse
|
$15793.76 |$11549.19 |
3
Andrews, E.W.
|
2566.80 |
987.71 |
4
Anson, Delphine
|
5122.56 | 1365.36 |
8
Berlovitz, Juluis
|
8537.44 | 7288.07 |
13
Brown, Andrew
|
8094.24 | 4625.60 |
14
Buck Creek (Carroll Co.)
|
|
|
15
Burkhalter, Alfred
|
5482.96 | 4285.72 |
20
County Farm
|
1012.00 | (994.25)|
26
Darby, Wetherill (Benton Co.|
|
|
27
Ellis, Thomas
|
1642.40 |
760.68 |
29
Fassnacht, Christ
|
2350.56 |
965.04 |
31
Gowen,Issac (White Co.)
|
|
|
33
Grimes, Rebecca
|
3363.52 | 3357.75 |
37
Harrison Meadows
|
1532.56 |
-0- |
48
Lesley, Calvin
|
3787.76 | 1622.08 |
53
Mahin, Wesley
|
3467.68 | 2864.18 |
54
Marsh, Samuel (Montgomery Co|
|
|
57
Morin, F.E.
|
1434.72 |
-0- |
58
Motsinger, Hester
|
2000.00 | 1090.53 |
59
O'Neal, J. Kelly
|
13848.00 | 7398.17 |
60
Oshier, Aduley
|
1624.88 |
-0- |
64
Rayman, Emmett (White Co.) |
|
|
67
Rickerd, Arthur
|
1064.80 |
842.58 |
71
Skinner, Ray
|
2713.60 | (64.53) |
72
Smith, Abe
|
1277.52 | 1053.33 |
73
Southworth, Mary
|
558.08 |
314.04 |
74
Sterrett, Joseph C.
|
478.32 |
-0- |
76
Swanson, Gustav
|
4965.28 |(1473.83) |
84
Walters, William
|
8361.52 | 6716.94 |
87
Wilson, Nixon (Fountain Co.)|
|
|
89
Yeager, Simeon
|
615.36 |
342.15 |
91
Dickens, Jesse
|
288.00 |
-0- |
93
Dismal Creek
|
25420.16 |
86.15 |
94
Shawnee Creek
|
6639.28 |
-0- |
95
Buetler, Gosma
|
19002.24 | 16368.00 |
100
Elliott, S.W.
|
227772.24 | 76956.82 |
101
Hoffman, John
|
72105.03 | 34631.86 |
102
Brum, Sophia (Benton Co)
|
|
|
103
Moore H.W. (Benton Co)
|
|
|
104
Hadley Lake
|
65344.56 | 4402.77 |
105
Thomas, Mary (Carroll Co)
|
|
|
106
Arbegust-Young (Clinton Co) |
|
|

INACTIVE DITCHES FOR 1994
Ditch
Ditch
| Four Year
| Balance |
No.
Names
| Assessment | Fund 94 |
--------------------------------------|--------------|----------|
1
Amstutz, John
|
$5008.00 | $5566.86 |
5
Baker, Dempsey
|
2374.24 | 2814.71 |
6
Baker, Newell
|
717.52 | 2016.73 |
7
Bell, Nellie
|
1329.12 | 2077.51 |
10
Binder, Michael
|
4388.96 | 5513.73 |
11
Blickenstaff, John M.
|
7092.80 | 7994.87 |
12
Box, N.W.
|
11650.24 | 15333.92 |
16
Byers, Orin J.
|
5258.88 | 7337.50 |
17
Coe, Floyd
|
13617.84 | 18262.88 |
18
Coe, Train
|
3338.56 | 7923.36 |
19
Cole Grant
|
4113.92 | 9940.56 |
21
Cripe, Jesse
|
911.28 | 1557.87 |
22
Daughtery, Charles
|
1883.12 | 2290.95 |
23
Devault, Fannie
|
3766.80 | 7764.58 |
25
Dunkin, Marion
|
9536.08 | 12390.41 |
28
Erwin, Martin
|
656.72 | 1095.68 |
30
Fugate, Elijah
|
3543.52 | 5114.39 |
32
Gray, Martin
|
6015.52 | 8253.80 |
34
Hafner, Fred
|
1263.44 | 1559.07 |
35
Haywood, E.F.
|
7348.96 | 7564.29 |
36
Haywood, Thomas
|
2133.12 | 2799.85 |
39
Inskeep, George
|
3123.84 | 7655.03 |
40
Jakes, Lewis
|
5164.24 | 6026.73 |
41
Johnson, E. Eugene
|
10745.28 | 14592.35 |
42
Kellerman, James
|
1043.52 | 1063.29 |
43
Kerschner, F.S.
|
1844.20 | 4618.29 |
44
Kirkpatrick, Amanda
|
2677.36 | 3110.15 |
45
Kirkpatrick, Frank
|
4226.80 | 4440.35 |
46
Kirkpatrick, James
|
16637.76 | 16816.54 |
47
Kuhns, John
|
1226.96 | 1528.87 |
50
McCoy, John
|
2194.72 | 3182.80 |
51
McFarland, John
|
7649.12 | 8766.27 |
52
McKinney, Mary
|
4287.52 | 5791.10 |
55
Miller, Absalm
|
3236.00 | 5168.30 |
56
Montgomery, Ann
|
4614.56 | 5250.77 |
61
Parker Lane
|
2141.44 | 3261.19 |
63
Peters, Calvin
|
828.00 | 2327.12 |
65
Resor, Franklin
|
3407.60 | 5659.22 |
66
Rettereth, Peter
|
1120.32 | 1975.43 |
68
Ross, Alexander
|
1791.68 | 3895.39 |
69
Sheperdson, J.A.
|
1536.72 | 3609.60 |
70
Saltzman, John
|
5740.96 | 6920.20 |
75
Stewart, William
|
765.76 |
900.58 |
77
Taylor, Alonzo
|
1466.96 | 3447.90 |
78
Taylor, Jacob
|
4616.08 | 6544.52 |
79
Toohey, John
|
542.40 | 1069.50 |
81
Van Natta, John
|
1338.16 | 2714.51 |
82
Wallace, Harrison
|
5501.76 | 6573.81 |
83
Walters, Sussana
|
972.24 | 2061.09 |
85
Waples, McDill
|
5478.08 | 9188.51 |
86
Wilder, Lena
|
3365.60 | 4921.20 |
88
Wilson, J & J
|
736.96 | 5639.22 |

90
92
96
97

Yoe, Franklin
Jenkins
Kirpatrick One
McLaughlin, John

|
|
|
|

1605.44
1689.24
6832.16

| 2509.75 |
| 2549.43 |
| 11352.18 |
|
|

OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Spencer asked if section six, letter F of the Drainage Ordinance, Submittal
and Consideration of Plans, could be clarified to clear up questions pertain to
the twenty days submittal deadline being twenty working days or twenty calendar
days.
Commissioner Yount suggested changing the twenty days to thirty calendar days
and requiring a review memo from the County Engineering Consultant to the
petitioner, ten days prior to the hearing date.
Mr. Hoffman stated he will write an amendment to the Drainage Ordinance, letter
F in section six, Submittal and Consideration of Plans, to change the twenty
days submittal to thirty calendars days and the Surveyor will make a report to
the petitioners not less than ten days prior to the hearing date.
GREAT LAKES CHEMICAL
Mr. Spencer stated all the landowners along the proposed channel have been
informed of the Great Lakes project, the County has a complete set of
construction plans, a drainage report, and Army Corp of Engineers permit. The
County does not have IDNR or the IDEM, but those have been filed and should be
approved soon. Ken Baldwin had some question for insurance reasons on fencing
around the sediment basin before the water goes into Hadley Lake. The County
will contribute $700,000.00 dollars out of that the County has spent approx
$150,000.00 on Engineering, the Engineer's construction estimate is
1,040,000.00.
Commissioner Gentry asked what the time table is on advertising for
reconstruction, and does the project have to be advertised before the bidding or
concurrent with the bid process?
Mr. Hoffman stated the advertising has to be done before the bid processing.
The County would have to give thirty to forty day notice and then have the
hearing, if approved the bidding can go out, all that together would take about
three months.
Judy Rhodes asked if there was any legal document showing West Lafayette
committing to an agreement of participation in this project?

Commissioner Gentry stated that the County has a signed worksheet by Nola J.
Gentry and Mayor Sonya Margerum showing the break down of contribution between
the State of Indiana, Tippecanoe County and the City of West Lafayette for Great
Lakes Chemical Corporation/Cuppy McClure watershed project
Ms. Rhodes asked and received a copy of the worksheet.
Being no further business Commissioner Yount moved to adjourn until February 2,
1994, seconded by Commissioner Haan. Unanimously approved.
a i
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
FEBRUARY 2, 1994
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday February 2, 1994 in the
Community Meeting room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third
Street, Lafayette, Indiana with Nola J. Gentry calling the meeting to order.
Those
Haan,
Board
Stolz

present were: Tippecanoe County Commissioners Nola J. Gentry, William D.
Hubert D. Yount; Tippecanoe County Surveyor Michael J. Spencer; Drainage
Attorney pro-tem David Luhman; Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Jon
and Drainage Board Secretary Shelli Hoffine.

The first item on the agenda was to approve the minutes from the last Drainage
Board Meeting held January 5, 1994 Commissioner Yount moved to approve the
minutes, seconded by Commissioner Haan. Motion Carried.

TRIPLE J SUBDIVISION
Robert Grove requested preliminary approval for Triple J Subdivision. The
routing of the discharge line caused the project to be continued from the last
Drainage Board meeting and is still has not resolved with Wea-Ton owners. Mr.
Grove suggested putting a fifteen inch pipe in the east road right-of-way as an
alternative.
Commissioner Yount asked if there has been any discussion with the County
Highway Department?
Mr. VanNess stated Steve Murray, Executive Director of the Highway Department,
is in attendance to discuss his concerns. Triple J prefers the plan to install
a fifteen inch pipe in the east right-of-way line and then west along the north
property line to an existing twenty-four inch RCP under Old Romney Road. The
fifteen inch pipe should relieve any concerns about overflow.
Mr. Murray needs more detail before saying that a fifteen inch pipe would work.
It appears a corrugated pipe installed under Old Romney Road could help clear up
existing drainage problems by providing the County with a positive outlet for
property of the Wea-Ton area.
Mr. Spencer stated his concern was the way the water flow system is planned.
The by-pass water from the east is routed around the subdivision to the twentyfour inch pipe and there are no calculation as to its capacity. Without
calculations, determining whether the water will back up onto the subdivision
area is difficult.
Mr. Grove stated another culvert could be provided under 250 South to take care
of any overflow.
Mr. Spencer stated the idea is fine, but without the calculations we can not
make a final decision.
Mr. Murray asked who would be responsible for maintaining the storm sewer?
Commissioner Gentry stated the developer would be responsible for maintenance of
the storm sewer.

Mr. Spencer read the memo from Christopher Burke Engineering.
(start quote)
January 3, 1994
MEMORANDUM
TO:
Mr. Mike Spencer - Tippecanoe County Surveyor
FROM:
Jon Stolz, P.E. - CBBEL, Indianapolis
SUBJECT:
Triple J Point Subdivision
(CBBEL Project No. 93-165)
RECOMMENDATION:
Preliminary Approved
CBBEL recommends preliminary approval of this project. The 75 lot subdivision
is proposed for the nearly 16 acre tract. Support and design information
necessary to fully assess the project's compliance with the Drainage Ordinance
has not been submitted for review. However, it appears from the submitted
information that the applicant is proposing a storm water management plan that
would indicate general compliance with the ordinance.
After review of the provided information listed below, CBBEL offers the
following comments.
1.

The following comments are in reference to the storm sewer design:
a. Structure 10 has a top of casting elevation of 638.0 However, the swale
flowing from the west appears to have an invert elevation of 636.4. It would
appear that the applicant should revise the swale to the west to obtain positive
drainage to structure 10.
b. The applicant should provide structure numbers and top of casting and
invert elevations for the structures at the upstream end of reach 4-0 and reach
2-5.
c. The storm sewer pipe from structure 1E to 1D, as shown on the plan, has
no slope.
d. The storm sewer analysis provided indicates that no storm water is
tributary to structure 2 (catch basin) for reach 1-8. However, the analysis
provided does indicate storm water tributary to structure 3 (manhole) for reach
1-7. It appears that the applicant should revise the analysis to show the storm
sewer tributary to structure 2.
e. The outlet pipe downstream of structure 1, as shown on the plans, has a
slope of 0.3%. However, the storm sewer analysis utilizes a slope of 2.0% for
this pipe.
f. It should be noted that the applicant has proposed a 36" RCP downstream
of structure 1B. The next downstream pipe (downstream of structure 1A) is
proposed as a 21" RCP. The slope of the 36" pipe is 0.3% and the slope of the
21" pipe is 3.76%. Although it appears that the 21" pipe is hydraulically
adequate to convey the 10-year discharge, it should be pointed out that the
downstream pipe will be smaller than the upstream pipe and may appear as an
error at first glance.
2. The applicant has proposed to convey the upstream off-site runoff in a swale
along the east edge of the site. Structure 1F is a catch basin proposed to
convey a portion of the upstream runoff through the proposed storm sewer system.
Any additional runoff not conveyed by the storm sewer will apparently be
conveyed in the swale along the east property line and then west along the north

property line to the existing 24" RCP under Old Romney Road. The following
comments are in reference to the upstream off-site overflow routing:
a. The applicant has provided calculations to determine the 10-year
frequency discharge to the upstream off-site watershed. This analysis appears
to be adequate. However, the applicant must also provide the analysis for less
frequent storm events (ie. the 50 and 100-year storm event) to show the expected
discharges to be conveyed through the overflow channel.
b. The applicant must provide calculations to show that the existing 24" RCP
and any proposed outlet configuration under Old Romney Road has the capacity to
convey the overflow runoff from the 50-year frequency storm event.
c. More information must be provided for the overflow channel to ensure that
it can convey the overflow runoff. Information to be provided should at least
include channel inverts, sideslopes, depth, a typical cross-section and possibly
a channel profile. The applicant must provide calculations to show that the
proposed channel can adequately convey the proposed overflow runoff and contain
this runoff in the appropriate easements.
d. The applicant has indicated that structure 1F will intercept the 10-year
frequency runoff from the off-site upstream watershed (22cfs) as well as the
local runoff. More detail and calculations should be provided to show how this
structure will adequately intercept the discharge indicated. The design of this
structure and its ability to capture the noted runoff must be provided.
3. The applicant has proposed two alternatives for the outfall from the
proposed detention pond and the up stream watershed. However, the following
comments are in reference to the detention pond outlet:
a. The applicant should provide background information and calculations to
show how the stage-storage discharge relationship was developed.
b. Alternative One shows the 15" RCP detention pond outlet pipe along the
east side of Old Romney Road. The pipe crosses under Old Romney Road north of
County Road 250 South as a 36" RCP. The applicant has indicated that the outlet
pipe will convey discharge from a portion of the Weaton West development under
Old Romney Road in the 36" RCP. More details and information are needed to show
how the runoff from the Weaton West site will be conveyed to the proposed 36"
pipe. Background calculations should be submitted in support of the discharge
value provided for Weaton West in the narrative.
c. Recommendations for the watershed outlet under Old Romney Road have been
examined under a previous study. It is recommended that the proposed outlet
pipe and channels comply with the earlier study and the issues regarding the
outlet be coordinated with the Surveyor's Office.
4. The applicant must also provide the following before final approve can be
recommended for this project:
a. Pipe sizes must be shown on the plans.
b. Gutter spread calculations must be provided.
c. An erosion control plan must be provided.
d. Certified plans must be provided.
e. Additional information such as structure details, swale and detention
pond cross-sections and storm sewer profiles should be provided.

f. Background data for the calculation of the curve numbers and times of
concentration used in all TR-20 models must be provided.
g. An exhibit showing the emergency routing for low frequency storm events
(ie. 100-year storm) should be provided. It is not clear whether 100-year flows
are adequately routed to the detention facility at this site. Also, the noted
100-year detention pond elevation would appear to surcharge much of the storm
sewer system.
It should not be construed that these are the only comments for this project.
After additional information has been provided and reviewed, additional concerns
may become apparent.
CBBEL was supplied with the following information:
1. Plan sheet entitled "Off Site Storm Plan" (Attachment 'C'). Sheet 1 of 1,
prepared by Lafayette Engineers, not dated.
2. Plan sheet entitled "Triple J Pointe Subdivision Storm Sewer Calculations"
prepared by R.R. Grove, P.E., L.S., dated November 8, 1993
3. Triple J Pointe Subdivision Drainage Report prepared by R.R. Grove, P.E.,
L.S., dated December 7, 1993
4.

Off-site upstream watershed drainage area map (Attachment 'A'), not dated.

5.

Triple J Point Subdivision soils map (Attachment 'D'), not dated.

6. ILUDRAIN analysis dated December 3, 1993 and TR-20 analysis dated November
9, 1993 and December 3, 1993 (Attachment 'B') all prepared by R.R. Grove, P.E.,
L.S.
Based upon this review, CBBEL recommends the preliminary approval of the
project. Once additional information and support calculations have been
submitted and reviewed, a final recommendation may be considered.
No error or omission in either the plans, calculations or application (whether
said plans, calculations or applications have been reviewed by the review
engineer or not) shall permit or release the applicant and designer from
constructing this work in any other manner than that provided for in the County
Ordinance.
DWE/de
M93-165.REV
(end quote)
Commissioner Yount moved to grant preliminary approval of Triple J Pointe
Subdivision subject to the January 3, 1994 memorandum and to the approval of the
County Highway Department for the use of the right-of-way, seconded by
Commissioner Haan. Motion carried.
ROMNEY RUN SUBDIVISION
Jerry Kittle of Schneider Engineering asked for preliminary approval of Romney
Run Subdivision located off Old Romney Road and County Road 300 South. Storm
water will flow from the north to the south passing through detention ponds
located within Romney Run Subdivision then to an extension of the Elliott Ditch.
Pre-developed conditions for runoff are at 57 cfs, post-developed conditions
will be at 42 cfs, decreasing the amount of runoff by 15 cfs.

Mr. Spencer stated Mr. Kittle has notified the downstream landowners.
Commissioner Gentry asked if the pond would be unfenced and who will be
responsible for the maintenance on the pond?
Mr. Kittle stated they will ask for a variance on the fence at final review and
the Homeowners Association will be responsible for the ponds.
Commissioner Yount suggested the landowners have an undivided interest in the
ponds to eliminate any involvement of Homeowners Association and the chance of
the pond being the responsibility of the County.
Ron Adams and Steve Norfleet, downstream landowners, have property on County
Road 300 South at the opening of the culvert that is planned to be used for
runoff from the subdivision. Their concern is the culvert is not large enough
to handle the runoff.
Mr. Kittle stated there will be less runoff going through the existing culvert
after development, so the size of the culvert is adequate.
Being no other concerns from the downstream landowners, Mr. Spencer recommended
preliminary approval of Romney Run Subdivision with two conditions:
1. The detention storage analysis should be amended using the Huff Third
Quartile distribution and with a critical storm duration series to confirm the
maximum required volumes has been achieved. Support data for the analysis
should also be amended and clarified as noted in the initial memo provided by
the engineer.
2. The adequate conveyance of upstream flows through the site should be
confirmed by providing calculations and system information to the County for
review.
Commissioner Yount moved to grant preliminary approval of Romney Run Subdivision
subject to the two conditions, seconded by Commissioner Haan. Motion carried.

WAKE ROBIN ESTATES II
Commissioner Yount moved to continue Wake Robin Estates II due to the absence of
project representatives, seconded by Commissioner Haan. Motion carried.
MEIJER JOINT DETENTION
Mr. Spencer stated he had a request from the Meijer representatives, Vester and
Associates, to ask for a continuance. Commissioner Yount moved to continue
Meijer Joint Detention, seconded by Commissioner Haan. Motion carried.

Commissioner Gentry recessed the meeting for five minutes.
Commissioner Gentry reconvened the meeting at 9:30 a.m.
TIPPECANOE MALL EXPANSION
Dick Boehning and Marianne Owen represent Melvin Simon & Associates, Joe
Stallsmith Staff Engineer with the Simon Organization and Mark Harris with ACE
American Consulting Engineering were also present. Mr. Boehning stated there
was an agreement called the "The Nonbinding Memorandum of Understanding". The
parties involved in the agreement are the County Drainage Board, the County

Commissioners, the City of Lafayette, Ivy Tech, Mel Simon, and Maple Point
Enterprises. The parties agree to develop the area in order to get the needed
improvements to generate enough funds to construct a regional retention
facility, extend Creasy Lane from State Road 38 to Brady Lane, and construct
another road between State Road 38 and US52 called Maple Point Drive. Since
State Road 38 is nearing completion, interest rates are down, Simon has
successfully been converted to REIT which has relieved financial pressures, and
the May Company which owns LS Ayres has committed to moving to the mall area
this project is moving forward. LS Ayres is Phase I of this project with a
completion date of October 1994 which will involve constructing Maple Point
Drive, the Creasy Lane extension to Brady Lane, beginning the engineering and
construction of a regional retention pond, and the relocation of the Wilson
Branch of the Elliott Ditch.
Commissioner Haan asked what the Drainage Boards involvement is on this project?
Mr. Boehning stated the Boards involvement, along with Simon Engineers and
American Engineering Consultants is the design for a regional retention facility
and getting approval of the design by the City of Lafayette. The ponds
construction cost will be covered by TIF funds generated from the improvements
of the Payless Store and LS Ayres which the City will track. Simon & Associates
will be petitioning the Board for the relocation of the Wilson Branch of the
Elliott Ditch and under the original agreement it was anticipated the soil from
the regional retention facility would be used to fill the area where LS Ayres
will be constructed and the Creasy Lane project.
Joe Stallsmith stated no soil has been removed from the pond area. Christopher
Burke's hydraulic study will be broken down to show what is going to happen to
the pond. When the break down is done, it will be submitted to the Drainage
Board and the Department of Natural Resources for approval. Mr. Stallsmith
stated the construction of Maple Point Drive will be done in two phases and
constructed the same time as LS Ayres. The first phase consists of four lanes
beginning at State Road 38 narrowing to two lanes then back to four lanes before
reaching US52. The second phase will be to make the portion that is two lanes
into four lanes, so Maple Point Drive is four lanes from State Road 38 to US52.
Mr. Stallsmith concluded by asking when Simon has a plan to remove the dirt from
the pond to fill the LS Ayres site, is approval to be made by the County
Commissioners and the Drainage Board?
Commissioner Gentry stated the pond design is approved by the Drainage Board,
the actual dirt removal from the pond is approved by the County Commissioners
and the Department of Natural Resources.

ATTORNEY CONTRACT
Mr. Hoffman will be the County Drainage Board Attorney compensated at a hourly
rate of one hundred and twenty-five dollars per hour.
Commissioner Haan moved to enter into the contract with J. Frederick Hoffman as
Attorney for the County Drainage Board for the year 1994, seconded by
Commissioner Yount. Motion carried.
ENGINEERING CONSULTANT CONTRACT

Christopher Burke Engineering will provide professional engineering services
related to the review of drainage plans prepared for development in the County.
These services are to be provided on an as-needed basis as directed by the
County Surveyor and includes attendance at Drainage Board meetings. The total
hours spent on the review depend on the project complexity, adequacy of the
submittals, and responsiveness of the consultant. Billing rates for Jon Stolz,
Engineering Consultant are forty five dollars per hour and reproduction cost for
photocopies $0.10/each, bluelines $0.30/sq ft, Fax $2.00/Page, outside copy
service (reproducibles, sepias, etc.) cost + 5%, 2-Man Survey Crew 75, 3-Man
Survey Crew 85. The only change to the contract was that the agreement be
governed by and in accordance with the laws of Indiana not Illinois, the
contract is on file in the County Surveyor's Office.
Commissioner Yount moved to approve Christopher B. Burke Engineering to provide
engineering services for the County Drainage Board, seconded by Commissioner
Haan. Motion carried.
Commissioner Yount moved to give the President of the Drainage Board authority
to sign the contract between Christopher Burke Engineering and the County
Drainage Board, seconded by Commissioner Haan. Motion carried.

DRAINAGE BOARD ORDINANCE
Commissioner Gentry read the changes to the Drainage Board Ordinance No. 88-40CM:
"6 f. Submittal and Consideration of Plans
Preliminary and final drainage plans and/or construction plans shall be
submitted to the Drainage Board at least thirty (30) days prior to their
regularly scheduled meeting. The Surveyor shall furnish the Applicant in
writing at least ten (10) days prior to the scheduled meeting a complete list
of his objections to the plans and accompanying data submitted to him by
Applicant. All preliminary plans, final plans and/or construction plans in
compliance with the standards of this ordinance shall be approved by the
Drainage Board. The Drainage Board and/or the county Surveyor shall stamp such
approval on a copy of such plans and deliver the same to the Applicant. The
Board shall approve or disapprove any preliminary plans, final plans and/or
construction plans within sixty (60) days of the date when these plans and all
necessary documents required to the submitted therewith pursuant to this section
6 are delivered to the Surveyor in a form which complies with all requirements
of this Ordinance, unless Applicant consents to a continuance or extension. All
approvals and disapprovals with written reason shall be incorporated into the
drainage board minutes.
Commissioner Haan moved to adopt and approve Ordinance amendment 94-04-CM,
seconded by Commissioner Yount. Motion carried.

JOINT DRAINAGE BOARD MEMBERS
Commissioner Gentry recommended appointing Commissioner Yount and herself to the
Joint Drainage Board with Benton County on the Otterbein Ditch.
Commissioner Gentry recommended appointing Commissioner Haan and herself to the
Joint Drainage Board with Montgomery County on the Phillip Dewey drain.

Commissioner Yount moved to approve the Joint Drainage Boards appointments,
seconded by Commissioner Haan. Motion carried.
Being no further business Commissioner Yount moved to adjourn until March 9,
1994, seconded by Commissioner Haan.
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
MAY 4, 1994
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, May 4, 1994, in the
Community Meeting room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third
Street, Lafayette, Indiana with Nola J. Gentry calling the meeting to order.
Those present were: Tippecanoe County Commissioners Nola J. Gentry, William D.
Haan, Hubert D. Yount; Tippecanoe County Surveyor Michael J. Spencer; Drainage
Board Attorney J. Frederick Hoffman; Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Jon
Stolz and Drainage Board Secretary Shelli Hoffine.
The first item on the agenda was to approve the minutes from the last Drainage
Board Meeting held April 19, 1994, Commissioner Yount moved to approve the
minutes, seconded by Commissioner Haan. Motion Carried.
WILSON BRANCH FLOOD CONTROL RESERVOIR
Mark Harris, American Consulting Engineers, submitted to the Board the plan for
the Wilson Branch Reservoir. The initial review was done by Christopher B.
Burke Engineering, LTD. By taking information already collected by Burke,
American Consulting Engineers were able to create a final construction plan for
the Wilson Branch Reservoir. The DNR restricted an increase in the flood
elevations to no more than one tenth of a foot in the Elliott Ditch downstream
and the Wilson Branch upstream from the Reservoir. This restriction is
summarized in the report Mr. Harris submitted to the Board. The pre-developed
condition which includes the construction of the Treece Meadows diversion ditch
and detention facilities upstream of this project will lower the upstream and
downstream water elevations. The side overflow design was chosen over the on
in-line design because the discharge into the pond would increase effective
storage. The low flow channel of the Wilson Branch in a typical rain will flow
through the reservoir in a six foot pipe then under US52, once the higher flow
reaches the top of the Wilson Branch bank it will overflow into the reservoir.
Surrounding the pond will be shrubs and trees to fulfill the DNR request to
restore the habitat from relocating part of the Wilson Branch and to serve as
bank protection. The portion of the Wilson Branch that is planned for
relocation is located between what is proposed as the Payless Grocery Store and
State Road 38. As a result of the relocation the water elevation will be lower
and plantings will restore the lost vegetation.
Mr. Hoffman asked the depth of the reservoir?
Mr. Harris stated the depth will be 14 feet, the DNR requested that a third of
the pond bank be at a slope of 10 to 1.
Mr. Hoffman inquired about the fence requirement.
Mr. Spencer stated the fence issue will be a variance American Consulting
Engineers will request at final approval.
PARK 475 EAST - Rowe Trucking
Todd Warrix, Hawkins Environmental, asked the Board for final drainage approval
of Park 475 East also known as Rowe Trucking located in Wea Township. John Rowe
is the landowner of 92 acres, but only wants to develop 6 acres, any further
development of the 92 acres will require additional analysis. An industrial
building approximately 425 feet X 80 feet is proposed for the site, an asphalt
area of 3.5 acres and a grassy area of 2.4 acres. Mr. Warrix asked for a

variance of
flow to the
account for
the Elliott

on-site storage and instead let the runoff go to a natural pond then
Elliott Ditch. Mr. Rowe is willing to contribute to an escrow
the proposed construction of the regional retention pond planned for
Ditch.

Commissioner Yount asked if there are any figures for the pre and post
developed conditions?
Mr. Warrix stated the pre-developed 10 year runoff is 1.67 cfs and postdeveloped 100 year runoff is 11.4 cfs.
Mr. Rowe submitted a letter to the Board stating he will contribute to the
regional retention pond.
Mr. Davis pointed out the bidding of the pond construction is out on the Wilson
Branch, which will give an idea of a dollar amount for Mr. Rowe to contribute to
the future construction of the Elliott Regional Basin.
Mr. Hoffman stated an escrow account would be an advantage to people in Mr.
Rowe's position because no on-site storage would be required which would provide
extra building area and an escrow account is an advantage to the County by
helping with the expense of constructing the pond.
Commissioner Gentry read a letter from Fred Koehler to John Rowe and the exact
letter was sent from John Rowe to Fred Koehler.
(quote)
April 29, 1994
Rowe Farms, Inc.
P.O. Box 386
Otterbein, IN

47970

Dear John,
With regard to our phone conversation about water drainage, Koehler access to
sewer and water lines, and drive way sharing. Rowe Farms will give Koehler free
access to cross Rowe property to get access to water and sewer without cost.
Rowe and Koehler will share the drive way entrance. Koehler recognized it is
possible that water may come from Rowe Farms to Koehler property. Koehler will
be able to connect to the water line at its termination with no cost sharing of
bringing the water line to that location.
Sincerely,
Fred Koehler
Alandco, Inc.
(unquote)
Commissioner Yount moved to grant Park 475 East, Rowe Trucking, final drainage
approval on the proposed 6 acres with the conditions of any further development
of the 92 acres Mr. Rowe will be required to provide on-site storage if the
development is prior to the construction of the Elliott Ditch retention pond
(pond F). An escrow account must be set up for the purpose of establishing a
fund for pond F which Mr. Rowe has agreed to contribute to on a prorated basis
of storage volume, seconded by Commissioner Haan. Motion carried.

OTHER BUSINESS

Leader-Newton Drain
Mr. Spencer received a petition to establish the Leader-Newton Drain in Jackson
Township as a County regulated and maintained drain. The Leader-Newton
watershed area was redone by the Soil and Water Conservation, at that time the
landowners agreed to maintain the system, but some people have not been keeping
up with the maintenance, so they decided to submit this petition. Mr. Spencer
stated he would write his Surveyors report and assemble the paper work to
establish the Leader-Newton Drain.
Wet-Bottom Detention Facility Requirements
Mr. Spencer asked what type of wording should be on the signs for the detention
facilities?
Mr. Hoffman stated the depth of the pond should be posted and signs that
indicate danger, deep water, no swimming, no fishing etc. The safety ledges for
a nonfenced pond should change from 4 to 6 feet in width with various slopes to
10 to 15 feet in width with slopes of 6:1 and 3:1 per proposed cross section.
Commissioner Gentry stated the fence requirement should stay in the ordinance
as it reads currently.
Being no further business Commissioner Yount moved to adjourn until June 1,
1994, seconded by Commissioner Haan. Motion carried.
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
JANUARY 4, 1995
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday January 4, 1995 in the
Community meeting room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third
Street, Lafayette, Indiana with Nola J. Gentry calling the meeting to order.
Those present were: Tippecanoe County Commissioners William D. Haan, Nola J.
Gentry, Gene Jones; Tippecanoe County Surveyor Michael J. Spencer; Drainage
Board Attorney J. Frederick Hoffman; Drainage Board Engineering Consultant protem David Eickelberger and Drainage Board Secretary Shelli Muller.
The first item on the agenda was to approve the minutes from the last Drainage
Board Meeting held December 7, 1994. Commissioner Haan moved to approve the
minutes, Seconded by Commissioner Gentry. Motion carried.
ELECTION OF 1995 OFFICERS
Commissioner Gentry made a motion to nominate Commissioner Haan as President of
the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion
carried.
Commissioner Haan made a motion to nominate Commissioner Gentry as Vice
President of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board, seconded by Commissioner
Gentry. Motion carried.

APPOINTMENT TO THE BOARD
Commissioner Gentry moved to appoint Shelli Muller as Executive Secretary of the
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion
carried.
Commissioner Gentry moved to approve the contract with Christopher B. Burke
Engineering, LTD. and authorize the Drainage Board President to sign the
contract pending review by the Drainage Board Attorney, seconded by Commissioner
Jones. Motion carried.
Commissioner Gentry moved to approve the contract of J. Frederick Hoffman as
Attorney for the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board for a hourly rate of One
hundred and thirty five dollars (135.00), seconded by Commissioner Jones.
Motion carried.

HADLEY MOORS SUBDIVISION PART 2
Dale Koons, Civil Engineering, representing Dave Lux the developer of Hadley
Moors Subdivision part 2 which is located North of the existing part one. A
detention pond located West of the development has been sized to retain runoff
from parts one and two. The storm system consist of a thirty-six inch pipe
which outlets into the detention pond.
Mr. Spencer stated changes to the initial review have been made to correct the
plan therefore final approval is recommended.
Commissioner Gentry moved to grant final approval of Hadley Moors Subdivision
Part 2, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.

DRAINAGE ORDINANCE - Review Fee
Commissioner Haan discussed the change to the Drainage Ordinance that will enact
a review fee.
Mr. Spencer explained a review fee will be implemented to anyone that submits a
project to be reviewed by the County and exceeds the ten hour review time limit.
All accounts receivable and payable will go through the Surveyor's Office and
final approvals will be subject to payment in full.
Commissioner Haan stated the review fee has taken affect January 1, 1995.
Mr. Hoffman confirmed any project that was submitted for this meeting is subject
to a charge if exceeding the ten hour review time limit.

PENTECOSTAL
Mr. Spencer
the absence
seconded by

CHURCH OF GOD
recommended to continue the Pentecostal Church of God review due to
of representation. Commissioner Gentry moved to continue review,
Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.

VALLEY FORGE ESTATES PH 4 PT 2
Andy Slavens, Vester and Associates, presented the Board with final drainage
plans for Valley Forge Estates, Phase 4 Part 2 which is located east of the
existing Phase 4 Part 1. Part 2 contains 15.1 acres and will be divided into 53
lots. The existing detention pond that retains the runoff of part 1 will also
retain part 2.
Mr. Spencer mentioned the memorandum dated December 27, 1994 from Christopher B.
Burke Engineering concerning Valley Forge Estates Phase 4, Part 2 which
indicates the contour lines are shown to go uphill instead of downhill and the
pipe-sizing calculations for the rainfall intensity vary. Mr. Spencer stated he
discussed the changes needed with Mr. Slavens and he was able to get the
corrected information. Mr. Spencer felt by the end of today the corrected plan
will meet the requirements of the Drainage Ordinance therefore he recommended
approval.
Commissioner Gentry moved to grant final approval with the condition that Mr.
Spencer and Mr. Slavens come to an agreement on the corrected plans, seconded by
Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.

US231 PROJECT - SOUTH SECTION
Mr. Spencer recommended to continue the US231 project due to the absence of
representation. Commissioner Gentry moved to continue the project, seconded by
Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.
WILSON BRANCH RELOCATION
Mark Harris, American Consulting, presented the Board with final plans for the
Wilson Branch relocation of the Elliott Ditch. Mr. Harris referred to the
relocation as Phase 2 which will connect and replace most of Phase 1 relocation.
Starting on the North side of Ross Road the relocation will go southwest of the
recently relocated Wilson Branch. The relocation will outlet back into the old
existing Wilson Branch before entering the regional retention pond. Mr. Harris
mentioned the project has been submitted and is being reviewed by the DNR for
construction in a floodway.

Commissioner Gentry asked how this affects the other agreement of the Wilson
Branch and does this relocation affect the agreement with Judy Hammond, Maple
Point Enterprises?
Mr. Spencer asked if all the land that the relocation will be taking place is
owned by the Payless Corporation?
C. Buzz Weisiger, Payless Corporation, stated the land is owned by the Simon
Corporation, Maple Point Enterprises and by Payless Corporation.
Mr. Spencer asked if all the land is going to be owned by the Payless
Corporation at the end of the relocation?
Mr. Weisiger stated the center of the ditch will lie on the property line
between the Payless Corporation and Maple Point Enterprises.
Mr. Hoffman requested American Consulting to get the consent of Maple Point
Enterprises and Simon Corporation before the Board approves the project.
Mr. Weisiger stated both parties are aware of the project and asked if approval
could be granted subject to the consent of Maple Point Enterprises and Simon
Corporation.
Mr. Hoffman suggested approval be denied until a letter of consent has been
received by Maple Point Enterprises and Simon Corporation. The letter asking
for consent should contain the legal description and the description of the
drainage easement.
Mr. Spencer stated American Consulting is asking for a reduction in easement
width from 75 feet from the top of the bank on either side of the ditch to 35
feet from the top of the bank on either side of the ditch.
Commissioner Gentry moved to grant the variance to reduce the easement of 75
feet to 35 feet either side of the ditch from the top of the bank, seconded by
Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.

CREASY/BRADY CONNECTOR
Todd Warrix, Hawkins Environment, asked the Board for final approval of the
Creasy/Brady Connector. This project is in conjunction with the proposed Wilson
Branch Reservoir and lies completely within the Elliott Ditch watershed area.
The roadway will increase the existing condition .25 percent, but only increase
the water surface elevation by .01 feet. With this project the flooding at Ivy
Tech will be reduced, however it will not be eliminated. Upon completion the
"F" lake the majority of the runoff from the Creasy/Brady roadway will be
contained in County owned detention storage facilities.
Mr. Hoffman asked if the project is going to increase the volume of the
nonexisting lake.
Mr. Warrix stated the 3.3 cfs increase is insignificant to the size of the
Elliott Ditch Watershed and represent a total increase of .25 percent.
Mr. Spencer stated the only concern is the project needs to be clarified as to
whether or not it is in the floodway. If so, there needs to be a permit from
the DNR allowing construction in a floodway.

Bill Davis, Hawkins Environment, stated the contour data showing Creasy/Brady
Roadway Extension was submitted with the Wilson Branch reservoir to the DNR and
that permit has been issued.
Mr. Spencer stated the problem with the permit from the DNR is there is no
mention of the roadway in the project description.
Mr. Davis stated the Wilson Branch contract contains all the dirt work for the
roadway. The dirt from the reservoir will be used to build up the roadway and
that was explained in the request for the permit.
Mr. Hoffman stated it needs to be clear that the roadway is not in the floodway
otherwise the Board will require DNR approval of construction in a floodway.
Commissioner Gentry moved to grant final approval of Creasy/Brady Roadway with
the condition of proof the roadway is not in the floodway or a DNR permit for
construction in a floodway, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.

CONCORD CORNERS SUBDIVISION
Dan Lee, Ticen Schulte and Associates, asked the Board for a
Drainage Easement for Concord Corners Subdivision located at
corner of Concord Road and 350 South. Mr. Lee asked for the
East and North sides of the ditch to be reduced from 75 feet

reduction in
the Northwest
easement on the
to 25-30 feet.

Mr. Spencer stated the County has road right-of-way on the South and West of the
eight inch pipe therefore the reduction will not interfere with maintaining the
ditch.
Commissioner Gentry moved to approve the reduction of easement from 75 feet to
25-30 feet on the East and North side of ditch in Concord Corners Subdivision,
seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.
Being no further business Commissioner Gentry moved to adjourn until February 1,
1995, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Meeting adjourned.
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
FEBRUARY 1, 1995
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday February 1, 1995 in the
Community meeting room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North Third
Street, Lafayette, Indiana with William D. Haan calling the meeting to order.
Those present were: Tippecanoe County Commissioners William D. Haan, Nola J.
Gentry, Gene Jones; Tippecanoe County Surveyor Michael J. Spencer; Drainage
Board Attorney pro-tem David Luhman; and Drainage Board Secretary Shelli
Muller.
The first item on the agenda was to approve the minutes from the last Drainage
Board Meeting held January 4, 1995. Commissioner Gentry moved to approve the
minutes, Seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.

ACTIVE AND INACTIVE DITCH LIST 1995
Mr. Luhman read the active ditch list into the minutes.
Ditch Ditch
| Four Year
|
Balance|
No.
Name
| Assessment |
Fund 94|
--------------------------------------|--------------|----------|
2
Anderson, Jesse
|
15793.76 |$15745.45 |
3
Andrews, E.W.
|
2566.80 | 1385.41 |
4
Anson, Delphine
|
5122.56 | 1302.37 |
13
Brown, Andrew
|
8094.24 | 5365.93 |
14
Buck Creek (Carroll Co.)
|
|
|
16
Byers, Orrin
|
5258.88 | 4453.68 |
18
Coe Train
|
3338.56 |
112.19 |
20
County Farm
|
1012.00 | (724.45)|
26
Darby, Wetherill (Benton Co.|
|
|
27
Ellis, Thomas
|
1642.40 |
874.96 |
29
Fassnacht, Christ
|
2350.56 |
630.15 |
31
Gowen,Issac (White Co.)
|
|
|
33
Grimes, Rebecca
|
3363.52 | (5780.23)|
35
Haywood, E.F.
|
7348.96 | 6405.57 |
37
Harrison Meadows
|
1532.56 |
399.99 |
42
Kellerman, James
|
1043.52 |
513.73 |
46
Kirkpatrick, James
|
16637.76 | 13804.40 |
48
Lesley, Calvin
|
3787.76 |
511.43 |
51
McFarland, John
|
7649.12 | 6823.11 |
52
McKinney, Mary
|
4287.52 | 2344.53 |
54
Marsh, Samuel (Montgomery Co|
|
|
57
Morin, F.E.
|
1434.72 |
264.90 |
58
Motsinger, Hester
|
2000.00 |
184.36 |
59
O'Neal, J. Kelly
|
13848.00 | 9902.13 |
60
Oshier, Aduley
|
1624.88 |
429.56 |
64
Rayman, Emmett (White Co.) |
|
|
65
Reser, Franklin
|
3407.60 | (1799.25)|
71
Skinner, Ray
|
2713.60 | 2003.50 |
73
Southworth, Mary
|
558.08 |
470.62 |
74
Sterrett, Joseph C.
|
478.32 |
120.35 |
76
Swanson, Gustav
|
4965.28 | (314.21)|
87
Wilson, Nixon (Fountain Co.)|
|
|
89
Yeager, Simeon
|
615.36 |
515.63 |

91
93
94
100
102
103
104
105
106

Dickens, Jesse
Dismal Creek
Shawnee Creek
Elliott, S.W.
Brum, Sophia (Benton Co)
Moore H.W. (Benton Co)
Hadley Lake
Thomas, Mary (Carroll Co)
Arbegust-Young (Clinton Co)

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

288.00
25420.16
6639.28
227772.24

65344.56

|
93.96 |
| 5408.64 |
| 1004.91 |
| 95756.64 |
|
|
|
|
| 15588.62 |
|
|
|
|

Mr. Luhman read the inactive ditch list into the minutes
Ditch Ditch
| Four Year
| Balance |
No.
Names
| Assessment | Fund 94 |
--------------------------------------|--------------|----------|
1
Amstutz, John
|
$5008.00 | $5797.94 |
5
Baker, Dempsey
|
2374.24 | 2931.55 |
6
Baker, Newell
|
717.52 | 2100.45 |
7
Bell, Nellie
|
1329.12 | 2163.76 |
8
Berlowitz, Julius
|
8537.44 | 9835.71 |
10
Binder, Michael
|
4388.96 | 4844.52 |
11
Blickenstaff, John M.
|
7092.80 | 7352.92 |
12
Box, N.W.
|
11650.24 | 14523.89 |
15
Burkhalter, Alfred
|
5482.96 | 5661.22 |
17
Coe, Floyd
|
13617.84 | 19021.00 |
19
Cole Grant
|
4113.92 | 10353.24 |
21
Cripe, Jesse
|
911.28 | 1622.55 |
22
Daughtery, Charles
|
1883.12 | 2386.04 |
23
Devault, Fannie
|
3766.80 | 8086.91 |
25
Dunkin, Marion
|
9536.08 | 11422.15 |
28
Erwin, Martin
|
656.72 | 1141.16 |
30
Fugate, Elijah
|
3543.52 | 5326.70 |
32
Gray, Martin
|
6015.52 | 6440.23 |

34
36
39
40
41
43
44
45
47
50
53
55
56
61
63
66
67
68
69
70

Hafner, Fred
Haywood, Thomas
Inskeep, George
Jakes, Lewis
Johnson, E. Eugene
Kerschner, F.S.
Kirkpatrick, Amanda
Kirkpatrick, Frank
Kuhns, John
McCoy, John
Mahin, Wesley
Miller, Absalm
Montgomery, Ann
Parker Lane
Peters, Calvin
Rettereth, Peter
Rickerd, Arthur
Ross, Alexander
Sheperdson, J.A.
Saltzman, John

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

1263.44
2133.12
3123.84
5164.24
10745.28
1844.20
2677.36
4226.80
1226.96
2194.72
3467.68
3236.00
4614.56
2141.44
828.00
1120.32
1064.80
1791.68
1536.72
5740.96

| 1380.75 |
| 2916.09 |
| 7972.80 |
| 5493.58 |
| 13692.14 |
| 4165.28 |
| 3239.28 |
| 4754.52 |
| 1592.33 |
| 3185.39 |
| 3878.12 |
| 5382.84 |
| 5468.74 |
| 3276.36 |
| 2423.73 |
| 2057.43 |
| 1148.17 |
| 4057.08 |
| 3759.44 |
| 7207.47 |

72
75
77
78
79
81
82
83
84
85
86
88
90
92
95
96
97
101

Smith, Abe
Stewart, William
Taylor, Alonzo
Taylor, Jacob
Toohey, John
Van Natta, John
Wallace, Harrison
Walters, Sussana
Walters, William
Waples, McDill
Wilder, Lena
Wilson, J & J
Yoe, Franklin
Jenkins
Butler-Gosma
Kirkpatrick One
McLauglin, John
Hoffman, John

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

1277.52
765.76
1466.96
4616.08
542.40
1338.16
5501.76
972.24
8361.52
5478.08
3365.60
736.96
1605.44
1689.24
19002.24
6832.16
72105.03

| 1430.16 |
|
937.96 |
| 3591.02 |
| 6759.96 |
| 1113.90 |
| 2827.20 |
| 6195.61 |
| 2146.65 |
| 8906.49 |
| 9569.95 |
| 5125.49 |
| 5873.30 |
| 2613.93 |
| 2655.25 |
| 20988.51 |
| 11653.93 |
|
|
| 55880.51 |

Mr. Spencer stated the John Hoffman Ditch is on a three year assessment which
started in 1991 with a ten dollar an acre assessment. It is now necessary for
the Board to schedule a meeting between Clinton, Carroll and Tippecanoe Counties
to reduce the assessment.
Commissioner Haan appointed himself and Commissioner Gentry to serve on the Tri
County Board.

CHRISTOPHER B. BURKE ENGINEERING CONTRACT
Mr. Luhman stated after reviewing the original contract from Christopher B.
Burke Engineering a few items were discussed and changes were made. The
contract was revised with one exception on page 6 paragraph 24. The suggested
revision was if a contractor was doing work based upon the Engineers plans the
contractor would indemnify Burke for any damages to Burke because of the
contractors negligence. Also suggested was to include Burke as a named insured
on the insurance policy. Mr. Luhman explained the main reason for the
suggestion was so the County and Christopher B. Burke Engineering would not be
held liable.
Commissioner Gentry moved to approve the contract with Christopher B. Burke
Engineering, LTD., and authorize the President of the Board to sign the
contract, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Spencer presented the Board with the reforestation proposal for the CuppyMcClure Drain, which will comply with the DNR requirements for a 2 to 1
mitigation on tree removal. The Parks Department for the City of West Lafayette
suggested sites for the trees replacement. Mr. Spencer explained he wanted the
Board to be aware of the progress and that Mr. Ditzler of J.F. New will submit
the plan to Dan Ernst of the Indiana Department of Natural Resources.

Being no further business, Commissioner Gentry moved to adjourn until March 1,
1995, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Meeting adjourned.
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
APRIL 5, 1995
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday April 5, 1995 in the
Commissioners Meeting Room of the Tippecanoe County Courthouse, Lafayette,
Indiana with William D. Haan calling the meeting to order.
Those present were: Tippecanoe County Commissioners William D. Haan, and Gene
Jones; Tippecanoe County Surveyor Michael J. Spencer; Drainage Board Attorney
J. Frederick Hoffman; Engineering Consultant Jon Stolz and Drainage Board
Secretary Shelli Muller.
The first item on the agenda was to approve the minutes from the last Drainage
Board Meeting held March 1, 1995. Commissioner Jones moved to approve the
minutes, seconded by Commissioner Haan. Motion carried.

SAGAMORE POINT SUBDIVISION
Robert Grove, represented Smith Enterprises, asked for preliminary approval of
Sagamore Point Subdivision. Mr. Grove stated at the March meeting an agreement
between Smith Enterprises and the owners of Hadley Lake was trying to be
reached, an agreement was not reached. Mr. Grove recalled the Board granting
conceptual approval to the plan that would replace four residential lots with
two onsite detention basins which is what he has asked preliminary approval of.
Mr. Spencer recommended preliminary approval with three conditions.
1.
The applicant has provided calculations for both proposed detention
ponds by utilizing the modified rational method. However, Basin 1 appears to
have approximately 12 acres draining to it. The ordinance allows the use of the
modified rational method for detention facilities that drain 5 acres or less.
It appears the applicant should revise the detention analysis to utilize the TR20 hydrologic model. The applicant should refer to the ordinance to include the
proper rainfall distribution, conduct a critical storm duration analysis, use
TR-55 methodology for times of concentration and curve numbers and to be sure to
take tallwater effects on the pond outlet into account.
2.
Basin 2 appears to have approximately 3.5 acres draining to it.
Technically, the use of the modified rational method is acceptable for this
pond. However, since the TR-20 analysis will be conducted for Basin 1, the
applicant may want to consider the use of TR-20 for Basin 2 to be compatible.
In either case, tallwater effects on the pond outlet must be considered.
3.
The analysis of the undetained peak discharges appears to have an
error. The applicant has stated that there will be 1.95 acres released
undetained from the north. The applicant has shown a peak discharge of 0.76
cfs. However, using the applicant's numbers, CBBEL obtains a value of 2.9 cfs.
The applicant should correct this error when submitting for final approval. In
addition, calculations and flow paths to define the times of concentration
should be provided with the submittal for final approval.
Mr. Spencer stated those items can be corrected for final review.
Commissioner Haan moved to grant preliminary approval of Sagamore Point
Subdivision with the three conditions read into the minutes, seconded by
Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.

FIELDCREST SUBDIVISION
Paul Couts, C & S Engineering, asked for final approval of Fieldcrest
Subdivision which consist of 14 lots on 35 acres, the smallest lot being 1.68
acres and the largest being 3.82 acres. The subdivision is located on the west
side of County Road 900 East, approximately 3/8 mile North of State Road 26
East. The entire development drains to the west into an existing natural swale
which eventually outlets into the middle fork of the Wildcat Creek. A storm
drainage plan was discussed using the existing swale and use various inlets and
pipes to convey the runoff on the west side of the site.
Mr. Hoffman asked if DNR approval is needed for installation of pipe in the
north stream?
Mr. Stolz stated the stream drains less than a square mile.
approval is not required.

Therefore, DNR

Mr. Hoffman suggested adding to the covenant for lots 5, 6, 7, & 8 stating
nothing can be done to the stream without DNR's approval.
Mr. Couts agreed to Mr. Hoffman's suggestion.
Mr. Spencer recommended final approval with two conditions:
1.
Item 1 of the original memo discussed the lack of detention at the
site. In response to that comment, the applicant has now proposed detention for
the site by using 3 driveway culverts to restrict the natural flowpath. A TR-20
analysis was used to obtain the runoff hydrographs. This information was input
to the POND-2 program to estimate the amount of detention volume required. The
applicant also provided calculations to show that the storage required due to
the POND-2 analysis is available in the existing channel if the proposed
culverts are constructed.
The provided submittal does not fully comply with the Ordinance since the
applicant has not provided a release rate value from the site, has not utilized
TR-20 to determine actual detention storage, has not noted the information on
the plans nor indicated that the general requirements for detention facilities
have been met. However, it appears that the applicant has substantially met the
intent of the Ordinance and we would recommend waiving of the usual criteria in
this case. However, the applicant should still show the limits of the 100 year
ponding areas on the plans to ensure that the ponding is contained within
drainage easements and to ensure that the proposed buildings are a minimum of 25
feet from any ponding area. Also, the 100 year elevation of each pond is
required to ensure that all buildings, including basements, have adequate
freeboard. In addition, the Erosion Control Lot Detail on Sheet 3 must be
revised. It implies that a 12-Inch CMP may be required at the driveway
culverts. The new analysis now requires the use of 30-Inch CMP's at three
locations in the creek tributary.
2.
Item 4 of the original memo stated that an Indiana Department of
Natural Resources (DNR) permit may be required for the site and that an analysis
of off-site flows should be provided to verify the structure protection from
flooding. The applicant has provided a detailed analysis of the "north" unnamed
tributary of Middle Fork Wildcat Creek. However, in regards to the "southern"
unnamed tributary of Middle Fork Wildcat Creek, the applicant has calculated a

drainage area of 4.2 square miles and has stated that "none of the proposed
development will directly impact this channel."
It should be noted that any future crossing of the tributary or other
floodway construction will require and IDNR permit. In addition, the applicant
should still determine the 100 year base flood elevation (BFE) on this tributary
to verify that the proposed home lots, including basements, have adequate
freeboard. The 100 year BFE elevations should be noted on the plans for each
lot.
Commissioner Haan moved to grant final approval of Fieldcrest Subdivision
subject to the two conditions, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.
SHEFFIELD DEVELOPMENT
Bill Davis, Hawkins Environmental, and Dale Koons, Civil Engineering, presented
the Board with drainage plans for Sheffield Development. They discussed with
the Board their idea of draining the area without detention and taking it
directly to the Wea Creek. The Sheffield Development plan includes the
completion of the relocation of the US231 project, Raineybrook Subdivision and
Stratford Glen. Currently the sites drain along Old Romney Road through a
culvert under County Road 400 South into the Wea Creek, next to the vacant
bridge on Old Romney Road.
Mr. Koons updated the Board as to changes of
Raineybrook, which consist of 30 to 40 acres
and made to drain towards the west, reducing
approximately 11 acres will be put back into
of US231.

the
has
the
the

first initial plan.
been taken out of the watershed
drainage into Wea Creek, but
watershed with the relocation

Mr. Koons explained the pre-developed 10 year and 100 year conditions with a
discussion that followed.
Mr. Koons explained after development, which consist of the completion of
Raineybrook Subdivision, Stratford Glen Subdivision and US231 project, a 10 year
total flow will be 144 cfs.
Mr. Davis proposed replacing the culvert and the pipe from County Road 400
South, north to Wea Creek and asked the Board to schedule a meeting between the
Drainage Board, State Highway, the developer's Engineer and the developer.
Mr. Spencer agreed to schedule a meeting to meet with Phelps Klika, Chief of the
Design Division for the State Highway.
OTHER BUSINESS
WILSON BRANCH RELOCATION
Mr. Spencer brought to the Board's attention the consents from the landowners,
Maple Point Enterprises and Payles Corporation, on the relocation of the Wilson
Branch.
CUPPY-MCCLURE - update
Mr. Spencer stated he received the tree mitigation plan from J. F. New and
Associates, which is ready to be sent to the DNR for their approval.
HIGH GAP ROAD DITCH
Mr. Spencer asked Mr. Hoffman who is responsible to maintain High Gap Road
Ditch, which use to run along 375 West before it was moved West as part of the

375 West road construction. The town of Shadeland contend they own just the
road and are not responsible for the maintenance of the ditch.
Mr. Hoffman stated he would talk to Cy Gerty, the attorney for Shadeland.
LEWIS JAKES DITCH
Mr. Spencer asked when a hearing could be held to discuss the Jakes Ditch. Some
landowners in the Jake's watershed area asked him to clean out the ditch, but
the law will not permit making a tiled ditch an open ditch with out a
reconstruction.
Mr. Spencer asked if the maintenance money could be used.
Mr. Hoffman stated the landowners can make the decision to use the money in the
Jakes Ditch to replace a portion of tile with open ditch.
Commissioner Haan suggested having the hearing during the June 7, 1995 regular
Drainage Board Meeting.
MEETING TIME CHANGE
Mr. Spencer suggested changing the time of the regular Drainage Board Meetings
from 8:30 a.m. to 9:00 a.m..
Commissioner Haan and Commissioner Jones agreed to change the time from 8:30
a.m. to 9:00 a.m..
Being no further business, Commissioner Haan moved to adjourn until May 3, 1995,
seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.
DRAINAGE BOARD MINUTES

APRIL 5, 1995 REGULAR MEETING

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
JUNE 7, 1995
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, June 7, 1995 in the
Commissioners Meeting Room of the Tippecanoe County Courthouse, Lafayette,
Indiana with William D. Haan calling the meeting to order.
Those present were: Tippecanoe County Commissioners William D. Haan, Nola J.
Gentry, and Gene Jones; Tippecanoe County Surveyor Michael J. Spencer;
Drainage Board Attorney J. Frederick Hoffman; Engineering Consultant Jon Stolz
and Drainage Board Secretary Shelli Muller.
The first item on the agenda was to approve the minutes from the last Drainage
Board Meeting held May 3, 1995. Commissioner Gentry moved to approve the
minutes, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.

CREASY LANE III
Bill Davis, Hawkins Environmental, presented the Board with final drainage plans
for Creasy Lane III. Mr. Davis refered to the May 5, 1993 Drainage Board
Minutes, which approved Creasy Lane II with the condition Creasy Lane III would
not increase the release rate. Creasy Lane III will replace the two lane
roadway and connect with the existing four lane roadway from State Road 26 North
to Greenbush. The discharge rate pre-developed is 172.82 cfs and the postdeveloped discharge will be 167.02 cfs which is a decrease in the discharge.
The velocity of flow into the ditch has been reduced from 2.98 fps to 2.3 fps.
Mr. Davis presented the Board with letters approving the partial filling of the
Potters Hollow ravine. Those letters are on file in the Surveyor's Office.
Commissioner Gentry asked if a permit was needed from DNR to partially fill the
ravine.
Mr. Davis stated no approval from DNR is needed.
Commissioner Gentry moved to grant final approval of Creasy Lane III, seconded
by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.

STONEWICK & THORNHILL SUBDIVISIONS
Dan Lee, Ticen Schulte & Associates, presented the Board with proposed final
drainage plans of Stonewick and Thornhill Subdivisions located at the corner of
County Road 300 South and 50 East, downstream from the regulated Elliott Ditch.
Stonewick and Thornhill subdivisions are split by a high ridge running from
Northeast to Southwest. Stonewick is proposed as a single family 44 lot
development on 16. 2 acres and Thornhill is proposed as a two family 47 lot
development on 20.9 acres. Mr. Lee asked for a waiver on the requirement of an
onsite detention facility explaining the site has natural swales which can
handle the runoff to the Elliott Ditch after being caught by the storm sewer
system. Mr. Lee concluded in a 100 year storm event the peak for the
subdivisions is 1.23 hours and in a 100 year storm event the peak for the
Elliott Ditch is 19.02 hours, therefore giving ample time for the water from the
subdivision to escape before upstream water would reach the proposed
subdivisions.
Mr. Stolz recommended final approval with these conditions.

1. A typical lot drainage detail has been supplied which references some of
the lots. However, more information concerning side-yard swales must be
supplied. Either, typical lot drainage details for all lots must be provided or
additional spot grades must be shown in the side-yard swales to ensure drainage
to the storm sewer structures. In addition, the emergency flow path for
Stonewick Subdivision in the vicinity of lots 9-11 must be clarified. It
appears that these lots would be significantly impacted during a low frequency
event.
2. The provided profiles of the storm system do not include all of the
lateral pipes. Although the size for these pipes are shown on the ILLUDAS
computations, the materials, sizes and inverts must also be shown on the plans.
3.

The final set of plans need to be certified.

Commissioner Gentry moved to grant final approval of Stonewick and Thornhill
Subdivision subject to the three conditions, seconded by Commissioner Jones.
Motion carried.

DUNBAR HIGHLANDS/HIGHLAND MEADOWS
Dale Koons, Civil Engineering, presented the Board with preliminary drainage
plans of Dunbar Highlands/Highland Meadows Subdivision, located at the Northwest
corner of County Road 550 East and 50 North. Originally the two Subdivisions
were one, but were divided as a result of negotiations with surrounding home
owners. The two subdivisions combined consist of approximately 35 acres, Area 1
consist of 19.1 acres and drains to an existing 15" culvert under County Road
550 East, Area 2 consist of 9.2 acres draining by a swale to the Wildcat Creek,
Area 3 consist of 1.7 acres draining by tributaries to the South Fork of the
Wildcat Creek, Area 4 consist of 5.1 acres which sheet flows westerly to the
flood plain of the Wildcat Creek and Area 5 consist of 1.0 acres and drains to a
culvert under County Road 50 North. A retention pond is proposed at the
Southeast corner of the site which will retain runoff from the entire site
except for 4.85 acres of Area 4 will continue to sheet flow to the Wildcat Creek
and .5 acres of Area 5 will continue to drain to in the road right-of-way along
County 50 North. The retention pond will discharge into a 15" outlet pipe as
part of the new storm drainage system and the existing 15" pipe under County
Road 550 East will provide an emergency outlet. Mr. Bob Adams is an adjacent
landowner that has agreed to provide a drainage easement for the proposed site
starting at County Road 550 East to the flow line of a tributary ravine of the
South Fork Wildcat Creek. The system will be designed to handle a portion of
Mr. Adams property as part of the agreement. Mr. Koons asked the Board to
determine the easement widths.
Mr. Hoffman suggested making the width of the easement 50 feet, 25 feet either
side of the ditch. Also, before final approval is granted the Board needs a
written statement from Mr. Adams agreeing to the easement and the possibility of
the ditch becoming a regulated drain.
Mr. Spencer recommended preliminary approval.
Commissioner Gentry moved to grant preliminary approval of Dunbar
Highland/Highland Meadows Subdivision, seconded by Commissioner Jones.
carried.

SADDLEBROOK SUBDIVISION

Motion

Bill Davis, Hawkins Environmental, asked the Board for final approval of the
drainage plans for Saddlebrook Subdivision. Brookfield Farms Subdivision is to
the North, County Road 500 East is to the West of the site which consist of
approximately 52.98 acres. Currently Area A drains west into a side ditch along
County Road 500 East the Berlovitz Ditch, Area B drains east to the Southeast
corner and is intercepted by the Berlovitz Ditch, and Area C drains north by
existing swales along the South boundary of Brookfield Farms Subdivision
eventually draining to the Alexander Ross Ditch. After development storm water
will drain into swales along the South and East property lines which will allow
the flow to enter an open channel. The Berlovitz Regional Detention Basin will
serve as the detention storage area and the developer has agreed to contribute
the portion of the basin which the development requires.
Mr. Spencer recommended preliminary approval until further information is
received on the development of the Berlovitz Regional Detention Basin.
Commissioner Gentry moved to grant preliminary approval of the drainage plans
for Saddlebrook Subdivision, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.

LEWIS JAKES DITCH HEARING
Mr. Spencer called for this hearing to propose making a portion of the Lewis
Jakes Ditch an open channel, starting at County Road 750 North to a part of the
ditch that is blown out and will be observed in the video shown.
Mr. Spencer stated the video tape is of the downstream portion of the Lewis
Jakes Ditch were broken tile have created an open channel effect. After the
video had been shown Mr. Spencer asked Mr. Hoffman to give his legal opinion as
to whether or not maintenance money could be used for a temporary open channel
instead of a tile.
Mr. Hoffman explained whenever a tile drain goes to an open drain it is
considered to be a reconstruction. The maintenance money that is in the Lewis
Jakes ditch is only to be used to minor repairs such as moving obstruction,
repairing small portions of tile and spraying.
Mr. Spencer stated he would be willing to file a reconstruction report, get a
set of Engineering drawings and cost estimate, then arrange the necessary public
hearings to get the project started.
Paul Neulieb, 7606 North 250 West, opposed the open channel feeling it would
degrade his back yard.
Mr. Spencer replied a reconstruction does not mean it has to be an open channel
it could be the installation of a larger tile or a combination of both.
Charles R. Vaughan made a recommendation to the Drainage Board requesting them
to ask the Surveyor to file a reconstruction report.
Commissioner Gentry moved to instruct the County Surveyor to file a
reconstruction report, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.

OTHER BUSINESS
US 231 RELOCATION - update
Jon Stolz reported on a meeting between the State Highway Department and
Christopher B. Burke Engineering on the US231 relocation. Mr. Stolz stated the

first question asked was: "What is the pre-developed and post-developed
conditions for the site?" The State still showed the post-developed figures
higher by 25% because of the lack of restricting the flow. Options were
discussed on how to restrict the flow, holding the water in the road side
ditches, installing a smaller pipe or by creating a retention pond. Mr. Stolz
felt the State was willing to agree to one of the options.
Commissioner Gentry requested Mr. Spencer and Mr. Hoffman put together a letter
to the State Highway Engineer indicating the 25% increase is significant and the
Board still requires the pre-developed and post-developed conditions to be the
same.
Mr. Stolz explained on structure 55 the State claims the size of pipe was
determined by a Court case in a property settlement.
Commissioner Gentry suggested asking for a copy of the court case in the letter
to the State Highway.

SHEPERDS POINT SUBDIVISION
Mike Gipson, 47 W 500 N in Sheperds Point Subdivision, explained his property is
located adjacent to the detention pond for the subdivisions and wanted to let
the Drainage Board know the conditions he has to put up with because he feels
the detention pond is not working properly and would like the Board to request
the developer to fix it.
Commissioner Gentry requested Mr. Spencer to write the developer, asking him to
regrade the pond so that water will flow out of the pond.
Mr. Hoffman stated the Board will also hold the bond until the pond has been
regraded.
ROMNEY STOCK FARM DITCH
Mr. Spencer presented the Board with a letter from Montgomery County Surveyor's
Office explaining the Romney Stock Farm Ditch was discussed in their Board
meeting and it was decided that Paul Dickson and Don Hester would serve on the
joint board for this project.
Commissioner Haan appointed himself and Commissioner Gentry to serve on the
joint board with Montgomery County and requested Mr. Spencer to appoint the
fifth member.
TWYCKENHAM SUBDIVISION
Mr. Spencer explained that he has received several phone calls from landowners
in Twyckenham Subdivision complaining about the detention pond in the
subdivision and stating they were referred to him by the City Engineer's Office.
In the covenants it states the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board may perform
maintenance and any other acts necessary to correct any drainage problems.

Commissioner Gentry stated the Board needs to formally inform the City the
Subdivision is in the City limits and request the City to enforce the
regulations.
Being no further business Commissioner Gentry moved to adjourn until July 12,
1995, seconded by Commission Jones. Motion carried.

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
JULY 12, 1995
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, July 12, 1995 in the
Commissioners Meeting Room of the Tippecanoe County Courthouse, Lafayette,
Indiana with William D. Haan calling the meeting to order.
Those present were: Tippecanoe County Commissioners William D. Haan, Nola J.
Gentry, and Gene Jones; Tippecanoe County Surveyor Michael J. Spencer;
Drainage Board Attorney Pro-Tem Thomas H. Busch; Engineering Consultant Dave
Eickelberger and Drainage Board Secretary Shelli Muller.
The first item on the agenda was to approve the minutes from the last Drainage
Board Meeting held June 7, 1995. Commissioner Gentry moved to approve the
minutes, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.
SADDLEBROOK ESTATES SUBDIVISION
Todd Warrix, Hawkins Environmental, presented the Board with final drainage
plans for Saddlebrook Estates Subdivision, located South of Brookfield Farms
Subdivision off County Road 500 East. Mr. Warrix proposed a 12 inch low flow
drain along the existing County easement will outlet 1600 feet downstream, which
will prevent any restriction of flow from upstream. Mr. Warrix explained at the
June 7, 1995 meeting more information on the construction of the Berlovitz
Regional Retention Basin was needed before final approval could be considered.
Mr. Warrix stated Crossman Community Partnership plans to develop the regional
retention basin as Saddlebrook is being developed, but Hawkins has included in
their plan for Saddlebrook an interim detention facility located at the
southeast corner of County Road 550 East and 50 South, which will handle the
runoff from their development if the regional retention basin is not developed.
Mr. Eickelberger explained the comments in the review memorandum for the interim
detention facility were made as if the facility was to be a permanent structure,
but since the structure is only temporary, he felt it would be sufficient.
Commissioner Gentry suggested adding
for the use of the interim detention
pond was still in use, the developer
the detention facility would have to
Ordinance.

to the approval of Saddlebrook a time limit
facility. After the time limit and if the
would have to appear before the Board and
meet the requirements of the Dainage

Mr. Busch agreed with Commissioner Gentry's suggestion.
Commissioner Gentry moved to grant final approval of Saddlebrook Estates
Subdivision subject to after one year if the interim pond is still in use and
the regional retention basin has not be constructed, the developer will return
with plans for the detention facility that will meet the Drainage Board
Ordinance requirements, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.

LAFAYETTE MARKET PLACE
Paul Couts, C & S Engineering, presented the Board with final drainage plans for
Lafayette Market Place, located north of State Road 38 East and west of US 52

South. Mr. Couts presented Mr. Spencer recorded easements of the Kepner Drain
and a certificate indicating the drain is in the easement. The proposed
drainage system is designed to connect the McCarty Lane ditch, the LUR Ditch and
the Kepner Ditch into the Wilson Branch which will outlet into the regional
retention basin. Adjustments were made to the original plan to improve the
performance of the Kepner Drain by using a 42 inch pipe west of the existing 48
inch Kepner Drain.
Commissioner Gentry asked if there was adequate capacity in the Wilson Branch?
Mr. Spencer stated there is adequate capacity, Christopher B. Burke Engineering
reviewed this project because they did the original study of the Elliott Ditch
and have been updating the Wilson Branch capacity as developments are
constructed.
Commissioner Gentry moved to grant final approval of the release of runoff from
Lafayette Market Place into the Wilson Branch of the Elliott Ditch, seconded by
Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.
SAGAMORE POINTE SUBDIVISION
No representatives appeared before the Board.
OTHER BUSINESS
US 231 - RELOCATION
Mr. Spencer and Mr. Eickelberger agreed the final submittal, June 16, 1995, of
the relocation of US231 meets the requirements for the County Drainage
Ordinance. Mr. Spencer stated if US231 has another phase, it will also have to
meet the Drainage Board requirements.
Commissioner Gentry moved to approve final drainage plans of US231 relocation,
also to submit a bill to RQAW for engineering review fees in excess of 10 hours,
seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.
Cuppy-McClure - update
Mr. Spencer reported to the Board of a meeting with Marty Maupin from IDEM, the
discussion was about the changes IDEM required before approval of the Water
Quality Permit could be granted. Mr. Spencer explained to Mr. Maupin the
changes were made and submitted in July of 1994, Mr. Maupin acknowledged the
changes and stated a memo of his approval for the Water Quality Permit would be
submitted.
Being no further business, Commissioner Gentry moved to adjourn until August 2,
1995, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Meeting adjourned.
DRAINAGE BOARD MINUTES

JULY 12, 1995

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
NOVEMBER 8, 1995
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday November 8, 1995 in the
Commissioners Meeting Room of the Tippecanoe County Courthouse, Lafayette
Indiana, with William D. Haan calling the meeting to order.
Those present: Tippecanoe County Commissioners William D. Haan, Nola J. Gentry,
and Gene Jones, Tippecanoe County Surveyor Michael J. Spencer, Tippecanoe
County, Drainage Board Attorney J. Frederick Hoffman, acting secretary Anna
Rumble.
The first item on the agenda was to approve the minutes form the October 4, 1995
Drainage Board Meeting. Commissioner Gentry moved to approve the minutes,
seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.
RIVER BIRCH TRACE SUBDIVISION
Robert Grove, representing Klondike Road Partnership, requesting final approval
of River Birch Trace Subdivision. Since meeting last time some revisions were
made so as not to cause problems upstream with the trailer park. The agreement
has not been signed by the owners of the trailer park. The engineer for the
trailer park wants to hold a meeting tomorrow. Fred Hoffman stated that we have
to have the owner of the trailer park sign the agreement before we can give
final approval. We can have a meeting within 48 hours of signing the easement
agreement. Nola moved to continue River Birch Trace Subdivision until Mike has
a signed easement, Gene seconded, motion passed.

ABBY MARIE APARTMENT
Robert Grove, representing Pure Inc., requesting final approval for drainage
plans for Abby Marie Apartments. Mike stated that all the conditions for final
approval was the sections on the swale so the contractor will know what to
build, and these have been added. Nola moved to give final approval to Abby
Marie Apartments, seconded by Gene, motion passed.

OSCO DRUG #483
Pat Cunningham presented preliminary plans with three well casings to take some
of the overland flow back to the ground water. The major change in this plan is
putting a concrete weir in instead of a pipe for flow.
Nola asked Andy to talk about the drilling to help perculate faster. Andy state
that drilling had found a vein of silt gravel about 30 feet down that looked
like it would handle any kind of ground water flow. Andy has contacted DNR and
they put him in contact with the EPA, who have indicated that they will go along
with this.
Nola asked Mike to talk with Darrell Leap at Purdue to ask about this drainage
situation.
Mike asked about the changes from the State Highway since they will be making
improvements at the intersection of Hwy 231 and Beck Lane. Andy Stated that
Osco will try and work with the State on this as they will be bidding that in
January.
Nola moved to give final approval to Osco #483 contingent on a letter from
EPA/DNR and Mike having a discussion with Darrell Leap, Gene seconded, Motion
passed.

WILSON BRANCH EASEMENTS
Marianne Owen, Bennett, Boehning, Poynter & Clary Law Firm, for Tippecanoe Court
Subdivision, which is property owned by Tippecanoe Associates which is the real
estate arm of the Payless group is asking for the acceptance of the Dedication
of a portion of a new legal drain and the release of the original part. They
are working toward an opening date of November 29 for the Payless Store.
The bottom of the new ditch is the property line between them and Maplepoint.
The old one ran through their property. Fred stated that we could vacate the
hold one but we could accept their grant of easement by not accept the new ditch
because of easement on Judy of Maplepoint.
Nola moved to vacate the old section of Wilson Branch described in Exhibit C of
the petition of vacation of Wilson Branch and accept the easement from
Tippecanoe Associates LLC the Drainage easement as exhibited in exhibit A.

AGGREGATE EQUIPMENT CONCEPTUAL
Allen Jacobson with C & S Engineering for Paul to ask for an interim drainage
solution with a final drainage solution in the spring. Lot one will be
Aggregate Supply, an equipment rental on McCarty Lane now which has to move out
in February.
Allen passed copies of the site plan on Concord Road south of Fairfield, which
is currently farmed, some woodland on the southern edge of the site and brush
along Concord Road but majority is farmed. The natural flow of the water goes
to Concord which is the cities ditch. They would like to grade the site in
which all the water from the site moves to the back of the site and then goes
through an open channel to the south and two detention ponds and that water
regulated and directed into the Elliott Ditch.
Nola moved to grant the conceptual approval of the temporary drainage plan of
Aggregate Equipment, seconded by Gene. Motion passed.

OTHER BUSINESS
Nola read the letter Fred had received from the Department of Labor; "Your
October 10, 1995 letter to Betty L. Cockrum, Indiana Department of Commerce,
regarding the above-cited Wabash Township, Tippecanoe County project and the
question of application of either the Prevailing Wage Law or the Common
Construction Wage Law was referred to this Department for reply.
On June 21, 1995, the Lake County Superior Court (the "Court") declared that the
legislative amendments to the Prevailing Wage Law, enacted by the 1995 Indiana
General Assembly, were unconstitutional. By order of the Court, the Department
of Labor continues to implement IC 5-16-7 as it did prior to July 1, 1995.
Please have your client direct its request for the formation of a Prevailing
Wage Committee for this project, along with the name and address of the
Township's representative on the Committee, to the undersigned at the above

address. As always, we will promptly respond to that request and all Committee
member will receive written notice of the date, time and place for the meeting.
Sincerely, Patti Fralich, Deputy Commissioner of Indiana Department of Labor."
Nola questioned that this didn't answer our question of doing the project then
paying the money back to the state since it's a state grant. Bill then stated
that ownership of the project was the county and as ownership the law states the
common construction wage. Mike stated that permits have been extended for two
years and saw no reason to wait to start the project. Fred will review the
letter and grants that we are using the money for. Mike suggested to let the
bids go out in two parts, the bid for the total project and the alternate bid
would be enough to give Great Lakes Chemical the outlet that we promised but
short of the total project if West Lafayette doesn't come through with their
money.

Being no further business the meeting adjourned.
DRAINAGE BOARD MINUTES
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
JANUARY 3, 1996
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday January 3, 1996 in the
Commissioners Meeting Room of the Tippecanoe County Courthouse, Lafayette,
Indiana with William D. Haan calling the meeting to order.
Those present were: Tippecanoe County Commissioners William D. Haan, Nola J.
Gentry, and Gene Jones; Tippecanoe County Surveyor Michael J. Spencer; Drainage
Board Attorney J. Frederick Hoffman; Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave
Eichelberger, and Drainage Board Secretary Shelli Muller.
ELECTION OF OFFICERS
The first item on the agenda was to elect new officers for 1996.
Mr. Hoffman opened the floor to nominations for President.
Commissioner Haan nominated Commissioner Gentry.
Commissioner Haan moved to close nominations for president, seconded by
Commissioner Jones. Motion carried, Commissioner Gentry was elected.
Mr. Hoffman turned the meeting over to the President.
Commissioner Gentry asked for nominations for Vice President.
Commissioner Haan nominated Commissioner Jones for Vice President.
Commissioner Haan moved to close nominations for Vice President, Commissioner
Gentry seconded. Motioned carried, Commissioner Jones was elected.

APPOINTMENTS TO THE BOARD
The next item on the agenda is to renew the contracts with Hoffman, Luhman &
Busch as the law firm.
Commissioner Haan moved to renew the 1995 contract with Hoffman, Luhman and
Busch, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.
Mr. Spencer presented the Board with two proposals for the contract with
Christopher B. Burke Engineering Limited.
1)

A proposal for professional engineering services on a
varied rate depending on specified standard charges.

2)

a proposal for professional engineering services on a
fixed rate of $50.00 per hour.

Commissioner Gentry asked for a report on the number of engineering review hours
in 1995 for all the projects submitted in 1995. The discussion of which
contract to be used will be continued at the February meeting.
Commissioner Haan moved to extend the 1995 contract with Christopher B. Burke
Engineering Limited for one month into 1996, seconded by Commissioner Jones.
Motion carried.

Commissioner Haan moved to reappoint Shelli Muller as Drainage Board Secretary
for 1996, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.

1996 ACTIVE/INACTIVE DITCH LIST
Mr. Hoffman asked for the active and inactive ditches to be placed in the
minutes.
Commissioner Haan moved to place the 1996 active/inactive ditch list the
minutes, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.
1996 - ACTIVE/INACTIVE DITCH LIST
ACTIVE
E.W. ANDREW, ANSON-DEPHINE, JULIUS BERLOWITZ, BEUTLER-GOSMA, ANDREW BROWN, TRAIN
COE, COUNTY FARM, THOMAS ELLIS, FASSNACHT-CRIST, REBECCA GRIMES, HARRISON
MEADOWS, EUGENE JOHNSON, JAMES KELLERMAN, AMANDA KIRKPATRICK, FRANK KIRKPATRICK,
JAMES KIRKPATRICK, CALVIN LESLEY, MARY MCKINNEY, F.E. MORIN, KESTER MOTSINGER,
J. KELLY O'NEAL, AUDLEY OSHIER, FRANKLIN RESER, SKINNER RAY, JOSEPH STERRETT,
GUSTAV SWANSON, JACOB TAYLOR, JESSE DICKENS, DISMAL CREEK, SHAWNEE CREEK, SAMUEL
ELLIOTT, JOHN HOFFMAN, BUCK CREEK, DARBY-WETHERHILL, ISSAC GOWEN, SAMUEL MARSH,
EMMETT RAYMAN, WILSON-NIXON, SOPHIA BRUMM, H.W. MOORE, MARY THOMAS, ARBEGUSTYOUNG
INACTIVE
JOHN AMSTUZ, JESSE ANDERSON, DEMPSEY BAKER, BAKER VS NEWELL, NELLIE BALL,
MICHAEL BINDER, JOHN BLICKENSTAFF, NATHANIEL BOX, ALFRED BURKHALTER, ORIN BYERS,
FLOYD COE, GRANT COLE, JESSE CRIPE, CHARLES DAUGHERTY, FANNIE DEVAULT, MARION
DUNKIN, MARTIN ERVIN, ELIJAH FUGATE, MARTIN GRAY, FRED HAFNER, E.F. HAYWOOD,
THOMAS HAYWOOD, GEORGE INSKEEP, LEWIS JAKES, FLOYD KERSCHNER, JOHN KUHNS, JOHN
MCCOY, JOHN MCFARLAND, WESLEY MAHIN, ABSOLEM MILLER, ANN MONTGOMERY, PARKER
LANE, CALVIN PETER, PETER RETTERETH, ARTHUR RICHERD, ALEXANDER ROSS, JAMES
SHEPHERDSON, JOHN SALZMAN, ABE SMITH, MARY SOUTHWORTH, WILLIAM STEWART, ALONZO
TAYLOR, JOHN TOOHEY, JOHN VANNATTA, HARRISON WALLACE, SUSSANA WALTERS, WILLIAM
WALTERS, WAPLES-MCDILL, LENA WILDER, J&J WILSON, SIMEON YEAGER, FRANKLIN YOE,
JENKINS, KIRKPATRICK ONE, MCLAUGHLIN, JOHN HOFFMAN
Commissioner Gentry mentioned the ditches that are in red:
COUNTY FARM, REBECCA GRIMES, FRANKLIN RESER, GUSTAV SWANSON

Mr. Spencer read a letter he received from Betty J. Michael.
"December 29, 1995
Nola J. Gentry, President
Board of Commissioners
Michael J. Spencer
County Surveyor

Re:

Interest on Drainage Funds

At the Fall County Auditor's Conference held by the State Board of Accounts, a
session was held concerning drainage ditches, charges, billings, investments,
interest, etc.
The County Board of Accounts supervisors instructed the Auditors and personnel
concerning the above issues. We were informed that most Counties put interest
earned on Drainage funds into the County General Fund since County general pays
for expenses such as tax bills, Surveyor and Drainage Board Budgets.
An alternative in some cases is to credit this interest to the County Drain Fund
(unapportioned). When we inquired about the feasibility of apportioning the
monthly interest into more that 100 separate drainage funds, the answer was a
dead silence of incredibility that this was being done.
We have double-checked this information with District Board of Accounts
personnel and have been told that there is nothing in the statutes that mandates
interest should go into each Drain fund or even into the County General Drain
Fund.
Therefore, as of January 1, 1996, we will be willing to allocate the monthly
interest to either the General Drain Fund or to the County General Fund but NOT
to each individual Drain account. Please let me know your preference.
Sincerely,
Betty J. Michael"
Mr. Hoffman stated the ditches are trust funds and the landowners in the
watershed areas know the ditches are earning interest, it would not be
appropriate to discontinue the investment.
Commissioner Haan moved to direct Mr. Hoffman to write a letter stating per the
agreement that was made when the ditches were established the interest was to be
allocated, but the Board is willing to distribute the interest on a semimonthly
bases to coincide with the spring & fall settlements, seconded by Commissioner
Jones. Motion carried.
Commissioner Haan moved to approve the 1996 Drainage Board schedule, seconded by
Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Commissioner Haan moved to approve the minutes from the December 6, 1995
Drainage Board meeting, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.

BRENTWOOD COMMUNITY
Mr. Spencer stated Brentwood Manufacture Home Community is located off US52
West, South of the Elk's Country Club. They asked for preliminary drainage
approval, which he recommended as long as the IDNR approved the construction
within a floodway. There are approximately 280 lots on 60 acres with a dry
bottom retention pond.

Mr. Spencer explained the retention pond does not comply with the Ordinance
therfore the developer is asking for a variance. The Ordinance requires a 48
hour discharge time, the plans actual peak discharge is closer to 75 hours.
Commissioner Haan moved to grant preliminary approval to Brentwood Community
contingent on the approval of construction in a floodway from IDNR, revised
calculations and the request for the variance to the Ordinance, seconded by
Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.

SOUTHERN MEADOWS
Mr. Spencer recommended granting Southern Meadows Subdivision final approval.
The development is located at the corner of South 18th Street and 350 South
within the City of Lafayette. Mr. Spencer explained the development needs
approval from the County Drainage Board because it drains to the Elliott Ditch.
At the Urban review meetings it was determined any development below the
railroad tracks draining into Elliott Ditch would be allowed to direct release
into the Ditch without onsite detention. The development includes a water
amenity onsite, which water will flow into and out, but is not being planned as
a detention pond and does not comply with the requirements of the Ordinance.
Mr. Spencer had a question as to whether or not the pond would have to comply
with the requirements of the Ordinance.
Mr. Hoffman stated the pond would not have to meet the Ordinance requirements as
long as it does not affect the drainage.
Mr. Spencer explained the site drains to the pond.
Commissioner Haan stated if the majority of the site drains to the pond it is a
retention pond and should meet the requirements of the Ordinance.

Ron Miller, Schneider Engineering, stated the current discharge in a one hour
storm duration to Elliott is 2.7 hours. With the installation of a 42 inch pipe
draining from the water amenity discharge into the Elliott in a one hour storm
will be a little over an hour.
Commissioner Haan moved to grant final approval of Southern Meadows Subdivision
with the condition the pond meets the Drainage Board Ordinance requirement for a
non-fenced pond, seconded Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.

VILLAGE PANTRY #564R
Mr. Spencer introduced Village Pantry #564R, which is located at the corner of
Brady and Concord, East of the existing Village Pantry. Weihe Engineering
submitted final drainage plans and after the review it was recommended to grant
final approval with the variance of a 12 inch pipe to a 10 inch concrete pipe
for the outfall of the proposed detention area in order to limit the discharge.

Commissioner Haan moved to grant the variance of the Ordinance from a 12 inch
required pipe to a 10 inch proposed pipe, seconded by Commissioner Jones.
Motion carried.
Commissioner Haan moved to grant final approval of Village Pantry #564R,
seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.

PETITION TO ESTABLISH O'FERRALL LEGAL DRAIN
Mr. Hoffman excused himself from the meeting 9:45 a.m.
Mr. Spencer asked the Board to acknowledge the petition to establish the
O'Ferral Legal Drain, branch of the Alexander Ross Ditch as a valid petition.
Commissioner Haan moved to acknowledge the petition as a valid petition to
establish the O'Ferrall Legal Drain, branch of the Alexander Ross Ditch and the
petition represents over 10 percent of the effect landowners, seconded by
Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.
Mr. Hoffman returned to the meeting at 9:57 a.m.

ALEXANDER ROSS DITCH EASEMENT REDUCTION
Mr. Spencer explained on the Meijer site two branches of the Alexander Ross
Ditch were described, one on the Southeast corner of the site and the other
along the West side of the site. After the construction of the site it was
discovered the pipe described along the West side of the site is not actually on
the Meijer site. Meijer is asking the description of the pipe on the West side
be corrected and the easement on the Southeast corner be reduced from 75 feet to
25 feet center of the pipe either side.
Mr. Hoffman stated Mr. Spencer will have to define the easement as only being on
the Southeast corner of the site and redefine the easement on the West side of
the property.
Commissioner Haan moved to reduce the easement of the Alexander Ross Ditch
located at the Southeast corner of the Meijer site from 75 feet to 25 feet
either side of the center of the pipe, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion
carried.
Commissioner Haan moved to direct Mr. Spencer to correct the Survey maps to show
the actual location of the Alexander Ross Ditch and document that the ditch does
not run through the West side of the Meijer property, seconded by Commissioner
Jones. Motion carried.
Commissioner Gentry asked Mr. Spencer to do a field check on the erosion of the
Alexander Ross Ditch bank behind Meadowbrook Subdivision.

SANWIN APARTMENTS
Bob Grove presented the Board with Sanwin Apartments drainage plan and asked for
preliminary approval. Located North of US52 West and East of County Road 250
West, the site consist of 3.11 acres and is planned to include a multi-family
development with 63 units and a commercial area along the highway. After review
from Christopher B. Burke Engineering consultant a revised preliminary plan was
submitted addressing the concerns of the memo. The majority of the site, in the

revised plan, drains to the Northeast and Ken Baldwin will provide a 20 foot
easement for a 12 inch outlet pipe that runs from the Northeast corner of the
site to the existing McClure Ditch.
Commissioner Haan moved to grant preliminary approval of Sanwin Apartments,
seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.

Cuppy-McClure - update
Mr. Spencer stated the notices for the hearing to be held February 7, 1996 on
the reconstruction of the Cuppy-McClure Drain were sent January 2, 1996.
Mr. Spencer stated RUST Environmental & Infrastructure has submitted several
proposals for construction inspection.
Commissioner Gentry suggested Mr. Spencer get other bids for the construction
inspection or consider in-house inspections.
Being no further business Commissioner Haan moved to adjourn until February 7,
1996, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Meeting adjourned.

DRAINAGE BOARD MINUTES

JANUARY 3, 1996 REGULAR MEETING

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
FEBRUARY 7, 1996
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, February 7, 1996 in the
Commissioners Meeting Room of the Tippecanoe County Courthouse, Lafayette,
Indiana with Nola J. Gentry calling the meeting to order.
Those present were: Tippecanoe County Commissioners Nola J. Gentry, Gene Jones
and William D. Haan; Tippecanoe County Surveyor Michael J. Spencer; Drainage
Board Attorney Pro-tem David Luhman; Engineering Consultant Dave Eichelberger
and Drainage Board Secretary Shelli Muller.

CUPPY MCCLURE BRANCH OF THE HADLEY LAKE DRAIN
The first item on the agenda was the Reconstruction Hearing for the Cuppy
McClure Branch of the Hadley Lake Drain.
Those present were: Jack Coffin, Mark Hatton, Al Parker, Lynford Chaffee,
Robert Cox, John Harbor, W.R. Baldwin, Hans Peterson and Paul Elling.
Mr. Spencer stated all affected landowners in the watershed area of the Cuppy
McClure Branch of the Hadley Lake Drain have been notified. Mr. Spencer asked
the two remonstrance letters and his response letters be placed in the minutes.
"Richard K. Maier
107 Tealwood Drive
Bossier City, LA 71111
11 January, 1996
318-741-9864
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
20 N 3rd St
Lafayette, IN 47901
Dear Sir:
I received your notice of the hearing on the schedule of assessments for the
Cuppy-McClure and Hadley Lake drain. As I do not live in-state, I will not be
able to attend the hearing, however, I would like to dispute the number of acres
benefitted by my farm. Although I am not familiar with the specific location
effected, I do know that most of my land drains to the south and not toward the
ditch. I have included a map of the areas and direction of shed for my farm.
The blue line divides the flow from the south and east. The 8.9 in the "Acres
in Tract". Outside the woods, I would estimate 3 to 4 additional acres that
drain east. Tile shown on the map all drain south. The farm to the west of me
was listed as 3 acres benefitted.
I would appreciate your attention to this matter to correct the acres
benefitted. I would be glad to arrange for the tenant farmer to accompany
anyone who wishes to confirm the flow directions and number of acres effected.
Thank you.
Sincerely

Richard K. Maier"

Mr. Spencer's response letter.
"January 19, 1996
Richard K. Maier
107 Tealwood Drive
Bossier City, LA 71111
Dear Mr. Maier:
This letter in response to your letter of January 11, 1996,
Concerning acres benefitted by the Cuppy McClure Branch of the
Hadley Lake Drain.
I agree that the 8.92 acre woods was not included in the
"acres in tract" and it should have been.
I have reviewed the topo maps for the watershed for your
property and I have determined that your acres benefitted should
be reduced from 25.00 acres to 15.00 acres. For your information
I have enclosed a copy of the amended recommended plan for the
Cuppy McClure branch of the Hadley Lake Drain stormwater improvement
plan.
Please call or write if you have any questions or concerns.
Very truly yours,
Michael J. Spencer,
Tippecanoe County Surveyor"

The second letter received.
"January 26, 1996
TO:

Shelli Muller, Executive Secretary
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board

Letter of objection
Dear Sir:
1) It will be a mess in our daily life, in and out of our house
especially when we have a visitor.
2) It will destroy the surrounding trees and flowers, I have
planted 15 years ago. It will destroy the lot.
3) It will be very inconvenient for us being elderly couple in
and out of the house. I truly object strongly to your
digging! It will destroy the beautification I did some 15
years ago.
4) It will depress our feelings my wife and myself of your
digging those dirt. It will hurt our feelings after living
here X 15 years ago. All the mess we can not stand looking!
It all the dirt and dust not healthy for my wife's asthma.
5) It will mess our life thinking of those digging. It will
depress our feeling the mess you are going to make.

6)

I can not attend your meeting. I am too busy at the
hospital. We don't care about the cost, its the mess.

Sincerely
Romuld Jardenil, M.D."

Mr. Spencer's response to letter.
"January 30, 1996
Mr. Romuld Jardenil
1925 Carlisle Street
West Lafayette Indiana

47906

Dear Mr. Jardenil:
I have received your letter of objection to the proposed
construction of the Cuppy McClure Branch of the Hadley Lake Drain.
I would be willing to meet with you at your convenience
to show you the project plans and hopefully satisfy your concerns.
Please call me at 423-9228 and we can set a meeting date
and time.
Very truly yours,
Michael J. Spencer,
Tippecanoe County Surveyor"
Mr. Spencer refered to a watershed map of the Cuppy McClure Branch. He
explained the stormwater improvement plan, a clean out and regrading of the
existing open channel. A 48 inch pipe to a 11' x 5' box culvert under U.S. HWY
52 West is designed, South of U.S. 52 a low flow 42 inch pipe with a high flow
side swale to another 10' x 5' box culvert across Great Lakes Chemical property
and connect with another 36 inch pipe with a swale running on top of the pipe.
There is a proposed structure at North end of the Celery Bog.
Commissioner Gentry asked what the schedule is for construction.
Mr. Spencer stated after this hearing, advertisements for bids will be
published, then begin construction this spring.
Commissioner Gentry asked for questions and comments from the audience.
John Harbor, 2512 Nottingham Place, asked what the need is for this project?
Mr. Spencer stated there is an existing old clay tile that was installed in the
early 1900's, the soils have moved causing the tile to no longer function
properly. In 1992 a petition was filed to reconstruct the Hadley Lake Drain,
the Cuppy McClure Ditch is a Branch of this Drain. It will provide a positive
outlet for Celery Bog Park and the future development of West Lafayette.
Mr. Harbor asked how the size of the pipe was determined and if such a large
size of pipe really is necessary?

Hans Peterson, RUST Environmental & Infrastructure, stated the main reason for
the designed sized pipe is so it can handle future development in West
Lafayette.
Mr. Harbor asked if the project included the funding for any environmental
ratification for this project?
Mr. Peterson stated I.D.E.M. has required the project include a four to one tree
mitigation plan. Also, the construction will be a one sided channel clean out
and the portion of open channel just south of Hadley Lake will be a channel
bottom clean out.
Mr. Spencer pointed out another hearing will be set up after the completion of
construction to establish a maintenance fund.

Mark Hatton, Great Lakes Chemical, asked what the easements are for the ditch.
Mr. Spencer stated the current easements for the ditch are 75 feet either side
of the center of the pipe or 75 feet either side of the top of the bank on the
open channel portions. A landowner can make a request to the Board to reduce
the easement on their property to a minimum of 25 feet either side of the center
of the pipe or the top of each bank on an open channel.
Mr. Hatton asked what the restrictions are for construction of a parking lot or
road in the easement?
Mr. Spencer stated with the approval from the Board, parking lots or roads can
be constructed in the easement, but a structure has to be outside the easement.
Lynford Chaffee, 1411 Ferry Street, stated he owns the property south of U.S.
52, just east of Cheswick Village Apartments. He explained his back yard floods
and wondered if the construction of this pipe was going to help his problem?
Mr. Spencer stated the 42 inch pipe with the swale running along side of it will
be constructed to the southwest of Mr. Chaffee's property. The swale will
collect the water off the property and take it to a manhole from there the pipe
will carry the water on downstream.
Being no further questions or comments from the audience, Commissioner Gentry
read the findings and orders.
BEFORE TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
IN THE MATTER OF THE CUPPY-MCCLURE BRANCH OF THE HADLEY LAKE
FINDINGS AND ORDER FOR RECONSTRUCTION

DRAIN:

This matter came to be heard upon the reconstruction report and schedule of
assessments prepared by the Surveyor and filed on January 2 1996.
Certificate of mailing of notice of time and place of hearing to all affected
landowners filed. Notice of publication of the time and place of hearing in the
Lafayette Journal & Courier, & Lafayette Leader were filed.
Remonstrances were (were not) filed.

Evidence was presented by the Surveyor and many of those landowners affected
were present. A list of those present is filed herewith.
After consideration of all the evidence, the Board does now FIND THAT:
1)
The reconstruction report of the Surveyor and the schedule of assessments
were filed in the office of the Surveyor on _January 2, 1996.
2)
Notice of the filing of the reconstruction report and schedule of
assessments and their availability for inspection and the time and place of this
hearing was mailed to all those landowners affected more than thirty (30) and
less than forty (40) days before the date of this hearing.
3)
Notice of the time and place of this hearing was given by publication in
the Journal and Courier, a newspaper of general circulation in Tippecanoe
County, Indiana, and Lafayette Leader a newspaper of general circulation in
Tippecanoe
County, Indiana more than ten (10) days prior to this hearing.
4)
The legal drain consists of 1550 feet of open ditch,
in the Main ditch and
0
feet of tile in branches.

feet of tile

5)

The largest diameter tile is

6)

The drain drains

7)

The total estimated annual volume of water handled by the drain is
69,200,000 cubic feet.

900

48

4990

inches.

acres.

8)
The land drained consists of approximately 700 acres of wetland,
golfcourse, & cropland, 200 acres of urban, industrial, business or
subdivision land.
9)
Soil types involved are: Houghton Muck, Mahalasville, sloan clay loam,
wea silt, toronto-octagon silt loam, langlois silt, throckmorton silt loam,
stark-fincastle silt loam .
10)

The present condition of the drain is: poor

.

11)
The drain needs the following reconstruction: Open ditch needs cleaned
out, new storm sewer installed to provide positive outlet for the watershed .
12)

The estimated cost of reconstruction is:

$1,035,455.00 _.

13)
Estimated annual benefits to the land drained exceeds _the costs__ and
consists of: Providing a positive stormwater outlet for the watershed.
14)
Reconstruction would result in the following damage to the following
landowners. No damages
15)
There is now due the General Drain Fund for the past work on said drain
$0.00
16)

The drain should be reconstructed.

17)
In order to provide for the reconstruction an assessment of _$0.00_ should
be levied on each acre benefited.

18)

A Maintenance fund for annual maintenance should be established.

19)

In order to provide for the annual maintenance an annual assessment of
$5.00
per acre benefited and $10.00 per patted lot benefited should
be levied.
20)
The Reconstruction Report and the Schedule of Damages and Assessments
presented by the Surveyor should be amended as follows:
21)
The Schedule of Damages and Assessments (as amended) including the annual
assessments for periodic maintenance are fair and equitable and should be
adopted.
22)
The first assessments should be collected with the _N/A taxes.

HOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
1.

The Cuppy-McClure Branch of the Hadley Lake Drain be
reconstructed.
The Reconstruction Report filed by the Surveyor is adopted (as

2.
amended).
3.
The Schedule of Damages and Assessments for Reconstruction filed
herein (as amended) is adopted.
4.
The annual maintenance fund (is not) established.
5.
The Schedule of Assessments for reconstruction filed herein by the
Surveyor (as Amended is adopted).
6.
The assessments shall be collected with the
taxes.
Dated at
, Indiana this
day of
19
.
__________________________________
Nola J. Gentry, Chairman
__________________________________
Gene Jones, Member
__________________________________
William D. Haan, Member
ATTEST:_____________________________________
Shelli L. Muller, Executive Secretary
NOTE: The Final Report by the Surveyor, the Notice to the Landowners, the list
of landowners in the watershed area and the Advertisements from the Journal &
Courier and Lafayette Leader are on file along with the Finding and Order in the
Tippecanoe County Surveyor's Office.
Commissioner Haan moved to approve and adopt the finding and order of the Cuppy
McClure Branch of the Hadley Lake Drain, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion
carried.

Commissioner Gentry recessed the meeting until 10:00 a.m.
DRAINAGE BOARD MEETING
Commissioner Gentry called the meeting to order.
Approval of Minutes

Commissioner Haan moved to approve the minutes from the meetings held December
21, 1995, a special meeting and January 3, 1996, a regular meeting, seconded by
Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.
WABASH NATIONAL
Jennifer Bonner, Hawkins Environmental, asked for preliminary approval of Wabash
Nation's parking lot located near the corner of U.S. 52 and 350 South,
previously the General Foods property. Changes were made from the original
report in regards to the area that drains to the current outlet under U.S. 52 to
the Elliott Ditch. Ms. Bonner stated the memorandum from Christopher B. Burke
Engineering will be addressed before final approval.
Mr. Spencer recommended preliminary approval.
Commissioner Haan moved to grant preliminary approval of Wabash National parking
lot drainage plan, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.

Elliott Industrial
Jennifer Bonner, Hawkins Environmental, asked for preliminary approval of
Elliott Industrial located at the southeast corner of C.R. 250 East (Concord
Road) and C.R. 150 South (Brady Lane). The site includes 17.5 acres, 3.88 acres
of the total will be for future development, but 13.6 acres is proposed for
seven light industrial lots. Commissioner Haan excused himself from the meeting
at 10:04 a.m.. There are two dry bottom detention areas designed for the site,
they are both located along C.R. 250 East (Concord Road) and divided by a
driveway, both will outlet into the Elliott Ditch.
Mr. Spencer recommended preliminary approval with four conditions:
1) The applicant must submit an analysis of the proposed detention ponds
using the TR-20 computer model when submitting for final approval.
2) When submitting for final approval, the applicant must clarify the
existing tailwater elevation on Elliott Ditch for the 100 year frequency, 1.5
hour duration storm and use this value in the stage-discharge calculations for
the proposed detention ponds.
3) The applicant should clarify the existing drainage for the site east
of the subject site when submitting for final approval. The clarification
should include delineation of the off site area, determination of the 100 year
frequency runoff, comparison with the estimated contribution utilized in the
preliminary analysis and determination of flow paths for any excess runoff.
4) The applicant must obtain a construction in a floodway permit from
IDNR before final approval is granted.
Commissioner Jones moved to grant preliminary approval of Elliott Industrial
Park with the four condition read by the Surveyor, seconded by Commissioner
Gentry. Motion carried.
Commissioner Haan returned to the meeting at 10:08 a.m.
SANWIN APARTMENTS

Bob Grove asked for final approval of Sanwin Apartments located off State Road
25 West. At the last meeting Mr. Spencer requested the owners make a request to
the Board for a variance to reduce the building setback from a 25 foot distance
between the buildings and detention facilities. The second request from Mr.
Spencer was that landowner acknowledge the restrictions for the front 125 feet
of the site.
Mr. Spencer recommended the Board grant the variance and final approval.
Commissioner Haan moved to approve the variance of the 25 foot requirement for a
setback between buildings and a detention facilities, seconded by Commissioner
Jones. Motion carried.
Commissioner Haan moved to grant final approval of Sanwin Apartments, seconded
by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.

WAKEROBIN ESTATES II PHASE I
Allen Jacobsen, C & S Engineering, asked for preliminary plan approval for
Wakerobin Estates located north of Lindberg Road, west of McCormick Road and
east of the railroad. A detention basin is proposed as a wet bottom facility
located at the southern end of the site. The storm runoff will be routed
through the basin and discharge into the 30 inch culvert under Lindberg Road.
The majority of the site, 32.76 acres, will drain south to the basin and the
remaining 1.89 acres will drain uncontrolled to the northeast similar to the
current pattern and will be picked up by the future development of Wakerobin
Estates II Phase II.
Mr. Spencer asked if phase I was going to be done all at once or will it have
different sections?
Mr. Jacobsen stated phase I will probably be done in three different sections.
Commissioner Jones asked what size of discharge pipe is proposed?
Mr. Jacobsen replied the pipe will be 24 inch corrugated metal pipe. Mr.
Jacobsen explained the outlet structure outlets into a concrete gutter, upstream
from the existing culvert under Lindberg Road. He stated another thought is to
extend the 30 inch culvert to connect with the outlet structure. The off-site
area to the west enters the site in two areas, half of the off-site runoff will
enter the existing ditch on the north side of Lindberg Road. A pipe has be
designed at the entrance to convey the flow under the entrance to the
subdivision. The other off-site runoff comes over the ingress and egress of the
driveway to the west of the development and will flow into an inlet to capture
the flow. Mr. Jacobsen asked for a variance for the detention facility to be
located on lots 176 and 177 of the subdivision.
Mr. Harbor, Sherwood Forest stated he reviewed the plans for Wakerobin and
submitted a report of his concerns. He wanted to know what impact the
development would have on the existing Wakerobin and Sherwood Forest.
Mr. Eichelberger stated he read the review comments from Mr. Harbor and
incorporated them into his review memorandum.
Mr. Spencer recommended preliminary approval with twelve conditions:

1) Starks Fincastle Silt Loam was presented in the submittal as a B/C
hydrologic soil group and calculations make as a group B, when this soils is a
group C. This value used in curve number determinations was used for both
existing and developed conditions for both on and off-site CN determinations.
All curve number determinations should be revised to reflect this fact. Also,
Rockfield and Kalamazoo soils have been incorrectly assumed to be C group soils
in the off-site drainage area.
2) All TR-20 runs have Huff 3rd quartile distribution that is different than
the values in the Tippecanoe County Ordinance. Although not a large difference
between values, there may be enough difference to make changes in discharge
values, thus warranting a correction by the applicant.
3) HY-8 tailwater conditions for the Lindberg Road culvert are analyzed using
a normal flow cross section of the receiving swale. No information has been
provided regarding the receiving system or the cross section. Slope and
condition of the swale need to be provided to confirm this assumption.
4) Although not required by the Ordinance for this project, the TR-20
analysis of the 50-year event of the Lindberg Road culvert did not include the
8.74 acres of off-site drainage area.
5) The following comments are related to the time of concentration
calculations:
a. The developed conditions Tc value has been incorrectly computed for
the Sheet Flow condition. The slope value was incorrectly entered as a value of
2 versus the correct value of 0.02 foot per foot. In addition, the flow path
for the developed condition should be provided in order to confirm the values
provided with the submittal.
b. The off-site Tc value has been incorrectly computed for the Sheet Flow
condition. The slope value was incorrectly computed as a value of 1 versus the
correct value of 0.01 foot per foot. (the calculation sheet does show a value
of 0.01 though). In addition, the flow path for the off-site area should be
provided in order to confirm the values provided with the submittal.
c. The applicant has not provided a calculation for the uncontrolled
runoff time of concentration.
6) It appears that the construction plans differ from the ILUDRAIN
calculations at reach 1-3, 0.4 vs 0.5%. The grassed flow length for the area
contributing to reach "AS" (5-0) appears to be too long (540 feet).
7) All grading information and subbasin areas assume, in general, that the
individual lots will be graded to split front and back yard drainage. The noted
grades do not always show a clear indication of the drainage breaks. The
acceptance of the provided analysis assumes that the noted drainage peaks will
be adhered to during construction of the subdivision.
8) No mention of emergency access nor a safety ramp has been provided for the
proposed pond. It appears that lots 176 and 177 contain all of the proposed
detention facility on the lot not in common area. If the applicant plans on
having detention on lots 176 and 177, a variance request should be submitted.
9) The applicant has not provided indication of drainage easements around
critical flow areas between lots 9 & 10 nor near the primary storm outlet into
the pond on lot 178.
10) No capacity calculations for the back-yard beehive inlets were provided.
Maintaining the minimum 1.5 foot depth of emergency and rear yard swales does
not appear possible in a few locations. This appears to be the case near lots
167-168, between lots 9-10 along 6-7(to collect the west off-site flow), and
lots 36-37.
11) It does not appear that the applicant has noted erosion control measures
for the uncontrolled runoff in the north part of the subdivision.

12) The applicant appears to provide an adequate drainage area map for the
off-site area, however, it appears that the 8.76 acres may actually need to
include slightly more area above the 702 contour.
Commissioner Haan moved to grant preliminary approval of Wakerobin Estates II,
Phase I, with the twelve condition as listed, seconded by Commissioner Jones.
Motion carried.

CROSSPOINTE COMMERCIAL SUBDIVISION
Allen Jacobsen, C & S Engineering, asked for final drainage approval of
Crosspointe Commercial Subdivision located east of Creasy Lane and south of
Burberry Place Apartments. The site consists of a total of 80 acres, with
Crosspointe Commercial Subdivision being the first of three different sections,
consisting of 25 acres and 16 lots. A road is planned through the middle of the
subdivision off Creasy Lane and another entrance to the south of the site for
access to the future development of apartments. There are two major drainage
facilities that run through the site, the open Treece Meadows Legal Drain and
the Treace Meadows Relief Drain. The project proposed not to have any on-site
detention facility, direct the water to the Treece Meadows Relief Drain then
south to the Wilson Branch, which outlets into the regional retention facility.
The portion of the relief
drain that runs through the site is very shallow, to eliminate that problem it
is proposed to widen the ditch by 10 feet without altering the existing
flowline. Also, change the culvert size under Amelia Avenue to accommodate the
full 100 year flow and to extend the culvert under Creasy Lane to the northeast
to connect with the relief drain.
Commissioner Gentry asked if the existing culvert under Creasy Lane is large
enough to accommodate the runoff?
Mr. Jacobsen stated the culvert is designed to convey a 100 year storm event,
the plan is to continue the culvert at the same size, so it should function the
same as it does currently.
Mr. Jacobsen explained on-site there is an existing 15 inch clay tile, which is
proposed to be rerouted and increase the size of the pipe to 18 inches.
Mr. Spencer stated there is a grade conflict with the new storm sewer going down
the access road and the back of the lots.
Mr. Jacobsen stated he would make sure in the final submittal there will be no
conflict. He also, agreed that with each development of the individual lots
approval from the Board will be needed.
Mr. Spencer recommended final approval with three conditions:
1)
2)
3)

IDNR response to the applicant's January 31, 1996 letter.
Verification of the cross-section reach lengths through the
modeled section of the Treece Meadow Relief Drain.
Comparison plots of the cross-section.

Ms. Bonner, Hawkins Environmental on behalf of the City of Lafayette, stated
many of the easements are not shown and the easements for the Treece Meadows

Relief Drain need to be shown on the construction plans. The developer also,
needs to coordinate the proposed construction plans for the widening of Creasy
Lane. The Treece Meadows Legal Drain will be extended south approximately 350
feet, which will cross the proposed Amelia Avenue and will affect lots to the
south of the access road.
Pat Clancy, Tippecanoe County Highway Engineer's Assistant, asked for a meeting
to be held to discuss the future widening of Creasy Lane and the proposed
Crosspointe Subdivision. The County Surveyor, the developer, the City and the
County Highway should be represented.
Commissioner Haan moved to grant final approval of Crosspointe Commercial
Subdivision with the above listed conditions and an agreement be made between
the developer, County Highway Engineer and County Surveyor, seconded by
Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.

HUNTINGTON SUBDIVISION
Andy Slavens, Vester and Associates asked for preliminary approval of Phase I
and II of Huntington Subdivision located upstream from State Road 26 and west of
the existing Green Meadows Subdivision. A concern from the review of the
proposed subdivision is the existing culvert under SR 26, the watershed area
included 374 acres to the northeast of Huntington Subdivision, which is
tributary to the culvert. After further review, the result was the Subdivision
utilizes 20% of the culvert, to control the discharge into the culvert an
additional pond was designed at the northwest corner of the site. Another
concern from the review was an existing 12 inch tile that is a legal drain,
which has the 75 foot easement either side of the pipe.
Commissioner Gentry stated since this is not going into a legal drain what
happens when the property owners say they are getting a lot of adverse water and
put fill in the drainage area, what happens to the drainage system?
Mr. Slavens stated the drainage plan is designed to handle the water.
Pat Cunningham, Vester & Associates, stated that currently the ten year release
rate off the proposed site is between 40 and 50 cfs runoff, per Mr. Spencer's
requirement, after development there will only be 10 cfs.
Mr. Spencer recommended preliminary approval with the five conditions David
Eichelberger provided in the memorandum dated February 6, 1996.
Commissioner Haan moved to grant preliminary approval of Huntington Subdivision
subject to the five condition of the memorandum dated February 6, 1996, seconded
by Commissioner Jones. Motion passed.

WATERSTONE SUBDIVISION
Dale Koons, Civil Engineering, asked for final approval of Waterstone
Subdivision, located between 9th and 18th Streets, south of County Road 350
South and North of the Kirpatrick Ditch. The approval is to relocate a surface
inlet into the Kirkpatrick Ditch along the south end of the proposed
subdivision. Two options were proposed for the design of the subdivision in the
fall of 1993, the first was to minimize the encroachment into the existing
floodplain, and not provide any on-site detention storage. Instead, 77 acrefeet of storage would be provided in the Kirkpatrick Ditch. The second option
was to increase the encroachment into the existing floodplain, and provide on-

site detention that is distinct from the drainage way of the Kirkpatrick Ditch.
This option would provide approximately 4 to 5 acre-feet of on-site storage
above the 100 year flood elevation. In an informal meeting with the Board in
December it was decided to pursue the first option and maximize the storage of
the Kirkpatrick Ditch. The Commissioners expressed concern about the depth of
the flooding and asked that it be fenced off.
Some reconstruction of the Kirkpatrick Ditch will be required from County Road
350 to 9th Street to alleviate the problem of standing water at the 9th Street
crossing.
Mr. Spencer recommended final approval, with the condition the proposed invert
elevations of the reconstructed Kirkpatrick Ditch should be clarified between
the downstream invert of the 18th Street crossing and the 622 contour line. For
example, the cross-section labeled as Sta. 79+00 on sheet 51 indicates an
invert elevation of 622.30. This cross-section appears to be located at Sta.
25+00 of the Kirkpatrick Ditch centerline as shown on Sheet 10. The invert
elevation according to Sheet 10 appears to be approximately 621.7. The
applicant should clarify this issue.
Commissioner Haan moved to grant final approval of the drainage relocation
connection to the Kirkpatrick Ditch for the Waterstone Subdivision, seconded by
Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.

OTHER BUSINESS
ROMNEY STOCK FARM DITCH
Marvin McBee stated he submitted a petition to the Board for the reconstruction
of the Romney Stock Farm Ditch and wanted an update on the progress.
Mr. Spencer stated there was a joint board meeting between Tippecanoe County and
Montgomery County. Montgomery County was suppose to get the landowners, names,
address, and acreages to him so the County could notify the landowners in the
watershed. Mr. Spencer explained shortly after the meeting he received a letter
stating Montgomery County was withdrawing from the joint board. Mr. Spencer
suggested Mr. McBee ask the Montgomery County Surveyor to send the information
of the landowners in the watershed area of Montgomery County.
CONTRACTS

Commissioner Haan moved to sign the contract for the Tippecanoe County Drainage
Board Attorney with Hoffman, Luhman and Busch, seconded by Commissioner Jones.
Motion carried.
Commissioner Haan moved to sign the contract for the Tippecanoe County Drainage
Board Engineering Consultant with Christopher B. Burke Engineering Limited,
seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.
Being no further business, Commissioner Haan moved to adjourn until March 6,
1996, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Meeting adjourned.
DRAINAGE BOARD MINUTES

FEBRUARY 7, 1996

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
June 5, 1996
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, June 5, 1996 in the
Commissioners Meeting Room of the Tippecanoe County Courthouse, Lafayette,
Indiana with Nola J. Gentry calling the meeting to order.
Those present were: Tippecanoe County Commissioners Nola J. Gentry, Gene Jones
and William D. Haan; Tippecanoe County Surveyor Michael J. Spencer; Drainage
Board Attorney J. Frederick Hoffman; and Drainage Board Secretary Shelli Muller.
The first item on the agenda was to approve the minutes of the Special Drainage
Board Meeting held May 15, 1996. Commissioner Haan moved to approve the
minutes, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.
Cuppy McClure - update
Mr. Spencer presented the Board with a complete application notice from the DNR
which states both permit applications they received have been deemed complete
and ready for processing. Mr. Spencer stated it is not an authorization to
proceed, but indicates the DNR has received the application.
Commissioner Gentry asked Mr. Spencer if he heard anything from the West
Lafayette Engineer concerning the bids?
Mr. Spencer stated he had spoken to the West Lafayette Engineer and he asked for
two more weeks to review the bids.
Commissioner Gentry mentioned a conversation with Opal Kuhl, former West
Lafayette Engineer, in which Opal told West Lafayette the bids received were low
enough that even if the plans had a smaller culvert size it might cost more to
rebid the work.

PROPOSAL FOR PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERING SERVICES - Elliott Ditch Watershed Study
Mr. Spencer discussed a proposal for Professional Engineering Services to update
the 1988 CBBEL/OMTEK Report Entitled "Hydraulic and Hydrologic Investigation of
the Elliott Ditch Watershed". Christopher B. Burke Engineering, LTD submitted
the proposal to the Drainage Board for review and consideration. The proposal
includes an Understanding of the Assignment, Scope of Services, and Estimated
Fees. The Understanding of the Assignment reads:
"In January, 1988, CBBEL, in association with OMTEK, completed a study of the
Elliott Ditch Watershed for Tippecanoe County. This study was completed to
identify and evaluate potential solutions to the "present and future flooding
problems" of the watershed. In the period between the completion of that
report and the present, the watershed has seen a substantial amount of
development and the construction of the Wilson Branch Reservoir. In addition,
there has been several recent permit applications submitted to the Tippecanoe
County Surveyor's Office for development along Elliott Ditch between the Conrail
and Norfolk & Western (N&W) railroads and U.S. 52, with the potential for
further development in the near future."
Mr. Spencer stated the estimated cost of the services described in the proposal
is $24,800.00.
Commissioner Gentry asked the procedure for having the floodplain elevation
redefined.

Mr. Spencer stated the DNR would have to adopt the study of the Watershed and
the only way to get them to adopt the study is to get them involved as much as
possible with the study that Christopher B. Burke Engineering is proposing.

MCCUTCHEON HEIGHTS SUBDIVISION - Outlot "A"
Mr. Spencer presented a letter from Prairie Oaks, Inc. which is addressed to all
property owners in McCutcheon Heights Subdivision. The letter explains Prairie
Oaks, Inc. is going out of business and the 3.38 acre outlot A for McCutcheon
Heights will be sold. Prairie Oaks, Inc. suggested the adjoining landowners in
Prairie Oaks Subdivision buy outlot "A" which could be used for a neighborhood
picnic/playground area. Mr. Spencer stated outlot "A" serves as the dry storm
water retention basin for McCutcheon Heights Subdivision.
Commissioner Haan stated with dividing outlot "A" between adjoining landowners,
they may not maintain it as a basin.
Mr. Hoffman stated the basin should be sold to one individual with the
understanding the basin is to be maintained so it functions properly.
Commissioner Gentry understood the basin was going to be petitioned to be made a
legal drain.
Mr. Spencer stated if the basin would become part of a legal drain that would
solve the problem of who would maintain the basin, but not who would own it. A
suggestion was made to Mr. Spencer of the County owning the basin. Another
solution would be if the adjoining landowners did own the basin and did not
maintain it as a basin, the County can fix the problem and bill the landowners.

Mr. Spencer presented aerial photos by Woolpert for the Board's inspection. The
aerials were done for the pilot GIS project, the photos include six section east
of town.

BROOKFIELD FARMS SUBDIVISION - Homeowners Association
Eric Burch, Brookfield Farms Subdivision lot 63, stated he is the President of
the Homeowners Association in Brookfield Farms Subdivision. The association has
just formed and Mr. Burch asked for information on liability, maintenance, and
erosion of the two wet bottom basins located in Brookfield Farms Subdivision.
Mr. Hoffman stated the Homeowners Association will have the responsibility of
getting liability insurance, maintenance and controlling erosion in the basins.
Mr. Spencer asked if the Homeowners Association has a set of the construction
plans for Brookfield Farms. The plans will help to determine the sizes and
location of the pipes and outlet structures.
Mr. Burch stated they have a plat of the subdivision, but not the construction
plans.

Mr. Spencer stated he can provide a set of the plans for the association to have
on file. Maintaining the basins would include mowing, inspecting the outlet
structure to insure it is in proper working order which means making sure
nothing obstructs the flow through the pipes. Also, monitoring the rear yard
swales so no one alters the flow path will be a responsibly of the Homeowners
Associates. Mr. Spencer offered to meet with the Homeowners Association when he
gets the construction plans and go through the plans with them on site.
Mr. Burch expressed some concern of existing erosion that was started before the
Homeowners Association formed and also with an existing muskrat problem. He
wondered who would address those problems.
Mr. Spencer stated he can give them a name of someone who traps muskrats. He
mentioned another option for the landowners in Brookfield Farms is to petition
the Board to make the basin part of a legal drain. All of the landowners in the
watershed area would pay an annual maintenance fee for the drain. The money
collected would go into a fund set up for the ditch and if a maintenance problem
arises the landowners can call the County Surveyor's Office to report the
problem. The County would make the necessary repairs and the expense would be
taken from the fund that was created for the ditch.
Mr. Burch stated he will suggest the idea of petitioning the Board to the
association and get their input.
Being no further business Commissioner Haan moved to adjourn until July 3, 1996,
seconded by Commissioner Jones. Meeting adjourned.
DRAINAGE BOARD MINUTES

JUNE 5, 1996 REGULAR MEETING

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
August 7, 1996
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, August 7, 1996 in the
Commissioners Meeting Room of the Tippecanoe County Courthouse, Lafayette,
Indiana with Nola J. Gentry calling the meeting to order.
Those present were: Tippecanoe County Commissioners Nola J. Gentry, and Gene
Jones; Tippecanoe County Surveyor Michael J. Spencer; Drainage Board Attorney
J. Frederick Hoffman; and Drainage Board Secretary Shelli Muller.
The first item on the agenda was to approve the minutes of the Drainage Board
Meeting held July 3, 1996. Commissioner Gentry moved to approve the minutes,
seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.

PETITION OF DEDICATION - Wilson Branch of the Elliott Ditch
Marianne Owen, Bennett Boehning Poynter and Clary Attorneys at Law, represented
Tippecanoe Associates and Maple Point Enterprises with a petition for acceptance
of dedication for the relocated portion of the Wilson Branch of the Elliott
Ditch Legal Drain. She requested the Board's acceptance of the dedication and
signing of the vacation for the old portion of the Wilson Branch which is no
longer in use.
Commissioner Jones moved to dedicate the new legal description of the relocated
portion of the Wilson Branch of the Elliott Ditch, seconded by Commissioner
Gentry. Motion carried.
Commissioner Jones moved to vacate the unused portion of the Wilson Branch of
the Elliott Ditch, seconded by Commissioner Gentry. Motion carried.
Commissioner Jones moved to authorize the chairman of the Drainage Board to sign
the order for the Wilson Branch of the Elliott Ditch, seconded by Commissioner
Gentry. Motion carried. Commissioner Gentry signed the order.
Pine View Farms II, Section 2
Todd Warrix, Schneider Engineering, requested final approval of Pine View Farms
II, Section 2 located in Wabash Township east of County Road 250 West. Pine
View Farms Subdivision contains 180 residential lots, section two consists of 60
lots on approximately 17 acres. At the April 1994 Drainage Board meeting, the
drainage system was approved by the Board for both sections. Section two was
submitted to assure the Board it meets the requirements previously approved.
Mr. Warrix asked the Board for a variance to allow ponding of detention water on
lots 158, 159 and 160 of section two.
Commissioner Gentry moved to grant a variance to allow detention on lots 158,
159 and 160 of section two, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.
Commissioner Jones moved to grant final approval of Pine View Farms II, Section
2, seconded by Commissioner Gentry. Motion carried.

MILL CREEK SUBDIVISION
Jim Jones, Hawkins Environmental, requested final approval of Mill Creek
Subdivision located east of 18th Street, north of 350 South and south of Elliott
Ditch. The site consists of 74 single family lots and 58 duplex lots. The site

is designed to direct release into the Elliott Ditch, therefore Mr. Jones
requested a variance for no onsite detention.
Mr. Spencer recommended final approval of Mill Creek Subdivision with the
condition the developer receives approval from the Department of Natural
Resources for the outfall structures.
Commissioner Jones moved to grant final approval of Mill Creek Subdivision with
the condition the development receives approval from the Department of Natural
Resources for the outfall structures, seconded by Commissioner Gentry. Motion
carried.
Commissioner Gentry moved to grant the request for a variance of no onsite
detention in Mill Creek Subdivision, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion
carried.

LIGHTHOUSE HOMES CENTER
Mr. Spencer introduced Ike Tarvin, President of Lighthouse Homes Center and Amy
Moore, of Butler, Fairman & Seufert, Inc.. They came before the Board to
discuss Lighthouse Homes Center and the concept of them contributing to the
Elliott Ditch Regional Detention Basin instead of having onsite detention. Ms.
Moore stated she wrote a letter to Mr. Spencer which discussed the possibility
of the developer contributing to the regional basin based on the volume of
storage used by Lighthouse Homes Development.
Mr. Spencer stated the next step would be for the developer to prepare an
agreement and include the amount of storage the development will use.
Mr. Tarvin asked when the regional detention basin will be built?
Mr. Spencer stated a time frame has not been determined.

COMFORT SUITES HOTEL
Steve Johnson, Design Consultant, requested final approval for Comfort Suites
Hotel located northeast of frontage Road. Mr. Johnson explained water from the
hotel site will travel across the surface of the parking lot and collect in
catch basins, a storm water pipe will carry the water through a dry detention
basin outletting into the existing ravine at the same runoff rate.
Mr. Spencer stated the developer wants to fill the existing ditch along Frontage
Road. The ditch is within the right-of-way, therefore the developer needs
approval from the County Highway Department. The other two conditions are the
applicant needs a variance for the anticipated detention storage depth of 12
feet and the applicant must include an emergency spillway for the proposed
detention pond.
Steve Murray, County Highway Executive Director, stated the developer has to
provide information to confirm the amount of offsite water which flows through

the ditch. After an amount is determined the Highway Department will make a
decision to allow or not to allow the ditch to be filled.
Commissioner Gentry moved to grant the variance of the detention storage depth,
seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.
Commissioner Jones moved to grant final approval of Comfort Suites subject to
the condition stated by the Surveyor, seconded by Commissioner Gentry. Motion
carried.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Spencer presented an agreement from RUST Environmental & Infrastructure, Inc
in regards to Cuppy McClure drainage project. The agreement states RUST will
provide additional engineering services as the County requires and be reimbursed
on a per diem basis. Expenses incurred will not exceed the amount of $12,500.00
and be billed at a hourly rate.
Mr. Spencer presented a letter from Atlas Excavating, who is the contractor for
the drainage improvements on the Cuppy McClure Ditch. They suggested a
structure change for manhole #1, and manhole #3 through manhole #9 to change
from a 72" diameter pre-cast manhole to a 5'x 5' box manhole. They also,
suggested changing catch basin #2 from a 48" diameter catch basin to a 2'x 2'
box catch basin. There is no cost savings on the 5'x 5' box manhole, but the
2'x 2' box catch basin will result in a savings of $125.00.
Mr. Spencer asked to be on the agenda for the August 12, 1996 Commissioner
meeting for both the agreement with RUST Environment & Infrastructure and the
changes suggested by Atlas Excavating.
Mr. Spencer informed the Board the notices for a hearing on the maintenance
assessment for Romney Stock Farm Drain and the High Gap Road Drain were sent
August 5, 1996 and the hearing will be held September 4, 1996 at 9:00 a.m.

SHEPHERDS POINT SUBDIVISION
Mike Gibson, 47 West 500 North asked the Board for help with the detention basin
at the corner of 50 West and County Road 500 North. He was before the Board a
year ago with the same situation and nothing has been done to get the pond
regraded or seeded. Mr. Gibson stated Al Buckley was going to do the work, but
nothing has been done.
Mr. Spencer stated he spoke with Mr. Gibson prior to this meeting and wrote a
letter to Mr. Buckley asking for a meeting between himself, Mr. Buckley and
Highway Department so they could discuss a remedy to Mr. Gibson situation.
Mr. Hoffman stated another letter needs to be writen to Mr. Buckley with a time
limit to respond to Mr. Spencer's letter.
Mr. Spencer stated he will send a certified letter instructing Mr. Buckley to
contact him within 10 days after his receipt of the letter.
Being no further business, Commissioner Jones moved to adjourn until September
4, 1996, seconded by Commissioner Gentry. Meeting adjourned.

DRAINAGE BOARD MINUTES

AUGUST 7, 1996 REGULAR MEETING

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
OCTOBER 2, 1996
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, October 2, 1996 in the
Commissioners Meeting Room of the Tippecanoe County Courthouse, Lafayette,
Indiana.
Those present were: Tippecanoe County Commissioners Nola J. Gentry and William
D Haan; Tippecanoe County Surveyor Michael J. Spencer; Drainage Board Attorney
J. Frederick Hoffman; and Drainage Board Secretary Shelli Muller.

ROMNEY STOCK FARM DITCH HEARING
Commissioner Gentry called the hearing to order.
Mr. Spencer read the maintenance report for the Romney Stock Farm Ditch.
"The portion of the Romney Stock Farm Ditch as petitioned for maintenance needs
the ditch bottom cleaned starting at County Road 1300 South then South for six
hundred (600) feet then the ditch bottom needs cut to grade for twenty nine
hundred (2900) feet to provide a better outlet for tile drains at the very upper
end.
The first year assessment ($12.13 per acre) should be sufficient to do the
proposed ditch excavating then the annual assessment will be reduced to $1.50
per acre."
The estimated cost for the first 600 feet equals $750.00 and the following 1700
feet estimated cost of $4,250.00 for a total estimated cost of $5,000.00.
Commissioner Haan asked how many acres are within the watershed of the proposed
clean out?
Mr. Spencer stated there are 412.18 acres within the watershed area of the
Romney Stock Farm Ditch. Mr. Spencer stated he did not receive any remonstrance
letters, but did receive a letter from Carol DePlanty. The notice she received
indicated her owning 13.33 acres, this was incorrect she owns 6.76 acres the
remaining 6.57 acres are owned by Doc Widmer.
Commissioner Gentry mentioned that Paul Kerkhoff was not in favor of the ditch
becoming a county regulated drain because Mr. Kerkhoff is concerned about crop
damage when maintenance is being done to the ditch.
Mr. Spencer replied that he spoke with Mr. Kerkhoff on his concerns and reassured him it is not the County's intention to do the maintenance while crops
are in the field.
Mr. Hoffman asked the length of the extension?
Mr. Spencer stated 1600 feet is what the petition request to become county
maintained.
Marvin McBee was present, representing his acreage in the watershed area, and
confirmed he is agreeable with the petition to create a maintenance fund for the
Romney Stock Farm Ditch.
Mr. Hoffman stated there are two request, the first is to add 1600 feet to the
existing legal drain. The second request is to create a maintenance fund for the
entire drain starting at County Road 1300 South.

Commissioner Haan moved to extend the Romney Stock Farm legal drain 1600 feet
southeast from the ending point of the existing legal drain, seconded by
Commissioner Gentry. Motion carried.
Commissioner Haan moved to establish a maintenance fund for the Romney Stock
Farm Legal Drain, the first year assessment is $12.13 dollars per acre and
thereafter be reduced to $1.50 per acre per state statute, seconded by
Commissioner Gentry. Motion carried.
Marvin McBee asked if the landowners in the Grimes Ditch watershed pay for the
proposed portion of the Romney Stock Farm ditch?
Mr. Spencer stated the Grimes Ditch is considered a separate ditch from the
portion that is being petitioned today. The only way the landowners upstream
will pay for the proposed ditch is if the two ditches are petitioned to become
combined. Mr. Spencer stated after the quotes are received and a contract
awarded, the annual assessment will be lowered if the cost is lower than the
estimate.

HIGH GAP ROAD DITCH MAINTENANCE HEARING
Commissioner Gentry called the hearing to order.
Mr. Spencer read the maintenance report:
"The High Gap Road Ditch needs to be cut to grade the twenty two hundred (2200)
feet to provide for a better tile outlet at the South end of the ditch at County
Road 800 South. To provide a better tile outlet the drive culvert at station
15+40 must be removed and or replaced at a deeper depth.
The first year assessment ($13.72 per acre) should be sufficient to do the ditch
excavation, then the annual assessments will be reduced to $1.50 per acre."
Commissioner Gentry inquired about the estimated cost for construction?
Mr. Spencer stated the estimated cost of construction is $6,000.00. Hugh Pence,
the farm manager for the Baugh property, would like to extend the excavation to
the west property line of the Baugh's eighty acre tract. The petition does
include the ditch through the Baugh property, but the estimated cost of
construction was based on the clean out of two thousand two hundred feet north
of 800 South. Mr. Spencer stated he did another cost estimate which includes
continuing the clean out to the west two thousand five hundred fifty feet (2550
ft) for a total cost estimated of nine thousand eight hundred twenty five
dollars ($9825.00). There was one written remonstrance from Jeanne Snoddy.
"Dear Mr. Spencer:
As an absentee landlord I am not as knowledgeable as someone who is living
on the premises and operating the farm.
However, I am not in favor of paying for the maintenance and excavation of
High Gap Road from which I will not derive any benefit. Our family has been
able to maintain our drainage ditch and replace tiles as needed.
I am therefore registering in opposition to the hearing on maintenance
report on September 4, 1996 at 9:30 a.m. at the Community Meeting Room of
Tippecanoe County Courthouse." signed Jeanne J. Snoddy. Mr. Spencer stated she

owns an eighty acre tract east of High Gap Road and along with Bill Windle who
expressed his objection to the ditch at the last Drainage Board Meeting, Mr.
Spencer thinks they would agree to the ditch becoming a legal drain if the
project extended over to the west property line of the Baugh property.

Commissioner Gentry stated it is possible to continue the project over to the
Baugh's west property line by doing the necessary improvements and continue
assessment until the drain maintenance fund repays the general drain improvement
fund in full.
Commissioner Haan moved to establish High Gap Road Drain as a legal ditch as
described in the petition filed, seconded by Commissioner Gentry. Motion
carried.
Commissioner Haan moved to clean out and maintain High Gap Road Drain and create
a maintenance of $13.72 per acre for the first year assessment and then reduce
the assessment to $1.50 per acre per statute, seconded by Commissioner Gentry.
Motion carried.
WATKINS GLEN SUBDIVISION PHASE IV PART II
Mr. Spencer stated on behalf of Vester & Associates, he asked Watkins Glen
Subdivision Phase IV part II be continued.
Commissioner Haan moved to continue to Watkins Glen Subdivision Phase IV part
II, seconded by Commissioner Gentry. Motion carried.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Commissioner Haan moved to approve the Drainage Board minutes from September 4,
1996, regular meeting, seconded by Commissioner Gentry. Motion carried.

ARNETT CLINIC SOUTH
Todd Warrix, Schneider Engineering, asked for final approval of Arnett Clinic
South. The proposed site consists of 3.00 acres located at the southwest corner
of U.S. Highway 231 South and County Road 240 South in the Wea-Ton Subdivision.
The development will include a medical facility which will accommodate an urgent
care center and various medical offices. Mr. Warrix explained there is a
proposed dry bottom detention basin along the east property line, between US231
and the proposed parking lot area. The emergency overflow that will not be held
in the detention basin and any additional storm water not contained within the
basin will be routed at the southeast corner of the property into the west
roadside ditch of US231 South.
Mr. Spencer stated a study was done of the Wea-Ton area and an agreement was
created concerning the development of the area. Wea-Ton agreed to design the
drainage system for the area and now the City of Lafayette wants the design
finished for this development. Mr. Spencer suggested the developer of this site
meet with the Wea-Ton members and get a letter of commitment which states before
any more construction can be done the drainage system must be implemented.
After further discussion it was decided that Mr. Spencer will write the Wea-Ton
members and let them know that the Drainage Board will not approve additional
construction within the subdivision until the drainage system is constructed.

Mr. Warrix read the two conditions suggested by Christopher B. Burke
Engineering.
1.) Orifice calculations or revised outlet detail must be provided which
indicate that the pond will release flows at or below the allowable
discharge rate of 1.64 cfs.
2.) Additional spot elevations must be added to the construction plans on
the northern and northeast sides of the pond to verify that overflow
from the pond will exit via the emergency overflow indicated at the
southeast corner of the pond.

Mr. Spencer recommended final approval with the two conditions read by Mr.
Warrix and the client must submit a copy of the permit from the State Highway
approving the discharge into the US231 side ditch.
Commissioner Haan moved to grant final approval of Arnett Clinic South subject
to the three conditions, seconded by Commissioner Gentry. Motion carried.
OTHER BUSINESS
Osco Drug Store
Commissioner Gentry referred to the Osco Drug Store located at the the northwest
corner of US231 and Beck Lane, she stated she has received complaints of
standing water on Beck Lane.
Commissioner Haan stated the Drainage Board
Osco Drug Store before granting approval of
other development. The Commissioners asked
complaint and look into what can be done to
Drug Store.

needs to analyze the situation at
that type of drainage system for any
the Surveyor to investigate the
correct the drainage system at Osco

Lighthouse Homes Center
Mr. Spencer referred to the Lighthouse Homes Center agreement with the Drainage
Board on the Elliott Regional Retention Basin. They have a proposal to excavate
the dirt they need for their development out of the area where the future
regional basin is planned. There are questions in paragraph 7 of the proposal
dated August 27, 1996 that need to be answered before entering into an
agreement.
Paragraph 7
"Not withstanding Paragraph 4 hereof, the Board grants to Light House the right
to commence construction of the Regional Detention Basin and to remove dirt
therefrom to Light House land and use. The excavation will be in compliance
with the design and specifications of the Board. In the event Light House
completes removal of dirt from the area of the Regional Detention Pond equal to
4.4 acre feet of storage, its share of the costs of the design and construction
of such Regional Detention Pond shall be reduced in an amount equal to the costs
of removal of such 4.4 acre feet of dirt, such amount to be determined by
dividing the total costs of dirt removed for such facility divided by its
capacity and the resulting number multiplied by the storage capacity of 4.4 acre
feet."
Mr. Spencer stated the questions are:
1.
How much dirt does Lighthouse Homes need?

2.

Do they have an estimate of the cost of moving the amount of
dirt which they need?
3.
Does this volume of dirt equal 4.4 acre feet?
Mr. Spencer stated Mr. Hoffman wrote Light House Homes a letter asking these
questions September 23, 1996. Per telephone conversation with Amy Moore of
Butler Fairman & Suifert, representing Lighthouse Homes, she stated they will
need seventy-five thousand yards of dirt, it will cost $.75 per yard to move,
and equal more volume of dirt than 4.4 acre feet.
Commissioner Gentry thought the proposal would not be rational because no time
table has been determined for the start of the design on the Elliott Regional
Retention Basin.
Mr. Spencer felt it not the County's responsibility to get the DNR permits
needed for them to work within the floodplain. The design of the basin has not
been discussed because of lack of funding, if Lighthouse Homes were to make a
cash contribution it would allow the design of the basin to begin.

JN Kirkpatrick Ditch - reconstruction
Mr. Spencer asked to be placed on the Commissioners Meeting agenda to determine
dates for the James N. Kirkpatrick Ditch pre-proposal meeting and submittal date
for the proposals.
Mr. Spencer asked if October 15, 1996 would be an agreeable date for Woolpert to
meet with the Commissioners for the "kick off" of the GIS pilot program?
Commissioner Gentry stated October 15th is available and Commissioner Haan
stated he is available October 15th in the morning only.
Being no further business Commissioner Haan moved to adjourn until November 6,
1996 meeting, seconded by Commissioner Gentry. Meeting adjourned.

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
NOVEMBER 6, 1996
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, November 6, 1996 in the
Tippecanoe Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, Lafayette, Indiana.
Those present were: Tippecanoe County Commissioners Nola J. Gentry, Gene Jones
and William D Haan; Tippecanoe County Surveyor Michael J. Spencer; Drainage
Board Attorney pro-tem Thomas Busch; and Drainage Board Secretary pro-tem Anna
Rumble.
The first item on the agenda was to approve the minutes from the last Drainage
Board Meeting held October 2, 1996. Commissioner Haan moved to approve the
minutes, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.

BRINDON WOODS SUBDIVISION Phase I
Andy Slavens, Vester and Associates, introduced a new employee to Vesters, Tim
Byer. Mr. Slavens requested final approval of Brindon Woods Subdivision located
off US52 near McCormick Road and consists of 12.3 acres.
Mr. Eichelberger stated after the review the following comments were:
1.
The hydrologic calculation submitted in support of the detention
requirements.
a.)
Time of concentration calculations received on October 10,
1996 indicate that sheet flow areas were grassed. The current submittal appears
to indicate a cultivated soil, with resdidual cover less than 20%. The
applicant should clarify the sheet flow land cover and verify the roughness
coefficient.
b.)
The applicant should provide a watershed map showing all offsite subareas, along with the flow paths assumed in the time of concentration
calculations.
c.)
The applicant does not appear to follow the required
methodology for the shallow concentrated flow regime. As specified in the
Ordinance, the applicant must use the methodology outlined in the TR-55 Manual.
It should be noted that the applicant did use the correct TR-55 methodology for
this flow regime in pervious submittals.
d.)
The applicant has used three off-site subareas for the
allowable release rate analysis, while only tow are used in the detention
analysis. The hydrologic characteristics of all off-site subareas should remain
constant between the tow models.
e.)
The TR-20 analysis used a rating curve with maximum elevation
669.0. The provided detention analysis indicates a peak 100-year water surface
elevation of 669.13 for the 4-hour event. The applicant should extend the
proposed detention pond rating curve so that the calculated peak 100-year water
surface elevation does not exceed the last point of the curve.
f.)
The principal outlet for the pond is a 2-foot by 4-foot
reinforced concrete box culvert and a 10-foot wide concrete weir. Based on the
analysis supplies by the applicant, there would only be 0.17 feet of freeboard
between the calculated peak 100-year water surface elevation and the berm

overtopping elevation. The applicant should increase the minimum berm elevation
to provide at least 1.0 feet of freeboard.
2.
A channel conveys off-site water through the site under existing
conditions. The applicant proposes to convey this off-site runoff via a 36-inch
ADS pipe placed at 0.5% slope. The following comments are related to the
applicants proposed conveyance system.
a.)
Any system intended to convey off-site water should be
contained in an easement. This affects both the pipe network and proposed
detention facility.
b.)
The applicant states that the 36-inch ADS has capacity of 62.6
cfs, with a peak 100-year discharge , to the pipe, of 62. 5 cfs, as determined
by the provided TR-20 analysis for the 54.6 acre off-site tributary area. The
applicant should provide a hydraulic grade line analysis to demonstrate that the
proposed 36" ADS mainline has capacity for the 100 year event. The analysis
should be based on the RT-20 critical duration additions of the 10-year flows
along the 36" ADS pipe for the on-site flows, based on rational method analysis.
The beginning tailwater elevation should be no lower than the top of the pipe at
the 36" outfall to the proposed detention facility. This analysis should
account for losses at all manholes, losses due to change in alignment, exit
losses, entrance losses, as well as frictional losses. It should also be noted
that this analysis may be affected by the response to comment number 1.
3.
The applicant should provide a detention pond safety ramp on the
plans, as required by the ordinance.
Commissioner Haan moved to grant final approval of Brindon Woods Subdivision,
Phase I, subject to the condition stated by Mr. Eichelberger, seconded by
Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.

WATKINS GLEN SUBDIVISION, Phase IV, Part II
Mr. Slavens presented the Board with the proposed Watkins Glen Subdivision,
Phase IV, Part II drainage plan located west of County Road 400 East and consist
of approximately 6 acres. Mr. Slavens asked for final approval of the proposed
drainage plan.
Mr. Spencer stated a memo was not written for this project because the submittal
was received after the deadline. He recommended continuing Watkins Glen
Subdivision, Phase IV, Part II until next month Drainage Board Meeting.

Commissioner Gentry asked Mr. Slavens why the Osco Drugs drainage system is not
working adequately?
Mr. Slavens stated he is aware of the situation and has been in contact with
Findly Drilling who will help to get the drainage system working properly.

MILESTONE
Bob Gross, R.W. Gross & Associates, introduced Kristine Horn an Engineering in
Training. Mr. Gross asked the Board for final approval of the proposed

Milestone Contractors site located at the corner of County Road 350 South and
475 East. There is an existing branch of the Elliott Ditch that runs through
the site and they propose to re-route the tile or direct it through the proposed
detention pond.
Mr. Spencer recommended final approval with these conditions:
1.)
The national wetland inventory map shows the south half of the property
and the area where the borrow pit is located are wetland areas. The applicant
must receive approval of construction in wetlands
2.)
The applicant needs to show the proper outlet details, emergency spillway
and overflow details on the construction plans.
Commissioner Haan moved to grant final approval of Milestone Contractors
drainage plan subject to the condition stated by the Surveyor, seconded by
Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.

BERLOWITZ DITCH WATERSHED STUDY
Tom Busch excused himself from the meeting.
Mr. Spencer mentioned a study that had been done four years ago on the Berlowitz
watershed. Christopher B. Burke Engineering is looking at the original study
and comparing the development since the first study to the development that has
followed, and determining the existing drainage and what improvements can be
done.
Mr. Stolz, Christopher B. Burke Engineering, stated the first item discussed was
the runoff of water under Interstate 65 through a 33" X 49" pipe arch and review
of the southeast area where the pond is for Saddlebrook, Bridlewood and
Arlington Commons.
Mr. Spencer stated this is a good example of how the GIS system would help
reduce the cost to the County for research done on drainage studies. There is
not adequate topographical information in the area to do a complete study. The
two foot contour maps which will be created with the GIS system will have more
control, accuracy and be more accessible.
Mr. Spencer stated a meeting with the property owners within the watershed area
should be the next step. Mr. Dick Shoemaker, manager of the Shaw Farms, stated
he would like the meeting to be the week of December 16th because the Shaw's
will be in town that week. Mr. Spencer stated having a meeting the week of
December 16th is certainly possible and the landowners will be notified of the
meeting when a date is confirmed.
OTHER BUSINESS
CUPPY MCCLURE UPDATE
Mr. Spencer stated the project is going well, the open ditch has been cleared
and rough graded. The 48 inch pipe has been installed almost to the US52 rightof-way.
DRAINAGE BOARD SCHEDULE CHANGE
Commissioner Gentry stated the next month Drainage Board Meeting needs to be
changed from December 4, 1996 to December 11, 1996 at 9:00 a.m. and notices sent
to the papers of the change.

Being no further business, Commissioner Haan moved to adjourn until December 11,
1996, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.

DRAINAGE BOARD MINUTES

NOVEMBER 6, 1996 REGULAR MEETING

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
DECEMBER 11, 1996
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, December 11, 1996 in the
Tippecanoe Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, Lafayette, Indiana.
Those present were: Tippecanoe County Commissioners Nola J. Gentry, Gene Jones
and William D Haan; Tippecanoe County Surveyor Michael J. Spencer; Drainage
Board Attorney J. Frederick Hoffman; Drainage Board Consultant David
Eickelberger and Drainage Board Secretary Shelli Muller. William & Delores
Kepner, 4120 N 300 W; Scott Kepner, 4116 N 300 W, also George and Ruby Tsao,
4200 N 300 W, Lafayette, Indiana.
The first item on the agenda was to approve the minutes from the last Drainage
Board Meeting held November 6, 1996. Commissioner Haan moved to approve the
minutes, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.

STONEHENGE SUBDIVISION & PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT PHASE I
Andy Slaven, Vester and Associates presented final drainage plans for Stonehenge
Subdivision and Planned Unit Development, Phase I, located off County Road 375
West and County Road 450 North. The entire site consist of 134.6 acres, 401
lots, Phase I is centrally located within the site and consist of 53.4 acres.
There is a retention pond designed to handle the runoff for the entire 134.6
acres. Currently the site is a farm field after development a storm sewer
system will be installed to re-direct the majority of the current flow to the
detention facility. There are two areas which will not be routed to the pond.
The first is 8.6 acres at the back half of lots along the southern boundary.
The second area includes 9.6 acres in the northeast corner of the site. Streets
have been designed to carry emergency routing to the pond while maintaining a
depth of 7" or less of ponding.
After discussion with the adjoining landowners, the Drainage Board Members and
Andy Slavens it was decided the developer will need to address the following
concerns of the landowners, before final drainage approval is granted.
Mr. Scott Kepner stated he was concerned about driveway washout and
accessibility to his property, he felt the development of the pond will cause
the creek that runs through the properties east of the development to go dry,
also infiltration from the pond into his basement. A soil scientist was to
evaluate the situation to determine if a curtain drain will need to be installed
and nothing has been done.
Mr. Bill Kepner asked if a new culvert would be installed to handle the
additional flow. He also, did not what the conditions of the creek to be
altered and felt with the development the creek would start having erosion
control problems due to the volume of water rushing through at a faster rate.
He is also concerned with the creek drying out because of the pond holding water
back that would normally flow.

Mr. George Tsao stated a portion of his land is wet and he wanted to be sure
that the entire lot would not become wet.

Mr. Spencer asked if the street for the planned development area are going to be
private streets? There is some concern on the gutterspread not having the 10
foot clear lane for emergency access causing the street to flood.
Commissioner Haan stated even if the streets are private, the Board would not
approve a plan which would allow a significant amount of flooding in the
streets.
Commissioner Haan moved to continue Stonehenge Subdivision and Planned Unit
Development, Phase I until the Surveyor, the landowners and Vester and
Associates meet to solve the concerns stated by the landowners, also the
gutterspread distances need to be addressed, seconded by Commissioner Jones.
Motion carried.
OSCO DRUG STORE - Beck Lane & US231 update
Andy Slavens stated Darrell Norton investigated the situation of the pond at
Osco Drug Store located at Beck Lane and US231 South. The investigation showed
that the casings drilled were not drilled to the depth required by the plans.
The casing will be re-drilled to match the plans. The ditch has a hump in the
flow line that needs to be re-addressed.
Commissioner Gentry asked what the legality of the Drainage Board is to get the
drainage corrected at the Osco store?
Mr. Hoffman stated the Drainage Board could make the developer re-design the
project because the decision of the Board was based on the assurance from the
developer that this drainage system would work.

KOEHLER COMMERCIAL SUBDIVISION
Tim Balensiefer, Hawkins Environmental, asked the Board for final approval of
Koehler Commercial Subdivision located on the west side of Creasy Lane between
McCarty Lane and State Road 38. Mr. Balensiefer explained that the site
currently sheet drains to the Wilson Branch of the Elliott Ditch. Postdevelopment the site will direct release into the Wilson Branch through a storm
drainage system with emergency routing via swales. Mr. Balensiefer also asked
the Board for an easement reduction for the Wilson Branch, currently 75 feet
reduced to 25 feet, based on the cross section after clean out. The developer
is willing to create funding for the reconstruction of the Wilson Branch portion
which boarders this development.
Commissioner Haan moved to approve the Koehler Commercial Subdivision concept of
allowing the developer to reduce the easement from 75 feet top of bank to 25
feet top of bank after the legal description for the reconstruction of the
Wilson Branch is completed, also the concept of direct release into the Wilson
Branch after an agreement is approved, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion
carried.

OTHER BUSINESS
CUPPY MCCLURE - UPDATE
Mr. Spencer stated Atlas Excavating is finished with laying the pipe, there is
still dirt work to finish, and final grading which will be complete in May 1997.

Commissioner Gentry suggested a study be done on the drainage for the Elston
area. The area is developing fast and a drainage plan needs to be created for
the future development.
Commissioner Haan moved to approve the 1997 Drainage Board schedule, seconded by
Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.
Being no further business, Commissioner Haan moved to adjourn until January 8,
1997, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.

DRAINAGE BOARD MINUTES
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
JANUARY 8, 1997
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday January 8, 1997 in the
Tippecanoe Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, Lafayette, Indiana
with Commissioner Jones calling the meeting to order.
The first item on the agenda was to approve the minutes from the last meeting
held December 11, 1996. Commissioner Jones moved to continue the approval of
the minutes until the next meeting allowing time for review, seconded by
Commissioner Hudson. Motion carried.
ELECTION OF OFFICERS
Mr. Cy Gerde opened the floor to nominations for President to the Drainage
Board.
Commissioner Jones moved to nominate Commissioner Hudson for President to the
Drainage Board, seconded by Commissioner Chase. Motion carried.
Commissioner Jones moved to nominate Commissioner Chase for Vice President,
seconded by Commissioner Hudson. Motion carried.
Commissioner Jones turned the meeting over to the President.

APPOINTMENTS TO THE BOARD
The next item on the agenda was to appoint an attorney to the Drainage Board.
Commissioner Jones moved to appoint Cy Gerde as Drainage Board attorney,
seconded by Commissioner Hudson. Motion carried.
Mr. Spencer presented the Board with a contract from Christopher B. Burke
Engineering Limited, they have been the Engineering Consultant for the last
eight years. Mr. Spencer submitted the contract to Mr. Gerde for his review and
approval.
Commissioner Chase moved to appoint Christopher B. Burke Engineering Limited as
Drainage Board Engineering Consultant, subject to the review and approval of the
contract, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.
Mr. Spencer stated for the last five years Shelli Muller has been the executive
secretary to the Drainage Board.
Commissioner Jones moved to appoint Shelli Muller as executive secretary to the
Drainage Board, seconded by Commissioner Chase. Motion carried.
Mr. Spencer asked for the reading of the active and inactive ditch list be
continued until the February Drainage Board Meeting. The active ditch list are
those County maintained ditches that have a maintenance fund below the four year
assessment total and will be on the 1997 tax roll.
Commissioner Chase moved to continue the reading of the 1997 active and inactive
ditch list until the February Drainage Board meeting, seconded Commissioner
Jones. Motion carried.

STONEHENGE SUBDIVISION AND PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT - Phase I
Andy Slavens, Vester and Associates, Inc., asked the Board for final approval of
Stonehenge Subdivision and Planned Unit Development, Phase I. The proposed
subdivision is located south of County Road 450 North and east of County Road
375 West. Mr. Slavens explained at the December 11, 1996 Drainage Board meeting
the development was continued until this meeting due to some comments and
concerns of various landowners to the east of the proposed subdivision. Per the
request of the landowners and the Board a meeting was held at Vester and
Associates to address the concerns of Mr. Bill Kepner, Mr. Scott Kepner and Mr
and Mrs. Tsao. Dr. Darrell Norton, a professional soil scientist, was also in
attendance to make recommendation such as to address the washout of the Kepner's
driveway. The original 30 inch outlet pipe has been reduced to an 18 inch RCP
in order to allow the culvert under the driveways to perform effectively in a
ten year storm event. Subsurface drainage will be provided along the east
property line of the development in order to curtail any possible leakage from
the pond or potential for a high water table on the adjacent properties. The
last change made to the development per request of the landowners was to install
a stilling basin at the outlet of the detention basin. A stilling basin consist
of digging out an area below the outfall pipe, putting in riprap and installing
a hickenbottom riser pipe to tie into the existing 8 inch farm tile which
daylights into the creek on the Kepner's property. The stilling basin will slow
down the intensity of the water coming from the detention basin, help maintain
the current conditions of the creek and help the erosion concerns of the
adjacent property owners. With these three major changes to the proposed
subdivision, it now complies with the County Drainage Ordinance and addresses
the concerns of Kepners and Tsao. Mr. Slavens asked for final approval of
Stonehenge Subdivision and Planned Unit Development.
Mr. Bill Kepner stated on behalf of himself, his son, and his daughter, they
agree with the changes made and are comfortable with the Commissioner's
approving the development.

Mr. and Mrs. George Tsao stated they are not convinced the changes will address
their concern. Mr. Tsao felt the proposed detention basin will create more
runoff to his land which will cause soil erosion and make part of his land
inaccessible. They requested in writing that no additional amount of water than
there is now be allowed to drain into their land. Also, they requested that
Stonehenge Development be made to bear the responsibility of the potential
damage to their land. They requested additional time before approving the
drainage system so they can have a professional and legal evaluation of the
drainage situation. (correspondence between Mr. and Mrs. Tsao, the
Commissioners and Mr. Spencer are on file in the Stonehenge Subdivision file at
the County Surveyor's Office).
Mr. Patrick Cunningham, Vester and Associates, Inc., stated the flow from the
site currently goes to the Tsao's property. After development with the design
of the detention basin and the stilling basin less flow will go across the
Tsao's property in a ten year storm event.

Commissioner Hudson presented and agreement to Mr. Tsao titled "THE DEVELOPER'S
CONTINUING RESPONSIBILITY" This agreement states at any time the subdivision is
being developed and until every home is built, the landowners can inform the
developer of their dissatisfaction of how their land is changing and the
developer will be responsible to correct the problem.
Mrs. Tsao stated they have not had enough time to review all the information
submitted to them and asked the subdivision not be approved.
Mr. Spencer stated he recommended final approval with two conditions.
Stonehenge Subdivision and Planned Unit Development does meet the requirements
of the County Drainage Ordinance. The two conditions are:
1.
The applicant should add the minimum 10 foot base width requirement
for proposed temporary swales.
2.
The applicant should obtain an agreement with affected landowners
for proposed off-site construction activities prior to any work performed on
said properties.
Commissioner Jones moved to approve Stonehenge Subdivision and Planned Unit
Development, Phase I subject to the two condition, seconded by Commissioner
Chase. Motion carried.

MILL CREEK SUBDIVISION - Phase II
Jennifer Bonner, Hawkins Environmental, presented the Board with plans for Mill
Creek Subdivision, located on the east side of South Eighteenth Street and North
of County Road 350 South. Ms. Bonner requested approval of the Mill Creek,
Phase I, to have a direct discharge into the Elliott Ditch. The project consist
of the regrading of an 8.61 acre section of the Elliott Ditch extending 2,500
feet to the east of South 18th Street, this will adjust the flood elevation and
increase the capacity of the ditch allowing enough storage for direct release
from the development to the ditch. Mill Creek is within the City limits and
will meet the requirement of the City drainage ordinance. The development has
received a waiver of storm drainage detention and the Department of Natural
Resources has confirmed that the project will not increase the flood stage.
Mr. Spencer stated he recommended to approve the direct release into the Elliott
Ditch subject to two conditions.
1.
The IDNR permit must be obtained for the dry pond outfall structure.
2.
No new residential construction can occur within the floodway of
Elliott Ditch as shown on the current FIS FBFM (effective date March 16, 1991)
without the LOMR from FEMA.
Commissioner Chase moved to approve the request for direct discharge into the
Elliott Ditch with the two conditions, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Motion
carried.

THE MEADOWS AT NORTHRIDGE
Pat Sheehan, Schneider Engineering, presented the Board with The Meadows at
Northridge drainage plan consisting of twenty-three lots on 22.8 acres located
south of County Road 200 North. The entrance to the subdivision is off the
existing Foxmoore Lane located in the present Northridge Subdivision. The

original plan included two detention basins for this development, the first wetbottom basin boarders Lockwood Subdivision directly south of the project and the
second, dry-bottom basin boarders Northridge Subdivision east of the
development. The developer asked for a variance for the first basin to be
constructed without a fence, after review it was determined that it does not
meet the cross section detail of a basin without fence.
Mr. Spencer explained the drainage ordinance was changed in 1994 to eliminate
the constant requests for a variance from fencing detention basins. Many
developers would ask for this variance because it required a six foot chain link
fence to surround the basin which caused an eyesore to the surrounding
landowners. The County reviewed the situation and came up with two different
concepts. The detention basin with and without a fence shall meet the same
requirement except for the cross-section. The basin with a fence should be
surrounded by a nonclimable fence and meet specified cross section. The safety
and maintenance ledges are more narrow and have steeper slopes. The basin
without a fence shall have wider safety and maintenance ledges with minimum side
slope to meet the specified cross-section causing the surface area of the basin
to be larger.

Mr. Sheehan stated the developer plans to keep the vegetation which lines the
south side of the basin in tact, as much as possible, that is why the basin can
not meet the cross-section of a basin without a fence. Mr Sheehan explained the
second option is to make the wet bottom basin a dry bottom basin. The
calculation are not complete for a dry bottom basin, but would like that to be a
condition with the approval of this project.
Commissioner Chase moved to grant final
subject to the developer submitting new
requirements for a dry bottom detention
requirements for a wet bottom detention
Commissioner Jones. Motion carried.

approval of The Meadows at Northridge
plans that meet the drainage ordinance
basin or meet the drainage ordnance
basin without a fence, seconded by

OTHER BUSINESS
HIGH GAP ROAD DITCH AND ROMNEY STOCK FARM DITCH
Mr. Spencer informed the Board letters to various contractors have been sent
asking for quotes on the cleanout of two drains, High Gap Road Ditch and Romney
Stock Farm Ditch. The two drains were petitioned and approved to become County
Regulated Ditches. Quotes are due 11:00 a.m. on February 5, 1997 in the County
Auditor's Office.

FAITH PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH
Mr. Spencer stated he has been in contact with Ed Hemmer of Faith Presbyterian
Church. Mr. Hemmer wrote a letter and included pictures which Mr. Spencer
presented to the Board and are on file in the County Surveyor's Office.
{quote}
"Faith Presbyterian Church

December 19, 1996
Mr. Michael Spencer, County Surveyor
20 N. Third Street
Lafayette, IN 47901
Dear Mr. Spencer:
These pictures were taken December 15 showing the water problem we now
have at Faith Church. I know you are aware of this, but the volume of water to
be drained should be of interest since it relates directly to the size of ditch,
swale, or storm sewer required for its removal.
Two points should be kept in mind: 1) the ground was not frozen, so
maximum seepage has already occurred to saturate the ground, and 2) recent rains
were not unusually heavy for this area and had stopped 3 days before the
pictures were taken.
I may send similar pictures to Doug Schrader of Prairie Homes.
Sincerely,
Edgar H. Hemmer"
{end quote}
Mr. Spencer stated he wanted to make the Board aware of the situation and expect
to be contacted concerning this. The developer is aware of the problem and will
correct it within ten to fifteen days. Mr. Hemmer has been informed of the
developers intent and to call if he is not satisfied.
Being no further business, Commissioner Chase moved to adjourn until February 5,
1997, seconded by Commissioner Jones. Meeting adjourned.

REGULAR MEETING
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
FEBRUARY 5, 1997
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday February 5, 1997 in the
Tippecanoe Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, Lafayette, Indiana
with Commissioner Hudson calling the meeting to order.
Those present: Tippecanoe County Commissioners Kathleen Hudson and Gene Jones,
Tippecanoe County Surveyor Michael J. Spencer, Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Attorney Cy Gerde, Engineering Consultant David Eichelberger, and Drainage Board
Secretary Shelli Muller.
Commissioner Hudson stated Commissioner Chase resigned Monday February 3, 1997
which created a vacancy in the position of Vice President to the Drainage Board.
She nominated Commissioner Jones to fill the vacancy, seconded by Commissioner
Jones. Motion carried to elect Commissioner Jones as Drainage Board Vice
President.
The first item on the agenda was to approve the minutes from the meeting held
December 11, 1996. Commissioner Jones moved to approve the minutes, seconded by
Commissioner Hudson. Motion carried.
Commissioner Jones moved to approve the minutes of the last meeting held January
8, 1997, seconded by Commissioner Hudson. Motion carried.

Mr. Gerde asked for the active and inactive ditch list to be placed in the
minutes and a motion be made to approve the list.
ACTIVE DITCH LIST 1997
TOTAL
1996
DITCH
PRICE
4 YEAR
YEAR END
NO
DITCH
PER ACRE
ASSESSMENT BALANCE
ÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄ
4
Anson, Delphine
$1.00 $5,122.56
$2,677.72
8
Berlovitz, Juluis $1.25 $8,537.44
($2,933.43)
13
Brown, A P
$1.00 $8,094.24
$7,921.94
14
Buck Creek
$0.00
$1,385.55
15
Burkhalter, Alfred
$1.50 $5,482.96
$4,129.61
18
Coe, Train
$0.50 $3,338.56
$1,306.84
20
County Farm
$1.00 $1,012.00
($381.25)
25
Dunkin, Marion
$1.50 $9,536.08
$9,285.65
26
Darby, Wetherill $1.50
$1,106.43
27
Ellis, Thomas
$1.00 $1,642.40
$1,483.50
29
Fassnacht, Christ $0.75 $2,350.56
$2,124.49
31
Gowen, Issac
$0.00
$101.76
33
Grimes, Rebecca
$3.00 $3,363.52
($10,770.77)
35
Haywood, E.F.
$0.50 $7,348.96
$1,283.61
37
Harrison, Meadows $1.00 $1,532.56
$463.71
41
Johnson, E. Eugene
$3.00
$10,745.28
$8,137.10
42
Kellerman, James $0.50 $1,043.52
$693.98
43
Kerschner, Floyd $1.00 $1,844.20
($2,254.41)
44
Kirkpatrick, Amanda
$1.00 $2,677.36
$781.97
45
Kirkpatrick, Frank
$1.00 $4,226.80
($7,821.61)
48
Lesley, Calvin
$1.00 $3,787.76
$2,440.88
51
McFarland, John
$0.50 $7,649.12
$7,160.70

54
55
57
58
59
60
64
65
74
76
82
84
87
89
91
93
94
95
100
102
103
104
105
106
108
109

Marsh, Samuel
Miller, Absalm
Morin, F.E.
Motsinger, Hester
O'Neal, J. Kelly
Oshier, Aduley
Rayman, Emmett
Resor, Franklin
Sterrett, Joseph
Swanson, Gustav
Wallace, Harrison
Walters, William
Wilson, Nixon
Yeager, Simeon
Dickens, Jesse
Dismal Creek
Shawnee Creek
Buetler/Gosma
S.W.Elliott
Brum, Sarah
H W Moore Lateral
Hadley Lake Drain
Thomas, Mary
Arbegust-Young
High Gap Road
Romney Stock Farm

$0.00
$0.00
$0.75 $3,236.00
$2,221.92
$1.00 $1,434.72
($1,130.43)
$0.75 $2,000.00
($348.42)
$1.50
$13,848.00
($1,975.03)
$0.50 $1,624.88
$1,048.80
$0.00
$326.57
$1.00 $3,407.60
($2,025.96)
$0.35
$478.32
$276.65
$1.00 $4,965.28
$1,351.62
$0.75 $5,501.76
$5,408.79
$0.00 $8,361.52
$7,999.20
$1.00
$158.62
$1.00
$615.36
($523.86)
$0.30
$288.00
$206.26
$1.00
$25,420.16
$8,652.86
$1.00 $6,639.28
$3,411.51
$1.10
$19,002.24
$9,981.77
$0.75
$227,772.24
$174,474.74
$1.00
$0.00

$38,550.17
$0.00

$0.00
$13.72
$12.13

0.00
0.00

INACTIVE DITCH LIST 1997
TOTAL
1996
PRICE
4 YEAR
YEAR END
DITCH
PER ACRE
ASSESSMENT BALANCE
ÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄ
1
Amstutz, John
$3.00 $5,008.00
$5,709.97
2
Anderson, Jesse
$1.00
$15,793.76
$21,291.57
3
Andrews, E.W.
$2.50 $2,566.80
$2,847.14
5
Baker, Dempsey
$1.00 $2,374.24
$3,270.71
6
Baker, Newell
$1.00
$717.52
$2,343.45
7
Ball, Nellie
$1.00 $1,329.12
$2,414.08
10
Binder, Michael
$1.00 $4,388.96
$5,244.63
11
Blickenstaff, John
$1.00 $7,092.80
$8,094.49
12
Box, NW
$0.75
$11,650.24
$15,935.84
16
Byers, Orrin
$0.75 $5,258.88
$5,266.89
17
Coe, Floyd
$1.75
$13,617.84
$19,495.56
19
Cole, Grant
$1.00 $4,113.92
$9,688.52
21
Cripe, Jesse
$0.50
$911.28
$1,810.25
22
Daughtery, Charles
$1.00 $1,883.12
$2,662.08

23
28
30
32
34
36
39
40
46
47
50
52
53
56
61
63
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
75
77
78
79
81
83
85
86
88
90
92
96
97
101

Devault, Fannie
$1.00
Erwin, Martin V
$1.00
Fugate, Elijah
Gray, Martin
Hafner, Fred
Haywood, Thomas
$1.00
Inskeep, George
$1.00
Jakes, Lewis
Kirkpatrick, James
Kuhns, John A
McCoy, John
$1.00
McKinny, Mary
Mahin, Wesley
Montgomery, Ann
$1.00
Parker, Lane
Peters, Calvin
Rettereth, Peter $0.75
Rickerd, Aurthur $3.00
Ross, Alexander
$0.75
Sheperdson, James $0.75
Saltzman, John
Skinner, Ray
Smith, Abe
$1.00
Southworth, Mary $0.30
Stewart, William $1.00
Taylor, Alonzo
Taylor, Jacob
Toohey, John
VanNatta, John
Walters, Sussana $0.75
Waples, McDill
Wilder, Lena
Wilson, J & J
Yoe, Franklin
Jenkins
Kirkpatrick One
$0.00
McLaughlin, John $0.00
Hoffman, John

$3,766.80
$8,650.12
$656.72
$1,273.19
$1.00 $3,543.52
$6,272.90
$1.00 $6,015.52
$7,478.52
$1.00 $1,263.44
$1,336.75
$2,133.12
$3,253.45
$3,123.84
$8,267.68
$1.00 $5,164.24
$6,039.76
$1.00
$16,637.76
$21,244.63
$0.75 $1,226.96
$1,467.00
$2,194.72
$3,009.24
$1.00 $4,287.52
$4,326.98
$3.00 $3,467.68
$4,346.05
$4,614.56
$4,717.40
$1.00 $2,141.44
$3,658.56
$1.00
$828.00
$2,704.13
$1,120.32
$1,511.11
$1,064.80
$1,281.00
$1,791.68
$4,348.39
$1,536.72
$4,194.37
$2.00 $5,740.96
$6,867.50
$1.00 $2,713.60
$2,961.68
$1,277.52
$1,595.63
$558.08
$677.23
$765.76
$1,046.47
$1.00 $1,466.96
$4,006.46
$0.75 $4,616.08
$5,066.61
$1.00
$542.40
$1,207.75
$0.35 $1,338.16
$3,089.01
$972.24
$2,395.01
$1.00 $5,478.08
$9,781.97
$1.00 $3,365.60
$5,718.48
$0.50
$736.96
$6,552.77
$1.00 $1,605.44
$2,916.35
$1.00 $1,689.24
$3,014.50
$6,832.16
$13,956.64
$0.00
$0.00
$1.00
$72,105.03
$3,502.62

Commissioner Jones moved to approve the active and inactive ditches for 1997,
seconded by Commissioner Hudson. Motion carried.
1997 CONTRACTS
ENGINEERING CONTRACT
Mr. Gerde stated he commends the contract written for Christopher B. Burke
Engineering, Limited, but some verbiage was changed to better protect the
County's interest.
Mr. Eichelberger stated the changes will be made and the contract ready for
signature at the March meeting.
ATTORNEY CONTRACT
Mr. Gerde stated the contract for Drainage Board Attorney is ready for approval
and the signature of the Drainage Board. The contract is the same format as Mr.
Hoffman's contract with a few changes; date, name and hourly rate changed to
$140.00 per hour also, the last paragraph was added to the contract.

Commissioner Hudson read the paragraph that was added:
"All parties hereto agree not to discriminate against any employee or
applicant for employment with respect to his hire tenure, terms, conditions or
privileges of employment or any matter directly or indirectly related to
employment, because of his race, religion, color, sex, disability, handicap,
national origin or ancestry. Breach of this convenient may be regarded as a
material breach of the contract."
Commissioner Jones moved to approve the contract for Drainage Board Attorney,
seconded by Commissioner Hudson. Motion carried. The entire contract is on
file in the County Surveyor's Office.

JAMES N. KIRKPATRICK DITCH
Mr. Spencer asked that the James N. Kirkpatrick Ditch proposal discussion be
continued until the March meeting allowing time to fill the vacancy of the third
Drainage Board member.
Commissioner Hudson moved to continue the discussion of the James N. Kirkpatrick
Ditch proposals until the March Drainage Board Meeting, seconded by Commissioner
Jones. Motion carried
OBSTRUCTION OF DRAINS
Mr. Spencer referred to the following "PETITION TO TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE
BOARD TO REMOVE OBSTRUCTION IN MUTUAL DRAIN OF MUTUAL SURFACE WATERCOURSE" the
"DRAINAGE BOARDS POWER EXTENDED TO PRIVATE DRAINS" article in "Indiana Prairie
Farmer" and Indiana Code amendment act No. 1277. All of these documents are on
file in the County Surveyor's Office. Mr. Spencer wanted the Commissioners to
be aware of and have a discussion on this issue. Mr. Spencer felt this law was
to protect against man-made obstructions and asked Mr. Gerde to examine the
possibility of the law including natural obstructions.
Mr. Gerde gave an example of where this law
first being on North 9th Street Road, north
condition causes water to travel across the
condition. The reason for the water across
outside the County Road Right-of-Way.

could be taken into effect. The
of Burnetts Road, the current
road producing a hazardous
the road is due to drainage problems

Mr. Steve Murray, Executive Director, Tippecanoe County Highway Department,
stated another persistent problem is 200 South, east of the South fork of the
Wildcat Creek. Mr. Murray explained no actual source of funding is available to
work on obstruction of drains which do not have a maintenance fund. Mr. Murray
asked the Drainage Board to consider creating a fund which would help the
Surveyor's Office and the Highway Department to determine what action could be
taken. Mr. Murray stated when a problem becomes severe enough the County
Highway Department will clean out an obstruction that is off county road rightof-way to protect the road way, but the funds used for the clean-up are funds
that could be used elsewhere.
Commissioner Jones stated Steve Wettschurack told him that FEMA was going to
help out with the situation on North 9th Street.

Mr. Murray pointed out with the older residential subdivision the storm water
system were allowed to outlet into privately owned ravines, there is no funding
available to help with maintenance on these situations. If the storm water
system becomes plugged or breaks down causing the streets to flood the County
Highway Department has repaired the problem, using funds that were not intended
for that type of repair.
Mr. Gerde's understanding is that in the majority of those situation the County
does not have an easement, which cause a legal problem for the County.
Mr. Spencer stated in all cases where the County has worked out side the
easement a complaint was filed therefore the landowners are willing to grant
entry onto their land.
MARCH DRAINAGE BOARD MEETING DATE
Mr. Spencer explained the March 1997 Drainage Board meeting date needs to be
changed, if possible. Mr. Gerde is going to be out of town on the scheduled
meeting date of March 5, 1997.
Discussion of the next Drainage Board Meeting, after an agreed date and time,
Commissioner Hudson stated the next Drainage Board meeting will be Tuesday,
March 11, 1997 at 9:00 a.m.
Being no further business Commissioner Hudson moved to adjourn until Tuesday,
March 11, 1997 at 9:00 a.m., seconded by Commissioner Jones. Meeting adjourned.

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
MARCH 11, 1997
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday March 11, 1997 in the
Tippecanoe Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, Lafayette, Indiana
with Commissioner Hudson calling the meeting to order.
Those present: Tippecanoe County Commissioners Kathleen Hudson and Ruth Shedd,
Tippecanoe County Surveyor Michael J. Spencer, Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Attorney Cy Gerde, Engineering Consultant David Eichelberger, and Drainage Board
Secretary Shelli Muller.
The first item on the agenda was to approve the minutes from the last meeting
held February 5, 1997. Commissioner Shedd moved to approve the minutes,
seconded by Commissioner Hudson, motion carried.
RIVER BLUFF SUBDIVISION, PART 2 AND 3, PHASE II
Tim Beyer, Vester & Associates, asked for final approval of River Bluff
Subdivision, Part 3, Phase II. The site is located off Pretty Prairie Road and
is in the east half of section 2 of Burnett's Reserve. The developer withdrew
Part 2 of River Bluffs Subdivision because it is not included in an agreement
signed by the down stream landowner allowing for drainage across the his land to
Harrison Creek and the Wabash River. Part 3, Phase II is located in the
southern portion of the Subdivision consisting of 21.8 acres.
Mr. Spencer explained this development was before the Board in 1986 requesting
no onsite detention because of the proximity to the Wabash River. The Board
approved the request, subject to the downstream landowner agreeing to allow the
water across his land without detention. An agreement was made and has been
recorded in the County Recorder's Office (Record Number 87-07673). The
agreement is still valid, but it did not include Part 2 of River Bluffs
Subdivision. Mr. Spencer recommended final approval of this development.
Commissioner Shedd moved to grant final approval of River Bluffs Subdivision,
Part 3 Phase II, seconded by Commissioner Hudson. Motion carried.

WESTON WOODS SUBDIVISION, REPLAT OF LOTS 70-82 & 87-101
Paul Couts, C & S Engineering, asked the Board to approve the replat of lots 7082 and 87-101 of Weston Woods Subdivision. Weston Woods Subdivision is located
east of Creasy Lane and south of McCarty Lane, the replat of lots 70-82 and 87101 are in the southeast corner of the overall Weston Woods Subdivision. The
revised plan eliminates detention storage by routing it through the existing
Weston Woods Detention areas, the Treece Meadows Relief Drain and the Wilson
Branch to the regional detention basin. Runoff along the southern portion of
Sourgum Lane and adjacent backyard areas to the east will flow south and
eventually be picked up with the development of the proposed Amelia Station.
Mr. Eichelberger stated final approval is recommended with four conditions.
1.
The storm sewer line "G" pipe length shown in the Storm Pipe Table
on sheet 6 of the construction plans does not match the length shown in the
storm sewer profile also provided on sheet 6. The storm sewer sizing
calculation were completed based on the 170 foot length shown in the profile.
Therefore, the applicant should revise the storm sewer line "G" pipe length
inthe Storm Pipe Table to match the length shown inthe storm sewer profile.

2.
The proposed grading plan provided on Sheet 3 of the construction
plans includes proposed elevation along the south and east property lines of the
project. These proposed elevation appear to be several feet higher than the
existing elevations along the property line. The applicant should provide
additional information to show how the proposed elevation along the south and
east boundaries of the property will tie-in to the existing contours, without
impacting adjacent properties.
3.
The proposed grading plan provided on Sheet 3 of the construction
plans also includes a proposed swale along the east property line of the
project. Based on the proposed elevations along the east and south property
lines, it appears that this swale does not have an outlet. The applicant should
provide additional information to show the location of the outlet for this
swale.
4.
The proposed pad elevations for lots 71 and 81 appear to be about
0.5 feet above the high point of the emergency overflow swales adjacent to these
lots. The applicant should review the proposed grading plan increase the
emergency overflow clearance, if possible.
Commissioner Shedd moved to grant final approval of Weston Woods Subdivision,
replat of lots 70-82 & 87-101, subject to the four condition, seconded by
Commissioner Hudson. Motion carried.

WATKINS GLEN SOUTH, PHASE V
Bob Gross, R.W. Gross & Associates, asked for final approval of Watkins Glen
South, Phase V Subdivision located North of County Road 200 North and County
Road 400 East.
Mr. Spencer stated there are two phases of Watkins Glen Subdivision currently
being planned. Phase IV Part II is being designed by Vester & Associates, Inc.
and Phase V is being designed by R.W. Gross & Associates, Inc. Mr. Spencer
asked for clarification as to which development will be first, because Phase V
will drain from four 24 inch pipe along the south and west boundary line of
Phase IV, Part II. There is a concern as to when the offsite outlet structure
will be built.
Andy Slavens, Vester & Associates, stated there will be an easement along the
South and West boundary lines of Phase IV, Part II to the offsite outlet
structure.

Mr. Spencer recommended final approval with five conditions from Christopher B.
Burke Engineering memorandum of February 28, 1997:
1.
The off-site watershed area, located south of pre-development
watershed 1, appears to be tributary to the subject site and should be included
in the existing and proposed condition analysis.

2.
Final approval of the stormwater management plan will not be
recommended until the ultimate outlet from the subject site has been approved by
the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board and constructed.
3.
Storm sewer profiles for each storm sewer line from the first inlet
to the proposed outfall should be provided on the plans.
4.
The construction plans should be revised so that the slopes and
channel bottom elevations of the conveyance channels are more obvious.
5.
The proposed condition TR-20 analysis should be revised so that the
proper watersheds are routed through the proposed detention ponds.
Mr. Spencer explained that the fifth condition has been addressed and is no
longer an issue.
Mr. Gross referred to condition number two of the memorandum dated February 28,
1997. Mr. Gross asked if the developer could submit a letter of credit.
Mr. Spencer stated the developer can make it part of the construction bond as an
offsite item.
Mr. Gerde stated the issue on the construction bond will need to be added to the
list of conditions.
Mr. Spencer suggested changing item number five of the memorandum dated February
28, 1997 from Christopher B. Burke Engineering to read: The developer must
include the offsite outlet structure as part of the construction bond.
Commissioner Shedd moved to grant final approval of Watkins Glen South
Subdivision Phase V, subject to the said conditions, seconded by Commissioner
Hudson. Motion carried.

J.N. KIRKPATRICK DITCH PROPOSALS
Mr. Spencer asked for the discussion of the J.N. Kirkpatrick proposals be
continued until the next Drainage Board Meeting held April 2, 1997.

HIGH GAP ROAD DITCH AND ROMNEY STOCK FARM DITCH QUOTES
Mr. Spencer read the quotes for cleanout of the High Gap Road Ditch and the
Romney Stock Farm Ditch, which were due in the Auditor's Office March 10, 1997.
HIGH GAP ROAD DITCH
Birge Farm Drainage
F & K Construction
5,775.00
R.W. Davis Contracting
Merkel Excavating

ROMNEY STOCK FARM DITCH
7,923.00
9,040.00

R.W. Davis Contracting
F & K Construction

4,701.00

9,924.30
12,150.00

Commissioner Shedd moved to award Birge Farm Drainage the contract for cleanout
of the High Gap Road Ditch, seconded by Commissioner Hudson. Motion carried.
Commissioner Shedd moved to award R.W. Davis Contracting the contract for
cleanout of the Romney Stock Farm Ditch, seconded by Commissioner Hudson.
Motion carried.

Being no further business Commissioner Hudson moved to adjourn until the next
meeting of April 2, 1997, seconded by Commissioner Shedd. Meeting adjourned.
DRAINAGE BOARD MINUTES

MARCH 11, 1997 REGULAR MEETING

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
SPECIAL MEETING
June 17, 1997
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Tuesday June 17, 1997 in the Tippecanoe
Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, Lafayette, Indiana with
Commissioner Hudson calling the meeting to order.
Those present: Tippecanoe County Commissioners Kathleen Hudson, Ruth Shedd,
John Knochel, Tippecanoe County Surveyor Michael J. Spencer, Tippecanoe County
Drainage Board Attorney Cy Gerde, Engineering Consultant David Eichelberger, and
Drainage Board Secretary Shelli Muller.

OLYMPIA INDUSTRIAL PARK SUBDIVISION
Paul Couts, C & S Engineering, presented the Board with final drainage plans of
Olympia Industrial Park Subdivision, located off Concord Road south of Brady
Lane. Mr. Couts stated he has received and submitted to the County and City a
copy of the DNR approval to work within the floodplain of the Elliott Ditch.
Mr. Couts explained the proposed plan includes cutting out the existing dirt in
the floodplain and use the dirt to extend the building areas of the lots. There
will be two detention facilities located on the south side of the development
which will collect runoff from approximately 41 acres of the 58.4 acres. The
remaining acreage will discharge undetained to the Elliott Ditch. Mr. Couts
asked for final approval and a variance to exceed the maximum 4 feet requirement
from the drainage ordinance for the proposed detention facilities.
Mr. Spencer asked when the annexation will be complete?
Dale Lehnig stated July 12, 1997 will be the end of annexation.
Dan Teder, Attorney for the development, stated the surrounding landowners are
aware of the development. There are covenant and restrictions that run with the
land which we have been included in Olympia Industrial Park Subdivision.
Commissioner Shedd moved to grant the variance to exceed the maximum 4 feet
requirement and grant final approval of Olympia Industrial Park Subdivision,
seconded by Commissioner Knochel. Motion approved.

WOODS EDGE II MOBILE HOME PARK
Mr. Spencer asked that Woods Edge II Mobile Home Park be continued until the
next regularly scheduled meeting.

Being no further business, Commissioner Shedd moved to adjourn until July 2,
1997, seconded by Commissioner Knochel. Meeting adjourned.
DRAINAGE BOARD MINUTES

JUNE 17, 1997 SPECIAL MEETING

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
SEPTEMBER 3, 1997
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, September 3, 1997, in the
Tippecanoe Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, Lafayette, Indiana with
Commissioner Hudson calling the meeting to order.
Those present: Tippecanoe County Commissioners Kathleen Hudson, Ruth Shedd, John
Knochel, Tippecanoe County Surveyor Michael J. Spencer, Tippecanoe County Drainage
Board Attorney Cy Gerde, Engineering Consultant David Eichelberger, and Drainage
Board Secretary Shelli Muller.
The first item on the agenda was to approve the minutes from the last Drainage Board
Meeting held August 12, 1997. Commissioner Hudson requested continuing the approval
of minutes until the next regularly scheduled meeting.
STERLING HEIGHTS SUBDIVISION
Mr. Spencer stated on behalf of Hawkins Environmental, he asked for Sterling Heights
Subdivision be continued.
Mr. Bob LaGuire, 105 East 375 South, approached the Board with concerns of the
proposed Sterling Heights Subdivision. Mr. LaGuire submitted photographs from Brett
& Nicole Sanders, 3848 South 25 East, which shows dumping of repulsive material on
property north of County Road 400 South and east of County Road 25 East. The Sanders
concern is with the dumping that occurred when Phase I Part 1, 350 South connection
was made. The neighborhood is concerned with the material that was being dumped
coming from an old city landfill and the possibility of the materials that were
dumped ultimately contaminating the surrounding well water. Mr. LaGuire explained
this has lead many of the neighbors to start buying drinking water. Mr. LaGuire also
brought to the Board attention that cement trucks were going to the same dumping site
and washing out the excess cement.
Mr. LaGuire stated the phase of 350 South that was going on the end of July caused a
lot of extra ware and tare on County Road 375 South, they were running twelve trucks
every half hour. Mr. LaGuire claimed the trucks yanked out the cables, power lines,
they did not respond to complaints from the neighbor concerning the road conditions.
Mr. LaGuire contacted the state, and the county, but no one would come out to the
site so they could see that the road was not being taken care of. Mr. LaGuire
provided a tape which shows the condition of the road, the dumping that occurred, and
the condition of the surrounding neighborhood.
Commissioner Knochel suggest the neighborhood can get samples of their well water
submit them to the County Health Department for testing of possible contaminates.
Mr. LaGuire explained the Sanders contacted the Health Department and showed the
photographs to them, but there seemed to be no concern.
Mr. Kent Patterson, representing Clara Barnard of 255 East 400 South, explained he
has been maintaining the property for the past twenty-seven years. The first problem
arose when the Rolling Hills Subdivision was constructed, which flooded the area.
Mr. Patterson stated he dug a channel to divert the water off the property. The
landowners on the west side of County Road 25 East filled the ditches in that carried
the water to the creek. If the area where the dumping has occurred continues the
whole area will be a lake. Mr. Patterston noticed within the last months the ground
has become spongy and the water table changing. Mr. Patterson is concerned with the
corner of 400 South and 25 East because of the sharp turn, and not being able to see
around the corner and the road being so narrow it has caused some accidents.
Mrs. Melinda Wilson, 261 East 400 South, stated her concerns are with the children
that play in the area, the increase in water runoff, with the possibility of the
water becoming contaminated and with the depreciation of land value.
Mr. Dale Bradford, 257 East 400 South, stated his concern is with the construction of
houses and streets and the impact that will have on the watershed. Mr. Bradford
explained with the regrading of the proposed Sterling Heights, when a big ran comes
it will flood the low lying area, because there is nothing to stop the water from
rushing on through. Mr. Bradford stated he has had problems with the neighborhood
kids picking Mr. Lahrman’s corn, enticing his cattle with the corn then the cattle
ending up in Mr. Lahrman’s corn field. Mr. Bradford stated there has been times when
the kids climb the fence and get into the field where there is a bull resulting in
Mr. Bradford selling off his heard to eliminate the potential liability. The other
concern of Mr. Bradford is with the possibility of the wells being contaminated, and
the dumping situation. Mr. Bradford stated Ms. Barnard’s well is a hand dug well
that is only 10 feet deep, her well is the one which everyone is concerned about and
in her situation she is disable and on social security, she can not afford to dig a
new well. There is a wetland on the property where the subdivision is being proposed
and no one seems to be concerned about it. Are wetland a federally protected area?
Mr. Spencer stated the wetland issue, the downstream landowner impact and the fact
the County is not comfortable with the overall proposed subdivision as submitted are
the reasons the developer asked for a continuance. The developer has been notified
they are moving dirt on the site without approved construction plans and it is
entirely at their own risk. It is not illegal to move dirt on your own land, but is
generally not accepted to move dirt on a proposed developed site that is going to be
accepted into the County or City. Mr. Spencer stated after the developers knew how
the County felt about their submittal, we had a meeting to discuss another submittal

which eliminated using the wetland area as their detention. In that meeting the
developer asked if they could continue moving dirt and the County told them no.
Dr. Martin Avolt, 3930 Old Romney Road, which is at the dead end on the north side of
the Wea Creek. Dr. Avolt stated when 350 South connection between old US231 was made
to the new US231 it was his understanding the material that was moved from the area
to the back of the Purdy property was from the old City landfill. Dr. Avolt’s
question is how did Mr. Purdy get away with hauling the materials away when in most
cases the federal governmental would have stepped in and placed a fence around the
area. Mr. Avolt’s stated the Wea Creek is one of the last two creeks in Indiana,
designated by the Department of Natural resources, as a pristine creek. Dr. Avolt
concern with the dumping is that it will contaminate the creek causing the creek to
no longer be pure and clear.
Steve Murray, Tippecanoe County Highway Executive Director, stated with federal money
involved in the 350 South project, there was an environmental impact statement done,
there was soil borings done, and made aware through local reports that some of the
wet areas had been dumped in over the years. The County, Federal people, Indiana
Department of Environmental Management have looked at the reports. There has been
archeologist studies done, the wetland areas have been checked into and the County
bought an extra ten acres of ground to do a 5 to 1 wetland replacement on the
northwest side of 350 South and Old Romney Road. Mr. Murray stated unsuitable soils
came up in the pre-construction, it has come up a couple of time during construction,
the contractor was concerned and has the right to have the material tested before
they remove it. Mr. Murray stated to his knowledge nothing in the way of
contaminates came up in any of the reports.
Mr. Murray stated he checked with Highway Garage on the maintenance of 375 South and
they reported it had been a few weeks since it was graded, but it was not due to the
fact that the contractor was hauling on it so much as the gentleman that generally
does the maintenance for the road had a heart attack and the garage is short handed.
Mr. Murray stated County should be out there later today or tomorrow to grade the
road. Mr. Murray realizes it is an inconvenience for the landowners along the route,
but explained when a project is three million dollars the contractor is going to find
the nearest, cheapest route to take to get rid of the waste and to haul new materials
in. It is a temporary route, and will be winding down when construction is complete.
The contractor was told by the County to keep the road watered, but if they are not
give the County a call and we will remind the contractor. The only way to stop the
contractors from running on the road is to post signs which takes thirty to sixty
days, but if the trucks do not take that route it cost the Contractor more money
which in turn the County pays for.
AMELIA STATION PLANNED DEVELOPMENT
Paul Couts, C & S Engineering, presented the Board with preliminary plans for Amelia
Station Planned Development located on 21.34 acres south of the existing Weston Woods
Subdivision. Mr. Couts proposal includes two base storage ponds on the Treece
Meadows Relief Drain. Mr. Couts pointed out that there is an existing branch of the
Elliott Ditch located through the site. In the Crosspoint Subdivision the tile has
already been relocated to the west of the power lines the same kind of relocation
will be done for Amelia Station the existing 15 inch pipe is proposed to be increased
to a 18 inch pipe.
Mr. Spencer stated he recommended preliminary approval. The applicant needs to
obtain a permit from PSI allowing detention under a high voltage electrical line and
most of the other comments on Christopher B. Burke’s memo are construction plan items
that will have to be meet before final approval is granted.
Commissioner Shedd moved to grant preliminary approval of Amelia Station Planned
Development, seconded by Commissioner Knochel. Motion carried.
GARDEN VIEW SUBDIVISION
Tim Byer, Vester and Associates, presented the Board with final plans for Garden View
Subdivision located on 13.1 acres east of County Road 400 East, between Eisenhower
Road and County Road 200 North. Mr. Byer explained the majority of the site will be
graded to drain to the proposed pond. At the preliminary meeting June 5, 1997 Mr.
Kovich had some concerns. On June 19, 1997 Mr. Byer stated he met with Mr. Kovich
and it was decided that a drainage tile will be provided to collect roof drainage
from lots 3 and 4. Lot 5 will also be required to tie into the storm system through
drainage tile or discharge roof drainage to the east side of the lot, to avoid
drainage south through Camelot Subdivision. Mr. Byer asked for a variance to allow
the 100 year post-develop runoff to exceed the 10 year pre-developed runoff rate.
Mr. Byer asked for a second variance to allow storm water storage on lot 6.
Commissioner Knochel asked about condition number two of Christopher B. Burke memo
dated August 28, 1997, which has to due with providing a trash rack at the upstream
end of the pipe that is conveyed off-site.
Mr. Byer stated they are in the process of creating an erosion control plan which
will provide erosion control for the inlet and outlet of the pipe.
Mr. Spencer stated in the final set of construction plans an erosion plan should be
submitted showing the type of erosion control measure they will take.
Commissioner Knochel moved to grant final approval of Garden View Subdivision and to
grant the two variances requested with conditions stated in the memo of August 28,
1997, seconded by Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.
OTHER BUSINESS

DARRELL LUTES PETITION
Mr. Darrell Lutes, 11302 State Road 25 South, presented the Board with a petition
asking them to remove an obstruction from a mutual drain. Mr. Lutes explained in the
spring of this year they discovered an obstruction caused by Mr. Charles McCorkle,
the adjoining landowner. The obstruction is located at the point where Mr.
McCorkle’s surface drain empties in to the Big Shawnee Creek. The obstruction forces
the water to flow parallel to the creek onto Mr. Lutes property causing erosion along
the south part of his property and crop damage. Mr. Lutes asked the Board to ask Mr.
McCorkle to remove the obstruction.
Mr. Spencer asked Mr. Lutes if he prior to this meeting asked Mr. McCorkle to remove
the obstruction in writing?
Mr. Lutes stated he did ask in writing, Mr. McCorkle to remove the obstruction, he
submitted a copy of the letter along with the petition. Mr. Lutes reported no action
was made from Mr. McCorkle to remove the obstruction.
Mr. Spencer asked Mr. McCorkle if he received the letter from Mr. Lutes.
Mr. McCorkle responded yes, he did receive the letter.
Mr. McCorkle, 12100 State Road 25 South, stated the reason for the obstruction was to
re-create the land the way it was before they straightened the state highway. Mr.
McCorkle stated he built the bank of the creek up so that the water would enter into
the creek like it did before.
Commissioner Knochel asked Mr. McCorkle if he considered any rip-rap at the outlet of
the waterway into the creek?
Mr. McCorkle stated that was his original plan, but could not afford to place rip-rap
after regrading the waterway.
Mr. Spencer asked if the Soil and Water Conservation Office had been involved in the
design of a rock schute?
Mr. McCorkle stated yes, the SCS office has been involved, but he never got any
response from them.
Commissioner Knochel asked if there is any funding available from the SCS office for
the installation of a rock schute.
Mr. Spencer stated to his knowledge there are still cost-share programs, he can check
on that and get back to Mr. McCorkle. The County does not have any funds available
unless the landowners in the watershed petition to make the Big Shawnee Creek a
County Regulated Drain. If that was to occur rock schute, and outlet pipes are
addressed in the maintenance of the ditch.
Commissioner Knochel moved to instruct Mr. McCorkle to remove the obstruction by
December 15, 1997 and asked Mr. Spencer to check with the Soil and Water Conservation
office on the possibility of helping divert the cost of installing a rock schute,
seconded by Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.
DAYTON RESOLUTION
Mr. Spencer stated he received a request from the Town of Dayton to review a
submittal for a proposed subdivision within the Town of Dayton. Mr. Spencer stated
Randy Williams of the Town of Dayton stated he has a resolution from 1994 that the
County Drainage Board provide review, recommendations and approval of drainage plans
for construction in the Town of Dayton. The resolution Mr. Williams faxed to Mr.
Spencer was signed by the Town Council of Dayton, but not by the County Drainage
Board. Mr. Spencer recommended tabling the request from the Town of Dayton until
some issues are resolved. Mr. Spencer stated at the April 19, 1994 Drainage Board
meeting it was discussed. Mr. Hoffman, Drainage Board Attorney at the time,
requested the Town of Dayton adopt the County Drainage Ordinance and have the
Drainage Board do the work for hire. Mr. Spencer did not know if that had been
agreed to by the Town of Dayton.
Commissioner Knochel moved to table the resolution, seconded by Commissioner Shedd.
Motion carried.
ANDREW AND MARY THOMAS DRAIN
Mr. Spencer asked the Board to appoint two Drainage Board member for a joint Drainage
Board with Carroll County so they can call a meeting of the landowners within the
watershed to reduce the rate of assessment.
Commissioner Hudson moved to nominate Commissioner Knochel and Commissioner Shedd to
serve on the Joint Drainage Board with Carroll County regarding the Andrew and Mary
Thomas Drain, seconded by Commissioner Knochel. Motion carried.
Being no further business, Commissioner Knochel moved to adjourn until the next
regularly scheduled Drainage Board Meeting, October 1, 1997, seconded by Commissioner
Shedd. Meeting adjourned.

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
OCTOBER 15, 1997
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Commissioners Kathleen Hudson, Ruth Shedd, and John Knochel, County Surveyor Mike Spencer, Drainage Board Attorney Cy
Gerde, Engineering Consultant Dave Eichelberger, Drainage Board Secretary Shelli Muller.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday October 15, 1997, in the Tippecanoe Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20
North 3rd Street, Lafayette, Indiana with Commissioner Hudson calling the meeting to order.
The first item on the agenda was to approve the minutes from August 12, 1997 and September 3, 1997 regular Drainage Board meetings.
Commissioner Shedd moved to approve the minutes from August 12th and September 3rd Drainage Board meetings, seconded by Commissioner
Knochel. Motion carried.

WOODS EDGE II MOBILE HOME PARK
Roger Fine, president of John E. Fisher and Associates, asked the Board for final approval of the drainage plans for Woods Edge II Mobile Home Park.
Mr. Fine introduced Doug Miller , a co-consultant of Douglas E. Miller Consulting-Engineering and Steve Duczynski of Schostak Brothers &
Company. Mr. Fine turned the presentation over to Doug Miller.
Mr. Miller asked the Board for any questions and requested a variance from the Drainage Ordinance (section 14 (f) 2) which will allow for 13 feet of
water to be attained under very severe storm conditions.
Mr. Spencer stated he did not see any reason deny to the request for a variance. The Ordinance does allow developers to use existing valley crosssections for storage areas to prevent the removal of vegetation when there is a natural valley cross-section already created.
Mr. Spencer asked about the stage-storage values not agreeing with the grading plan submitted.
Mr. Eichelberger suggested the applicant revise the grading plan to provide the storage used in the TR-20 model or provide additional information to
confirm the grading plan as submitted.
Mr. Miller stated he will look at the situation and check the calculations and grading plan.
Mr. Spencer stated he received a letter from Sun Communities stating they will maintain the dam and pond area on a regulary scheduled basis. The
maintenance will consist of mowing of grass and weeds on and around the dam and periodic inspections of the dam itself for structural integrity and
rodent infestation.
Mr. Miller stated they received an approval letter from Doug Wolf of the Soil and Water Conservation office on the erosion control plan.
Mr. Eichelberger asked if the letter mentioned any type of erosion protection at the outfall pipes into the pond? The Board should require grouted riprap at the outfall structure do to the high velocities and discharges expected which will reduce the potential for excessive erosion.
Mr. Spencer recommended approval with the conditions stated in the memo from Christopher B. Burke Engineering, dated October 14, 1997.
Commissioner Shedd moved to grant the variance to allow 13 feet of water to be attained under a very severe storm conditions, seconded by
Commissioner Knochel. Motion carried.
Commissioner Shedd moved to grant final approval of Woods Edge II Mobile Home Park with conditions, seconded by Commissioner Knochel.
Motion carried.
OTHER BUSINESS

Elliott Ditch Encroachment Request
Mr. Spencer stated Tom and Susan Aschenberg, 4220 Newcastle Road, requested an easement reduction from 75 feet to 25 feet on the portion of the
Elliott Ditch that runs through their back yard. They are going to construct a pole barn approximately 40 feet off the existing drain tile. Mr. Spencer
stated he recommends the encroachment.
Commissioner Shedd moved to approve the encroachment of the pole barn into the Elliott Ditch easement, seconded by Commissioner Knochel.
Motion carried.

Otterbein Ditch
Mr. Spencer asked on behalf of Tom Busch of Hoffman, Luhman and Busch, if they need to represent the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board at the
Otterbein Ditch hearing on October 27, 1997.
Mr. Gerde stated the meeting on October 27, 1997 is going to be more of an organizational meeting and did not see any reason for Tom Busch to be
present.

Agreement James N. Kirkpatrick Reconstruction
Mr. Spencer submitted an agreement to Mr. Gerde for his review, between Hawkins Environmental and Christopher B. Burke Engineering to be the
consultants for the James N. Kirkpatrick reconstruction from County Road 350 South to Concord Road.
Being no further business Commissioner Knochel moved to adjourn, seconded by Commissioner Shedd. Meeting adjourned.

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
February 4, 1998
regular meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Commissioners Ruth Shedd, and John Knochel, County Surveyor Mike
Spencer, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave
Eichelberger and Drainage Board Secretary Shelli Muller.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, February 4, 1998, in the Tippecanoe
Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North 3rd Street, Lafayette, Indiana with
Commissioner Shedd calling the meeting to order.
The first item on the agenda was to approve the minutes from the October 15, 1997 and
December 19, 1997 regular Drainage Board meetings. Commissioner Knochel moved to
approve the minutes, seconded by Commissioner Shedd. Minutes Approved.

MIKE MADRID COMPANY
Bob Gross, and Craig Rodarmel of R.W. Gross and Associates, presented the Board with final
drainage plans of Mike Madrid Company, located west of I-65, in the northeast portion of the
intersection of Swisher Road and the Rail Road. Mr. Gross explained at the south end of the site
an existing 15 inch culvert under Swisher Road is the outlet. In the post-developed condition the
same 15 inch pipe will be used for the outlet of the site with two sub basin. The sub basin at the
north and east sides of the site will outlet into a 12 inch pipe under the driveway and then flow
into the 15 inch outlet pipe under Swisher Road. The second sub basin will be at the south end
of the site and outlet through a 12 inch pipe with a 4.25 inch diameter orifice on the end to
restrict the flow before outletting into the 15 inch pipe under Swisher Road. Mr. Gross explained
neither of the two basins will be very deep, but they will be spread over a large area.
Mr. Spencer stated he recommends final approval with the condition the applicant receives
approval from the County Highway Department for use of the road right-of-way as site
detention.
Commissioner Shedd asked where the emergency overflow will go and who owns the property
the overflow will go on?
Mr. Gross stated Mike Madrid Company owns the property for the proposed emergency
overflow.
Commissioner Knochel moved to grant final approval of the Mike Madrid Company drainage
plan with the condition the applicant receives approval from the County Highway Department,
seconded by Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.

DRAINAGE BOARD 1998 CONTRACTS
Attorney
Mr. Spencer presented the Board with a 1998 contract from Hoffman, Luhman and Busch Law
Firm for their services to the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board.
Commissioner Knochel moved to approve the 1998 contract with Hoffman, Luhman and Busch
Law Firm, seconded by Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.
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Engineering Consultant
Mr. Luhman presented the Board with a 1998 contract from Christopher B. Burke Engineering,
LTD. for engineering consultant services for the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board.
Mr. Luhman suggested continuing the 1998 contract with Christopher B. Burke Engineering,
Ltd. until some language is included, which is in the agreement from January 3, 1995 contract.
Christopher B. Burke Engineering, Ltd. could copy the 1995 contract and update it to include the
current rates.
Commissioner Knochel moved to continue the 1998 engineering consultant contract with
Christopher B. Burke until the March 4, 1998 Drainage Board Meeting, seconded by
Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.

1998 ACTIVE AND INACTIVE DITCH LIST
Mr. Luhman read the 1998 active and inactive ditch list.
ACTIVE DITCH LIST
4. Delphine Anson 8. Julius Berlovitz 10. Michael Binder 14. Buck Creek
16. Orrin Byers
18. Train Coe
20. County Farm
26. Darby Wetherill
31. Issac Gowen
33. Rebecca Grimes 34. Fred Hafner
35. E.F. Haywood
37. Harrison Meadows41. Eugene Johnson 42. James Kellerman 43. Floyd Kerschner
44. Amanda Kirkpatrick45.Frank Kirkpatrick47. John Kuhns 48. Calvin Lesley
52. Mary Mckinney 54. Samuel Marsh
55. Absalm Miller 57. F.E. Morin
58. Hester Motsinger59. J. Kelly O’Neal 60. Audley Oshier 64. Rayman Emmett
65. Franklin Reser 67. Aurthur Rickerd 71. Skinner Ray 74. Joseph Sterrett
76. Gustav Swanson 78. Jacob Taylor
87. Wilson Nixon 89. Simeon Yeager
91. Jesse Dickens 93. Dismal Creek
94. Shawnee Creek 101. John Hoffman
102. Sophia Brumm 103. H.W. Moore
105. Mary Thomas 106. Arbegust Young
108. High Gap Road 109. Romney Stock Farm
INACTIVE DITCH LIST
1. John Amstutz
2. Jesse Anderson
6. Newell Baker 7. Nellie Ball
13. A.P. Brown
15. Alfred Burkhalter
21. Jesse Cripe
22. Charles Daughtery
27. Thomas Ellis
28. Martin Erwin
32. Martin Gray
36. Thomas Haywood
46. J.N. Kirkpatrick 50. John McCoy
56. Ann Montgomery61. Parker Lane
68. Alexander Ross 69. James Sheperdson
73. Mary Southworth 75. William Stewart
81. John VanNatta 82. Harrison Wallace
85. Waples McDill 86. Lena Wilder
92. Jenkins
95. Beutler-Gosma

3. E.W. Andrew
5. Dempsey Baker
11. John Blickenstaff 12. N.W. Box
17. Floyd Coe
19. Grant Cole
23. Fannie Devault 25. Marion Dunkin
29. Crist-Fassnacht 30. Elijah Fugate
39. George Inskeep 40. Lewis Jakes
51. John McFarland 53. Wesley Mahin
63. Calvin Peters
66. Peter Rettereth
70. John Saltzman 72. Abe Smith
77. Alonzo Taylor 79. John Toohey
83. Sussana Walters 84. William Walters
88. J & J Wilson
90. Franklin Yoe
96. Kirkpatrick One 100. S.W. Elliott

Commissioner Knochel moved to approve the 1998 ditch assessment list, seconded by
Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.

OTHER BUSINESS
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Mr. Spencer brought to the Board’s attention a public notice from the Corp. of Engineers
regarding the proposed wetland constructed above a county regulated tile drainage system the
John McCoy Ditch located south of Wea School along County Road 200 East. Mr. Spencer
explained there have been some concern from the property owners in the watershed area with
what the Corp. has proposed. Mr. Spencer asked the Board if the County should have an
informational meeting regarding the wetland?
Commissioner Knochel moved to have an information meeting with all the effected landowner in
the area of the proposed wetland, seconded by Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.
Mr. Spencer asked if the 30 day requirement for a public notice would be in affect with this
meeting only being an informational meeting?
Mr. Luhman stated no, not for an informational meeting because it is not being reconstruted, the
assessment is not going to change and there is not going to be any legal affect on the landowners.
MINUTE BOOK
Mr. Luhman explained that there was a question as to whether or not a ledger size minute book
was required to be used, if not, than could the minute book be changed to a letter or legal size.
Mr. Luhman stated he could not find any statue where a ledger size book had to be used.
Commissioner Shedd granted approval to change the size of the minute book from ledger to
letter, beginning with the 1998 Drainage Board minutes.
Being no further business, Commissioner Knochel moved to adjourn until March 4, 1998,
seconded by Commissioner Shedd. Meeting adjourned.

Ruth Shedd, President

Shelli Muller, Secretary
Kathleen Hudson, Vice President

John Knochel, Member
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
July 1, 1998
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Commissioners Ruth Shedd, Kathleen Hudson and John Knochel,
County Surveyor Mike Spencer, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage
Board Engineering Consultant Dave Eichelberger and Drainage Board Secretary Shelli
Muller.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, July 1, 1998, in the
Tippecanoe Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North 3rd Street,
Lafayette, Indiana with Commissioner Shedd calling the meeting to order.
The first item on the agenda was to approve the minutes from the June 3, 1998, regular
Drainage Board meeting. Commissioner Hudson moved to approve the minutes,
seconded by Commissioner Knochel. Motion carried.

JESSE B. ANDERSON DITCH PETITION
Mike Spencer presented John Gambs, representing Edward Nemeth the Town of Clarks
Hill Attorney a petition for the reconstruction of the Jesse B. Anderson Ditch. Mr.
Spencer explained signatures on the petition will need to make up more than 51% of the
total acreage in the Jesse B. Anderson Ditch watershed. Mr. Spencer also presented Mr.
Gambs with the Jesse B. Anderson Ditch list that includes the names, addresses, legal
descriptions, and acres benefited in the watershed area and a map depicting the watershed
area.
Joseph Carter, PO Box 139, 9521 Borrow Street, Clarks Hill, Indiana, approached the
Board asking for financial help concerning the fuel bill that the town incurred while
pumping floodwaters out of the town. The total of the invoices is $1,680.00. (the
Commissioners kept a copy of the invoices)
Commissioner Shedd asked if anyone from the town had heard from the Federal or State
to know weather or not the town will get any assistance?
Mr. Carter replied there has not been any response from the Federal or State.
Commissioner Hudson asked if anyone from the town has spoken with the Township
Trustee in regards to financial help for the fuel bill?
Mr. Carter stated yes, the town has asked the Trustee for help and he is supposedly going
to help pay the bill, but the Trustee said it will be hard to determine how much he can
help?
Mr. Gambs stated his firm has been representing the Town of Clarks Hill sense the 1970,
and it seems that every seven to ten years the town has a flood. Mr. Gambs believes the
Jesse B. Anderson is inadequate. Mr. Gambs mentioned an idea Mr. Spencer suggested
to him, which is using Hudson Drive in the Town of Clarks Hill as a collector to route
the water to the ditch. Also, constructing a grass swale along the farm fields to direct the
water to the Jesse B. Anderson Ditch.

July 1, 1998

Tippecanoe County Drainage Board

Page

9

Mr. Spencer stated in the 1992 Drainage Board minutes indicated a situation similar to
this one happened and a petition circulated, but never filed with the County Drainage
Board.
Mr. Spencer stated he walked from the headwall along the route of the ditch to the south
side of Clarks Hill and found seven tile holes, three north of State Road 28 and four in
Mr. Stevenson’s field. Mr. Spencer stated they have all occurred recently due to the
tremendous back up pressure. Repair cost for the tile holes will be paid with the money
that is in the Jesse B. Anderson Ditch maintenance fund. Another trouble spot is on the
south side of the railroad, east of town there is a dam that is in the right-of-way fence
causing it to restrict the flow through the railroad structure.
Michele Phebus, 1191 Division Street, Clarks Hill, explained her husband Tony Phebus,
spent 18 hours working for the town, helping them with the floodwater. Since that time
he has broken out with a chemical rash caused from the farm runoff and ponding in the
town. Mrs. Phebus is asking the Board to help pay for his medical bills that where
incurred trying to find out what caused the rash and the medicine being taken to treat the
rash.
Commissioner Hudson asked if Mrs. Phebus had insurance to cover the expense.
Mrs. Phebus answered yes, but why should their insurance be responsible when her
husband was out helping the town. Mrs. Phebus went on to explain the water has laid
under her mobile home for several days and were advised to evacuate the property, but
she had no where to go with four children, seven pets and four fish. Mr. Phebus stated
her child is breaking out in the same kind of rash, which she is taking to the doctor to
find out if it is caused by the chemicals or the fuel that is ponded in her yard. Mr. Phebus
has had someone from Purdue and the County Board of Health test the water to find out
what chemicals are in the water. Mrs. Phebus concluded by asking the Board for any
type help they could provide.
Commissioner Shedd asked what the next step will be for the town to do with the
petition?
Mr. Spencer stated the next step is for the town to designate someone to carry the petition
and gather all the signature possible on the list of landowners in the watershed area.
Mr. Luhman, stated the Drainage Board has no other option to take, it is the
responsibility of the landowners in the watershed area to carry the petition and file it with
the Drainage Board. Then the Drainage Board can do the investigation into the cost
benefit of the reconstruction.
Mrs. Phebus reported she spoke with Steve Wettschurack on the status of whether or not
the state was going to offer any assistance. Mr. Wettschurack told her that the Governor
was looking into the state of Indiana as being determined as a disasters area.

SADDLEBROOK ESTATES, PHASE 3 SUBDIVISION
July 1, 1998
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David Ayala and Mark Phillips of Hawkins Environmental, presented the Board with
final drainage plans of Saddlebrook Estates, Phase 3 Subdivision located west of County
Road 550 East and east of Saddlebrook Estates Subdivision. The entire site will drain to
the regional retention facility for the Berlovitz Ditch.
Mr. Spencer stated the Berlovitz retention facility has been constructed and they do
comply with the drainage ordinance.
Commissioner Hudson moved grant final approval of Saddlebrook Estates Subdivision,
Phase 3, seconded by Commissioner Knochel. Motion carried.

QUALITY STORES, INC.
Roger Fine of John E. Fisher and Associates, presented the board with drainage plans for
the new Quality Store located at the same site as the existing Quality Store, 4841 State
Road 38 East, west of
I-65. Mr. Fine stated the existing building will continue to operate while the new
building is being constructed and once it is finished the old building will be torn down
and turned into parking space.
Mr. Eichelberger explained the site will drain to the Elliott Ditch regional retention
facility that is currently under design. The developers that drain into the facility figure
the amount of storage the site will need and pay into the construction fund for the Elliott
regional retention facility.
Mr. Fine stated construction plans are in review with the County Highway Department,
which include an additional truck entrance in back of the site.
Steve Murray, Executive Director of the County Highway Department, asked Mr. Fine to
explain the increased discharge into the county road right-of-way and assure the runoff
will not jeopardize the county road in any way.
Mr. Fine replied that with the 24 inch pipe in the county road right-of-way will drain
effectively and not cause damage to the county road.
Mr. Eichelberger stated the reason for the comment in the memo regarding the county
road right-of-way is so the Highway Department can determine the effect of the
development on the county maintained road.
Mr. Murray asked Mr. Eichelberger to evaluate the effect, if any, on the county road.
Mr. Eichelberger stated he would evaluate the situation as if the entire area had been
developed to see what the discharge could be and if the existing pipes could handle the
runoff.
Mr. Spencer recommending granting preliminary approval until the capacity of the pipe
can be evaluated.
Commissioner Hudson moved to grant preliminary approval of Quality Stores, Inc. with
the conditions of the June 19, 1998 memorandum from Christopher B. Burke
Engineering and with the concern the County Highway has in regards to the capacity of
the pipe under the county road, seconded by Commissioner Knochel. Motion carried.

ATLAS EXCAVATING BUILDING SITE
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Craig Rodarmel of R.W. Gross & Associates, Inc., presented the Board with proposed
drainage plans for Atlas Excavating building site. The site is located off Swisher Road
north of the rail road and south of the I-65 crossing. Mr. Rodarmel state currently one 18
inch outlet pipe exist for the site, so the site is being designed to detain the onsite and let
the offsite water release through the 18 inch pipe. A 12 inch pipe for the onsite detention
will be installed to restrict the flow of water until after the offsite water has gone through.
Mr. Murray’s concern is this project not increase the amount of water through the culvert
in the road-right-of way.
Mr. Spencer recommended approval with the conditions stated in the memo from
Christopher B. Burke Engineering, which includes approval from the Highway
Department.
Commissioner Hudson moved to grant final approval of Atlas Excavating Building site
with conditions, seconded by Commissioner Knochel. Motion carried.

TIPPECANOE COUNTY WORK RELEASE CENTER
Craig Rodarmel of R.W. Gross & Associates, Inc. presented the Board with final
drainage plans of Tippecanoe County Work Release Center located of North Ninth
Street. Mr. Rodarmel stated the design of the drainage system was to utilize the existing
drainage pond for the Trash Transfer facility. The runoff from the site will be captured
in the parking lot and directed to the pond by grass swales.
Mr. Spencer stated the large detention facility was built as part of the Trash Transfer site
with drainage board approval. The detention facility has the available storage for the
County Work Release Center runoff. Mr. Spencer stated there are four conditions that
need to be met. Number four of the memo from Christopher B. Burke Engineering dated
June 25, 1998 was of most concern.
4.

The applicant has provided a detailed study of the storm water runoff
contribution from the subject site and the impact of this runoff to the existing
detention basin at the Trash Transfer and Recycling Center. This study was
conducted by utilizing previous analyses completed by a different consulting
firm approximately 8 years ago. There are several questions/concerns
regarding the previous analysis and the actual as-built conditions of the
existing detention basin. CBBEL believes that these issues can be worked out
with the applicant in the near future, by conducting a meeting and potential
modeling revisions.

Mr. Eichelberger stated he believes the four conditions will be worked out in a future
meeting. Talking with R.W. Gross they expressed the same concerns/difficulties
working on this project. Mr. Eichelberger and Mr. Spencer agree the concept and the
modeling they have used to evaluate the two projects together has worked out well.
Commissioner Hudson moved to grant final approval of the Tippecanoe County Work
Release Center subject to the four conditions listed in Christopher B. Burke Engineering
memo dated June 25, 1998, seconded by Commissioner Knochel. Motion carried.

HICKORY HILL SUBDIVISION, PHASE I
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Mr. Spencer stated on behalf of Hickory Hills Subdivision, Phase I, he asked for
continuance until the next regularly scheduled meeting.
Commissioner Hudson moved to continue Hickory Hills Subdivision until the next
Drainage Board Meeting, seconded by Commissioner Knochel. Motion carried.

BENCYN SUBDIVISION
Mr. Spencer stated on behalf of Bencyn Subdivision he asked for continuance until the
next regularly scheduled meeting.
Commissioner Hudson moved to continue Bencyn Subdivision until the next Drainage
Board meeting, seconded by Commissioner Knochel. Motion carried.
Being no further business, Commissioner Hudson moved to adjourn until August 5, 1998
at 9:00 a.m., seconded by Commissioner Knochel. Meeting adjourned.
Ruth Shedd, President

Shelli Muller, Secretary
Kathleen Hudson, Vice
President

John Knochel, Member
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
August 5, 1998
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Commissioners Kathleen Hudson and John Knochel, County Surveyor Mike
Spencer, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave
Eichelberger and Drainage Board Secretary Shelli Muller.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, August 5, 1998, in the Tippecanoe
Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North 3rd Street, Lafayette, Indiana with
Commissioner Hudson calling the meeting to order.

OTHER BUSINESS
Mike Spencer up-dated the Board on the status of the J.B. Anderson Ditch located near Clarks
Hill. Mr. Spencer reported he met with Tom Osborn of Lauramie Excavating to show him the
location of the tile holes, Mr. Osborn has began repair of the tile. Mr. Spencer noted there is a
meeting scheduled between himself, the County Attorney Dave Luhman and the Clarks Hill
Attorney Ed Nemeth, on Friday, August 7, 1998, to discuss the drainage situation in Clarks Hill.

BENCYN INDUSTRIAL SUBDIVISION
Paul Couts of C & S Engineering presented the Board with final drainage plans for Bencyn
Industrial Subdivision located off 460 East. Mr. Couts explained Bencyn is building a new
facility at County Road 350 South and County Road 460 East. As part of that project they bought
a large piece of ground that they want to develop as a Subdivision. The storm water runoff for the
site will be collected by swales and routed to an onsite detention storage facility. The storage
facility will be a dry bottom detention basin with concrete gutter and outlet at the eastern end of
the detention basin to a 30” corrugated metal pipe under County Road 350 South. The flow will
continue northeasterly in the County Road side ditch to the southern end of the open Elliott Ditch.
Mr. Spencer stated the review of this subdivision was complete and final approval is
recommended.
Commissioner Hudson asked if the runoff directed to the dry detention basin is going to be an
open ditch?
Mr. Couts explained it will be an open channel with an earth berm to help guide the water and a
concrete gutter to help direct the flow to the detention basin.
Commissioner Knochel moved to grant final approval of Bencyn Industrial Subdivision, seconded
by Commissioner Hudson. Motion carried.

KINGDOM HALL
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Mike Carson presented the Board with drainage plans for Kingdom Hall located off Soldiers
Home Road between Soldiers Home and Schumann Landscaping business. Mr. Carson explained
a portion of the site flows through a swale to the road side ditch and the rest of the site drains to
the north onto an adjoining field to the river. A detention facility will be constructed to collect the
runoff from the parking lot and the building. The detention facility will outlet into an existing
swale and continue as it currently flows.
Mr. Spencer stated the only item of concern is the notification of the downstream landowner from
the outlet to the river. Mr. Spencer understood after discussion this with Mr. Carson the
downstream landowner has been notified via certified mail. Mr. Spencer asked for a copy of the
returned receipt of the certified mailing.
Mr. Carson stated the downstream landowner, Mr. Henderson, received the letter two weeks prior
to this hearing and has had no response from Mr. Henderson.
Mr. Spencer stated with the downstream landowner notification addressed, he recommended final
approval.
Commissioner Knochel moved to grant final drainage approval of Kingdom Hall Church,
seconded by Commissioner Hudson. Motion carried.

HEARTLAND CO-OP
Brian Moench of Moench Engineering presented the Board with a drainage design for Heartland
Co-op located south of Brady Lane and west of U.S. 52, on the existing Heartland Co-op site.
The existing site drains from the Northwest to the Southeast collected into a road side culvert
under U.S. 52. Mr. Moench stated an agreement with A.E. Staley to do some realignment to the
drive to Staley is being discussed, along with constructing a convenience store, which will utilize
the drive. The drainage pattern will stay the same, storm water will be collected in a dry bottom
detention basin and an orifice will limit outflow into the existing 24 inch reinforced concrete pipe.
Mr. Spencer stated with discussions regarding this site for the past thirty day, the applicant has
met the requirements of the drainage ordinance and he recommended final approval.
Commissioner Knochel moved to grant final drainage approval of Heartland Co-op site, seconded
by Commissioner Hudson. Motion carried.
Being no further business, Commissioner Knochel moved to adjourn until September 2, 1998 at
9:00 a.m., seconded by Commissioner Hudson. Meeting adjourned.

Ruth Shedd, President

Shelli Muller, Secretary
Kathleen Hudson, Vice President

John Knochel, Member
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
October 14, 1998
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Commissioners Ruth Shedd and John Knochel, County Surveyor Mike
Spencer, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave
Eichelberger and Drainage Board Secretary Shelli Muller.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, October 14, 1998, in the Tippecanoe
Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North 3rd Street, Lafayette, Indiana with
Commissioner Shedd calling the meeting to order.
The first item on the agenda was to approve the minutes from the September 2, 1998 Regular
Drainage Board meeting. Commissioner Knochel moved to approve the minutes, seconded by
Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.

HAGGERTY POINTE
Amy Moore with Butler, Fairman & Seufert, Inc. represented the Haggerty Pointe Subdivision,
which is going to be developed in two phases. Ms. Moore explained their firm has submitted
phase one, it was reviewed and they have received the review comments. Ms. Moore asked the
Board for their opinion of an agreement to let Haggerty Pointe Subdivision stormwater design
utilize the regional retention basin that is being designed for the Elliott Ditch know as the “F”
Lake. The initial study showed the development would need 13.4 acre feet of storage in the “F”
Lake, but that number has not been finalized. Ms. Moore asked the Board to proceed with the
agreement and as part of the agreement the developer would be asking for the fill dirt to be used
onsite.
Mr. Spencer referred to the agreement with Lighthouse Homes. In that agreement Lighthouse
Homes gifted the County money and in return the development will get the fill dirt that equals the
amount of storage the development needs. Mr. Spencer informed the Board there is an on going
contract with Christopher B. Burke Engineering, Ltd. on the design of the “F” lake located east of
Ivy Tech and south of Lighthouse Homes.
Ms. Moore also, asked the Board for a vacation of Branch 11 of the Elliott Ditch. Ms. Moore
explained the development is on the upper end of branch 11 and will not be utilized with the
construction of stormwater system. The stormwater system will be routed through a proposed
pipe that will be replaced under State Road 38 then into an open side road ditch, which will carry
the water to the regional retention facility.
Mr. Spencer stated he does not see a problem with vacating Branch 11 of Elliott Ditch and
recommended the Board grant the vacation and approve the development continue with an
agreement. Mr. Spencer asked Ms. Moore if the vacation had been asked for in writing?
Ms. Moore stated she included the vacation in the transmittal letter.
Commissioner Knochel moved to approve the vacation of Branch 11 of Elliott Ditch and
conceptual approval of the development to continue with an agreement for the use of storage in
the regional retention basin of Elliott Ditch known as the “F” Lake, seconded by Commissioner
Shedd. Motions carried.
Do to the lack of representation, Carrington Estates Subdivision Phase 2 and Winding Creek
Subdivision, were not discussed.
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OTHER BUSINESS
Schroeder Wetland Easements
Mr. Spencer presented easements for the Schroeder Wetland project. The proposed wetland is
located on the Schroeder property south of Wea School west of County Road 200 East. The
developer of the wetland has proposed to install new tile on the west side of the wetland to
connect it to the existing outlet on the north property line. Mr. Edward Purdy, the adjoining
landowner, has a copy of these easements and after his concerns are addressed, Mr. Spencer
stated he will present this to the Board for final approval of the new easements and to vacate the
existing easement.

Harold Klinkhamer
Mr. Harold Klinkhamer came to discussed the same issue that was before Drainage Board on
September 2, 1998. Mr. Klinkhamer began by stating he objects to what was said or eliminated
from the minutes of September 2, 1998. Mr. Klinkhamer felt vital information was omitted from
the minutes such as statements from Mr. Luhman and a statement made by Mr. Spencer that
referred back to the 1973 Drainage Board minutes. Minutes referred to the ditch being a tile drain
and there is nothing in the minutes to reflect Mr. Spencer’s statement. Mr. Klinkhamer stated at
the prior meeting Mr. Luhman gave Mr. Spencer instructions to do some investigation into where
this ditch originated. Mr. Klinkhamer presented the Board with the actual court case from when
the Andrew P. Brown ditch became a legal drain. Mr. Klinkhamer explained the 1906 petition
depicts his property the petition calls for the tile drain to be put in where the open drain was
already constructed. Mr. Klinkhamer read a portion of the petition that states the petitioners
prayed for the tile to be put in so the drainage problem could be solved and a new drain
connecting to an existing drain which then dumps into an open drain. Mr. Klinkhamer felt with
the evidence of the original court document it does state the origin of the waterway therefore it
should be maintained by the County. Mr. Klinkhamer asked the Board what the best solution is
to get the silt out of the waterway.
Commissioner Shedd stated the Board agrees after reviewing the 1907 document understanding
the tile is under the waterway which is suppose to be taking care of the situation. Commissioner
Shedd stated the County has no jurisdiction over the waterway.
Mr. Klinkhamer stated the problem is with the surface water not with the tile. When the tile was
installed it was connected to an existing 10 and 12 inch tile on the west side of the road, then prior
to 1906 the water from the tile went under the road and through the ditch on Mr. Klinkhamer’s
property. Mr. Klinkhamer stated in 1907 when the tile was put in, it is Mr. Spencer’s opinion the
ditch no longer existed. Mr. Klinkhamer stated when the tile was put the tile helped only the
pockets in White and Tippecanoe Counties and does not address the surface water that comes
from farm fields on the west side of the road that is why the ditch on his property has never been
farmed, which the county has proof of from 1936 aerials.
Mr. Spencer stated in 1907 the tile was put in and the open ditch done away with. Mr. Spencer
explained there are many farmers that elected to maintain a grass waterway to prevent erosion,
that was their decision. There is nothing in place that states the farmer had to leave the waterway
in place and not farmed. The landowner to the east of Mr. Klinkhamer has farmed over the
waterway, it is strictly the farmers decision.
Commissioner Knochel asked what the history is for flooding in the area that is being discussed?
Mr. Spencer stated prior to Mr. Klinkhamer’s complaint the Surveyor’s Office has not received
any complaints of flooding.
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Commissioner Knochel asked Mr. Murray, Executive Director of the County Highway
Department, if his department had received any complaints prior to Mr. Klinkhamer’s Citizens
Complaint he filed with the Highway Department.
Mr. Murray stated not to his knowledge, his department had not received any complaints prior to
Mr. Klinkhamer.
Mr. Knochel asked Mr. Klinkhamer why he had not complained of a flooding problem before
now?
Mr. Klinkhamer explained that he does not farm his ground he rents it out.
Mr. Knochel asked Mr. Klinkhamer even if he rents the farm ground or however he has it
arranged, why hasn’t the person farming the ground complained of losing crops do to flooding?
Mr. Klinkhamer explained the flooding that exist is rapid and dissipates quickly once the rain
stops the water is gone within an hour, but there was never a home near the flooding before. Mr.
Klinkhamer stated the concern now when it floods is the well could get contaminated and the
water could flood the crawl space.
Commissioner Shedd asked if the construction of the house could have changed the flow of the
water?
Mr. Klinkhamer stated no, it just brought to his attention the problem. Mr. Klinkhamer explained
the County Highway Department needs to dredge the county road side ditches to handle the water
flow so the road wont flooded. Mr. Klinkhamer stated it is his understanding approximately 20
years ago a culvert, three times bigger than the one there before was replaced under county road
100 West in the same location the flooding occurs. This indicates to Mr. Klinkhamer the
Highway Department utilizes the surface water drain and therefore the County needs to clean the
ditch out to accommodate the water from the road. Mr. Klinkhamer does not think he should be
responsible for water coming from the County Road or for the water coming from the farm field
on the west side of 100 West. Mr. Klinkhamer suggested the County Highway Department
dredge a new road side ditch on the west side of County Road 100 West, south to County Road
900 North.
Commissioner Knochel asked Mr. Murray to address the comment of Mr. Klinkhamer in regards
to the culvert needing reconstructed and do some ditching.
Mr. Murray stated there are very few roads in the County that do not need ditching. Mr. Murray
explained the best way to put the road side ditch in perspective is to look at the drainage as if the
road was not there. Would the water flow through that point even if there was not a culvert. Mr.
Murray has analyzed this situation and his conclusion is the water would still flow the way it does
today. Mr. Murray stated it is common practice in a situation when you have a subsurface tile to
install a surface culvert. One reason to install a surface culvert is so the water flow at the low
point will have positive flow down stream. The second reason is in a situation where there is not
positive drainage an equalizer is installed. The reason for an equalizer is it allows water to pond
on either side of the road, rather than run over and wash out the road. Mr. Murray explained the
Highway Department’s objective is to carry vehicular traffic, not to operate as a drainage facility.
Mr. Murray stated to cut a ditch a mile to the south would not only divert water onto other
property owners, it would not be necessary for the road to function.
Mr. Klinkhamer referred to the Common Enemy Law. Mr. Klinkhamer stated according to that
law it would allow him to build a dike to restrict the water from damaging his daughter’s property.
Mr. Klinkhamer asked for an explanation of what the purpose of the culvert is under 100 West.
Mr. Klinkhamer stated that is the purpose of the ditch is to get rid of the water coming through the
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culvert therefore it should be the county’s responsibility to maintain the surface waterway. Mr.
Klinkhamer stated if he builds a dike than the water will not be any relieve for the surface water
and cause the road to flood. Mr. Klinkhamer asked the Board for a solution. Mr. Klinkhamer
stated all previous documentation asked for the cheapest and easiest way to solve a drainage
problem. Mr. Klinkhamer felt he provided the easiest way to solve the drainage problem and that
is he is allowing the County to dredge the surface waterway so the water can stay within it banks
like it has for 91 years, but if he was to cut the waterway off than the water will either have to go
on down the road way or neighbor across the road will have to take care of their own water.
Commissioner Shedd asked if it is legal for Mr. Klinkhamer to shut the waterway off?
Mr. Luhman stated yes, he can shut the waterway off. He may experience some liability from his
neighbor if he causes damage to the neighbors property, but that will be between them. There is
another possibility the neighbor can ask the Board to take some action because Mr. Klinkhamer
will have obstructed a natural waterway. Mr. Luhman stated there is a specific statue that allows
landowners to petition the Board to remove an obstruction in a natural waterway. The petition
process is designed in a way that the petitioner can complain to the Board about an obstruction on
someone else’s land and the reason for that is because the remedy is the Board can order the
removal of the obstruction, but they have to assess the cost against the landowners. If it is just a
landowner complaining about an obstruction in the waterway on his own land than the Board
would be required to assess the cost against that landowner.
Commissioner Knochel suggested to Mr. Klinkhamer to petition the Board for a reconstruction of
the Holwerda Branch of the Andrew P. Brown Ditch.
Mr. Luhman stated he has spoke to Mr. Huffer, Mr. Klinkhamer’s attorney, concerning a
reconstruction and the issue seems to be who is going to pay to recreate more of a channel through
the grass waterway to get the water moving. Their question is can the maintenance fund for the
Andrew P. Brown Ditch pay for the cost? Mr. Luhman stated he does not seem to think the use of
the maintenance funds set up for the Andrew P. Brown Ditch can be used, those funds are to
maintain the tile portion of the drain not the grass waterway above the tile. Mr. Luhman stated he
has reviewed the 1906 to 1911 proceeding which initially petitioned to tile the open drains, his
under standing is the final decision was to tile some and keep some open. In 1950 when the
County took the drain over, there is no indication of an order to create a tile drain with a grass
waterway above it. The specifications state in 1950 that all the tiles after they were installed the
ground above be grated level with the surrounding ground, so that indicates the petitioners did not
want a channel or ditch above the tiles. If there has been a grass waterway or channel above the
tile it doesn’t mean it is illegal, but it doesn’t mean it is part of the County legal drain. It is legal
for adjoining landowners to create a grass waterway within the easement as long as it does not
interfere with the Drainage Board’s right to maintain the tile drain. Is there anyway the
maintenance fund for the Andrew P. Brown Ditch be used to do anything with the waterway? Mr.
Luhman stated the only way would be from an engineering stand point there was something
within the waterway that was preventing the tile drain to function properly than the County would
have some kind of maintenance in making the drain functional, but there has not been anything in
this case to indicate that is the situation. The only thing else is if the tile is not serving the
function it was intending for which is to drain the watershed, than there is a reconstruction process
that requires the Surveyor to determine what is going to have to be done to adequately drain the
watershed. If the existing structure is not sufficient, what needs to be done to reconstruct it to
make it drain the watershed.
Commissioner Knochel compared this situation to the Clarks Hill situation. The landowners in
the Jesse B. Anderson Ditch watershed have to petition the Board for a portion of the ditch to be
reconstructed. The same process could be for the Holwerda Branch of the Andrew P. Brown
Ditch. Commissioner Knochel believes the County is only responsible for the tile portion of the
drain that goes through Mr. Klinkhamer’s property. Commissioner Knochel suggested to Mr.
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Klinkhamer to get with his neighbors so they can petition the Board for a reconstruction of the
Holwerda Branch. Along with the reconstruction is an assessment for the reconstruction cost
that will be distributed among the people who benefit from the reconstruction.
Commissioner Shedd asked how may landowners are within the watershed.
Mr. Spencer stated there approximately twelve landowners within the watershed. The landowners
in the Andrew P. Brown Ditch watershed will continue paying for the maintenance assessment
and those in the Holwerda Branch will also be assessed for the reconstruction cost.
Mr. Klinkhamer referred to the comment Mr. Luhman said regarding in 1950 the instruction was
to cover these ditches. From records form 1939 and records of 1906 and current aerial
photographs shows a grass waterway has never been covered to be level with the rest of the
ground. Therefore Mr. Klinkhamer believes the waterway is part of the ditch and it should be
cleaned with the maintenance funds he has been assessed for. Mr. Klinkhamer stated the tile that
goes through his property has no function with the surface water problem. The tile that was
installed per the request of the landowners in 1907 gave the them a branch of tile they can tie into
to tile the rest of their farmland, but it serves no purpose for the surface water problem that exist.
Commissioner Shedd stated it is her understanding the tile is functioning the way it is suppose to
and the maintenance fund is to be used to maintain the tile not the waterway.
Mr. Klinkhamer stated that is for interpretation, he feels like the open drain has always been there
and if he can not convince the majority of the Board of that, there is still a problem. Mr.
Klinkhamer stated 15 to 20 years ago when the County replaced the culvert they dug out the open
ditch for about 200 feet into his property. Within that time it has filled up two feet with corn
stocks, silt etc. so there has to be a maintenance because when you create a pocket like that and do
not extend the channel on back to the outlet than the pocket will fill up and need maintenance. Mr.
Klinkhamer stated the attempt by the Highway Department to get rid of their problem, just pushed
the problem onto his property. Mr. Klinkhamer stated he could shut the channel off and the
Highway Department will have to find another way for the water to go.
Commissioner Shedd suggested a reconstruction. Mr. Klinkhamer can carry the petition to see
how may signatures you can get for the reconstruction of the Holwerda Branch. Commissioner
Shedd explained the process of reconstruction. A landowners in the watershed has to petition the
Board for a reconstruction of the Holwerda Branch of the Andrew P. Brown Ditch.
Mr. Klinkhamer stated there are only two people who will benefit from the reconstruction, one
being the German Farm and the other is the Highway Department.
Mr. Spencer asked Mr. Klinkhamer why he does not think he will benefit from the reconstruction?
Mr. Klinkhamer stated he can build a dike to prevent the water from coming close to his
daughter’s home.
Mr. Spencer stated then the German’s will order the Board for a removal of an obstruction.
Mr. Klinkhamer stated than the German’s will have to pay for the removal.
Mr. Spencer stated generally the person who put the obstruction in will incur the cost of removal.
Mr. Klinkhamer stated he has the right to protect his property. Mr. Klinkhamer felt the County
needs to come up with a solution to the problem, this is the County’s problem and always has
been.
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Commissioner Knochel stated Mr. Klinkhamer has asked the Board for a solution. The Board has
given him the option to file a petition for reconstruction of the Holwerda Branch of the Andrew P.
Brown Ditch. Commissioner Knochel stated Mr. Spencer will give Mr. Klinkhamer the procedure
for reconstruction and will work with Mr. Klinkhamer to resolve this problem.
Mr. Luhman stated Mr. Klinkhamer needs 10% of the landowners in the watershed area of the
Holwerda Branch to petition the Board for reconstruction. The cost recovery will be allocated
based on the amount of acreage benefited by the reconstruction.
Mr. Klinkhamer stated hypothetically speaking if the German Farm has 30 acres of their 100 acre
field is actually causing the problem or is in the watershed than if the assessment is only $1.00 per
acre then they will only be paying $30.00.
Mr. Luhman stated that may be, but the process is, first to file the petition. The Board sends a
notice of a hearing to the landowners in the watershed and the Board along with the landowners
have to agree the drain is one in need of reconstruction. The Board refers the petition to the
Surveyor to do an engineering study to determination what the best and most efficient way to
drain the watershed. The Surveyor brings the study and prepares a schedule of damages and
assessments, who is going to lose acreage by this construction, who is going to benefited by the
better drainage and submits that to the Board. The Board holds a hearing and they have to
approve the schedule of damages and assessments. The landowners some times have a
disagreement with the schedule, be it with the amount of acres they are being assessed to the
watershed or whatever the landowner can file a remonstrance. The Board makes the
determination of what is the correct schedule of damages and assessments.
Mr. Klinkhamer stated his daughter has no purpose for the ditch. Other than to carry the water
that comes from the road and the German Farm. How would the County assess the benefit for his
daughter and his property?
Mr. Luhman stated if Mr. Klinkhamer’s daughter has a problem with the drainage on her property
by her home than she would benefit by improvement of the drain, so she would be assessed for
the improvement of drainage on her land.
Mr. Klinkhamer stated it is an improvement only because it keeps the German Farm water from
coming on over to the Klinkhamer property.
Mr. Luhman stated yes, the channel keeps the water from damaging Mr. Klinkhamer’s daughter’s
house therefore she does benefit from the channel.
Mr. Klinkhamer stated if they build a dike to keep the water from damaging her house than that
will solve the problem and it will still be the German Farm’s problem. Mr. Klinkhamer asked
what the time frame is for doing a reconstruction?
Mr. Spencer stated it all depends on how long it takes to get the petition back to the Board. After
the petition is filed, hearings are held and it depends on how the hearings go.
Mr. Klinkhamer asked if landowners can dig out the road ditch?
Mr. Luhman stated he would have to get with the Highway Department to discuss that issue.
Commissioner Shedd stated the Board has run out of time and needs to move out of the meeting
room. Commissioner Shedd moved to recess for five minutes, seconded by Commissioner
Knochel. Meeting recessed.
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Steve Murray, Executive Director of the Tippecanoe County Highway Department asked the
Board to approve to approve the draft copy of an agreement with the State concerning the
McCarty Lane project. Mr. Murray explained that a portion of the McCarty Lane project includes
improvements to the Berlovitz Drain. This agreement is for the State to wave the permit to work
in the interstate I-65 and State Road 26 right-of-way for the construction of the improvement.
Commissioner Knochel moved to pursue the agreement with the State regarding working in the
right-of-way for drainage improvement of the Berlovitz Drain, seconded by Commissioner Shedd.
Motion carried.

Ruth Shedd, President

Shelli Muller, Secretary
Kathleen Hudson, Vice President

John Knochel, Member
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
December 8, 1998
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Commissioners Ruth Shedd, Kathleen Hudson and John Knochel,
County Surveyor Mike Spencer, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, and Drainage
Board Secretary Shelli Muller.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, December 8, 1998, in the
Grand Prairie Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North 3rd Street,
Lafayette, Indiana with Commissioner Shedd calling the meeting to order.

Mill Creek Subdivision Outlet to Elliott Ditch
Chris Badger of The Schneider Corporation, presented the Board with drainage plans of
Mill Creek Subdivision. Mr. Badger explained DNR is requiring a permit be obtained by
the development for construction in a floodway. Mr. Badger stated a request from the
County has been included in the final construction plans to smooth over the rip rap with
concrete to enable vehicular use. Mr. Badger stated the City has approved these plans.
Mr. Spencer recommended granting final approval, subject to the project receiving DNR
approval.
Commissioner Hudson moved to approve the outlet to the Elliott Ditch regarding the Mill
Creek Subdivision, subject to the approval of construction in a floodway permit from
DNR and the rip rap channels be constructed to carry vehicular traffic, seconded by
Commissioner Knochel. Motion carried.
Mr. Badger asked the Board for a special session of the Drainage Board to be held to
discuss, Coyote Crossings Golf Course and Winding Creek Subdivision. Mr. Badger
stated a waterline easement will also need to be discussed at the meeting and is being
reviewed by Steve Murray, Executive Director of the Tippecanoe County Highway
Engineering Department.
The Drainage Board agreed to a special session for the following week. The date and
time will be announced.

Other Business
ASHTON WOOD PETITION
Mr. Spencer presented the Board with a petition, prepared by Joseph Bumbleburg, asking
the Board to be a party to a petition for their interest in county road right-of-way land.
The petition is to establish a regulated drain for an area south of town to include Ashton
Woods Subdivision, Coppergate Subdivision, Triple J Subdivision, Wea-Ton
Subdivision, and Ross Stone Circle. As part of Ashton Woods Subdivision requirement
for approval, a large channel was created, which goes under Old Romney Road and is
picked up by a large tile that runs parallel with Old Romney Road, which Triple J
utilizes. With the Coppergate Subdivision a tile was installed along 250 South and an
open channel was constructed by the development. Mr. Spencer explained all the
developments agree to be a part of the petition to establish the channels and tiles as a
County Regulated Drain.
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COUNTY ROAD 900 NORTH
Mr. Spencer informed the Board he is meeting with Karen Kelly and others in the
watershed area concerning the culverts under County Road 900 North where there is a
problem with the road washing out. Mr. Kerkhoff, one of the affected landowners, as
agreed to the installation of the culverts, under the assurance the water will not pond on
his field and the channel has a positive flow.
ILGENFRITZ DITCH
Mr. Spencer referred to a letter received by the Commissioners from Mr. Jack Lahrman
concerning the Illgenfritz Ditch. The Illgenfritz Ditch is part of a larger watershed area,
Dismal Creek, and has been in the process of clean out as funds become available for
maintenance. The areas he mentioned in his letter are the next phase to be addressed.
HAROLD KLINKHAMER
Mr. Klinkhamer came before the Board to discuss the waterway over the Andrew Brown
Ditch. Mr. Klinkhamer referred to the petition that was filed by Mr. Luhman concerning
not exhausting administrative remedies. The only way Mr. Klinkhamer feels this issue
will be resolved is if one of the Drainage Board members changes their mind and agrees
the maintenance fund should be used to clean out the waterway. Mr. Klinkhamer
explained this is the only section of the ditch that has remained a grass waterway, west of
the County Road 100 West the waterway has not been maintained causing his waterway
to fill up with silt. The White County portion of the ditch has been totally destroyed by
the farmers farming the ground. He agrees that reconstruction should occur on those
type areas, but he feels maintenance funds should be used on his portion because he has
not farmed through the waterway.
Commissioner Shedd asked Mr. Luhman if this issue has been filed in the court?
Mr. Luhman stated yes, there has been a matter filed in Circuit Court.
Mr. Spencer stated he has not changed his mind as to the issue of the maintenance funds
being used for the cleanout of the waterway that runs through Mr. Klinkhamer’s
property. Waterways are most generally at the pleasure of the farmer as to whether or
not they decide to farm the waterway. Unless the waterway is specifically made part of
the maintenance fund, than it is the farmers responsibility to maintain them.

Mr. Klinkhamer asked if there are any other administrative remedies that could be used
other than the judge?
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Mr. Luhman stated the Board has made its decision, and unless there is a change in the
future, than court will be the only way to resolve this issue.
Being no further business, Commissioner Hudson moved to adjourn until further notice,
seconded by Commissioner Knochel. Meeting adjourned.

Ruth Shedd, President

Shelli Muller, Secretary
Kathleen Hudson, Vice
President

John Knochel, Member
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
February 3, 1999
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Commissioners Ruth Shedd and John Knochel, County Surveyor Mike
Spencer, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave
Eichelberger and Drainage Board Secretary Shelli Muller.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, February 3, 1999, in the Tippecanoe
Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North 3rd Street, Lafayette, Indiana with
Commissioner Shedd calling the meeting to order.
The first item on the agenda is to approve the 1999 Active and Inactive Ditch Assessment List.
Mr. Luhman read the list.
ACTIVE
Delphine Anson
Brown
Buck Creek
Wetherhill
Christ Fassnacht
Hafner
E.F. Haywood
Kirkpatrick
Frank Kirkpatrict
McKinny
Samuel Marsh
Aduley Oshier
Rickerd
Joseph Sterrett
Walters
Wilson Nixon
Creek
Kirkpatrick One
Lateral
Mary Thomas
INACTIVE
John Amstutz
Dempsey Baker
Newell Baker
Alfred Burkhalter
Cole
Jesse Cripe
Dunkin
Thomas Ellis
Gray
Thomas Haywood
Johnson
James Kellerman
McCoy
Wesley Mahin
Lane

February 3, 1999

Julius Berlowitz

Michael Binder

A.P.

Train Coe

County Farm

Darby

Issac Gowen

Rebecca Grimes

Fred

Harrison Meadows

Floyd Kerschner

Amanda

Calvin Lesley

John McFarland

Mary

F.E. Morin
Emmett Rayman

Hester Motsinger
Franklin Reser

J.Kelly O’Neal
Aurthur

Gustav Swanson

Jacob Taylor

William

Simeon Yeager

Jesse Dickens

Dismal

John Hoffman

Sophia Brum

HW Moore

Arbegust-Young

Jesse Anderson

James Shepardson

E.W. Andrew

Nellie Ball
Orrin Byers

John Blickenstaff
Floyd Coe

NW Box
Grant

Charles Daughtery

Frannie Devault

Marion

Martin Erwin

Elijah Fugate

Martin

George Inskeep

Lewis Jakes

Eugene

James Kirkpatrick

John Kuhns

John

Absalm Miller

Ann Montgomery

Parker
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Calvin Peters
Saltzman
Skinner Ray
WilliamStewart
Alonzo Taylor
Harrison Wallace
Wilder
J&J Wilson
Shawnee Creek
Buetler/Gosma
Lake
High Gap Rd

Peter Rettereth

Alexander Ross

Abe Smith

Mary Southworth

John Toohey
Sussane Walters

John VanNatta
McDill Waples

Franklin Yoe

Jenkins

John McLaughlin

S.W. Elliott

John

Lena

Hadley

Romney Stock Farm

Commissioner Knochel moved to approve the list of Active and Inactive Ditch Assessment for
the year 1999, seconded by Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.
WATKINS GLEN SUBDIVISION, PHASE 4, PART 3
Tim Beyer of Vester and Associates, asked the Board for preliminary approval of Watkins Glen
Subdivision, Phase 4, Part 3 located off County Road 400 East. The proposed subdivision
consists of 9 lot on a 5 acre site. Mr. Beyer asked for a variance from the Drainage Ordinance
that requires on-site detention. The majority of the proposed plan drains to an existing pipe and
then to an existing detention facility for Watkins Glen South, Part V. The facility has the capacity
to handle the additional runoff of Phase 4, Part 2.
Mr. Spencer recommended granting the variance for no on-site detention and preliminary approval
of the drainage plan for Watkins Glen, Phase 4, Part 3.
Commissioner Knochel moved to grant preliminary approval of Watkins Glen, Phase 4, Part 3 and
to grant the variance allowing no on-site detention, seconded by Commissioner Shedd. Motion
carried.
SEASONS FOUR SUBDIVISION, PHASE III
Roger Fine, of John E. Fisher and Associates, asked the Board for approval of the outlet pipe for
Seasons Four Subdivision, Phase III. The City of Lafayette requires the project to receive
approval from the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board because of the outlet pipe into the Elliott
Ditch. Mr. Fine informed the Board a DNR permit is pending for work in the floodway.
Mr. Spencer recommended approval of the outlet pipe, subject to the project receiving the DNR
permit.
Commissioner Knochel moved to approve the outlet pipe into the Elliott Ditch for Seasons Four
Subdivision, Phase III, subject to the approval of the DNR permit, seconded by Commissioner
Shedd. Motion carried.
Being no further business, Commissioner Knochel moved to adjourn until March 3, 1999 at 10:00
a.m., seconded by Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.
_____________________________
Ruth Shedd, President
_____________________________
Kathleen Hudson, Vice President

________________________________
Shelli Muller, Secretary

_____________________________
John Knochel, Member
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
APRIL 7, 1999
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Commissioners Ruth Shedd, John Knochel, and Kathleen Hudson, County Surveyor
Mike Spencer, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave
Eichelberger and Drainage Board Secretary Shelli Muller and Doris Myers.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, April 7, 1999, in the Tippecanoe Room of the
Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North 3rd Street, Lafayette, Indiana with Commissioner Shedd
calling the meeting to order.
Commission Shedd thanked Shelli Muller for being the Drainage Board Secretary for a number of years
and commended her for doing a great job. Commission Shedd welcomed Doris Myers as new member.
The first item on the agenda is to approve the minutes from the February 3, 1999 Drainage Board Meeting.
Commissioner Hudson moved to approve the minutes of February 3, 1999 Drainage Board Meeting,
seconded by Commissioner Knochel. Motion carried.
CATERPILLAR LOGISTICS SERVICES, INC
Darrell Phillips with Weihe Engineers, Inc. representing Caterpillar Logistics Services, Inc. Mr. Phillips
presented site plan and offsite drainage improvement. The site is along 500 E about 1500 feet south of
McCarty Lane. 160,000 square foot warehouse, 65 parking spots, pond on site and a regulated tile drain on
site is being relocated by the existing property owner in coordination with the County Surveyor.
At present storm water drainage goes through the legal drain tile. We will be rerouting the tile to the
downstream regional storm water facility north of our site.
There will be two phases to the plan. First phase will direct these tile flows from the south west corner of
our site north, along the east side of Co. Rd. 500 E, in a temporary storm drainage pipe system.
Phase two will be the installation of a major storm drainage pipe system that will handle our site runoff, the
tile drain and approximately 70+ acres upstream of our site. Phase two is being designed by us, approval
by the county and city will be forthcoming.
Construction is planned for this summer.
Commissioner Knochel asked Mike Spencer his comments on this project. Mike has been working with
Ethan & Lauth and City of Lafayette and come to agreement for them to be a participant in the regional
storage philosophy. They are participating in that regional storage philosophy. It all ties into an earlier
study that the county commissioned with Burke several years ago on watershed areas around the city that
are rapidly urbanizing.
Mike recommended approval of conceptual stormwater plan as submitted.
Commissioner Hudson moved to give approval to Caterpillar Logistic Services for the regional stormwater
concept that they presented today, seconded by Commissioner Knochel. Motion carried.
Mike Spencer asked Dale Lehnig if she had anything to comment on behalf of City of Lafayette.
Have everything pretty well covered. City is working with sewer and water as well as with stormwater.
Commissioner Knochel inquired about aggressive plan for construction. Dale Lehnig’s comment was yes
for the City of Lafayette. Caterpillar Logistic commented schedule is aggressive and time sensitive on
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getting this facility up and operating. Pushing to get temporary drainage in place while City, Caterpillar
and County are working on design of final storm sewer plans.
PARK EAST MARKETPLACE
They requested it be continued but Mike Spencer could bring the board up to date on project.
Location of project St Rd 26 & I-65. The proposed development is in the Alexander Ross watershed area
and there was a study done some years ago by county looking at the regional storage philosophy. Part of
plan was set in motion when the Meijers store was built East of I-65. There is large retention area just west
of meijer store near Steak & Shake. That was first phase. Also retention area was slated for West side of
I-65 and as part of this plan they would be constructing a portion and developer setting aside an area for
storage on the west side of I-65. These studies are approved now and developers are buying off the
regional stormwater retention idea so every developer doesn’t have their own pond. New pipe will be
installed under I-65. This is good size development. They are following regional storage concepts that
were put into place several years ago. Commissioner Knochel asked what kind of area Walmart will cover.
Answer was 40 acres. Mike stated they would be coming to Drainage Board for approval next month.
Hopefully they will have it ready for approval next month.
OTHER BUSINESS
Harold Kinkhamer asked Mr. Luhman if he received memo from Jim Huffer. Mr. Luhman did receive
memo from Jim Huffer. Harold Kinkhamer asked Mr. Luhman if he listened to the tape and understands
what he was saying. Mr. Luhman has not listened to the tape and doesn’t intend to discuss the matter.
Harold Kinkhamer asked if there had been any changes. Mr. Luhman commented there were no changes.
Being no further business, Commissioner Knochel moved to adjourn until May 5, l999, at 10:00 a.m.,
seconded by Commissioner Hudson. Motion carried.

_____________________________
Ruth Shedd, President

_____________________________
Kathleen Hudson, Vice President

_________________________________
Doris Myers, Secretary

_____________________________
John Knochel, Member

April 7, 1999

Tippecanoe County Drainage Board

44

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
September 9, 1999
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Commissioners Ruth Shedd, Kathleen Hudson and John Knochel, County Surveyor
Mike Spencer, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave
Eichelberger and Drainage Board Secretary Doris Myers.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Thursday, September 9, 1999, in the Tippecanoe Room of the
Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North 3rd Street, Lafayette, Indiana with Commissioner Shedd
calling the meeting to order.
The first item on the agenda is to approve the minutes from the August 11, 1999 Drainage Board Meeting.
Commissioner Hudson moved to approve the minutes of August 11, 1999 Drainage Board Meeting,
seconded by Commissioner Knochel. Motion carried.
CREASY AT THE CROSSING (BRANCH #13 ENCLOSURE)
Chris Badger with Schneider Corporation gave presentation for final approval of Creasy at the Crossing
(Branch #13 Enclosure). The project is located along Branch #13 of Elliott Ditch and extends
approximately 600 feet south along Creasy Lane from SR 38. Chris Badger asked for final approval for
twin 66” corrugated metal diameter pipes.
Mike Spencer recommended final approval with the condition that the developer get approval from City
and State Highways Departments to attach this culvert to the existing culverts.
Commissioner Hudson moved to approve final approval of Creasy at the Crossing with condition of getting
approval from City and State Highway Department to attach culvert to the existing culverts, seconded by
Commissioner Knochel. Motion carried.
SOUTHRIDGE
Chris Badger with Schneider Corporation gave presentation for approval of Lots 1 & 2 of Southridge. This
project is located west of Old Romney Road across from St. Mary’s Cemetery. They are the Industrial
Lots. Final approval for the entire development will be contingent upon the next drainage board approval
which will be lots 3,4 and 5 and the pond.
Commissioner Hudson commented the original pond was a dry pond. Has this changed?
Chris Badger stated the original pond was to be dry. Old owner wanted dry pond the new owners wanted
an aesthetic view. This will be a regional detention pond that will handle water on other side of Beck Lane
as well as Southridge Development.
Mike stated there would be no problem with final approval of Lots 1 & 2, Section 1 Southridge
Subdivision.
Commissioner Hudson moved to approve final approval of Lots 1 & 2, Section 1 Southridge Subdivision,
seconded by Commissioner Knochel. Motion carried.
WHITEHEAD SUBDIVISION
Tim Beyer with Vester & Associates, Inc. gave presentation for preliminary drainage approval of
Whitehead Subdivision. This project is located between old U.S. 231 and Old Romney Road, just south of
Wea Creek. The applicant proposes to construct 17 lots and associated infrastructure on approximately
14.5 acres of the 27.5-acre site. The remaining 13 areas is located within the floodplain of Wea Creek and
will not be developed as part of this project. The developer will but in new road for the Whitehead
Subdivision. The developer is asking for a no onsite storage waiver. Summary of analysis done reports it

is a low-density development, soils are type A, which is granular and storm water drains into ground with
very little becoming surface run off. There is very little run off now and the subdivision will only increase
by a slight amount.
Mike Spencer recommended the drainage board grant the waiver on onsite storage and recommend
preliminary approval of Whitehead Subdivision.
Commissioner Hudson moved to grant preliminary approval of Whitehead Subdivision and grant waiver
for the onsite storage, seconded by Commissioner Knochel. Motion carried.
AMELIA AVENUE EXTENSION OVER TREECE MEADOWS RELIEF DRAIN
Jennifer Bonner with Hawkins Environmental gave presentation for final approval of Amelia Avenue
Extention over Treece Meadows Relief Drain and also a variance for the location of a retention basin being
under the power lines. This project is located east of Creasy Lane ¼ mile south of McCarty Lane. At
present we are negotiating agreement with Cinery/PSI Energy. One of the proposed retention basins will
be under the power lines. Developer needs approval from Cincery/PSI Energy to put retention basin in
their easement. Cincery/PSI Engery have given approval before to developers with similar situations.
Retention ponds are all inter connected to handle on site and off site drainage.
Commissioner Knochel asked who is responsible for fencing retention ponds.
Mike Spencer stated Tippecanoe County Ordinance gives developer and or engineers the choice of fence or
no fence if they meet certain side slope requirements, safety ledges and maintenance ledges. A fence is
required by developer if side slope and safety requirements are not met.
Commissioner Hudson moved to approve final approval of Amelia Avenue Extension over Treece
Meadows Relief Drain with variance of power line easement contingent upon approval of Cincery/PSI
Energy, seconded by Commissioner Knochel. Motion carried.
OTHER BUSINESS
ENSINGER HEARING
Mike Spencer received a petition from Adam Ensinger, P.O. Box 162, Stockwell, Indiana, requesting the
Board order his neighbor to remove an obstruction on their property causing water to back up on Mr.
Ensinger’s property. Mike requested setting a hearing date to notify both parties to come before Drainage
Board to settle this problem.
Ensinger Hearing date to be at next Drainage Board Meeting, Wednesday, October 6, 1999, at 10:00 A.M.
DISSCUSSION OF DAYTON STORM WATER MASTER PLAN
Jennifer Bonner with Hawkins Environmental represented the Town Board of Dayton. The Town of
Dayton wanted Hawkins Environmental to present the Storm Water Master Plan to the Tippecanoe County
Drainage Board since a lot of this area is not yet incorporated into the Town of Dayton. Jennifer has given
these reports to Mike Spencer and Dave Eickleberger. Hopefully the Board can give a conceptual or
preliminary approval of this plan. Anything outside of the Town of Dayton will have to come before the
Drainage Board to get final approval.
The Town of Dayton has plans to put in a new road, Yost Road, to connect St Rd 38 with 200 S near CR
650 East. Town of Dayton has developed a land use plan and Hawkins is using that to determine drainage
areas.
The plan will provide some drainage outlets. Piping and 3 ponds will need to be installed and
tied together to carry storm water. Areas are 12 acres, 10 acres and 7 acres. This will benefit the Town of
Dayton since they have no storm system in town or a way to drain roads, it will allow them to put in an
interceptor sewer through town addressing in town problems as well as controlling new development.

Commissioner Knochel stated this area was rezoned and there were drainage problems at that time.
Jennifer stated that part of the challenge for the Town of Dayton will be how to implement this project.
This will be very costly. Town of Dayton has instituted a storm water cost recovery fee for development of
the areas.
Jennifer commented a question everyone has asked is why not take drainage through state highway
drainage system. The State Highway drainage was developed for their road. The developer would have
to totally reanalyze the State Highway system. The developer may save a pipe size, but still could not
dump all storm water into that system.
Mike Spencer asked if the Town of Dayton had an annexation plan.
Jennifer thought as they provide utilities they will probably annex. The Town of Dayton buys bulk water
from Lafayette.
Commissioner Knochel asked where The Town of Dayton was turning for seed money.
Jennifer stated The Town of Dayton will develop a cost recovery fee and apply for grants for the in town
problems.
Mike Spencer commended the Town of Dayton for looking into the future.
Conceptual approval will be considered at the October 6, 1999 Drainage Board Meeting.
Being no further business, Commissioner Knochel moved to adjourn until October 6, 1999, seconded by
Commissioner Hudson. Meeting adjourned.

____________________________________
Ruth Shedd, President
____________________________________
Doris Myers, Secretary
____________________________________
Kathleen Hudson, Vice President

____________________________________
John Knochel, Member

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
February 9, 2000
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Commissioners Kathleen Hudson, John Knochel and Ruth Shedd, County Surveyor
Stephen Murray, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave
Eichelberger and Drainage Board Secretary Doris Myers.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, February 9, 2000, in the Tippecanoe Room of
the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North 3rd Street, Lafayette, Indiana with Commissioner
Kathleen Hudson calling the meeting to order.
The first item on the agenda is to approve the minutes from the January 12, 2000, Regular Drainage Board
Meeting and minutes from the January 21, 2000, Special Drainage Board Meeting. Commissioner Knochel
moved to approve the minutes of January 12, 2000, Regular Drainage Board Meeting and January 21,
2000, Special Drainage Board Meeting, seconded by Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.
Commissioner Hudson welcomed Stephen Murray, as new County Surveyor, to his first meeting with the
Drainage Board.
CROSSPOINTE APARTMENTS SUBDIVISION
Wm. R. Davis with Hawkins Environmental gave presentation for Crosspointe Apartments Subdivision.
This site is located east of Creasy Lane, south of Weston Woods Subdivision and east of the Treece
Meadows Relief Drain. The applicant proposes to construct apartments and associated parking. The
stormwater management plan for this area was the subject of previous studies conducted as part of the
Amelia Avenue extension over the Treece Meadows Relief Drain. Two issues from C.B. Burke
Engineering report to be discussed. First issue is ponding of waters on project. The parking lot plans were
intended to pond 7” of water. Second issue concerning previously discharge channel that has been
schematic approved for the drainage of this site. Their intention is to use this channel for draining this site.
If not approved as is a modification can be brought before the board.
Commissioner Hudson asked Dave Eichelberger to explain about the wet bottom ponds.
Dave Eichelberger, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant, stated the previous stormwater management
plan indicated that portions of this development would drain to proposed wet-bottom ponds prior to
discharging to the Treece Meadows Relief Drain. However, it does not appear these ponds are proposed
as part of this subject development on their plans. Are these ponds already in place, are they going to be
constructed as part of this project or are they going to have some interim outlet to the Treece Meadow
Relief Drain between now and then? If are wanting final approval may need to have condition that
proposed ponds are constructed or proposed outlet is approved.
Steve Murray asked Wm. R. Davis what was their intent.
Wm R. Davis commented there is another project that has risen to this area. The project is not moving very
rapidly. They want to get these projects temporarily constructed as did in schematic approval of wetbottom channel as part of this project.
Commissioner Hudson asked if these outlets would be the ones carrying water over parking lot. Answer
was no.
Commissioner Hudson asked what was going to be done about the water ponding over the parking lot area.
Steve Murray stated 7” water ponding over parking lot is allowable by ordinance. This is backwater from
100-year flood as composed to conventional ponding for storage in the lot.

Steve Murray asked if there was a duration limit.
Dave Eichelberger stated none that he is aware of.
Commissioner Knochel moved to grant final approval to Crossepoint Apartments Subdivision subject to the
outlets being constructed as part of this project, seconded by Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.
WABASH NATIONAL SITE DETENTION
Wm. R. Davis with Hawkins Environmental gave presentation for Wabash National Site Detention. This is
a 340-acre site located north of C.R. 350 South, between Concord Road and U.S. 52. This is a schematic
design for Wabash National and is the second time for reviewing this site. We are trying to come up with
an overall plan for final development of Wabash National property. They are not placing structures, etc,
but are determining the amount of improved surface they can have, what areas need to be stoned, types of
drainage, etc. Currently there is a tile branch of Elliott Ditch traversing this property. At present a lot of
water stands on this property. We are proposing how to move this water in a developed condition. Will be
stoning parts of the property after constructing diversion ditches. Will be removing tile in the Elliott Ditch
Branch and make open drain. The present detention pond is adequate for future use. Wm. R. Davis is
asking for approval of schematic design for Wabash National Site Detention.
Dave Eichelberger suggests preliminary approval of the ditch network and final approval of the continued
use of the existing detention pond.
Commissioner Knochel moved to grant preliminary approval of the ditch design for the Wabash National
Site Detention and final approval for the drainage pond, seconded Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.
WILLIAMS COMMUNICATIONS – FIBER OPTIC CABLE
Harold Elliott with Williams Communications gave presentation to install fiber optic cable communication
system. This cable will stretch from Atlanta, Cincinnati, Indianapolis and through Chicago. Part of this
system will go through a portion of Tippecanoe County. Have received permits for the road crossings.
Had been working with Mike Spencer for permits on drainage ditches. They had sent a letter earlier,
recommended by Mike Spencer, explaining what they were going to do. Mr. Elliott stated he thinks they
should have a permit due to all the bonding, etc. Mr. Elliott’s purpose for being here today is to go over
project, find out for sure what they do want, and get bond, etc. ready for the next meeting.
Commissioner Hudson asked Mr. Elliott if he received Dave Luhman’s letter.
Mr. Elliott’s comment was yes. Mr. Elliott stated they have included what Mr. Luhman asked for. Mr.
Elliott had a question on drawing for each ditch. Can they use what we use as a typical ditch crossing with
it put to the ditch we are crossing? Instead of a complete profile of each ditch.
Dave Luhman asked if it would be similar to what is used on highways. If so, that would be adequate. Mr.
Elliott commented yes. Williams Communications will furnish drainage board with a complete list of
where line is as built.
Steve Murray stated he would like Mr. Elliott to give as much information possible to the contractor, so
they can narrow down their area to start being aware that there may be a legal drain there.
Mr. Elliott commented there would be a crew out to survey each of the legal drains so contractor knows
exactly where they start and will be. They are running a minimum of 42” below ground. Some of the
survey work is being done now.
Steve Murray asked if they would trench or plow the lines.
Mr. Elliott stated the plan was to plow. When you go across ditches we know you can’t plow. So we will
be trenching these lines.

Steve Murray stated they would want the cable trenched not plowed. When you trench you can see turned
up broken tiles. When you plow there is no visible evidence of broken tiles. May be 3 to 5 years before
drain collapses and backs up. A lot of counties have gone too only allowing trenching now days as
opposed to plowing.
Commissioner Knochel stated his concern was when turning up some private tiles who will repair. They
want someone who is knowledgeable to do the field tile repair.
Mr. Elliott commented he had talked with Mike and would like for the drainage board to hire someone in
our county to act as an inspector to find the legal drains and bill Williams Communications for that service.
Steve Murray commented his concern is finding an inspector. It doesn’t matter if the drainage board hires
or if Williams Communications hires. Stephen thinks it would be better if drainage board hired the
inspector.
Mr. Elliott asked about a pay scale agreement. This can all be worked out when I come back for the next
meeting.
Steve Murray asked what is your construction schedule.
Mr. Elliott stated this year, this spring. It depends on all the permits coming in and all the easements that
are being required one way or the other.
Steve Murray felt comfortable with this if they are willing to work under the drainage board conditions.
Mr. Elliott suggested the $5,000 bond might not be large enough. There is more potential damage than
$5,000.
Dave Luhman recommends $25,000.00 bond. Wait on final draft at the March 1, 2000 meeting for details.
Mr. Elliott will return for the March 1, 2000, meeting with final draft and details.
2000 ACTIVE AND INACTIVE DITCH ASSESSMENTS
Mr. Luhman read the 2000 active and inactive ditch list

ACTIVE
Jesse Anderson
Delphine Anson
A.P.Brown
Buck Creek
County Farm
Thomas Ellis
Rebecca Grimes
Fred Hafner
James Kellerman
Floyd Kerschner
Calvin Lesley
John McFarland
Ann Montgomery
F.E. Morin
Aduley Oshier
Emmett Rayman
Joseph C. Sterrett
Gustav Swanson
Jesse Dickens
Dismal Creek
John Hoffman
Sarah Brum
Arbegust-Young
High Gap Road
Darby Wetherill Reconstruction

Juluis Berlovitz
Orrin Byers
Christ Fassnacht
E.F. Haywood
Amanda Kirkpatrick
Mary McKinny
Hester Motsinger
Franklin Resor
Nixon Wilson
Shawnee Creek
HW Moore Lateral
Romney Stock Farm

Michael Binder
Train Coe
Issac Gowen
Harrison Meadows
Frank Kirkpatrick
Samuel Marsh
J.Kelly O’Neal
Aurthur Rickerd
Simeon Yeager
Kirkpatrick One
Mary Thomas
Darby Wetherill Ext 2

INACTIVE
John Amstutz
Nellie Ball
Floyd Coe
Fannie Devault
Elijah Fugate
Lewis Jakes
John McCoy
Calvin Peters
John Saltzman
William Stewart
John VanNatta
McDill Waples
Jenkins

E.W. Andrews
John Blickenstaff
Grant Cole
Marion Dunkin
Martin Gray
E.Eugene Johnson
Wesley Mahin
Peter Rettereth
Ray Skinner
Alonzo Taylor
Harrison B. Wallace
Lena Wilder
Buetler/Gosma

Dempsey Baker
NW Box
Jesse Cripe
Darby Wetherill
Thomas Haywood
James Kirkpatrick
Absalm Miller
Alexander Ross
Abe Smith
Jacob Taylor
Sussana Walters
J & J Wilson
S.W. Elliott

Newell Baker
Alfred Burkhalter
Charles E. Daughtery
Martin V. Erwin
George Inskeep
John A. Kuhns
Lane Parker
James Sheperdson
Mary Southworth
John Toohey
William Walters
Franklin Yoe
Hadley Lake Drain

Commissioner Knochel moved to approve the list of Active and Inactive Assessment for the year 2000,
seconded by Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.
OTHER BUSINESS
PETITION FOR ENCROACHMENT ON UTILITY & DRAINAGE EASEMENT LOT 63, RED
OAKS SUBDIVISION
Steve Murray gave presentation of this petition for encroachment on utility & drainage easement Lot 63,
Red Oaks Subdivision. The petition for encroachment reads as follows: The undersigned, John L.
Maloney, who owns 609 Bur Oak Court, does hereby request permission of the Tippecanoe County
Commissioners and the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board to encroach 25 feet into the utility and
drainage easement at the rear side of their home on Lot 63, Red Oaks Subdivision, Wea Township,
Tippecanoe County, Indiana, as shown on the diagram hereto attached and made a part of this petition.
Diagram will be on file in surveyor’s office. Stephen commented the real concern is the 25 feet
encroachment will be too far down the bank and into the water level. This could be an obstruction if
maintenance needs to be done to the bank for erosion purposes or pipe out fall. A 10-foot encroachment
will bring to the top of bank. Stephen stated he would not recommend any more encroachment then to the
top of the bank.
Commissioner Hudson asked if 10 foot would encroach into the utility and drainage easement.
Steve Murray commented without an actual survey tying the house to the lot lines we wouldn’t know for
sure. It would appear the 10-foot at the top of bank is roughly the easement line that they want to encroach
into. If we do not grant requirement for encroachment they can not go any further than the top of bank.
Commissioner Hudson asked if Bill Augustin of Gunstra Builders was aware of this being on the agenda.
Steve Murray commented he had talked to Bill Augustin this week and thought he was aware of the
agenda.
Commissioner Knochel asked if they wanted to build a deck and if it was already built.
Steve Murray answer was didn’t believe so. Chris from surveyor’s office had been out in the last month
and took pictures. No deck was in the pictures.
Dave Luhman asked if they wanted to resubmit this petition for an amendment asking for a lower amount
of encroachment. If the Drainage Board denies this petition they can resubmit another petition.

Commissioner Knochel moved to deny request for 25 foot encroachment on utility and drainage easement
for Lot 63, Red Oaks Subdivision, Wea Township, Tippecanoe County, seconded by Commissioner Shedd.
Motion carried.
CHICAGO TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY
Dave Luhman gave presentation regarding request of letter from Drainage Board to Chicago Title
Insurance Company. The property is located at 3815 SR 38 E known as the Kyger Bakery. There has
already been a dry closing on the sale. There are 2 buildings that come within the 75-foot easement. The
Chicago Title Insurance Company in order to issue their title insurance need letter from Drainage Board
acknowledging that buildings on this property were constructed prior to the requirement of the 1965
Drainage Act and are thus legally located structures and do not constitute illegal encroachments. Have tax
records from Fairfield Township Assessors Office that show these structures were built in 1948. Dave
Luhman presented Commissioner Hudson with letter on Drainage Board stationery for signature stating
these structures were built prior to the requirements of the 1965 Drainage Act and are thus legally located
structures and do not constitute illegal encroachments. Dave Luhman has reviewed this with Mr.
Bumbleburg, who represents Kyger, and has his approval.
Commissioner Knochel moved president of Drainage Board to sign this letter stating the building were
built before 1965 and do not constitute illegal encroachments, seconded by Commissioner Shedd. Motion
carried.
Being no further business Commissioner Knochel moved to adjourn meeting, seconded by Commissioner
Shedd. Meeting adjourned.

___________________________________________
Kathleen Hudson, President
____________________________________
Doris Myers, Secretary
___________________________________________
John Knochel, Vice President

___________________________________________
Ruth Shedd, Member

TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
April 5, 2000
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Commissioners Kathleen Hudson, John Knochel and Ruth Shedd, County Surveyor
Stephen Murray, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave
Eichelberger and Drainage Board Secretary Doris Myers.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, April 5, 2000, in the Tippecanoe Room of the
Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North 3rd Street, Lafayette, Indiana with Commissioner Kathleen
Hudson calling the meeting to order.
The first item on the agenda is to approve the minutes from the March 1, 2000, Regular Drainage Board
Meeting. Commissioner Knochel moved to approve the minutes of March 1, 2000, Drainage Board
Meeting, seconded by Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.
BREN BELLA SUBDIVISION PH I
Tim Beyer with Vester & Associates gave presentation for Bren Brella Subdivision PH I requesting final
approval. The project is part of an overall 440-acre development along County Road 450 East between
County Roads 600 and 700 South. The entire site will eventually be developed into a golf course
community with approximately 450 to 550 single-family lots and a 160 to 200 acre golf course. Phase One
of the development includes 71 lots and portions of a proposed golf course, in the east and southeast
portions of the overall site. There will also be six ponds for aesthetic purposes. They submitted plans for
the overall 440 acres and detention ponds were not required for the site. Since these will be shallow ponds
from 4 ½’ to 10’ at there deepest point they are requesting a variance from the Ordinance detention
requirements. They are requesting to build ponds without safety or maintenance ledges. They are
providing shallower slopes than are required on ponds. On the 10’ pond will provide the safety ledge only.
These ponds will be privately maintained.
Commissioner Hudson asked Dave Eichelberger for his comments on the memo he submitted regarding
Bren Brella Subdivision PH I. There were a lot of comments and concerns with project.
Dave Eichelberger, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant, commented there is additional data needed to
verify they do not need detention ponds on the site. If detention ponds are not required then the applicant
should revise the proposed aesthetic ponds to include the safety and maintenance ledges required by the
Ordinance. Historically if a pond is a wet bottom pond and holds water needs to have maintenance and
safety ledges. Applicant argument is since the ponds are not being used for detention the ledges are not
needed. A pond still needs ledges even used as detention, water feature or recreation purposes.
The applicant needs to provide a drainage easement for the Pond 2 outlet to protect the integrity of the
outlet. It appears from the grading plans that portions of lots 22,23,69 and 70 will serve as the outlet for
pond 2.
Dave stated he talked to previous County Survey about this matter of ledges to confirm his remembrances.
Historically this is how this situation has been treated. The applicant has the right to request a variance but
that is what the ordinance says.
Steve Murray, County Surveyor stated this is a liability issue and would like our county drainage board
attorney to give us his opinion. Historically we have required ledges, maybe we could make an exception
based on the depth of the pond, but the issue of a detention pond versus a recreational pond, and I don’t see
any less incurrence of liability.
Dave Luhman, County Drainage Board Attorney, stated the ledges are not installed to enhance or decrease
the flow of water, they are there for safety and to insure the pond is maintained. If it is a pond holding

water then there are requirements under the Ordinance. In the past we have required the ledges and they
should be there for the maintenance and safety factors.
Steve Murray is concerned about the outlet of this project. A section in the ordinance requires notification
of the downstream property owner and/or concurrence from him in writing. The ordinance basically states
where the out fall from storm water drainage system of any developer flows through real-estate owned by
others then the developer prior to reaching a regulated drain or a natural waterway. Regulated drain is
defined but a natural waterway is not. This basically runs out across a farm field to the North. The
question is would that constitute a waterway.
Dave Luhman asked if it is currently carrying water.
Steve Murray stated intermittently, when there is enough rain. Understanding of a natural waterway is
generally a ditch or stream. We may have a problem with granting final approval today until we are sure
the property owner to the North is properly notified.
Tim Beyer stated right now the water is conveyed in a couple of channels or swells across the site.
Basically they are proposing to discharge to the same points. They are not changing the discharge of the
water from the property.
Steve Murray commented they may be lessening the impact, but the ordinance required the notice of
consent.
Pat Cunningham with Vester & Associates pointed out that historically the way the board has treated this
issue in the past is that for example: A new development were created and a new point release were
created, where there had not been a point release before, and a well defined channel, then at that point in
time the board would require a notification to the property owners. Where as nothing is being changed, as
far as any new point release, then no notification was required. Pat Cunningham doesn’t believe they are
changing anything.
Steve Murray commented he had two requests for a special board meeting and would like to confirm with
Mike Spencer & Dave Luhman on the ordinance of notification. Steve recommended continuing this
project and after details is worked out put on the special meeting agenda.
Commissioner Shedd moved to continue until special meeting, seconded by Commissioner Knochel.
Motion carried.
CREASY AT THE CROSSING
Pat Sheehan with Schneider Corporation, representing Lighthouse Homes gave presentation of Creasy at
the Crossing. This project is located along Branch #13 of Elliott Ditch and extends approximately 600 feet
south along Creasy Lane from SR 38 and east along SR 38 from Creasy Lane. The applicant received
drainage board approval for the enclosure of Branch #13 at the September 9, 1999 meeting. Four
commercial lots are proposed for the subject site. They are proposing the improvements to the area
including a connector road from SR 38 to Creasy Lane and a culdesac that would serve four commercial
lots. Are not developing the four lots at this time. On this whole development they are proposing that no
detention be required. All drainage from this area will be collected into pipes and discharging directly to
Branch 13. They are requesting final approval with conditions and a variance from the storm water
detention.
Commissioner Hudson asked for comments on this project.
Dave Eichelberger stated that most of the comments are minor related to grading. However not enough
grading information has been provided to show how the stormwater runoff will actually be conveyed to the
proposed beehive inlets as indicated by the drainage basin delineations. This should be a minor adjustment
for the developer to make. Also some drainage area to the southeast appears to not be included as part of
the drainage area to some of the inlets.

The applicant has proposed storm sewer stubs off inlets 101, 102, 103, and 105 for future inlets.
Calculations were completed assuming these future inlets would be in place. Therefore, the storm sewer
pipes are sized appropriately. However, until the future inlets are constructed, it appears that the
stormwater runoff that will drain to these future inlets will drain to the proposed street inlets. These inlets
have not been sized for this additional flow. The applicant should provide calculations showing that the
proposed inlets are adequate for the additional interim flow. Dave would like to see the interim condition.
Dave Eichelberger stated they need a variance from the ordinance requirements for detention. Dave would
recommend approval of the variance.
Commissioner Knochel moved to grant approval of the variance, seconded by Commissioner Shedd.
Motion carried.
Commissioner Knochel moved to grant final approval to Creasy at the Crossing with conditions, seconded
by Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.
CROSS CREEK LAKES
Pat Sheehan with Schneider Corporation gave presentation of Cross Creek Lakes. The site is located east
of Creasy Lane and south of Amelia Avenue. The proposed development will be located adjacent to, and
east of, the Treece Meadows Relief Drain. The applicant proposes to construct roads, parking and 22
buildings as part of a condominium development. This project is part of a larger area that has been worked
on by several different developers. Cross Creek Lakes is proposing to accommodate for all that drainage
but to reconfigure a pond so that comes through site and not just a long narrow pond. Wants to make pond
fit the site a litter better. Proposing a pond on East Side with a connector creek about 1 foot deep to other
pond with ultimate discharge into the Treece Meadows Drain. These ponds will have fountains in them for
aesthetic. Currently there is no detention water for this site. Cross Creek Lakes are asking for final
approval with conditions.
Pat Sheehan presented the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board with a letter from Mennen Builders, Inc and
G & L Development, Inc. stating as follows: Dated April 4, 2000
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Lafayette, Indiana
Re: Cross Creek Lakes Condominium, Lafayette, Indiana
Dear Board Members:
Please be advised that we, the undersigned are responsible and will complete the following items:
1.

2.

Excavation and completion of the ponds and connector for the Cross Creek Lakes
Condominium Project. The ponds will be constructed in accordance to the Final Detail
Construction Plans for the Cross Creek Lake project, once they are approved in full by
Tippecanoe County. We will begin the excavation and construction of said ponds
immediately upon final approval of said plans and should be completed within 60 days of the
commencement of construction.
Construction of the two weirs as depicted on the Amelia Avenue Extension plans dated
September 1999 done by Hawkins Engineering. The two weirs were previously approved by
the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board. The construction of the weirs will begin upon full
approval of the Final Detail Plans for Cross Creek Lakes Condominium Project and should be
completed within 60 days of the commencement of construction.

Sincerely,

Mennen Builders, Inc. and G & L Development, Inc.

Commissioner Hudson asked about the wrong time concentration and wrong rainfall intensity problem.

Pat Sheehan said these calculations have been taken care of and will be submitted to Dave Eichelberger.
Dave Eichelberger wanted to clarify the detention. This is a perfect example of what Mike Spencer had
done when he was County Surveyor in getting the region detention ponds put in place. This will drain to
Treece Meadows Relief drain, which ends up draining to the Wilson Branch reservoir. Therefore, this is
why we recommend granting a variance for no detention.
Dave Eichelberger also commented that this is one of the last developments to be put in, but also one of the
most important outlets for the entire area. The stormwater management plan for the Crosspointe
development, located north of the northeast pond, shows stormwater runoff draining directly to the
northeast pond. The Crosspointe plans show ground elevations at the common line between Crosspointe
and Cross Creek Lakes of 648. However, the Cross Creek Lakes development plans show elevations at this
same common line of 649 and 650. If this is the case, stormwater runoff from Crosspointe will not be able
to drain as proposed. However, if provision is made to allow stormwater runoff from Crosspointe to drain
to the northeast pond, then the 100-year frequency elevation of 649.0 from the northeast pond in Cross
Creek Lakes will flood portions of the Crosspointe development. The applicant should provide additional
information to show how this situation will be remedied with the Crosspointe development.
Pat Sheehan commented a representative from CJP, who is doing the development, stated they are in
agreement to lower the elevation to the four points, to 648 plus or minus, to allow the stormwater to drain.
Will provide some berms and landscaping in between to block off some of the area. The high water
elevation is caused by the Treece Meadow Drain. There will be some water located in swales, which are in
grassed areas between the parking lot.
Steve Murray states the main concern is have they worked out the details on how to accommodate the
water into the pond from the property to the north.
Pat Sheehan commented yes. They are allowing the water to sheet drain through the site into the pond.
One other issue needed may be to coordinate with trash control. The owners may need to coordinate this.
Steve Murray asked if owner or developer to the north was satisfied with plan.
Pat Sheehan said they are deciding per their approved plans. He is assuming the owner or developer to the
north is satisfied with the plan.
Steve Murray stated he would recommend final approval subject to comments on review memo. Also need
a variance for no detention.
Commissioner Knochel asked how do these ponds in this development differ from those in the Bren Brella
Subdivision PH I regarding safety ledges.
Steve Murray commented they don’t.
Commissioner Knochel asked if the ponds would be constructed with the proper ledges.
Pat Sheehan stated the ponds would be installed with the proper safety ledges.
Dan Teder stated Mr. Mennen, president and owner to the north, along with CJP both indicate they are in
agreement with the drainage plan.
Dave Eichelberger commented maybe that drainage plan should be put on construction plans. As long as
the agreement is in the drainage board minutes that should be OK also.
Commissioner Knochel moved to grant variance for detention to Cross Creek Lakes, seconded by
Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.

Commissioner Knochel moved to grant final approval with conditions to Cross Creek Lakes, seconded by
Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.
CROSSROADS CHRISTIAN CHURCH, PHASE II
Dudley Senefeld with Senefeld & Associates, Architects, LLC., gave presentation for Crossroads Christian
Church, Phase II. This existing church site is located just east of SR 43, approximately 700 feet south of
the intersection of SR 43 and C.R. 650 North. Burnett Creek flows through the approximately 17-acre site.
The original church and parking lot construction was approved in 1995.
As part of the original approval in 1995, it was indicated that the church property master plan included the
ultimate development of up to 6 acres of the 17-acre site within 15-30 years of the 1995 submittal. Using
this information, it was determined that only 0.4 acre-feet of detention storage would be required for the
ultimate development of the site. Therefore, considering the relative size of the site to the upstream
watershed of Burnett Creek, the proximity of the site to Burnett Creek and the minor detention
requirements for ultimate development of the site, the applicant requested, and received, a waiver of the
Ordinance detention requirements. They are asking for final approval for construction of a church addition
and additional parking that will bring the total development acreage to about 2.7 acres.
Dave Eichelberger recommended final approval of the stormwater management plan with condition that the
Drainage Board approves the detention waiver request.
Commissioner Knochel moved to grant variance for detention for Crossroads Christian Church, Phase II,
seconded by Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.
Commission Knochel moved to grant final approval with condition to Crossroads Christian Church, Phase
II, seconded by Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.
MUSEUMS AT PROPHETSTOWN
Tim Beyer with Vester & Associates gave presentation for Museums At Prophetstown, Phase I, Bid
Package One. This site is located southeast of Swisher road and southwest of SR 225. The entire property
includes 319 acres, which will eventually be developed into a park with multiple amenities. This subject
submittal is for Phase 1, Bid Package One, which includes the construction of a living history farm and an
entrance road. The applicant has proposed minor revisions to the general drainage patterns on the subject
site, and has included several storm sewers to direct stormwater runoff from portions of the living history
farm to the Wabash River, rather than to Swisher road. In addition, portions of the subject area will be
planted with tall prairie grass, which should further reduce the impacts to the existing Swisher road
culverts. Since they are reducing the runoff they are requesting a storage waiver for area that drains
towards Swisher Road. They are requesting final approval of Museums at Prophetstown.
Dave Eichelberger wanted to point out that Vester & Associates has done nice job on this project. There is
not much going on here as far as adding hard surface. Since there will be more phases of this project would
recommend not giving final approval and waiver request from Ordinance detention requests to Museum at
Prophetstown, but should name it Museums at Prophetstown, Phase I, Bid Package One. Things could
change in the next steps of development.
The applicant should provide certified construction plans which include the additional storm sewer pipes
that we noted in red pencil on the review copy received by Christopher B Burke Engineering.
The applicant must obtain approval from the Tippecanoe County Highway Department for all work
proposed in the Swisher Road right of way.
The applicant has provided calculations indicating the capacity of the proposed entrance drive culvert.
However, there does not appear to be any calculations to indicate the anticipated discharge tributary to this
culvert. This information must be submitted to verify the proposed culvert sizing.

Commissioner Knochel moved to grant variance for detention to Museums at Prophetstown , Phase I, Bid
Package One, seconded by Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.
Commissioner Knochel moved to grant final approval with conditions to Museums at Prophetstown, Phase
I, Bid Package One, seconded by Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.
MYSTIC WOODS, PHASE II
Tim Beyer with Vester & Associates gave presentation of Mystic Woods, Phase II. This site is located on
an approximately 69-acre parcel bounded by SR 43 on the west, SR 225 on the north, and Burnetts Creek
on the south. The proposed overall development consists of 64 residential lots. Phase one of this
development consists of 18 lots and was previously approved by the Drainage Board at the December 8,
1999 meeting. The detention pond to be used for the entire development was also approved as a part of
Phase 1. This submittal is for Phase 2 of the development, consisting of 22 lots on approximately 19 acres.
They are requesting final approval for Mystic Woods, Phase II.
Dave Eichelberger commented the applicant indicated in a cover letter dated March 24, 2000 that a revised
copy of the curb inlet detail was attached. This detail apparently indicates the location for double inlets
with the development. It does not appear that a copy of this detail was submitted to Christopher B. Burke
Engineering. Therefore, the applicant should submit the double inlets with there final set of construction
plans.
Commissioner Knochel moved to grant final approval with conditions to Mystic Woods, Phase II, seconded
by Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.
OTHER BUSINESS
PETITION ENCROACHMENT ON UTILITY AND DRAINAGE EASEMENT RED OAKS
SUBDIVISION LOT 63
Steve Murray gave this presentation. This petition was brought before the drainage board at the February
9, 2000 meeting and was denied. Steve has been out to the site with the builder and has agreed they can
encroach 3 feet into the easement instead of the 15 feet originally asked for. This brings it just a little over
the top of the bank and allows them to put on a 10 to 12 foot deck. Steve recommended the commissioners
approve the petition for encroachment.
Commissioner Knochel moved to grant approval for petition of encroachment on utility and drainage
easement of 3 feet in Red Oaks Subdivision, Lot 63, seconded by Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.
Being no further business Commissioner Knochel moved to adjourn meeting, seconded by Commissioner
Shedd. Meeting adjourned.
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
MAY 3, 2000
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Commissioners Kathleen Hudson, John Knochel and Ruth Shedd, County Surveyor
Stephen Murray, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave
Eichelberger and Drainage Board Secretary Doris Myers.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, May 3, 2000, in the Tippecanoe Room of the
Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North 3rd Street, Lafayette, Indiana with Commissioner Kathleen
Hudson calling the meeting to order.
The first item on the agenda is to approve the minutes from the April 5, 2000, Regular Drainage Board
Meeting. Commissioner Knochel moved to approve the minutes of April 5, 2000, Drainage Board
Meeting, seconded by Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.
52 SOUTH INDUSTRIAL SUBDIVISION
Paul Couts with C & S Engineering gave presentation for final approval with conditions for 52 South
Industrial Subdivision. The site is located on an approximately 19.6 acre parcel bounded by U.S. Highway
52 on the southwest and Old County Road 350 South on the north. The proposed overall development
consists of an industrial subdivision. There are 4 industrial lots.
Steve Murray recommended final approval with the condition applicant receive approval from the Indiana
Department of Transportation for all work proposed within the U.S. 52 right-of-way.
Commissioner Knochel moved for final approval with conditions of 52 South Industrial Subdivision,
seconded by Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.
AMELIA STATION PLANNED DEVELOPMENT
Tim Beyer with Vester & Associates gave presentation for final approval of Amelia Station Planned
Development. This 21.3-acre site is generally located south of McCarty Lane and east of Creasy Lane.
More specifically, the project site is south of the existing Weston Woods Subdivision and east of the
proposed Cross Creek Lakes Planned Development. The site has approximately 61 duplex lots.
Steve Murray recommended final approval with conditions. One condition is resolution of Elliott Branch
#13 ½ of the Elliott Ditch Regulated Drain relocation along with necessary easement, vacations and
creations.
Commissioner Shedd asked why they were relocating the drain.
Steve Murray commented the developer was relocating. Primarily because where the drain is located
doesn’t fit the development well. We certainly don’t want an under building site. The burden falls on the
developer to provide a new location in lieu of the existing location. Through the construction plan process
review we will make sure that it is engineered and still function as it does today.
Commissioner Knochel moved for final approval with conditions of the Amelia Station Plan Development,
seconded by Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.
Steve Murray wanted to make clear that the Elliott Branch #13 tile relocation was in the above final
approval with conditions.
BREN BRELLA SUBDIVISION PHASE I
Tim Beyer with Vester & Associates gave presentation for final approval of Bren Brella Subdivsion Phase
I. This site is part of an overall 440-acre development along County Road 450 East between County Roads

600 and 700 South. The entire site will eventually be developed into a golf course community with
approximately 450 to 550 single-family lots and a l60 to 200-acre golf course. Phase One of the
development includes 71 lots and portions of the proposed golf course, in the east and southeast portions of
the overall site. This project was previously addressed in the April 5, 2000, Drainage Board Meeting and
was moved to continue until another drainage board meeting. They are requesting final approval of the 71
lots with detailed storm sewer calculations and then also the conceptional drainage plan for the total 184.5acre water shed basin. Since they are providing ponds for an aesthetic purpose only, they are also asking
for a detention storage variance.
The applicant has provided proof the adjacent landowner has been notified of this proposal and the time
and place of this Drainage Board hearing.
Commissioner Knochel moves to grant final approval with conditions for Bren Brella Subdivision Phase I,
seconded by Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.
Commissioner Knochel move to grant approval of the detention storage variance for Bren Brella
Subdivision Phase I, seconded by Commissioner Shed. Motion carried.
WALMART-SUPER CENTER/PHASE I POND FOR PARK EAST MARKET PLACE
Steve Murray, County Survey, gave presentation for the Walmart-Super Center/Phase I Pond for Park East
Marketplace. This project involves the development of a 40-acre parcel into a Wal-Mart Super Center as
part of the larger commercial subdivision, Park East Marketplace. The site is located just south of State
Route 26 and just west of I-65. The area is located within the Alexander Ross Ditch watershed, which was
the subject of a study completed by Christopher B. Burke Engineering in 1993. They are basically
requesting as-built approval of the pond or detention facility. Christopher B. Burke Engineering has looked
at these plans and is smaller than originally proposed. Materials excavated to create the detention pond
were to be used as fill material for the Wal-Mart development. However, the amount of material needed
for the Wal-Mart development was less than originally estimated. Therefore, the amount of material to be
removed to create the detention pond was less than originally estimated, leading to a significantly smaller
pond.
The water shed is another site issue. Received following letter from John P. Rutte, Project Manager, with
JDN Development Company, Inc., dated April 25, 2000.
Mr. Steve Murray
Lafayette County Surveyor
20 N 3rd Street
Lafayette, IN 47901
Re: Request for Approval of As-built Phase I Pond
Park East Marketplace, Lafayette
Dear Steve:
I have received a copy of Dave Eichelberger’s recommendation to approve the reconfigured Phase I pond
(copy attached), which we greatly appreciate. The purpose of this letter is to request direction from your
office as to how we should proceed in order to complete the work as soon as possible.
Also, while I was visiting the site earlier this week Milestone mad an observation and suggestion that I
would like to pass along for you consideration.
Milestone noted that the regional detention pond will change shape one of more times in the future in
response to the specific needs of future developments on both the north and south sides of the pond. In
light of that, Milestone suggested that the concrete low flow itches be constructed in the drainage ways
feeding into the pond, whose locations are not subject to change, but that they not be constructed through
the pond itself (i.e. from the twin 60” RCP field crossing to the outfall structure). Milestone offered to

credit back the value of any ditch work deemed not necessary at this time. The value of the low flow ditch
through the pond area is approximately $30,000.
If your office agrees that this money might be better used for maintenance of the pond or to meet other
county drainage needs, we could transfer this credit to the county through an amendment to the Utility
service Agreement or similar means.
I would appreciate your timely consideration of this construction credit proposal, as well as formal
approval of the Phase I pond configuration.
If you have any questions or comments, please contact me at (404) 504-6765.
Sincerely,
John P. Rutte, P.E.
Project Manager
Cc: Dave Eichelberger, CBB
Bob McCann, HGA
Larry Brooks, Milestone
Steve commented in lieu of building gutters they will give the county $30,000.00 to use on maintenance or
whatever we see fit. After talking with the City, Dave, and the Contractor this is a reasonable request per
Steve Murray. Steve recommended approval of the construction of pond subject to giving the county
$30,000.00 to apply on this particular drain.
Commissioner Knochel moved to grant final approval of the Wal-Mart Super Center project and also
approval for deletion of low flow ditch work in exchange for $30,000.00., seconded by Commissioner
Shedd. Motion carried.
OTHER BUSINESS
Gordon Hinkley, 2909 N 600 W, West Lafayette, IN, presented the drainage board with a drainage
complaint. He had discussed this issue with former county surveyor, Mike Spencer, approximately 2 or 3
years ago and has been on going for a long time. Something needs to be done. The concern is the Erwin
Ditch. Is concerned why he is now being told the Erwin Ditch stops at Jackson Highway. He thinks the
tile continuing under Jackson Highway is also part of the Erwin Ditch owned by the county. Fifteen or
Twenty years ago the 80 acres north of his property was sold and property owners bull dozed out trees and
replanted trees under a government plan of some sort. He believes when they bull dozed out the trees they
changed the lay of the land causing a ditch to wash through his land, which makes it impossible for him to
farm a portion of his land, without going through his neighbors property. There was never an entrance to
that 80 acres until they bull dozed the trees. They but in a sewer and tile that dumps water to the north.
Over another 100 yards there is another ditch that has washed through neighbors field and now through his.
He has talked to owners and got no satisfaction.
Commissioner Hudson asked who are the owners.
Gordon Hinkley stated Rutherford Farms owns the property.
Commissioner Shedd asked what is the name of ditch.
Gordon Hinkley commented the Erwin ditch.
Steve Murray stated based on his conversations with Mike, it appears the current regulated drain stops at
Jackson Highway. The drain south of Jackson Highway could have been a legal drain at one time, but
cannot find records per Gordon Hinkley’s conversations with Mike Spencer. Will need to do more research
on this project. Wanted Mr. Hinkley to get his drainage concern on the records.

Commissioner Knochel suggested taking a field trip to the site to visualize this problem. Steve Murray
agreed with Commissioner Knochel suggestion.
Commissioner Shed asked if it is common for legal drains to stop at a State Road or intersection.
Steve Murray stated it is not uncommon for a tile to stop and dump out into a natural ditch or natural
waterway. Usually when they stop they dump into a more defined stream.
Commissioner Hudson stated they need to take a field trip to site and do more research and get back with
Mr. Hinkley.
Mr. Hinkley had another problem with Canadian Thistles, which are against the law to let go to seed.
Canadian thistles are not being mowed along the roadside. The county highway mowed the Canadian
Thistles along his road on December 6, 1998, after all the thistles had gone to seed. Last year the county
highway mowed after October 1st. This is a highway department concern.
Commissioner Hudson asked for any comments.
Steve Murray stated generally as highway is notified they go out and mow these thistles. The question is
do we always know where every Canadian thistle is in county road right-of-ways.
Commissioner Hudson asked if they were sprayed.
Steve Murray commented in that area he would have to talk to Joe Buntin.
Gordon Hinkley stated the Canadian Thistles being seeded into fields are a big concern of the farmers.
Commissioner Knochel also commented he has had problems and concerns with these Canadian Thistles in
his own fields. Commissioner Knochel suggested Mr. Hinkley contact the Commissioners when he notices
these Canadian Thistles and they would get someone out there to spray.
Gordon Hinkley commented the neighbor would take care of his Canadian Thistles when the state or
county took care of theirs.
RETENTION FACILTIES
Steve Murray had a quick question or concern over the retention facilities being constructed. Over the
years as these retention facility have been constructed he is not sure if they are requiring any kind of a
maintenance bond. About 6 or 8 years ago when a new subdivision was done they started including, as part
of the maintenance bond posted with the highway department, the storm sewer system. Because obviously
one of the main functions of the storm sewer system is to drain the county roads that we accept. I think we
should be requiring some sort of maintenance bond on the actual pond faculties, if we are not already. The
easiest way to maybe do that would be to have that amount added to the bond that is posted with the
highway, making clear on the face of bond that it includes street improvements and drainage facilities. In
the meantime he will investigate and discuss this with Dave Luhman, County Attorney, if there would be
any advantage to have them posted separately.
Commissioner Hudson asked Dave Luhman if they needed a motion for this.
Dave Luhman, County Attorney, stated could do on a case to case basis as they come up for their highway
approval and approval of the bond.
Steve Murray commented a good example of this is this Wal-Mart pond. We won’t be accepting any
streets there, because is in the city. But as he understands it Wal-Mart is under the impression that drainage
board will maintain that pond. Steve thinks pond construction and street construction are similar in that
there can be defects in the design and construction of it and the drainage board shouldn’t have to go back in
a year or two and fix erosion or structural problems. The drainage board is not overly blessed with money

in that department. Any burden we can put back on the developer for proper construction and design
through a year or three-year period would be in the public’s best interest.
Commissioner Shedd asked if they could set up a policy like they have with the roads.
Steve Murray stated they can, but this is something he wanted to discuss with Dave Luhman.
Dave Luhman said he would look into this concern.
Steve Murray also wanted to check with other counties.
Being no further business Commissioner Knochel moved to adjourn meeting, seconded by Commissioner
Shedd. Meeting adjourned.
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
July 5, 2000
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Commissioners Kathleen Hudson, John Knochel and Ruth Shedd, County Surveyor
Stephen Murray, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultants Dave
Eichelberger and Kerry Davis and Drainage Board Secretary Doris Myers.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday, July 5, 2000, in the Tippecanoe Room of the
Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North 3rd Street, Lafayette, Indiana with Commissioner Kathleen
Hudson calling the meeting to order.
The first item on the agenda is to approve the minutes from the June 14, 2000, Regular Drainage Board
Meeting. Commissioner Knochel moved to approve the minutes of June 14, 2000, Drainage Board
Meeting, seconded by Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.
EASTSIDE ASSEMBLY OF GOD
Allen Jacobsen with John E Fisher & Associates gave presentation for final approval of Eastside Assembly
of God. This site contains approximately 24 acres located on the south side of C.R. 50 South,
approximately one-half mile east of C.R. 550 East. The southwest border of the site is the future alignment
of a road that will connect C.R. 50 South with the McCarty Lane extension. The proposed construction
under review includes a new sanctuary building and parking area. About 9 acres are involved in this
construction. The site is fairly flat. It is an agricultural area. There are no drainage improvements to speak
of on the site. Drainage wise we propose to allow most of the run off that flows to the southeast to continue
to do so, with the condition that the church plants the last years farm field with a grass surface to reduce the
amount of run off. Most of the area that is subject to development will drain toward the west along the
drainage ditch, which is on the south side of C.R. 50 South. Unfortunately the swale is very poorly defined
at the site and for some distance west of the site. We propose to improve the channel in the off site area to
allow positive drainage of the site itself, subject to development. We propose to detain storm water on site
and regulate by use of a 12” outlet pipe and a 9” orifice plate.
Steve Murray asked where would the improvements along C.R. 50 South end up discharging.
Allen Jacobsen stated it would flow about ¾ mile to the west and into the Berlovitz ditch. The detention
we are proposing is an interim solution, which will be eventually addressed by the overall drainage plan for
the Eastland Development.
Dave Eichelberger commented Memo of June 23, 2000 had three concerns. Comment number three
regarding the HY-9 analysis of the proposed detention outlet has been taken care of. Allen Jacobsen
provided Dave with new info this morning for comments one and two. Dave recommended final approval
with comments one and two being conditions pending final review.
Steve Murray stated they would need to get Highway Department approval for work to improve existing
side ditch within the C.R. 50 South right-a-way.
Allen Jacobsen stated they have provided plans to the County Highway and have received a review letter
from them.
Commissioner Knochel moved to grant final approval with conditions, seconded by Commissioner Shedd.
Motion carried.
JEFFERSON COMMONS
Eric Gleissner with Schneider Corporation gave presentation for preliminary approval of Jefferson
Commons. The proposed project involves the redevelopment of an existing mobile home park into an

apartment complex. The nearly 20-acrre site lies along the south side of U.S. 52, about 1,500 feet east of
County Road 250 West, just west of the Cuppy-McClure Ditch. When completed the site will include 21
apartment buildings, a pool, clubhouse facility and parking areas. Stormwater from a majority of the site
will be routed via storm sewers to a dry-bottom detention facility located along the eastern property line of
the site.
Dave Eichelberger stated what they have from Schneider Corporation is request for preliminary approval.
Have only received preliminary plans from Schneider Corporation on this project. Never received a final
set of certified plans or calculations from Schneider Corporation on this project. We are prepared to
recommend preliminary approval with conditions in the June 30, 2000, memo.
1. Questions regarding the outlet of the pond in general. Received analysis of the downstream
system and we need more information.
2. The emergency overflow appears to drain onto another property owner before reaching the St.
Rd. 52 Right-of-way ditch. Need to get approval from downstream landowner for proposed
plan.
3. Need to get INDOT approval for all proposed work within the U.S. 52 Right-of-way.
4. Certified plans and calculations must be submitted for review before final approval of the
project can be recommended.
Dave Eichelberger would recommend preliminary approval of this project. Once we get these conditions
addressed then we can go forward to the final approval.
Commissioner Hudson asked if there were any problems or concerns from landowners with water in the
Cuppy-McClure ditch last week with all the rain.
No one had heard of any problems or concerns from landowners.
Commissioner Shedd asked what are chances that INDOT would not approve and what would happen after
that.
Steve Murray stated Jefferson Commons would not have an outlet. Without an outlet the project could not
move forward unless they could find an alternate outlet. Typically INDOT will approve these kinds of
requests. I wouldn’t anticipate a problem with INDOT other than them doing their own review and
satisfying themselves that the design is proper.
Commissioner Knochel moved for preliminary approval with conditions, seconded by Commissioner
Shedd. Motion carried.
ORTHOPEDIC INSTITUTE OF LAFAYETTE
Eric Gleissner with Schneider Corporation gave presentation for final approval of Orthopedic Institute of
Lafayette. The proposed project involves the development of a 25,064 square-foot building and 70,633
square-feet of parking and sidewalks on Lot 1 of the Crosspointe Commercial Subdivision. The 3.34-acre
site lies along the East Side of Creasy Lane (County Road 350 East), south of Amelia Avenue, west of
Amelia Court and along the north bank of the Treece Meadows Relief Drain. Eric Gleissner is asking for
final approval with conditions in the June 29, 2000, memo.
1. Applicant provides verification that 100-year runoff coefficients were used in the storm sewer
analysis.
2. Applicant receives Drainage board approval for the proposed parking area encroachment into
the Treece Meadows Relief Drain easement.
3. Certified plans and calculations for the project be submitted.
Steve Murray commented they have answered all the consultants’ questions. Item 2 is a request for
encroachment into the Treece Meadows Relief Drain easement. We have asked them to leave a minimum
of 15 to 20 feet from the curb to the top of the bank so we can maintain that drain in the future. Also we
received a letter from the property owner requesting their ability to encroach into that easement with a
parking lot. Historically we have allowed that in most cases with conditions. One condition being that the

Surveyor’s Office or Drainage Board will not be responsible for any damage done to the parking lot if we
need to maintain the drain. In the future, since we do get a lot of encroachment requests, we need to have
an encroachment form filled out and executed by the board so we have it in the drainage board minutes.
Commissioner Knochel moved to have easement encroachment form drafted holding county not
responsible for damages to any of their improvements, seconded by Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.
Commissioner Knochel moved to grant final approval with conditions to Orthopedic Institute of Lafayette,
seconded by Commissioner Shedd. Motion carried.
WABASH NATIONAL
Steve Murray, Tippecanoe County Surveyor, stated that he has a meeting at 11:00 AM this morning with
Tillett Engineering and some of the Wabash representatives. Weren’t sure Wabash National would have
everything to the board today. Put them on the agenda in case they had everything to the board by this
morning. We are meeting with them after this drainage board meeting and look at some pacific items on
their request.
OTHER BUSINESS
PETITION TO REMOVE OBSTRUCTION
Ike Tarvin and Bonnie L. Tarvin property owners at 2121 Lindberg Rd, West Lafayette, IN, filed petition
with Tippecanoe County Drainage Board to remove obstruction in mutual drain or mutual surface
watercourse on property owned by Gregory and Caroline Grace at 2115 Lindberg Road, West Lafayette,
IN.
Ike Tarvin gave presentation for removal of obstruction. Ike and Bonnie L. Tarvin purchased property at
2121 Lindberg Road over a year ago. This problem could be caused by a combination of situations. The
property owned by Gregory and Caroline Grace at 2115 Lindberg Road have brought in dirt and back filled
their back yard causing water to back up and stand in Ike and Bonnie L. Tarvin’s front yard. It has killed
the grass and covered Lindberg Road a couple of times. Ike stated he has spoken to the Grace’s a couple
times about the situation. We understand their problem but now they have created us a problem. We wrote
them a letter, they responded with a letter and now we have filed a petition with the drainage board. We
hope to get the problem settled through the drainage board. Today we have 6” to 8” of water standing in
our front yard. It has killed most of our grass.
Commissioner Hudson commented she has gone out there lately and seen the situation. When
Commissioner Hudson owned this property they did have water that came up, but it would drain and go
back down. It never stood like it does now. This drainage problem was looked at in 1997 when she still
lived there. The drainage is a natural waterway and we were never to cover that over. What I understand
from the Building Commissioner, who issues permits, there was never a permit issued to haul in dirt and
block that drain. I know that both sides now are experiencing problems with water.
Ike Tarvin stated he had spoke to Mike Spencer, former Tippecanoe County Surveyor, about a year ago and
he came out and looked at situation. Mike told him that there definitely was a problem and should get with
the county and every body involved and get the problem resolved. I have just put in a blacktop driveway. I
am afraid the water will wash the packed rock away.
Commissioner Hudson asked the Tarvin’s how they got a complaint form.
Steve Murray said the surveyor’s office mailed them one.
Ike Tarvin mentioned the neighbors put in a new septic system in their back yard also. We need to get
some help to solve the problem for all the property owners in this area.
Steve Murray stated there was a petition in 1997 from Gregory and Caroline Grace regarding the owner to
the East obstructing, what appears to be, the same natural waterway. At that time Mike Spencer went out
and profiled the waterway to the south east and there appears to be an old tile under the low ground. That

tile is breaking down and not draining properly. We discovered that several years ago when the
Reifenberger's across the road had some problems with water ponding and there was a lawsuit. Mike and I
were both involved in trying to research where the water went and how it drained out of the low spot. The
profile shows water does have to run slightly uphill which is obviously the reason they are experiencing
ponding in the yard area. It doesn’t appear that anything was formally done on that request other then Mike
saying the tile need repaired or ground needed re graded so it had a positive outlet. I have not seen the
latest filling in of dirt and I will need to go out and investigate in more detail. I also ask the board to go
along with me and also investigate. There are obviously two possible resolutions. One resolution is to
repair the tile and put in new inlet or inlets. Second resolution would be to re grade the surface of the
ground so that it does drain in a positive fashion. My recommendation would be to do more investigating
and try to get all three parties involved to work together with this office.
Commissioner Knochel asked if this tile was county owned.
Steve Murray stated it was a private tile and appeared to be an old agriculture tile that was put in to drain
the low ground along Lindberg Road. This gets into a complicated area with drainage laws, as Mr.
Luhman, Tippecanoe County Attorney, knows, and we will just have to check the most recent things that
have been done, visit the site and then rely on our attorney for drainage guidance.
Commissioner Knochel suggested setting up a date and go to the site.
Steve Murray stated ultimately if we can’t get all parties to work together then our recourse or direction is
based on the statue, would be to order those that are blocking the natural waterway to remove the blockage
or improve the flow.
Commissioner Hudson wanted on the record that the only times she has been out to site is when she has
been called by the Tarvin’s to go out and look at the water that is standing because of the blockage. The
owner on the East Side has also called her lately because of the Graces’s putting in a new finger system and
blocking off the East property and the Grace property. Now by being a County Commissioner I have to go
out when I’ve been called to look at the properties. I have never gone out there without being called.
Commissioner Hudson and Commissioner Knochel both agreed to make an appointment after the meeting
to go to the site. Commission Hudson told Ike and Bonnie Tarvin, we would let them know when they
would be out.
Steve Murray commented they maybe could have a resolution to this problem by the next drainage board
meeting.
Commissioner Knochel asked if any of the neighbors were here.
Ike Tarvin stated no.
WATER PROBLEM - FLOODING
Eugene R. Kopf, Jr. residing at 4130 Old Romney Road, Lafayette, IN, gave presentation regarding
flooding of his property with moderate or heavy rainfalls. On June 24, 2000 the ditch in front of his
residence flooded causing water to get within 15 feet of his house. He believes the problem is coming
from the subdivision to the south of their property. He showed a video of the water on June 24, 2000, and
the flooding it caused. I believe the surveyor has received a letter from Miles Biery, a neighbor, on this
flooding problem also. We need something done because it is tearing up the ditch and also the front yard.
We have lived at this residence for 10-11 years. Have seen water and flooding a couple other times in the
last 2 years, but not as bad as this time. Seems like it is getting worse since the subdivisions have been
built. We turned off all the power and left the house. We went to the neighbors because we thought the
house was going to flood. Water was flooding from the Buckingham Estates Subdivision through a 4x7’
tile. The 42” tile on 400 South is also flooded. This tile was put in about 3 or 4 years ago. There is a lot of
debris in this area. There is a lot of water backing up trying to get to Wea Creek.

Steve Murray commented he is going to tell us what happened in the past. I don’t have an opinion of why
it is happening or what we can do from here. I wasn’t involved with drainage board at the time, but
certainly was involved with the highway department. Most of the improvements were done as part of
Buckingham Estates Subdivision. There are also a couple upstream subdivisions that drain this way as
well. They did go through full drainage board approval.
Dave Eichelberger stated there was already flooding calculated 20 years ago on the analysis. We need to
look at this situation. Are we really reducing discharges in this direct? Is the flooding already occurring?
Any flooding that is happening right now really due to discharge created from upstream or from
downstream restrictions. Is something clogged or failed in the downstream system. In the last shot of the
video shows a lot of ponding trying to get through the 42” pipe. The ponding could be caused to natural
low ground. Before taking for face value that there are all sorts of flooding problems, you have to evaluate
where that flooding is coming from. If there is a problem, what is causing the problem?
Commissioner Hudson asked about connecting larger pipes to smaller pipes for drainage.
Steve Murray commented it isn’t wrong to connect larger pipes to smaller pipes.
Dave Eichelberger commented in this case they were trying to get the 100-year under the drive with out it
over topping, so had to put a large structure in. When you get to the system then it is there responsibility to
up size an existing pipe that is an existing ditch which is actually reducing the discharge to that pipe.
Commissioner Hudson asked if they are really reducing discharge.
Dave Eichelberger commented it did look like it was being reduced in 1996 analysis.
Commissioner Hudson stated there are now individuals living in this area that are now experiencing
flooding that they have never seen earlier. They had some flooding but not like they are having now since
the subdivisions have been built.
Dave Eichelberger commented he would like to see the rain gauge data that has been here lately. What
type rain fall and how intense was it. These analyses are made on the assumptions of some much rainfall in
a certain amount of time. Did we get something that exceeded the design capabilities that they had to meet
for the ordinance? Also are there obstructions along the ditch. There are a lot of different issues in this
matter.
Steve Murray stated that the developer went through the proper design and got the proper approvals.
Hydraulics is a difficult field. It is hard to say if what is happening was suppose to happen or the design is
not performing the way it should perform. At this point all I know to do is have our engineering
consultants take a re-look at this. It may be the original design is correct and we may still have this
problem. I do not know the solution. Once again, in the developers defense, they did go through proper
channels, they submitted the proper information, complied with the ordinance, and by design and
calculation should be in compliance with the ordinance and were granted approval from drainage board.
We do live in the real world and water doesn’t fall on paper, it falls on the ground and some times the
calculations and designs really don’t work out the way they were suppose to.
Commissioner Knochel asked if Dave Eichelberger re-looked at this could you tell whether or not the water
that was suppose to be diverted, actually is being diverted.
Dave Eichelberger said if he could get the as-built survey from the subdivisions they could take a look and
see if things actually got built according to plans.
Steve Murray commented he suspects it was all built as submitted. It should be able to be confirmed
through as-builts and site investigation. If everything is built properly, but just not performing properly,
then at that point, I don’t know where we go.

Dave Eichelberger stated we can look at the as-builts and see if got built correctly, re-look at the analysis
and re-look at any assumptions that were made. Make sure that those assumptions still seem true. Maybe
we can take a look at the site ourselves and see if we think those assumptions are still true. If they are not
true then we could plug in what we think is more appropriate and re-look at the analysis for Hawkins
Environmental. The general accepted standard practices that are followed, I think were followed in this
case. We also need to look at the rain gauge data.
Steve Murray commented at the time this was being reviewed the Highway Department did have some
concerns with using this as an outlet. Primarily because of these kind of problems. Regardless of whether
that water use to run out of the banks and across those drives, there is always a perception that when a new
development goes in upstream, that that development caused the problem. We were involved in reviewing
the design and felt it was adequate at the time. Our concern was that this amount of water coming this way
could potentially cause a problem in the future. This side ditch is adjacent to Old Romney Road and part of
that facility.
Commissioner Knochel asked if we need a motion to have Dave Eichelberger re-look at this problem.
Steve Murray stated No. I think we have a responsibility and an obligation to take a look at this problem. I
don’t know if that will prove anything other than what was submitted was adequate and meets the
ordinance. We still may have the same problem when they get finished with their review.
Commissioner Hudson asked Mr. Kopf if he understood everything that was said.
Mr. Kopf stated yes. It is scary living with all the water coming through the front yard. This water is not
right. Something needs to be done to get the water past the house.
Commissioner Hudson stated we would be in touch with Mr. Kopf after reviewing this problem.
Being no further business Commissioner Knochel moved to adjourn meeting, seconded by Commissioner
Shedd. Meeting adjourned.
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
OCTOBER 16, 2000
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Commissioners Kathleen Hudson and John Knochel, County Surveyor Stephen
Murray, County Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave Eichelberger and
Drainage Board Secretary Doris Myers.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Monday, October 16, 2000, at 10:00 AM in the Tippecanoe
Room of the Tippecanoe County Office Building, 20 North 3rd Street, Lafayette, Indiana with
Commissioner Kathleen Hudson calling the meeting to order.
The first item on the agenda is to approve the minutes from the September 6, 2000, Regular Drainage
Board Meeting and minutes from the September 21, 2000 Special Drainage Board Meeting. Commissioner
Knochel moved to approve the minutes of September 6, 2000, Regular Drainage Board Meeting and
minutes of September 21, 2000 Special Drainage Board Meeting, seconded by Commissioner Hudson.
Motion carried.
PROPHETS VIEW SUBDIVISION
Paul Coats with C & S Engineering gave presentation for final approval of Prophets View Subdivision.
The site is located northeast of the Town of Battle Ground along the south side of Pretty Prairie Road and
adjacent to the west boundary of the Battle Ground Cemetery. The project is divided into two sections and
contains approximately 13.4 acres. The two sections are not connected, but are separated by an exception
area. The western section will consist of four (4) 1-acre lots with two common drives, each serving two
lots. The eastern section will consist of nine (9) lots and includes the construction of a new cul-de-sac to
serve these lots. All lots are to be served by septic fields and city water. The developer is proposing not to
provide onsite detention due to the change from cultivated fields to lawns and lots averaging 0.70 acres in
size.
Steve Murray stated he wanted to make a condition for the approval that on the final plat they show
adequate drainage easements for repair and replacement of the storm sewer system and for the route from
the out fall to the property line. There is a requirement of notifying downstream owners. They have
notified the state through DNR. That notification for the last meeting, but no one showed up. I personally
don’t see a problem. They have certainly had notice of what is going on. They are not changing drainage
patterns, they are collecting it and doing a point discharge and it is on their own property.
Paul Coats stated no one has contacted him on this matter.
Steve Murray stated he is prepared to recommend final approval subject to conditions in last review memo
as well as the showing of the properties on the final plat.
Commissioner Knochel moved for final approval of Prophets View Subdivision with conditions stated by
Steve Murray, seconded by Commissioner Hudson. Motion carried.
SUNRISE CHRISTIAN REFORM CHURCH
Bob Gross with R. W. Gross & Associates gave presentation for final approval of Sunrise Christian Reform
Church. The project involves the development of a new church building and associated parking and
sidewalks on approximately 6.0-acres of a 12.0-acre site. The site is located at the southwest corner of
County Roads 500 South and 100 east in Wea Township. Runoff from the site will be routed via sheet flow
and swales into a detention basin at the northwest corner of the site. Discharge will be controlled with an
orifice structure in the detention basin, with the outlet being the side ditch of County Road 500 South and
an existing 24-inch diameter culvert.
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Steve Murray stated they are on the technical side complying with the ordinance except for handling the off
site water that flows through this site currently. We have talked to the property owners to the south and
they have agreed to diverting this water. Need to have in a legally binding format of some type only
because the property to the south could change hands. We are prepared to recommend final approval
subject to them working out some kind of agreement to make sure this gets handled in a reasonable time
frame and no later than when they would want final occupancy on their church. What we want is for that
water to physically be diverted and not for that promise to be hanging out there for an indefinite period of
time. The agreement has to include the fact that the physical diversion of that water needs to be in place
and occurring before they get their final occupancy. We need to have a legal binding agreement between
the two parties that we can go back and make them live up to or have the problem out of the way.
Commissioner Knochel moved for final approval with conditions, seconded by Commissioner Hudson.
Motion carried.
UNITY MEDICAL CENTER
Mike Wylie with Schneider Corporation gave presentation for final approval with of Unity Medical Center.
This project involves the development of a 26,900 square-foot building and approximately 106,000 squarefeet of parking and sidewalks on Lot 16 of the Crosspointe Commercial Subdivision. The 4.62-acre site
lies along the east side of Amelia Court and along the west bank of the Treece Meadows Relief Drain.
Runoff from the majority of the site will be routed via storm sewers and discharge into the Treece
Meadows Relief Drain. A portion of the parking lot and building will discharge to an existing storm sewer
system constructed along Amelia Court, which discharges into the Treece Meadows Relief Drain.
Commissioner Knochel moved for final approval with conditions, seconded by Commissioner Hudson.
Motion carried.
PETITION FOR ENCROACHMENT—MEDSBURG PROPERTIES, LLC—CROSSPOINTE
COMMERCIAL SUBDIVISION LOT #16
Steve Murray gave presentation for encroachment. These encroachments are granted with conditions.
The conditions are as follow:
1. Any disturbed areas within the legal drain easement are to be re-graded and re-seeded with an
approved mixture (except parking lot)
2. The owner must maintain their drainage facilities and improvements within the easement if
applicable.
3. The owner must remove or spray busy growth (willows, bushes, etc.) and mow legal drain
easement as needed.
4. Tippecanoe County will not be responsible for damage to the property owners improvements
within regulated drain easement.
5. All work to be completed as detailed on the approved construction plans.
The undersigned, Medsurg Properties, who owns 1345 Amelia Court, does hereby request permission of
the Tippecanoe County Commissioners and the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board to encroach 33 feet
into the utility and drainage easement at the eastside of their home on Lot 16, Crosspointe Commercial
Subdivision, Fairfield Township, Tippecanoe County, Indiana.
Steve stated he has no problem with the encroachment except he would like to have at least 20 feet from
top of the bank to the ditch face of the curb. We need this room for maintenance equipment. This will
make six (6) standard conditions for encroachment petitions.
Mike Wylie commented they would agree to the 20 feet from top of the bank to the ditch face of the curb.
Steve Murray recommend approval subject to the five (5) standard conditions and sixth one being we have
a minimum of 20 feet from top of the bank to the ditch face of the curb.
Commissioner Knochel moved for approval of petition for encroachment with six (6) conditions, seconded
by Commissioner Hudson. Motion carried.
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PETITION TO VACATE JAMES N KIRKPATRICK DITCH BRANCH #8 ORDER
Steve Murray gave presentation for this order. The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board approved the
vacation in the special meeting dated September 21, 2000. The Tippecanoe County Attorney has prepared
an order and I am requesting that the Commissioners sign this order today.
Commissioner Knochel moved to approve the order to vacate portion of James N. Kirkpatrick Ditch
Branch #8, seconded by Commissioner Hudson. Motion carried.
GENERAL DISCUSSION – ENGINEERING FEES REDUCTION OF REVIEW HOURS
Steve Murray gave this presentation. At the last few Council meetings the subject has came up about
reducing or eliminating the 10 hours of free review time as well as looking into establishing some
applications and review fees. I need to know what the board feels before I go putting this all together. I
have checked with about 5 or 6 other counties and found out that some counties do not give any free review
time and charge application fees to cover the surveyor’s office and there drainage consultant, if they have
one, for their time for reviewing these projects. Ultimately that will be a drainage ordinance that the
drainage board has to approve. I am asking for the record, what is the drainage board’s feeling on this.
This would also allow the drainage board to establish a fee for receiving and reviewing the obstruction
petitions. These petitions can be time consuming for the surveyor’s office, drainage board and county
attorney.
Commissioner Knochel stated we should investigate dropping the review time and establishing a set of
fees.
Dave Luhman commented when this was established in 1994 we realized that we had some petitioners that
come here with engineering that was sloppy. The feeling of the drainage board was to provide a service to
protect the citizens of the county. The 10 hours was picked as an average amount of engineering review we
would expect to have that would be reasonable. If someone asked us to do more than 10 hours, they were
expected to pay for that review cost. It would make sense to look at this 10 hours rate again. The other
thought that I have is on those petitions to remove obstructions. I would be concerned if you would set an
application fee for that that was too high. You do not want to discourage people from coming in if they
have an effected property right that has been damaged because somebody has harmed them.
Steve Murray stated they can also get satisfaction through the courts, which what worked for years before
the statute was passed. I agree with Dave Luhman that we do not want to unduly charge the public. There
are also the neighborhood disputes to consider.
Commissioner Hudson stated she would like for Steve to look into this.
Being no further business, Commissioner Knochel moved to adjourn meeting, seconded by Commissioner
Hudson. Meeting adjourned.
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____________________________________
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TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD
January 4, 2001
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Commissioners Ruth Shedd, John Knochel, and KD Benson, County Surveyor Steve Murray, Drainage
Board Attorney Doug Masson, an associate with the Hoffman Luhman & Busch Law Firm, Drainage Board Engineering
Consultant Dave Eichelberger and Drainage Board Acting Secretary Janet Handy.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Thursday, January 4, 2001, in the Tippecanoe Room of the Tippecanoe County
Office Building, 20 North 3rd Street, Lafayette, Indiana with Commissioner/Vice-President of the Drainage Board, John
Knochel calling the meeting to order.
John Knochel turned the meeting over to Attorney Doug Masson for Election of Officers for 2001.
Mr. Masson stated he would take nominations for President of the Drainage Board. Commissioner Ruth Shedd moved that
John Knochel be nominated for President for 2001. KD Benson 2nd the nomination. Motion carried. At this point, Mr.
Masson turned the meeting over to newly elected President, John Knochel.
President Knochel asked for nominations for Vice-President. Ruth Shedd moved KD Benson be nominated for VicePresident. John Knochel 2nd the nomination.
Hearing no other nominations, President Knochel announced that nominations were closed. Motion carried.
The second item on the agenda is to approve the meeting dates for the Drainage Board for 2001. Please note today’s meeting
time is 11:00 A.M. and the September 5, 2001, meeting will be at 11:00 A.M. The remaining meetings will be at 10:00 A.M.
John also noted that any of the meeting dates are subject to change. Ruth Shedd moved the schedule of meeting dates be
adopted, KD Benson 2nd motion. Motion carried.
THE RESERVE AT RAINEYBROOK
Mr. Bill Davis, Hawkins Environmental, introduced Tori Thornburg. He stated Tori has done most of the technical work on
this project so if there are any technical questions, please direct them to Tori.
Mr. Davis asked to take a minute to tell the history of the drainage. Raineybrook started in 1961 and they have used a
regional concept. Those properties shown encompass the whole drainage basin and as Raineybrook has been developed, the
drainage plan has also been further developed around and over the Little Wea Creek. Again, this is where The Reserve is
today. We are continuing on with the development of this watershed. Each report is tied together. so there is a track to bring
all these up to date. All the input is based on as-built data from previous submittals and we are asking for approval on The
Reserve.
Commissioner Benson asked if a particular area was a pond, and does it exist now?
Mr. Davis responded with yes it is a pond and we have a core permit and we will do some improvements and enhancements
in the wetlands such as walking trails and some other things.
Mr. Knochel asked for comments from Steve. Steve stated no further comments as Mr. Davis has stated it well and it has
been an on-going project. This is just another phase, Burke has reviewed the project and you have a copy of the memo and I
recommend final approval, with conditions and I would concur with that recommendation. They have met condition one (1)
already and I also would like to add the standard conditions that they provide the Surveyor’s Office with satisfactory
restrictive covenants and payment of review fees in excess of the standard of ten (10) hours.
Commissioner Shedd asked if that information was on the papers she has, and Steve said no, that is why he stated the
conditions. Ruth Shedd moved final approval be given, with conditions, for The Reserve at Raineybrook. KD Benson 2nd.
Motion carried.
Mr. Davis thanked the Drainage Board.
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President Knochel commented that we need to back up, as he got a little ahead of himself, and approve the minutes of the
December 6, 2000 meeting. Ruth Shedd moved the minutes be approved, KD Benson 2nd. Motion carried.
MENARDS AT US 52 AND CREASY LANE
Jeff Weaver, of DLZ, spoke regarding the preparation of the site design plans for the Menards project. He referred to a map
that shows the drainage pattern on site. The majority of the site now sheds to the Southwest and we think there is another
structure that restricts the flow and the remainder of the site generally flows to Creasy and drains to Wilson Branch
Reservoir. We have with our design, tried to perpetuate that drainage pattern and the majority of the site is coming back and
collecting in the storm sewers and then being released into the Wilson Branch Ditch, with the exception of these lots out on
Creasy, they collect in the storm sewer along Creasy Lane which connects into the existing structure and will release directly
into the Wilson Branch Reservoir. I believe, if I remember correctly, the reservoir was designed to accommodate any future
development in this area and it is my understanding our engineers designed the drainage plan in conformance with the design
for the basin.
John Knochel asked the number of acres in this area. Steve Murray answered 28 acres. Steve also added, as Mr. Weaver
stated, the ponds were sized to handle this site, which is part of the old Ivy Tech property and G. D Hammond property.
Steve talked with Mike Spencer, the former County Surveyor, this morning. Mike stated that all this was discussed and
negotiated at the time those land transfers were done. Commissioner KD Benson asked where is 52. Steve replied 52 is to
the Southwest side, the Mall would be to your left and Ivy Tech to your right and Creasy Lane cuts through.
Steve stated our consultant, Burke, has reviewed the application and we’re prepared to recommend final approval, with
conditions as stated on the December 21, 2000, memo.
KD Benson moved the Board grant final approval to the Menards Project, with the conditions as stated on the December 21,
2000, memo. Ruth Shedd 2nd. Motion carried.
Mr. Weaver thanked the Board.
President Knochel announced that the Wyndham Project will be continued. KD Benson asked if it would be on the February
Agenda. Steve Murray stated would be dependent on the consultant having their information submitted on time. I would
assume they will.
Mr. Knochel asked Steve Murray to present the proposal for professional engineering services for 2001.
Steve stated it is a proposal between Christopher B. Burke Engineering and Tippecanoe County Drainage Board. It is the
standard format as used in the past, the only change was I did ask them to make was to create a “not to exceed” amount of
$35,000 which is the amount we have budgeted. Steve thought it would be a good idea for the consulting firm to be on notice
as to what had been budgeted. The Surveyor’s Office and the consultant should do a little better job on keeping track when
we are reaching our appropriated amount because as you also know, last year we had two additional appropriations for
drainage fees and at least one for Attorney Fees as well, because of the amount of projects which we had to review this past
year, which were nearly doubled from what we had done in previous years.
KD Benson asked is this basically the same contract as in past years. Steve said yes and he had talked with Attorney Tom
Busch yesterday and he had reviewed the contract. Steve recommends the Drainage Board execute the contract, please.
KD Benson moved the Drainage Board accept and execute the contract between the Christopher B. Burke Engineering LTD
and TIPPECANOE COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD. Ruth Shedd 2nd. Motion carried.
Mr. Dave Eichelburger thanked the Board.
Steve Murray stated for the record, Christopher B. Burke Engineering LTD does do excellent work and sometimes does work
for Tippecanoe County that they don’t charge for. We do get our money’s worth from them as well as from our Attorneys.
John Knochel thanked Janet Handy for filling in a Secretary for the Drainage Board.
There was discussion regarding the Attorneys – does the Drainage Board fall under the County umbrella as far as using the
Firm for legal opinions. Hoffman Luhman and Busch, Attorneys, contract was renewed for 2001, at the Commissioner’s
meeting this week. Since there is some uncertainty regarding this matter, Steve Murray suggested the Board appoint
Hoffman Luhman and Busch as Drainage Board Attorneys. KD Benson so moved. Ruth Shedd 2nd. Motion carried.
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Attorney Doug Masson thanked the Board on behalf of Hoffman Luhman and Busch.
OTHER BUSINESS
Steve Murray announced to the Board that there will be an updated list of Active/Inactive Ditches for them at the February
meeting.
Also, there will be an update on the Kirkpatrick Ditch
As the Board knows, the date of February 2, 2001, was set for the letting with construction to begin no later than May 1,
2001, and we may well roll a few weeks by the February 1, 2001, letting date, but the representatives from Hawkins
Environmental that are working on the project have a meeting with Cedar Run. Next week they are going to double check
with Morgan Heath to see if that is not a problem. The time frame for the project is really in the hands of the two consultants
developing various parts of the project. They have been working diligently at it, but probably wouldn’t have right-of-way
clearance to start construction for a few more months. It is moving along and this morning we discussed a letting in the
middle of February.
There being no further business, Ruth Shedd moved the meeting be adjourned. KD Benson 2nd. Motion carried.
Meeting adjourned.

__________________________________
John Knochel, President

__________________________________
KD Benson, Vice-president
____________________________
Janet Handy, Acting Secretary
__________________________________
Ruth E. Shedd, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
March 7, 2001
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Commissioners Ruth Shedd, John Knochel, and KD Benson, County Surveyor Steve Murray, Drainage
Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Secretary Margaret Shields, Dave Ialo representing Bill Davis and Pat
Sheehan representing Schneider Corporation.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Wednesday March 7, 2001 in the Grand Prairie Room of the Tippecanoe
County Office Building, 20 North 3rd Street, Lafayette, Indiana with Commissioner/President of the Drainage Board, John
Knochel, calling the meeting to order.
Approval of February 7, 2001 Minutes
John Knochel made a motion to approve the minutes from the February 7, 2001 regular Drainage Board Meeting. Ruth
Shedd seconds the motion and hearing no opposition, the motion carried.
CR50 S
Dave Ialo, representing Hawkins, came to present the CR50 S- Stable Drive project. Mr. Ialo began with a brief overview of
the project. Originally, when the project was first submitted it was for the construction of the remainder of Stable Dr. and the
reconstruction of CR50 and part of another drive for Lexington Farms. As the project progressed, there was some
reconstruction involved with the Berlowitz Ditch, so the project has been phased into two pieces. The first phase of that
piece is what they are seeking approval for today, which is the remainder of Stable Drive west of 550 East. The remainder of
it will be submitted upon completion of the bridge plans and such with the Berlowitz Ditch Reconstruction.
Steve questioned Mr. Ialo as to where is the East End of the submittal today. Mr. Ialo answered that the East End will end
right in front of the intersection on this side (pointing to his visual aid) of the drawing. There will be some temporary
pavement put in to match the existing intersection. They are tying into the storm drainage system. It is actually designed to
intercept the water that will be for the drainage for the remainder of this part of Stable Drive. Basically, all we have done is
tie it into the existing drainage system, which is currently discharged into the Berlowitz basin, which is already existing.
Mr. Murray spoke up to say that part of the reason the section east was dropped was that Burke is doing design for the
reconstruction on the Berlowitz. There is a structure that will have to go East of 550 east. The larger structure needs to go
under 50S so it was a little premature for them to design that until all the hydraulic and design work is done by Burke.
The recommendation is for final approval with the standard conditions of review fees and a copy of the restrictive covenants.
Ruth moves for final approval for CR50 S-Stable Drive Reconstruction Phase I as submitted. John seconds the motion.
Hearing no further discussion the motion carries.
Petition for Encroachment
Mr. Murray presents this petition from Cyril E. and Lois J. Holladay on lot 32 Fink Meadows, part 1 section 2. Mr. Knochel
asks where exactly is Fink Meadows? Steve explains that it is West of South 18th at Ortman Lane and 300S, south west
actually, both sides of the Elliot Ditch. Right by the little cemetery. This is the encroachment obviously, he says pointing to
a map. The gentleman had a concrete slab, which he tore out several years ago, put in a new slab and then put a roof over it.
Mr. Murray could not recall if it is enclosed or not. Regardless, he is getting ready to sell the property and it showed up on a
location report and wanted to make sure he had all the proper approvals. It has gone to the City Engineers office, they’re
O.K. with it and are prepared to give him a building permit for this structure contingent on our approval for the
encroachment. He has letters from Verizon, Cinergy, and Insight stating they do not object. As, he was trying to explain
earlier, there is a 90-foot utility drainage easement from the center of Elliot Ditch. Typically, in the city the City would
approve the encroachments into utility and drain easements. Elliot also has a drainage easement associated with it that is 75foot from top of bank. We did some estimation and the 75-foot line would fall within the 90-foot utility easement line, but
never the less, looks like it clips the corner. Even though the petition states seven foot it is probably more realistically
approximately three to four foot so something less than seven foot. Regardless, that does not impair our ability to get in there
and work on the Elliot. I think it was an honest mistake so in the past the board has generally granted permission to encroach
into the regulated drain easement. Steve apologizes for the form because the form we have is for the utility and drain
easement and what we have been doing is modifying the wordage and using the same form, although, we probably should
come up with a form that is specific to encroachment into regulated drains. Any way, those corrections haven’t been made,
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but we’ll make those on this petition for encroachment, but I feel more than comfortable recommending that the
commissioners or drainage board grant the petition to encroach.
Ruth asks if those letters from the companies were the only utilities that would be going through there that would need a
clearance. Steve answers that the only others he can think of would be city utilities and they are prepared to issue a building
permit so he is sure that they have looked at it. Their concerns are usually cable TV, phone, gas , and electric, but he would
be surprised if gas is in that area.
Dave notices that the report shows ninety feet from he presumes the centerline. Steve confirms that it is the centerline and
that was part of the plat and is a drainage and utility easement it just overlays on top of the regulated drain easement. Dave
mentions that it sounded as if Steve had said that the 75 feet came within three feet. Steve says, yes three to four feet into it
as opposed to seven feet into it. Dave then says as opposed to 90 feet and 75 feet would be 15 feet. Steve clarifies that the
easement is from top of bank and they both estimated and it was an estimate that he width of the creek at that point was 20
feet. Therefore, we scaled over ten then came back 75 so then you can be 85 foot from the centerline, so roughly the
regulated drain easement is five foot within the drainage easement. Never the less, I don’t see any problem with this. We’ve
allowed people to encroach almost to top of bank with parking lots and what not.
KD interjects that part of the agreement is that he would tear it out if we ever needed it. Steve states that although this is
correct he is not sure that Mr. Holladay is aware of that and the chances of us needing to do that are slim. Steve says that
basically we have 65 feet and that he guarantees that if you walk the banks of the Elliot there are things such as fences, trees,
and landscaping, so once again with him being clear at the back of the easement he sees no problem with it and the city is
satisfied to the point they are willing to issue him a building permit. KD mentions that she understands, but if at some point
we need to drive a backhoe over his patio or something…technically, we wouldn’t be responsible.
KD moves that they grant the petition for encroachment. Ruth seconds the motion. Hearing no further discussion the motion
carries.
Active/Inactive Ditch List
Steve presents on this also, stating that at the special meeting he mentioned that inadvertently, because we didn’t understand
the situation, we left off the Darby Wetherill Reconstruction #111 drain. For the record we’ve since notified our auditor
and treasurer that it is active and we wanted to update that. If you want an explanation I can give it to you. There is a
standard maintenance fund on #110 and a reconstruction on #111.
Ruth asks if there are any questions for Steve. Hearing none, she asks the attorney if we need a motion. The attorney states
that they need a motion to approve the list as amended. KD moves to approve the active/inactive ditch list as amended. Ruth
seconds the motion. Hearing no further discussion, the motion carries.
Other Business
Unity Medical Cancer Center Building D
Mr. Pat Sheehan presents as a representative of Schneider Corporation. Pat states that he is here to discuss a change to a
previously approved plan on lot two of Unity Medical. Pointing to the map he shows the commissioners that this is
Crosspointe Community Commerce Subdivision off of Creasy Lane and Amelia Drive. Previously, this was approved as lot
one with this building and this was all additional parking and now what we are trying to do is go through here and place a
cancer center, a new building, here (showing them with his visual aids). So it does not change the amount of impervious
area, but it does reduce the amount of parking. What we are asking is for approval on this modification for the plans that we
have.
Ruth asks if there is enough parking if you make this modification. Mr. Shehan answers yes and goes on to explain that there
plan is to use lot four for parking since they don’t plan to build on that lot for several years and they will use that as overflow
parking. Mr. Shehan believes that they have ample parking.
KD questions if it will change the drainage plan. Steve answers that it changes the drainage plan to some extent as far as the
location of storm sewers and what not, but there is also an existing regulated tile that is affected by this project and would
need to be relocated, which I would like to address when Mr. Sheehan is done with his portion of the presentation. It is not a
substantial change, but never the less it is a change from what was previously approved. Typically, we have had them come
back to the board because the regulated tile is involved. The Lafayette City Engineer’s Office is satisfied with their plans for
the overall development and the most recent change. We’ve had a review memo from Burke, which has four conditions plus
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standard ones, the fees and restricted covenants, stated within it. Steve asks Pat if he happens to have the drawing that shows
the regulated drains. Mr. Shehan asks if he is referring to the As-Builts. Steve says yes, the As-Builts and the proposed drain
relocation. Steve states that it is the same tile that is affected by the Amelia Station Planned Development, Vester and
Associates is working on to the East. This tile has been relocated once already with the Amelia Avenue Extension and it runs
roughly parallel to the Treece Meadow Drain south of Amelia Drive and currently runs through the site, as you can see is
going to be under the proposed building, under Creasy, taps into a box structure on the west side of Creasy that actually
carries the old original Treece Meadow Drain. They are going to ask to relocate this. Basically, they are going to tie in,
upgrade, and relocate this to the north of this building, then bring it over, and tie into an existing manhole (part of the
problem is we have to get final plans and approve it all) west of Creasy. A more pertinent point this morning because we will
require them to get final construction plans approved for this relocation is that because it is a regulated drain they will need to
vacate the existing easement, relocate, and dedicate a new easement. Dave and I have talked about this regarding the PD at
the east end, there is a section in the drainage code, I believe it is 52-5, where if this is all being done on one piece of property
and at the property owners expense they can go through a somewhat abbreviated process to vacate and dedicate and will
require board action at a meeting next month, but the board can basically after I’ve said its O.K. and the plans are O.K. and it
won’t affect anyone else which it shouldn’t and I’ve doubled checked with Mike Spencer as well and he doesn’t believe it
should affect any of the farm drainage east of Amelia Station the board can then do an order that vacates the old and
basically, accepts the new. The minimum width per code is thirty-foot, it currently has twenty foot shown, but I’ve asked
them to revise that to the statutory minimum for an urban drain tile. So, I think we are prepared to recommend final approval
with the conditions stated on the review memo dated March 7th from Burke as well as the condition that they provide us with
satisfactory construction plans and follow through with the proper statutory process to vacate and relocated.
KD asks how are they going to get under Creasy. Steve states that there are some structures that already go across. Pat adds
that they are going to tie into them before Creasy.
KD motions for final approval with the conditions listed plus a fifth condition recommended by Surveyor Murray stipulating
that the Surveyor’s Office be provided with the construction plans for the relocation of the drain and following through with
the statutory process to relocated the regulated drain that was in question. Ruth seconds the motion. Before passing the
motion Steve clarifies that the extra condition also requires them to vacate, relocate, and dedicating the drain. John states that
the minutes should reflect the clarification on the fifth condition. Hearing no further comments the motion carries.
John asks for further business before the board. Hearing none, KD motions for adjournment and Ruth seconds. The motion
carries.
The meeting is adjourned.

___________________________________________
John Knochel, President

___________________________________________
KD Benson, Vice President
_____________________________________
Robert Evans, Acting Secretary
___________________________________________
Ruth E. Shedd, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
July 3, 2001
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Commissioners Ruth Shedd, John Knochel, and KD Benson, County Surveyor Steve Murray, Drainage
Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultants Dave Eichelberger and Kerry Daily, Drainage
Board Executive Secretary Robert Evans.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Tuesday July 3, 2001 in the Tippecanoe Room of the Tippecanoe County
Office Building, 20 North 3rd Street, Lafayette, Indiana with Commissioner/President of the Drainage Board, John Knochel,
calling the meeting to order.
Approval of June 7th 2001 Minutes
KD Benson made a motion to approve the minutes from the June 7th regular Drainage Board Meeting. Ruth Shedd seconded
the motion and hearing no opposition, the motion carried.
Shawnee Ridge Subdivision Phase II
Tim Beyer of Vester and Associates appeared before the Board to request final drainage approval for Shawnee Subdivision
Phase II. He displayed a map of the site of the project and the surrounding area, including County Road 600 North, State
Road 43, Hawk’s Nest Subdivision, and the entire Shawnee Ridge property including Phase I, the proposed Phase II, and the
pond that was constructed with Phase I, sized to handle capture runoff from everything to the south of the pond including
virtually all of the runoff from Phase II.
On a larger scale map of Phase II, he showed the proposed storm sewer that captures the runoff and either ties into the Phase
I storm sewer, or extends the Phase I storm sewer and outlets into a ravine at the north end. The water then travels to the
pond as detailed on the first map.
Steve Murray asked at what stage construction was on the Phase I pond. Tim replied that they were finishing it up, the pond
having been 80% completed during Phase I.
KD made a motion to grant final approval as requested with the standard conditions, (specified on the June 28th Burke
Engineering memo). Ruth Shedd seconded and there being no further discussion, the motion carried.
Schroeder Property
Tim Balensiefer of T-Bird Design began with an overview of the Schroeder Property. He displayed a map that showed its
location on State Road 38 next to the existing Quality Farm and Fleet store, and further away the locations of Subaru Isuzu,
the proposed F Lake, and IvyTech.
The Schroeder property is a 3-acre tract. The proposal is to develop a commercial center on it, a strip center with parking on
the majority of the site, the building with some sidewalk out front, and some greenspace around with some landscaping.
There’s a small area offsite that drains through the site in the present condition, and they have taken that into consideration.
Runoff will drain into the State Road 38 drainage ditch, including water from the roof that passes through a catch basin. The
water will eventually run from the ditch into the proposed F Lake.
The request Tim brought before the Board is that the onsite detention be stored in the future F Lake, with the understanding
that there will be fees for such storage.
Steve Murray apologized for the Board not having the latest review memo available, and referenced a Burke memo dated
June 28th 2001, which recommended preliminary approval. He reported that the Surveyor’s Office concurred with that. He
stated agreement that, as has been the case in this area, we have allowed direct discharge to go down to F Lake, and the
developer would need to compensate the Drainage Board for storage in the F lake. He added that the last figure the Board
had was $15,000.00 per acre/foot.
Steve said that could all be decided as they continued to develop their plan, and that they wanted to know conceptually on a
preliminary basis that the Board agreed with their plans.
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In response to a question from KD, Dave Eichelberger explained that in the County’s continuing effort to provide regional
detention instead of having individual detention ponds scattered throughout all the different developments, the County is
trying to put in the regional detention concept throughout various watersheds that are seeing a lot of development. He
referenced the Berlowitz Ditch and the Wilson Branch one.
Steve added that the Board has a study on the entire Elliott Ditch watershed, which was updated in 2000 by Burke. As part
of that, regional ponds were planned. One is complete and is located at the Tippecanoe Mall across from the County
Extension Office, and another has been started and is partially designed. It will be east of Old Ross Road and east of IvyTech
and is what has been referred to as F Lake. Property to the east and some to the north will drain to that.
Dave continued that they had determined a certain amount of area around there that could be drained directly to Elliott Ditch,
and its storage could be taken care of by that F Lake basin. The Schroeder property is within that area.
Steve stated then that the request before the Board was in conformance with that study and the direction that the Drainage
Board and Surveyor’s Office have taken in the past, and repeated the recommendation for preliminary approval.
KD made the motion to grant preliminary approval to the Schroeder property, seconded by Ruth. There being no further
discussion, the motion carried.
First Church of the Nazarene
Pat Sheehan of the Schneider Corporation presented the proposal for the development. The site is located east of County
Road 500 East, and just south of State Road 26 East. It’s just east of the Meijer’s development and is also surrounded by
other developments. To the north and east is Brookfield Farms, and to the south is Saddlebrook Estates. He continued that
this is the last piece, it’s twelve acres of farm field, and everything around it is developed.
They examined the existing drainage basin, and there are four different areas where this drains off site. It drains to the north
into Brookfield Farms in two locations, to the south into Saddlebrook Subdivision, and there is a drainage area that goes to
the County Road 500 East ditch and some ultimately goes off to the east.
The proposal was approximately a 35,000 square foot building structure and about 1.7 acres of parking. The drainage basins
and the way they intend to drain the proposed area is to split it up so that about 80% of the area drains to the north into a dry
detention pond. That pond will connect to an existing tile that crosses under C.R. 500 East and goes into the Meijer
development, ultimately to the Alexander Ross drain.
The last portion of the development drains to another dry basin that ultimately discharges into the C.R. 500 East ditch, which
drains to the south. They requested final approval based upon the condition in the Burke memo of June 28th 2001.
Steve commented that Pat and he had discussed doing direct release to the C.R. 500 East ditch, and gave the board a little
history. Unfortunately, while the designs for the development surrounding this site were being done, the County didn’t have
access to the G.I.S. contouring data. Because of that, this site was ignored as far as their offsite water being accommodated
into the surrounding developments. This made the site difficult to design for, and he suggested that Pat be able to do
whatever was best for his client, given the amount of time they had spent on this design, and the fact that they were strapped
with some design considerations that really weren’t their fault. Steve recommended that the Board approve this design, or if
Pat thought it was better for his client to look at direct release and free up that area as developable area, to go that route as
well.
Pat stated that approval of direct release would enable a better development for his client. Trying to restrict so much in some
of these smaller areas ends up causing areas that remain wet. They’re hard to restrict and the restrictor is small and gets
clogged. Ultimately, the impact to the C.R. 500 ditch is very minor. Direct release would create a better development,
without small mosquito (producing) ponds.
KD asked if there were houses right up against there. Pat replied that there are some in Saddlebrook Estates Subdivision, but
that the drainage will not be going in that direction, instead being captured and taken to the west into the C.R. 500 East ditch.
In response to questions from Steve and KD, Pat stated that changing to direct release would involve removing a pipe and
restrictor. The water would still collect in the same area with a discharge of 2.5 cubic feet per second as opposed to 1.2 cfs.
Steve added that to the north where they’re discharging into the existing tile, once again that is probably not a desirable
situation but they have absolutely no other choice. The tile picks up the backyard runoff from Brookfield Farms, and this
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development will put a restrictor plate on their outlet to meter that water out to the point that the tile can accommodate the
water. This addressed KD’s question about drainage through backyards in Saddlebrook Estates. This water will go into a
drainage easement there as it was intended to, and had always gone in that general direction. It just wasn’t recognized and
accommodated as they were doing their design on that phase of Saddlebrook. But once again, this property owner has no
other choice, so the Board has to let them go that route. He added that it’s been designed properly and will be metered out.
Pat added that the water would be detained in the basin area.
KD asked if there was no choice but to have a wet area. Pat said that it would be dry except immediately after rainfall. Steve
added that the in rear yard swale in the existing subdivision the effect really should be nominal, but that even under current
conditions in certain rainfall events he was sure water stands until it can get out through the fairly small tile. Steve then
recommended final approval with the conditions as stated on the June 28th memo.
KD moved to grant final approval with the conditions so specified, Ruth seconded, and there being no further discussion, the
motion carried.
The Commons at Valley Lakes
Jerry Withered representing Cedar Run Limited, owner of The Commons at Valley Lakes, referenced a request sent to the
Drainage Board to approve reconstruction of a portion of Branch 7 and all of Branch 8 of the Kirkpatrick Ditch, rather
than going through the vacation process. This was suggested by Steve Murray and Dave Luhman per section 52.5 of the
County Drainage Ordinance which states that the Drainage Board is permitted to authorize the reconstruction rather than the
vacation of a legal drain on various conditions: First, that the project is on property all owned by the petitioner, which is true
in this case; Second, that the specifications have been approved by the County Surveyor, which is also believed to be true in
this case; Third, that the project will be completed under the supervision of the County Surveyor, and they are happy to have
that supervision; Fourth, that as in this case, the petitioner will pay all costs of the reconstruction; Fifth, that the County
Surveyor has investigated whether this reconstruction will adversely affect any of the landowners upstream, which has been
done; Last, that the Drainage Board makes a finding that no landowner upstream is going to be adversely affected. Jerry
summarized by saying all his client is doing is reconstructing and putting in a large drainage tile where formerly there had
been a ditch. He then introduced civil engineer Alan Jacobson from Fisher and Associates to show the specifics of the
proposal.
Alan gave some background with aid of a map showing South 18th Street, the direction of County Road 350 South and Valley
Lakes Plaza, the location of Concorde Road, County Road 430 South, Wea Ridge Elementary School, and the site for Wea
Ridge Middle School. He pointed out The Landing at Valley Lakes, Phases I and II. Phase I has been constructed, with only
a few empty lots left in the subdivision. Phase II was accepted on the morning of July 3rd by the Lafayette Board of Works,
and construction was to begin by the end of the week.
He then pointed out the site for The Commons at Valley Lakes, a 40-acre site that adjoins South 18th Street, the north line of
it being roughly the main branch of the James Kirkpatrick Drain. When they did the development for The Landing Phase
I, they created a retention pond to deal with the stormwater management issue. Currently there is a pipe that runs north from
the pond some distance before ending. A temporary open channel has been cut through the high ground. The water is
managed on site because there was no choice at that time due to the size of the development and the fact that the downstream
facilities had limited capacity. When they did The Landing Phase II, the water originally drained through a low area via a
temporary channel to a natural depression that currently exists on the site. It’s quite a large depression, an old pothole swamp
with lots of black dirt. This plan was approved by the Drainage Board.
The philosophy they took for The Commons was under the assumption that the Kirkpatrick Drain was to be improved in a
significant manner, sized to accept water from developed areas on these properties and also to the east and north of the 18th
Street crossing. He then cited three new culvert bridges planned. Their philosophy was then; that there would be no need for
onsite stormwater detention, that the capacity of this newly reconstructed Kirkpatrick Drain would accept the water from the
site.
Moving to a discussion of the current conditions of the drain, he detailed a 30-inch tile for the main branch. Branch 5 is a
small branch that goes to the north. Across the Cedar Run Properties, Branch 7 runs to their southeast corner, and Branch 8
joins the north line at The Landing at Valley Lakes. This tile line has diameters of 10, 12, and 15 inches along its length.
In response to a question from KD about the current condition of the tile, Alan explained that the tile did continue further
than it currently does before The Landing At Valley Lakes Phase II was developed. They obtained Drainage Board approval
to vacate a small portion, and they intercepted three tiles from Mr. Yount’s property on their south line, one from a pond and
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the other two being field tiles. The water from them was directed through the storm drainage system for The Landing At
Valley Lakes Phase II. That currently discharges through a 36-inch pipe just west of the existing tile. The creation of the
temporary channel to the low area was so that its discharge could be regulated as opposed to letting it run off by its natural
course down into the low area that runs along the Kirkpatrick Drain.
What they were proposing to do is extend the existing outlet pipe for the retention pond for Phase I of The Landing down
through the proposed subdivision to exit into the improved or reconstructed Kirkpatrick Drain. This would be a 36-inch
storm drain all the way down, and it would accept other water from the proposed developments, both current phases and
future phases, and has been sized accordingly.
At the point where they discharge from The Landing At Valley Lakes Phase II, that storm line will also be continued across
the open space which will eventually be developed, and then through the Commons. This would be a 42-inch storm drain
increasing in size to a 60 inch before reaching the Kirkpatrick Drain, due to grade considerations. He then referred to a
third series of storm drains proposed that will also outlet into the Kirkpatrick. These will accept water primarily from future
phases of development, although some of the lots in the current development will actually drain through that pipe system.
The total proposal is for three outfall locations into the reconstructed Kirkpatrick Drain. The water that was originally
detained in the low area for The Landing At Valley Lakes Phase II will now run completely through the pipe system, and
therefore not be detained in that low area as soon as the construction is complete.
Alan then discussed the existing field tiles. No changes are proposed for Branch 5 on the other side of the ditch. Branch 7
will be left partially in place, connected to the 42-inch storm drain at the south line of their current phase. Branch 8 will be
partially removed as the new storm drain is laid, the remainder continuing to drain to Branch 7. The portion of Branch 7
which will be left in place will be in a section that is proposed as a park and recreation area with no building activity
proposed over it.
In response to a question from Ruth Shedd, Alan verified that not all of the tiles of Branches 7 and 8 would be replaced at this
time, though he did confirm that future development on the 200 plus acres will bring requests to relocate upstream areas, and
their design takes that into consideration. They will intercept on their east line, routing the water down through the site in the
proposed storm sewer system. He then restated that the current proposal features intercepts at the south line of the phase,
routing through a new, larger storm pipe out to the Kirkpatrick Drain.
Ruth then asked if approval is given for reconstruction on the branches but not all of it will be done now, whose
responsibility and at what time will that approval be requested? Or, she continued, is the Board being asked to approve later
reconstruction now? Steve Murray answered that at this time, the Board is being asked to grant approval for relocation of
that portion of those branches within Phase I. As they develop on the south and east, he assumed they would follow the same
procedure in seeking approval. One of the requirements is that they have construction plans approved, and generally they
don’t generate those plans until they are closer to getting ready to build that phase or section. He concluded that the board
can grant approval incrementally with no problem, and there’s really no need to act on future relocations at this time because
the easement will exist for those branches until such time as they develop the plans for that phase or section.
Steve also added that this process is easier compared to in 2000 when they vacated that small portion to the south with the
hearing and notice process. This is cleaner and easier, and for all intents and purposes they always have to pick up that water
that comes overland or through the tile and run it through their storm sewer system anyway. The net result is leaving a 30foot drain easement that follows the new storm sewer. KD asked if the Surveyor had to approve it. Steve confirmed that, and
added for the record that this is in the City of Lafayette, so the Board’s approval will be contingent on the City’s approval.
All the Board needed to do at this time compared to other developments is to look at the effect on the regulated drain which is
soon to be the Kirkpatrick open ditch, and the two laterals that were referred to earlier.
KD asked Steve to confirm that they will all be part of the Regulated Drain when completed and he did so, adding that he
wanted to distinguish the individual portions. Steve then asked Alan about the temporary storage issue, referring to a worstcase scenario in which the construction is complete but The Board has been unable to start on the Kirkpatrick project. Alan
responded that given the uncertainty of the construction timetable for the excavation portion of the Kirkpatrick Drain
reconstruction project, several discussions had been conducted between them and the City of Lafayette and also the County
Surveyor’s Office. Regarding providing interim storage in the event that their schedule gets ahead of the reconstruction
schedule, one viable option is to partially excavate along the alignment of the Kirkpatrick Drain channel. In other words,
they will have pipes in the ground below the existing grade at these three outlet locations. They propose to create an
excavation in the vicinity of these outflow pipes. This isn’t intended to be a full excavation to the actual depth and cross
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section of the final ditch alignment, but a partial excavation that would provide enough volume in the interim to satisfy the
requirements of the release rate in the ordinance. He responded to a question from Steve by replying that his client was
willing to do that in the event it became necessary.
KD asked if that was the eventual park location. It is not, but rather in the proposed ditch channel alignment area. Steve
reiterated that this is referring to a worst-case scenario, and that hopefully the Board will get its permit from the Indiana
Department of Environmental Management and will be able to begin construction within the next month or so. Alan did a
quick estimate on volume based on developed area. The schedules will determine whether they have to come back to the
Board with an interim detention plan for a partial excavation within the Kirkpatrick Legal Drain.
KD asked Steve if he and the consultants were comfortable with the plans proposed, and Steve responded that they were.
Jerry Withered clarified that they needed two things: First, the final approval of the drainage plan for Phase I of the
Commons at Valley Lakes; Second, the approval for reconstruction rather than vacating Branches 7 and 8 of the
Kirkpatrick Ditch. Dave Luhman added that the second issue first required a finding by the Board that no landowner
upstream would be adversely affected by the project. He continued that a condition of that finding might be that the
temporary detention would have to be constructed if their plans got ahead of the Kirkpatrick, since it seemed that there might
otherwise be some adverse effect on landowners.
Dave suggested a motion to find, subject to the condition that they include the temporary detention pond as part of the
project, that no landowners would be adversely affected. Following that would be a motion to approve reconstruction. Steve
commented that the first act should be on their drainage submittal, indicating that the Surveyor’s Office and Drainage Board
engineering consultants would recommend that the Board give final approval to The Commons at Valley Lakes Phase I
subject to the conditions stated on the June 27th review memo, stating for the record that condition number one on the memo
did discuss the temporary detention situation if in fact the Kirkpatrick Drain hasn’t been reconstructed, and that it’s all
subject to the City of Lafayette’s approval.
KD Benson so moved, Ruth Shedd seconded, and there being no further discussion, the motion carried.
Steve stated an area of concern on the second item, that he hadn’t seen a final set of construction plans on the relocation of
the Kirkpatrick Laterals, Branches 7 and 8. 52.5 does require approval of the Surveyor. Alan said that the City was
reviewing internal storm drains, sanitary sewers and water. A few minor changes were yet to be made, and he expected to
provide the Surveyor’s Office with a final set of plans by July 9th. Steve added that he was satisfied that through the normal
construction plan review process the Board would get what it needs; to accommodate those two tiles into their new storm
sewer system along with a 30 foot new regulated drain easement to follow the new storm sewer route. With that he deferred
to Mr. Luhman as to how to follow through on their request for the reconstruction.
Dave Luhman suggested first that there be a finding of no adverse effect on adjoining landowners based on the review and
recommendations of the Surveyor’s Office and the Drainage Board engineering consultants. Steve said; assuming as
expected that a good set of plans that accommodates the flow of those tiles through a new route, it will not have an adverse
effect on any upstream landowners. He continued that Branch 7 does cross onto property owned by another individual,
which was partially why he suggested that they go this safer and easier route. Even with the worst-case scenario on the
reconstruction of the Kirkpatrick they will provide temporary detention in the proposed easement for the new channel. That
would be submitted for review if it were needed, so there would be an opportunity to review and make sure that nobody
upstream would be adversely affected.
Ruth asked if the Board is just concerned with one other landowner there. Steve’s response was that’s primarily true, but this
process is the safest way to do it and provides protection to upstream landowners, which is why he could report a finding that
no upstream landowners would be adversely affected.
KD then made a motion that the Board find that no adjoining landowners would be adversely affected by this reconstruction.
Ruth seconded, and there being no further discussion, the motion carried.
KD then made a motion to grant approval for reconstruction of Branches 7 and 8 assuming final construction plans arrive.
Ruth seconded, and there being no further discussion, the motion carried.
President Knochel asked Mr. Murray for a report on where the Board was with the reconstruction of the Kirkpatrick. Steve
reported that the Board was still awaiting approval from IDEM and also awaiting offer letters for the right-of-way which
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needs to be acquired, most of which is west or downstream of South 9th Street. He also verified that a bid had been accepted
from a contractor who is ready to start. IDEM was insisting that a concrete bottom could not be included, and Steve stated
that conceding that was likely to be required to move the project forward.
Petition For Partial Vacation Of The Vanderkleed Drain
Joe Bumbleburg referenced a petition given to Board members for the partial vacation of the Vanderkleed Drain. Included in
it are: The legal descriptions required; the land over which it should run; and averments of the appropriate statutory
requirements – that the abandonment will not be detrimental; and that the reconstruction of the drain would cost more than
the benefits.
Joe stated that this was essentially a tying up of a loose end in that the proposed drainage plan for the Lindberg Village
subdivision had been approved, and that the subdivision had received primary approval of the Area Plan Commission.
Therefore, the only question to be decided before Board action would be the question of persons affected by this vacation.
He references a very old drawing that suggests the area being drained by this drain is all on this site, and when they put in the
drainage system for the subdivision, they will be taking care of everything within their own property that is subject to the
drain as it currently existed. Since there are essentially no other persons affected by this, it would simply require the finding
of no adverse effects as in the previous item on the Board’s agenda. Then the Board would be able to decide the question of
vacation.
Steve Murray commented that the Surveyor’s Office would concur with the vacation as requested on this site, with his only
concern be that the Board follow the statutory requirements. He added that he thought the petitioners had exercised due
diligence in talking to adjoining landowners, but felt that anyone within the watershed to the north needed to be contacted
and given a chance to respond.
Bill Davis of Hawkins Environmental came forward to demonstrate with the aid of the map that there are no other
landowners upstream in the watershed in question. After discussion between Bill and Steve, it was agreed that this was the
case.
KD made a motion to find that no other upstream property owners would be adversely affected by the vacation of the
Vanderkleed Drain. Ruth Shedd seconded, and there being no further discussion, the motion carried.
KD then moved to approve the petition to vacate that portion of the Vanderkleed Drain. Ruth Shedd seconded, and that
motion likewise carried.
Engineering Review Fees Ordinance
Steve Murray stated that he had placed the Engineering Review Fees Ordinance on the agenda primarily to make certain that
the Drainage Board members and attorney were comfortable with the process that was followed to pass that ordinance. Dave
Luhman stated that since the last Drainage Board meeting, the Tippecanoe County Board of Commissioners had adopted the
ordinance on first and second reading so that all necessary action had been taken. The ordinance was scheduled to have taken
effect on July 1st 2001, so with petitions now filed it would apply, and developers would be required to pay the cost of the
engineering review fees for anything submitted on or after that date.
Cuppy McClure Regulated Drain - Assessment
Steve stated that this had also been discussed before. The Cuppy McClure was one of three branches of the Hadley Lake
Drain. The outfall runs north and east of Hadley Lake. It was constructed and accepted, and an assessment was started on
the acreage in that watershed. The Baker Dempsey was reconstructed as well, and an assessment started on it. Cuppy
McClure was the last of these three drains, and has been completed and accepted, but an assessment was not started. Steve
found this when he was researching the file when there was some blockage and stoppage on the Cuppy McClure tile as it runs
through the Great Lakes Chemical property. He stated a belief that based on everything he found and Mr. Luhman’s review
that the Board should have that assessment start now.
KD referred to the earlier discussion having included the issue of mailing notification to landowners in that watershed. Steve
stated that was correct. KD then made a motion to recognize that the construction was complete, and for the Board to move
ahead with starting the assessment process. Ruth Shedd seconded, and there being no further discussion, the motion carried.
Other Business
Joe Bumbelburg rose to address the Board on behalf of another client, Kenneth Puller and his Foxfire development on
Haggerty Lane. He wanted to address the issue of escrowing the funds for drainage improvements. This development is
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contributory to the F lake, and they were seeking permission to put money into the F lake escrow fund against the time that it
would be needed. He stated he understood from Dave Luhman that there was a form of agreement that had been used
previously by the Drainage Board that would be provided to him, but the signal they sought from the Board was that they
would authorize them to pay the monies into that escrow fund against the time that it would be needed by the Drainage Board
for work on the F lake.
KD asked if this was to be in lieu of actually making road improvements. Joe responded that the road improvements are
under the jurisdiction of the Board of Commissioners, but that he was essentially talking about the same thing for the offsite
drainage improvements. John Knochel asked when the Commissioners had last heard proceedings on Foxfire, and Joe
responded that they had heard two versions of this with the Area Plan Commission on the actual subdivision process, and
once early in 2000 on a rezoning as well as on a tax abatement.
KD stated that she would like the Surveyor to review the request and make recommendations before she would feel
comfortable making a motion. Dave Luhman commented that he had suggested using something similar to what the Board
had used with the Alexander Ross Drain on Park 65. The initial developer knew they were going to have to build a large
detention pond and weren’t going to construct the whole thing, but there was an agreement that future developers who would
participate in that would pay for the value of their usage. He stated that if the Board hadn’t yet got a mechanism set up like
that for F lake, the Board should probably look at it because there had been two projects impacting F lake at this meeting, and
there would be more.
Joe asked if there was a current fund existing on the F lake. Steve replied that there are some funds, probably a nominal
amount, adding that the city generally collects those funds for the Drainage Board. The last time it came up a few months
ago, there still wasn’t enough to finish the design let alone to construct the facilities. He added that as developments are
occurring in the area, obviously the Board is getting closer to that.
Joe asked if whatever they put into this fund would facilitate the design of the lake, at least at this point. He then stated that
all he was asking was for the Board’s approval to use that vehicle, whatever that fund might be. Steve stated that the Board
hadn’t finished the review, that the site had a three-year Drainage Board history, and that he wasn’t prepared to recommend
the Board take the step requested by Mr. Bumbleburg. He added that former Surveyor Mike Spencer had been involved, that
it was a very thick file, and he needed to finish the review and check the intent underlying previous reviews.
Ruth Shedd asked if the Board could have a standard resolution for something like this. Dave Luhman replied that the Board
could, once the review was completed and there was a determination on what the costs were going to be and how to
appropriately share those. Ruth added that this was obviously going to come up more than once. Steve agreed, mentioning
that it had in the past, then adding that generally with these regional concepts, they’re within the city’s utility service area,
and they’ve handled the cost recovery through their normal utility cost recovery system. On Elliott, he said, the money for
water that goes to the Mall pond the city collects and holds, and water that goes to F lake where money is given in lieu of
onsite detention, that money goes to the County.
Ruth asked if the petitioner could hold off for another month. Joe responded that a month would present a problem. Mr.
Puller rose to speak, representing ‘Faces’, which is the sponsor for Foxfire. He stated that the problem they had was that
their option was running out that they have to get financing on this, and that they had to get it approved through FHA just for
the enhancement. The dollars were originally estimated at $50,000.00. Their engineers now put that figure at $66,000.00
that they have to put in at the time of closing.
Steve stated that the problem with this site is that it did not have an outlet currently, and so there were some proposed
improvements that were supposed to be put in place in order to provide a positive outlet. Because of that, he didn’t know that
agreeing to escrow the money would ever result in the Surveyor’s Office making a recommendation to approve their drainage
plan. Ken stated that they were there to discuss the 66-inch offsite storm sewer line. In the drainage plan they proposed to
put a permanent holding pond in the project.
Steve and KD stated their beliefs that this request was premature without engineering review and recommendations. Joe
asked if assuming the plan gets approval, would the Board allow the developers to put the money into escrow. Steve restated
that he was not prepared to recommend that at the present time, that he wasn’t certain that the Surveyor’s Office and
engineering consultants would ever get to the point of recommending escrowing the improvements as opposed to putting
them in. Joe drew a distinction between what he saw as Steve’s position that he didn’t know if the plan would be approved,
and Joe’s request for their financial planning purposes for an understanding that if the plan was approved, that the money
would be accepted into escrow. Steve pointed out that part of the plan is the improvements.
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Joe reiterated that he was only discussing the event that the plan was approved. If the plan were not approved, the money
would not be needed and would not be given. He again requested an understanding from the board that if the plan was
approved, that the Board would allow monies to be escrowed as requested. Steve stated that as long as the petitioners
understood that part of the plan approval process may be that the improvements are required to go in and the monies not be
escrowed, he could recommend agreement. He then clarified for KD that the improvements in question would be to convey
water from the site to the F lake. Joe added that he understood that some of the money might need to be spent rather than
escrowed.
Dave Luhman clarified that the money in question was the share of money to design and develop the F lake, not the money to
design and build offsite improvements to outlet water from the site to the lake. KD asked if there was a reason the Board
wouldn’t want to escrow the money. Dave replied that if the Board weren’t ready to complete the construction of the F lake,
and has been able to determine what their share of the F lake cost would be and the developers agreed, the Board could
accept those monies and put them in escrow. That’s separate from approving the drainage plans.
Joe suggested that if the Board was having trouble raising the funds for the design of F lake, it should want contributors so
that progress could be made, and reiterated that all he sought was an indication that the money would be accepted into escrow
if the drainage plan was approved.
John Knochel indicated that he could personally give conceptual approval to that request. Ruth Shedd agreed, stipulating an
understanding of the difference of the monies, who was going to use it, and where it was going to be used. KD also
expressed agreement on that basis. Joe thanked the Board, then asked Dave Luhman to provide him a copy of the earlier
agreement on the Alexander Ross Ditch, and Dave agreed.
There being no further business, KD moved to adjourn the meeting. Ruth Shedd seconded, and the motion for adjournment
carried.

___________________________________________
John Knochel, President

___________________________________________
KD Benson, Vice President
_____________________________________
Robert Evans, Secretary
___________________________________________
Ruth E. Shedd, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
December 4, 2001
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Commissioners Ruth Shedd, John Knochel, and KD Benson, County Surveyor Steve Murray, Drainage
Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave Eichelberger from Christopher B. Burke
Engineering Limited, and Drainage Board Executive Secretary Robert Evans.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met Tuesday December 4th, 2001 in the Tippecanoe Room of the Tippecanoe
County Office Building, 20 North 3rd Street, Lafayette, Indiana with Commissioner/President of the Drainage Board, John
Knochel, calling the meeting to order.
Approval of November 7th Minutes
KD Benson made a motion to approve the minutes from the November 7th regular Drainage Board Meeting. Ruth Shedd
seconded the motion and hearing no opposition, the motion carried.
Brenneco Facility
Tim Balensiefer from T-Bird Design appeared before the Board representing Brenneco Incorporated. Using a drawing, he
summarized their plan for the site. It is located just east of the Caterpillar Logistics site. He showed the location of the old
Halsemer Airport runway and also of County Road 500 East and the Subaru Isuzu plant.
The proposed building is to replace their existing facility, which they have outgrown. It mainly consists of warehouse and
office space in a building surrounded by parking area. He stated that they had addressed the concerns and comments from
Burke Engineering. The plan is for the site to discharge stormwater to the northeast into a planned detention basin, part of
the Berlovitz Ditch system which is not yet constructed.
KD Benson asked about vacation of a County Regulated Drain. Tim replied that they would be working with County
Surveyor Steve Murray on that, and added that the Drain had been vacated through the Cat Logistics site. Steve asked Bill
Davis who was in attendance, how the drainage was continued to allow the vacation of that earlier portion. Bill replied that
the tile was laid north and south along County Road 500 East, and a temporary tile discharges down to the new McCarty
Lane. The City of Lafayette will be installing stormwater sewers which will replace the temporary tile.
KD made a motion to grant final approval with the conditions listed on the November 19th Burke review memo. Ruth Shedd
seconded, and there being no further comment, the motion carried.
Canam Steel
Pat Sheehan from the Schneider Corporation appeared on behalf of Canam Steel. The project is proposed for a site just over
34 acres in size which is located on County Road 200 South. Using a drawing, Pat showed the location of the building,
associated parking areas, and gravel areas. He also mentioned that plans call for a future roofed area for gravel storage.
Current drainage conditions show some stormwater draining north to 200 South, and the remainder draining to the southeast,
ultimately into Elliott Ditch. The Drainage Ordinance requires that there be onsite stormwater detention until the proposed F
Lake regional detention facility is in place. Their plans call for detention in various locations onsite. Upon completion of F
Lake, the orifice plates which restrict the flow of water would be removed from these onsite facilities, and stormwater would
then flow to the F Lake detention facility without onsite detention.
KD asked about plans for a big ditch passing through this property. Steve Murray added that it would be passing through the
Rowe Property as well. Pat replied that T-Bird Design had done the work on that ditch design. Pat added that comment
number 4 on the Burke memo of November 28th be dropped, since approval of the Indiana Department of Natural Resources
is no longer required. Steve indicated that that wouldn’t be a problem.
Steve asked whether there would be any need for fill in their plans for the site. Pat did not know, but Steve indicated that
there had been some talk on the part of other developers regarding the removal of dirt from the F Lake site in lieu of onsite
temporary storage. Steve also added that while it wasn’t on the review memo, it should be stated as a condition that they
would be required to pay for detention storage in F Lake.
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Pat replied that in the short term, they probably wouldn’t need fill on the site due to the planned detention areas. Steve then
stated that a condition should state that they would pay an acre/foot price for detention storage. To KD’s question, he replied
that the acre/foot price last agreed and voted upon by the Board had been $15,000.00 acre/foot.
Acting on the recommendation of the Surveyor’s Office and the Engineering Consultant, KD made a motion to give approval
subject to the conditions on the November 28th review memo, and the added condition of payment for detention storage at F
Lake. KD seconded, and there being no further discussion, the motion carried.
Fairway Co-op
Pat also presented on behalf of Fairway Co-op proposed for a site in ‘The Acres’, an area near Purdue University with
sorority and fraternity buildings. This site is a two-acre piece with quite a bit of fall, drainage flowing from southeast to
northwest. The site was designed by the Purdue Research Foundation with no onsite detention, the pipes being sized to
handle the stormwater, with detention being done elsewhere. The proposed project involves drainage coming up along the
south edge of the property, most of the piece sheet draining and being picked up for just a short run of pipe that ties into the
existing sewer. The remainder is sheet drained in another direction and ties into an existing catch basin. There is also one
other small catch basin that takes a little bit of flow.
He concluded that there was very little underground sewer onsite; that everything else sheet drains; that they had met the
requirements preset for the amount of hard surface; and that detention was not required. He then requested final Drainage
Board approval with the conditions stated in the November 29th Burke review memo.
KD made a motion to give final approval with the conditions specified. Ruth seconded, and there being no further comment,
the motion carried.
Snowbear Frozen Custard; U.S. 52 West and Morehouse Road
Pat the spoke on behalf of the developers of Snowbear Frozen Custard; U.S. 52 West and Morehouse Road. Again using a
drawing, he showed the site and location. Existing drainage travels under U.S. 52 via an 18-inch pipe. They proposed sheet
drainage to a swale, the rest of the site draining to the southwest to a detention basin with a restrictor on it, and ultimately
discharging to that 18-inch pipe. Their plan was designed to keep drainage at or under existing conditions, so he asked for
Board approval with the conditions listed on the Burke review memo of November 29th.
Steve Murray asked where the 18-inch pipe ultimately went. Pat replied that it stayed within the right-of-way of U.S. 52.
Steve then asked who maintains Old U.S. 52. Pat replied that the Indiana Department of Transportation maintains most of it,
and that is where their approvals came from. Steve asked if INDOT’s approval was one of the conditions listed for Drainage
Board approval. Pat answered that they had submitted the entire drainage plan had been submitted to them for review and
approval, and that generally if a plan earns Drainage Board approval, it is also approved by INDOT.
Steve remarked that this site had been looked at in the past and there had been controversy over drainage and access. KD
asked if that was based on neighbors’ concerns. Pat replied that area residents were excited to see it going in.
KD then moved to grant approval with the conditions on the November 29th memo. Ruth seconded, and there being no
further comment, the motion carried.
Stones Crossing Sec. 1
Eric Gleissner with Roger Ward Engineering appeared to present Stones Crossing Section 1. It is a proposed residential
subdivision located on the west side of Concord Road, just south of County Road 350 South. The overall project will involve
approximately 125 acres, but section 1 will be 128 lots on about 45 acres. He added that the proposed relocation of the
Kirkpatrick Ditch would be along the north side of the property. When it is completed, onsite detention will not be required.
In the interim, they propose two retention/sediment basins to reduce the runoff to less than what is currently being
discharged. One will be along the west of the property and there will be a diversion swale intercepting offsite runoff from the
south and running it to that basin. The other basin will be located where the ditch is proposed to go. He concluded by asking
for final approval with the conditions listed on the November 30th Burke memo.
Steve recommended final approval with the conditions specified. KD asked how often the Board would see a development of
this size proposed without permanent onsite detention. Steve answered that historically, the Board has allowed direct release
if the development was close to a major ditch when the development’s runoff would pass through the channel before peak
flow was reached. He predicted that the Board would see even less of that now due to the Phase II requirements. Developers
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might not have to do much storage, but they would need a pond and system to separate the trash, sediment, and chemicals.
He summed it up by saying that direct discharge as the Board has known it will be changed somewhat.
KD asked about the infrastructure to move the water to the ditch. Eric stated that there were about 80 storm structures and
subsurface pipes that route to a couple of outlets in between two lots and into the ditch. She asked if there was erosion
control in the plan. He cited an approval letter from Tippecanoe County Soil and Water Conservation for their erosion
control plan.
KD moved to give final approval with the conditions from the November 30th Burke memo. Ruth seconded, and there being
no further discussion, the motion carried.
Blackthorne Subdivision Phase 1, and Blackthorne Planned Unit Development
Tim Beyer from Vester and Associates presented these to the Board. With a drawing, he showed the location of the site
relative to Klondike Road, Indian Creek Subdivision, Indian Creek, and Lafayette Venetian Blind. The site is about 89 acres,
and Phase 1 is 43 lots on 17 acres of that. The Planned Development is a 140 unit condominium complex. The area on the
south of the site is intended for future subdivision, and the area to the east for either commercial development or apartments.
In addition to looking at the details of the storm sewer for the current proposals, they looked at a conceptual drainage plan for
the entire site. Located in the Planned Development is a wet bottomed pond. That pond would capture runoff from the two
projects currently before the Board. He showed the location for a future pond to handle drainage from future subdivision
development to the south, and the area to the east would sheet drain and then after development use storm sewers to directly
outlet into Indian Creek. This is proposed because they had provided additional compensatory storage in the two detention
ponds proposed in their conceptual drainage plan. Due to the elevations of the area, it would be impractical to provide onsite
detention for that area without a large amount of fill.
He requested final approval subject to the conditions on the November 27th Burke memo. KD so moved, Ruth seconded on
the Planned Unit Development and Subdivision Phase 1, and the motions carried.
Other Business
Bill Davis referenced items on the agenda for this meeting which involved work with the Kirkpatrick, Elliott, and Berlovitz
ditches. He spoke to encourage the Board to set up a mechanism to fund some of these major improvements, at least on the
Berlovitz and F Lake. He suggested the Board look at bonding and institution of a cost-recovery program to pay off the
bonds over a period of time so that work could get started. He predicted that development would get pretty heavy in these
two locations, and he wanted to encourage the Board to move forward. He referenced such an infrastructure investment and
cost-recovery program initiated by the City of Lafayette which was working well. He stated that without seed money, there
could be no such program, and voiced support for working towards that. He estimated that $1 million might be required to
start, since anything less than that might be insufficient. That’s why he thought that bonding might be the way to go. He
offered any assistance to the Board he could provide in moving forward with this.
KD asked if this could be done like the revolving fund for engineering review fees. County Attorney Dave Luhman said that
it could, and that it was something that the Surveyor’s Office had been working on for years. He referenced former County
Surveyor Mike Spencer’s request for $2 million to do this very thing. KD asked what came of it, and she was told that the
County Council gave him $200,000.00. Steve added that there were several funding mechanisms that could be used. He
said the long delayed projects were important, and that the Board needed to find some way to move them forward. Dave said
that Phase II stormwater requirements were going to bump into the same problem.
Steve’s only other business to bring before the Board was to request that the dates be set for Drainage Board meetings in
2002. Board members agreed to check their schedules for any conflicts, but that the first Wednesday of every month would
be the date of Drainage Board meetings, with changes made as necessary.
There being no further business, the meeting adjourned.

December 4, 2001

Tippecanoe County Drainage Board

209

___________________________________________
John Knochel, President

___________________________________________
KD Benson, Vice President
_____________________________________
Robert Evans, Secretary
___________________________________________
Ruth E. Shedd, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
January 16th 2002
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Commissioners Ruth Shedd, John Knochel, and KD Benson, County Surveyor Steve Murray, Drainage
Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultants Dave Eichelberger and Kerry Daily from
Christopher B. Burke Engineering Limited, and Drainage Board Executive Secretary Robert Evans.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met January 16th at 10:00 am in the Tippecanoe Room of the Tippecanoe County
Office Building, 20 North 3rd Street, Lafayette, Indiana with Commissioner/President of the Drainage Board, John Knochel,
calling the meeting to order. President Knochel stated that the first item on the agenda was the election of officers, and he
turned the meeting over to Dave Luhman, the Drainage Board attorney.
Election of Officers
Mr. Luhman asked for nominations for the office of President of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board. Ruth Shedd
nominated KD Benson, and John Knochel seconded this. There being no other nominations made, Ruth Shedd moved that
the nominations for President be closed. With John Knochel’s second, the nominations were closed. KD Benson was then
unanimously elected President of the Drainage Board.
Mr. Luhman offered his congratulations to President Benson, then solicited nominations for the office of Vice President of
the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board. John Knochel nominated Ruth Shedd with Ruth Shedd seconding. There being no
further nominations, John Knochel moved that the nominations be closed, with Ruth again seconding. Ruth Shedd was then
unanimously elected Vice President of the Board. Mr. Luhman offered her his congratulations, and then turned the meeting
over to President Benson.
Approval of December 4th 2001 Minutes
Ruth Shedd moved to approve the minutes as written, with John Knochel seconding. The motion carried.
Set Drainage Board Meeting Dates for 2002
The first Wednesday of every month was proposed for Drainage Board meeting dates, the time being 10:00 am and the
location being set for the Tippecanoe Room. Ruth Shedd so moved, and John Knochel seconded. The motion carried, and
the meeting dates were set for 2002. Meetings will be at 10:00 am in the Tippecanoe Room of the Tippecanoe County Office
Building on February 6th, March 6th, April 3rd, May 1st, June 5th, July 3rd, August 7th, September 4th, October 2nd, November
6th, and December 4th.
Copper Beech Town Homes – Vester and Associates
Tim Beyer from Vester and Associates appeared to request conceptual approval for the drainage plan for Copper Beech
Town Homes. With a drawing, he showed the location of the proposed development in relation to Point West, Klondike
Road, and McCormick Road.
About 200 town home units are proposed for 13 acres. A detention pond is proposed for the northeast corner of the site. The
reason they requested conceptual approval is that it’s an unusual site. It is basically in a depressional area where stormwater
runoff tends to pond on the site. They proposed running a storm sewer outlet pipe along the north line of the adjoining
property, thence along the west side of the right-of-way of McCormick Road, tying into the ditch which passes through a
culvert underneath an access drive to a home site. This ditch drains into a future phase of Wakerobin Estates Subdivision.
They proposed a very small 2.7 cfs release rate for their site. Modeling shows that this rate would have a negligible effect on
the Wakerobin pond and any downstream watersheds. He added that a sanitary sewer is proposed to run alongside the
stormwater pipe. Tim noted that the adjoining landowner was in attendance. He then responded to a question from KD by
stating that a drainage plan would be designed according to any conceptual approval and submitted for Drainage Board
approval.
Dave Luhman asked County Surveyor Steve Murray if the runoff from Wakerobin passes through the Tarvin area or have
any impact on it. Steve replied that it did not. KD asked Mr. Swanson if he wanted to speak or to ask any questions at this
point. Ed Swanson, the owner of the field that the proposed storm sewer would pass through came forward. Tim Beyer
showed him the location of the wetland to be used for the proposed Wakerobin pond.
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Mr. Swanson commented that he had a field in the area that had begun flooding after a 12-inch tile was cut in the past. He
expressed concerns regarding the effect on his field of further water being moved through it. Steve Murray asked who cut the
tile, and Mr. Swanson did not know.
Steve suggested that a positive outlet for this field could be provided as part of the design of the conceptual proposal before
the Board. Mr. Swanson then mentioned that another field owned by a Richard Meyer had drainage issues as well. Steve
then stated that he had had a conversation with Mr. Beyer in which he suggested that regrading the side ditch for McCormick
Road be made part of any drainage plan to resolve the drainage problems in the immediate vicinity.
During further discussion, Steve stated that the wetland to be used for detention would be under the review of the Department
of Natural Resources. He added that we are learning more about the benefits of wetlands, and that the IDNR watches effects
of development on wetlands very closely.
Steve told the Board that asking for conceptual approval and working with adjacent and downstream landowners was a good
approach. He stated that the Surveyor’s office could support this conceptual plan, contingent on agreement with downstream
landowners and agreement on the part of the developers to resolve some of the current drainage issues along McCormick
Road as part of their design. He continued by stating that the Drainage Board needs to investigate the cut tile problem, that it
would be inappropriate to ask the Wakerobin developers to straighten out a problem they did not create. Specifically, he
thought that a problem with a driveway along McCormick Road which floods could be solved by regrading within the
easement and perhaps providing an inlet to drain roadside water into the proposed storm sewer.
Ron Gatehouse from Copper Beech requested clarification as to the measures being contemplated by the Board which it
might request or require the developers to take. Steve specified that there were other improvements that might be made
during the next stage of Wakerobin which the Board should not ask Copper Beech to undertake as part of their development.
Ruth Shedd moved that the Board grant conceptual approval to this project, pending agreement with downstream landowners,
and John Knochel seconded. There being no further discussion, the motion carried.
Woodfield Village – Schneider Corp.
This project was continued until the February 6th meeting.
Prophet’s Ridge – Congdon Engineering Associates
Brian Sullivan from Congdon appeared to request Drainage Board approval for Prophet’s Ridge Subdivision. He described
the location as being approximately 1100 feet south of County Road 500 North, on the west side of County Road 75 East. It
is a 47.8 acre site, on which they proposed to construct 183 lots. There are several offsite drainage basins that they are
accepting onto their property and routing through their detention facilities as a part of their plan. Most of these come from
the south and the east. They proposed three detention facilities on site to provide the detention required by Ordinance.
Their discharge was to be out of a multi-staged weir outfall on the westernmost detention pond. Off of that outlet, they
proposed building some energy dissipation blocks. Because there is no legal drain directly on the site, they were dissipating
the discharge so that when the water reached their property line it would be moving in sheet flow, which matches the existing
conditions on the site.
KD asked if notification to downstream property owners had been made as required by Ordinance. Mr. Sullivan indicated
that it had not been, but that they were aware of the requirement and would be fulfilling it. He then added that a prior
development by a different developer on the site had not been completed due to inability to reach an amicable agreement with
downstream landowners for offsite improvements designed to convey stormwater to a Regulated Drain. Steve Murray stated
that he was aware of earlier attempts to develop the land in question, and that it was one reason he had for concern, and that
the Drainage Board Engineering Consultant and the Surveyor’s Office position was that no recommendation for approval
could be made without the opportunity for participation of downstream landowners.
He therefore recommended that Prophet’s Ridge Subdivision be continued by the Board until the February 6th meeting. Ruth
Shedd so moved, John Knochel seconded, and there being no further discussion, the motion carried.
Ivy Tech, Ross Building – Fink, Roberts, and Petrie
Brian Waltz from Fink, Roberts, and Petrie appeared to request final approval for the expansion of the Ross Building and the
adjacent parking lot. The proposal would add only two tenths of an acre of impervious ground to the site, so they were not
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proposing any additional detention on site. He referred to a letter from Burke Engineering that recommended approval on
that basis.
With a drawing, he then showed the current drainage system, along with the extensions proposed concurrent to the building
and parking lot additions. Building drainage would come off at basement level and be picked up in an area that was currently
sheet flow drainage. The existing outlet would still be utilized under the proposed plan.
Steve Murray stated that since the location is inside the city, the Board’s task was to review and approve any impact on the
Elliott Ditch. He stated that the Surveyor’s Office was prepared to recommend approval with the conditions listed on the
Burke memo of January 2nd 2002. He added for the record that an additional condition that the developer consult with and
receive approval from the City of Lafayette be added.
Ruth Shedd moved that approval be granted with the conditions as specified, John Knochel seconded, and there being no
further discussion, the motion carried.
Active/Inactive Ditch List
A list was provided to the Board showing all the Regulated Drains and Ditches, along with their recommended status as
active or inactive for 2002. Several of these are Joint Ditches or Drains, whose Tax assessments from Tippecanoe County
acreage are collected by us and sent to the other County which administers the Drain or Ditch in question. The Surveyor’s
Office had not yet received notification of the status of five of these from the administering County.
Ruth asked whether changes in the assessments were done individually for each Ditch, and the answer was yes. Steve
discussed the details of the processes by which assessments are enacted or changed.
Ruth then moved to accept the active/inactive ditch list as recommended. KD expressed appreciation of the level of detail
provided in the summary of Ditches, accepted John Knochel’s second of the motion on the floor, and there being no further
comment, the motion carried.
Burke – Proposal for Engineering Review Contract.
Steve Murray commented that there is no $35,000.00 limit included this year due to the elimination of the 10 free hours of
engineering review, and the formation of a revolving fund for engineering reviews to be handled from. Drainage Board
Attorney Dave Luhman indicated that the contract was acceptable, and stated that the Auditor had only to set up the fund as
authorized by the County Commission and Council. Steve then recommended approval of the proposed contract for
professional engineering services to be provided to the Board by Christopher B. Burke Engineering Limited. He noted a
modest increase in the rates charged for services, which he fully supported.
Ruth moved that the contract be approved, John Knochel seconded, and the motion carried.
Burke – Proposal for NPDES Phase II Stormwater Work.
Steve reviewed the status of NPDES Phase II work, including the agreement between Purdue University, Lafayette, West
Lafayette, and Tippecanoe County to share costs and coordinate a countywide plan. The total fee is $150,000.00. The
County’s share in the proposal is $55,000.00, or 36.667%. Purdue and Lafayette had forwarded written approval, West
Lafayette was due to sign, and Steve summarized this as a great cooperative effort. He recommended signing the proposed
contract by the Board.
Ruth moved that the contract be approved, John Knochel seconded, and the motion carried.
Burke – Proposal for Engineering Services; “F” Lake Regional Detention Basin Design.
Steve reviewed this long ongoing project, and the need for the drainage basin to be designed and built on for the land owned
by the County and intended for this purpose. He stated that upstream developers would be charged the current rate for
detention storage, currently $15,000.00 per acre/foot, to recoup the costs of design and eventual construction. A fee was
negotiated with Burke for this in the amount of $59,700.00. Given the estimated cost of construction, Steve found this to be a
reasonable fee, and he recommended that the Board accept this proposal to move the project forward.
Ruth moved that the contract be approved, John Knochel seconded, and the motion carried.
Hoffman, Luhman, and Busch – Proposal for Drainage Board Attorney services contract.
Steve recommended approval of the proposed contract.
January 16, 2002

Tippecanoe County Drainage Board

213

Ruth moved that the contract be approved, John Knochel seconded, and the motion carried.
Steve Murray, Miscellaneous Items
Checking on reports from property owners, Steve found that the original assessment for Hoffman Ditch number 101 was
$10.00 per acre, a very high rate. Mr. Spencer intended for that rate to run only for about three years. It has run for about ten
years, so he recommended that the Board look at going through the proper procedures to reduce that no later than March. He
stated that the relevant statute seems to indicate that the rate may be reduced without a public hearing process. He requested
Board approval to contact the other two Counties to arrange a joint Drainage Board meeting. He would bring them up to date
on the history, provide a summary of income and expenditures, and on that basis to decide on an appropriate lower rate. He
added that Clinton and Carroll Counties owe back taxes, that the Surveyor’s Office had tried to resolve this by contacting
them directly, but that this hadn’t succeeded so it had been turned over to Mr. Luhman to pursue. He predicted that the Ditch
would be inactive for several years, but that we would keep the other Counties active until their payments were up to date.
Ruth moved that the Board direct Mr. Murray to set up the tri-County Drainage Board meeting, John Knochel seconded, and
the motion carried.
Steve then remarked on the financial state of some of the Ditches, and reviewed some of the research and prep work he has
put into the issue of getting all regulated Drains on solid financial footing. As an example, he referred to the Huntington
County Drainage Board where they do increase the assessments by 25% as allowed by law without hearings, using a
notification letter. He stated his intent to prepare a report on the financial and physical condition of the Regulated Ditches
and Drains, and also a report summarizing the petitions currently before the Board to organize new Regulated Drains or
Ditches. He recommended that the Board work through these in an orderly fashion.
Steve then reviewed the process prescribed for acting on these petitions or for changing assessments. This includes
notification of landowners, and the holding of public meetings.
He then informed the Board that the State raised the minimum assessment rate for ditch assessments, and his office was
looking into whether we needed to raise the minimum to comply with that statute. He then strongly recommended that the
Board look towards a comprehensive process of reviewing and adjusting as needed the current ditch assessments.
Ruth Shedd indicated that she would like the Surveyor’s Office and the Drainage Board move forward on these projects.
Other Business
Ruth moved that the Board adjourn, John Knochel seconded, and the motion carried.

___________________________________________
KD Benson, President

___________________________________________
Ruth E. Shedd, Vice President
_____________________________________
Robert Evans, Secretary
___________________________________________
John Knochel, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
May 8th 2002
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Commissioners Ruth Shedd, John Knochel, and KD Benson, County Surveyor Steve Murray, Drainage
Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultants Dave Eichelberger and Kerry Daily from
Christopher B. Burke Engineering Limited, Drainage Board Executive Secretary Brenda Garrison, and Rob Evans.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met May 8, 2002 in the Tippecanoe Room of the Tippecanoe County Office
Building, 20 North 3rd Street, Lafayette, Indiana with Commissioner/President of the Drainage Board, KD Benson, calling the
meeting to order.
Approval of April 3rd Minutes
Ruth Shedd made a motion to approve the April 3rd minutes, with John Knochel seconding. There being no objection, the
motion carried and the minutes were approved.
Ivy Tech Technology Building
Brian Waltz of Fink, Roberts and Petrie of Indianapolis, appeared before the Board seeking approval of drainage for the
approximately 27000 square foot expansion to the Technology building on the Ivy Tech Campus. Also in attendance were
Steve Ford and Tom Yee of the Scholer Corp.
The proposal called for sheet flow into the Elliott Ditch for the south portion of the project. The north portion would flow
through the mall area to an existing storm drainage system which also outlets into the Elliott Ditch. In addition to the overall
drainage approval, he was seeking approval of an encroachment into the Elliott Drain regulated drain easement. An
application had been submitted for the encroachment. The building expansion’s roof drains would be connected to a conduit
system outletting to the ditch. The parking lot drained via surface flow to the ditch.
Tippecanoe County Surveyor Steve Murray commented that this is upstream from the “mall pond”. He then stated the
Drainage Board Engineering Consultant and Surveyor’s Office was prepared to recommend approval on the drainage
submittal.
Ruth made a motion to waive the standard detention storage requirements with John Knochel seconding, and the motion was
passed.
Steve then noted this lies within the city limits of Lafayette, and the Board’s review was to look at the effect on the Elliott
Ditch only.
Ruth made a motion to approve the Ivy Tech project with conditions 1 and 2 on the May 3rd Burke memo. John Knochel
seconded, and the motion carried.
Discussion was held concerning the petition to encroach on the existing regulated drain easement. The Surveyor had made a
site visit and stated there was ample room for maintenance as needed. Ruth Shedd made a motion to approve the petition to
encroach with John Knochel seconding, and the motion was passed.
Kyger Bakery
Paul Coats of C&S Engineering appeared before the Board seeking reduction of the Elliott Ditch regulated drain easement at
the present site of the bakery. The building was located within the 75-foot easement, with the corner being at the top of the
bank. The proposal called for an 11,600 square foot addition to the building and the tearing down of the old Walker Fish
building. The request was for reduction of the 75-foot easement to 25 feet at the parking lot and driveway along the west
side. This would provide better access to the ditch for maintenance. On the opposite side of the ditch is the new Payless
Superstore. Discussion was held concerning access to the ditch from the Payless site and State Road 38.
The Surveyor visited the site and informed the Board the proposal would be an improvement, as the current building blocks
any access at all on that side. Historically, a minimum of 25 feet to 30 feet had been kept. The Surveyor’s Office
recommended the Board grant the reduction of 75 feet to 25 feet from the top of the bank. Paul provided a description of
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metes and bounds description for the record. Ruth Shedd made a motion to reduce the easement for Kyger Bakery as
requested, and John Knochel seconded. The motion passed.
Bickford Cottage
Steve spoke in order to clarify for the record that the Board had granted a waiver of onsite detention for Bickford Cottage
along with the waiver for Regal Valley Drive at the April 3rd, 2002 meeting. Subsequent development immediately to the
west of Regal Drive will be closely reviewed when submitted.

Other Business
Due to a number of landowners in attendance, Steve informed the Board of the proposal for Wabash Valley Feed and
Storage. Notices had been sent to downstream landowners that it would be on the agenda for this meeting. As the
engineering consultant did not have time to review the plans, it wasn’t presented. However, the Surveyor felt the Board
should be informed why the landowners attended.
The site was on the east side of Klondike Road, North of Lindberg Road, and just south of the railroad tracks. Lindberg
Village was on the west side. A private tile cut through the site. The tile traveled under Klondike Road, and ran south,
outletting near Lindberg Rd. Surface flow also follows the same general route.
A drainage plan was submitted with a detention pond to outlet into the private tile. Upon receipt of the plan, the Surveyor
informed Mr. Coulson that historically, discharge of detention facilities was not allowed into private tiles. Due to several
landowners attending this meeting, KD invited those in attendance to address the Board.
Mr. Andy Kennedy of Pristine Lake & Watershed Services representing the landowners asked to reserve comments until the
issue was on the agenda and brought before the Board for approval. Mr. Larry Sturgeon, 2270 Klondike Rd. owner of a tract
located between Lindberg Village and Klondike Storage spoke to the Board. He has 2 acres across from Klondike Storage
between the railroad tracks and Lindberg Rd. He expressed his concern with the drainage problem he had dealt with since
the development of Lindberg Village began and the build up of Mr. Coulson’s property with fill.
The Surveyor looked at the site and those issues would be addressed at the time of the proposal to Board. Steve stated that a
stop order had been put on any building of storage facilities until this was addressed.
Steve then informed the Board of a meeting scheduled with Vester & Associates on the Creekside Development project later
in the day. Storm water quality structures such as sediment traps were to be discussed at that time to make certain discharge
to the Wildcat Creek was as clean as possible.
Ordinance Issues
Discussion was held on the changes and additions to the Drainage Ordinance, which was being updated at this time. One
technical difference noted was the request for a staged discharge, regarding a two-year and ten-year versus a ten and hundredyear plan. Outlet structures would be required to accommodate both release rates. This would lessen the impact on
downstream owners. Engineering consultant Dave Eichelberger addressed the issue of the present design for the hundredyear storms. The increases in runoff rate during more frequent storms (2,5,10-year) weren’t being controlled by compliance
with the present ordinance.

May 8, 2002

Tippecanoe County Drainage Board

234

There being no further business, KD Benson asked for a motion for adjournment and the motion carried.

________________________________________________
KD Benson, President

_________________________________________________
Ruth E Shedd, Vice-President

____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary

_________________________________________________
John Knochel, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
August 7, 2002
Regular Meeting

Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board KD Benson President, Ruth Shedd Vice President, and John Knochel member, County
Surveyor Steve Murray, Drainage Board Attorney Doug Masson, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Kerry Daily from
Christopher B. Burke Engineering Limited, and Drainage Board Executive Secretary Brenda Garrison.
Approval of July 3 Minutes
Ruth Shedd made the motion to approve the July 3, 2002 minutes, with John Knochel seconding. The being no objections,
the motion carried and the minutes were approved.

Butler Meadows Subdivision
Mr. Robert Gross with Gross & Associates appeared before the Board to present Butler Meadows Subdivision for final
approval with conditions. The site consisted of approximately 35 acres and was located on the south side of County Road 500
South, approximately 0.25 mile east of the intersection of old US 231 and County Road 500 South in Wea Township.
Existing drainage from the site discharged in several directions. The majority drained to an existing 30-inch diameter CMP
under County Road 500 South, then followed an established drainage pattern and outlet into the Little Wea Creek. Drainage
would be collected in swales and storm sewers routed to a detention basin south of the culvert under County Road 500 South.
The plans showed a wetland in the southeastern portion of the site which drained a small portion and would be routed
through an outlet to a detention pond. The headwall of a private drain would be lowered in order to allow for drainage of the
detention pond. Grading and new culverts for the ditch along County Road 500 South were planned. The majority of the
ditch slopes would be 6 to 1; while in the County Road Right Of Way the slopes would be 3 to 1. City utilities would be
installed in phases. The Surveyor recommended final approval with conditions as stated on the August 2, 2002 Burke memo.
Ruth Shedd moved to grant final approval with conditions listed on the August 2, 2002 Burke memo. John Knochel
seconded and the motion carried.
Lexington Farms - Phase 3
Pat Sheehan with Schneider Corporation presented the Board with plans for the Lexington Farms Phase 3 project.
The proposed development was located east of County Road 500 East and north of 50 South. Phases 1 and 2 of Lexington
Farms had previously been constructed. There was temporary detention on the site for the two developments. Phase 3
consisted of 82 lots on approximately 15.14 acres of the 61.8 acre overall development. Stormwater would be discharged
directly into the Berlovitz Regulated Drain. As part of this development, the Berlovitz Drain would be reconstructed from
County Road 550 South for the extent of the property, approximately 1000 feet. Along with the request for approval and due
to the reconstruction of the Drain, he requested a waiver of the standard stormwater detention for Phase 3. This would allow
direct discharge into the Drain. The Surveyor recommended to the Board waiving of the stormwater detention requirements.
Ruth Shedd made the motion to waive the standard stormwater detention requirements and John Knochel seconded the
motion. With no objections stated, the motion carried.
At that time the Surveyor clarified condition one of the August 2, 2002 Burke memo. The statement “The location of the
reconstructed open channel should be closely coordinated with the Tippecanoe County Surveyor and revised plans submitted
for review”, should read, “ The location of the reconstructed open channel must be approved by the Tippecanoe County
Surveyor and revised plans submitted for review”. Therefore the Surveyor recommended approval with conditions as stated
on the August 2, 2002 memo, which included the amendment noted.
Ruth Shedd moved to grant final approval for Lexington Farms Phase 3 with conditions stated on the August 2, 2002 Burke
memo with the amendment of condition one. John Knochel seconded the motion and the motion carried.
Raineybrook Subdivision - Part 2
Mr. Bill Davis with T-Bird Design presented the Board with plans for Raineybrook Subdivision Part 2, located north of
County Road 500 South and west of US 231 in Wea Township. Part 2 of the development was located west of Raineybrook
Estates and The Reserve at Raineybrook and was approximately 76 acres. He requested conceptual approval of the discharge
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system. The site area drained was approximately 163 acres, however after diverting approximately 45 acres from other
watersheds, the total area drained through this development would be approximately 200 acres. After completion of the
development, the discharge rate to the Little Wea Creek would be approximately the same amount as currently being
discharged. The 36-inch pipes located in the bottom or near the bottom of the swales would carry the low flow. The swales
were designed to carry the 100-year storm event directly through the subdivision to the Little Wea Creek. Stormwater
emergency routing was also included in the plans. All direct discharge would be routed through a sump catch basin before
outletting into the Creek. Modelling information showed drainage for each phase individually and compiled to provide a
better study. Mr. Davis referred to the system as a “Piggyback” system, which was the combination of swales and pipes.
He informed the Board he had discussed the system with County Highway Engineer Tim Wells. Mr. Davis stated the
homeowners association would maintain the offsite system, other than those portions in the Right of Way. As part of the
conceptual approval, he requested a waiver of the standard stormwater detention requirement.
Tim Wells addressed the Board regarding the drainage plan. He began by formally thanking the Surveyor for keeping his
office informed of projects submitted. He stated the “Piggyback” system used in the design was acceptable to his office.
Steve stated for the record the ordinance did not prevent the use of the combination of swales and storm sewer systems.
Also the planned swales were well defined and large enough that he felt future landowners would not fill them in. He
stated Raineybrook had one of the best homeowner associations in regard to resolving drainage issues. Steve
discussed the provision of easements in strategic locations in order to facilitate the future Phase II Stormwater Quality
measures if required. This would be addressed in the final plans.
Ruth Shedd moved for conceptual approval with conditions stated on the July 23, 2002 Burke memo for Raineybrook
Subdivision Part 2. John Knochel seconded the motion. There being no objections, the motion carried.
Raintree Apartments Subdivision - Phase 1
Pat Jarboe with T-Bird Design appeared before the Board and requested final approval for Raintree Apartments Subdivision
Phase 1. As the project would be constructed in phases, Pat was requesting approval for phase 1 only. The site was located
on a 47.5-acre tract on the north side of County Road 200 South, just east of Windemere Drive.
The site’s watershed was designed to outlet into the proposed F-Lake detention area. Portions of the site were located
within the Berlovitz Regulated Drain and the Elliott Ditch watersheds. However, due to broken or plugged tiles it could not
be determined that existing surface water flowed into the Berlovitz Drain tile. The capacity of the tile system design allowed
for pass-through of surface water from any future offsite development. The proposed culvert and tile system directed the
offsite surface water into the Berlovitz drain. Calculations of the system allowed for the 100-year condition. A 12-inch tile
in the northern portion of the site outletted into the Elliott Ditch and would be dedicated for offsite drainage only.
Due to the site location, the Surveyor reviewed the modeling of the site. As stated previously, the site was located within two
watershed areas, which contributed to complications with the design process. Steve stated he was prepared to recommend
final approval with conditions as stated in the August 2, 2002 Burke memo. He also stated a waiver for the stormwater
detention requirements would be necessary. In regard to condition two of the August 2, 2002 Burke memo, the Surveyor
stated he would negotiate a fee to be paid to the County for use of storage in F-Lake. Condition three, concerning the
relocation or vacation of Branch 13 would be addressed. A format for a written agreement regarding the fee (or
compensation) had been worked up.
Ruth Shedd moved for a waiver of the stormwater detention requirements and John Knochel seconded. There being no
objections, the motion carried. Ruth then moved for final approval on Raintree Apartments Subdivision Phase 1 with the
exceptions of the conditions as stated by the Surveyor and in the August 2 Burke memo. John Knochel seconded the motion
and the motion carried.
American Freightways
Tim Beyer of Vester & Associates appeared before the Board and requested final approval with conditions for American
Freightways. The site was located along the east side of Concord Road and north of Brady Lane within the City of Lafayette.
The Surveyor while the project was located within the city limits of Lafayette, the Board’s review was for the effect on the
Elliott Ditch. This was a small trucking facility and the request regarded paving an existing gravel parking lot surrounding
the building. A drainage analysis plan of the site was prepared for review. At the direction of the City of Lafayette, the
runoff was directed to an existing roadside ditch along Concord Road and drained south into Elliott Ditch. Tim requested
final approval with a waiver of detention requirements for American Freightways. The Surveyor stated he had conferred with
the City Engineer’s office and the effect on the Elliott Ditch was nominal. The Surveyor was prepared to recommend a
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waiver of stormwater detention requirements. KD asked if this would require Phase II, Steve stated this was mentioned in the
memo. Tim stated there was an existing 30-foot Right of Way at the site.
Ruth Shedd moved to waive the stormwater detention requirements for American Freightways, and John Knochel seconded
the motion. Ruth Shedd made the motion for final approval with the conditions listed on the July 31, 2002 Burke memo, and
John Knochel seconded. As there were no objections, the motion carried.
General Drainage Ordinance #2002-24-CM
Steve conferred with the Drainage Board Attorney regarding a maintenance bond amendment to the Ordinance. Due to the
fact the amendment had been added at the last minute, the attorney thought it prudent for the Board to acknowledge it at this
time and approve the Ordinance as amended.
Ruth Shedd made the motion to approve the amendment to the Drainage Ordinance as written. John Knochel seconded the
motion. Let it be known the Drainage board has approved the amended Drainage Ordinance #2002-24-CM as written.
Petitions for Encroachment
Paramount Development LLC for Paramount Lakeshore Subdivision presented the Surveyor with a Petition for
Encroachment. The site was located on State Road 52 West of Morehouse Road. The Drainage Plan for the site was
approved at the July meeting. The site crossed the Cuppy-McClure’s 48 inch reinforced concrete tile. Steve stated the
Petitioner was requesting an encroachment within the regulated drain easement. Regardless of a grant of encroachment, it
was understood the County had the overall right of easement. However, the petition form itself would be edited for precise
wording to that effect. The Surveyor would confer with the Drainage Board Attorney on this issue. In stating this, the
Surveyor recommended the Board approve the Petition for Encroachment submitted by Paramount Development LLC.
Ruth Shedd moved to grant approval of the Petition for Encroachment from Paramount Development LLC, and John Knochel
seconded the motion. The motion carried.
RBT Development LLC for Paramount Lakeshore Subdivision also presented a Petition for Encroachment to the Surveyor.
The petition was submitted for the installation of a 12-inch storm sewer and manhole structure which would drain the east
pond of the subdivision. The Surveyor recommended the Board approve the Petition. Ruth Shedd moved to grant the Petition
for Encroachment submitted by RBT Development LLC and John Knochel seconded the motion. There being no objections
stated, the motion carried.
Colony Pines LLC for Sagamore Point Subdivision presented the Surveyor with a Petition for Encroachment. The site
consisted of 24 acres and was located on Morehouse Road. The petition was to cross the 50 and 75-foot utility and drainage
easement as well as a 50-foot Dempsey-Baker Regulated Drain Easement near Lot 58. American Suburban Utilities would
install the sanitary sewer in the easement. Steve stated A.S.U. understood if during the reconstruction or maintenance of the
Dempsey-Baker Regulated Drain it was necessary for their facilities to be moved or the ditch rebuilt to the previous
condition, it would be at their expense. This was also stated in the Colony Pines LLC petition presented to the Surveyor. Due
to the location of the sanitary sewer at roughly ten feet below the bottom of the ditch, the Surveyor felt it probably would not
be an issue. With this stated, the Surveyor recommended the Board approve the Petition for Encroachment as presented.
Ruth Shedd moved to approve the Petition for Encroachment by Colony Pines LLC, and John Knochel seconded the motion.
The motion carried.
Other Business
Kirkpatrick Ditch Regional Detention Pond
Steve reviewed a proposal for professional Engineering Services from Christopher Burke Engineering for the Kirkpatrick
Ditch Regional Detention Pond and Channel Extension. The estimated fee was $20,000.00. This amount was largely due to
the fact the engineering company did the design and the hydraulic studies previously on the ditch. This proposal was for a
conceptual design on the channel reconstruction upstream of Concord Road, as well as determining the most productive site
for the pond which serves the L.U.R. (Lafayette Union Railway) site and the area slated for industrial development.
The Surveyor recommended the execution of the contract for services stated. He added there was a business which had
looked at an eighty-acre site for development, and he felt there should be a plan in place for the future. KD stated she would
encourage action to be taken at this meeting regarding the contract. In response to a question from Ruth Shedd regarding the
contract, Steve stated the contract was in a standard format. The engineering firm would charge hourly and, the estimated fee
was not to exceed $20,000.00. Due to the hourly charge, the fee could come to less than the $20,000.00 stated. He stated
the monies were available from the Edit fund previously allocated for this project.
August 7, 2002
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Ruth Shedd made the motion to approve the contract from Christopher Burke Engineering for the Kirkpatrick Ditch Regional
Drainage upstream of Concord Road, not to exceed $20,000.00. John Knochel seconded the motion, and the motion carried.

J.B. Anderson
This drain served the stormwater drainage of Clarks Hill. The Surveyor received a contract for a project scope by
Christopher Burke Engineering. He encouraged the Board to review copies which he gave them at that time. The contract
covered the history and overall problem associated with the ditch. This ditch was put in on the EDIT request. The Surveyor
stated he would encourage and hoped to see participation with the study from the Town of Clarks Hill.
At that time KD asked for any public comments. As there were no comments, Ruth Shedd made the motion to adjourn. John
Knochel seconded the motion and the meeting was adjourned.

___________________________________________
KD Benson, President

___________________________________________
Ruth E. Shedd, Vice President
_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary
___________________________________________
John Knochel, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
February 5, 2003
Regular Meeting

Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board Ruth Shedd President, John Knochel Vice President, and KD Benson member, County
Surveyor Steve Murray, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultants Dave
Eichelberger from Christopher B. Burke Engineering Limited, and Drainage Board Executive Secretary Brenda Garrison.
The Tippecanoe County Drainage Board met February 5th, 2003 in the Tippecanoe Room of the Tippecanoe County Office
Building, 20 North 3rd Street, Lafayette, Indiana with Commissioner/President of the Drainage Board, Ruth Shedd, calling the
meeting to order.
Approval of January 8, 2003 Minutes
John Knochel made the motion to approve the January 8th minutes with K.D. Benson seconding. As there were no objections
the motion carried and the minutes were approved.
Appointment of Secretary to Drainage Board
K.D. Benson moved to appoint Brenda Garrison to serve as Drainage Board Executive Secretary for the calendar year of
2003. John Knochel seconded the motion and the motion carried.
Request to Modify Drainage Easement
Mr. Doug Mennen approached the Board to request a modification of a part of a Drainage Easement to an open ditch known
as the Stoddard Ditch. The reduction request was located in a part of Section 31 Township 21North and Range 4W. While
the ditch was a court drain, it did not have an assessment on it. He requested the Easement from the top of the bank on the
east side to be modified from 75 feet to 35 feet on the property as shown on the drawing. (While the request stated 30 feet,
the drawing indicated 35 feet.) The Surveyor’s office did not foresee a problem with the reduction and recommended
approval. John Knochel made a motion to approve the request to modify the Drainage Easement as requested from 75 feet on
the east side of the Stoddard Open Ditch to 35 feet on the east side of the Stoddard Open Ditch. KD Benson seconded the
motion and the motion carried.
Petition to Vacate a Portion of Platted Easement/ Lot 7 Winding Creek Subdivision - Brett & DeEtta Hawks
Mr. Matt McQueen representing Brett & DeEtta Hawks approached the Board. Mr. McQueen presented a petition to vacate a
portion of a platted easement on Lot 7 in Winding Creek Subdivision. Approximately 200 square feet of the house built on
the lot encroached on the platted utility and drainage easement. The petition would be presented on March 3rd to the
Commissioners, however Mr. McQueen thought it to be prudent to request Drainage Board approval before the March 3rd
meeting. The Surveyor informed the Board historically if the easement reductions were reasonable, vacations were granted.
The vacated area requested was immediately around the house only, as shown on Starr and Associates drawing job
# 10204827-2. While a storm sewer was located within the platted easement, the maintenance of the sewer would not be
adversely affected, and no utilities would be affected. The Surveyor recommended approval of the vacation to the Board.
John Knochel moved to approve the petition to vacate a portion of a platted easement on Lot 7 in Winding Creek
Subdivision. KD Benson seconded the motion and as there were no objections, the motion carried.
2003 Engineering Review Contract Proposal- Christopher B. Burke Engineering LTD
The Surveyor informed the Board the fees in this year’s Engineering Review Contract have stayed the same as the previous
year, as the only change was the ownership of documents. The previous year’s contract granted Christopher Burke
ownership. The Surveyor stated government entities usually maintained ownership of documents. The change was made to
the ownership of documents to the Government. KD inquired if there was a termination clause within the contract, as most
contracts contain the clause. Mr. Luhman stated he had reviewed the contract and it included the clause. The Surveyor
recommended acceptance of the proposed contract by Christopher B. Burke Engineering LTD. John Knochel made the
motion to approve the Engineering Review Contract Proposal between the Tippecanoe County Surveyor Office, Drainage
Board of Tippecanoe County and Christopher B. Burke Engineering LTD. KD Benson seconded the motion to approve the
contract as stated and the motion carried.
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2003 Legal Counsel Contract Proposal
The Surveyor presented the Board with a contract between the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board and the firm of Hoffman,
Luhman and Masson, P.C. to represent the Drainage Board for the calendar year of 2003. The contract did not reflect any
changes from the previous year’s contract. John Knochel motioned to approve the contract between Tippecanoe County
Drainage Board (referred to as “the Board”) and the firm of Hoffman, Luhman and Masson, P.C. for legal services for the
calendar year of 2003. KD Benson seconded the motion for approval and the motion carried.
Steve Murray
Drains: Active and Inactive List
The Board members were referred to their copy of the 2003 Drain Active and Inactive List. He explained to the Board once a
drain’s balance reaches four times it’s yearly assessment, it automatically goes to inactive status. The list would be filed with
the Auditor’s Office and adjoining Counties which were affected also. The Surveyor had conferred with the Attorney
concerning the waiver of rights by Counties in some instances and although it was not required in these instances, the
Surveyor felt it would be courteous to inform them of any actions taken. Ruth Shedd stated since Drainage Board members
change from time to time, it would be prudent to notify them when changes occurred. John Knochel moved to approve the
Active and Inactive List of Drains presented to the Board and directed the list to be part of the official minutes record book.
KD Benson seconded the motion and the motion carried.
Classification of Drains Report
Drains In Need of Reconstruction
The members of the Board were furnished with a Classification of Drains (Partial) per I.C. 36-9-27-34. The Surveyor stated
the Indiana Drainage Code requires Surveyors to present this report to the Board. While this report was preliminary, he
wanted to present this to them. The first item on the report was Drains in need of Reconstruction.
The first drain listed was the Julius Berlovitz on the east side of town which had a design in place for reconstruction. This is
an old agricultural tile and crossed 500 East diagonally at the McCarty Lane intersection and headed northeast under I 65
eastward to 550E and 500S. The outlet is shortly north of 50 South.
The second drain listed was the Lewis Jakes ditch, a hearing held several years ago and the petition failed due to several
landowners that were against converting the tile ditch to an open ditch. The Surveyor had several conversations with DNR
on this ditch due to the need of waterways by landowners within the watershed. However due to the consistent break down
of the tile, the landowners were unable construct a waterway. He stated a new hearing was warranted.
The third drain listed was S.W. Elliott which included Wilson Branch and Treece Meadow Relief drain was listed partially
due to the future F-Lake project and because some of the branches of the drain would need to be looked at as development
continues on the East side. Part of the Elliott drain had been reconstructed in the late 1980’s, such as the Treece Meadow
Relief Drain.
The fourth drain listed was the J.N. Kirkpatrick from upstream of Concord Road near the end at 450East had a preliminary
conceptual design that had just been completed by Christopher B.Burke Engineering LTD.
The fifth drain listed was the Anson Drain in the NW part of the County, an old agricultural tile that crosses under the
interstate in several locations. Several branches had broken down and were in need of major maintenance or reconstruction.
The sixth drain listed was the Elijah Fugate Drain which was being reviewed at this time, as there had been a Petition for
Reconstruction or Maintenance submitted to the Surveyor’s office.
The seventh drain listed was the J.B. Anderson Drain which crosses through Clarks Hill and would need attention.
Drains In Need of Periodic Maintenance
The Surveyor reviewed the list of twenty-seven drains in need of periodic maintenance. Some of the drains listed fell between
major maintenance and/ or reconstruction. The maintenance needed for each drain on the list was indicated. A copy of the
list would be attached to these minutes.
Surveyor Recommendation of Hearings in 2003
Supplied to the Board was a list of drains the Surveyor would recommend a hearing be scheduled for and drains to be
reclassified as Urban Drains during 2003. The three drains which the Surveyor recommended a hearing be held in 2003 were
as follows:
Elijah Fugate: A petition was pending at this time and a hearing would be set up in the near future.
Julius Berlovitz: A petition had been received several years ago and the drain included a large watershed area. The Surveyor
felt the hearing would be well attended as the watershed area serves several Subdivisions and included prime development
ground.
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Lewis Jakes Ditch: The Surveyor informed the Board due to the poor condition of this drain, they had one of three options;
reconstruction, raise the present rate of assessment, or vacate the drain as the drain continued to break down and was in need
of constant maintenance.

Urban Drain Classification for 2003
Drainage Code 36-9-27-67 instructs the County Surveyor to recommend to the County Drainage Board any drains to be
classified as Urban Drains. He informed the Board when or if drains were classified as Urban it meant the drain needed
reconstruction. Presently this County had one drain within that classification, it was the S.W.Elliott Ditch. The Surveyor
recommended the Julius Berlovitz and the J.N. Kirkpatrick to be reclassified as such. The Surveyor requested the reports
presented be considered as drafts as he wanted to add the drain’s history and explanation of recommendations. He also
hoped to review the prioritization of drains on the lists. He expected to review portions of this report in the next few
meetings. He also hoped to add the Moses Baker to the list of drains in need of a hearing.
At that time John Knochel asked Steve to explain the present ongoing reconstruction for the J.N.Kirkpatrick, since this drain
was listed under need of Reconstruction. Steve explained the section presently under construction ran from 350 South east
across Ninth Street, Eighteenth Street, and a new conspan structure at Concord Road. The old agricultural tile was outletted
at the east right of way, and into the newly constructed channel at Concord Road. From that point to the east and almost to
U.S. 52 was the section referred to on the list as being in need of reconstruction. Expected future development would require
the reconstruction of that section. Ruth Shedd inquired if the report had been given in the past years and the Surveyor noted
he had not found in the minutes where it had been done. Once the Board accepts the report, the Surveyor at that time should
prepare a short and long-range plan for drainage infrastructure. Dave Luhman noted it would also be helpful to the
landowners in the event of inquiry.
Hearing Date and Time Set
The following hearing date was set for the Elijah Fugate and the Moses Baker Drains. April 2, 2003 at 10:00 a.m. was set for
the Elijah Fugate Drain, and April 2, 2003 at 11:00 a.m. for the Moses Baker Drain. The Drainage Board meeting was
previously set for this date and would be moved up to 9 a.m. to accommodate the hearings.
OTHER BUSINESS
Petition for Removal of Obstruction / Ronald and Marsha Baxter
At that time Dave Luhman excused himself from the hearing and left the room as he had represented one of the parties in the
past. He would not participate in the hearing or be a part of the Boards decision in this matter.
The Surveyor informed the Board his office received a Petition to Remove an Obstruction in a Mutual Drain or Mutual
Surface Watercourse located at 1237 West 625 South on August 26, 2002. The surveyor investigated and had reported it
appeared to have some blockage along the swale in question between the two properties on 625 South. The names of
Petitioner were Ronald and Marsha Baxter; the blockage was on the property owned by Kevin Beason at the location
aforementioned. It was to be determined if the blockage was natural, man-made and/or intentionally blocked. Elevation
shots were taken along the swale approximately 100-150 feet south of the south side of 625 South and showed a flat surface.
Very little if any fall was the result of the shots taken. The Surveyor stated he reviewed the GIS property lines. The aerial
photos indicated the blockage to be on the Beason property which started on the property line then 150 feet south of 625 and
took a slight turn to the Northeast.
At that time Ruth Shedd invited the Petitioner, Mr. Baxter to approach the Board and state his position. Mr. Ronald Baxter of
1323 West 625 South, Lafayette Indiana 47909 then addressed the Board. He supplied the Board with additional pictures of
the obstruction. He stated there had always been a water problem on his lot and the neighbors. A private tile, which ran
under the Mr. Beason’s property, has caved in and was full of tree roots. The water table had risen and no one wanted to fix
the tile. Years ago it was surveyed by the previous Surveyor Mike Spencer, which showed minimal fall to the ditch. Mr.
Baxter contacted John Hack approximately in 1996 and a swale was put in at his and the previous neighbor Jack Bedwell’s
expense.
Within months of moving in, Mr. Kevin Beason notified Mr. Baxter he wanted to fill in the swale and the ditch in front of his
home. Approximately in April of 2000, Marsha Baxter inquired as to the legalities of the neighbor’s actions if he filled in the
swale and ditch. She was informed that as a mutual drain, he could not just fill in the ditch and swale. At that time they
contacted Mr. Beason offering him copies of the statute. Mr. Beason refused the copies and did not want to work with them.
On April 28, 2000 Mr. Tom Busch Attorney for Mr. & Mrs. Baxter contacted Mr. Beason by mail informing him of I. C. 369-27-2. After that notification, Mr. Beason had a load of dirt placed on the back of his property in order to block the water
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from crossing his property. The attempt to block the water failed and the problem continued. Pictures were provided to the
Board, which showed the area in question before and after the blockage. Another attempt in May of 2002 was made to correct
the problem and there was nothing done. Mr. Baxter felt intent to block the drainage by Mr. Beason was demonstrated and
requested the Drainage Board direct his neighbor to clean out the blockage and restore to the condition prior to Mr. Beason’s
moving in. Mr. Baxter stated he had been pumping water from his crawl space regularly. He also stated he realized the
drainage in that area was poor and he could deal with that, however he felt this particular problem was avoidable and thus the
petition was filed in August of 2002 and the matter brought in front of the Board. At that time Ruth Shedd asked to hear
from Mr. Beason.
Shawn Beason approached the Board at Ruth’s request. Shawn was Kevin Beason’s brother and due to the death of Mr.
Kevin Beason on September 1,2002 he was co-representative of the Estate. He stated he was unaware of any problems until
January 8,2003. The notification by the Board was sent to the Law Office of Bennet, Behning and Clary, as the firm
representing the Estate. Due to this Mr. Beason felt the petition should be thrown out, as he did not receive the notification
personally. He stated the house is presently for sale and this procedure had stalled the process. He said his brother had
discussed the issue with him in the past and he felt filling in the swale would push the water out to the ditch along the road.
He asked if there were pictures or evidence that actually showed his brother filling in the ditch. He felt the cattails had grown
naturally, and the tile that ran across the back yard was in poor shape at the time of his brother’s purchase of the home. He
did not feel the estate should be held responsible for what he thought was a natural occurrence.
At that time the Surveyor asked Mr. Baxter if a receipt existed for the previous work done on the swale and ditch. Mr. Baxter
stated he was in possession of a receipt for the previous work. Himself and the previous owner of the property in question
shared the cost. The Surveyor informed the Board of their options. They were to determine if blockage was intentional or
whether it was a natural accumulation. The statute called for the Board to pass on to the respondent (Mr. Beason’s Estate)
the cost of clean out if found to be intentional. If the blockage was found to be a natural accumulation or due to lack of
maintenance, both parties would bear the cost. Mr. Baxter stated lack of mowing the area had certainly contributed to the
drainage problem. He also stated he felt Mr. Beason had planted a tree in the swale. Shawn Beason asked to see a picture of
the tree in the swale. The Surveyor asked if the tree was voluntary and Mr. Baxter responded he felt the tree was planted and
not voluntary. Mr. Beason felt the tree was voluntary. Mr. Beason requested the Board make a decision today as the house
was currently for sale.
John Knochel stated he felt Mr. Baxter should have been allowed to do maintenance on the swale in the past. He agreed
notification should have been sent to Mr. Beason personally and in a timely manner in order to better prepare for the hearing.
He also stated Mr. Beason had the right to request a postponement and John would be inclined to agree to one. However, Mr.
Beason did not want to delay it any longer. KD stated she thought it was an unintentional blockage and the cost of
maintenance should be split between the two parties involved. However Mr. Baxter stated he felt it was intentional. Ruth
Shedd then asked Mr. Baxter if he would be willing to share the cost of cleaning it out. He stated he was concerned with
what a new neighbor would be agreeable to. The Surveyor recommended an agreement be written up between the parties
before the house was sold. He also suggested a copy of the official minutes be provided to both parties for any future
reference. The Board would issue an Order for the removal of the obstruction. The Surveyor asked Mr. Beason what his
opinion was. Mr. Beason informed the Surveyor the estate was” upside down” as there was not much money and he wanted
this to be done cost efficiently. Mr. Murray apologized to Mr. Beason for the untimely notification.
KD moved for the two neighbors to share the cost of the obstruction removal by the joint effort of Mr. Baxter and Mr.
Beason. John Knochel seconded the motion and the motion carried. John then made the motion for the obstruction to be
cleaned up in six months’ time and KD seconded the motion. The motion carried.
Mr. Beason noted the Estate had to be wrapped up by May of this year. The Surveyor encouraged both parties to work
together to accomplish the work needed in a timely and cost efficient manner.
As there was no other business before the Board, John Knochel moved for adjournment and KD seconded. The meeting was
adjourned.
___________________________________________
Ruth E. Shedd, President

___________________________________________
John Knochel, Vice President
_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary
___________________________________________
K.D. Benson, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
October 1, 2003
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President Ruth Shedd, Vice President John Knochel, and member KD Benson, County
Surveyor Steve Murray, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultants Dave
Eichelberger and Kerry Daily from Christopher B. Burke Engineering Limited, Tim Wells County Highway Engineer, and
Drainage Board Executive Secretary Brenda Garrison.
Approval of September 10, 2003 Minutes
John Knochel made the motion to approve the September 10, 2003 minutes. KD Benson seconded the motion and the
September 10, 2003 minutes were approved as written.
The Commons At Valley Lakes Phase 3
Mr. Alan Jacobson of Fisher and Associates appeared before the Board to present The Commons at Valley Lakes Phase 3 for
final approval. As a continued phase of the overall development The Commons at Valley Lakes, Phase 3 included 35 singlefamily lots on 11 acres just east of Phase 2. The location was immediately east of County Road 150 East (South 18th Street)
approximately ¼ mile south of County Road 350 South in the City of Lafayette, Wea Township.
Existing Storm sewers within the Commons at Valley Lakes Phase 1 will be extended south to accept Stormwater from Phase
3 as well as a portion of Branch No. 7 of the J.N. Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain. The storm sewers eventually discharged
into the J.N. Kirkpatrick drain located just north of Phase 1. The J.N Kirkpatrick drain is presently under reconstruction from
Elliott Ditch upstream to County Road 250 East (Concord Road). Branches 7 and 8 of the drain crossed the proposed Phase
3 site. Branch 7 consisted of a 12-inch tile and crossed the site from northwest to southeast diagonally. The developer
proposed to route Branch 7 through the proposed storm sewer system and vacate the legal drain easements of both branch 7
and 8 drain tiles.
Alan stated the city of Lafayette had approved and signed the plans and approval from Area Plan was anticipated within the
week. Alan requested approval of reconstruction of that portion of Branch 7 which falls within the limits of Phase 3 and
approval of direct discharge of the stormwater runoff from Phase 3 into the J.N. Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain.
The Surveyor stated the minimum width of the Easement of Branch 7 must be 30 feet by statute and noted on the plans. He
also requested a drawing of the previous and the reconstructed route of Branches 7 and 8 of the J.N. Kirkpatrick Regulated
Drain for future reference. Alan stated he would provide the Surveyor’s office with a preferred digital master exhibit of the
area’s development noting the routes of the drain within the area.
The Surveyor recommended approval for direct release to the J. N. Kirkpatrick Drain, the reconstruction and relocation of a
portion of Branch 7 and removal of a small portion of Branch 8. John Knochel moved for approval of the direct release to
the J.N. Kirkpatrick drain as requested. KD Benson seconded the motion. Direct Release was granted for The Commons At
Valley Lakes Phase 3. John Knochel motioned for the approval of the reconstruction of Branch 7 and removal of a portion of
Branch 8 within the Commons at Valley Lakes Phase 3. KD Benson then seconded the motion and the motion carried.
The Surveyor then recommended final approval with the conditions as stated on the September 23, 2003 Burke memo and the
Easement requirement as noted. John Knochel made the motion for final approval with conditions as stated on the September
23, 2003 Burke memo and those noted by the Surveyor. KD Benson seconded that motion and final approval with conditions
for The Commons at Valley Lakes Phase 3 was granted.

October 1, 2003

Tippecanoe County Drainage Board

301

Haggerty Hollow Subdivision
Mr. Paul Coates of C & S Engineering approached the Board and represented Frank Spain the developer to request the final
approval as well as a waiver for Haggerty Hollow Subdivision. He provided the Board with 8x11 site drawings for their
convenience.
The site was a proposed Rural Estates Subdivision and located at County Road 200 South (Haggerty Lane) and County Road
800 East. There would be 12 residential lots on approximately 27 acres. A private access drive would be constructed from
County Road 800 East to all the lots.
The drainage of the site was primarily westward into the floodplain of the South Fork of Wildcat Creek. The runoff route
crossed over a small tract of land owned by Frank Shultz and ETAL who were notified by certified mail as required. The
proposed routing of the stormwater runoff was into two detention basins. The pond outlet was to discharge into the floodplain
of the South Fork of Wildcat Creek. The proposed detention basins would be located on portions of Parcels 2 & 4 and Lot 8.
A small portion of the site would discharge into the right-of-way of County Road 800 East. As stated previously the owner of
Parcel 2 & 4 was notified by certified mail of the meeting. Spain Court would be constructed off of 800 East to be utilized as
a private access drive to the proposed lots.
A waiver regarding condition 2 of the September 23, 2003 Burke memo was requested. Condition 2 read as follows: “ The
proposed detention basins will be constructed on portions of Parcels 2 – 4 and Lot 8. The applicant has indicated that the
same person owns all of the land within the project site (Lots 1-12) and Parcels 2-4. Since the Drainage Ordinance does not
allow stormwater detention on subdivision lots, the applicant should clarify the status of Parcels 2 –4. A waiver from Section
14.f.13. of the Drainage Ordinance may be necessary to allow construction of the detention basins on Lot 8 and Parcels 2 – 4.
Mr. Coates stated the intention was to obtain a drainage easement from Mr. Spain, the owner of Parcels 2 – 4, then record it
with the final plat. Paul stated he would provide clarification on the plans as required by the remaining conditions in the
September 23, 2003 Burke memo.
The Surveyor discussed the previous stated Section 14.f.13. of the Drainage Ordinance regarding stormwater detention on
subdivision lots. Typically detention ponds are on outlots. While he understood the desire to have the ponds on lots for
maintenance purposes, the original intent of this section was liability. He felt the waiver should not be consistently granted.
The Surveyor noted additional conditions as follows: Drainage Easements around both ponds and swales must be obtained.
Swale grading and elevations must be noted for future reference as well as the outfall paths for the detention ponds. Paul
stated in the future he would confer with the Surveyor at the very early stage of the rural estate subdivision plan process
regarding the drainage plans.
KD Benson asked about Ordinance requirements for developers when adjoining landowners are involved in some way. The
Surveyor stated a certified notice was the requirement. The intent of the Ordinance was to allow adjoining landowners to
voice their concerns at the scheduled hearing. The Surveyor stated a review of that particular portion of the Ordinance might
be warranted. In response to John Knochel’s inquiry, Tim Wells County Highway Engineer stated the proposed drainage
plans would not have a significant impact on the drainage at 200 South and 800 East. He stated Mr. Coates had conferred
with the Highway Dept. and Tim felt there would be a positive improvement for that area.
The Surveyor then recommended the approval of the waiver from Section 14.f.13 of the Drainage Ordinance that stated
detention ponds couldn’t be located on individual lots. John Knochel made the motion to approve the waiver from Section
14. f. 13. of the Drainage Ordinance for Haggerty Hollow Subdivision. KD Benson seconded that motion and the waiver for
Haggerty Hollow Subdivision was granted.
The Surveyor recommended final approval with conditions stated on the September 23, 2003 Burke memo as well as the
conditions he had previously stated. John Knochel motioned for the final approval with conditions as stated on the
September 23, 2003 Burke Memo as well as those noted by the Surveyor. KD Benson seconded the motion and final
approval for Haggerty Hollow Subdivision was granted.
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Steve Murray
The Surveyor presented a Declaration and Grant of Off-site Storm Drainage Easement for signature approval. He stated the
Drainage Board Attorney had reviewed the Easement. This covered an Easement between the outfall for the Storm sewer
system to the existing pond on Coyote Crossing as well as an Easement around the pond at Coyote Crossing. The Surveyor
recommended accepting the Easement and recording it. John Knochel moved to approve the Easement as recommended.
KD Benson seconded the motion and the Easement was approved.
Maintenance Bond #5459211 / Lindberg Village Phase 3- Cushing Drive/ Fairfield Contractors
Letter of Credit #51004886 / Hickory Hills 3rd Subdivision Phase 1 Section 2 /Eagles Nest Incorporated
The Surveyor presented Maintenance Bond # 5459211from Fairfield Contractors for Lindberg Village Phase 3 - Cushing
Drive in the amount of $6200.00. He then presented Letter of Credit #51004886 from Eagles Nest Incorporated for Hickory
Hills 3rd Subdivision Phase 1 Section 2 in the amount of $2307.00. Steve recommended both items for acceptance by the
Board.
John Knochel made the motion to accept Maintenance Bond# 5459211from Fairfield Contractors for Lindberg Village Phase
3 - Cushing Drive in the amount of $6200.00 as presented. KD Benson seconded his motion. Maintenance Bond #5459211
amount $6200.00 for Lindberg Village Phase 3- Cushing Drive was accepted by the Board.
John Knochel then recommended acceptance for Letter of Credit #51004886 from Eagles Nest Incorporated for Hickory Hills
3rd Subdivision Phase 1 Section 2 in the amount of $2307.00. KD Benson seconded his motion. Letter of Credit #51004886
from Eagles Nest Incorporated for Hickory Hills 3rd Subdivision Phase 1 Section 2 in the amount of $2307.00 was accepted
by the Board.
Private Tile Update
Klondike Road and Lindberg Road
The Surveyor and Mr. Zach Beasley Project Manager for the Surveyor Office met with Mr. Swanson landowner of a tract
South of Lindberg Road. They walked the route of a tile from Lindberg to Mr. Swanson’s south line. There was a minimum
of 6 – 8 tile holes along the route. The outlet was partially submerged and appeared to be caused by natural breakdown and
erosion. The Surveyor stated there was a fair amount of fall. The Surveyor stated the area was about a quarter of a mile at
most. The private tile was in bad condition and in need of general repair. There was a section just north of Mr. Swanson’s
south line where the tile appeared to outlet. He stated Mr. Swanson gave the history of the tile. Mr. Swanson stated he felt the
outfall for the storm sewer of Lindberg Village that comes out on the south side of culvert underneath Lindberg Road was
dumping more water on him and aggravating the situation.
Homer Schaffer/ Anson Drain
At that time Steve informed the Board he had received a letter from Joe Bumbleburg inquiring the status of Mr. Homer
Shaffer’s drainage problem. The area in question was located on the Southwest corner of 850 North and 100 West. A large
wetland exists just across Mr. Schaffer’s property line. A branch of the Anson Drain runs through the wetland. The Anson
Drain was listed on the Annual Surveyor’s Report presented to the Board in February under” Drains in need of
Reconstruction”.
The Surveyor and Shelli Muller GIS Technician presented an overview of the area. Mr. Schaffer’s concern was the growth
of the wetland and the proximity to his home. The tile was found to be plugged through the woods to the east of CR 100W
and most likely through the wetland also. The Surveyor noted the law stated when a regulated tile drain ran through a
wetland, the County had the right to maintain it. For the branch to function properly, the Surveyor estimated two-three
thousand feet of tile repair was needed at the cost of $14.00 - $16.00 per foot which totaled approximately $32,000.00 $50,000.00. The Anson drain is a fairly large tile system and watershed. The Surveyor felt the watershed landowners would
most likely not agree on reconstruction, as the per acre cost would be raised from the present $1.25 to approximately $5.00 $8.00 for the needed repair. In conclusion, there were two options: vacation of the tile, or a maintenance and/ or
reconstruction hearing for the landowners involved. He also stated further investigation; a report and notification were
required before a hearing could be held. The status of the tile and receipt of the letter from Mr. Bumbleburg regarding the tile
was noted.
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John Knochel moved for adjournment. KD Benson seconded the motion and the meeting was adjourned.

___________________________________________
Ruth E. Shedd, President

___________________________________________
John Knochel, Vice President
_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary
___________________________________________
KD Benson, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
April 7, 2004
Regular Meeting

Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President John Knochel, Vice President KD Benson, member Ruth Shedd, County
Surveyor Steve Murray, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultants Dave
Eichelberger and Kerry Daily from Christopher B. Burke Engineering Limited, County Highway Engineer Tim Wells,
Drainage Board Secretary Brenda Garrison, and GIS Technician Shelli Muller.
Approval of March 3, 2004 Minutes
KD Benson motioned to approve the minutes of the March 3, 2004 regular meeting and minutes of the March 3, 2004
Obstruction Hearing as written. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion and the minutes of the March 3, 2004 regular meeting and
the Obstruction Hearing minutes were approved as written.
Tippecanoe Shoppes Subdivision Lot 1
Steve Murray stated this was a new lot in the Meijer area inside the city of Lafayette’s limits. The concern was it discharged
into a pond, which was part of the Alexander Ross Regulated Drain. While the submitted plan was reviewed by the
Surveyor’s office, the intent was not to present it to the Drainage Board. The pond was designed originally to handle future
development and based upon the submittal, the original drainage plan for the Meijer property was followed. KD Benson
made a motion to withdrawal Tippecanoe Shoppes from the agenda. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. The motion was
granted.
Avalon Bluffs Section 1
Brandon Fulk from the Schneider Corporation appeared before the Board to request a variance on the post-developed release
rates and final approval for Avalon Bluffs Subdivision Section 1. This section was a part of the overall Avalon Bluffs
Development. In addition to Section 1, a conceptual plan was submitted for the overall development.
The project was located on the south end of the County, east of County Road 250 East (Concord Road) between County
Roads 450 South and 500 South. Benjamin Crossing Development was located directly north of this site. Brandon stated
there were five (5) separate off-site release points for the overall development. The northern portion of the site drained to the
Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain watershed and the southern portion of the site drained to the Kenny Ditch, which was a part of
the Wea Creek Watershed. Brandon pointed out that a private tile in the northwest corner of the site would not be used for
discharge. The proposed site would have three discharge points. Section 1 and Section 2 discharge point was located in the
northeast corner with a minimal of direct discharge and utilized a detention pond. The outlet ran parallel to and conveyed
under County Road 450 South and continued approximately 350 feet (350’) east to Benjamin Crossing Development’s site.
Section 3 was in the conceptual stage at this point, and would drain to the south. Brandon stated the developer was aware of
the surrounding landowner’s concerns regarding the existing pond and ecosystem south of 500 South. The developer had
directed Schneider to be proactive in meeting those concerns. All downstream owners would be contacted when they were
closer to developing that portion of the site. A meeting would be held with the landowners for review of the plans.
Brandon stated they conferred with the conditions on the April 2, 2004 Burke memo, but did need to clarify #4 regarding the
variance for the post development runoff deviation. When Benjamin Crossing Development was analyzed, basins W1 and
W2 were one basin. That basin was split in two and the methodology was revised. A model of the total system to include the
Benjamin Crossing site would be documented to show no adverse impact on the adjoining landowners by the decision to split
the basin. He stated the Surveyor’s office request for signage and boat ramp accessibility would be provided.
The Surveyor recommended granting a variance for the direct discharge into the Benjamin Crossing storm system. The
discharge would not be on a downstream landowner. The developer had control of the property, which would receive the
discharge, and the storm system was designed to handle it. Dave Eichelberger informed the Board; the increase occurred
when you compared the ten-year post developed to the two-year pre developed which was the first stage and the second stage
was one hundred year to the ten year.
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Steve felt it would be prudent to grant the variance subject to the Surveyor’s office final review. KD Benson motioned to
grant the variance request subject to the condition as stated by the Surveyor. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion and the
variance was granted. Steve stated he was prepared to recommend final approval with the conditions as stated on the April 2,
2004 Burke memo as well as the rerouting the Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain around the detention pond at the northeast side of
the Benjamin Crossing development, including the installation of two ten inch (10”) pipes for outlets and correction of the
erosion and sediment problems at the conspan located at Concord Road and Kirkpatrick Ditch. Brandon stated they
concurred with that. KD Benson motioned to grant final approval with the conditions noted on the April 2, 2004 Burke
memo in addition to those noted by the Surveyor. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. Avalon Bluffs Section 1 was granted a
direct discharge variance and final approval with conditions. Those conditions were noted on the April 2, 2004 Burke memo,
as well as rerouting the Kirkpatrick Regulated drain, installation of two ten inch (10”) outlets for the pond in the northeast
corner of the Benjamin Crossing development and erosion and sediment correction.
Boothe Farms Subdivision
Robert Gross of R.W. Gross and Associates represented Greg Sutter and appeared before the Board to request a variance of
the standard stormwater detention requirements and final approval for the Boothe Farms Subdivision project. The site
consisted of ten and one tenth (10.1) acres located on the north side of County Road 700 North about one fourth (1/4) mile
east of County Road 775 East in Washington Township and would contain five (5) residential lots. Wentworth Lane, a
twenty-feet (20’) wide paved road, would provide access from County Road 700 North. Most of the site discharged to an
existing open ravine at the northwest corner of the property, then approximately three fourths (¾) of a mile north to the
Wabash River. A 24” culvert conveyed runoff from the northeastern portion of the site to the west side of Wentworth Lane
and eventually discharged into the ravine through a stormwater swale. Due to the amount of runoff from the site, a variance
was requested. When modeling the project small changes were noted on the existing conditions to the proposed conditions.
The runoff would increase slightly. The two-year runoff was increased from 21 cfs to 23 cfs, ten-year from 42 cfs to 46 cfs,
and the 100-year from 71 cfs to 80 cfs. A rock dam to minimize erosion would be installed at the most upstream portion of
the open ravine.
The Surveyor recommended granting the variance subject to the installation of riprap to help stabilize the ravine in addition
to a covenant to restrict the amount of impervious area. KD Benson made a motion to grant the waiver subject to the
Surveyor’s conditions. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion and the variance was granted. The Surveyor recommended final
approval with conditions as stated on the April 2, 2004 Burke memo. KD Benson motioned to grant final approval with the
conditions stated on the April 2, 2004 Burke memo. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. Boothe Farms Subdivision was
granted final approval with the conditions stated on the April 2, 2004 Burke memo.
OTHER BUSINESS
Revised NPDES Phase II Stormwater Quality Management Plan and Permit Contract
The Surveyor presented to the Board a revised NPDES Phase II Stormwater Quality Management Plan and Permit contract
with Christopher B.Burke Engineering for additional fees. The cost was shared between Tippecanoe County, City of
Lafayette, City of West Lafayette and Purdue University. When the original contract was executed approximately two years
ago, Rule 13 was not finished and deadlines were moved back. The NPDES project team had reviewed the revision to the
contract. The cost covered additional meeting attendance, technical guidance through the process, development assistance of
the Phase II website (program requirement), as well as reformatting the individual ordinances into one comprehensive
ordinance. Tippecanoe County’s portion of the revised contract amount would be $22,000.00, City of Lafayette’s $16,000.00,
City of West Lafayette’s $12,000.00, and Purdue University’s portion would be $10,000.00. The two cities and the
University were in the process of executing the revision at the present time. As the monies were available, the Surveyor
recommended granting the increase in the contract for Phase II with Christopher B. Burke Engineering. KD Benson motioned
to approve the contract revision with Christopher B. Burke Engineering and Ruth Shedd seconded the motion.
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Winding Creek Section 1/Reduction of Drainage Easement/ County Farm Regulated Drain
A request to modify the Legal Drain Easement of the County Farm Regulated Drain had been received by the Surveyor’s
office for a part of Lots 45 and 46 of Winding Creek Section 1 Subdivision. The request involved the reduction of the current
seventy-five feet (75’) Easement to fifteen feet from the centerline of the tile across lots 45 and 46 in Winding Creek Section
1 Subdivision. Dave Luhman had reviewed the request and stated since the parties had not signed it, the Board should
approve the form itself. Once the parties submitted a signed request the Board could then sign it. KD Benson moved to
approve the form and authorize the signing of the Easement once received with proper signatures. Ruth Shedd seconded the
motion and the modification of the Legal Drain Easement was granted once the proper signatures were obtained.
Boland Heights/ Reduction of Easement/ Branch 1 of Branch 4 of S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain
The Surveyor presented a request to modify the Regulated Drain Easement for a portion of Branch 1 of Branch 4 of the S.W.
Elliott Regulated Drain located in Boland Heights Subdivision. The requested modification was to reduce the existing
seventy-five feet (75’) from the tile’s centerline to fifteen feet (15’) each side of the centerline of the tile for a total of a thirtyfeet (30’) overall Easement. The portion of the Branch in question was located in Section 17, Township 22 North and Range
3 West and also a part of tract fourteen (14) and nineteen (19), as shown on the Plat of Survey recorded Document Number
98-06220.
KD Benson motioned to grant the Easement Reduction as presented by the Surveyor. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion and
an Easement Reduction for a portion of Branch one (1) of Branch four (4) of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain was granted as
presented to the Board by the Surveyor.
As there was no other business before the Board, KD Benson motioned to adjourn. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion and the
meeting was adjourned.

___________________________________________
John Knochel, President

___________________________________________
KD Benson, Vice President
_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary
___________________________________________
Ruth Shedd, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
August 4, 2004
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President John Knochel, Vice President KD Benson, member Ruth Shedd, County
Surveyor Steve Murray, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultants Dave
Eichelberger and Kerry Daily from Christopher B. Burke Engineering Limited, County Highway Engineer Tim Wells,
Drainage Board Secretary Brenda Garrison. GIS Technician Shelli Muller was absent.
Approval of July 7, 2004 Minutes
KD Benson made the motion to approve the July 7, 2004 Drainage Board minutes and Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. The
July 7, 2004 Drainage Board Minutes were approved.
Elliott Ditch/Richard & Marilyn Smith
Mrs. Marilyn Smith 4340 Newcastle Road Lafayette Indiana approached the Board to express her concerns with the Elliott
Ditch. Mr. Richard Smith was also in attendance. Mrs. Smith stated as owners of the Black Walnut Farm on Newcastle Road
they had been involved with drainage for a number of years. She stated the following:
Quote “The Elliott tile portion from our farm which is the beginning of the tile portion up to 400 South was replaced in 1993.
It was replaced with a vinyl nylon covered tile the purpose of which was to keep soil and other things from getting into the
tile so that the water would flow freely. The tile system was not meant to be a sewer system and by the installation of a drain
across the road at Boland Heights, they put in a storm drain. I watched on June 11th when we had so much rain, much gravel
and dirt went into that drain. I feel that it is plugged up at that point. Our low land did not drain and it is still wet. Across the
road what is farmed by John Rice, the water is still standing and it should have been drained a long time ago. We had an
unusual amount of water at that time as you know and we do realize that the contour of the land around our area is such that
water is going to find its way to our low land. However it has drained quite well since 1993 until this year. I do feel that this
storm drain, which I have pictures to show you shows dirt around the storm drain these were taken this week. They have dug
a ditch and funneled the water into this tile drain and made it into a storm sewer and it should never have been done in this
manner. We would like action to take this up and clean out the tile, which I think is plugged at this point, partially plugged,
and return it to the tile system it was intended to be. We have other problems with this drainage system. The water from the
Dismal Ditch, formally Ilgenfritz Ditch also finds its way to our pond, our low land. In 1982, Alvin Pealot dug away the levy
so that the water from that watershed would come down into our low land. The County at this time didn’t want to make him
unhappy nor did they want to make Mrs. Shrock unhappy by cleaning out that ditch so that the water would go down the
Dismal ditch, as it was suppose to do. We have been unhappy because of this but it didn’t make any difference us being
unhappy. They didn’t want to cross Alvin Pealot and Mrs. Shrock. So this is another area that needs attention. That ditch
needs to be cleaned out so that the water that goes down the proper channel. There are many problems associated with our
drainage problems. Those are the two major ones. We would appreciate your attention to this matter. Thank you.” Unquote
At that time John Knochel referred to the Surveyor. The Surveyor stated he had received both of their letters. He had
intended to respond after he investigated all the points that were brought up. The office had checked some of them already.
There was a little bit of dirt at the bottom of the tile at Boland Heights and that would be cleaned out. He stated he had asked
them to seed that and they had not. He had made several visits to that location since the rain a month ago. The office was
still investigating. He has also spoke with Mike Peabody who farms the Pealot ground now. As soon as the crops were out,
he would go back in with Mr. Peabody and take a look at that concern. The outlet at the railroad tracks at S.R. 38 was
surveyed just last week and it appeared that it was partially obstructed. When Mike Spencer replaced that stretch of the
Elliott, Steve was Highway Director and so was familiar with the drainage problem. He was onsite last week and spoke with
one of the tenant farmers that farm with Jack Lahrman. Every standpipe and inlet found from the outlet to the Smith’s
property had been checked repeatedly. At this point a major obstruction had not been found. Assuming the shots prove true
on the partially obstructed outlet, he would try to get it cleaned out this fall. As of last week the tile was running about half
full and flowing well. While the water was standing in the Smith’s low area, the water was backed up in standpipes 3-5 feet.
This led him to believe there could be a blockage somewhere. Presently since the water is down it seemed to be running well.
Steve noted as soon as the crops were out- the tile would be checked for breakdowns or blowouts. Also he would look at the
situation between Ilgenfritz and Elliott. He would respond to each and every one of Mr. & Mrs. Smith’s questions and
concerns. He stated he would meet with Mr. & Mrs. Smith on site to review his findings. John Knochel thanked Mr. & Mrs.
Smith for their attendance and comments.
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Lindberg Village G.B. Land
Tim Beyer with Vester & Associates appeared before the Board to present Lindberg Village General Business land and
request conceptual approval. The developer, Derrin Sorenson, was in attendance as well. The site was located on 13.23 acres
at the southeast corner of Lindberg Village Subdivision west of County Road 300 West (Klondike Road) between County
Road 200 North (Lindberg Road) and County Road 250 North.
Tim presented an overall view of the Lindberg Village development for the Board. He stated the drainage plan was approved
in March 2001. In the original drainage report there were approximately 4.4 acres in the southeast corner of the site that ran
directly into the storm sewer and outlet into the drainage channel downstream of the site. An additional 2.25 acres in the
southeast corner could outlet into the existing storm sewer while staying within the previously approved release rates from
the pond to include the downstream channel runoff rates. The G.B. area outlet into the storm sewers on the north side of
Lindberg Road then crossed the road (West of Klondike) to the south side and eventually to the drainage channel
downstream. Tim stated the 2.25 acres was originally designed to go to the pond and based on the analysis there was no
change to the previously approved release rates.
The Surveyor agreed the analysis was within the ordinance, however the Board had been inundated with complaints from a
couple landowners in that area. He felt the drainage for the overall area was probably improved; however the outlet to the
west of the development was an old regulated drain not under maintenance. The tile southeast of the site was also private
with several breakdowns and outlet approximately 800 to 1000 feet south of Lindberg Road. The problem was with the old
tile system and although the volume of water had not increased, the same amount of water for a longer period of time would
complicate and increase the problem to the tile system. This tile was the major problem for Frances Gaylord to the north
and east of the intersection. In response to K.D’s inquiry Dave Eichelberger stated there would be no change in the volume
or peak runoff. The Surveyor has had previous discussions with the developer and the project’s engineers of intercepting the
water in the ditch located on the west side of the ditch along Klondike and incorporating it into their system. Steve noted
there were at least one-maybe two culverts under Klondike Road. The Developer stated a substantial swale had been
constructed to keep water off of the Sturgeon property. Tim Wells noted there was a catch basin at the southeast corner of
the Sturgeon property.
After the discussion, K.D. Benson made the motion to grant conceptual approval for the Lindberg Village General Business
land and Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. Lindberg Village General Business land was granted conceptual approval.
Tipmont REMC Concord Station
Alan Jacobson with Fisher & Associates appeared before the Board to present Tipmont REMC Concord Station and request
final approval. The project was located on 1.183 acres on the south side of County Road 800 South and east of County Road
350 East (Concord Road) in Lauramie Township. (Previously the site was platted as Outlot 1 in McCool Minor Subdivision.)
Access to the electrical distribution substation would be from County Road 800 South and a 12-inch metal culvert would be
installed under the drive. An on site detention pond was proposed. The existing drainage flowed downhill through a natural
channel, passed under a culvert at the intersection of Concord Road and 800 South and ultimately discharged into Wea
Creek. Two transmission bays would be constructed however only the South Bay would be built at this time. Due to the path
of the runoff this project was brought in front of the Drainage Board. Steve stated as a standard rule and due to the increased
amount of drainage calls/ complaints, the documentation of downstream drainage would be required for approval of projects.
Alan stated although a visual inspection had been done the written documentation was pending. Notification to the
downstream owner was completed.
The Surveyor recommended final approval with conditions as stated on the July 29th, 2004 Burke memo, as well as revision
of the word “should “ to “shall” in Condition 1. KD Benson made the motion to grant final approval with conditions as
stated by the Surveyor. Tipmont REMC Concord Substation was granted final approval with the conditions as stated on the
July 29th Burke memo as well as the revision stated by the Surveyor.
Mason’s Ridge
Pat Jarboe with T-Bird Designs appeared before the Board to present Mason’s Ridge and request a waiver of the Standard
Stormwater requirements as well as final approval. The site was located on 64 acres across from the new Wea ball fields and
immediately northeast of the intersection of County Road 150 East (South 18th Street) and Wea School Road. It would
provide 90 single residential lots. The watershed of approximately 240 acres was involved with this project. An existing
channel south of the subdivision site between Wea School Road and County Road 150 East would be cleaned and regraded.
Hickory Ridge Subdivision lies to the east and Crestwood Subdivision Part Two to the north. The project would incorporate
stormwater discharges from these developments into the proposed storm sewer drainage system. Pat stated due to the direct
release to Wea Creek and location of the site within the Wea Creek watershed a waiver was warranted. Pat stated the
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floodway of the Wea Creek was substantially outside and to the south of Wea School Road. The plan was to remove the
lower portions of the subdivision out of the flood plain entirely and the conveyance would travel through the remaining
portion of the flood plain. Pat stated the flood plain certification was presently pending at APC. The Surveyor noted the
project could not move forward without the certification. Pat stated that a Drainage Easement would be recorded and
obtained from the downstream owner John Decker. The Surveyor recommended granting the waiver of the Standard
Stormwater requirements. KD Benson motioned to grant a waiver of the Standard Stormwater requirements. Ruth Shedd
seconded the motion and a waiver for the Standard Stormwater requirements was granted. The Surveyor then recommended
final approval with the conditions on the July 29, 2004 Burke memo also a condition for the requirement of a Public Drainage
Easement for the area of Wea School Road and South 18th Street- the John Decker property. Also condition number four to
include independent testing and certification by a professional engineer. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. Mason’s Ridge
was granted final approval with conditions listed on the July 29th, 2004 Burke memo as well as the recorded drainage
easement from the downstream owner and the addition of required independent testing certification to condition four of the
aforementioned Burke memo.
Shawnee Ridge Phase 4
Tim Beyer with Vester & Associates appeared before the Board to present Shawnee Ridge Phase 4 and request a waiver from
the Standard Stormwater requirements as well as final approval.
The site was located on 52.2 acres north of County Road 600 North and east of State Road 43 in Tippecanoe Township and
would provide 79 single-family lots. Twelve (12) acres of the site lie within the flood plain of Burnett Creek. The site was
north of the previous phases and east of Hawks Nest Subdivision. The runoff would be collected and routed to either an
existing dry bottom detention pond constructed previously during Phase 1 or a wet bottom detention pond to the north end of
the site. Also a portion of the site would drain to an existing ravine on the east side and eventually to Burnett Creek.
As the developer was reluctant to remove the natural vegetation at that location, in a 100-year storm a very small portion of
the pond would encroach onto the lots. Tim requested a waiver for the wet bottom detention pond to be located on residential
lots (Outlot B). Tim stated the backup would amount to approximately a foot of water in a 100-year condition. Therefore to
leave the vegetation in its natural state a request for a waiver of the Standard Stormwater requirements was warranted. He
then requested final drainage approval for Shawnee Ridge Phase 4. With the condition of a satisfactory covenant protecting
the vegetation aforementioned, the Surveyor stated he was prepared to recommend a waiver for the Standard Stormwater
requirements for the Shawnee Ridge Phase 4. At that time John Knochel asked for any public comments.
Vicki Gossen of 6319 Gallegos Drive Lafayette Indiana otherwise known as lot 39 of Hawks Nest Subdivision Phase 3
approached the Board. She expressed her concern for the drainage conditions of the previous phase and in particularly the
west side of the project site or Outlot A. The drainage of Outlot A had caused severe erosion of the ravine that meandered
through Hawks Nest. She stated erosion maintenance had been done on the ravine, however the continued erosion presented
a real and present concern for the lot owners involved. She had spoke at the March Area Plan meeting and at that time was
encouraged to attend this meeting. With the rain events to date the erosion had worsened. The footers underneath her
retaining wall were exposed carrying away up to a foot of dirt during the June rainfall event. After the June rainfall a culvert
on the upstream side of the ditch was completely under water and shooting water at the outlet. She noted the pond had
drained within four (4) hours. This caused huge boulders on the Oliveras property (installed to protect the bank) to fall away
from the bank. Vicki stated since the riprap at the outlet was replaced and cement added, what did slow the runoff down
somewhat now released it at a much faster rate. The Surveyor, local DNR Soil & Water representative Sue Gerlach, regional
DNR Urban Water representative Chuck Westfall made a site visit after the rainfall. Mr. Westfall stated he would speak with
the developer and try to reach a solution. Vicki requested immediate action for the following safety concerns: Two (2) 15inch drains had no covering and an abandoned “well or culvert” had an open grate covering. She then presented the Board
with a review of Phase 4 Drainage Study from Sue Gerlach DNR Soil & Water Representative containing several bullet
points and pictures of the area in question. Margaret Olivares of 5331 Gallegos Drive Lafayette Indiana also known as lot 42
Hawks Nest Subdivision Phase 3 then approached the Board. She stated they have sustained extensive damage to their yard
due to the condition of the ditch. In five years she had witnessed a much faster flow of water not an increased amount of
water. She also expressed the need of a solution to this problem.
The Surveyor stated he had made several site visits to both the Shawnee Ridge development site as well as the Hawks Nest
subdivision site. He had walked the ravine system from Shawnee Ridge Pond to the Hawks Nest Pond on two occasions. In
addition, he had walked from the Shawnee Ridge pond to a couple lots past the Gossen property on many occasions. He
stated there was definitely an erosion problem. It was obvious the water was moving very fast when the black plastic
temporary outlet pipe blew the all the way down to the Hawks Nest pond and caused erosion of the ditch. The pond had
topped three times and each time it was repaired. The last time the depth of the riprap was increased and grouted. He had not
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made a site visit since that was done a couple weeks ago. He felt with some maintenance work the channel could be
reinforced and realigned. He stated however, the developer was within the conditions of the ordinance. He then discussed
with the developer Mr. Brian Keene suggestions made by Mr. Westfall of DNR. Mr. Keene stated he was meeting with Mrs.
Olivares after the meeting to discuss ways of stabilizing the bank. Regardless of the development the Surveyor stated it was
a ravine and erosion could be expected after heavy rains. However it was his opinion over the last three or four years, the
topping of the dam and the blowing out of the temporary dam had accelerated the erosion of the ravine. He felt it would be
fair for the developer to offer some remedy that would assist in the expense of the maintenance needed. The Surveyor then
asked Tim Beyer if he had revisited the calculations since the blowout of the temporary structure. Tim stated to date he had
not, but would review those again.
The Surveyor then noted other concerns with this project were the grading plan and the building pad elevations. He expected
Mr. Beyer to work out those issues with him to insure the preservation of as many trees as possible. He believed easements
were warranted. Vicki Gossen asked if the bullet points from Sue Gerlach would be considered as well. She felt bullet point
# 4 specifically should be implemented. The Surveyor would review and give the points due consideration. He felt there
were good comments, but some were outside of the County Ordinance.
K.D. Benson suggested a special Drainage Board meeting in the next couple of weeks to give the parties a chance to iron out
their problems. Tim noted that they were required to submit plans to Sue Gerlach for approval and any comments she may
have. The Surveyor then gave permission to the Developer to begin construction of the North Pond. Vicki stated she did not
have a problem with that. KD Benson made the motion to grant a waiver for the Standard Stormwater requirements and Ruth
Shedd seconded the motion. A waiver for the Standard Stormwater requirements for Shawnee Ridge Subdivision Phase 4
was granted. KD Benson then made the motion to continue Shawnee Ridge Subdivision Phase 4 project until August 17,
2004 at 1 p.m. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion and Shawnee Ridge Subdivision Phase 4 project was continued until August
17, 2004 at 1 p.m. KD Benson thanked the developer Brian Keene and Tim Beyer for their willingness to work together to
find a solution to the problems at this site.
Steve Murray
Carrington Estates/ Swales
KD asked the Surveyor if he had a chance to review the complaints by Patti Mason in regards to swales at Carrington Estates.
Steve stated he had sent his project manager out this morning to the site to take pictures and had not had a chance to review.
KD requested the Carrington Estates/Swale issue be added to the agenda for the August 17th meeting at 1 p.m. John Knochel
instructed the secretary to add the Carrington Estates/swale issue to the agenda for the August 17th meeting at 1 p.m.
As there were no more public comments, KD Benson motioned to adjourn the meeting. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion and
the meeting was adjourned.

___________________________________________
John Knochel, President

___________________________________________
KD Benson, Vice President
_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary
___________________________________________
Ruth Shedd, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
Regular Meeting
October 13, 2004
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President John Knochel, Vice President KD Benson, member Ruth Shedd, County
Surveyor Steve Murray, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave Eichelberger
from Christopher B. Burke Engineering Limited, County Highway Engineer Tim Wells, Drainage Board Secretary Brenda
Garrison, and GIS Technician Shelli Muller.
Approval of September 1, 2004 Regular Meeting Minutes
Approval of September 27, 2004 Special Meeting Minutes
KD Benson made a motion to approve the September 1, 2004 Drainage Board Regular Meeting minutes as well as the
September 27, 2004 Special Meeting minutes. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. The Regular Meeting minutes as well as
the Special Meeting minutes were approved as written.
Shangri La Estates Subdivision
Robert Grove P.E. represented George and Ruby Tsao and appeared before the Board to request final approval for Shangri La
Estates Subdivision. The site consisted of approximately forty-six (46) acres located at the southwest corner of the
intersection of County Roads 450 North and 300 West. An open channel portion of the E.W. Andrews Ditch existed at the
site from the northwest corner to the southwest corner. The open channel at this site was not part of the regulated portion of
said drain. Three (3) in-channel detention ponds would be constructed along the open channel. Since an existing detention
basin with Stonehenge Development outletted onto the project site, the outflow would be diverted down the west line across
to the south line and into the existing channel. An approximately two hundred (200) acre watershed upstream would be
conveyed through the detention ponds.
Mr. Grove stated that the Project’s Manager Mr. Glen Stockment and he had met with Mr. & Mrs. Bill Kepner downstream
landowners concerning the open channel. They reached an agreement whereby the developer would straighten the open
channel at the northeast quarter of Mr. Kepner’s tract as well as install riprap at the northeast corner of Scott & Teresa
Kepner‘s property line, and the northwest corner of Julia Kepner’s property line. For future reference, the developer would
provide letters of agreement from each of the landowners. John Knochel then asked for public comment. Bill Kepner of 4120
North 300 West approached the Board and stated his property as well as his son and daughter’s property bordered the full
length of the southern part of the site. He then reminded the Board he had attended the Special Drainage Board meeting on
September 24th 2004, and 100% of the site’s drainage crossed their land. He confirmed the developer agreed to straighten out
the “creek” on his property line with the outlet, fill in the old creek bed to minimize damage to his front yard, and level the
outlet with the old creek bed. They also agreed the runoff, which entered his son’s property, would be at the same level and in
line with his son’s creek, and to installing riprap as needed to reduce damage. He then stated they had agreed the ditch along
Scott Kepner’s property line would be at least five feet from the line to save the existing hickory and oak trees at that
location. The stated agreements satisfied the Kepner’s concerns regarding Shangri La Estates’ drainage upon their tracts of
land. He thanked the Board for their time. John Knochel asked if Scott or Julia Kepner were in attendance. Mr. Bill Kepner
stated they were not, however they did agree with his statements.
The Surveyor recommended final approval for Shangri La Estates with conditions as stated on the September 17, 2004 Burke
memo as well as the additional condition of required agreement letters from downstream owners Bill Kepner, Scott Kepner &
Julia Kepner. KD added the condition of an acknowledgment letter from Ed & Martha Cox and Marjie Sheese be provided
for the record as well. KD then made the motion to grant final approval for Shangri La Estates Subdivision with the
conditions stated on the September 17, 2004 Burke memo as well as a condition for the provision of agreement letters from
Bill Kepner, Scott Kepner, Julia Kepner and acknowledgment letters from Ed & Martha Cox and Marjie Sheese. Ruth Shedd
seconded the motion. Shangri La Estates was granted final approval with conditions as stated on the September 17, 2004
Burke memo as well as a condition for the provision of agreement letters from Bill Kepner, Scott Kepner, Julia Kepner and
acknowledgment letters from Ed & Martha Cox and Marjie Sheese.
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Stoddard Development Warehouses
Brandon Fulk of Schneider Engineering Corporation appeared before the Board to request final approval for Stoddard
Development Warehouses. The site, immediately south of the Norfolk and Western Railroad and located along the north side
of County Road 350 South between U.S. 52 and County Road 500 East, consisted of approximately 37 acres adjacent to the
Bencyn Industrial Subdivision. The runoff from the project site passed through a large depressional storage area, then north
to the railroad right-of-way. Special characteristics to the site were Regulated Drain Branches 2 and 12 of the Elliott Ditch
and the F-Lake Detention Facility to the east. The size of the warehouse would be four hundred thousand square feet. Future
development would be an addition of one hundred square feet. Brandon noted the clay culvert under the railroad tracks was
“suspect”, therefore onsite detention was proposed. On the east side of the development would be an elongated pond. On the
south side a more traditional oval pond was part of the plans. Brandon stated since the ponds were oversized they would
provide a regional effect. While onsite detention was planned, Brandon noted due to the site being a tributary to F-lake, the
client had agreed to pay any fees associated with F-Lake. Brandon then requested final approval for the Stoddard
Development Warehouses.
The Surveyor confirmed the site was tributary to F-lake and would be assessed the associated fees. The Surveyor noted a
$15000.00 per acre/foot would be assessed for the F-Lake Storage fees. (He noted the F-Lake Storage Facility project was
planned for early next year, dependent on the availability of EDIT funds and cost associated with the Berlowitz project.) It
was not unusual to look at temporary storage, and he noted this had been done in the past. Once F-Lake and the conveyance
system to F-lake were in place, the site’s ponds could be eliminated. The Surveyor then clarified condition two (2) of the
October 8, 2004 Burke memo stating the Drainage Board, in accordance with Indiana Code, was also required to approve any
relocations or vacations of the drainage tiles. Brandon stated his client did anticipate returning to the Board concerning the
onsite tile relocations and/or vacations. The Surveyor stated the locations of those tiles would be field-verified. Responding
to John Knochel’s request the Surveyor, utilizing GIS, reviewed the site for the Board.
The Surveyor then recommended final approval for Stoddard Development Warehouses with conditions listed on the October
8, 2004 Burke memo while noting the clarification of Condition two (2) and an additional condition of the required assessed
fees associated with the F-Lake storage facility. In response to KD’s inquiry, Brandon Fulk stated his client anticipated a
future request to the Board regarding any planned relocations or vacations of the aforementioned drainage tiles. KD Benson
made the motion to grant final approval for Stoddard Development Warehouses with conditions as stated on the October 8,
2004 Burke memo, as well as clarification of condition two (2) as stated by the Surveyor and the condition of required
storage fees associated with the F-Lake storage facility. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. Stoddard Development
Warehouses was granted final approval with conditions as stated.
Blackthorne Subdivision Phase 2
Tim Beyer of Vester & Associates appeared before the Board to request final approval for the Blackthorne Subdivision Phase
2 development. The site was located southwest of the intersection of U.S. 52 and Klondike Road. Indian Creek Subdivision
was located to the west of the development. The project consisted of ninety-eight (98) single-family residential lots on
approximately twenty-nine (29) acres of the Planned Development’s site.
Tim stated Phase 2 drainage and detention requirements were previously reviewed as part of the overall development’s
drainage plan. On and off-site watersheds would be routed through the Phase 2 detention pond, then downstream to the
existing Phase 1 north pond before entering Indian Creek. Indian Creek ran north of the site. He noted the only revision was
the pond’s size increase of approximately twenty-five percent (25%). Phase One (1) of the Blackthorne Planned
Development was granted final approval in December 2001. Tim requested final approval for Blackthorne Subdivision Phase
2. The Surveyor recommended final approval with the conditions as stated on the September 29, 2004 Burke memo. KD
Benson made the motion to grant final approval for Blackthorne Subdivision Phase 2 with conditions as stated on the
September 29, 2004 Burke memo. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. Blackthorne Subdivision Phase 2 was granted final
approval with the conditions as stated.
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OTHER BUSINESS
The Surveyor presented a three-year Maintenance Bond for acceptance from Fairfield Contractors through Great American
Insurance Company numbered 4175872 for Lindberg Village Part 5 in the amount of $12, 200.00. KD Benson made a
motion to accept the Maintenance Bond. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. Maintenance Bond #4175872 for Lindberg
Village Part 5 was accepted as presented.
Brookfield Farms/Brookfield Heights Drain Update
The Surveyor stated he had met with the Brookfield Farms / Brookfield Heights Homeowners Association on October 12,
2004. The Association determined to continue with the county regulated drain assessment process. He stated he would confer
with the Board at a later date regarding a specific time and date for the hearing.
Carrington Estates
Melinda Adams of 3063 Stratus Drive West Lafayette, Indiana approached the Board. She stated she had read an article in
the Journal & Courier newspaper, which stated Brian Keene of Gunstra Builders appeared before the Board at the September
Drainage Board Meeting. She asked if anything had been resolved regarding the drainage issue at her location. The Surveyor
stated elevation shots had been taken by his office. However he was not ready at this time discuss the issue with the Board
and / or make any recommendations. At her request the Surveyor stated she would be notified when the issue was presented
to the Board again.
Clay Tiles under Railroads
KD Benson asked the Surveyor how old clay tiles were maintained under railroads. The Surveyor stated there was a specific
process to follow per Indiana Code and noted the process proved to be difficult at best.
John Knochel asked for public comment. As there was no public comment, KD Benson made a motion to adjourn. Ruth
Shedd seconded the motion. The meeting was adjourned.

___________________________________________
John Knochel, President

___________________________________________
KD Benson, Vice President
_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary
___________________________________________
Ruth Shedd, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
December 8, 2004
Regular Meeting

Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President John Knochel, Vice President KD Benson, member Ruth Shedd, County
Surveyor Steve Murray, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave Eichelberger
from Christopher B. Burke Engineering Limited, County Highway Engineer Tim Wells, and Shelli Muller GIS Technician –
as acting Secretary, Drainage Board Secretary Brenda Garrison was absent
Approval of minutes
KD Benson made a motion to approve the October 13, 2004 Drainage Board minutes. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. As
there were no objections, the motion carried and the October 13, 2004 minutes were approved as written.
Dollar General
Dave Eichelberger from Christopher Burke Engineering presented Dollar General to the Board in lieu of the absence of a
representative from Myers Engineering. The project site consisted of approximately two and a half (2.5) acres and was
located south of U.S. 52 on the east side of County Road 300 West (Klondike Road) north of County Road 250 North.
Stormwater would be temporarily stored within two detention swales on the site. One swale would be located at the south
side of the parking area, and one located at the northwest corner of the parking area. Both swales would outlet into the ditch
along County Road 300 West (Klondike Road). An existing pipe would carry the flow north of the project site. Runoff from
the site eventually discharged to Indian Creek.
The Surveyor recommended final approval for Dollar General with the conditions as stated on the December 2, 2004 Burke
memo. In response to KD’s inquiry, the Surveyor stated the project would also be subject to the County Highway’s approval.
At that time, KD made a motion to grant approval to Dollar General with the conditions as stated on the December 2, 2004
Burke memo, as well as approval from the County Highway department. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. Ruth Shedd
stated she was unhappy a representative from the Engineering firm for the project was not present at today’s meeting.
Dollar General was granted final approval with the conditions as stated on the December 2, 2004 Burke memo and the added
condition of approval from the County Highway Department. The Surveyor also requested the Highway Department conduct
a review of the side ditch. He stated historically there had been problems with it in front of the fire station.
Love Tree Farms
Randy Peterson from Fisher and Associates appeared before the Board to request a waiver of the Standard Stormwater
requirements, as well as final approval for Love Tree Farms Planned Development. The site consisted of approximately ten
(10) acres and was located south of the intersection of County Roads 100 North and 775 East.
As the site was situated on steeply wooded ground, Randy stated the intent of the developer was to maintain the natural
surroundings. An existing twelve foot (12’) private drive would provide egress and ingress to the five (5) residential lots. He
stated covenants for the subdivision limited the clearing of each building lot to the minimal extent. The Surveyor informed
Randy an actual percentage of clearance would be required in the covenants. Randy then stated improvements would be made
to the existing drive as well as acceleration and decelerations in the right- of- way improvements along County Road 100
North. Off-site and roadway runoff would be conveyed in newly constructed roadside drainage swales to an outlet swale
extending from the end of the drive to Wildcat Creek. The outlet swale would include a French drain to provide control of
stagnant water and sedimentation. Due to the minimal discharge from the site, a waiver of the Standard Stormwater
Detention requirements was requested. Easements were in place for access and maintenance of the swales.
The Surveyor noted the December 2, 2004 Burke memo stated South Fork of the Wildcat Creek incorrectly, as it was the
Middle Fork of the Wildcat Creek. With that said, he stated he thought the design was the best use of the project site. The
Surveyor then inquired if the drainage easements had been revised as requested. Randy stated they were revised from ten feet
(10’) to twenty feet (20’). The Surveyor also inquired if the drainage easement had been extended to the bank of the Middle
fork of Wildcat Creek. Randy stated while platted as an outlot, the existing conservation and drainage easement would also
provide the required access up to the Creek.
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The Surveyor recommended granting a waiver for the Standard Stormwater Detention requirements. Randy then reviewed the
natural drainage and the flood plain for KD. She made a motion to grant a waiver of Stormwater Detention requirements for
Love Tree Farms Planned Development. The Surveyor then recommended final approval with conditions as stated on the
December 2, 2004 Burke memo, as well as conditions related to the width of the drainage easement and its extending to the
Wildcat Creek bank. KD made a motion to grant final approval to Love Tree Farms Planned Development with the
conditions as stated on the December 2, 2004 Burke memo, along with the additional conditions. The Surveyor then
reiterated the added condition for the clearing of each building lot reflect a percent impervious to each lot in the covenants
rather than a general statement in the covenants. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion including the added condition stated by
the Surveyor. Love Tree Farms Planned Development was granted a waiver for the Standard Stormwater Detention
Requirements along with final approval with conditions as stated.
Winding Creek Section 1 Lot 140 Easement Vacation
The Surveyor presented a request from C& S Engineering regarding a vacation of the Drainage and Utility Easement on Lot
140 in the Winding Creek Section 1 Subdivision. Dave Luhman stated the Commissioners had previously granted a waiver
for the utility part of the easement, therefore only the drainage easement vacation was the issue at hand. This request was
due to the replatting of Winding Creek Subdivision. The Surveyor recommended granting the drainage easement vacation
for Lot 140 of Winding Creek Section 1. KD made a motion to grant a drainage easement vacation for Lot 140 of Winding
Creek Section 1. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion and the vacation was granted.
Stones Crossing Commercial Subdivision
J.N. Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain Branch #5
Dan Teder Attorney represented G&L Development and appeared before the Board to request a relocation of the J.N.
Kirkpatrick Drain Branch #5 in Stones Crossing Commercial Subdivision. The Board reviewed a copy of the plat provided
with the request. The Surveyor stated per Indiana Drainage Code, an individual was allowed to relocate a regulated drain on
their property at their own expense. He stated adequate engineering drawings were provided to the Surveyor’s office.
The Surveyor recommended granting the request for relocation of a portion of Branch #5 of the J. N. Kirkpatrick regulated
drain as shown in exhibit “B” at their own expense. KD made a motion to approve the relocation request for a portion of
Branch #5 of the J. N. Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion and the relocation request was
approved.
Dan Teder then requested a partial vacation of Branch # 5 of the J.N. Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain. Exhibit “B” of the
petition showed the location of the request. Dan stated in April of 2003 the Drainage Board approved a reduction of the
drainage easement (from 75’ to 25’) for Foxfire Development with the indication that it would be done for this project as
well. The Surveyor explained to the Board originally that particular easement was obtained as a part of the 350 South
project. It was the outlet for the side ditches of 350 South. He stated that former County Surveyor Mike Spencer and he had
worked out an agreement to buy the easement, run it down, dissipate it to sheet flow across the ground reaching the James N.
Kirkpatrick Branch #5 Regulated Drain. With new development in the area, a new ditch had been constructed and the
easement width was no longer needed. He went on to state the Board of Commissioners purchased the original drainage
easement with the ability to assign the easement to the Drainage Board. He recommended granting partial vacation of the
drainage easement. He reiterated the Commissioners purchased the drainage easement in question for the County Road 350
South project.
The Surveyor then stated since Branch # 5 had been intercepted upstream and downstream, a partial vacation of Branch #5 of
the James N. Kirkpatrick was warranted as it was no longer needed. KD Benson made a motion to vacate a portion of
Branch #5 of the J.N. Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain as shown on Exhibit “A” and Exhibit ” B”. Ruth Shedd seconded the
motion and the partial vacation was granted as presented.
Stoddard Warehouses
S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain Branch # 2 & #12
Brandon Fulk of Schneider Corporation represented Stoddard Development and appeared before the Board to request the
relocation of Branch #2 of Branch #12 and Branch #12 at the Stoddard Development Warehouse site. The project site was
located immediately south of the Norfolk and Western Railroad, and located along the north side of County Road 350 South
between U.S. 52 and County Road 500 East, adjacent to the Bencyn Industrial Subdivision. The tiles were excavated with a
representative of the Surveyor’s office on site and found to be active. Brandon requested the approval for the relocation of
Branch # 12 of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain along the site’s east boundary. He also requested approval for relocation of
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Branch #2 of Branch #12 of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain along the site’s west boundary. In addition, he requested a
reduction of the rerouted tiles to a thirty-foot (30’) wide drainage easement as well as the vacation of a portion of Branch #12
and Branch #2 of Branch #12 of the Elliott Regulated Drain that traversed the site and would be replaced with the rerouted
tiles.
The Surveyor stated this request was a condition of the approval given in October for Stoddard Warehouse. He then
recommended granting the relocation of the branches at their own expense as requested. In addition to the relocation, he
recommended the reduction of the drainage easement to thirty feet (30’) along with the vacation of Branch #2 of Branch #12
and Branch #12 as requested and presented to the Board.
KD Benson made a motion to grant approval for the relocation request for Branch #2 of Branch #12 and Branch #12 of the
S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain as shown on the construction plans. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion and the relocation of
Branch #2 of Branch #12 and Branch #12 of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain was granted. KD Benson then moved to vacate
the easement portions of Branch #2 of #12 and Branch #12 which were no longer necessary due to the relocation granted.
KD Benson made a motion to grant the reduction of drainage easement for Branch #2 of #12 and Branch #12 of the S.W.
Elliott Regulated Drain as requested to thirty feet (30’). Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. The drainage easement for a
portion of Branch #2 of #12 and Branch #12 of the S.W. Elliott Drain was granted.
River Bluffs Subdivision
Maintenance Bond # 400TC6898 in the amount of $7646.40 submitted by Atlas Excavating for River Bluffs Subdivision was
presented by the Surveyor. The Surveyor recommended the acceptance of the Bond as submitted. KD Benson made a motion
to accept Maintenance Bond #400TC6898 in the amount of $7646.40 from Atlas Excavating for River Bluffs Subdivision.
Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. Maintenance Bond #400TC6898 in the amount of $7646.40 from Atlas Excavating for
River Bluffs Subdivision was accepted as presented.
Butler Meadows Subdivision
Lynn Synesec
Mr. Lynn Senesac of 450 East 500 South Lafayette Indiana 47909 appeared before the Board to discuss effects of the Butler
Meadows Subdivision located south of Mr. Senesac on 500 South. Mr. Senesec lived directly north of the retention pond. He
stated the pond drained into a thirty-inch (30”) tile, which ran under County Road 500 South and outlet into a drainage swale
on his property. He stated the swale was not a drainage easement and the runoff was routed east to Greg Sutter’s property.
His concern from the beginning was erosion problems. Due to a history of erosion problems, the previous owner of his home
and the U.S. Agriculture Department designed a “dam” on the east edge of his property and installed it in 1981. From 1986,
when Mr. Senesac purchased the property, to the time of the Butler Meadows Subdivision construction, the “dam” worked
perfectly. He stated the retention pond was creating a “giant funnel” with an increasing amount of runoff to the “dam”. At
that time he presented pictures to the Board for their review. Referring to a photo, he stated while the drainage report for the
Subdivision stated runoff would outlet to Wea creek, the photo showed runoff fanning out through the woods on Greg
Sutter’s property.
While there had been history of standing water in that area, he stated the runoff had increased drastically. There was an ATV
trail in that area. Recently the fire hydrants of the new subdivision were drained and caused the whole width of the trail to
erode. He stated he figured he lost approximately twenty (20) cubic feet of dirt out of the swale in his front yard. The amount
of water that presently drained through his property would compare to a five (5) or six (6) inch rainfall prior to the
construction of the subdivision. The fact that he was required to maintain the swale, as it was not a drainage easement, was a
concern. He felt once the homes were built in the subdivision the problem would increase. He stated at the zoning meeting
he was told he would be notified when the project was presented to the Drainage Board for approval. He stated he or Gregg
Sutter were never notified of the meeting, thus the project was presented and approved without their input. While the
developer had installed riprap into his swale, he felt it was only a “Band-Aid”. He did not feel the drainage route was the
most efficient for the project, as he felt there were alternatives that should have been utilized. He requested the Board’s
assistance with this problem.
The Surveyor gave the Board a review of his site visits to the area at Mr. Senesac’s request. He stated the project was
approved several years ago. Butler Meadows was approved and designed by the ordinance of that time. He did not believe
Mr. Senesac had received notice and felt he should have. At this time the Drainage Board required photographs of
downstream conveyances to indicate route and effect if any on downstream owners. He stated he had spoken with Mr.
Cochran the developer of Butler Meadows. It appeared Mr. Cochran was willing to do some work where the old SCS (Soil
Conservation Service) structure was located. The Surveyor felt that this was fair and reasonable.
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In this particular situation, when the design was presented with a defined drainage pattern and a drop structure, the consultant
assumed as the Surveyor did that it ran down into the ravine and followed the path to the Wea Creek. In fact it did not. It was
not a defined runoff pattern as thought, which was why the Board did not rely solely on the topographical maps anymore,
and an example of why the Drainage Ordinance now required more extensive documentation such as walking and
photographing a proposed drainage route. He then stated the development had caused Mr. Senesac and Gregg Sutter some
harm.
While he noted the issue could not be resolved today, he did feel Mr. Senesac had a legitimate problem. He stated with a flat
site it was possible to interpret the contours and water going to a discharge point incorrectly. Therefore, he would ask
Christopher Burke Engineering to review Phase One (1) and Phase Two (2), and double check that it was done correctly. In
response to John Knochel’s inquiry, the Surveyor stated more phases were planned for the development and it would be
possible to address the problem at that time. The Surveyor questioned once a development was approved, what authority or
obligation does the Board have to protect a downstream owner, and if a drainage report and plans were proven to be wrong
how would the Board deal with it? KD made a motion to authorize the Surveyor to investigate the problem and report back to
the Board. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. The motion was granted. The Surveyor stated he would report back to the Board
once he had completed the investigation. Mr. Senesac thanked the Board for their time and looked forward to the
investigation results.
Brookfield Heights/Brookfield Farms
The Surveyor stated he had met with the Brookfield Heights and Brookfield Farms Homeowners Associations. He had
received a letter in favor of the petition to make the storm sewers and drainage systems within the two (2) subdivisions a
Regulated Drain. Per I.C. 36-9-27-55 the Surveyor supplied the Board with a preliminary report regarding the
aforementioned petition. The report would be included in the official minutes. Brookfield Heights consisted of three hundred
thirty two (332) residential lots and three (3) outlots, Brookfield Farms consisted of ninety two (92) residential lots and two
(2) outlots. He then stated the next order of business would be to schedule a hearing date for the petition. The Board took it
under advisement and would review their schedules to determine a date and time.
Kerr Ditch
The Kerr Ditch located just west of Newtown continued upstream to the Fountain-Tippecanoe-Montgomery County lines.
Fountain County Commissioner David Zeigler wrote a letter to the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board requesting agreement
that the Fountain County Drainage Board could operate as the Drainage Board for the Kerr Ditch. Commissioner Zeigler
indicated in the request letter Fountain County landowners were in favor of reclassifying the ditch to a County Regulated
Drain. The Surveyor recommended granting the request. KD Benson made a motion to waive Tippecanoe County’s right to
be represented on a joint board, and for the Board of Fountain County to be the Board for future proceedings. Ruth Shedd
seconded the motion. Notification to Fountain County Commissioners would be sent by the Surveyor’s office.
The Surveyor then requested the first Wednesday in January to be the next meeting date. The Board agreed to the next
meeting date of January 5th, 2005 at 10 a.m. At the January meeting, the 2005 meeting dates would be set.

____________________________________
John Knochel, President

___________________________________________
KD Benson, Vice President
___________________________________________
Ruth Shedd, Member

___________________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
January 5, 2005
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President Ruth Shedd, member KD Benson, County Surveyor Steve Murray, Drainage
Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave Eichelberger from Christopher B. Burke
Engineering Limited, County Highway Engineer Tim Wells, Drainage Board Secretary Brenda Garrison, and GIS Technician
Shelli Muller, Vice President John Knochel was absent.
Nominations of Officers
Dave Luhman opened the Drainage Board Meeting and requested nominations for Drainage Board President. KD Benson
made a motion to nominate Ruth Shedd as President of the Drainage Board for 2005. As there were no objections, the
motioned carried and Ruth Shedd was elected President of the Drainage Board for 2005. Dave Luhman then requested
nominations for Drainage Board Vice President. Ruth Shedd made the motion to nominate John Knochel as Vice President.
As there were no objections, the motioned carried and John Knochel was elected Vice President of the Drainage Board for
2005. KD Benson then made the motion to appoint Brenda Garrison as the Drainage Board recording secretary for 2005. As
there were no objections, the motion carried and Brenda Garrison was appointed as secretary of the Drainage Board for 2005.
Approval of the December 8th, 2004 Minutes
KD Benson made a motion to approve the December 8, 2004 Drainage Board minutes. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. The
December 8, 2004 Drainage Board minutes were approved as written.
Avalon Bluff Sec 2
Brandon Fulk of Schneider Engineering Corporation appeared before the Board to request final approval for Avalon Bluffs
Section 2 Subdivision. (Section 1 was approved in April of 2004) The project site was located east of County Road 250 East
(Concord Road) between County Roads 450 South and 500 South. The project would be completed in three phases and
would contain 247 residential lots. Section 2 lay within the northern half of the overall development. The majority of Section
2’s runoff would be directed to an existing detention pond constructed with Section 1. Brandon stated this project was a
continuation, as the downstream infrastructure was set in place during the previous construction of Section 1, and was
completed with Section 2 in mind. In response to the Drainage Board consultant’s previous concern, Brandon stated a pond
downstream on the Greg Bush property would not be affected.
The Surveyor asked Brandon if the offsite easement, which conveyed runoff to the Benjamin Crossing area, was finalized
and recorded at this time. Brandon stated it was at final review stage and would be provided to the Surveyor when
completed. In response to Steve’s inquiry, Brandon also stated the construction of Section 1 had not been started at that time.
The Surveyor stated it would be a condition of today’s final approval of Section 2. The Surveyor informed the Board that the
development lay on the watershed lines of the J.N. Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain and the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain. He
stated he appreciated that the lot breakout between the watersheds of the regulated drains were shown on the Drainage Report
as well as the plans. (He added a consultant needed to delineate which drain each lot was benefited by, as the Auditor would
need to know the appropriate drain for billing purposes. This also included street right-of-ways.) Both Phase 1 and Phase 2
would require an offsite easement, which would take the runoff through a culvert under 350 South and eventually drain to the
Benjamin Crossing system. The Surveyor stated he had read the language of the required easement, and the Drainage Board
would have all rights as required by law. The Surveyor stated he was prepared to recommend final approval with the
conditions as stated on the December 30, 2005 Burke memo as well as the additional condition of the offsite easement as was
required for Section 1. He also directed Brandon to double-check that street right-of-ways were included along with the
breakout of the lots. KD Benson made the motion to grant final approval for Avalon Bluffs Section 2 with conditions as
stated on the December 30, 2005 Burke memo, as well as the additional conditions of offsite easement, proof of recording,
and the identification of the street right-of-way benefited by the J. N. Kirkpatrick drain. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion.
Avalon Bluff Section 2 was granted final approval with conditions as stated on the December 30, 2005 Burke memo, as well
as additional conditions specified herein.
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Other Business
The Surveyor inquired when the Drainage Board and Commissioners should schedule the new Stormwater Quality
Ordinance, required for Phase II, for readings. Dave Luhman stated the Ordinance could be heard at the next Drainage Board
meeting and the Commissioners could act on it at their February 7th, 2005 meeting. Steve then asked if there was a required
period between readings. Dave stated there was not. Dave suggested the Ordinance be introduced to the Drainage Board on
the 2nd of February for first reading and Commissioners on the 7th of February, and introduced for second reading on the 22nd
of February’s Commissioners meeting followed by a Special Drainage Board meeting for the same. All agreed that this
would be the schedule for the required readings.
Private Laterals hooking into County Regulated Drains
Discussion was held regarding the act of hooking private lateral tiles into County Regulated Drains. The Surveyor stated at
this time landowners were encouraged to inform his office of any hookups. He stated he was in the process of notifying all
local contractors that approval from the County Surveyor to do such was required. Hamilton County presently has an
ordinance that addressed this situation. While providing good farm drainage was certainly the objective, an Ordinance in
place would assure this was done. He stated discussion and dialog was needed regarding possible fees and permits for these
situations. Dave Luhman stated Indiana Code required permission from the Surveyor’s office for hooking into a County
Regulated Drain at the present time. While the statute did not require fees, when a tile was over twelve (12) inches, plans
were required to be submitted for approval. Dave stated an ordinance would certainly allow recourse for the Surveyor’s office
when a violation was found. The Surveyor stated he had no recommendation of fees at this time and added this was one more
way to manage and track infrastructure. He stated an informational letter would be sent to all contractors who provide lateral
tile work in this area. The Surveyor reiterated at this time he only wanted to discuss the issue and would be looking at
implementing an ordinance in the future. KD requested a few more counties be contacted regarding any requirements they
may have in place before going forward with the issue. The Surveyor agreed and stated he would contact counties with an
existing ordinance requiring permits and fees for lateral hookups to County Regulated Drains. In response to Developer Brian
Keene’s question, the Surveyor stated he would review the present Storm Drainage and Sediment Control Ordinance before
implementation to insure no double fees were required.
Phase II/Comprehensive Stormwater Management Ordinance
In response to Developer Brian Keene’s question, the Surveyor stated there was no fee schedule for Phase II Stormwater at
this time. The fee schedule would follow after the Ordinance was passed.
Maintenance Bonds
Fiddlesticks Phase 1
Winding Creek Section 2
The Surveyor presented Maintenance Bond #4392265 from Fairfield Contractors for Fiddlesticks Phase 1 Subdivision
regarding drainage improvements outside the County Highway Right of Way in the amount of $44,960.00 for acceptance. He
also presented Bond #4392258 from Fairfield Contractors regarding drainage improvements outside the County Highway
Right of Way in the amount of $20435.00 for Winding Creek Section 2 Subdivision for acceptance. He added the Surveyor’s
office was working diligently to catch up on final inspections of pending subdivisions. KD Benson made the motion to
approve the Maintenance Bond amounts as presented for Fiddlesticks Phase 1 and Winding Creek Section 2 Subdivisions.
Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. Fiddlesticks Phase 1 Subdivision Maintenance Bond #4392265 in the amount of
$44960.00 was approved. Winding Creek Section 2 Subdivision Maintenance Bond #4392258 in the amount of $20435.00
was approved.
2005 Drainage Board Meeting Dates
Drainage Board meeting dates would be held on the first Wed. of each month in 2005 as presented. KD Benson made the
motion to approve the Drainage Board meeting dates as listed. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. Ruth Shedd made a motion
for adjournment. As there were no objections, the meeting adjourned.

_Absent______________________________
John Knochel, President

___________________________________________
KD Benson, Vice President
_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary
___________________________________________
Ruth Shedd, Member
January 5, 2005
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
February 2, 2005
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President Ruth Shedd, Vice President John Knochel, member KD Benson, County
Surveyor Steve Murray, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave Eichelberger
from Christopher B. Burke Engineering Limited, County Highway Engineer Tim Wells, and Drainage Board Secretary
Brenda Garrison. GIS Technician Shelli Muller was absent.
Approval of January 5, 2005 Minutes
John Knochel stated the January 5, 2005 minutes reflected his attendance. As he was absent for that meeting, he made a
motion to approve the minutes with a correction indicating his absence. KD seconded the motion and the January 5, 2005
Drainage Board Regular minutes were approved with the correction as stated.
Comprehensive Stormwater Management Ordinance
Steve Murray updated the Board regarding compliance with the Federal Clean Water Act through Rule 13 and Rule 5 in
Indiana. Part C was to be filed November 4, 2004. However an extension was requested and IDEM (Indiana Department of
Environmental Management) granted an additional ninety days. February 4, 2005 was the extended deadline. IDEM granted
an additional thirty-day extension. The filing deadline of Part C was now March 4, 2005. The following entities were on
track to adopt and pass the Comprehensive Stormwater Management Ordinance in accordance with the federal guidelines;
Lafayette, West Lafayette, Dayton and Battleground, as well as Tippecanoe County. Cost sharing was utilized between the
entities.
The ordinance was patterned off of the existing Stormwater Ordinance, which addressed stormwater quantity. Provisions
were added to address stormwater quality, and the various control measures as required by the aforementioned rules. A
steering committee, project team and subcommittee reviewed technical standards. The Surveyor stated a majority of the local
engineering companies were included in this process. Implementation of the federal guidelines had been a two to three - year
process. The Drainage Board Attorney and Surveyor reviewed the ordinance and made appropriate corrections. The
Surveyor stated he felt the ordinance was a good product for the community.
Pat Jarboe approached the Board and asked when the ordinance would be implemented and what would be the length of the
interim period. The Surveyor stated he was unable to answer, as it was a federal mandate and would depend on legal aspects
of the federal guidelines. The Surveyor felt once the ordinance had passed both readings, it would take precedence over the
existing ordinance at that time. Copies of the proposed ordinance were available for public review at this time. It was
discussed whether it should be on the web page, however the Surveyor felt it should be available by CD at this time only.
At that time, the Surveyor presented Ordinance No. 2005-04-CM amending Tippecanoe County Code, repealing Section
155.01, and adding the new Section 155.01 Comprehensive Stormwater Management Ordinance. Exhibit A was the
Stormwater Ordinance guidelines as well as the Technical Standards Manual. John Knochel made a motion to approve and
pass Ordinance No. 2005-04-CM on first reading. KD Benson seconded the motion. The following voted as indicated: KD
Benson- yes, John Knochel-yes, Ruth Shedd-yes. Ordinance No. 2005-04-CM regarding Comprehensive Stormwater
Management was passed on first reading unanimously. It was agreed to place the ordinance on the next Drainage Board
meeting agenda for the second reading, followed by a Special Commissioners’ Meeting for a second reading also.
Water Safety Committee
Mike Wylie of Schneider Engineering approached the Board as a member of the previously established Water Safety
Committee. He stated he was in attendance to today give an update to the Board on the Committee’s progress. The committee
was formed to look at public safety issues, both in design and education. A design subcommittee and an educational
(outreach to schools etc.) subcommittee were formed out of the main committee members. Mike stated he would like to
review the outcome of these committees at the next Drainage Board meeting in March. A Power point presentation would
likely be made at that time. The Surveyor stated safety recommendations from the subcommittee were included in Ordinance
No. 2005-04-CM. The Surveyor also stated Mike would be added to the March meeting Agenda of the Drainage Board.
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Other Business
Classification of Drains
In accordance with I.C. 36-9-27-34, the Surveyor presented a Report of Drains to the Board. The report listed classification
of drains, drains in need of reconstruction, urban drains, drains in need of periodic maintenance, and drains with insufficient
maintenance funds. He then reviewed the report for the Board. (A copy of which would be included in the official minutes
book.)
Drains in need of Reconstruction: He stated reconstruction for the Berlowitz Drain was in the initial process. He noted an
informal meeting regarding the Jakes Ditch had been held this past year with the benefited landowners. The original tile had
eroded out and an open ditch had been created at the lower end. The upper end of the tile was exposed. Elliott Ditch had
been a part of an ongoing planning process, specifically Branch #11 and the F-Lake detention facility behind Ivy Tech.
Branch #11of S.W. Elliott Ditch had been designed and would go to construction in the near future. J.N. Kirkpatrick’s lower
end had been reconstructed. In anticipation of a large industrial park near the upper end, a preliminary plan was in place for
reconstruction from Concord Road to 450 East for the J.N. Kirkpatrick. Investigation of the Anson drain had been done. It
was anticipated the drain would be presented for reconstruction or an assessment rate increase sometime this year. The J.B.
Anderson, which served Clarks Hill, had another round of flooding the past couple of weeks. The Frank Kirkpatrick drain
was also in need of reconstruction.
Urban Drains: In accordance with Indiana Code, the Surveyor designated drains that are in need of reconstruction and
served an urban or urbanized area as Urban Drains. The drains listed were: S.W. Elliott, Berlowitz, J.N. Kirkpatrick, and the
Alexander Ross which ran roughly behind the Super Wal-Mart located on S.R. 26.
Drains in need of Periodic Maintenance: The D. Anson, J. Blickenstaff, A. Brown, Burkhalter, T.Coe, County Farm, C.
Daugherty, M. Dunkin, T. Ellis, M. Erwin, R. Grimes, F. Haffner, E.F. Haywood, L. Jakes, F. Kerschner, A. Kirkpatrick, F.
Kirkpatrick, C. Lesley, F.E. Morin, H. Mottsinger, F. Resor, M. Southworth, J. Vvannata, and the H.B. Wallace were all
drains listed in need of periodic maintenance. The Surveyor stated for the most part, these drains had their assessment rates
set in the late 1960’s. The present and future costs of construction projects required an increase of assessment rates from
roughly $1.00 an acre closer to $2.00 - $3.00 an acre, for adequate maintenance. KD Benson requested a GIS presentation of
the drains listed on the report in the near future as time permits. John Knochel made a motion to accept the 2005 Report of
Drains submitted by the Surveyor. KD Benson seconded the motion and the Board accepted the 2005 Report of Drains as
submitted by the Surveyor.
The Surveyor presented Tippecanoe County Drainage Board Resolution No. 2005 – 01-DB to the Board for their approval. In
accordance with I.C. 36-9-27-42, the Resolution increased assessments by twenty-five percent (25%) for the following
drains: J. Blickenstaff, A. Brown, T. Coe, C. Daugherty, M. Dunkin, T. Ellis, M. Erwin, F. Haffner, F. Kerschner, A.
Kirkpatrick, C. Lesley, H. Wallace, and S. Yeager. The drain had an insufficient maintenance funds in place. The Surveyor
stated either the tile was in need of a significant amount of maintenance, or cleanout of the open ditch was warranted. He
stated every ten to twelve years an open ditch should be cleaned out. In response to K.D.’s inquiry, the Surveyor stated a
letter would be sent to White County regarding their acceptance of the proposed assessment increase of the Andrew Brown
Joint Drain. John Knochel made a motion to adopt Resolution No.2005-01-DB as presented. KD. Benson seconded the
motion. The Board adopted Resolution No.2005-01-DB, a Resolution Increasing Assessments for the Periodic Maintenance
of Regulated Drains.
Maintenance Bonds
Prophets Ridge Phase 1 / Prophets View Subdivision Phase 1/ Paramount Lakeshore Subidivison
The Surveyor presented the following three Maintenance Bonds for acceptance; Maintenance Bond No.4175907 in the
amount of $37,060.00 for Prophets RIDGE Subdivision Phase 1 from Fairfield Contractors, Maintenance Bond No.
69839855 in the amount of $2000.00 for Prophets VIEW Subdivision Phase 1 (located on Pretty Prairie Road) from Norma
G. & Rita A. Deboy, and Maintenance Bond No. 400TF4545 in the amount of $23, 329.70 for Paramount Lakeshore
Subdivision from Milestone Contractors. The Surveyor stated the subdivisions had been completed and approved. John
Knochel made a motion to accept the three Maintenance Bonds as presented by the Surveyor. K.D. Benson seconded the
motion. The Drainage Board accepted the aforementioned Maintenance Bonds.
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Professional Engineering Services for Engineering Review Contract
The Surveyor presented the annual contract from Christopher B. Burke Engineering for professional engineering review
service. The cost of their service was in turn billed to the developer of projects submitted for review. Dave Eichelberger from
Christopher B. Burke Engineering stated the rate per hour was raised from $70.00 per hour to $75.00 per hour. John Knochel
made a motion to approve the contract between the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board and Christopher B. Burke
Engineering LTD. as presented. K.D. Benson seconded the motion. The contract between the Tippecanoe County Drainage
Board and Christopher B. Burke Engineering LTD. was approved as presented to the Board.
Lewis Jakes Ditch
While researching the status and condition of Jakes Ditch, it was discovered the Drainage Board approved a rate increase
from $1.00 an acre to $2.00 an acre in April of 1983. Research indicated the present assessment of $1.00 per acre was never
changed accordingly. After conferring with the Board’s attorney, it was agreed the rate of $2.00 per acre set in the April 1983
meeting was valid. The Surveyor requested a formal vote in order for the increase to be activated by the Auditor’s office.
John Knochel made a motion to approve the $2.00 per acre assessment rate as set in the April 1983 Drainage Board meeting.
In addition the said rate be in effect starting with the 2005 tax season. K.D. Benson seconded the motion. The Lewis Jakes
Regulated Drain assessment of $2.00 per acre was formally approved beginning with the 2005 tax season.
Public Comment
As there was no public comment, John Knochel made a motion to adjourn the meeting. KD seconded the motion. The
meeting adjourned.

___________________________________________
Ruth Shedd, Vice President

___________________________________________
John Knochel, Vice President
_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary
___________________________________________
KD Benson, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
March 2, 2005
Regular Meeting

Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President Ruth Shedd, John Knochel Vice President, County Surveyor
Steve Murray, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultants Dave
Eichelberger and Kerry Daily from Christopher B. Burke Engineering Limited, GIS Technician Shelli
Muller and Drainage Board Executive Secretary Brenda Garrison, member KD Benson was absent.
Approval of February 6, 2005 Minutes
John Knochel made the motion to approve the February 2, 2005 Drainage Board minutes as written. Ruth
Shedd seconded the motion. The February 2, 2005 Drainage Board minutes were approved as written.
Cascada Business Park
Pat Jarboe with T-Bird Designs appeared before the Board to present Cascada Business Park and request
conceptual approval for the entire site. The project was located within the City of Lafayette, south of the
Super Wal-Mart location on approximately 125 acres immediately east of Treece Meadows and on the
north side of McCarty Lane. The Treece Meadows Relief drain (also know as the Layden Ditch) was
located along the west property line.
Pat stated the purpose today was to receive approval for the release rates into three (3) separate watersheds.
Pat then reviewed the three watershed locations for the Board. The site’s western portion (approximately
92.5 aces) released to the Wilson Branch of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain. The northeast portion
(approximately 10 acres) released to the Alexander Ross Regulated Drain. The southeast (remaining 21.5
acres) released to the Berlowitz Regulated Drain through the storm system along McCarty Lane A 2000
Drainage Study by Christopher B. Burke LTD, which focused on the TR3 modeling was followed for the
drainage calculations of this study. The current design was used based on the aforementioned study. The
site’s portion known as phase 1 lay entirely within the Wilson Branch watershed. Construction plans would
be submitted for this Phase once conceptual approval was granted. Phase 1 would include a boulevard
along the Wilson Branch watershed. He noted two (2) detention basins would be included in the
construction of this phase and sufficient for the entire site. Pat then showed the Board the overall
conceptual plan was to construct a main road from McCarty to connect with the Super Wal-Mart road. The
Surveyor pointed out this site was part of the thoroughfare plan, which would extend down to SR 38.
Responding to the Surveyor’s inquiry Pat stated Ron Whistler was the official developer of the site.
Surveyor recommended conceptual approval subject to the conditions on the February 22, 2005
Christopher B. Burke memo. He reiterated he was only prepared to recommend conceptual approval for
Phase 1 at this time. Pat stated a final approval for Phase 1 and a conceptual approval for the entire site
would be requested at the April meeting. John Knochel made a motion to grant conceptual approval of
Cascada Business Park Phase 1 with the conditions listed on the February 22, 2005 Christopher B. Burke
memo. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. Cascada Business Park Phase 1 was granted conceptual approval
by the Board.
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Winding Creek Sec 4
Paul Couts with C&S Engineering appeared before the Board to request final approval for Winding Creek
Section 4. The site consisted of approximately 42 aces located on the south side of County Road 600N
between County Roads 50W and 75E, and part of the overall Winding Creek/Coyote Crossing
Development. Steve Connors from Winding Creek Development was also in attendance for the meeting.
At Mr. Connor’s request, this section’s initial site plan was revised to retain several large trees and the
natural topography of the area. Accordingly, approximately 24 lots would not be disturbed. A temporary
road entrance to the golf course would be replaced by Augusta Boulevard with a sixty-foot (60’) right of
way and a forty-foot (40’) pavement width. A waterway in the northwest corner drained approximately
118 offsite acres and would be improved upon. There would also be two (2) detention ponds constructed
during the phase. Outlot C would contain a dry detention basin and would be located near the
aforementioned waterway. A wet detention facility would be located further south on Outlot D. Most of the
runoff collected would be released into the wet facility. Paul stated the conditions stated on the February
25, 2005 Christopher B. Burke memo would be met and requested final approval at that time. The
Surveyor confirmed with Mr. Couts that certified notification was sent to landowners surrounding this
phase. Paul confirmed that an existing stream which ran to Burnett Creek had been photographed and was
a part of the original file. The Surveyor requested existing condition photographs of conveyance at and off
site of Outlot C and the discharge points located at the northeast and southeast portion of the section’s site
for the possible future reference.
The Surveyor stated he was prepared to recommend final approval with the conditions as stated on the
February 25, 2005 Christopher B. Burke memo to include the added conditions stated of photographs and
catch basins. John Knochel made the motion to grant Winding Creek Section Four (4) final approval with
conditions as stated on the February 25, 2005 Christopher B. Burke memo as well as those stated by the
Surveyor. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. Winding Creek Section Four (4) was granted final approval
with conditions as stated on the February 25, 2005 Christopher B. Burke memo in addition to the
provisions of photographs of current conveyance at and off site of Outlot C and discharge points located at
the northeast and southeast portion of the site for the possible future reference.

The Commons At Valley Lakes Phase 4
Pat Jarboe and Meredith Byer with TBIRD Designs appeared before the Board to request conceptual
approval for Section Four of The Commons At Valley Lakes. The project site was located south of
County Road 350S,east of County Road 150E (South 18th Street) and consisted of 37 acres within the City
of Lafayette. The J.N. Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain Branch 7 (10 inch tile) crossed the southern portion of
the site. The Commons at Valley Lakes Phases 1 and 3 were located west and The Landings at Valley
Lakes Phase 4 south of the project site. The proposed storm sewers would extend south through the site.
Meredith noted the direct discharge to the J.N. Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain was previously approved. A
detention pond along the northern portion of the site would reduce peak discharges to the drain. In
addition, a portion of the J.N. Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain Branch 7 would be relocated. A thirty-foot
(30’) easement would be requested through the site for said drain. Meredith requested conceptual approval
of the drainage plan for The Commons At Valley Lakes Phase 4 at this time while stating final approval
would be requested at the April meeting. The Surveyor stated the Board has approved the various phases
of The Commons at Valley Lakes. This phase was in line with the overall project submittals. He stated the
discharge release rate was within the model rates and he did not anticipate any problems with the relocation
of Branch 7 as shown. He recommended conceptual approval for Phase Four (4) of the Commons at Valley
Lakes with conditions as stated on the February 25th, 2005 Christopher B. Burke review memo. John
Knochel made the motion to grant conceptual approval of The Commons at Valley Lakes Phase Four (4)
with the conditions as stated on the February 25, 2005 Christopher B. Burke memo.
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Petition to Remove An Obstruction/Joseph Mackey vs. Frederick Whaley Trust
Mr. Joseph Mackey 8511 State Road 26 West, West Lafayette Indiana, submitted a Petition to Remove An
Obstruction to the Drainage Board. The Surveyor informed the Board he had made a site visit and
previously walked the private tile’s route from State Road 26 to the outlet on Pine Creek. Historical aerials
were brought to the meeting for Board review. The Surveyor stated he spoke with Mr. Norman Bennett
who had farmed the Whaley ground for many years and was a child when the tile was installed. Over the
years the tile had broken down with numerous tile holes and obstructions on the Frederick Whaley tract
north of SR26 from lack of maintenance. To complicate the situation the tile route was through what were
existing wetlands. Aerials from the 1940’s through 1960’s did not indicate wetlands at that time. In
conducting research, he stated he also spoke with Mark Eastman from SWCD/NRCS office. The Surveyor
then noted, not only was Mr. Mackey unable to access his property, Mr. and Mrs. Alan Haas had been
wading through water to access their home. A GIS photograph presentation of the area in question was
presented to the Board for review. The wetland had grown in size and wrapped around a “knob” to the east
then returned to SR 26W at another location. Mr. Mackey pointed out a man made berm at the Haas
Residence location, which had been constructed years ago and he felt was contributed to the lack of
drainage of the area. The Surveyor stated at the time of his site visit he was unable to view the berm as the
water level was too high. The Surveyor stated the tiles could be repaired and replaced with the same tile
type and size. The Board reviewed a 1938 aerial, which did not indicate a wetland in that area. There was
no standing water whatsoever. The Surveyor stated the area was dry and drained through the 1970’s. He
stated the wetland area has grown through the years since then and felt the lack of tile maintenance
contributed to the problem. He stated the petition was in order and requested a hearing be set within the
next thirty days. He would submit a formal report to the Board at that time. Responding to the Attorney’s
inquiry, the Surveyor stated the tile was a mutual drain. John Knochel made a motion to authorize the
Surveyor to call a special meeting to formally hear the Petition to Remove an Obstruction submitted by Mr.
Mackey. A March 10, 2005 at 1:30 p.m. date and time was set for the Hearing. Ruth Shedd seconded the
motion. March 10, 2005 at 1:30 pm. was set to hear the obstruction petition. Mr. Mackey thanked the
Board for their time.
2005-04-CM /Tippecanoe County Comprehensive Stormwater Management Ordinance
The Attorney stated he had reviewed the draft and also spoke with the City of Lafayette’s attorney
concerning their ordinance. The Attorney then proposed an amendment to the Ordinance No. 2005-04-CM
as previously written. The amendment dealt with the enforcement section of the ordinance and would be
consistent with the City of Lafayette’s as well. The amendment removed the stop work language that
suggested a violation would result in imprisonment. It would replace the imprisonment language with “a
fine of not less than $500.00 for the first offense and not less than $1000.00 for subsequent offenses.”
Definitions were also added. Under the corrective action reference the following should be added, “that a
landowner of any land where violation occurred was required as well as their contractor to take corrective
action”. The attorney stated this would make it clear the Board had jurisdiction. The Surveyor noted one
more amendment to Chapter Three, Page Ten, Paragraph b: “the current FIRM (Flood Insurance Rate Map)
or best available to be determined by the County Surveyor” should be inserted in the place of “FEMA
maps”. John Knochel made a motion to adopt Ordinance No. 2005-04-CM Tippecanoe County
Comprehensive Stormwater Management as amended. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. The 2005-04CM Tippecanoe County Comprehensive Stormwater Management was adopted as amended. Roll Call was
as follows:
Ruth Shedd-yes, John Knochel-yes, member KD Benson was absent.

Resolution 2005-02-DB/Tippecanoe County Stormwater Technical Standards Manual
The Attorney presented Resolution 2005-02-DB adopting Tippecanoe County Stormwater Technical
Standards Manual by the Board. Mr. John Knochel made a motion to adopt the 2005-02-DB Tippecanoe
County Stormwater Technical Standards Manual Resolution as written by the Attorney. Ruth Shedd
seconded the motion. The 2005-02-DB Resolution was adopted as written.
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The Surveyor noted Mr. Mike Wylie postponed his Water Safety presentation to the Board until next
month. As there was no other business before the Board, John Knochel made a motion to adjourn. Ruth
Shedd seconded the motion. The meeting was adjourned.

__________________________________________
Ruth Shedd, President

___________________________________________
John Knochel, Vice President

___________________________________________
KD Benson, member
__________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Executive Secretary
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
April 6, 2005
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President Ruth Shedd, Vice President John Knochel, member KD Benson, County
Surveyor Steve Murray, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave Eichelberger
from Christopher B. Burke Engineering Limited, County Highway Engineer Tim Wells, Drainage Board Secretary Brenda
Garrison and GIS Technician Shelli Muller.
Approval of Minutes
John Knochel made a motion to approve the February 23, 2005 Brookfield Heights/Brookfield Farms #116 Regulated Drain
Hearing, the March 3, 2005 Regular Meeting minutes, and the March 10, 2005 Obstruction Hearing minutes as written. KD
Benson seconded the motion. The aforementioned minutes were approved as written.
The Commons at Valley Lakes Phase 4
Meredith Byer and Pat Jarboe with T-Bird Designs appeared before the Board to present The Commons at Valley Lakes
Phase 4 for final approval. Within Lafayette city limits, the thirty-seven acre site was located east of County Road 150 East
(South 18th Street) and south of County Road 350 South. The Surveyor stated the project site drained into the J.N.
Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain. The requested relocation of Branch Seven of the J.N. Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain was the
reason for the Board’s review, as well as direct discharge into the Regulated Drain. He went on to state the Board should
review and approve the relocation of Branch Seven and direct discharge.
Meredith stated branch seven consisted of a 10” clay tile and was located in the southern portion of the site. The outfall for
Branch Seven was located in Phase 3 of the Commons at Valley Lakes. This Branch would be intercepted within the
Landings Phase 3, and redirected through the proposed conveyance system in Phase 4 of the Commons at Valley Lakes. She
stated they were working closely with Crystal Joshua in the City Engineer’s Office, and expected approval of the project’s
construction plans. A final copy of the drainage report and plans once finalized would be forthcoming.
The Surveyor noted the project’s covenants should state in detail “ No permanent structures allowed within the J. N.
Kirkpatrick Regulated Ditch Easement throughout the site.” He recommended final approval subject to conditions on the
Burke Review Memo dated March 31, 2005 with the additional requirement of verbiage in the covenants as stated. . He
recommended an approval of a drainage variance for the project and stated it should be the first order of business.
John Knochel made a motion to grant The Commons at Valley Lakes Phase 4 a drainage variance for the direct discharge.
KD Benson seconded the motion. A direct discharge variance was granted. John Knochel then made a motion to grant final
approval for the Commons at Valley Lakes Phase 4 with the conditions stated in the March 31, 2005 Burke memo with the
additional requirement in the covenants as stated. KD Benson seconded the motion. Final approval with the conditions as
stated in the March 31, 2005 Burke memo to include the aforementioned language in the covenants was granted for The
Commons at Valley Lakes Phase 4.
Lauren Lakes Section 1
Brandon Fulk with the Schneider Corporation appeared before the Board to present Lauren Lakes Section 1 for final
approval. The Lauren Lakes project would be constructed in phases, with this phase consisting of seventy (70) single family
homes. The section was located on twenty-eight (28) acres of the two hundred thirty one (231) acre project site, west of C. R.
75 East on the south side of C.R.500 North. The existing conveyance conditions were taken into consideration while
modeling the site, and the new Stormwater Ordinance was used as a guideline for this project. Drainage for Section 1 was
provided by an existing unnamed tributary to Burnett Creek, located in the eastern portion of the site. Brandon stated the unnamed tributary crossed C.R. 500 North and eventually tied into Burnett Creek at Coyote Crossing. He pointed out that an
existing drainage basin traveled to C. R. 500 North and at times had overtopped the road, and noted the issue was addressed
within the Section 1 plans. In addition, Prophet’s Ridge pond tributary was included in the design analysis for the site.
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As a side note, the Surveyor stated while the downstream conveyance was well documented by photographs, a narrative
accompanying the photographs would be useful for future projects. The Surveyor stated the channel was well defined and did
not anticipate a problem. John Knochel asked Mr. Ratcliff (landowner in attendance) how often he observed the County
Road 500 North flooded. Mr. Ratcliff stated a few times, only since Winding Creek Subdivision was developed. He went on
to say he felt the tile under the road had been compromised during the development of Winding Creek Subdivision. Brandon
stated photos taken which indicated no flooding after the last rainfall event were provided. He went on to inform the Board
that the submitted design addressed that issue as well. The release rates for this section were below the Ordinance
requirement, and he anticipated the rates would be lower for the overall project as well. The project had received verbal
approval from the County Highway Dept. for the entrance construction work. He stated he would work closely with the
Surveyor’s office concerning the covenants and restrictions for this project. He then requested final approval for this phase of
the project. In response to KD’s inquiry, he stated the safety guidelines per the 2005-04-CM Comprehensive Stormwater
Ordinance were implemented for this project. The Surveyor noted the project design included hard surface safety ramps. Ruth
Shedd asked for public comment, and there were no comments made.
The Surveyor added a condition to supply an Easement for the east line outlet point of Phase 1 to the defined conveyance. In
response to the Surveyor’s inquiry regarding the side ditch of County Road 500 North, Brandon stated he was confident the
runoff would not top the road. He also indicated the Homeowners Association would be responsible for maintenance after
three years and noted he would get a verification of that on record. Future maintenance could be a high cost to the lot owners
and documentation of such maintenance responsibility would be required. The Surveyor then noted the Ordinance strongly
recommended reasonable tree and native vegetation retention. He recommended final approval with conditions stated on the
March 31, 2005 Burke memo, along with drainage easement documentation for both outlets from the detention ponds to the
defined conveyance east of the East line of Phase 1. John Knochel made a motion to grant final approval for Lauren Lakes
Section 1 with conditions stated on the March 31, 2005 Burke memo as well as the condition of drainage easement
documentation for both outlets from the detention ponds to the defined conveyance east of the East line of Phase 1. KD
Benson seconded the motion. Lauren Lakes Section 1 was granted final approval with conditions as stated on the March 31,
2005 Burke memo to include the added condition of drainage easement documentation for both outlets from detention ponds
to the defined conveyance east of the East line of Phase 1.
Cascada Business Park Phase 1
Pat Jarboe and Meredith Byer with T-Bird Designs appeared before the Board to present Cascada Business Park Phase 1 for
final approval. They were also requesting conceptual approval for the overall site. Pat stated the developer, Ron Whistler,
was also in attendance today.
Phase 1 of the project consisted of 26.5 acres and located at the southwest corner of the overall 125-acre site. The overall site
was located in the City of Lafayette, east of Creasy Lane on the north side of McCarty Lane. The Treece Meadows Relief
Drain (also known as Layden Regulated Drain) was located along the western property line. Phase 1 would include two
detention facilities and runoff would be discharged via the Wilson Branch of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain to the Treece
Meadows Relief Drain. Of the overall project site, approximately 92.5 acres drained west to the aforementioned drain,
approximately 10 acres drained northeast to the Alexander Ross Regulated Drain, and the remaining 21 acres drained to the
Berlowitz Regulated Drain through storm sewers along McCarty Lane. He stated the developer was working with the City’s
Redevelopment Office to eventually extend Park East Boulevard. This would connect State Road 26 with McCarty Lane.
The Surveyor stated the Alexander Ross drain traveled behind the Super Wal-Mart, under the interstate into the pond area
northwest of Meijers then under SR 26 and east of Frontage Road. Utilizing GIS, he then reviewed the route of the Ross
Drain to familiarize the Board. Christopher Burke Engineering did an overall watershed study of that area and it had been
well studied. Phase 1 would contain two detention facilities on the eastern border, and would collect significant portions of
the remaining phases’ runoff. They were designed to accept the developed portions’ runoff outside of the Phase 1
development, and would do so once online. A variance would be required as portions of the site, which drained through the
pond to the Treece Meadows Relief Drain, exceeded the allowable discharge rates. Those rates were the ten-year existing to
the 100-year proposed and the 2-year existing to the 10-year proposed. Pat stated they had matched the 100-year existing
levels to the 100-year proposed numbers due to downstream conditions. Therefore a variance was requested for the discharge
rates. Pat provided the Board with draft agreements with the Power Company, which specifically stated the design was
acceptable for the storage under the power lines. The Surveyor stated it was the Drainage Board’s duty to grant a drainage
variance and the City of Lafayette’s to grant a variance for encroachment on the City’s right of entry. At that time, Pat
requested a release rate variance to include final approval for Cascada Business Park Phase 1and conditional approval on the
overall portions of the site. In response to KD’s inquiry, Pat reviewed the entire site’s watersheds for the Board. While
limiting the amount of runoff outlet to the storm sewers along McCarty Lane, the design allowed for a larger area’s runoff
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directed to the detention facilities- as well as the Treece Meadows Relief Drain. The Surveyor noted Treece Meadows was
designed for direct release. The Surveyor’s Office was made aware of some problems in the area of Amelia Drive in the last
few years. He requested Christopher B. Burke revisit their previous study and they have remodeled the area, and identified
the problem areas. Regarding the Berlowitz Drain and McCarty Lane, the City agreed to fund upsizing of the storm sewers
along McCarty Lane, when the County constructed it between Creasy Lane and 500 East. It was designed to take the 100
year developed condition. He stated the developer would pay a fee for storage in the planned Berlowitz Detention facility.
Ruth Shedd then asked for any comments from the public. No comments were made.
The Surveyor then recommended granting a release rate variance under condition two of the April 11, 2005 Burke memo.
John Knochel made a motion to grant the variance under condition number two of the April 1, 2005 Burke memo. KD
Benson seconded the motion. The Surveyor recommended final approval for Phase 1 and conceptual approval for the overall
project with conditions as stated on the April 1, 2005 Burke memo, while striking the last paragraph in condition number two
on said memo. John Knochel made a motion to grant final approval for Phase 1 and conceptual approval for the overall
development with conditions as stated on the April 1, 2005 Burke memo while striking the last paragraph in condition
number two on said memo. KD Benson seconded the motion. Cascada Business Park Phase 1 was granted a variance for the
release rates. Cascada Business Park Phase 1 was granted final approval. Cascada Business Park was granted conceptual
approval for the overall development.
Journal and Courier Publication Facility
Meredith Byer and Pat Jarboe appeared before the Board to present the Journal and Courier Publication Facility for final
approval. The site consisted of 8 acres of a 10 acre parcel located between McCarty Lane and 200 South (Haggerty Lane) on
the east side of County Road 500 East. A printing facility, loading docks and a parking area would be built on the site. A
private road would provide access from County Road 500 East. The existing 66-inch storm sewer would be extended south
from the project site to provide an outlet for future projects to the south. The project’s runoff would be collected via catch
basins and curb inlets and conveyed through new storm sewers to the 66-inch diameter storm sewer. A portion of the site
would be discharged to the Berlowitz Drainage Facility located on at the northeast corner of County Road 500 East and
McCarty Lane through the said 66-inch storm sewer along the east side of County Road 500 East. The developer would pay
the storage fee associated with the said facility. At that time Meredith requested final approval for the Journal and Courier
Publication Facility. Ruth Shedd asked for any public comment. There was no public comment.
The Surveyor recommended the second paragraph in the April 1, 2005 Burke memo be added as a condition. John Knochel
made a motion to grant the Journal and Courier Publication Facility final approval with conditions as stated on the April 1,
2005 Burke memo as well as the added condition noted as the second paragraph of said memo. KD Benson seconded the
motion. Final approval with conditions was granted for Journal and Courier Publication Facility.
Parker Ditch
The Surveyor requested the Board’s attention to Dave Labonte, 720 Clifty Falls Lane, who was in attendance. Mr. Labonte
wanted to inform the Board of an issue concerning Parker Ditch. GIS was utilized to review the area in question, specifically
north of Haggerty Lane and east of SIA. The Parker Open Ditch project was a new concrete storm sewer constructed as an
outlet for the Subaru Isuzu Automotive Plant in the 1980’s. Economic Development grant monies paid for the construction of
the concrete storm sewer. The Surveyor stated Parker Ditch was an existing agricultural tile at the time of construction and
still had laterals tied into the new ditch. The agricultural tile ran under 200 South, east under interstate 65, and outlet at 650
East. From that point it was constructed as an open ditch all the way to the South Fork of Wildcat Creek. There were two
concrete fords constructed to connect property that the open ditch severed. Mr. Labonte’s entrance to his property was off
650 East (1 acre) and the building site (8 acres) was on the opposite side of the open channel. The Surveyor stated the
concrete ford which was at least 24 inches of concrete had undermined and collapsed straight down. It appeared to be poor
design or lack of maintenance that caused the collapse. After reading through numerous files on Parker Ditch and SIA the
Surveyor found a Petition to Establish the open portion as part of the Regulated Drain, had never been filed. The second
problem was a crossing over a regulated drain was typically the responsibility of the landowner. Mr. Labonte was now faced
with the considerable cost of a new crossing over Parker Ditch. He noted Mr. Labonte had been very patient, however he
was ready to start the building process at this time. A maintenance fund for Parker Ditch existed for the pre-existing
agricultural tiles that tied into the new concrete storm sewer. At the time the concrete ford was constructed, a maintenance
fund was intended to be set up for both the open portion as well as the preexisting tiles. The Surveyor stated he felt the Board
should give Mr. Labonte a clear answer to his problem. Discussion at the time indicated SIA would be the sole contributor
into the maintenance fund for the open portion of Parker Ditch and the majority of the assessment would then be assessed to
other developments as they were created. The farmers would not bear the majority of the cost. The Board Attorney stated
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since the drain was not functioning as intended due to the collapse of the concrete inside the ditch, the Board or the County
could be the petitioner to establish the maintenance fund for the open portion. The Surveyor and Attorney would insure the
necessary steps were taken to establish a maintenance fund for the open portion of the Parker Ditch. In response to Mr.
Labonte’s inquiry, the Surveyor stated he thought all the required documentation was on hand. Mr. Labonte thanked the
Surveyor for his efforts and the Board for their time on this matter.
Lewis Jakes Ditch
Dale Butcher of 8171 North 300W appeared before the Board to discuss the Lewis Jakes Ditch. With heavy rains in the past
year or so, he has worked closely with the Surveyor on the problems associated with the ditch. He stated the Surveyor had
been very professional throughout this time. He expressed appreciation for time the Surveyor had spent with him on the
drainage issue. He noted landowners were in favor of addressing the issue and was anxious to schedule a maintenance
hearing. The Surveyor stated downstream of the old tile outlet had been surveyed, however more surveying and investigation
was warranted. He informed Mr. Butcher he was prepared to ask the Board in an upcoming Special Drain Meeting to refer
the Lewis Jakes Ditch to him for a final report. He anticipated he would be able to complete the report within thirty-sixty
days of the Special meeting.
Petition to Establish a New Regulated Drain/ F. Wilson / Shelby Township
The Surveyor stated a Petition to Establish a New Regulated Drain was submitted to the Surveyor’s Office by Mr. Norman
Bennett 952 Kerber Road West Lafayette Indiana 47906. The Surveyor noted the Board, at the Whaley/ Mackey Obstruction
Hearing held on March 10, 2005, discussed this private drain. Mr. Bennett was in attendance today. Based on the preliminary
watershed information, a total of 94% of the benefited landowners had signed the Petition. The Attorney directed the
assessment spreadsheet be attached to the Petition. He went on to say petitioners were required to reimburse the County if
the petition did not pass, however that condition could be waived. John Knochel made a motion to refer the Petition back to
the Surveyor for a report to the Board in the future. KD Bensons seconded the motion. The Petition was referred back to the
Surveyor for a report. Due to the drain currently under standing water, investigation would be more difficult and the Surveyor
wanted the Board to be informed of the situation.
Maintenance Bonds
Creekside Subdivision/Shawnee Ridge Phase 3
The Surveyor presented a Letter of Credit # 557 in the amount of $15,976.00 dated March 7, 2005 from Mennan Builders for
Creekside Subdivision and recommended acceptance by the Board. John Knochel made a motion to accept the Letter of
Credit as presented. KD Benson seconded the motion. Creekside Subdivision Letter of Credit # 557, amount $15,976.00,
dated March 7, 2005 was accepted by the Board. He then presented Shawnee Ridge Phase 3 Maintenance Bond# 5013361
in the amount of $4300.00 dated Oct. 4, 2004 from Atlas Excavating for acceptance. John Knochel made a motion to accept
the Maintenance Bond for Shawnee Ridge Phase 3 as presented by the Surveyor. KD Benson seconded the motion.
Maintenance Bond # 5013361 in the amount of $4300.00 dated Oct. 4, 2004 for Shawnee Ridge Phase 3 was accepted.
Public Comment
Ruth Shedd asked for public comments. As there were none, John Knochel made a motion to adjourn the meeting. KD
Benson seconded the motion. The meeting was adjourned.

___________________________________________
Ruth Shedd, President

___________________________________________
John Knochel, Vice President
_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary
___________________________________________
KD Benson, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
April 11, 2005
Special Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President Ruth Shedd, Vice President John Knochel, member KD Benson, County
Surveyor Steve Murray, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Secretary Brenda Garrison, and GIS
Technician Shelli Muller.
Ruth Shedd called the Special Drain meeting to order. She then referred to the Surveyor. The Surveyor noted the meeting
today was to discuss the Classification of Drains Report previously presented to the Board on February 2005, as well as an
overall Regulated Drain update. At that time, he gave the following presentation to the Board.
Steve Murray
Drain Maintenance, Drain Reconstruction, and General Drain Conditions
Drains In Need of Reconstruction
Julius Berlowitz
The Julius Berlowitz Drain was ready for the Phase 1 contract. Phase 1 included the construction of a regional detention
facility east of I65, east and north to County Road 50 South. The project was held up due to the Arnett and St. Vincent issues.
A new channel was in place north of 50 South and new culverts were in place on 50 South and 550 East. The County along
with the area’s property owners was discussing solutions for use of the excess dirt, which would allow the County to fund
additional drainage projects if a solution was found. The Surveyor felt the discussions were worth the time and effort in order
to save the County millions of dollars. The largest cost to the County would be disposal of the excess dirt. KD Benson
inquired if it could be stored for future use. The Surveyor responded the amount of dirt would not allow that.
Lewis Jakes Ditch
The Lewis Jakes Ditch has had an informal hearing and field investigation completed. The project was close to a hearing for
reconstruction several years ago. At that time, the watershed landowners denied the petition due to the cost. However, the
property owners were now willing to raise the rate to approximately $10-$11 an acre to reconstruct the drain. A substantial
amount of research and fieldwork was done on this drain. Steve stated it was a high priority for him and hopefully would be
presented to the Board in the next 2-4 months.
S.W. Elliott Ditch/ Branch #11
The S.W. Elliott has had considerable amounts of work done over the last 20 years. The Wilson Branch Pond was in place at
the Mall as a Regional Detention Facility. The Treece Meadows Relief Drain was reconstructed when the first Wal-Mart
was built. Branch #11 of the S.W. Elliott was located across the Schroeder property and across SR 38 at the Tractor Supply
Store, near the Brand property. A commercial subdivision was previously planned for the Brand property with twin 66” pipes
under SR 38. The pipes would have to be pushed under the interstate, which proved to be too costly. Also, INDOT would not
allow the construction under the interstate at that time. John Brand from Butler, Fairman, and Seifert Inc., related to the
owners of the property, reviewed the drainage and infrastructure for the area and expressed interest in finding a solution.
The planned thoroughfare included a connector between SR 26 and SR38, McCarty Lane and Haggerty Lane, to be
constructed. As part of the current Cascada Business Park project, the Branch would be constructed from south of SR 26
(Wal-Mart area) to McCarty Lane. Since S.W. Elliott was an urban drain, the Surveyor recommended Branch #11 to be
reconstructed. The cost of the construction of the 66-inch pipes under SR 38 would be borne by INDOT. Reconstruction
costs would be substantially lowered; therefore the landowners would benefit. Previously, Engineering consultants, during
possible developments considered for that area, worked up reconstruction estimates for Branch #11. However, a preliminary
review and new cost estimates were warranted due to the lapse of time.
F-Lake
As stated earlier, the approximate cost of the F-Lake Regional Detention Facility was $2,000,000.00. The design was close
to completion and would be located on County Property, east and northeast of the Ivy Tech. Campus. This was one of two
priority projects to be funded out of the EDIT Drainage Projects Fund. (The Berlowitz project cost was estimated at
$3,000,000.00 plus, and the F-Lake project estimated cost at $2,000,000.00.) There was approximately $4,000,000.00 in the
EDIT Drainage projects account at this time. If the County could work out a solution concerning the project’s excess dirt, it
would lower the cost of the Berlowitz project and allow the F-Lake project to proceed much faster.
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J.N. Kirkpatrick/East of Concord Road
A preliminary design had previously been completed in anticipation of the LUR Industrial Park as well as additional
residential development in that area. While there were advantages to a drain assessment reconstruction process,
implementing a regional storage facility would result in the developers’ responsibility for a set storage fee. This would
ultimately result in decreasing the burden of maintenance costs solely by the area’s farmers. EDIT Drainage Projects monies
could supplement the cost of the maintenance of this portion of the drain.
D. Anson Drain
This drain had been discussed extensively in past meetings. This fall, the Surveyor’s office was able to investigate areas of
the tile located in wetlands, due to the dry weather. A revised estimate was being prepared and hopefully a drain hearing
would be conducted within the next two to four months. (The Surveyor then reviewed the location of the tile utilizing G.I.S.)
He stated he tentively planned to recommend the reconstruction be completed in phases. The first phase would involve
beginning at the wooded location on the east side of Co. Rd. 100 West, removing major tree root blockage of the main tile,
perhaps installing a new inlet on the west side of Co. Rd. 100 West (to assist in maintaining a low water level within the
wetland), while continuing to work upstream. The assessment rate would need to be raised from the present assessment of
$1.25 an acre to approximately $4.00-$8.00 an acre. The amount would depend on the length of time over which the
landowners were willing to spread the maintenance cost over. Realistically, the project would in all likelihood be completed
during a 5-10 year period- due to the amount of costs associated with it.
J.B. Anderson/Clarks Hill
Christopher B. Burke Engineering, as part of the Lauramie Creek Design Study, had completed a preliminary design for the
J.B. Anderson Drain. The cost of that design was well in excess of $2,000,000.00, due to running an open ditch all the way
to State Road 28. A lower cost solution would be warranted and revised preliminary plans were drawn up. The tile was fairly
deep as it crossed Co. Rd. 975 East. Rather than daylighting the old tile into a new open ditch or waterway, a new shallower
storm sewer would be constructed just east of Co. Rd. 975 East and ran roughly the same route as the tile. A portion of an
existing storm sewer along a side street would also be reconstructed. This would relieve the surface water load and route it
into a new channel that would run from Co. Rd. 975 East across the old railroad bed into twin corrugated steel pipes just
south of the cemetery. The revised preliminary plan would drop the cost to approximately $400,000.00, which was more
feasible.
Frank Kirkpatrick Drain
This drain was located near South County Line and 300 East and was in need of reconstruction. A call from landowner Don
Fugate, a year or so ago, warranted a site visit which determined the tile was indeed laid uphill. For a number of years the tile
had enough pressure to function. However, that was not the case at this time. That portion of the tile would need to be laid at
a positive grade. This would qualify the work as reconstruction, not maintenance. The Surveyor felt downstream landowners
would not be interested in bearing the cost, as their tile portion was operating.
Urban Drains
An Urban Drain by definition is an agricultural drain considered to be in need of reconstruction. With the exception of the
Alexander Ross Regulated Drain, Tippecanoe County Urban Drains had been discussed previously. The S.W. Elliott,
Berlowitz, and the J.N. Kirkpatrick Regulated Drains consistently need maintenance performed, due to tile breakdowns etc.
Drains with Insufficient Maintenance Funds
The previously submitted report listed thirty drains with insufficient maintenance funds; some of which were in need of
reconstruction. Every ten years, most open ditches need to be dredged. If in need of dredging and monies in the ditch fund
were not sufficient, the regulated drain was included in this category of the list. Most of the drain funds were started in the
1960’s, and the 1970’s. The assessment per acre or lot for maintenance set at that time was insufficient at today’s prices of
construction. Most Counties schedule multiple hearings for drain assessment increase in one day. To adequately maintain
regulated drains the increase was necessary. If landowners were not willing to increase the amount per acre, the drain could
be vacated. Generally the drain should not be a public utility, however most often the drains were. Raising a drain assessment
periodically would be more efficient and possibly prevent enormous costs of future reconstruction. The Anson Drain was a
perfect example of that. The Surveyor informed the Board the office had seen an increase in private drain Petitions for the
establishment of new Regulated Drains in the last year or so. They have been working on those petitions, as time would
allow.
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Parker Ditch Update
Dave Labonte had attended a previous Drainage Board meeting informing the Board of his concerns with the ditch. The
Surveyor stated he had finished his research of the official minutes. The ditch drained the Subaru-Izusu production plant. At
the time of the project construction, problems arose which among other things were due to an out of state contractor. In
review of the minutes, he found due to the State “fast tracking” the project, a Petition was presented for Reconstruction,
Relocation and Vacation of the Parker Ditch. A new concrete storm pipe was put in from the south side of Haggerty Lane (at
SIA site) up to the north and east to 675 East. A new channel was built from 675 East to the Wildcat Creek. The minutes
showed while the drainage was approved and the right of way was obtained, the Petition was never acted upon. A Finding
and Order draft as well as an assessment rate were prepared, however they were never presented to the Board. The Board
never heard the Petition. The plan was for SIA to pay 100% of the maintenance for the new storm sewer until such time as
other developments in that area tied into it. The farmed acreage was not to carry that maintenance cost. An existing $1.00 per
acre assessment on the agricultural tile had been adequate for the maintenance of said tile at that time. Two at- grade fords
were constructed at the new open channel. Mr. Labonte’s only access to his building site was across the fords, which now
were collapsed and in need of replacement. It appeared that the petition was still valid. The Board would need to follow
through and establish a maintenance fund for the open channel. The amount originally suggested for maintenance was
approximately $20,000.00 per year. However, an increase would be warranted based upon inflation and current construction
costs. The Attorney then stated the original petition should be acted upon and a Drainage Board hearing scheduled in the
future. He stated a new petition would not be required to schedule a hearing on establishing an open ditch maintenance fund
for Parker Ditch. The only new development in that area had been the Armory.
Per Indiana Code 36-9-27-36 (3C), the Surveyor requested the Drainage Board refer the regulated drains that had been
classified by Surveyor for a report in the order of priority set forth in the classification. The Board had the authority to
change the priorities within the report if warranted. John Knochel made a motion to adopt the Drain Classifications Report in
the order of priority set forth in the classification and referred them to the Surveyor for reports. KD seconded the motion.
The motion passed.
The Surveyor stated several inquiries had been received concerning” no net loss within the floodplain” due to implementation
of the new Tippecanoe County Stormwater Drainage Ordinance this year. A call was received concerning a residence within
the 100-year floodplain on the Wildcat by Dayton. The creek had eroded very close to the foundation of the house. He felt
this particular issue would constitute a variance of the rule, which the Drainage Board would grant. A review was warranted
of the” no net loss within a floodplain” section within the ordinance. During development of the new ordinance, that section
was included with industrial development in mind. KD noted the Tippecanoe County Stormwater Ordinance was stricter than
the Department of Natural Resources fill guidelines.
Indiana Natural Heritage Data Center/Data Use Agreement
The Surveyor presented a Data Use Agreement for the Indiana Natural Heritage Data Center. (A unit of DNR) The
information would be used for Phase II purposes, which included historical, and archeological site data. In order to access
the database, the agreement must be signed. Subject to the Attorney’s review, the Surveyor requested the Drainage Board
along with himself sign the agreement. The Attorney then reviewed the agreement. At the Attorney’s approval, John Knochel
made a motion to authorize the President of the Board and Surveyor to sign the Department of Natural Resources Data Use
Agreement as presented. KD Benson seconded the motion. The motion passed. The Department of Natural Resources Data
Use Agreement was approved for signature as presented. At that time the Surveyor ended his report and presentation to the
Board.
Ruth Shedd asked for Public Comment. As there was no public comment, John Knochel made a motion to adjourn. The
Special Meeting was adjourned.

___________________________________________
Ruth Shedd, President

___________________________________________
John Knochel, Vice President
_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary
___________________________________________
KD Benson, Member
April 11, 2005

Tippecanoe County Drainage Board

386

Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
June 1, 2005
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board Vice President John Knochel, member KD Benson, County Surveyor Steve Murray,
Doug Masson for Dave Luhman Drainage Board Attorney, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave Eichelberger from
Christopher B. Burke Engineering Limited, Drainage Board Secretary Brenda Garrison and GIS Technician Shelli Muller.
County Highway Supervisor Mike Spencer was also in attendance. Drainage Board President Ruth Shedd was absent.
Approval of Minutes
KD Benson made a motion to approve the April 6th, 2005 Regular Meeting as well as the April 11th, 2005 Special Drain
Meeting minutes as written. John Knochel seconded the motion. The aforementioned minutes were approved as written.
Creasy at the Crossing/Easement Reduction
Mr. Matt McQuen appeared before the Board to request a drainage easement reduction of the S.W. Elliott Branch #13
Regulated Drain, located within the Creasy at the Crossing Subdivision. The existing drainage easement was established
along the western portion of the subdivision in 1999. Mr. Mcquen proposed a reduction of the existing easement to 75 feet.
The easterly line of the proposed easement would be located approximately 30 feet east from the outside diameter of the
existing two twin 66” pipes. Due to the existing State Road 38- 110 feet permanent easement, Mr. McQuen informed the
Board a request was also made to INDOT and their acceptance of the reduction of the permanent easement was pending
today’s Board action.
The Surveyor recommended approval of the proposed easement pending review of the plat by the Board Attorney. KD
Benson made the motion to approve the proposed drainage easement to 75 feet. John Knochel seconded the motion and the
reduction of the drainage easement within Creasy at the Crossing was approved. At the suggestion of the Attorney, Mr.
McQuen stated he would present the request at the June 6th, 2005 Commissioners meeting.

J.N. KIRKPATRICK Regulated Drain /Branch #5
Mr. Mike Wylie of Schneider Corporation appeared before the Board to request a portion of the JN Kirkpatrick Regulated
Drain be vacated. A portion of Branch #5 existing 150 feet drainage easement crossed through the Wal-Mart Center in the
northern portion of the site. The drain continued west, then southwest and intersected with the new improvements of the
Promenade Parkways storm infrastructure. The developer and contractor for Stones Crossing Subdivision previously
confirmed the tile was tied into storm system. Mr. Wylie stated that vacated portion of the tile was investigated to insure no
existing flow at that location. The tile was excavated at five locations and showed no evidence of flow. It was then traced
back to a manhole located at the southwest corner of the Concord Road and Co. Rd. 350. The manhole and entry point of the
tile showed no evidence of flow. Mr. Wylie then requested approval for the vacation of the existing portion of Branch #5 of
the SW Elliott Regulated Drain located at the Wal-Mart Center, as well as the existing 150 feet drainage easement. As a
result of the reduction a d vacation, a 30 feet drainage easement would be platted for Concord Plaza. Mr. Murray
recommended the aforementioned portion of Branch #5 of the SW Elliott Drain vacation.
KD Benson made a motion to grant conceptual approval of the partial vacation request of Branch #5 of the JN Kirkpatrick
Regulated drain as presented. The approval was pending the submittal of plans showing the vacation location with the
Surveyor office. John Knochel seconded the motion and the JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain Branch # 5 was granted the
vacation as requested, pending submittal of the location plans.
Huntington Farms Subdivision Phase 3 Section 2 and South ½ of Phase 4
As there was no representative to present the project to the board, KD Benson made the motion to continue the presentation
to the July meeting. John Knochel seconded the motion and a continuance was granted.
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Darby Wetherill Widmer Extension
The Surveyor presented a waiver request from the Benton County Drainage Board regarding the Widmer Extension of the
Darby Wetherill Regulated Joint Drain. As a major portion of the benefited acres lied within Benton County, the Benton
County Board requested a waiver for a joint board. 2400 feet of tile along the East side of CR 900West in Shelby Township,
extending approximately 80 feet East of the West section line of Section 11 Township 24N and Range 5W and 2400 feet
South of the existing Darby Wetherill ditch. Mr. Murray recommended the waiver as requested. KD Benson made a motion
to grant a waiver of a Joint Drainage Board for the Widmer Extension of the Darby Wetherill Drain to Benton County. John
Knochel seconded the motion and a Joint Drainage Board waiver for the Widmer Extension of the Darby Wetherill Drain to
Benton County was granted.
Delphine Anson Regulated Drain
The Surveyor updated the Board on the status of the Dephine Anson Regulated Drain future reconstruction and maintenance.
He stated he was presently working on the Reconstruction and Maintenance Report for the Regulated Drain. He planned on
requesting a landowner meeting date at the July Drainage Board meeting.
August Drainage Board Meeting Date Change
As a result of a conflicting schedule, the Surveyor requested a change of the August 3 2005 meeting date. A tentative date
was August 2, 2005, however it was decided to set the date at the July Drainage Board meeting.
SWCD
Mrs. Remley thanked the Board for their time. She began by stating she did not recall ever formally meeting the Board to
discuss ways of improving the relationship between the two offices in order to create efficient landowner service. Partners to
the Indiana State Department of Agriculture Division of Soil Conservation and the USDA Natural Resources Conservations
Service, she stated they are the local clearinghouse for natural resource information. Their plans encompassed the
agricultural and urban communities, as well as soil and water resources. She stated the vision of the Department was to
ensure healthy forests, productive water resources, sustainable communities as well as clean water and stable soils. As a
result the office focused on water quality issues not quantity. They receive many drainage issue calls and try to assist
whenever possible. She concluded by assuring the Board with open communication between the their office and the Drainage
Board while stating she looked forward to working together in the future. At that time she introduced Sue Gerlach resource
specialist, formerly of the SWCD division and now with the newly formed Indiana State Department of Agriculture.
Sue appeared before the Board and thanked them for their time. Her agency was in the process of developing a mission
statement and an organizational structure. She would be able to assist the SWCD/ Drainage Board and community through
he Federal Farm Bill related programs and State projects, such as the Lake and River Enhancement Watershed Land
Treatment Program. She stated historically her position had assisted the SWCD office with Rule-5 reviews and other urban
conservation related concerns. Due to her new position, the SWCD district would be left short of being able to assist all the
other non-related questions and concerns from the public. She expressed concern for the issues which she felt would” slip
through the cracks” due to the department change. At that time she thanked the Board for their time and stated she had
worked well with the Surveyor in the past and hoped this would continue. She then introduced Mr. Marc Eastman.
Mr. Marc Eastman of the Soil, Water, Conservation District appeared before the Board to give a brief description of the
duties of his office as well as promote unity between the two entities. Mr. Eastman defined the drainage role of the SWCD
and reviewed their wetland policy. He stated the landowner held responsibility of obtaining proper permits through IDEM
and DNR as well as the notification of surrounding landowners. At the surveyor’s inquiry, Mr. Eastman stated the SWCD
office drainage and aerial records would be available for the Surveyor office to scan and copy.
At that time the Surveyor thanked the SWCD members for their presentations to the Board and stated historically they had a
good working relationship. He thanked the SWCD office for their agreement of sharing their drainage records with the Board
for the purpose of scanning and copying. This would insure a more efficient Drainage Records Library for all involved. He
also felt the landowners of the County would benefit from open communication between the entities involved.
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Water Safety Presentation/Mike Wylie
Mr. Mike Wylie appeared before the Board to present a Water Safety Power Point presentation. He stated recommendations
contained in the report were in hopes of improving an ever-increasing concern. One out of every four unintentional injuries
for children ages one to four years involved drowning. Education for public awareness was a priority and the safety of
children in particular. Adopting standards for smart development was a focus of the committee. Retention pond design
changes should be monitored and vandalism was also a concern. The new Tippecanoe County Stormwater Ordinance
incorporated some of the committee’s concerns. A copy of the presentation was provided to the Surveyor Office in hard and
digital format. He thanked the Board for their time and this Board and several individuals, developers within the community
took stated water safety seriously. The Surveyor and the Board thanked Mr. Wylie for his presentation and the time he spent
with the issue.
Valley Ridge PD/Maintenance Bond # 104478499
The Surveyor presented and recommended the acceptance of Maintenance Bond # 104478499 submitted to his office by
Milestone Contractors dated March 21, 2005 in the amount of $650.00 for Earthwork, Erosion Control and Storm sewer
outside the Public Right of Way. KD Benson made a motion to accept Maintenance Bond # 104478499 as presented by the
Surveyor. John Knochel seconded the motion. The Board accepted maintenance Bond # 104478499 dated March 21, 2005 in
the amount of $650.00 for Valley Ridge Planned Development.
The Orchard Phase 2 Section 1/ Maintenance Bond ## 1104456650
The Surveyor presented and recommended the acceptance of Maintenance Bond # 1104456650 submitted by Milestone
Contractors dated March 21, 2005 in the amount of $1547.00 for Earthwork, Erosion Control and Storm sewer outside the
Public Right of Way. KD Benson made a motion to accept Maintenance Bond # 104456650 as presented by the Surveyor.
John Knochel seconded the motion. The Board accepted Maintenance Bond # 104456650 dated March 21, 2005 in the
amount of $1547.00 for The Orchard Phase 2 Section 1.

___________________________________________
Ruth Shedd, President

___________________________________________
John Knochel, Vice President
_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary
___________________________________________
KD Benson, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
July 6, 2005
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President Ruth Shedd, Vice President John Knochel, member KD Benson, County
Surveyor Steve Murray, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave Eichelberger
from Christopher B. Burke Engineering Limited, Drainage Board Secretary Brenda Garrison and GIS Technician Shelli
Muller. County Highway Supervisor Mike Spencer was in attendance also.
Approval of Minutes
John Knochel made a motion to approve the June 1, 2005 Drainage Board Meeting minutes as written. KD Benson seconded
the motion. The June 1, 2005 Drainage Board minutes were approved as written.
JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain/Drainage Impact Area
The Surveyor stated the JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain had been reconstructed from roughly 350 South to Concord Road
and modeled for most development’s direct release in the area, excluding commercial and industrial. At the request of several
property owners east of Concord Road, a preliminary draft design for a regional detention facility was completed several
years ago. The regulated drain was previously classified as an Urban Drain, meaning by statute it was in need of
reconstruction. Generally, as an agricultural drain, it was inadequate and incapable of handling the increased flows resulting
from the area development and did not have a positive outlet. Indiana Drainage Code Classification and the Tippecanoe
County Drainage Ordinance allow for the drain to be declared a Drainage Impact Area. Based on the amount of development
in the watershed area, the Surveyor recommended the Board declare the JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain watershed east of
Concord Road a “Drainage Impact Area”. The JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain was adequately reconstructed west of
Concord Road. The impact area would be east of Concord Road just south of Co. Rd. 450 South, to Co. Rd. 350 South and
extended east of Co. Rd. 450 East and a small area east of US52. (Approximately 1200 acres) KD asked what exactly would
declaring the area a Drainage Impact Area mean? Attorney Dave Luhman stated general conditions of development could be
established. Such as all Stormwater Drainage Control Systems in that area could be required to participate in the regional
detention basin, as well as the requirement for a positive outlet to the JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain. Also generally the
Board could require a developer to establish control systems within their developments - such as establishing their internal
drainage facilities as regulated drains - as a condition of drainage approval. This was done on portions of the Elliott such as
the Treece Meadows Relief Drain. Historically this was the only way to ensure adequate drainage for the property within the
watershed was still used for agricultural purposes. The Surveyor stated portions of Co. Rd. 450 South, Co. Rd. 450East and
several depressional areas used as farm ground were under water for several weeks after the 2004 flood. Obviously, this area
could not handle additional pressure from urban, commercial and industrial development. JN Knochel made a motion to
declare the JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain a “Drainage Impact Area”, and authorize the Attorney to prepare a formal
Resolution with boundary map for the August 2, 2005 Drainage Board meeting. KD Benson seconded the motion and the JN
Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain watershed east of Concord Road would be declared a “Drainage Impact Area” once the
Resolution was presented to the Board during the August meeting. The Surveyor hoped to accomplish the reconstruction
utilizing a combination of detention storage fees, possible EDIT money for Urban Drain Reconstruction as well as benefited
landowners reconstruction assessment monies.
JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain Branch #5/ Petition for Partial Vacation and Relocation
Dan Teder, Attorney with Reiling, Teder and Schrier representing DF Properties appeared before the Board to present a
Petition for Partial Vacation and Relocation of the JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain. Dan Kuester from Woolpert LLP as well
as Mike Wylie from Schneider Corporation were in attendance and available for questions from the Board. The portion of
Branch #5 of said drain in question was the 150 feet Drainage Easement and located within Section 10 Township 22 North
and Range 4 West at the Wal Mart project site. Located in the northern portion of the site the regulated drain intersected with
the Promenade Parkway’s storm infrastructure. The tile was then routed through a previously approved 30 feet drainage
easement within Stones Crossing Commercial Subdivision. KD noted this was discussed last month and granted conceptual
approval at that time. The Surveyor stated said Branch had been located onsite and found to be routed to the southwest corner
of Co. Rd. 350South and Concord Road. The drain was previously replaced in part under the intersection of Concord Road
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and Co. Rd. 350South. It had previously been intercepted just east of Lot 1 and 2 in Stones Crossing Commercial
Subdivision and relocated around the east right of way of Promenade Parkway. The Drainage Code stated a condition for
approval for said request was the land on both sides of a regulated drain must be owned by one and the same. The County
Surveyor must approve the specifications for the project and any costs would be the sole responsibility of the petitioner. The
Surveyor had investigated whether a landowner within the watershed would be adversely affected. The Surveyor stated he
did not believe that was the case. Dave Eichelberger, Board Engineer Consultant, stated he had not seen sufficient plans to
date. Dan Kuester stated he could provide those plans within the week. Dan responded he would provide the calculations and
plans as required and submit said plans within the week. Ruth Shedd then asked what was the construction time frame. Dan
Kuester replied it was the developer’s intent to start construction in the fall. Final design plans were being wrapped up and
they would respond to any concerns. John Knochel made a motion to approve the relocation and the proceeding vacation of
Branch #5 of the JN Kirkpatrick Legal Drain contingent upon the Surveyor’s approval of the forthcoming plans and
specifications. KD Benson seconded the motion. Branch #5 of the JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain relocation and vacation
was approved contingent upon the Surveyor’s approval of said specifications and plans.
Retreat At Hickory Ridge Lots 198 and 199/Petition to Vacate Drainage Easement
Dan Teder, Attorney with Reiling, Teder and Schrier representing South 18th LLC- Brian Keene President, appeared before
the Board to present a Petition to Vacate a Drainage Easement on lots 198,199 in the Retreat at Hickory Ridge Subdivision
for approval. Attorney Teder provided Exhibit B to the Board which indicated the location of easements. The Surveyor
recommended approval for the Petition to Vacate a Drainage Easement on lots 198,199 in the Retreat at Hickory Ridge
Subdivision as submitted. Dan stated a new site plan would be submitted. John Knochel made a motion to approve the
Petition to Vacate a Drainage Easements on lots 198,199 in the Retreat at Hickory Ridge Subdivision as submitted. KD
Benson seconded the motion. The Petition to Vacate a Drainage Easements on lots 198,199 in the Retreat at Hickory Ridge
Subdivision was granted.
Lafayette Pavilions Phase 1
Dan Kuester with Woolpert Inc. appeared before the Board to request final approval for Lafayette Pavilions Phase1. The
overall site consisted of fifty-one acres and was located at the southwest corner of State Road 26 and Creasy Lane in the City
of Lafayette. Phase one consisted of thirty-one acres. Two access drives would be constructed from Creasy Lane and one
from State Road 26. Most of the site drained to the southeast routed through a public storm network and a portion west to an
existing ditch. A storm sewer network to collect onsite runoff would be located along the west property line. Dan stated he
was working closely with the Lafayette City Engineers Office. The Surveyor noted while the project was located within the
City, the Board’s concern was runoff release to Treece Meadow Relief Drain (Layden Drain). He stated the plans indicated
the rates as satisfactory. He recommended final approval for Lafayette Pavilions Phase 1 with the conditions as stated on the
June 15, 2005 Burke memo to the Board. John Knochel made a motion to grant final approval with conditions as stated on
the June 15, 2005 Burke memo for Lafayette Pavilions Phase 1. KD Benson seconded the motion. Lafayette Pavilions
Phase 1 was granted final approval with conditions as stated on the June 15, 2005 Burke memo.
Huntington Farms Phase 3 Section 2 and South Half of Section Four
Doug Mark with Congdon Engineering Associates (CEA) appeared before the Board to request final approval for Huntington
Farms Phase 3 Section 2 and South Half of Section Four. This phase was a continuation of previously approved Huntington
Farms Subdivision Phases. The site was located along State Road 26 northwest of County Road 300 West (Klondike Road)
and consisted of approximately fourteen acres. An existing pond was located in the southwest corner of the development. A
storm system would be constructed and drain the proposed area to the pond at three separate locations. Previously approved
Drainage Reports described the construction of a detention pond in the southwest portion of the site. Mr. Mark requested
final approval for Huntington Farms Phase 3 Section 2 and the South Half of Section Four. The Surveyor stated he would
recommend final approval with conditions as stated on the May 27, 2005 Burke memo as well as the added condition of
covenants indicating proof of establishment of a Homeowners Association with covenants covering the homeowner’s
responsibility for the drainage system outside of the County Right of Way to include estimates of costs for such maintenance.
John Knochel made a motion to grant final approval for Huntington Farms Phase 3 Section 2 and the South Half of Section
Four with conditions as stated on the May 27, 2005 Burke memo as well as the added condition of covenants indicating proof
of the establishment of a Homeowners Association and specific covenants covering a homeowner’s responsibility for the
drainage system outside of the County Right of Way including estimates of costs for such maintenance. KD Benson
seconded the motion. Huntington Farms Phase 3 Section 2 and the South Half of Section Four was granted final approval
with said conditions.
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Park 350 Subdivision
Brandon Fulk with Schneider Corporation appeared before the Board to present Park 350 Subdivision for final approval with
a waiver of onsite storage. The site was located approximately 1500 feet due west of intersection of US 52 and County Road
350 South and consisted of approximately 125 acres. The North half of the site drained north to the County Road 350 South
roadside ditch. The remaining portion of the site would drain south to the planned JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain Regional
Detention Facility. A proposed interim design was completed for storm infrastructure use until said detention facility is
operable. The interim design would drain runoff to the County Road 350 South roadside ditch. Once the regional facility was
constructed the Stormwater system would be modified to drain into said facility. Brandon then requested final approval for
Park 350 Subdivision. Only the subdivision plan’s lot configurations were general at this time and would be detailed at a later
date. Brandon stated they were working closely with the City of Lafayette and the County Highway department. Brandon
then requested final approval for Park 350 Subdivision. In response to John Knochel’s inquiry, the Surveyor stated a structure
would have to be in place at the abandoned railway bed or a cut made through it. It was noted the railroad still had control of
the right of way at this time. Brandon stated a more in depth report of the site’s drainage would be submitted in the near
future. The Surveyor stated a variance would be required from the detention pond requirements. John Knochel then noted
condition four of the June 30, 2005 Burke memo did not mention a safety ledge. The Surveyor stated if a 6:1 slope was used
the maintenance ledge was required, however the slope was not 6:1. KD stated she felt a fence was warranted in this
situation. She then asked the Surveyor what the time line was for the planned regional detention facility construction. The
Surveyor stated it a date was not set at this time.
John noted he was willing to grant the variance with a safety fence placed around the perimeter of the ponds. He then made a
motion to grant a variance with the condition of fencing the onsite ponds. KD Benson seconded the motion. The variance was
granted with the condition of a safety fence constructed around the onsite ponds. The Surveyor then stated he was prepared to
recommend final approval with the conditions on the June 30, 2005 Burke memo. He noted the condition of the required
contribution to the planned regional detention facility. John Knochel then made a motion to grant final approval with the
conditions as stated on the June 30, 2005 Burke memo. KD Benson seconded the motion. Park 350 Subdivision was granted
a variance as well as final approval with the said conditions.
Menards
Brandon Fulk from Schneider Engineering appeared before the Board to request final approval for the Menards development
project. The site was located on the northwest corner of US 52 and County Road 300 West and consisted of approximately 54
acres. Brandon stated the site was located within a dual watershed area. The northern portion of the site drained northeast to
Hadley Lake and the remaining portion of the site, with offsite tributaries through the project site, drained to an existing
culvert beneath 300 West. In addition US 52 had a culvert that would be incorporated into the design. Brandon discussed the
varied elevations throughout the project site and noted the data was included within their reports. With respect to Indian
Creek, the site was delineated and submitted to DNR for review. A DNR letter of concurrence of the floodway line was
expected. KD asked the attendees in the audience if they were attending due to this project submittal, they answered
affirmative. Brandon then addressed their questions concerning specific elevations within and surrounding the site. He stated
anything above 654.3 would be considered outside of the flood plain according to DNR’s published values for this site. He
informed them determination of elevations for downstream properties would require a request of verifications to DNR. He
stated the highest base flood elevation published with the Indiana Creek Study was less than 654. He noted whether it was
Indian Creek or Hadley Lake’s back waters, in the low frequency high storm events, you would theoretically see a topping of
the County Road. The bridge elevation was at 657, four feet higher than the sag in County Road 300 West and three feet
higher than the base flood elevation. A proposed berm elevation, located at the existing culvert, would be 652.5. This would
shut the culvert off to some degree and would not allow release associated with the project itself. Brandon stated due to the
conditions, the culvert would be left open as a “relief valve” for the possibility of backwater from Indian Creek and/or Hadley
Lake. The Surveyor then stated the new County Stormwater Ordinance did not allow any net loss in flood plains on
construction projects. (Commercial, residential or industrial) IDNR generally was not concerned about anything other than
what was in the floodway, which was where there was perceptible movement of current. They have left the decision to local
officials of whether the flood plain fringe may be filled in. Brandon stated the project met the release rate allowable by the
current Stormwater Ordinance. Brandon stated the release rate was far less than what was in the existing condition.
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KD asked Brandon to review the proposed detention pond and berm for the Board the interested attendees. Brandon stated
the location of the berm would be on the east side of the culvert under 300West to insure runoff and the offsite tributaries
drain north to Indian Creek avoiding the said culvert. The proposed detention facility would be located in the northeastern
portion of the site and accommodate Menards as well as any future outlot development of the site.
At that time Ruth Shedd asked for public comments. Mr. Jim Bower of 3750 North 300W West Lafayette Indiana 47906
stated he felt the development of this site and also the future Mejier’s store site would cause adverse drainage to his property.
He stated to date he had spent $80,000.00 due to area flooding. His property was located adjacent to the culvert under
300West. He stated he understood about the 100, 200 year flood data, however he was concerned. He believed the problem of
flooding in that area would be greater due to the development of the site. The Surveyor stated the flooding would not go
away until the railroad upsized their culvert. He stated the Meijer project would have to go through the same drainage
process. He stated the current Stormwater Ordinance did it’s best to protect landowners upstream and downstream. He did
state one would see less water at any one period of time, but one would see it over a longer period of time. After the flooding
last year the Surveyor noted he had been at that location several times. He had walked the portion of Indiana Creek East of
Co. Rd. 300W on Mr. King’s property traced the path of water etc. He stated the rainfall had hit Hadley Lake as hard as
Indian Creek and the water obviously overflowed Indian Creek and traveled to Hadley Lake. He agreed it was very
complicated and felt there were events when Hadley Lake overflowed to Indian Creek as well. The area was located within a
watershed subject to periodic flooding. He understood Mr. Bower’s concern, and stated he was insistent for an outlet to
Indian Creek and not the culvert under Co. Rd. 300W. He noted the project drainage plans provided more flood plain storage
than required by the current Stormwater Ordinance. Dave Eichelberger stated one couldn’t control flooding one can only
manage it. The Surveyor reiterated they had met the technical standards by the current Ordinance as required. Floyd Oaks
3608 North 300 West, West Lafayette Indiana 47906 approached the Board and asked if the peak flow increased, would this
cause his property as well as others to be included within the flood plain. The Surveyor stated it would not.
KD asked if the berm in front of the culvert directed the average rain to the detention pond and not to the culvert would not
the landowners see less runoff. Dave Eichelberger noted it would depend on the distribution, depth and duration of a rainfall
event. However, the design presented showed the project site and tributaries to their site drainage would go directly to Indian
Creek and not to the west. The Surveyor stated water could still bottleneck at the railroad culvert (bridge) location in the
event of a flooding due to the undersized culvert. Dave Eichelberger then added depending on the flood event that occurred
and in certain events where water would normally drain to the culvert it would now drain directly to Indian Creek. Ruth
Shedd then asked for additional comments. KD asked Mike Spencer, Highway Supervisor to investigate a possible tree in
the said culvert at Co. Rd. 300West. The Surveyor stated based on the Tippecanoe County Stormwater Ordinance he
recommended final approval with the conditions on the June 29, 2005 Burke memo, subject to DNR approval before site
work begins and the installation of the berm as a second item in sequence of post construction. At the Attorney’s suggestion,
the Surveyor explained construction sequence to the attendees. He stated as part of the new Phase II Clean Water Act
requirements, the local entities including the County were now responsible for what was once known as Rule 5 (erosion
control). This included a provision for post construction sequence operation (water treatment devices), which would be
submitted to his office and monitored closely. He stated good sequencing for this project would include constructing the
outlet to Indian Creek first and installing the berm before any erosion construction began. John Knochel then made a motion
to grant final approval with conditions as listed on the June 29th Burke memo and subject to DNR approval prior to any site
construction work and the installation of the berm as a second item in the sequence of post construction.

Stonehenge Planned Development Drainage Easement
The Surveyor stated he agreed to handle the request for Mr. Tim Beyers of Vester and Associates. He was in receipt of a
certified letter requesting release of a drainage and utility easement. John Knochel made a motion to grant the drainage
easement release request for Stonehenge Planned Development as requested by Vester and Associates submitted to the
Surveyor. KD Benson seconded the motion. The drainage easement release for Stonehenge Planned Development was
approved.
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Appleridge at the Orchard Phase 2/Maintenance Bond
The Surveyor presented Maintenance Bond #104456650 submitted by Milestone Contractors, written by St. Paul Insurance
Company in the amount of $1547.00, dated March 21, 2005 to the Board and recommended acceptance. John Knochel made
a motion to accept Maintenance Bond #104456650 in the amount of $1547.00, dated March 21, 2005 for Appleridge at the
Orchard Subdivision Phase 2. KD Benson seconded the motion. Appleridge At the Orchard Phase 2 Maintenance Bond
#104456650 was accepted as presented by the Surveyor.

Public Comment
As there was no public comment, John Knochel made a motion to adjourn. KD Benson seconded the motion. The meeting
was adjourned.

___________________________________________
Ruth Shedd, President

___________________________________________
John Knochel, Vice President
_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary

___________________________________________
KD Benson, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
August 2, 2005
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President Ruth Shedd, Vice President John Knochel, member KD Benson, County
Surveyor Steve Murray, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave Eichelberger
from Christopher B. Burke Engineering Limited, Drainage Board Secretary Brenda Garrison and GIS Technician Shelli
Muller. County Highway Supervisor Mike Spencer was in attendance also.
Approval of Minutes
John Knochel made a motion to approve the July 6, 2005 minutes as written. KD Benson seconded the motion. The July 6,
2005 Drainage Board Regular Meeting minutes were approved as written.
Arnett Ambulatory Surgery Center
Jon Perry of Gresham Smith and Partners representing Arnett Hospital appeared before the Board to request final approval
for Arnett Ambulatory Surgery Center. The site was located at the southeast corner of County Road 500 East and County
Road 100 South (McCarty Lane). The entrance drive would be constructed off of County Road 500 East. This project would
outlet to the Julius Berlowitz Regulated Drain and was tributary to the planned Berlowitz Regional Facility. Mr. Perry stated
the project consisted of a single story 45,000 square foot building ambulatory surgery center located on the southwest corner
of the site. He stated he was in agreement with the July 27, 2005 Burke memo and planned to meet all the conditions listed.
At that time he requested final approval for the project.
The Surveyor stated the project had been reviewed and discussed on numerous occasions by the Board. The site was
included in the overall design for Arnett Hospital. However the Hospital withdrew their plans and was now requesting final
approval for the proposed Ambulatory Surgery Center only. The Surveyor reviewed the site utilizing GIS for the Board. He
then recommended final approval with conditions as stated on the July 27, 2005 Burke memo. He pointed out condition one
addressed the forthcoming Berlowitz Regional Detention Fees, and noted Arnett was aware of the forthcoming fees.
Construction of the County detention facility would require the removal of approximately half million cubic yards of soil.
Arnett had expressed interest in obtaining soil for their site once a partner was obtained for the remainder of the site. The
Surveyor hoped an agreement could be worked out for the County and Arnett that would benefit both. He then recommended
a condition be added stating the Phase II Stormwater fees (once determined by the Phase II Project Team) would be paid by
the Center. As a designated entity under Phase II of the Clean Water Act, they are currently looking at approximately $30$40 an acre plus a $250 fee. An official notice from IDEM (Indiana Department of Environmental Management) had been
received stating Tippecanoe County was granted the authority to oversee the implementation of the Rule 5 approvals,
reviews, and inspections. The Soil and Water Conservation and IDEM would no longer be enforcing the Rule. IDEM would
be overseeing Tippecanoe County implementation of the Rule. The inspections would focus on an approved project’s water
quality treatment devices each year for a three-year period. John Knochel asked if the added condition was agreeable. Mr.
Perry and Brian Elmor (representative for Arnett) agreed to pay the yet to be determined fees. In response to Mr. Perry’s
inquiry, the Surveyor stated two copies of the post construction Stormwater Manual would be required. The Surveyor noted
all practices should be included in the manual to assist in the field inspections.
John Knochel made a motion to grant Arnett Ambulatory Surgery Center final approval with the conditions as listed on the
July 27, 2005 Burke memo as well as the added condition of the Regional Detention fee payment. KD Benson seconded the
motion. Arnett Ambulatory Surgery Center was granted final approval with the conditions as listed on the July 27, 2005
Burke memo as well as payment of the forthcoming Regional Detention fees.
Polo Fields
Paul Couts of C&S Engineering representing David Zimmerman appeared before the Board to request final approval for the
Polo Fields Subdivision project. The site located on the north side of County Road 200 North east of County Road 400 East
consisted of approximately 18 acres. A fourteen lot single-family residential development was planned. Storm sewers and
rear yard swales would be constructed and drained to a proposed dry detention basin north of lot eleven. The final outlet
would be the existing pond of the Watkins Glen Subdivision north of the proposed site. Mr. Couts stated an open pipe was
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located in the northwestern corner of lot seven and was routed to the detention basin. A low area near the northwestern
corner of lot twelve would be routed to the basin as well. From the detention basin through a vegetative swale located at the
site’s northwestern corner, the runoff would outlet into the existing pond located on lot thirty-five within Watkins Glenn
Subdivision. Mr. Couts stated they concurred with the conditions listed on the July 21, 2005 Burke memo and requested
final approval. Ruth Shedd then opened the floor for public comment. Mark Zimpher located at 2300 Shana Jane Drive
approached the Board. Mr. Zimpher who resided on lot 36 in Watkins Glenn Subdivision stated he had met with the
Surveyor previously concerning this development. He was concerned with the amount of drainage, which would be directed
to Lot 35 of Watkins Glen, as his lot was located immediately to the north, and felt he would also be affected by the proposed
drainage. The Surveyor referred his comments to Mr. Couts for a response. Mr. Couts stated as part of the study, calculations
were completed on the quality and quantity of runoff as well as runoff modeling to Pond A in the Polo Fields Subdivision as
well as the pond in Watkins Glenn known as Pond B. He stated they did not exceed the 100-year limits, nor do they overtop
or go out the existing 100-year easement. He stated the system design was more than adequate to accommodate Polo Fields
Subdivision. He stated the requirements of the Drainage Board had been met. The Surveyor utilized GIS for review of the
site. When reviewing this project he asked the consultant and developer to find a more direct outlet. Due to the defined path,
the existing Watkins Glenn pond system seemed to be the natural way to route the water. There was also a study and
calculations of the pond system previously completed at hand for review. Dave Eichelberger the Board’s Drainage
Consultant, confirmed runoff would stay within the existing easement and pond system in Watkins Glenn as Mr. Couts had
indicated. He noted an increase in depth and amount of water would be minimal. He then discussed the options, reviewed
and studied previously by the consultants and developer. He stated given the site and the surrounding area, he felt the
proposal was the best solution for the project. Mr. Zimpher noted the septic systems were in the rear of the lots” thirty five on
down” close to the drop off by the existing pond and was concerned runoff would have a negative effect. The Surveyor
stated he felt it would not negatively affect shallow septic systems. He noted however if a flood such as one comparable to
the 2004 flood happened then a negative effect was possible. Dina Flores of 3911 Shana Jane Drive Lafayette approached the
Board at that time. She stated she was concern with overflowing of the pond and standing water. The Consultant reviewed
the Ordinance requirements and specifically the peak time during storm events. The Surveyor also stated it was his opinion
that the drainage design presented was the best solution for the area in question. In response to Dina Flores request
concerning the Watkins Glenn Pond outlet view, Mr. Couts stated the developer would be willing to plant shrubs and/or tall
grass around the outlet. The Consultant noted the flow of water must not be obstructed. The Surveyor noted the Drainage
Ordinance was in place to protect people up and downstream of developments. He then reviewed the inspection process for
all attendees. Richard Snodgraph of 3932 East 200 North Lafayette approached the Board at that time. He stated Bob Gross
designed the drainage for Watkins Glenn South Part 6 Phase 2. He noted the amount of money he had spent to date for a
drainage system of the development and stated he felt the proposed design was appropriate for the area and type of soil. He
stated the Watkins Glenn pond was constructed in 1988 and has been dry to date. The Surveyor stated the proposed lots were
large and a lot of grassed areas would be on the lots. The pond in Watkins Glen was a dry bottom detention pond and the
proposed study was reviewed, the surrounding area was taken into consideration.
The Surveyor then recommended final approval with conditions as stated on the July 21, 2005 Burke memo. He noted item
number 8 on the July 21, 2005 Burke memo which stated …the Indiana Department of Environmental Management and the
Tippecanoe County Soil and Water Conservation District… should state the” Indiana Department of Environmental
Management and the Tippecanoe County Surveyor Office”…. He also recommended an added condition for payment of
Phase II Stormwater fees (pending determination by the Phase II Project Team) to be paid by the developer of the project.
John Knochel then added a condition stating the developer must work with the owner of lot thirty-five in the Watkins Glenn
Subdivision concerning landscaping around the outlet pipe. John Knochel made a motion to grant final approval for Polo
Fields Subdivision with conditions as noted on the July 21, 2005 Burke memo in addition to landscaping around the outlet
pipe at the Watkins Glen pond location and the revised verbiage of item number eight on said memo along with the said
Stormwater fees. KD Benson seconded the motion. Polo Fields Subdivision was granted final approval with the conditions
stated on the July 21, 2005 Burke memo in addition to landscaping around the outlet pipe at the Watkins Glen pond location
and the aforementioned revised verbiage of item number eight on said Burke memo.
Buffalo Wild Wings
Mike Wylie of Schneider Corp. appeared before the Board to request final approval for Buffalo Wild Wings. The project site
was within the City of Lafayette and was being reviewed by the Board for the drainage only. Mike stated the City of
Lafayette had approved their plans. The site consisted of a 1.8 commercial lot (Lot 2 in the Creasy at the Crossing Section 1approved in 1999) south of the intersection of Creasy Land and State Road 38. Branch 13 of the SW Elliott Regulated Drain
was located along the western limits of the site and parallel to Creasy Lane. At the time of approval for Creasy at the
Crossing Subdivision, the open ditch, which was Branch #13, was enclosed with dual 66” pipes. The Board had previously
granted approval for a reduction of the Drainage Easement to thirty feet from the outside face of the southeasterly pipe. Mike
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then stated they concurred with the July 15, 2005 Burke memo. He then noted parking asphalt was located within the
easement and was requesting an encroachment on the Regulated Drain. The Surveyor stated he thought the intention of the
previously granted easement reduction was to allow the workers with their equipment enough room for drain repair in the
future therefore a formal Petition to Encroach on the Regulated Drain was warranted in this case. The Petition should state
the County was not responsible for any damage incurred to the area of encroachment while repairing the drain. He stated he
would still like to see the thirty-foot easement in place. Mike explained a result of keeping the thirty-foot easement would put
the site plan in noncompliance with City Parking Ordinance. He stated the developer was aware the County had the right to
enter and repair the drain with no fault for damages to the pavement or curb and noted there was no lighting, plantings
located within the easement. Ruth Shedd asked if the developer submitted a letter of acceptance of damage costs, if that
would be sufficient. The Surveyor noted whatever the Board agreed to would be sufficient. He was prone to protect the work
zone on urban and regulated drains. While the chance of tracking over the lot with an excavator for repair of the pipes were
slim, having to protect the area from damage would cost landowners more money. Protective mats would be warranted and
result in a higher cost of repair passed on to the owners of the properties within the watershed. He noted however, there were
locations where the easement was much closer, for example to the top of bank of a ditch such as the SW Elliott- Treece
Meadows Relief Drain. In fairness, while he did not like it, the Board had accepted it in the past. In response to KD”S
inquiry, Mike stated the encroachment was twenty-five feet and within five feet of the pipe. The Attorney confirmed a formal
Petition of Encroachment on a Regulated Drain along with a proposal of the developer’s rights and the County’s rights was in
order. The Surveyor then stated the Board should understand if repair was warranted, the parking lot could be tore up and the
owner/developer would be responsible for the cost of repair. The Attorney stated specific verbiage indicating the Developer’s
responsibility in a separate document accompanying the formal Petition to Encroach on a Regulated Drain. Mike stated the
developer would be in agreement. The Surveyor then recommended final approval for Buffalo Wild Wings’ release rate into
Branch #13 of the SW Elliott Regulated Drain with the conditions stated on the July 15, 2005 Burke memo, as well as the
condition of the Developer/Owner’s requirement to file for an Encroachment Permit. (Which specifically should state they
were aware if replacement or maintenance were warranted, the County would not be responsible for the restoration cost of
their parking lot) John Knochel made a motion to grant final approval to Buffalo Wild Wings with the conditions stated on
the July 15, 2005 Burke memo, as well as the added condition of filing an Encroachment Petition on a Regulated Drain. Final
drainage approval would be subject to the aforementioned Petition’s approval by the Board. KD Benson seconded the
motion. Buffalo Wild Wings was grant final approval with the conditions as stated.
Stones Crossing Section 4 Subdivision
Brian Keene appeared before the Board to request final approval for Stones Crossing Section 4 Subdivision. As the final
phase of the overall development, Section 4 would consist of 144 single-family residences on approximately fifty acres. The
site was located west of County Road 250 East (Concord Road) and north of County Road 430 South. The JN Kirkpatrick
Regulated Drain reconstruction project design had accounted for the developed runoff condition. The said regulated drain ran
along the northern portion of the project site. Brian stated most of the infrastructure for section four had been constructed
during previous phases of the development and the main trunk line was completed during construction of sections one and
two of the development. Since approvals were granted for the previous phases/sections prior to the Phase II requirements,
additional outlets, extra riprap and vegetated swales were added to assist with runoff control. The Surveyor noted the
development’s different phase/sections (one of several developments), were approved before and after the Phase II
requirements. A good portion of the site’s infrastructure was approved and constructed before the implementation of Phase II
requirements. The development received prior approval for direct discharge to the JN Kirkpatrick drain (as designed and
modeled), with no onsite detention. The Surveyor felt a fair compromise had been reached concerning the additional riprap
vegetation of swales etc. The Surveyor reminded Brian of the required Phase II fees and Brian confirmed he was aware of a
required payment and agreed to payment of such fees.
The Surveyor then recommended final approval for Stones Crossing Section Four with the conditions as stated on the July
28, 2005 Burke memo, as well as the payment of Phase II fees. John Knochel made a motion to grant final approval for
Section Four of Stones Crossing Subdivision with the conditions as stated on the July 28, 2005 Burke memo as well as the
payment of forthcoming Phase II fees. KD Benson seconded the motion. Stones Crossing Section four was granted final
approval with conditions.
JB Anderson Regulated Drain / Petition to Encroach
Tim Beyer of Vester and Associates appeared before the Board to request the approval of an Encroachment on a Regulated
Drain Easement Petition submitted by David and Martha Stevenson. He stated the southwest corner of the tract was to be
divided by the petitioners and access was needed from County Road 1000 South. Based on conversations with the Surveyor
an Easement (within the outer twenty-feet of the existing seventy-five feet legal drain easement) had been written for the
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location of the driveway and utilities. There was an existing crossing over the drain the planned drive would utilize as well.
The Surveyor asked if the culvert’s size had been checked prior to the request. Tim stated it had not. The Surveyor then
stated the petitioners were responsible for the crossing, and if undersized, based upon the Surveyor’s judgment, they would
be obligated to upgrade the culvert. As there was no other access, the Surveyor recommended granting the Encroachment
Petition as it was put at the back of the seventy-five feet regulated drain right of way from top of bank. As the parcelization
process continued, he asked a filter or buffer strip be put in place. John Knochel made a motion to grant the Petition to
Encroach on the JB Anderson Regulated Drain as submitted by David and Martha Stevenson. KD Benson seconded the
motion. The Attorney noted although a draft resolution was submitted along with the petition, it was not necessary.The
Petition to Encroach on the JB Anderson Regulated Drain as submitted by David and Martha Stevenson was approved with
no resolution by the Board.
JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain/ Drainage Impact Area Resolution
Ruth Shedd opened the floor to the Surveyor concerning the JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain Drainage Impact Area
Resolution. The Surveyor reminded the Board the upper end of the JN Kirkpatrick east of Concord Road was previously
voted to be a Drainage Impact Area and designated as an Urban Drain, by definition was in need of reconstruction. He then
recommended adopting the Drainage Impact Area Resolution drafted by the Board Attorney. The Attorney explained the
effect of the resolution would impose additional requirements for developments within the watershed or designated impact
area. Those requirements were, first all Stormwater Drainage Control Systems within the JN Kirkpatrick Drainage Impact
Area should participate in the JN Kirkpatrick Regional Detention Basin, second each stormwater drainage system within the
JN Kirkpatrick Impact Area should provide a positive outlet to the JN Kirkpatrick Legal Drain, third the developer of each
stormwater control system within the JN Kirkpatrick Impact Area should petition to establish all internal drainage facilities as
regulated drains as a condition of approval and may be required to waive its right to remonstrate against higher rates for
reconstruction of those internal improvements, which were regulated drains. The Surveyor noted the boundary ran
approximately from Concord Road just south of County Road 450 South, through Avalon Bluffs Development and the
Halderman property up to 350 South and over just east of US 52. In response to KD inquiry, the Surveyor noted a watershed
map was prepared and would be attached to the resolution as Exhibit A. At that time the watershed was reviewed utilizing
GIS. The Surveyor noted the entire watershed east of Concord Road was the Drainage Impact Area. Ruth Shedd asked for
comment and there was none. John Knochel made a motion to adopt Resolution Number 2005-05-DB establishing the area
within the boundary of Concord Road just south of County Road 450 South, through Avalon Bluffs Development and the
Halderman property up to 350 South and over just east of US 52 as the JN Kirkpatrick Drainage Impact Area. Exhibit A
would be attached to the resolution as required. KD Benson seconded the motion. Resolution Number 2005-05-DB with
Exhibit A which established the JN Kirkpatrick Drainage Impact Area was adopted as presented.
Steve Murray
Bridlewood Subdivision/Letter of Credit #284
US 52 South Industrial Subdivision Phase 2/ Letter of Credit #277
The Surveyor submitted the following Letters of Credit for acceptance by the Board. Letter of Credit #284 with Lafayette
Savings Bank submitted by A&K Construction for Bridlewood Subdivision in the amount of $17280.00 dated April 26, 2005
and Letter of Credit #277 submitted by Superior Structures for US 52 South Industrial Subdivision Phase 2 in the amount of
$3860.00 and dated January 7, 2005. John Knochel made a motion to accept Letter of Credit #284 with Lafayette Savings
Bank submitted by A&K Construction for Bridlewood Subdivision in the amount of $17280.00 dated April 26, 2005 and
Letter of Credit #277 submitted by Superior Structures for US 52 South Industrial Subdivision Phase 2 in the amount of
$3860.00 and dated January 7, 2005. KD Benson seconded the motion. The Letters of Credit were accepted as presented by
the Surveyor.
Delphine Anson Regulated Drain #4/Reconstruction Report
Lewis Jakes Regulated Drain #40/Reconstruction Report
The Surveyor submitted Reconstruction Reports on the Delphine Anson Regulated Drain #4 as well as the Lewis Jakes
Regulated Drain #40 for acceptance. The Board was familiar with both drains as they have been top on the Surveyor’s list
for maintenance and/or reconstruction. A copy of each report was provided to and reviewed for the Board. The Surveyor
utilized GIS during his review indicating areas of planned reconstruction work for both the Anson and the Jakes Regulated
Drains. Packets were provided to the Board indicating the planned maintenance as well as reconstruction costs and
assessments to the individual landowners of each regulated drain.
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Regarding the Anson Regulated Drain Reconstruction Report, the Surveyor stated it was his opinion no damages would be
sustained by any landowners as a result of the reconstruction and he had considered all benefits to each parcel of land. It was
his opinion, the expense of the proposed reconstruction would be less than the benefits occurred by each landowner and the
benefits were not excessive. It was his opinion each acre of land was benefited by the recommended rates per acre and that
all tracts or lots were benefited by the per lot rates as recommended and all the tracts or lots were benefited by the minimum
rates as recommended. He stated he believed he had addressed all requirements by Indiana Drainage Code for the
reconstruction reports. He noted the official record provided all of the rates recommended; reconstruction, periodic
maintenance during reconstruction and periodic maintenance after reconstruction. He noted the watershed acreage was
checked with the GIS two-foot contours. He also recommended extending the terminus of the drain from the existing outlet
including the open ditch section, which was in need of cleaning and clearing. John Knochel made a motion to accept the
Delphine Anson Regulated Drain #4 Reconstruction Report as submitted and reviewed for the Board by the Surveyor. KD
Benson seconded the motion. The Delphine Anson Regulated Drain #4 Reconstruction Report was accepted as presented.
John Knochel then made a motion to schedule August 29th, 2004 at 11:00 a.m. for the Delphine Anson Regulated Drain #4
Reconstruction Landowner Hearing. KD Benson seconded the motion. August 29th, 2004 at 11:00 a.m. was set for the
Delphine Anson Regulated Drain #4 Reconstruction Landowner Hearing. A copy of the said Reconstruction Report would be
included in the Official Minutes Book with the August 29th official landowner hearing minutes.
Regarding the Lewis Jakes Regulated Drain #40 Reconstruction Report the Surveyor noted most likely the County Highway
Department would need to reconstruct the culvert at County Road 750N (while at this time it was not an absolute). He
reviewed the proposed rates per acre/lot for the Board. He stated it was his opinion no damages would be sustained by any
landowners as a result of the reconstruction and he had considered all benefits to each parcel of land. It was his opinion, the
expenses of the proposed reconstruction would be less than the benefits occurred by each landowner and the benefits were
not excessive. It was his opinion each acre of land was benefited by the recommended rates per acre and that all tracts or lots
were benefited by the per lot rates as recommended and all the tracts or lots were benefited by the minimum rates as
recommended. He stated he believed he had addressed all requirements by Indiana Drainage Code for the reconstruction
report. He then stated the official record provided all of the rates recommended; reconstruction, periodic maintenance during
reconstruction and periodic maintenance after reconstruction. John Knochel made a motion to accept the Lewis Jakes
Regulated Drain #40 Reconstruction Report as submitted and reviewed by the Surveyor as well as schedule the landowner
hearing of the report and plans on August 29, 2005 at 10:00 a.m. KD Benson seconded the motion. The Lewis Jakes
Regulated Drain #40 Reconstruction Report was accepted and the Lewis Jakes Regulated Drain #40 Reconstruction
Landowner Hearing was set for August 29, 2005 at 10:00 a.m. A copy of the said Reconstruction Report would be included
in the Official Minutes Book with the August 29th official landowner hearing minutes.
Ruth Shedd opened the floor for public comment. Deanna Durrett from the Clinton County League of Women’s voters
approached the Board and stated she was impressed with its actions today. She was visiting several County Drainage Board
Meetings surrounding her County to gain knowledge of a Drainage Board’s duties and process. The Surveyor agreed to speak
with her immediately following the meeting today and answer any specific questions.
As there was no other business before the Board, John Knochel made a motion to adjourn. KD Benson seconded the motion.
The meeting was adjourn.

___________________________________________
Ruth Shedd, President

___________________________________________
John Knochel, Vice President
_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary
___________________________________________
KD Benson, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
October 5, 2005
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President Ruth Shedd, Vice President John Knochel, County Surveyor Steve Murray,
Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave Eichelberger from Christopher B.
Burke Engineering Limited, Drainage Board Secretary Brenda Garrison and GIS Technician Shelli Muller. Member KD
Benson arrived late due to a scheduling conflict. County Highway Supervisor Mike Spencer was in attendance also.
Approval of Minutes
John Knochel made a motion to approve the following; the September 7, 2005 Regular Meeting Minutes, the August 29,
2005 Lewis Jakes #40 Regulated Drain Hearing Minutes and the August 29, 2005 Delphine Anson #4 Regulated Drain
Hearing minutes. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. The aforementioned minutes were approved as written.
Faith Baptist Church Phase 1
Steve Marsh with Titan Construction appeared before the Board to request final approval for Faith Baptist Church. The
existing site was located at the northeast corner of C.R. 500 East and S.R. 26. The proposed construction would include a
parking lot expansion, a new detention basin, athletic fields, community center, and ministry housing along with additional
roads. The existing dry bottom detention basin would be replaced with a wet bottom detention basin in the northeast corner
of the site. The existing outlet for the basin would be utilized for the proposed wet bottom basin as well. With the exception
of a small area on the northeast corner of property, the site’s runoff would be directed to the wet bottom pond.
The Surveyor recommended final approval with the conditions as stated on the September 29, 2005 Burke review memo.
John Knochel made a motion to grant final approval for Faith Baptist Church Phase 1with the conditions as stated. Ruth
Shedd seconded the motion. Faith Baptist Church Phase 1 was granted final approval with the conditions on the September
29, 2005 Burke memo.
Haggerty Pointe Phase 1
Amy Moore with Butler, Fairman and Seufert appeared before the Board to present Haggerty Pointe Phase 1 for final
approval. The 50-acre site was located north of S.R. 38 and east of the intersection of C.R. 200 South and S.R. 38 and was
located within the City Limits of Lafayette. The Board, for the effects of the regulated drain only, reviewed the project, as the
site existed within the watershed boundaries of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain. Phase 1 would be constructed on 28 acres
of the 50-acre site. A wet bottom detention basin would be constructed on Outlet A to allow the Phase 1 construction. The
Phase would utilize the existing 36” culvert under S.R. 38 as the final outlet until reconstruction of Branch 11 of the S.W.
Elliott Ditch Regulated Drain to F-Lake has been completed. Development of the remaining portion of the site for Phase 2
would proceed upon completion of the reconstruction of said tile Branch. An October 1998 Drainage Board approved
vacation of a portion of Branch #11 would be recorded with a copy of the recorded document supplied to the Surveyor
Office. Amy distributed a plat of the project site to the Board while noting the Park East Boulevard as well as the utility and
drainage easements were indicated on the plat although no interior lot lines were platted at this time.
The Surveyor reminded the Board of his recommendation of Reconstruction of Branch #11 Elliott Regulated Drain earlier
this year. A portion of the said branch on the present site had been vacated in 1998, the remainder of said Branch as it
continued south to F-Lake needed to be converted from an existing agricultural drain - as well as installation of new pipes
under S.R.38. He had spoke with the owners and the Shroeders (landowners to north and south) and they were in agreement
of a Reconstruction of Branch #11. He noted the Department of Transportation would be responsible for the placement of
the new pipes under S.R. 38. This would significantly reduce the cost to the property owners as well as developers within the
area. The landowners would have to agree to waive objections to the future reconstruction - as an added condition of final
approval. He informed the Board that a very small part of the northern portion of the site was located within the J. Berlowitz
Regulated Drain watershed as well. When C.R. 200 South was reconstructed, the terminus of said Berlowitz tile was replaced
under C.R. 200 South. The terminus would need to be located and tapped due to the majority of the runoff routed south to FLake. The side ditch along 200South would provide adequate drainage for the remainder of the runoff. The Surveyor stated
he was not aware that the said Berlowitz tile served any other property however the developer would need to confirm it. He
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informed Amy, the location of the tile would be shown on the as builts of C.R. 200 South and could be obtained at the
County Highway Department. He stated eventually the watersheds for the J. Berlowitz and the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain
would be revised to reflect any changes. He noted the expected fees for the detention storage in F-Lake as condition #3 in the
September 29, 2005 Burke memo. The wet detention basin within Phase 1 would be onsite during the second Phase of the
project. The Surveyor noted credit would not be given for this detention basin. Also noted was the site was within the City
Limits, the Board’s concern dealt only with the effect of the two regulated drains within the area. He stated he was prepared
to recommend final approval with the conditions as stated on the September 29, 2005 Burke memo along with the added
conditions of the waiver of any objections concerning the reconstruction of Branch #11 of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain
and the confirmed location of the terminus of the J. Berlowitz Regulated Drain.
Amy stated she agreed with the conditions. To comply with condition #11 of the September 29, 2005 Burke memo, she
attempted to record the previously approved said vacation. The Auditor’s office indicated the documents were not in
compliance with a recent memo from the County Attorney regarding recording of documents. At that time the Attorney
reviewed document requirements for recording vacations and easements. Amy would record the documents as soon as
possible. The documents she would record would be a certified copy of the Drainage Board 1998 minute, and a description of
the meets and bounds of the vacated portion of Branch #11 of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain. The Surveyor stated in
order to convey the outlet to their detention facility to the side ditch at S.R. 38; surface work within the legal drain easement
on the Schroeder property would be necessary. Mr. Schroeder had given his permission and a document indicating his
approval would be obtained for the records. Amy indicated she agreed with all conditions stated today.
John Knochel made a motion to grant final approval with conditions as stated on the September 29, 2005 Burke memo in
addition to the added condition of a waiver of any objections in reference to the future reconstruction of Branch #11 of the
S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain and terminus location confirmation of the J. Berlowitz Regulated Drain. Also written
permission from Mr. Schroeder for the aforementioned surface work was required as an additional condition. KD Benson
seconded the motion. Haggerty Point Phase 1 was granted final approval with the conditions as stated on the September 29,
2005 Burke memo in addition to the added conditions of an objection waiver in reference to the future reconstruction of
Branch #11 of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain and terminus location confirmation of the J. Berlowitz Regulated Drain along
with the written permission from Mr. Schroeder for the aforementioned surface work.
Cascada Business Park Phase 2
Pat Jarboe with TBIRD Design Services appeared before the Board to request final approval for Cascada Business Park
Phase 2. The site was located on the north side of McCarty Lane east of Creasy Lane within the City of Lafayette and would
involve 70 acres of the 120-acre site. Phase 1 was previously granted final approval on April 6, 2005. The Treece Meadows
Relief Drain (formally the Layden Regulated Drain) was located along the site’s the west property line. The runoff from the
site discharged to three separate outlets. Those outlets were: the Treece Meadows Relief Drain to the west (tributary to
Wilson Branch), the Alexander Ross Regulated Drain to the northeast, and the J. Berlowitz Regulated Drain to the southeast
via storm sewer systems and drainage swales. A portion of the project would drain directly to the detention facility located to
the west within the Phase 1 location. At the far eastern end of Phase 2 small portions of the A. Ross Regulated drain
branches were scaled off the original plat of the A. Ross Regulated Drain however the location of those was not confirmed. A
vacation of any portions of those tiles was also requested. Park East Boulevard would be extended from the Wal-Mart site to
McCarty Lane and coordinated with the City of Lafayette. Pat then requested the vacations of the branch portions of the
Alexander Ross Regulated Drain as well as final approval for Phase 2. He concurred with the conditions as stated on the
September 29, 2005 Burke memo. The Surveyor clarified condition #1 on the Burke memo. Runoff storage fees within the
Wilson Branch only would be coordinated with the City of Lafayette. The A. Ross and Berlowitz regional detention facility
fees would be coordinated with the County. Regarding the vacations, the Surveyor recommended the A. Ross tile branches
vacation- however he conferred to the County Attorney regarding the appropriate process. The Attorney stated as long as they
are located entirely within the site, did not serve any other property owners, the Board may vote to approval the vacation. The
Surveyor stated he was positive the aforementioned branches did not serve any other property owners. A legal description of
the vacated portions and a certified copy of today’s Drainage Board minutes indicating the Board’s approval would be
adequate for recording the vacations. At that time the Surveyor recommended the vacations of the aforementioned tiled
branches and final approval with conditions as stated on the September 29, 2005 Burke memo. In response to John’s
question, the Attorney stated the vacations could be granted today, and the Surveyor noted his office would not give the full
approval for the subdivision until all conditions were met. John Knochel made a motion to grant the three vacations of the A.
Ross three tiled branches. KD Benson seconded the motion. The vacations were granted as requested. John Knochel then
made a motion to grant final approval with conditions as stated on the September 29, 2005 Burke memo. KD Benson
seconded the motion. Final approval for Cascada Business Park Phase 2 was granted with the conditions as stated on the
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September 29, 2005 Burke memo and proof of the documentation of the vacated branches of the A. Ross Regulated Drain
which were located solely within Phase 2 of Cascada Business Park.
The Commons At Valley Lakes Replat of Phases 4 & 5
Meredith Buyers with TBIRD Design Services appeared before the Board to request final approval for the Commons At
Valley Lakes Replat of Phases 4 & 5. The site was located east of C.R. 150 East (South 18th Street) and south of C.R. 350
South within the City of Lafayette. The Board previously approved the project’s Phase 4 & 5 in April 2005. Due to the soil
conditions in the northeast corner of the property the layout had to be revised. The main drainage changes involved changing
the wet bottom detention facility to a dry bottom detention facility. Modifications of the storm pipe locations were also
warranted. Located at the northeast corner of the property; one outlet would accommodate the offsite runoff and the J.N.
Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain. An outlet located at the center of the north property line would accommodate onsite drainage of
discharge from the dry bottom detention facility. The relocation of a portion of Branch #7 of the JN Kirkpatrick Regulated
Drain was modified to run along the east property line. The Surveyor noted this was an improved relocation of said Branch.
At that time Meredith requested final approval stating they concurred with the conditions as stated on the September 30, 2005
Burke memo.
The Surveyor recommended relocation of Branch #7 of the JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain. He stated the design presented
today was improved compared to the previously Board approved relocation. John Knochel made a motion to approve the
relocation of Branch #7 of the JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain. KD Benson seconded the motion. The relocation of Branch
#7 of the JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain was approved as shown on the replat of phases 4 &5. The Surveyor then
recommended granting approval for the Commons at Valley Lakes Replat of Phases 4 & 5 with conditions as stated on the
September 30, 2005 Burke memo. John Knochel made a motion to grant final approval with conditions for the Commons at
Valley Lakes Replat of Phases 4 & 5. KD Benson seconded the motion. The Commons at Valley Lakes Replat of Phases 4 &
5 was granted final approval with conditions stated on the September 30, 3005 Burke memo.
Riverwood Minor Subdivisions 1 & 2
Tim Byers with Vesters & Associates appeared before the Board to request the final approval for Riverwood Minor
Subdivision 1 & 2. The site consisted of 107 acres and located on the south side of Division Road at the intersection of
Division and Kerber Roads. Tim stated the project at hand was two Minor Subdivisions located within the overall Planned
Development. The site consisted of seventeen tracts with ten-acre tracts as part of the overall development. He stated the tenacre tracts would be eligible for division through the Rural Estate Subdivision process, but was not proposed at this time.
Phase 1 Minor would consist of four lots and Phase 2 Minor would consist of 3 lots. A twenty feet wide roadway would
connect both phases. Runoff from both phases would be collected in the new side ditches of said roadway. The northern
portion of the site drained toward Division Road then east to Indian Creek and the southern portion to Wabash River. Tim
requested a waiver of the Stormwater detention requirements for the project. He noted a need for detention exemption
requirements stated in the County Stormwater Comprehensive Ordinance, since runoff after development due to the large lot
sizes was decreasing. He felt they would be able to meet the Stormwater Quality measures as well as the remaining
conditions on the Oct. 4, 2005 Burke memo. At that time he requested final approval for Riverwood Minor Phase 1 & 2. The
Surveyor asked Tim if they would stand by the letter the Surveyor had previously signed involving erosion stabilization
regarding walkout basements. Tim stated yes they were prepared to take the appropriate measures for said stabilization to
technically (per Area Plan Commission (APC) Staff Report) the seven lots of the Riverwood Minor Subdivision. Steve stated
as far as the Drainage Ordinance was concerned the ten acre tracts would be included as it was the total land disturbance
activity which determined whether a project fell under Rule 5 provisions in post construction etc. Also the Surveyor noted
there was quite a bit of sediment which reached the side ditch on the south side of Division Road due to the natural erosion
along the ridge to the north. He would require a sediment basin such as a sediment trap at the very northeast corner of the
property as a part of erosion control. The County Highway Department has cleaned out the ditch numerous times after large
rainfalls before the sediment reached Indian Creek. Tim confirmed the trap would be located within the ravine/ditch. The
Surveyor noted the area went back and forth from a ravine to a side ditch and felt an adequate sediment basin/trap could be
located along the east side of Indian Hill or Division Road. The Surveyor clarified that on any residential building site which
would be over the top of a ridge would be subject to a site plan prepared by a registered surveyor or engineer to ensure the
erosion control provisions were in place.
The Surveyor recommended granting the variance for the Stormwater Detention in addition to final approval with the
conditions as stated on the October 4, 2005 Burke memo, APC approval, and construction of a sediment basin on the east
side of Indian Hill or Division Road. John Knochel made a motion to approve the variance for Stormwater Detention to
Riverwood Minor Subdivision Phase 1 and 2. KD Benson seconded the motion. The variance was granted as requested.
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John Knochel made a motion to grant final approval with the conditions stated in the October 4, 2005 Burke memo, in
addition to APC approval, and construction of a sediment basin on the east side of Indian Hill or Division Road. Final
Approval with the conditions as stated was granted to Riverwood Minor Subdivisions Phase 1 and 2.

Hunters Crest Section 1 and 2
Brandon Fulk appeared before the Board and requested final approval for Hunters Crest Subdivision Sections 1 and 2. The
site was located on the south side of Co. Rd. 450 South east of Co. Rd. 250 East (Concord Road). The northern portion of the
site drained to the side ditch of Co. Rd. 450 South, eventually to the JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain. The southern portion
of the site drained to the side ditch of Co. Rd. 500 South and eventually to the Kenny Ditch/ Wea Creek watershed. Due to
the project site’s location within the JN Kirkpatrick Drainage Impact area; participation in the regional detention basin would
apply. The site contained two depressional areas, one within the center and one along the east line. Brandon stated these
areas were delineated as wetlands, and the intent was to preserve these areas throughout the development of the site. The
southeast corner of the site would not be developed at this time. Two detention ponds would be located onsite. Brandon
noted the initial detention pond located at the northwest corner outlet to a 24” culvert under Co. Rd. 450 South. There would
be adjustments to the natural grade in the northeast corner so runoff would drain to the 24” culvert. (This area was not in the
floodplain) He stated the excess dirt from construction of the ponds and streets would be used for that purpose. He then
requested final approval for Hunters Crest Subdivision Sections 1 and 2.
The Surveyor recommended final approval for Hunters Crest Section 1 and 2 with the conditions as stated on the October 4,
2005 Burke memo to include a revision to number 5 on said memo. The revision was as follows: The Homeowners
Association covenants must include a clause which stated lot owners waive any objections to an increase in the regulated
drain assessment regarding reconstruction or maintenance. Brandon stated he would confer with the client on the added
condition, but noted the client was aware the area was located within the drainage impact area and drainage fees would be
involved in the development of the project. John Knochel made a motion to grant final approval to Hunters Crest Section 1
and 2 with the conditions stated on the Burke memo as well as the aforementioned added revision to item number 5 on said
memo. KD Benson seconded the motion. Hunters Crest Subdivision Sections 1 and 2 was granted final approval with
conditions stated on the Oct. 5, 2005 Burke memo in addition to the revision of item number 5 on said memo indicating the
Homeowners covenants include a clause which stated the lot owners would waive their objections to any increase in the
regulated drain assessment regarding reconstruction or maintenance.
Public Comment
As there were no public comments, John Knochel made a motion to adjourn. KD Benson seconded the motion. The meeting
was adjourned.

__________________________________________
Ruth Shedd, President

___________________________________________
John Knochel, Vice President
_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary

___________________________________________
KD Benson, Member

October 5, 2005

Tippecanoe County Drainage Board

- 413 -

Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
February 2, 2006
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President KD Benson, Vice President John Knochel, member Ruth Shedd, County
Surveyor Steve Murray, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave Eichelberger
from Christopher B. Burke Engineering Limited, Drainage Board Secretary Brenda Garrison and GIS Technician Shelli
Muller.
Approval of Minutes
John Knochel made a motion to approve the January 11, 2006 Drainage Board minutes with the change of year’s date from
2005 to 2006. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. The January 11, 2006 Drainage Board minutes were approved with the
change as aforementioned.
Avalon Bluff Section 3
Brandon Fulk appeared before the Board to request final approval for Avalon Bluff Section 3. The site consisted of thirty-five
acres with approximately 105 lots and located at County Road 500 South and County Road 250 East (Concord Road).
Section Three was located in the southern part of the overall development. Brandon stated letters were received from
downstream landowners and their concerns had been addressed in the overall design. (The downstream landowners desired
to maintain the quantity and quality of water discharging to their pond systems.) Observation was completed and
documented (at the request of the Surveyor’s office) concerning the pond discharge south of CR 500 South and downstream
through the agricultural fields via Kenny ditch to Wea Creek as well as the flow through Concord Place and the Mieher
property. The detention facility was roughly twice the required size as the historical overtopping of Concord Road was
considered in their plan. A chamber system was designed for maintenance at the pond outfall. Brandon stated they concurred
with the January 25, 2006 Burke memo and requested final approval. KD asked for public comment.
Russ Tarter 5729 South 200 East Lafayette Indiana 47909 presented pictures of flooding from a large rainfall event in 2004.
Robert Mieher 1915 Wea School Road Lafayette Indiana 47909 approached the Board. He stated he did not have a “happy
history” with the County regarding drainage. He had granted the county permission to cut through his “only large field” to
straighten Wea School Road. Subsequently the gravel road became part of his property. Old ceramic broken down tile was
located where the drainage ditch outlet into Wea Creek. There was a six to eight foot drop at that location and the tile fell in.
He stated the twelve inch culvert was never adequate for the drainage as water historically overflowed Wea School Road.
Approximately twenty years ago, the County cleared out the trees and vegetation between Wea School Road and Wea Creek
without informing him. Within a year the ditch had eroded to Wea School Road. He contacted the County and was told it was
his property and responsibility. Mr. Mieher stated the School Road was paved in approximately the 1960’s and the clearing
approximately 1985. Dave Eichelberger stated according to the ordinance, they could have released approx. 15 cfs which
would have been a reduction of the existing condition. Since the 12 inch culvert under Concord Road could not handle that,
they reduced the flow to 3.6 cfs. This resulted in the larger pond size. The anticipation was a lower flow rate in the ditch and
should improve the drainage in that area. Ted Reihle 2214 Aberdeen Way Lafayette Indiana 47909 approached the Board and
asked if drainage would be affected at his location. Mr. Reihle’s property would not be affected by this plan. He felt the
drainage system would not handle any additional drainage. GIS was utilized to review the area in question. Brandon stated at
times when notifying downstream landowners they may stretch the notification. The Surveyor stated the Engineer Review
memos were now on the website so landowners notified could review the memos before the meeting. Brandon stated that the
project site did not drain to the JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain. KD asked if the pond owner was present and in agreement
with the plan. Greg Boesch 4500 East 700 South Lafayette Indiana 47909 stated it was his understanding the drainage plan
as designed would not add to or take from the existing downstream pond. The Surveyor noted there would be a slight
decrease in water quantity due to the Hunters Crest Project’s drainage which the Schneider Corporation was presently
working on. Dave Eichelberger stated the reduction to the pond was approximately three or four percent less than the current
amount of water to the pond. The larger impact to the pond would be Hunters Crest project as it consisted of approx. eighty
percent of the watershed and the project at hand represented about twenty percent of the watershed. Dave Eichelberger stated
the Schneider Corporation was aware of Mr. Boesch’s concerns and looking at the water quantity and quality. While the
release rate was above the allowable amount and less than the existing rate technically a variance was required. Brandon
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agreed and requested a variance based on the tables within the ordinance for allowable release rate on the proposed
conditions utilizing the existing flows as a maximum perimeter. The Surveyor recommended a variance of the release rate in
the southeast corner of the subject development. John Knochel made a motion to grant the variance of the release rate for
Avalon Bluffs Section Three relating to the southeast corner of the property. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. The variance
was granted as recommended. The Surveyor recommended final approval with the conditions as stated on the January 25,
2006 Burke memo. John Knochel made a motion to grant final approval with the conditions as stated on the January 25, 2006
Burke memo. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. Avalon Bluffs Section Three was granted final approval with the conditions
as stated on the January 25, 2006 Burke memo.
Concord Plaza Lot 2 LOT 1 AS OF JUNE 2006 CHANGED BY APC
Brandon Fulk of Schneider Engineering Corporation appeared before the Board to request final approval of Concord Plaza
Lot 2. The site was located at the southwest corner of County Road 350 South and County Road 250 East (Concord Road)
and consisted of 6.5 acres within the Wal Mart Super Center master plan west of Wal Mart Supercenter. The project was
designed to adhere to the drainage plan submitted for the Super Center site. Brandon stated water quantity and quality was
taken into account for this portion of the site as well. He requested final approval at that time. The Surveyor noted Promenade
Parkway was platted and designed as part of Stones Crossing Commercial Subdivision. At that time Branch #5 of the JN
Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain cut across that area. The branch was intercepted within the thirty foot easement and
reconstructed on their property at their own expense at that location while providing a route for the new storm sewer which
served the roadway. A stretch of the branch was vacated by Wal Mart and taken in along the east side into their storm sewer
system. In addition, Branch #5 of the JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain had been intercepted further upstream and relocated.
The vacated portion of the Branch #5 JN Kirkpatrick Regulated drain was technically a still considered a Regulated Drain,
however did not serve as a regulated drain any longer. Formal steps were warranted to remove it as a regulated drain from
the record; however it does serve the roadway. The road has a sixty- foot road right of way and a thirty foot drainage
(regulated drain) easement. Some of the parking area would be within the thirty-foot easement. The Surveyor stated his office
as well as the highway department did not object to the said use of the easement. He wanted the Board to be aware of the
anomaly as he thought the developer of Stones Crossing would be required to request a vacation of that portion of Branch #5
of the JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain. Board Attorney Dave Luhman stated either the landowner could request the vacation
or the Surveyor could include the recommendation with his annual classification report to the Board. The Surveyor stated his
recommendation would be to remove the regulated drain status and let it exist as a storm sewer within a platted drainage
easement due the service to the public road. The Surveyor then recommended final approval with the conditions as stated on
the January 30th, 2006 Burke memo. John Knochel made a motion to grant final approval with the conditions as listed on the
January 30th, 2006 Burke memo. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. Concord Plaza Lot 2 was granted final approval with
conditions as stated. The vacated portion of Branch #5 would be addressed at a later date.
Lafayette Pavilions Phase 2
Ryan McCroskey with Woolpert Inc. appeared before the Board to request final approval for Lafayette Pavilions Phase 2.
The site consisted of approximately twenty-one acres and was located at the southwest corner of State Road 26 and Creasy
Lane within the City of Lafayette. The Surveyor noted this project outlet to the Wilson Branch (aka Treece Meadow Relief
Drain) of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain via a culvert under Creasy Lane and the Board would be looking at the impact to
the regulated drain only. The master drainage plan was previously approved on July 6, 2005 by the Board. The phase was
remodeled at the engineer consultant’s request. The revised release rate was less than originally approved. The configuration
of the storm and model was 17 cfs which was less than the allowable 24 cfs. Ryan requested final approval. The Surveyor
recommended final approval for the Lafayette Pavilions Phase 2 with the conditions as stated on the January 27, 2006 Burke
memo. While the project was inside the city, he stressed the importance of erosion control. He was concerned silt would not
migrate through the Wilson Branch of the SW Elliott Regulated Drain. John Knochel made a motion to grant final approval
with the conditions as stated on the January 27, 2005 Burke memo. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. Lafayette Pavilions
Phase 2 was granted final approval with the conditions as stated.
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New North Middle School (AKA Battleground Middle School)
Pat Jarboe of TBIRD Designs Inc. appeared before the Board to request final approval for the New North Middle School. The
site consisted of fifty acres and was located on the northwest corner of County Road 50 West and County Road 600 North.
Pat stated this project was initially brought before the Board at the January meeting. The challenge of this project was the
existing watershed to the north as well as future development of the area. Concerns pertaining to the Fred Haffner Regulated
Drain had been reviewed and studied. He stated the site layout had not changed since last month’s presentation. There were
three inline ponds, as every square foot that could be accommodated for storage was utilized to minimize downstream
impact. The emergency flow characteristics onsite were now in the existing emergency routing channels. (What went to the
east prior to this project would continue to go the east. What went to the south prior to the project would go the south.) What
was within the Fred Haffner Regulated Drain watershed would stay in the said watershed even during emergency routing
conditions. Pat stated in none clogged conditions the site would contain up to a five hundred year storm event onsite, before
emergency routes were utilized, and was an improvement over existing conditions. Regarding the Fred Haffner Regulated
Drain there were several improvements; one of which was the inline pond system. He thought this would be relocation or a
reconstruction of the legal drain with the said inline ponds becoming a part of the drain. Improvements on the Hal and Barb
Webster’s property were planned. Note: Hal & Barb Webster were in attendance at the January meeting, however absent at
the present meeting. Pat stated they agreed with the conditions on the January 30, 2006 Burke memo as well as a letter from
the County Highway department and were addressing those comments. The variances requested were as follows: 1. Dry
detention ponds onsite depth- variance to exceed depth requirement by approximately a foot (Approaching five feet during
hundred year storm event) 2. Release rate from the site during hundred year event under County Road 600 North (within Fred
Haffner Regulated Drain) -variance for increased release rate 3. Overflow rate for emergency routing (hundred year storm
event) - variance for increased overflow rate 4. Existing Flow restrictions (Fred Haffner Regulated Drain – 24 inch culvert
modification required under County Road 600 North) – variance for increased flow 5. Pipe openings size - variance for larger
grate opening for entire site (potential for clogging due to agricultural watershed) 6. Pond D Quality issue (total sediment
removal requirement-80%) - variance for the total percentage-72% of sediment removal: for this area only. Pat added he also
requested the relocation of the Fred Haffner Regulated Drain- onsite only. Pat stated Variance # 3 and #4 could be combined
to one request, which would make a total of 5 variances requested. He then requested final approval pending the approval of
the requested variances.
KD asked if there was a signed document from the Websters stating they had no objections to this plan. Mark Deyoung,
Attorney for Tippecanoe School Corporation approached the Board. He stated the Websters were presently in Australia and
were satisfied with the proposed improvements through their property and the Board’s discussion held last month. He stated a
document had not been prepared as he felt it was not required under the circumstances. Another meeting with the Websters
would be held before construction started. Any required signatures would be obtained at that time; he stated the Websters
had been very cooperative throughout the process. The School Corporation believed the proposed improvements were within
the area legally authorized for said improvements. The Board’s Attorney stated while the board was not required to obtain the
consent of a downstream landowner; they did have to insure the landowners were notified and had the opportunity to object.
KD then noted the Websters were present at the January meeting. Pat stated he concurred with Mark Deyoung as the
Websters were anxious to have the improvements done on their property. The engineer consultants requested data from
TBIRD showing results if the drain was in a clogged condition. The drainage plan’s design indicated there would be no water
running through their property up to a five hundred year event. It would be through the underground pipe which outlet at the
existing headwall. The Websters should not see any water on their property with this design unless the pipe was in a clogged
state. Clogged condition criteria were requested. A barrier was added to the design at the north end of the property to catch
some of the debris before entering the site lessening the amount of debris through the site.
The Surveyor stated he felt it best to discuss the Resolution to declare the Fred Haffner Regulated Drain an Impact Area. He
stated he had discussed this with the Board Attorney and was not prepared for the resolution to be passed today however felt
it prudent to bring it to the Board’s attention. Declaring the Fred Haffner Regulated Drain Watershed an Impact area allowed
for increased requirements within that area. As that area was developed, the School Corporation could possibly recoup some
of their investment as the improvements would not solely serve the School Corporation. The cost of improvements would be
substantial and there was no guarantee other than goodwill they would be shared by developers within that area.
GIS was utilized at that time to review the drain watershed area. He stated there were a couple of options in this instance. He
could declare it an Urban Drain meaning it was in need of reconstruction, Declare the area an Impact area and he felt this was
the best option. The School Corporation were the first developers north of County Road 600 North to have to deal with the
fact the Fred Haffner tile and the culvert under County Road 600 North were not adequate to convey water from that area.
The Attorney noted declaring it a Drainage Impact Area allowed more flexibility in requirements which might be imposed on
developers within the watershed. An example would be the required participation in regional detention pond storage fees.
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The Surveyor noted if this was declared an impact area it would not increase the School Corporation’s responsibilities over
and above what was agreed to today. In response to KD Benson’s inquiry, the Surveyor stated everything above County
Road 600 North would be included in the impact area and possibly extend to its terminus. The Surveyor noted he wanted to
discuss this in principle and did not expect a ruling today.
The Surveyor stated with the exception of the five foot depth pond variance, the site had dictated granting of the variances.
He stated there were instances where the designer had done everything reasonably possible to meet the ordinance sediment
removal percentage requirements. He felt they had provisions in place which would substantially improve the water quality.
After a meeting held with TBIRD and Dave Eichelberger it was determined they could not meet the eighty percent sediment
removal requirement. He noted at the corner of the parking lot runoff sheet flowed to the pond. A vegetative strip would be
placed in that area. The site’s overall percentage of sediment removal was close to ninety which exceeded the ordinance
requirement. In response to KD Benson’s concern of the variance, Pat stated his focus was to allow no impact greater than
point one foot (a tenth of a foot) on the downstream portion of the Haffner drain. This dictated pushing up the depth of the
dry bottom pond. The edge of the pond would have a five to one side as the five foot depth would be close to the middle of
the pond.
The Surveyor stated he was prepared to recommend granting the variances listed as numbers 1,3 and 6 in the January 30,
2006 Burke memo as well as the pond depth variance. Mark Young asked if there was an inconsistency between the four
listed and the 6 requested. The Surveyor noted there was not. The Board Attorney then stated the variances should be granted
separately for clarification. John Knochel then made a motion to allow the 5 foot maximum dry pond depth on the southwest
corner as requested. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. John Knochel made a motion to grant a variance for larger openings
on the ponds A, B, D and addressed in the memo and condition #3. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. John Knochel made a
motion to grant a variance concerning the release rates and addressed as condition #1 on said memo as well as the requested
flow restriction variance. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. John Knochel made a motion to grant a variance addressed as
condition #6 in the said memo. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. Dave Eichelberger noted the emergency routing plan was
addressed in the overall plan and would not need a variance. The variances were granted as requested. The Surveyor then
stated as the regulated drain would be relocated through the ponds the developer was aware of the maintenance responsibility
of the relocated drain on their property. As it was the Tippecanoe School Corporation’s property and time was crucial for
costs etc. there were still details to be worked out but was confident it would be done. John Knochel made a motion to
approve the relocation of the Haffner Regulated Drain through the applicant’s site subject to the Surveyor’s approval of the
final plans as well as the reconstruction through the Webster’s property south of County Road 600 North. Ruth Shedd
seconded the motion. The relocation was granted as requested. The Surveyor then recommended final approval with the
conditions as stated on the January 30, 2006 memo for Battleground Middle School (aka New North Middle School). John
Knochel made a motion to grant final approval with the conditions as stated on the January 30, 2006 memo for Battleground
Middle School (aka New North Middle School). Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. The Battleground Middle School (aka
New North Middle School) was granted final approval with conditions as stated.
Other Business
The Surveyor presented a Petition to Encroach on a County Regulated Drain Easement with a private drive crossing and
culvert on the Delphine Anson Regulated Drain west of County Road 100West submitted to his office by Ernest Agee. He
recommended granting the Petition as presented. John Knochel made a motion to approve the Petition as presented by the
Surveyor. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. The Petition to Encroach on a County Regulated Drain Easement with a private
drive crossing and culvert on the Delphine Anson Regulated Drain west of County Road 100West submitted by Ernest Agee
was approved.
2006 Contracts
Legal Services Contract and Engineering Consultation Services
The Surveyor recommended the Board approve the 2006 Legal Services Contract as presented. John Knochel made a motion
to approve the contract with the legal firm of Hoffman, Luhman and Masson. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. The contract
was approved. The Surveyor presented the 2006 contract for Engineer Consultation fees with Christopher B. Burke
Engineering and recommended approval. John Knochel made a motion to approve the contract as presented. Ruth Shedd
seconded the motion. The contract for professional engineering consultation with Christopher B. Burke was approved as
presented.
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2006 Drain Regulated Drain Status List
The Surveyor presented the 2006 Regulated Drain active/inactive list and recommended its acceptance by the Board. John
Knochel made a motion to approve the 2006 Regulated Drain active/inactive list as presented. Ruth Shedd seconded the
motion. The 2006 Regulated Drain Active and Inactive list as presented by the Surveyor was approved. The list would be
included in the official minutes book immediately following the official minutes of this meeting.
Steve Murray
Drain Classification Report
The Surveyor informed the Board he would be submitting his Drain Classification Report at the next meeting depending on
the number of items on the Agenda. He noted last year a special meeting was held for the report. March 8, 2006 would be the
next meeting.
KD Benson asked for public comment. As there was no other business before the Board, John Knochel made a motion to
adjourn. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. The meeting was adjourned.

___________________________________________
KD Benson, President

___________________________________________
John Knochel, Vice President
_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary

___________________________________________
Ruth Shedd, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
March 8, 2006
Regular Meeting

Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President KD Benson, Vice President John Knochel, member Ruth Shedd, County
Surveyor Steve Murray, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave Eichelberger
from Christopher B. Burke Engineering Limited, Project Manager Zachariah Beasley (Drainage Board Secretary Brenda
Garrison was absent).
Approval of Minutes
John Knochel made a motion to approve the February 2, 2006 Drainage Board minutes. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion.
The February 2, 2006 Drainage Board minutes were approved as written.
Hunters Crest Section 3
Brandon Fulk of Schneider Engineering appeared before the Board to request final approval for Hunters Crest Section 3. The
site was located on the south side of County Road 450 South just east of County Road 250 East (Concord Road). Brandon
stated this section consisted of 22.5 acres of the overall development’s 143 acre site. Section 1 and 2 were granted approval
by the Board in the fall of 2005 and construction was underway. A system of swales and storm sewers routed to a new
detention pond and outlet to a 24” culvert under County Road 450 South flowing north to the JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain
was designed for a majority of Section 3. The remaining portion of Section 3 would drain into an existing wetland along the
eastern boundary of the site. The project was located within the JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain watershed. Brandon stated
utilizing the pond system as a treatment train; point discharges with stormceptors were designed to assist in the Stormwater
quality discharge. Brandon stated the developer concurred with the March 2, 2006 Burke review memo and requested final
approval for Section 3. After concurring with the Board’s attorney, the Surveyor stated the project was subject to the Revised
JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain Impact Area. The revised resolution would be presented to the Board at the present meeting.
The Surveyor stated the present phase did not drain to the south. He then recommended final approval with conditions as
listed on the March 2, 2006 Burke memo as well as subject to the Revised JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain Impact Area
Resolution.
John Knochel made a motion to grant final approval with conditions listed on the March 2, 2006 Burke memo as well as
subject to the Revised JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain Impact Area Resolution. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. Hunters
Crest Section 3 was granted final approval with conditions listed on the March 2, 2006 Burke memo and subject to the
Revised JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain Impact Area Resolution.
TSC South Elementary School
Meredith Beyer from T-Bird Designs appeared before the Board to request preliminary approval for the TSC South
Elementary School project. The site was located on the north side of County Road 450 South just east of County Road 250
East (Concord Road). The Upper JN Kirkpatrick Regular Drain Reconstruction would adjoin the north side of the project
and serve as the final outlet for the site. Two temporary detention basins would be utilized until reconstruction project was
completed. Meredith stated the offsite drainage would be addressed at a later date and requested preliminary approval of the
proposed plan at that time. Responding to KD’s inquiry, Meredith confirmed both dry detention bases could be utilized at a
later date for other purposes.
The Surveyor had met with the landowners in the Upper J.N. Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain watershed and stated they were
interested in constructing an open ditch in lieu of the agricultural tile. He stated he hoped to start construction this fall on the
project. Right of Entries would be required and he stated the landowners present were agreeable. He then recommended
granting preliminary approval for the TSC South Elementary School. As this project was located in the Upper JN Kirkpatrick
Regulated Drain Impact Area, they would be subject to the Revised Upper JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain Impact Area
Resolution.
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John Knochel made a motion to grant preliminary approval for TSC South Elementary School subject to conditions listed on
the February 24, 2006 Burke memo and the Revised Upper JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain Impact Area Resolution as stated
by the Surveyor. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. TSC South Elementary School was granted preliminary approval with
conditions as listed on the February 24, 2006 Burke memo and subject to the Revised Upper JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain
Impact Area Resolution.
Other Business
Assignment of Fortune Park Easement to City of Lafayette
The Surveyor presented an Assignment of Fortune Park Easement to City of Lafayette for the Boards approval. He noted this
concerned the Treece Meadows Relief Drain/Wilson Branch of the S.W. Elliott Ditch. The last sentence of the first paragraph
stated “This assignment is made subject to the reservation unto the assignors of the proceeds of all assessments related to the
drainage systems and facilities served by such Drainage Easement, assumption by assignee of all responsibility for
maintenance of the Drainage Easement, and assumption by assignee of all other obligations of assignors under the terms of
the Drainage Easement accruing after the effective date of this assignment” and should be amended to read “This assignment
is made subject to the reservation unto the assignors of the proceeds of all assessments related to the drainage systems,
facilities and watershed served by such Drainage Easement, assumption by assignee of all responsibility for maintenance of
the Drainage Easement, and assumption by assignee of all other obligations of assignors under the terms of the Drainage
Easement accruing after the effective date of this assignment.”
The Attorney explained this document related to the drainage easement granted to the County in 1991 with the development
of Wal-Mart site south of Sam’s Club. This was granted at that time with the understanding in the future it could be granted
to the City of Lafayette. The City of Lafayette requested the easement at this time as they planned to construct sewer facilities
within it. The rights under said easement would be assigned to the City. The County would retain the drainage assessments
with respect to the easement within the watershed in order to maintain funding of the Regulated Drain.
John Knochel made a motion to approve the Assignment of Fortune Park Easement to City of Lafayette. Ruth Shedd
seconded the motion. The Assignment of Fortune Park Easement to the City of Lafayette was approved with the revision as
stated by the Surveyor. The Attorney noted he would make the revision on the document and obtain the additional signatures
as required.
Steve Murray
Petition to Establish a New Regulated Drain/Sec 13, 14 23N 3W
The Surveyor noted his office received a Petition to Establish a New Regulated Drain in Section’s 13 and 14 Township
23North and Range 3West and located at 1025 East and 100 North, North of Pettit on State Road 26 from Todd Welch.
Based on the preliminary analysis of the watershed, approximately 49 percent of the benefited landowners had signed the
petition. He recommended the petition be referred to him for a report. The Attorney stated he had reviewed the petition and it
met the basic requirements of the statute.
John Knochel made a motion to refer the petition back to the Surveyor for a report. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. In
response to KD’s inquiry, the Surveyor estimated it would be at a minimum of six month time frame for his investigation and
report to the Board. The Petition to Establish a New Regulated Drain in Sections 13 and 14 Township 23North and Range
3West was referred to the Surveyor for a report.
Revised Resolution #2006-01-DB/Upper JN Kirkpatrick Drainage Impact Area
The Surveyor presented a Revised Resolution of the Upper JN Kirkpatrick Drainage Impact Area for approval. He stated he
had met with most of the major property owners within the watershed last October. As a result of that meeting, he asked
Dave Eichelberger of Christopher Burke Engineering to prepare technical language to the existing JN Kirkpatrick Drainage
Impact Area Resolution#2005-05-DB. The original regional detention concept would cost in excess of 6 million dollars
which proved to be too costly. He had agreed to utilize some EDIT monies in developing a new outlet (open ditch) and the
developers would provide their own regional detention. He stated this would also reduce the release rates. The Attorney
stated this document supplemented the initial resolution which established the impact area and quantified the discharge rates
for the Upper JN Kirkpatrick Drain. The post developed discharge rate had to be limited to 233 cfs. This meant each
development in the watershed must utilize the release rate of .13cfs per acre to meet the resolution requirements. The
remaining 2005 resolution restrictions would be in effect. Although it was unlikely, developers may have to participate in a
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regional detention facility if constructed. He noted a developer’s internal facilities would have to be established as regulated
drains and they would be bound to consent to the reconstruction of JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain. In response to KD
Benson’s inquiry, Dave Eichelberger stated the models had been in place since the mid 1990’s for the reconstruction of the
lower Kirkpatrick and were revisited for the regional detention preliminary/conceptual plan of the upper portion. The
Surveyor stated he had requested specific numbers in this instance. Dave then stated the rate was fairly restrictive however
they were based on a detailed setup of an entire watershed. Whereas, allowable release rates within ordinances were generally
release rates spread out over an entire county and were not site specific. He pointed out in Hamilton and Hancock County the
studies were completed with gage streams data. The release rates were as low as .05, .07 and .09 cfs per acre. In response to
Pat Jarboe’s (attendee) inquiry, Dave stated.13cfs related to a 100 year storm event as he did not have numbers for the 10
year. They had concentrated on the 100 year storm event only. The Surveyor noted Christopher Burke was in the process of
remodeling the channel. They would provide that information at time of completion.
John Knochel made a motion to approve the Resolution #2006-01-DB/ Establishing the Upper JN Kirkpatrick Regulated
Drain a Drainage Impact Area. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. Resolution 2006-01-DB Establishing the Upper JN
Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain a Drainage Impact Area was approved as presented.

Resolution 2006-02-DB/Establishing the Fred Haffner Regulated Drain a Drainage Impact Area
The Surveyor presented Resolution #2006-02-DB Establishing the Fred Haffner Regulated Drain a Drainage Impact Area for
approval. He noted this would affect the TSC North (aka Battleground) M.S. project while adding the drain had an
inadequate outlet. He recommended the impact area cover the entire watershed. One of the reasons to declare this watershed
an impact area was the high cost involved with construction of a positive outlet. The Surveyor felt it fair that all future
developments within the watershed share a prorated cost for the said outlet. The Attorney reiterated in order to provide a
positive outlet it was necessary to improve that drain. Construction of a new regulated drain crossing at County Road
600North was planned. Tippecanoe School Corporation would make the improvements. One of the conditions which may be
imposed within that watershed would be a new development could be required to pay their prorated share (determined by the
Drainage Board) of TSC’s costs for construction of said improvements. As a secondary condition, each newly constructed
drainage system within the watershed would have to provide a positive outlet to the Haffner Regulated Drain. The present
conditions relate to information at hand. In the future additional conditions may be imposed as information becomes
available.
John Knochel made a motion to approve Resolution #2006-02-DB Establishing the Fred Haffner Regulated Drain a Drainage
Impact Area. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. Resolution #2006-02-DB Establishing the Fred Haffner Regulated Drain a
Drainage Impact Area was approved as presented.

Resolution 2006-03-DB/ Julius Berlovitz Regulated Drain Drainage Impact Area
The Surveyor presented Resolution 2006-03-DB Establishing the Julius Berlovitz Regulated Drain a Drainage Impact Area.
He noted this had been discussed by the Board in the past and the Board was familiar with the watershed. A regional
detention concept final plan was complete. He reviewed A.B.C. and D. of the resolution stating the conditions: A. All
stormwater drainage control systems within the Berlovitz Impact Area shall participate in the Berlovitz legal drain. B. Each
Storm water drainage system within the Berlovitz Impact Area shall provide a positive outlet to the Berlovitz Regional
Detention Basin. C. The developer of each storm water drainage control systems within the Berlovitz Impact Area shall
petition to establish all internal drainage facilities as regulated drains and as condition of approval may be required to waive
its right to remonstrate against higher rates for reconstruction thereof. D. The developer of each storm water drainage control
system within the Berlovitz Impact Area shall, as condition of approval, consent to such reconstruction of the Julius Berlovitz
Legal Drain as may from time to time be required. The Surveyor stated condition A should be revised as follows: A. All
Stormwater drainage control systems within the Berlovitz Impact Area shall participate in the Berlovitz Regional Detention
Basin. John Knochel made a motion to approve Resolution #2006-03-DB establishing the Berlovitz Drainage Impact Area
with the revision as noted by the Surveyor. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. Resolution #2006-03-DB Establishing the
Julius Berlovitz Drainage Impact Area was approved with the revision as noted by the Surveyor. The Attorney will provide a
revised document for the Board’s signatures.
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Drain Classification Report Presentation to Board/Special Meeting Date
The Surveyor requested a special meeting to present the Classification of Drains (Partial) to the Board. The special meeting
was set for March 24, 2006 at 10 a.m.
Public Comment
The Attorney explained the meaning of “Drainage Impact Area”. A drainage impact area is an area with unique
characteristics without a positive outflow. Declaring a resolution allows special restrictions on development to improve the
drainage problems in addition to those required by the County Drainage Ordinance and the State Drainage code. By
definition it may be the entire watershed or a part thereof.
As there was no additional public comment, John Knochel made a motion to adjourn. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. The
meeting was adjourned.

___________________________________________
KD Benson, President

___________________________________________
John Knochel, Vice President
_____________________________________
Zachariah Beasley, Acting Secretary

___________________________________________
Ruth Shedd, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
March 24, 2006
SPECIAL Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President KD Benson, Vice President John Knochel, member Ruth Shedd, County
Surveyor Steve Murray and Drainage Board Secretary Brenda Garrison. Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman was absent.
Classification of Drains (Partial)
The Surveyor presented the Classification of Drains (Partial) report to the Board. A copy of which would be included
(excluding Exhibit A- see file) in the official Drainage Board Minutes book. The Surveyor stated he has completed and
presented a Classification of Drains (Partial) report to the Board previously in 2003 and 2005. He stated this year he had
expanded it with more detailed information as “Exhibit A”. He stated as it was not feasible for his office to know the
condition of every regulated drain under County Maintenance, he relied on the farmer to report the condition of a drain .Often
calling upon them for a review of the drain’s condition and noted his office receives maintenance request calls in the fall and
spring when farmers are in the field.
He reviewed his report with the Board as follows:
1.) Drains in need of Reconstruction
a. Berlovitz, Julius (#8) (Includes Felbaum Branch)
1. Declared Drainage Impact Area by Resolution 2006-02-DB
The Surveyor stated the Board was very familiar with this Drain.
b. Kirkpatrick, J.N.(#46) (Watershed above (east) of Concord Road
1. Declared Drainage Impact Area by Resolution 2006-01-DB
The Surveyor stated he had met with the landowners on the Upper JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain. It was decided they
would provide their own regional detention and the County would construct a positive outlet. He noted the design would be
completed within a couple of months and was hopeful to start the bidding process at that time. Right of Entries would be
required from the landowners which they had verbally agreed to.
c. Elliott, S.W. (#100)
1. F-Lake Detention Facility
The Surveyor stated EDIT monies was planned for this facility, however the Berlovitz Regional facility would take
precedence over F-Lake.
2. Branch #11 (at S.R.38 near Tractor Supply)
The Surveyor stated Branch#11 of the S.W. Elliott served the property north of State Road 38. Previously the Brands were
told they would have to reconstruct Branch #11 themselves. The reconstruction cost proved too much- as two 60” inch pipes
were required under State Road 38. INDOT would not agree to place the pipes at their expense. The Surveyor suggested a
formal reconstruction to the owners as INDOT would then have to shoulder the expense for the pipe installation under State
Road 38. A landowner meeting concerning the reconstruction would be organized as soon as time allows.
d. Anderson, J.B. (#2) (Clarks Hill portion)
The Surveyor stated a conceptual reconstruction plan was completed by Christopher B. Burke through the Lauramie Creek
Watershed study. The original estimate was in excess of two million dollars, however the Surveyor had reviewed costs and
was able to decrease that to approximately half a million dollars.
e. Kirkpatrick, Frank (#45) (Portion East of C.R. 450E)
The Surveyor stated the Frank Kirkpatrick Drain was located in the southeast portion of the County with a portion east of
C.R. 450East. This portion was investigated and found to be purposely laid uphill. The Surveyor stated he felt the
reconstruction cost would not be acceptable by the landowners. However he noted it would continue to deteriorate over time
and would be in need of the reconstructed in spite of the cost.
2.) Hearing and rates established in 2005
a. Anson, Delphine (#4) Reconstruction rate, periodic maintenance rate and maintenance rate after
reconstruction set by hearing on August 29, 2005
b. Jakes, Lewis (#40) Reconstruction rate, periodic maintenance rate and maintenance rate after reconstruction
set by hearing on August 29, 2005
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The Surveyor informed the Board there was a SEA 368 Review scheduled in the near future for the Lewis Jakes Drain. The
drain outlet at Indian Creek. He explained if work was reconstruction and the length of a drain greater than ten miles on the
USGS map, a review (SEA 368) by IDNR, IDEM and Army Corps of Engineers was required. They will walk the drain with
the Surveyor and give their requirements for said reconstruction.
3.) Urban Drains (per I.C. 36-9-27-68 Urban Drains are classified as in need of Reconstruction)
a. S.W. Elliott (#100)
b. Berlowitz, J. (#8) (Include Filbaum Branch)
c. Kirkpatrick, J.N. (#46)
d. Ross, Alexander (#48)
The Surveyor noted extensive maintenance work on the Alexander Ross drain.
4.) Drains in need of Periodic Maintenance
Please see attached sheet Exhibit A
The Surveyor noted the Exhibit Sheet A indicated maintenance amounts from 1990 to date on each regulated drain and
referred the Board members to the exhibit for review.
5.) Insufficient Funds
a. Blickenstaff, John (#11)
b. Crist Fassnacht (#29)
c. Grimes, Rebecca (#33)
d. Harrison Meadows (#37)
e. Kerschner, Floyd (#38)
f. Kirkpatrick, Frank (#40)
g. Lesley, Calvin (#48)
h. Morin, F.E. (#57)
i. O’Neal, Kelly(#59)
j. OShier, Audley (#60)
k. Saltzman, John (#70)
l. Dickens, Jesse (#91)
The Surveyor stated the most common reason for insufficient funds was the low originally established assessment rate. The
rate was set many years ago and due to inflation did not meet present maintenance costs.
6.) Proposed Drains for hearing in 2006
(Request these drains be referred to Surveyor for preparation of maintenance report)
a. Brown, Andrew (#13)
b. Coe, Train (#18)
c. Haywood, E.F. (#35)
d. Harrison Meadows (#37)
e. Kirkpatrick, Frank (#45)
f. Morin, F.E. (#57)
g. Mottsinger, Hester (#58)
h. Parker, Lane (#61)
i.
Resor, Franklin (#65)
j.
Southworth, Mary (#73)
k. Vannatta, John (#81)
l.
Yoe, Franklin (#90)
m. Dismal Creek (#93)
n. Beutler Gosma (#95)
o. Romney Stock Farm (#109)
The Surveyor stated these drains assessment rates were more critical in his view. There was a limited amount of monies
within the General Fund available for general use. For example the Andrew Brown in the northeast portion of the County was
tile and open ditch. A portion of the open ditch was cleaned this spring due to the submerged outlet at the headwall.
(Generally open ditches should be cleaned or dipped and cleared an average of ten to twelve years.) The cost for a three
thousand foot open ditch at $6.00 per foot would be approximately $18,000.00. It would take approximately 4-5 years to
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repay the general fund. The Harrison Meadows Drain had maintenance work done in the mid nineteen-nineties and owed the
General Fund over $6000.00 to date. The four year total assessment for this drain was only $1915.70.
7.) Drains recommended to be raised by 25%
a. E.F. Haywood (#35)
b. O’Neal Kelly (#59)
c. Oshier, Audley (#60)
d. Resor, Franklin (#65)
e. Yoe, Franklin (#90)
f. Kirkpatrick One (#96)
The Surveyor noted this recommendation was a temporary fix. Raising the maintenance assessment 25% in his opinion was a
proactive action in the interim.
8.) Petitions for New Regulated Drain Referred to Surveyor
a. Fred Whaley/Norm Bennett
b. Todd Welch
The Surveyor noted additional investigation was required for the Fred Whaley/Norm Bennett Petition as the tile drain was
submerged which made it difficult to evaluate properly. He felt the most cost effective way was to set up a maintenance fund
before additional investigation was done. Investigation on the Todd Welch petition would be completed as time allowed.
9.) Existing Drains Referred to Surveyor for Report
c. Upper JN Kirkpatrick (#46)
d. J. Berlowitz (#8)
The Surveyor stated these drains had existing maintenance funds and was conferring with Christopher Burke on their reports.
10.) Drain that should be vacated
a. That portion of Branch #5 of the J.N. Kirkpatrick which runs along the East
side of Promenade Drive in Stones Crossing Commercial Subdivision.
The Surveyor stated this portion of the tile was presently functioning as a storm sewer for Promenade Parkway on the west
side of Wal-Mart and should be vacated as it no longer functions as a county regulated tile.
In summary the Surveyor stated a new drainage layer and map was close to completion and would eventually be available to
the public. He reviewed the layer utilizing GIS for the Board. A red dash tile was a county tile or open ditch: a solid blue
label indicated it had a maintenance fund, a green label indicated it did not have a maintenance fund. He added a database
(individual drains historical information to date) was being maintained as well. He informed the Board he will give a
presentation the first Wednesday of April to the District SWCD Board concerning County Drains.
As there was no additional information for the Board, John Knochel made a motion to adjourn. Ruth Shedd seconded the
motion. The meeting was adjourned.

___________________________________________
KD Benson, President

___________________________________________
John Knochel, Vice President
_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary
___________________________________________
Ruth Shedd, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
September 6, 2006
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President KD Benson, member Ruth Shedd, County Surveyor, Steve Murray, Drainage
Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave Eichelberger from Christopher B. Burke
Engineering Limited, and Drainage Board Secretary Brenda Garrison. Drainage Board Vice President John Knochel was
absent at the start of the meeting and entered the meeting in progress -*see notation of entrance.
Approval of Minutes
Ruth Shedd made a motion to approve the August 2, 2006 Regular and August 17, 2006 Special Drainage Board minutes as
written. KD Benson seconded the motion. The August 2, 2006 and August 17, 2006 Drainage Board meeting minutes were
approved as written.
Dairy Queen
Brandon Fulk with Schneider Engineering Corporation appeared before the Board to request final approval for Dairy Queen
located within the Creasy at the Crossing Subdivision and the City of Lafayette specifically at the intersection of Bonlou
Drive and S.R. 38 southeast of the intersection of Creasy Lane and S.R. 38. It will have an indirect outlet to Branch 13 of the
S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain. Creasy at the Crossing development was approved by the Drainage Board in April of 2000.
The Stormwater runoff will be directed into a previously approved storm sewer infrastructure for Creasy at the Crossing
Subdivision. The original entrance design for the project was pulled and would be submitted at a later date. There was no
public comment.
The Surveyor noted the purpose of the Board’s review was solely the release rate to Branch #13 of the S.W. Elliott Regulated
Drain. Historically when projects are located within the City limits, a review of the release rate to a regulated drain was the
primary reason for Board approval. However he felt water quality should be reviewed as well. Therefore the City should
provide proof the project met the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan as well as the Post Construction Water Quality
devices or plan. He recommended final approval with the conditions as stated on the August 31, 2006 Burke memo in
addition to the proof from the City the project met the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan as well as the Post Construction
Water Quality devices or plan.. Ruth Shedd made a motion to grant final approval of the Dairy Queen project with the
conditions listed on the August 31, 2006 Burke memo and written proof from the City of approval of the project’s
Stormwater Management Plan.
Greater Lafayette Health Services (GLHS)/ Mass Earthwork and Grading
Jim Shallenberger of BSA Life Structures appeared before the Board to request approval for the mass earthwork and grading
only of the Greater Lafayette Health Services project. The property was being annexed by the City of Lafayette and would be
located within the limits in the near future. The earthwork consisted of approximately 57 acres of the overall 103 acre site
located on the east side of Creasy Lane between McCarty Lane (C.R. 100 South) and Haggerty Lane (C.R. 200 South). The
site will have a direct outlet to the Treece Meadows Regulated Drain to the north and an indirect outlet to S.W. Elliott
Regulated Drain to the south. An onsite detention pond was proposed in the northwest corner of the site to restrict the flow to
the Treece Meadows Regulated Drain.
Dave Luhman stated the Drainage Board was in receipt of a request from the City of Lafayette dated September 1, 2006
regarding the project site annexation (effective November 13, 2006) and requesting City of Lafayette authorization to review
and approve final drainage plans on the project. The Drainage Board would have the authority prior to the November 13,
2006 date. The Surveyor stated he was in contact with the City of Lafayette’s Engineers Office concerning the project. He
stated given the fact the site will be annexed, the city should review the project. The County will be reviewing the release
rates to the two Regulated Drains as well as the Stormwater Quality provisions. He stated the release rates were not being
approved today only the mass earthwork and grading. Crystal Joshua City Engineer Assistant approached the Board at that
time and stated the City approved the mass earthwork and grading plans prior to a final approval of the plans. There was no
public comment.
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Ruth Shedd made a motion to grant final approval of the mass earthwork and grading for the Greater Lafayette Health
Services (GLHS) project with conditions as stated on the August 31, 2006 Burke memo. KD Benson seconded the motion.
Ruth Shedd made the motion to authorize the City of Lafayette to review and recommend approval regarding the drainage
plans before the November 13, 2006 annexation. KD Benson seconded the motion. Greater Lafayette Health Services
(GLHS) was granted final approval for the mass earthwork and grading only with conditions as stated on the August 31, 2006
Burke memo. The City of Lafayette was granted authority to review plans submitted prior to the November 13th annexation.
The Surveyor stated once the final plans were complete a submittal to the Drainage Board would be required for review and
approval of the release rates to the Treece Meadows and S.W. Elliott Regulated Drains.
Stanfield Ridge Rural Estates Subdivision
Paul Couts with C & S Engineering appeared before the Board to request final approval for the Stanfield Ridge Rural Estates
Subdivision. The site consisted of approximately 56 acres located northwest of the intersection of C.R. 600 West and S.R.
26. The project site drained easterly and southerly to Indiana Creek and westerly to Goose Creek. Detention ponds would be
located in Outlots A, B, D and E. A swale would be constructed to route the northern offsite runoff around the proposed lots
to Goose Creek. The on and offsite areas drained to Indian Creek crossing C.R. 600 West or S.R. 26 at existing culverts.
Areas draining to Goose Creek were discharged into the stream on the north side of S.R. 26. Vegetative Buffer strips and
swales would be utilized throughout the subdivision. Most of the site’s existing haul roads used previously during the
construction of S.R. 26 would be utilized for the subdivision.
*John Knochel entered the meeting at this time.
KD Benson invited public comment. Landowner, Michael Sum approached the Board and asked about sewage plans for the
area. Paul Couts stated the lots would have septic systems and noted to date the Board of Health had approved Section 1 (lots
1-12). In response to Mr. Sum’s inquiry, he indicated the location of the detention ponds on the plans and noted release rates
would not be greater than required by the ordinance. Dave Eichelberger explained the ordinance regulations regarding
release rates. There would be a slower rate of release through the pipes for a longer period of time due to detention storage in
the ponds. Bill Sum then approached the Board stating he had lived in the area for 18 years and asked if the development
would cause Goose Creek to go dry. Dave Eichelberger stated, in the direction of Goose Creek they left the drainage patterns
the same and leaving the trees virtually the same, the calculations show no increase or volume in that direction so the Creek
should not go dry. The drainage calculations indicate discharge or volume would not be increased. In response to landowner
Kathy Koslowski’s inquiry, Paul Couts stated most of the trees would be left undisturbed throughout the Subdivision and
Covenants would also address tree preservation. The Surveyor stated an additional review of the tree preservation along the
Creek’s banks was warranted to insure the bank’s stabilization. Responding to Michael Sum’s inquiry, the Surveyor noted the
Board strongly encouraged consultants to leave existing trees along creek banks to reduce erosion. He then recommended
final approval with the conditions as stated on the September 1, 2006 Burke memo in addition to finalizing tree preservation
easements with the project consultant on lots 14 through 18 of said subdivision. Ruth Shedd moved to grant final approval on
Stanfield Ridge Rural Estates Subdivision with the conditions listed on the September 1, 2006 Burke memo as well as the
Surveyor to meet with the project consultant and finalize tree preservation for the aforementioned lots. John Knochel
seconded the motion. Stanfield Ridge Rural Estates Subdivision was granted final approval with the conditions listed on the
September 1, 2006 Burke memo as well as the Surveyor to meet with the project consultant and finalize tree preservation for
the aforementioned lots.
Best Way Disposal
Justin Frazier with T-Bird Designs appeared before the Board to request final approval for Best Way Disposal. The site
consisted of approximately 10 acres located east of the intersection of C.R. 350 South and C.R. 500 East and on the south
side of C.R. 350 South. A portion of Branch 9 of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain was located on the north property line
south of C.R. 350 South and the project had an indirect outlet to said Branch. The drive and swale outlets encroached into
Branch 9 of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain. The swales would convey Stormwater north to the roadside ditch. Due to the
encroachment of the entrance drive and swale outlets a Petition to Encroach was submitted for approval. Justin also requested
a reduction of the Branch 9 S.W. Elliott Regulated Drainage Easement from 75 feet to 40 feet. He stated due to the restriction
of the capacity of the existing tile and culvert which conveyed runoff across the road, a detention pond would be incorporated
at the northeast corner of the site. Trash operations would be inside the building and taken offsite for disposal. KD Benson
asked for public comment and there was none. The Surveyor reviewed the project site area for the Board utilizing G.I.S. He
stated during the 1990’s Phase IV C.R. 350 South Reconstruction, Branch 9 of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain was
reconstructed as well. It ran parallel just inside the south right of way of the new road construction. He added this area does
not have a very good positive outlet. The road side ditches, through a series of cross pipes from south to north, eventually end
up in a 24 inch concrete storm sewer along the north side of C.R. 350 South Phase IV which ultimately discharges into the
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main tile branch of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain at the northwest corner of C.R. 350 South and Newcastle Road. The
onsite detention was planned in order to release their proportionate share of runoff. In addition the project site would be
primarily grass which should lessen the impact overall to the C.R. 350 South storm sewer system as well as the main branch
of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain. Responding to Steve’s inquiry, Justin stated drain lines within the building would pump
trash liquid into a 10,000 gallon onsite storage tank before removal from the site.
The Surveyor recommended approval of the Petition to Encroach on Branch 9 of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain Easement.
John Knochel made a motion to approve the Petition to Encroach on Branch 9 of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain Easement.
Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. The Petition to Encroach on Branch 9 of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain Easement was
granted. The Surveyor recommended approval for the request to reduce the Branch 9 of the S.W. Elliott Easement from 75
feet to 40 feet. John Knochel made a motion to grant a reduction to Branch 9 of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain Easement
from 75 feet to 40 feet. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. The reduction to Branch 9 of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain
Easement from 75 feet to 40 feet was granted. The Surveyor recommended final approval with conditions as stated on the
August 31, 2006 Burke memo. John Knochel made a motion to grant final approval with conditions as stated on the August
31, 2006 Burke memo to Best Way Disposal. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. Best Way Disposal was granted final
approval with the conditions as stated.
Steve Murray
Petition to Encroach/J.N. Kirkpatrick Ditch/City of Lafayette
The Surveyor stated he received a Petition for Encroachment on a Regulated Drain Easement regarding the J.N. Kirkpatrick
Regulated Drain from the City of Lafayette owner of the Elliott Interceptor Sewer. The City of Lafayette had relocated the
sanitary sewer. The Surveyor reviewed the plans and the relocation was well under the existing tile and open portion of the
Regulated Drain, therefore he recommended approval of the submitted Petition. John Knochel made a motion to approve the
Petition to Encroach on the J.N. Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain submitted by the City of Lafayette for the Elliott Interceptor
Sewer. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. The Petition to Encroach on the J.N. Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain submitted by the
City of Lafayette for the Elliott Interceptor Sewer was granted.
Maintenance Bond #0000781/Menards
The Surveyor presented a Maintenance Bond in the amount of $54915.00 numbered 0000781 submitted by Kreager Brothers
Excavating for Menards at C.R. 300 West and U.S. 52 and dated March 1, 2006 for acceptance. He recommended the
acceptance of the aforementioned bond. John Knochel made a motion to accept Maintenance Bond #0000781 in the amount
of $54915.00 submitted by Kreager Brothers Excavating for Menards (C.R. 300 West and U.S. 52) and dated March 1, 2006.
Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. Maintenance Bond#0000781 submitted by Kreager Brothers Excavating for Menards (C.R.
300 West and U.S. 52) in the amount of $54915.00 dated March 1, 2006 was accepted by the Board.
Public Comment
As there was no public comment, John Knochel made a motion to adjourn. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. The meeting
was adjourned.

___________________________________________
KD Benson, President

___________________________________________
John Knochel, Vice President
_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary
___________________________________________
Ruth Shedd, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
December 6, 2006
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President KD Benson, Vice President John Knochel, member Ruth Shedd, County
Surveyor Steve Murray, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave
Eichelberger from Christopher B. Burke Engineering Limited, and Drainage Board Secretary Brenda Garrison. Project
Manager Zachariah Beasley was also in attendance.
Approval of Minutes
John Knochel made a motion to approve the November 1, 2006 Regular Drainage Board minutes as written. Ruth Shedd
seconded the motion. The November 1, 2006 Drainage Board meeting minutes were approved as written.
Mystic Woods Phase 2 REPLAT
Paul Couts of C& S Engineering appeared before the Board to request final approval for Mystic Woods Phase 2 REPLAT.
The site was located southeast of the State Road 225 and State Road 43 intersection. The replat of this Phase would
accommodate four lots on approximately 17.42 acres. Lot 2 and a portion of Lot 1 would continue to drain uncontrolled to an
on-site ravine which is tributary to Burnett Creek. Drainage swales would convey the Phase 2 runoff to the existing Phase 1
storm sewer system via a 15 inch storm pipe known as Structure #3. Said Structure was located on the north side of Midnight
Drive. Paul stated originally the overall development allowed for approximately 13 acres to drain from Phase 2 to a pond
located in Phase1, the replat would lessened that amount to 11.25 acres.
The Surveyor noted Condition 6 of the December 11, 2006 Burke memo. He reiterated each individual lot would be required
to provide additional measures such as Master Covenants but stated the Covenants would be handled through the Building
Permit process. He recommended final approval with the conditions as stated on the December 1, 2006 Burke review memo.
John Knochel made a motion to grant final approval with the conditions as stated on the December 1, 2006 Burke review
memo. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. Mystic Woods Phase 2 REPLAT was granted final approval with conditions as
stated.
Other Business
Winding Creek Section 2/Rear Yard Swale Lots 172-175
The Surveyor noted the Board was aware of ongoing problems with homeowners and/or contractors filling in or placing tile
within a side or rear yard swale of a parcel. He stated his office spends approximately 10-15 hours weekly dealing with this
type of problem. Building Permits now alert the Surveyor’s office when a violation of this sort occurs during the building
process. Historically landowners have contributed to the problem by filling in their swale after the building process had been
completed. In 2004 many of the problems resulting from the flood was caused by landowners filling in the 100 year
emergency overflows. Discussions had been held with the building community (i.e. developers, contractors) as well as the
Building Commission Department (who was working with the Surveyor’s office) on this issue.
A call had been received by the Surveyor office concerning improper drainage as Lot 174 in Winding Creek Section 2
Subdivision was experiencing flooding. .Homeowners of Lot 172 and Lot 173 in Winding Creek Section 2 had altered their
rear yard swales which ultimately caused the flooding on Lot 174. A 6 inch tile and additional landscaping was placed within
the swale of Lot 172 and 173. The Surveyor reviewed pictures which showed results of said alterations after the last rainfall.
IN a conversation with the Surveyor’s office, Steve Conner-developer stated he did not inform the realtor and/or homeowner
the swale could be altered as they had previously indicated. The placement of the tile and landscaping had resulted in
flooding on Lot 174. The homeowner of Lot 174 was utilizing a sump pump to empty water out of his basement and the
water was now up over the outlet resulting in problems eliminating the water. The Surveyor noted generally a letter is sent
stating the homeowner was in violation of the Drainage Board Approval, Easement and/or covenants and was expected to
remove the swale obstructions. They are informed if they refuse to remove it, the Board has the authority to remove at the
homeowners cost. Project Manager Zachariah Beasley stated he had spoken with Bob McKee homeowner of Lot 173 and
Lynn Strycker, Realtor of Lot 172 regarding this problem. In reply to Ruth Shedd’s inquiry, the Surveyor stated the lots were
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platted before the revised Stormwater Ordinance was in place therefore it was not clear if the landowners could be fined in
this instance. He reviewed the site utilizing GIS and stated he was open for any suggestions. The Attorney stated the public
needed to know violations of the Drainage Ordinance, Easements and./or Covenants on their property were subject to
enforcement by the Drainage Board, as well as possible civil liability for damages to upstream owners as a result of
violations. He noted a public education campaign may be warranted.
Steve Murray
F-Lake Regional Detention Pond Design Contract
The Surveyor presented a Proposal for Professional Engineering Services for F-Lake Regional Detention Pond Design with
Christopher B. Burke Engineering LTD. Christopher B. Burke Engineering LTD previously was under contract for the
design of F-Lake near Ivy Tech. During the design process, the Ivy Tech Campus expanded. Ivy Tech requested the
Engineers to investigate if the preliminary design would accommodate a direct access road along the north edge to a property
east of the campus. This was not in the scope of contracted work, however it was reviewed. Ivy Tech did not buy the
property to the east and bought property on the south side of Elliott Ditch instead. The F-Lake project was put on hold and
due to additional pressing projects- was placed on the back burner. Now that Ivy Tech expansion plans are evident the final
design process can proceed. In fairness to Burke (having performed work outside of the scope of the original contract), the
Surveyor asked for a proposal on a final design based on the original concept. The total of the contract was not to exceed $53,
386.00 (Dave Eichelberger Engineer Consultant noted since the original contract was completed permitting requirements had
changed which resulted in increased costs for model revisions and additional permitting procedures.) The Surveyor
recommended acceptance of the proposal by Christopher B. Burke Engr. LTD as presented with standard terms and
conditions not to exceed $53,386.00. John Knochel made a motion to accept the Professional Engineering Services for FLake Regional Detention Pond Design with Christopher B. Burke Engineering LTD not to exceed $53,386.00. Ruth Shedd
seconded the motion. The Professional Engineering Services for F-Lake Regional Detention Pond Design with Christopher
B. Burke Engineering LTD not to exceed $53,386.00 was approved as presented.
Elliott Ditch Branch #11 Reconstruction/On-Call Engineering Services
The Surveyor in conjunction with the F-Lake Design Contract presented the following: Christopher B. Burke Engr. LTD
Professional Services On-Call Engineering Services for the Professional Services of Branch #11 S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain
Contract not to exceed $8500.00 for approval by the Board. Reconstruction of Branch #11 of the S.W. Elliott Regulated
Drain was proposed. Utilizing GIS, the Surveyor reviewed Branch #11 of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain for the Board.
Several people have looked at the Brand property in that location for possible development. The previous Surveyor felt
upgraded infrastructure was required to accommodate new development. Reconstruction of Branch #11 would require a
hearing process. If landowners vote in favor of the reconstruction (an agricultural tile to a storm sewer) then the Indiana
Dept. of Transportation would be responsible for the installation of pipe upgrades under State Road 38 thereby reducing the
cost to the tax payer dramatically. A semi-final reconstruction design by Butler, Fairman and Seufert Engineering Services
was in place. The Surveyor has requested Christopher Burke to review that design, make necessary revisions and indicate the
cost for such reconstruction. He has spoke with some landowners in the watershed and they were in favor of the
reconstruction. John Knochel made a motion to approve the Christopher B. Burke Engr. LTD On-Call Engineering Services
for the Professional Services of Branch #11 S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain Contract not to exceed $8500.00. Ruth Shedd
seconded the motion. The Christopher B. Burke Engr. LTD On-Call Engineering Services for the Professional Services of
Branch #11 S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain Contract not to exceed $8500.00 was approved as presented.
Leader Newton Drain #115/Waterway and tile replacement
The Surveyor noted quotes had been received for the waterway and tile replacement on the Leader Newton Regulated Drain
#115. The following were submitted: Lauramie Excavating in the amount of $57,706.00, Birge Farm Drainage in the amount
of $74,833.90. The Surveyor recommended the quotes be taken under advisement as there were technical legal issues which
he felt he needed to discuss with the Attorney. John Knochel made a motion to take the aforementioned quotes under
advisement. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. The submitted quotes for the waterway and tile placement on the Leader
Newton Regulated Drain #115 were taken under advisement.
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Performance Bonds
The Surveyor presented Performance Bond #1752908 submitted by Prairie Materials Inc. for Prairie Materials and written by
The Hanover Insurance Company in the amount of $30,000.00 dated November 16, 2006. The Surveyor stated this was for
the relocation for a portion of a Branch of the Elliott Ditch just south of the intersection of County Road 350S and County
Road 500E. The Surveyor noted the necessary paperwork to do the relocation and reconstruct that portion at their expense
had not been submitted to date. John Knochel made a motion to accept Performance Bond #1752908 for Prairie Materials and
written by The Hanover Insurance Company in the amount of $30,000.00 dated November 16, 2006. Ruth Shedd seconded
the motion. Performance Bond #1752908 submitted by Prairie Materials Inc. for Prairie Materials and written by The
Hanover Insurance Company in the amount of $30,000.00 dated November 16, 2006 was accepted as presented by the
Surveyor.
Buffalo Wild Wings
In response to KD’s inquiry, the Surveyor stated he would not recommend additional parking for Buffalo Wild Wings located
on Creasy Lane. The project was presented to the Board on August 2, 2005 and granted an encroachment and reduction of
easement for the parking lot. The Surveyor felt as the easement was purchased with tax payer funds; it was not in their best
interest to allow the request.
Public Comment
Gary Schroeder appeared before the Board and requested to be included in the design process of the Reconstruction for
Branch #11 S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain. He stated the said branch routed through his property.
As there was no additional public comment, John Knochel made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Ruth Shedd seconded the
motion. The meeting was adjourned.

___________________________________________
KD Benson, President

___________________________________________
John Knochel, Vice President

_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary

___________________________________________
Ruth Shedd, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
January 3, 2007
Regular Meeting

Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President KD Benson, Vice President John Knochel, County Surveyor Steve Murray,
Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave Eichelberger from Christopher B.
Burke Engineering Limited, Drainage Board Secretary Brenda Garrison and Project Manager Zachariah Beasley were in
attendance. Member Ruth Shedd was absent.
Approval of Minutes
John Knochel made a motion to approve the December 6, 2006 Regular Drainage Board Meeting minutes as written. KD
Benson seconded the motion. The December 6, 2006 Regular Drainage Board meeting minutes were approved as written.
Election of Officers
Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman accepted nominations for 2007 officers of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board.
KD Benson nominated John Knochel as President for 2007. There were no other nominations. John Knochel was elected
President of the Drainage Board with no objections. The Attorney then requested a motion for Vice President. John Knochel
nominated Ruth Shedd as Vice President. KD Benson seconded the nomination. Ruth Shedd was elected Vice President in
absentia. John Knochel made a motion to appoint Brenda Garrison as the 2007 Drainage Board Secretary. KD Benson
seconded the motion. Brenda Garrison was appointed Drainage Board Secretary for 2007.
Contracts for the Drainage Board Attorney as well as Engineer Consultant would be presented during the February Meeting.
Concord Plaza Phase One Lots 3A & 3B
Brandon Fulk of Schneider Corporation appeared before the Board to request final approval for Concord Plaza Phase One
Lots 3A and 3B. The site consisted of approximately 1.44 acres - known as Outlot 3 and located at the corner of County Road
350 South and County Road 250 East (Concord Road). Outlot 3 was subdivided into two lots (3A and 3B) and would have a
new storm system connected to the main storm sewer constructed at the Wal-Mart Super Center site. The runoff would then
discharge to a detention facility also constructed at the WalMart site. Brandon stated the detention facility was constructed to
the South of the Wal-Mart building as part of the Master Drainage Plan for the overall Subdivision. Stormwater quantity and
quality rules were met at that time. He stated Lot 3B would not be developed at this time and they agreed with the conditions
listed on the December 22, 2006 Burke memo. He then requested final approval with the stated conditions at that time.
The Surveyor asked which portion of the existing Stormwater sewer system for Wal-Mart location would the Stormwater end
up in. Brandon stated; it would run down a private drive to the west side of WalMart and into the detention facility. In
response to the Surveyor, Brandon confirmed it would not be located in the portion which contained the relocated Branch of
the J.N. Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain. He stated it was Wal-Mart’s responsibility to provide any drainage information for the
site. In response to KD, Steve stated he knew of one instance where construction was not done as planned. They would
monitor this as construction progressed. John Knochel asked for public comment and there was none.
The Surveyor recommended final approval with the conditions as listed on the December 22, 2006 Burke memo. KD Benson
made a motion to grant final approval with the conditions as listed on the December 22, 2006 Burke memo. John Knochel
seconded the motion. Concord Plaza Phase One Lots 3A & 3B was granted final approval with conditions as stated.
Unity Oncology Expansion/Faith Hope and Love Center
Brandon Fulk with Schneider Engineering appeared before the Board to request final approval for the Unity Oncology
Expansion aka Faith Hope and Love project. The 1.5 acre site located on the east side of Creasy Lane (County Road 350
East) south of Amelia Drive and within the City of Lafayette, was known as Lot 2 of the Crosspointe Commercial
Subdivision. The medical building would be expanded in order to provide space for additional radiation equipment. The
proposed development would require an Encroachment on the Treece Meadows Relief Drain Easement. The existing storm
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sewer system would be utilized with a slight modification due to the expansion of the building extending into the Treece
Meadows Relief Drain Easement. The site has a direct outlet to said Relief Drain (which is part of the Wilson Branch of the
Elliott Drain) and tributary to the Wilson Branch Regional Detention Facility. Brandon stated the existing two lane drive
would be maintained, however five existing parking spaces would be removed. He was requesting approval of a Maintenance
Agreement regarding the Treece Meadows Relief Drain as well. The agreement was for the maintenance from the top of the
bank of the Treece Meadows Relief Drain to the existing concrete swale (vegetation) - from Creasy Lane to Amelia Ave. As
development occurred to the south and the east the Relief Drain would be maintained by any future development in that
location at that time. He stated a Petition for Encroachment was previously submitted to the Surveyor for review. In addition,
a Vacation of a Regulated Drain Easement regarding the location of the proposed building expansion with a five foot buffer
beyond the proposed footprint was requested. He then requested final approval with the conditions as stated on the
December 21, 2006 Burke memo along with the approval of a Vacation of the Easement, a Maintenance Agreement and
Encroachment Petition. Responding to the Surveyor’s inquiry, Brandon stated the dumpster and dumpster pad would be
removed and relocated to the southwest corner of the existing parking lot. The Attorney stated the requests would require
Drainage Board approval only. He noted while the Encroachment allowed for maintenance on the Drain, if any damage
occurred to the parking lot during required maintenance, it would be at the owner/developer’s expense. John Knochel asked
for public comment and there was none. In response to K D’s inquiry, the Surveyor stated his office tried to maintain a
twenty-thirty foot strip (particularly on Urban Drains) from top of bank on one side of a drain - at the least - to enable an
excavator to perform maintenance work.
Subject to filing of the legal descriptions for the Maintenance Agreement, the appropriate Encroachment Petition, and
Vacation Request (to include recording of those documents), the Surveyor recommended final approval along with the
conditions as listed on the December 21, 2006 Burke memo. KD Benson made a motion to grant the proposed Maintenance
Agreement, Encroachment and Vacation of Easement subject to submittal of their legal descriptions. John Knochel seconded
the motion. KD Benson made a motion to grant final approval with conditions as stated in the December 21, 2006 Burke
memo. John Knochel seconded the motion. The Unity Oncology Expansion Project aka Faith Hope and Love Center was
granted final approval with the conditions as stated.
Campus Suites-Preliminary Approval
Paul Dietz from Vester and Associates appeared before the Board to request preliminary approval of Campus Suites. The site
consisted of approximately 19.9 acres located north of U.S. 52 and Paramount Drive and west of Lakeshore Subdivision. The
site was south of Hadley Lake Regulated Drain. Approximately 4 acres in the northern portion of the site lied within the
floodplain and would remain undisturbed. (The site’s drainage plan was divided by the following: PA1= Center of site PA2=
the Southwest corner of the site PA3= North portion of the site)
Paul stated the site would have a direct outlet to the Dempsey Baker Drain, an indirect outlet to the Cuppy - Mcclure Drain
and runoff would eventually drain to the Hadley Lake Regulated Drain. A detention storage waiver and treatment exemption
was requested. He stated they agreed to the conditions listed on the December 29, 2006 Burke memo. In response to K D’s
inquiry, Paul stated the proposed pond was a wet-bottom pond. In response to K D’s inquiry, the Attorney stated notification
to downstream owners was required before final approval was granted. KD expressed concern regarding the parking lot
area’s runoff. Dave Eichelberger stated a variance was requested for that area.
The Surveyor stated he had discussed the project site with the Board’s Engineer Consultant and they were not prepared today
to recommend granting a variance or encroachment. He stated at this time preliminary approval was requested only. Dave
Eichelberger reiterated a floodplain was associated with the site. Everything the developer was putting in was outside the
floodplain. Any wetlands associated with site were located in the northern portion and they were staying out of the wetlands.
There was no offsite areas tributary to the site and no downstream capacity issues. Request for the Variances should not be
addressed at this time as the design for their proposed filter strips etc. had not been submitted to date for review. John
Knochel asked for public comment and there was none.
The Surveyor recommended preliminary approval with the conditions as stated on the December 29, 2006 Burke memo and
NOT to grant any variances or encroachments at this time. KD Benson made a motion to grant Preliminary approval only.
John Knochel seconded the motion. Campus Suites was granted Preliminary Approval only at this time.
Leader Newton Regulated Drain
Regarding the pending quote acceptance for the Leader Newton Regulated Drain waterway and tile replacement, the
Surveyor informed the Board the quote from Lauramie Excavating in the amount of $57,706.00 was received after the stated
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time requirement therefore could not be accepted. A quote from Birge Farm Drainage in the amount of $74,833.90 was
received before the date and time requirement.
Therefore after tabulation and review he recommended the Board accept Birge Farm Drainage’s quote in the amount of
$74,833.90 for the Leader Newton Regulated Drain waterway and tile replacement. KD Benson made a motion to accept the
quote submitted by Birge Farm Drainage in the amount of $74,833.90. John Knochel seconded the motion. Birge Farm
Drainage quote of $74,833.90 for the Leader Newton Regulated Drain waterway and tile replacement was accepted by the
Board.
Public Comment
As there was no public comment, KD Benson made a motion to adjourn. The meeting was adjourned.

___________________________________________
John Knochel, President

___________________________________________
Ruth Shedd, Vice President
_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary

___________________________________________
KD Benson, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
February 7, 2007
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President John Knochel, Vice President Ruth Shedd, member KD Benson, County
Surveyor Steve Murray, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave
Eichelberger from Christopher B. Burke Engineering Limited, and Drainage Board Secretary Brenda Garrison. Project
Manager Zachariah Beasley was also in attendance.
Approval of Minutes
Ruth Shedd made a motion to approve the January 3, 2007 Regular Drainage Board minutes as written. KD Benson seconded
the motion. The January 3, 2007 Drainage Board meeting minutes were approved as written.
Stoddard Development Warehouses/Encroachment Petition
Brandon Fulk of Schneider Corporation appeared before the Board to request an approval for Stoddard Development
Warehouse Encroachment Petition. The site was located north of County Road 350 South between U.S. 52 and County Road
500 East and south of the Norfolk and Southern Railroad. Branch 12 of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain traversed the site.
The said Branch was tributary to the planned F-Lake Regional Detention Facility. Brandon stated a railroad spur was now
necessary due to the growth and its shipping obligations. The railroad spur would encroach and cross Branch 12 of the S.W.
Elliott Regulated Drain. The Branch 12 tile was rerouted in 2004 from the east line of property to the northeast corner to the
connection beneath the railroad at the northwest corner of the site. He noted the encroachment was located at the northeast
corner of the site. Calculations provided by the manufacturer indicated the pipe was adequate size for the structural load of
the engines and freight. Brandon noted, the developer would maintain the tile within the encroachment area if issues were to
arise in the future. Brandon stated the encroachment request was the only issue at hand today as expansion of the warehouse
would be presented for Board approval at the next month’s scheduled meeting. The Surveyor stated the previously rerouted
tile plan had been reviewed by Christopher Burke to ensure the tile could handle loaded railcars. Brandon reiterated at this
time only approval from the Board for the encroachment was requested - based on the submitted material and draft
encroachment petition. The final Encroachment Petition document would be presented for signatures at the March meeting.
The Surveyor stated in addition to the required standard language, noted maintenance responsibility for said Branch (located
under the railroad spur) would be required within the petition as well. Therefore if a problem arose under the railroad spur,
the developer would be responsible for the repair(s) by the terms of the encroachment. He felt this adequately protected
landowners served by the Branch within the watershed. Ruth Shedd made a motion to approve the Encroachment Petition
requested by Stoddard Development with conditions listed on the January 29, 2007 Burke memo. KD Benson seconded the
motion. Brandon confirmed he would present the finalized Encroachment Petition document at the March Drainage Board
meeting for signatures.
Unity Medical Parking Lot Expansion
Brandon Fulk of Schneider Corporation appeared before the Board to request final approval for the Unity Medical Parking
Lot Expansion. Brandon stated Tom Gall and Joe Bumbleburg representing Unity Medical were in attendance. Located on
the east side of Creasy Lane (County Road 350 East) and south of Amelia Drive the site was within the city of Lafayette. The
area in question was located northeast of the approved Faith Hope and Love project and within the Unity Medical Campus
site. An Encroachment Petition (regarding the Treece Meadows Relief Drain) was submitted for approval. If approved, the
encroachment would result in approximately 20’ available for maintaining the drain.
Schneider was asked to investigate a platted 15’ Utility Easement which Brandon stated it appeared to be a routine easement
previously created (2000) during platting of the Subdivision and was not being utilized at this time. Investigation included
discussion with the Surveyor who had prepared the plat and physical evidence at time of the topographic survey. The concern
was the easement was created for the relocated Wilson Branch tile. Considering investigation information and the physical
evidence that the tile was not in the easement- it was determined that the easement was not created for the Branch of the
Wilson Branch as originally suspected but was a platted drainage and utility easement. Therefore, the draft Encroachment
Petition (regarding the Treece Meadows Relief Drain) was submitted for approval by the Board and would in fact be updated
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in the same fashion as one to be heard subsequently for the Faith Hope and Love project which was modified since the
parking lot expansion project draft document was submitted.
The Surveyor clarified the requests as follows: There were two Encroachment Petitions to be considered. First the Parking
Lot Expansion request for an encroachment into a standard platted 15’ Drainage and Utility Easement and second an
encroachment request regarding a drainage easement for the Wilson Branch / Treece Meadows Relief Drain (previously
created for the re-route of a Branch of the Wilson Branch). The Attorney added the encroachment into said platted 15’
Drainage and Utility Easement would not affect the existing utilities however consent from the utility companies would be
required.
Regarding the Encroachment Petition into the Wilson Branch/Treece Meadows Relief Drain, the Surveyor noted due to the
elevation of the Wilson Branch tile, it could not outlet east of Creasy Lane into the Treece Meadow Drain. (As the area
developed through various projects, the old tile was picked up and rerouted as part of various projects. The tile ran along the
north bank of Treece Meadow crossed between buildings at the Unity Campus ran north under Creasy Lane into a box
structure installed as part of the Creasy Lane reconstruction project on the west side of Creasy Lane. The tile still served a
portion of the agricultural ground to the east.) Responding to the Attorney, the Surveyor noted the County purchased this
particular easement. The Attorney stated this would distinguish it from the standard 75’ Right of Entry a Drainage Board has
with respect to all Regulated Drains. The County’s ownership of the drainage easement gave the Board more control of the
type of use by others. Regarding a recommendation for final approval, the Surveyor deferred to the Board’s opinion as to
whether they felt 20’ was adequate for the drainage easement (taking into consideration a maintenance agreement to mow or
maintain the vegetation from Creasy Lane to Amelia Ave. was signed and provided by the developer) Tom Gall
(representing Unity) approached the Board. Mr. Gall stated the requested Encroachment Petition and Maintenance
Agreement documents were both reviewed and approved by the Board’s Attorney and signed by Unity. He confirmed Unity
would be responsible for the mowing of the ditch from Creasy to Amelia Ave.
The Surveyor recommended final approval with conditions stated on the February 2, 2007 Burke memo, with the following
exception to the portion titled Variances/Encroachments – a final Encroachment Petition would be worked out between the
parties. The condition regarding a 25’ maintenance access from the top of bank would be worked out between the Surveyor
and Developer. The Attorney then clarified the Maintenance Agreement covered mowing the vegetation on both sides of the
drain from Creasy Lane to Amelia Ave. until land on the south side of said drain was developed. At that time Unity would be
required to maintain the north side of the drain from Creasy Lane to Amelia Ave. A new developer/owner on the south side
of said drain would be responsible for their site.
Ruth Shedd made a motion to approve the Unity Medical Parking Lot Expansion with conditions stated on the February 2,
2007 Burke memo with the exception of the Encroachment Petition. The said Petition was to be presented at the March
Drainage Board Meeting for acceptance/approval. KD Seconded the motion. Unity Medical Parking Lot Expansion was
granted final approval with conditions as stated.
Unity Main Campus / Encroachment and Maintenance Agreement
Brandon Fulk of Schneider Corporation appeared before the Board and requested final approval for the Unity Main Campus
Encroachment Petition and Maintenance Agreement. The Encroachment Petition and Maintenance Agreement were
presented to the Board in compliance with conditions of final approval previously granted for the Faith Hope and Love
project located on the Unity Main Campus site. Attorneys for both parties (Drainage Board and Unity) had reviewed the
documents prior to today’s meeting. Brandon noted an additional condition was ordered previously for the Faith Hope and
Love project concerning a Vacation of Easement (for maintaining a 5’ perimeter around the Building). The said Vacation
document was presently in the draft stage. He noted this situation was unique with encroachments, maintenance agreements
and vacations. The Attorney had reviewed the Maintenance Agreement as well as the Encroachment Petition presented for
approval today. He reiterated a condition of the Encroachment Petition approval was a signed Maintenance Agreement
which the developer had provided. The Surveyor noted he had spoken with Mr. Gall informed him there was brush (willows
etc.) which would need to be removed and Mr. Gall was in agreement. Attorney Joe Bumbleburg approached the Board in
response to KD Benson’s inquiry concerning the Maintenance Agreement. He explained the Maintenance Agreement and
Encroachment Petition were both written and submitted as agreed upon by the Board in the January meeting. The Surveyor
stated when the south side of the drain was developed the same maintenance requirement would be imposed by the Board.
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Ruth Shedd made a motion to approve the Unity Main Campus Maintenance Agreement and Encroachment Petition as
presented. KD seconded the motion. In response to the Presidents inquiry for those opposed, KD Benson indicated in the
affirmative. The Unity Main Campus Encroachment Petition and Maintenance Agreement were approved as presented.
Kirkpatrick Infrastructure
Brandon Fulk of Schneider Corporation appeared before the Board to request final approval for the Kirkpatrick Infrastructure
project. A proposed access road (Kirkpatrick Boulevard) would be located on the north side of County Road 450 South east
of County Road 250 East (Concord Road). The roadway would provide access to the Woodland Elementary School currently
under construction as well as future developments. The Benjamin Crossing Subdivision was located to the west, a vacant
farm field to the east and a rural subdivision as well as Hunters Crest Subdivision to the south of the proposed road. Brandon
stated the storm infrastructure would service future development to the west, a bypass system for offsite flows to the school
(Schneider worked with the School Corporation on elements of this nature). The storm system would pick up a portion of
offsite flow from Hunters Crest Subdivision as well areas yet to be developed on the homestead and remainder of the farm.
Provisions were provided within the storm infrastructure that ran along the west line of the roadway for future development
and immediate interim conditions. An interim dry detention facility would be utilized during the construction of the
roadway. Brandon stated he was presently working with the County Highway Department on a couple issues. He concurred
with the conditions as stated on the February 2, 2007 Burke memo while requesting an encroachment for the temporary
detention facility based off the proximity to the JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain under construction at this time. He noted a
25’ separation between the ditch bank and the temporary facility bank for accessibility was planned. A variance on the
allowable release rate was requested as well. The roadway would be dedicated by the School Corporation and the easement
for the storm sewer and utility would run along the western length of the road.
The Surveyor stated he recommended granting the variance on the release rate. Ruth Shedd made a motion to grant the
variance of the release rate. KD Benson seconded the motion. Kirkpatrick Infrastructure was granted the variance from the
release rate as requested. The Surveyor then recommended final approval with the conditions as listed on the February 2,
2007 Burke memo. Ruth Shedd made a motion to grant final approval with conditions as stated on the February 2, 2007
Burke memo. KD Benson seconded the motion. Kirkpatrick Infrastructure was granted final approval with conditions.
Huntington Farms Phase 3 Section 2 Lots 164 & 165
Paul Dietz of Vester and Associates appeared before the Board to request a Vacation of Easement for Lot 164 of Huntington
Farms Phase 3 Section 2 Subdivision. Attorney Joe Bumbleburg approached the Board. He indicated he prepared both
vacation and encroachment documents for the Board to determine which document to use in this case. He stated while the
encroachment process may be quicker, a vacation of easement would be the more permanent solution and most beneficial to
all involved in this case. The Board Attorney stated an encroachment into a platted drainage and utility easement would be
subject to the condition that if it ever interfered with the drainage or need for utilities it would have to be removed. Since the
encroachment was a home in this case, a mortgage lender may be reluctant to loan money for a home which may be required
to be moved out of the easement in the future. The homeowner’s interest would not be satisfied in that case. The process by
Indiana Code for vacation of platted easements required publication and notification. Any person that may feel effected by
the vacation would have the opportunity to remonstrance the vacation. Mr. Dietz stated all utilities had been notified and
consents for the vacation were provided with the exception of Verizon (who had to process it through their main office) but
expected that consent forthcoming. In response to the Surveyor’s request, Paul stated the emergency routing plan was
reviewed prior to submission of the request. The Surveyor was satisfied there was adequate room after the vacation was
granted for proper drainage and recommended vacation of the easement as requested. Ruth Shedd made a motion for the
Drainage Board to consent to the Vacation of Easement of Lot 164 Huntington Farms Phase 3 Section 2 Lot 164. KD
Benson seconded the motion. The Vacation of Easement for Lot 164 Huntington Farms Phase 3 Section 2 would be
presented at the March 5th 2007 Commissioner’s meeting for final action by Mr. Bumbleburg or Paul Dietz of Vester and
Associates.
2007 Regulated Drain Status Report
The Surveyor presented a 2007 25% Increase in Regulated Drain Assessments Resolution to the Board for approval. He
stated in March of 2006 he presented the Board with a classification report which indicated drains in need of the said
increase. He noted it was too late to get the increase on the tax rolls at that time. Therefore he presented the list today for
formal action in order to include the increase for the 2007 tax roll. Ruth Shedd made a motion to accept Resolution #200701-DB 25% Increase in Regulated Drain Assessments. KD Benson seconded the motion. Resolution 2007-01-DB was
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approved. He then presented the 2007 Regulated Drain Status sheet for approval. Ruth Shedd made a motion to approve the
2007 Regulated Drain Status sheet. KD Benson seconded the motion. The 2007 Regulated Drain Status sheet was approved
as submitted. Note: Resolution 2007-01-DB and the 2007 Regulated Drain Status sheet will be included in their entirety
within the Official Meeting Minutes Book immediately following the February 7, 2007 Approved Minutes.
William Walters #84 Regulated Drain Reclassification
The Surveyor stated he had included the need for the William Walters Regulated Drain reconstruction on the 2006
Classification Report presented to the Board in March of 2006. He noted since that time he has had two verbal requests from
landowners for the drain’s reconstruction north of County Road 900 North. Utilizing GIS, he noted the drain tile continued
into White County. When the previous Surveyor was in office, the drain was surveyed and plans were prepared. However, a
property owner north of County Road 900 North was not in favor of replacing the existing tile with an open drain at that time.
The landowner has changed his mind since and in favor of the reconstruction as well as landowners located in White County.
He stated he would prepare a reconstruction report to present to the Board at a later date.
Maintenance Bonds
The Surveyor presented Maintenance Bond #104791385 dated Sept. 20, 2006 for Winding Creek Section 4 Subdivision in
the amount of $24,690.00 submitted by Milestone Contractors, and Maintenance Bond #1802388 dated January 23, 2007 for
Blackthorne Subdivision Phase 1 in the amount of $6250.00 submitted by Atlas Excavating for acceptance by the Board.
Ruth Shedd made a motion to accept Maintenance Bond #104791385 dated Sept. 20, 2006 for Winding Creek Section 4
Subdivision amount $24,690.00 submitted by Milestone Contractors, and Maintenance Bond #1802388 dated January 23,
2007 for Blackthorne Subdivision Phase 1 amount $6250.00 submitted by Atlas Excavating presented by the Surveyor. KD
Benson seconded the motion. Maintenance Bond #104791385 dated Sept. 20, 2006 for Winding Creek Section 4 Subdivision
in the amount of $24,690.00 submitted by Milestone Contractors, and Maintenance Bond #1802388 dated January 23, 2007
for Blackthorne Subdivision Phase 1 in the amount of $6250.00 submitted by Atlas Excavating were approved as presented.
Other Business
Contracts
Drainage Board Legal Services Contract
The Surveyor referred to the Board’s Attorney for the presentation of the 2007 Drainage Board Legal Consultation Contract.
The Attorney noted the contract amounts had not changed since last year and noted if an associate performed the work a
lesser amount of $50.00 per hour would be charged. Ruth Shedd made a motion to approve the 2007 Drainage Board Legal
Consultation Contract with Hoffman, Luhman and Masson as presented. KD Benson seconded the motion. The 2007
Drainage Board Legal Consultation Contract with Hoffman, Luhman and Masson was approved as presented.
Drainage Board Professional Engineering Consultant Contract
The Surveyor then presented a 2007 Drainage Board Engineer Consultant Contract with Christopher B. Burke Engineering
LTD Indianapolis office for the Board’s approval. He noted the amounts included in the contract were the same as in the
2006 contract. He then recommended the Board execute the renewal contract as submitted for approval. Ruth Shedd made a
motion to accept the renewal contract with Christopher B. Burke Engineering LTD for Professional Engineering Services.
KD Benson seconded the motion. The 2007 Professional Engineering and Drainage Review Contract with Christopher B.
Burke Engineering LTD Indianapolis office was approved as submitted.
Berlowitz Regional Detention Facility Design Modifications Contract
The Surveyor presented the Berlowitz Regional Detention Facility Design Modifications Contract with Christopher B. Burke
Engineering LTD Indianapolis Office for acceptance by the Board. He explained, as part of negotiations of the Clarian Arnett
project, 300,000 plus cubic yards of soil was removed from the property in order to acquire the property needed for the
Berlowitz Regional Detention Facility. As a result of said negotiations, the 2003 contract documents need to be modified and
brought up to date. (The County agreed to relocate and compact a portion of the removed soil south on some of the
Saddlebrook properties such as Hawthorne Lakes and Hawthorne Meadows.) The Surveyor recommended acceptance of the
2007 Berlowitz Regional Detention Facility Design Modifications Contract with Christopher B. Burke Engineering LTD
Indianapolis Office in the amount of $50,276.0000. Ruth Shedd made a motion to accept the 2007 Berlowitz Regional
Detention Facility Design Modifications Contract with Christopher B. Burke Engineering LTD Indianapolis Office in the
amount of $50,276.0000. KD Benson seconded the motion. The 2007 Berlowitz Regional Detention Facility Design
Modifications Contract with Christopher B. Burke Engineering LTD Indianapolis Office in the amount of $50,276.0000 was
approved by the Board.
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Shangri La Estates
The Surveyor gave the Board an update on the Shangri-La Estates project. He stated the project was approved with
conditions by the Board October 13, 2004. At that time proper notifications to all effected downstream landowners had not
been completed. Three of the downstream owners were the Kepners. Mr. Bill Kepner (now deceased) was in attendance at
the October 2004 meeting. Mr. Kepner had a verbal agreement for regrading the existing conveyance and adding riprap to his
property. A signed agreement with the Kepners was a condition of the October 13, 2006 approval. This document has not
been submitted to date. Two downstream property owners had not received the notification. The Highway Department and
Suburban Utilities had not approved the project as of a couple weeks ago. The Engineer Consultant stated a final updated
drainage report, approval from the Hwy. Dept., and acknowledgement letters were still pending. Mr. Glen Stockment,
representing the developer, had made attempts to notify the two landowners: Cox and Sheese (the Shangri La development is
wrapped around their properties) and they have not accepted the certified letters. The Attorney then stated certified or
registered notifications were considered due diligence (you can not force someone to accept notification). The Surveyor
stated the original developers have chosen to sell the property. He reiterated agreement letters with the Kepners as part of the
conditions have not been submitted to date. He also noted, the Secretary had notified Mr. Stockment of the pending
conditions on several occasions since the approval and had documented those notifications on the memos located in the file.
However she will speak with Mr. Stockment again regarding the conditions pending. Since the conditions had not been met
for final approval, construction plans would not be signed by the Surveyor.
Regulated Drain(s) Right of Entry
Responding to KD’s inquiry, the Attorney noted by Indiana Statute the County has 75’ right of entry from the top of bank or
centerline of tile on a regulated drain. There is also a statute which states it may be reduced to as little as 25’ from top of bank
or 15’ from the centerline of the tile. It also states one is not allowed to erect any permanent structure within the right of
entry. If there was a special reason why one might want to reduce the right of entry it should be done on a case by case
request in his opinion. The Surveyor was in agreement and stated this is often referred to a Regulated Drain Easement and it
was actually a Right of Entry as the Attorney stated. The Attorney stated another area which you would get the request was
subdivision drainage plans and these do not necessarily regard a regulated drain. In this case you are not talking about a Right
of Entry but a platted Drainage and Utility Easement. In this instance the issue would be; is there adequate room for someone
to maintain / install or repair utilities or drainage facilities within the easement? This is why for practical reasons; you have a
standard 25’ easement.

Public Comment
John Knochel asked for public comment, there was none. Ruth Shedd made a motion to adjourn the meeting. KD Benson
seconded the motion. The meeting was adjourned.

___________________________________________
John Knochel, President

___________________________________________
Ruth Shedd, Vice President
_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary

___________________________________________
KD Benson, Member
February 7, 2007
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
March 14, 2007
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President John Knochel, member KD Benson, County Surveyor Steve Murray,
Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave Eichelberger from Christopher B.
Burke Engineering Limited, and Drainage Board Secretary Brenda Garrison. Project Manager Zachariah Beasley was also
in attendance. Vice President Ruth Shedd was absent at the start of the meeting.
Approval of Minutes
KD Benson made a motion to approve the February 7, 2007 Regular Drainage Board minutes as written. John Knochel
seconded the motion. The February 7, 2007 Drainage Board meeting minutes were approved as written.
Stoddard Development Building Expansion
Brandon Fulk from Schneider Corporation appeared before the Board to request final approval for the Stoddard Development
Building Expansion. The site was located north of County Road 350 South between U.S. 52 and County Road 500 East and
south of the Norfolk and Southern Railroad. Brandon stated the project’s overall site design was previously presented to the
Board in October 2004 for approval. At that time the design was intended for a 500,000 square foot warehouse facility, with
the intent of building out 400,000. All infrastructures were completed in 2004 and 2005 with the intention of building the
remaining 100,000 square feet at a later date. Brandon concurred with February 22, 2007 Burke memo and had submitted a
Master Covenant and Agreement for approval. The agreement included maintenance of onsite ponds and the tile under the
railroad spur. He requested final approval for the project. The Surveyor then noted the project was approved prior to the
adoption of the new Stormwater Ordinance. Since the improvements were previously completed and the addition was
nominal, he agreed they would not have to post either a Performance or Maintenance Bond. A Master Covenant Agreement
for the entire site was filed in the place of the bonds. KD Benson made a motion to grant final approval with conditions as
stated on the February 22, 2007 Burke memo with the exception of condition #5 & #6 under General Conditions to be
replaced with condition # 3 under the Stormwater Quality section. John Knochel seconded the motion. Stoddard Warehouses
Building Addition was granted final approval with conditions.
NOTE: Vice President Ruth Shedd entered the meeting at this time.
Stoddard Development/Petition for Encroachment Crossing on a Regulated Drain
Brandon stated at the northeast side of the project, a rail spur would be constructed to assist in the shipping process. Due to
the previous relocation of Branch #12 of the SW Elliott Regulated Drain at that site, a Petition to Encroach was warranted.
Brandon stated the tile would support the rail spur traffic and provided documentation for the record. He requested approval
of the Encroachment Petition. The Surveyor then noted Schneider was asked to analyze the relocated branch of the Elliott
Drain to ensure it would handle the traffic structurally. The Encroachment Petition required the developer to maintain the
branch under the spur, he recommended approval as requested. KD Benson made a motion to grant the Petition for
Encroachment Crossing on a Regulated Drain Easement. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. The Petition for Encroachment
Crossing on a Regulated Drain Easement was approved.
Winding Creek Subdivision Sections 5&6
Winding Creek Section 5
Paul Dietz from Vester and Associates appeared before the Board to request final approval for the Winding Creek Section 5
and Section 6 Subdivisions. The site was located south of County Road 600 North and west of County Road 75 East. The
sections were proposed to be developed adjacent to completed sections of the overall development bordering the Coyote
Crossing Golf Course. Section 5 consisted of 9.458 acres and 11 residential lots. Storm sewers were designed to convey the
Stormwater to an existing pond within Section 5 site with some controlled runoff to Burnett Creek. Paul stated the existing
pond pre-dated the original master plan completed in the 1990’s. Variances were requested for lots 310 and 311 adjacent to
the pond. An easement was proposed with a fence along the easement line due to pond safety requirements within the
Ordinance. Paul determined the pond was a dammed up ravine, however was not sure when it was constructed. He stated
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there was no documentation the pond complied with the Stormwater Ordinance in terms of slopes, depths, ledges etc. He
requested a variance to discharge to the undocumented pond. In response to John Knochel’s inquiry, Paul stated the dam was
located on the south end and discharged to Burnett Creek. He presented to the Board photographs of the condition and route
of the dam. He stated the photographs were taken from downstream looking back at the embankment and showed the outlet
structure. The structure was tiled however there was an emergency spillway at that location. In response to KD’s inquiry,
Paul stated the pond was owned by Coyote Crossing. John Knochel noted his concern was if the dam could hold the runoff
from 9 of the 11 lots. Paul stated the master drainage report provided for 8.92 acres to drain to the pond and assume 12 pads.
The current plan called for 11 pads on 2.16 impervious acres. The final plan was consistent with the original plan. An
increase of the impervious surface was .22 acres. (11%) According to the original report, the pond was designed to handle
29.4 cfs during a 100 year storm and this section would contribute 13.5 (40%) of the overall capacity. Paul stated they were
unable to determine from the master plan where the remainder amount of flow came from. Clarifying for KD, Paul stated
while the master plan stated the pond was “designed” it was actually in existence prior to the plan. He stated they must have
performed calculations to determine the numbers for the pond. John Knochel stated his concerns as follows: If for some
reason the pond had a breach, it would certainly do considerable damage to the adjoining owners. He felt it would be prudent
to have the dam inspected and he would not have a problem with the project when an inspection of the dam was complete. In
response to the Surveyor inquiry, Paul stated the developer had planned to start construction on the two phases this year. Ruth
Shedd asked how long it would take to get an inspection on the dam. Dave Eichelberger- Board Consultant stated it would
depend on how fast the proposal was submitted and a field visit scheduled. He estimated approximately a month or longer
typically. KD then stated there was a question of notification of downstream owners. The Surveyor stated to his knowledge
they had not been notified. Dave Luhman stated depending on the outcome of the dam study, there was potential of direct
discharge to downstream owners in the event the dam was not sufficient to hold some level of flooding (100 year etc.). John
Knochel then stated he was more than willing to hold a Special Meeting once the inspection was complete if needed. Joe
Bumbleburg requested, recognizing the dam was one of the issues at hand, some sort of conditional approval to enable the
developer to continue. John Knochel referred to the Attorney. Dave Luhman stated the issue was more than just a dam
inspection, there were also variances requested for the pond, as well as the question of the actual capacity of the pond to
accept the discharge of the 12 lots. It is not known what the discharge is into the pond from other areas or the actual capacity
of the pond. The original conceptual master plan suggested there was a certain capacity of the pond; however it is not known
how that was determined. Paul stated a value was given in the master plan. Dave Eichelberger commented there was not
enough information to state the exact capacity of the pond or the 100 year elevation. Dave Luhman asked without the
information, can a determination of the risk of harm to downstream owners be made. Dave Eichelberger stated no. Paul
stated the relative change from this plan to the previous plan was extremely minor. If runoff flowing into the pond was a 100
year storm of 25 it was now 25.2. Dave Eichelberger agreed and stated his review was to insure what was proposed and
approved previously was basically the same. However, he did not know the capacity of the pond or the risk of failure. He felt
the capacity, emergency routing and the condition of the dam should be reviewed. The Surveyor commented in the late
1990’s when this pond was looked at, capacity was not analyzed. It certainly was part of the overall master plan. While
being reviewed for this project, questions had been raised to the condition of the existing dam or embankment, emergency
overflow and the outlet structure and noted it could not be determined from the original study. While there wasn’t a
significant submittal on the adjoining golf course itself, all the phases of Winding Creek were reviewed and incorporated as
an overall drainage plan. Basically the pond drained through a ravine or swale area and the outlet pipe was located at a cart
path. Paul stated the tile for the outlet to the pond actually routed to Burnett Creek. Photos were reviewed and GIS was
utilized. In response to KD’s inquiry, Paul stated the downstream owners of the golf course were notified. Responding to the
Surveyor, Paul stated the documentation of notification had not been provided to the Surveyor’s Office. The Surveyor stated
he understood that the owner was not aware of the project. KD Benson made a motion to continue Section 5 of Winding
Creek Subdivision until a dam and pond inspection was completed. Ruth Shedd clarified that a continuance would be until
the next meeting scheduled or if warranted a special meeting could be called by the President. John Knochel agreed to call a
special meeting if warranted. Ruth Shedd then seconded the motion. Winding Creek Section 5 was continued until a later
date.
Winding Creek Section 6
Paul Dietz continued with Section 6 presentation. It consisted of 23.8 acres and encompassed 50 lots. It was located north of
County Road 500 North and east of County Road 50 West. The storm sewers convey the flow to an existing pond along with
the northern portion of the site runoff somewhat uncontrolled to Cole Ditch. He stated there were 7 storm manhole inserts
within this section. He requested final approval for Section 6 of the Winding Creek Subdivision. The Surveyor referred to
Dave Eichelberger to discuss the depressional area. Dave commented at the northwest corner of the existing pond (west
property line of the development) was an existing depressional area. Water from the west (approximately an acre) drained to
the west property line to an existing depressional area. It continued to the east to the ravine by Grapevine Place. In addition,
the offsite water would be picked up in a beehive inlet in the rear of the yards into the storm sewer systems which were
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designed to handle it. Also the area was placed in the emergency routing easement so if it were to fail the runoff would be
routed in between the two homes at an elevation that would be appropriate. The problem would be at the breakout where the
elevation was 2 feet higher than the existing breakout elevation for said depressional area. In a rainstorm like in 2003-2004,
water might collect at that location and have to pond higher than it presently does. This would cause some ponding to the
property to the west. It was suggested a review of additional measures in order to reduce the depth and frequency of
occurrence would be in order. (i.e.: multiple inlets, pipe upsize or a culvert under the road) As the plan stands there is an inlet
pipe to handle the ten year storm event which picked up offsite runoff to include runoff from the back yards of 5 lots. One of
the suggestions was to upsize the pipe to a one hundred year storm event and the placement multiple inlets. This would allow
approximately 6 inches of rain to be conveyed without any type of ponding at all while reducing the depth and frequency of
ponding. The Surveyor noted this pond was constructed during a previous phase of the development. He had notified Mr.
Dietz yesterday a condition would be added that this pond is inspected- in particular the existing outlet structure and the
emergency overflow. Since typically the maintenance of the facilities are the requirements of a Homeowners Association this
gives the Board an opportunity to ask the developer to check to see if due diligence in maintaining the pond was done. This
particular pond was built with approved pond cross sections according to the Ordinance in place at that time. (10’ safety
ledge and 10’ maintenance ledge) His concern was pond outlet structures have a tendency to silt up or vegetation growth over
them - particularly on the pond side. Also he wanted to insure the stabilization of the ravine and no erosion had occurred
from the outlet structure on the downstream side of the dam. It should be walked and photographed before the section’s
construction began. He recommended final approval with the conditions as stated on the March 9, 2007 Burke memo as well
as the added condition of investigation of the condition of the existing pond berm or dam, outlet structure and overflow
structure. KD Benson made a motion to grant final approval with the conditions as stated on the March 9, 2007 Burke memo
as well as the added condition of investigation of the condition of the existing pond berm or dam, outlet structure and
overflow structure. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. Winding Creek Section 6 was granted final approval with the condition
as stated on the March 9, 2007 Burke memo to include the investigation of the condition of the existing pond berm or dam,
outlet structure and overflow structure.
Unity Parking Lot Expansion/ Encroachment Petition
Brandon Fulk from Schneider Corporation appeared before the Board and presented a Petition to Encroach on a Regulated
Drain Easement. (Treece Meadows Relief Drain) Brandon stated the request was for the Parking Lot Expansion which was
presented at the February meeting of the Board. He stated at the end of the February meeting the item of concern was the
distance off the top of the bank. The Surveyor requested 25 feet and the proposal at that time was 20 feet. Brandon stated the
additional 5 feet was obtained by moving the back of curb to the northwest 5 feet. They adjusted the drive lane and made a
uniform shift of the parking spaces. He had met with the Surveyor prior to today’s meeting to review the change proposed.
He requested the acceptance of the petition as presented. KD Benson made a motion to approve the Petition for an
Encroachment on a Regulated Drain Easement. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. The Petition for an Encroachment on a
Regulated Drain Easement was approved.
Unity - Faith Hope and Love Center/Petition for a Partial Vacation of a Platted Easement
Brandon Fulk from Schneider Corporation appeared before the Board and presented a Petition for a Partial Vacation of a
Platted Easement for approval by the Board. A Maintenance Agreement was attached to the Petition. Brandon noted Attorney
Bumbleburg and Attorney Luhman had worked together on the document. Mr. Bumbleburg commented notifications were
advertised in the paper as required in order to be placed on the Board of Commissioner’s April 2, 2007 Agenda. Mr. Luhman
stated the first step was Drainage Board approval and second step was for the Board of Commissioners to adopt the
Ordinance to Partially Vacate the Easement as presented. The Surveyor stated basically they are vacating the footprint of the
building addition plus a little extra footage around it. He recommended granting the Partial Vacation as requested. KD
Benson made a motion to approve the Petition for a Partial Vacation of a Platted Easement as presented. Ruth Shedd
seconded the motion. The Petition to Vacate a Partial Platted Easement was approved by the Board and would be presented
at the April 2, 2007 Board of Commissioner’s meeting for adoption.
Steve Murray
New Regulated Drain Petition – Roger Verhey
The Surveyor stated a Petition for the Establishment of a New Regulated Drain was filed in his office by Roger Verhey. It is
currently a mutual drain in the area of County Road 925 South and County Road 100 West. Despite extensive research the
date of installation and by who can not be determined. This drain had a history of problems. The Petition is valid and
approximately 66% of landowners within the watershed had signed. He stated he had met with a few of the larger landowners
to discuss the condition and location of the problem areas. Since there was no original set of plans, the exact tile sizes are not
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known. He thought he would probably request a maintenance fund to be set up so the problem areas may be repaired. He
utilized GIS to review the area with the Board. One such location was at County Road 925 South and one upstream north of
County Road 925 South. He stated while the system basically ran pretty well south of County Road 925 South - the majority
of the problems were north of County Road 925 South. He noted the tile eventually routed to the Little Wea Conservancy
area. Ruth Shedd made a motion to accept the Petition and referred it to the Surveyor for his review and report. KD Benson
seconded the motion. The Petition was referred to the Surveyor for a report.
Maintenance Bonds
Lindberg Village PD Phase 2 Part 1
Blackthorne PD Section 1 Phase 2
The Surveyor presented Lindberg Village PD Phase 2 Part 1 Maintenance Bond #3891340 amount $4673.00 dated February
1, 2007 and submitted by Fairfield Contractors written by Great American Insurance Company as well as Blackthorne PD
Section 1 Phase 2 Maintenance Bond # 1808826 amount $9550.00 dated March 7, 2007 and submitted by Atlas Excavating
written by Hanover Insurance Company for acceptance by the Board. Ruth Shedd made a motion to accept Lindberg Village
PD Phase 2 Part 1 Maintenance Bond #3891340 amount $4673.00 dated February 1, 2007 and submitted by Fairfield
Contractors written by Great American Insurance Company as well as Blackthorne PD Section 1 Phase 2 Maintenance Bond
# 1808826 amount $9550.00 dated March 7, 2007 and submitted by Atlas Excavating written by Hanover Insurance
Company. KD Benson seconded the motion. Lindberg Village PD Phase 2 Part 1 Maintenance Bond #3891340 amount
$4673.00 dated February 1, 2007 and submitted by Fairfield Contractors written by Great American Insurance Company as
well as Blackthorne PD Section 1 Phase 2 Maintenance Bond # 1808826 amount $9550.00 dated March 7, 2007 and
submitted by Atlas Excavating written by Hanover Insurance Company was accepted by the Board.
Public Comments
There were no public comments. Ruth Shedd made a motion to adjourn. The meeting was adjourned.

___________________________________________
John Knochel, President

___________________________________________
Ruth Shedd, Vice President

_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary
___________________________________________
KD Benson, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
May 2, 2007_
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President John Knochel, member KD Benson, County Surveyor Steve Murray,
Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave Eichelberger from Christopher B.
Burke Engineering Limited, and Drainage Board Secretary Brenda Garrison. Project Manager Zachariah Beasley was also in
attendance. Vice President Ruth Shedd was absent.
Approval of Minutes
KD Benson made a motion to approve the April 4, 2007 Regular Drainage Board minutes as written. John Knochel seconded
the motion. The April 4, 2007 Drainage Board meeting minutes were approved as written.
Purdue Research Park Phase 3 Part 1 Infrastructure
Brandon Fulk of Schneider Corp. appeared before the Board to request final approval for the Purdue Research Park Phase 3
Part 1 Infrastructure project. The site located within the City of West Lafayette consisted of approximately 2.3 acres. An
existing dry detention facility constructed with Phase II Part II would be used on an interim basis. Brandon stated the dry
facility had the capacity for future growth and currently there was approximately 17 acres of undeveloped growth at the site.
It was identified there would be a land swap as far as the volume in the dry facility of Phase II was considered to allow for
this development. Approximately 3 acres would be developed which would take away from the 17 acres of undeveloped area
in Phase II in the interim. The site drained to the Baker Dempsey Regulated Drain and extensive research of the drain was
conducted by Schneider Corp. The said regulated drain routed along the back side of the proposed lots encompassed the dry
facility and discharged to the northwest. Brandon stated he concurred with the conditions listed on the April 26, 2007 Burke
memo and requested final approval. Responding to the Surveyor’s inquiry, Brandon stated he would be submitting an
encroachment petition regarding the Baker Dempsey Regulated Drain in the near future as the sanitary sewer would encroach
into the regulated drain easement. The Surveyor asked if anyone else was tributary to the drain and Brandon stated there was
no one upstream. The Surveyor recommended final approval with the conditions listed on the April 26, 2007 Burke memo.
KD Benson made a motion to grant final approval to Purdue Research Park Phase 3 Part 1 infrastructure with the conditions
as stated on the April 26, 2007 Burke memo. John Knochel seconded the motion. Purdue Research Park Phase 3 Part 1
Infrastructure was granted final approval with conditions.
Purdue Research Park Phase 3 Part 1 Lot 1
Brandon Fulk of Schneider Corp. appeared before the Board to request final approval for the Purdue Research Park Phase 3
Part 1 Lot 1 project. The site located on the north side of Kalberer Road was within the City of West Lafayette. It currently
drained north to the Baker Dempsey Regulated Drain and would continue after the development. The Surveyor stated as this
was located within the City of West Lafayette, the Board was concerned with the effect or discharge to the Baker DempseyHadley Lake system only. The water quantity and quality issues had been reviewed by West Lafayette. Brandon stated Lot 1
would be developed for a Childcare Facility which was designed by C&S Engineering. Since the development north of
Kalberer in Phase 3 had not been planned and allocated for in the volume of the dry facility and there was 17 acres in Phase II
undeveloped there would be a land swap. Further growth would call for additional improvements to be made. The
construction plans had been reviewed and approved by the City of West Lafayette’s Engineer Office. He concurred with the
conditions on the April 26, 2007 Burke memo and requested final approval. Responding to the Surveyor’s inquiry, Brandon
stated the lot at hand was in compliance with Schneider’s original drainage study. The Surveyor recommended final
approval with the conditions listed on the April 26, 2007 Burke memo. KD Benson made a motion to grant final approval to
Purdue Research Park Phase 3 Part 1 Lot 1 with the conditions as stated on the April 26, 2007 Burke memo. John Knochel
seconded the motion. Purdue Research Park Phase 3 Part 1 Lot 1 was granted final approval with conditions.
Orchard Phase 3 Section 1
Paul Couts of C&S Engr. appeared before the Board to request final approval for the Orchard Phase 3 Section 1 Subdivision.
He provided the Board with an exhibit of the project site. The site was located east of County Road 300 West (Klondike
Road) and north of State Road 26 West consisting of approximately 14.3 acres. Paul stated the topography would be
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undisturbed as much as possible. He stated approximately 1/3 of the site drained to the detention storage facility located on
outlot H and the remaining 2/3 to the detention storage facility located on outlot G and lot 121. Both of the facilities
discharged to an unnamed tributary of Jordan Creek. The rear yards of Lots 142 through Lot 148 would drain westerly
uncontrolled from the site. Paul stated there was approximately a 24 foot differential in elevations at different locations
within the site. He concurred with the conditions as stated on the April 30, 2007 Burke memo and requested final approval.
The Surveyor recommended a Variance for Stormwater Quality be granted subject to the condition listed on the April 30,
2007 Burke memo. Dave Eichleberger stated they would not meet the 80% TSS removal requirement however the overall
weighted average would be approximately 75-78%. Lots 142 through 148 would not receive any water quality treatment
however the runoff would be routed through a grassed lawn area. This is the area between the lots and the ditch that would
not be developed per David Kovich (developer of the site). Dave Eichelberger stated since the pond was not designed as a
stormwater quality pond, the amount of treatment could not be quantified. KD Benson made a motion to grant the Variance
to the Stormwater Quality with the condition listed on the April 30, 2007 Burke memo. John Knochel seconded the motion.
The Stormwater Quality Variance was granted with the condition listed on said memo. KD Benson made a motion to grant
final approval with the conditions as listed on the April 30, 2007 Burke memo. John Knochel seconded the motion. The
Orchard Phase 3 Section 1 Subdivision was granted final approval with the conditions as stated.
Other Business
Contract/ Elliott Ditch Revision Scoping /Christopher B. Burke Engr. LTD
The Surveyor presented the Elliott Ditch Revision Scoping Contract with Christopher B. Burke Engineering LTD to the
Board. The Surveyor confirmed this would include the area of the County Extension Office and the County Highway
Department. Dave Eichelberger stated Burke would specifically look at the reach from Brady Lane to US 52 and would also
have to look up and downstream to see what areas impacted that reach. He stated this contract would scope out what items
would require additional work. He noted it may actually be a study from the mouth to US 52. KD Benson made a motion to
enter into the contract with Christopher B. Burke for the revision scoping on the Elliott Ditch. John Knochel seconded the
motion. The Elliott Ditch Revision Scoping Contract with Christopher B. Burke Engineering LTD was approved as
presented by the Surveyor.
Contract/Berlowitz Regional Detention /INDOT
The Surveyor presented a Regional Detention Plan contract with the County and Indiana Dept. of Transportation (INDOT)
for payment of 3.13 acre feet of storage resulting from the State Road 26 East improvement for a total of $49,650.00. He
recommended the Board sign and enter into the agreement. He stated there were two more agreements with INDOT. One
contract was to pay for the upsizing of the storm sewer on County Road 550 East and one for the relocation of County Road
500 East to line up with the main entrance of the Brookfield Heights Subdivision north of SR 26. KD Benson made a motion
to enter into the agreement with INDOT as presented by the Surveyor. John Knochel seconded the motion. The said contract
with INDOT was approved by the Drainage Board and would be forwarded to the Commissioners for their signature at their
May 7, 2007 meeting.
Petition to Partially Vacation of the Floyd Coe Regulated Drain / Bible Minor Subdivision
The Surveyor presented a Petition to Partially Vacate the Floyd Coe Regulated Drain located within the Bible Minor
Subdivision site south of SR 28 and west of County Road 700 East. This was the very upper end of a branch of the F. Coe
Drain. After discussion with the previous Surveyor and based on the original maintenance report, it did not appear the branch
continued any further north or served any other properties or that this branch was intended to be maintained as part of the
system. He recommended the Board grant the Petition to Partially Vacate the F. Coe Regulated Drain within the Bible Minor
Subdivision. KD Benson made a motion to grant the Partial Vacation of the F. Coe Regulated Drain as presented by the
Surveyor. John Knochel seconded the motion. The Petition to Partially Vacate the Floyd Coe Regulated Drain was granted
as presented. The Petition would be recorded with the Recorders office by the petitioner.
Petition to Partially Vacate the Wilson Branch (Treece Meadows Relief Drain) of the SW Elliott Regulated Drain
Dan Teder of Reiling Teder & Schrier and Pat Jarboe of TBird Designs representing Cascada Professional Park/Ron Whistler
appeared before the Board to present a Petition to Partially Vacate the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain-Wilson Branch (Treece
Meadows Relief Drain). Dan presented exhibits to the Board for their review. The exhibits indicated the site of the vacation
requested. A portion of Phase III of Cascada Business Park consisting of 25 acres was being rezoned and the City of
Lafayette was supportive of the request. On the North side of the overall tract was the Vineyard Residential Subdivision and
to the West Treece Meadows Residential Subdivision. APC had required a stub street to connect the Vineyards Subdivision
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to Cascada Subdivision. The vacation request was needed in order to add the 14 lots along the western portion of the
Subdivision. Granting the vacation would give enough land for the various setbacks, pads etc required. After the vacation is
granted there would still be a minimum of 26.5 feet from top of bank. He had spoke with Tim Balensiefer who designed the
subdivision and was informed money was given out of TIF funds for the site purchase. The design had not been completed at
time of payment and two easements were combined during the design phase. After the vacation there would be 25 feet
easement on the Treece Meadows side and 50 feet on the Cascada side. Dan stated Ron Whistler was agreeable to a drainage
easement on the western portion of Cascada Subdivision in the future. Additionally Dan asked TBird to investigate the 100
feet flood elevation; it was approximately 3 feet below the top of the bank along the ditch. Since TIF funds were used to
purchase this property, they were in agreement to a perpetual maintenance of the east side of the ditch going from lots 43 to
56 along the ditch. This would include mowing and cleanout of ditch. Dan stated it was of his opinion this would offset any
TIF money previously used. Additionally Dan stated Ron Whistler agreed to a one time mowing of the entire ditch within the
tract from McCarty Lane to the Northwest corner of Phase III of Cascada or Lot 43. He did not feel it was reasonable to
request the Subdivision Homeowners Association to continue mowing what is not on their tracts. In summary he stated they
would do a one time maintenance mowing of the entire ditch within the tract from McCarty Lane to the Northwest corner or
lot 43 Cascada Business Park Phase III, and continually maintain the east side of the ditch from lots 43-56. In response to the
Surveyor’s inquiry on adding a covenant to those lots which had not been sold to date, Dan stated the Subdivision’s
Covenants had been recorded already. They would have to have 100% of the landowners agree and it would be difficult at
this point. He respectfully requested approval of the Petition to Partially Vacate S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain - Wilson
Branch - Treece Meadows Relief Drain. The Surveyor stated he made a site visit and reviewed the easement in question. The
Surveyor then reviewed the tract for the Board utilizing GIS and the exhibits provided. He stated if the developer would be
willing to plot a five foot drainage easement at the rear of the lots it would give enough room to do any required maintenance
on the ditch. The Surveyor recommended granting the petition subject to the platting of a five foot drainage easement only at
the rear of the proposed new lots and submittal of a maintenance agreement satisfactory to the Surveyor by the next Drainage
Board meeting. The Board Attorney will provide Mr. Teder with an agreement for review. In response to K D’s inquiry, Dan
stated the reduction of easement was requested for Phase III-the residential area only. KD Benson made a motion to grant the
Petition to Partially Vacate the SW Elliott Regulated Drain – Wilson Branch- Treece Meadows Relief Drain subject to the 5
feet easement addition on the back of the lots along the east edge of the ditch lots 43-56 and a maintenance agreement
satisfactory to the Surveyor. John Knochel seconded the motion. The Petition to Partially Vacate the S.W. Elliott Regulated
Drain-Wilson Branch (Treece Meadows Relief Drain) was granted with conditions.
Maintenance Bonds
The Surveyor presented Maintenance Bond #104814555 in the amount of $18,700.00 from Milestone Contractors for
Ravenswood at Hickory Ridge P.D. Ph. 2 for acceptance by the Board. KD Benson made a motion to approve Maintenance
Bond #104814555 in the amount of $18,700.00 from Milestone Contractors for Ravenswood at Hickory Ridge P.D. Ph. 2.
John Knochel seconded the motion. Maintenance Bond #104814555 in the amount of $18,700.00 from Milestone Contractors
for Ravenswood at Hickory Ridge P.D. Ph. 2 was accepted by the Board.
Public Comment
Rob Noles
Rob Noles 8503 State Road 26 West, West Lafayette Indiana approached the Board. Rob stated he was in front of the Board
two years ago with a major drainage problem at his location. A watershed pond of 3 acres had grown to an estimated 30
acres. Some tile work had been done but with the rain this year it was at an all time high. The property around his house and
26 other lots were affected as well the north side of SR 26. One landowner had to move out of his house and eventually was
foreclosed on. He requested the problem addressed as soon as possible. KD stated this had been a problem for a couple
years. She noted Norm Bennett was at the last meeting and expressed his concerns as well. The Surveyor at the last meeting
stated he would speak to the owner to the north. He had spoken with the landowner since that meeting. Due to the fact there
are no records on the drain (private/ mutual drain) and the amount of water present the investigation had been difficult. He
stated with inflation the landowners were looking at approximately $35.00 per acre for a reconstruction. He was trying to get
it drained down to see if some of the system was salvageable in order to keep the cost at a minimum. He stated this issue was
at the top of the list for his office. Rob stated the work that was done a couple of years ago cleared it up somewhat but did not
completely drain the area. He has lived at that location for 22 years and the area use to completely dry out in the summer
time. The water was up to the road now and would soon be on top of it. The Surveyor stated he felt the problem worsened
after INDOT replaced a culvert under the road. However if the water does not recede they will not be able to tell what the
problem is. He felt a dye test would not work as it would dilute. Since the Whaley’s have agreed to the construction of an
open ditch on their property to the north to allow relief of drainage- an investigation can continue. However in order to pay
for the construction of a temporary outlet (open ditch) money used from the General Drain Improvement Fund would have to
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be authorized by the Board. He stated he received an estimate from Lauramie Creek Excavating for approximately $2800.00
to do the construction. John Knochel stated he was willing to authorize use of monies from the fund in this case. KD Benson
made a motion to authorize the use of monies from the General Drain Improvement Fund for construction of a temporary
outlet. John Knochel seconded the motion. John Knochel then requested the Surveyor make this issue one of the top priorities
of his office.
Duke Westwood Substation Trees
KD Benson informed the Surveyor that she had visited the Duke Westwood Substation site and there were no trees planted at
the site. As part of their final approval with conditions, they agreed to plant trees along the County Road as a buffer. The
Surveyor stated they were to submit a plan for the file. She asked the Surveyor to check on this and report back to her.
As there was no other public comment, KD Benson motioned for adjournment. The meeting was adjourned.

___________________________________________
John Knochel, President

___________________________________________
Ruth Shedd, Vice President
_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary
___________________________________________
KD Benson, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
June 6, 2007
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President John Knochel, member KD Benson, County Surveyor Steve Murray,
Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave Eichelberger from Christopher B.
Burke Engineering Limited, and Drainage Board Secretary Brenda Garrison. Project Manager Zachariah Beasley was also in
attendance. Vice President Ruth Shedd was absent.
Approval of Minutes
KD Benson made a motion to approve the May 2, 2007 Regular Drainage Board minutes as written. John Knochel seconded
the motion. The May 2, 2007 Drainage Board meeting minutes were approved as written.
The Greens
Paul Couts of C&S Engineering appeared before the Board to request final approval for The Greens development. The
existing Par View Golf Course located southeast of St. Rd. 26 and County Road 325 West intersection was approximately a
32 acre site to be developed into a 21 lot subdivision. A private access drive from St. Rd. 26 was to be designated as Outlot
B and known as Par View Drive. Paul stated the lots would be one acre minimum. It is the intent of the developer to keep the
character and nature of the course and plan to keep the topography as close to the present state as possible. A wet detention
pond would be located on Outlot D with the outlet draining east to Jordon Creek. A dry detention facility would be located
on Outlot F in the southeast corner of the site. This would have a 12 inch pipe with a 4 inch orifice plate for a controlled
release. Approximately 80 acres offsite drained through a 36 inch culvert under WinWood Lane to the pond in Outlot F then
through a culvert under County Road 350 West. An existing field tile (which drained the aforementioned 80 offsite acres)
would be relocated alongside the boundary line between lots 9 and 10 and would drain to the pond in Outlot D. Swales would
be added to provide post construction drainage to a culvert below the access drive. Paul stated the normal requirement into a
dry detention facility was a 3-1 slope. He thought the wording of the Ordinance clearly stated below the water a 6-1 slope
was required along with a maintenance ledge adjacent to the water. He felt the same criteria that exist for a dry detention
facility should be allowed for a wet detention facility. He stated a 3-1 slope in the area above the pool was appropriate. The
maintenance ledge in his opinion gave the same type of floor situation for a dry detention basin. He referred to his drawing
the 3-1 slope, stating in he did not feel it was a steep slope. He requested a variance to Chapter 6 of the Ordinance for the
construction of a 3-1 slope versus a 6-1 slope. KD Benson stated she reviewed the Water Safety Committee’s
recommendations and it was clear they recommended a 6-1 slope above the safety ledge (located below the water) and a 3-1
slope below the safety ledge. The Surveyor stated the final report and recommendations of the Water Safety Committee was
to have a 6-1 slope above the water level. He verified this by emails and the Water Safety final report. He noted the pond
cross sections in the Ordinance were put in per the recommendation of the Water Safety Committee. Paul stated he felt their
situation had the same category of safety as a dry facility and felt the same perimeters should apply. The Surveyor stated the
rational in leaving 3-1 on dry ponds were that they can be a maximum depth of four feet and drain out within 48 hours.
Whereas a wet bottom pond always has a pool. Paul stated the only time there would be water on the safety ledge would be
when it rains and that was the same situation for a dry detention facility as well. The water would recede just like a dry
facility. The Surveyor stated the regulation was recommended in order to provide an additional level of safety for kids riding
bikes, sledding etc. Paul stated he felt this was a reasonable request and as a private development with large lots they
anticipated there would not be kids running around the neighborhood. Responding to KD’s inquiry concerning the present
location of the field tile, the Surveyor noted he spoke with Mr. Erwin and confirmed the tile’s route through a low area within
the golf-course to the existing pond. The site was reviewed utilizing GIS and shown to outlet into a tributary of Jordon
Creek. KD then asked for public comment. Jim Turley 1030 Windwood Lane (2nd property south of the southwest retention
facility) approached the Board and stated he lived in that area for 26 years and has seen a lot of water in that area. He stated
they experience at least 3 rain events or more a year which causes flooding of the backside of his lot. He stated the water runs
through his property to Tanners property and into Jim Poulis’ pond. He does not believe the dry detention pond would be dry
90% of the time as stated. He stated he had concerns of the drainage of Erwin’s property and hoped it did not affect his land
in the future. The Surveyor noted he made a site visit on Monday and the existing pond was designed per the ordinance.
There is a 12 inch outlet pipe with a four inch orifice plate (for restriction and currently there is a 24 inch pipe under the
closest drive. He stated their plans had reduced the amount of discharge to the absolute least amount which could be
released. He noted photographs were required of the present condition of the site and downstream. Mr. Bob Meister
(Developer) approached the Board. He stated he has spent a lot of time making changes which the Surveyor & Engineer
Consultant felt were necessary. He had thought all the changes were complete to include being informed last week of the
requirement for a guardrail around the pond. He was unaware of the required 6-1 slope until today. The planned access road
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would keep as many of the existing trees as possible. The change from a 3-1 to 6-1 slope on the pond would cause the
development plans to be changed completely. Bob stated the cross section would be a guardrail, 3-1 slope and flat for 10 feet
and then the 6-1 slope. Dave Eichelberger confirmed for KD the 10 foot flat area would be under water. Bob then stated most
everyone contacting him for purchase of the lots were adults ready to retire and he felt there would be very few children in
that area. Also the guardrail would be an added protection. Bob confirmed for KD that no children allowed was not a
covenant. He repeatedly requested the Board to make an exception in this case for the 3-1 slope. He stated he had been more
than cooperative with the Surveyor’s office. Phyllis Windle 2955 St. Rd. 26 West approached the Board. She owned the
property with Mary Fuqua adjacent to the present Par View Golf Course. She stated her concern was possible drainage
backup into their basement and three car garage. Dave Eichelberger noted the pond was designed per drainage ordinance and
the flow would be restricted and should result with less water discharged but at a longer period of time. The offsite water
coming from the west will pass through with a reduction of flow due to the restriction from the orifice plate. So theoretically
it would drain better. Jack Helkamp 1056 Windwood Lane approached the Board. As a downstream owner he was interested
in the drainage route from the pond planned in Outlot F located in the southeast corner of the site. He felt the homes
downstream would likely be more affected by that pond’s drainage than the larger existing pond. Dave Eichelberger stated
the drainage would not be changed. There was 3.1 acres that drained offsite through a 24 inch pipe under the drive. They will
berm that off and put a four inch hole there to block flow and detain the water. It will still go through the 24 inch pipe under
the drive at its present path. The Surveyor stated the dry detention pond was designed per the ordinance. The Ordinance was
in place to insure someone did not create an impervious surface and not detain or retain water and also to release it an
acceptable rate. He reiterated on the big pond there should be the same if not less quantity of water but may see it over a
longer period of time because it was being held back and released through a four inch opening. Bob Meister stated he has
worked with adjoining owners all along and hoped the Board would take this into consideration and agree to grant the
variance as requested. Marion Pak 1040 Windwood Lane approached the Board and stated she had lived in the area since
1965. She informed the Board the larger pond had been a magnet for children to play around historically. Safety was a
concern. She also asked if the dry pond would really be dry. She was concerned that it may overflow the road and drain into
her basement. KD stated it was the intent of the ordinance to protect the citizens. Dave Eichelberger stated a dry pond is
designed to periodically retain water with each rainfall. However after a couple weeks of no rain, the bottom would be drythat is why it is called a dry bottom pond. Dave noted if the pond would overtop it would travel the same route it goes today,
so it would be no different without the development. The Surveyor stated the maximum depth the pond could have was four
foot and should drain out within 48 hours. The intent was for the pond to basically be dry- not having standing water of any
depth other than after a rainfall. He noted the site would be inspected during construction and after construction. A
maintenance bond would be required for the assurance of proper workmanship as well. He informed the Board he and the
consultant did not feel comfortable in recommending granting the requested Variance. Dave Eichelberger responding to John
Knochel stated a redesign would be in order if the Variance was not granted. John Knochel stated he agreed the Variance
presented a problem in light of the events which happened this past weekend. (Pond drowning) This brought to reality one of
the things which could happen with retention ponds. He understood the developer was trying to keep the lay of the land;
however he could not support the granting of the Variance to the Ordinance. Responding to KD, Dave stated upon the plan’s
review on May 8th it was conveyed to American Structure Point that the requirements of Chapter 6 of the Ordinance
Standards were to be complied with and reiterated at a later date. KD stated she agreed with John and could not approve the
Variance as well. She made a motion to grant final approval with the conditions stated in the June 4, 2007 Burke memo as
well as the additional condition to follow the pond design requirements as put forth in Chapter 6 of the Ordinance Standards.
John Knochel seconded the motion. The Greens Subdivision was granted final approval with the conditions as stated on the
June 4, 2007 Burke memo with the additional condition of following the pond design requirements as put forth in Chapter 6
of the Ordinance Standards.
Harrison HS Improvements
Tim Balenseifer and Justin Frazier from TBIRD Designs appeared before the Board to request final approval for multiple
Harrison High School Improvements. Tim presented an overall plan for the Harrison High School Campus. Improvements
included additional parking area, academic building, renovation of the baseball concession stand, and expansion of the
Stormwater pond to accommodate the noted improvements. The side slopes of the pond were 10-1 for maintenance
accessibility. A storm ceptor structure will be installed at the emergency spillway location. He stated he concurred with the
May 29, 2007 Burke memo and would comply with the conditions as stated. Bids would be let in the next two weeks for
construction. The Surveyor recommended final approval with the conditions as stated on the May 29, 2007 Burke memo.
John Knochel made a motion to grant final approval with conditions as stated on the May 29, 2007 Burke memo. KD
seconded the motion. Harrison High School Improvements was granted final approval with the conditions as stated on the
May 29, 2007 Burke memo.
Harrison HS Master Drainage Plan
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Tim Balenseifer and Justin Frazier from TBIRD Designs appeared before the Board to review the Harrison High School
Master Drainage Plan. Tim stated the master plan projects to be discussed included Harrison High School and McCutcheon
High School master plans. The projects began in 2004 and TBIRD has worked closely during this time with Christopher
Burke Engineers and the Surveyor’s office. Due to numerous small projects for both schools a master plan was designed.
TBIRD researched the history of all the projects and noted the dates of improvements within the plan. Tim stated as new
improvements were planned in the future for both Harrison and McCutcheon High Schools; the master plan would be
followed. The Harrison High School Campus proved to be the most difficult as it involved two watersheds. The site was
benefited by the Cole Regulated Drain as well as Burnett Creek. Dave Eichelberger stated that TBIRD was creating “a living
document, which would be updated as projects were added”. This would provide an outline for future projects on both sites.
For instance due to it’s proximity to Wea Creek, detention would not be required for McCutcheon on a normal basis unless
there was a restricted outlet. Stormwater quality measures would be also met. This would aid greatly in planning of future
projects. The Surveyor stated he had requested a master plan as numerous small projects had been completed without written
record through the Drainage Board. He felt it was in the Board’s and Tippecanoe School Corporation’s best interest to have a
document which summarized all the projects to date and to aid in the planning of future projects. Tim stated there had been
some Stormwater quality measures taken at the McCutcheon Campus site as well. The Surveyor stated this was an
informative presentation only and did not feel it was in need of a formal approval. KD noted her appreciation for the
presentation and thanked TBIRD Designs for their extensive work on the master plan.
Other Business
S.W. Elliott Branch #9 / Petition for Reconstruction of Drain/Hoosier Concrete LLC-aka Prairie Materials
S.W. Elliott Branch #9 / Petition for Reconstruction of Drain/John C. Rice
The Surveyor presented the Petitions for Reconstruction for Branch #9 of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain submitted by
Hoosier Concrete LLC-aka Prairie Materials as well as one submitted by the adjoining landowner John Rice. The Surveyor
stated the aforementioned Branch was relocated along C.R. 350 South and discussed previously during the review of the Best
Way Disposal project. The Hoosier Concrete/aka Prairie Materials site was also known as Lot 1 of Derhammer Industrial
Subdivision. The Surveyor noted he required construction plans and calculations to be submitted for the record. The
Concrete plant had requested to relocate the section of the tile which ran through their tract, however that would have left a
section through Mr. Rice’ property which would not have been reconstructed. Hoosier Concrete agreed to upgrade that entire
stretch of Branch #9. The construction was coordinated with Mr. Rice and a new stand pipe was installed on his tract at his
request. The petitions were coordinated with the Board’s Attorney and the present 150 feet Regulated Drain Easement (75
feet on each side) were also requested to be vacated. The Regulated Drain Easement would be replaced with a 50 feet
Regulated Drain Easement for the relocated branch through both properties. (25 feet on both sides of the centerline) He stated
he spoke with Mr. Whaley who owned property on the west side of the road and he was satisfied with the plans. He felt the
reduction of easement was fair since Hoosier Concrete had bore the cost of the relocation saving the watershed landowners
the high cost as they replaced an aging agricultural clay tile with heavy duty corrugated smooth line tile. The Attorney stated
there were two actions to take; one to approve the vacation and reconstruction and second the reduction of the right of entry
from 75 feet to 25 feet. John Knochel made a motion to approve the vacation and reconstruction of the S.W. Elliott Branch
#9 for Hoosier Concrete aka Prairie Materials as well as the Reduction of Easement from 75 feet to 25 feet on either side. KD
Benson seconded the motion. The vacation and reconstruction of the S.W. Elliott Branch #9 for Hoosier Concrete aka Prairie
Materials as well as the reduction of the Regulated Drainage Easement reduced from 75 feet to 25 feet on either side was
approved. John Knochel made a motion to approve the vacation and reconstruction of the S.W. Elliott Branch #9 for John C.
Rice as well as the Reduction of Easement from 75 feet to 25 feet on either side. KD Benson seconded the motion. The
vacation and reconstruction of the S.W. Elliott Branch #9 for John C. Rice as well as the reduction of the Regulated Drainage
Easement reduced from 75 feet to 25 feet on either side was approved.
Treece Meadows Relief Drain /Wilson Branch of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain Maintenance Agreement
The Surveyor presented a Maintenance Agreement for the Treece Meadows Relief Drain/ Wilson Branch of the S.W. Elliott
Regulated Drain through the Cascada Business Park project. This agreement was required as a condition of approval for the
May 2, 2007 approval of the reduction of easement for the Treece Meadows Relief Drain /Wilson Branch of the S.W. Elliott
Regulated Drain within Phase III of the Cascada Business Park and had been reviewed by the Board Attorney. He
recommended acceptance of the Maintenance Agreement as presented. John Knochel made a motion to accept the
Maintenance Agreement for the Treece Meadows Relief Drain/Wilson Branch of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain. KD
Benson seconded the motion. The Maintenance Agreement for the Treece Meadows Relief Drain/Wilson Branch of the S.W.
Elliott Regulated Drain was accepted by the Board.

Public Comment
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Norman Bennett 952 Kerber Road West Lafayette approached the Board. Mr. Bennett confirmed there was work being done
on the Whaley tile. The Surveyor stated Mr. Tom Osborn was hired to dig out the old tile to Pine Creek to give a positive
outlet. Unfortunately a sand vein was hit in that process. He had not been out there in a week however it was draining last
week. He stated they are continuing to work on it. He noted dry weather was needed to complete the inspection. The tile was
dug up in north of S.R. 26 and he felt the back pressure from water downstream filled those holes up again. Mr. Bennett
stated he would like to see something done as quickly as possible and appreciated the work to date. In response to KD’s
inquiry, the Surveyor stated there was a large hole on the north side of S.R. 26 and four holes between S.R. 26 and the marsh
area on Whaley property. They assume the major problem is through the marsh land. It had gotten bad enough that the tenant
farmer was unable to get in to plant a sizable acreage north of where the tile ran between Pine Creek and the Marsh. So
concern is greater now that additional tillable ground is being lost. He informed Mr. Bennett his office would continue to
monitor the situation and try to come up with some solution as soon as possible.
J.Berlowitz Regional Detention Facility Cover Sheet
Lewis Jakes Regulated Drain #40 Reconstruction Cover Sheet
The Surveyor presented the J.Berlowitz Regional Detention Facility Project Cover Sheet and the Lewis Jakes Regulated
Drain #40 Reconstruction Cover Sheet to the Board for signatures. He stated due to the removal of the 300+ cubic yards of
dirt from the Clarian Arnett Project the plans and specifications for the Berlowitz Phase 1 project had to be revised.
Christopher Burke was in the process of finishing up those contract documents. He hoped to go to Bid on that project as soon
as those documents are completed. A signed cover sheet for the plans was needed in order to prepare the final contract plans
and documents. By signing the cover sheet he noted they would be approving the revised construction plans. John Knochel
made a motion to sign the Berlowtiz Detention Facility Cover Sheet. KD Benson seconded the motion. The J.Berlowitz
Regional Detention Facility Project Cover Sheet was signed by the Board. The Lewis Jakes Regulated Drain #40
Reconstruction cover sheet was presented for signatures. The Surveyor stated he was in the process of finalizing the contract
documents for this project and hoped to have the project ready for bid in the next several weeks. He also stated County
Highway was working on the design of the Bridge at C.R. 750 North. He was close to having the documents completed and
recommended the Board sign the cover sheet for the Lewis Jakes #40 Regulated Drain Reconstruction. John Knochel made a
motion to sign the Lewis Jakes #40 Regulated Drain Reconstruction cover sheet. KD Benson seconded the motion. The
Lewis Jakes Regulated Drain #40 Reconstruction cover sheet was signed by the Board.
Maintenance Bonds
Fiddlesticks Ph. 2/Maint. Bond #4392274/$8260.00/Fairfield Contractors/Date-January 3, 2005
Wal-Mart 350 South/Maint. Bond#MNT8859121/$91850.00/ Poindester Exc./Date-Oct.13, 2006
The Surveyor submitted Fiddlesticks Ph. 2 Maintenance Bond #4392274 in the amount of $8260.00 submitted by Fairfield
Contractors Inc. and dated January 3, 2005 as well as Wal-Mart 350 South/ Maintenance Bond#MNT8859121 in the amount
of $91850.00 submitted by Poindester Exc. and dated Oct.13, 2006 for approval by the Board. John Knochel made a motion
to approve the acceptance of Fiddlesticks Ph. 2 Maintenance Bond #4392274 in the amount of $8260.00 submitted by
Fairfield Contractors Inc. and dated January 3, 2005 as well as Wal-Mart 350 South/ Maintenance Bond#MNT8859121 in the
amount of $91850.00 submitted by Poindester Exc. and dated Oct.13, 2006. KD Benson seconded the motion. Fiddlesticks
Ph. 2 Maintenance Bond #4392274 in the amount of $8260.00 submitted by Fairfield Contractors Inc. and dated January 3,
2005 as well as Wal-Mart 350 South/ Maintenance Bond#MNT8859121 in the amount of $91850.00 submitted by Poindester
Exc. and dated Oct.13, 2006 was approved as submitted.

___________________________________________
John Knochel, President

___________________________________________
Ruth Shedd, Vice President
_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary

___________________________________________
KD Benson, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
September 5, 2007
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President John Knochel, Vice President Ruth Shedd, member KD Benson, County
Surveyor Steve Murray, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave
Eichelberger from Christopher B. Burke Engineering Limited, and Drainage Board Secretary Brenda Garrison. Project
Manager Zachariah Beasley was also in attendance.
Approval of Minutes
Ruth Shedd made a motion to approve the August 1, 2007 Regular Drainage Board and August 17, 20, 23rd Special Drainage
Board Minutes as written. KD Benson seconded the motion. The August 1, 2007 Regular Drainage Board and August 17,
20, 23rd Special Drainage Board Minutes were approved as written.
Villas at Cascada
Justin Frazier of TBIRD Design Services appeared before the Board and requested final approval for Villas at Cascada. The
site consisted of approximately 25 acres and was located ½ mile north of County Road 100 South (McCarty Lane) on the
west side of Park East Boulevard. It was surrounded on the south and east by Cascada Business Park and to the west Treece
Meadows Subdivision, to the north Eastland and Vineyards residential subdivisions. The Treece Meadows Relief Drain (aka
the Wilson Branch of the SW Elliott Regulated Drain) was located along the west line of the subdivision. The vast majority
of the site drained to the said regulated drain. Due to a utility easement located through the center of the development
(approximately a 200 feet swath), a dry bottom detention pond was proposed. An area located at the northeast corner of the
site consisting of approximately 1.43 acres would discharge to the existing storm sewer along Park East Blvd. The 100 year
discharge for the site was approximately the same as the existing 100 year discharge; therefore Justin requested a variance of
the Stormwater detention. The previous study of the site and surrounding area was utilized during the project’s design
process. Justin requested a variance of the Stormwater detention and final approval for the project.
Responding to KD’s inquiry, the Surveyor stated Wilson Branch had been reconstructed as part of the Wal-Mart and Sam’s
project and the regional detention pond was built by Menards near Ivy Tech. As projects were being developed the
calculations of the release rates would match what was anticipated when the pond was built. Dave Eichelberger confirmed the
design of the project fell within the specifications of the original study. The Surveyor noted the City of Lafayette handled the
pond known as the ‘Wilson Pond’ and collected storage fees accordingly. The Surveyor stated since the project is within City
Limits, the Board was reviewing the release rate into the aforementioned regulated drain only. He stated the existing
Maintenance Agreement would be incorporated within the Covenants for the project. Dan Teder Atty. for the developer
confirmed the agreement would be incorporated into the Covenants as requested. Mr. Teder also confirmed the one time
mowing of the Regulated Drain previously required had been completed. However no pictures were taken at the time. John
Knochel asked for public comment and there were none.
The Surveyor recommended a Variance for the Stormwater Detention requirements for Villas at Cascada be granted. Ruth
Shedd made a motion to grant the Variance as requested. KD Benson seconded the motion. The Variance for the Stormwater
Detention requirements was granted for the Villas at Cascada. Ruth Shedd made a motion to grant final approval with the
conditions listed on the August 29, 2007 Burke memo. Dan Teder gave his assurance to the Board a Homeowners
Association would be formed and the maintenance agreement would be incorporated into the covenants as requested. KD
Benson then seconded the motion. The Villas at Cascada was granted a Variance to the Stormwater Detention requirements
and granted final approval with the conditions as listed on the August 29, 2007 Burke memo.
The Orchard Phase 3 Section 1 / Dave Kovich
Dave Kovich of Komark Business Company appeared before the Board to discuss The Orchard Phase 3 Section 1
Subdivision. He wanted to clarify under General Conditions on the August 17, 2007 Burke Review Memo item #3 and item
#4. He read item #4 as follows: “The applicant has submitted restrictive covenants that were developed in 2001 for the entire
Orchard Development. These restrictive covenants do not appear to adequately reflect the current Ordinance or the draft
restrictive covenant language that was provided to the applicant by the Tippecanoe County Surveyor’s Office (TSCO).” He
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assumed the draft restrictive covenant language was suggested verbiage for residential covenants pertaining to Stormwater
runoff (conveyance systems) and wanted that clarified. He stated he had sold 85 lots since 2001 and had informed the people
that Phases 1, 2, and 3 of the single family and 1 and 2 of the patio homes (Appleridge at the Orchard) were all under the
same covenants. He stated he did not want to change the covenants or start a new Homeowners Association just for Phase 3.
As the present covenant fees are based on quantity so the more members in the association the less expensive for the
homeowner. The covenants had been in place since 1981. Thus he did not want to change course at this time. He was not
against collecting monies for erosion control and his suggestion would be to have a representative from the Surveyor’s office
attend an upcoming meeting when he will be turning the association over to the homeowners and present the need for money
to be collected in the future for all the phases. It was noted a dry basin would be used on the current phase under
development. Responding to Dave Kovich’s request, the Surveyor noted not he or a representative of his office would attend
the upcoming meeting with the association. He stated it would not be feasible to meet with every homeowner’s association.
He suggested the developer meet with the group and explain why certain practices were put in etc.
The Surveyor stated he had discussed the issue with the Dave Eichelberger (Engineer Consultant) as previous phases of the
development went through before the new Stormwater Ordinance was in place in 2005. Both the Surveyor and Dave
Eichelberger had been working on suggested language examples from previous subdivisions which addressed water quantity.
He added language specific to water quality for Mr. Kovich. He stated the Surveyor’s office had been asking for proof of
formation of a Home Owners Association, a yearly report, an estimate of amount of money to be collected for the
maintenance to address the water quantity and quality. The rules had changed and he understood Dave Kovich’s concern,
however he did not know how there would be assurance in other way. He stated Mr. Kovich had been good about forming
Homeowners Associations for his developments; however there were instances where issues have occurred and an
association had not followed through with the collection of fees for onsite BMP devices and/or pond maintenance.
Mr. Kovich stated he had spoken with a few developers and they were not aware of the verbiage suggested. The Surveyor
stated he had given the suggested verbiage to three local attorneys who were familiar with Homeowner Associations and
Covenants for their suggestions. Once he received their suggestions back, he would then give the draft verbiage to the Board
Attorney to review. Mr. Kovich stated he felt the Surveyor should include developers in this process. He explained the
collection should be a type of tax in respect to the entire county, as he felt everyone who drained into a particular watershed
(which included a development) should be taxed for the maintenance of their BMP devices and/or ponds.
The Surveyor reiterated the draft language was an initial draft as he was asked by developers to put together example
wording for them. The main issue for the language was to show the intent in the original covenants. The problem was
homeowners associations do not get formed or stay active as intended by the Ordinance. In those instances the Surveyor’s
office would have to make the repairs and back charge everyone in the development for the cost. He stated they were most
worried about the BMP’s. Storm structures were usually sound at the minimum 30-50 years. Responding to Ruth Shedd’s
inquiry, the Surveyor stated when the County became responsible for the Stormwater quality - IDEM and EPA would start
reviewing the work. He did not know of any other way to cover maintenance of BMP’s, filter strips etc. within the
subdivision. As it was a federal mandate, the Surveyor noted his office was obligated to enforce the Ordinance and insure the
BMP’s were maintained. Dave Kovich stated in respect to the verbiage he wanted everything together for the entire
development. He had informed the lot owners of their responsibilities, cost etc. previously.
John Knochel interjected that he had discussed this with the Surveyor and was of different opinions on it. Reading item #4 in
the aforementioned Burke memo, he felt the present phase should be included with the previous covenants. He noted he
thought it would be best to keep Phase 3 with Phases 1 & 2. The Surveyor offered a compromise. The Commercial and
Industrial Master Covenant Agreement could be changed to read Residential. This covenant acknowledged there was a BMP
Manual and would require proper maintenance to the BMP’s, filter strips, etc. This would allow the existing Covenants to
remain with the Commercial and Industrial Master Covenant Agreement as a separate document. Dave Luhman noted this
situation was an anomaly however there could be others in the future with similar situations. The Surveyor reiterated the
best compromise he could offer would be to submit a Residential Master Covenant Agreement to go along with the existing
covenants already in place. John Knochel asked Dave Kovich if he would agree to that. He stated He was not sure as he
would have to have it read first. The Surveyor stated the Master Covenants were used on Industrial and Commercial sites
which did not go through the platting/Subdivision process. The project owner fills it out and it gets recorded as well, it would
make reference to the O&M Manual and one’s obligation to maintain it and to perform those duties listed in the Operation
and Maintenance manual. Mr. Kovich suggested a county wide maintenance fee and the Surveyor did not feel that would be
feasible at this time. Discussion was held regarding how the Surveyor’s office handled drainage issues within older
subdivisions without homeowner associations. Responding to John Knochel’s inquiry, Dave Luhman stated he thought the
Surveyor’s suggestion to use the Master Covenant with respect to Phase 3 of the development was the best option. They may
as a Homeowner’s Association decide to adopt the Master Covenant for the entire development as well. Dave Kovich then
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stated he was willing to review the Master Covenant and asked if the construction plans could be completed if the covenant
was not quite ready. The Surveyor stated he would sign off on the construction plans without requiring the Master Covenant
to be submitted prior to that. He stated he would grant final approval and allow posting of the maintenance bond until all
conditions were met. He then gave Dave Kovich a copy of the draft verbiage of the Residential Master Covenant. He asked
the Surveyor to give him until the 30th of Sept. to respond regarding the verbiage. The Surveyor agreed.
Steve Murray
Maintenance Bonds
The Surveyor presented the following bonds for acceptance by the Board: Maintenance Bond #5027117 for Avalon Bluffs
Section 1 from Benjamin Crossing LLC in the amount of $39,100.00 and dated June 22, 2007, Maintenance Bond # 5027119
for Hunters Crest Section 1 from Benjamin Crossing LLC in the amount of $27,000.00 and dated June 22, 2007,
Maintenance Bond #5027118 for Hunters Crest Section 2 from Benjamin Crossing LLC in the amount of $14,000.00 and
dated June 22, 2007. Ruth Shedd made a motion to accept the Bonds as submitted by the Surveyor. KD Benson seconded the
motion. : Maintenance Bond #5027117 for Avalon Bluffs Section 1 from Benjamin Crossing LLC in the amount of
$39,100.00 and dated June 22, 2007, Maintenance Bond # 5027119 for Hunters Crest Section 1 from Benjamin Crossing
LLC in the amount of $27,000.00 and dated June 22, 2007, Maintenance Bond #5027118 for Hunters Crest Section 2 from
Benjamin Crossing LLC in the amount of $14,000.00 and dated June 22, 2007 was accepted by the Board.

Public Comment
As there was no public comment, Ruth Shedd made a motion to adjourn. The meeting was adjourned.

___________________________________________
John Knochel, President

___________________________________________
Ruth Shedd, Vice President
_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary

___________________________________________
KD Benson, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
November 14, 2007
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President John Knochel, Vice President Ruth Shedd, member KD Benson, County
Surveyor Steve Murray, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave
Eichelberger from Christopher B. Burke Engineering Limited, and Drainage Board Secretary Brenda Garrison. Project
Manager Zachariah Beasley was also in attendance.
Approval of Minutes
Ruth Shedd made a motion to approve the October 4th, 9th and 22nd, 2007 Drainage Board minutes as written. KD Benson
seconded the motion. The October 4th, 9th and 22nd, 2007 Drainage Board meeting minutes were approved as written.
Wea Township Fire Station Building Addition
Adam Dehart Project Manager with Keeler Webb and Associates appeared before the Board to request final approval for
Wea Township Fire Station Building Addition. A 3,380 square foot addition was proposed for an existing Wea Township
Fire Station located at 1700 Wea School Road. The Stormwater would discharge to the west and southeast in a sheet flow
pattern. Adam stated he conferred with the conditions on the November 6, 2007 Burke Memo and noted the project would be
heard by the Board of Zoning Appeals on December 5th, 2007 regarding variances. He had been working with the Zoning
staff since the site was located within the floodplain. Requests were submitted to remove both the existing structure and the
proposed work from the floodplain district. The existing building and the new addition would be raised two feet to be built
above the flood protection grade. Working with the township trustee, Adam stated they had obtained a LOMA (Letter of Map
Agreement) from FEMA which exempted out the existing structure itself. Adjustments had to be made on the planning side
for both the existing and the proposed condition. Responding to John Knochel’s inquiry, the Surveyor stated both he and the
Engineer Consultant had reviewed the plans. The Surveyor stated a Variance from the “No Net Loss” portion of the
Stormwater Ordinance would be needed to place fill in the flood plain considering the age of the existing site, the fact that it
was an addition for the Wea Twp. Fire Dept. and the amount of fill in the overall scheme of the Wea Creek Floodplain was
nominal. Downstream owners were notified.
John Knochel asked for public comment. Adjoining property owner, Mr. Oscar Bussell 1708 Wea School Road Lafayette
approached the Board. The Surveyor stated the additional hard surface (in addition to paving of the existing gravel lot) would
be a 3380 square foot bldg. addition. His concerns regarded access to the building from the road (safety issue) and drainage
of the site. Adam then reviewed the neighbors concerns of the site’s drainage as well as the access to the site utilizing GIS.
He stated the runoff sheet flowed to the ditch into a pipe which outlet at Wea Creek north of the site. The eastern portion of
the site sheet drained to the east and south running into a pipe of the same ditch across the front of the site to Wea Creek.
There would not be any runoff from the site onto Mr. Bussell’s property. Mr. Bussell’s concern was a low spot in the
southwest corner of his site. Mr. Dehart stated the existing grades along the perimeter of the parking lot would stay the same
and reiterated no water would flow on to Mr. Bussell’s property. He noted any water sitting in the low area located on Mr.
Bussel’s site must be an isolated situation and was not related to runoff from the project site. Mr. Busell stated he also had
safety concerns involving the children waiting for the school bus. Mr. Dehart stated the parking would be essentially the
same with the exception of delineated parking spaces and paved parking area. He stated some fire trucks would be backed in
as there would be two drive through bays. After a review of the construction site plan, Mr. Bussell stated he was satisfied.
He thanked the Board for their time. Responding to KD’s inquiry, Mr. Dehart stated the additional fill for the site would be
brought from offsite. The building addition and the raised area within the area were requested to be removed from the
floodplain by administrative action through the Zoning Administrator. The southwest corner of the property was above the
100 year elevation. The Surveyor requested a copy of the letter Mr. Dehart obtained from FEMA regarding the LOMA.
Application had been made to the Zoning staff to delineate the floodplain boundary to remove that portion of the property
which was above the 100 year elevation as previously stated. Responding to the Surveyor’s inquiry, Mr. Dehart stated he
would provide a copy of the request which he had submitted to the Zoning Administrator for the record.
The Surveyor recommended the Board grant a variance to the “No Net Loss” requirement. Ruth Shedd made a motion to
grant the variance as requested by the Surveyor. KD Benson seconded the motion. A variance to the “No Net Loss”
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requirement was granted for the project. The Surveyor then recommended final approval with the conditions as stated on the
Nov. 6, 2007 Burke memo. Ruth Shedd made am motion to grant final approval with conditions as stated on the Nov. 6, 2007
Burke memo. KD Benson seconded the motion. The Wea Township Fired Dept. Building Addition was granted final
approval with the conditions as stated on the Nov. 6, 2007 Burke memo.
St. Elisabeth Regional Health New Acute Care Hospital
Bob Doster of BSA Life Structures appeared before the Board and requested final approval for the St. Elisabeth Regional
Health New Acute Care Hospital. The project was originally submitted as the Greater Lafayette Regional Health Services.
The project site was located between County Road 100 South (McCarty Road) and County Road 200 South (Haggerty Lane)
on the east side of Creasy Lane and consisted of approximately 57 acres. It was granted final approval with conditions for
proposed mass earthwork only on Sept. 6, 2006. The site drained to the north to Treece Meadows Relief drain and south to
the S.W. Elliott Drain. The site was located in the City of Lafayette and has been reviewed and ready for approval by the
City. Mr. Doster stated they had met the outlet requirements and requested final approval at that time. The site was annexed
into the city and this board’s review was for the discharge or impact into the Treece Meadows Relief Drain (aka Wilson
Branch). The Surveyor noted the release rate was satisfactory. He informed the Board he had requested an encroachment
permit and an application for the outlet into the regulated drain. He informed the Board there were a couple regulated drains
which terminated on the site and he had recommended they be vacated, although not mandatory it would benefit them if they
followed through on the submission. If they were vacated, it would take those easements off the project site. Responding to K
D’s inquiry, the Surveyor stated the regulated drains were the J. Berlowitz and Branch 1of Branch 13 of the S.W. Elliott.
The Surveyor then recommended final approval with conditions as stated on the November 8, 2007 Burke memo. There was
no public comment. Ruth Shedd made a motion to grant final approval with conditions as stated on the Nov. 8, 2007 Burke
memo for St. Elisabeth Regional Health Acute Care Hospital. KD Benson seconded the motion. The St. Elisabeth Regional
Health Acute Care Hospital was granted final approval with the conditions as noted on the Nov. 8, 2007 Burke memo.
Winding Creek Section 5 & 6
John Knochel stated at the last meeting it was determined an additional meeting by the participants in the project would
possibly produce an agreement satisfactory to all involved. Pat Cunningham approached the Board and stated the parties did
meet again and were unable to reach an agreement to date. He requested a continuance unto the next Drainage Board meeting
in hopes of reaching an agreement yet. Dan Teder Attorney for Mr. Schuemann adjoining landowner approached the Board.
He stated the following were present: John Schuemann, Derrin Sorenson, Pat Jarboe and Bill Davis of T-Bird Design Inc. He
then presented the Board with copies of memos which had been passed between the parties and a timeline of events to date.
Dan stated he was more than happy to meet again as they had not accomplished much to date. He confirmed the next regular
Drainage Board Meeting would be on Dec. 5, 2007. He pointed out that Pat Cunningham’s memo stated a memo was
received by Dan on Nov. 8, 2007 when it was actually Nov. 12, 2007 and was in response to Dan’s memo of Nov. 7;
however Dan’s memo was Oct. 29, 2007. Dan stated there was never a Nov. 7, 2007 memo. He then stated a meeting would
be held between the parties which might require a special meeting by the Board. Ruth Shedd made a motion to continue
Winding Creek Section 5 & 6 until the next scheduled meeting (Dec. 5, 2007) or otherwise specified. KD Benson seconded
the motion. Winding Creek Section 5 & 6 was continued to the next meeting with the possibility of a special meeting to be
held if necessary.
Harrison Highlands Lot 118 Indemnity Agreement
Regarding Lot 118 of Harrison Highlands Subdivision, the Surveyor presented an Indemnity and Hold Harmless Agreement
between J.K. Quality Homes LLC and the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board. This was worked out between the Board’s
Attorney and Dan Teder Attorney for Joshua Krachinski. It was executed by Joshua L. Krachinski as a condition for a
Variance granted. Dave Luhman recommended the Board accept the agreement as presented. Ruth Shedd made a motion to
accept the Indemnity and Hold Harmless Agreement regarding Lot 118 in Harrison Highlands Subdivision. KD Benson
seconded the agreement. The Indemnity and Hold Harmless Agreement for Harrison Highlands Lot 118 was accepted by the
Board.
Mackey Vs Whaley Petition
The Surveyor updated the Board on the ongoing investigation for the Mackey VS Whaley Petition. The Whaley property
had been sold to another individual since the petition was filed with the Board. The individual (Mr. Sondegrath) did not
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seem to be interested in establishing a regulated drain. The Surveyor noted there were still some drainage issues with some
properties south of State Road 26. Responding to the Surveyor’s inquiry, KD stated she felt as the petition was submitted by
people other than the owner of the property it still required a report to the Board. The Surveyor agreed and stated the
watershed had been already been delineated. An estimate would be completed and his recommendation would probably be to
establish it as a Regulated Drain and establish a maintenance fund. It appeared the system needs repairs not a total
replacement. Since the property ownership had changed and he was under the impression the new owner did not want to
make it a regulated drain, He wanted to update the Board of this situation. Ruth Shedd agreed with KD Benson on continuing
the process. The Surveyor stated he would continue and prepare an estimate and recommendation and would submit it in the
future.
Public Comment
There was no public comment. Ruth Shedd made the motion to adjourn. The meeting was adjourned.

___________________________________________
John Knochel, President

___________________________________________
Ruth Shedd, Vice President
_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary

___________________________________________
KD Benson, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
December 5, 2007
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President John Knochel, Vice President Ruth Shedd, member KD Benson, County
Surveyor Steve Murray, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave
Eichelberger from Christopher B. Burke Engineering Limited, and Drainage Board Secretary Brenda Garrison. Project
Manager Zachariah Beasley was also in attendance.
Approval of Minutes
Ruth Shedd made a motion to approve the November Regular Drainage Board minutes as written. KD Benson seconded the
motion. The November 7, 2007 Drainage Board meeting minutes were approved as written.
First Reformed Church of Lafayette
Patrick Williams of T-Bird Design Services appeared before the Board to request final approval for First Reformed Church of
Lafayette. The overall site consisted of approximately 36 acres with the present project on approximately 6.5 acres near the
southeast corner of the overall site. The overall site was located northwest of the intersection of County Roads 300 North and
400 East on the north side of County Road 300 North. Pat stated in the existing conditions, the majority of the west half of
the site was farmed for row crop and the east half (with some wooded areas in the northeast) was a grass pasture and used for
recreation purposes. There was an unregulated portion of the Crist Fassnaught Regulated Drain which ran south to north into
Dry Run Creek and ultimately to the Wabash River. In addition to site engineering, some floodway and floodplain mapping
for that portion of the Crist Fassnaught Drain which had been approved by the I. D.N.R. (Indiana Dept. of Natural Resources)
was performed. Construction of a sanctuary and future building additions as well as pertinent drives and parking areas was
planned. In the proposed condition onsite runoff would generally drain west to east via overland flow or the proposed
perimeter drainage swales. Perimeter drainage swales were located along the west, north and south sides of the site and outlet
into a proposed dry detention basin. The proposed detention facility would serve for storm water quantity management. The
runoff rate was controlled into Crist Fassnaught Regulated Drain via an eight inch orifice plate. Pat noted they were utilizing
the granular soils onsite resulting in the detention basin serving as an infiltration basin as well. In doing this it would provide
stormwater quality above and beyond the ordinance requirements. He stated the design met the requirements of the ordinance
and requested final approval subject to the conditions outlined in the November 28, 2007 Burke memo. In response to KD
Benson’s inquiry Pat stated the pond would be located on the east side of the property. He noted the bottom of the pond was
actually a foot above the 100 year elevation at its connection to the flood plain.
The Surveyor recommended final approval with conditions as stated on the November 28, 2007 Burke memo. He noted since
there was no published flood plain information for the ditch, T-Bird Design Services were required to send the information to
I.D.N.R. T-Bird did receive approval from I.D.N.R. and the Surveyor’s office has copies in the file. There was no public
comment. Ruth Shedd made a motion to grant final approval with the conditions on the November 28, 2007 Burke memo.
KD Benson seconded the motion. First Reformed Church of Lafayette received final approval with the conditions as stated
on the November 28, 2007 Burke memo.
Candlewood Suites
Clem Kuns of T-Bird Design Services appeared before the Board to request final approval for the Candlewood Suites project.
The site was located within the City of Lafayette limits south of the I-65/ State Road 26 interchange, commonly known as
Lot 7 of the 26 Crossing Commercial Subdivision and approximately 2.5 acres. Approximately half of the site’s runoff routed
to an I-65 ditch which in turn outlet to the Alexander Ross Regulated Drain (open ditch) which then routes to the regional
detention facility. The remaining easterly side drained directly into the A. Ross Regulated Drain. To develop the site, a
proposed relocation of the A. Ross Regulated Drain from an onsite open ditch to dual 60 inch pipes underground was
proposed. They were sized in excess of the 100 year flow rate. He requested final approval and stated he was in agreement
with the conditions as stated on the November 30, 3007 Burke memo. He noted they were working with the Surveyor on the
final location of the Alexander Ross Regulated Drain pipes proposed. They were also presently in the review process with the
City of Lafayette at this time.
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The Surveyor noted several people had looked at relocating the open ditch which connected the outfall from the west side to
the pond in 26 Crossings. He stated he was satisfied the proposed pipes would handle the flow. Emergency routing was
addressed as well. He stated the steps for the relocation of the drain should follow Indiana Code 36-9-27-52.5. (Relocation
of a regulated drain by an owner on his own site at his own expense) He stated a recorded relocation and vacation petition of
the regulated drain was required for final approval of the project. The exhibit with the said petition should show the existing
easement and the proposed easement. The proposed drives which cross the regulated drain would require encroachment
agreements as well. Since this was in the city limits stormwater quality would be reviewed by them. Responding to KD’s
inquiry, Clem stated part of the runoff of the site would route straight into the pond and part into the proposed pipes
upstream. Dave Luhman, Attorney stated a Petition to Relocate and Vacate as well as a Petition to Encroach would be an
additional condition.
The Surveyor recommended final approval with the conditions as stated on the November 30, 2007 Burke memo with the
additional condition of a submission of a signed and recorded Petition to Vacate and Relocate and a Petition to Encroach
regarding the Alexander Ross Regulated Drain. There was no public comment. Ruth Shedd made a motion to grant final
approval with the conditions as stated on the November 30, 2007 Burke memo with the additional condition of the
submission of a signed and recorded Petition to Vacate and Relocate and a Petition to Encroach concerning the Alexander
Ross Regulated Drain. KD Benson seconded the motion. Candlewood Suites received final approval with the conditions as
stated on the November 30, 2007 Burke memo with the added condition of the submission of a signed, recorded Petition to
Vacate and Relocate and a Petition to Encroach concerning the Alexander Ross Regulated Drain.
Steve Murray
F-Lake Regional Detention Pond Signature for Cover Sheet
The Surveyor presented the cover sheet for the F-Lake Regional Detention Pond Plans for signatures by the Board. The
project plans and wage scale were complete. The projected time to receive bids was February which would be in time for the
start of the construction season. He noted the project had been in the works since the 1980’s. Responding to KD’s inquiry,
the Surveyor stated the project did not impinge on the Ivy Tech Community College parking lot expansion. The F-Lake
property was approximately 17 acres and was part of land swap between Judy Hammond, Ivy Tech. and the County during
the mall expansion project. Responding to KD inquiry concerning the naming of F-Lake, the Surveyor stated in the old files a
hand drawn diagram was located and it indicated various parcels of ground labeled from A-F. The piece that was designated
for regional detention was parcel F, thus the name F-Lake.
Elliott Ditch Hydraulic Analysis/Feasibility of Revision
The Surveyor stated several months ago Christopher Burke was contracted to review a portion of the Elliott Regulated Drain
which involved the portion upstream of Concord Road and Brady Lane, to see if there was any possibilities to model that
portion of the ditch and lower the 100 year flood elevation and floodway. The analysis was now complete. Mr. Eichelberger,
the Surveyor and Dave Knight from I.D.N.R. met and discussed possibilities- most of which I.D.N. R. did not feel they could
support. The Surveyor felt the Board should be brought up to date with the final analysis. He referred to Dave Eichelberger
for the report.
Dave stated they had performed an analysis for another party on the ditch between Concord Road and US 52. The results of
the analysis showed numbers were unrealistic based on what had been seen over a period of 20-30 years. They reviewed the
data. They requested I.D.N.R. to review to see if there was anything which could be done to get the modeling to show
something more realistic in the area. They also took a look at the hydrology to see if the discharge could be lowered. The
reasonable floodplain reported to them was an elevation of approximately 640-641 in that area and they were getting
elevations of approximately 642.5 to 644.5. The reduction would have to be 2.5 to 3.5 feet to get a more reasonable result.
The discharge (received from I.D.N.R.) used in the original analysis was approximately 1900 cfs. Discharge it would take to
get it down to that level would be approx. 1100 cfs. The 2000 Watershed Study indicated 1400 cfs. which was closer to a
reasonable discharge, however it was not down to a level to get a reasonable floodplain. There was nothing they could have
done which was acceptable by I.D.N.R. They tool a look at the hydraulic modeling, downstream bridges which had been put
in, and the routing at the railroads using a study state modeling and even spoke with I.D.N.R. about it. The conclusion was to
install stream gages to calibrate the models to an actual event and rerun those models with a 100 year storm. This would
result with amounts more realistic which I.D.N.R. could approve. There was nothing that could be done as exists presently.
The Surveyor noted there were large depressional areas upstream, individual retention, detention ponds required by
Ordinance. I. D.N.R. would not allow the areas to be counted as storage for the study. Dave stated the 2000 study was a
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working study. As changes occur; regional plans, watershed plans it could be and had been used as a base model. I.D.N.R. is
very conservative and that is why they have 1900 cfs. One can not go lower than that and follow the requirements set by
I.D.N.R. As the 1400 cfs resulting from the study included every detention pond within the watershed that Burke was aware
of to include the existing depressional storage. Responding to KD’s inquiry, Dave stated a significant rain event data
accumulated by the gages could be used to perform the modeling. The Surveyor stated the gages would cost approximately
$15,000.00 per unit and 2 units would be needed. Dave stated one could get by with only one gage however two would be
more efficient. Cost sharing could also be used. KD stated since the County Highway, Extension Office and the rest of the
potential developments were located in the area she felt the Board should go ahead with the stream gages. It potentially could
save the County money. The present situation had negative impacts on Ivy Tech parking lot and other areas of potential
growth or development. The Board felt it was worthwhile to install the gages within the ditch. Dave then stated this was not
an isolated incident as the Town of Peru was in the process of using stream gages as well.
The Surveyor stated based on the results of the Burke analysis and 3 known properties adversely affected by the unreasonable
floodplain elevation, he suggested considering the upper or entire Elliott Regulated Drain Watershed as an Impact Area. He
did not believe maintenance funds could be used for the cost of stream gages. The Attorney agreed the cost of the stream
gages could not be paid for with drain maintenance funds. The Surveyor noted the original watershed study was completed in
1988 by Christopher Burke himself. One portion of the watershed which was previously discussed and known that an impact
area should be declared was a branch of the Elliott by Best Way Disposal at C.R. 350 South east of C.R. 500 East. He noted
that area definitely had an inadequate outlet. He noted declaring it an impact area could also limit the development’s
discharge and allow additional conditions not listed in the ordinance. The Attorney reiterated declaring an impact area
allowed the Board to give additional restrictions to the developer/landowner due to additional discharge which could add to
the existing problem. He stated the problem could be an economic development issue. Responding to Ruth Shedd’s inquiry,
the Surveyor noted he thought EDIT and Drainage funds might be available for use as well as cost sharing by others. He
noted the delineation of flood plains was the function of F.E.M.A. and I.D.N.R. and the Surveyor’s office was not in the
business of doing such. Ruth Shedd stated it would benefit everybody to install the gages within the ditch and continue on
the path. Pat Jarboe of T-Bird Design Services approached the Board and stated he felt the benefit outweighed the cost and it
could be possible to discuss cost sharing with some of his clients. He stated some cities depend on calibrations to get correct
data. He suggested continuing to set the path in this community to have correct data for more accurate designs for hydrology
and hydraulics.
2008 Drainage Board Meeting Dates
Ruth Shedd made a motion to accept the 2008 Drainage Board Meetings as submitted. KD Benson seconded the motion.
The 2008 Drainage Board Meetings was accepted as submitted.
Public Comments
There was no public comment. Ruth Shedd made a motion to adjourn. The meeting was adjourned.

___________________________________________
John Knochel, President

___________________________________________
Ruth Shedd, Vice President
_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary

___________________________________________
KD Benson, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
January 2, 2008
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President KD Benson, Vice President John Knochel, County Surveyor Steve Murray,
Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave Eichelberger from Christopher B.
Burke Engineering Limited. Project Manager Zachariah Beasley was in attendance as well. Member Ruth Shedd and
Drainage Board Secretary Brenda Garrison were absent.
Election of Officers/Secretary
Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman accepted nominations for 2008 officers of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board.
John Knochel nominated KD Benson as President for 2008. There were no other nominations. KD Benson was President of
the Tippecanoe Drainage Board for 2008 with no objections. The Attorney then accepted nominations for Vice President. KD
Benson nominated John Knochel as Vice President of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board for 2008. John Knochel was
elected Vice President. KD Benson made a motion to appoint Brenda Garrison as the 2008 Drainage Board Secretary. Brenda
Garrison was appointed Drainage Board Secretary for the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board in 2008.
Approval of Minutes
John Knochel made a motion to approve the December 5, 2007 Regular Drainage Board minutes as written. KD Benson
seconded the motion. The December 5, 2007 Drainage Board meeting minutes were approved as written.
2008 Legal Services Contract /Hoffman Luhman & Masson
John Knochel made a motion to reappoint the Hoffman Luhman and Masson Firm as Legal Consultants. Dave Luhman was
appointed as Legal Counsel of the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board for 2008 with no objections.
2008 Engineering Review Contract/Christopher B. Burke Engr. LTD.
Dave Luhman stated he reviewed the Engineering Consultants Review Contract. There was a change in the schedule of rates
and charges for 2008 with standard terms. The Surveyor stated he felt the rates were more than reasonable with outstanding
service and noted the project review charges were reimbursed to the County by the project developers. John Knochel made a
motion to approve the 2008 Engineer Review Contract with Christopher B. Burke Engineering LTD firm. KD Benson
seconded the motion.
New Federal Express Facility
Brandon Fulk of Schneider Engineering Corporation appeared before the Board to request final approval for the New Federal
Express Facility. The site consisted of approximately 11.5 acres and was located on the south side of County Road 200South
west of County Road 475East and within the City of Lafayette. This site was previously a site for the Canam Steel project.
(Approved 2001 but never constructed). The site had an indirect outlet to Elliott Ditch via the constructed swale along the
west side of Rowe Trucking. Brandon stated this site would ultimately discharge to the F-Lake Regional Detention Facility
and as a result direct release was permitted. There was an exception of a small area in the northwest corner of the site which
drained to an existing swale along County Road 200South (Haggerty Lane). Proposed parking would be located on the north
side of the site. There was a detention facility proposed to the south to be used for water quality. The site was in jurisdiction
to the City of Lafayette and Brandon was in receipt of a review letter for the City Engineer with two comments. He stated
they concurred with the December 21, 2007 Burke review memo and respectfully requested final approval at that time.
The Surveyor stated the site was reviewed in the past and there was an existing swale which took the runoff to Elliott Ditch
and was located in the City. The discharge rate was the purpose of the Board’s review today. He clarified this would not flow
directly into the F-Lake Facility based on its new design. There were several watershed sub-basins that F-Lake would
compensate for. He noted storage Fees for the F-Lake Regional Facility would be required for this project. There was no
public comment. John Knochel made a motion to grant final approval with the conditions as stated on the December 21, 2008
Burke Memo. KD Benson seconded the motion. The New Federal Express Facility was granted final approval with the
conditions as stated on the December 21, 2008 Burke Memo.
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Progress Drive Extension
Justin Frazier with T-Bird Design Services appeared before the Board to request final approval of the Progress Drive
Extension a part of the Lafayette Hotel Partnership Subdivision. The site consisted of approximately 4 acres and was located
south of State Road 26 and west of Interstate 65 and within the City of Lafayette. The site also included two previously
platted lots. At present the site was woody and weeded and drained southeasterly through an adjoining farm property
eventually to the Alexander Ross Regional Detention Facility. (Designed in 1993) The project included storm sewers to
convey runoff directly to the said facility. The new storm sewers would run parallel to existing sewers north of Commercial
Drive. They would discharge separately to an existing concrete-lined channel upstream of the said facility. The watershed
would include Lots 3 & 4, the right of way for Progress Drive and approximately 1 acre of offsite area. Justin stated the
facility had more than enough storage for the proposed project and requested final approval at that time.
The Surveyor noted this was located within the City of Lafayette and they would be responsible for the Stormwater quality.
He noted the Alexander Regulated Drain was involved in addition to the facility. The watershed was fairly good size and ran
to Cascada and down to McCarty Lane. At some point the pond would be much larger. He noted proof of master agreement
with those individuals that own the site where the pond was located would be required. Based on Burke’s evaluations there
appeared to be more than enough capacity there currently. However a satisfactory written agreement would be required. Dave
Eichelberger noted Easements through the property immediately to the south and along the east side of Wal-Mart would be
required as well. Justin stated negotiations were in progress for the easements but had not been finalized at this time. Justin
stated notification to the adjoining landowners was sent as required. There were no public comments.
The Surveyor stated he recommended final approval with the conditions as stated on the December 21, 2008 Burke Memo.
John Knochel made a motion to grant final approval for Lafayette Hotel Partnership Subdivision Progress Drive Extension
with the conditions as stated on the December 21, 2008 Burke Memo. KD Bensons seconded the motion. Lafayette Hotel
Partnership Subdivision Progress Drive Extension was granted final approval with conditions as stated on the December 21,
2008 Burke memo.
Other Business/Steve Murray
Regarding the construction of the F-Lake Regional Detention Facility the Surveyor noted a meeting date would be chosen for
bids to be let - most likely in mid February.
Public Comment
There was no public comment. John Knochel made a motion to adjourn. The meeting was adjourned.

___________________________________________
KD Benson, President

___________________________________________
John Knochel, Vice President
_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary

___________________________________________
Ruth Shedd, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
February 6, 2008
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President KD Benson, Vice President John Knochel, member Ruth Shedd, County
Surveyor Steve Murray, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave
Eichelberger from Christopher B. Burke Engineering Limited, and Drainage Board Secretary Brenda Garrison. Project
Manager Zachariah Beasley was also in attendance.
Approval of Minutes
John Knochel made a motion to approve the February 6, 2008 Regular Drainage Board minutes as written. Ruth Shedd
seconded the motion. The February 6, 2008 Drainage Board meeting minutes were approved as written.
Subaru Warehouse #9
Woody Roeschlein from RQAW Corporation appeared before the board to request final approval for Subaru Warehouse #9
(aka Butler Building). The site was located within the City of Lafayette specifically along State Road 38 between County
Road 475 East and Interstate 65 (west of the existing manufacturing plant) and consisted of approximately 2.5 acres of the
830 acre site. The site drained to an on-site detention facility before being discharged into the Parker Ditch. Additional storm
drains would be installed west of the proposed addition and connected to the existing storm sewers onsite. As a condition of
drainage approval, Woody stated the Consultants for the Board required a new site analysis of the overall picture. A
hydraulic analysis was performed in 1995 by his company and Burke felt the analysis needed to be revised. The new
warehouse would drain to pond #5 - north of the engine plant. In 2002-2003 the water was diverted from pond #3 to pond
#5. Pond #5 was enlarged during the construction of the said engine plant. This will be reflected in the total site analysis
report. The new warehouse would have minimal discharge effect on the Parker Ditch. The existing site would be changed to
roof and asphalt. Along with the new warehouse a turn around and parking area was planned. Responding to KD’s inquiry,
Woody stated pond #3 was originally designed for a four foot freeboard. The maximum elevation for a hundred year storm
left it with a two foot freeboard. He stated that pond would not overflow. Dave Eichelberger noted the analysis showed
storage and discharge curve that went up to 658 contours. The model indicated pond overtopped during routing that
calculated peak outfall/elevation was invalid. He stated the map of the area was small and he could not determine if the 658
contour ends around the lake or if the lake was totally ringed by 660 contour. Woody had stated in an email the 660 contour
ringed the pond. Dave felt it still needed to be remodeled. If it was getting above 658 there was actually more storage in the
pond than the model indicated and the elevation would get higher than 658. This would cause more head on the pipe which
in turn caused more discharge to pond #4 which meant pond #4 was not receiving the correct amt. of water getting to it. One
of the first steps to pond #3 would be discharge in storage curves which go to the top of the pond and not some point below.
The Surveyor then interjected details would be worked out with the Engineers involved. The main concern was the ultimate
discharge to the Parker Ditch which routed under County Road 200North and on to the northeast to the Wildcat Creek. The
Surveyor recommended final approval with conditions as the modeling question would be resolved. There was no public
comment. John Knochel made the motion to grant final approval with the conditions stated on the January 24, 2008 Burke
memo. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. The Subaru Warehouse #9 was granted final approval with the conditions stated on
the January 24, 2008 Burke memo.
Stones Crossing Self Storage
Eric Gleissner from Civil Site Group who represented G&L Development appeared before the board and requested final
approval for the Stones Crossing Self Storage. The project consisted of six self storage buildings and an office on the overall
5.6 acre site. It was located approximately 800 feet south of the intersection of Promenade Parkway and County Road 350
South. Eric noted approximately 2 acres of the site consisted of existing easements, most notably the JN Kirkpatrick
Regulated Drain which ran along the entire southern boundary of the site. Direct discharge was proposed to the JN
Kirkpatrick Drain. Hydrodynamic separator structures would be used to address the post construction stormwater quality
requirements. He then requested final approval with the conditions as listed on the February 1, 2008 Burke memo. In
response to KD’s inquiry Eric stated he was in agreement with the memo regarding the encroachment request. A formal
request would be forthcoming. The 15 feet encroachment on the JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain Easement was for proposed
pavement, fencing and landscaping. A buffer yard was required due to the residential area on the opposite side of the said
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drain. This would leave a 25-30 feet area on the top of the bank for maintenance. The Surveyor noted a formal petition
would be required. He had also talked with Mr. Keene of G&L Development concerning their maintenance of the vegetation
in the channel. Also the easement was still legally in the City of Lafayette’s name and acquired by the City as part of the
interlocal agreement for the Twickingham ditch project. Typically easements were transferred to the Drainage Board. At the
time there was a disagreement involving the Twickingham Bridge; this has since been resolved. However the transfer was
never completed although that was the intent. The current preliminary indication was the City of Lafayette was willing to
transfer the easements to the Drainage Board. He further stated this may be something the Board Attorney should discuss
with the City Attorney. Dave Luhman then stated to the extent it encroached on the Right of Entry Easement - the Board can
consent to the encroachment. This would be separate from encroaching on the platted easement. Responding to KD’s
inquiry, Dave stated the city could consent to the encroachment and transfer to the Board which would be subject to the
consent or they could transfer the easement to the Board and then the Board could consent to the encroachment requested.
However today the Board could not consent to the encroachment into the City’s Easement. It could be approved subject to
the filing of an Encroachment Petition. Eric noted he was in receipt of an approval letter from Bob Foley of the City
Engineer’s office. The Surveyor noted he was prepared to recommend final approval with the conditions as stated on the
February 1, 2008 Burke memo. There was no public comment. John Knochel made a motion to grant final approval of
Stone’s Crossing Self Storage with the conditions as stated on the February 1, 2008 Burke memo. Ruth Shedd seconded the
motion. The Stone’s Crossing Self Storage was granted final approval with conditions as stated on the February 1, 2008
Burke memo.
Other Business
2008 Regulated Drain Status List
The Surveyor presented the 2008 Regulated Drain Status list to the Board for approval. He stated a correction or two may be
made before it was submitted to the Auditor office as required. John Knochel made a motion to approve the 2008 Regulated
Drain Status list presented along with corrections if any by the Surveyor. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. The 2008
Regulated Drain Status list was approved by the Board (Note: a copy of the list as submitted to the Auditor office will be
included in the official Drainage Board minutes immediately after the minutes at hand.)
Candlewood Suites- Petition to Reconstruct Alexander Ross Regulated Drain
Clem Kuns from TBIRD Designs appeared before the Board and presented the Petition for Reconstruction of the Alexander
Ross Regulated Drain for approval. He noted in the future they will present to the Board an additional Petition to Encroach
on a Regulated Drain regarding future drive crossings. He then requested approval for the Reconstruction of the Alexander
Ross Regulated Drain as submitted to the Board. The Attorney noted the Petition was in proper form and it had been
addressed last month with approval of the drainage plans which reflected the relocation. As long as it is within their site,
completed at their expense the Board could approve and they could relocate the drain. The Surveyor noted in addition to the
revised encroachment agreement, they will need to formally vacate a portion of the platted easement which Mr. Luhman
supplied with the form and instructions to do so. He stated the new Regulated Drain Easement should be completed at the
same time. The Attorney clarified as follows: “There is now a platted easement and they want to relocate the drain. Merely
relocating the drain does not replat the easement. The Surveyor suggests they vacate the existing platted easement and there
should be a corresponding dedication of a platted easement for the relocated drain at the same time. “ The Surveyor then
recommended the Board approve the Petition to Reconstruct the Alexander Ross Regulated Drain as presented. John Knochel
made a motion to approve the Petition to Reconstruct the Alexander Ross Regulated Drain. Ruth Shedd seconded the
motion. The Petition to Reconstruct the Alexander Ross Regulated Drain was approved as presented.
Sanitary Landfill/Gary Brown
Mr. Gary Brown appeared before the Board to request an inquiry into a Stormwater problem south of the landfill located at
2801 North Ninth Street Lafayette Indiana. The Surveyor and Mr. Brown walked the area in 2003-2004 and discovered
blockage below the clover leafs under St. Rd. 52 and through the Oscar Winski Company tract. An investigative report
requested by the TERF Board and completed by the Kermida Environmental Incorporated indicated problems with the area’s
drainage. Gary requested the Drainage Board send out informational letters to those affected property owners. He stated
when the Wabash River floods the water can not drain back south as it use to through the Wabash & Erie Canal and under
Ninth Street and back to the River. Due to the blockage the water now continues to flow toward the north. This affects all the
property owners north of the landfill. The landfill was designed to drain from the north to the southwest therefore the
blockages seem to be the problem. (The Surveyor presented the 1930’s aerial photos which indicated the path of the old
Wabash & Erie Canal to the Board.) He had also reviewed the bridge plans which indicated expansion to four lanes and
showed the Canal at that time. They also indicated the cross section of it and a flow arrow indicating runoff to the southwest.
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There was a bridge under the railroad tracks, a bridge under North Ninth Street, however he stated he was not sure at what
point the berm was put in. The berm was located underneath the U.S. 52 Bridge between the Railroad tracks and the access
road to the Monon shops and what was the active gravel pit. He stated after the tour of the site he felt sure that was the
problem. However he had not been any further downstream. A review of the aerial photo indicated a channel which did
provide relief. He stated Gary had farmed the area since he was very young. He had made a couple of site visits to the
gentleman’s property who lived at the very end of Conservation Club Road and he had noticed the same change as Gary. As
the area floods there was nowhere for the water to get out. He felt starting with a letter from the Drainage Board advising the
landowners affected of the Kermida Study and its observations made by their Engineers was warranted. The only option at
that time would be to consider going through an Obstruction Petition process which was difficult and often did not lead to a
firm answer. John Knochel asked Gary how long he had been farming that location. Gary stated he started in 1985 farming
the Hacky property, but he was farming the Horner and Frier property (south of the landfill) since the early 1970’s. John
Knochel noted this was prior to the Railroad Relocation at which time the clover leafs were put in. Responding to John, Gary
agreed this was around the time he started noticing drainage problems. In July 2003 his crops were completely damaged and
he lost 1000 acres. In 2004 he had the same problem but was able to replant then. That was when he realized there was a
problem as he noted then the water continued to go north. He stated it was obviously blocked at the clover leaf. He stated as
you go on down there were several blockages. The Attorney explained the process for filing an Obstruction Petition for the
removal of obstruction(s). If the obstruction(s) was intentional it would have to be removed at that particular landowner’s
individual cost. If the obstruction(s) was unintentional then the removal would be cost shared among all affected landowners.
John Knochel made a motion for the Surveyor to draft a letter and send to those parties involved. KD noted the letters would
go to those landowners located in between Gary Brown’s property and the Wabash River. John included in his motion to
send a copy of the Kermida study with each letter and that the Drainage Board would sign the letters. Ruth Shed seconded
the motion. An informational letter and a copy of the Kermida Report would be sent to the affected landowners.
Steve Murray
S.W. Elliott Ditch/ Gaging
The Surveyor stated the Board was aware in order to solve what appeared to be an artificially high 100 year flood based on
conventional modeling, a gaging station on the Elliott Ditch was proposed. After speaking with the USGS office, they were
willing to participate in the cost of the station. Dave Eichelberger stated the cost for installation would be $12,000.00 and
would be billed in October this year. Due to matching funds from the USGS there would be no operating expense for the
County this year. Next year the O&M would be approximately $6,900.00. This would be billed to the County in October of
2009 and every year after that. They would be supplying a 40% match to the County’s 60% for operating costs. This would
be the minimum from USGS and that may increase in future years. The installation would take three to four days. The joint
funding agreement presented to the Board today would start the process. The Surveyor recommended the Board authorize the
President to sign the document. John Knochel made a motion for the President to sign the agreement with the USGS. Ruth
Shedd seconded the motion. The Drainage Board President would sign the U.S. Department of the Interior U.S. Geological
Survey Joint Funding Agreement regarding gaging on the Elliott Ditch.
Public Comment
Clem Kuns from TBIRD Designs asked how many gaging stations would be installed on the Elliott Ditch. Dave
Eichelberger responded one gaging station. He then asked how long the station would be installed for. The Surveyor stated it
depended on rainfall events as it could be immediately or 3-5 years potentially.
Steve Murray
Maintenance Bonds
Responding to KD’s inquiry regarding The Greens PD, the Surveyor noted to date all the information received indicated
everything had been installed and he had forwarded her email to the Project Manager for follow up. The Project Manager
then approached the Board and stated he was able to speak with the Stormwater Coordinator and the drain pipe referenced in
KD’s email was located on Lot 11 and appeared to be a 4-6 inch in diameter PVC pipe. The Coordinator thought by
observation it appeared to be a perimeter drain for their basement on Lot 11. He stated they would look into this further. The
Surveyor stated that particular development must have individual site plans submitted to his office for approval and the drain
should have been shown on the drawings submitted for that lot. Additional investigation would be done and KD would be
informed of the outcome. The Surveyor stated he had received another email regarding the pond to the south from Mr. Gurly
questioning whether or not the pond had been installed properly. It has a 4 inch orifice plate on it and everything appeared to
be installed properly.
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The Surveyor presented the following to the Board for acceptance. A Letter of Credit (note: no number) submitted by
Superior Structures written by Lafayette Community Bank regarding Meadowgate Estates Section 2 Lot 14 dated December
6, 2007 in the amount of $1,000.00. A Letter of Credit #412 submitted by the Greens LLC written by Salin Bank regarding
The Greens PD Swale Lot 9 dated January 29, 2008 in the amount of $11,486.00. Maintenance Bond #3634059 submitted by
Fairfield Contractors written by Great American Insurance for the Greens PD Amended final Plat and Lots 9&10 dated Dec.
19, 2007 in the amount of $7,500.00. Maintenance Bond Secured by Deposit submitted by Steve Schrader regarding The
Greens Amended Final Plat 08-09-07 and Lots 9&10 and Amended Final Plat 12-12-07 written by Salin Bank dated January
18, 2008 in the amount of $517.50. A Performance Bond submitted by Atlas Excavating regarding Stones Crossing Sections
1 and 3 Outlet Structures (JN Kirkpatrick Drain) and written by Union Planters Bank dated January 11, 2008 in the amount of
$5,000.00. Maintenance Bond #1831883 submitted by Atlas Excavating written by Hanover Insurance Company regarding
Stones Crossing Section 1 dated February 6, 2008 in the amount of $35,910.00. Maintenance Bond #1831884 submitted by
Atlas Excavating regarding Stones Crossing Section 2 written by Hanover Insurance dated February 6, 2008 in the amount
$34,900.00. Maintenance Bond #1831885 submitted by Atlas Excavating written by Hanover Insurance Company regarding
Stones Crossing Section 3 dated February 6, 2008 in the amount of $4,500.00. Maintenance Bond #5030698 submitted by
Benjamin Crossing LLC written by Bond Safeguard Ins. Company regarding Hunters Crest Section 3A dated January 14,
2008 in the amount of $20,200.00. John Knochel made a motion to accept the Maintenance and Performance Bonds and
Letter of Credits as submitted by the Surveyor. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. The aforementioned Letters of Credit,
Maintenance Bonds and Performance Bond was accepted as presented by the Surveyor.
With no additional public comment, John Knochel made a motion to adjourn. The meeting was adjourned.

___________________________________________
KD Benson, President

___________________________________________
John Knochel, Vice President
_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary

___________________________________________
Ruth Shedd, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
April 2, 2008
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President KD Benson, Vice President John Knochel, member Ruth Shedd, County
Surveyor Steve Murray, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Kerry Daily from
Christopher B. Burke Engineering Limited, and Drainage Board Secretary Brenda Garrison. Project Manager Zachariah
Beasley was also in attendance.
Approval of Minutes
John Knochel made a motion to approve the March 5, 2008 Regular Drainage Board minutes as written. Ruth Shedd
seconded the motion. The March 5, 2008 Drainage Board meeting minutes were approved as written.
Speedway Fuel Station
Ross Nixon from Schneider Corporation appeared before the Board to present the Speedway Fuel Station project. The site
consisted of approximately 1.6 acres and was located within the City of Lafayette at the corner or S.R. 38 and Creasy Lane.
The site drained to two branches of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain known as the Wilson Branch and Branch #13. Currently
the southwest portion of the site was tributary through the Torchwood condominiums to the Wilson Branch. The north and
east portions of the site were tributary through the Creasy Lane and SR 38 infrastructure to Branch #13 of the S.W. Elliott
regulated drain. (2- 66” culverts east side of Creasy Lane) Future plans were to reroute this to the F-Lake Regional Basin. IN
general the proposed condition would maintain the existing drainage pattern. The majority of the site would be collected in
curb inlets within the parking lot refueling areas and routed to existing infrastructure in the State Road 38 Right of Way.
Underground detention would be used to meet the release rates at the State Road 38 Right of Way. Ross stated the
calculations were completed for the future F-Lake Basin storage fees. Stormwater Quality requirements would be
implemented on site with an aqua filter system prior to discharge. He then requested final approval from the Board. The
Surveyor recommended approval with the conditions as stated on the March 27, 2008 Burke review memo. There was no
public comment. John Knochel made a motion to grant final approval for the Speedway Fuel Station #3310 with conditions
as listed on the March 27, 2008 Burke memo. Ruth Shedd seconded the approval. Speedway Fuel Station #3310 was granted
final approval with conditions as listed on the March 27, 2008 Burke memo.
Tipmont REMC Substation
Brandon Fulk from Schneider Corporation appeared before the Board to request final approval for Tipmont REMC Lafayette
Substation. The site consisted of approximately 1.94 acres and located north of the intersection of C.R. 500E and 450N on
the east side of C.R. 500E. Brandon stated R.W. Beck was Tipmont’s Engineering Consultant while Schneider Corp. helped
with the site’s drainage. The site drained to the northwest corner into a roadside ditch. A system of swales surrounding the
gravel pad from the east side to the north side was planned and would tie into the roadside ditch which drained north.
Brandon stated the master covenant would indicate the surface would remain gravel. He then requested an exemption to the
Stormwater Quantity as the peak discharge and runoff volume would not be increased. He stated they agreed with conditions
as stated in the March 28, 2008 Burke memo and requested final approval. Responding to John’s inquiry, the Surveyor noted
the exemption would be based on the fact runoff would not be increased. There was no public comment. The Surveyor
recommended final approval with the conditions as stated on the March 28, 2008 Burke memo. He referred to the condition
listed under Stormwater Quantity and stated in the future if the equipment yard was paved, a request for approval must be
submitted to the Board and the exemption would not be in effect. John Knochel made a motion to grant final approval with
conditions as stated on the March 28, 2008 Burke memo. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. Tipmont REMC Lafayette
Substation was granted final approval with conditions as stated on the March 28, 2008 Burke memo.
Lafayette Warehouse #9
Brandon Fulk from Schneider Corp. appeared before the Board to request final approval for Lafayette Warehouse #9.
The site consisted of approximately 23.01 acres and located on Lot #2 of the Park 350 Subdivision. Stormwater detention
and quality treatment for the site were provided by the existing pond in the southern portion of the subdivision and the site
would utilize the existing constructed ditch. The project would have an indirect outlet to the JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain.
Access to the docks would be on the north and south end. He stated they agreed with the conditions as stated on the March
27, 2008B Burke memo and requested final approval at that time. The Surveyor noted the overall drainage plan for Park 350
was previously approved by the Board. The infrastructure for the site was constructed and ready. This project met the
requirements of the overall drainage plan. He recommended final approval with the conditions as stated on the March 27,
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2008 Burke memo. John Knochel made a motion to grant Lafayette Warehouse #9 final approval with the conditions as
stated on the March 27, 2008 Burke review memo. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. Lafayette Warehouse #9 was granted
final approval with conditions as stated on the March 27, 2008 Burke review memo.
Davis Ferry Treatment Facility (aka Indiana American Water)
Jim Hurst (Overall Design Project Manager) from Indiana American Water appeared before the Board to request final
approval for Davis Ferry Treatment Facility. He introduced John Duncan (Water Resources Engineer), Dave Elmer (Project
Manager) and Chris Johnson (West Lafayette Operations Superintendent) to the Board as well. The site consisted of
approximately 54 acres located on the west side of the intersection of Davis Ferry Road and Ninth Street north of the Wabash
River. A concrete drive from Ninth Street would access the site. The site drained to Burnett Creek and ultimately to Wabash
River. As a ground water treatment plant with 4 wells it would treat 9 million gallons of water per day at the start. One well
will be located at the upper end of the farm land while the remaining three would be along the Burnett Creek. An infiltration
system would filter the runoff prior to outletting into a constructed swale then entry into Burnett Creek. He referred to John
Duncan. John stated the runoff would be captured upstream at the culvert under the proposed drive. Runoff beyond that
would be captured by the new swale and taken from the Ninth Street ditch to the internal system and discharged into the
Burnett Creek. Referring to the Stormwater quantity and quality, he stated they worked to have a very small environmental
footprint associated with the project and both would be improved by the infiltration basin. Responding to KD, Jim stated they
would cork closely with the Parks Board regarding an easement for the Wabash River Heritage Trail. A pipe would be placed
under the trail so that the trail would not be disturbed. Kerry Daily noted the plans did not show the easement for the trail
and the pipe within the easement. The exact route of the trail was not shown. The Attorney stated Wabash Heritage Trail
Easement was specific and coordination with the Parks Board was required of the Developer. This would be an added
condition of approval. Responding to the Surveyor’s inquiry, Jim Hurst stated this project was exempt from IDEM Rule 6.
There was no public comment. The Surveyor noted the conditions must be met and the required fees paid before
construction may begin. He recommended final approval with the conditions as stated on the March 28, 2008 Burke review
memo along with the added condition of Park Board approval regarding the Wabash River Heritage Trail. John Knochel
made a motion to grant final approval with the conditions as stated on the March 28, 2008 Burke review memo with the
added condition of Tippecanoe County Park Board approval for crossing the Wabash River Heritage Trail. Ruth Shedd
seconded the motion. The Davis Ferry Treatment Facility was granted final approval with the conditions as stated on the
March 28, 2008 Burke review memo to include the added condition of the Tippecanoe County Park Board approval for
crossing the Wabash River Heritage Trail.
F-Lake Detention Pond
KD Benson stated the Commissioners received an email with a letter from Ivy Tech Community College and read it into the
minutes as follows;
Dated March 28, 2008- Dear President Benson: We would like to express our appreciation to the Drainage Board for its
support of our request to delay awarding the contract for F Lake. Thanks to your forbearance, we have had enough time to
determine that it will be possible to create a campus plan with F Lake in its present configuration. The impact on the college
will challenge parking and traffic flow, and, in a later phase of campus development, we will almost certainly have to find a
way to have a parking structure. But for the moment, we can work around the pond without that expense. We are also
pleased that Ivy Tech will be able to receive the soil from the excavation, resulting in a considerable reduction in cost for the
project. Finally, we would like to thank you for bringing the design of F Lake up-to-date to reflect best practices in water
quality and appearance. It is unavoidably a part of our campus and affects not only the college’s functionality but its quality
of life. We look forward to working with you as the project unfolds and as we review other drainage issues on the campus.
Sincerely David A. Bathe Chancellor.
She then referred to the Surveyor. The Surveyor stated he recommended the low bid from P&H Grading and Excavating from
Stockbridge Michigan be rejected for the following reasons: They did not submit the mandatory financial statement, they did
not submit a list of equipment and plan to perform the work, they did not submit any of the items under Section 2 of Form 96,
they did not demonstrate their capability to perform jobs of similar magnitude and scope as their experience as they only
listed 2 jobs ranging from $50,000 to $92,000.00, they did not demonstrate adequate knowledge of earthmoving project given
the extremely low unit prices on bid for excavation, they listed owner of project on form 96 as the State of Indiana. He
informed them the bid would be rejected, they had no problem with that. John Knochel made a motion to reject the low bid
from P&H Grading and Excavating. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. The Surveyor then stated after review of the five
lowest bids, he recommended the Board accept the bid from Poindexter Excavating Indianapolis in the amount of
$1,089,210.43. The Poindexter Excavating bid and documents were in order. John Knochel made a motion to accept the bid
from Poindexter Excavating Indianapolis in the amount of $1,089,210.43. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. Poindexter
Excavating was awarded the bid for the F-Lake Detention Facility project in the amount of $1,089,210.43. Responding to
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KD, the Surveyor noted they had done work in Tippecanoe County and they had a long list of projects which were completed
of this nature regarding dirt work and moving. They have been in business for over 30 years.
Other Business
Capilano Estates
Michael Preyss appeared before the Board to discuss the Capilano Estates drainage. Mr. Preyss stated he was following up on
last months meeting. He stated prior to 2004 the neighborhood had not flooded according to residents who lived in the
neighborhood for 30 years. He felt the flooding in the neighborhood was a life safety issue for the neighborhood as well as
the remainder of the county residents. The 6-8 week ago flooding shut down the street for 2 days and in particular his street
for 3. During the time phone lines were out (flooded) Sheriff’s deputies were not able to access the damage as they were not
able to enter through the waters. A meeting was held with the neighborhood residents and they felt the following were
possibly responsible: 1. The construction of Menards detention pond 2. The outlet drain (12” steel pipe) from the pond (ownership in question / neighborhood would like clarification) undersized and higher than inlet pipes into the Capilano
pond. He stated since the pipe is undersized and at a higher elevation it contributed to the flooding. They believe the pipe
should be lowered and inspected to determine ownership and responsibility. 3. The portion of Indian Creek South of US 52
on County Road 400 West was overgrown and full of debris and needed cleaned out. He proposed Indian Creek be petitioned
to a regulated drain and then cleaned out by the County. 4. The culvert under C.R. 400 West and one under the KBS Railroad
were undersized. He spoke with Bob Garner President of KBS Railroad and stated Bob was very cooperative and offered to
assist any way he could. He stated more than 100 homes in the Capilano neighborhood alone were affected by the flooding.
He felt the new Meijer also contributed to the problem. Responding to John Knochels inquiry, Mike stated purchasing land
for an additional entrance or an easement had not been pursued by the Homeowners association and felt there would not be
funds to do so. John stated County funds could not be used and the financial responsibility would fall back on the
Homeowners Association. The Surveyor explained the Menards pond was not a detention pond it was compensatory flood
plain storage. The reason the pond was to compensate the portion of the flood plain which was filled in on the project site.
As Indian Creek rose it would back into the pond and be stored to protect the downstream owners. Menards also has onsite
retention pond which gathered the water and released it at the allowable rate per Stormwater Ordinance. Indian Creek
extended approx. 6-7 miles to the north and had several tributaries to it with a massive watershed above the subdivision.
IDNR did a floodway boundary study in 2004 which indicated profiles of the bridge under 400 West did not cause a
significant rise in the floodplain for the 10, 50 or 100 year flood. However when you get to the culvert at the crossing at KBS
Railroad (was Norfolk R.R.) it dropped dramatically which indicated one of the problems was at the railroad crossing culvert.
The Surveyor also noted when Capilano Subdivision was developed there was not a drainage ordinance in effect. There was
very little if any drainage plans on Capilano Subdivision. After the fact they improved the channel south of US52 from the
culvert under US52. The Attorney then explained the power a drainage board has in general. He also discussed the petition
process. He noted Indian Creek was considered a natural waterway and was subject to the jurisdiction of the Dept. of Natural
Resources (D.N.R.). The Surveyor noted this was similar to Burnett Creek where each individual property owner was
responsible for removal of debris in their area. Since this was not a regulated drain the Board has no jurisdiction. The
Surveyor noted the recent 2 inch rainfall was not minor. Due to the ground condition (frozen) he felt it was equivalent to a 45 inch rainfall event in the summer. KD also suggested the Capilano homeowners look at adding another entrance to the
Subdivision as an emergency route. John referred to the Attorney to explain the Obstruction Petition process to Mike. Mike
stated he would discuss this with the homeowners and they may elect to follow that process. The Surveyor stated Menards
was opened after the new Stormwater Ordinance was in effect and due to the area’s history they were reviewed extensively
by the Consultant and his office. KD Benson confirmed this as well. Meg Goldenfleet 3732 Capilano Drive approached the
Board. Responding to Meg’s inquiry, KD stated the Board’s responsibility was to insure project release rates did not exceed
existing rates prior to development. The Surveyor also stated as-built drawings were required on developments and they
have to be signed by him once inspected. KD noted based on the models the Menards pond was functioning as designed. The
Surveyor did not feel Menards was a problem. KD reiterated there was no scientific reason known to the Board that Menards
was the cause of their flooding problem. Aaron Cook 3929 Deer Path Capilano Estates appeared before the Board. He
discussed safety issues, liability and general costs associated with the flooding of Capilano.
F-Lake Detention Pond/ Construction Observation
The Surveyor presented a contract for Professional Services for F-Lake Regional Detention Facility for Part Time
Construction Observation by Christopher B. Burke Engineering LTD in the amount of $113,592.00. He recommended the
Board approve the contract as presented. The Attorney had reviewed the contract. John Knochel made a motion to grant
approval of the Part Time Construction Observation Contract for F-Lake Regional Detention Facility to Christopher B. Burke
Engr. LTD. in the amount of $113,592.00. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. The Part Time Construction Observation for FLake Regional Detention Facility in the amount of $113,592.00 was approved as presented.
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Branch #1 of Branch #13 SW Elliott Regulated Drain / Petition to Partially Vacate
The Surveyor presented a Petition to Partially Vacate Branch #1 of Branch #13 of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain submitted
by St. Elisabeth Regional Health New Acute Care Hospital. He reminded the Board a Petition to Partially Vacate across the
Lambirth property (west of Creasy Lane) for this particular branch was granted last month. He recommended the approval of
the Petition as requested. John Knochel made a motion to grant acceptance of the Petition to Vacate Branch #1 of Branch #13
of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain as presented. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion. The Petition to Partially Vacate Branch
#1 of Branch #13 of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain submitted by St. Elisabeth New Regional Care Hospital was accepted
as submitted.
JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain/ Petition to Encroach
The Surveyor presented a Petition to Encroach on the JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain Easement submitted by the Civil Site
Group for the Stones Crossing Self Storage project. The Surveyor noted the encroachment was in the same area which the
easements were in the City of Lafayette’s name. The Attorney confirmed the Board had the right to grant the encroachment
within the right of entry of the Regulated Drain Easement. The city would have to address the encroachment into their
easement. He stated he had spoken with the City Attorney and they were in the process of identifying all of the easements
and convey those to the County now that construction was completed on the drain. John Knochel made a motion to grant
approval of the Petition to Encroach into the JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain Easement. Ruth Shedd seconded the motion.
The Petition to Encroach on the JN Kirkpatrick Regulated Drain Easement was approved as presented.
Detrash the Wabash
KD stated Detrash the Wabash was scheduled for Saturday May 17th and will be meeting at the Skating Rink for gloves and
trash bags.
D. Anson Regulated Drain
Ruth Shedd stated she had a call from Ernie Agee 8533 North C.R. 100 West, West Lafayette regarding the Delphine Anson
Regulated Drain. He stated work had been done on a portion of the ditch and he felt what had been done was not working.
The Surveyor stated Homer Schaffer called him and informed him the drain was working much better since work had started
on the drain. When the reconstruction was done, it was noted in the minutes the portion of the main needed to be replaced
and the right of way needed to be cleared. The Surveyor noted at that time they were going to try at two spots to reconstruct
and open up the tile to start flowing. This would help lower water level in the wetlands at the southwest corner of C.R.850
North and C.R. 100 West. This would assist in lowering the wetlands on Mr. Agee’s property and enable the staff to inspect
tile condition. The new surface inlets or stand pipes would be installed at the terminus. He stated the intent was to reconstruct
the tile to C.R. 100 West for the lowering of the water level so an inspection could be done. The Surveyor stated if the
summer was fairly dry they would try to do more work on the tile. John Knochel asked the Surveyor to give Mr. Agee a call
and update him on the status of the situation.
John Knochel made a motion to adjourn. As there was no other business before the Board, the meeting was adjourned.

___________________________________________
KD Benson, President

___________________________________________
John Knochel, Vice President
_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary
___________________________________________
Ruth Shedd, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
May 6, 2009
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President Thomas Murtaugh, Vice President David Byers, member John Knochel,
County Surveyor Steve Murray, Drainage Board Attorney Dave Luhman, Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave
Eichelberger from Christopher B. Burke Engineering Limited, and Drainage Board Secretary Brenda Garrison. Project
Manager Zachariah Beasley was also in attendance.
Approval of Minutes
Dave Byers made a motion to approve the April 1, 2009 Regular Drainage Board minutes as written. John Knochel seconded
the motion. The April 1, 2009 Drainage Board meeting minutes were approved as written.
Ivy Tech South Parking Lot and
Petition to Encroach on the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain Easement
The Surveyor stated this project submittal to the Board was an atypical situation. Based on the IDEM permit for Rule 13 and
the Phase II Interlocal Agreement, Ivy Tech is a designated entity (one of the seven). They are- per the terms of the permit
and the terms of the Interlocal Agreement-required to review and sign-off on any of their new projects located on their
campus comply with our Stormwater Ordinance. We have the same arrangement or understanding with Purdue University.
They are within the City of Lafayette, but neither the City of Lafayette nor Tippecanoe County review their new
developments. The only reason this is being reviewed today is due to discharge to S.W. Elliott Ditch and due to the
Encroachment on Easement request.
Kyle Betz from Fishers and Associates appeared before the Board to request final approval for the Ivy Tech Community
College South Parking Lot. He stated the parking lot would cover approximately 80-85% of the project site and constructed
southeast of the U.S. 52 and Brady Lane intersection and located within the City limits of Lafayette. Storm infrastructure
would direct the majority of the site’s runoff to a dry detention pond at the northwest corner of the site. The outlet pipe of
said pond would discharge to a roadside ditch along the south side of Brady Lane then into an existing culvert which
terminated at the south bank of the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain. A portion of said lot would drain south then cross Ross
Road at the east side of site and discharge to the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain. The Surveyor stated for the record the
drainage calculation quantities were checked* and the release rate was in compliance with the drainage ordinance. *Dave
Eichelberger confirmed. He asked for final approval by the Board. There was no public comment. The Surveyor
recommended final approval with the conditions as stated on the April 29, 2009 Burke memo with the addition of use of class
one rip rap instead of revetment rip rap. He felt this would be less susceptible to scour and the velocity from the channel.
Also a portion of the project site would encroach approximately 49 feet into the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain Easement.
David Byers made a motion to approve the Ivy Tech South Parking Lot with the conditions as stated on the April 29, 2009
Burke memo with the added condition of use of class one rip rap instead of revetment rip rap. John Knochel seconded the
motion. The Ivy Tech Community College South Parking Lot was approved with conditions as stated. David Byers then
made a motion to accept the Petition to Encroach on a Regulated Drain Easement regarding the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain
dated April 30, 2009 and submitted by Ivy Tech Community College. John Knochel seconded the motion. The Petition to
Encroach on the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain dated April 30, 2009 received from Ivy Tech Community College regarding
the South Parking Lot addition was accepted by the Board.
Other Business
Petition to Encroach S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain/Michael Teninty
The Surveyor presented a Petition to Encroach on the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain Easement submitted to his office by
Michael Teninty 2009 Summertime Trail Lafayette Indiana (Parcel #160164000117) for Board acceptance. He stated the
landowner requested to place a fence along the north bank of the S.W. Elliott Ditch. He recommended the Board accept the
Petition and noted he had requested the landowner to keep the fence roughly 10 feet from top of bank so there would be room
to walk. Beavers have been removed from that area of the stream as they had been burrowing in the bank. Future
maintenance would be done from the south bank which was clear and had better accessibility to the ditch. David Byers made
May 6, 2009
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
- 566 -

the motion to accept the Petition to Encroach on a Regulated Drain Easement regarding the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain
dated April 8, 2009 submitted by Michael Teninty. John Knochel seconded the motion. The Petition to Encroach on a
Regulated Drain Easement regarding the S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain dated April 8, 2009 submitted by Michael Teninty was
approved as presented.
Bonds
Orchard Phase 3 Section 1 and Faith Baptist Church- Vision of Hope Extension
The Surveyor presented the following bonds for acceptance by the Board; Maintenance Bond #1901419 from Hanover
Insurance submitted by Atlas Excavating for The Orchard Phase 3 Section 1 Subdivision in the amount of $9713.00 and
Maintenance Bond #5034848 from Bond Safeguard Insurance submitted by Faith Baptist Church for the Vision of Hope
Extension in the amount of #$6500.00. David Byers made a motion to accept the bonds as presented by the Surveyor. John
Knochel seconded the motion. The Maintenance Bond #1901419 submitted by Atlas Excavating for The Orchard Phase 3
Section 1 Subdivision in the amount of $9713.00 and Maintenance Bond #5034848 submitted by Faith Baptist Church for the
Vision of Hope Extension in the amount of #$6500.00 were accepted by the Board.
Public Comment
There was no public comment.
The Surveyor read a letter he addressed to Thomas and Sandra Devault,12705 South 475West Romney Indiana, into the
record as follows: Dear Mr. & Mrs. Devault- As directed by the Tippecanoe County Drainage Board we have flagged the
original top of bank of the Leader Newton Waterway and also flagged a distance of ten feet from the top of bank on both
sides of the waterway. In exchange for the installation of a stone farm crossing through the waterway adjacent to your west
property line the Drainage Board will require your commitment to not till, spray or damage in any way the area proposed to
be seeded or to damage or drive through the existing waterway except at the proposed farm crossing. Once seeded, any
damage by you or anyone working for you to the proposed new seeding or the seeded area on the existing waterway will be
repaired by the Drainage Board and the cost of any repairs will be back charged to you. Also, I talked to a NRCS
representative last week and they are in the process of final approval of a farm crossing on the Leader Newton waterway on
the Leader Group property. I should be receiving plans for that crossing early this week and it is our intent to install the same
type of crossing on your property as soon as they complete the crossing on the Leader Group property. If you accept the
terms of this letter and wish to have a crossing installed please sign below where indicated and return the signed letter to our
office. If you have any questions, please call. Sincerely/Stephen L. Murray/Tippecanoe County Surveyor.
He stated his office received the letter back signed by both Thomas and Sandra Devault with a thank you note attached to it.
Since it arrived, he has received a copy of the cross section and design of the Leader Group Farm Crossing and will move
forward to install the same type on the Devault property as stated in the letter. As there were no more comments, questions,
Dave Byers made a motion to adjourn.

___________________________________________
Thomas Murtaugh, President

___________________________________________
David Byers, Vice President
_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary

___________________________________________
John Knochel, Member
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Tippecanoe County Drainage Board
Minutes
August 4, 2010
Regular Meeting
Those present were:
Tippecanoe County Drainage Board President Thomas Murtaugh, Vice President David Byers, member John Knochel,
County Surveyor Zachariah Beasley, Drainage Board Attorney Doug Masson, Drainage Board Secretary Brenda Garrison.
Drainage Board Engineering Consultant Dave Eichelberger from Christopher B. Burke Engineering Limited was absent.

Approval of Minutes
David Byers made a motion to approve the July 7, 2010 Regular Drainage Board minutes as written. John Knochel seconded
the motion. The July 7, 2010 Drainage Board meeting minutes were approved as written.
Other Business
Petition to Encroach Berlovitz Regulated Drain
The Surveyor presented a Petition to Encroach on the Berlovitz Regulated Drain submitted by the Schneider Corporation.
Mr. Brandon Fulk from Schneider Corp. represented Saddlebrook Dev. and appeared before the board. Brandon stated the
developer was in agreement with the school corporation and other entities of the proposed water main extension along the
north side of County Road 50South into the aforementioned regulated drain’s easement. The main would extend across their
properties and cross County Road 50South. The site of the crossing would be north of County Road 50South, east of County
Road 550East and south of Bluegrass Drive. The Surveyor noted Brandon had submitted detailed encroachment drawings
and the drawings did meet the 5 foot separation requirement by ordinance.
He recommended approval of the petition as submitted. John Knochel made a motion to grant approval of the Petition to
Encroach on the Berlovitz Regulated Drain. David Byers seconded the motion. The Petition to Encroach on the Berlovitz
Regulated Drain was approved as submitted.
Petition to Encroach Treece Meadows Relief Drain (S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain)
The Surveyor presented a Petition to Encroach on the Treece Meadows Relief Drain (S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain)
submitted by TBird Designs. Clem Kuhns from TBird Designs appeared before the Board to request approval of the Petition
to Encroach as submitted by the Surveyor. A fiber line between Unity Campus and Raintree Medical Park development
would be installed. The said line was shown to cross over Treece Meadows Relief Drain at Creasy Lane and within the City
of Lafayette’s Right of Way. The Surveyor noted the encroachment was located on the east side of the road. The detailed
encroachment drawings met the 5 foot separation between the flow line and the top of the bore casing as required by
ordinance.
He recommended approval of the petition as submitted. David Byers made a motion to grant approval of the Petition to
Encroach on the Treece Meadows Relief Drain (S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain). John Knochel seconded the motion. The
Petition to Encroach on the Treece Meadows Relief Drain (S.W. Elliott Regulated Drain) was approved as submitted.
Zachariah Beasley
Indian Creek Watershed Review Update
The Surveyor stated at the previous meeting of the Board, landowners within the Indian Creek watershed -specifically
directly west of West Lafayette Menards location on Taft Road aka County Road 300West- appeared before the Board.
Landowner Judy Bower 3750 North 300W West Lafayette and landowner Mr. Cary Maley 3756 300W West Lafayette
discussed their flooding issues with the Board. The landowners requested the Board convert the Indian Creek watershed into
a newly established County Regulated Drain. The Board directed the Surveyor to review the Indian Creek watershed and
report back to them before a study of the aforementioned Creek was contracted. It should be noted the said landowners were
not present at this meeting.
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The Surveyor had four different options to discuss with the Board. He noted after the review it would be the landowners’
responsibility to pursue the request for a new regulated drain with signatures on a petition. He began by reviewing the overall
watershed (1st Option) of Indian Creek. The watershed boundary was based on a Department of Natural Resources (D.N.R.)
study and began at the confluence of Indian Creek and Wabash River and continued north to County Road 850North and
Morehouse Road. (east and west of that location) The watershed consisted of approximately 19000 acres or 4200 parcels. The
majority of the land within the watershed was in agricultural production. Responding to Tom Murtaugh and David Byers
inquiry, the Surveyor noted historically the Drainage Board required 50% of landowners with the ACREAGE BENEFITTED
signatures to move forward on a petition process. Using the overall Indian Creek watershed would be almost impossible to
get that amount of signatures to convert it to a County Regulated drain.
He noted using the Kankakee Beaverville Railroad (2nd Option) as a southern boundary of the watershed would cut the
watershed in half. He thought approximate 70% agricultural land and 30% residential with this option. The next watershed
(3rd Option) reviewed was basically the same as the second option - it was north of the Kankakee Beaverville Railroad track
with the exception of the Hadley Lake/Cuppy McClure and Dempsey Baker Regulated Drain watersheds included. (The
aforementioned overall Indian Creek Watershed included those County Regulated drain watersheds.) He pointed out Hadley
Lake and the other established county regulated drain routes within the overall watershed as well as the Hadley Lake outfall
area. (A manmade conveyance system/open ditch which drained Burnett’s Creek). Those included were county regulated
drains which outlet into Hadley Lake. He subtracted that area out of the Indian Creek watershed to get the 3rd option. He
noted that the agricultural land versus residential land was still at approximately 60% to 40%.
The Surveyor then referred to the Attorney regarding established regulated drains lying within an overall watershed and the
statutory assessment guidelines for this type of situation. In response the Attorney stated he would review the statutes and
inform the Board of his findings at a later date. The Surveyor then informed the Board a natural conveyance of water (creek)
was owned by D.N.R. and the bed itself was owned by the landowner. He noted, there were some instances in the state where
a creek was converted into a New County Regulated Drain controlled by the County Drainage Board.
The 4th watershed option involved an area of approximately 30 acres and 21 parcels. The boundary lines were created by
using Taft Road aka County Road 300West as the East boundary line, Indian Creek as the North and West boundary lines
and U.S. 52 as the South boundary line. This smaller area included the Bowers and the Malley tracts of land. An existing
natural surface conveyance from the culvert underneath County Road 300West southwest to Indian Creek was used for this
option. He said his technical opinion was that it may take care of small rain events and nuisance water; however it would not
solve the larger rain event flooding issues. There were 10 to 12 square miles of upstream drainage areas routing to the area in
question. The conveyance system was located in the flood plain. In his technical opinion while it was possible to address the
issue on paper he did not think it would solve the overall issue of flooding in the area. He noted even with the other three
options, he was concerned that since the greater amount of land was in agriculture, he did not think those agricultural
landowners would sign the petition. However, at this point it was left up to the residents to pursue one of the options at hand
and he asked for guidance on how to proceed. Responding to David Byers inquiry, the Surveyor reiterated a regulated drain
was determined by the landowners with the greater percentage of BENEFITTED ACREAGE within the watershed signing
not the greater percentage of landowners within the watershed signing
The Board directed the Surveyor to contact Ms. Bowers and Mr. Maley to attend the next meeting of the Drainage Board so
that they would be informed of the options before proceeding. The Board’s Engineer Consultant and the Surveyor had
discussed completing an overall watershed study of Indian Creek similar in nature to the completed studies of the S.W. Elliott
Regulated and the Alexander Ross Regulated drain Watersheds. However both studies were County Regulated Drains when
they were completed and Indian Creek was not. In the Surveyor’s opinion even if the study was completed since it was not a
county regulated drain, it would be very hard to implement any of the measures recommended. Responding to an inquiry, the
Surveyor noted a couple of the options would not benefit the Capilano Subdivision. Another option which might be looked at
was (even though this was not a County Regulated drain) by the Stormwater Drainage Ordinance the Board may be able to
declare it a Drainage Impact Area. This would require any future developments to release their water at a lower rate than the
minimum standard. It was noted there have been instances where regulated drains were combined into one drain and those
monies in the individual accounts were pooled together for maintenance of the newly combined drain. However even if those
regulated drains that were located within the overall watershed were combined into one drain fund there would not be enough
monies to alleviate the problem of flooding. There were a couple options from a technical standpoint of controlling the water
that the Board may have. Option #1 was to remove the structure at Kankakee Beaverville Railroad track causing the
obstruction. The obstruction was located under the railroad tracks and causing the water to pool approx. 12-15 feet upstream
of tracks and create a dam. However, removing the structure would cause problems for the downstream owners. One way to
change that would be to create larger basins upstream which would collect the water. Option #2 would be to slow the water
down in the upper portion of the watershed which would involve creating a storage basin or detention facility. He stated this
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had been discussed many times in the past and there were no easy or clear solutions to the multiple problems of this area. If
so it would have already been taken care of.
John Knochel made a motion to continue this discussion at the September meeting of the Board. David Byers seconded the
motion. This issue would be continued to the September Drainage Board meeting at which time it would be discussed with
the noted landowners present.
Public Comment
There was no public comment. Tom Murtaugh congratulated the new County Surveyor Zachariah Beasley for the Board and
stated they looked forward to working with him in the future.
David Byers made a motion to adjourn. As there was no public comment, the meeting was adjourned.

___________________________________________
Thomas P. Murtaugh, President

___________________________________________
David Byers, Vice President
_____________________________________
Brenda Garrison, Secretary

___________________________________________
John Knochel, Member
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