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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Hoosier Energy Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc. (Hoosier Energy), a generation and transmission 

cooperative that provides wholesale electric power and services to 18 member distribution cooperatives in 

central and southern Indiana and southeastern Illinois, is proposing to construct a new Headquarters 

building in Bloomington, Indiana (the proposed Project).  The proposed Project involves the relocation of 

Headquarters corporate and administrative functions from the existing Hoosier Energy Headquarters Site 

(the existing site) to a newly constructed site due to projected service territory and employee growth, 

space restrictions on expansion, the deteriorating condition of the existing facilities, and the potential 

limitations to access that may be imposed by the proposed Interstate 69 (I-69) highway project.  The 

proposed Project would meet Hoosier Energy’s long-term corporate needs, including a projected two 

percent annual employee growth at the Headquarters building over the next 20 years.  Currently, Hoosier 

Energy’s Headquarters building is collocated at the existing site with the Power Delivery Operations and 

System Control (Power Delivery), which includes transmission asset design and planning, parts and 

equipment receiving, garage maintenance, transmission maintenance equipment and material, dispatch 

and system control, and all personnel associated with these functions.  After assessing numerous 

alternatives for the potential renovation and relocation of the existing site functions, Hoosier Energy 

determined that two separate facilities should be constructed for Power Delivery and Headquarters 

functions.  The Power Delivery facilities are being relocated to a site in Owen County, Indiana; this 

project, entitled the Centerpiece Project, was reviewed under an Environmental Assessment (EA) issued 

by RUS in November 2012.  RUS issued a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) on December 12, 

2013, and occupancy is scheduled for December 2013.   

This EA reviews Hoosier Energy’s proposed construction of a an 83,000-square-foot three-story office 

building on a 13.5-acre site located in the southern portion of Bloomington, Indiana for the Headquarters 

functions.  In addition to the office building, the site will contain a parking lot for 235 vehicles, including 

6 plug-in hybrid vehicle charging stations and 10 car pool spaces. 

Hoosier Energy intends to request financing assistance from the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) 

Rural Utilities Service (RUS) for the proposed Project, which thereby makes it a federal action subject to 

review under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the National Historic Preservation Act 

(NHPA), and all applicable federal environmental laws and regulations.  This Environmental Assessment 

(EA) was prepared in accordance with 7 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 1794, RUS’s 

Environmental Policies and Procedures, and 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508, the regulations promulgated by the 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act 
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(NEPA).  This EA also addresses other laws, regulations, executive orders, and guidelines promulgated to 

protect and enhance environmental quality including, but not limited to, the Endangered Species Act, the 

Farmland Protection Policy Act, the Clean Water Act, and executive orders governing floodplain 

management, protection of wetlands, and environmental justice. 

* * * * * 
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Hoosier Energy proposes the relocation of its existing Headquarters building from the existing site on the 

north side of Bloomington, Indiana to a site on the south side of Bloomington in Monroe County, near the 

intersection of State Road (SR) 37 and Tapp Road (Figure 2.1).  The existing site currently contains the 

Headquarters functions of the chief executive office, business marketing, human resources, administrative 

services, finance, and accounting in one building.  Several other buildings at the existing site house the 

functions of operations systems asset management and fuels management.   

The proposed Project involves the acquisition of 13.5 acres and construction of an 83,000-square-foot 

three-story Headquarters office building (Figure 2.2).  The Headquarters building would house the central 

office corporate services, which includes executive, legal, finance and accounting; marketing and 

business development; purchasing and contracts; human resources; information systems; safety and 

training; power marketing; North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) and Critical 

Infrastructure Protection (CIP) compliance; generation asset, outage, and fuels management; 

communications; key accounts; environmental services; and administrative support.  The new facility 

would employ an estimated 116 permanent employees and up to 25 temporary employees after 

construction.  Hoosier Energy estimates a 2 percent annual employment growth over the next 15 to 20 

years.  The building would be designed for occupancy of approximately 200 people.  SR 37 and Tapp 

Road would be used for construction access and ingress/egress to the site would occur from South Tech 

Park Boulevard constructed (Figure 2.2); no upgrades to off-site roads are anticipated to be required.   

The Headquarters building would consist of two wings and center connecting core.  The north wing 

would consist of three floors and the south wing would have three floors over a basement, which takes 

advantage of the site topography.  The central core of the building would consist of two floors and include 

the board room, lobby, large conference rooms, executive conference room, and executive offices.  

Building amenities include a kitchen and dining area, fitness center and employee training room.  Parking 

for 235 vehicles, including 6 plug-in hybrid vehicle charging stations and 10 car pool spaces, would be 

provided on the site.  The building is expected to be at least Leadership in Energy and Environmental 

Design (LEED) silver certified and be outfitted with the most energy efficient mechanical, electrical and 

lighting systems available, including geothermal heating and cooling, light-emitting diode (LED) lighting 

and occupancy sensors.   

The proposed Project would be constructed using standard construction techniques and sequencing.  

Overall, approximately five acres of gently rolling wooded land would be disturbed for construction and 
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operation of the proposed Project.  Some tree removal would be required for the project in the location of 

the proposed building and parking areas.  Grounds and parking would be landscaped with native plantings 

per LEED standards and permeable pavers used in strategic locations.  Hoosier Energy provided detailed 

site plans to the City of Bloomington Planning Department.  Unanimous city approval to construct the 

project was received on February 6, 2013.   

Preconstruction activities include the installation of site security lighting, video surveillance cameras, a 

Hoosier Energy field construction office trailer, temporary construction electrical power, temporary 

potable water service, and connection to the existing sewer construction trailer sanitary and gray water 

needs.  In addition, a security trailer would be installed to serve as the main point of entrance for 

construction workers, engineers, and Hoosier Energy employees.  Roving security officers would patrol 

the site 24 hours per day, 7 days per week during construction to assure a safe and secure site.  Other 

preconstruction activities include site surveying and installation of erosion control structures to comply 

with Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) Rule 5 Construction Plan/Storm Water 

Pollution Plan.   

Site construction activities would occur sequentially and include cut and fill grading, excavation and 

forming for concrete basement in the south wing and concrete slab for the central core and north wing.  

Soil stabilization would be utilized during excavation if needed.  Excess soil from site preparation would 

be stored on the south end of the property.  The permanent site drainage system, which includes storm 

water piping/drains, sediment traps, rain gardens with underground detention systems and geotextile 

fabric would be installed during the grading activity and connected to the existing storm drainage 

infrastructure.  All storm water created at the site including building gutter collection systems and parking 

lot runoff will be treated either through the rain garden detention system, sediment trap structures, or 

both.  The site drainage system would be approved by the City Council and be constructed in accordance 

with the applicable state and federal regulations.   

Following all concrete wall and flatwork, steel shell erection would commence and include all structural 

framing, post and beams, trusses, girts, steel siding and roof system.  Other outside activities would occur 

simultaneously with site grading, excavation, foundations and shell erection and include: installation of 

the fire protection system; installation of sanitary piping connecting to the existing sewer system, 

construction of the interior road system and installation of permanent lighting.  The fire protection system 

would meet Indiana Building code and FM Global standards. 
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Following shell erection, interior construction measures would be undertaken to complete the buildings, 

including internal wall construction, mechanical, electrical and plumbing systems, interior finishes, 

flooring, lighting, and fixtures.  The site would be landscaped to meet zoning requirements.  Site security 

would include fencing, with a motor operated security gate at the entrance.  Finally, exterior lighting 

would be installed. 

* * * * *  
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3.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

In 2011, Hoosier Energy conducted a Facility Condition Assessment of the existing site, which consists of 

the Headquarters and Power Delivery functions, with the goal of developing a long term (20-year) facility 

plan to accommodate predicted future growth.  The existing site, located in Bloomington, Indiana, serves 

not only as the central location for Hoosier Energy’s administrative offices in the Headquarters building 

but also for the Power Delivery functions, maintenance garages, and warehouse facilities (Figure 3.1).  

The purpose of the Facility Condition Assessment was to quantify needed space versus current available 

space to efficiently perform Headquarters functions, quantify projected employee growth, determine the 

physical condition of the existing facility and quantify the needed investment to restore the facility to 

acceptable building and regulatory standards.  The Facility Condition Assessment also sought to 

understand the implications of the new Interstate 69 (I-69) highway construction project that proposes to 

pass immediately in front of the current Headquarters ingress and egress driveways.  The I-69 project 

consists of a new interstate highway beginning in Evansville, Indiana and continuing to Indianapolis, 

Indiana.  Currently, I-69 is complete from Evansville to a location approximately 27 miles southwest of 

Bloomington, with the next section of I-69 to be completed to a point just south of the city of 

Bloomington by December 2014.   

Figure 3.1: Hoosier Energy Current Site 

 

 

Headquarters 

Power Delivery 

Property Boundary 
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3.1 Headquarters Space Requirements   

Hoosier Energy estimates that Headquarters staffing will increase two percent per year over the next 20 

years.  The Facility Condition Assessment concluded that the existing Headquarters office space cannot 

accommodate this projected employee growth needed to maintain business functions.  Currently, the 

Headquarters building has 49,000 square feet of office space at the existing site and leases 10,000 square 

feet of space off site, where 30 employees work.  Based on the projected growth and needs, the 

Headquarters building would require an 83,000 square feet building that includes, offices, conference 

rooms, board room and other ancillary spaces.  There is also inadequate conference space to 

accommodate normal business and inadequate number of parking spaces; especially during board meeting 

dates and no available space to expand. 

3.2 Existing Facility Condition Evaluation 

The Headquarters office spaces at the existing site are presently housed in two separate buildings; the 

main office building and the safety and training building.  Each building was assessed utilizing a building 

condition form that evaluated the buildings based on seven characteristics and associated attributes as 

evaluation factors.  

Table 3.1: Facility Condition Assessment Categories 

Characteristics  Attributes
Site Walking safety 

Parking 
Sanitary 
Storm 

Lighting 
Security 
Fence 

Structural Roof 
Gutters, Soffit and Fascia 

Exposed foundation 

Exterior Cladding Aluminum siding 

Windows/Doors Storefront 
Windows 

Headers/Sills 
Doors 
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Characteristics  Attributes
Building Climate and 
Environmental 
Conditions 

Plumbing 
Fire Protection 

Electrical 
Lighting 

System Control 
Technology 

Security 

Interiors Finishes 
Casework 

Doors 
Glazing 

Partitions/Walls 
Fixed Equipment 

Code Accessibility 
Fire Alarms 

Means of Egress 
Sprinkler System 

Emergency Lighting 

 

A suitability rating was established from 0 to 5 with 5 being the most suitable and 0 the least suitable for 

each attribute.  Each building was evaluated according to characteristics and attributes and a suitability 

percent was calculated as the total points scored divided by the number of points possible for all 

categories.  The lower the percentage, the less likely the building was suitable for meeting the criteria.  

The suitability scores for the main office building and safety and training building were 52 percent and 61 

percent, respectively out of 100 percent possible.  The most common issues noted were:  

 original roofs – 33 years old 

 no sprinkler system  

 poor sound insulation  

 lack of Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliance (non-compliant hardware, no 

elevator, no ramps at entrance/exit)  

 rusted windows and doors 

 poor energy efficient windows and doors 

 cracked/spalled exterior concrete cladding and lintels 

 poor sound insulation 

 poor heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) zone control 

 absence of panic hardware on exterior doors 
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 extremely crowded office area in administrative services and accounting and payroll 

 inadequate parking spaces for employees, board directors and member managers and visitors 

from the public, and other company departments 

 poor lighting and poor energy efficiencies of the building mechanical systems   

The Facility Condition Assessment identified nearly $4.1 million in upgrades over the course of three 

years to remedy existing deficiencies; however, no space would be added, the 10,000 square feet of leased 

office would continue to be leased and the lack of adequate parking would still exist. 

3.3 Interstate 69 (I-69) Construction Limitations to Access 

The existing site is currently accessed by SR 37.  Increased congestion on the highway has made 

accessing the existing site difficult.  A new interstate highway (I-69) is being constructed between 

Evansville and Indianapolis, Indiana as part of an overall long range plan to connect Mexico to Canada in 

order to expedite the shipment of goods as part of the North American Free Trade Agreement and relieve 

congestion on state highways.  The proposed I-69 corridor would pass directly in front of the existing site.  

Although the final alignment of the I-69 right-of-way has yet to be determined, it is predicted to 

potentially include a part of the existing parking lot, which may compromise access to the existing site.  

Hoosier Energy has informed the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) of the need to maintain 

access; however, with the uncertainty comes risk to operation and, as a member-owned cooperative, 

Hoosier Energy is unable to accept this magnitude of risk and must plan accordingly.  Regardless of I-

69’s exact location, when the construction of the interstate reaches the southern part of Bloomington in 

2014, the traffic count is expected to increase by 14,000 vehicles per day on the existing SR 37.  This 

dramatic increase will further impede Hoosier Energy’s employees and visitors to safely egress from the 

site and potentially create an unsafe condition for public traffic as well. 

3.4 Purpose and Need Summary 

The Facility Condition Assessment identified substantial issues with the current location when taking into 

consideration all health, safety and welfare factors, including code requirements, structural integrity, 

mechanical/electrical/technology, windows and doors, and existing site issues.  The physical condition of 

the Headquarters building and safety and training building is deteriorating and requires significant 

upgrades.  Lastly, the existing site has no space for expanding both facilities and infrastructure.   

Relocation of the Headquarters building functions from the existing site to a new site is essential for 

Hoosier Energy to meet long-term employee growth projections, improve efficiencies, and avoid 

significant investment to upgrade facilities that could never be recovered or increase space to meet current 
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needs.  The target completion date of the proposed Project is December 2014, which would provide 

sufficient time to occupy the facility prior to the projected increased traffic on I-69 and allow for 

unforeseen delays in construction.  

* * * * * 
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4.0 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

4.1 Relocation and Renovation Alternatives  

Based on the findings of the Facility Condition Assessment, Hoosier Energy considered numerous 

potential renovation and relocation alternatives for resolving the deficiencies of the existing site.  The 

process for assessing the potential relocation and renovation alternatives for functions at the existing site 

was documented under the previously mentioned Centerpiece Project EA, which assessed the relocation 

of the Power Delivery functions at the existing site.  To provide a methodical approach to the alternative 

selection, an alternatives evaluation matrix was created jointly by Hoosier Energy executive staff and 

consultants.  The evaluation matrix consisted of five individual design criteria and 28 evaluation factors.  

The design criteria were created specifically for use in the alternative selection process and included (in 

priority order):  space requirements, safety/security of the facility, cost of the project, location, and 

operations impact.  Space requirements criteria were assigned a numerical value of 5, which is the highest 

priority on a scale of 1 to 5 because the purpose of considering a long range master facility plan centers 

on whether the alternatives being evaluated have sufficient land to meet the space requirements of the 

facility.  Each design criterion was assigned evaluation factors which reflected specific factors crucial for 

operation and business.  For each evaluation factor, a score of -3 to +3 was assigned with -3 being the 

least suitable or least agreeable to +3 being the most suitable or most agreeable.  For each of the 

alternatives evaluated, a score was assigned, then multiplied by the priority rank, and totaled to arrive at a 

final score.  Design criteria used in the option evaluation matrix included: 

Table 4.1: Alternatives Evaluation Criteria and Factors 

Priority Design Criteria Attribute 

5 Space Requirements  Meets office building program recommendations 
Meet operations/Storage building program recommendations 
Provides programmed parking spaces 
Provides adequate lay down space 
Design allows for flexibility in space use 
Project does not require leased space 
Site allows for future expansion 

5 Safety/Security  Site ideal per NERC requirements 
Operations traffic flow is safe 
Pedestrians are safe on site 
Vehicular traffic on site is safe 

3 Costs Least anticipated project cost 
Middle anticipated project cost 
Low anticipated project cost 
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Priority Design Criteria Attribute 

2 Location Site is not located within City of Bloomington 
Site is located within 30 minutes of workforce commute 
Site has no environmental issues/limitations 
Location has high resale value 
Location does not require additional towers 
I-69 risk factor 
Site has sewer and adequate capacity 
Location has easy access to highway and interstate 

1 Impact Project can be phased 
Project has minimal impact on workforce 
System control is not impacted 
Duration of construction 20 months 
Duration of construction 21-36 months 
Duration of construction 36+ months 

 

The alternatives evaluated in the Facility Condition Assessment were ultimately vetted by a Hoosier 

Energy Headquarters Planning Subcommittee which is a subset of the Board of Directors, and Hoosier 

Energy’s executive staff.  The following alternatives were considered:  

1. No Action/Maintenance of Headquarters and Power Delivery at the Existing Site 

Under this alternative, Hoosier Energy would continue operations and maintenance at the existing 

location and would not build the proposed Project.  Hoosier Energy would continue leasing additional 

space off site.  Leaving Power Delivery functions at the existing site would expose Hoosier Energy to 

unacceptable risk in its ability to reliably provide service to its member distribution systems.  

Although there is uncertainty regarding the potential impacts of the proposed I-69 project to accessing 

the existing site, significant improvements would still be needed regardless of the selected route to 

provide alternative access options, and to meet Hoosier Energy’s current and projected future office 

and storage space needs.  

The existing site conditions including topography, right-of-way, geotechnical conditions, and layout 

prevent expansion of operational activities and facilities at the current location.  The existing site is 

not expandable as all of the flat/buildable land has been consumed for storage, laydown and normal 

business.  Hoosier Energy has expanded the existing site to its limitations, and the expansion that has 

occurred requires constant erosion control upkeep through periodic replacement of rip rap.  

Maintenance and upkeep of the existing site would be very costly.  This option was not selected 

because the current location does not allow for future expansion of the business and work force.   
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2. Upgrade/Renovation of Headquarters and Power Delivery at the Existing Site 

This Alternative would involve investing in expansion and retrofitting within the boundaries of the 

existing site.  As stated in Alternative 1, the facility cannot be expanded because there is no flat 

ground left and, the existing soils are not suitable for erecting a building or warehouse.  Under this 

alternative, Hoosier Energy would have to continue leasing additional space off site.  Without the 

ability to expand the existing site, Hoosier Energy could not reliably service its member cooperative 

systems.   

Based on the Facility Condition Assessment’s evaluation matrix, the renovation/additions at the 

existing site received negative scores and was no longer considered as a viable option.  The Facility 

Condition Assessment determined that an investment of nearly $4.1 million would be required to 

restore the Headquarters facilities at the existing site to good condition.  Such an investment in the 

existing site is unsound from a financial perspective, given that the existing site has been appraised at 

a value less than the needed investment; thus, the return on the investment could not be realized.  

Furthermore, the upgrades would not include the construction of additional space; the 10,000-square-

foot office space would continue to be leased and the inefficient layout of the Power Delivery 

facilities would still exist.  Leasing additional off-site space is inefficient, expensive, and impractical 

considering this scenario and ultimately affects Hoosier Energy’s ability to reliably maintain their 

electrical systems. 

3. Relocation/Collocation of Headquarters and Power Delivery to a New Site  

This option was not selected because other properties evaluated could not accommodate the unique 

needs of the Power Delivery operations.  Power Delivery operations require access to major 

highways, a site that would allow for the erection of a 300-foot-tall microwave tower and central 

access to existing transmission assets.  Of all sites evaluated to collocate the Headquarters and Power 

Delivery needs, none could meet the needs of Power Delivery.  

4. Upgrade/Renovation of Headquarters at the Existing Site & Relocation of Power Delivery to a 

New Site 

This option was not selected for several reasons.  Based on a geotechnical evaluation, the site has 

unsuitable soils for construction and would require corrective measures to improve the soil conditions 

to allow construction; therefore, adding additional site costs and putting the project schedule at risk.  

If the existing building was to be renovated and a new separate building constructed as part of the 

Headquarters complex on the area where the Power Delivery now exists, it would not be as 
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operationally efficient as having all the Headquarters functions in one building.  The site would have 

poor access once the I-69 project is completed adjacent to the site. 

5. Relocation of Headquarters and Power Delivery to Separate Sites 

Based on the disadvantages described under options 1 through 4 above, this option emerged as the 

preferred option, and, this specific document refers only to the relocation of the existing headquarters 

to a new location.  Relocation of Power Delivery to a separate site was considered as a separate 

project and previously approved by Hoosier Energy and RUS, entitled the Centerpiece Project.  The 

Centerpiece Project EA was completed in November 2012, a Finding of No Significant Impact was 

signed in December 2012, and construction of the Centerpiece Project is now underway.  

The final scores ranked the last alternative, Relocation of Headquarters and Power Delivery to Separate 

Sites, as the preferred alternative.  The Facility Condition Assessment resulted in a determination that the 

Headquarters buildings should be located on a separate site.  A resolution authorizing Hoosier Energy to 

pursue the new site selection for Headquarters was approved by its Board in March of 2012.   

4.2 Site Selection for Headquarters 

After determining relocation of Headquarters to a new location as the preferred alternative, 43 potential 

sites were identified that would provide sufficient space) within Monroe, Morgan, Lawrence and Owen 

Counties in Indiana.  Based on the industry standard of a 4:1 ratio of land to building footprint when 

constructing a new facility, Hoosier Energy determined that at least 10 acres would be required for the 

construction of the facility and the associated infrastructure (83,000 square foot building and parking) and 

to provide sufficient space for expansion (an anticipated 113,000 square feet).  These counties were 

chosen because they are more central to Hoosier Energy’s member territory and transmission assets 

(substations, switchyards, and transmission lines).  A preliminary review of the sites eliminated 39 of the 

sites due to one or more of the following factors: 

 Suitability of the site’s size – This factor considered the size of the property needed to meet the 

immediate business needs as well as future requirements, and included parking, zoning setbacks, 

future building addition and easements.  .  Hoosier Energy was willing to buy a slightly larger 

parcel of property than what was needed, but the primary focus throughout the site selection was 

on right sizing the total acreage needed for the facility for cost savings purposes. 

 Available land for future expansion – At the projected employee growth rate, Hoosier Energy 

anticipates the need to expand the facility in 15-20 years; therefore the size of the property must 

accommodate an estimated 30,000-square-foot building expansion.  In addition, the property must 

accommodate a future expansion with minimal disruption to business functions, while 
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minimizing site preparation costs including earthwork and utility relocations, and disruptions to 

traffic patterns.   

 Cost of the site – A key focus during the site selection process was to understand comparable 

costs to deliver a site ready for construction.  When determining the overall cost of the site, 

Hoosier Energy considered not only the price of acquisition of the property, but also the potential 

local government tax incentives that could reduce the cost and the lack of needed onsite utilities 

that would increase the cost.  A site was considered more favorable if tax abatements/incentives 

were offered utilizing tax increment financing (TIF) districting as the tax abatement incentive is 

used to offset site development costs.  Hoosier Energy also took into account the potential price 

of installation of needed on-site infrastructure, including access roads, water, sewer, storm drains 

and three phase electricity.  The absence of any of the noted utilities would result in additional 

expense incurred by Hoosier Energy to bring or deliver the utility to the building location  

 Site availability – During Hoosier Energy’s search for a suitable building site, it approached 

property owners who had property listed for sale and some properties not listed for sale, but 

attractive due to the location and access to highways.  In some cases, the property owner was not 

interested in selling due to the type of project which would be constructed.  In other cases, the 

property was found to be zoned for retail or apartment use and the owner was not interested in 

initiating or participating in a rezoning effort through the local zoning board.  Also, a few of the 

sites pursued were under negotiations with other buyers, and therefore no longer pursued.  

 Soil quality – Soil quality can vary considerably from location to location in Indiana with its 

rolling hills and agricultural lowlands.  The suitability of the soil for construction is an important 

factor and can add to the site development costs if there is too much topsoil which would have to 

be removed and replaced with higher load bearing clay material, or if bedrock would be 

encountered at shallow depths which would have to be blasted to allow for excavation and 

concrete foundation work.   

 Topography – Some of the properties evaluated had varying topography including hills and 

valleys, bedrock close to the surface and streams.  While nearly any property can be developed, 

the amount of site-work necessary to make the site suitable for constructing a building increases 

the cost per square foot to construct the facility and therefore an important consideration.   

 Neighborhood not conducive for corporate headquarters – This factor considered the uses of 

adjacent land such as residential, industrial and retail.  A few properties considered were located 

within residential neighborhoods, and while the property could have been rezoned for an office 

building, concerns about encroachment, residual value and future development were viewed as 

risks for locating a corporate office at this type of property.   
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 I-69 uncertainty – Many of the sites evaluated fell within the proposed I-69 Section 5 corridor 

which is currently planned to enter the south side of Bloomington at Victor Pike and Indiana 

Highway 37 and proceed north to Martinsville, Indiana.  The Indiana Department of 

Transportation (INDOT) provided (and continues to make revisions) several options to the public, 

and the options show where access ramps and exit ramps would exist along the corridor.  For sites 

considered that existed along, or near the proposed I-69 corridor, the risk of having an access 

ramp from the interstate as well as the risk that property would be annexed for INDOT right of 

way were strongly considered.   

 Accessibility –Safe and efficient access for employees was a key consideration, and included 

relative proximity to major highway arteries and consideration of employee’s current commuting 

distance.  The Hoosier Energy service territory for its 18 member system covers nearly the entire 

southern half of the State of Indiana as well as a portion of Southwestern Illinois.  Access to a 

headquarters site for member managers and directors via major highway arteries was important in 

the site selection since regular attendance to both board and committee meetings is part of normal 

business.  

 Commute related workforce retention – One of the goals of the site selection process was to 

ensure that all of Hoosier Energy’s work force was retained with the new building location.  For 

each potential property evaluated, an employee workforce commute chart, which assessed the 

distance of each employee’s commute to the respective site as compared to their commute to the 

existing site, was prepared to determine the impact to the workforce.  

 Proximity of the Headquarters facility to the Owen County Power Delivery Site – Proximity of 

the new Headquarters facility to the new Owen County Power Delivery facility was a critical 

factor.  Headquarters personnel will make frequent trips to the Owen County site and certain 

corporate services located at Headquarters will continue to support the Owen County facility 

from the home office.  Centralized corporate services served out of Headquarters such as fleet 

management, purchasing and contracts, compliance, safety, and environmental services will 

continue to support Power Delivery.   

Four alternative sites were carried forward for further consideration including  the Tapp Road, Shaw 

Property, Victor Pike and Monroe Hospital locations, all located in Bloomington, Indiana.  After further 

evaluation of these four sites, two properties, Shaw Property and Monroe Hospital, were dropped from 

consideration.  The Shaw Property was eliminated due to the significant development (infrastructure) 

costs that would be incurred by Hoosier Energy.  This particular site would have required a bridge to 

cross a tributary, as well as the construction of a 2,000-foot-long access road.  In addition, Hoosier 
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Energy would have to incur the expense of extending the water and sewer line 2,000 feet.  , The Shaw 

Property also had limited usable property out of the 26-acre parcel and, more property than needed 

overall.  The Monroe Hospital location property was also eliminated because the site was larger than 

needed, would require the construction of a costly access road, and because the bank that held the 

mortgage on the property foreclosed.  A property in foreclosure cannot be sold, and it was uncertain when 

this property would become available for sale.  After the Shaw Property and Monroe Hospital locations 

were eliminated, one additional property, Fullerton Pike, was brought under consideration.  The Fullerton 

Pike property, while for sale during the site selection process, was never considered previously because it 

was considerably larger than needed (90 acres in comparison to the needed 10 acres) and lacked requisite 

infrastructure (access road and utilities).  The owner of the Fullerton Pike property approached Hoosier 

Energy and offered to subdivide the property to as little as 20-25 acres, which caused this property to 

become a potential candidate.  The Fullerton Pike property became very attractive because it was located 

in the southern part of Bloomington along Indiana SR 37, within the appropriate proximity to the 

relocated Power Delivery facility in Owen County, , and has existing access to SR 37.  To address the 

lack of an access road, the owner advised Hoosier Energy that he would work with the local government 

to determine if TIF districting might be available, which would cover the cost of the 2,000-foot access 

road.  However, an equivalent length of water and sewer lines would still be needed and paid for by 

Hoosier Energy.  No definitive plans were developed to create a TIF district for this site, or review zoning 

requirements.   

The three final sites were evaluated using a weighted suitability criteria scoring matrix; the results are 

shown in Table 4.2.  Three categories included cost risk factor, location/proximity, and site impacts were 

identified as the most important evaluation factors.  Cost risk factor was weighted by a multiplier of 3 

given that the attributes within the cost risk factor were considered to have the highest priority and present 

the largest impact and risk potential.  The other two factors, location/proximity and site impact were given 

a priority assignment multiplier of 2 and 1 respectively as these factors were considered to be less 

impactful or risky concerning site selection.  The specific attributes for each category are shown in Table 

4.2.  Values of 0, 25, 50, 75 and 100, with 0 being the lowest or worst score and 100 being the highest or 

best score, were assigned to each attribute for the properties.  The score was calculated as “value” 

multiplied by “priority multiplier”.  The site that emerged with the highest score would be considered the 

most suitable for construction.  

Cost Risk Factors 

The cost risk suitability factors were assigned a weighted value of 3 and include geotechnical, regulatory 

approvals, acreage/layout suitability and future expansion/space, and resale value.   
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 Geotechnical risk factors include the suitability of the soil for construction and the presence of 

bedrock at or near the surface of the ground.  Extensive depths of sandy loam top soil would 

result in increased excavation costs and increased costs to deliver soils which have a higher 

content of clay needed for compaction.  If bedrock is found close to the surface, costs could 

increase due to the need to blast or, utilize pneumatic hoe rams to excavate the rock.   

 Regulatory approvals were identified as a cost risk factor primarily due to potential, project 

schedule impacts.  Some sites required a lengthier review and approval process required by the 

local government due to zoning and districting.  The RUS environmental assessment review and 

approval process, including public comment period is another regulatory requirement with 

unpredictable approval periods due to potential public comments and need to address public 

comments.  Delays in the approval schedule translates to increased costs and risk for Hoosier 

Energy.  The first cost risk is possible increased costs by starting construction late in the year and 

incurring delays due to inclement weather.  The second cost risk factor concerning regulatory 

approvals is the uncertainty of tax incentives being granted during the local government approval 

process.  Hoosier was unwilling to spend months in the local government approval process for a 

specific property only to be denied tax incentives after investing funds in site design, geotechnical 

and other costs to meet a December 1, 2014 occupancy date.  Tax incentives were more likely for 

some properties than others due to the properties being located within a TIF district, and the city 

planning department advising Hoosier Energy that a tax incentive was possible or probable. 

 Acreage/layout suitability and future expansion refers to the combination of the amount of 

property being considered, the ability to layout out the current building in an efficient manner; 

have space for a future building expansion while minimizing site work and major infrastructure 

changes for the expansion, and the topography of the ground.  In the first case, Hoosier Energy 

did not want to buy more property than was necessary to construct the Headquarters and allow for 

future expansion.  Hoosier Energy was willing to purchase a few more acres than what was 

needed for the facility, understanding that some owners would not subdivide beyond a certain 

number of acres.  Beyond purchasing a few more acres than needed, Hoosier Energy did not want 

to overbuy due to the outright additional cost, costs associated with upkeep of the property and 

property taxes.  Secondly, the configuration of the property, including location of utilities in 

relation to a future expansion presented cost risks, as well as access to an existing access road.  

The preferred scenario is to design the building layout to allow space for an addition in the future 

while minimizing costly relocation of utilities and additional site development work.  Last, flat 
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ground is less costly to develop than hilly ground, therefore a cost risk depending on the 

topography of the ground was considered. 

 Resale value was another long term risk considered during site selection.  Hoosier Energy was 

careful to evaluate the location of the site while considering the ability to sell the facility if 

business conditions changed in the future, such as a merger with another generation and 

transmission utility.  Hoosier Energy did not want to build a new Headquarters facility at a site 

which may not be attractive to a buyer in the future, because of the location.   

Location/Proximity 

Location/Proximity suitability factor was assigned a weighted value of 2 and the values were determined 

based on the locations relative proximity to Bloomington, the Owen County Power Delivery Site, 

Indianapolis, Amenities, Workforce Residences, and the I-69 Interchange.  

All three finalist sites were either in the city of Bloomington or close to Bloomington.  The closer the 

candidate site was to the central part of Bloomington, or slightly north of the city of Bloomington, the 

higher the score received.  Closeness to the Owen County Power Delivery Site is important as certain 

positions, such as executive, compliance, facilities and communication technicians will travel between 

sites often to support activities.  Proximity to Indianapolis is important as Indianapolis is a major 

recruiting area for employees, and has a major airport which is used frequently by Hoosier Energy 

employees.  Amenities, including city of Bloomington shopping, restaurants, and services, are included in 

the risk factors for employee recruitment and retention.  The proximity of the selected sites to the 

workforce’s residences is another critically important factor to ensure that the average commute length 

would not increase and threaten workforce retention.  The final attribute assessed was proximity to the 

proposed I-69 interstate.  This attribute considered the proximity to I-69, but more importantly whether 

the site would have an interchange nearby where employees could have safe and efficient access to the 

new facility.  

Site Impacts 

Site impacts suitability factor identified and included workforce disruptions,  site screening from 

neighbors, view from the building, and visual/noise impact of the future I-69 interstate.  This factor was 

given the lowest priority multiplier value of 1.  Workforce disruptions refer to the potential disruption to 

the workforce when and if a future building expansion occurred.  This attribute largely depended on the 

ability to lay out the facility site such that a building addition could occur without major disruptions to 

business processes due to utility relocations, road and parking changes or additions, noise and contractor 
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activity.  Ability to screen from neighbors represents the site layout and ability to ensure that sufficient 

distance and screening from other ongoing land uses is maintained.  Zoning is a consideration, and the 

ability to screen from potential residential and industrial neighbors is important for ongoing business and 

resale value.  The view of the building and view from the building takes into account the facility site 

layout on the property, as well as surrounding scenery and buildings.  A site received a higher score if 

while approaching the building there were trees in the background and no visible buildings, highways or 

neighborhoods in view.  Similarly, view from the building includes the quality of the view from 

employees looking out from the building.  The last attribute within the site impact factor is visual/noise of 

the future I-69 interstate.  While being close to an interstate with an interchange is important, the ability to 

screen visual and noise impacts from I-69 was also considered important by the site selection committee. 

Table 4.2: Site Evaluation Criteria Matrix 

 Tapp Road Fullerton Pike Victor Pike 

 Value Score Value Score Value Score 

Cost Risk Factor (Priority Multiplier = 3) 

Geotechnical 100 300 100 300 100 300 

Regulatory Approvals 50 150 0 0 100 300 

Acreage/Layout Suitability 100 300 50 150 50 150 

Future Expansion/Space 50 150 100 300 100 300 

Resale Value 100 300 100 300 50 150 

 Cost Subtotal 400 1200 350 1050 400 1200 

Location /Proximity (Priority Multiplier = 2) 

Bloomington  100 200 100 200 0 0 

Power Delivery 75 150 50 100 0 0 

Indianapolis 50 100 0 0 0 0 

Amenities 100 200 100 200 50 100 

Workforce Commute 100 200 100 200 50 100 

I-69 Interchange 50 100 100 200 100 200 

Location/Proximity Subtotal 375 750 350 700 200 400 

Site Impacts (Priority Multiplier = 1) 

Workforce Disruptions 50 50 50 50 50 50 

Site Screening from Neighbors 100 100 100 100 50 50 

View from Building 100 100 50 50 0 0 

View of Building 100 100 50 50 50 50 

Visual/Noise Impact of I-69 100 100 50 50 0 0 

Site Impacts Subtotal 450 450 300 300 150 150 

Summary Scores 

Total Points 1325 2600 1100 2250 800 1850 
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4.2.1 Tapp Road  

The Tapp Road site is a 13.5-acre site located approximately 8 miles south of the existing site.  This site 

and the Victor Pike site had equal, lowest overall cost risk factor and therefore the greatest suitability 

score.  The geotechnical assessment showed that little bedrock would be encountered during foundation 

work.  Water, sewer, storm drains, phone fiber optics and electric service exist on the site as well as an 

improved access road with sidewalks to the site.  The Phase I environmental site assessment (ESA), 

archaeological and wetland studies, and geotechnical assessment revealed no findings or concerns.  This 

site is already platted for use as corporate headquarters; tax incentives and vacation of an existing road 

were also offered by the City of Bloomington.  Given the findings of the ESA and the relative support of 

the local government, Hoosier Energy anticipated that regulatory approval would be timely.  While the 

amount of acreage exceeds the minimum required, it is not excessive, and offers flexibility for future 

growth.  The site is well oriented for a 30,000-square-foot expansion in 15-20 years; the site for potential 

expansion is located in an area on the site where minimal impacts to the facility and ongoing Hoosier 

Energy business would be expected.  Further, the existence of a corporate headquarters facility on the site 

is expected to maintain or appreciate its value.  The Tapp Road Site had the highest score for location and 

proximity suitability factors.  It is centrally located within the city of Bloomington and across the street 

from a medical park complex, and.  Only 20 minutes from the Owen County Power Delivery Site and less 

than an hour to the Indianapolis airport, the Tapp Road site is located along a major highway corridor 

with an interchange.  This site has minimal impact on employee’s existing commute.  INDOT’s preferred 

alternative for section 5 of I-69 shows an interchange at Tapp Road immediately adjacent to this site 

making the property even more accessible for board directors, member managers, employees and visitors.   

The Tapp Road Site also had the highest score for the site impact factor.  This site is surrounded on three 

sides by property owned by the city of Bloomington parks and recreation department and known as the 

Wapehani Mountain Bike Trail Park.  This park consists of 45 acres and is not expected to ever be 

available for other land uses, which made this site very appealing.  The majority of the 13.5-acre site is 

forested; employees will have excellent views of the woods from the office and while approaching the 

building from any direction.  While this property is along the proposed I-69 corridor, a buffer of tress 

approximately 500 feet in width separates the building from the highway which will serve well to control 

noise and impacts from the interstate. 

4.2.2 Victor Pike 

The Victor Pike site is an 88-acre site located about 12 miles south of the existing site outside the city 

limits of Bloomington.  While the owner would not consider subdividing this property, the cost per acre 

was much more attractive than the other two sites.  Therefore, it was less of a concern to overbuy the 
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needed acreage to build the facility.  The cost risk suitability factor for Victor Pike scored equal to the 

Tapp Road site and slightly better than the Fullerton Pike site.  During the assessment, the geotechnical 

risk for this site emerged as a major discussion point as the geotechnical investigation suggested a higher 

probability of encountering bedrock near the surface.  The committee scored the geotechnical risk for this 

site the same as the other two sites because all Greenfield sites have some inherent geotechnical risks, and 

only a preliminary geotechnical investigation had been performed on the site,.  Similarly, a discussion 

with the local government suggested that timely regulatory approvals of the site would be expected even 

though the site was not in a TIF district or planned unit development.  It was believed the county would 

work expeditiously towards development of incentives at this location.  The acreage/layout suitability 

category was scored slightly lower than the other two sites because of the rolling topography.  The site 

scored slightly lower in the residual value component of the cost risk factor because of odor concerns 

coming from an adjacent wastewater treatment plant during the summer months,  Lastly, neither sanitary 

sewer nor electric service exists near the proposed construction site and would have to be installed.    

For the location/proximity and site impacts suitability factors categories, the site scored significantly 

lower than the other two sites.  The location of the Victor Pike site, relative to the City of Bloomington, 

Power Delivery, and Indianapolis, had the largest impact on the overall score for this site.  While this site 

is only a few miles south of both Fullerton Pike and Tapp Road, it is the farthest and thus was scored 

accordingly.  Work force commute distances for many employees would increase for this site, more than 

the other two sites and posed concerns about employee retention and future recruitment from Indianapolis 

labor markets.   

INDOT plans of the proposed I-69 interstate show access to Victor Pike, thus the site scored even with 

the other two sites base on access alone.  However, INDOT plans show the site would be completely 

bisected by the proposed interchange of the I-69 project, where it will connect to the south side of 

Bloomington via SR 37.  While there would be sufficient acreage on one side of the interstate interchange 

to build a facility, it would not be convenient or desirable to have half of the property cut off by a major 

interstate; and could potentially affect the future resale value of the property.  INDOT maps indicate that 

the interchange at this location, relative to a potential building site, suggest that the facility would be 

surrounded by the interchange and would adversely affect views from the building and of the building as 

well as create potential adverse noise and visual impacts from the interstate.  The Victor Pike site scored 

the lowest in the suitability factors overall.   
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4.2.3 Fullerton Pike 

The Fullerton Pike site is a 25-acre site located about 9 miles south of the current Headquarters.  This site 

emerged as the second leading candidate with many favorable attributes.  Minimal tree removal, grading 

and contouring would be required at this site as it is currently used for agriculture and, is relatively flat 

lying.  While a geotechnical investigation was not completed, the low elevation of the property suggested 

bedrock could be encountered at shallower depths than the Tapp Road site.  There were greater concerns 

about receiving timely regulatory approvals for this site as it is not currently a planned unit development, 

which requires an additional step in the approval process.  This site scored well in site layout suitability as 

the site is relatively flat lying, however, more than twice as much property was offered than needed which 

offset the favorable attribute of site layout.  Conversely, a 2,500-foot access road would need to be 

constructed to access this property, as well as the installation of sanitary sewer, water and electric service.  

This site scored high in the resale attribute as it is accessible, along the existing SR 37 corridor with 

access, and the proposed I-69 corridor shows an interchange at Fullerton Pike.   

This site is only one mile south of Tapp Road therefore location proximity factors were considered equal 

between the Fullerton and Tapp Road sites.  This site scored well in the site impacts category as the 

orientation of the property would lend itself well to a future building addition causing minimal impact or 

disruption to the work force during the construction.  Also, the site is surrounded by trees which would 

provide good views from and to the building as well as screening from neighbors.  Last, while the 

opportunity for development of retail centers exist and would be immediately across from the 

Headquarters building, the retail centers would be a sufficient distance from the building.  Overall, this 

site received the second highest rating and would serve Hoosier Energy needs well.  

4.2.4 Site Selection Summary 

The Headquarters alternative site analysis process consisted of two steps.  The first step compared 

renovation of the existing Headquarters site and relocation alternatives.  A total of five site 

renovation/relocation options were considered as part of the site selection analysis: 

1. No Action/Maintenance of Headquarters and Power Delivery at the Existing Site 

2. Upgrade/Renovation of Headquarters and Power Delivery at the Existing Site 

3. Relocation/Collation of Headquarters and Power Delivery to a New Site 

4. Upgrade/Renovation of Headquarters at the Existing Site and Relocation of Power Delivery to a 

New Site 

5. Relocation of Headquarters and Power Delivery to Separate Sites 
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An alternative evaluation matrix consisted of five design criteria including space requirements, 

safety/security, costs, location and impact containing a total of 28 evaluation factors was created, and 

used to evaluate the renovation and relocation options.  The evaluation resulted in the decision to relocate 

Headquarters and Power Delivery to separate sites.   

After determining relocation of headquarters to a new location as the preferred alternative, the next step 

consisted of the process to determine where to relocate the Headquarters facilities.  Within a four-county 

region, 43 potential sites were initially considered.  Eleven criteria were used to eliminate 39 sites leaving 

four alternative sites as candidates for further evaluation and vetting, The criteria used included: 

suitability of the site’s size, available land for future expansion, cost of the site, site availability, soil 

quality, topography, compatibility of adjacent land use, Interstate 69 uncertainty, site accessibility from 

existing highways, commute related workforce retention and proximity of Headquarters to Owen County 

Power Delivery site.  The four alternative sites included Tapp Road, Victor Pike, Monroe Hospital site 

and the Shaw property.  After further evaluation, the Monroe Hospital and Shaw property were dropped 

and the Fullerton Pike site, which was never previously considered, was added resulting in a quantity of 

three alternative sites to further evaluate.  A second site evaluation criteria scoring matrix including cost 

risk factor, location/proximity and site impacts was utilized to evaluate the remaining three alternative 

sites.  Each of the three criteria contained six or more attributes each, and the basis for performing a 

detailed analysis on the three remaining sites.   

The detailed analysis resulted in the Tapp Road site being selected as the preferred site.  This site scored 

highest using the established selection criteria and was recommended to the Headquarters Planning 

Subcommittee and Operations Committee by Hoosier Energy Senior Staff.   

 

* * * * *
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5.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

This section provides a description of the existing natural and human resources present in the vicinity of 

the proposed Project.  The proposed Project is located in the Interior Plateau Ecoregion, which is 

characterized by rolling to deeply dissected, rugged terrain with areas of karst topography common on the 

Mitchell Plain.  Vegetation of the Interior Plateau includes a variety of forest types which range from 

hardwood forests to mixed mesophytic (i.e., moderately moist) forests (University of Indiana 2008).  In 

addition to diverse forestland, additional vegetation types in the Interior Plateau ranges from warm and 

cool season pasture to cultivated cropland.  Yearly precipitation is approximately 44.9 inches in this area 

of Indiana (U.S. Climate Data 2012).  The proposed Project site is on the southwest side of Bloomington, 

Indiana.  

Several studies were conducted to determine the resources within the proposed Project site and 

surrounding areas.  These include a Natural Resource Assessment, Preliminary Subsurface Investigation 

and Geotechnical Study, a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, and a Cultural Resource Management 

Report. 

5.1 Air Quality 

According to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) assessment of air quality attainment 

status (40 CFR Part 81), the existing air quality in the vicinity of the proposed Project has been designated 

as in attainment for all criteria pollutants (EPA 2012).  Non-industrial primary pollutants in the area may 

include particulates (i.e., dust) generated from farming, traffic on unpaved roads, wind erosion, and 

smoke from burning trash or ground cover.  These sources produce pollution that is temporary, 

intermittent, and dependent on seasonal and atmospheric conditions.  Most industrial sources in Monroe 

County are located to the north and west of the proposed Project. 

5.2 Land Use 

The proposed Project site is located in the southwest portion of Bloomington, Indiana.  Land use adjacent 

to the proposed Project site is a mix of residential, industrial, and commercial uses.  Indiana SR 37 is 

located adjacent to the site on the west and Tapp Road runs east and west on the south side of the 

proposed Project site.  The Wapehani Mountain Bike Park is located approximately 0.2 miles north of the 

proposed Project site.  There is an existing cell tower which is located in the north end of the site.  

Leonard Springs Park is located approximately 1.8 miles to the southwest of the proposed Project. 
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The nearest school is the Summit Elementary School, approximately 0.9.miles east of the proposed 

Project site.  The nearest commercial airport, Monroe County Airport, is located west of Bloomington 

approximately 2.3 miles west of the site.   

5.3 Geology, Soils, and Farmland 

5.3.1 Geology 

The proposed Project site lies within the Mitchell Plain physiographic unit which is a karst terrain formed 

on thick middle Mississippian limestone common to southern Indiana (USDA 1981).  Monroe County 

also includes two other physiographic units including the Muscatatuck regional slope to the west and the 

Crawford upland to the east of the proposed Project site.  Monroe County is located within the Southern 

Hills and Lowland Region of the state of Indiana.  The Mitchell Plain consists of rolling clay-covered 

upland of low relief and large areas of karst, entrenched by major valleys.  For the most part, the area is 

unglaciated and residuum is present throughout most of the area; however, it is covered by wind-blown 

silt or loess.   

The entire area underlying Monroe County is part of the Mississippian Bedrock Unit which is primarily 

comprised of limestone, shale, and sandstone.  Ground elevation at the proposed Project site ranges from 

approximately 760 feet above mean sea level (MSL) in the northeast portion of the site to approximately 

830 feet above MSL in the northwest portion of the site.  In general, the land surface slopes from the 

northwest to east and southeast with an approximate relief 40 feet.  Drainage is primarily along the 

existing ground surface towards storm sewers located in the southern portion of the site.   

According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the proposed Project is in an area of karst 

geologic features (Appendix A).  A large sinkhole is present between the northern part of the proposed 

Project site and SR 37. 

5.3.2 Soils 

The primary soil type located within the proposed Project site is from the Crider series, with primarily silt 

loam soils ranging from 2 to 12 percent slope (Figure 5.1).  Crider series consists of very deep, well 

drained, moderately permeable soils on uplands which typically formed in a loess mantle over an 

underlying residuum of limestone (USDA 2011a).  Water capacity of the Crider soils is high with 

moderate permeability.  Runoff from cultivated areas is characterized as medium and the organic matter 

content of the surface layer is generally considered low (USDA 1981).   
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Hagerstown silt loam is also found in the southwest portion of the proposed Project site.  The Hagerstown 

series consists of deep and very deep, well drained soils formed in residuum of hard gray limestone; 

permeability is moderate and typical mean annual precipitation is 30 to 45 inches (USDA 2011b).  

Hagerstown series are generally found on steeper slopes.  Water capacity of the Hagerstown soils is 

moderate with permeability also considered moderate.  Runoff from cultivated areas is characterized as 

rapid and the organic matter content of the surface layer is generally considered low (USDA 1981).   

5.3.3 Farmland 

In 2007, Monroe County had approximately 53,538 acres (roughly 20.3 percent of the total county area) 

classified as farmland from 481 farms (USDA 2007).  The county ranked 86 out of 92 Indiana counties in 

the total value of agricultural products sold (2007). 

Prime farmland is a valued resource in Monroe County, with approximately 30 percent or less being 

classified as “prime.”  The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) evaluates and classifies soil 

mapping units (areas of soil delineated on county soil survey maps) as “prime” or “not prime” farmland 

based on characteristics that are necessary for economic crop production.  In addition to these criteria, 

Indiana has specific criteria that define prime farmland in this state (Wheeler et al. 1983).  These include 

the following: 

1) Soils are deeper than 20 inches to rock or coarse sand (which reflects water-holding capacity)  

2) The subsoils are finer in texture than sandy loam (which also reflects water-holding capacity)  

3) The land has less than six percent slope (which reflects the erosion hazard) 

4) The land is not subject to frequent flooding during any season of the year 

The NRCS soil types listed as occurring in the immediate vicinity of the proposed Project site are 

classified by the NRCS as prime farmland if drained (NRCS 2012).  For the area in the vicinity of the 

proposed Project, these soils are designated as Crider silt loam (NRCS 2012) (Figure 5.1).  According to 

the NRCS, the area for the proposed Project includes a total of approximately 4 acres of land classified as 

prime and unique farmland, representing less than one-tenth of one percent of the total prime and unique 

farmland in Monroe County.   

5.4 Water Resources 

Monroe County is located within the White River Drainage Basin with much of the northern portion of 

the county draining into the White River, primarily through Beanblossom Creek.  Southern areas drain 

primarily into the East Fork White River through Hunter Creek, Salt Creek, and Indian Creek (Indiana 

Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) 1989).  The nearest reservoir to the proposed Project is the 
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Griffy Reservoir, which is one of three primary reservoirs that are part of the surface water drainage in 

Monroe County (along with Monroe Lake and Lake Lemon).  Located approximately one mile north of 

Bloomington, the Griffy Reservoir has a surface area of approximately 110 acres and its drainage basin 

covers approximately 5,000 acres (IDNR 1989).  The reservoir was used as the primary drinking water 

source for Bloomington until the completion of Monroe Lake (1989).   

5.4.1 Surface Water, Water Supply, and Discharge 

In addition to the Griffy Reservoir noted above, the most prominent surface water resource near the 

proposed Project is Monroe Lake, located approximately 8 miles southwest of the proposed Project site.  

Monroe Lake exists as a cooperative management effort between the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

(USACE) and the IDNR and has 10,750 acres of water in the summer for fishing, boating, swimming and 

other water related activities.  Monroe Lake dam is located on Salt Creek, approximately 26 miles 

upstream of its juncture with the East Fork of White River, approximately 20 miles south and east of 

Bloomington (USACE 2012). 

In general, runoff from approximately two-thirds of the City of Bloomington flows to the south into Clear 

Creek, while the northern third of the City drains to the north as tributaries to Beanblossom Creek 

(Monroe County 2004).  The primary tributaries to Clear Creek include Jackson Creek, West Fork Clear 

Creek, and Sinking Creek.  Clear Creek flows to the south, where it picks up effluent from the Dillman 

wastewater treatment plant, and joins Salt Creek about a mile downstream from the Monroe Lake Dam 

(2004).  

According to the Natural Resource Assessment conducted for this proposed Project (May 2012), two 

unnamed stream tributaries to Clear Creek are located within the proposed Project site boundary on the 

parcel east of Grossman Boulevard and north of West Schmaltz Boulevard  One additional unnamed 

drainage feature was identified within the proposed Project boundary on the parcel west of Grossman 

Boulevard.  Weimer Lake, located within the 46-acre Wapehani Mountain Bike Park, is located just north 

of the project site boundary.  No other streams or ponds were identified on the proposed Project site. 

5.4.2 Groundwater 

Four bedrock aquifer systems are identified for Monroe County:  Pennsylvanian Raccoon Creek Group; 

the Mississippian Buffalo Wallow, Stephensport, and West Baden Groups; the Mississippian Blue River 

and Sanders Groups; and the Mississippian Borden Group (IDNR 2003a).  The Blue River and Sanders 

Groups is present in the majority of Monroe County, including the entire proposed Project site.  This 

aquifer system is not regarded as a major groundwater resource in the county; well depths range from 90 



Environmental Assessment March 2013 Affected Environment 

Hoosier Energy – New Headquarters Project 5.6 Burns & McDonnell 

to 200 feet, with capacities ranging from 3 to 20 gallons per minute (gpm) and depth to bedrock generally 

between 10 and 70 feet below land surface (Maier 2010).   

Monroe County includes four unconsolidated aquifer systems: the Dissected Till and 

Residuum/Unglaciated Southern Hills and Lowlands; the Alluvial, Lacustrine, and Backwater Deposits; 

the Norman Upland/Mitchell Plateau Till Subsystem; and, the White River and Tributaries Outwash 

Aquifer System (IDNR 2003b).  The Dissected Till and Residuum/Unglaciated Southern Hills and 

Lowlands is mapped throughout the majority of Monroe County, including the proposed Project site.  The 

IDNR has no records of drilled wells producing from these systems and they are recognized as two of the 

most limited groundwater resources in Monroe County (IDNR 2003b).  In general, both of these systems 

are recognized as having low permeability of surface materials and the systems are therefore not very 

susceptible to surface water contamination. 

5.4.3 Water Quality 

The 2012 Draft 303(d) List of Impaired Waters does not cite any surface water features in Monroe 

County as impaired waters (State of Indiana 2012).  Pollution sources in the East Fork White River 

watershed include nonpoint sources from agriculture and pastures, land application of manure and urban 

and rural run-off, as well as point sources from straight pipe discharges, home sewage treatment system 

disposal, and combined sewer overflow outlets.   

5.4.4 Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. 

The Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM), reviews and issues permits regarding 

isolated wetlands (Indiana Code 13-18-22).  The Indiana Code recognizes three types of wetlands, Class I, 

Class II, and Class III.  Class I isolated wetlands occur in areas that have been disturbed by human 

activity or development, have low species diversity or greater than 50 percent nonnative species, do not 

provide critical habitat for the support of significant wildlife or aquatic vegetation, or do not possess 

significant hydrologic function.  Class III isolated wetlands are located in areas that are undisturbed or 

minimally disturbed by human activity or development, are composed of rare or important ecological 

types, and support more than minimal wildlife or aquatic habitat and hydrologic function.  Class II 

isolated wetlands are those that do not fit the criteria set for either Class I or Class III isolated wetlands. 

Williams Creek Consulting, Inc. (WCC) conducted a field investigation at the proposed Project site on 

May 15, 2012.  Based on review of publicly available and reasonably ascertainable federal, state, and 

local resources, and a site inspection, WCC identified one drainage feature and two unnamed tributaries 

to Clear Creek.  No wetlands or “waters of the U.S.” were observed on the proposed Project site.  The 
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drainage feature originates in the southwestern portion of the proposed Project site and drains to the 

southwest into the road right-of-way adjacent to SR 37 and Tapp Road.  The drainage feature was not 

observed to have a direct hydrological connection to a “waters of the U.S”.  The two tributaries were 

observed to originate within the proposed Project boundary in the eastern portion of the proposed Project 

site and exhibited an ordinary high water mark.  Tributary 1 flows into Tributary 2, which exits the 

proposed Project site to the east and flows into an unnamed tributary to Clear Creek.  Therefore, both 

tributaries appeared to a have direct hydrological connection to Clear Creek.  A summary of the identified 

tributaries is shown in Figure 5.2.  

5.4.5 Floodplains 

According to the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for Monroe County unincorporated areas 

(Community – Panel Number 18105C0139D), the two closest designated 100-year flood zones are 

located along Sinking Creek floodplain approximately one mile west of the proposed Project site and 

West Fork Clear Creek approximately 0.5 mile east of the Project Site (Figure 5.2).   

5.5 Vegetation  

The proposed Project site is located within the Mitchell Plain Ecoregion (Woods et al. 1998).  The 

Mitchell Plain is an area of relatively low relief that is pockmarked by sinkholes and underlain by 

extensive cave systems that developed in the Mississippian age limestone bedrock (Hill 2012).  Surface 

drainages in this region often disappear into caves and fissures that have developed within the rock.  

Historically, the dominant vegetation communities in this region consisted of western mesophytic forests, 

karst wetland communities, and limestone glades (Woods et al. 1998).  Due to the productive soils of this 

ecoregion, the once common beech forests, oak-hickory forests, and scattered prairies have been 

converted to crop fields.  What remains of the forested communities within this ecoregion are relatively 

small in size, fragmented, and located in areas that were not easily farmed.   

Much of the land within and adjacent to the proposed Project site is forested.  A total of approximately 

11.9 acres of the proposed Project site consist of forest.  According to the Natural Resource Assessment 

site survey completed by WCC in May of 2012, the forested areas within the proposed Project site 

consisted of white oak (Quercus alba), American beech (Fagus grandifolia), sugar maple (Acer 

saccharum), American elm (Ulmus Americana), slippery elm (U. rubra), eastern redbud (Circis 

canadensis), Ohio buckeye (Aesculus glabra), green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), and pawpaw (Asimina 

triloba).  Tree sizes ranged mostly from small to medium, with several larger specimens, a few snags and 

regeneration of saplings (USFWS 2013).  Pawpaw and multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora) were present in 

the shrub layer and poison ivy (Toxicodendron radicans), stinging nettle (Urtica dioica), eastern  
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woodland sedge (Carex blanda), and mayapple (Podophyllum peltatum) were present in the herbaceous 

layer.  Virginia creeper (Parthenocissus quinquefolia) and cat greenbrier (Smilax glauca) vines were also 

common. 

5.7 Wildlife 

Common wildlife species such as fox and gray squirrels (Sciurus niger and S. carolinensis), gray fox 

(Urocyon cinereoargenteus), red fox (Vulpes vulpes), Red-bellied Woodpecker (Melanerpes carolinus), 

Downey Woodpecker (Picoides pubescens), Yellow Warbler (Dendroica petechia), Eastern Kingbird  

(Tyrannus tyrannus), raccoon (Procyon lotor), eastern cottontail rabbit (Sylvilagus floridanus), opossum 

(Didelphis virginiana), skunk (Mephitis mephitis), white-tailed deer (Odocoilius virginianus), and various 

species of mice, voles, and shrews are expected to occupy the proposed Project site.  These species are 

typically tolerant of human disturbances and opportunistic, seeking out and occupying the margins of 

suburban developments. 

5.8 Threatened and Endangered Species 

Based on correspondence with the USFWS, the proposed Project site is within the range of the federally 

endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalist) (Appendix B).  No other federally protected species were 

identified by the USFWS at or within the vicinity of the proposed Project.  According to the December 7, 

2012 e-mail received from the USFWS, the proposed Project site is heavily forested and contains suitable 

summer habitat for the Indiana bat.  In addition, there are several Indiana bat hibernacula caves in the 

surrounding area, and the proposed Project is within the 5-and 10-mile buffers of multiple hibernacula; 

however, the proposed Project site is separated from the Indiana bat hibernacula caves by the SR 37 

corridor and extensive development on the west side of the corridor.  The USFWS Critical habitat portal 

(http://criticalhabitat.fws.gov/crithab/) was also reviewed, and no critical habitat for federally listed 

species is known to occur within the surrounding area of the proposed Project site.   

A review of the Indiana Natural Heritage Data Center database identified three state species of special 

concern that were documented north of the proposed Project in 2004 at Camp Wapehani.  The three state 

species of special concern included the little brown bat (Myotis lucifugus), northern myotis (Myotis 

septentrionalis), and eastern pipistrelle (Pipistrellus subflavus).  No other endangered, threatened, or rare 

species or high quality natural communities listed by the State of Indiana are located within 0.5 mile of 

the proposed Project site. 



Environmental Assessment March 2013 Affected Environment 

Hoosier Energy – New Headquarters Project 5.10 Burns & McDonnell 

5.9 Socioeconomics and Community Resources 

In order to identify general socioeconomic patterns in the vicinity of the proposed Project site, population 

growth trends, racial and ethnic characteristics, economic indicators, and employment data were 

reviewed.  In 2010, the population of Monroe County was 137,974, a 14.4 percent increase from the 2000 

population of 120,563 (U.S. Census Bureau 2000 and 2010).  The 2010 population ranks Monroe County 

12 out of a total of 92 counties in Indiana.  The largest city in Monroe County is Bloomington, with a 

2010 population of 80,405, and the nearest urban area is Bloomington, Indiana Metropolitan Statistical 

Area (MSA) (comprised of Owen, Monroe and Green Counties), with a 2010 population of 192,714 

(2010).   

5.9.1 Population Growth Trends 

The population of Bloomington has experienced an upward trend over the last 20 years, with a 36 percent 

increase between 1990 and 2010.  Table 5.1 shows the trends in population change and population 

projections for Indiana, Owen County, Spencer, and the Bloomington MSA. 

Table 5.1: Populations Trends and Projections 

 1990 2000 2010 % Change 
2000-2010 

2020 2030 

Indiana 5,544,159 6,080,485 6,483,802 6.6% 6,739,126 7,018,710

Monroe County 108,978 120,563 137,974 14.4% 151,396 163,506 

Bloomington 60,633 69,291 80,405 16% NA NA 

Bloomington MSA NA 120,563 192,714 28% 205,618 216,476 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 Census; STATS Indiana 2010 

5.9.2 Racial and Ethnic Characteristics 

The proposed Project site is located within Census Tract 4.02.  Census tracts are small, relatively 

permanent statistical subdivisions of a county.  In general, Monroe County and those cities and towns 

within Monroe County are considered mainly rural, with average percentages of minority populations.  A 

comparison of racial and ethnic characteristics among Indiana, Monroe County, and the further detailed 

Census Tract is provided below in Table 5.2.  

5.9.3 Employment and Income 

In 2011, Monroe County’s resident labor force, the population aged 16 and over, was 116,326 

individuals, (84 percent of the total population); 69,654 of these workers were employed, resulting in an 

annual unemployment rate (for the civilian labor force) of 4.2 percent (U.S Census Bureau 2012).  Major 

industries in Monroe County include education, health care and social services (36 percent), 
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manufacturing (9.6 percent), and retail (9.6 percent).  Table 5.3 provides the employment characteristics 

for the state, county, local community, and the nearest MSA to the project.   

Table 5.2: Racial Characteristics in the Vicinity of Proposed Project Site 

 
Total 

Population 
White 

Black or 
African 

American 
Other Hispanic 

Total 
Minority 

Indiana 6,483,802 84.3% 9.1% 6.6% 6.0% 15.7% 

Monroe County 137974 87.7% 3.2% 8.9% 2.9% 12.3% 

Bloomington 80405 83.0% 4.6% 12.4 3.5% 17.0% 

Census Tract 4.02 4,348 84.1% 6.4% 9.5% 4.3% 15.9% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 

Table 5.3: Employment 

 Total Population 
(16 yrs. and over) 

Employed Unemployment Rate 

Indiana 5,035,313 2,984,502 5.8% 

Monroe County 116,326 69,654 4.2% 

Bloomington 71,680 38,141 4.1% 

Bloomington MSA 159,580 96,315 4.6% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-year Estimates 

In 2011, the city of Bloomington had a slightly higher percentage of resident labor force at 89 percent of 

the total population 16 and over compared to Monroe County at 84 percent, and a slightly lower 

unemployment rate at 4.1 percent.  Major industries in Bloomington include education and healthcare (41 

percent), arts, entertainment and food services (17 percent), and retail trade (9.9 percent).  In comparison, 

Indiana’s resident labor force represented approximately 60 percent of the total state population 16 and 

over in 2010, and had an annual unemployment rate (for the civilian labor force) of 5.5 percent (U.S. 

Census Bureau 2010).  Major industries in Indiana include education, health care and social services (22 

percent); manufacturing (19 percent), and retail (11.3 percent).   

Bloomington’s per capita annual income and medium household income were considerably lower than 

Monroe County, Bloomington MSA, and Indiana.  Monroe County and the Bloomington MSA had 

similar per capita incomes ranging between $22,306 and $22,104.  The per capita income in Indiana was 

notably higher than Monroe County, Bloomington, and the Bloomington MSA at $24,497 per year, and 

the median annual household income was also higher at approximately $48,393.  Table 5.4 provides the 

income characteristics for the state, county, local community and the nearest MSA to the proposed 

Project.  Bloomington had the highest poverty level at 39.9 percent, followed by the Bloomington MSA at 
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21.6 percent.  Poverty rates for the state as a whole were considerably lower (11.2 percent) compared to 

Monroe County.  Census Tract 4.02 had a higher poverty rate compared to the state, county, and 

Bloomington MSA. 

Table 5.4: Income Characteristics, 2010 

 

Per Capita 
Income 

Median 
Household 

Income 

Percent Population 
Below Poverty Level 

Indiana $24,497 $48,393 14.1% 

Monroe County $22,306 $38,524 25.3% 

Bloomington $18,071 $26,516 39.9% 

Bloomington MSA $22,104 $40,490 21.6% 

Census Tract 4.02 $19,944 $32,379 28% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-year Estimates 

5.9.4 Environmental Justice 

Environmental justice concerns may arise from human health or environmental effects of a project on 

either minority or low-income populations.  The need to identify environmental justice issues is stated in 

Executive Order 12898 (EO), entitled “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 

Populations and Low-income Populations.”  The EO states “each Federal agency shall make achieving 

environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately 

high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on 

minority populations and low-income populations.”  A Presidential Memorandum accompanying the EO 

directed agencies to incorporate environmental justice concerns into their NEPA processes and practices. 

Environmental justice issues are identified by determining whether minority or low-income populations 

are present in the project area.  If so, disproportionate effects on these populations would be considered.  

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance states that minority populations should be 

identified when the percentage of minority residents in the affected area exceeds 50 percent or is 

meaningfully greater than the percentage of minority residents in the general population (CEQ 1997).  If 

the percentage of minority residents of the population in the project area census tract exceeds the county 

level by more than 10 percent, it is considered to be “meaningfully greater” for the purposes of this 

analysis.  The CEQ guidance also states that the low-income populations should be identified based on 

poverty thresholds as reported by the U.S. Census Bureau.  If the poverty rate for the population of the 

project area census tract exceeds the county poverty rate by more than 10 percent, it is considered to be an 

area of environmental justice concern for the purposes of this analysis. 
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Based on this methodology, the proposed Project area, within Census Tract 9559, is not considered to be 

an area of environmental justice concern.  As identified in Table 5.4, the percentage of minority residents 

in Census Tract 4.02 is only slightly higher than the percentage for Monroe County as a whole.  As 

identified in Table 5.4, the poverty rate for the project area census tract is slightly higher than the county 

poverty rate.  Therefore, the proposed Project area is not considered to be an area of environmental justice 

concern. 

5.10 Aesthetics 

The proposed Project site is surrounded by various developed and undeveloped areas.  The site is 

dominated by woodlands on both sides of South Tech Boulevard, but also includes a nearby automotive 

repair business off of West Schmaltz Road.  The Wapehani Mountain Bike Park is located approximately 

0.2 mile to the north of the proposed Project site.  This park was the first mountain bike park in the state 

of Indiana (City of Bloomington 2012c).  An existing cellular tower, installed in 2009, is present toward 

the north portion of the site near the north end of South Tech Boulevard.  There are no designated natural 

areas in the surrounding area or adjacent to the proposed Project site.  The topography is relatively rolling 

and forested, with riparian areas along the periphery of nearby streams.  Man-made features include 

existing buildings, homes, and state highways.  There is no planted landscaping, earthen berms, walls, or 

decorative fencing along the perimeter of the project boundary.  Concrete paved sidewalks are located 

along both the paved portions of South Tech Boulevard and West Schmaltz Boulevard. 

5.11 Transportation 

The proposed Project site is served by an existing network of paved roads and is located on the east side 

of SR 37 at the intersection of Tapp Road within the Seymour District of Indiana Department of 

Transportation.  SR 37 extends south to Tell City, Indiana and north into Bloomington.  SR 37 is the only 

thoroughfare in the vicinity of Bloomington that is classified as a Freeway/Expressway in Bloomington’s 

Master Thoroughfare Plan (City of Bloomington 2002).  South Tech Boulevard provides ingress to the 

site from Tapp Road and West Schmaltz Road.   

Tapp Road is classified as a Secondary Arterial and provides access to both SR 37 to the west and other 

Primary Arterials to the east such as South Walnut Street.  South Walnut Street, located approximately 2 

miles to the east of the proposed Project site, is a north/south Primary Arterial thoroughfare that provides 

access to downtown Bloomington (to the north) and other residential neighborhoods to the south.  The 

proposed Project site is located approximately 2.3 miles east of the Monroe County Airport.  This airport 

is a public use airport located in southwest Bloomington. 
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5.12 Human Health and Safety 

The nearest major medical facilities to the proposed Project site include the Indiana University Health 

Bloomington Hospital and Monroe Hospital, located approximately 2.3 miles northeast and 1.2 miles 

south of the proposed Project site, respectively.  Bloomington Hospital is a private not-for-profit 

healthcare system with a 355-bed acute care facility and the Monroe Hospital is a non-profit 32-private 

room acute care facility.  Both hospitals include emergency trauma services in addition to standard 

outpatient care services (Indiana University Health (IUH) 2012a).  Additional medical services are 

available in Martinsville, Indiana at the Morgan Hospital and Medical Center (approximately 22 miles 

from the proposed Project site).  Morgan Hospital is a fully licensed 116-bed acute care facility (IUH 

2012b).   

Public safety in the city of Bloomington is provided by the Bloomington Police Department 

(approximately 2.8 miles northeast of the proposed Project site).  The City of Bloomington Police 

Department is a full-service police agency, providing police protection to a city of approximately 72,000 

residents and a land area of approximately 20 square miles.  The Police Department employs 133 full-

time persons: 97 sworn officers and 36 civilian employees.  As part of the department, the Central 

Emergency Dispatch Center (CEDC), gathers and maintains law enforcement records and provides 

general operations and maintenance support.  The Monroe County Correctional Center employs 64 full-

time and 7 part-time employees (City of Bloomington 2012b).  

Fire protection for the project area is provided by the Bloomington Fire Department.  The Department has 

99 full-time firefighters devoted to protecting the community.  The department also employs seven full-

time and one part-time office staff that includes the Fire Chief, Deputy Chief of Administration, Deputy 

Chief of Operations, Battalion Chief of Training, Fire Prevention Officer, Fire Inspection Officer and two 

administrative assistants (City of Bloomington 2012a).  

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was performed for the proposed Project site; site 

reconnaissance was performed on May 8, 2012 ( Alt & Witzig 2012a).  An ESA is a common process 

conducted to permit the user to satisfy one of the requirements to qualify for the innocent landowner, 

contiguous property owner, or bona fide prospective purchase limitations on Comprehensive 

Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) liability.  The ESA was prepared 

in accordance with the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) Standard E1527-05. 

No evidence of underground storage tanks, polychlorinated biphenyl equipment, hazardous waste 

generation or hazardous substance/petroleum product releases were identified during the site 
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investigation.  The ESA concluded that the property had no known or suspected Registered 

Environmental Concerns (REC), no historical RECs, no known or suspected De Minimus Environmental 

Conditions, nor any other environmental concerns. 

5.13 Cultural Resources 

In accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR Section 800), federal 

agencies are required to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties and 

afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) a reasonable opportunity to comment on 

such undertakings.  A survey was conducted to identify historic properties in the area of potential effect.  

Archaeological Consultants of Ossian conducted an archeological survey of the 13.5-acre proposed 

Project site and produced a report entitled An Archeological Field Reconnaissance of a Proposed Mill 

Creek Development in Bloomington, Monroe County, Indiana (May 17, 2012), which included a cultural 

history review, a literature survey of previously recorded archeological sites, and reconnaissance field 

survey (Appendix C).  The findings of the survey and the proposed determinations of eligibility and 

finding of effect were provided to the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO).  This 

information was also provided to the thirteen Native American tribes that were identified based on present 

and ancestral geographic interest.   

5.13.1 Cultural History 

The archaeological record for south central Indiana is divided into six periods:  PaleoIndian (10,000 to 

8,000 B.C.), Archaic (8,000 to 700 B.C.), Woodland (700 B.C. to A.D. 1200), Mississippian (A.D. 1000 

to 1700, Historic Native Americans (ca. 1660 to A.D. 1846), and Euroamerican Historic (1660 – Present) 

(Stillwell 2012).  The PaleoIndian peoples were highly mobile small groups with relatively simple social 

structure.  Their sites are usually located on high river terraces or in upland areas on wetland edges such 

as the Magnet or Alton site located in southern Indiana.   

The Archaic period can be noted as having a marked shift in tool technology and more intensive 

exploitation of the land.  Archaic tool kits not only included projectile points and scrapers, but also the 

introduction of the atlatl as well as grinding slabs and pitted stone.  The Late Archaic is characterized by 

grave offerings, mortuary or cemetery site, dog burials, shell middens, large semi-permanent camps, and 

trade of exotic goods.  Tool kits in the later period included specialized items made of bone and antler and 

later consisted of barbed projectile points. 

The early Woodland years coincides with a shift from the hunter-gatherer way of life to a more 

agriculturally based economy.  The mortuary activities include the building of earthen mounds with grave 
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goods.  Widespread trading was established; artifacts and raw materials such as obsidian (Rocky 

Mountains), copper (Michigan), mica (Appalachians), shark teeth and marine shell (Gulf of Mexico), and 

a wide variety of cherts were exchanged.  Maize, a tropical import, was actively cultivated during the 

period along with appearance of the bow and arrow.  The final years of the Woodland period showed 

decreased emphasis on both ceremonial and mortuary activities.  New mounds are rare and small in size.  

Subsistence strategies are a mix of agricultural and hunting and gathering.  Various theories as to why this 

shift occurred include change of climate to a shorter growing season, subsistence technology could not 

support the increasing population size, or disease and warfare caused from increasing populations.   

Mississippian culture is characterized by a dependence on agriculture which intensively cultivated corn, 

beans, squash, lesser seed crops and tobacco; the development of large platform mounds; use of shell-

tempered ceramics; nucleated villages and town with central plaza areas; large cemeteries; public 

ceremonial structures; and a hierarchically ordered social structure.  Settlements were permanently 

established, with a population tied to ceremonial and/or trade centers. 

The Historic Native American period begins as European explorers, trappers, missionaries, and traders 

initially penetrate the region.  By the time of the European contact, the indigenous Mississippian groups 

had been replaced by the Potawatomi and Miami Indians, along with smaller groups such as the Ottawa 

and Fox.  Euroamerican westward expansion resulted in conflict between the Native Americans and the 

Euroamerican invaders.  Most of the Potawatomi were removed to reservations in Wisconsin and Kansas 

by 1841 and the Miami were resettled in Kansas in 1846.   

The Euroamerican Historic period is characterized by the arrival of the French.  The French lost control to 

the British after the French and Indian War (1754-1763) which the British lost in turn to the American 

Colonists in 1783.  Most of the settlers of central Indiana were American-born Protestants of British 

descent.  After 1830, non-American born immigrants began to arrive in greater numbers, principally from 

Germany and Ireland.  By WWII, Indiana had made the transition to an industrialized economy. 

5.13.2 Records Search 

In an effort to identify known cultural resources that could be affected by this project, IDNR Division of 

Historic Preservation and Archaeology (DHPA) records were conducted.  A review of the records 

revealed 42 known cultural resource sites within an approximate one-mile radius of the proposed Project 

site.  The sites included 12-Mo-60, 12-Mo-61, 12-Mo-76, 12-Mo-78, 12-Mo-124, 12-Mo-205, 12-Mo-

254, 12-Mo-255, 12-Mo-633, 12-Mo-659, 12-Mo-665 through 12-Mo-67L, 12-Mo-700, 12-Mo-70l, 12-

Mo-769, 12-Mo-79L, 12-Mo-792, 12-Mo-924, 12-Mo-980 through 12-Mo-983, 12-Mo-988 through 12-



Environmental Assessment March 2013 Affected Environment 

Hoosier Energy – New Headquarters Project 5.17 Burns & McDonnell 

Mo-1000, 12-Mo-1123, and 12-Mo-1386.  There were no known cultural resource sites within the 

proposed Project boundaries. 

5.13.3 Field Surveys 

During Archaeological Consultants of Ossian’s field reconnaissance conducted on May 12, 2012.  Due to 

the lack of available ground surface visibility at the proposed Project site, shovel testing was utilized 

within the project area.  A shovel probe survey was performed on the proposed Project site, which 

consisted of small test holes approximately 35 centimeters in diameter and 50 centimeters deep that were 

excavated across the project area at intervals of 15 meters (approximately 50 feet).  No archaeological 

sites were identified within the proposed Project’s Area of Potential Effect (APE).   

* * * * * 
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6.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Based on the alternatives analysis (Section 4.0), two alternatives have been carried forward for 

assessment; the no action alternative and the construction and operation at the Tapp Road site (the 

proposed Project).  The No Action alternative serves as the benchmark for alternative comparison, under 

which the proposed Project would not be constructed and Hoosier would continue to use existing facilities 

located at the Hoosier Energy’s existing headquarters site.   

An estimated 116 permanent staff and up to 25 temporary employees will be employed post-construction 

at the new facility.  Based on an estimated 2 percent annual employment growth rate over the next fifteen 

years, the proposed Project has been designed for occupancy of approximately 200 people.  Construction 

of the proposed Project will require the disturbance of 4.5 acres of wooded land.  SR 37 and Tapp Road 

would be used for construction access; ingress/egress to the site would occur from South Tech Boulevard 

during construction (Figure 2.2).  

This section of the EA describes the potential impacts of these two alternatives on air quality, land use, 

soils, surface and groundwater, water quality, vegetation, wildlife, threatened endangered or rare species, 

wetlands, floodplains, socioeconomics, aesthetics, transportation, noise, health and safety, and cultural 

resources.  Both short-term and long-term impacts have been considered; all direct, indirect, and 

cumulative impacts associated with the proposed Project and the No Action Alternatives have been 

considered (Table 6.1).  The CEQ regulations implementing NEPA define cumulative impacts as, “the 

impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other 

past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) 

or person undertakes such action” (40 CFR §1508.7).  Cumulative impacts are identified and summarized 

in Section 6.16. 

Table 6.1: Summary Comparison of Alternatives and Impacts 

Resource Proposed Facility No Action 
Alternative 

Air Quality Minimal impacts during construction.  Operational 
impacts are expected to be below the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 
standards.  

No Impact 

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) 
Emissions 

Minimal impacts No Impact 

Land Use Conversion of woodland to commercial use. No Impact 

Geology, Soils and No impacts to geology; minimal impacts to prime No Impact 
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Resource Proposed Facility No Action 
Alternative 

Farmland farmland (2.7 acres removed) or farmland of 
statewide importance 

Surface Water Potential sedimentation from construction would be 
controlled by storm water pollution prevention 
measures   

No Impact 

Groundwater No impact No Impact 

Vegetation Minimal impacts during construction; permanent 
removal of 4.5 acres of soil and vegetation would be 
required for construction purposes  

No Impact 

Wildlife No Impact No Impact 

Threatened and 
Endangered Species 

No Impact No Impact 

Wetlands No wetlands on proposed Project site; no impacts to 
streams  

No Impact 

Floodplains No floodplains on proposed Project site No Impact 

Socioeconomic and 
Community Resources 

No Impact No Impact 

Environmental Justice No Impact No Impact 

Aesthetics  No Impact No Impact 

Transportation No Impact No Impact 

Human Health and 
Safety 

No Impact No Impact 

Cultural Resources No Impact No Impact 

 

6.1 Air Quality 

6.1.1 No Action  

The No Action Alternative would have no short- or long-term impacts to air because no construction 

would occur.   

6.1.2 Construction and Operation Impacts of the Proposed Project  

During construction of the proposed Project, small amounts of air pollutants would be temporarily 

generated from construction activities in and around the site.  These activities, including clearing and 

grading of the site and the subsequent construction of the 83,000-square-foot office building, would 

increase ambient concentrations of suspended particulate matter over the short term.  However, these 

short-term increases in particulate matter are anticipated to end following major construction activities 
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and would not represent a substantial change to the overall air quality of southern Bloomington.  

Additionally, vegetated areas to the north and east of the site could reduce the levels of airborne 

particulate matter that extend beyond the site’s boundaries.  Impacts to the air quality of nearby 

businesses are anticipated to be minor and occur over the short term.  As a result of the distance from the 

site and the presence of existing vegetative buffers, there would be no anticipated adverse effects to the 

Summit Elementary School (located approximately 0.9.miles east of the proposed Project site) or 

Wapehani Mountain Bike Park (approximately 0.2 mile north of the proposed Project site).  Recreational 

users at the Wapehani Mountain Bike Park may experience increases of fugitive dust during heavy 

construction activities, but the existing vegetative buffers and distance to the site would decrease the 

likelihood and severity of potential impacts to air quality. 

The use of construction equipment in the vicinity of the site would also generate combustive exhaust 

emissions during their operation.  The level of these emissions would be dependent on the construction 

phase, level of activity, and prevailing weather conditions.  However, all exhaust emissions from 

construction vehicles would occur over the short term and would quickly decrease after the conclusion of 

major construction activity at the site.  Increases from exhaust emission would contribute to greenhouse 

gas emissions; however, as a result of the limited duration and extent of construction operations, 

significant increases to regional greenhouse gas emissions are not anticipated.  As with emissions from 

fugitive dust, exhaust emissions would return to pre-construction levels following the conclusion of 

construction activities.  During pre-construction activities, temporary construction electrical power would 

be used for the installation of site security lighting, video surveillance cameras, and a Hoosier Energy 

field construction office trailer.  As a result of the temporary nature of these planned actions, there would 

be no significant impacts to air quality.  Overall, there are no anticipated impacts to air quality from 

construction activities at the proposed site. 

As previously stated, the proposed Project consists of an 83,000-square-foot office complex that is being 

constructed to a LEED silver certification.  The new office would be outfitted with the most energy 

efficient mechanical, electrical and lighting systems available.  In addition, geothermal heating and 

cooling, LED lighting, and occupancy sensors would further reduce the use of energy resources.  The 

planned office complex would be similar in nature to other retail and office structures in the vicinity of 

the site.  Potential impacts to air quality as a result of emissions from the new office complex would be 

minimal and further reduced with the application of LEED-certified mechanical, electrical and lighting 

systems.  The increase in worker vehicle trips would also increase exhaust emissions above existing 

levels, but as a result of the limited number of workers and developed nature of the area, there would be 

no significant impacts to overall air quality as a result of the proposed Project’s operation. 
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6.2 Land Use 

6.2.1 No Action 

The No Action Alternative would have no short- or long-term impacts to land use at or in the vicinity of 

the proposed Project because no construction or changes in land development patterns would occur.  

6.2.2 Construction and Operation Impacts of the Proposed Project 

Construction and operation of the proposed Project would take place on property that is currently wooded.  

The City of Bloomington Planning Department is responsible for planning activities within city limits, 

and works with the Monroe County Building and Planning Departments.  According to the City of 

Bloomington Planning Department, the proposed Project site is zoned a Planned Unit Development 

District and the 2002 Growth Policies Plan categorizes the area as an Employment Center.  The proposed 

Project is in keeping with this District and land use category.  Construction staging and laydown areas as 

well as project offices would be located on site.  The proposed construction and operation of the proposed 

Project would introduce additional traffic on local roadways during the construction period (see Section 

4.10 Transportation).  The proposed Project would have no effect on nearby parks including Wapehani 

Mountain Bike Park (located approximately 0.2 mile north of the proposed Project site).  

6.3 Geology, Soils, and Farmland 

This assessment focuses on impacts to geologic resources, soils, and prime or unique farmland at the 

proposed Project site  

6.3.1 No Action 

The No Action Alternative would have no short- or long-term impacts to geology, soils or farmland at or 

in the vicinity of the project site because no construction would occur. 

6.3.2 Construction and Operation Impacts of the Proposed Project 

As a result of construction operations at this site, a total of 4.5 acres of soil and vegetation would be 

permanently removed.  Additional potential impacts to soil resources include soil erosion, loss of soil 

productivity, and the establishment of noxious weeds on the soil surface.  Construction activities, such as 

vegetation clearing, trenching, grading, topsoil segregation, and back filling, may also increase erosion 

potential by destabilizing the soil surface.  Soil compaction can result from the movement of heavy 

construction vehicles on the poorly drained soils at the proposed Project site.  The degree of compaction 

would depend on the moisture content and texture of the soil.  These impacts would be short-term in 

nature and minimized as much as possible through the use of Best Management Practices (BMPs).   
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According to a Karst Assessment (Appendix D) for the proposed Project, no karst features are known to 

occur within the boundary of the proposed Project site.  If caverns or springs are encountered during 

excavation, all work would stop and the USFWS and INDR would be contacted concerning proper 

mitigation measures.  If sinkholes occur within construction areas, they would be left undisturbed along 

with a 25-foot buffer around the highest closed contour.  Existing volume of surface drainage to sinkholes 

would be maintained, and drainage from construction would be filtered or treated prior to entering a 

sinkhole. 

During construction, soils at the proposed Project site would be exposed to erosion.  Hoosier Energy 

would implement soil erosion practices (BMPs) during the construction phase that would guard against 

soils leaving the construction site.  Hoosier would also install erosion control structures to comply with 

IDEM Rule 5 Construction Plan/Storm Water Pollution Plan.  BMPs may include silt fencing, fiber rolls 

or straw bale barriers, hydroseeding, soil binders, mulching, etc.  Disturbed areas would be stabilized and 

re-vegetated, as soon as practicable, once construction activities are completed.  As a result, no significant 

erosion problems would be anticipated from the construction of the proposed facilities. 

As presented in Section 5.3.3, prime or otherwise important farmland soils are found in the project area.  

However, because the site is located in the city limits and already zoned for development, the site would 

be considered already committed to development and not subject to the Farmland Protection Policy Act.  

A total of 2.7 acres of prime farmland would be permanently affected by the proposed Project, which 

represents less than one-tenth of one percent of the available prime farmland in Monroe County. 

6.4 Water Resources 

6.4.1 Surface Water, Water Supply, and Discharge 

According to the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographic map and field surveys conducted for the 

proposed Project, two unnamed stream tributaries to Clear Creek are within the footprint of the proposed 

Project. 

6.4.1.1 No Action 

The No Action Alternative would have no short- or long-term impacts to surface waters, water supply, 

and discharge in the vicinity of the proposed Project because no construction would occur. 

6.4.1.2 Construction and Operation Impacts of the Proposed Project 

The proposed Project would not result in any impacts to the one unnamed drainage feature or the two 

unnamed tributaries to Clear Creek that were identified within the proposed Project site boundary.  The 
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location of the two unnamed tributaries mentioned in the Natural Resources Assessment has been further 

refined, and it has been determined that these tributaries are now located east of the proposed site, beyond 

its’ boundaries beyond the boundary (Figure 6.1).  The site layout was designed to avoid the two 

unnamed tributaries, thereby minimizing any potential impacts to the tributaries.   

Construction and operation of the proposed Project are not anticipated to result in any long-term or short-

term impacts to surface waters.  Before construction activities begin, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention 

Plan (SWPPP) would be prepared for all construction activities.  The SWPPP would describe the best 

management practices that would be implemented during construction such as: silt fence, inlet protection, 

straw bale barriers, rip-rap, and erosion control blankets.  All proposed sediment and erosion control 

measures would be installed prior to initiating soil-disturbing activities including new foundations, piping 

for fuel and water supply, building erection, asphalt driveway construction and paving, concrete pad 

installation, cleanup, and  re-vegetation.  Existing roads would be used for construction access to the site.  

Perimeter silt fencing would be installed around the site. 

6.4.2 Groundwater 

As indicated in Section 3.4.2, one bedrock aquifer and one unconsolidated aquifer systems (Blue River 

and Sanders Group and Martinsville Hills/Crawford Upland/Mitchell Plateau Till Subsystem) are located 

within and adjacent to the proposed Project.   

6.4.2.1 No Action 

The No Action Alternative would have no short- or long-term impacts to groundwater at or in the vicinity 

of the proposed Project because no construction or changes in groundwater usage would occur. 

6.4.2.2 Construction and Operation Impacts of the Proposed Project 

Groundwater resources are located within the proposed Project site; however, as a result of the 

permeability and depth of these aquifers and the limited extend of drilling operations planned at the 

proposed Project site, there are no anticipated adverse impacts to groundwater resources.  The water 

needs for the proposed Project would be provided by the local rural water district.  No fuel or similar 

hazardous materials would be stored on-site; potential contamination of groundwater resources from such 

materials is not anticipated.  The proposed Project would have no short- or long-term impacts to 

groundwater.   
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6.4.4 Water Quality 

6.4.4.1 No Action 

The No Action Alternative would have no short- or long-term impacts to water quality at or in the vicinity 

of the proposed Project because no construction or changes in water usage would occur. 

6.4.4.2 Construction and Operation Impacts of the Proposed Project 

The facility would be connected to city utilities and would not generate any industrial processed 

wastewater on site.  Sanitary wastewater that is generated from the new headquarters facility would be 

directed to the existing city sanitary wastewater system.   

6.4.5 Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. 

According to the USGS topographic map and field surveys completed for the proposed Project, two 

unnamed tributaries to Clear Creek are located within the proposed Project site boundary on the parcel 

east of Grossman Boulevard and north of West Schmaltz Boulevard  One additional unnamed drainage 

feature was identified within the proposed Project site boundary on the parcel west of Grossman 

Boulevard.  No other wetlands were identified on the proposed Project site.   

6.4.5.1 No Action 

The No Action Alternative would have no short- or long-term impacts to wetlands within the proposed 

Project site.   

6.4.5.2 Construction and Operation Impacts of the Proposed Project 

Construction and operation of the proposed Project is anticipated to have no short- or long-term impacts 

to wetlands or streams.  Based on the Natural Resources Assessment provided by Williams Creek 

Consulting (Williams Creek Consulting, 2012), the estimated impacts to streams within the Project 

boundaries would be less than the 300-linear-feet limit established for the USACE Nation Wide Permit 

(NWP) 39 for Commercial and Institutional Developments and less than the 0.1-acre limit for IDEM 

Section 401 Water Quality Certification Regional General Permit (RGP) notification.  Additionally, the 

two unnamed tributaries to Clear Creek that would be affected by the proposed Project did not appear to 

drain more than one square mile and therefore are not likely to be regulated by the IDNR Division of 

Water (Williams Creek Consulting, 2012).  The proposed Project would result in minimal adverse effects 

to the streams within the Project Boundary.  For compliance with Executive Order 11990 on Protection of 

Wetlands, there would be no impacts to wetlands from the proposed Project. 
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Appropriate best management practices would be implemented and maintained throughout construction to 

eliminate silt and sediments from washing into streams and wetlands that are located in the vicinity of the 

proposed Project.  All areas disturbed by construction would be restored, reseeded, and mulched as 

necessary.  

6.4.6 Floodplains 

6.4.6.1 No Action 

The No Action Alternative would have no short- or long-term impacts to floodplains since none exist at 

the proposed Project site.   

6.4.6.2 Construction and Operation Impacts of the Proposed Project 

As previously discussed, there are no floodplains within the vicinity of the proposed Project site and no 

adverse impacts to floodplains are anticipated.  The project would be in compliance with Executive Order 

11988 on Floodplain Management. 

6.5 Vegetation  

6.5.1 No Action 

The No Action Alternative would have no short- or long-term impacts to the vegetation communities 

because no construction would occur.  Community vegetation structure may continue to change within 

the area; however, it is assumed that the site would continue to remain forested. 

6.5.2 Construction and Operation Impacts of the Proposed Project 

Approximately 11.9 acres (88 percent) of the proposed Project site are forested.  Approximately 4.5 acres 

(38 percent) of the forested area will be removed for the construction of the proposed Project.   

6.6 Wildlife  

Limited wildlife resources exist in the vicinity of the proposed Project, which consists primarily of 

woodlands; however, common wildlife species that are tolerant of human disturbances are likely to occur 

in relatively low densities within the area.  Displacement of such common species that use the area for 

habitat may occur as a result of the proposed project. 



Environmental Assessment March 2013 Environmental Consequences 

Hoosier Energy – New Headquarters Project 6.10 Burns & McDonnell 

6.6.1 No Action 

The No Action alternative would have no effect on wildlife within the proposed Project because no 

construction would occur.  Normal disturbances to existing species would continue to affect wildlife 

populations in the area.   

6.6.2 Construction and Operation Impacts of the Proposed Project 

The proposed Project is in an area of fragmented forest habitat within the city of Bloomington.  

Construction of the proposed Project would require the removal of approximately 4.5 acres forest habitat; 

however, the proposed Project would not result in the fragmentation of contiguous forest habitat or 

impede the movement of the common wildlife species that may occur within the forest habitats at or in 

the vicinity of the proposed Project.  The proposed Project would be constructed along Grossman 

Boulevard and West Schmaltz Boulevard  Noise and human activity that are associated with construction 

would result in short-term, temporary displacement impacts to wildlife species.  The noise and human 

activity would temporarily deter wildlife species from using habitats within the immediate vicinity of 

construction; however, once construction is complete, the wildlife species would return.   

6.7 Threatened and Endangered Species 

The USFWS indicated that the proposed Project is within the range of the federally endangered Indiana 

bat and that the forest habitat on the proposed Project site contains suitable summer roosting habitat for 

the Indiana bat.  The Indiana Natural Heritage Data Center database has occurrence records from 2004 for 

three state species of special concern (little brown bat, northern myotis, and eastern pipistrelle) that were 

documented north of the proposed Project site.  No other state- or federally protected species were 

identified by the USFWS or Indiana Natural Heritage Data Center at or within the vicinity of the 

proposed Project site.  Field surveys completed by WCC in May 2012 did not identify any state- or 

federal-protected species or critical habitat within the proposed Project site.   

6.7.1 No Action 

The No Action Alternative would have no short- or long-term impacts to state- or federal-protected 

species that could occur in the proposed Project site.   

6.7.2 Construction and Operation Impacts of the Proposed Project 

According to correspondence dated January 25, 2013 from the USFWS, the proposed Project is within the 

range of the federally endangered Indiana Bat (Appendix A).  The proposed Project would impact 4.5 

acres of forest habitat that could potentially be used as summer roosting habitat for the species.  The 

USFWS stated that the proposed Project would not eliminate enough habitat to affect this species; 
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however, tree removal has the potential to cause incidental take of the species. In order to avoid this take, 

USFWS recommends the tree clearing be avoided during the period April 1 to September 30.  If all tree 

removal cannot occur outside of this recommended time frame, USFWS recommends that a biologist 

familiar with Indiana bat roosting ecology conduct a survey to identify only those trees that are suitable 

for roosting.  Those identified trees must be removed prior to prior to April 1 or after September 30.  

Hoosier Energy conducted a survey to identify potential roosting habitat trees that would require removal 

prior to April 1 in late January. Following the survey, Hoosier Energy also met with the IDNR at the 

proposed Project site on March 1, 2013, to show the trees marked for removal, present the latest site 

layout, and answer questions about the project given that the Indiana Bat is also a state listed endangered 

species.  IDNR submitted a follow up letter to the meeting on March 13, 2013 (Appendix A).  Hoosier 

Energy removed 43 trees that were identified by the survey as potential habitat on March 13 and 14, 2013 

in order to ensure no effect to the Indiana Bat.  These activities would also protect the three state species 

of special concern that have been identified by the Indiana Natural Heritage Data Center within 0.5 mile 

of the proposed Project site, including the little brown bat, northern myotis, and eastern pipistrelle.  The 

tree removal activities have not caused an adverse environmental impact and in no way limit the choice of 

reasonable alternatives being considered in this environmental review process in accordance with 

7 CFR § 1794.15 and 40 CFR § 1506.1. 

Based on the removal of potential habitat trees prior to April 1st, the proposed Project is not expected to 

affect any other state- or federal-protected species or their critical habitats or result in short- or long-term 

impacts to protected species or critical habitats that may occur in Monroe County. 

6.8 Socioeconomics and Community Resources 

6.8.1 Employment and Population  

6.8.1.1 No Action 

The No Action Alternative would not generate permanent or temporary jobs and would not impact local 

communities. 

6.8.1.2 Construction and Operation Impacts of the Proposed Project 

Construction of the proposed Project could temporarily stimulate additional jobs in the construction trades 

such as electricians, laborers, and carpenters.  The majority of the construction workforce would be drawn 

from the Bloomington MSA and would be a major source of labor for construction of the proposed 

Project, and would provide services and housing for construction workforce.  With an estimated 
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construction schedule of 14 months; length of employment would range from a few weeks to several 

months dependent on skill and/or specialty.  Construction of the proposed Project would not result in an 

increase in the number of permanent residents if workers are hired locally and commute to the site.  Gas 

stations, convenience stores, and restaurants near the proposed Project site may experience increases in 

business during the construction period in response to activity from construction workers. 

The operation staff will be approximately 116 permanent employees and up to 25 temporary employees 

after construction.  Hoosier estimates a 2 percent annual employment growth over the next 20 years.  The 

building is being designed for occupancy of approximately 200 people.  Because of the location being 

near a major population center such as Bloomington, implementation of the proposed Project would not 

result in a large increase in the number of permanent residents in the communities near the new site.   

6.8.2 Environmental Justice 

As described in Section 5.8.4, the proposed Project is not considered to be in an area of environmental 

justice concern.  The percentage of minority residents residing in the census tract where the proposed 

Project is located is only slightly higher compared to the percentage for Monroe County as a whole, and 

the poverty rate for the census tract is lower than the county rate.  

6.8.2.1 No Action 

The No Action Alternative would have no short- or long-term impacts to environmental justice issues at 

or in the vicinity of the proposed Project site because no construction would occur.  The No Action 

Alternative would have no short- or long-term impacts on minority or low-income populations.   

6.8.2.2 Construction and Operation Impacts of the Proposed Project 

The proposed Project would be located in an urban area with mostly commercial property nearby.  The 

nearest neighborhoods are located to the west of SR 37.  Adverse human impacts as a result of the 

proposed Project would include additional noise and traffic impacts during construction, temporary visual 

impacts during construction, and long-term visual impacts during operation.  However, because the site 

vicinity is not characterized by a high minority or low-income population, no disproportionate impacts 

would occur to minority or low-income populations as a result of the proposed Project and the project 

would be in compliance with Executive Order 12372 on Environmental Justice.   
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6.9 Aesthetics 

6.9.1 No Action 

The No Action Alternative would not change the aesthetics of the site and would have no short- or long-

term impacts on the existing visual environment because no construction would occur.  

6.9.2 Construction and Operation Impacts of the Proposed Project 

Initial construction activities that may be seen at the site would include the installation of site security 

lighting, video surveillance cameras, a Hoosier Energy field construction office trailer, temporary 

construction electrical power, and connection to a temporary potable water service.  In addition, a security 

trailer would be installed at the site to serve as the main point of entrance for construction workers, 

engineers, and Hoosier Energy employees.  Security officers would patrol the site 24 hours per day, 7 

days per week during construction activities.  These initial construction activities would be an increase in 

the developed nature of the site and tree and vegetation removal is planned to occur where required for 

construction.  Impacts to scenic resources during construction activities would be limited to the existence 

of typical construction operations, including site security, clearing, grading, and general construction 

activities relating to the development of office complex.   

Following construction of the new office complex, the area would change from a mix of commercial 

operations and undeveloped forestland to a more developed viewshed, particularly when viewed from 

Tapp Road and SR 37.  The proposed building would consist of two, three-story wings with center 

connecting two-story core.  As previously discussed, the north wing would consist of three floors and the 

south wing with three floors over a basement, which takes advantage of the site topography.  The central 

core of the building would consist of two stories and include the board room, lobby, large conference 

rooms, executive conference room, and executive offices.  The facility would also include above-ground 

parking for 235 vehicles.  A rendering of the proposed structure is included in Figure 6.2. 

The site would be landscaped to meet zoning requirements and site security fencing, which would include 

a motor operated security gate at the entrance.  Grounds and parking will be landscaped with native 

planting per LEED standards.  Although tree and understory removal is planned for the main structures of 

the office complex and associated parking lot, a buffer of woodlands along SR 37 would further limit 

impacts to the viewshed at the site.  Additionally, the presence of vegetation borders to the north, west, 

and east would further limit impacts to the viewshed from those locations.  Hoosier Energy provided 

detailed site plans to the City of Bloomington Planning Department and the City has endorsed the plan for 

the proposed Project.  Final city approval is anticipated on February 6, 2013.   
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Figure 6.2: Proposed Rendering of New Headquarters 

 

The existence of the new facility in a previously undeveloped space would result in a substantial change 

to the existing viewshed of the area.  However, much of the construction activities as well as the new 

headquarters facility itself would be buffered by existing woodlands to the west, north, and east of the 

site.  In addition, the setback of the new facility from Tapp Road would serve to limit the direct impact to 

motorists and individuals viewing the site from Tapp Road, West Schmaltz Road, or SR 37.  Much of the 

existing lands surrounding the site have been developed for retail, commercial, or mixed-use purposes, 

the construction of the new proposed office complex would not result in adverse impacts to the overall 

aesthetics of the area.  Additionally, no registered scenic viewpoints or any of Indiana’s Historic 

Pathways would he impacted by the proposed Project.  

6.10 Transportation 

6.10.1 No Action 

The No Action Alternative would have no short- or long-term impacts to transportation at or near the 

proposed Project because no construction would occur. 

6.10.2 Construction and Operation Impacts of the Proposed Project 

Existing roads would be used for construction access to the site; no upgrades to off-site roads are 

anticipated.  Construction of the proposed Project would have a minor and temporary impact on traffic 

within the immediate vicinity of the proposed Project site, particularly at the intersections of Tapp Road 

and South Tech Boulevard as well as SR 37 and Tapp Road.  Travel by construction workers, and 

transport of equipment and materials would add to the current traffic volumes on SR 37 and Tapp Road.  
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The primary ingress to the Project site would be on South Tech Boulevard  Indirect impacts to motorists 

travelling to and from the automotive repair business (Worldwide Automotive Service) on Schmaltz Road 

may result from increased construction traffic along South Tech Boulevard  However, these impacts 

would be short term in nature and motorists may use a secondary ingress/egress to this business from 

South Deborah Drive, which is located just east of the entrance to South Tech Boulevard 

Impacts to local travel would most likely occur around starting and quitting times of the construction 

workforce.  Increased travel volumes may increase wait times for motorists accessing the medical care 

facility and casino, both of which are located on the south side of Tapp Road, directly across from the 

proposed Project site.  As noted above, these potential delays would be dependent on motorists’ travel 

times and may fluctuate depending on the phase of construction occurring at a given time.  Currently, 

major construction operations are anticipated to begin the summer of 2013 and primary construction 

activities would decrease in the fall of 2014.  The frequency of the daily auto traffic would be 

proportionate to on-site labor projections.  Construction traffic would include all craft labor, construction 

management staff, contractors, contractor equipment, vendors, and material and equipment deliveries.  In 

addition to the normal vehicle auto traffic, deliveries of construction materials can average approximately 

two large trucks per day.  Special deliveries for such items as structural steel and concrete may 

occasionally exceed five deliveries on a given day; however, such truck deliveries would not coincide 

with early morning or late afternoon labor vehicle traffic at the proposed Project site. 

Following major construction activities, there is not expected to be an increase in congestion for through 

traffic along SR 37 or Tapp Road.  Traffic associated with operation of the facility would include traffic 

from staff, fleet, and occasional maintenance vehicles.  The additional traffic resulting from the proposed 

Project will not significantly change traffic levels at the intersections of Tapp Road and South Tech 

Boulevard or SR 37 and Tapp Road.   

6.11 Human Health and Safety 

6.11.1 No Action 

The No Action Alternative would have no short- or long-term impacts to human health and safety at or in 

the vicinity of the study area because no construction would occur. 

6.11.2 Construction and Operation Impacts of the Proposed Project 

Potential health and safety hazards associated with the proposed Project exist for construction personnel 

as related to heavy equipment operation, overhead materials and cranes, and use of construction tools.  

Construction-related hazards can be effectively mitigated by complying with all applicable Federal and 



Environmental Assessment March 2013 Environmental Consequences 

Hoosier Energy – New Headquarters Project 6.16 Burns & McDonnell 

state occupational safety and health standards.  Adherence to these standards, and applicable National 

Electrical Safety Code regulations and utility design and safety standards, would protect construction 

workers from unacceptable risks.  

Hoosier Energy would develop a Health and Safety Plan to address public and worker safety during the 

construction and operation of the proposed Project.  The Health and Safety Plan would identify 

requirements for minimum construction or operation distances from residences or businesses, as well as 

requirements for temporary fencing around staging, excavation, and laydown areas during construction.  

It would also include provisions for worker protection as is required under OSHA with emphasis on CFR 

1926 – Safety and Health Regulations for Construction.  During construction, all employees, contractors, 

and sub-contractors would be required to conform to OSHA safety procedures.  Adequate training would 

be mandatory for all construction workers on site.  Heavy equipment would be in compliance with OSHA 

requirements for safety devices such as back-up warnings, seat belts, and rollover protection.  Personal 

safety equipment such as hard hats, ear and eye protection, and safety boots would be required for all 

workers on site.  Accidents and injuries would be reported to the designated safety officer at each site. 

Risk of accidental fire during construction would occur from human activities such as refueling, 

cigarette smoking, and use of vehicles and construction equipment in dry, grassy areas.  The health 

and safety plan would address these risks, and the risks would be reduced to acceptable levels by 

restrictions or procedures regarding these activities.  The proposed Project would have a built-in fire 

suppression system.  However, if needed, fire services would be provided by the Bloomington Fire 

Department.  The fire protection systems for the new headquarters facility would meet Indiana Building 

code and FM Global standards. 

The construction site would be managed to prevent harm to the general public.  As previously mentioned, 

there would be a manned security gate constructed at the entrance to the site and security personnel would 

monitor the site 24 hours a day, 7 days a week.  The general public would not be allowed to enter any 

construction areas associated with the proposed Project.  The major risk to the general public would be 

from increased traffic volume on the roadways near or adjacent to the proposed Project as a result of 

commuting construction workers and transportation of equipment and materials.   

6.12 Cultural Resources 

6.12.1 No Action 

The No Action Alternative would have no short- or long-term impacts to cultural resources at or in the 

vicinity of the proposed Project site because no construction would occur. 
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6.12.2 Construction and Operation Impacts of the Proposed Project 

The cultural resource survey performed at the proposed Project site discovered no archaeological sites.  

The project area had been both agriculturally and non-agriculturally disturbed.  The results of the other 

cultural resource surveys conducted within the county suggest that sites contained within the region vary 

in size from small ephemeral lithic scatters to fairly significant prehistoric deposits.  No archaeological 

resources were located during the survey; the proposed Project is not anticipated to affect any 

archaeological properties eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places, and no further 

archaeological work is warranted.  If human remains, features, or midden deposits are encountered during 

the construction of the proposed Project, Hoosier would halt work and archaeologists from the IDNR-

DHPA would be contacted for additional evaluation before work resumes. 

The Indiana SHPO concurred with the proposed determinations of eligibility and finding of effect in a 

letter dated February 4, 2012 that there are no historic buildings, structures, districts, objects, or 

archaeological resources within the APE that will be adversely affected by the proposed Project 

(Appendix A).  As of the date of this EA, only one of the thirteen tribes contacted responded; the 

Delaware Nation responded with no interest or objection to the Project  (Appendix A).Based on the 

findings of the surveys and the responses from the SHPO and the Native American tribes, RUS has 

determined that a finding of no historic properties affected is appropriate for the proposed Project in 

accordance with 36 CFR § 800.4(d)(1).  

6.13 Cumulative Effects 

This section describes the region of influence (ROI), or the physical area where the effects of the 

proposed Project would be noticeable.  The ROI can vary for each resource assessed.  This is followed by 

a listing of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions (RFFAs) that have affected or may 

affect the same resources.  Finally, an assessment of cumulative effects for each resource is included. 

6.13.1 Region of Influence 

To determine the contribution of the proposed Project to cumulative effects, impacts on each resource are 

analyzed for a geographic scope that includes a wider area than the footprint of the proposed Project.  The 

expanded geographic scope for cumulative effects analysis for each resource or group of resources is 

described below.  

For air resources, the area assessed includes a 50-kilometer radius of the site used for air quality 

modeling.  Monroe County is located within the White River Drainage Basin with much of the northern 

portion of the county draining into the White River, primarily through Beanblossom Creek.  As 
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previously mentioned, there is one drainage feature and two unnamed tributaries to Clear Creek within the 

site boundary.  Clear Creek is a tributary of Salt Creek, which flows into the East Fork White River.  The 

major aquatic resource assessed for cumulative impacts is the East Fork White River. 

For terrestrial resources, the area assessed includes the ecoregion where the facilities are to be located.  

Ecoregions denote areas of general similarity in the type, quality, and quantity of environmental 

resources.  The proposed Project is within the Interior Plateau Ecoregion.  This Ecoregion is characterized 

by rolling to deeply dissected, rugged terrain with areas of karst topography common on the Mitchell 

Plain. 

For socioeconomic resources, the area assessed is the commuting distance of 30 miles with an emphasis 

on Monroe County.  Resources and issues with primarily local impacts from a cumulative standpoint, 

including environmental justice, land use, infrastructure, transportation, visual, noise, public health and 

safety, cultural resources, recreation, and waste, are assessed for Monroe County. 

6.13.2 Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 

Past, present, and RFFAs that have affected the resources of the Monroe County area include:  

 Private agricultural management. 

 Residential and commercial development in the Bloomington area, with associated utility lines, 

railroads, and roads.  No specific large-scale RFFAs have been identified in the vicinity of the 

proposed Project, but occasional small subdivisions are expected to be platted, especially along 

the area’s major roads. 

 Construction of I-69 

 Improvements to Tapp Road 

Air 

Air quality in the region is generally considered good and there are no nearby non-attainment areas in the 

vicinity of the proposed Project.  Construction activities would increase the level of exhaust emissions, 

fugitive dust, and other construction-related emissions above the current levels in the ROI.  However, 

these increases are not anticipated to appreciably affect the area’s overall air quality, and no cumulative 

impacts to air quality would occur as a result of construction activities.  Overall, this proposed Project, 

when added to other past, present, and RFFAs, would not contribute to a violation of air quality standards 

and would not cause adverse cumulative effects to air quality.   
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Land Use 

The proposed Project is consistent with the character of the area, and adjacent to other commercial 

properties.  The proposed Project would be compatible with future land use.  There are no other RFFAs 

identified that are incompatible with the proposed Project land use.  Additional development could occur 

on vacant land to the north, east, or south; the cumulative impact of these developments when combined 

with the proposed Project would be dependent on the location, type, and size of the proposed 

development.  Therefore, the proposed Project would not contribute to adverse cumulative land use 

impacts. 

Geology, Soils, and Farmland 

The proposed Project would not affect geological resources; therefore, there are no cumulative geological 

effects.  During construction activities planned for the proposed Project, disturbed areas would be 

exposed to erosion.  However, Hoosier Energy would implement soil erosion practices during 

construction activities that would have the potential to impact soils at the site; these activities would help 

prevent soils from leaving the construction site and limit the potential for erosion.  Any disturbed areas 

would be stabilized and re-vegetated in the earliest timeframe.  Because these projects would take a small 

amount of prime farmland out of production, the project would represent a minor contribution to ongoing 

cumulative effects from farmland depletion.  This contribution would be less than one-tenth of one 

percent of the prime farmland in Monroe County and would not represent a cumulative impact to the 

area’s important farmland resource.  Overall, cumulative impacts to the area’s geology, soils, and 

farmland are not anticipated under the proposed Project. 

Surface Water 

Approximately 131 linear feet of the one unnamed tributary to Clear Creek would be removed as this 

unnamed tributary falls within the footprint of ground disturbance for the project.  However, as a result of 

the limited length and connectivity of these drainages, their removal is not anticipated to impact the 

region’s surface water features and would not contribute to cumulative effects on surface water. 

Groundwater 

The proposed Project would have no impact on area groundwater; therefore, it would not contribute to 

cumulative effects on surface water. 

Vegetation 

A portion of vegetative communities (approximately 4.5 acres) on the proposed Project site would be 

permanently removed for required project components.  However, when possible, areas not requiring 
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permanent structures and/or impervious surfaces would be re-vegetated as soon as it is feasible to do so, 

and with the minimization of impacts from invasive plants. 

Wildlife 

The proposed Project would primarily affect existing wildlife habitat at the site in the area proposed for 

clearing and grading (approximately 4.5 acres).  Existing wildlife in the area that are sensitive to noise are 

likely to be impacted during extensive construction activities, but following major construction activities, 

wildlife are likely to return to the area.  The proposed Project, when combined with other RFFAs, would 

not result in adverse cumulative impacts to valuable wildlife habitat. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

The proposed Project would impact 4.5 acres of forest habitat that could potentially be used by roosting 

Indiana bats.  However, there would be no anticipated effects to the species as all potential roost trees 

were cleared March 13-14 to avoid impacting any roosting Indiana bats on the project site.  Similarly, no 

project-related impacts are anticipated to affect the three state species of special concern (little brown bat, 

northern myotis, and eastern pipistrelle) identified by the Indiana Natural Heritage Data Center within 0.5 

mile of the proposed Project site because all potential roost trees have been cleared from the site.  

Therefore, the proposed Projects would not contribute to cumulative impacts on listed species. 

Wetlands 

Construction and operation of the proposed Project is anticipated to have no short- or long-term impacts 

to wetlands.  The proposed Project would not contribute to any cumulative effects on wetlands.  

Floodplains 

The proposed Project would not take place in the floodplain or indirectly contribute to floodplain 

development; therefore, it would not contribute to cumulative effects on floodplains.   

Socioeconomic and Community Resources 

A majority of the construction work force would be expected to come from within a 60-mile commuting 

radius, and the remainder would be non-local workers expected to require temporary housing, most likely 

in Bloomington.  Additional government revenues from taxes and fees would result from permanent jobs 

at the facility.  These temporary and permanent employment levels would create additional demand for 

housing and public services, but would not create undue strain on existing community facilities in either 

the Monroe County or Bloomington area.  
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No reasonably foreseeable future actions have been identified that would add significantly to the direct 

and indirect employment increases generated by the proposed Project.  The proposed Project would add 

generally positive socioeconomic impacts and would not contribute to any negative socioeconomic 

consequences such as losses of jobs in other industries.  

Environmental Justice 

There is not a substantial low-income population in the vicinity of the proposed Project site.  No residents 

are being displaced by the proposed Project and noise and increased traffic from proposed Project 

operations would be minor.  Therefore, there would not be disproportionate impacts to minority and low-

income communities, and the proposed Project would not contribute to any disproportionate cumulative 

impacts. 

Aesthetics 

As indicated in Section 6.9.2, the proposed Project would introduce new elements into the predominantly 

woodland landscape at the site.  However, as other types of similar development occur throughout the 

vicinity of the proposed Project, the overall visual contrast in the landscape would be minor.  

Additionally, the setback of the new facility combined with the presence of woodland buffers on the 

north, west, and east would limit the potential impact to sensitive visual resources.  At longer distances, 

the proposed Projects would blend in to the larger landscape and would be a small part of the overall 

vistas. 

Transportation 

There are currently planned road improvement projects for Tapp Road by the City of Bloomington.  

These projects are listed as “in construction” and would likely be concluded prior to the initiation of 

major construction activities.  No major reasonably foreseeable future traffic-generating actions have 

been identified in the county that would cumulatively contribute to increased auto or truck traffic on local 

or state highways.  Although planned expansion activities for I-69 may connect the interstate with SR 37, 

the final timing and connection points have not been determined at this time.  Should the connection 

occur, it may place additional traffic demands on the intersection of SR 37 and Tapp Road. 

Noise 

No additional RFFAs are proposed that would introduce additional noise into the existing setting.  The 

proposed Project, when added to other past, present, and reasonably proposed future noise sources, would 

not create additional sound levels that require mitigation. 
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Human Health and Safety 

No additional RFFAs are proposed that would introduce additional public health and safety concerns into 

the Bloomington area.  The impacts of past and present actions on worker health and safety, traffic, and 

community services are addressed in the direct and indirect impacts section.   

Cultural Resources 

Existing and planned development in the Bloomington area has, and is likely to inadvertently affect some 

cultural sites; however, no past and present adverse impacts have been identified in the vicinity of the 

proposed Site.  The proposed Project would not impact any National Register-eligible resources.  No 

RFFAs have been identified that would have adverse effects on historic and cultural resources.  Future 

impacts from federally funded or permitted actions would be addressed by Section 106 of the National 

Historic Preservation Act.  As a result, there would be no adverse cumulative effects from the proposed 

Project.   

Table 6.2 summarizes the results of the cumulative effects analysis. 

Table 6.2: Summary of Cumulative Impacts Assessment 

Resource Area 
Region of 
Influence 

Cumulative Impacts 
Contribution of Project 

site to Cumulative 
Effects 

Air 50 km radius 
No non-attainment areas 
nearby; GHG emissions 

from traffic 

Minor; no violation of 
NAAQS; not a net 
contributor to GHG 

emissions 

Land Use Monroe County No conflicts None 

Geology, Soils and 
Farmland 

Immediate site None 
No geological resource 
impacts; negligible soil 
and farmland impacts 

Surface Water Immediate site None None 

Groundwater Monroe County None Minimal 

Vegetation Immediate site 
Limited contribution to 
removal of vegetation  

Negligible 

Wildlife Immediate site 
Limited removal of 

existing habitat on site 
Negligible 

Threatened and 
Endangered Species 

Monroe County None None  

Wetlands Immediate site 
No activities in wetlands; 

limited contribution to 
stream removal 

None 
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Resource Area 
Region of 
Influence 

Cumulative Impacts 
Contribution of Project 

site to Cumulative 
Effects 

Floodplains Immediate site No activities in floodplain None 

Socioeconomic and 
Community 
Resources 

Commuting distance 
(60 mi); emphasis on 

Bloomington, IN 

Increases to the local 
workforce 

Generally positive 

Environmental 
Justice 

Monroe County 
No locally unwanted land 
uses with disproportionate 

impacts identified 

No disproportionate 
impacts 

Aesthetics Monroe County Few visual intrusions Minor 

Transportation Monroe County 
Few level of service 

problems 
None 

Noise Monroe County None Negligible 

Human Health and 
Safety 

Monroe County None None 

Cultural Resources Monroe County 
No adverse effects 
identified from past 

actions 
None 

 

* * * * * 
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7.0 PERMITTING 

A list of potential permits, approval and authorizing actions for the project is provided in Table 7.1. 

Table 7.1: Federal, State, Local Permits, Approvals, and Authorizing Actions 

ISSUING AGENCY PERMIT/APPROVAL NAME NATURE OF PERMIT/APPROVAL AUTHORITY 

Federal Government 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  Threatened and Endangered Species 

consultation 
Consultation to ensure that federal listed 
protected species and/or their habitat 
would not be impacted 

Endangered Species Act (16 
USC §1531 et seq.) Section 7 

State Government 
IDEM, Water Division National Pollutant Discharge System 

(NPDES) Storm Water Discharges 
associated with Construction 
Activities and Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan  

Apply for coverage under General Permit 
in order to authorize storm water 
discharges to surface waters of the state 
associated with the construction of the 
project 

Section 402 of the Clean 
Water Act  

IDEM, Water Division NPDES Storm Water Discharges 
associated with Facility Operation 
and SWPPP  

If required, apply for coverage under 
General Permit in order to authorize 
stormwater discharges to surface waters of 
the state associated with the operation of 
the project 

Section 402 of the Clean 
Water Act and 40 CFR 
122.26  

IDNR, DHPA  National Historic Preservation Act 
consultation 

Consult with project applicants and state 
agencies regarding impacts on cultural 
resources that are either listed or eligible 
for listing on the NRHP 

National Historic 
Preservation Act, Section 106

Indiana Department of 
Homeland Security, Fire and 
Building Safety Services 

Construction Design Release 

Fire Suppression System Approval 

Enables one to obtain construction permits 
Apply for approval of fire suppression 
system  

675 IAC 12-6-2 (C) 
675 IAC 12-6-2 4 

Local Government 
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ISSUING AGENCY PERMIT/APPROVAL NAME NATURE OF PERMIT/APPROVAL AUTHORITY 
Monroe County Planning & 
Zoning Office 

Special Use Permit/Rezone from 
agricultural to industrial 

Site Plan Amendment 

Improvement Location Permit 
(commercial) 

Sign Permit 

Obtain rezoning approval prior to 
construction 

Required for change in use/rezone 

Required for change in use/rezone 

 

Permit for sign placement during 
construction  

Monroe County Planning and 
Zoning 

City of Bloomington  Grading Permit 

Building Permit 

Permit for clearing and grading 

Permit to construct buildings 

City of Bloomington 
Department of Engineering 
Services, Department of 
Planning 

 

* * * * * 
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 December 18, 2012 
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 February 4, 2013 
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Jason Steckel

From: Litwin, Michael [michael_litwin@fws.gov]
Sent: Friday, December 07, 2012 10:00 AM
To: Jason Steckel
Subject: Re: ETR information request, Mill Creek Property

The project site is within the range of the federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis).    The site is heavily forested 
and contains suitable summer habitat for this species.   There are several Indiana bat hibernacula caves in the 
surrounding area, and the site is within the 5 and 10 mile buffers of multiple hibernacula, however, it is separated from the 
caves by SR 37 and extensive development on the west side of the highway. 
 
Michael Litwin 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
620 South Walker Street 
Bloomington, IN  47403 
(812)  334-4261  ext. 205 
 
On Thu, Dec 6, 2012 at 9:35 AM, Jason Steckel <jsteckel@williamscreek.net> wrote: 

Mr. Litwin, 

  

Please find attached a request for ETR species information for an undeveloped parcel located in Bloomington, 
Monroe County, Indiana. 

  

Thank you, 

  

  

Jason Steckel 

Project Scientist 

Williams Creek Consulting 

Babeca Building 

919 North East Street 

Indianapolis, IN 46202 

p. +1.317.423.0690 

f. +1.317.423.0696 

m. +1.317.605.8921 



 

 

Telephone Memorandum 

Called: Jim Thomas 
Organization: US Army Corps of Engineers – Louisville District 
Caller: Carla Shinn 
Organization: Burns & McDonnell 
Subject of Call: Hoosier Headquarters Project EA 
 
Call Date: February 4, 2013 
Call Time: 10:20 AM 
Phone No. Called: 502-315-6710 
 
Project Name: Hoosier Headquarters Project 
Project No.: 70913 
 
Memo Prepared By: Carla Shinn 
Date Memo Issued: February 4, 2013 
 
Summary: 
 
Below is a list the items discussed regarding the Hoosier Energy Headquarters Project and 
potential impacts to unnamed tributaries on the Project site.   
 
1. One unnamed drainage feature, located to the west of Grossman Boulevard, will not be 

impacted. 
2. Two unnamed stream tributaries to Clear Creek are located within the proposed Project site 
3. Approximately 131 feet of one unnamed stream tributary will be removed for the Project. 
4. Project does not require an Individual Permit or a Nationwide Permit. 
5. Project would require a Regional General Permit.  Mr. Thomas provided directions to the 

USACE website for information on regional general permits and the application form that 
would need to be submitted to the USACE.  

6. Mr. Thomas recommended reviewing the Regional General Permit guidance on the 
website. 

7. Because less than 300 linear feet would be impacted, no mitigation would be required. 

 
cc: Emily Orler, RUS 

Matt Mabrey, Hoosier Energy 
John Humes, Hoosier Energy 

 



 

9400 Ward Parkway • Kansas City, MO 64114-3319 
Tel:  816 333-9400 • Fax:  816 333-3690 • www.burnsmcd.com 

 

March 11, 2013 
 
Christie L. Stanifer 
Environmental Coordinator  
IDNR Division of Fish and Wildlife 
402 W. Washington Street, Room W273 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 
 
Re: DNR# ER-16753, IDNR Comments on the Proposed Hoosier Energy New Headquarters 

Facility 
 
Dear Ms. Stanifer: 
 
We received your comments on the Hoosier Energy New Headquarters Facility and Hoosier 
Energy also met with Mr. Danny Gautier at the project site on March 1, 2013.  Hoosier Energy 
provided the latest site layout (Attachment A) and walked the site with Mr. Gautier while 
answering his questions about the project.  Listed below are items that provide further 
clarification of the project. 
 

1. Coordination has been conducted with the US Fish and Wildlife on the proposed Project.  
The project is within the range of the federally endangered Indiana bat and that the forest 
habitat on the Project site contains suitable summer roosting habitat.  Trees have been 
marked for clearing between October 1 and March 31.  Should tree clearing need to occur 
after March 31, then pre-construction bat surveys would be conducted the night before 
any clearing activities would occur.  If the survey is negative, then clearing would 
commence the following day.  Should the clearing activities take more than one day, 
surveys would be completed each night before any clearing could occur.  If the survey is 
positive, then clearing would be prohibited until after October 1.   

2. The site is adjacent to the Wapehani Bike Park to the north, SR 37 to the west and Tapp 
Road to the south.  Leonard Springs Nature Park, as noted in your January 28th letter, is 
located approximately 2.5 miles southwest of the Project Site.   

3. The project site is approximately 13.5 acres in size; however, only 4.5 acres would be 
cleared for construction.   

4. The Project is not located within any floodway.  According to the Flood Insurance Rate 
Map (FIRM) for Monroe County unincorporated areas (Community – Panel Number 
18105C0139D), the two closest designated 100-year flood zones are located along 
Sinking Creek floodplain approximately one mile west of the proposed Project site and 
West Fork Clear Creek approximately 0.5 mile east of the Project Site. 

5. There are 2 unnamed tributaries that originate on the Project site.  As can be seen in 
Attachment A, neither of these tributaries will be impacted by the proposed Project 
construction. 

6. A karst assessment was conducted for the Project site and is attached (Attachment B).  
The assessment concluded that no karst features were found within the site boundaries.  



Christie L. Stanifer 
IDNR Division of Fish and Wildlife 
March 11, 2013 
Page 2 
 

Best management practices for construction in karst areas will be used to prevent 
sediment runoff from leaving the site and entering adjacent karst features. 

 
If you or your staff have any further comments, please let us know and we will try to address 
them. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Carla D. Shinn 
Project Manager 

 
CB 
Enclosure Attachment A – Site Layout 
 Attachment B – Karst Assessment 
 
cc: Matt Mabrey, Hoosier Energy 

John Humes, Hoosier Energy 

















The Delaware Nation 

Cultural Preservation Office 
P.O. Box 825 - 31064 State Highway 281- Anadarko, OK 73005 

Phone: 405/247-2448 – Fax: 405/247-8905 

 

NAGPRA ext. 1180 

Section 106 ext. 1181 

Museum ext. 1181 

Library ext. 1196 

Clerk ext. 1182 

 

January 11, 2013 

RE:  Hoosier Energy Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

  Headquarters Facility Project 

  Bloomington, Monroe County, Indiana 

 

 

Dear Mr. Mark S. Plank,  

 

Thank you for consulting with the Delaware Nation. We appreciate your willingness to conduct proper 

consultation with our nation. We received your letter regarding the Hoosier Energy Rural Electric 

Cooperative, Inc. However, this project does not lie within the Delaware Nation area of interest for the 

state of Oklahoma. Therefore, we will not be a consulting party.  

 

Should you have any questions regarding this email or future consultation feel free to contact our offices 

at 405‐247‐2448 or by email tfrancis@delawarenation.com. 

 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

 

Tamara Francis Fourkiller 

Cultural Preservation Director 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CC: Nikki Ahtone (Assistant Director) to Tamara Fourkiller Director of Cultural Preservation at Delaware 
Nation. 
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Executive Summary 
 
Williams Creek Consulting, Inc. (WCC) performed a natural resource assessment (NRA) and 
wetland delineation of the Mill Creek Property located northeast of the intersection of State Route 
37 and Tapp Road, Bloomington, Monroe County, Indiana (SITE) on May 15, 2012.   

The following conclusions were reached by WCC based on review of available, and reasonably 
ascertainable federal, state, and local resources, and a SITE inspection conducted on the dates 
referenced above.  
 

 No wetlands were identified within the SITE boundary. 

 One (1) drainage Feature (Drainage Feature 1) was identified in the southwestern portion 
of the SITE.  Drainage Feature 1 was not observed to have a direct hydrological 
connection to a “waters of the U.S.” and therefore is not likely to be regulated by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Indiana Department of Environmental 
Management (IDEM). 

 Two (2) unnamed tributaries to Clear Creek (Tributaries 1 and 2) were observed in the 
eastern portion of the SITE.  Tributaries 1 and 2 exhibited an ordinary high water mark 
(OHWM) and appeared to have a direct hydrological connection to Clear Creek.  
Therefore, Tributaries 1 and 2 are anticipated to be considered jurisdictional “waters of the 
U.S.” by the USACE and IDEM. 

 Tributaries 1 and 2 do not appear to drain more than one (1) square mile each and 
therefore are not anticipated to be regulated by the Indiana Department of Natural 
Resources Division of Water. 

 WCC requested information regarding the presence of endangered, threatened, and rare 
species near the site from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and Indiana 
Department of Natural Resources (IDNR).  At the time of this report, responses had not yet 
been received from these agencies.  These responses will be provided upon receipt.  

 Coordination with the Monroe County Drainage Board did not indicate the presence of 
County regulated drains located within the SITE boundary. 

 A Rule 5 Stormwater Run-off Permit is required for land disturbance activities greater than 
one (1) acre. 

A Regional General Permit (RGP) and Water Quality Certification (WQC) will likely be required for 
impacts to Tributaries 1 and 2 if proposed cumulative impacts are over 0.1 acre and below 1.0 acre 
or up to 150 linear feet (lf) of stream.  If anticipated impacts are 1.0 acre or greater or exceed 150 lf 
of stream, then an Individual Permit (IP) may be necessary.  Mitigation for impacts is required at a 
1:1 ratio for drainage features and open water, 4:1 for forested wetlands, 3:1 for scrub/shrub 
wetlands, and 2:1 for emergent wetlands if verified as a USACE jurisdictional “waters of the U.S.” 
 
If development activities are proposed to impact any of these areas, WCC recommends that the 
final report and associated figures be submitted to the USACE for Jurisdictional Determination 
(JD). 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this investigation was to conduct an NRA and wetland delineation of the SITE to 
evaluate potential land development permitting requirements regarding natural resources.  In this 
report, WCC provides a detailed description of the information reviewed and collected as part of 
the scope of work for this project.  WCC summarizes the jurisdictional framework applicable to this 
project, provides a desktop review of relevant and publicly available documents, and details 
information collected during the SITE reconnaissance including a wetlands determination, an 
evaluation of the potential presence of other natural resources within the SITE boundary.  The 
Conclusions section summarizes WCC’s findings, addresses potential concern areas and 
permitting, regulatory, and other relevant issues.   
 
The SITE is located in the Bloomington, Indiana, United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-
Minute Quadrangle Map in Section 7, Township 8 North, and Range 1 West.  The SITE is more 
specifically located northeast of the intersection of State Route 37 and Tapp Road, Bloomington, 
Monroe County, Indiana (Figure 1).   

2.0 JURISDICTIONAL RESOURCES 

2.1 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  
Through the Clean Water Act (CWA) of 1972, Section 404, the USACE maintains authority over 
"waters of the U.S." as defined in the Code of Federal Regulations (33 CFR 328.3).  The limit of 
jurisdiction described in 33 CFR 328.4 for non-tidal waters is the "ordinary high water mark" if no 
adjacent wetlands are present.  If wetlands are present, the limit of jurisdiction applies to the 
boundary of the adjacent wetland.  Any wetland that has a hydrological connection to a “waters of 
the U.S.” is also included.  Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 U.S.C. 403) also 
serves as a base of federal authority over certain waters.  Definitions and permitting requirements 
for jurisdictional waters under Section 10 can be found in 33 CFR Parts 322 and 329. 
 
A Section 404 permit must be obtained from the USACE before any fill or dredging activities are 
conducted within the boundary of a “waters of the U.S.” including federal jurisdictional wetlands.  
The USACE uses three (3) types of permits: nationwide permits, regional general permits for 
Indiana, and individual permits.  Furthermore, a Section 401 WQC must be filed with the IDEM 
concurrently with the Section 404 permit(s).  Each permit is discussed in the following paragraphs. 
  
Nationwide Permits have been developed for projects that meet a specific criterion and are 
deemed to have minimal impacts to the aquatic environment.  There are 44 Nationwide Permits 
created to streamline the permit process for smaller, repetitive, low impact projects including, but 
not limited to Aids to Navigation, Fish and Wildlife Harvesting, Outfall Structures and Maintenance, 
Utility Line Activities, Stream and Wetland Restoration, Maintenance Dredging of Existing Basins, 
Agriculture Activities, and Mining Activities. 
 
Regional General Permits (RGP) for Indiana authorize proposed impacts associated with any 
construction activities including agriculture and mining activities.  Wetland impacts must be less 
than one (1) acre to qualify for this type of permit. 
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RGP Notification to IDEM may be used for impacts that are less than 0.1 acre of wetland or 300 
linear feet of stream, and are deemed to have minimal impacts to the aquatic environment. 
   
Individual Permits (IP) are required for proposed wetland impacts of one (1) acre and greater.  The 
review process for this type of permit may take up to one (1) year due to the higher level of scrutiny 
by the regulatory agencies.   
 
The Louisville District of the USACE developed new mitigation guidelines in September 2004 for 
the federal jurisdictional wetlands and “waters of the U.S.”  The guidelines require stream and 
wetland characterizations for all drainage features and wetlands proposed to be impacted.  The 
document required for permitting must contain extensive detail of the proposed impact sites, the 
proposed mitigation sites, and information regarding the construction and monitoring of the 
mitigation sites.   
 
Impacts to USACE jurisdictional wetlands or other “waters of the U.S.” will require in-kind 
mitigation.  The USACE and the IDEM prefer the mitigation to be on-site, but may allow off-site 
mitigation in some cases due to certain constraints of a property.  The mitigation ratios for impacts 
to federally jurisdictional wetlands and other “waters of the U.S.” are as follows: 
  

Impact Type Replacement 
Emergent Wetland 2:1 Acres 
Scrub-Shrub Wetland 3:1 Acres 
Forested Wetland 4:1 Acres 
Stream/Drainage Ways 1:1 Linear feet 
Open Water 1:1 Acres 

 
2.1.1 Waters of the U.S. 
A “waters of the U.S.” can be described as any waterway that appears to have a “clear, natural line 
impressed on the bank”1 that is caused by variations in water levels over a period of time.  The 
USACE is the final authority on the determination of whether a waterway qualifies for jurisdiction 
under the Clean Water Act, but jurisdictional “waters of the U.S.” can include ephemeral streams 
and drainage ditches, as well as large rivers.  Several indicators that may be considered in 
determining an ordinary high water mark include, but are not limited to, changes in soil character, 
destruction of terrestrial vegetation, historical or recorded data, presence of litter and/or debris, 
scour, and water staining.   
 
2.1.2 Wetlands 
Wetlands offer a variety of functions and values that may include, but are not limited to, 
groundwater recharge/discharge, flood flow alteration, sediment/toxicant retention, and fish and 
wildlife habitat.  Because of the perceived functions and values of wetlands, the USACE developed 
the Wetlands Delineation Manual, (1987 Manual)2 to identify wetlands.   
 
Wetlands are defined in the 1987 Manual as, “Those areas that are inundated or saturated by  

                                                 
1 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regulatory Guidance Letter, No. 05-05, date 7-12-05 
2 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Wetlands Delineation Manual, (1987 Manual). 
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surface or ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal 
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil 
conditions.”2  The 1987 Manual outlines the protocol for distinguishing wetland areas from "upland" 
areas.  Wetland areas are delineated according to three (3) primary criteria: vegetation, soil, and 
hydrology.  An area is determined to qualify as a wetland if it meets the following “general 
diagnostic environmental characteristics:” 
 

 Hydrophytic vegetation 
 Hydrology 
 Hydric Soil 

 

Hydrophytic Vegetation 
The 1987 Manual defines hydrophytic vegetation as, “…the sum total of macrophytic plant life that 
occurs in areas where the frequency and duration of inundation or soil saturation produce 
permanently or periodically saturated soils of sufficient duration to exert a controlling influence on 
the plant species present…”  
 
The USFWS and the National Plant List Panel developed the following categories to establish the 
relative probability of species occurring within the ranges between upland and wetland: 
 
Obligate Wetland Plants (OBL) – Probability of >99% occurrence in wetlands with a 1% 
probability of occurrence in upland areas.  
 
Facultative Wetland Plants (FACW) – Probability of 67% - 99% occurrence in wetlands with a 1% 
- 33% probability of occurrence in upland areas. 
 
Facultative Plants (FAC) - Probability of 34% - 66% occurrence in either wetlands or upland 
areas. 
 
Facultative Upland Plants (FACU) - Probability of 67% - 99% occurrence in upland areas with a 
1% - 33% probability of occurrence in wetland areas. 

 
Obligate Upland Plants (UPL) - Probability of >99% occurrence in upland areas with a 1% 
probability of occurrence in wetland areas. 
 
The hydrophytic vegetation criterion is met if greater than 50% of dominant species are FAC, 
FACW, or OBL.  
 
Hydrology 
Areas which are inundated or saturated to the surface for a significant time during the growing 
season will typically exhibit characteristics of wetland hydrology.  Careful examination of the site 
conditions is needed to adequately identify wetland areas.  The anaerobic and reducing conditions 
in inundated or saturated soils influence the plant community and may favor a dominance of 
hydrophytic species.  It should be noted that the 1987 Manual further defines the growing season 
and methodology for determining evidence of hydrology.   
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There are two (2) types of hydrologic indicators: primary and secondary.  Primary indicators of 
hydrology are discussed in the 1987 Manual and include, but are not limited to, inundation, and 
saturation within the upper 12 inches of soil, water marks, drift lines, sediment deposits, and 
drainage patterns.  Secondary indicators may include, but are not limited to, oxidized root 
channels, water stained leaves, local soil survey data, FAC-Neutral test, etc.  One (1) primary or 
two (2) secondary indicators are required to meet this criterion. 
 
Hydric Soil 
"A hydric soil is formed under conditions of saturation, flooding, or ponding long enough during the 
growing season to develop anaerobic conditions in the upper part." 3  All organic soils (except 
Folists) are considered hydric, while mineral soils must be carefully examined to qualify as hydric.  
There are several indicators that suggest a soil is hydric.  An inspection of the soil profile to a 
minimum depth of 16 inches below ground surface is required in order to make this determination.  
The soil data used is the horizon of soil immediately below the A-horizon, or at 10 inches below the 
soil surface.  Hydric soils may be present in an upland position; however, there may be insufficient 
evidence of hydrology or vegetation for the area to qualify as wetland.  
  
2.1.3 Regional Supplement Manuals 
A series of regional supplements4 to the 1987 manual are developed by the Army Engineer 
Research and Development Center (ERDC) to be more specific to regionally geographical 
conditions.  Each supplement manual is developed to account for regional differences in climate, 
geology, soils, hydrology, plant and animal communities, etc.  The intent of the regional 
supplements is to update the 1987 Manual with current information and technology rather than 
change the definition or manner that wetlands were delineated.  The procedures for completing a 
wetland delineation is to use a combination of the 1987 Manual and the correct regional 
supplement manual. 
 
Sections that replace the 1987 Manual for the Midwest supplement are summarized below: 
 

Item 
Replaced Portions of the 

1987 Manual 
Replacement Guidance 

Hydrophitic Vegetation 
Indicators 

Paragraph 35, all subparts, 
and all reference to specific 
indicators in Part IV. 

Chapter 2 

Hydric Soil Indicators 
Paragraphs 44 and 45, all 
subparts, and all references to 
specific indicators in Park IV. 

Chapter 3 

Wetland Hydrology Indicators 
Paragraph 49(b), all subparts, 
and all references to specific 
indicators in Part IV. 

Chapter 4 

Growing Season Definition Glossary 
Chapter 4, Growing Season; 

Glossary 
Hydrology Standard for Highly Paragraph 48, including Table Chapter 5, Wetlands that 

                                                 
3 USDA-NRCS, HYDRIC SOIL TECH. NOTE 1: Proper use of Hydric Soil Terminology,   
4 U. S. Army Corps of Engineers. 2008. Interim Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation 
Manual: Midwest Region, ed. J. S. Wakeley, R. W. Lichvar, and C. V. Noble. ERDC/EL TR-08-27.Vicksburg, MS: U.S. 
Army Engineer Research and Development Center 
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Disturbed or Problematic 
Wetland Situations 

5 and the accompanying User 
note in the online version of the 
Manual. 

Periodically Lack Indicators of 
Wetland Hydrology, Procedure 

item 3(g). 
 
Regional Supplement Manuals will continue to be development and revised electronically with the 
improvement of technology and procedures. 
 
2.2 United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
The Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 intends to conserve the habitats of federally 
endangered or threatened species and to assist in the recovery of species listed.  The USFWS is 
the regulating authority for this act and works with the states to provide additional conservation 
measures.  The USFWS5 defines two (2) classifications of protected species, endangered and 
threatened.  An endangered species is an organism that is in danger of extinction throughout all or 
a significant portion of its range.  A threatened species is an organism that is likely to become 
endangered within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range.  All 
species of plants and animals are eligible for listing. 
 
Any activity that may incidentally harm federally threatened or endangered species is prohibited by 
the ESA.  For proposed development areas that contain listed species, private landowners may 
create a Habitat Conservation Plan to minimize the impact on the listed species.  This plan should 
include the protection of breeding, foraging, and shelter requirements for the listed species.  The 
USFWS may then grant an Incidental Take Permit for the project.  In the event that any person 
knowingly violates any provision of the Act or Permit, the person may be assessed penalties.  
  
Projects that involve federal funding or permitting on a site where endangered or threatened 
species are known to occur or where significant habitat is present will require an alternatives 
analysis and extensive documentation of agency coordination. 
 
2.3 Indiana Department of Environmental Management  
The IDEM is the State agency that reviews and issues permits regarding isolated wetlands (IAC 
13-18).  The law recognizes three (3) types of wetlands: Class I, Class II, and Class III.  Class I 
isolated wetlands occur in areas that have been disturbed by human activity/development, have 
low species diversity or greater than 50% nonnative species, do not provide critical habitat for the 
support of significant wildlife or aquatic vegetation, or do not possess significant hydrologic 
function.  Class III isolated wetlands are located in areas that are undisturbed or minimally 
disturbed by human activity/development, are composed of rare or important ecological types, and 
support more than minimal wildlife or aquatic habitat and hydrologic function.  Class II isolated 
wetlands are those that do not fit the criteria set for either Class I or Class III isolated wetlands.   
 
Exemptions are in place to allow impacts to Class I and Class II wetlands without requiring 
permitting and mitigation.  Class I wetlands qualify for the exemption if the entire wetland does not 
exceed 0.5 acre.  Any Class I wetland exceeding 0.5 acre will require mitigation.  Class II wetlands 
qualify for the exemption if the entire wetland acreage does not exceed 0.25 acre.  Any Class II 
wetland exceeding 0.25 acre will require mitigation.  Any proposed impacts to Class III or 
nonexempt Class I or Class II wetlands will require an isolated wetlands and/or “waters of the 

                                                 
5 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, ESA Basics, 2004 
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State” permit through IDEM.  Such isolated wetland permit applications will be submitted 
concurrently with any USACE Section 404 jurisdictional wetland permits and IDEM Section 401 
WQC if necessary.    
 
According to IAC 13-18, impacts to isolated wetlands will require some form of compensatory 
mitigation.  The law specifically states the amount of mitigation that must be created to offset 
impacts to isolated wetlands.  These mitigation ratios do not apply to USACE jurisdictional 
wetlands.  The mitigation ratios for impacts to state regulated wetlands (isolated) are as follows: 
 
Impact Type Replacement On Site Ratio Off -Site Ratio 
Class I Class I 1.5:1 Acres 1.5:1 Acres 
Class I Class II or III 1:1 Acres 1:1 Acres 
Class II Class II or III Non-forested Non-forested 
  1.5:1 Acres 2:1 Acres 
  Forested Forested 
  2:1 Acres 2.5:1 Acres 
Class III Class III Non-forested Non-forested 
  2:1 Acres 2.5:1 Acres 
  Forested Forested 
  2.5:1 Acres 3:1 Acres 
 
2.4 Indiana Department of Natural Resources  
The IDNR Division of Water has authority over the floodways of waterways that have a watershed 
greater than one (1) square mile.  If construction activities are proposed in a regulated floodway 
then a Construction in a Floodway permit would be required.  A watershed analysis would be 
required to determine the actual drainage for each waterway proposed to be impacted.  In addition, 
trees cleared within a regulated floodway will require compensatory mitigation.   
 
The IDNR Division of Nature Preserves provides a Natural Heritage Datacenter for the 
documentation of state and federally listed endangered, threatened, and rare species and high 
quality natural communities.  The IDNR serves to identify, protect, and manage significant natural 
areas and ETR species through coordination with the land owner.  Currently over 23,000 acres of 
dedicated Nature Preserves are located throughout the state.  The preservation of natural 
communities supports species diversity and provides examples of historic conditions for 
recreational, educational, and scientific opportunities. 
 
2.5 Soil and Water Conservation District 
A Rule 5 Stormwater Run-off Permit is required for construction related activities that will disturb 
one (1) or more acres of land that is not within a designated Municipal Separate Storm Sewer 
System (MS4) entity or is in a MS4 entity that does not have a stormwater ordinance established.  
The purpose of Rule 5 is to reduce pollutants, mainly sediment from soil erosion, in stormwater 
discharges into surface waters of the State for the protection of public health, existing water uses, 
and aquatic biota.   
 
A Construction Plan, including a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, must be reviewed and 
approved by the Monroe County Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD) as part of the Rule 
5 permit process.  A public notice of the intent to operate under Rule 5 must be submitted in a 
newspaper of general circulation.  A Notice of Intent (NOI) letter must then be submitted to IDEM 
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including a $100 application fee, proof of the public notice, and the Construction Plan Review 
Approval Verification Form as received from the SWCD.  A Rule 5 Stormwater Run-off Permit will 
be issued by IDEM if all materials are approved.  
 
2.6 Monroe County Surveyor/Drainage Board 
The Monroe County Surveyor has authority over designated regulated drains. Drains could include 
subdivision drains, field tiles, or open ditches and creeks, within Monroe County.  The Monroe 
County Surveyor would require authorization for any work conducted within the easement of a 
regulated drain.  Any construction affecting a regulated drain, and/or the corresponding easement 
on either side of the drain must be reviewed and approved by the County Surveyor prior to 
disturbance. 

3.0 DESKTOP REVIEW 

WCC reviewed applicable, readily available and accessible historical information for the potential 
presence of wetlands, “waters of the U.S.”, and natural resources.  The findings are presented 
below. 
 
3.1 United States Geological Survey 7.5-Minute Quadrangle Map 
A USGS 7.5-Minute Quadrangle map displays contour lines to portray the shape and elevation of 
the land surface.  Quadrangle maps render the three-dimensional changes in elevation of the 
terrain on a two-dimensional surface.  The maps usually portray both manmade and natural 
topographic features.  Although they show lakes, rivers, various surface water drainage trends, 
vegetation, etc., they typically do not provide the level of detail needed for accurate evaluation of 
wetlands.  However, the existence of these features may suggest the potential presence of 
wetlands.   
 
The SITE is located in the Bloomington, Indiana USGS 7.5-Minute Quadrangle Map, Section 7, 
Township 8 North, and Range 1 West.  WCC evaluated the topography and concluded that the 
elevation ranges from approximately 830 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) in the central portion 
of the SITE to approximately 780 feet AMSL in the southwestern portion of the SITE.  No aquatic 
features are mapped within the SITE boundary (Figure 1). 
 
3.2 National Wetlands Inventory Map 
National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps were developed to meet a USFWS mandate to map the 
wetland and deepwater habitats of the U.S.  These maps were developed using high altitude aerial 
photographs and USGS Quadrangle maps as a topographic base.  Indicators noted in the 
photographs which exhibited pre-determined wetland characteristics were identified according to a 
detailed classification system.  The NWI map retains some of the detail of the Quadrangle map; 
however, it is used primarily for demonstration of wetland areas identified by the agency.  The 
maps are accurate to a scale of 1:24,000.  In general, the NWI information requires field 
verification.  
 
National Wetland Inventory data for the Bloomington USGS Quadrangle map is included as Figure 
2, and the associated key is provided as Figure 3.  Based upon review of the NWI data, no aquatic 
features are mapped within the SITE boundary. 
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3.3 United States Department of Agriculture Soil Survey  
WCC reviewed NRCS soils data pertinent to the project SITE from the NRCS Geospatial Data 
Gateway.  This data is presented in Figure 4, projected over aerial photography to depict distinct 
soil map unit boundaries.  Other information contained within the soil survey may be used to further 
characterize the SITE for wetland characteristics, drainage features, or land use for example. 
 
Three (3) soil units are classified on SITE: Crider silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes (CrB); Crider silt 
loam, 6 to 12 percent slopes (CrC); and Hagerstown silt loam, 12 to 18 percent slopes (HaD).  
None of the soils mapped on-SITE are included on the NRCS list of soils considered hydric in 
Monroe County. 
  
3.4 Aerial Photography  
Aerial photography provides a visual overview of the SITE and can provide information to assist in 
identifying land use practices, terrain, drainage, vegetated areas, wetlands, habitats, etc.  Certain 
features, such as variegated soil patterns, may suggest the presence of wetlands.   
 
WCC reviewed 2010 aerial photography of the SITE from the Indiana University Spatial Data Portal 
website (Figure 5).  With the exception of the areas occupied by Grossman Boulevard and 
Schmaltz Boulevard, the SITE appears to be an entirely forested parcel.  No aquatic features are 
visible within the SITE boundary. 
  
3.5 Flood Insurance Rate Map 
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) was developed in 1979 to reform disaster 
relief and recovery, civil defense, and to prepare and mitigate for natural hazards.  The Mitigation 
Division of FEMA manages the National Flood Insurance Program which provides guidance on 
how to lessen the impact of disasters on communities through flood insurance, floodplain 
management, and flood hazard mapping.  Proper floodplain management has the ability to 
minimize the extent of flooding and flood damage and improve stormwater quality by reducing 
stormwater velocities and erosion.  The one (1) percent annual chance flood (100 year flood) 
boundary must be kept free of encroachment as the national standard for the program.  
 
WCC reviewed FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) data applicable to the SITE, which was 
retrieved from the Indiana GIS Atlas (Figure 6).  The FIRM indicates that the SITE is located 
entirely outside the flood zone, indicating that the SITE is not likely to be subject to flooding.   
 
3.6 Endangered, Threatened, and Rare Species Evaluation 
WCC filed a request with the USFWS and IDNR Division of Nature Preserves for documentation of 
any federal ETR species on SITE.  At the time of this report, responses from these agencies had 
not yet been received.   

4.0 SITE RECONNAISSANCE 

4.1 Methodology 
WCC conducted a field investigation at the SITE on May 15, 2012.  During this investigation, WCC 
noted the presumed land use of the SITE and surrounding area, as well as evaluated the SITE for 
the potential presence of wetlands, “waters of the U.S.”, and natural resources using the findings of 
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the desktop review and field observations.  Photographs were taken during the field investigation 
and are provided in Appendix B. 
 
WCC used the Routine Determination Method (RDM) with an established baseline and transects 
as described in the 1987 Manual for typical sites over five (5) acres.  WCC recorded data from a 
number of data points (DP) along the transect as a function of diversity of vegetation, property size, 
soil types, habitat variability, and other SITE features as deemed appropriate by WCC.  Where 
evidence of a wetland was suspected, three (3) wetland criteria were applied to determine if the 
area in question was representative of a wetland using the methodology set forth by the USACE.  
More specifically, WCC visually examined and recorded the dominant vegetation, recorded soil 
properties such as texture and color using the Munsell Soil Color Chart (Munsell Color Chart), 
excavated soil pits and evaluated the primary and secondary hydrologic indicators as discussed in 
Section 2.1.2.   
 
If all three (3) criteria were met, i.e. vegetation, soil properties, and hydrologic indicators, a second 
DP was established adjacent to the wetland DP in an area outside of the presumed wetland 
boundary for the purpose of delineating between the wetland and non-wetland areas.  Once 
delineated, WCC continued the RDM to evaluate the remainder of the SITE. 
 
4.2 SITE and Adjacent Property Land Use 
The area of the SITE subject to this assessment was approximately 16 acres in size and was 
observed to be entirely forested, with the exception of the areas of Grossman Boulevard, Schmaltz 
Boulevard, and a cellular communications tower located in the northern portion of the SITE (Figure 
5).   
 
4.3 Wetland Summary 
No wetland areas were identified during this investigation based upon methodology set forth in the 
1987 Manual and the Midwest Regional Supplement.  Information collected at each DP on May 15, 
2012 is described in the appropriate sections below.  This information is summarized on the forms 
provided in Appendix C and the DP locations are shown on Figure 7.   
 
DP-1 
This DP was located in the southeastern portion of the SITE.  The dominant vegetation present 
was green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica, FACW); American elm (Ulmus americana, FACW); white 
oak (Quercus alba, FACU); eastern redbud (Cercis canadensis, FAC-); pawpaw (Asimina triloba, 
FAC); multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora, FACU); and Virginia creeper (Parthenocissus quinquefoli, 
FAC-), which met the hydrophytic vegetation criterion for a wetland.  No evidence of hydrology was 
observed that would suggest the potential presence of a wetland.  Examination of the soil profile 
using a Munsell Color Chart revealed a matrix color of 10YR 4/2 to a depth of 2 inches, a color of 
10YR 4/4 from 2 to 10 inches and a color of 5YR 5/8 from 10 to 18 inches, which did not meet the 
hydric soil criterion.  Since all three (3) criteria were not met, this area did not qualify as a wetland. 
 
DP-2 
This DP was located in the southwestern portion of the SITE.  The dominant vegetation present 
was white oak (FACU); American beech (Fagus grandifolia, FACU); sugar maple (Acer saccharum, 
FACU); American elm (FAC); and Virginia creeper (FAC-), which did not meet the hydrophytic 
vegetation criterion for a wetland.  No evidence of hydrology was observed that would suggest the 
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potential presence of a wetland.  Examination of the soil profile using a Munsell Color Chart 
revealed a matrix color of 10YR 4/2 to a depth of 12 inches and a color of 5YR 5/8 from 12 to 18 
inches, which did not meet the hydric soil criterion.  Since all three (3) criteria were not met, this 
area did not qualify as a wetland. 
 
DP-3 
This DP was located in the western portion of the SITE.  The dominant vegetation present was 
eastern redbud (FAC-); sugar maple (FACU); poison ivy (Toxicodendron radicans, FAC+); and 
greenbrier (Smilax glauca, FACU), which did not meet the hydrophytic vegetation criterion for a 
wetland.  No evidence of hydrology was observed that would suggest the potential presence of a 
wetland.  Examination of the soil profile using a Munsell Color Chart revealed a matrix color of 
10YR 4/2 to a depth of 8 inches and a color of 5YR 5/8 from 8 to 18 inches, which did not meet the 
hydric soil criterion.  Since all three (3) criteria were not met, this area did not qualify as a wetland. 
 
DP-4 
This DP was located in the eastern portion of the SITE.  The dominant vegetation present was 
green ash (FACW); pawpaw (FAC); sugar maple (FACU); stinging nettle (Urtica dioica, FAC+); and 
eastern woodland sedge (Carex blanda, FAC), which met the hydrophytic vegetation criterion for a 
wetland.  No evidence of hydrology was observed that would suggest the potential presence of a 
wetland.  Examination of the soil profile using a Munsell Color Chart revealed a matrix color of 
10YR 4/2 to a depth of 9 inches and a color of 5YR 5/8 from 9 to 18 inches, which did not meet the 
hydric soil criterion.  Since all three (3) criteria were not met, this area did not qualify as a wetland. 
 
DP-5 
This DP was located in the eastern portion of the SITE.  The dominant vegetation present was 
white oak (FACU); sugar maple (FACU); multiflora rose (FACU); and mayapple (Podophyllum 
pelatatum, FACU), which did not meet the hydrophytic vegetation criterion for a wetland.  No 
evidence of hydrology was observed that would suggest the potential presence of a wetland.  
Examination of the soil profile using a Munsell Color Chart revealed a matrix color of 10YR 4/2 to a 
depth of 10 inches and a color of 5YR 5/8 from 10 to 18 inches, which did not meet the hydric soil 
criterion.  Since all three (3) criteria were not met, this area did not qualify as a wetland. 
 
DP-6 
This DP was located in the northeastern portion of the SITE.  The dominant vegetation present was 
sugar maple (FACU); white oak (FACU); pawpaw (FAC); poison ivy (FAC+); mayapple (FACU); 
and greenbrier (Smilax glauca, FACU), which did not meet the hydrophytic vegetation criterion for 
a wetland.  No evidence of hydrology was observed that would suggest the potential presence of a 
wetland.  Examination of the soil profile using a Munsell Color Chart revealed a matrix color of 
10YR 4/2 to a depth of 3 inches, a color of 10YR 4/4 from 3 to 6 inches, and a color of 5YR 5/8 
from 6 to 18 inches, which did not meet the hydric soil criterion.  Since all three (3) criteria were not 
met, this area did not qualify as a wetland. 
 
DP-7 
This DP was located in the northeastern portion of the SITE.  The dominant vegetation present was 
sugar maple (FACU); pawpaw (FAC); multiflora rose (FACU); and greenbrier (FACU), which did 
not meet the hydrophytic vegetation criterion for a wetland.  No evidence of hydrology was 
observed that would suggest the potential presence of a wetland.  Examination of the soil profile 
using a Munsell Color Chart revealed a matrix color of 10YR 4/2 to a depth of 12 inches and a 
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color of 5YR 5/8 from 12 to 18 inches, which did not meet the hydric soil criterion.  Since all three 
(3) criteria were not met, this area did not qualify as a wetland. 
 
4.5 Drainage Features, Streams, and Other Potential “Waters of the U.S.” 
One (1) unnamed drainage feature (Drainage Feature 1) and two (2) unnamed tributaries to Clear 
Creek (Tributaries 1 and 2) were observed on-SITE (Figure 7).   
 
Drainage Feature 1 originates in the southwestern portion of the SITE and was observed to drain 
off-SITE to the southwest, into the road right of way adjacent to State Route 37 and Tapp Road.  
Drainage Feature 1 did not appear to have a direct hydrological connection to a “waters of the 
U.S.” and therefore is not likely to be regulated by the USACE and IDEM.   
 
Tributaries 1 and 2 were observed to originate within the SITE boundary in the eastern portion of 
the SITE (Figure 7) and each exhibited an ordinary high water mark (OHWM).  Although both were 
dry at the time of the SITE inspection, Tributary 1 flows into Tributary 2, which exits the SITE to the 
east and flows into an unnamed tributary to Clear Creek.  Therefore, Tributaries 1 and 2 are likely 
to be considered jurisdictional “waters of the U.S.” by the USACE and IDEM.  
 
Tributaries 1 and 2 do not appear to drain more than one (1) square mile and therefore are not 
likely to be regulated by the Indiana Department of Natural Resources Division of Water.  
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5.0 CONCLUSIONS 

WCC performed a NRA and wetland delineation at the SITE located in the Bloomington, Indiana 
USGS 7.5-Minute Quadrangle Map, Section 7, Township 8 North, and Range 1 West on May 15, 
2012.  The SITE is more specifically located northeast of the intersection of State Route 37 and 
Tapp Road, Bloomington, Monroe County, Indiana.  The SITE was approximately 16 acres in size 
and was observed to be comprised entirely of forest, with the exception of Grossman Boulevard 
and Schmaltz Boulevard, at the time of the inspection. 
 
Based on review of publicly available and reasonably ascertainable federal, state, and local 
resources, and a SITE inspection, no wetlands were identified on SITE.  However, one (1) 
unnamed drainage feature (Drainage Feature 1) and two (2) unnamed tributaries to Clear Creek 
(Tributaries 1 and 2) were identified within the SITE boundary.  Drainage Feature 1 did not appear 
to have a direct hydrological connection to a “waters of the U.S.” and, therefore, is not likely to be 
regulated by the USACE and IDEM.  Tributaries 1 and 2 appeared to have a direct hydrological 
connection to an unnamed tributary to Clear Creek.  Therefore, Tributaries 1 and 2 are likely to be 
considered jurisdictional “waters of the U.S.” by the USACE and IDEM. 
  
A Regional General Permit (RGP) and Water Quality Certification (WQC) will likely be required for 
impacts to Tributaries 1 and 2 if proposed cumulative impacts are over 0.1 acre and below 1.0 acre 
or up to 150 linear feet (lf) of stream.  If anticipated impacts are 1.0 acre or greater or exceed 150 lf 
of stream, then an Individual Permit (IP) may be necessary.  Mitigation for impacts is required at a 
1:1 ratio for drainage features and open water, 4:1 for forested wetlands, 3:1 for scrub/shrub 
wetlands, and 2:1 for emergent wetlands if verified as a USACE jurisdictional “waters of the U.S.” 
 
Correspondence from the USFWS and IDNR regarding the presence or absence of ETR species 
on the SITE had not yet been received at the time of this report.  This information will be provided 
upon receipt from the respective agencies. 
 
If proposed development activities will disturb one (1) or more acres of land, then a Rule 5 
Stormwater Run-off Permit may be required.   
 
If development activities are proposed to impact any of the aquatic features identified in this report, 
WCC recommends that the final report, and associated figures be submitted to the USACE for 
Jurisdictional Determination. 
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Figure 2
National Wetland Inventory Map
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Figure 4
NRCS Soil Survey
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2010 Aerial Photo
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Figure 6
FEMA Flood Insuarance Rate Map
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Data Point Location Map
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ETR Species Correspondence
& County Species List



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Correspondence to be included upon receipt from USFWS and IDNR 
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Appendix B

SITE Photographs



Photo 1.  Tributary 1 
Facing west 

 
 

Photo 2.  Confluence of Tributaries 1 and 2 
Facing east 

 
 
 
 



Photo 3.  Drainage Feature 1 
Facing south 

 
 

Photo 4.  Typical forested upland 
Facing west 

 
 
 
 



Photo 5.  Area adjacent to cellular communications tower 
Facing south 

 
 

Photo 6.  Area adjacent to Grossman Boulevard 
Facing north 

 
 



Appendix C

Wetland 
Data Forms



Site: City/County: Date: Data Point: 1
Client: State: Section, Township, Range:

0 Nor. Eas. Datum:

Y/N Y
, Soil
, Soil

Are Normal Circumstances Present? x

Yes x No
Yes No x Is the DP within a Wetland?
Yes No x Yes No

Plot size:
1. FACW 2
2. FACW 2
3. FACU 4
4. FAC- 3
5.

Total Cover
Plot size:

1. FAC 3 Prevalence Index Worksheet
2. FACU 4
3. 0 x 1 0
4. 35 x 2 70
5. 45 x 3 135

Total Cover 30 x 4 120
Plot size: 0 x 5 0

1. 110 325
2. 2.95454545
3. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4. Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Veg.
5. x Dominance Test is >50%
6. x Prevalence Index is <3.0*

7. Morphological Adaptations*
8. Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation*

Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum 

1. FAC- 3
2.

Total Cover
Yes No

 
5 Hydrophytic Vegetaion Present?

Remarks: x  

*Indicators of hydric soil and wetland 
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed 

or problematic

 
0

Plot size:
Parthenocissus quinquefolia 5  

 
 

 
 

 Prevalence Index:
 

Herb Stratum  UPL species
 Total

 FAC species
40 FACU species

Total % cover of:
 OBL species
 FACW species

Asimina triloba 25 Y
Rosa multiflora 15 Y

6 
65 Percent of dominant species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 66.67Shrub Stratum  

15 Y
Cercis canadensis 15 Y Total number of dominant 

species across all strata:

Fraxinus pennsylvanica 20 Y Dominance Test Worksheet
Ulmus americana 15 Y Number of dominant species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 4Quercus alba

VEGETATION

Tree Stratum  
Absolute % 

Cover
Dominant 
Species Indicator Status

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Hydric Soil Present?
Wetland Hydrology Present? x

Remarks:

Vegetation or Hydrology naturally problematic
Yes No

Soil Map Unit Name: Ross silt loam
Climatic/hydrologic conditions typical for time of year?

Vegetation or Hydrology significantly disturbed

Investigator(s): J. Steckel
Slope (%): 4332171 537041 16NAD83 NWI Class:

Mill Creek Property Bloomington/Monroe 5/15/2012
Alt & Witzig IN 8N 1W Section 7



SOIL

Depth
(inches) Color Loc**

0-2 10YR 4/2
2-10 10YR 4/4

10-18 5YR 5/8

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Restrictive Layer (if observed)

Yes No

Surface Water Present? Yes No
Water Table Present? Yes No

Yes No

Remarks:

Saturation Present? x Depth (inches)
Describe Recorded Data (stream guage, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Field Observations:
x Depth (inches)
x Depth (inches)

Inundation Visible on Aerial 
Imagery (B7) Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave 
Surface (B8)

Guage or Well Data (D9)
Other

Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Geomorphic Position (D2)
Iron Deposits (B5) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled 

Soil (C6)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Sediment Deposits (B2) Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living 
Roots (C3)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Drift Deposits (B3) Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Saturation (A3) True Aquatic Plants (B14) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Water Marks (B1) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Surface Water (A1) Water Stained Leaves (B9) Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
High Water Table (A2) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Drainage Patterns (B10)

x
Remarks:

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (check all that apply) Secondary Indicators

Type:
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present?

Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Depressions (F8)
5cm Mucky Peat or Peat

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Stratified Layers (A5) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
2 cm Muck (A10) Depleted Matrix (F3)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Sandy Redox (S5) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)
Black Histic (A3) Stripped Matrix (S6) Other

*Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Coated Sand grains   **Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Soils

Histosol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16)

100 clay loam
100 silt loam
100 silt loam

Profile Description:  (Describe to depth needed to document the indicator or confirm absence of indicators.)
Matrix Redox Features

% Color % Type* Texture Remarks



Site: City/County: Date: Data Point: 2
Client: State: Section, Township, Range:

0 Nor. Eas. Datum:

Y/N Y
, Soil
, Soil

Are Normal Circumstances Present? x

Yes No x
Yes No x Is the DP within a Wetland?
Yes No x Yes No

Plot size:
1. FACU 4
2. FACU 4
3. FACU 4
4. FACW 2
5.

Total Cover
Plot size:

1. FAC 3 Prevalence Index Worksheet
2.
3. 0 x 1 0
4. 20 x 2 40
5. 40 x 3 120

Total Cover 70 x 4 280
Plot size: 0 x 5 0

1. 130 440
2. 3.38461538
3. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4. Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Veg.
5.  Dominance Test is >50%
6.  Prevalence Index is <3.0*

7. Morphological Adaptations*
8. Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation*

Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum 

1. FAC- 3
2.

Total Cover
Yes No

 
10 Hydrophytic Vegetaion Present?

Remarks:  x

*Indicators of hydric soil and wetland 
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed 

or problematic

 
0

Plot size:
Parthenocissus quinquefolia 10 Y

 
 

 
 

 Prevalence Index:
 

Herb Stratum  UPL species
 Total

 FAC species
30 FACU species

Total % cover of:
 OBL species
 FACW species

Asimina triloba 30 Y
 

6 
90 Percent of dominant species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 50.00Shrub Stratum  

25 Y
Ulmus americana 20 Y Total number of dominant 

species across all strata:

Quercus alba 25 Y Dominance Test Worksheet
Fagus grandifolia 20 Y Number of dominant species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3Acer saccharum

VEGETATION

Tree Stratum  
Absolute % 

Cover
Dominant 
Species Indicator Status

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Hydric Soil Present?
Wetland Hydrology Present? x

Remarks:

Vegetation or Hydrology naturally problematic
Yes No

Soil Map Unit Name: Ross silt loam
Climatic/hydrologic conditions typical for time of year?

Vegetation or Hydrology significantly disturbed

Investigator(s): J. Steckel
Slope (%): 4332171 537041 16NAD83 NWI Class:

Mill Creek Property Bloomington/Monroe 5/15/2012
Alt & Witzig IN 8N 1W Section 7



SOIL

Depth
(inches) Color Loc**

0-12 10YR 4/2
12-18 5YR 5/8

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Restrictive Layer (if observed)

Yes No

Surface Water Present? Yes No
Water Table Present? Yes No

Yes No

Remarks:

Saturation Present? x Depth (inches)
Describe Recorded Data (stream guage, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Field Observations:
x Depth (inches)
x Depth (inches)

Inundation Visible on Aerial 
Imagery (B7) Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave 
Surface (B8)

Guage or Well Data (D9)
Other

Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Geomorphic Position (D2)
Iron Deposits (B5) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled 

Soil (C6)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Sediment Deposits (B2) Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living 
Roots (C3)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Drift Deposits (B3) Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Saturation (A3) True Aquatic Plants (B14) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Water Marks (B1) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Surface Water (A1) Water Stained Leaves (B9) Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
High Water Table (A2) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Drainage Patterns (B10)

x
Remarks:

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (check all that apply) Secondary Indicators

Type:
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present?

Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Depressions (F8)
5cm Mucky Peat or Peat

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Stratified Layers (A5) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
2 cm Muck (A10) Depleted Matrix (F3)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Sandy Redox (S5) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)
Black Histic (A3) Stripped Matrix (S6) Other

*Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Coated Sand grains   **Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Soils

Histosol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16)

100 clay loam
100 silt loam

Profile Description:  (Describe to depth needed to document the indicator or confirm absence of indicators.)
Matrix Redox Features

% Color % Type* Texture Remarks



Site: City/County: Date: Data Point: 3
Client: State: Section, Township, Range:

0 Nor. Eas. Datum:

Y/N Y
, Soil
, Soil

Are Normal Circumstances Present? x

Yes No x
Yes No x Is the DP within a Wetland?
Yes No x Yes No

Plot size:
1. FAC- 3
2. FACU 4
3. FAC+ 3
4.
5.

Total Cover
Plot size:

1. Prevalence Index Worksheet
2.
3. 0 x 1 0
4. 0 x 2 0
5. 105 x 3 315

Total Cover 55 x 4 220
Plot size: 0 x 5 0

1. FAC+ 3 160 535
2. 3.34375
3. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4. Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Veg.
5.  Dominance Test is >50%
6.  Prevalence Index is <3.0*

7. Morphological Adaptations*
8. Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation*

Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum 

1. FACU 4
2.

Total Cover
Yes No

 
15 Hydrophytic Vegetaion Present?

Remarks:  x

*Indicators of hydric soil and wetland 
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed 

or problematic

 
60

Plot size:
Smilax glauca 15 Y

 
 

 
 

 Prevalence Index:
 

Herb Stratum  UPL species
Toxicodendron radicans 60 Y Total

 FAC species
0 FACU species

Total % cover of:
 OBL species
 FACW species

 
 

4 
85 Percent of dominant species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 50.00Shrub Stratum  

15  
 Total number of dominant 

species across all strata:

Cercis canadensis 30 Y Dominance Test Worksheet
Acer saccharum 40 Y Number of dominant species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2Aesculus glabra

VEGETATION

Tree Stratum  
Absolute % 

Cover
Dominant 
Species Indicator Status

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Hydric Soil Present?
Wetland Hydrology Present? x

Remarks:

Vegetation or Hydrology naturally problematic
Yes No

Soil Map Unit Name: Ross silt loam
Climatic/hydrologic conditions typical for time of year?

Vegetation or Hydrology significantly disturbed

Investigator(s): J. Steckel
Slope (%): 4332171 537041 16NAD83 NWI Class:

Mill Creek Property Bloomington/Monroe 5/15/2012
Alt & Witzig IN 8N 1W Section 7



SOIL

Depth
(inches) Color Loc**

0-8 10YR 4/2
8-18 5YR 5/8

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Restrictive Layer (if observed)

Yes No

Surface Water Present? Yes No
Water Table Present? Yes No

Yes No

Remarks:

Saturation Present? x Depth (inches)
Describe Recorded Data (stream guage, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Field Observations:
x Depth (inches)
x Depth (inches)

Inundation Visible on Aerial 
Imagery (B7) Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave 
Surface (B8)

Guage or Well Data (D9)
Other

Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Geomorphic Position (D2)
Iron Deposits (B5) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled 

Soil (C6)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Sediment Deposits (B2) Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living 
Roots (C3)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Drift Deposits (B3) Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Saturation (A3) True Aquatic Plants (B14) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Water Marks (B1) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Surface Water (A1) Water Stained Leaves (B9) Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
High Water Table (A2) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Drainage Patterns (B10)

x
Remarks:

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (check all that apply) Secondary Indicators

Type:
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present?

Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Depressions (F8)
5cm Mucky Peat or Peat

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Stratified Layers (A5) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
2 cm Muck (A10) Depleted Matrix (F3)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Sandy Redox (S5) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)
Black Histic (A3) Stripped Matrix (S6) Other

*Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Coated Sand grains   **Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Soils

Histosol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16)

100 clay loam
100 silt loam

Profile Description:  (Describe to depth needed to document the indicator or confirm absence of indicators.)
Matrix Redox Features

% Color % Type* Texture Remarks



Site: City/County: Date: Data Point: 4
Client: State: Section, Township, Range:

0 Nor. Eas. Datum:

Y/N Y
, Soil
, Soil

Are Normal Circumstances Present? x

Yes x No
Yes No x Is the DP within a Wetland?
Yes No x Yes No

Plot size:
1. FACW 2
2. FAC 3
3. FACU 4
4.
5.

Total Cover
Plot size:

1. Prevalence Index Worksheet
2.
3. 0 x 1 0
4. 25 x 2 50
5. 95 x 3 285

Total Cover 45 x 4 180
Plot size: 0 x 5 0

1. FAC+ 3 165 515
2. FAC 3 3.12121212
3. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4. Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Veg.
5. x Dominance Test is >50%
6.  Prevalence Index is <3.0*

7. Morphological Adaptations*
8. Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation*

Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum 

1.
2.

Total Cover
Yes No

 
0 Hydrophytic Vegetaion Present?

Remarks: x  

*Indicators of hydric soil and wetland 
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed 

or problematic

 
75

Plot size:
 

 
 

 
 

Carex blanda 15 Y Prevalence Index:
 

Herb Stratum  UPL species
Urtica dioica 60 Y Total

 FAC species
0 FACU species

Total % cover of:
 OBL species
 FACW species

 
 

5 
90 Percent of dominant species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 80.00Shrub Stratum  

45 Y
 Total number of dominant 

species across all strata:

Fraxinus pennsylvanica 25 Y Dominance Test Worksheet
Asimina triloba 20 Y Number of dominant species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 4Acer saccharum

VEGETATION

Tree Stratum  
Absolute % 

Cover
Dominant 
Species Indicator Status

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Hydric Soil Present?
Wetland Hydrology Present? x

Remarks:

Vegetation or Hydrology naturally problematic
Yes No

Soil Map Unit Name: Ross silt loam
Climatic/hydrologic conditions typical for time of year?

Vegetation or Hydrology significantly disturbed

Investigator(s): J. Steckel
Slope (%): 4332171 537041 16NAD83 NWI Class:

Mill Creek Property Bloomington/Monroe 5/15/2012
Alt & Witzig IN 8N 1W Section 7



SOIL

Depth
(inches) Color Loc**

0-9 10YR 4/2
9-18 5YR 5/8

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Restrictive Layer (if observed)

Yes No

Surface Water Present? Yes No
Water Table Present? Yes No

Yes No

Remarks:

Saturation Present? x Depth (inches)
Describe Recorded Data (stream guage, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Field Observations:
x Depth (inches)
x Depth (inches)

Inundation Visible on Aerial 
Imagery (B7) Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave 
Surface (B8)

Guage or Well Data (D9)
Other

Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Geomorphic Position (D2)
Iron Deposits (B5) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled 

Soil (C6)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Sediment Deposits (B2) Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living 
Roots (C3)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Drift Deposits (B3) Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Saturation (A3) True Aquatic Plants (B14) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Water Marks (B1) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Surface Water (A1) Water Stained Leaves (B9) Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
High Water Table (A2) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Drainage Patterns (B10)

x
Remarks:

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (check all that apply) Secondary Indicators

Type:
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present?

Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Depressions (F8)
5cm Mucky Peat or Peat

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Stratified Layers (A5) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
2 cm Muck (A10) Depleted Matrix (F3)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Sandy Redox (S5) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)
Black Histic (A3) Stripped Matrix (S6) Other

*Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Coated Sand grains   **Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Soils

Histosol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16)

100 clay loam
100 silt loam

Profile Description:  (Describe to depth needed to document the indicator or confirm absence of indicators.)
Matrix Redox Features

% Color % Type* Texture Remarks



Site: City/County: Date: Data Point: 5
Client: State: Section, Township, Range:

0 Nor. Eas. Datum:

Y/N Y
, Soil
, Soil

Are Normal Circumstances Present? x

Yes No x
Yes No x Is the DP within a Wetland?
Yes No x Yes No

Plot size:
1. FACU 4
2. FACW 2
3. FAC 3
4. FACU 4
5.

Total Cover
Plot size:

1. FACU 4 Prevalence Index Worksheet
2.
3. 0 x 1 0
4. 15 x 2 30
5. 15 x 3 45

Total Cover 130 x 4 520
Plot size: 0 x 5 0

1. FACU 4 160 595
2. 3.71875
3. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4. Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Veg.
5.  Dominance Test is >50%
6.  Prevalence Index is <3.0*

7. Morphological Adaptations*
8. Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation*

Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum 

1.
2.

Total Cover
Yes No

 
0 Hydrophytic Vegetaion Present?

Remarks:  x

*Indicators of hydric soil and wetland 
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed 

or problematic

 
30

Plot size:
 

 
 

 
 

 Prevalence Index:
 

Herb Stratum  UPL species
Podophyllum pelatatum 30 Y Total

 FAC species
30 FACU species

Total % cover of:
 OBL species
 FACW species

Rosa multiflora 30 Y
 

4 
100 Percent of dominant species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 0.00Shrub Stratum  

15  
Acer saccharum 40 Y Total number of dominant 

species across all strata:

Quercus alba 30 Y Dominance Test Worksheet
Ulmus americana 15  Number of dominant species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 0Asimina triloba

VEGETATION

Tree Stratum  
Absolute % 

Cover
Dominant 
Species Indicator Status

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Hydric Soil Present?
Wetland Hydrology Present? x

Remarks:

Vegetation or Hydrology naturally problematic
Yes No

Soil Map Unit Name: Ross silt loam
Climatic/hydrologic conditions typical for time of year?

Vegetation or Hydrology significantly disturbed

Investigator(s): J. Steckel
Slope (%): 4332171 537041 16NAD83 NWI Class:

Mill Creek Property Bloomington/Monroe 5/15/2012
Alt & Witzig IN 8N 1W Section 7



SOIL

Depth
(inches) Color Loc**

0-10 10YR 4/2
10-18 5YR 5/8

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Restrictive Layer (if observed)

Yes No

Surface Water Present? Yes No
Water Table Present? Yes No

Yes No

Remarks:

Saturation Present? x Depth (inches)
Describe Recorded Data (stream guage, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Field Observations:
x Depth (inches)
x Depth (inches)

Inundation Visible on Aerial 
Imagery (B7) Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave 
Surface (B8)

Guage or Well Data (D9)
Other

Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Geomorphic Position (D2)
Iron Deposits (B5) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled 

Soil (C6)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Sediment Deposits (B2) Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living 
Roots (C3)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Drift Deposits (B3) Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Saturation (A3) True Aquatic Plants (B14) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Water Marks (B1) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Surface Water (A1) Water Stained Leaves (B9) Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
High Water Table (A2) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Drainage Patterns (B10)

x
Remarks:

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (check all that apply) Secondary Indicators

Type:
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present?

Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Depressions (F8)
5cm Mucky Peat or Peat

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Stratified Layers (A5) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
2 cm Muck (A10) Depleted Matrix (F3)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Sandy Redox (S5) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)
Black Histic (A3) Stripped Matrix (S6) Other

*Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Coated Sand grains   **Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Soils

Histosol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16)

100 clay loam
100 silt loam

Profile Description:  (Describe to depth needed to document the indicator or confirm absence of indicators.)
Matrix Redox Features

% Color % Type* Texture Remarks



Site: City/County: Date: Data Point: 6
Client: State: Section, Township, Range:

0 Nor. Eas. Datum:

Y/N Y
, Soil
, Soil

Are Normal Circumstances Present? x

Yes No x
Yes No x Is the DP within a Wetland?
Yes No x Yes No

Plot size:
1. FACU 4
2. FACU 4
3. FACU 4
4.
5.

Total Cover
Plot size:

1. FAC 3 Prevalence Index Worksheet
2.
3. 0 x 1 0
4. 0 x 2 0
5. 75 x 3 225

Total Cover 110 x 4 440
Plot size: 0 x 5 0

1. FAC+ 3 185 665
2. FACU 4 3.59459459
3. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4. Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Veg.
5.  Dominance Test is >50%
6.  Prevalence Index is <3.0*

7. Morphological Adaptations*
8. Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation*

Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum 

1. FACU 4
2.

Total Cover
Yes No

 
15 Hydrophytic Vegetaion Present?

Remarks:  x

*Indicators of hydric soil and wetland 
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed 

or problematic

 
60

Plot size:
Smilax glauca 15 Y

 
 

 
 

Podophyllum pelatatum 20 Y Prevalence Index:
 

Herb Stratum  UPL species
Toxicodendron radicans 40 Y Total

 FAC species
35 FACU species

Total % cover of:
 OBL species
 FACW species

Asimina triloba 35 Y
 

6 
75 Percent of dominant species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 33.33Shrub Stratum  

25 Y
 Total number of dominant 

species across all strata:

Acer saccharum 40 Y Dominance Test Worksheet
Fagus grandifolia 10  Number of dominant species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2Quercus alba

VEGETATION

Tree Stratum  
Absolute % 

Cover
Dominant 
Species Indicator Status

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Hydric Soil Present?
Wetland Hydrology Present? x

Remarks:

Vegetation or Hydrology naturally problematic
Yes No

Soil Map Unit Name: Ross silt loam
Climatic/hydrologic conditions typical for time of year?

Vegetation or Hydrology significantly disturbed

Investigator(s): J. Steckel
Slope (%): 4332171 537041 16NAD83 NWI Class:

Mill Creek Property Bloomington/Monroe 5/15/2012
Alt & Witzig IN 8N 1W Section 7



SOIL

Depth
(inches) Color Loc**

0-3 10YR 4/2
3-6 10YR 4/4

6-18 5YR 5/8

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Restrictive Layer (if observed)

Yes No

Surface Water Present? Yes No
Water Table Present? Yes No

Yes No

Remarks:

Saturation Present? x Depth (inches)
Describe Recorded Data (stream guage, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Field Observations:
x Depth (inches)
x Depth (inches)

Inundation Visible on Aerial 
Imagery (B7) Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave 
Surface (B8)

Guage or Well Data (D9)
Other

Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Geomorphic Position (D2)
Iron Deposits (B5) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled 

Soil (C6)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Sediment Deposits (B2) Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living 
Roots (C3)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Drift Deposits (B3) Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Saturation (A3) True Aquatic Plants (B14) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Water Marks (B1) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Surface Water (A1) Water Stained Leaves (B9) Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
High Water Table (A2) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Drainage Patterns (B10)

x
Remarks:

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (check all that apply) Secondary Indicators

Type:
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present?

Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Depressions (F8)
5cm Mucky Peat or Peat

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Stratified Layers (A5) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
2 cm Muck (A10) Depleted Matrix (F3)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Sandy Redox (S5) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)
Black Histic (A3) Stripped Matrix (S6) Other

*Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Coated Sand grains   **Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Soils

Histosol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16)

100 clay loam
100 silt loam
100 silt loam

Profile Description:  (Describe to depth needed to document the indicator or confirm absence of indicators.)
Matrix Redox Features

% Color % Type* Texture Remarks



Site: City/County: Date: Data Point: 7
Client: State: Section, Township, Range:

0 Nor. Eas. Datum:

Y/N Y
, Soil
, Soil

Are Normal Circumstances Present? x

Yes No x
Yes No x Is the DP within a Wetland?
Yes No x Yes No

Plot size:
1. FACU 4
2. FAC 3
3.
4.
5.

Total Cover
Plot size:

1. FAC 3 Prevalence Index Worksheet
2. FACU 4
3. 0 x 1 0
4. 0 x 2 0
5. 50 x 3 150

Total Cover 110 x 4 440
Plot size: 0 x 5 0

1. 160 590
2. 3.6875
3. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4. Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Veg.
5.  Dominance Test is >50%
6.  Prevalence Index is <3.0*

7. Morphological Adaptations*
8. Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation*

Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum 

1. FACU 4
2.

Total Cover
Yes No

 
25 Hydrophytic Vegetaion Present?

Remarks:  x

*Indicators of hydric soil and wetland 
hydrology must be present, unless disturbed 

or problematic

 
0

Plot size:
Smilax glauca 25 Y

 
 

 
 

 Prevalence Index:
 

Herb Stratum  UPL species
 Total

 FAC species
65 FACU species

Total % cover of:
 OBL species
 FACW species

Asimina triloba 40 Y
Rosa multiflora 25 Y

4 
70 Percent of dominant species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 25.00Shrub Stratum  

 
 Total number of dominant 

species across all strata:

Acer saccharum 60 Y Dominance Test Worksheet
Ulmus rubra 10  Number of dominant species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 1

VEGETATION

Tree Stratum  
Absolute % 

Cover
Dominant 
Species Indicator Status

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Hydric Soil Present?
Wetland Hydrology Present?

Remarks:

Vegetation or Hydrology naturally problematic
Yes No

Soil Map Unit Name: Ross silt loam
Climatic/hydrologic conditions typical for time of year?

Vegetation or Hydrology significantly disturbed

Investigator(s): J. Steckel
Slope (%): 4332171 537041 16NAD83 NWI Class:

Mill Creek Property Bloomington/Monroe 5/15/2012
Alt & Witzig IN 8N 1W Section 7



SOIL

Depth
(inches) Color Loc**

0-12 10YR 4/2
12-18 5YR 5/8

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Restrictive Layer (if observed)

Yes No

Surface Water Present? Yes No
Water Table Present? Yes No

Yes No

Remarks:

Saturation Present? x Depth (inches)
Describe Recorded Data (stream guage, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Field Observations:
x Depth (inches)
x Depth (inches)

Inundation Visible on Aerial 
Imagery (B7) Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave 
Surface (B8)

Guage or Well Data (D9)
Other

Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Geomorphic Position (D2)
Iron Deposits (B5) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled 

Soil (C6)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Sediment Deposits (B2) Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living 
Roots (C3)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Drift Deposits (B3) Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Saturation (A3) True Aquatic Plants (B14) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Water Marks (B1) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Surface Water (A1) Water Stained Leaves (B9) Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
High Water Table (A2) Aquatic Fauna (B13) Drainage Patterns (B10)

x
Remarks:

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (check all that apply) Secondary Indicators

Type:
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present?

Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Depressions (F8)
5cm Mucky Peat or Peat

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Stratified Layers (A5) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
2 cm Muck (A10) Depleted Matrix (F3)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Sandy Redox (S5) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)
Black Histic (A3) Stripped Matrix (S6) Other

*Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Coated Sand grains   **Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Soils

Histosol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16)

100 clay loam
100 silt loam

Profile Description:  (Describe to depth needed to document the indicator or confirm absence of indicators.)
Matrix Redox Features

% Color % Type* Texture Remarks



 

 

APPENDIX C - CULTURAL RESOURCES ASSESSMENT





























































 

 

APPENDIX D - KARST ASSESSMENT



 
 

 

February 9, 2013 
 
 
Matt Mabrey, Manager – Facilities Construction Project Manager 
Management Services Division 
Hoosier Energy REC, Inc. 
7398 N. State Road 37 
Bloomington, IN 47404        via email Mmabrey@HEPN.com  
 
Re: Hoosier Energy Headquarters 

Karst Assessment – Mill Creek Phase I  
 
Dear Matt, 
 
The following serves to address your request for a karst assessment of the Hoosier Energy site within the 
Mill Creek Phase I Subdivision.  Mill Creek Phase I is located at the northeast corner of the intersection of 
State Road 37 and Tapp Road in Bloomington, Indiana.   
 
We understand that Hoosier Energy is in the process of acquiring Lots 1, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, and 13 and 
possibly Lot 2 of the Mill Creek Phase I Subdivision for the site of their new headquarters facility. 
 
I have reviewed the following documents in an effort to assess the potential that karst features may be 
encountered within the project site: 
 

1. Mill Creek Phase I Boundary & Topographic Survey prepared by Bledsoe Riggert & Guerrettaz 
dated July 18, 2012.  This Survey identifies the lots that are of interest to Hoosier Energy. 
 

2. Mill Creek Village Environmental Analysis prepared by Smith Neubecker & Associates (SNA) 
dated February 24, 2003.  This report provides a general overview of karst and other 
environmental features located within the area bounded by SR-37 on the west, Tapp Road on the 
south, Weimer Road on the east, and Wapehani Road and the City of Bloomington Wapehani 
Mountain Bike Park to the north.  The area of this study reaches well beyond the Mill Creek 
Phase I Subdivision which resides in its southwest corner.  The report makes reference to the 
investigations performed by John Bassett and James Keith of Earth Tech and provides inventory 
maps of their findings.  It also includes a detailed site inventory map that lists SNA’s observations 
from their site reconnaissance.           
 

3. Karst Inventory of Tapp Road Property Memo prepared by John Bassett of Earth Tech dated 
December 2002 with Figure 1 and Drawing ‘B’.  Drawing ‘A’ was not in the file.  John Bassett’s 
memo provides a detailed description of the overall property bounded by SR-37 on the west, 
Tapp Road on the south, Weimer Road on the east, and Wapehani Road and the City of 
Bloomington Wapehani Mountain Bike Park to the north and its geology.  The memo also 
provides a comprehensive account of his examination of the site and its features.  John describes 
each of his findings and references them on Figure 1 and cross references them to Drawing ‘B’, 
the SNA site reconnaissance noted in Document 2 above.   
 

4. City of Bloomington Unified Development Ordinance Section 20.05.042 – Environmental 
Standards; Karst Features.  This reference defines the City of Bloomington’s regulations 
regarding karst features.       

 
Copies of these documents are attached for your reference. 
 
It is my opinion, based on John Bassett’s work, that karst features should not be encountered within the 
portion of the Mill Creek Phase I Subdivision that Hoosier Energy is interested in developing.  In the 

mailto:Mmabrey@HEPN.com�


Hoosier Energy Headquarters 
Karst Assessment – Mill Creek Phase I  
February 9, 2013 
Page 2 
 
 
unlikely event that karst features are encountered during construction of the anticipated Hoosier Energy 
Headquarters development I would recommend that a team of geotechnical and structural engineering 
experts be engaged to evaluate the condition and provide a suitable solution to address situation.  It 
should be noted that the City of Bloomington’s Unified Development Ordinance acknowledges karst 
geology and regulates land disturbing activities within karst features.  It may be necessary to consult with 
the City of Bloomington Planning Department to discuss these regulations and seek a variance or related 
approvals to continue work.       
 
Please contact me if you have any questions. 
 
Sincerely,       
 
 
 
William S. Riggert, PE      
Principal 
 
Attachments 
 
xc: File – Project No. 7662 
 
7662 – Mill Creek Karst Assessment_2013-02-09  
 
 













































































5-34     City of Bloomington Unified Development Ordinance

20.05
Chapter

As Amended / Effective December 17, 2010

20.05.042 EN-05 [Environmental Standards; Karst Geology]
This Environmental Standards section applies to the following zoning districts:

              
(a) Karst Geology:

(1) Applicability: This section shall apply to all land-disturbing activities on properties that contain surface 
and subsurface karst features.

(2) Adjacent Properties: Where surface or subsurface karst features are present on adjacent properties, and 
where required conservation areas for such karst features would extend onto the subject property, such 
conservation areas shall be established according to the provisions of Section 20.05.042.

(3) Compound Karst Features: For the purposes of Subsection 20.05.042(a), compound karst features shall 
be defined as any two (2) or more karst features where the last closed contour of the features are located 
within one hundred (100) feet of each other.  The outer boundary of the compound karst feature shall be 
drawn by connecting the last closed contour of each individual karst feature with a tangential line.

(4) Karst Conservancy Easement (KCE): All karst features shall be protected by Karst Conservancy Easements.  
Such easements shall be established in accordance with the following standards:
(A) No land-disturbing activity, permanent or temporary structures, or the placement of any fill material 

shall be allowed within a KCE.
(B) The outer perimeter of the KCE shall be protected with silt fencing and/or tree protection fencing 

during the entire period of construction.
(C) For all individual karst features, the KCE shall encompass the entire feature and all of the area within 

twenty-five (25) feet horizontally from the last closed contour line of the feature.  The last closed 
contour line shall be as shown on the City’s geographic information system (GIS) using a contour 
interval of two (2) feet.  When the City has reason to doubt the accuracy of the GIS data, the City 
shall use field verification to determine the location of the last closed contour.

(D) For all compound karst features, the KCE shall encompass the entire outer boundary of the compound 
karst feature as defined in Division 20.05.042(a)(3): Compound Karst Features above and all of 
the area within twenty-five (25) feet horizontally from the outer boundary of the compound karst 
feature.

(5) Setback: No structures shall be located within ten (10) feet of a Karst Conservancy Easement.
(6) Storm Water Discharge: Storm water discharge into a karst feature shall not be increased over its pre-

development rate.  In addition, such discharge into a karst feature shall not be substantially reduced from 
pre-development conditions.

(7) Storm Water Detention: Karst Conservancy Easements shall not be utilized for storm water detention.  
Drainage shall be designed to route runoff through vegetative filters or other filtration measures before 
entering a karst feature.

(8) Spring or Cave Entrances: Spring or cave entrances shall not be modified except for the placement of a 
gate to prevent human access.

Environmental Standards (EN)
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