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MEMO: 
 
To: John Carr 
From: Linda Weintraut 
Date: April 20, 2007 
 

Re: I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies, Section 2:  SR 257 Bridge over Veale 
Creek, Daviess County, Indiana (DHPA #1351) 

 
To recap the telephone conversation that we had today: 

1) The distances provided are between the right-of-way for each alternative and 
the historic property boundary for the SR 257 Bridge over Veale Creek. 

2) Under Alternative A, I-69 will be elevated approximately 22 feet over SR 257. 
3) The purpose of creating a tee intersection of CR 150 with SR 257 is to provide 

access to those properties along CR 150 without building an overpass or 
underpass. 

4) With Alternative B, CR 150 S will be elevated approximately 11 feet, 
according to the Section 2 consultants. 

 
 



 
 
Division of Historic Preservation & Archaeology∙402 W. Washington Street, W274·Indianapolis, IN  46204-2739 
Phone 317-232-1646∙Fax 317-232-0693·dhpa@dnr.IN.gov
 
April 24, 2007 
 
 
 
Linda Weintraut, Ph.D. 
Weintraut & Associates, Inc.  
33 East Cedar Street  
Zionsville, Indiana  46077  
 

Federal Agency:  Federal Highway Administration, Indiana Division     
 
Re: Your letter of March 27, 2007, regarding I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies, Section 2:  

SR 257 Bridge over Veale Creek, Daviess County, Indiana, and clarifying information that you 
provided on April 20, 2007 (DHPA #1351) 

 
Dear Dr. Weintraut: 
 
Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. § 470f) and 36 C.F.R. Part 800, the 
staff of the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer (“Indiana SHPO”) has reviewed the aforementioned 
materials. 
 
You have clarified that under Alternative A, I-69 would be elevated approximately 22 feet over SR 257.  Based in 
part on this clarification, we agree with your conclusion that the I-69 structure passing above SR 257 would be 
clearly visible from the historic SR 257 Veale Creek Bridge, and we would further suggest that I-69 would also be 
visible as it runs along, presumably on earthen fill, on both the south and the north approaches to the overpass 
structure.  However, that overpass structure and the approaches would be more than 700 feet from the historic 
bridge, given that the mainline (or right-of-way line) of I-69 would be 700 feet from the bridge.     
 
You also have clarified that under Alternative B, the point at which the realigned CR 150S would meet SR 257 in 
 a new, tee intersection would be elevated approximately 11 feet above the current grade.  You had indicated in 
your March 27 information that the approach to the SR 257 overpass structure would begin approximately 20 feet 
west of the SR 257 Bridge and would rise to a height of approximately 22 feet above the height of the existing SR 
257 at the point at which the SR 257 overpass structure would cross I-69.  Because you had indicated in the 
March 27 information that the mainline (or right-of-way line) of Alternative B would be 645 feet from the historic 
bridge, we surmise that the point at which the SR 257 overpass structure would reach the height of 22 feet above 
its current elevation would also likely be at least 645 feet away from the historic bridge and that the point at which 
the realigned CR 150S would intersect SR 257, approximately 11 feet above the current elevation of SR 257, 
would be very roughly half that distance or about 300 feet from the historic bridge.  We think that both SR 257 as 
it rises, presumably on fill, toward I-69, and CR 150S as it rises, presumably on fill, toward SR 257, would be 
clearly visible from the historic bridge.   
 
As you noted in your March 27 information, the historic SR 257 Veale Creek Bridge is known to be significant 
only under National Register Criterion C, for its engineering attributes.  Although the setting of a Criterion C 
property is not necessarily irrelevant to that property’s integrity, we think that as one moves farther away from the 
point at which the SR 257 Bridge crosses Veale Creek, the importance of the setting to this bridge’s integrity 
declines fairly rapidly.    Consequently,  we believe that the intrusions that either Alternative A or Alternative B  
 
 
would introduce into the setting of the SR 257 Veale Creek Bridge are not likely to “diminish the integrity of the 
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property’s significant historic features” (see 36 C.F.R. § 800.5[a][2][v]).  Consequently, we agree with your 
opinion that neither Alternative A nor Alternative B would adversely affect this historic bridge.         
 
As we have stated previously, in terms of potential impact on archaeological resources, a review of our records 
indicates that the proposed project alternative areas are in an environmental setting that is suitable to contain 
archaeological resources. All necessary archaeological investigations will be conducted in the chosen 
project alternative area prior to project construction.  
 
The investigations must be done in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s “Standards and Guidelines for 
Archaeology and Historic Preservation” (48 F.R. 44716) and the current Indiana Guidebook for Indiana Historic 
Sites and Structures Inventory--Archaeological Sites. 
 
If you have questions about our comments regarding effects on the historic bridge, please contact John Carr of our 
office at (317) 232-1646 or at jcarr@dnr.in.gov.  Questions about archaeological issues may be directed to Dr. 
Richard Jones at (317) 233-0953 or at rjones@dnr.in.gov.     
 
In all future correspondence regarding I-69 Section 2, please refer to DHPA #1351. 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
 
 
Ron McAhron  
Acting Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 
 
RM:JLC:jlc 
 
cc: Robert F. Tally, Jr., P.E., Federal Highway Administration, Indiana Division 
 Michelle Hilary, J.D., Indiana Department of Transportation 
 Alice Roberts, Gray & Pape, Inc.  
 I-69 Section 2 Project Office      
 
emc: Anthony DeSimone, P.E., Federal Highway Administration, Indiana Division  
 Christopher Koeppel, Indiana Department of Transportation  
 Mary Kennedy, Indiana Department of Transportation 
 Thomas Cervone, Ph.D., Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc.  
 Jason DuPont, P.E., Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc.   
 Linda Weintraut, Ph.D., Weintraut & Associates, Inc.   
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FINAL MEETING SUMMARY 
 

Meeting with State Historic Preservation Office  
September 23, 2008 at 10:30 a.m.  

INDOT Office Rm N642 
 

Attendee Organization 
John Carr SHPO 
Tom Seeman INDOT  
Mary Kennedy INDOT  
Christopher Koeppel INDOT 
Anthony DeSimone FHWA 
Tom Cervone BLA 
Jason DuPont BLA 
Linda Weintraut W&A 
 
The purpose of this meeting was to discuss Appendix O to the Draft Environment Impact Study 
that details the refinements to the noise modeling and the alternatives considered to reduce noise 
impacts on the Patoka Bridges Historic District. 
 
Jason DuPont started the meeting by giving an overview of Appendix O, pointing out the 
refinements made to the noise modeling that resulted in a decrease in predicted noise levels.  
These refinements included accounting for the effects of the crash barrier wall on the I-69 bridge, 
refinement of the historic district boundary, existing terrain and vegetation feature refinements 
and I-69 alignment refinements.  John Carr said that he was glad that noise mitigation was 
included even though the noise level is not reaching the limit of FHWA’s threshold for an 
adverse effect. 
 
Anthony DeSimone asked if the field between the Patoka Bridges Historic District and the new 
bridge could be purchased to plant trees for mitigation.  It is anticipated that any vegetative 
screening area, if incorporated into an MOA commitment, would be purchased as part of the 
right-of-way for I-69 to allow for the plantings.  This right-of-way purchase would not include 
land within the Patoka Bridges Historic District. 
 
There was general discussion as to whether the standard crash barrier wall on the I-69 bridge will 
obscure the vista (including a view of the District) for people driving across it. Standard heights 
for barriers along the side are: 2 feet, 9 inches and 3 feet, 6 inches. 
 
John Carr noted that from the exhibits in Appendix O, it looked like the 6 foot barriers did not 
result in significant additional attenuation  of sound beyond that provided by the standard barrier; 
it was not until an 8 foot barrier is used that there is a noticeable reduction from the standard 
barrier levels. 
 
Both INDOT and FHWA agreed that no construction traffic would be permitted on the bridges 
within Patoka Bridges Historic District. 
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John Carr noted that he likes the quiet of the present District and likes that measures are being 
considered to reduce the noise but he is concerned about the height of the side barriers. There are 
many disadvantages to higher side barriers, including obscuring the view of the bridges from the 
highway. 
 
Jason DuPont gave an overview of the consideration of moving the alternatives outside the 
corridor within the Patoka River National Wildlife Refuge area. He said that the impacts to 
wetlands and other natural resources increased quickly and there was no assurance that even with 
these shifts that the effects on the Patoka Bridges District would not be adverse.  John Carr 
agreed that the alignment within the previously identified I-69 Corridor did appear to be a 
reasonable alignment to avoid the Patoka Bridges District and minimize impacts to all resources 
in the area. 
 
There was some discussion about educational mitigation, perhaps audio tour that discusses the 
natural and cultural heritage of the area and that would encourage people to leave the highway 
and to visit nearby sites.  Not only could Patoka Bridges be included but also portions of the 
Wabash & Erie Canal. 
 
It was agreed that there will be no new release of the Identification of Effects Report, rather the 
800.11(e) will include the revised noise modeling and DEIS’s “Appendix O” in its appendix. 
 
The next anticipated formal SHPO comments will follow the release of the DEIS and Section 
4(f) Evaluation, including the 800.11(e) documentation (unless, of course, SHPO wishes to 
comment before that). 
 
Details discussed in this meeting are subject to change, but are a reflection of how things stood at the 
close of the meeting. This meeting summary documents ongoing, internal agency deliberations.  
Accordingly, the information contained in this summary is considered to be pre-decisional and 
deliberative.  
 
 
 

S:\ENVIRPRJ\103-0001\Meeting_Minutes\Final Summary of Meeting with SHPO on 092308.doc 
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Meeting Minutes    
 

Tier 2 Meeting Section 106 Aboveground Issues  
Meeting Location, IGCN 955, Indianapolis, IN     

Wednesday, March 25, 2009, 10:00 a.m. EDT   
 

Attendees:  
Janice Osadczuk – Federal Highway Administration, 
Indiana Division  

Jason DuPont – Bernardin, Lochmueller & Assoc./ 
Project Management Consultant (PMC)  

John Carr – IDNR/State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO), Division of Historic Preservation & 
Archaeology (DHPA)   

Linda Weintraut – Weintraut & Associates/PMC  

Frank Hurdis – IDNR/SHPO/DHPA  Michelle Gammon Purvis – Weintraut & 
Associates/PMC 

Mary Kennedy – Indiana Dept. of Transportation    
 
 
The purpose of this meeting was to discuss public/consulting party comments regarding 
800.11(e) for Section 2 and 3, the Memorandum of Agreement for Sections 2 and 3 
(including mitigation ideas), and the methodology for the proposed Age of Data Survey 
for Section 4. 
 
Linda Weintraut began the meeting by mentioning that the comment period on the 
800.11(e) has been extended to May 8, 2009. Consulting parties had requested additional 
time to review the documents. There was a general discussion about the various 
consulting party comments that have been received. Several comments have been 
received; all of these were briefly reviewed.  
 
Discussion then focused on a letter/email submitted by William Boyd that contained 
comments and objections to the overall Section 3 Historic Property Report (HPR) as well 
as 73 points of objection to various aspects of the Eligibility Report for the Dowden 
Farm. Weintraut & Associates explained that most of the points in this March 8, 2009 
letter had been submitted during earlier comment period and that the comments are not 
likely to have any effect on the determination for the Dowden Farm (determined 
ineligible by the Keeper of the National Register). 
 
Janice Osadczuk requested that a copy of Boyd’s recent correspondence be sent to SHPO, 
along with the appropriate sections of the Eligibility Report highlighted, so SHPO can 
comment on whether or not the submitted information could have an effect on eligibility. 
Osadczuk requested that special attention be paid to any new information contained in 
Boyd’s letter. Weintraut & Associates will send a package of information to SHPO that 
will contain previous correspondence from Jan Boyd, the eligibility report with 
appropriate sections highlighted, and this new communication from William Boyd. 
 
Other discussion about Sections 3’s consulting party comments continued. Osadczuk 
asked whether any local historians had been involved in the process. DuPont and 
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Weintraut answered that there has not been much input from local historians, although 
one had attended a consulting party meeting.   
 
There was a brief discussion about the FHWA noise policy because Citizens for 
Appropriate Rural Roads (CARR) had expressed concern over the effects created by I-69 
noise. Osadczuk explained that the FHWA noise policy, which is set in decibels, is a 
guideline and that each State has the option of setting its own noise policy. INDOT 
revised its policy last year. The policy does not require the absence of road noise; 
however, the noise policy, based on FHWA guidelines, sets thresholds to identify what 
level of roadway noise intensity constitutes an adverse effect. DuPont said that noise 
thresholds have been reviewed for the NR-eligible properties and that the properties in 
Scotland do not come close to meeting the decibel levels deemed to be an adverse effect 
by the noise policy.  
 
The group then discussed whether changes should be made to the Historic Property 
Reports based on comments that there are inaccuracies. Osadczuk said that changes 
should be made for errors (such as typos, etc.) pointed out by consulting parties. An 
errata sheet will be distributed shortly after the May 8, 2009 deadline. 
 
The meeting topic then moved to an update on Section 2. Some consulting parties had 
stated that the comment period was too short, but Osadczuk reminded the group that the 
law requires 30 days for review; nevertheless, the comment period on the 800.11(e) has 
been extended to May 8, 2009.  
 
There was a detailed discussion about mitigation for Section 2, in particular the concept 
of providing funding to Pike County Commissioners for repairs to bridges in the Patoka 
Bridges Historic District. While this may be a good idea, details need to be worked out to 
determine feasibility and practicality.   These include the following: Has a cost estimate 
been made for bridge repairs? Does the County have any plans? What is the County’s 
interest?  These need to be known before including it in the MOA. DuPont said he would 
inquire regarding Pike County’s information on the bridges and their interest in 
rehabilitation.  
 
DuPont also mentioned that there has been discussion about converting these to 
pedestrian-only travel,  if the road were to be closed by I-69 and pending property 
acquisition by the Patoka River National Wildlife Refuge.  However, the road is currently 
planned to be kept open as identified in the DEIS.  The bridges currently do not appear to 
be in great condition. Osadczuk reminded the group that any change in use would need to 
be evaluated to see if it would result in an adverse effect. John Carr mentioned that the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation used to have a “Manual of Mitigation 
Measures” that discussed various common mitigation approaches. This document 
indicated that bypasses are always treated as an adverse effect, even if the MOA requires 
that a bridge be converted to pedestrian use to repair and protect it.  
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Finally, there was discussion about the concern expressed that the NR-listed Patoka 
Bridges not be used by construction traffic. FHWA and INDOT have consistently 
expressed that this is an important commitment and it can be made part of the 
construction contract. DuPont mentioned that it would be easy to keep construction 
machinery/traffic off the bridges, but that regulating traffic to and from the site might be 
more difficult. However, this condition will be written into the construction contract 
documents and will be monitored by the construction engineer to maintain compliance 
during construction. 
 
Osadczuk reminded the group that if bridge rehabilitation would be included in the MOA, 
it should also have its own CE.  
 
The final aspect of the discussion regarded borrow pits; William Boyd had commented 
that Section 106 must be done on borrow pits. The group agreed that borrow pits will be 
handled appropriately during construction, per the  INDOT Standard Specifications, 
which require clearance of borrow pits. In crafting the document that details 
consideration of consulting party comments, Mary Kennedy said that Weintraut & 
Associates could obtain official wording from Shaun Miller regarding this issue. 
 
At this point in the meeting, Carr requested that the group discuss the Age of Data Survey 
for Section 4 so that Frank Hurdis could provide his expertise and input, and be excused 
from the meeting. Weintraut referred to the Methodology hand-out and explained that the 
goal is to update the Section 4 survey to make it current through 2015, specifically by 
reviewing properties constructed between 1954 and 1965.  
 
There was some discussion about a Task Force assembled by the DHPA to consider the 
survey program and the future challenges, especially as more post-war buildings meet the 
age criteria for consideration of National Register eligibility. Weintraut and Hurdis 
explained that given the number of properties constructed during this time, the Task 
Force decided that Phase II of the IHSSI will survey post-war properties with a high level 
of integrity and that only properties with an excellent level of integrity would be 
considered eligible. Weintraut agreed to add a statement to the methodology indicating 
that post-war properties possess high integrity in order to be inventoried for the I-69 
survey. 
 
Hurdis asked why this Age of Data Survey is focused on Section 4; Weintraut answered 
that since the Section 4’s 800.11(e) is not anticipated to be released until late 2009 with 
completion of this section not until 2010, so the team would like to be proactive.   
Sections 2 and 3 have been released, and are anticipated to be completed before the end 
of 2009. ,. Construction is happening now for Section 1, and Sections 2 and 3 are moving 
into final design and construction. DuPont explained that plans for Sections 5 and 6 are 
not definitive enough, which is the reason the re-survey for those sections is not 
happening now, but an update like this is anticipated to occur in the future. 
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Hurdis asked how this survey interfaces with the mitigation surveys; Weintraut explained 
that this survey is simply a method to update data for those remaining sections that have 
not yet completed the 800.11(e) documentation process. Carr mentioned that SHPO is 
interested in knowing when the Tier 1 mitigation surveys can start for Sections 2 and 3: 
DuPont and Osadczuk said that the plan is for the RODs for Sections 2 and 3 to be signed 
by the end of the year. 
 
Weintraut asked for confirmation that the methodology for the Age of Data Survey is 
appropriate. Osadczuk requested that a consulting parties meeting be held after this 
Additional Information (AI) Report is completed.  
 
Weintraut pointed out that the survey update will also include a reconnaissance review of 
properties surveyed by CCRG to verify status. The group agreed that “changed” could 
mean either having a reduction in status due to improper alterations, or improved in status 
due to repairs that follow the Secretary of Interior’s guidelines, or if a property should be 
contributing due to the age requirement.  
 
The discussion returned to the post-war properties. Non-traditional, post-war sites (such 
as industrial sites, trailer parks) will be reviewed. 
 
Mary Kennedy suggested that Weintraut & Associates review USGS maps in addition to 
aerial photographs. 
 
DuPont summarized the discussion, saying that the survey would verify general 
information on the previously surveyed contributing properties and it would add 
additional information about contributing properties constructed between 1954 and 1965. 
These newly-surveyed properties will be assessed for NR eligibility; if any are eligible, 
effects will be assessed. Changes to the methodology for the additional information 
survey will be made based on this meeting discussion. Weintraut & Associates will begin 
the survey update immediately.  
 
The final topic of the meeting was a review of proposed mitigation ideas for Sections 2 
and 3. The MOA will follow the template established by Section 1. 
 
There was a discussion about a proposal for Section 2 mitigation to have a “Low impact, 
non-intrusive bridge design.” After discussing the fact that the statement must be 
reviewed by INDOT bridge design staff, the group amended this statement to say 
“visually non-intrusive, context sensitive bridge design.”  
 
The MOA will include a stipulation that says, “Bridge design will be coordinated with 
SHPO.” There was some discussion about the review process for the bridge design; the 
group decided that it was appropriate for SHPO to review the design once prior to, and at 
30 percent bridge design so that the design could be modified, if necessary to assure 
conformity to this commitment.  DuPont agreed to find out what the current stage of 
completion is, and confirm the language in the RFP for the design of Sections 2 and 3. 
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Weintraut passed out information about the proposed Audio Tour as mitigation. This item 
has been included as a public education mitigation tool that will assist heritage tourism. It 
will bring travelers into the communities to learn about cultural and natural history of the 
area and could also help with economic development. There was some discussion about 
how the tour would be disseminated. Some ideas included having kiosks at rest stops and 
working with the state tourist offices, county CVBs, and local schools to distribute the 
information. The audio media is planned to be produced in electronic format so that it can 
be easily distributed, including as an internet download. The mitigation plan includes 
researching, writing, and production supervision of the audio tour. The marketing plan 
and marketing of the tour and distribution of the media will need to be developed.  
 
The final meeting topic was the mitigation for the McCall Family Farmstead in Section 3. 
Tree planting for screening was one idea, and there was some discussion about the best 
location for these trees. Osadczuk said it is important that if trees are planted, they should 
be planted in right-of-way rather than on private property so that the state does not spend 
money on mitigation that could be removed immediately. While it is possible to plant 
trees on private property, the owner must agree to an easement restriction that says the 
trees will remain. White Cedar trees have been proposed because they have dense foliage 
that reaches from the ground to 20 to30 feet in height. DuPont agreed to find out if White 
Cedar trees are prone to any diseases since they are not native to Indiana.  
 
The concept of doing a National Register nomination for McCall farm and Archaeology 
on the site also was discussed. The property owner would need to agree to either of these. 
Archaeology was removed from the list because it is not anticipated to produce 
significant additional information and would not have as broad of an impact as other 
mitigation ideas. 
 
Finally, there was additional discussion on the Audio Tour and other public interpretation 
measures such as exhibits and brochures as mitigation for the McCall Farmstead. 
Osadczuk suggested incorporating Lincoln information into the items if I-69 crosses 
paths Lincoln used to travel from Indiana to Illinois.  
 
 
 
 
ACTION ITEMS: 
 

1. Weintraut & Associates will send a package of information to SHPO that will 
contain previous correspondence, the eligibility report with appropriate sections 
highlighted, and this new communication from Bill Boyd. 

2. DuPont will find out if Pike County already has estimates for the repair or 
rehabilitation of the Patoka Bridges.  

3. DuPont agreed to look at the bridge inspection report for details as to the 
condition of Patoka Bridges.    
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4. Weintraut & Associates will obtain official wording regarding borrow pits from 
Shaun Miller. 

5. Errata sheets will be prepared for the HPRs and for the Dowden Report on 
Eligibility. These will be distributed shortly after the May 8, 2009 deadline. 

6. Weintraut & Associates will update the Age of Data methodology to reflect 
discussion at this meeting.  

7. DuPont will find out if White Cedar trees are prone to any diseases since they are 
not native to Indiana.  

8. DuPont agreed to find out what the current stage of completion is, and confirm 
the language in the RFP for the design of Sections 2 and 3.  

9. Weintraut & Associates will begin background work on the MOAs. 
10. Weintraut & Associates will begin survey update immediately. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Details discussed in this meeting are subject to change, but are a reflection of how things 
stood at the close of the meeting. This meeting summary documents ongoing, internal 
agency deliberations. Accordingly, the information contained in this summary is 
considered to be pre-decisional and deliberative.    
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