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Section 5—Final Environmental Impact Statement

5.13 Historic Resource Impacts

For purposes of this section, Preferred Alternative 8 that was identified in the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) will be referred to as “Alternative 8.” The Preferred
Alternative for the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) will be referred to as the
“Refined Preferred Alternative 8.”

Since the DEIS, the following substantive changes have been made to this section:

e Section 5.13.2.1, Consultation Process — Updated consultation activities timeline and
narrative to include National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) listing removal of the
Hastings Schoolhouse; consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)
regarding the DEIS for Preferred Alternative 8; publication of the DEIS; completion of
the Phase la and Ib Archaeological surveys; and to include all consultation activities
since publication of the DEIS, especially the consultation on the Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA) and with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP).

e Section 5.13.2.1, Consultation Process — Updated Identification of Consulting Parties
section to include new representatives of Consulting Party organizations.

e Section 5.13.2.1, Consultation Process — Added information regarding a Fifth Consulting
Party Meeting.

e Section 5.13.2.1, Consultation Process — Added information regarding consultation with
the ACHP, including the ACHP’s response to the invitation to join in consultation; field
review held with SHPO and ACHP; meeting held with ACHP, SHPO, and consulting
parties; and additional consultation regarding the MOA.

e Section 5.13.2.9, Hardship Acquisitions — Updated information regarding the status of
the Smith Property under Hardship Acquisitions.

e Section 5.13.5, Resolution of Adverse Effects — Mitigation — Updated to include new
stipulations to MOA resulting from consultation with SHPO, consulting parties, and the
ACHP and the date of signature for the MOA.

e Section 5.13.6, Summary — Updated to include the MOA.

5.13.1 Introduction

All evaluations of historic properties were conducted in accordance with Section 106, National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended, 36 CFR Part 800 (2010).

According to the NHPA, “the historical and cultural foundations of the Nation should be
preserved as part of our community life and development in order to give a sense of orientation
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to the American people” (16 U.S.C. 8470(b)(2)). Further, the federal government has the
responsibility “to foster conditions under which our modern society and our prehistoric and
historic resources can exist in productive harmony” (16 U.S.C. 8470-1(1)). Section 106 of the
NHPA requires federal agencies “to take into account the effect of the undertaking” (the project)
upon historic properties (16 U.S.C. 8470(f)). This requires the agency to make a “reasonable and
good faith effort” to identify and evaluate historic properties and then to document the project’s
effects upon these historic properties (36 CFR 8800.4(b)(1)).

The following information documents the process by which the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) and the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) initiated Section 106
consultation, identified and evaluated historic properties, assessed the effects of the undertaking
upon historic properties, and mitigated any adverse effects of the undertaking upon historic
properties.

Section 5 of 1-69 entails upgrading an existing multi-lane, divided transportation facility to a full
freeway design. Most of the right-of-way used for the Section 5 project already is devoted to
transportation use. Analysis of impacts to cultural resources in Section 5 takes into consideration
that a major transportation facility with high traffic levels already is centrally located within the
Area of Potential Effects (APE) for this project. Where historic resources are located in
proximity to the existing roadway (Maple Grove Road Rural Historic District, North Clear Creek
Historic Landscape District, Hunter Valley Historic Landscape District, and Monroe County
Bridge No. 913, for example), the impacts of upgrading the existing roadway were weighed
against existing conditions. For more information on how the existing roadway factored into the
analysis of effects on resources, see Appendix N, Section 106 Documentation, for a copy of the
Identification of Effects Report.

This section focuses only on historic (aboveground) resources. Section 5.14, Archaeology
Impacts, discusses archaeological resources, which also fall within the requirements of the
NHPA. Consultation regarding both historic (aboveground) and archaeological resources is
documented in this section.

5.13.2 Methodology

All work described in this chapter was conducted by qualified professionals who meet the
standards set forth by the U.S. Department of the Interior in 36 CFR Parts 61 and 68 and the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation
(48 FR 44716).

The section on methodology is divided into the following sections: 1) consultation process, 2)
Area of Potential Effects (APE), 3) research, and 4) fieldwork.

5.13.2.1 Consultation Process

According to 36 CFR 8800.16(f), consultation is “the process of seeking, discussing, and
considering the view of other participants, and, where feasible, seeking agreement with them
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regarding matters arising in the section 106 process.” Consulting parties can include: the ACHP;
SHPO; Native American tribes; representatives of local governments; applicants for federal
assistance, permits, licenses, and other approvals; and other interested parties. For the State of
Indiana, the Director of the Department of Natural Resources (IDNR), Division of Historic
Preservation and Archaeology (DHPA), has been designated as the Deputy SHPO. Members of
his or her staff in the DHPA typically are involved in the consultation. Pursuant to 36 CFR
8800.2(c)(5) additional consulting parties are defined as those “with a demonstrated interest in
the undertaking ... due to the nature of their legal or economic relation to the undertaking or
affected properties, or their concern with the undertaking’s effects on historic properties.”

Timeline of Consultation

Significant activities in the consultation process for Section 5 are detailed below.

May 18, 2004 FHWA sent a letter and response card to potential consulting parties,
including thirteen Native American Tribes, inviting them to participate as
consulting parties for Tier 2. The letter directed invitees to the ACHP
website to obtain more information about the Section 106 process.

May-June 2004 FHWA received postcard responses from prospective consulting parties.
June 23, 2004 Map of the Section 5 APE was sent to the SHPO for review.
June 25, 2004 Invitations sent to responding consulting parties having an identified

interest in the Section 5 project area notifying them of the first scheduled
Section 5 consulting party meeting. A map of the APE and a list of
potentially eligible properties identified in the Tier 1 study were included
with each invitation.

July 1, 2004 Section 5 Project Office held a general open house, at which visitors were
advised of the Section 106 process and encouraged to take a copy of the
booklet, “Protecting Historic Properties — A Citizen’s Guide to Section

106 Review.”
July 7, 2004 SHPO provided feedback on the proposed APE and requested some
modifications.
July 13, 2004 First consulting party meeting held in the Section 5 Project Office.
August 12, 2004 Minutes of first consulting party meeting mailed to consulting parties.

August 12, 2004 Tier 2 coordination continued with the SHPO: SHPO representative(s)
attended the first Tier 2 environmental resource agency coordination
meeting, to which representatives of all Tier 2 project sections and
participating government agencies were invited.
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December 8, 2004

January 28, 2005

February 7, 2005

February 9, 2005

February 15, 2005

Feb. 23-24, 2005

May 25, 2005

May 27, 2005

June 9, 2005

June 9, 2005

June 27, 2005

July 14, 2005

‘}/ INTERSTATE
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Letter sent to the DHPA/SHPO requesting the de-listing of the Hastings
Schoolhouse in Monroe County (demolished due to tornado damage).

National Register Weekly List 01/28/2005, email, including
announcements and actions on properties for the NRHP, indicated the
Hastings Schoolhouse had been removed from the NRHP as of June 1,
2004.

Meeting held with the state archaeologist at SHPO to define what
constitutes aboveground versus archaeological resources as related to
limestone quarries.

Additional information regarding APE sent to SHPO.

Meeting held with SHPO staff. Discussion items included integrity as it
pertains to limestone-related resources and the formatting of the draft
Historic Property Report (HPR).

Coordination with the SHPO continued via the second environmental
resource agency coordination meeting attended by all Tier 2 project
sections.

SHPO sent letter concurring with the APE.

Consultation occurred with SHPO during a field trip to selected resources,
including the Fullerton House and Vernia Mill site within the Section 5
APE.

FHWA invited consulting parties to attend the second consulting party
meeting to discuss Findings of Eligibility.  Materials provided to
consulting parties along with the invitation included an executive
summary of the draft HPR, descriptions of eligible properties, a table
listing all surveyed properties rated Contributing or higher, and a map
showing the location of the Section 5 project office. Consulting parties
informed that the draft HPR was available for review at the Section 4,
Section 5, and Section 6 project offices.

Draft HPR documenting the methodology and findings of eligibility as
part of the Section 106 process for the Section 5 Tier 2 Study sent to
SHPO.

Second consulting party meeting held at the Section 5 Project Office.

Project Management Consultant (PMC) requested concurrence from
SHPO regarding the NRHP eligibility of Morgan County Bridge No. 224.

5.13-4
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July 15, 2005

August 1, 2005
August 16, 2005
August 25, 2005
November 11, 2005

December 1, 2005

December 16, 2005

January 9, 2006

February 6, 2006
March 13, 2006

November 15, 2006

April 25, 2007

Section 5—Final Environmental Impact Statement

Minutes of second consulting party meeting mailed to consulting parties.

SHPO responded to the draft HPR with suggestions and points of
clarification.

SHPO concurred with the NRHP eligible status of Morgan County Bridge
No. 224.

Response sent to SHPO addressing questions and clarifying issues raised
in the August 1, 2005, letter on the draft HPR.

PMC letter to Christie Kiefer at the Division of Water, Environmental
Unit, IDNR regarding Purpose and Need submission.

SHPO coordination meeting held to discuss the cemeteries, 1-69 schedule,
Phase la cultural management summaries, and status of the Phase Ic and 11
work plans.

SHPO sent letter regarding the Purpose and Need submission, which it
received from IDNR on November 23, 2005.

SHPO field review held to assess preliminary project effects on historic
resources and cemeteries; members also viewed the Daniel J. and Nancy
M. Stout property.

Draft Phase la Archaeological Investigations Archaeological Records
Review sent to SHPO.

SHPO requested additional information and clarification regarding
Archaeological Records Review report.

Meeting held with SHPO to discuss Alternatives 4 and 5 relative to
Monroe County Bridge No. 913 and Morgan County Bridge No. 161,
Maple Grove Road Rural Historic District, and Fullerton House Eligibility
Evaluation. The description of project alternatives can be found in
Chapter 3, Alternatives.

Report on the Determination of Ineligibility* of the Fullerton House for
Listing in the National Register of Historic Places transmitted to SHPO
for review.

1

In its May 25, 2007, letter, SHPO suggested changing the name of the document from Report on the Determination of

Ineligibility of the Fullerton House for Listing in the National Register of Historic Places to Report on the Determination of
Eligibility of the Fullerton House for Listing in the National Register of Historic Places. Both names of the report are used
throughout this document.
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May 25, 2007

June 12, 2007

July 27, 2007

April 30, 2008

May 30, 2008

August 19, 2011

September 14, 2011

September 28, 2011

November 10, 2011

January 6, 2012

January 11, 2012

January 13, 2012

January 13, 2012

SHPO sent letter concurring with the conclusion of the Report on the
Determination of Ineligibility of the Fullerton House for Listing in the
National Register of Historic Places that the Fullerton House is not
eligible for the NRHP but suggested revisions before sending it to the
Keeper of the National Register (including changing the report name from
Ineligibility to Eligibility).

FHWA sent Report on the Determination of Eligibility of the Fullerton
House for Listing in the National Register of Historic Places to the Keeper
of the NRHP.

Keeper of the NRHP responded to FHWA’s formal request and agreed
that the Fullerton House is not eligible for the NRHP.

Letter transmitted to SHPO and consulting parties including a copy of the
revised HPR for comment and review.

SHPO sent letter concurring with the findings of the HPR.

Methodology for the Additional Information (Al) survey and APE
revisions sent to SHPO.

SHPO meeting to discuss the revision to the APE and methodology of
survey for the Al study.

SHPO stated in a letter that the APE additions were “appropriate” and that
the office was “satisfied with proposed methodology.”

SHPO, INDOT, and FHWA held field review of selected resources within
the Section 5 APE.

SHPO sent letter requesting the addition of Robert Bernacki as a
consulting party.

Meeting and field visit held with SHPO, INDOT, and FHWA to discuss
potential historic landscape districts.

Historic Property Report, Additional Information (Al Report) delivered to
the SHPO.

FHWA sent letter inviting Section 5 consulting parties, including SHPO,
to the third consulting party meeting, to be held on January 31, 2012.
Consulting parties were given a CD copy of the Al Report with the
invitation.
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January 24, 2012

January 31, 2012

February 13, 2012

February 17, 2012

February 20, 2012
February 20, 2012
April 5, 2012

April 9, 2012

April 18, 2012

April 23, 2012
April 23, 2012
April 23, 2012
May 10, 2012
May 14, 2012

May 23, 2012
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The Consideration of and Findings regarding Dimension Limestone
Resources within the 1-69 Section 5 Area of Potential Effects delivered to
the SHPO and to consulting parties.

Third consulting party meeting held to discuss APE revisions, the Al
survey, and the listed and eligible properties.

Third consulting party meeting minutes mailed to consulting parties.

Email and letter sent to consulting parties confirming the correct address
of the Section 5 Project Office in Bloomington.

Draft Phase la Archaeological Survey of the 1-69 Evansville-to-
Indianapolis Study, Section 5 (from SR 37 to SR 39), Monroe and Morgan
Counties, Indiana sent to SHPO.

SHPO concurred with the Al Report and Consideration of and Findings
regarding Dimension Limestone Resources within the 1-69 Section 5 Area
of Potential Effects report.

SHPO commented on Phase la Archaeological Survey.

FHWA invited SHPO and consulting parties to the fourth consulting party
meeting.

Final Phase la Archaeological Survey submitted to SHPO.

Transmittal letter sent to those owners of listed and eligible properties,
along with a CD copy of the Identification of Effects Report.

Transmittal letter sent to consulting parties, including SHPO, along with a
CD copy of the Identification of Effects Report.

FHWA signed Findings and Determinations, Area of Potential Effects and
Eligibility Determinations document.

Fourth consulting party meeting held to discuss the effects of the
undertaking on historic properties.

SHPO concurred with the Archaeology report, Phase la Archaeological
Survey.

SHPO sent letter concurring with most findings of the Identification of
Effects Report but questioning the finding of adverse effect for
Alternatives 4 and 5.
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May 24, 2012

June 6, 2012

July 12, 2012

August 7, 2012

October 11, 2012

October 26, 2012

October 26, 2012

October 26, 2012

October 26, 2012

October 27, 2012

November 19, 2012

November 21, 2012

November 28, 2012

December 10, 2012
December 17, 2012
January 2, 2013

January 22, 2013

Minutes from fourth consulting party meeting mailed to consulting parties.

Meeting held with SHPO, INDOT, FHWA, and PMC to discuss project
alternatives and effects of those alternatives on North Clear Creek Historic
Landscape District.

SHPO sent letter stating concurrence that “effects of alternatives 4 and 5
[sic] would be adverse.”

Agency coordination occurred with SHPO to discuss Alternative 8.

FHWA signed Modified Findings and Determinations, Eligibility
Determinations and Effects document.

1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis: Tier 2 Studies Section 5, SR 37 South of
Bloomington to SR 39 Draft Environmental Impact Statement published
in the Federal Register.

800.11(e) Documentation (36 CFR 8800.6[a][3]) delivered to the SHPO.

FHWA sent letter to consulting parties requesting comments on the
800.11(e) Documentation (36 CFR 8800.6[a][3]), which was included
electronically on a CD.

Addendum I: Phase la and Ib Archaeological Survey sent to SHPO.

Legal notice of Section 106 effect findings, including the finding of
Adverse Effect, posted in the Bloomington Herald-Times and the
Martinsville Reporter Times. Public afforded thirty (30) days to respond.

SHPO sent letter responding to Addendum |I: Phase la and Ib
Archaeological Survey.

SHPO sent letter to FHWA concurring with FHWA'’s Finding of Adverse
Effect.

Comment period ended on the 800.11(¢) Documentation (36 CFR
§800.6[a][3]).

Draft MOA transmitted to SHPO.
SHPO provided comments on draft MOA.
SHPO provided written concurrence on DEIS.

Addendum II: Phase la Archaeological Survey submitted to the SHPO.
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January 30, 2013
February 1, 2013

February 4, 2013

February 11, 2013
February 12, 2013
February 20, 2013

February 21, 2013
February 22, 2013

February 26, 2013
March 8, 2013
March 8, 2013
March 12, 2013

March 13, 2013

March 14, 2013

March 26, 2013
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FHWA sent letter to SHPO regarding the private-property tree cutting at
North Clear Creek Historic Landscape District.

SHPO provided response that tree cutting at North Clear Creek Historic
Landscape District does not have an Adverse Effect on the district.

FHWA transmitted to ACHP: the 800.11(e) documentation dated October
26, 2012, draft MOA, public and consulting party comments on the
800.11(e) dated October 26, 2012, and letters objecting to the finding.

FHWA sent follow-up email letter and an additional consulting party
comment letter objecting to the finding to ACHP.

The MOA and concurrent notification of the objections to the finding of
adverse effect was sent to consulting parties and SHPO.

SHPO provided informal comments on the Addendum Il: Phase la
Archaeological Survey report.

SHPO provided informal comments on the wording of the draft MOA.
SHPO provided formal comments of the draft MOA.

ACHP informed FHWA that it will participate in consultation under
Section 106 to develop an MOA.

SHPO and consulting parties invited to fifth consulting party meeting at
the Section 5 project office to meet with ACHP’s representative.

SHPO sent letter stating that the agency is “satisfied with the responses by
INDOT and FHWA to our January 2, 2013, comments on the DEIS.”

Revised Addendum I1: Phase la Archaeological Survey report transmitted
to SHPO.

ACHP, SHPO, FHWA, INDOT and its consultants conducted a field
review of properties on which the consulting parties objected to the
finding and/or eligibility.

Fifth consulting party meeting held at Section 5 Project Office; ACHP in
attendance.

Revised draft MOA and March 14, 2013 meeting summary sent to
consulting parties and ACHP for review.
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April 9, 2013 SHPO sent comment letter regarding revisions to the meeting summary
and revisions to the draft MOA.

April 9, 2013 SHPO commented formally on the Revised Addendum II: Phase la
Archaeological Survey report (March 12, 2013).

April 15, 2013 ACHP sent comment letter regarding the meeting summary and suggested
revisions to draft MOA.

April 23, 2013 FHWA requested written concurrence with the finding of No Adverse
Effect on North Clear Creek Historic Landscape District from ACHP.

April 23, 2013 MOA emailed to required and invited signatories.

April 29, 2013 Paper copy of final MOA distributed to SHPO, INDOT, and Monroe
County Commissioners for signature.

May 6, 2013 FHWA sent MOA to ACHP for signature.

May 9, 2013 MOA executed: all signatories have signed.

May 9, 2013 ACHP provided written concurrence with the No Adverse Effect finding

at North Clear Creek Historic Landscape District.

May 13, 2013 FHWA invited other consulting parties to sign executed MOA as
concurring parties.

Identification of Consulting Parties

In mid-May 2004, the Section 5 project team, composed of the section consultant and the PMC,
began identifying potential Section 106 consulting parties for Section 5. The Tier 1 list of
consulting parties included individuals, representatives of government jurisdictions, Native
American tribes, and representatives of various historic groups and other organizations with an
interest in historic resources in the Tier 1 26-county Study Area. This list formed the basis for
identifying those with an interest in consulting party status for the Tier 2 Section 5 study. In
addition, the consultants identified others located in the Section 5 study area who might have an
interest in participating as consulting parties. On May 18, 2004, in compliance with Section 106,
letters were sent to these potential consulting parties, including Native American Tribes and the
SHPO.

In addition to the SHPO, affirmative initial responses were received from the Prairie Band
Potawatomi Nation, the Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma, the Delaware Nation, the Shawnee
Tribe of Oklahoma, and the Miami Tribe of Oklahoma. Representatives of the following
organizations also agreed to be consulting parties: Bloomington Restorations, Inc.; Citizens for
Appropriate Rural Roads (CARR); City of Mitchell (Mayor); Hoosier Environmental Council;
Historic Landmarks Foundation of Indiana (now Indiana Landmarks), Western Regional, and
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Southwest offices; Monroe County Historic Preservation Board of Review (MCHPBR); Morgan
County Historian; Owen County CARR; Owen County Preservations, Inc.; and Traditional Arts
Indiana. The following organizations were also added to the consulting party list: Morgan
County Commissioner; Morgan County Historic Preservation Society; Wabash & Ohio Chapter
of the Society for Industrial Archaeology; and Ms. Pauline Spiegel.

The Section 106 process requires coordination with recognized Native American tribes with an
interest in the project area. From the list of consulting parties who participated in the Tier 1
Study, 13 tribes were identified and included in the invitations to become consulting parties in
Section 5. The tribes mentioned in the above paragraph responded affirmatively to the
invitation.

Joanne Stuttgen requested that she be removed as a consulting party representing Traditional
Arts Indiana in June 21, 2010.

In September 2011, as the Al survey commenced, the consulting parties list was updated to
account for changes in organizational staffing and turnover. As a result, the list was modified as
follows: Jesse Kharbanda replaced Tim Maloney as the executive director of the Hoosier
Environmental Council; Dr. James Glass replaced Jon Smith as Deputy SHPO; John Carr and
Dr. James R. Jones Il remained as staff contact for the IDNR/SHPO; Cheryl Ann Munson
replaced Sharon McKeen as the representative for the MCHPBR; Erin Shane replaced Mark
Yates as the county planner for the Monroe County Preservation Board of Review; Joanne
Stuttgen, formerly a consulting party for Traditional Arts Indiana, replaced Joseph E. Mills 111 as
the representative for the Morgan County Historic Preservation Society; Jon Kay replaced
Joanne Stuttgen as the representative for Traditional Arts Indiana; and William McNiece
replaced Robert Bernacki as the representative for the Wabash and Ohio Chapter of the Society
for Industrial Archaeology.

Additional parties were added during the Al study and representatives of organizations were
changed. On January 6, 2012, SHPO recommended that Robert Bernacki be added as a
consulting party due to his interest in industrial archaeology; Bernacki was added to the list at
that time. In January 2012, Nancy Hiestand, a program manager for the City of Bloomington’s
Housing and Neighborhood Development department, was added as a consulting party after she
submitted an email request. On January 29, 2012, Kharbanda requested that Tim Maloney
continue as the authorized representative of Hoosier Environmental Council. On February 24,
2012, Maloney, the Senior Policy Director, officially requested to be added back to the
consulting party list. In April 2012, at the direction of INDOT, Dr. James Cooper and Paul
Brandenburg (Historic Spans Taskforce) were added as consulting parties due to their expertise
in historic bridges.

In May 2012, Devin Blankenship replaced Cheryl Ann Munson as chairperson of the MCHPBR
and its official representative, and Jackie Scanlan replaced Erin Shane as staff to the board. (At
the direction of Blankenship, Munson continued to consult on this project on behalf of the
MCHPBR until Duncan Campbell became the authorized Board’s representative in March 2013.
Debby Reed and Steve Reed were added as consulting parties upon written request on May 11,
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2012. In a letter dated February 26, 2013, the ACHP informed FHWA that it would participate
in consultation for the project.

Since the publication of the DEIS, the following consulting party contact information changed:
After the fall 2012 election season, the Honorable Gary L. Pruett became the Mayor of Mitchell,
Indiana, and replaced Dan Terrell as the consulting party representative. Dr. James Glass
resigned as deputy director of the DHPA and staff functioned as the representative for this
project. In February 2013, Nancy Hiller, the new acting chairperson of the MCHPBR, replaced
Devin Blankenship. See Appendix N, Section 106 Documentation, for consulting party
information.

Consulting Party Meetings

First Consulting Party Meeting

On May 18, 2004, FHWA invited consulting parties to the first consulting party meeting for
Section 5. The meeting was held on July 13, 2004, at the Section 5 Project Office (Bloomington,
IN) to discuss the Section 106 process, review and obtain comments on the APE, and share
information about the potential for historic properties within the APE. Representatives of
FHWA, INDOT and its consultants, SHPO, and representatives from seven other consulting
parties attended the meeting. The team presented an overview of the Section 106 process and
reviewed the four primary steps including initiating the process, identifying and evaluating
historic properties, assessing the effects of the undertaking on historic properties, and resolving
adverse effects to historic properties. The consultants presented information about the current
efforts, including preparation of the historic context.

The consultants described the APE and some of the potentially-eligible resources within the
APE. Consulting parties were then asked to comment on the APE and the list of potentially
eligible properties developed during the Tier 1 study. Specifically, consulting parties discussed
the Fullerton House and the Hastings Schoolhouse. Several people voiced concerns over the
protection of historic cemeteries. Some were interested in the design of the new highway, but
those concerns were directed to other meetings. One consulting party asked about noise studies
and was told that all appropriate studies will be conducted and evaluated within the guidelines of
INDOT’s noise policy. Other comments concerned potential historic districts in the APE and the
Phase la Archaeological Survey. The first consulting party meeting concluded with statements
from FHWA regarding next steps, which would include another consulting party meeting after
resources had been identified. See Appendix N, Section 106 Documentation, for documents
associated with this meeting including invitation, agenda, minutes, and consulting party
comments.

Second Consulting Party Meeting

On June 9, 2005, FHWA invited consulting parties to a second meeting held on June 27, 2005, at
the Section 5 Project Office in Bloomington. The purpose of the second consulting party
meeting was to discuss the draft HPR prepared by Section 5 historians. In preparation for the
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meeting, consulting parties were sent a packet of information that included an executive
summary of the draft HPR, descriptions of eligible properties, a table listing all surveyed
properties, and a map showing the location of the Section 5 project office. The draft HPR was
available for review at the Section 4, 5, and 6 project offices.

In attendance were representatives of FHWA, INDOT and its consultants, SHPO, six additional
consulting parties, and a representative of Indiana Limestone Heritage Parks. The team
presented the methodology for drafting the HPR, including establishing the APE and identifying
properties. This was followed by presentation of the results of the Section 5 identification and
evaluation efforts, which included the evaluation of properties within the APE and preparation of
the draft HPR. The consultants identified two NRHP-listed and four NRHP-eligible properties
within the APE. Regarding archaeology, it was explained that a literature review had been
initiated, and an archaeological (Phase la) field survey would be conducted as part of the Section
106 process beginning in the spring of 2006.

The presentation concluded with a request for consulting party comments on the draft HPR.
Several comments pertaining to the NRHP-eligibility of properties were received. See
Appendix N, Section 106 Documentation, for documents associated with this meeting including
invitation, agenda, minutes, and consulting party comments.

Third Consulting Party Meeting

On January 13, 2012, FHWA invited consulting parties to attend the third consulting party
meeting to be held on January 31, 2012, at the McCloskey Room (City Hall Complex, 401 North
Morton Street, Bloomington). The purpose of the third meeting was to provide an update on
Section 106 efforts and to present the findings of recently transmitted electronic copies of the Al
Report and the Consideration of and Findings regarding Dimension Limestone Resources with
the 1-69 Section 5 Area of Potential Effects. In attendance were five consulting parties, SHPO,
representatives of FHWA, and INDOT with its consultants.

The team outlined work previously completed on the HPR, discussed the need for the Al Report,
explained the expanded APE, and discussed changes to properties within the APE since the
2004-2005 survey. The consulting parties asked questions about the APE and the properties that
had been demolished since the 2008 HPR. The project team presented findings of the Al Report
and noted that historians identified two NRHP-listed properties, four bridges determined to be
eligible for the NRHP by the Indiana Statewide Historic Bridge Inventory, and two other
individually NRHP-eligible properties. The consulting parties had no questions regarding the Al
Report. The team presented the findings regarding the dimension limestone industry. Three
distinct historic landscape districts were discussed, all of which were recommended as eligible
for listing in the NRHP. Consulting parties questioned the proposed boundaries for the historic
landscape districts, especially where the proposed districts fall outside the limits of the APE.
The consulting parties questioned the resources surveyed within the proposed historic landscape
districts. Regarding archaeology, the team provided an overview of the Phase la Archaeological
Survey. A portion of the work had been completed; the remainder was scheduled to be
completed in 2012. There were no questions regarding the archaeological investigation. The
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formal presentation concluded with a request for consulting party comments on the documents
discussed at the meeting.

Several comments pertaining to specific resources were directed to project consultants.
Examples of these resources include the Parks School on Acuff Road, the stone walls along Bell
Road, the remains of Stout Mill, the house at 2102 Vernal Pike, and ranch homes along
Arlington Road. There were questions about the NRHP eligibility and Contributing status of
various properties. See Appendix N, Section 106 Documentation, for documents associated
with this meeting including invitation, agenda, minutes, and consulting party comments.

Fourth Consulting Party Meeting

On April 9, 2012, FHWA invited consulting parties to attend the fourth consulting party meeting
to be held on May 10, 2012, at the Holiday Inn Express in Bloomington (117 South Franklin
Road). The purpose of the fourth meeting was to provide an update on Section 106 efforts and to
discuss the effects of the proposed undertaking on identified historic resources within the Section
5 APE, as detailed in the Identification of Effects Report, mailed to consulting parties and
property owners on April 23, 2012. The meeting was also used to address comments and
concerns to various resources within the APE. In attendance were SHPO, four additional
consulting parties, four property owners, one member of the public, and representatives of
FHWA, as well as INDOT and its consultants.

The team outlined the present status of the Section 106 Process, including a brief recap of the
steps of the Section 106 Process, previous reports, and consulting party meetings. The project
consultants discussed the Thomas L. Brown School, recommended as Contributing to the historic
fabric of Monroe County but not NRHP-eligible, and 3275 North Prow Road, recommended as
Contributing but not eligible for the NRHP. The project team described the effects of various
proposed project alternatives on the 11 NRHP-listed or NRHP-eligible properties within the
APE, including the Daniel Stout House, Maple Grove Road Rural Historic District, Monroe
County Bridge No. 83, Stipp-Bender Farmstead, Maurice Head House, North Clear Creek
Historic Landscape District, Hunter Valley Historic Landscape District, Reed Historic Landscape
District, Monroe County Bridge No. 913, Morgan County Bridge No. 161, and Morgan County
Bridge No. 224. See Chapter 3, Alternatives, of this document for a description of project
alternatives.

Regarding archaeology, the team provided a summary of archaeological findings to date and
explained that additional survey would begin in June 2012. Project archaeologists had
completed the Phase la Archaeological Survey report in which 41 sites were identified, one of
which required additional investigation. Cheryl Ann Munson, former representative of the
MCHPBR, asked about a site containing Woodland pottery.

After the formal presentation concluded, several consulting parties asked questions. Ms.
Munson inquired about the alternatives chosen for the corridor; she asked about the construction
of a wall or concrete barrier next to the North Clear Creek and Maple Grove Road districts and
about barriers in general. Munson inquired about the use of tree buffers in the vicinities of
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Maple Grove Road Rural Historic District, Maurice Head House, Stipp-Bender Farmstead, and
the limestone districts and about acquiring property to serve as a buffer. Nelson Shaffer,
member of the public, asked about wetland mitigation, and John Carr, IDNR/SHPO, asked about
the target date for completing Section 106. See Appendix N, Section 106 Documentation, for
documents associated with this meeting including invitation, agenda, minutes, and consulting
party comments.

Fifth Consulting Party Meeting

On March 8, 2013, consulting parties were invited to attend a fifth consulting party meeting to be
held on March 14, 2013, at the Section 5 Project Office at 3802 Industrial Boulevard, Unit 2,
Bloomington, Indiana. The purpose of the fifth consulting party meeting was to provide an
opportunity for consulting parties to meet with the ACHP’s representative to discuss consulting
parties’ objections to the finding of No Adverse Effect on aboveground resources for this project.
In attendance were the ACHP, SHPO, four additional consulting parties, and representatives of
FHWA, as well as INDOT and its consultants.

FHWA and its consultants outlined the present status of Section 106 consultations and discussed
the Section 5 MOA, which has been prepared to address Tier 1 Stipulations and potential effects
on archaeological resources. Carol Legard, the representative of the ACHP, was introduced.
Consulting parties asked that drainage issues (volume and water quality) as they relate to historic
resources, especially quarries, be addressed in the MOA. They further requested the use of
blocks of limestone as design elements along the undertaking. FHWA and its consultants spoke
about safety concerns associated with the use of limestone landscaping/barrier treatments. The
group agreed to consider the use of limestone as treatment for bridges and community
“gateways” in the MOA.

Consulting parties questioned the eligibility of two resources: Thomas Brown School and the
house at 3275 North Prow Road. Project consultants reviewed the efforts that had been
undertaken to consider the comments of consulting parties regarding eligibility on both
properties. Carol Legard said since the SHPO agreed with eligibility and that comments of
consulting parties had been taken into consideration, the ACHP was satisfied that the process had
been followed.

Consulting parties said that they did not think the MOA stipulation providing for a brochure on
the dimension limestone industry was appropriate mitigation since there was a similar brochure
already. Consulting parties favored a tour of quarrying properties and a Multiple Property Listing
for the dimension limestone industry. It was decided to revise the MOA to remove the stipulation
of the brochure and to include new stipulations. See Appendix N, Section 106 Documentation,
for documents associated with this meeting including invitation, meeting summary, and
consulting party comments.

Chapter 5 — Environmental Consequences
Section 5.13 — Historic Resource Impacts

5.13-15



INTERSTATE

1-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES ‘/ '
Section 5—Final Environmental Impact Statement '

Consultation with ACHP

Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their
undertakings on historic properties and afford the ACHP a reasonable opportunity to comment
on such undertakings (36 CFR 8800.1(a)).

In a letter dated February 4, 2013 (and received February 11, 2013), FHWA notified the ACHP
of the finding of Adverse Effect (due to the fact that the undertaking’s effects on archaeological
resources is not yet known) for Section 5 of the 1-69 undertaking. As per 36 CFR §800.6(a)(1),
the agency provided documentation of the finding dated October 26, 2012, as specified in 36
CFR 8800.11(e) and a draft MOA .

Consulting parties had disagreed in writing with the agency’s finding of No Adverse Effect for
aboveground resources. Therefore, as per 36 CFR 8800.5(c)(2), in a letter dated February 4,
2013, the agency requested the ACHP review the finding and to provide comments as to whether
the adverse effect criteria had been correctly applied. On February 11, 2013, FHWA forwarded
an additional consulting party letter objecting to the finding of effect to the ACHP. On February
12, 2013, project consultants notified the consulting parties that the submission had been made to
the ACHP. FHWA also provided SHPO and consulting parties with a copy of the draft MOA
that had been revised incorporating comments of SHPO from December 17, 2012.

On February 26, 2013, the ACHP responded that it would “participate in consultation under
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 8470[f]) to develop a
Memorandum of Agreement for the proposed project.”

On March 8, 2013, project consultants invited consulting parties to attend the fifth consulting
party meeting to be held on March 14, with the ACHP in attendance. On March 13, 2013, the
ACHP, SHPO, INDOT, FHWA, and project consultants conducted a field review of those
properties on which consulting parties had objected to the finding. On March 14, 2013, the
representative of the ACHP met with consulting parties, SHPO, FHWA, INDOT and its
consultants at the Section 5 Project office to discuss objections to the finding and potential
stipulations in the draft MOA. FHWA and INDOT took the comments from the consulting party
meeting into consideration and revised the MOA.

On March 26, 2013, the MOA was sent to the ACHP and to consulting parties with a copy of the
meeting summary from March 14, 2013. On April 9, 2013, SHPO responded to FHWA that it
had “no recommendations to offer on the latest draft MOA.” On April 15, 2013, the ACHP sent a
letter, responding to the meeting summary and draft MOA, The ACHP expressed general
appreciation with the opportunities provided to consulting parties to share their concerns. The
ACHP indicated that “the revised MOA accurately reflects our understanding of changes agreed
upon as a result of these discussions.” They provided suggested revisions to the MOA, including
correction of a typographical error, clarification of language within clauses and stipulations to
clarity and intent.

Chapter 5 — Environmental Consequences
Section 5.13 — Historic Resource Impacts

5.13-16



‘ / 1-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES
4

Section 5—Final Environmental Impact Statement

On April 23, 2013, FHWA transmitted a letter to ACHP to formally notify the latter of the “No
Adverse Effect” determination for the North Clear Creek Historic Landscape District. The letter
requested the ACHP provide written concurrence of the finding. It also indicated that after
receiving ACHP’s concurrence with the finding, FHWA intends to make a de minimis impact
finding for the property under Section 4(f). The ACHP concurred with the No Adverse Effect
Finding on North Clear Creek Historic Landscape District on May 9, 2013.

On April 23, 2013, project consultants emailed the revised MOA to the signatories and invited
signatories. The email requested careful consideration of the provided text and indicated that a
paper copy of the MOA, for signature, would be delivered shortly. Paper copies were distributed
for signature on April 29, 2013. On May 9, 2013, the ACHP signed the MOA,; all other
signatories had signed previously. FHWA sent the fully executed MOA to other consulting
parties with an invitation to sign as concurring parties on May 13, 2013. The MOA including all
pages with concurring signatures is an appendix item in the final 800.11(e) documentation (36
CFR 800.6[a][3]).

See Appendix N, Section 106 Documentation, for documents associated with ACHP
consultation and for a copy of the MOA.

5.13.2.2 Area of Potential Effects

The APE is the “geographic area or areas within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly
cause alterations in the character or use of historic properties, if any such properties exist. The
APE is influenced by the scale and nature of the undertaking...” (36 CFR §800.16(d)).

FHWA, in consultation with the SHPO, determined the APE for the corridor alternatives studied
during Tier 1. The APE for the Tier 2 aboveground resources survey in Section 5 centered on
Alternative 3C, a primarily 2,000-foot wide corridor that was selected in the Tier 1 Record of
Decision (Tier 1 ROD), as the preferred alternative to advance to the Tier 2 Studies. In Section
5, Alternative 3C primarily uses SR 37, an existing four-lane divided highway, for much of its
right-of-way. In order to study potential effects of the undertaking on historic properties, the
length of the APE of Section 5 extends one mile beyond the termini of the approximately 21-
mile long corridor. This results in areas of overlap with both Section 4 and Section 6.
According to the Tier 1 MOA, “[t]his analysis is intended to ensure that decisions reached in one
section do not prematurely limit consideration of avoidance alternatives for resources in adjacent
sections.” In general, the APE for the Tier 2, Section 5 Corridor is not less than 4,000 feet wide
and is centered on existing SR 37, a four-lane divided highway. In some areas of relatively flat
relief, the APE was expanded to incorporate any potential physical, temporary and long-term
visual, atmospheric, or audible impacts or alterations to aboveground NRHP potentially eligible
resources. The areas that had the potential to be affected beyond the 4,000-foot wide corridor
were identified through close consultation with aerial photography and topographical mapping.
The SHPO concurred with the APE in a letter dated May 25, 2005.

In the summer of 2011, the APE was enlarged in some areas to accommodate for additional
potential effects. In some locations, due to the study of potential intersection improvements on
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other roads adjacent to SR 37, the APE was expanded. Primarily, the potential intersection
upgrades would occur to serve traffic leading to and from the project area. Potential
improvements include road paving, restriping, and the addition of turn lanes. In the potential
intersection improvement areas, the APE was drawn to encompass the approximate project
footprint and to create a buffer around the intersection. In these areas, the APE remained
relatively narrow due to the low probability of effect to resources (because the scope of work in
these areas primarily includes road paving, restriping, and addition of turn lanes). This boundary
took into consideration the type of terrain and foliage, lines of sight to and from the intersection,
and types and heights of surrounding buildings and structures. Generally, the APE in the
potential intersection improvement areas included the buildings and parcels immediately abutting
the potential project area. In addition, the APE was expanded at potential highway interchanges
located along Liberty Church Road, Paragon Road/Pine Boulevard, Sample Road, Walnut Street,
and Kinser Pike. The APE now extended out from the center of those interchanges,
incorporating any lands that may be visible from the Interstate (by a person of average height), in
consideration of existing tree stands and vegetation, field visits, and topographic mapping. The
SHPO concurred with the expanded APE in a letter dated September 28, 2011. See Appendix
N, Section 106 Documentation, for a graphical illustration of the APE and for copies of SHPO
correspondence, including the APE Justification letter. See Chapter 3, Alternatives, for a
description of the project alternatives.

5.13.2.3 Research

Prior to conducting Tier 2 fieldwork, the Section 5 historians conducted research to review the
published literature and to identify and obtain sources of information pertinent to the history and
architecture of Monroe and Morgan counties, reviewed the National and State registers to
identify any listed properties and obtain the relevant documentation, and examined the historic
property survey records and files housed at the IDNR-DHPA to obtain any relevant
documentation.

Other repositories that provided pertinent general and specific histories relative to the project
area include: Monroe County Public Library, Bloomington; Morgan County Public Library,
Martinsville; Indiana State Archives, Indianapolis; Monroe County Recorder’s Office, Auditor’s
Office, and Clerk’s Office, Bloomington; Morgan County Recorder’s Office and Auditor’s
Office, Martinsville; Indiana University Herman B. Wells Library, Bloomington; Indiana
Geological Survey, Bloomington; Bloomington Restorations, Inc., Bloomington; and the Monroe
County Historical Society, Bloomington.
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The historians identified and consulted a variety of sources including records of the population
censuses of 1850 through 1930; newspaper obituaries; county histories; the interim reports?
published for Monroe and Morgan counties and Bloomington; and personal interviews with local
historians, property owners, and consulting parties. Other sources included a review of city
directories, historic photographs, historic county maps, historic topographical maps (United
States Geological Survey [USGS]), historic aerials, plat maps, and on-line source materials.

In 2011, the following sources (not available in 2004) were also reviewed: State Historical
Architectural and Archaeological Research Database (SHAARD) and the Indiana Statewide
Historic Bridge Inventory.

5.13.2.4 Fieldwork

In 2004, the project historians initially surveyed and inventoried resources associated with a
locally important theme and with at least a moderate level of integrity. This survey effort
revealed 320 previously and newly identified aboveground resources greater than 50 years of age
within the Section 5 APE. The field surveys coupled with the contextual research determined
that 216 of the extant resources either lacked historical or architectural significance or did not
retain sufficient integrity to convey their significance. The remaining 104 aboveground
resources consisted of 34 previously unidentified resources in Monroe County and 6 in Morgan
County, while 64 had been previously documented in the Morgan County, the Monroe County,
and the City of Bloomington interim reports, as well as James L. Cooper’s Iron Monuments to
Distant Posterity, and Artistry and Ingenuity in Artificial Stone. The field survey found that 15
of the 64 previously identified resources had been demolished. See Appendix N, Section 106
Documentation, for the HPR.

An Al historic property survey was conducted in 2011 for evaluation of aboveground resources
from the “recent past” (in this case, properties constructed between 1954 and 1967) within the
APE meriting a Contributing® or higher rating, as defined through the Indiana Historic Sites and

Each year DHPA funds matching grants that allow counties within the state to be surveyed for the identification of
architectural and historical resources. To be included in the survey, a property must be at least 40 years old and retain
sufficient historic integrity to contribute to the historic fabric of the area. The survey rates a structure as “Notable” or
“Outstanding” if it is an excellent, relatively unaltered example of a particular architectural style and/or has a strong
association with history, settlement patterns, or important figures. Buildings that are rated notable or outstanding may be
eligible for listing in the NRHP. The inventory field work concludes with the publication of an Interim Report, so named
because the changing nature of the built environment precludes a “final” inventory, e.g., some structures are demolished
while others are added. (Sources: Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology, “County Survey Program,” Indiana
Department of Natural Resources, http://www.in.gov/dnr/historic/2824.htm; and Indiana Landmarks, “Questions About
Surveys,” http://www.indianalandmarks.org/Resources/ArchitecturalSurveys/Pages/QuestionsAboutSurveys.aspx)

The word "Contributing” carries multiple meanings. Consistent with the terminology of the IHSS Inventory, individual
properties that meet the age requirement and that possess some integrity and some significance but which are not
individually eligible for listing in the NRHP are labeled as "Contributing” resources as a way of classification. The word
"Contributing" also carries another meaning in regards to NRHP districts. In that context, resources that may lack individual
distinction but are part of an eligible district may be considered "Contributing” to the district. Therefore, properties may be
considered as contributing to the history of the county and not eligible for listing in the NRHP and/or they may be
considered as a contributing element within a NRHP-eligible district but not individually eligible for listing in the NRHP.
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Structures Inventory (IHSSI) Manual and refined through consultation with the DHPA. In
addition, to ascertain if there had been significant changes, historians conducted a
reconnaissance-level review of previously-inventoried Contributing or higher properties greater
than 50 years of age from the 2004-2005 survey and documented them in the Al Report.
Through subsequent research, consultation, and survey, five properties previously considered to
be Non-Contributing were changed to Contributing. Finally, historians also surveyed all pre-
1967 properties within APE expansion areas. In total, historians surveyed approximately 1,000
properties at the reconnaissance level and 92 resources at the intensive level, 90 of which were
considered Contributing or higher. See Appendix N, Section 106 Documentation, for Al Report.

5.13.2.5 Consideration of the Fullerton House

In the identification and evaluation phase of the historic resource survey in 2005, FHWA and its
consultants recommended that the Fullerton House in Monroe County was not eligible for listing
in the NRHP. These findings were documented in the HPR for Section 5. See Appendix N,
Section 106 Documentation, for a copy of the HPR. Consulting parties had brought the property
to the attention of the consultants at the consulting party meeting held July 12, 2004; therefore,
consultants asked the SHPO to visit the property during a field review on May 27, 2005.
Consultant recommendations were documented in the HPR (draft June 9, 2005, and final January
9, 2008). At the June 27, 2005, consulting party meeting, consulting parties questioned the
recommendation contained in the draft report. On August 1, 2005, the SHPO concurred with the
“vast majority” of findings of the HPR, which had included a recommendation regarding the
eligibility of the Fullerton property. Subsequently, two consulting parties submitted written
comments regarding this property; therefore, at the request of FHWA, the project historians
prepared an eligibility report for the property. The Report on the Determination of Eligibility of
the Fullerton House for Listing in the National Register of Historic Places, which recommended
that the Fullerton house was not eligible for listing in the NRHP, was submitted to SHPO on
April 25, 2007; on May 25, 2007, SHPO responded affirmatively to the report but suggested
revisions.  After incorporating SHPO’s suggestions, FHWA submitted a Report on the
Determination of Eligibility of the Fullerton House for Listing in the National Register of
Historic Places to the Keeper of the NRHP in June 2007. On July 27, 2007, the Keeper of the
NRHP determined that the Fullerton House was not eligible for the NRHP. See Appendix N,
Section 106 Documentation, for documentation of consultation associated with the NRHP
eligibility of the Fullerton House.

5.13.2.6 Consideration of 2102 West Vernal Pike

Following the 2004-2005 survey, project historians recommended the Queen Anne residence at
2102 West Vernal Pike not eligible for listing in the NRHP because of a lack of integrity.
Afterward, consulting parties asked for a reconsideration of eligibility. Consultants revisited the
property during the September 2011 survey and conducted additional historical property
research. During a November 11, 2011, site visit, SHPO concurred that the property was not
eligible for listing in the NRHP due to integrity issues, but would, however, be considered a
Contributing resource in the IHSSI survey. The Section 5 historians continued to search for links
that could tie the building to local architect John Nichols but were not successful. See Appendix
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N, Section 106 Documentation, for documentation of consultation associated with the NRHP
eligibility of 2101 West Vernal Pike.

5.13.2.7 Consideration of 3275 North Prow Road

During the 2004-2005 survey, the farmstead at 3275 North Prow Road was identified as a Non-
Contributing resource because of the replacement siding, replacement windows, additions to the
structure, and the presence of a modern pole barn. During the Al survey, based on consulting
party comments and letters urging elevated status of the property, the property was reevaluated.
On February 2, 2012, after consultation with the property owner, a project consultant visited the
property to note exterior changes at the property and to update photos. The property owners
provided some additional research material, but not the local, state, and national historic
nomination forms, which were being prepared by the property owner and her consultant in the
spring of 2012. Further attempts to visit the property and view the inside of the buildings were
not successful. Project historians conducted additional research using historic maps and aerial
images, U.S. Census records, and local historical texts and county histories, but were unable to
find evidence supporting NRHP eligibility. The historians did, however, elevate its status to
Contributing after observing only one window had been replaced and after finding it compared
favorably to other similar Contributing properties in the APE. See Appendix N, Section 106
Documentation, for correspondence from consulting parties regarding the property.

As part of additional research efforts, INDOT charged historians on the PMC to evaluate a
potential expansion of the Reed Historic Landscape District to include the residential property at
3275 North Prow Road (and possibly properties located between Reed district and 3275 North
Prow Road). The phased research approach involved a review of Monroe County Geographic
Information System (GIS) data, historic plat and topographic mapping, census records, city
directories, and obituaries. Following this research, historians did not uncover any clear
associations with the house at 3275 North Prow Road—or other residential housing south of
3275 North Prow Road—and the Reed Historic Landscape District. Historians recommended no
further research and no change to the boundaries of the Reed Historic Landscape District. This
information was conveyed to FHWA, INDOT, and SHPO in a meeting on June 6, 2012. In
November 2012, the MCHPBR notified FHWA that the property received local designation as a
“historic district, approved by the Monroe County Commissioners in accordance with the
County’s historic preservation ordinance.” At the fifth consulting party meeting held with the
ACHP on March 14, 2013, consulting parties again questioned the eligibility of the resource and
its exclusion from the Reed Historic Landscape District. At that time, the representative from
the SHPO stated that a number of rationales for eligibility had been suggested but the staff did
not feel that individually or collectively, the rationales rose to NRHP significance. See
Appendix N, Section 106 Documentation, for Memorandum regarding 3275 North Prow Road,
for agency coordination meeting summaries, and for meeting summary of the fifth consulting
party meeting.
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5.13.2.8 Consideration of Thomas L. Brown Elementary School

The Thomas L. Brown Elementary School (1967-1968) was identified during the 2011 Al Study
as a Contributing resource. After the January 31, 2012, consulting party meeting, a consulting
party asked consultants to reconsider the school for NRHP eligibility, within the context of the
school consolidation movement. Project historians reviewed their research files and investigated
avenues of data that were previously not examined. The consultants evaluated the property in
reference to the NRHP criteria. Following this additional consideration, Thomas L. Brown
School was not recommended eligible for the NRHP due to the lack of an association with
significant educational or architectural trends or an association with a significant individual.
Specifically, the school’s construction was not tied to either county or township consolidation,
and it was deemed a very late example of a mid-century modern school, with no unusual
distinguishing features. At the fifth consulting party meeting held with the ACHP on March 14,
2013, consulting parties again questioned the eligibility of this resource; at that the SHPO
representative stated that based on the information presented, the staff has agreed that the
resources is not eligible. See Appendix N, Section 106 Documentation, for Al Report, meeting
minutes, correspondence from consulting parties regarding the property.

5.13.2.9 Hardship Acquisitions

The Tier 1 ROD for the 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis project approved “the use of federal
funds for property acquisition for the project to the extent that such acquisitions met the
conditions for a hardship or protective acquisition, as defined in applicable FHWA regulations”
(ROD, March 24, 2004, Section 2.1.8). Between February 2009 and 2012, INDOT conducted
Section 106 consultation on three properties located within the Section 5 APE as part of the
Hardship Acquisition Program in the Section 5 APE: 2480 State Road 37 in Martinsville (Boger
Property), 750 East Chambers Pike in Bloomington (Smith Property), and 3301 Tapp Road in
Bloomington (Martin Property) (the Martin Property was later purchased by the City of
Bloomington). In addition, Section 106 consultation occurred as part of the INDOT/FEMA
effort* in 2009: 3895 Old State Road 37 South in Martinsville (Chirpas Property), 3926 Old State
Road 37 South in Martinsville (Huff Property), and 3920 Old State Road 37 South in
Martinsville (Plummer Property).

The above listed property acquisitions (3301 Tapp Road, the Martin Property, was not acquired
by INDOT), along with the planned demolition of the buildings thereon, were conducted in
accordance with 36 CFR Part 800, as the actions meet the definition of undertaking, as per 36
CFR 8800.16(y). Each project underwent individual Section 106 consultation and agency
coordination and referenced the Section 5 Historic Property Report and/or the Al Report.
Section 5 consulting parties were sent documentation associated with the Section 106 process for
each project and were provided the opportunity to comment.

4 Localized flooding the previous year damaged many properties. INDOT purchased homes from which they might need

property; otherwise the FEMA purchase would have precluded any kind of future construction on those parcels.
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As of February 2013, all of the properties had been demolished with the exception of the Martin
Property at 3301 Tapp Road. While INDOT conducted the full Section 106 consultation for the
Martin Property, the owner later withdrew the request for consideration under the Hardship
Acquisition Policy after the City of Bloomington purchased the property in 20009.

Protective Buying and Building Demolition on Future 1-69, south of Liberty Church Road
(parcels at 3895, 3920, and 3926 Old State Road 37; 1-69 Section 5; processed under
INDOT DES. No. 0900013): On February 11, 2009, the INDOT Environmental Policy Office
sent the SHPO coordination materials regarding the acquisition of these parcels (letter from Ben
Lawrence). INDOT’s Cultural Resources Office (letter from Christopher Koeppel) sent the
SHPO and all consulting parties coordination materials regarding the acquisition of these parcels
on February 27, 2009. On March 16, 2009, SHPO replied that there was not enough information
regarding potential archaeological resources. On March 17, 2009, SHPO sent a letter confirming
that no aboveground resources are in the project area but indicated that further comment on
archaeological resources would be provided once the ‘“archaeological assessment” was
completed. On April 2, 2009, INDOT sent the SHPO an “Archaeological Records Check and
Phase la Field Reconnaissance Report Concerning Protective Buying on Future 1-69 Corridor,
SR 37, South of Liberty Church Road, Morgan County, Indiana, and Southwest Quadrant of SR
37 at the Intersection with Tapp Road, Monroe County, Indiana,” for these parcels (Laswell,
3/27/09). On April 30, 2009, SHPO sent a letter to INDOT concurring with the Archaeological
Phase la.

On September 8, 2011, INDOT sent a letter to consulting parties re-initiating consultation for the
demolition of buildings on the three properties. On October 11, 2011, SHPO concurred with an
additional Archaeological Phase la Report, “Buildings and structures information and Indiana
archaeological short report,” (Moffatt, 9/1/11) sent on September 8, 2011. On October 14, 2011,
INDOT sent a finding of “No Adverse Effect” to SHPO and on October 21, 2011, published a
public notice of “no adverse effect”; SHPO concurred with the finding on November 14, 2011.
No other consulting parties provided any communication about these parcels.

Protective Buying and Building Demolition on Future 1-69, Southwest Quadrant of SR 37
at the Intersection with Tapp Road (3301 Tapp Road; processed under INDOT DES. No.
0810395): On February 26, 2009, INDOT’s Cultural Resources Office sent SHPO and
consulting parties an Early Coordination Letter for this property. On March 27, 2009, SHPO
agreed that the project area contained no aboveground properties eligible for inclusion in the
NRHP. SHPO indicated that further comment on archaeological resources would be provided
once the *archaeological assessment” was completed. On April 2, 2009, INDOT sent an
archaeological records check and Phase la reconnaissance report, “Concerning Protective Buying
on Future 1-69 Corridor SR 37 South of Liberty Church Road, Morgan County, Indiana and
Southwest Quadrant of SR 37 at the Intersection with Tapp Road, Monroe County” (Laswell,
3/27/09), to SHPO. On April 30, 2012, SHPO concurred with the findings of the report and
indicated that it was time to make a determination and documentation of findings.

On June 1, 2009, SHPO received FHWA’s 36 CFR 8800.4(d)(1) documentation of No Historic
Properties Affected (dated May 27, 2009) for “Protective Buying on Future 1-69, Southwest
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Quadrant of SR 37 at the Intersection with Tapp Road,” (circa 1967, 3301 Tapp Road, Martin
property). In a letter dated June 23, 2009, SHPO concurred with INDOT’s finding on behalf of
the FHWA, that there are no historic resources within the APE that will be affected by the
project. Only one other consulting party commented on this property acquisition and demolition.
Dr. Joanne Raetz Stuttgen, folklorist and the Morgan County Historian, replied in a letter dated
March 10, 2009, that she concurred with INDOT’s preliminary finding that the acquisition and
demolition of this property would result in “No Historic Properties Affected.” See Appendix N,
Section 106 Documentation, for correspondence regarding hardship acquisition properties.

Hardship Acquisition and Building Demolition on Future 1-69, Boger Property located
adjacent to SR 37 southwest of Martinsville and immediately north of Legendary Hills,
Morgan County, Indiana (Processed under INDOT DES. No. 1005971): On December 3,
2010, INDOT sent an Early Coordination Letter to consulting parties initiating consultation.
Indiana Landmarks sent a letter dated December 10, 2010, indicating that the office believed that
there would be no adverse effect due to the project. The Morgan County Historian responded via
email on January 5, 2011. In part, she stated that she was “in agreement that no historic
properties will be affected by the demolition of this house and related buildings.” She noted that
the subject property was originally built and owned by a Martinsville mail carrier, LIoyd James,
who also served as a local historian.

On December 14, 2010, an Archaeological Literature Review and Phase la Field Reconnaissance
(Laswell 12/10/10) was submitted to the SHPO for review. On January 13, 2011, SHPO
concurred with the report findings and with INDOT’s assessment that the property did not
contain any resources eligible for listing in the NRHP. On January 14, 2011, INDOT, on
FHWA'’s behalf, signed a Findings and Determinations document and compiled the 36 CFR
8800.4(d)(1) documentation of “No Historic Properties Affected,” regarding the Boger Property.
On February 7, 2011, SHPO agreed with these findings. See Appendix N, Section 106
Documentation, for correspondence regarding hardship acquisition properties.

Hardship Acquisition and Building Demolition on Future 1-69, Section 5, Smith Property
located adjacent to SR 37, 8.0 miles south of the SR 39 interchange with Chambers Pike,
Monroe County, Indiana (750 East Chambers Pike; processed under INDOT DES. No.
1173066): On July 1, 2011, INDOT sent an Early Coordination Letter initiating consultation.
The Morgan County Historian responded on July 11, 2011. In part, she stated that she concurred
with the determination of “No Historic Properties Affected.” She made a comment about the
nearby log house, Site No. 105-417-05028. On July 27, 2011, the MCHPBR responded. The
letter expressed discouragement at the loss of 750 East Chambers Pike, and pointed out a
property across the road (SR 37), which had recently become over 50 years old. The MCHPBR
encouraged INDOT to evaluate this ranch house, at 9125 North Mann Road, as part of the 1-69
Section 5 studies. On August 1, 2011, SHPO responded with agreement that the house at 750
East Chambers Pike is not eligible for listing in the NHRP, but indicated that it would be prudent
to defer determinations until after all “prerequisite steps of the process have been completed” to
identify resources (including archaeological). On August 5, 2011, an Archaeological Short
Report (Moffatt 8/4/11) was submitted to the SHPO for review. The SHPO concurred with the
report conclusions in a letter dated August 26, 2011.
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On August 17, 2011, INDOT sent a letter to consulting parties indicating that the Section 106
process for the demolition of the Smith Property was being put on hold because 1-69 Section 5
consultants were completing an Al Study in late 2011. On February 28, 2012, INDOT sent a
letter to SHPO, and copied the consulting parties mentioned above, indicating that the demolition
of the Smith property was ready to proceed, as the Al Study was completed. Through the letter,
INDOT advised SHPO of its determination of “No Historic Properties Affected” for the
undertaking. On March 23, 2012, SHPO concurred with INDOT’s findings. In February 2013,
the Smith Property was demolished. See Appendix N, Section 106 Documentation, for
correspondence regarding hardship acquisition properties.

5.13.3 Identification and Evaluation of Aboveground Historic Resources

Project historians identified and evaluated aboveground resources in consultation with the
Indiana SHPO and the consulting parties for this project. The HPR and the Al Report prepared
for Section 5 document the methodology and recommended findings of eligibility as part of the
Section 106 process.

The Tier 1 FEIS provides a detailed description of the historical context of Southwest Indiana.
Chapter 4, Affected Environment, of this Tier 2 DEIS provides description of the cultural
overview (Section 4.4.1, Cultural Overview) and historic setting (Section 4.4.2, Historic Setting)
applicable to Section 5 of the 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis project.

Aboveground resources within the APE were evaluated to determine their eligibility for listing in
the NRHP based on their integrity and their ability to meet one or more NRHP selection criteria.

The NRHP evaluation criteria® stipulates that eligible aboveground properties may be “districts,
sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and:

A. That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of our history; or

B. That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or

C. That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic
values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components
may lack individual distinction; or

D. That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or
history.”

®  NRHP definitions appear in: “How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation,” National Register Bulletin 15

(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, 1990), 2.
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According to the NRHP, “integrity is the ability of a property to convey its significance.” There
are seven attributes of integrity: location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and
association. As part of the evaluation process, historians took into account the exemptions
specified in 36 CFR 860.4. “Ordinarily cemeteries, birthplaces or graves of historical figures,
properties owned by religious institutions or used for religious purposes, structures that have
been moved from their original locations, reconstructed historic buildings, properties primarily
commemorative in nature, and properties that have achieved significance within the past fifty
years...” are not eligible for listing in the NRHP. However, the presence of documented
cemeteries was verified whenever practical, and churches were included if they illustrated an
architectural or historical theme.

The significance of an aboveground resource can only be determined when it is evaluated within
its historic context. NRHP guidance defines historic contexts as “those patterns or trends in
history by which a specific occurrence, property, or site is understood and its meaning (and
ultimately its significance) within history or prehistory is made clear.” Historic contexts identify
the trends, patterns, and themes that shaped the history of particular geographic areas during
certain time periods and the types of aboveground resources associated with them.

A field survey of the APE and documentary research were conducted to collect data needed to
develop a historic context and complete the eligibility determinations according to NRHP
guidelines. The survey was completed in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation and the professional
standards common to this type of aboveground resource identification and evaluation.

In the HPR (published in 2008), project historians concluded that one individual property is
listed on the NRHP, one historic district is listed on the NRHP, and recommended five others
eligible for listing in the NRHP. The Daniel Stout House and the Maple Grove Road Rural
Historic District are listed in the NRHP. The Stipp-Bender Farmstead, the Philip Murphy-Jonas
May House, Monroe County Bridge No. 913, Morgan County Bridge No. 161, and Morgan
County Bridge No. 224 were recommended eligible for listing in the NRHP. The Philip
Murphy-Jonas May house has since been demolished. The Borland House and Carl Furst Stone
Company Quarry (105-115-35020), a State Register-listed resource, was added to the errata page
for this report, as it had been erroneously omitted from the resource count at the time of
publishing. See Appendix N, Section 106 Documentation, for the HPR.

The additional aboveground survey (Al Report, 2011) found that one bridge previously
determined not to be NRHP eligible (Monroe County Bridge No. 83) has been determined
eligible per INDOT’s recent Indiana Statewide Historic Bridge Inventory. Further, the Maurice
Head House, located within the APE on South East Lane in Monroe County, was identified in
the Section 4 Al Report and was determined by FHWA as eligible for listing in the NRHP in
2009. See Appendix N, Section 106 Documentation, for Al Report.

Additional efforts to document dimension limestone industry resources occurred in 2011.
Project historians reexamined all limestone-related resources within the APE to ascertain if more
research could result in alternate recommendations of eligibility for those resources. NRHP
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bulletins provided the foundation for the evaluation of these limestone areas. In addition to
NRHP bulletins 15 and 16, limestone-related resources dealing with the process and industry of
mineral extraction may be characterized as mines and evaluated (in part) by following the
guidelines provided in the NRHP Bulletin 42: Guidelines for ldentifying, Evaluating and
Registering Historic Mining Sites.° Project historians also relied heavily upon the NRHP
Bulletin 30: Guidelines for Evaluating and Documenting Rural Historic Landscapes when
reevaluating limestone-related resources within the Section 5 APE.’

To research the context for evaluating these resources, historians consulted primary and
secondary sources including, but not limited to, historic aerial photography, historic
topographical quadrangle maps, historic atlas and railroad maps, various local limestone
publications and directories, county histories, historic photographs, discussions with property
owners, and multiple on-site visits/surveys. The context proved essential to establishing a period
of significance for each of the limestone areas and provided information regarding property
types, which was especially helpful for identifying Contributing and Non-Contributing resources
within each of the limestone areas.

Additional aboveground survey (Consideration of and Findings regarding Dimension Limestone
Resources within the 1-69 Section 5 Area of Potential Effects) recommended three historic
landscape districts that relate to the dimension limestone industry in Monroe County as eligible
for the NRHP. The North Clear Creek Historic Landscape District, the Hunter Valley Historic
Landscape District, and the Reed Historic Landscape District were recommended eligible for
listing in the NRHP. See Appendix N, Section 106 Documentation, for the Consideration of and
Findings regarding Dimension Limestone Resources within the 1-69 Section 5 Area of Potential
Effects report.

5.13.4 Effects Evaluation

An effect is the “alteration to the characteristics of a historic property qualifying it for inclusion
in or eligibility for the National Register” (36 CFR 8800.16(i)). In determining the effects of the
undertaking upon historic properties, the finding will be either: No Historic Properties Affected
or Historic Properties Affected (36 CFR 8800.4(d)(1) and (2)). The results of an Historic
Properties Affected assessment will be either: No Adverse Effect or Adverse Effect (36 CFR
8800.5 (d)(1) and (2)). According to 36 CFR 8800.5(a)(2), “adverse effects include but are not
limited to:

Bruce J. Noble, Jr., and Robert Spude, National Register Bulletin [42]: Guidelines for Identifying, Evaluating, and
Registering Historic Mining Properties. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service,
National Register, History and Education, Revised 1997.

7 Linda Flint McClelland, J. Timothy Keller, Genevieve P. Keller, and Robert Z. Melnick, National Register Bulletin [30]:
Guidelines for Evaluating and Documenting Rural Historic Landscapes. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of the
Interior, National Park Service, Cultural Resources, Revised 1999.
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i.  Physical destruction or damage to all or part of the property;

ii.  Alteration of the property including restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance,
stabilization, hazardous material remediation and provision of handicapped access, that is
not consistent with the Secretary’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36
CFR Part 800) and applicable guidelines;

iii.  Removal of a property from its historic location;

iv.  Change of the character of the property’s use or of physical features within the property’s
setting that contribute to its historic features;

v. Introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible elements that diminish the integrity of the
property’s significant historic features;

vi.  Neglect of a property which causes its deterioration, except where such neglect and
deterioration are recognized qualities of a property of religious and cultural significance
to an Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization; and

vii.  Transfer, lease, or sale of property out of Federal ownership or control without adequate
and legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure long-term preservation of the
property’s historic significance.”

The Section 5 project team evaluated the undertaking’s effects on aboveground historic
properties, including consideration of the initial design criteria, as well as the minimal impact
design criteria (see Section 3.2.2.3, Preliminary Alternatives (Alternatives 1 to 3)). This
evaluation was based on field observation of site lines and noise modeling. The three effects
evaluated for each historic property were direct (destruction or damage), visual intrusion, and
noise intrusion. For visual effects, the project team used aerial and topographic mapping, as well
as field observation, to determine sight lines between the historic resources and the alternatives
under consideration, based on each alternative’s proposed horizontal and vertical alignment.
Photographs were taken when foliage was at a minimum to portray a scenario with the highest
potential effect. For more information on how the existing roadway factored into the analysis of
effects on resources, see Appendix N, Section 106 Documentation, for a copy of the
Identification of Effects Report.

With regard to consideration of noise effects, the project team used the most current INDOT
Traffic Noise Analysis Procedure, which was approved by FHWA and went into effect in 2011.
The INDOT Traffic Noise Analysis Procedure states that highway noise impacts occur if either of
two conditions is met: 1) the predicted Legny levels “approach” or “exceed” the appropriate noise
abatement criteria for the land use identified, or 2) the predicted highway Leqn) noise levels
substantially exceed the existing noise level. “Approach or exceed” is defined as levels that are
within 1 dBA Leqgn) Of the appropriate Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) or higher. “Substantially
exceed” means predicted traffic noise levels exceed existing noise levels by 15 dBA or more.
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Noise effects upon historic properties attributable to the undertaking were assessed in the
following manner. A Traffic Noise Model (TNM)-predicted noise impact was considered an
adverse effect. Noise effects were not considered adverse if the undertaking would result in a
change in noise (i.e., if an audible increase in noise levels was predicted, or, if traffic noise
would be introduced or added to the historic property), but a noise impact per the noise policy
was not predicted. Additionally, if the existing ambient noise level currently meets the criteria,
then predicted increases are not considered effects unless there is an increase of 15 dBA. Noise
effects were also considered not to be present if it was determined that the undertaking would
cause no change in noise levels or would not introduce or add to traffic noise.

According to policy, noise receptor locations located more than 800 feet from the edge of the
outside travel lane of a roadway are not evaluated for highway traffic noise effects. FHWA has
not validated the TNM model for accurate results beyond 800 feet, per FHWA’s “TNM Version
2.5 Addendum to Validation of FHWA'’s Traffic Noise Model® (TNM): Phase 1 Report, July
2004, p. 3.” For purposes of this preliminary analysis, the 800-foot distance was used as a
conservative measure to capture all potential impacts. Additionally, a noise analysis was not
conducted for areas such as the quarries and the bridges because noise levels are not aspects of
their settings and because noise is a consequence of their functions. The finding of effects for
Section 5 of the 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Study is: Historic Properties Affected—
Adverse Effect, due to the fact that the undertaking’s effect on archaeological resources is not
yet known. For detailed information, see the Identification of Effects Report and the 800.11(e)
documentation in Appendix N, Section 106 Documentation. In a letter dated May 23, 2012,
SHPO agreed “for the most part” with the effects assessment of this report. The letter suggested
that the findings of Adverse Effect proposed for Alternatives 4 and 5 at the North Clear Creek
Historic Landscape District should be given additional consideration. After a subsequent site
visit, the findings did not change. See Table 5.13-1 for a summary of aboveground resources on
or eligible for the National Register. Table 5.13-2 lists some select properties that were
evaluated but found to not be eligible for the NRHP. The selected properties represent typical
Contributing resources surveyed within the APE; they are also representative of property types
found throughout the APE (i.e. school, cemetery, I-house, vernacular farmhouse, Ranch house,
park, bungalow, bowling alley, etc.). See Appendix N, Section 106 Documentation (Al Report)
for a complete list of surveyed resources.

Table 5.13-1: Eligibility and Effects on NRHP Listed or Eligible Aboveground Properties
Survey Property

Address Property Type @ County

No. Name

I-House with a

105-055- | Daniel Stout | 3655 North Maple Wina Addition Monroe NRHP All Alternatives: No
25035 House Grove Road 9 ! Listed Effect
2-Story
Roughly, Maple
Manble Grove Grove Road from All Alternatives: No
Ror; d Rural Beanblossom NRHP Adverse Effect;
N/A L Creek to SR 46, Historic District Monroe . Visual and auditory
Historic . . Listed h
o including the east effect will not be
District
half of Lancaster adverse

Park subdivision
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Table 5.13-1: Eligibility and Effects on NRHP Listed or Eligible Aboveground Properties

Property NRHP
Name Address Property Type County Status Effects
Monroe .
NBI No. County R\c’)\gedsg\?;'r"g?e”ar ¥ﬁ§5?5T32§ Monroe NRHP | All Alternatives: No
5300061 Bridge No. . Eligible Effect
83 Creek Bridge
Monroe North State Road All Alternatives: No
NBI No. County 37 Business over Steel Pony Monroe NRHP Adverse Effect;
5300130 Bridge No. Beanblossom Truss Bridge Eligible Visual effect will not
913 Creek be adverse
Morgan North Old State All Alternatives: No
NBI No. County Road 37 over Concrete Bridae Moraan NRHP Adverse Effect;
5500125 Bridge No. Little Indian 9 9 Eligible Visual effect will not
161 Creek be adverse
Morgan All Alternatives: No
NBI No. County Sgg;h d%';j C)S\}::e Warren Pony Moraan NRHP Adverse Effect;
5500142 Bridge No. . Truss Bridge 9 Eligible Visual effect will not
Indian Creek
224 be adverse
. ) I-House/ S
105-115- | Stipp-Bender | 5075 South Victor - NRHP All Alternatives: No
. Italianate Monroe L
35055 Farmstead Pike o . Eligible Effect
Stylistic Details
Maurice 4625 South East NRHP All Alternatives: No
MB18 Head House Lane Ranch House Monroe Eligible Effect
Including Alternatives 4, 5:

_ ~ Adverse Effect; Direct
105-115 North Clear hysical eff ill
35020, Creck 4000 and 3600 P VE'Ca de ects wi
105-115- 1L South Rockport o NRHP € adverse. =

Historic Mining District Monroe . Alternatives 6, 7, 8:
35098, Road, and 2300 Eligible No Ad Effect:
d 105- Lan_dsqape West Tapp Road o Adverse trect,
an District Visual and direct
055- effects will not be
35099 adverse
Including Hunter Valley Southwest corner All Alternatives: No
105-055- | | HIStori 1 ot SR37and SR | Mining District | Monroe | NRHP Adverse Effect
Landscape Eligible Visual effect will not
25072 o 46
District be adverse
Including | Reed Historic L
105-055- Landscape 2950 North Prow Mining District Monroe NRHP All Alternatives: No
o Road Eligible Effect
25063 District
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Table 5.13-2: Eligibility and Effects on Selected Aboveground Properties

Survey

Property

Property Name Address County  NRHP Status Effects
[\[o} Type
105-115- 3540 West Not NRHP
40050 Fullerton House Fullerton Pike I-House Monroe Eligible NA
105-055- House 2102 West Vernal Queen Anne Monroe Not NRHP NA
90183 Pike Cottage Eligible
S5-1013- Parks/Hedrick 3275 North Prow Vernacular Monroe Not NRHP NA
008 House Road Farmhouse Eligible
MB10/ William R. Polley 3030 West Bolin Not NRHP
AD 11 House Lane Ranch House Monroe Eligible NA
. Hall-and-
105 055 Farm 4851 Noyth Kinser Parlor, 2-Story Monroe Not.N.RHP NA
25017 Pike Eligible
Log House
Charles 3746 Oak Leaf Not NRHP
MB 56 Schroeder House Drive Ranch House Monroe Eligible NA
MB 87 Weimer Lake/ . Wapehani Road Lake/ Park Monroe NOt.N.RHP NA
Camp Wapehani Eligible
Monroe - SR 37 and Wylie Not NRHP
25059 Griffith Cemetery Road Cemetery Monroe Eligible NA
105-055- . .
90002 / F_rank Miller- 2015 No_rth Kinser Bungalow Monroe Not_N_RHP NA
Siebolt House Pike Eligible
MB 37
MB 50 Tooten-Shiner 3555 North Maple Ranch House Monroe Not_N_RHP NA
House Grove Road Eligible
Thomas L. Brown 500 West
MB 67 Elementary Simpson Chapel School Monroe NOt.N.RHP NA
Eligible
School Road
109-279- James Martin 3405 Godsey gaesn;;alé Moraan Not NRHP NA
60035 House Road 9 9 Eligible
House
Gable-Front-
and-Wing
109-279- Burns Farmstead | 3830 Jordan Road House and Morgan NOt.N.RHP NA
60048 . Eligible
Associated
Farmstead
109-279- Forest Maxwell 2165 Liberty Farm Moraan Not NRHP NA
60049 Farmstead Church Road 9 Eligible
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Table 5.13-2: Eligibility and Effects on Selected Aboveground Properties

Property Name Address Pr%f);erty County NRHP Status Effects
Artesian Bowling 1910 Morton Bowling Alley/ Not NRHP
MB 54 Alley Avenue Recreational Morgan Eligible NA
MB 86 House 590 Virginia Street | Ranch House Morgan NCét”inElI;P NA

The following is a summary of effects of Refined Preferred Alternative 8. The Refined Preferred
Alternative for the Tier 2, Section 5 Study is a derivative of Alternative 8 and portions of
Alternatives 4-7. A SHPO letter concurring with the findings of effect for [DEIS] Alternative 8
was issued on November 21, 2012. SHPO also provided a letter of concurrence for the DEIS,
dated January 2, 2013. See Appendix N, Section 106 Documentation, for correspondence.

e Daniel Stout House — There will be No Effect upon this resource.

e Maple Grove Rural Historic District — There will be visual and auditory effects to this
resource, but the effects will not be adverse: No Adverse Effect.

e Monroe County Bridge No. 83 — There will be No Effect upon this resource.

e Monroe County Bridge No. 913 — There will be visual effects to this resource, but the
effects will not be adverse: No Adverse Effect.

e Morgan County Bridge No. 161 — There will be visual effects to this resource, but the
effects will not be adverse: No Adverse Effect.

e Morgan County Bridge No. 224 — There will be visual effects to this resource, but the
effects will not be adverse: No Adverse Effect. This resource is in the northern portion of
the APE which overlaps with the Section 6 APE. Any effects resulting from Section 6
will be evaluated as part of the Section 6 Section 106 consultation process.

e Stipp-Bender Farmstead — There will be No Effect upon this resource.
e Maurice Head House — There will be No Effect upon this resource.

e North Clear Creek Historic Landscape District — There may be a small direct take of land
within the historic property boundary of the North Clear Creek Historic Landscape
District and visual changes within the property’s setting that include an elevated Fullerton
Pike, but the physical and visual effects on the property will not be adverse: No Adverse
Effect.
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The undertaking will acquire up to 1.96 acres of new right-of-way and the placement of
fill material over approximately 1.0-acre of the district along a portion of the district’s
southern border. This acquisition will remove none of the district’s Contributing
resources. Therefore, it will not diminish the overall integrity of the district and its
ability to convey its historic association with the limestone industry. The undertaking
will introduce new visual elements and remove some mature trees from the setting, but
FHWA has determined in consultation with SHPO and representatives from the ACHP
that these actions will not inhibit the property’s ability to convey its historic significance.

As another consideration, consulting parties have indicated that the undertaking has the
potential to affect water quality and the quantity of drainage, especially as it relates to
inactive quarrying operations (i.e.: Carl Furst Stone Company Quarry sites), which are
located in proximity to SR 37. Per the MOA, consultation will occur during the early
stages of design to take into consideration this potential to cause effects.

Cumulative impacts were also considered for North Clear Creek Historic Landscape
District. “These impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant
actions taking place over a period of time” (40 CFR §1508.7). Section 106 regulations
indicate that cumulative impacts can be a type of adverse effect: “Adverse effects may
include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later in
time, be farther removed in distance or be cumulative” (36 CFR 8§800.5(a)(1)). Monroe
County is undertaking the proposed West Fullerton Pike Road Improvement Project,
which will extend West Fullerton Pike east of Rockport Road. This proposed project is
described in the Final Engineering Assessment Prepared for: Monroe County Board of
Commissioners, Fullerton Pike Corridor Improvements report (2012) and has been part
of Monroe County’s long range plan since 1984. Since the proposed project uses federal
funds, it has its own separate Section 106 process, which has identified historic properties
and evaluated effects upon resources. FHWA has signed a finding of Adverse Effect for
that project; a MOA has been drafted to mitigate adverse effects on the North Clear
Creek Historic Landscape District.

e Hunter Valley Historic Landscape District — There will be visual effects to this resource,
but the effects will not be adverse: No Adverse Effect.

e Reed Historic Landscape District — There will be No Effect upon this resource.
5.13.5 Resolution of Adverse Effects - Mitigation

FHWA determined an Adverse Effect finding is appropriate for potential effects on
archaeological resources. Because there were no adverse effects on aboveground resources, no
resolution of adverse effects is required for aboveground resources. An MOA was signed by all
signatories on May 9, 2013; FHWA invited other consulting parties to sign the executed
document as consulting parties on May 13, 2013. The MOA also includes educational mitigation
as part of a larger stipulation for the 1-69 corridor provided for in the 1-69 Tier 1 MOA. This
mitigation involves an educational outreach initiative, coordinated and implemented by the
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county with funding from FHWA. Other stipulations in the MOA include the preparation of a
Multiple Property Documentation form for inclusion in the NRHP for the local dimension
limestone industry, additional coordination during design to avoid highway drainage impacts as
it relates to the historic qualities of the quarrying landscape, and a stipulation for context
sensitive solutions that would incorporate aesthetic features, such as landscaping or the use of
limestone or other treatments, into design. (See Section 5.14, Archaeology Impacts, for
additional information and Appendix N, Section 106 Documentation, for a copy of the MOA.)

5.13.6 Summary
Regarding aboveground historic resources:

NRHP Properties — One individual property, the Daniel Stout House, is located within the
APE of Section 5 and is listed in the NRHP. A determination of No Effect has been made.

NRHP Districts — One historic district, the Maple Grove Road Rural Historic District is
located within the APE of Section 5 and is listed in the NRHP. A determination of No Adverse
Effect has been made.

Eligible Properties — Six individual properties, Monroe County Bridge No. 83, the Stipp-
Bender Farmstead, the Maurice Head House, Monroe County Bridge No. 913, Morgan County
Bridge No. 161, and Morgan County Bridge No. 224 are located within the APE of Section 5 and
are eligible for listing in the NRHP. A determination of No Effect has been made for Monroe
County Bridge No. 83, the Stipp-Bender Farmstead, and the Maurice Head House. A
determination of No Adverse Effect has been made for Monroe County Bridge No. 913, Morgan
County Bridge No. 224, and Morgan County Bridge No. 161.

Eligible Districts — Three historic landscape districts, North Clear Creek Historic Landscape
District, Hunter Valley Historic Landscape District, and Reed Historic Landscape District, are
located in the APE of Section 5 and are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. A determination of
No Effect has been made for the Reed Historic Landscape District. A determination of No
Adverse Effect has been made for the Hunter Valley Historic Landscape District and the North
Clear Creek Historic Landscape District. These three districts are also discussed in Section 5.14,
Archaeology Impacts, which pertains to archaeological resources.

FHWA issued the Findings and Determinations of APE and Eligibility on April 23, 2012.

FHWA issued the Findings and Determinations of Modified Eligibility and Effects on October
11, 2012. The finding of effects for Section 5 of the 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Study is:
Historic Properties Affected — Adverse Effect due to the fact that the undertaking’s effect on
archaeological resources is not yet known.

An MOA was executed on May 9, 2013. The MOA included educational mitigation as part of a
larger stipulation for the 1-69 corridor that was provided for in the 1-69 Tier 1 MOA.
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5.14 Archaeology Impacts

For purposes of this section, Preferred Alternative 8 that was identified in the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) will be referred to as “Alternative 8.” The Preferred
Alternative for the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) will be referred to as the
“Refined Preferred Alternative 8.”

Since the DEIS, the following substantive changes have been made to this section:

e Section 5.14.2, Methodology — Additional description of survey work completed for
Alternatives 6, 7, 8, and Refined Preferred Alternative 8.

e Section 5.14.3, Summary of Archaeological Resources in Surveyed Portions of
Alternatives 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and Refined Preferred Alternative 8 — Name of sub-section
changed to reflect the completion of archaeological surveys through 2012. Contents
modified to reflect completion of Phase la and Ib archaeological studies in 2012. The
title of Table 5.14-2 was changed to reflect all resources.

e Section 5.14.4, Mitigation — Modification of this sub-section to reflect the completion of
all archaeological surveys, including the number of sites recommended for additional
study if impacted by the project.

e Section 5.14.5, Summary — Modification of this sub-section to reflect the completion of
all archaeological surveys, including the number of sites recommended for additional
study if impacted by the project.

5.14.1 Introduction

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended, mandates
that federal agencies, or their designees, consider the effects of their actions on historic
properties. The definition of historic properties includes, but is not limited to, prehistoric or
historic sites or districts that may be eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP). Tier 2 studies for the 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis project include the identification
of archaeological resources (36 CFR 8§800.4), the assessment of effects on archaeological
resources (36 CFR 8§800.5), and consultation to develop methods to avoid, minimize, or mitigate
any adverse effects (36 CFR 8800.6).

Per 36 CFR 8800.4(b)(2), a phased approach has been developed to accomplish Tier 2
archaeological research and evaluation tasks. For the DEIS, archaeological research included
literature review, background research, and site files research at the Indiana Department of
Natural Resources (IDNR)-Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology (DHPA) and
other pertinent repositories. Information pertaining to previously recorded sites within a 2,000-
foot-wide study corridor, identified in the Tier 1 FEIS, was gathered. For the Section 5 Tier 2
FEIS, Phase la investigations were conducted within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for
portions of Alternatives 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8. Section 5’s Refined Preferred Alternative 8 is
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comprised of various features of these alternatives (see Appendix N, Section 106
Documentation, for graphic depictions of the undertaking). Features used in developing the
Refined Preferred Alternative 8 are described in Table 3-1. Section 5.14.2, Methodology,
describes the methods employed to accomplish the work in Section 5, and Section 5.14.3,
Summary of Archaeological Resources in Surveyed Portions of Alternatives 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and
Refined Preferred Alternative 8, describes the results of that work accomplished in 2006-2007
and in 2012.

The current study is in compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA and with the Indiana Historic
Preservation Act (IC-14-21-1). The archaeological research and investigations have been
conducted by or directly supervised by professional archaeologists meeting the standards set
forth by the United States Department of the Interior detailed in 36 CFR Part 61 and the
Secretary of Interior’s Guidelines for Historic Preservation and Archaeology (48 FR 44716).

Section 5 of 1-69 entails upgrading an existing multi-lane, divided transportation facility to a full
freeway design. Most of the right-of-way used for the Section 5 project already is devoted to
transportation use. Accordingly, the impacts to most natural and cultural resources in Section 5
will be lessened (especially on a per-mile basis) in comparison to Sections 1 through 4, which
are being constructed primarily on non-transportation terrain. The resource impacts in this
chapter include only those outside of the existing right-of-way for SR 37 and other transportation
facilities.

5.14.2 Methodology

In the 1-69 Tier 1 study, potentially eligible historic and archaeological resources were evaluated
using eligibility criteria established under the NHPA (see Section 5.13.3, ldentification and
Evaluation of Aboveground Historic Resources, for NRHP Criteria). The purpose of the Tier 1
research was to determine the “likely presence” of historic and archaeological resources within
the APE, in accordance with 36 CFR §800.4(b)(2). The description and results of the Tier 1
evaluation are included in the Tier 1 FEIS Chapter 5 and Appendix P. That appendix includes a
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and
the Indiana State Hist