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Conclusion 
 
Alternative A-15, the eastern element of the Preferred Alternative, would avoid a Section 4(f) 
use of the Fincastle property. 
 
Allison-Barrickman House (KE-HC-JF563) - Kentucky 
 
The Allison-Barrickman House, built circa 1844, is a one and one-half story, five-bay, front-
gabled frame structure that rests upon a stone foundation. It has a full width porch supported by 
four squared columns.  On the interior, a central passage runs the length of the dwelling. North of 
the house is a dairy barn and silo that date to 1918. North of the barn area is a family cemetery 
and a slave cemetery. To the east of the house are farm outbuildings and an icehouse ruin. This 
property is included on the NRHP under criterion C, architecture.  The total size of this resource 
is 7.8 acres. 
 
The Allison-Barrickman House and its relationship to the East End alternatives are shown on 
Figure 6.2-13.  The property is privately owned and is used as a residence.  There are no 
covenants or restrictions on the ownership.  Vehicular and pedestrian access is available; 
however, the property is not open to the public for visitation or recreation activities, nor does it 
have a relationship to other similarly used lands in the vicinity.  Unusual features include the family 
cemetery and the slave cemetery.  
 
Impacts 
 
Alternative A-13 and Alternative A-15: As presented in the DEIS, these alternatives would have 
used approximately 0.3 acres of this property with an interchange at U.S. 42.  A half diamond 
interchange is proposed as part of the Preferred Alternative (Alternative A-15); however, 
Alternative A-15 has been shifted (following the DEIS) to avoid all of the Allison-Barrickman 
property.   
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
The dwelling is approximately 541 feet from the nearest proposed right-of-way of the 
alternatives and there would be some visual impacts.  Traffic noise levels from these alternatives 

Photographs 1-2 (from left to right): 1) View looking northeast toward the Allison-Barrickman 
House.  2) Looking southwest toward the Allison-Barrickman House from KY 841. 
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are projected to be approximately 60 dBA at this property by the year 2025, which would be an 
increase of approximately 9 dBA over existing noise levels.  
 
Avoidance Alternatives 
 
Alternatives A-2, A-9, and A-16 in the Far East and Alternative B-1 in the Near East would 
avoid use of this resource. Alternatives A-13 and A-15 are common at this point and would also 
avoid use of the property given that the alternative has been shifted to the northeast.  One house 
would potentially be acquired from the Bridgepointe subdivision with these two alternative 
shifts; however the house also potentially would have been acquired with the original alignments 
for Alternatives A-13 and A-15.  Other avoidance alternatives to a Section 4(f) use of this 
property would be the No-Action Alternative, the Transportation Management Alternative, and 
the One Bridge/Highway Alternative (Downtown). 
 
Measures to Minimize Harm 
 
As noted above, Alternative A-15 has been shifted to the northeast to avoid any use of the 
Allison-Barrickman property.  Vegetative screening will be incorporated into the final design of 
the project, where appropriate, to decrease visual impacts.  The KYTC will make reasonable 
efforts to acquire a preservation easement on the tract of land within the NRHP boundary of the 
Allison-Barrickman House, and an easement on the property bounded by US 42, KY 841, the 
Allison-Barrickman property, and Wolf Pen Branch Road.  The KYTC will establish a “no-work 
zone” within the NRHP boundary of the property.  The KYTC will ensure that construction 
contractors develop blasting/vibration plans for this portion of the project to avoid damage to the 
Allison-Barrickman house.  Noise abatement measures such as innovative pavement designs, 
bridge decks, bridge joints, berms, barriers and landscaping will be implemented where 
reasonable and feasible to mitigate noise impacts.  Also, KYTC will consult with the City of 
Prospect, the Bridgepointe Neighborhood Association, and representatives of properties along 
the section of A-15 between the Wolf Pen Branch Road Bridge and US 42 about the placement 
of a safety wall in lieu of an access control fence to provide a more positive separation between 
the roadway and adjacent properties.  The height, shape and facing of any safety wall placed 
within this section of the project will be developed through consultation with representatives of 
the adjacent properties and in a manner that complements other noise mitigation measures 
incorporated into the project.  
 
Conclusion 
 
Alternative A-15, the eastern element of the Preferred Alternative, would not have a Section 4(f) 
use of the Allison-Barrickman property. 
 
Dellinger Farm (IE-HC-55005B) - Indiana 
 
The John Dellinger farm consists of a circa 1880 central passage house with two-over-two 
windows and front door with transom in a five-bay façade.  The house has a circa 1920 addition 
to the rear which joins it to a circa 1900 smokehouse and summer kitchen. A cistern is visible 
behind the house. A circa 1900 English barn with a circa 1940 dairy barn addition, a circa 1920 
granary and a 1940 grain elevator add significance to the property, as well as several 
outbuildings dating to approximately 1900.  
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Several modern buildings are to the back of the historic buildings. This property is eligible for 
inclusion on the NRHP under criteria A and C, events (agricultural) and architecture, 
respectively.  The total size of the resource is approximately 86 acres. 
  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Dellinger Farm and its relationship to the alternatives are shown on Figure 6.2-14.  The 
property is privately owned and is used as a residence and a farm.  There are no covenants or 
restrictions on the ownership.  Vehicular and pedestrian access is available; however, the 
property is not open to the public for visitation or recreation activities, nor does it have a 
relationship to other similarly used lands in the vicinity.  There are no other unusual 
characteristics or features associated with the property. 
 
Impacts 
 
Alternative B-1: This alternative would require a 4.0 acre strip from the east portion of the 
property. The dwelling is approximately 448 feet from the nearest right-of-way of the alternative, 
and would also have visual impacts.  Traffic noise levels from Alternative B-1 are projected to 
be approximately 68 dBA at this property by the year 2025, which would be an increase of 
approximately 18 dBA over existing noise levels. 
 
Avoidance Alternatives 
 
An alignment shift of Alternative B-1 to the east to avoid the property would require a 
subsequent shifting of the adjacent railroad serving the Clark Maritime Center.  Shifting the 
railroad would encroach on the adjacent businesses and spur lines serving the Clark Maritime 
Center, and would substantially impact its operation.     
 
 

Photographs 1-2 (from left to right): 1) View looking southeast toward the Dellinger 
Farmhouse from Middle Road.  2) View looking east toward the Dellinger Farm from the 
northwest corner of the historic boundary. 
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A shift of Alternative B-1 to the west of the Dellinger Farm would divide and disrupt the heavily 
populated communities located there, in addition to requiring an out-of-direction loop to go 
around the farm.  All Far East alternatives would avoid use of this property. Other avoidance 
alternatives to a Section 4(f) use of this property would be the No-Action Alternative, the 
Transportation Management Alternative, and the One Bridge/Highway Alternative (Downtown). 
 
Measures to Minimize Harm 
 
The amount of property to be used for the new roadway has been minimized by utilizing a 
reduced width median with a median barrier instead of a wider grassed median that is typical for 
this type of freeway.  During final design of the project, reduced shoulder widths and steeper fill 
slopes will be evaluated to determine if they can be implemented without compromising safety.  
Vegetative screening will also be incorporated into the final design, where appropriate, to 
decrease visual impacts. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Alternative A-15, the eastern element of the Preferred Alternative, would avoid use of the 
Dellinger Farm. 
 
Midlands (KE-HC-JF671) - Kentucky 
 
The Midlands dwelling is a three story, brick, Georgian Revival house. The 6.0 acre site retains a 
rural ambiance. The Louisville architectural firm of J.B. Hutchings and Sons designed the house. 
It was built circa 1913-1914. This property is included on the NRHP under criterion C, 
architecture.  The total size of this resource is 8.5 acres. The Midlands property and its 
relationship to the alternatives are shown on Figure 6.2-15.  The property is privately owned and 
is used as a residence.  There are no covenants or restrictions on the ownership.  Vehicular and 
pedestrian access is available; however, the property is not open to the public for visitation or 
recreation activities, nor does it have a relationship to other similarly used lands in the vicinity.  
There are no other unusual characteristics or features associated with the property. 
 
 

 

 
 
 

Photograph 1 
View looking east toward 
the Midlands dwelling.  
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Impacts 
 
Alternative B-1: This alternative would require the use of approximately 4.4 acres (more than 
half) of the property.  While the house would remain just outside the required right-of-way, its 
setting and historic integrity would be substantially compromised.  Traffic noise levels from 
Alternative B-1 are projected to be approximately 68 dBA at this property by the year 2025, 
which would be an increase of approximately 9 dBA over existing noise levels.  
 

Avoidance Alternatives 
 
The encroachment of Alternative B-1 onto the Midlands is due to its interchange with I-71 and 
associated connector roads.  If the connector roads were shifted farther to the south, they would 
encroach farther into the Midlands property, having greater impacts.  If the connector roads 
could be relocated to the north side of I-71, they would encroach into the Country Estates 
Historic District.  There are no other feasible design alternatives, such as a reduced facility, that 
would avoid the property.  All Far East alternatives would avoid the use of this property.  Other 
avoidance alternatives to a Section 4(f) use of this property would be the No-Action Alternative, 
the Transportation Management Alternative, and the One Bridge/Highway Alternative 
(Downtown). 
 
Measures to Minimize Harm 
 
The amount of property to be used for the new roadway has been minimized by utilizing a 
minimum width median with a median barrier instead of a wider grassed median that is typical 
for this type of freeway.  During final design of the project, reduced shoulder widths and steeper 
fill slopes will be evaluated to determine if they can be implemented without compromising 
safety.  Vegetative screening will also be incorporated into the final design, where appropriate, to 
decrease visual impacts. 
 

Conclusion 
 
Alternative A-15, the eastern element of the Preferred Alternative would avoid use of the 
Midlands property. 
 
James A. Smith Farmstead (IE-HC-45024) - Indiana 
 
The farm consists of a farmhouse, an early cemetery, the farm lane and several outbuildings.  The 
relationship of the project to the James A. Smith Farm can be seen on Figure 6.2-16.  The house is a 
brick, two story structure from circa 1830.  The symmetrical plan of the main façade is typical of the 
Federal/Greek Revival era, which the house represents.  Other buildings and features on the 
property include several outbuildings, including sheds, a springhouse and a family cemetery.  The 
cemetery contains a number of marked burials relative to the Smith family with readable dates from 
1835 to 1887.  An 1875 atlas of the county shows property ownership by the Smith family, and a 
1920 plat map shows portions of the property also in ownership by the Smith family, thereby 
maintaining considerable continuity throughout the years.  The James A. Smith Farm is eligible for 
the NRHP for its association with early settlement (Criterion A) and its archaeological resources 
(Criterion D).  Due to a lack of integrity and association with the land use of the main farm, only the 
area immediately surrounding the farm buildings and cemetery has been determined eligible under 
the criteria.  The size of the area eligible for the NRHP is approximately 8.3 acres. 



 

   
Final Environmental Impact Statement  6-40 Section 4(f) Evaluation 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Impacts 
 
Alternative A-9 would use approximately 0.3 acre of the farm lane associated with the resource.  
This alternative would be approximately 404 feet from the primary structure and would have a 
visual impact on the property.  Traffic noise levels from Alternative A-9 are projected to be 
approximately 65 dBA at this property by the year 2025, which would be an increase of 
approximately 16 dBA over existing noise levels.  
 
None of the other alternatives would use any property from the James A. Smith Farm. 
 

Avoidance Alternatives 
 
Alternatives A-2, A-13, A-15, A-16 and B-1 would avoid any use of the James A. Smith Farm.  
Other avoidance alternatives to a Section 4(f) use of this property would be the No-Action 
Alternative, the Transportation Management Alternative, and the One Bridge/Highway Alternative 
(Downtown). 
 
 

Photographs 1-3 (from left to right): 1) View looking north toward the rear of the James A. 
Smith Farmhouse.  2) View looking southeast toward the front of the James A. Smith Farmhouse. 
3) View looking north along the country drive leading to the James A. Smith Farmhouse.  

(1) (2) 

(3) 
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Measures to Minimize Harm 
 
The Preferred Alternative would not use the James A. Smith Farm; however, the following 
measures will be implemented to protect the James A. Smith Farm property from potential 
development as part of the minimization and mitigation measures that will be implemented for 
the Swartz Farm Rural Historic District: 
 
INDOT will accept by donation and preserve that portion of the James Smith Farm that was 
determined eligible for the NRHP as a rural historic farmstead  (approximately 8.3 acres).  If the 
property is donated, the following stipulations will apply: 

  
1. In consultation with the Indiana SHPO, INDOT will develop and implement a plan to 

stabilize the property to ensure that it retains its historic integrity until such time as it can 
be transferred to a new owner. 

2.  INDOT will develop a HPP for the James Smith Farm.  The HPP will include strategies 
and recommendations for treatment and rehabilitation of the residence and grounds, reuse 
of the property for public use, and maintenance by a local or regional preservation 
organization, or local government acceptable to the INDOT and IN SHPO. 

3. INDOT will place a preservation easement on the property and sell the property at fair 
market value to a preservation organization or other party acceptable to the Bi-State 
Historic Consultation Team or donate the property to a local government.  If sold, the 
current owner will have first right of refusal.   

4. Prior to the sale or donation of the property, INDOT will fund the exterior rehabilitation 
of the structure to a level consistent with the Secretary’s Standards. 

5. INDOT will develop documentation for and seek NRHP nomination and listing for the 
James A. Smith Farm.    

 

Conclusion 
 
Alternative A-15, the eastern element of the Preferred Alternative, would avoid use of the James 
A. Smith Farm. 
 
River Hill/Stonebridge Historic District - Kentucky 
 
This proposed District consists of River Hill Road (Huston Hills Subdivision), Stonebridge Road 
(Riviera Subdivision) and River Bluff (Rio Vista Subdivision).  It is a neighborhood of single 
dwellings, of multiple forms, built from 1915 to the present.  The dates for the plats for the 
subdivisions involved include Huston Hills Subdivision (1906) and Riviera Subdivision (1926).  
Rio Vista Subdivision to the south was approved in 1956.  The date of construction for dwellings 
within or adjacent to the expanded APE, range from 1915 (Dr. J. E. Mays) to 1997.  Ten of nineteen 
properties are less than 50 years old.  This district covers approximately 101 acres. 
 
Impacts 
 
Alternative B-1:  Alternative B-1 is the only alternative that would impact this property.  The 
relationship of Alternative B-1 to the proposed District can be seen on Figure 6.2-17.  The ramp 
connections from Alternative B-1 to I-71, along with associated widening of I-71, would require the 
use of approximately 6.0 acres of property from this District.   
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Two of the structures from the District would also be removed.  Alternative B-1 would also have 
visual impacts to the District.  Traffic noise levels are projected to be 68 dBA by the year 2025, an 
increase of 13 dBA over existing noise levels.  
 
Avoidance Alternatives 
 
Ramp connections and widening of I-71 are necessary on the south side of I-71 to facilitate 
traffic movements, so shifting all of the ramps and widening of I-71 to the north side of I-71 is 
not feasible.  All of the Far East alternatives would avoid this property.  Other avoidance 
alternatives to a Section 4(f) use of this property would be the No-Action Alternative, the 
Transportation Management Alternative, and the One Bridge/Highway Alternative (Downtown). 
 
Measures to Minimize Harm 
 
The ramp connections would be designed as close as practicable to existing I-71 to minimize 
impacts to the district.  Vegetative screening would be incorporated into the design, where 
appropriate, to decrease visual impacts. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Alternative A-15, the eastern element of the Preferred Alternative, would avoid use of the River 
Hill/Stonebridge Historic District.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photographs 1-2 (from left to right): 1) View looking north toward representative structures 
within the proposed River Hill/Stonebridge Historic District.  2) View looking southwest between 
the proposed historic district and I-71. 

(1) (2) 
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Historic Resources Impacted by Downtown Alternatives: 
 
Old Jeffersonville Historic District (ID-HC-5) - Indiana 
 
The Old Jeffersonville Historic District is comprised of a large portion of downtown 
Jeffersonville and the adjacent residential areas. It is roughly bounded by I-65 on the west, Court 
Avenue on the north, Graham Street on the east and the Ohio River on the south.  The District is 
largely residential and consists of 500 contributing buildings and 87 non-contributing buildings. 
Shotgun style houses, bungalows, Gable-front, Tudor Revival, and Craftsman style houses are all 
common within the District. This property is included on the NRHP under criteria A and C, 
events and architecture.  The total size of the District is 203 acres. The Old Jeffersonville 
Historic District and its relationship to Alternative C-1 are shown on Figure 6.2-18.  The 
individual properties within the District are mostly residences and are privately owned.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
An Architectural Review Board must approve exterior modifications to structures.  Vehicular 
and pedestrian access is available; however, the properties are not open to the public for 
visitation or recreation activities.  Contributing structures have a relationship to the other 
contributing structures within the District, and their architectural styles help establish the unique 
characteristics and features of the District. 
 
 Impacts 
 
Alternative C-1: This alternative would use approximately 3.0 acres of the District.  Seven 
structures within the District would be displaced by the alternative: five contributing structures 
and three non-contributing structures.  Two of the contributing structures and the three non-
contributing structures are in need of repair.  Some visual impacts are anticipated to other 
adjacent properties within the District.  Traffic noise levels from Alternative C-1 are projected 
to be approximately 78 dBA at this property by the year 2025, which would be an increase of 
approximately 8 dBA over existing noise levels and an increase of approximately 4 dBA over 
projected No-Build noise levels.  

(1) (2) 

Photographs 1-2 (from left to right): 1) View looking north along Spring Street from Riverside 
Drive.  2) View looking west along Riverside Drive from Fort Street. 
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Avoidance Alternatives 
 
An alignment shift of Alternative C-1 to the east would further impact the District.  On the west, 
Alternative C-1 is already as close to I-65 as possible.  A shift of Alternative C-1 to the other 
side of I-65 would basically follow Alternative C-3.   A shift further west than Alternative C-3 
would impact the Ohio Falls Car and Locomotive Historic District and the Colgate-Palmolive 
Historic District.  Design alternatives such as a reduced facility, retaining walls, etc., would not 
avoid use of the property. 
 
Alternatives C-2 and C-3 would avoid use of the District. Alternative C-2 would use property 
from three other Section 4(f) properties (Colgate-Palmolive Historic District, Ohio Falls Car and 
Locomotive Historic District, and New Enterprise Tobacco Warehouse) which, would not be 
impacted by Alternative C-1.  While Alternative C-3 would avoid using any property from the 
Old Jeffersonville Historic District, it would have greater impacts than Alternative C-1 to 
another Section 4(f) property, Waterfront Park (Kentucky).  The portion of Waterfront Park that 
would be used by Alternative C-3 has been developed and is currently being used for recreation.  
The linear park and children’s playground are used for recreation and the Great Lawn is the 
center of many major events drawing large crowds to downtown Louisville.  Alternative C-1 
uses land that is shown in the future plans for Waterfront Park, but is currently being used as an 
asphalt transfer facility.  This land is further from the Downtown core, planned for a less intense 
use than the park area downstream of the existing Kennedy Bridge, and requires remediation 
before it can be converted to an active part of the park.  The Louisville Waterfront Development 
Corporation, which is responsible for the development and maintenance of this park, has gone on 
record as strongly supporting Alternative C-1, indicating that Alternative C-3 “…would cause 
major landscape changes in a portion of Waterfront Park that is already constructed…” 
Alternative C-3 would also require 255 total relocations (as compared to 53 total relocations for 
Alternative C-1), including 180 residential units and 75 businesses/non-profit organizations.  
The extensive relocation and community impacts of Alternative C-3, coupled with its impacts to 
Waterfront Park, make Alternative C-3 not a feasible and prudent alternative.  Other avoidance 
alternatives would be the No-Action Alternative, the Transportation Management Alternative, 
and the One Bridge/Highway Alternative (Far East or Near East).  As noted previously in 
Section 6.4.1, none of these alternatives would sufficiently meet the purpose and need for this 
project.  The No-Action Alternative and the Transportation Management Alternative (by itself) 
would not meet any of the needs.  The One Bridge/Highway Alternative would not sufficiently 
meet all of the needs so as to constitute a feasible and prudent long-term solution to the region’s 
cross-river mobility needs.  With any of the One Bridge/Highway Alternatives, the total cross-
river demand-to-capacity ratio would once again be near or above 100 percent by the year 2025, 
meaning that additional improvements would once again be necessary.  The One 
Bridge/Highway Alternative would not sufficiently resolve the congestion on the Kennedy 
Bridge and Kennedy Interchange.  The LOS on the Kennedy Bridge would remain at E for the 
One Bridge/Highway Alternative (Downtown), and would only improve to D for the One 
Bridge/Highway Alternative (East End).  The One Bridge/Highway Alternative would also not 
solve the traffic safety problems in the Kennedy Interchange and on the Kennedy Bridge and 
approach roadways.  The Kennedy Interchange and Kennedy Bridge have a history of high crash 
rates.  Traffic congestion is a contributor to those high crash rates, and the One Bridge/Highway 
Alternative would not reduce congestion sufficiently to resolve the traffic safety problems on 
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those facilities.  The One Bridge/Highway Alternative would not sufficiently meet all of the 
needs for this project and, therefore, is not a feasible and prudent alternative.   
 
Measures to Minimize Harm 
 
Alternative C-1 has been located as close as feasible to the existing I-65 facility to minimize 
impacts to the District.  The five contributing structures that would be displaced by Alternative 
C-1 will be relocated as indicated below.  The bridge will be designed to aesthetically 
compliment the existing landscape.  Reduced shoulder widths and steeper fill slopes will be 
utilized to the extent practical without compromising safety.  In addition, the following measures 
will be implemented to minimize and mitigate harm to the District: 
 

1. The INDOT will have an HPP developed for the property.  The HPP will provide a 
context and other information for use in developing streetscape improvements, relocating 
contributing houses, and designing pedestrian friendly facilities under the bridges as 
outlined below.  The HPP will also include guidelines and/or best practices for the 
selection and implementation of noise abatement measures in a manner so as not to 
compromise the historic integrity of the district. 

2. The HPP will be presented to the city of Jeffersonville for potential use as a component 
of the City’s Comprehensive Plan and to inform the community and local government of 
additional historic preservation threats and opportunities. 

3. The INDOT will design and construct streetscape improvements along city streets within 
the historic district between Spring Street and the Project, taking into consideration the 
type of improvements already underway by the City of Jeffersonville on Spring Street. 

4. The INDOT will design and construct pedestrian friendly facilities within Indiana right of 
way under the new bridge and existing John F. Kennedy Bridge.  These facilities will 
include amenities such as public art, lighting, and other treatments and will be in keeping 
with the context identified in the HPP for the Old Jeffersonville Historic District. 

5. The INDOT and KYTC will minimize spacing between the proposed new downtown 
bridge along Alternative C-1 and the existing John F. Kennedy (I-65) Bridge consistent 
with prudent engineering principles. 

6. The INDOT and KYTC will develop and implement a highway signage plan that 
minimizes the number of overhead directional signs on the approach spans to the bridge, 
while preserving and improving highway safety. 

7. The INDOT will make a reasonable effort to relocate the five contributing structures that 
would otherwise be demolished by the Project, including those located at 115 Fort Street, 
116 Fort Street, 502 West Market Street, 432 West Riverside Drive, and 502 West 
Riverside Drive, to available vacant lots within the Historic District.  
a)  During the acquisition phase, the INDOT will, in consultation with the IN SHPO, 

make a reasonable effort to purchase vacant lots within the historic district from a 
willing seller at fair market value, then move and place the houses on new 
foundations in accordance with the approaches recommended in Moving Historic 
Buildings (John Obed Curtis, 1979, American Association for State and Local 
History), and by a professional who has the capability to move historic buildings 
properly.  The relocated buildings will be made available for sale at fair market value, 
on the open market. 
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b) The INDOT will place a preservation easement on these relocated historically 
significant houses. 

c) The INDOT will stipulate through a covenant that the purchaser must occupy the 
house for five years and maintain the property in accordance with preservation 
standards acceptable to the IN SHPO. 

8. If INDOT is unable to obtain suitable property within the Historic District for the 
relocation of any of the structures referenced above, the INDOT, in consultation with the 
IN SHPO, will prepare and implement a marketing plan to market the building(s) for 
relocation by others at a nominal fee. 
a) The plan will include information about the building(s), including photographs and 

information on the property’s significance, cost, and tax benefits of rehabilitation; 
notification that the recipient will be required to rehabilitate the building(s) in 
accordance with the Secretary’s Standards; a distribution list of potential purchasers 
or transferees; an advertising plan and schedule; and a schedule for receiving and 
reviewing offers. 

b) Upon the IN SHPO’s agreement with the marketing plan, INDOT will implement the 
plan for a minimum of six months. 

c) INDOT will review all offers in consultation with the IN SHPO prior to acceptance. 
9. If there is no acceptable offer that will conform to the requirements for rehabilitation and 

maintenance, INDOT, with the approval of IN SHPO, may donate the property to a local 
government. 

10. Roadway lighting for the project within the viewshed of historic properties and any 
navigational lighting required on structures included in the project will be designed and 
constructed to minimize the dispersion of light beyond the highway right of way and 
include state-of-the-art techniques and systems, such as Full Cutoff Optics (FCOs) or 
other similar systems, to the extent allowed by the U. S. Coast Guard requirements and to 
ensure safe roadway lighting levels.  

11. Noise abatement measures such as innovative pavement designs, bridge decks, bridge 
joints, berms, barriers and landscaping will be implemented where reasonable and 
feasible to mitigate noise impacts to the historic district.  

12. Timing of construction activities will be scheduled and provisions included in the plans 
by the Bi-State Historic Consultation Team, with input from the Advisory Teams, so as to 
limit construction activities which may result in additional impacts to the historic district. 

13. Prior to initiating construction activities, INDOT will ensure that construction contractors 
will develop and implement blasting/vibration plans for properties abutting the project to 
avoid damage to listed and eligible properties.   

 
Conclusion 
 
Based on the above considerations, there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of land 
from the Old Jeffersonville Historic District, and the proposed action includes all possible 
planning to minimize harm to the Old Jeffersonville Historic District resulting from such use. 
 



 

   
Final Environmental Impact Statement  6-50 Section 4(f) Evaluation 

Colgate-Palmolive Historic District (ID-HC-63001-63009) - Indiana 
 
The Colgate-Palmolive Company wanted to build a new plant in the Midwest at the close of 
World War I.  The Colgate-Palmolive Company decided to purchase a prison that the state of 
Indiana was shutting down. The company began converting the facility in 1923.  One of the 
prison buildings was still occupied when the actual renovation began. Colgate-Palmolive 
converted the entire Southern Indiana Reformatory complex, including a Romanesque Revival 
main entry building.  During the conversion, the company placed a clock on the building 
measuring 40 feet in diameter.  It is reported to be the second largest clock in the world.  In 
addition to adding other industrial buildings to the complex, Colgate-Palmolive constructed an 
Art Moderne office building to the plant complex around 1940. This property is eligible for 
inclusion on the NRHP under criteria A and C, events and architecture.  The total size of the 
district is 19.5 acres.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Colgate-Palmolive Historic District and its relationship to Alternative C-2 are shown on 
Figure 6.2-19.  The property is privately owned, with no covenants or restrictions on the 
ownership.  Vehicular and pedestrian access is available; however, there are no records of public 
visitation to the district.  There is no relationship to other similarly used lands in the area.  The 
large clock is a unique feature of the district.    
 
Impacts 
 
Alternative C-2: This alternative would use approximately 1.4 acres of the District. One 
contributing structure, an industrial building, within the District would be displaced by the 
alternative. Visual impacts are anticipated to other adjacent properties within the District, in 
particular the administration building. The elevation of the roadway and bridge would negatively 
impact the visibility of the Colgate clock from I-65.  Traffic noise levels from Alternative C-2 
are projected to be approximately 74 dBA at this property by the year 2025, which would be an 

Photographs 1-2 (from left to right): 1) View looking west toward the Colgate factory from I-65. 
2) View looking northeast toward the Colgate-Palmolive Historic District.  

(1) (2) 




