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CHAPTER 6: SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION 
  
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 requires that prior to the use of 
land from a publicly-owned park, recreational area, wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or historic 
property or archaeological site on or eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP), it must be determined that there is no prudent or feasible alternative which 
avoids such use and that the project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to these 
resources. 
 
This evaluation addresses all "uses" that would occur (1) when land from a Section 4(f) site is 
permanently incorporated into one or more of the alternatives, or (2) when there is a temporary 
occupancy of Section 4(f) property that is adverse in terms of the statute's preservationist 
purposes.  A use can also occur when the proximity impacts of the transportation project on the 
Section 4(f) site are so severe that the protected activities, features or attributes that qualify the 
resource for protection under Section 4(f) are substantially impaired (which is generally referred 
to as a “constructive use”).  The possibility of a constructive use was considered for all Section 
4(f) properties in close proximity to one or more alternative, and is analyzed in a technical report 
entitled “Technical Report on Proximity Impacts to Section 4(f) Properties.”  That report is 
available for review at the local project office.  The report concluded that there are no Section 
4(f) properties that would be constructively used by any alternative under consideration.  
 
It should be noted that an “adverse effect” to a historic property under Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act does not necessarily constitute a “use” under Section 4(f) of 
the Department of Transportation Act. 
 
In order for a park, recreational area, or wildlife or waterfowl refuge to qualify for protection 
under Section 4(f), it must be publicly owned and officially designated as a park, recreational 
area, or wildlife or waterfowl refuge.  Historic resources that are listed in, or eligible for listing 
in, the NRHP are not required to be publicly owned in order to be protected under Section 4(f). 
 
Archaeological sites, in addition to being required to be on or eligible for the NRHP, must also 
be important for preservation in place in order to constitute a Section 4(f) resource.  
Archaeological surveys were conducted along all of the proposed alternatives, and 
archaeological testing was performed at identified sites.  Based on the results of the 
archaeological surveys and testing, recommendations were made for each site relative to its 
potential eligibility for the NHRP.  In Indiana, five archaeological sites identified within the 
right-of-way limits of the Preferred Alternative were recommended as potentially eligible for the 
NRHP.  In Kentucky, two archaeological sites were identified within the right-of-way limits of 
the Preferred Alternative: one that was recommended as potentially eligible for the NRHP, and 
one that was determined eligible under Criterion D (information contained) rather than 
preservation in place.  The archaeological testing conducted to date indicates that all of the 
potentially eligible archaeological sites that would be impacted by the Preferred Alternative are 
also potentially eligible under Criterion D for the information they may contain, rather than for 
preservation in place.  Therefore, none of the identified archaeological sites that would be 
impacted by the Preferred Alternative would constitute a use under Section 4(f).  The State 
Historic Preservation Officers (SHPOs) of Indiana and Kentucky have concurred with these 
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findings, and copies of their letters are in Appendix C.  If any of these archaeological sites 
cannot be avoided through bridge pier location or other means, additional archaeological testing 
and evaluation will be done once the right-of-way has been acquired.  Additional archaeological 
survey, testing and evaluation will also be conducted, once right-of-way is acquired, in areas not 
previously tested due to lack of access or safety concerns.  Any late archaeological discoveries 
will be analyzed in accordance with 23 CFR 771.135(g)(1).  If any late NRHP-eligible 
archaeological discoveries are determined to warrant preservation in place, Section 4(f) 
evaluations will be conducted for those sites. 
 
This Section 4(f) Evaluation addresses the Section 4(f) resources that could be used by the 
proposed Louisville - Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges project.  It describes the potentially 
used Section 4(f) properties and discusses potential impacts upon those resources, possible 
avoidance alternatives, and measures to minimize harm to the resources.  The following items 
are discussed in this chapter: 
 

• 6.1 Proposed Action  
      •    6.2  Section 4(f) Evaluation 

• 6.3 Coordination 
• 6.4 Section 4(f) Least Harm Analysis 

 
6.1 PROPOSED ACTION 
 
The purpose and need for this project is described in Chapter 2.   
 
Alternatives Selected for Study in the DEIS   
 
Early in the project development, historic and archaeological professionals conducted literature 
research to reveal previously identified historic properties and archaeological sites.  These 
identified resources were placed on an Environmental Resources Map, along with parks, 
recreational areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and other sensitive environmental resources.  
This map was utilized to develop preliminary alternatives that would avoid and/or minimize 
impacts to these resources.  As alternatives were developed, historic and archaeological 
professionals conducted reconnaissance surveys of the alternative corridors to identify other 
properties and sites that may be eligible for the NRHP.  As additional resources were discovered, 
alternatives were shifted, where feasible, to avoid or minimize impacts to the newly identified 
resources without encroaching on previously identified resources.  Some preliminary alternatives 
were eliminated due to their impacts to Section 4(f) resources; and additional alternatives were 
developed that would have less impacts to these resources.  This process of refining alternatives 
to avoid and/or minimize impacts to Section 4(f) and other sensitive environmental resources 
continued until the reasonable alternatives with the least impacts were identified and carried 
forward for further evaluation.  Please refer to Chapter 3 for a more detailed discussion of the 
development and refinement of alternatives. 
 
Based on the information contained in Chapter 3, and the input received during the May 2000 
public meetings, the reasonable alternatives carried forward for further study and evaluation in 
detail in the DEIS included:  a No-Action Alternative, a Transportation Management Alternative, 
a Build One Bridge/Highway Alternative (in the Downtown Corridor, the Near East Corridor, or 
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the Far East Corridor), and a Build Two Bridges/Highways Alternative (in the Downtown 
Corridor with either the Near East or Far East Corridor).   
 
In addition, the TDM actions of non-motorized facilities and trip reduction programs, and the 
TSM actions of expanded ITS, incident management, and reversible lanes (on Alternative C-2 
only) were carried forward as part of each of the build bridge/highway alternatives, and as part of 
the Transportation Management Alternative.  Enhanced cross-river bus service included as a part 
of the Transportation Management Alternative was also carried forward as an element of the 
build bridge/highway alternatives.  In addition, the Kennedy Interchange reconstruction (either 
the In-Place or the Relocated Option) was determined to be a necessary part of any build 
bridge/highway alternative.   
 
As a result of the alternatives evaluation process, with regard to the Build One Bridge/Highway 
and Build Two Bridges/Highways Alternatives, the following alternatives in the Far East (A 
Alternatives), Near East (B Alternative), and Downtown (C Alternatives) corridors were carried 
forward into the detailed evaluation of DEIS Alternatives, as discussed in detail in Chapter 3: 
 

• Alternative A-2 • Alternative B-1 
• Alternative A-9 • Alternative C-1 
• Alternative A-13 • Alternative C-2 
• Alternative A-15 • Alternative C-3 
• Alternative A-16  

 
Preferred Alternative 
 
Based on the comparisons and evaluations of alternatives in Section 6.4, “Section 4(f) Least 
Harm Analysis”, it has been determined that the Two Bridge/Highway Alternative combination 
of Alternative A-15 on the east end, Alternative C-1 downtown and the Relocated Option for 
reconstructing the Kennedy Interchange is the feasible and prudent alternative with the least 
harm to Section 4(f) properties and is, therefore, the Preferred Alternative. 
 
Alternative A-15 provides for a six lane I-265 Freeway from I-71 in Kentucky to S.R. 62 in 
Indiana (see Appendix A.9 Typical Sections). Alternative A-15 also includes a 17 foot bicycle 
and pedestrian path on the downstream side of the bridge and terminated at River Road in 
Kentucky and Utica-Charlestown Road in Indiana. 
 
Alternative C-1 provides for construction of a new six lane I-65 bridge to accommodate the I-65 
northbound movement.  The existing I-65 bridge will be used to accommodate the six lane I-65 
southbound movement.  Thus, the I-65 Preferred Alternative will result in 12 lanes of I-65 
capacity over the Ohio River in Downtown Louisville. Alternative C-1 also includes a 17 foot 
bicycle and pedestrian path on the upstream side of the bridge and terminates at River Road in 
Kentucky and Court Avenue in Indiana. 

 
In Indiana, the Preferred Alternative provides eight lanes of through-movement capacity: four 
northbound and four southbound.  The four lane I-65 southbound picks up two lanes at 10th 
Street to carry a total of six lanes onto the bridge from Indiana.  Likewise, the six lane 
northbound C-1 section coming off the bridge into Indiana drops two lanes at 10th Street. 
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In Kentucky, I-65 provides six lanes of through-movement south of the Kennedy Interchange: 
three lanes northbound, and three lanes southbound, to match the existing I-65 six lane section to 
the south.  The six lane I-65 southbound lanes coming off the bridge drop one lane for the I-64 
westbound exit, and two lanes for the I-64 eastbound exit.  Likewise, the I-65 three lane 
northbound section picks up one lane from the I-64 westbound entrance, and two lanes from the 
I-64 eastbound entrance to northbound I-65, to carry a total of six lanes northbound onto the new 
C-1 bridge. 
 
6.2 SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION   

 
Figures 6.2-1 through 6.2-6 show the locations of Section 4(f) resources relative to the 
alternatives.  The following sections describe the Section 4(f) resources, and discuss avoidance 
alternatives and measures to minimize harm to those resources.  
 
6.2.1 Historic Section 4(f) Properties 
 
Table 6.2-1 lists the resources that may be “used” by one or more alternative, and summarizes 
pertinent information about each resource.  Each of these historic resources is discussed on the 
following pages.  Each discussion includes a description of the resource, the anticipated impacts 
from each alternative, avoidance alternatives and measures to minimize harm to the resource.  
 
Each of the historic resources has been coordinated with the SHPO of the respective state in which 
it is located and with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP).  That coordination 
resulted in determinations of eligibility for each resource not already listed on the NRHP.  That 
information was utilized to identify historic Section 4(f) properties included in Table 6.2-1, 
which are discussed on the following pages.    
 
Historic Section 4(f) Resources Impacted By Far East and Near East Alternatives: 
 
Swartz Farm Rural Historic District (IE-HC-45026/45026A/45027) - Indiana 
          
The Swartz Farm Rural Historic District consists of the Swartz Farm (IE-HC-45026), the Swartz-
Voight-Marble Farm (IE-HC-45027) and the Central Passage House and property (IE-HC-
45026A).  These properties are contiguous, and the boundaries of the district are the south side of 
the Utica-Sellersburg Road on the northwest, the north, south and east boundaries of the Swartz-
Voight-Marble Farm and the southwest boundary of the Swartz Farm.  The district comprises 
approximately 203 acres.  The historic contexts for this district are the early settlement and 
agriculture of Utica Township and the New Chapel Area (Criterion A).  All of the properties can 
be related in some way to the early settlers and their descendants, many of whom made 
distinctive contributions to the growth and development of the area.  All of the properties have 
distinctive architectural styles as well (Criterion C).  The Swartz Farm retains a number of 
character-defining features of the cultural landscape, such as the farm lane and the seasonal ford, 
the farm pond and related outbuildings.  The relationships of the natural systems are evident in 
the farm plan, and can be seen in the setting of the main structure and its relationship to the 
outbuildings and plantings.   
 















 
TABLE 6.2-1 
SECTION 4(f) RESOURCES 
HISTORIC PROPERTIES 

Historic Resources 
East End 

Alternatives Resource Name Alpha-Numeric 
Code 

Resource 
Type Ownership 

Function or 
Available 
Activities 

Access*
Approximate 
Number of 

Users/Visitors 
Relationship with 

Similarly Used Lands
Unusual 

Characteristics
Resource Size 

(acres) 
Amount of Use 

(acres) 

Indiana Swartz Farm Rural 
Historic District 

IE-HC-45026, 
45026A & 45027 Historic Private Residence/Farm P, V N/A None None 203 57.3 

Crowfoot KE-HC-9 Historic Private Residence P, V N/A None Graveyard 
adjacent 4.9 0.5 A-2 

Kentucky 
Fincastle KE-HC-JF918 Historic Private Residence P, V N/A Adjacent to Bruce 

House None 143 14.1 

Indiana Swartz Farm Rural 
Historic District 

IE-HC-45026, 
45026A & 45027 Historic Private Residence P, V N/A None None 203 56.4 

 James A. Smith 
Farm IE-HC-45024 Historic Private Residence/Farm P, V N/A None None 8.3 0.3 A-9 

Kentucky Country Estates 
Historic District  KE-HC-1 Historic Private Residence P, V N/A None Multiple Districts 

contained 729.4 13.1 

A-13 Indiana Swartz Farm Rural 
Historic District 

IE-HC-45026, 
45026A & 45027 Historic Private Residence P, V N/A None None 203 55.4 

A-15 Indiana Swartz Farm Rural 
Historic District 

IE-HC-45026, 
45026A & 45027 Historic Private Residence P, V N/A None None 203 55.4 

A-16 Indiana Swartz Farm Rural 
Historic District 

IE-HC-45026, 
45026A & 45027 Historic Private Residence P, V N/A None None 203 55.4 

Swartz Farm Rural 
Historic District 

IE-HC-45026, 
45026A & 45027 Historic Private Residence P, V N/A None None 203 60.2 

Indiana 
Dellinger Farm IE-HC-5505B Historic Private Residence/Farm P,V N/A None None 128.5 4.0 

Midlands KE-HC-JF671 Historic Private Residence P, V N/A None None 8.6 4.4 B-1 

Kentucky River 
Hills/Stonebridge 
Historic District 

KE-HC- Historic Private Residence P, V N/A None None 101 6.0 

* P-Pedestrian,   V-Vehicle,   B-Boat 

 



 
TABLE 6.2-1 (Cont’d) 
SECTION 4(f) RESOURCES 
HISTORIC PROPERTIES 

Historic Resources  
Downtown 

Alternatives Resource Name Alpha-Numeric 
Code 

Resource 
Type Ownership 

Function or 
Available 
Activities 

Access*
Approximate 
Number of 

Users/Visitors 
Relationship with 

Similarly Used Lands
Unusual 

Characteristics
Resource Size 

(acres) 
Amount of Use 

(acres) 

Old Jeffersonville 
Historic District  ID-HC-5 Historic Multiple Multiple P, V N/A None None 192.2 3.0 

C-1 Indiana George Rogers 
Clark Memorial 
Bridge 

KD-HC-55023 Historic Public Transportation P, V N/A None Pylons N/A 0.1 

Colgate-Palmolive 
Historic District  

ID-HC-63001-
009 Historic Multiple Multiple P, V N/A None Large Clock 19.5 1.4 

Ohio Falls Car and 
Locomotive 
Historic District 

ID-HC-64001-
024 Historic Multiple Multiple P, V N/A None None 30.1 0.9 Indiana 

George Rogers 
Clark Memorial 
Bridge 

KD-HC-55023 Historic Public Transportation P, V N/A None None N/A 0.1 
C-2 

Kentucky 

West Main/10th 
Street 
Manufacturing  
Historic District 

KD-HC-11 Historic Multiple Commercial P, V N/A None None 5.7 1.5 

C-3 Indiana 
George Rogers 
Clark Memorial 
Bridge 

KD-HC-55023 Historic Public Transportation P, V N/A None None N/A 0.1 

Historic Resources  
Kennedy 

Interchange Resource Name Alpha-Numeric 
Code 

Resource 
Type Ownership 

Function or 
Available 
Activities 

Access*
Approximate 
Number of 

Users/Visitors 
Relationship with 

Similarly Used Lands
Unusual 

Characteristics
Resource Size 

(acres) 
Amount of Use 

(acres) 

Phoenix Hill 
Historic District  KD-HC-5 Historic Multiple Multiple P, V N/A None None 142 2.2 

In-Place Option 
Butchertown 
Historic District  KD-HC-4 Historic Multiple Multiple P, V N/A None None 197.9 1.23 

Phoenix Hill 
Historic District  KD-HC-5 Historic Multiple Multiple P, V N/A None None 142 2.2 

Relocated Option 
Butchertown 
Historic District  KD-HC-4 Historic Multiple Multiple P, V N/A None None 197.9 1.29 

* P-Pedestrian,   V-Vehicle,   B-Boat           
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Photographs 1-5 (from left to right and top to bottom): 1) Central Passage House 2) Swartz 
Farmhouse 3) View looking northwest toward the Swartz Farm Rural Historic District.  4) 
Swartz-Voight-Marble Farm 5) View looking south toward the Swartz Farmhouse from Utica 
Sellersburg Road. 

(1) (2) 

(4) 

(3) 

(5) 
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The Swartz-Voight-Marble Farm exhibits some of these features, such as the vegetation marking 
the lane and the relationship between the barn and the main house.  At least one of the barns and 
the house demonstrate contributing architectural features.  Although the Central Passage House 
property lacks the integrity of the main farmstead and existing defining features of the cultural 
landscape, it is included as an element of the District because of its relationship to the historical 
context of the other properties.  The property and its relationship to alternatives are shown on 
Figure 6.2-1.  The Swartz Farm farmhouse and outbuildings are located approximately 785 feet 
southwest of the proposed project.  The properties are privately owned, and are used primarily as 
residences and/or family farms.  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.  The Swartz Farm Rural Historic District has a similar historic 
context to another rural farmstead in the area, the James A. Smith Farm, which is located east of 
the District.  There are no other unusual characteristics or features associated with the property. 
 
Impacts 
 
Alternatives A-2, A-9, A-13, A-15 and A-16: These alternatives pass through the Swartz Farm 
Rural Historic District property at approximately the same location, just prior to connecting to 
the S.R. 265/S.R. 62 interchange.  (See Figure 6.2-7)  Reconfiguration of the S.R. 265/S.R. 62 
interchange would be incorporated into each of these alternatives.  Each of these alternatives 
would split the farm and would displace the Central Passage House.  Alternative A-2 would use 
57.3 acres from the District, including 51.1 acres from the Swartz Farm and 6.2 acres from the 
Central Passage House.  Alternative A-9 would use 56.4 acres from the District, including 50.2 
from the Swartz Farm and 6.2 acres from the Central Passage House.   
 
Alternatives A-13, A-15 and A-16 would use 55.4 acres from the District, including 49.2 from 
the Swartz Farm and 6.2 acres from the Central Passage House.   The farmhouse and 
outbuildings of the Swartz Farm would not be directly impacted, but would be separated from a 
portion of the farm property.  The Central Passage House would be taken.  The Central Passage 
House property lacks integrity of the main farmstead and existing defining features, but is 
considered an element in the Swart Farm Rural Historic District.  A portion of the farm lane 
would be relocated with any of the A alternatives, but the seasonal ford and farm pond would not 
be impacted by any alternative.  Although the farm property abuts the existing interchange and 
Port Road, there would be some minor visual impacts from the new roadway.  Traffic noise 
levels from these alternatives are projected to be approximately 61 dBA at this property by the 
year 2025, which would be an increase of approximately 12 dBA over existing noise levels.  An 
increase of 3 dBA is generally considered the threshold that is perceptible to human hearing.   
  
Alternative B-1:  Alternative B-1 passes through the District at a different angle, but ties into the 
interchange at approximately the same point, and would use 60.2 acres from the District, taking 
property from the Swartz Farm and from the Swartz-Voight Marble House.  Alternative B-1 
would displace one outbuilding (barn) from the Swartz Farm.  The nearest ramp would be 
approximately 490 feet from the farmhouse.  Visual impacts to the remaining property would be 
minor, since the new construction would be adjacent to an existing roadway and interchange.  
Traffic noise levels from Alternative B-1 are projected to be approximately 63 dBA at this 
property by the year 2025, which would be an increase of approximately 14 dBA over existing 
noise levels.  






