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MEMORANDUM

To: Mitchell Zoll, Office of the State Historic Preservation Officer

From: Beth McCord, Gray & Pape, Inc.

Date: March 16, 2015

Re: Section 6 Alternative Archaeology Methodology

Existing SR 37 Right-of-Way
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MEMORANDUM

To: Mitchell Zoll, Office of the State Historic Preservation Officer

From: Beth McCord, Gray & Pape, Inc.

Date: March 13, 2015

Re: Section 6 Alternative Archaeology Methodology

Predictive Model of Study Corridor

128



Table 1. Regional Survey Information (after McCord 2007)
County Landform Acres 

Surveyed
Sites per
Acre

Artifacts 
per Acre

Artifacts 
per Site
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Table 2.  Proposed Predictive Model Criteria
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MEETING MINUTES 

Section 6 Project, Section 106 Site Visit

Attendee Organization

I. Gather & Site Visit Overview 

II. 6528 Bluff Crest Court
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I-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES 
Section 6 – Site Visit Summary 

Page 2

III. Isaac Sutton House (1846 Banta Road):

IV. Linear Development along West Stop 11 Road & Belmont Street

o

o

o

o

V. Glennwood Homes Association 
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o

o

o

o

VI. Aldrich Farm

VII. St. Martin of Tours
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I-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES 
Section 6 – Site Visit Summary 

Page 4

VIII. Suburban Development—Other Examples in the APE

o
o

o

o
o

o
o

o
o

IX. Travis Hills

X. Glenns Valley 

o

o
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o
o

o

o

XI. Wrap Up and Next Steps

Action Item Responsible Party Due Date 
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I-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES 
Section 6 – Site Visit Summary 

Page 6

Details discussed in this meeting are subject to change. This summary is a reflection of the status 
of these items at the close of the meeting. 

These meeting minutes represent the understanding of the events that occurred. Please forward 
any comments or revisions to the attention of Linda Weintraut, linda@weintrautinc.com and 
copy Patrick Carpenter, pacarpenter@indot.in.gov.

Note: This meeting summary documents ongoing, internal agency deliberations. 
Accordingly, the information contained in this summary is considered to be pre-decisional 
and deliberative. 
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Bethany Natali <bethany@weintrautinc.com>

I 69 Section 6 Site Visits Thursday May 14 - DHPA opinions
1 message

Diebold, Paul <PDiebold@dnr.in.gov> Tue, May 19, 2015 at 4:06 PM
To: Linda Weintraut <linda@weintrautinc.com>, "Carpenter, Patrick A" <PACarpenter@indot.in.gov>, "Kennedy, Mary" <MKENNEDY@indot.in.gov>,
"michelle.allen@dot.gov" <michelle.allen@dot.gov>, "Slider, Chad (DNR)" <CSlider@dnr.in.gov>, "Carr, John" <JCarr@dnr.in.gov>, "Tate, Holly"
<HTate@dnr.in.gov>, "Borland, Amy" <ABorland@dnr.in.gov>
Cc: "Gillette, Kia" <KGillette@lochgroup.com>, "wwiedelman@hntb.com" <wwiedelman@hntb.com>, Bethany Natali <bethany@weintrautinc.com>, Christine
Meador <CMeador@hntb.com>, "Miller, Tim" <TMiller@lochgroup.com>, Kelly Molloy <kelly@weintrautinc.com>, "i-69s6record@hntb.com"
<i-69s6record@hntb.com>

We met today, reviewed the p photos (thanks) and some of the photos that we took during the site visit, as well as materials submi. ed in 2008 regarding
proper es in the area. Here are our opinions of the proper es:

6528 Blu Crest Ct: This frame Gothic Revival co age has some poten al, but appears to have been moved to the site. We lack enough context
(informa on wise) to decide if this house is eligible for the NR.

Isaac Su on House, 1846 Banta: Due to the altera on of the porch, and the construc on of non contribu ng buildings on the parcel, we believe that this
property has lost sufficient integrity, so as to be ineligible for the NR.

Stop 11 – Belmont district: We believe that this area lacks any common development history or pa ern to be considered a district. We would recommend
that the large estates near and including the Laughner property be researched to see if they might be individually eligible under Criterion A or B. We do
believe that the house at 8000 Blu Rd. has sufficient architectural interest to be considered eligible for the NR. Mainly, we believe that the
builder/architect’s inven ve use of the site and building materials created a well cra ed example of a Ranch house in the case of 8000 Blu Rd.

Glennwood Homes: We believe that the Glennwood Homes area, including the NW end of the development which was a separate neighborhood at f rst,
to be eligible for the NR as a historic district. We believe that Glennwood Homes meets Criteria A (community development, social history) and C (good
examples of Modernism).

Aldrich Farm: We believe that the Aldrich Farm is eligible for the NR. The boundary should include the pastures adjacent to the barn (between the barn
and house), probably to the tree line to the west, depending on legal parcels. DHPA views the property as a farm that has evolved over me; the barn and
porches on the house are part of the historic development of the farm. Therefore, we do not believe that the porches detract greatly from the eligibility of
the property. The house itself retains a preponderance of its Italianate massing and detail.

St. Mar n of Tours: DHPA felt that this was a fairly unremarkable example of post war religious architecture.

Woodcrest: We do not believe Woodcrest has sufficient signif cance to be iden f ed as an eligible district.

Hillview: We do not believe Hillview has sufficient signif cance to be iden f ed as an eligible district.

Parkview: We do not believe Parkview has sufficient signif cance to be iden f ed as an eligible district.

Port Royal: We do not believe Port Royal has sufficient signif cance to be iden f ed as an eligible district.

Travis Hills: We believe that this small development is eligible for the NR as a historic district.

Glenn’s Valley proper es: The farmhouse and barn (#85411) are too altered to be NR eligible. DHPA sta felt that the Glenn’s Valley ME Church was a fairly
unremarkable example of post war church architecture.
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I think that wraps up nearly everything that we toured last Thursday. Thanks for the informa on and for organizing the tour. It was a real treat and very
helpful to be able to have the level of access to the proper es that you (Linda et al.) arranged.

PAUL C. DIEBOLD

ASSISTANT DIRECTOR OF PRESERVATION SERVICES | INDIANA DNR - DIVISION OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION & ARCHAEOLOGY | 402 W. WASHINGTON ST. RM W274,  INDIANAPOLIS IN  46204
| P: 317.232.3493 |  F: 317.232.0693 | www.in.gov/dnr/historic | FIND US ON FACEBOOK | Discover the real Indianapolis! www.nps.gov/history/nr/travel/indianapolis
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Gillette, Kia

From: Rubin, Sarah <SRubin@indot.IN.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, June 30, 2015 3:36 PM
To: CLARK METTLER, MARTHA; SULLIVAN, JAMES; Braun, Randy; RANDOLPH, JASON; 

Buffington, Matt; Zoll, Mitchell K; Carr, John; Slider, Chad (DNR); Tharp, Wade; 
'jsteinm@indiana.edu'; 'tthomps@indiana.edu'; 'Deborah.D.Snyder@usace.army.mil'; 
'scott_pruitt@fws.gov'; 'robin_mcwilliams@fws.gov'; 
'Westlake.Kenneth@epamail.epa.gov'; 'Laszewski.Virginia@epamail.epa.gov'; 
'Willie_Taylor@ios.doi.gov'; 'cam_sholly@nps.gov'; 'John_R._Hall@hud.gov'; 
'david.m.frank@uscg.mil'

Cc: HETRICK, KEVIN; 'michelle.allen@dot.gov'; 'Rick.Marquis@dot.gov'; Miller, Tim; 'William 
Wiedelman'; '(I-69S6Record@HNTB.com)'; 'karen.bobo@dot.gov'; 
'eryn.fletcher@dot.gov'; 'julie.dingle@dot.gov'; 'Janice.Osadczuk@dot.gov'; 
'cmeador@hntb.com'; 'rconnolly@hntb.com'; Grovak, Michael; Gillette, Kia; Hilden, 
Laura; Carpenter, Patrick A; Bales, Ronald; Mathas, Marlene; Dial, Marcus; Sperry, Steve; 
Rehder, Crystal; Buening, Michael

Subject: RE: I69 S6 - Preliminary Alternatives 
Attachments: I-69 S6 Preliminary Alternatives Map.pdf; I69 S6 - Preliminary Alternatives Press Release 

6-30-15.pdf

All:

This afternoon we will be issuing a press release about the refinement of the conceptual alternatives to preliminary
alternatives. A copy of the press release and the map of preliminary alternatives are attached for your reference.

We are also issuing our ‘Preliminary Alternatives Selection Report’, press release and map via our website http://secure
web.cisco.com/1X2_WP_IveFLouYdPeKogYY4JwQO 50iZoZaf6H4qIJED1HKSAGPvM15__UmnUNXwX7e4 DEU
ByYxmA4J80EERNUo1nnfw
jjFfr4XAERC2gqfgcLA4ZVFZgiIY_DNzNuk4AFkSD8cVAJu0G780PZkpVupES5fnB9uFzBEGxCFRJXd51OD1bs3CG 5WqeEv
/http%3A%2F%2Fwww.i69indyevn.org. This report explains the process and information used to screen to the
preliminary alternatives. We still plan to issue the Alternatives Screening Packet for your review this fall.

Best,
Sarah

Sarah Rubin
Deputy Director of Public Private Partnerships
Project Manager, I 69 Section 6
Office: (317) 234 5282
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---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: <michelle.allen@dot.gov>
Date: Mon, Oct 26, 2015 at 11:28 AM
Subject: I69 Consulting Party
To: smiller@indot.in.gov, pacarpenter@indot.in.gov, SRubin@indot.in.gov, linda@weintrautinc.com
Cc: MKENNEDY@indot.in.gov

All,

I received a call from Kelsey Noack Myers, Tribal Archaeologist with the Chippewa Cree, who confirmed they would like to be a consulting party for the I69
Project.

Also, Shaun----Kelsey mentioned that the mailings has her listed as “Mr.” and Alvin’s was also addressed to “Mr. Boy” instead of Mr. Windy Boy.  Can you check
the spreadsheet columns to make sure they match up correctly?  It’s probably in the auto generated last names and headers that we need to make sure they
are correct. 

Thanks,

Michelle Allen

FHWA-IN

--
Linda Weintraut, Ph.D.
Weintraut & Associates, Inc.
PO Box 5034
4649 Northwestern Drive
Zionsville, Indiana 46077
317.733.9770 ext. 310

www.weintrautinc.com
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All, 

This email message is intended to provide a brief overview of the proposed schedule for the upcoming resource agency 
meetings with regards to the I-69 Section 6 project. It is anticipated that there will be two separate meetings. The first 
meeting is scheduled for 4/20 at 9:30 AM ET, and the second meeting is intended to be a field visit within two weeks of 
the 4/20 meeting. 

The meeting on 4/20 will be conducted at HNTB for those that want to attend in person, but we will send out a WebEx 
invitation shortly before the meeting as well for those that wish to participate remotely. The intent of the meeting on 
4/20 is to focus on the Preliminary Alternatives Screening Report (PASR), discuss its findings and any concerns with those 
findings, identify mitigation opportunities, and plan for the follow-up field meeting to look at the potential mitigation 
locations as well as any areas of concern that  anyone may have. During the meeting on 4/20, we will have a “virtual 
tour” of the corridor to aide in the discussion and determination of any possible site visits. We will then schedule the 
follow-up field meeting that will be conducted as a bus tour, so please be aware of your availability during those two 
weeks (4/25 through 5/6). INDOT would encourage the agencies to provide comments at their earliest possible 
convenience as the public comment period will conclude on 4/29, but INDOT also understands if the agencies wish to 
hold on their comments until after the bus tour. INDOT would rather extend that time than have everyone hold 
comments for the next report. This can be discussed more at the 4/20 meeting. 

It is crucial for us to optimize time in the field during the second meeting, and it is necessary to plan it more carefully 
especially considering the nature of the “field”. For the most part, we will be looking at sites along a very busy highway 
and I want safety to be a major component in how the field tour is planned. INDOT will put together a list of potential 
sites to visit, and it is anticipated that the agencies will have additional locations of concern. Please bring you list of 
potential site visits to the meeting on 4/20. Having these discussions in advance on 4/20 will help us plan accordingly to 
identify locations that are safe to stop. Also, considering the varying complexities of the corridor, it may be necessary to 
consider more than one day for field visits. I’m hopeful this is not the case, but if there are a number of sites identified, it 
may not be a bad idea to have everyone visit some sites one afternoon, and the remaining sites the next day. Again, this 
can be discussed more at the 4/20 meeting. 

To prepare for the upcoming meetings, I encourage everyone to click here to visit the I-69 Section 6 website to view the 
PASR. The report can be found at the bottom of the page. The report will also be uploaded to the eNEPA site within the 
next couple of days.  
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If you have any questions, please don’t hesitate to contact me. Thank you, and I look forward to seeing you on 4/20. 

Jim 

Indiana Department of Transportation 
 (317) 233-2072 

 (317) 450-7783 
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click 
links from unknown senders or unexpected email. ****

Dear Mr. Miller:

Aya, kikwehsitoole.  My name is Diane Hunter, and I am the Acting Tribal Historic Preservation 
Officer for the Federally Recognized Miami Tribe of Oklahoma.  In this capacity, I am the Miami 
Tribe’s point of contact for all Section 106 issues.

After reviewing “I-69 Tier 2 Studies Evansville to Indianapolis Phase Ia Archaeological Survey 1 for 
Section 6,” the Miami Tribe offers no objection to the above-mentioned project at this time, as we 
are not currently aware of existing documentation directly linking a specific Miami cultural or 
historic site to the project site.  However, as this site is within the aboriginal homelands of the 
Miami Tribe, if any human remains or Native American cultural items falling under the Native 
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) or archaeological evidence is 
discovered during any phase of this project, the Miami Tribe requests immediate consultation with 
the entity of jurisdiction for the location of discovery. In such a case, please contact me at 918-541-
8966, by email atdhunter@miamination.com, or by mail at the address listed below to initiate 
consultation.

The Miami Tribe requests to continue to serve as a consulting party to the proposed project. In my 
capacity as Acting Tribal Historic Preservation Officer I am the point of contact for consultation.

Respectfully,

Diane Hunter
Acting Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Miami Tribe of Oklahoma
P.O. Box 1326
Miami, OK 74355
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April 20, 2016 Page 1 

MEETING MINUTES 
Section 6 Resource Agency Meeting  

HNTB Corporation  
111 Monument Circle, Suite 1200 

Indianapolis, IN  46204 
April 20, 2016 from 9:30 a.m. – 12:30 p.m. EDT 

Attendee Organization 
Ken Westlake (via conference call) USEPA Region 5  
Virginia Laszewski (via conference call) USEPA Region 5  
Deb Snyder  USACE  
Scott Pruitt (via conference call) USFWS  
Robin McWilliams  USFWS  
Jason Randolph  IDEM  
Jim Sullivan (via conference call) IDEM 
Matt Buffington  IDNR
Samantha Groce  IDEM  
John Carr  IDNR-SHPO 
Wade Tharp (via conference call) IDNR-SHPO 
Jim Earl  INDOT  
Laura Hilden  INDOT  
Ron Bales (via conference call) INDOT  
Janelle Lemon (via conference call) INDOT 
Eryn Fletcher FHWA
Michelle Allen  FHWA  
Kia Gillette Project Team  
Jason DuPont Project Team  
Jenifer Goins  Project Team  
Tim Miller  Project Team  
Chris Meador  Project Team  
Tom Cervone (via conference call) Project Team  
Daniel Townsend (via conference call) Project Team  
Mike Grovak (via conference call)  Project Team  
Eric Swickard (via conference call)  Project Team  
Al Ferlo (via conference call) Project Team  

I. Welcome  
II. Introductions  

III. PowerPoint Presentation
a. Jim Earl (INDOT) provided an update on the overall status of I-69, Section 6. This included a 

brief history of how INDOT developed and eliminated project alternatives to retain C1, C2 and 
C3. He also noted that a Draft EIS is expected to be released in the first quarter of 2017.  

IV. Questions/statements related to the PowerPoint Presentation  
Q. Do you envision identifying a preferred alternative in the Draft EIS (USEPA)? 

A. Yes, INDOT will issue a combined FEIS/ROD similar to other I-69 Sections.  
Q. You indicated Alternative C had strong public support. Is that uniform throughout the 

corridor or more / less in other areas (USEPA)?  
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April 20, 2016 Page 2 

A.  INDOT characterized opposition to other routes (B, D, K3 and K4) as consistently 
strong.

Q. Are you aware of the well field located near the SR 144 interchange in Bargersville? There is 
also one located near the Smith Valley Road and Southport Road interchanges (IDEM).   
A. The project team will note this accordingly.  We do have mapped wellhead protection 

areas and will confirm that what we have is the most current information.  
S.  Jim Earl stated that INDOT anticipated the proposed I-69 right of way would be 

approximately 400 feet. The existing SR 37 right of way encompasses approximately 250 to 
300 feet.  

V.  Alternatives Fly-Through Questions/Answers or Comments   

 Q. Do any Alternatives encroach on a historic bridge?  

A. I-69 is not anticipated to have direct impacts to historic bridges.   There are several bridges 
that are eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places adjacent to the project 
corridor.  However, at this time we do not anticipate any use of these structures.  

S.  Jen Goins explained that C1 is elevated through Martinsville. At Burton Lane, C1 calls for I-
69 over Burton Lane. For C2, Burton Lane is over I-69. For C3, there is no grade separation at 
Burton Lane. There are more commercial impacts for C2.  

Q. Is there any funding for local communities to help upgrade their local road network as a result 
of I-69?  

A. INDOT will work with local communities to help identify funding assistance.  

S. Ohio Street Interchange – The right of way comes very close to Top Notch farm, a historic 
property. There are also a mobile home parks west of SR 37. INDOT also noted that this area 
floods. It might be seen as a benefit to the EJ community to relocate them outside a floodplain.  

S. Grand Valley Boulevard – A grade separation is being considered in this area. It could 
accommodate cars and pedestrians. South Street will likely need some improvements as it is a 
very narrow local road without sidewalks. It is important to note that a sidewalk must have 
logical termini similar to a roadway.  

S. South Street – There is a Section 8 housing development along South Street near Harmon 
Road. It contains a low income population. Residents have limited transportation options. In 
Alternative C2, Grand Valley would go over I-69 with a connection to Cramertown Loop. In C3, 
Grand Valley would also go over I-69, but there would not be a connection to Cramertown Loop. 
It was noted that the areas around South Street had been identified as a low income 
neighborhood.  Traffic from other areas could use South Street to obtain access to commercial 
areas on the east side of SR 37.  The connection to Cramertown Loop would provide a second 
access to the SR 252 interchange.  

S. SR 252/SR 44 – A split diamond interchange is proposed in all three Alternatives.  

S. Teeters Road – The historic bridge near the proposed Teeters Road grade separation has been 
removed by Morgan County. It has been replaced with a modern structure. 

S. Myra Lane – A description of the typical section at Myra Lane was provided.  
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April 20, 2016 Page 3 

S. Egbert Road – Meeting participants from the resource agencies would like to see the right of 
way brought in closer to the mainline at Myra Lane near Clear Creek.  

S. Henderson Ford Road – An interchange is proposed at Henderson Ford road for all three 
Alternatives. All three include an extension to Centennial Road. Local access to New Harmony 
Road does differ between Alternatives.  

S. New Harmony Road – Constructing a new bridge over Stotts Creek here would benefit 
approximately 3 homes.  

S. Cragen Road – Cemetery access options are being investigated to maintain access to the 
property.  The cemetery is maintained by the township trustees.

S. Big Bend Road – All three alternatives provide a grade separation to Tunnel Road.  

S. Waverly/Whiteland Road – Alternatives include a grade separation at Waverly Road with none 
at Whiteland Road or a grade separation at Whiteland Road and none at Waverly Road.  A 
connecter road is included east of I-69 for each scenario.  Local residents prefer the grade 
separation at Waverly Road.  

S. SR 144 – The mainline transitions to three lanes in each direction to the north to Southport 
Road. All three interchange configurations are similar in this location.  

S. Olive Branch Road – The project team noted concerns raised by a local farmer who harvests 
land in this area.  

S. Fairview Road – Meeting attendees noted utility concerns in this area.  

Southport Road – C1 is further from the wellhead. C2 and C3 are within 500 feet. Meeting 
attendees also noted concerns with the connection in the southeast quadrant.  

S. I-465 – The project team identified issues related to the Southside German Market Gardeners 
Historic District and a potential 4(f) impact.   

VI.  Environmental Justice (EJ) 

a. Chris Meador stated that INDOT used 2010 census data and the American Community Survey 
to identify EJ populations. There had been some changes in the census data since the previous 
study.  

b. INDOT reached out to social services along the SR 37 corridor. This included contacting 
schools, churches and subsidized or low income housing developments. INDOT distributed flyers 
in advance of the latest Public Information Meeting. It encouraged people to visit the project 
office and check the project website for more information.  

c. INDOT expects to have neighborhood meetings with neighborhoods or other areas where there 
may be more concentrated low income or minority populations. This includes having meetings at 
churches or schools.  Areas which contain low income populations at a higher percentage than the 
Community of Comparison (COC) are found throughout the project corridor but are concentrated 
in central and southern Morgan County. There are only a few minority and limited English 
proficiency communities which have been identified and those tend to be at the very northern part 
of the project area.  
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VII.  Mitigation  

a. INDOT would like to begin initiating conversations with USFWS and other resource 
agencies regarding project mitigation. This includes mitigation for streams, wetlands, forest, 
riparian resources. At this point mitigation amounts are based on GIS data. As the project is 
located along the exiting roadway, impacts to existing ditches which demonstrate 
characteristics of either wetlands or streams will also be included in impact calculations. 
Impacts and mitigation amounts will be refined as the field data is available. 

b. INDOT would like to combine mitigation into large blocks of land. Specifically, focus areas 
should include the White River floodplain and landlocked parcels near Stotts Creek.  

c. INDOT would like to know if USFWS is interested in mitigation in the following locations: 
Waverly Bog, Berean Valley, Ravinia Woods and Blue Heron colony. 

d. INDOT had a mitigation station at the April Public Information Meetings. Many attendees 
took information sheets and sign-up sheets for the program.  

VIII. An Agency Bus Tour is planned for Thursday, May 5.  

IX. Adjourn 
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de minimis
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Details discussed in this meeting are subject to change. This summary is a reflection of the status of these 
items at the close of the meeting. 
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Sarah,

Thanks for asking for my comments on the draft minutes.  For the most part, I agree with the substance of the
minutes.  There are a few places that might benefit from clarification, but I don’t want to suggest specific language,
because I’m unsure of the intent of the draft language, how detailed minutes should be, and whether others on the site
visit remember the discussion as I do.   

II. Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District

I can’t tell whether the following paragraphs in the middle of page 2 are referring to the same wall that might need to
be built along I-465 at Bluff Road or two different walls:

At 4425 Bluff Road, the undertaking would require a sliver of property acquisition and acquire a portion of an
existing parking lot.  A wall would be installed along the but the north drive would remain.  The group question if
visibility from the wall would render the north drive unsafe. 

A wall would also be installed west of 4425 Bluff Road.

“West of 4425 Bluff Road” would seem to be either (1) between the house and Bluff Road (which I don’t recall having
been discussed and which doesn’t seem likely to be needed); (2) across Bluff Road (which is covered in the next
paragraph:  “A wall may be installed near 4450 Bluff Road, in the southwest quadrant.”); or (3) as an I-465 bridge
abutment—or southward extension of the existing abutment—to the northwest of the house, under a widened I-465,
 on the east side of Bluff Road (which I don’t recall having been discussed, but perhaps I’ve forgotten).   So, a little
elaboration on what kind of wall would be installed west of 4425 Bluff Road and clarification of its location relative to
the house would help.

Minor editorial comment:  In the last sentence of the paragraph beginning, “A wall may be installed near 4450 Bluff
Road, in the southwest quadrant,” I think “maybe” really means “may be.”

V.  John Sutton House

The third point lacks a bullet.  Was text accidentally omitted?

VII. Top Notch Farm

The first sentence of the third bullet point is accurate, as far as it goes, to wit:  “Carr stated that given the modern,
existing intrusion at SR 37, there does not appear to be an adverse effect to the this [sic] property.”   However, it’s a
remarkably concise comment, considering its source.  I can’t recall whether the SHPO was asked to comment on the
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I-69 Section 5 overlap’s effects on Top Notch Farm (and I’d probably waste too much time trying to track down an
answer), but I seem to recall that the significance of that property and possibly the I-69 constructions effects on it were
considered during the Section 5 study.  Given that my statement might represent, at least informally, a 180-degree
turn regarding the project’s effects on Top Notch Farm since the SHPO considered it several years ago, I think I
should elaborate here on my reasoning, even if it isn’t deemed necessary to include this elaboration in the minutes (I’ll
leave that to the project team’s judgment).

I recall that, at the time I made the comment about the modern intrusions, I gestured toward a modern storage unit
facility on the east side of South Ohio Street and the north side of Mahalasville Road and also toward a modern
commercial building and a modern apartment complex beyond it on the west side of South Ohio Street.  I also recall
having mentioned that it appeared that the intersection immediately in front of the farmhouse (i.e. where South Ohio
Street curves eastward 90 degrees onto Mahalasville Road) seems to have been reconfigured in recent years, when
the road (or perhaps actually a private driveway) coming in from the west was angled to the northeast to meet South
Ohio to the north of Mahalasville.   Those are the modern intrusions to which I referred during the site visit and which I
still believe collectively would render either an elevated South Ohio over I-69  or an elevated I-69 over South Ohio an
insignificant change to the already-extensively-altered setting north of Top Notch Farm.

Let me know if you or anyone else has questions.

John

John L. Carr 

Team Leader for Historic Structures Review 

Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology

Indiana Department of Natural Resources

402 W. Washington St.,  Room W274

Indianapolis, IN  46204

Ph. No.:  317-233-1949    Fax No.: 317-232-0693
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REVIEW REQUEST SUBMITTAL 
State Form 55031 (7-12) 
Indiana Department of Natural Resources 
Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology, Indiana State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 

1 2

Please complete this form and attach it to front of all submittals, along with any reports or supplemental materials you 
are providing to the Indiana DHPA for review. 

Date: ____________________________  

Is this a new submission?    Yes  No     

Reference for previous submittals:   DHPA #          _________________      Des. No.          ______________________ 

THIS REVIEW REQUEST SUBMITTED BY:

Name: _______________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Company/Organization: _________________________________________________________________________________ 

Address: _____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Telephone number: _______________________________ Email address: __________________________________ 

PROJECT NAME & LOCATION [Please attach a map with location(s) marked]

Project Name/Reference:_____________________________________________  Project/ Des #_________________ 

Project Address/Location: ________________________________________________________________________________ 

City: __________________________________________               Township(s):_____________________________________ 

County/Counties: _______________________________________________________________________________________ 

STATE OR FEDERAL AGENCY INVOLVEMENT

Agency: _______________________________________ Program: _______________________________________ 

Type of funds, license, or permit to be obtained (if applicable): ___________________________________________________ 

Name(s) of Agency Contact:______________________________________________________________________________ 

Address:  ____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Telephone number:  _____________________________ Email address: _________________________________

APPLICANT (if different than Federal Agency) If available, please attach copy of authorization letter from federal 
agency 

Applicant:  ___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Name of Contact: ______________________________________________________________________________________ 

Address: _____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Telephone number:  ______________________________ Email address: __________________________________ 
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June 15, 2016

✔

4615 0300382 

Linda Weintraut, Ph.D.

Weintraut & Associates

PO Box 5034, Zionsville, Indiana 46077

317-733-9770 linda@weintrautinc.com

I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 - Section 6 Project 0300382 

Morgan, Johnson, and Marion

FHWA

Michelle Allen

575 North Pennsylvania Street Room 254, Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

317-226-7344 Michelle.Allen@dot.gov

Indiana Department of Transportation

Anuradha Kumar

100 North Senate Ave., IGCN 642, Indianapolis, IN 46204

317-234-5168 akumar@indot.in.gov



2 2

CONSULTANT FOR THE APPLICANT OR AGENCY (IF APPLICABLE)

Consultant: __________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Name of Contact: _____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Address: ____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Telephone number: _______________________________ Email address: _________________________________ 

Contact for DHPA questions regarding this review request: ____________________________________________ 

Please note that incomplete submissions may result in delays.  To ensure an expeditious review, please be sure that 
the following has been provided: 

  Full contact information for person/entity submitting form, including phone number and email (if available) 

  Map of project location with project area(s) clearly marked (provided in current or previous submission) 

  Clear photographs of project area and surroundings 

  Project description 

  Description of any proposed ground disturbance 

  Name of Federal agency/agencies and program providing funds, license, or permit 

  Letter of authorization from Federal agency/agencies (if applicable) 

Return this Form and Attachments to:

Indiana Department of Natural Resources 
Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology 

402 W. Washington Street, Room W274 
Indianapolis, Indiana  46204 

http://www.in.gov/dnr/historic 

Comments: 
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HNTB

Tim Miller

111 Monument Circle, Suite 1200, Indianapolis, IN 46204

317-636-4682 tnmiller@hntb.com

Section 6 Additional Information Memorandum No. 2 for review and comment

✔

✔

✔

✔
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Questions about I-69 Sec 6 and Marion Co Br No 4513F
1 message

Carr, John v> Fri, Aug 26, 2016 at 1:17 PM
To: 

Linda,

I apologize for my delay in getting back to you.  I got side-tracked by reviews of other projects coming due this week
(Imagine that!), but Mary Kennedy kindly reminded me yesterday.

After the August 17 consulting parties meeting, I stopped at Bridge No. 4513F to refresh my memory of the setting and
the bridge’s current proximity to the existing SR 37 bridge over Pleasant Run.  That helped, but I’m not sure I can
accurately visualize the horizontal distances between the nearest point on No. 4513F and the proposed ROWs and
nearest points on the bridges proposed  for alternatives C2 and C3.

I don’t think I have any reason to be concerned about an adverse effect from Alternative 1, even though the deck and
rail on the northbound I-69 bridge would be 10-15 feet higher (as I recall) than the deck on the SR 37 northbound bridge,
because the northbound I-69 bridge would be about where the southbound SR 37 bridge is now, and, as far as I can tell,
the I-69 right-of-way (and whatever grading, filling, etc., goes on within it) would not get much, if any, closer to No. 4513F
than it is now. 

However, the northbound bridges for both C2 and C3 and the I-69 ROW would get somewhat closer to No. 4513F, as well
as being 10-15 feet higher, and I’m trying to visualize whether the C2 and C3 bridges and embankments would appear to
“loom over” No. 4513F.  As I said at the August 17 meeting, our National Register experts in the SHPO’s office have told
me a number of times that while setting may not be as important to a property eligible only under Criterion C as it would
be to a property eligible under Criterion A, that doesn’t mean that setting is irrelevant to a Criterion C-only property.  I
believe the same would be true for visual effects.  

It appeared to me when I was last at No. 4513F that the nearest point on that bridge to the nearest part of any part of the
SR 37 northbound bridge or roadway would be the end of the rail at the southwest corner of No. 4513F.  I estimated
roughly that the nearest point on the SR 37 bridge or roadway would be a point about 10-15 feet north of the end of the
rail on the southeast corner of the SR 37 bridge.

So, without going out into the field and taking measurements, and without generating any new, formal drawings (other
than perhaps schematic sketches, if you think that would help), can you give me an approximate distance between the
following points:

1)  The end of the rail on the southwest corner of No. 4513F and the nearest point on the SR 37 ROW.
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2)  The end of the rail on the southwest corner of No. 4513F and the nearest point on the SR 37 northbound bridge (or
roadway, if applicable, but I’m thinking it’s on the SR 37 bridge).

3)  The end of the rail on the southwest corner of No. 4513F and the nearest point on the I-69 Alternative C2 northbound
bridge ROW.

4)  The end of the rail on the southwest corner of No. 4513F and the nearest point on the I-69 Alternative C2 northbound
bridge or roadway.

5)  The end of the rail on the southwest corner of No. 4513F and the nearest point on the I-69 Alternative C3 northbound
bridge ROW.

6)  The end of the rail on the southwest corner of No. 4513F and the nearest point on the I-69 Alternative C2 northbound
bridge or roadway.

If it’s too hard to come up with even approximations of these figures within the next few days, then I’ll just comment as
best I can by September based on my recollection and a few photos I took during my August 17 stop at No. 4513F.

Thanks!

John

John L. Carr 

Team Leader for Historic Structures Review   

Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology

Indiana Department of Natural Resources

402 W. Washington St.,  Room W274

Indianapolis, IN  46204
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1/7

Linda Weintraut <linda@weintrautinc.com>

Fwd: Questions about I-69 Sec 6 and Marion Co Br No 4513F
1 message

>

 a  linda@weintrautinc.com  
      

  
 

**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from unknown senders or
unexpected email. ****

 John,

Please aĥached answers in red. To be as accurate as possible, HNTB used CAD to determine answers to quesƟons that
you posed on Friday aŌernoon. I hope this helps. Linda

1) The end of the rail on the southwest corner of No. 4513F and the nearest point on the SR 37 ROW.  – 36 feet from
approximate existing ROW 

2) The end of the rail on the southwest corner of No. 4513F and the nearest point on the SR 37 northbound bridge (or
roadway, if applicable, but I’m thinking it’s on the SR 37 bridge). - 105 feet from the existing SR 37 bridge to the existing
bridge

3) The end of the rail on the southwest corner of No. 4513F and the nearest point on the I-69 Alternative C2
northbound bridge ROW. – 36 feet; same as existing

4) The end of the rail on the southwest corner of No. 4513F and the nearest point on the I-69 Alternative C2
northbound bridge or roadway. - 71 feet

5) The end of the rail on the southwest corner of No. 4513F and the nearest point on the I-69 Alternative C3
northbound bridge ROW. -36 feet, same as existing

6) The end of the rail on the southwest corner of No. 4513F and the nearest point on the I-69 Alternative C3
northbound bridge or roadway. - 71 feet
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2)  The end of the rail on the southwest corner of No. 4513F and the nearest point on the SR 37 northbound bridge (or
roadway, if applicable, but I’m thinking it’s on the SR 37 bridge).

3)  The end of the rail on the southwest corner of No. 4513F and the nearest point on the I-69 Alternative C2 northbound
bridge ROW.

4)  The end of the rail on the southwest corner of No. 4513F and the nearest point on the I-69 Alternative C2 northbound
bridge or roadway.

5)  The end of the rail on the southwest corner of No. 4513F and the nearest point on the I-69 Alternative C3 northbound
bridge ROW.

6)  The end of the rail on the southwest corner of No. 4513F and the nearest point on the I-69 Alternative C2 northbound
bridge or roadway.

If it’s too hard to come up with even approximations of these figures within the next few days, then I’ll just comment as
best I can by September based on my recollection and a few photos I took during my August 17 stop at No. 4513F.

Thanks!

John

John L. Carr 

Team Leader for Historic Structures Review   

Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology

Indiana Department of Natural Resources

402 W. Washington St.,  Room W274

Indianapolis, IN  46204
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