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January 7, 2019

MaryPusti
SMRP Environmental Coordinator
Michael Baker International
Indiana Department of Transportation
100 North Senate Avenue, RoomN642
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204
Federal Agency: Indiana Department of Transportation ("lNDOT"),
on behalf of Federal Highway Administration ("FHWA"), Indiana Division
Re: Early coordination letter for the Sherman Minton Bridge Renewal Project from New Albany,
Floyd County, Indiana, to Louisville, Kentucky (Des. No. 1702255; DHPA No. 22995)
Dear Ms. Pusti:
Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (54 U.S.C. § 306108), 36 C.F.R.
Part 800, and the "Programmatic Agreement (PA) Among the Federal Highway Administration, the Indiana Department
of Transportation, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer
Regarding the Implementation of the Federal Aid Highway Program In the State of Indiana" ("MPPA"), the staff of the
Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer ("Indiana SHPO" or "lNDNR-DHPA") has reviewed your December 11,
2018, early coordination letter, which we received on December 17, for the aforementioned project.
Following the agency kick-off meeting on September, 26, 2018, members of lNDNR-DHPA staff met with lNDOT
Cultural Resources Office ("lNDOT-CRO") staff to discuss the possibility of applying the Indiana Minor Projects PA to
this project. Following that meeting and subsequent emails, Chad Slider of our office concurred that lNDOT-CRO
"provided the case for this treatment relative to the applicability of the MPPA categories, with some qualifiers in response
to our concerns." Thus, the Indiana SHPO does not plan to participate in the Section 106 consultation or the NEPA
resource agency review for this undertaking, unless required to do so by either law or the MPPA. Please see the enclosure
which provides relevant the email correspondence between lNDNR-DHPA and INDOT-CRO.

If there is a need to send us future correspondence regarding the Sherman Minton Renewal Project from New Albany,
Floyd County, Indiana to Louisville, Kentucky (Des. No. 1702255), please refer to DHPA No. 22995.
Very truly yours,

/4,JIJ.~

Beth K. McCord
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
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The DNR mission: Protect., enhance, preserve and wisely use natural,
cultural and recreational resources for the benefit of Indiana's citizens
through professional leadership, management and education.

www.DNR.IN.gov
An Equal Opportunity Employer
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enclosure
emc: :Michelle Allen, FHWA, Indiana Division (with copy of enclosure)
Eric Rothermel, FHWA, Kentucky Division (with copy of enclosure)
Anuradha Kumar, INDOT (with copy of enclosure)
Shaun Miller, INDOT (with copy of enclosure)
Susan Branigin, INDOT (with copy of enclosure)
Shirley Clark, INDOT (with copy of enclosure)
Ron Heustis, INDOT (with copy of enclosure)
Tim Foreman, Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Susan Neumeyer, Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (with copy of enclosure)
Amanda Abner, Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (with copy of enclosure)
Craig Potts, Kentucky Staie Historic Preservation Officer (with copy of enclosure)
Mary Pusti, Michael Baker International, Inc. (with copy of enclosure)
Wendy Vachet, Michael Baker International, Inc. (with copy of enclosure)
Matt Buffington, INDNR, Division of Fish and Wildlife (with copy of enclosure)
Beth McCord, INDNR-DHP A (with copy of enclosure)
Chad Slider, INDNR-DHPA (with copy of enclosure)
Wade T. Tharp, INDNR-DHPA (with copy of enclosure)
Danielle Kauffmann, INDNR-DHPA (with copy of enclosure)
John Carr, INDNR-DHPA (with copy of enclosure)
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Carr, John
From:

Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Kumar, Anuradha
Wednesday, October 17, 2018 11:46 AM
Vachet, Wendy; Heustis, Ronald
Bales, Ronald; Miller, Brandon; Branigin, Susan; Miller, Shaun (INDOD; Hilden, Laura;
Slider, Chad (DNR); Carr, John; Tharp, Wade; Kauffmann, Danielle M
FW: I-64 Sherman Minton Renewal Project MPPA Categories

We contacted the SHPO and sought their concurrence with regards to our a proposed approach to complying with
Section 106 on the Indiana side moving forward (See below their response).
Please let us know if you need any other information or clarifications from us regarding the proposed approach at this
time.
Thank you.
Anuradha V. Kumar

Manager, Cultural Resources Office
Environmental Services
Indiana Department of Transportation
Indianapolis, IN 46204
Desk: 317-234-5168
Cell: 317-703-9996

,__f [is, l;'l oo!!m~~1
**Updated Historic Property Report (HPR) guidelines can be found here

From: Slider, Chad (DNR)
Sent: Wednesday, October 17, 2018 11:03 AM
To: Kumar, Anuradha; Carr, John; Tharp, Wade
Cc: Miller, Shaun (INDOT); Branigin, Susan
Subject: RE: 1-64 Sherman Minton Renewal Project MPPA Categories

Anu,
Thank you for your detailed explanation and analysis. You have provided the case for this treatment relative to the
applicability of the MPPA categories, with some qualifiers in response to our concerns. We appreciate your
consideration of the issues we raised and incorporated herein. We do not plan to participate in the Section 106 or NEPA
for this underta~ing, unless something triggers our involvement as outlined in your analysis.
Thanks,

Chad Slider
Assistant Director for Environmental Review
Indiana Department of Natural Resources
Division of Historic Preservation & Archaeology
402 W. Washington St., Rm W274
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204-2739
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317 -234-5366

From: Kumar, Anuradha
Sent: Tuesday, October 16, 2018 3:21 PM
To: Slider, Chad (DNR) <CSlider@dnr.lN.gov>; Carr, John <JCarr@dnr.lN.gov>; Tharp, Wade <WTharpl@dnr.lN.gov>
Cc: Miller, Shaun (INDOT) <smiller@indot.lN.gov>; Branigin, Susan <SBranigin@indot.lN.gov>
Subject: 1-64 Sherman Minton Renewal Project MPPA Categories
Importance: High

As discussed during our meeting last week, please find below the modified table from the agency kick-off meeting
information packet listing 11 of the 12 des. Nos. that are now included in the project. We have been told that Des. No.
1702256 has now been eliminated and that work type for Des. 1702255, which is the lead project, now includes the
Rehabilitation and repairs to the Sherman Minton Bridge. There is not going to be any Interchange modification project.
We have added an additional column to the table to indicate the Category of the MPPA we think each of the Des. Nos.
will fall under. We believe the scope of work for each of the Des. Nos. is really minor, with most falling under Category A
of the MPPA. Only Des. No.1702257 & 1702260, the rehabilitation of the Sherman Minton Bridge and the deck
replacement of the bridge and the KY approach, rise to the level of Category B. Even so, since it is an interstate bridge
both these Des. Nos. would fall under Category B-12 of the MPPA (see table below). Also, after the rehab, even with the
deck replacement, we believe the bridge will essentially look the same.
We acknowledge that the determination of MPPA Categories is preliminary and based on the limited information we
have on the project at this time. We plan on using the MPPA to clear the project on the Indiana side, unless the MOT
and traffic studies done as part of NEPA indicate that there is a potential for historic resources on the Indiana side to be
impacted. As indicated during our meeting, we will not begin processing Section 106 until more information is available
to us and we reserve the option to do full Section 106 if we feel that it is warranted in the future. Please note that at this
time it appears that all work will be within interstate R/W, with need for temporary R/W for staging during construction.
As this is a design-build project, we may not know where the staging areas will be and if any archaeology would be
needed until after the environmental document is completed. We would always recommend that these areas be located
on disturbed ground where possible, but we may have to request archaeological investigations if any undisturbed areas
may be impacted.
We want to reiterate that we have had bi-state projects similar to this where the bridge was historic, which we cleared
under the MPPA under Category B-6. We informed the KY SHPO that we proposed to do so and they were fine with it. In
this case as well, the KY SHPO will be made aware of our approach and the Categories of the MPPAwe are clearing the
project under on the Indiana side.
At this point we are just seeking your concurrence to the proposed approach to complying with Section 106 on the
Indiana side moving forward. Your review of the information below and quick response would be appreciated.

Des. No.
1592187

Structure No.
164-123-04691

1702614
1701215

164-122-04988
C
Not Applicable

1702254

056B00161N

Description/Location
Sherman Minton Bridge

Work Type
Bridge Painting

MPPA Category
A-1

1-64 over Cherry St., 0.85
mi west of SR 111
Old SR 62 (Elm St.) from
1-64 Exit Ramp to State
St.
1-64 KY Approach to
Sherman Minton Bridge

Bridge Deck Overlay

A-1

HMA Overlay,
Preventive Maintenance

A-4

Bridge Painting

A-1
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1702255
1702257
1702258

164-123-04691
D
164-123-02294
CWBL
164-123-02294
CEBL

1702259

164-123-02294
JCEB

1702260

056B00161N

1800721

164-121-04985RBB
164-121-04985RCB

1702617

Sherman Minton Bridge
l-64 lN WB Approach to
Sherman Minton Bridge
l-64 JN EB Approach (1
of 2) to Sherman Minton
Bridge
l-64 lN EB Approach (2
of 2) to Sherman Minton
Bridge
l-64 KY Approach to
Sherman Minton Bridge
l-64 WB over l-265 WB
ramp to l-64 EB
l-64 WB over l-64 EB
ramp to l-265 EB

Bridge Rehabilitation Or
Repairs
Bridge Deck Overlay

B-12

Bridge Deck Overlay

A-1

Bridge Deck Overlay

A-1

Deck
Bridge
Replacement
Bridge Deck Overlay

B-12

Bridge Deck Overlay

A-1

A-1

.

A-1

A-1. Any work on bridges limited to substructure or superstructure elements without replacing, widening, or elevating the
superstructure under the conditions listed below (BOTH Conditions A and B must be met). This category does not
include bridge replacement projects (when both superstructure and substructure are removed):

A.
B.

A-4.

The project takes place in previously disturbed soils; AND
With regard to the bridges, at least one of the conditions (i, ii or iii) listed below must be satisfied:
i. The bridge is not identified in the latest Historic Bridge Inventory as a National Register-listed or National
Register-eligible (see http://www.in.gov/indot/253 l .htm);
ii. The bridge was built after 1945, and is a common type as defined in Section V. of the Program Comment Issued
for Streamlining Section 106 Review for Actions Affecting Post-1945 Concrete and Steel Bridges issued by
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation on November 2, 2012 for so long as that Program Comment
remains in effect AND the considerations listed in Section IV of the Program Comment do not apply;
iii. The bridge is partofthe Interstate system and \Vas determined not eligiblefor the National Register under the
Section 106 Exemption Regarding Effects to the Interstate Highway System adopted by the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation on March 10, 2005, for so long as thatExemption remains in effect

Roadway work associated with surface replacement, reconstruction, rehabilitation, or resurfacing projects, including
overlays, shoulder treatments, pavement repair, seal coating, pavement grinding, and pavement marking within
previously disturbed soils where replacement, repair, or installation of curbs, curb ramps or sidewalks will not be
required.

B-12. Replacement, widening, or raising the elevation of the superstructure on existing bridges, and bridge replacement
projects (when both the superstructure and substructure are removed), under the following conditions [BOTH Condition A,
which pertains to Archaeological Resources, and Condition B, which pertains to Above-Ground Resources, must be
satisfied]:

Condition A (Archaeological Resources)
One of the two conditions listed below must be met (EITHER Condition i or Condition ii must be satisfied):
1.
Work occurs in previously disturbed soils; OR
11.
Work occurs in undisturbed soils and an archaeological investigation conducted by the applicant and reviewed by
INDOT Cultural Resources Office determines that no National Register-listed or potentially National Registereligible archaeological resources are present within the project area. If the archaeological investigation locates
National Register-listed or potentially National Register-eligible archaeological resources, then full Section 106
review will be required. Copies of any archaeological reports prepared for the project will be provided to the
DHPA and any archaeological site form information will be entered directly into the SHAARD by the applicant.
The archaeological reports will also be available for viewing (by Tribes only) on JNSCOPE.
3
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Condition B (Above-Ground Resources)
The conditions listed below must be met (BOTH Condition i and Condition ii must be satisfied)
i. Work does not occur adjacent to or within a National Register-listed or National Register-eligible district or
individual above-ground resource; AND
11.
Wiili regard to ilie subject bridge, at least one of ilie conditions listed below is satisfied (AT LEAST one of the
·
conditions a, b or c, must be fulfilled):
a. The latest Historic Bridge Inventory did not identify ilie bridge as a National Register-listed or National
Register-eligible (see http://www.in.gov/indot/2531.htm);
b. The bridge was built after 1945, and is a common type as defined in Section V. of ilie Program Comment
Issued for Streamlining Section 106 Review for Actions Affecting Post-1945 Concrete and Steel Bridges
issued by ilie Advisory Council on Historic Preservation on November 2, 2012 for so long as iliat Program
Comment remains in effect AND ilie considerations listed in Section IV of ilie Program Comment do not
apply;
c. The bridge is part ofilie Interstate system and was determined not eligible for ilie National Register under
ilie Section l 06 Exemption Regarding Effects to the Interstate Highway System adopted by ilie Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation on March 10, 2005, for so long as iliat Exemption remains in effect
Other Category B activities iliat might be necessary to include:

Other MPPA Category A activities iliat may be applicable:
A-5. Repair, in-kind replacement or upgrade of existing lighting, signals, signage, and oilier traffic control devices in
previously disturbed soils.
A-6.

Repair, replacement, or upgrade of existing safety appurtenances such as guardrails, barriers, glare screens, and
crash attenuators in previously disturbed soils.

A-9.

Installation, repair, or replacement of erosion control measures along roadways, waterways and bridge piers within
previously disturbed soils.

B-2. Installation of new lighting, signals, signage and oilier traffic control devices under ilie following conditions [BOW
Condition A, which pertains to Archaeological Resources, and Condition B, which pertains to Above-Ground
Resources, must be satisfied]:
Condition A (Archaeological Resources)
One ofilie two conditions listed below must be met (EITHER Condition i or Condition ii must be satisfied):
1.
Work occurs in previously disturbed soils; OR
11.
Work occurs in undisturbed soils and an archaeological investigation conducted by ilie applicant and reviewed by
INDOT Cultural Resources Office determines iliat no National Register-listed or potentially National Registereligible archaeological resources are present within ilie project area. If the archaeological investigation locates
National Register-listed or potentially National Register-eligible archaeological resources, ilien full Section 106
review will be required. Copies of any archaeological reports prepared for ilie project will be provided to ilie
DHPA and any archaeological site form information will be entered directly into ilie SHAARD by ilie applicant.
The archaeological reports will also be available for viewing (by Tribes only) on JNSCOPE.
Condition B (Above-Ground Resources)
Work does not occur adjacent to or wiiliin a National Register-listed or National Register-eligible district or individual
above-ground resource.

B-4. Installation of new safety appurtenances, including but not limited to, guardrails, barriers, glare screens, and crash
attenuators, under ilie following conditions [BOTH Condition A, which pertains to Archaeological Resources, and
Condition B, which pertains to Above-Ground Resources, must be satisfied]:
Condition A (Archaeological Resources)
One ofilie two conditions listed below must be met (EITHER Condition i or Condition ii must be satisfied):
1.
Work occurs in previously disturbed soils; OR
4
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Work occurs in undisturbed soils and an archaeological investigation condncted by tbe applicant and reviewed by
INDOT Cultnral Resources Office determines tbat no National Register-listed or potentially National Registereligible archaeological resources are present witbin tbe project area. If tbe archaeological investigation locates
National Register-listed or potentially National Register-eligible archaeological resources, tben full Section 106
review will be required. Copies of any archaeological reports prepared for tbe project will be provided to tbe
DHPA and any archaeological site form information will be entered directly into tbe SHAARD by tbe applicant.
The archaeological reports will also be available for viewing (by Tribes only) on INSCOPE.

11.

Thank you
Anuradha V. Kumar
Manager, Cultural Resources Office
Environmental Services
Indiana Department of Transportation
Indianapolis, IN 46204
Desk: 317-234-5168
Cell: 317-703-9996

-f 1- 'Yiit .!'°'
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**Updated Historic Property Report (HPR) guidelines can be found here
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Indiana Coordination
Minor Projects PA Project Assessment Form
Date: 1/10/2020
Project Designation Number: 1702255
Route Number:

I-64

Project Description:
miles west of I-65

Bridge Rehabilitation or Repair, Sherman Minton Bridge over Ohio River, 3.95

The Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) proposes a bridge rehabilitation project on I 64
stretching through Floyd County, Indiana and Jefferson County, Kentucky. Specifically, the project is
located in the New Albany Quadrangle, in Sections 2 and 3 of Township 3 South, Range 6 East. The project
is located along an urban section of I 64 in New Albany, IN. The Sherman Minton Bridge is one of three
Interstate level crossings of the Ohio River in the Louisville metro area. Land adjacent to the project
consists of maintained grassy state right of way, commercial and residential properties.
The Sherman Minton Bridge was constructed in 1961 and is comprised of a double deck, two span, tied
arch truss and a three span deck through-truss over W. Water Street in New Albany, Indiana and the Ohio
River. The bridge approaches consist of four (4) separate structures: two eastbound Indiana approach
bridges, one westbound Indiana approach bridge, and one Kentucky approach bridge carrying both
eastbound and westbound traffic. The proposed project includes rehabilitating the superstructure and
painting of the bridge.
Feature crossed (if applicable): Ohio River
Township: New Albany
City/County: New Albany/Floyd
Information reviewed (please check all that apply):

General project location map

USGS map

Written description of project area
Previously completed historic property
reports

Aerial photograph

Interim Report

Soil survey data

General project area photos

Previously completed archaeology reports

Bridge Inspection Information
Other (please specify): SHAARD GIS; SHAARD; online street-view images; Indiana Historic Building,
Bridges, and Cemeteries (IHBBC) map; County GIS data (accessed via https://beacon.schneidercorp.com/)
; Bridge Inspection Application System (BIAS); 2010 INDOT-sponsored is ori rid e nven ory (HBI);
project information provided by Michael Baker, International on December 10, 2019 and on file with
INDOT CRO.
Does the project appear to fall under the Minor Projects PA? yes

no

If yes, please specify category and number (applicable conditions are highlighted):
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A-1.
Any work on bridges limited to substructure or superstructure elements without replacing,
widening, or elevating the superstructure under the conditions listed below (BOTH Conditions A and B
must be met). This category does not include bridge replacement projects (when both superstructure and
substructure are removed):
A. The project takes place in previously disturbed soils; AND
B. With regard to the bridges, at least one of the conditions (i, ii or iii) listed below must be satisfied:
i. The latest Historic Bridge Inventory identified the bridge as non-historic (see
http://www.in.gov/indot/2531.htm);
ii. The bridge was built after 1945, and is a common type as defined in Section V. of the ro ra
Co en ssued for rea linin
e ion
eview for A ions Affe in
os
Con re e and eel rid es issued by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation on
November 2, 2012 for so long as that Program Comment remains in effect AND the
considerations listed in Section IV of the Program Comment do not apply;
iii. The bridge is part of the Interstate system and was determined not eligible for the National
Register under the Section 106 Exemption Regarding Effects to the Interstate Highway System
adopted by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation on March 10, 2005, for so long as
that Exemption remains in effect.
B-12. Replacement, widening, or raising the elevation of the superstructure on existing bridges, and
bridge replacement projects (when both the superstructure and substructure are removed), under the
following conditions [BOTH Condition A, which pertains to Archaeological Resources, and Condition
B, which pertains to Above-Ground Resources, must be satisfied]:
Condition A (Archaeological Resources)
One of the two conditions listed below must be met
T
Condi ion i or Condi ion ii us be
sa isfied :
i.
Work occurs in previously disturbed soils;
ii.

Work occurs in undisturbed soils and an archaeological investigation conducted by the applicant
and reviewed by INDOT Cultural Resources Office determines that no National Register-listed
or potentially National Register-eligible archaeological resources are present within the project
area. If the archaeological investigation locates National Register-listed or potentially National
Register-eligible archaeological resources, then full Section 106 review will be required. Copies
of any archaeological reports prepared for the project will be provided to the DHPA and any
archaeological site form information will be entered directly into the SHAARD by the applicant.
The archaeological reports will also be available for viewing (by Tribes only) on INSCOPE.

Condition B (Above-Ground Resources)
The conditions listed below must be met (BOTH Condition i and Condition ii must be satisfied)
i. Work does not occur adjacent to or within a National Register-listed or National Register-eligible
district or individual above-ground resource; AND
ii. With regard to the subject bridge, at least one of the conditions listed below is satisfied AT L A T
one of he ondi ions a b or
us be fulfilled :
a. The latest Historic Bridge Inventory did not identify the bridge as a National Register-listed
or National Register-eligible (see http://www.in.gov/indot/2531.htm);
b. The bridge was built after 1945, and is a common type as defined in Section V. of the
ro ra Co en ssued for rea linin e ion
eview for A ions Affe in os
Con re e and eel rid es issued by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
on November 2, 2012 for so long as that Program Comment remains in effect AND the
considerations listed in Section IV of the Program Comment do not apply;
c.
The bridge is part of the Interstate system and was determined not eligible for the National
Register under the Section 106 Exemption Regarding Effects to the Interstate Highway
System adopted by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation on March 10, 2005, for
so long as that Exemption remains in effect.
If no, please explain:
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With regard to above-ground resources, an INDOT Cultural Resources historian who meets the Secretary
of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards as per 36 CFR Part 61 first performed a desktop
review, checking the Indiana Register of Historic Sites and Structures (State Register) and National Register
of Historic Places (National Register) lists for Floyd County. The following listed resources were recorded
near the proposed project location: 1) Scribner House: NR-0145/Mansion Row Historic District #043446-13116; 106 E. Main Street. As estimated by GIS aerial mapping, the resource is located approximately
0.22 mile east/northeast of the subject structure. Direct views of the structure are blocked from the resource
by dense building stock and vegetation. Due to its estimated distance from the project location, in addition
to other cited factors, the Scribner House (NR-0145/043-446-13116) is not considered adjacent to the
project location; 2) Culbertson Mansion: NR-0010/ 043-446-13162; 914 E. Main Street. As estimated by
GIS aerial mapping, the resource is located approximately 0.74 mile east/northeast of the subject structure.
Direct views of the structure from the resource are blocked by vegetation and dense building stock. Due to
its estimated distance from the project location, in addition to other cited factors, the Culbertson Mansion
(NR-0010/ 043-446-13162) is not considered adjacent to the project location; 3) M. Fine & Sons Building:
NR-2492/043-446-34059; 1420 East Main Street. As estimated by GIS aerial mapping, the resource is
located approximately 1.03 miles east/ northeast of the subject structure. Direct views of the structure from
the resource are blocked by vegetation and dense building stock. Due to its estimated distance from the
project location, in addition to the other cited factors, the M. Fine & Sons Building: NR-2492/043-44634059 is not considered adjacent to the project location; 4) William Young House: NR 2200/043-44608073; 509 West Market Street. As estimated by GIS aerial mapping, the resource is located approximately
0.32 mile north/northwest of the subject structure. The resource, surrounded by modern asphalt parking
lots, faces north away from the bridge--on Market Street. Due to its estimated distance from the project
location, in addition to the other cited factors, the William Young House: NR 2200/043-446-08073 is not
considered adjacent to the project location; 5) Sweet Gum Stable: NR 1284/043-446-34251; 627 W. Main
Street. This resource was NR-listed in 1996 and was de-listed in 2011. Examination of streetview imagery
in 2020 suggests that the resource has been demolished; 6) New Albany Downtown Historic District: NR
1494/043-446-12001; Roughly between W. First Street and E. Fifth Street; West Main Street to E. Spring
Street. The southwest corner (intersection of W. First Street and W. Main Street) of the district’s NR
boundary is the closest point in the district to the subject structure. As shown on SHAARD GIS, that
point/intersection is estimated to be located 0.19 mile east/northeast of the subject structure. The subject
structure can be seen from this intersection, through intermittent building stock and tree growth. To the
intersection’s south, West First Street dead-ends at the c.-1953 levee system constructed to protect New
Albany from Ohio River flooding. Views of the structure from elsewhere in the district are blocked by
vegetation and building stock. Due to its estimated distance from the project location, in addition to the
other cited factors, the New Albany Downtown Historic District (NR 1494/043-446-12001) is not
considered adjacent to the project location; 7) Mansion Row Historic District (NR-0405/043-446-13001;
Main Street between State and 15th streets and Market Street between 7th and 11th streets; The intersection
of State Street with Jeanette Way just north of the railroad tracks is the Mansion Row Historic District’s
nearest point to the subject structure. As shown on SHAARD GIS, that point/intersection is estimated to be
located 0.17 mile east/northeast of the subject structure. State Street/Jeanette Way dead-ends at the c.-1953
levee system constructed to protect New Albany from Ohio River flooding. At this location, the bridge can
be partially seen at the top of the levee; elsewhere in the Mansion Row Historic District, the bridge cannot
be seen due to dense building stock and vegetation. Due to its estimated distance from the project location,
in addition to the other cited factors, the Mansion Row Historic District (NR-0405/043-446-13001 is not
considered adjacent to the project location; 8) East Spring Street Historic District: NR 1702/043-44614001; Roughly bounded by East 5th, East Spring, East 8th and East Market streets. The northwest corner
of the intersection of E Market and E. 5th Street is the closest point in the district to the project location. As
shown on SHAARD GIS, that point/intersection is estimated to be located 0.5 mile east/northeast of the
subject structure. The subject structure is not visible from this intersection due to distance, vegetation and
dense building stock. Due to its estimated distance from the project location, in addition to the other cited
factors, the East Spring Street Historic District: NR 1702/043-446-14001 is not considered adjacent to
the project location. No other listed resources were recorded near the proposed project location.
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In consideration of the above information, no listed resources are present within 0.10 mile of the project
area, a distance that would serve as an adequate area of potential effects (APE) given the scope of the
project and its densely urban location.
The loyd Coun y n eri
e or (1976/2006; New Albany Township) of the Indiana Historic Sites and
Structures Inventory (IHSSI) was also consulted. The National Register & IHSSI information is available
in the Indiana State Historic Architectural and Archaeological Research Database (SHAARD) and the
Indiana Historic Buildings, Bridges, and Cemeteries (IHBBC) map. The SHAARD information was
checked against the interim report hard-copy maps. No surveyed IHSSI sites rated outstanding,’ notable,’
or contributing’ are recorded within 0.10 mile of the subject structure.
According to the IHSSI rating system, generally properties rated "contributing" do not possess the level of
historical or architectural significance necessary to be considered individually National Register-eligible,
although they would contribute to a historic district. If they retain material integrity, properties rated
“notable” might possess the necessary level of significance after further research. Properties rated
“outstanding” usually possess the necessary level of significance to be considered National Registereligible, if they retain material integrity.
The land surrounding the project area is densely urban/industrial/residential. Structures within or adjacent
to the project area range in age from mid-to-late nineteenth to early twenty-first century. The assigned
INDOT CRO historian performed a desktop streetview survey of the project area. None of the structures
appear to possess the significance and integrity necessary to be considered eligible for the National Register,
and no previously unsurveyed potentially eligible structures are located within or adjacent to the project
area.
The subject structure (Bridge No. I64-123-04691D/NBI No. 034520) is a steel continuous thru-arch bridge
constructed in 1961 and reconstructed in 1997. The bridge has three (3) approach spans and a concrete castin-place deck. The bridge carries Interstate (I-) 64 over the Ohio River between New Albany, Indiana and
Louisville, Kentucky. The bridge was not surveyed for or included in the 1976/2006 loyd Coun y n eri
e or . As a border bridge, the structure was not included in the 2010 INDOT-sponsored Historic Bridge
Inventory (HBI). As part of the Interstate system (per MPPA, Category B-12 (ii) (b)),
he brid e was
de er ined no eli ible for he Na ional e is er under he e ion
e ion e ardin ffe s o he
n ers a e i hway ys e ado ed by he Advisory Coun il on is ori reserva ion on ar h
for as lon as ha
e ion re ains in effe
Based on the available information, as summarized above, no above-ground concerns exist as long as the
project scope does not change
With regard to archaeological resources, the proposed project is limited to minor rehab work and painting
of an existing interstate bridge. All work will occur either on the structure itself or in adjacent disturbed
soils. According to SHAARD GIS, there are no archaeological sites recorded in or adjacent to the proposed
project area. Since work is limited to rehabilitating an existing structure in previously disturbed soils, there
are no archaeological concerns.
Additional comments: If any archaeological artifacts or human remains are uncovered during construction,
demolition, or earthmoving activities, construction in the immediate area of the find will be stopped and
the INDOT Cultural Resources Office and the Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology will be
notified immediately.
INDOT Cultural Resources staff reviewer(s): Susan Branigin and Shaun Miller
e sure o a a h his for o he Na ional nviron en al oli y A do u en a ion for his ro e
Also he N A do u en a ion shall referen e and in lude he des ri ion of he s e ifi s i ula ion in
he A ha ualifies he ro e as e e
fro fur her e ion
review
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Indiana Coordination
Minor Projects PA Project Assessment Form
Date: 5/7/2020
Project Designation Number: 1701215
Route Number: Sherman Minton Renewal Project
Project Description:

HMA Overlay, Preventative Maintenance and Curb Ramp Replacement

This project is part of the overall Sherman Minton Renewal Project that includes multiple Des.
Numbers. The Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) proposes a roadway project in
the City of New Albany, Floyd County, Indiana. INDOT has identified the need to address the
deteriorated condition of the pavement along Elm, Spring, 4th, and 5th streets and to update
select curb ramp locations to comply with current Americans with Disabilities (ADA) standards.
Des. No. 1701215 spans four (4) segments in the City of New Albany: 1) 0.19 mile of Elm Street
from the northbound I-64 exit ramp to State Street; 2) 0.39 mile of Spring Street from West 5th
Street to State Street; 3) 0.03 mile of West 4th Street south of the intersection with Spring
Street; and 4) 0.19 mile of West 5th Street from the southbound I-64 exit ramp to SR 111/Main
Street.
INDOT proposes to mill 1.5 inches off the existing pavement and overlay with 1.5 inches of hot
mix asphalt (HMA) surface material. In addition to the HMA overlay activities, 11 intersections
will have ADA curb ramp work completed in order to meet current ADA-compliant standards.
Curb ramps will be replaced at the following intersections:

New Albany Curb Ramp Replacements
Intersection

SW

West 4th & Spring
Washington & Spring
Scribner & Spring
West 1st & Spring
West 5 & Market
West Elm & Scribner
West Elm & First

X
X
X
X

Intersection Quadrant
NW
NE

X

SE
X

X

X
X

X
X

All work is expected to occur within the existing r/w.
Feature crossed (if applicable):
Township:

New Albany Township

City/County: New Albany/Floyd County
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Information reviewed (please check all that apply):

General project location map
Written description of project area

USGS map

SHAARD

Interim Report

Soil survey data

General project area photos

Previously completed historic property reports

Bridge Inspection Information

Aerial photograph

Previously completed archaeology reports

SHAARD GIS

Streetview Imagery

Other (please specify): SHAARD GIS; SHAARD; online street-view imagery; Indiana Historic
Building, Bridges, and Cemeteries Map (IHBBCM); County GIS data (accessed via
https://www.floydcounty.in.gov/index.php/floyd-county-government/gis-mapping); project
information provided by Michael Baker International dated 4/22/2020 and on file with INDOT CRO;
INDOT Project Des. No. 1173577 (HPR: Kennedy; December, 2011); INDOT Project Des. No. 0500307
(HPR: Nelson/ASC; November, 2008).
Does the project appear to fall under the Minor Projects PA? yes

no

If yes, please specify category and number (applicable conditions are highlighted):
B-1. Replacement, repair, or installation of curbs, curb ramps, or sidewalks, including when such projects
are associated with roadway work such as surface replacement, reconstruction, rehabilitation, or
resurfacing projects, including overlays, shoulder treatments, pavement repair, seal coating, pavement
grinding, and pavement marking, under the following conditions [BOTH Condition A, which pertains to
Archaeological Resources, and Condition B, which pertains to Above-Ground Resources, must be
satisfied]:
Condition A (Archaeological Resources)
One of the two conditions listed below must be satisfied
T
Condi ion i or Condi ion ii us
be sa isfied :
i.
Work occurs in previously disturbed soils;
ii. Work occurs in undisturbed soils and an archaeological investigation conducted by the applicant
and reviewed by INDOT Cultural Resources Office determines that no National Register-listed
or potentially National Register-eligible archaeological resources are present within the project
area. If the archaeological investigation locates National Register-listed or potentially National
Register-eligible archaeological resources, then full Section 106 review will be required.
Copies of any archaeological reports prepared for the project will be provided to the Division of
Historic Preservation and Archaeology (DHPA) and any archaeological site form information
will be entered directly into the State Historic Architectural and Archaeological Database
(SHAARD) by the applicant. The archaeological reports will also be available for viewing (by
Tribes only) on INSCOPE.
Condition B (Above-Ground Resources)
One of the two conditions listed below must be satisfied
T
Condi ion i or Condi ion ii us
be sa isfied :
i. Work does not occur adjacent to or within a National Register-listed or National Registereligible district or individual above-ground resource;
ii. Work occurs adjacent to or within a National Register-listed or National Register-eligible
district or individual above-ground resource under one of the two additional conditions listed
below
T
Condi ion a
Condi ion b us be e and field wor and do u en a ion
us be o le ed as des ribed below :
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a.

b.

No unusual features, including but not limited to historic brick or stone sidewalks, curbs or
curb ramps; stepped or elevated sidewalks; historic brick or stone retaining walls; or other
historic features, are present in the project area adjacent to or within a National Registerlisted or National Register-eligible district or individual above-ground resource;
Unusual features, including but not limited to historic brick or stone sidewalks, curbs or
curb ramps; stepped or elevated sidewalks; historic brick or stone retaining walls; or other
historic features, are present in the project area adjacent to or within a National Registerlisted or National Register-eligible individual above-ground resource or district and ANY
ONE of the conditions
or listed below must be fulfilled:
1. Unusual features described above will not be impacted by the project. Firm
commitments regarding the avoidance of these features must be listed in the MPPA
determination form and the NEPA document and must be entered into the INDOT
Project Commitments Database. These projects will also be flagged for quality
assurance reviews by INDOT Cultural Resources Office during/after project
construction.
2. Unusual features described above have been determined not to contribute to the
significance of the historic resource by INDOT Cultural Resources Office in
consultation with the SHPO based on an analysis and justification prepared by their
staff or review of such information from other qualified professional historians, which
shows that these features do not contribute to the significance of the historic resource.
3. Impacts to unusual features described above have been determined by INDOT
Cultural Resources Office to be so minimal that they do not diminish any of the
characteristics that contribute to the significance of the historic resource, based on an
analysis and justification prepared by their staff or review of such information from
other qualified professional historians.

Field work and documentation required for fulfillment of condition B-ii:
When the project takes place adjacent to or within a National Register-listed or National Registereligible district or individual above-ground resource, it must be field checked by INDOT Cultural
Resources Office staff or other qualified professional historian (meeting the Secretary of Interior’s
Professional Qualification standards [48 Federal Register (FR) 44716]) and photographic
documentation must be prepared illustrating both the presence and/or absence of any unusual
features along the project route adjacent to or within a National Register-listed or National
Register-eligible district or individual above-ground resource. This documentation must be
submitted to INDOT Cultural Resources Office for review.
The only exception would be when it is determined that previous projects along the project route have
eliminated the possibility that unusual features adjacent to or within a National Register-listed or National
Register-eligible district or individual above-ground resource exist. In this situation, documentation
illustrating the modifications made through previous projects, such as replacement of curbs, curb ramps,
or sidewalks, including plan sheets or contract documents and current photographs of the project area,
must be submitted to the INDOT Cultural Resources Office for review. With such approved
documentation, a site visit by a qualified professional is not required, unless questions arise during the
review process. INDOT Cultural Resources Office has the discretion to require the project applicant’s
qualified professional conduct a site visit when it is not clear if unusual features may be present in the
project area
If no, please explain:
Additional comments:
With regard to above-ground resources, an INDOT Cultural Resources historian who meets the
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards as per 36 CFR Part 61 first performed a
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desktop review, checking the Indiana Register of Historic Sites and Structures (State Register) and
National Register of Historic Places (National Register) lists for Floyd County. The following listed
resources were recorded near some of the proposed locations for Des. No. 1701215: 1) William Young
House: NR 2200/043-446- 08073; 2) New Albany Downtown Historic District: NR 1494/043-44612001 (Roughly between W. First Street and E. Fifth Street; West Main Street to E. Spring Street); No
other listed resources were recorded near the proposed project locations.
The loyd Coun y n eri
e or (1976/2006) of the Indiana Historic Sites and Structures Inventory
(IHSSI) was also consulted. The National Register & IHSSI information is available in the Indiana State
Historic Architectural and Archaeological Research Database (SHAARD) and the Indiana Historic
Buildings, Bridges, and Cemeteries Map (IHBBCM). The SHAARD information was checked against the
Interim Report hard-copy maps. The following IHSSI sites are recorded near some of the identified
project locations:
IHSSI #043-446-34204 (Reyse-Friend House; 229 W. Spring Street; rated outstanding’);
IHSSI #043-446-34202 (James Carr House; NA W. Spring Street; rated outstanding’);
IHSSI #043-446-08073/NR-2200 (William Young House; 509 W. Market Street; rated outstanding’);
IHSSI #043-446-08074 (Cottage; 503 W. Market Street; rated contributing’; DEMOLISHED 2013);
New Albany Downtown Historic District: IHSSI 043-446-12001/NR 1494
According to the IHSSI rating system, generally properties rated "contributing" do not possess the level of
historical or architectural significance necessary to be considered individually National Register eligible,
although they would contribute to a historic district. If they retain material integrity, properties rated
“notable” might possess the necessary level of significance after further research. Properties rated
“outstanding” usually possess the necessary level of significance to be considered National Register
eligible, if they retain material integrity. Historic districts identified in the IHSSI are usually considered
eligible for the National Register.
An INDOT-CRO historian performed a desktop review of the project area. The project is located is a
urban area with dense building stock. Due to the scope of work being limited to the current roadbed and
the curbs/curb ramps, only those properties that immediately border the project area have any potential for
impacts.
The following project intersections fall under Condition B-i of Category B-1 of the MPPA due to their
scope of work being limited to curb ramp construction outside and not adjacent to a National Registerlisted or National Register-eligible bridge, property, or historic district.

West 4th Street at Spring Street: No IHSSI sites are recorded adjacent to this intersection. All
existing curb ramps and sidewalks are modern concrete. The SE curb ramp will be updated.
Modern (late 20th century) construction is present at the SE and SW corners; the NW and NE
corners are grassy and are located adjacent to the interchange;
Scribner Drive at W. Spring Street: No IHSSI sites are recorded adjacent to this intersection. Existing
curb ramps and sidewalks are modern concrete. The NE, NW and SW curb ramps will be updated.
Modern constructions (late 20th century) are located at the NE and SE corners; a parking lot is at
the NW corner. A late-nineteenth/early 20th century structure is located at the SW corner; its
material integrity has been reduced through the application of exterior siding, replacement
windows and a side addition. It would not merit a “contributing” rating per the IHSSI;
West Elm at First Street: No IHSSI sites are recorded adjacent to this intersection. Existing curb ramps
and sidewalks are modern concrete. The NE and SE curb ramps will be updated. Modern (late 20th
century) construction is located at all four corners of the intersection;
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West Elm at Scribner Street: No IHSSI sites are recorded adjacent to this intersection. Existing curb
ramps and sidewalks are modern concrete. The SE curb ramp will be updated. Modern (late 20th
century) construction is located at all four corners of the intersection.
Per the requirements of Category B-1 for the application of Condition B-ii, a site visit by a qualified
professional (QP) who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards as per 36
CFR Part 61 is required to determine the presence of any unusual features such as brick or stone
sidewalks, curbs or sidewalks/curb ramps; stepped or elevated sidewalks, curbs or sidewalks/curb ramps;
or any other feature whose replacement or modification might constitute an adverse effect. A site visit is
not necessary when
revious ro e s alon he ro e rou e have eli ina ed he ossibili y ha
unusual fea ures ad a en o or wi hin a Na ional e is er lis ed or Na ional e is er eli ible dis ri or
individual above round resour e e is In these situations, INDOT-CRO must review documentation of
the previous projects. The following intersections require the review of a qualified professional:
1) West Street at Spring Street: Existing sidewalks and curb ramps are modern concrete. The NE
and SE corners of the intersection are located within the boundaries of the NR-listed New Albany
Downtown Historic District (NR 1494; 043-446-12001). The SW curb ramp at this location-which is not inside the district boundaries--will be updated. Modern (late-20th century)
construction is in place at each corner of the intersection. No surveyed New Albany Downtown
Historic District resources are located the NE and SE corners of the intersection. No unusual
features are present. Condition B-ii.a is applicable;
2) Washington Street at Spring Street: This location is not within a historic district. Existing
sidewalks and curb ramps are modern concrete. The SW curb ramp at this location will be
updated. IHSSI #043-446-34204 (Reyse-Friend House; 229 W. Spring Street; rated
outstanding’) is at the SW corner. IHSSI #043-446-34202 (James Carr House; NA W. Spring
Street; rated outstanding’) is located approximately 70 feet east of the intersection; it is not at the
corner. No unusual features are present. Condition B-ii.a is applicable;
3) West 5th Street at Market Street: This location is within a the IHSSI-identified West End
Historic District. Existing sidewalks and curb ramps are modern concrete. The SW and NW curb
ramps will be updated. Modern (late 20th century) construction is located at the NW corner. The
NR-listed (NR-2200) William Young House; 219 W. Market Street (IHSSI #043-446-08073) is
near but is not located at--the intersection’s SW corner. An IHSSI resource (#043-446-08074;
Cottage; 503 Market Street; rated contributing’) was recorded at the SW corner. SHAARD
notes that this resource was demolished c.-2013. The demolished resource (and its city lot) was
replaced by a large asphalt parking lot. The William Young House; 219 W. Market Street
(IHSSI #043-446-08073/NR 2200) is bordered by this parking lot to the south and east. No
unusual features are present. Condition B-ii.a is applicable
No 2020 site-visit was undertaken for the above locations because previous INDOT projects Des. No.
1173577 (December, 2011) and Des. No. 0500307 (November, 2008)
required site visits by a qualified
professional (QP) to the area. Photographs from the 2008 and 2011 site visits for Des. No. 1500307 and
Des. No. 1173577, respectively, are on file at INDOT-CRO. Following the guidance of the Minor
Projects PA for the application of the exception to field work, documentation from these project site visits
was reviewed by INDOT-CRO, confirming that no unusual features are present. Due to the previous
identification of the current conditions along the project area, Condition B-ii.a of Category B-1 of the
MPPA is applicable without a current site visit from CRO staff.
Based on the available information, as summarized above, no above-ground concerns exist as long as the
project scope does not change.
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With regard to archaeological resources, the proposed project is limited to repaving Spring, 5th, and Elm
Streets within the limits of the project area and updating existing curb ramps to current ADA compliance
standards at select locations within the town of New Albany. All work will occur within the existing r/w
of these streets that consists of curbs and curb ramps, sidewalks, storm sewers, and underground utilities.
The curb ramps selected for replacement have been replaced and improved in the recent past and any
excavation to replace the selected curb ramps will not extend deeper than the previous construction
disturbance for installation of storm sewers, sidewalks, curbs, and curb ramps. According to SHAARD
GIS, there are no archaeological sites recorded in or adjacent to the project area. Soils in the project area
are classified as Urban Land-Udarents which indicate areas of significant ground disturbance. Since work
is limited to excavation work in previously disturbed soils, there are no archaeological concerns.
If any archaeological artifacts or human remains are uncovered during construction, demolition, or
earthmoving activities, construction in the immediate area of the find will be stopped and the INDOT
Cultural Resources Office and the Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology will be notified
immediately.
INDOT Cultural Resources staff reviewer(s): Susan Branigin and Shaun Miller
e sure o a a h his for o he Na ional nviron en al oli y A do u en a ion for his ro e Also he
N A do u en a ion shall referen e and in lude he des ri ion of he s e ifi s i ula ion in he A ha ualifies
he ro e as e e
fro fur her e ion
review
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EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
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www.heritage.ky.gov

December 20, 20 I8
Ms. Wendy L. Vachet

Indiana Department of Transportation
100 North Senate Avenue
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204
Re:

Primmy Des. No. 1702255 (Multiple Des. Nos.) Sherman -Minton Renewal

Dear Ms. Vachel,
Thank you for our telephone conversation earlier today. As we discussed, the Kentucky State Historic
Preservation Office does not feel that the Section 106 process is far enough along at this time to make any
comments regarding adverse effects. At this time, we have no comment pertaining to archaeological
concerns. We appreciate the early coordination information that was provided and look forward to
continued consultation with you, the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet, and the Federal Highway
Administration as the planning for this proposed project moves forward.
We understand that the listed Portland Historic District and the listed Shawnee Park are within the Area
of Potential Effect (APE) for this project. We also understand that project team is trying to stick to the
existing Right of Way (ROW) to minimize the impacts to all resources historic and environmental. At
present we have no specific comments relating to the historic resources as our office does not have plans
showing where the disturb limits are or how the secondary impacts will affect the historic resources. Our
office finds the half-mile APE to be appropriate for the above-ground resources and looks forward to
continuing communication regarding the project.
Should you have any questions pertaining to archaeological concerns, please feel free to contact Nicole
Konkol of my staff at nicole.konkol@ky.gov. Christina Sabol may be contacted at
christina.sabol@ky.gov with any issues pertaining to above ground resources in Kentucky.
Sincerely,

~::~~irector and
State Historic Preservation Officer
CP KHC # 53037
cc: Susan Neumeyer (KYTC); SMRP@mbakerintl.com

KentuckyUnbridledSpirit.com

An Equal Opportunity Employer M/F/D
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March 26, 2020
Mr. Craig Potts, Executive Director
Kentucky Heritage Council and
State Historic Preservation Officer
410 High Street
Frankfort, KY 40601
SUBJECT:

Eligibility and Effects Determination for Above Ground Resources
Sherman Minton Bridge Rehabilitation Project, I-64 over the Ohio River
KYTC Item No. 5-10027.00
Jefferson County, Kentucky and Floyd County, Indiana

Dear Mr. Potts:
Attached please find information pertaining to the proposed Sherman Minton Bridge Rehabilitation Project (SMRP).
Your office previously reviewed and approved a proposed Area of Potential Effect that presented a “worst case scenario” for
potential impacts and included six alternatives for maintenance of traffic (MOT) due to partial and full bridge closure. Four
MOT alternatives are being carried forward at this point. Until a design-build team (DBT) is selected to complete the project,
the final preferred alternative will not be selected. For this reason KYTC requests that your office review the attached
determinations of effect for each of the four viable alternatives. The effects from the alternatives no longer under
consideration are included as well.
It is the determination of KYTC on behalf of FHWA that the Sherman Minton Rehabilitation Project as proposed
will have No Adverse Effect on the Shawnee Golf Course or Shawnee Park or Northwestern Parkway (JFL 271 / JFWS
306), listed on the National Register as part of the Olmstead Park System. The Kentucky bridge approach spans above the
golf course. Staging areas in or adjacent to the park will be subject to additional review once they are identified.
The National Register listed Clark Memorial Bridge (Louisville Municipal Bridge and Pylons, JFCD 217) is the
only historic site that could be directly affected by the diverted traffic; however, the bridge should not be harmed by added
vehicles. Additional analysis of traffic impacts during the SMRP may be necessary to avoid impacts to the Clark Memorial
Bridge, which currently has an ADT of 14,800 trips. The bridge is currently posted for loads between 20 and 40 tons
depending on the number of axles. Based on information available now the project should have No Adverse Effect on this
bridge.
The project as proposed does not have the potential to adversely affect any other historic sites within the APE. The
preferred alternative as selected by the DBT will be presented to SHPO to determine if any additional consultation is
warranted. In order to keep this important project moving forward we request that you provide a conditional determination of
No Adverse Effect based on our commitment to consult further with you once the DBT contractor selects an alternative.
Because of the project’s timeline we request a response as soon as possible. As always, we appreciate your input
and consultation. If you have any questions, please contact Amanda Abner of my staff at Amanda.abner@ky.gov.
Very truly yours,

Daniel R. Peake, Director
Division of Environmental Analysis
DRP/aba
Cc:
T. Foreman, A. Abner, central file, reading file
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SHERMAN MINTON BRIDGE REHABILITATION PROJECT
DETERMINATION OF EFFECTS TO ABOVE GROUND RESOURCES
Project DescriptionProvided by Michael Baker International, Inc.
The Sherman Minton Renewal Project, hereinafter referred to as “the Project,” is located at the Interstate
I-64 and US 150 Sherman Minton Bridge crossing of the Ohio River in Floyd County, New Albany, Indiana,
and in Jefferson County, Louisville, Kentucky. The Project is centered at 38.278665°N, -85.822237°E, in
Sections 21, 22, 27, and 28, Township 27N, Range 8E, of the New Albany, Indiana United States Geographic
Survey (USGS) topographic quadrangle. Land adjacent to the project consists of maintained grassy state
right-of-way as well as commercial and residential properties.
The Project is the rehabilitation of the Sherman Minton Bridge and the approach bridges in Indiana and
Kentucky. The Project includes coordination of needed maintenance activities along I-64 from I-265 in
Southern Indiana to the I-264 interchange in Kentucky. The Project may include bridgedeck replacements
and bridge deck overlays, structural repairs, replacement lighting, drainage components, bridge painting,
Hot Mix Asphalt (HMA) overlay with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) ramps reconstruction, and ramp
fractionalization. The Project does not include Right-of-Way (ROW) acquisition, increase in capacity
(additional lanes), or add bicycle/pedestrianappurtenances to this portion of I-64.
REVISED RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES
The Project will impact interstate and local travel and local communities; however, the effects are
temporary and will cease upon construction completion. Options that retained continuous travel in both
directions across the Sherman Minton Bridge had lower induced traffic diversions (with related travel
times, travel costs, and congestion) and fewer disruptions for local community cohesion and access.
ALTERNATIVES CARRIED INTO THE NEPA DOCUMENT AS THE PREFERRED – Design Build Team (DBT)
can select any one of these
MOT 1 – Two lanes open, both decks/directions (existing EB-eastbound and WB-westbound decks.)
Consists of three phases; travel lanes shift for each phase; 1-lane closure for both EB and WB during all
phases, 2-lanes maintained for both EB and WB during all phases, maintains east/west river crossing, no
access changes required, and traffic lanes adjacent to construction work zone. MOT 1 has the
fewest/lowest temporary changes from existing conditions for access, east/west crossings, diverted
traffic, congestion, user cost, driver expectoration, community and EJ impacts, and the most public
support. However, MOT 1 also has the highest duration and estimated project cost, and reduced safety
with traffic adjacent to the work zone.
MOT 2 – One lane open, both decks/directions (EB and WB decks)
Consists of two phases; travel lanes shift for each phase, 2-lane closures for both EB and WB during all
phases, 1-lane maintained for both EB and WB during all phases, Kentucky crossover for I-64 WB merge
with I-264, maintains east/west river crossing, no access changes required, and traffic lanes adjacent to
construction work zone. MOT 2 has the fewer/lower temporary changes from existing conditions for
access, east/west crossings, diverted traffic, travel time, congestion, estimated project cost, user cost,
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driver expectation, community and EJ impacts, shorter duration, and more favored public comments.
However, MOT 2 also has reduced safety with traffic adjacent to the work zone.
MOT 4 – Reversible center lane (AM-EB / PM-WB) and one-way EB/WB lanes open on one deck
Consists of two phases; Phase 1 - lower deck closed / Phase 2 - upper deck closed, traffic lanes separated
from construction work zone, AM (midnight to noon) – two (2) EB lanes and one (1) WB lane open during
all phases, PM (midnight to noon) – one (1) EB lanes and two (2) WB lad open during all phases, minimal
center lane transition with moveable barrier, maintains east/west river crossing, access changes required,
and a Kentucky crossover for I-64 WB merge with I-264. MOT 4 has lower temporary changes from
existing conditions for access, diverted traffic, travel time, congestion, user cost, driver expectation,
separated traffic and work zone, community and EJ impacts, and the favorable public support. The onedeck MOT options (3, 4, and 6) have similar duration, estimated project cost, and separate traffic from
the work zone, however, MOT 4 retains open east/west crossings, the movable barrier can be operated
during open traffic conditions (no temporary closure), and with some uncertainty for driver expectation.
Short-Term MOT 5 – Short-term closure of the bridge and all six-lanes
Closes east/west river crossing, consists of one phase, access changes required, all traffic diverted, detour
route: I-265 to I-65, and concurrent access ramp modifications. MOT5 (Full Duration Closure) has the
most/highest temporary changes from existing conditions for access, east/west crossings, diverted traffic,
travel time, congestion, user cost, driver expectation, community and EJ impacts, and little to no public
support. Short-term use of MOT 5 may be considered based upon constructability requirements, as
warranted. May be considered, based upon constructability requirements or as warranted to keep the
Sherman Minton Bridge safely in-service during construction.
NOT BEING CARRIED FORWARD
MOT 3 – Alternating three one-way lanes (AM-EB / PM-WB) open on one deck
Consists of two phases; Phase 1 - upper deck closed / Phase 2 - lower deck closed, AM (midnight to noon)
– three (3) EB lanes open; WB closed; during all phases, PM (midnight to noon) – three (3) EB lanes closed;
WB open; during all phases, two (2) estimated 90-minute closures per day to switch directions (AM/EB PM/WB) and gates at each end, a Kentucky crossover for I-64 WB merge with I-264, limits east/west river
crossing, access changes required; detour route: I-265 to I-65, and traffic lanes separated from
construction work zone. MOT 3 has more/higher temporary changes from existing conditions for access,
diverted traffic, travel time, congestion, estimated project cost, user cost, community and EJ impacts, less
favorable public support, and closes half of the east/west crossings daily during both phases and the
highest uncertainty for driver expectation (two direction changes per day with transition closures (one
during Noon/lunch-time increased activity).
MOT 5 – Full Duration Closure of all six lanes and both decks
Closes east/west river crossing, consists of one phase, access changes required, all traffic diverted, detour
route: I-265 to I-65, and concurrent access ramp modifications. MOT5 (Full Duration Closure) has the
most/highest temporary changes from existing conditions for access, east/west crossings, diverted traffic,
travel time, congestion, user cost, driver expectation, community and EJ impacts, and little to no public
support. Short-term use of MOT 5 may be considered based upon constructability requirements, as
warranted.
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MOT 6 – One Direction/Phase three one-way lanes (WB-Phase 1/EB-Phase 2) open on one deck
Limits east/west river crossing, consists of two phases; Phase 1-lower deck closed / Phase 2-upper deck
closed, only allows travel in one direction per phase, diversion of all traffic in the return direction, separate
construction work zone, access changes required, and I-265 to I-65 detour route. MOT 6 has the second
highest temporary changes from existing conditions for access, diverted traffic, travel time, congestion,
user cost, driver expectation, community and EJ impacts, little public support, and closes half of the
east/west crossings during both phases.
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REVISED AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT
This graphic shows the revised APE in green overlaid on the original “worst case” APE, which accounted
for long term, full bridge closure. As a long term closure seems unlikely at this time, the APE has been
revised to focus on movement primarily between the two interstate crossings. The Clark Memorial
Bridge (Louisville Municipal Bridge and Pylons, JFCD 217) is still included as it provides for movement
across the river without tolls.
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Sites with historic preservation easements within APE-

Project Impacts and Determination of EffectsThe following explanation of effects was provided by Timothy Zinn of Michael
Baker International, Inc.
The proposed Sherman Minton Renewal Project poses no direct impacts to any of the identified historic
resources. The project involves the rehabilitation of the Sherman Minton Bridge, within direct impacts
associated with diverted traffic, temporary staging areas, and impermanent crossover routes. In this way,
the project has the potential for historic properties to be affected [36CFR 800.4(D)(2)]. In Kentucky, the
crossover areas and staging areas will likely be situated at the base of the Sherman Minton approach
bridges, in the Shawnee Golf Course. The Shawnee Golf Course is part of the Olmstead Park System/
Northwestern Parkway NRHP-listed historic resource and has the largest potential for impact of all the
identified resources within the APE. However, the installation of temporary crossover areas and staging
areas does not adversely affect the historic resource. In addition to the bridge itself, the APE includes the
directed detour route for MOT Option 5. While other MOT options will also result in displaced traffic,
Option 5 diverts all the 90,000 daily trips away from the Sherman Minton Bridge onto other bridges. The
suggested detour route in Louisville follows I-64 to the other local bridges, which will carry most of the
vehicle movement. Several other east/west roadways are also available to alleviate traffic congestion. In
this way, heavy traffic is not anticipated to back-up roadways in Louisville as a result of Option 5, much
less Options 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6. The street network in West Louisville is an arterial grid that generally operates
under capacity. The main north-south roadways are 22nd Street and 9th Street to the east. The main eastwest arterials are Portland Street and Bank Street to the north and Main Street (2 lanes EB and WB),
Market Street (1 lane EB and WB), Muhammad Ali Boulevard (2 lanes WB), Chestnut Street (2 lanes EB),
and Broadway (2 lanes EB and WB) to the south. These arterials provide sufficient lanes to allow east-west
travel with excess capacity to spare. All the MOT options show a very modest increase in traffic
considering the number of arterial routes included. The largest increases in traffic occur in MOT 4 where
there are restrictions to ramps within the I-64/I-264 interchange. The minimal increases in per-lane peakhour traffic onto an already under capacity network is not likely to cause any noteworthy congestion in
West Louisville. Even the highest increase experienced in MOT 4 would only be on the order of about one
additional vehicle per minute. The indirect effects associated with the Sherman Minton Renewal Project
will have No Adverse Effect on historic properties.
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Summary of effects for each alternativeMOT Alternatives 1, 2, 4, and Short Term 5 are moving forward for consideration
by the DBT.
Tables provided by Timothy Zinn of Michael Baker International, Inc.
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Conclusion
It is the determination of KYTC on behalf of FHWA that the Sherman Minton
Rehabilitation Project as proposed will have No Adverse Effect on the Shawnee Golf Course or
Shawnee Park or Northwestern Parkway, all listed on the National Register as part of the
Olmstead Park System. Staging areas will be subject to additional review once they are identified.
The preferred alternative selected by the DBT will be presented to SHPO to determine if any
additional consultation is warranted. The project as proposed does not have the potential to
adversely affect any other historic sites within the APE.
The Clark Memorial Bridge (Louisville Municipal Bridge and Pylons) is the only historic site
that could be directly affected by the increased traffic; however, the bridge should not be harmed
by added capacity. Additional analysis of traffic impacts during the Sherman Minton project may
be necessary to avoid impacts to the Clark Memorial Bridge, which currently has an ADT of 14,800
trips. The bridge is currently posted for loads between 20 and 40 tons depending on the number
of axles. Based on information available now the project should have No Adverse Effect on this
bridge. The SHPO will have the opportunity for additional consultation regarding impacts once
the DBT selects a preferred MOT alternative.
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26 March 2020

Ms. Susan Neumeyer
Archaeologist Coordinator
Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Division of Environmental Analysis
200 Mero Street
Frankfort, Kentucky 40622
Re:

Management Summary, Phase I Archaeological Survey of Approximately 2.5 Acres for Proposed
maintenance of the I-64 Sherman Minton Bridge, Three Indiana Approach Bridges, and One
Kentucky Approach Bridge (Joint Project with INDOT), Jefferson County, Kentucky. (KYTC Item
No. 5-10027.00) (KY OSA registration No.: FY20-10684)

Dear Ms. Neumeyer:
On 23 and 24 March 2020, Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions, Inc. (Wood) conducted a Phase I
archaeological survey of approximately 2.5 acres for proposed maintenance of the I-64 Sherman Minton Bridge
and three Indiana approach bridges and one Kentucky approach bridge in Jefferson County, Kentucky (KYTC
Item No. 5-10027.00) (Figure 1). The survey was undertaken at the request of the Kentucky Transportation
Cabinet (KYTC) to ensure compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (Public
Law 89-665; 54 U.S.C. 300101 et seq.). The project Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the survey consists of an
approximately 2.5 acres (ac) (1.01 hectares [ha]) area beneath the Kentucky approach to the Sherman Minton
Bridge within the Shawnee Golf Course.
Two newly recorded archaeological sites (FS-1 and FS-2) were identified during this survey. Site FS-1 is a mid- to
late nineteenth century artifact scatter (Figure 2). The scatter consisted of two brick fragments and one piece of
domestic stoneware recovered from a single shovel test in disturbed deposits. Site FS-2 is a small prehistoric
lithic scatter of undetermined cultural affiliation. A total of seven pieces of lithic debitage was recovered from
two shovel tests in the upper 40 cm of soils. No features or significant artifact concentrations were identified at
either site FS-1 or FS-2. Given the paucity of artifacts found, with FS-1 artifacts in disturbed context, and lack of
observed feature, sites FS-1 and FS-2 are recommended as not eligible for the NRHP and no further
archaeological investigations are recommended.
Description of Area of Potential Effect (APE)
The 2.5 ac APE falls beneath a 0.15 mile (mi) [250 meter (m)] stretch of I-64 directly beneath the Kentucky
approach to the Sherman Minton Bridge, in Louisville, Jefferson County, Kentucky. Ground cover in the APE
consisted of short to tall patchy grass areas on the level floodplain of the Ohio River (Figures 3 and 4).
Field Methods
Field methods consisted of pedestrian survey and visual inspection of the entire APE and systematic shovel
testing. No areas within the APE contained greater than 15 percent slope and as per KYTC guidance, fieldwork
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consisted of a single transect with shovel tests excavated at 20-m (65 ft) (Susan Neumeyer, personal
communication, March 20, 2020). Shovel test probes (STP) measured 30 cm (12 in) in diameter and were
excavated to a depth of 1 m (3.3 ft), water table, gravel fill impasse, or compact soil impasse, which ever was
encountered first. The project area resides within the floodplain of the Ohio River and contains the potential for
deeper soils with cultural deposits. Deeper soils were examined through the excavation of auger probes into the
base of selected STPs. Auger probes were conducted at no more than 50 m (164 ft) intervals by hand using a 3 in
(7.6 cm) bucket auger and excavated to a depth of 2 m (6.6 ft). All shovel test and auger fill were screened
through 0.25-in (6.35-mm) hardware cloth, and artifacts were bagged and labelled with appropriate provenience
information. When an archaeological site was encountered, delineation shovel tests were excavated at no more
than 10 m intervals within the APE. STP and auger locations were mapped with a handheld GPS instrument.
Summary of Current Findings
A total of 28 STPs and six bucket augers were excavated within the APE, that includes a single transect of 12 STPs
and 16 site delineation STPs (Figure 2). Background research revealed that no archaeological sites have been
recorded within or directly adjacent to the APE. However, the APE is located within the Shawnee Park golf course,
a contributing element of the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) listed Olmstead Park system (NRHP
#82002715). Additionally, site 15Jf418, the Portland Proper Archaeological Site and Portland Wharf Park, is
located approximately 350 m east of the APE. Review of historic topographic maps and aerial images do not
show any historic structures within or directly adjacent to the APE, but the 1858 Atlas of Jefferson County,
Kentucky does show a structure just northeast of the APE.
Site FS-1: Site FS-1 is historic artifact scatter located in a drainage area between an earthen floodwall to the
south and the golf course to the north (Figure 5). The site encompasses an area of 0.02 ac (0.008 ha) and is
covered by grasses limiting surface visibility (Figure 6). Site FS-1 consists of a single positive shovel test
containing one historic ceramic and two brick fragments. Preliminary analysis conducted on the historic ceramic
recovered at FS-1 classifies it as domestic stoneware with Albany and Salt glaze decoration that dates from 1830
to 1925 (Raycraft and Raycraft 1990) Shovel testing revealed a disturbed, heavily mottled soil profile that
extended to a maximum depth of 50 cm below surface and underlain by dense gravel fill (Figure 7). These
artifacts are most likely associated with a structure documented on the 1858 Atlas of Jefferson County, Kentucky
(Figure 8). However, no intact structural remnants or other features related to an occupation, such as a midden
or cellar, were observed. In addition to the mottled soils and gravel fill, visible disturbances to the site include the
construction of a floodwall, landscaping for the golf course, and construction of the existing approach to the
Sherman Minton Bridge.
Overall, FS-1 yielded a low density historic artifact scatter, with no intact features or significant artifact
concentrations noted. While the materials are likely associated with the mid- to late nineteenth century
occupation depicted nearby on historic maps, the heavy disturbance of the area and recovery of all artifacts in
disturbed soils suggest site FS-1 is not likely to contain significant information regarding historic occupations in
Kentucky.
Site FS-2: Site FS-2 is a prehistoric lithic scatter of undetermined cultural affiliation (Figure 9). The site,
encompassing an area of 0.04 ac (0.016 ha), is located on a mild slope leading to the Ohio River and covered by
short patchy grass with limited surface visibility (Figure 10). Artifacts recovered at the site include seven pieces of
lithic debitage from two shovel tests. All artifacts were recovered from the top 40 cm below surface and no
features were identified or diagnostic materials recovered. Disturbances observed at the site included the
existing approach to the Sherman Minton Bridge and a pile of asphalt debris along the eastern end of the site
(Figure 11). Due to the location of the asphalt pile within the APE, along the eastern edge of the site, the site
could not be fully delineated. No shovel tests were completed outside the APE; however, shovel tests excavated
along the edge of the asphalt pile yielded no artifacts and suggested the site was unlikely to extend outside the
APE.
Overall, FS-2 yielded a low density prehistoric lithic scatter of undetermined cultural affiliation with no intact
features or significant artifact concentrations noted. Disturbances at the site included a pile of asphalt debris and
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the existing Sherman Minton Bridge approach. While the location of the asphalt debris limited delineation
testing, shovel tests excavated along the edge of this asphalt suggests the site is unlikely to extend outside the
current APE. Site FS-2 is not likely to provide significant information regarding prehistoric occupations in
Kentucky. Therefore, Wood recommends FS-2 as not eligible for the NRHP and no further work is recommended.
As a result of this survey Wood recommends that the proposed activities will not adversely impact significant
archaeological resources within the APE, and no further archaeological investigations within the project APE are
recommended.
If you have any questions concerning the results of the field investigation and the information provided in this
interim management summary, please contact Tim Reynolds at tim.reynolds@woodplc.com / 502-541-1228 or
Hank McKelway at henry.mckelway@woodplc.com / 859-566-3721.
Sincerely,

Timothy Reynolds, BA
Staff Archaeologist
Field Director

Hank McKelway, PhD, RPA
Cultural Resources Program Manager
Project Manager

TSR
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Figure 1. APE depicted on 1992 USGS 7.5’ New Albany, IN topographic quadrangle.
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March 27, 2020
Mr. Craig Potts, Executive Director and State Historic Preservation Officer
Kentucky Heritage Council
The Barstow House
410 High Street
Frankfort, KY 40601
SUBJECT:

Request for Conditional Concurrence with No Historic Properties Affected based
on attached Management Summary for Phase I Archaeological Survey of
Approximately 2.5 Acres for the Proposed Maintenance of the Sherman Minton
Bridge Carrying I-64 over the Ohio River in Louisville, Jefferson County,
Kentucky
Jefferson County
KYTC Item No. 5-10027.00

Dear Mr. Potts,
The proposed maintenance project of the Sherman Minton Bridge carrying I-64 over the Ohio River
in Louisville will affect a portion of the Shawnee Golf Course (within the National Register-listed
Shawnee Park) below the approaches to the bridge. This area, encompassing approximately 2.5
acres, was subjected to an archaeological survey by Wood Environmental Solutions, who provided
the attached Management Summary. Two small archaeological sites were identified during this
survey. The sites have not received OSA numbers yet and are identified in the Management
Summary as FS-1 and FS-2.
FS-1 is a very small historic artifact assemblage consisting of two brick fragments and a single
ceramic sherd dating between 1830 and 1925. The three artifacts were recovered from a single
shovel test. The artifacts may be related to a structure that appears on an 1858 Atlas of Jefferson
County. The shovel test exhibited evidence of prior disturbance as the soil was heavily mottled
throughout its profile. The shovel test terminated at a layer of dense gravel fill. Visual evidence
of disturbance in the area include a floodwall, golf course landscaping, and the piers for the
Sherman Minton Bridge approaches.
FS-2 consisted of seven lithic flakes recovered from two separate shovel tests. The site is located
on a mile slope leading to the Ohio River. There is an asphalt pile that prohibited defining the site
boundary in one direction, but no additional materials were located in or near the asphalt pile.
Six bucket augers were excavated. These did not reveal evidence of deeply buried intact
archaeological deposits or buried soils.
Wood is not recommending additional work for these two sites. KYTC concurs that based on
limited artifact assemblages and existing disturbances in the area, no additional archaeological
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investigation is warranted for FS-1 and FS-2. KYTC, on behalf of FHWA, recommends a finding
of No Historic Properties Affected for archaeological resources.
Because this project is on an extremely tight schedule, KYTC requests your Conditional
Concurrence with the finding of No Historic Properties Affected for FS-1 and FS-2. The conditions
of your concurrence would be:
1. OSA site numbers will be requested for FS-1 and FS-2 by Wood;
2. An acceptable Phase I report will be submitted in accordance with the project contract;
and
3. Any areas the construction contractor requires outside the area surveyed and beyond
the areas identified in the October 2019 Area of Potential Effect submitted by Michael
Baker, Inc., will be subjected to review and archaeological survey, if required. It has
been confirmed with the KYTC project team that there will be measures in the
construction contract ensuring this condition.
This letter is initially being submitted electronically without signature due to the coronavirus and
the demands of teleworking. A signed, hard copy will follow in a timely manner. Please respond
to this digital copy as soon as possible.
Sincerely,

Daniel R. Peake, Director
Division of Environmental Analysis
DRP/msn
Enclosure
c:

Tim Foreman, FHWA: Eric Rothermel, Archaeology Files, Reading Files
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July 15, 2020
Mr. Craig Potts, Executive Director and State Historic Preservation Officer
Kentucky Heritage Council
The Barstow House
410 High Street
Frankfort, KY 40601
SUBJECT:

Phase I Archaeological Survey of Approximately 2.5 Acres for Proposed Maintenance of
the Sherman Minton Bridge, Three Indiana Approach Bridges, and One Kentucky
Approach Bridge (Joint Project with INDOT)
By Tim Reynolds and Forest Kelly, Wood Environment Infrastructure & Solutions, July
13, 2020
Jefferson County
KYTC Item No. 5-10027.00

Dear Mr. Potts:
Attached please find an electronic copy of the revised subject report and the Kentucky Transportation
Cabinet’s (KYTC) letter to the consultant requesting the revision and providing them with our combined
agency comments on the initial report submission. The requested changes have been made in the revision.
If you have questions, please contact Susan Neumeyer of my staff at susan.neumeyer@ky.gov.
Sincerely,

Daniel R. Peake, Director
Division of Environmental Analysis
DRP/sn
Attachment
Ec:

T. Foreman
D-5: Donna Hardin
FHWA: Eric Rothermel
Michael Baker: Wendy Vachet
Reading File
Archaeology File
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June 22, 2020
Henry McKelway, Ph.D.
Midwest Cultural Resource Manager
Wood Environment and Infrastructure Solutions, Inc.
2456 Fortune Drive, Suite 100
Lexington, Kentucky 40509
Subject:

Request for Revision: hase Ar haeolo i al urvey of A ro i a ely
A res for
ro osed ain enan e of he her an in on rid e Three ndiana A roa h
rid es and ne en u y A roa h rid e Join ro e wi h ND T
By Tim Reynolds and Forest Kelly, Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions, Inc.,
May 11, 2020
Jefferson County
KYTC Item No. 5-10027.00

Dear Dr. McKelway:
The Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (KYTC) and the Kentucky State Historic Preservation
Office (SHPO) have conducted a concurrent agency review of the subject report. The agencies
have determined that the submitted report is deficient and a revised report is required. Please
revise the report in accordance with the enclosed comments and submit seven hard copies and one
digital copy.
If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Susan Neumeyer at susan.neumeyer@ky.gov.
Sincerely,
for
Daniel R. Peake, Director
Division of Environmental Analysis
DRP/msn
Attachment
c:

Tim Foreman
D-5: Donna Hardin (w/a)
FHWA: Eric Rothermel (w/a)
INDOT: Ron Heustis (w/a)
Michael Baker: Wendy Vachet (w/a)
Reading Files (w/a)
Archaeology Files (w/a)
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KYTC Item No. 5-10027.00
Combined Agency Comments – Request for Report Revision
Prepared by Susan Neumeyer, Archaeologist Coordinator
KYTC - DEA
June 22, 2020
Reynolds, Tim and Forest Kelly
5/11/20
hase Ar haeolo i al urvey of A ro i a ely
A res for ro osed ain enan e of he
her an in on rid e Three ndiana A roa h rid es and ne en u y A roa h
rid e Join ro e wi h ND T Wood Environment & Infrastructures Solutions, Inc.
1. The authors recommend No Adverse Effect for a site that they are recommending as not eligible
for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). When a site is not eligible for
the NRHP, a No Adverse Effect recommendation is not appropriate. It leads the future reader to
wonder if a historic property is present. A recommendation of “No Historic Properties Affected”
is appropriate when no sites are present or when sites that are being recommended as not eligible
are present, or when (potentially) eligible sites are present but will not be affected by the project,
as outlined in the 36 CRF 800 regulations excerpts below:
a. When no eligible (i.e., significant) sites are present, the correct determination of effect is
“No Historic Properties are Affected”.
b. 36 CFR 800.16 defines “Historic Properties” as: “any prehistoric or historic district,
site, building, structure, or object included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the National
Register of Historic Places maintained by the Secretary of the Interior.” [emphasis
added]
c. 36 CFR 800.4(d)(1) directs a “No historic properties affected” finding is appropriate
when the agency official finds that either there are no historic properties present or
there are historic properties present but the undertaking will have no effect upon them as
defined in 800.16(i).
i. Again, there may be no properties present at all, or
ii. There may be old properties or sites, but they are not eligible for inclusion in the
NRHP and they MAY or MAY NOT be AFFECTED by the project, or
iii. There may be historic properties (eligible) present, but they will not be affected
by the project.
2. Be sure that the recommendations for the sites refer throughout the report (Abstract, Introduction,
Conclusion, elsewhere) to only the portion of the sites within the Area of Potential Effect and not
to any portion of each site that has not been investigated.
3. Check for typos: examples – “hectare” omitted from Page 1, section 1.1; “Olmstead” is
misspelled throughout report; “whorf” is misspelled on page 21, “Kelber” is misspelled, etc.
4. Page 4 15Jf952 – inconsistency in site description here and with that of 15Jf951.
5. Page 22 – delete the statement that an Addendum report will be submitted once the OSA files reopen. Neither agency wants a second round of report review. Replace this statement with one
that simply says the OSA files were closed during coronavirus and describe the files that were
available. SHPO guidance during this time has noted their assistance upon request to access files
and provide information, if necessary.
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