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chollingsworth

NOTE TO REVIEWER

Pavement Design assumed based on
similar project experience. Final Pavement
Design to be updated in a future submittal.

CONSTRUCTION DETAILS LEGEND

® & 060 00O

OJOICICIONNO)

PCCP for A_Pproaches, 6 In., On
Subgrade Treatment, Type II

PCCP for APproaches, 9 1In., On
Subgrade Treatment, Type 1I

HMA for Apﬁroaches, Tyge B, consisting of

165 #/Syd. HMA Surface, Type B, on

275 #/Syd. HMA Intermediate, Type B, on
6" Compacted Aggregate No. 53, on
Subgrade Treatment, Type II

Sidewalk, Concrete

HMA for Sidewalk

140 #/sys HMA Surface, Type B on

220 #/sys HMA Intermediate, Type B on
6" Compacted Aggregate No. 53, Base on
Subgrade Treatment Type III

275 #/sys QC/QA-HMA, 4, 76, Intermediate, 19.0 mm, on

880 #/sys QC/QA-HMA, 4, 64, Base, 25.0 mm on (using 2 lifts), on
300 #/sys QC/QA-HMA, 4, 76, Intermediate, OG 25.0 mm, on

6 inches Compacted Aggregate, No. 53, on

Subgrade Treatment, Type IBC

165 #/sys QC/QA-HMA, 2, 64, Surface, 9.5 mm, on
495 #/sys QC/QA-HMA, 2, 64, Base, 25.0 mm, on
6 inches Compacted Aggregate, No. 53, on
Subgrade Treatment, Type 1I

165 #/sys §C/§A-HMA, 4, 76, Surface, 9.5 mm, on

HMA for Approaches:

165 #/sys HMA, Surface, Type B on

385 #/sys HMA, Intermediate, Type B on
Subgrade Treatment Type II

Mailbox Assembly

Compacted Aggregate, No. 53

MiIIin’g Asphalt, 1.5 in.

165 #/sys QC/QA-HMA, 4, 76, Surface, 9.5mm

Saw Cut, Full Depth (No Direct Pay)

Pipe, Type 4, Circular, 6 in. for Underdrain

POE®EOEE®E®E

Str. No. X

Curb, Concrete

Combined Concrete Curb and Gutter (See Std. Drwg. 605-CCCG-01)
Concrete Center Curb, Type D

Sodding

Seed Mixture, U

Guardrail, MGS W-Beam, 6 Ft. 3 In. Spacing

Retaining Wall

Modular Block Wall

Paved Side Ditch

Sidewalk Elevation Transition for Driveway
(Paid for as Sidewalk, Concrete and HMA for Sidewalk)

Curb Ramp, Concrete and Detectable Warning Surfaces
Structure (See Drainage Summary Sheet)

Existing Pipe to be Removed

HORIZONTAL SCALE BRIDGE FILE
RECOMMENDED INDIANA N/A N/A
FOR APPROVAL DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION VERTICAL SCALE DESIGNATION
DESIGN ENGINEER DATE N/A 2002553
DESIGNED: B1s DRAVIN: on SURVEY BOOK SHEETS _ CD-01
i : CONSTRUCTION DETAILS ELECTRONIC 84 |of | 360
LEGEND CONTRACT PROJECT
CHECKED: as CHECKED: BTS S uL Al
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App. R—"|

| N N ! (V)  [Sec2t, 14N R3E| | A Ng LN
Perry Township | |
| Ln '|_| | 1_| Marion County 1—| 1_|
| | — | i | —l | i
Exist. R/W \‘ | /J /J
l l App. ﬁ’.)l App. R l App. R |
ROBBIE Exist. R/W DEWAYNE ETHAN HEDEEN, MATTHEW
CROWLEY, ET UX | |’r RICHARD HARTMAN, ET UX I GOOLEY | ET UX I HASHMAN, ET UX
Lot 7 Lot 6 Lot 5 Lot 4 Lot 3
l | END CONSTRUCTION ‘ | |
P.O.T. Sta. = 11+00.0 "PR-S-1-A" P.0.T. STA. 11+00.00 B 11147830 PRA" (Ahead)
N: 1598047.62 LINE "PR-S-1-A L PO, ot 5749462 "PR.CLR" (oack) l
E: 177453.64 . N: 1598047.62 WA As i
3 E: 177453.64 P.O.T. Sta. = 56+76.85 "PR-CLR" E: 197579 26
\ .g ‘ = P.O.T. Sta. = 10+00.00 "PR-5-1-A" : : 7| N \ |
3 N oaoads’ 4729 "PR-CLR", Class I Drive Reqd Neisopoarier T
2 E: 177454.4 9 "PR-CLR", riv . : . PRAT . .
BEGIN CONSTRUCTIO | o4 17 E U790 | | 85" Temp. RIW | £900 "PRA', loss 1 Drive Redd
P.O.T. STA. 10+28.5 AT ‘ \ o ‘ =
LINE "PR-S-1-A" \ ! ==t \ {} U E— 4 | I 79T TR, Class [Drve Req \ +90.0 "PR-A", Class 1 rive Req'd. } i
N: 1597975.05 | / \\ | 84' Temp. R/W | I | - LTw=1e |
E: 177454.25 i 1 oy 60" R/W | ﬂ -
1 BN Q Af -
s 3B | ! |
\ e |
l ‘ R 57 2 /f l 60' Temp. R/W | P start 115+51.25 "PRA"
| |2 = imi | ‘ L —N: 1897947.55
| ‘ g = ﬁq Constr. Limits | | | Str. No. 112A 0 77045 11
? I Slssaal] T | str.No. 103 ! -
I || e i - = |
l | \ (40 i

No. 104

AP —StrNor 60— -~=

s\ 40 7 St/r.
4Y /

I v/i—

~~_Str. No. 101 R il
__+13.00 "PR-CLR" / i

\ “~_ Str. No. 107
5

$89°29'00"E
To be Constructed by Others |

Str No. 114

i\ Str. No. 104A

tr. No. 102A
60' R/W

60' Temp R/W

Str. No. 104B |

50‘ R/W
Constr. Limits

Matchline Sta. 116+00 "PR-A" (See Next Sheet)

LS N

-

Y
55' R/W |
Constr. Limits

‘ NZ SQ,T,emp,BZW e T O T T HE = o L T O O /= | |
| o ]
‘ ‘ | |
: , 75 Temp. R/W 60' RIW |
81" Temp. RIW | BEGIN PROECT s 83 Temp. RAW | O
PROJECT NO. 55 +75.0 "PR-A", Class I Drive Re +22.9 "PR-A", Class I Drive Reg'd.
q'd. ;
‘ P.O.T. ST%. 56+76.85 W= 18' ‘ =18 +20.0 "PR-A", Class I Drive Req'd.
LINE "PR-CLR | oo
N: 159794655 |
| E: 177454.49 | |
+88.0 "PR-CLR", Class I Drive Reqd. /,i /,i
App. Fr_/" W= 18' App. rt/’l App. R App. R App. R, | App. /'I
SHERMAN L. & ‘ | \ | |
RUTH STRAHLA |
TRUSTEES OF |
STRAHLA |
REVOCABLE RICHARD J | | JERRY-BOB l AARON SAMPSON,
TRUST ‘ JAMES STRAHLA | HASSELBURG CHERYL A ROWE NABORS ET UX |
Lot 55 Lot 54 Lot 53 ‘ Lot 52 | Lot 51 | Lot 50 |
‘ | Sec. 28, T-14-N, R-3-E | |
| White River Township
| | . Johnson County | |
Notes: HORIZONTAL SCALE BRIDGE FILE
Lines "PR-CLR" and "PR-A" to be Constructed. RECOMMENDED INDIANA 1"=20' N/A
FOR APPROVAL DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION VERTICAL SCALE DESIGNATION
See Construction Details Legend Sheet for callout descriptions. DESIGN ENGINEER DATE N/A 2002553
DESIGNED: BTS DRAWN: PH SURVEY BOOK SHEETS  CD-03
For Detailed Structure Information See Sheets DD-12 to DD-14. : : CONSTlFllUCT IOII\II DETAIL§ ELECTRONIC 85 |of | 369
CHECKED: as CHECKED: BTS LINES "PR-CLR" & "PR-A CONTRACT PROJECT
l : R-43594 2002553
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Constr. Limits

BRIAN MITCHELL

60' R/W
/

+49.39 "PR-A"

N

|
Constr. Limits

| SEAN LITCHFORD /

\
\

/ B Z \f
1

lot1 —A

-
|
.\120 O

P.0.C. Sta. = 118+73.53 "PR-A"
= P.0.T. Sta. = 20+00.00 "PR-S-2-A"

N: 1597956.66
E: 178267.31 \

\ \
R /A ANTHONY M. CHRISTENBERRY
AR \/ Exist. R/W Lot 19
2\ 3
A%
B\
>

Sec. 21, T-14-N, R-3-E
Perry Township
Marion County

122

JAMES GLYNN, ET UX

P.I. Sta.

N: 1597960.46
E: 178403.13

= 120+09.40 "PR-A"

P.O.T. Sta. = 121+13.55 "PR-A"

= P.O.T. Sta. = 30+00.00 "PR-S-3-A"
N: 1597961.33

E: 178507.28

N: 1597961.33
E: 178507.26

\
\
\

- -
\
\
—_—— _ \
-3 —_— .

Str. No. 121
-

Str. No. 122

ExistRw S [

PR-A" (See Previous Sheet)

County Line Rd. (Asph.)

NESSITTE'E o)

Line "A" —7 <

S O =¥ = SE.V17/A0. AR /NI |
‘

Str. No. 117

- Str. No. 120

tr. No. 123

]

——

O 0\

Matchline Sta. 116+00 "

Matchline Sta. 122+00 "PR-A" (See Next Sheet)

JANA C.
KLOSOWSKI
Lot 49

S Gonstr, Lt N\

GEORGE W.
NEWMAN JONATHAN
Lot 48 SCHIEWER
Lot 47

Sec. 28, T-14-N, R-3-E
White River Township
Johnson County

B .

P.R.C. Sta. = 119+05.27 "PR-A"

N: 1597957.53
E: 178299.04

120" R/W

| /étr. No. 1303

| .

N

= i e

Mt. Pleasant E. St.

THADDEUS B.
SWIEZY ‘

Lot 46 |

-

N I

\\\</ Constr. Limits | |
: | i
| w

7

71| str.No. 1300

Line "PR-S-3-A" ~

(N
\MARIE L. & SHERRIE
i.3 BRAASCH

Notes: HORIZONTAL SCALE BRIDGE FILE
Lines "PR-CLR" and "PR-A" to be Constructed. || recommenoe INDIANA =20 A
\)é\ FOR APPROVAL DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION VERTICAL SCALE DESIGNATION
See Construction Details Legend Sheet for callout descriptions. Q} é{z— DESIGN ENGINEER DATE N/A 2002553
c,°$ R e . o SURVEY BOOK SHEETS  CD-04
For Detailed Structure Information See Sheets DD-12 to DD-14. O & : : CONSTRUCT:. }ON D"ETAILS ELECTRONIC 86 | of | 369
$ CHECKED: as CHECKED: BTS LINE "PR-A CONTRACT PROJECT
= : : R-43594 2002553
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N Sec. 21, T-14-N, R-3-E (4] AN ¢ ! i LN~ LD Sec. 22, T-14-N, R-3-E |\ w
Perry Township AN \ 179' Temp. R/W //3&8«1‘.07 =7 _ 4 BOAPAAOAANES Perry Township
o\ Marion County N AN o\ > PRSAf N 7056 186 RIW @\ Marion County N N
N i | ‘ X
i i R i y i i —i i —i
. “END CONSTRUCTION — = \exst ] 1] | |
" app.p " P.O.T, STA. 41+76.80 ¥ A — '
R LINE "PR-S-4-A" / PE= |
L NLesilas e Str. No. 1414 o \ | Constr. Limits
LB E z I
JAMES GLYNN, ET UX N \/\ / & ,”/Y/ / DEBRA MOLINE
. _»<JAMES GEYNN, ET UX / z \ RIW /
N \ S /(F = | | - |
\, ~ / = | I
N \\ ~_ / 0‘:) } L\
. NN \;}\ Str/No. /1417 T\ E e 15)\ | ! | ! =7 UNT to Pleasant Run Creek
U [y '
\\\\ Floodway \\\\i | Il 2§ 5 'l. 1 i
. \ / ‘
K RN o NG >3] & StrolNo! 1413 ;i e
110' Temp. R/W / NS._ Constr. Limits | 3~ | [+18.03 §| © S P.I. Sta. = 125+46.70 "PR-A'
ya p. R/! / \ NS \ P ) \ .
-- - - -——- AN \\ h \\\\\ | N N 1 "p) _5_4_g' n [ [ N: 1597964.95
S AN S~ A % Il 2l a | [ | E: 178940.42,
- — oD < e 2, | L) g 1 ‘ [ | 100' R/W
\\\\\\ P.O.T. Sta. = 124+86.72 "PR-A" " W N RN \ £ i % ] [ [z - - - -- - - - - -
AN = P.O.T. Sta. = 40+00.00 "PR-5-4-A™_ 883 PR'S"\‘I;IA_' lc(')a;;l Drive,Reqd: N : . I ,P?*g“/{ il s |
N\ N: 1597964.45 =10 ‘ AL I ya N
: [ ~ > | \ e
/\\ E: 178880.44 ~ 0. 141 } } o ) Str. No. 141} ya \\1 \ S T
Constr. Limits AN N - i z T + J LAY o \ o
P + \____ __DrivelSkew iy | +80.84/ \. N P Constr. Limits
- Exist. R/W 4 96°18'51.5" V| 1 2eR-5-4-A" N Y/ N\ Constr. Limits ~ o
- I [ e \ e
65' R/W 7 "S- Constr. Limits I StrNo. 1410 | L} [N ‘ N I
e - —— Py tr. No. 11418 | Str. No. 134
Str. No. 121 Str. No. 131 %. : i . Str. No. 136 Str. No. 139
Str. No. 122 740847 "PRA" _ Str. No. 129 I | L@ _Exist. RIW +58.01 "PR-A" iy, No. 141
Lo/ AL 0 2ee - - Il = Begin Taper +07.92 "PR-A"
‘ — i ~ End Taper Str. No. 144
— I~ f —
— _— Str. No. 126 —t—— —|— et — _—— — R Ny
2 Exist. R/W /Wl st = < Exist. R/W o
g L = = —c - 3 8
) - e ] - '"X"v)"’ —+50.03 "PR-A" +80.00 "PR-A" — 1 &
5] 5 |-
E s S
o - " "
of, a +18.56 "PR-A tr.No. 145/ 3
E £ = r. No. (_Hfi
- - —
of & —— )
(%) = S | Line & =
= R T z i ne n &
o] iV T ol o S P A\ R ,%9
a P o T e e e e, T A 4 in Line "PR-A" o
¢ e A . T N8G°3601°E ] ‘ Floodway —= ! N N\ |~y N TR 8
o N | z | =) - @
e - 4 = \ /@ \ (@/ B “j=S
S —To o= ‘ - / S\ JRURPRRS | SO
- \ S===S_C : I \k\t\ = 2 Str. No. 146 N
o N - | I I " " B =
o = SR - +84.37 "PR-A" )
g +76.24 "PR-A" | — %
= S
[) (O
= =
=

43296 PRA——

\ TExist R/W o

' S - - —— - —— - —+80:08-"PR-A"/~ ____ ( | 2 | } -
| y | |
! \ i N b St No. 166.42
| [ | A | | ST
! Str. No. 1406 i o/ Y )( /| ‘ // \\\ ~
| ! RN i tr. No. 1408 i /// n . i
| ! \ ! | | ‘ Constr. Limits N | E: 179045.68
[ S 0 4 ’:’+0878L - _———— [ - - -
| .
P & TPR-5-4-A" App. ‘i\/ﬂ/ |
| | v Str. No. 1407 7 N !
******* | % ‘ )\ Bxft. R/W ¢ e h ! o1 RW
Lo ? 8 P.I Sta. = 36+44.32 "A T\\ !
No Curve Run
} 3 PRASHITH SRIVASTAVA /l ¢ / [ (Delta = 0°31'1)5" Lt. AN ;
I Lot 17 Exist. R/W Yo b ! N: 1597963.70 l N
5 N 1/ | 2 ‘ i / ’ E: 178880.44 AN
2 | I
g i ;e 5 ‘; I | o | \'\
8 | ‘J g I 7 / N Floodway
g - | | 1 g 17 | ! | N
2 . > - - - ) Il ongr. Limits 71 DISTEL FAMILY I N
R App. R—" N1 ! App. R 0% I f ' v/ LIVING | | AN
oy R R ' | 11.0' | 11{0' [ +4§.04 - o TRUST AGREEMENT 1
s — N .,
E \ Str. No. 1403 /" = 7—§;"P ﬁ | DTD 3/16/16 ! PLEASAN’\I‘\VALLEY HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION INC
2 i | !
3 . - ’ ! ! N
B Temp. R/W ~_ | | 7. No. /05 ‘ I | AN
S : } 4 - NO.
3 —— ) N ‘ | T w | : A
2 \ q / I N
g ' ! AN
S ‘ I
. — N Sec. 28, T-14-N, R-3-E / | l . Sec. 27, T-14-N, R-3-E
I . White River Township - I White River Township |\
z } \\ Johnson County | | Johnson County \\\
S
2
R | Notes: HORIZONTAL SCALE BRIDGE FILE
2| Lines "PR-CLR" and "PR-A" to be Constructed. RECOMMENDED INDIANA 1"=20 N/A
5§ g FOR APPROVAL DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION VERTICAL SCALE DESIGNATION
E % See Construction Details Legend Sheet for callout descriptions. DESIGN ENGINEER DATE N/A 2002553
§ % DESIoNED: o RN o SURVEY BOOK SHEETS  CD-05
84 | For Detailed Structure Information See Sheets DD-12 to DD-14. ' ' CONSTRUCTION DETAILS ELECTRONIC o7 [of[ 36
S LINE "PR-A" CONTRACT PROJECT
N CHECKED: c1s CHECKED: BTS R43594 2002553
E&
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Oo o ) H o \\ 1'"| Sec. 22, T-14-N, R-3-E (\ I , m | q_
\ Perry Township
Il )
N N i o \\ oM Marion County o ’ (a®] l o
Il
i i i i \\\ i —i ’ L | I i
I\
Il A
z \
\ | |
i \
i
i \ ‘ /J WILLIAM
Il DEBRA MOLINE \ DEBRA MOLINE KIM CISSELL, ET UX App. . SMITH
H \\ Floodway | | Lot 168
i \/
i
I \ App. FI’_/(' ‘
i \
I |
I | - \ \\ 96' Temp. R/W |
b3 1 \
H \ Iy \\ +70.0 "PR-A", Class I Drive Req'd.
100' R/W I % NN W=10
—_ - .- ——— .. - .- SR VAN W) S R L - - —
194 \ |
Constr. Limits \! H / ] \ \ f— _
S * \ \
************************************************************* I \ A \ | \
e - \
I T — Constr. Limits \ \ 83' Temp. R/W
| — va iy \ T - Constr. Limits &- z -
Il . \ \ . END PAVING EXCEPTION NG / ,-
g “BEGIN PAVING EXCEPTION \ \ 47 Sta, 132+03/68 "PR-A" L
Il Star129+86.76 "PR-A" \ 7 See DES,4(0. 2100121 o i
Il See DES>NO/21Q0121 \ g Constr. Limits \
Il \ RN N \ e
+85.00 "PR-A" \ I k \
\ N \
St; NT\,' 141748 ‘ ' Str. No. 200 Str. No. 204
tr. No. \ . No.
Exist. R/W _ —_— _— _— J T o . ! 7 s
L £ LRW___ ] N , X , Exist. R/W ~
= 5 S .
—_ﬁgﬁ—upk—‘_ A" _
g W g ’D
] © +85.00 "PR-A" = 8
(%) i -
: s : ‘ P ——
= e Str. No. 205 T =
5 -« B s | Str. No. 151 —StrNo. 205 fF |8
o S G2 e o= ST | S U HLX‘ [, o L —=
8 ) = &
2 e | N5 A B S N\ \ (Conc. Bridg&;\Deck}\\ 77777777777777 B | N A A g
Ed Line "A" 7 A\ \ WL \ \ ‘ _ Line "Af-~ <
o NgeiriE of 9 ] & | \\ App. County & Ssk;tlon\\‘ne | ] ol N89°11'12"E\ _z
oo, > — —— == IR T £
= Line "PR-A' ~4 in ) =4 in Line "PR-A'
o N89®11'12'E 3 \ County ?"hﬁ Rd-\\\\ ™1 N89°11'12°E S
=] - N T
|
o B B e i LHLLLLL.LL . 3
o —
B o T et _ :
X P - ©
g o 8
© | c
£ == =
5 +80.00 "PR-A" -
5 , g
e )

Refer to Bridge Project
Des No. 2100121

-
\ |
91' Temp. R/W |
emp. R/ App. E/’I |
[ |
|
) . , ROBERT L. &
3 ~. PLEASANT VALLEY HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION INC I BARBARA J. SHIPLEY
S
bS]

Sec. 27, T-14-N, R-3-E %——————7——————
White River Township DN App. R,
z Johnson County App. R ~
S
8
R | Notes: HORIZONTAL SCALE BRIDGE FILE
;3 Lines "PR-CLR" and "PR-A" to be Constructed. RECOMMENDED INDIANA 1"=20 N/A
R FOR APPROVAL DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION VERTICAL SCALE DESIGNATION
§ : : P DESIGN ENGINEER DATE N/A 2002553
% | See Construction Details Legend Sheet for callout descriptions.
S DESIGNED BTs SRAWN . SURVEY BOOK SHEETS  CD-06
s H H
5 For Detailed Structure Information See Sheets DD-12 to DD-14. CONSTRUCTION DETAILS ELECTRONIC 88 [of[ 369
3 ) : LINE "PR-A" CONTRACT PROJECT
3 CHECKED: cs CHECKED: BTS R43594 2002553
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134

WILLIAM SMITH

Lot 168

135

Lot 167

[
|
{
App. E//;
|
|

STEPHANIE
MCCARTNEY

Sec. 22, T-14-N, R-3-E
Perry Township
Marion County

JANICE SGROI
Lot 166

|
;
App. 'l/’;
|
N
y

137

FREDERICK
NERDING
Lot 165

CAROL HERRING -
Lot 164 |

@)

80359.68 Str. No. 1504

168"

TN T T T TN tes Temp W St
i “ i | B
1 -
END CpNSTRUCTION [ es
P.O.T. STA. 51+64.10 ! ] I
LINE "PR-S-5-A" =
: 159814936 7 ! h i

Rocky Ridge Rd. Line "PR-

I
Temp. R/W
No. 1505 |

"P.boY BAUQ T 558D 7,V-5-5-dd. T8¢+

b o > - -
,,,,, Rt . Str. No. 383 . y 5 5
st Str. No. 218 Str. No. 221 \ " str. No. 275 Str. No. 227 +70.73 "PRA" P‘ S 7 B AN
—_ B 1 & /Str. No. 214 +06.25 "PRA" ’ +52.24 "PR-AY / +59.22 "PR-A" W\ +05.22 f'ﬂR-A" . +16.69 "PRIA" Str. No. 240 = N\
- —— T  — — i E—— ! &7 i T 1 —t———

Str. No. 232 ]

" ! |
o | / ! f
‘ , +04.22 | | | f - PHILLIP
' o / ersshe | L MCDONALD
| / Constr. Limits ~ | L0 ‘ " S
B +50.9 "PR-A", Cldss I Drive Req'd. ) / [N ‘ | (- N
| | W =[15' " " N .’ ‘ ! 15 ‘ B I| -~ Exist. R/W
I | —|15 00 a 0 +15.0 "PR-A", Class I Drive Req'd. ‘ ) Bxist. R/W \:\U @ ‘ i A
T i ’ +40.0 "PR-A", Class I Drive Req' W=17' 0/ : | Wil | +
e e ‘/ 83' Temp. R/W w=2 | - L EEgII_N SC'PANSSBRUZ%TégN '‘Batl N | TPRSsAr
N < 4+ . I 1 i \
- s - - s 65 RIW ‘|1(J\> ol |
" /78 Temp. R/W | —LINE-"PR. SB Au N i | h i 1 Constr. Limits
=== == ! == | N:1598013.84 | \‘ | |
63' RIW 63 R / | E:180364.46 | |67 Temp. R/W Str-No. 1501\ | Jff SteNo-152 T ’\\
Constr. Limits —7 ]\ / Str. No. 212A \_(¢ / YV / I | N % h \ P X 158 RW
- ) - et No. 233AL ‘ i Str. No. 1500 ] e
— - — il —— | — iy ot — _ T \
Str. No. 208~ Floodway N . % ey G £ } 11.0 [ 10.0| 110 ‘: N
- Exist. RIW | o Str. No. 212 Constr, Limi 40) 8 “:r;:-sg ) 2.83
XS = | PR-5 5 A R
e N N7 — g
gy — — 7 = m K}
o/ e ——— [ hi 3 |
i s s i3 === = - £ N 2 12
T e Str. No. 234 i vl @ —
+96.50 "PR-A Str. No. 235 PR = 1A 2
. Str. No. 229 ~ St No.238 ° 9
Str, No. 223 Str. No. 239 5 +24.88 "PR-A" f )
~ _ o st = - e - - S
Lin . Line "A" 9 — <
L g NBINI2'E 1 -ty _ N89°03R'EN Q| —E
A 2 TR AT T T # T Line "PR-A" — ‘3 c
< R 3 NB9°0322"E §
. Ll
e g
(5]
¢ ()
—%6 c
=
S
[1°]
=

Matchline Sta. 134+00 "PR-A" (See Previous Sheet)

(==

Str. No. 383A 7\\\
S

I

Str. No. 392A

%

Str. No. 383

81' Temp. R/W /

+87.0 "PR-A", Class I Drive Req'd.

|
|+98.0 "PR-A", Class I Drive Req'd.
&

[ |
P. d T. Sta. = 139+71.90 "PR-A"

"PR-S-5-A"

kotaylor

In L
) : Temp. R/W e } \ t = = ?o .T. Sta. = 50+00.00 "
| Str. No. 392 [\ : :,1597985.35
’ | | “ | \ | E 18036,5 47
| J | } . \ I . : .
| ! | | \ ) | | |
- ‘ | ‘ \ 1 : '
o e — Y PC.Sta = 137+02.38 "PR-A" P.I Sta. = 137+59.33 "PR-A" | = P.T.Sta. .1138+16 29 "pR- A
| \ N: 1597981.04 N: 1597981.85 ! N: 1597982.79 ' I
’ I | \\ E: 180095.98 E: 180152.93 I E: 180209.88 ' .
App. R—" ! i \ | I o
| ! | \\ | . . .
‘ | \ i | | |
ROBERT L. & ‘ | \ | : . :
BARBARA J. SHIPLEY | | CHRISTOPHER D. BURTON  \ | | | JORIN & BARBARA LOMBARDI, ET AL
| ! \\ | N . .
l } } \\ Floodway ; ! ' !
| | i :
| | ' | L
AN | .
~ 1 i P
~ | |
_ _‘\ Sec. 27, T-14-N, R-3-E o | !
R i White River Township ~ | | [ |
App.R—" ~ | |
pp- R — Johnson County AN I .
Notes: HORIZONTAL SCALE BRIDGE FILE
Lines "PR-CLR" and "PR-A" to be Constructed. RECOMMENDED INDIANA 1"=20' N/A
FOR APPROVAL DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION VERTICAL SCALE DESIGNATION
See Construction Details Legend Sheet for callout descriptions. DESIGN ENGINEER DATE N/A 2002553
SURVEY BOOK SHEETS _ CD-07
DESIGNED: BTS DRAWN: CPH
For Detailed Structure Information See Sheets DD-12 to DD-14. CONSTRUCTION DETAILS ELECTRONC 8 \oof (\j 369
- NTRA PROJE(
CHECKED: cs CHECKED: BTS LINE "PR-A R43594 2002553
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__________________________________ --Ridge Hill Trails Section 1

S AT T e - NRHP-eligible propert
D SRS gible prop :y N

\ MCDON. JET

Lot 144 :
|

Matchiine Sta, 146+00 "PR-A" (See Next Sheet)

Matchline Sta. 140400 "PR-A" (See Previous Sheet)

kotaylor

TfT2022 6:48:02 am

moded; SheatS

file: | indwO0| 289projects| 77592 dpw county line road|cadd\h1 |ods | 77592-rd-s-cd0 1 dgn

___________________________________________________________________________________ = . : +35.9 "PR-A", Class III Drive Reqd.
’ L N \‘ : w=20
\ '- i ! P.O.T. Sta. = 144+06.93 "PR-A"
: =P.0.T. Sta. = 60+00.00 "PR-5-6-A"
[ 1 N: 1597992.52
: E: 180800.44
o y
iy
Lk
[ ]
i i
¥ : '
o : ! JOHN & BARBARA LOMBARDI, ET AL
ol I
[ i
b
i [ ' Sec, 27, 14N, R3E
' ' ' 1 White River Township
| | | 1 Johnson County
Notes: HORIZONTAL SCALE BRIDGE FILE
Lines "PR-CLR" and "PR-A" to be Constructed. é & || recommenoen INDIANA F=rg WA
FOR APPROVAL DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION VERTICAL SCALE DESIGNATION
See Construction Details Legend Sheet for callout descriptions. Qy. LSRN ENIDECk DATE /A 2002553
SURVEY BOOK SHEETS
For Detalled Structure Information See Sheets DD-12 to DD-14. o & e : CONSTRUCTION DETAILS ELECTRONIC 00 Jof]
8 — — LINE *PR-A o s
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Ridge Hill Trails Section 1
NRHP-eligible property

Matchline Sta. 152+00 "PR-A" (See Next Sheet)

Matchline Sta. 146+00 "PR-A" (See Previous Sheet)

\_str. No. 281A Str. No. 284A Str. No. 287A Str. No. 2908

JOHN & BARBARA LOMBARDI, ET AL

kotaylor

TfT/2022 6:48:03 am

| bindlwid| 289pmfacts| 77552 dpw county line road| cadd\hi |ads | 77592-rd-s-coi . dgn

Sec. 27, T-14N, R3E
‘White River Township
Biton Courty
Notes: HORIZONTAL SCALE BRIDGE FILE
Lines "PR-CLR" and "PR-A" to be Constructed. é & || recommenoen INDIANA =T NA
FOR APPROVAL DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION VERTICAL SCALE DESIGNATION
5 See Construction Details Legend Sheet for callout descriptions. th DESIGN ENGINEER DATE NA 2002553
- = n SURVEY BOOK SHEETS CD-09
_:é For Detalled Structure Information See Sheets DD-12 to DD-14, Q & iz el CONSTRUCTION DETAILS ELECTRONIC o o] 3
¥ & CHECKED: — LINE "PR-A" CONTRACT T
¥ n - R-435594 2002553
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7/7/2022 6:48:03 am

kotaylor

Sec. 22, T-14-N, R-3-E
Perry Township
Marion County

152
153
155
156
157
158

CHARLES
BARNETT,
ET UX

ANTHONY

RO SIAMA,
WOODS, ET UX

GEORGE MIZE,
ET AL ET UX

WILLIAM KELLY JOSEPH STEELE

+44.7 "PR-A", Class I Drive Req'd.

+44.0 "PR-A", Class I Drive Req'd.
=12

N

|

|

|

|

|

|
N

|

S / | / ‘ - 1
| |
|

***** T A _— i e .
—— g | A " " i R | . L
N I ! I | _ T *5594’“ Class LDri WeReOr“ +39.0 ["BR-A", Class T Drive- e Reqd. +50.2 "PR-A", Class I Drive Req'd.
—————— | 70' Temp. R/W +88.5 "PR-A", Class|I Drive Reg'd. | ‘ W= 12 | T =24 +947"PR -A", Class I Drive Req'd. ! W= 17'
Constr. Limits | | 9/ w= $ ‘ 65' RIW | | w=12 / 65' R/W
- - S - - St No. 301A | | Str. No. 306A ‘; / S/ St No. 314A

Str. No. 294

-
/4 | | !
-

Str. No. /297

aiony

o
$ T
= Q
A i Str.\No_ 3 £
3 | T 7 ‘ — - i i s n
k=] = | B A | ) J \
3l | - / ( Str. No. 298 Sir. No. 3028 : = \UStt. No. 307 | 3
& (o1 - - OF—— - — —OE i ‘ (]
Bl LstriNg. 295 (46 ,;3; I o (X . Str.No.302A /| -~ 2 &
& ——— e e e — — = - - Toem —T %
< N89°0322">¥ R ___ _ __ _ _ _Pop. County&Section Line - e ot o) g
& Tine "PRA" — $F—= * i * * vJ Tne PRA" W/ ol | ¢
5 N89S03'22"E ) / County Line Rd. (Asph.) // N89S03'22"E —ra %
o
& _’— @\ \Q‘/\ il
n i
£ :
- — i
I /S No. 308 e > &
& y /; H Str.No.309 _© ""**'"ff~~a———w,¥.55’:,’,“9;3}2 — AN ©
2 ~ iy
£ £
~ -
S ©
g =
s

[ X_str. No. 299 Tr T X Iy | St_No.316__~

: 0y - T — \ | P
I Y ) T SE --- --- R -—-- --- - R T - ——- eSS I ——
Str. No. 299A —— -
Str. No. 296A Str- . 3004 Str. No. 3054 TN P ! Constr. Limits *
! J\ Constr. Limits ‘ .
|
!
| - - - - - -
‘,‘ NS 67' Temp. R/W ‘
|
|
| P
App. R—"] App. R l SRR
|
! |
!
i |
| |
I |
! |
| |
I |
|
| |
| | |
"\ L
8 | |
S |
‘5 |
3 | ,
z |
3 :
2 :
T JOHN & BARBARA LOMBARDI, ET AL i
= ! WJM PROPERTIES, LLC
2 |
5 i \J
3 i
3 |
S I
g : |
S :
g Sec. 27, T-14-N, R-3-E !
3 White River Township !
2 Johnson County | |
3
2
R | Notes: HORIZONTAL SCALE BRIDGE FILE
:Z Lines "PR-CLR" and "PR-A" to be Constructed. RECOMMENDED INDIANA 1"=20' N/A
g FOR APPROVAL DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION VERTICAL SCALE DESIGNATION
S ) ) - DESIGN ENGINEER DATE N/A 2002553
% | See Construction Details Legend Sheet for callout descriptions.
o SURVEY BOOK SHEETS  CD-10
S DESIGNED: BTS DRAWN: CPH
S| For Detailed Structure Information See Sheets DD-12 to DD-14. CONSTRUCTION DETAILS ELECTRONIC 92 [of[ 39
LINE "PR-A" CONTRACT PROJECT
CHECKED: c1s CHECKED: BTS R43594 2002553
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JOSEPH STEELE

T UX

159

AMOS GADIENT,
E

JUDY REITMEYER

160

Sec. 22, T-14-N, R-3-E

Perry Township
Marion County

161

AMOS GADIENT, ET UX

P.C. Sta. = 161+78.79 "PR-A"
N: 1598021.70

|

|

AMOS l
|

|

|

|

E: 182678.36
App. W./’i

P.T. Sta. = 162+85.11 "PR-A"
N: 1598023.83

163

App.R—"

DAVID GROVES

164

MICHAEL ROGERS

App. R/ :127 Temp. R/W

+61.0 "PR-A", Class I Drive Req'd.

97' Temp. R/W

W=11'

E: 182572.06
App. R,
+61.0 "PR-A", Class I Drive Req'd.
75' Temp. R/W o Ty / 75' Temp. R/W Prop. R/W
- — = - - - ==
Constr. Limits
85.00 "PRA" - 3

| Str. No. 318

~7 - - B
e/:‘m 324 440,00 "PR-A"

T +14.33 "PR-A" /@
Constr. Limits

— OE— —

i Str. No. 32

Str. No. 329 /

- -
SE——F

Str. No. 321 :
Str. No. 319 Str. No. 324 ’ | \ r
} - : T
I \_”,‘ % ! |-l

15 \ i
i — _— —
N89°03'22"E - App. County & Section Line N88°34'14"E |
e ——— — —— —emammles e
TSR AT ™ > . ine "PR-
N%'BSM”-*Z‘ZAE 1 a County Line Rd. (Asph.b N88939'00"E

§}r N89°0322"E “‘\N88°39'00"E -
Bl

=3 =
e 0
Str. No. 316 g > . Str. No. 322 Str. No. 326
— 0.
— — — - |-
x g V\K T Sir.No. 327

Matchline Sta. 158+00 "PR-A" (See Previous Sheet)

Str. No. 327

Str. No. 317 Constr. Limits

_67' Temp. R/W

+04.52 "PR-A", Class I Drive Req'd.

l

+73.79 "PR-A", Class I Drive Req'd.

W= 38 I

| 777\} App. Ft/"‘

W= 36"

71' Temp. R/W

WJM PROPERTIES, LLC

Matchline Sta. 164+00 "PR-A" (See Next Sheet)

TT————__N:1598022.58

P.I Sta. = 162+31.95 "PR-A"
E: 1826252t -

Constr. Limits /

- ——
| —END CONSTRUCTION
. P.O.T. STA. 69+71.50
\. . LINE "PR-S-7-A"

P.O.C. Sta. = 161+87.99 "PR-A"

= P.O.T. Sta. = 70+00.00 "PR-S-7-A"

N: 1598021.86
E: 182581.26

P.0.T. Sta. = 69+00.00 "PR-S-7-A"

N: 1597921.93
E: 182577.32

Sec. 27, T-14-N, R-3-E
White River Township

Johnson County

\ 98' Temp. R/W

N: 1597993.34 o
E: 182580.14

BEGIN CONSTRUCTION
P.O.T. STA. 69+09.54
LINE "PR-S-7-A"

N: 1597931.47

E: 182577.70

MPSP CENTER GROVE MHC, LLC

\ 81' Temp. R/W

file: |\indw00\289projects| 77592 dpw county line road\cadd\h1\cds\|77592-rd-s-cd01.dgn

7/7/2022 6:48:04 am

kotaylor

Notes:
Lines "PR-CLR" and "PR-A" to

See Construction Details Legend Sheet for callout descriptions.

For Detailed Structure Information See Sheets DD-12 to DD-14.

be Constructed.

HORIZONTAL SCALE BRIDGE FILE
O || RECOMMENDED INDIANA 1"=20 N/A
\)é\ FOR APPROVAL DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION VERTICAL SCALE DESIGNATION

& DESIGN ENGINEER DATE N/A 2002553

QO$ DESIGNED: oPH SURVEY BOOK SHEETS ~ CD-11
S i CONSTRUCTION DETAILS ELECTRONIC 93 [of | 369
LINE "PR-A" CONTRACT PROJECT
cHeckeD: — R-43594 2002553
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7/7/2022 6:48:05 am
model: Sheet12

kotaylor

, "

Sec. 22, T-14-N, R-3-E
ecPerw Township ’ m o
Marion County l @ I\
—i

164
165
167
168

Line "PR-5-g-A"
N254T0"

MICHAEL ROGERS Exist. R/W l

+45.0 "PR-A", Class I Drive Reg'd. /,i

i
|
& :
‘ ! [ END CONSTRUCTION
' JULIE ANN [ P.O.T. STA. 90+96.00 [
| ! MCGRATH, ET AL Lo LINE "PR-S-9-A" _—
T o dopp— ! Lot 1 b N 1558128 63 THEOPHILUS TUCKER ‘ ! P R
. ' | P.L Sta. = 166+69.57 "PR-A" E: 183077.86 | '
127 Temp. RIW v e : : : | |
) , N: 1598032.89 - ! ! RAY DAVIS, ET UX
== il } | E: 183062.72 a BEGIN CONSTRUCTION , | | Lot 25
‘ 2 | |
74 IP.O.C. Sta. = 166+65.69 "PR-A" g EI(I\)IET :-;;@:3.%2850 ,‘ |
! ‘ /= P.0.T. Sta. = 80+00.00 "PR-S-8-A" ] N: 1508061.61 | i
! IN: 1598032.74 E: 18307471 | |
J \ |E: 183058.84 : : DRA" ,
J | P.O.C. Sta. = 166+80.23 "PR-A
) y ! PC St = 166+18.64 "PR-A" 1489 | /15 = P.O.T. Sta. = 90+00.00 "PR-S-9-A"
/ / / | N: 1598031.69 N: 1598033.04 ’
. . Y / " ‘ E: 183011.80 " o 1’ E: 183073.37
onstr. Limits \ 7 (/ b f K ‘ +50 87 "PR-A", Class I Drive Req'd. ,
\ S | - | | W= 10'
DN AN L shed (OND) S0 | . |
A A ence‘(l-DND) vauiniale Str. No,J1902 br. No. 3HA_/ g2 Tome W Str. No. 3494
- “Srono, 33 | \ e R 86" R7W ==- ==
I - ® - e —
$50.52 "PRA" +50.04 PRSI T
S f*f*fl—a L "PR-5-0A" | 7 I st ist RIW
/ _V' [ - —
Str. No. 334B° 2 (
i:sn_—woiﬁf 5 R e
fﬁﬁ, SHr. No. ‘i35 o 7 7 \
i i — 7@9*;25"12&&47 vain i — i = 1 i 7
_ M}J < YA A Nstr.noo3ess  f b & el XsmNes [/
Str. No. 342 Str. No. 350 ' = I

- L - -
N8g°34'14" in ) i e

e 5 [ 1 ] Ep—— \ 2 I A"p County & Section "'”e\i - e o1 _ N8E°5828'E 1

N%g%‘ap'géﬁE - $ \ ?T 8°S828°E County Line Rd. (Asph.) / hifnd - 13 NLé%%Sug'gé%E/ ‘

Matchline Sta. 170+00 "PR-A" (See Next Sheet)

Matchline Sta. 164+00 "PR-A" (See Previous Sheet)

Str. No. 3 [ il e | AN\ | 7 o e AT
di T Ik | 7 / Constr. Limits-> T i--_\Jr_

ﬂhConstr Limits :

5 |

502

Glendale Park

b= - - P - Q J |
‘ P =G & - - . I N
‘ l 81' Tem .R/W/ | = \ I ol Sar
P | 81' Temp. R/W | 1] I +10.0 "PR-A", Class I Drive Req'd. 81" Temp. R/LN
J , _ 4700 "PR-A", Class I Drive Req'd, ‘ "“3‘ =16 ApL R—"
L W=28 [
| d |
App. R . I P P.T. Sta. = 167+20.51 "PR-A"
ach. N: 1508033.80
| i Aep. "1 S E 18311364 | |
| _
- ! ! 1
3 l l ; | END CONSTRUCTION ApL. R—"
S l l | \ P.O.T. STA. 79+71.39 |
| \ LINE "PR-5-8-A" |
© [ | ! | ’ N: 1598004.19
S
g l ‘ "R E: 183056.96 , DAVID & PATRICIA A. ’
= CLARA E. 4. .T. Sta. = 79+00 00 "PR-S-8-A" MC DANIEL
3 MPSP CENTER GROVE MHC‘ LLC r WALTZ I 1 l\ 1597932.95 ’ CO-TRUSTEES I
=2 \‘ - - O E 183052 29 “
3 ‘ , ‘ DS
8 | | . |7 MPSP GLENDALE l l
3 BEGIN CONSTRUCTION 156 Teme R MHC, LLC
: | | P.O.T, STA. 78+50.00 | K | | |
2 ’ ,IqI 5578;%'65'8'A i | Sec. 27, T-14-N, R3-E
g E: 183049.02 \ | White River Township l
z | | o : ! Johnson County . |
o
§ Notes: HORIZONTAL SCALE BRIDGE FILE
§ Lines "PR-CLR" and "PR-A" to be Constructed. RECOMMENDED INDIANA 1"=20 N/A
g FOR APPROVAL DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION VERTICAL SCALE DESIGNATION
& | See Construction Details Legend Sheet for callout descriptions. DESIGN ENGINEER DATE N/A 2002553
8 DESIGNED: BTs DRAWN: . SURVEY BOOK SHEETS _ CD-12
2| For Detailed Structure Information See Sheets DD-12 to DD-14. ' ' CONSTRUCTION DETAILS ELECTRONIC 94 [of[ 369
5 LINE "PR-A" CONTRACT PROJECT
g CHECKED: as CHECKED: BTS R-43594 2002553
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kotaylor

Sec. 22, T-14-N, R-3-E| |l

N m Perry Township q- Ln |
I\ I\ Marion County H I\ I\ ‘
—i | i i

170
171
176

= P.O.T. Sta. = 130+00.00 "S-12-AY
N: 1598048.71
E: 183946.10

- it R EGIN CONSTRUCTION PO v 170585
LINE "PR-S-1158Ns. 1h1qs

,I,,stnuo. 11002 .0.T. STA. 120+28.50 N: 1598131.05 " | |/Exist. R/W

I /
Il = = "PR-S-11-A"
! B END_CONSTRUCTION ROt s t00-00 TPRSLLA ‘
i bl i P.O.T. STA. 110+90.00 E: 183796.49 I
_ l z|g I _LINE "PR-S-10-A" -
] i S (R - e
Il 3 . . ! App. R - App.
| E+ a | S | Bxist. RIW r ””””””””” P %%LMINGTON”””””””””7
RAY DAVIS, ET UX 1 8 MICHAEL ST. LOUIS ! | | RICKY COOP, ET UX T | SAVINGS FUND | ‘ XIAO YU CAI
Lot 25 I g ET UX ’ | | Lot 15 L | Lot 3 i Lot 2
| I Lot 16 App. R~ | L ’ ;J
! END CONSTRUCTIO \ CJ P.0.T. Sta. = 175+53.09 "PR-A" B

+81.3 "PR-A", Class I Drive Req'd.
0.5'

Str. No. 11003 INE "PR-S-11-A" E: 183796.76
BEGIN CONSTRUCTION ; 159807455 Z | 110, |
P.O.T. STA. 110+28.50 (=" |

/___LINE "PR-S-10-A" I i l L I . _lstr. No. 11102

N: 1508068.57
_ [F:183463.74

55" R/W
Constr. Limits

N1°01'32!

"PR-5-10,A" ey

Line "A - - - - - Line A
70#@D  N88°58'28"E ¢ = Y 3 N88°58'28"E
Line "PR-A" — Tl o vJ Line "PR-A"—~
N88°58'28"E —NB8°58'28"E

Matchline Sta. 176+00 "PR-A" (See Next Sheet)

Matchline Sta. 170+00 "PR-A" (See Previous Sheet)

81" Temp. RIW — / 81' Temp. R/W

Py /T o -
ya _ 98' Temp. R/W

App. R

P.O.T. Sta. = 170+71.17 "PR-A" +82.0 "PR-A", Class I Drive Req'd.
= P.0.T. Sta. = 110+00.00 "PR-S-10-A" L A
N: 1598040.08 END CONSTRUCTION \g s
P.O.T. STA. 129+64.2 Ik
LINE "S-12-A" 8l Pad e
= P.0.T. Sta. = 120+00.00 "PR-S-11-A" N: 1598011.49 3 S | 3
N: 1598046.06 . 2y I 3
E: 183798.28 E: 183862.18) 12 Temp. R/W EE & ' <
]
Remove Mailbox Building i’
Paid for by Clearing ] i 125' Temp. R/W
lght-of-V\)éy) n
I
|
|

BRIAN A. & DENISE M. EUBANKS

®

MPSP CENTER GROVE MHC, LLC

| |

BEGIN CONSTRUCTION | ;'
P.O.T. STA. 128+17.64 | !
LINE "S-12-A" i 13' 13' i
N: 1597864.86 | |
E: 183864.80 ;
|

Sec. 27, T-14-N, R-3-E
White River Township
Johnson County

/\, E: 183464.25
App. R P.O.T. Sta. = 174+05.26 "PR-A"
1

S

file: |\indw00\289projects| 77592 dpw county line road\cadd\h1\cds\|77592-rd-s-cd01.dgn

Notes: HORIZONTAL SCALE BRIDGE FILE
. Lines "PR-CLR" and "PR-A" to be Constructed. || recommenoe INDIANA =20 A
5 \)é\ FOR APPROVAL DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION VERTICAL SCALE DESIGNATION
f See Construction Details Legend Sheet for callout descriptions. @“ é;@' DESIGN ENGINEER DATE N/A 2002553
3 © SURVEY BOOK SHEETS  CD-13
\© G DESIGNED: BTS DRAWN: CPH
y For Detailed Structure Information See Sheets DD-12 to DD-14. 3 & CONSTIF_{IUNCET}F?}{\I BIETAILS FLECTRONIC %5 \oof(\j 369
N & i . - INTRA PROJE
\E\ %0 CHECKED: as CHECKED: BTS R-43594 2002553
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O Vo1 [sec 22, T1aN, RIE] - NG T o i 100 | | I O ! P o Sec, 23, T-14-N, R3-E i | N
| ! Perry Township -~ 9) | [ ! ' | I | Perry Township ‘
N App. R~ | Marion County N % | o N } ' N } i} w Marion County (0 0) w
| I T - i .
— n =5 eA L R — | — o
Col L [ 1“0 | x o
p [0 HZ ‘ g : . : | SPEEDWAY, LLC l
! ! “H:/’I T I agi g3 | st RAW |C/O PROPERTY TAX
C LK RICE pp. R 55 NOEXSLRR | Z.5 EBR xist. R i NSA Propert;
b LIVING TRUST [ o= IRW wﬁ% i qe P , HOLDINGS, LLC |
| ‘ ‘ LK RICE, [ ] I = gE . C/O SECURE CARE THOMAS
XIAO YU CAI ' | TRUSTEE Lo r ,\ I Ex ﬁs ] 2o | AT ' ’ SELF STORAGE TODD
Lot 2 I I Lot 1 P , = | =10 O | l 777777 S I
s IR &5 R e | | S
| | | =9 | L | Temp. R/W ' //’
| A - ;@gi ‘/1‘ | - | | Aop. R
e | z LR GO o | |
: I : L ' g 110 R =) R ’ 01.96 | |
! ! | | w‘ +01. |
Pl s ? = ﬂ ‘ } 2(@ ﬁ B ’ = 4 PR-G-13-A" } | l ‘
| | |- == = 4 ‘ 1 102" R/W | |
\ | | | an A ’ S |
! i [ Constr. Limits \/ 1T& S | / o ]‘ ! I (
| ’ : | i | ) i tr. no. 11356 : i
1 I ! | i | l 80' Temp. R/W
””””” | ’ | e Redd | i | { 80.1 "PR-A", Class I Drive Req'd 75 RW o R
. | ] Il +80.1 "PR-A", Class I Drive Req'd.
[ | | ! | [ ’ . . } o5 q Str. No. 453A Str. No. 408A
Voo Str.No. P-377 | 3 \ L74 RW | Constr. Limits =
| | O ’ =0 6o RW { - +41.7 "PR-A", Class I Drive Reqd.
e w=3r
Constr. Limits Str. | | ’ | '\ - — =
| _str.No. 453 ==

|
/55 RW il i ‘
= il Exist. R/W
Lr — f . o, 11353 r L
— = S il | | | = =4 CL |
= N Exist. {W ? i J ’ ‘ o | LN : - Fi
i | X | StrlINo. 403 o RN g
5 S 06.50 PRA" 0o - = +26.19 "PR-A" ‘t ] 2
1} 7i = ﬂ t, 1 I 7]
] < WpR.AY|] 2 ! % i ) %
2 +59.29 "PR-A"|| & | ‘ A i . =
2 3 @/ — o  St.No. 379A | 2 g i 1 =
! = — A i -
o | NS 41188 "PRA" A [ &
Q = & = — ~
%) T \ ‘ b :
N S | B T Sl <
< | 1 s —
z I N L0 wesmyso _INesss3E . App County8Sectionli g
& T w T Tine "PRA" — o
| | N88°58'28"E 3
I i 2
L o
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, IS
~—
<
2]
[}
£
=
=1
©
=

| T\ | | < ©  str.No.4s5 | @
-— N\ — T — o

Exist. R/W ‘ :
e S

[},
Str. No. 458 /| [ /) ! n
! - o—
~ Constr. Limits | 7‘_‘F L

- o Str. No. 406
N +93.56"PR-A" T Str. No. 407
&)
nE = FIL7LPRA — 1 e

Matchline Sta. 176+00

e y—
Str. No.454

"‘ o o oFo
Exist, R/W “:Jl | 3 F
& 47’ i Str. No. 459
| \

o Jfl

file: |\indw00\289projects| 77592 dpw county line road\cadd\h1\cds\|77592-rd-s-cd01.dgn

7/7/2022 6:48:07 am
model: Sheet14

kotaylor

|
|
|
= Str. No. 401 i
( g N e App. PL‘/T‘ !
EL 4 g5 RW Lo
H 1 |
[ I I —
Constr. Limits E W ] 105' R/W f l | ’ | l
L | | |
o] ‘00
u T | ‘\ 1 1
\ 5 ’ L }l‘ 112' Temp. R/W i l i ’ | l
107" Temp. R/W fi & R ! ! !
5|z I | ‘ ! “ ;
| ] P & / P.O.T. Sta. = 178+39.09 "PR-A" | H H H
i |t | s ;o / 1 = P.0.T. Sta. = 140+00.00 "PR-5-13-A' | | |
i LI o i~} ! ' | I I I
gyl a5 T 'R 1 N: 1598053.82 ! ‘ ! ! l ! ‘
é R | EE | ‘ '] ' ' E: 184232.05 ; : : :
2] ’ o ! 1! ! ! | | KENNETH
s |y ’14 . 3 ! ’ ! ! l ! JAMES ’ VANOSDOL,
MPSP CENTER GROVE MHC, LLC i o | \. , 2 Q | ! ERNEST SALTER I I JASON N. FLINT I I VANLALROPEKA ET UX
é ai .o ‘ :é‘ ’ EXiST RIW = 1 Lot 12 | , | Lot 13 | l | Lot 14 , Lot 15
! \ £ j T \B L ' i i i
| [ I*] = | !
I ﬁ I i “ | “f , E ‘\‘ ‘ | ": ‘} ! Constr. Limits | l | | ‘ | l
i 1 '} 1' } g E ‘ 1 1 .\(/I( | l | i ’ i l
| H | I ol ! | | | |
Sec. 27, T-14N, R3-E | ﬁ VL ’ K ! ! ! Sec. 26, T-14-N, R3-E ! !
White River Township Str. No. 113 < l ! | | White River Township l l
Johnson County | il | | T | i ! | | Johnson County | | l
Notes: HORIZONTAL SCALE BRIDGE FILE
Lines "PR-CLR" and "PR-A" to be Constructed. RECOMMENDED DEPARTMENTISEIFARI\‘APN SPORTATION 1"=20' N/A
FOR APPROVAL VERTICAL SCALE DESIGNATION
See Construction Details Legend Sheet for callout descriptions. DESIGN ENGINEER DATE N/A 2002553
DESIGNED: BTS DRAWN: PH SURVEY BOOK SHEETS  CD-14
For Detailed Structure Information See Sheets DD-12 to DD-14. ' ' CONSTRUCTION DETAILS ELECTRONIC 9% [of[ 369
LINE "PR-A" CONTRACT PROJECT
CHECKED: as CHECKED: BTS R-43594 2002553

Appendix D, Page 84 of 254




7/7/2022 6:48:08 am

kotaylor

Sec. 23, T-14-N, R-3-E
Perry Township
Marion County

182
183
8
185
186
187
188

|
|
PATRICIA CRAVENS MARY KAY FERGASON

THOMAS TODD MA }

|
1
|
moR—"3_ S XN S L s A - |

“ App. Il/'r
[

P.C. Sta. = 183+24.25 "PR-A" P.T. Sta. = 184+24.41 "PR-A" ’

N: 1598062.51 N: 1598064.40 1

E: 184717.13 E: 184817.27
+15.0 "PR-A[', Cléss I Drive Req'd.
M7 =20 +60.0 "PR-A", CIalsI Drive Req'd.
=16.5"
80' Temp R/W 80' Temp R/W 80' Temp R/W
- N SRR [ - - - [ - RN - - —]
Constr. Limits

65' R/W
e Constr. Limits \

Str. No. 457 Str. No. 433

Str. No. 420 Str. No. 324 "
S 3 )
,
t

Str. No. 432

© g |
‘
‘ i N yﬂf +95.75 PRA" |
-l I Al Al
Str. No. 425 } & Str. No. 437 ‘
Str. No. 429 ) @/ ‘(,/
—— - — (¢ -
7777777 e e gy —_— —
Line "A"

in e {3

R P — S e o]y _N88®sL34 |
! ) Line "PR-A" 7 ¥

N88°51'34"E

e
Lin

N88°5828"E

npn

Line "PR-A" —7
N88°58'28"E

Str. No. 430

Matchline Sta. 188+00 "PR-A" (See Next Sheet)

Matchline Sta. 182+00 "PR-A" (See Previous Sheet)

Str. No. 418 Str. No. 422 ! Str. No. 426
1 Ctr No 410 1 S NO. FZ25 1 Str. NO. 42 1T 1 1|
StNo-—4 1T L] T i N Str. NO. 434
/ Nk_‘\ } — —a [ \l_‘\ [
= — > LT —— () - 77{ — g‘ﬁ** —U | = o 'Yl - B - —( ——————~— || [ i
- —Iﬁ—r 7
5 e . e N e s | ‘ Ol | -
Constr. Limits i Constf-rl-ctg't_s ﬁ ? i onstr. Limits ' L | ‘ I Constr. Limits |
- - -—- = -l - - - - - -- - -—-- -—-- - - - - -- - - - m— -- - --- o ] - -- -
/ NI | | = R \ ‘ l i B \ , 1= ‘
65 RIW R N A NI ‘ o 1
[ L - [ Le | 65" R/W .
| ;l | | y | | ‘ ‘ | o ’ [
T I i i Vol v I
| 1 | | | ‘ [ | o
- ] } ! ] ! ! ( ! ]
| . | | | | | |
] | o ] ]
[ w P.I Sta. = 183+74.33 "PR-A" | | | | | |
:/,J ! N: 1598063.41 . l . | , | ' , '
- App. R, | App. B E: 184767.20 I I I I I I
ki | I | ' ' App m}/’l | | | //J |
g | I | | App. R | | |
3 ! | | | | | App. R |
R | | | | | | | |
8 KENNETH | i | | | | | | MARIA G. App. R JEFFREY
N VANOSDOL, ' ' RALPH L. ! ! MICHAEL A. ! ' JAMES P. ' ] ' MARQUEZ, f BECHERT,
3 ET UX ' ' JOSIAH WILSON WISCHMEYER I i WILLIAMS I I MURPHY, ET AL i I ET AL ET UX
2 Lot 15 ' l | Lot 16 { Lot 17 i l | Lot 18 | ' | Lot 19 | l | Lot 20 ‘ Lot 21
RS
3 | I | / | I | | | | |
S | | | | | | | |
8 | | | | | l | i l i ‘
g | l i ’ ‘ l l l i i i
g ! ! ! ! Sec. 26, T-14-N, R-3-E ! ‘ ! ! l ! (
g I I I I White River Township I I I I
0 Col | . Johnson County Cl Cl |
o
2
B Notes: HORIZONTAL SCALE BRIDGE FILE
2| Lines "PR-CLR" and "PR-A" to be Constructed. O || RecommENDED INDIANA 1"=20 N/A
g \)é\ FOR APPROVAL DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION VERTICAL SCALE DESIGNATION
& | See Construction Details Legend Sheet for callout descriptions. @“ é‘b DESIGN ENGINEER DATE N/A 2002553
§ Q (/O$ DESIGNED: BTS DRAWN: CPH SURVEY BOOK SHEETS _CD-15
S| For Detailed Structure Information See Sheets DD-12 to DD-14. & i i CONSTRUCTION DETAILS ELECTRONIC o7 [of[ 369
= N LINE "PR-A" CONTRACT PROJECT
] $0 CHECKED: as CHECKED: BTS R-43504 2002553
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7/7/2022 6:48:09 am
model: Sheet16

|indw00\289projects|77592 dpw county line road|cadd\h1\cds|77592-rd-s-cd01.dgn

188

Drive Req'd.

189

Sec. 23, T-14-N, R-3-E
Perry Township
Marion County

190

GRACE BAPTIST
CHURCH

+90.0 "PR-A", Class I Drive Reg'd.

191

P.O.T. Sta. = 190+44.42 "PR-A"

= P.0.T. Sta. = 150+00.00 "PR-S-14-A"
N: 1598076.74

E: 185437.15

Constr. Limits

193

+35.0 "PR-A", Class I Drive Req'd.
=10

194

RODNEY KAY

il
| ;/ +75.0 "PR-A", Class I Drive Req'd. |
I

3 | g 70' Temp. R/W i w=155 |
Constr. Limits | - [ 70" Temp. R/W | —
- - - N - - RN - -}-- = -
60' R/W\ ‘ |
77777777777777 . -, - -

Matchline Sta. 188+00 "PR-A" (See Previous Sheet)

tine A - 7 Line "A
- Nees13ee, Sty /. T o) 5! o o Y B
¥ e PRA— T i T vJ e "PRA" —
N88°51'34"E < N38°51 34"E
=} _
[ — -l T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
,,,,,, —————— oy ] [
N Str. No. 440 3 . Str.No.446
— © Str. No. 447
Tt Tt ¥ t Tt
=1 o Ne—444 LS i OF IDRoAL
:l k | —Str—Ne—44% il +05.96-1PR:
— \
[ — = — ~—t - —f — UT — —

Matchline Sta. 194+00 "PR-A" (See Next Sheet)

JEFFREY
BECHERT,
ET UX
Lot 21

Constr. Limits Str. No, 11400~
str. flo. 11401 |

\ |
| |

Woodcreek Dr.
Line "PR-S-14-A" ~

N0°20'30"E

Exist. R/W \\]l

P.O.T. Sta. = 149+00.00 "PR-S-14- A'}
N: 1597976.74
E: 185436.56

LARRY TARTER,
ET UX

|
|
Lot 22 l
|
|
l

END CONSTRUCTION
P.O.T. STA. 149+71.50
LINE "PR-S-14-A"

N: 1598048.25

E: 185437.59

BEGIN CONSTRUCTION
P.O.T. STA. 149+34.68

N: 1598011.42

E: 185436.76 Lot 69

App.R—"

LINE "PR-S-14-A" JAMES ¥ORRI$ON,

Johnson County

Sec. 26, T-14-N, R-3-E|
[ White River Township

DAVID SMITH !

T Constr. Limits
" - - -
"+: I‘: - - —7 - - - - 8 61' R/W

i ‘ 66' Temp. R/W | p. D

o “-iapp. P . o o
- ' | | ] +95 2 "PR- A“ C[aissilpgvg Reg'd, ‘ —} +258“PR AF“,fIass I’ITWRRFHL -
—_— - 1 ‘:*** 7 f?,w; ,,,,,, 1 ‘ | [ = 77?_41

| | I ! S R

ANNE
PRITCHARD

Note:
Line "PR-A" to be Constructed.

file:

Notes: HORIZONTAL SCALE BRIDGE FILE
Lines "PR-CLR" and "PR-A" to be Constructed. RECOMMENDED INDIANA 17=20' NA
FOR APPROVAL DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION VERTICAL SCALE DESIGNATION
See Construction Details Legend Sheet for callout descriptions. DESIGN ENGINEER DATE N/A 2002553
SURVEY BOOK SHEETS -
DESIGNED: BTS DRAWN: CPH CONSTRUCTION DETAILS ELECTRONIC Tor ] 16
For Detailed Structure Information See Sheets DD-12 to DD-14. bk % 98 o 369
CHECKED: as CHECKED: BTS LINE "PR-A CONTRACT PROJECT
. : R-43594 2002553
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kotaylor

TfT/2022 6:48:00 am

moded; Sheat17

194

RODNEY KAY

|
|
|
|
|
|
I\App-l

195

AARON KAY, ET AL

+92.0 "PR-A", Class I Drive Req'd.
W=10'

+25.0 "PR-A", Class I Drive Req'd.
W=10' 1 |

|
|
T | R |
|

l
I
|
|
|
|

<|

ol 1.0

Sec. 23, T-14-N, R-3-E| |
anshp | |

Q0 i
Maron Courty (@) (@)} '
| i — -
D CONSTRUCTION | ; |
P | |
| . |
| | o
or- 2 Béém' CONSTRUCTION #on. 2] aop. &1
1.0, 100" 110 0.T. STA. 160+28.50 .
Sn o | RERS A ) . |
‘J I | f | , R Mg, — 135030.33 b IIrlilll:. ) . 1|_i______ R I i
&, N | __ﬁ P.OT. Sta. = 197+23,61 PRA" | If | N
T e s‘r Jsoz fif ;LPOT s:a“- im+mm‘ms—16+ . MML ?!'Taﬂniwl
gg §'| Jhosio . RW [ E _1&21 A .I | | w-1s.s|l¥ Str, No./518A
Fig ] . T 762 AW ~
.52 u-l | Constr. Limits 4 ‘ —_-7"“:* o r\*’\é

WILLIAM WILSON, ET UX

1.0 | ilo

NB8951'34"E

app.wny&&cﬂonw\

130'

n%si‘%ﬁe @

' }'
1;1
-

jatchiine Sta. 200+00 "PR-A” (See Next Sheet)

Matchline Sta. 194+00 "PR-A" (See Previous Sheet)
1 A
sl | ' ||
¥ 0| 11 130 10| 11
sles| |1 ||

file: | indwO0| 289projects| 77592 dpw county line road|cadd\h1 |ods | 77592-rd-s-cd01 dgn

T e S : — = \
13 \ @—\ / / P - \ — / L . Str. No. 524
_______________ —L = J —— - - ——— i
= | H i A;[EI ‘,r' — %ﬁ_é = = = -
""" G St
____________ | R
]
\-x_______ |
- —
[
1
I
[
|
\ :
|
»}ml"
I
i
|
]
[
I
I
[
i
]
II Carefree Subdivision
oy |r NRHP-eligible property
I
|
|
I
|
i
I
! J
e ]
Notes: HORIZONTAL SCALE BRIDGE FILE
Lines "PR-CLR" and "PR-A" to be Constructed. é & || recommenoen INDIANA F=rg WA
FOR APPROVAL DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION VERTICAL SCALE DESIGNATION
See Construction Details Legend Sheet for callout descriptions. Qy. LSRN ENIDECk DATE /A 2002553
i . . SURVEY BOOK SHEETS CD-17
For Detalled Structure Information See Sheets DD-12 to DD-14. o 4?‘ e = : = CONSTRUCTION DETAILS ELECTRONIC % Jof| 369
CHECKED: as CHECKED: BTS LINE "PR-A o ;g;g
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moded; Sheat18

file; | Mndwi| 289pnojacts| 77592 dow county line road|cadd|hl |ods | 77592-rd-5-cod . dgn

WILLIAM WILSON, ET UX

+09.6 "PR-A", Class I Drive Req'd.
. W=16"\

WILLIAM WILSON, ET UX

Sec, 23, T-14-N, R-3-E
Perry Township
Marion County

P.O.T. Sta. = 204+55.16 "PR-A"

= P.O.T. Sta. = 180-+00.00 "PR-5-17-A"
N: 1598104.82

ZHENG ZHENG E: 186847.61

chline Sta, 200400 "PR-A" (See Previous Sheet)

| 45772 "PRA"
o e p—

“\Ustr. No. 535

i = =T
ST PRAT

—

Carefree Subdivision
NRHP-eligible property

&

+96.16 "PR-A" )\ !
Now " VN =1 sohomie—

e Sta, 206+00 "PR-A" (See Next Sheet)

Ereg——

Notes:
Lines "PR-CLR" and "PR-A" to be Constructed.

See Construction Details Legend Sheet for callout descriptions.

For Detailed Structure Information See Sheets DD-12 to DD-14.

HORIZONTAL SCALE BRIDGE FILE
<\ INDIANA e =

FOR APPROVAL DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION VERTICAL SCALE DESIGNATION

DESIGN ENGINEER DATE| N/A 2002553
SURVEY BOOK SHEETS CD-18
Q & iz S o CONSTRUCTION DETAILS ELECTRONIC w o]

é‘ CHECKED; CHECKED: BTS LINE "PR-A" SHTRAC T
iy : R-435594 2002553
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kotaylor

TfT2022 6:48:12 am

moded; Shest19

206

207

208

Sec. 23, T-14-N, R-3-E
Perry Township
Marion County

211

WILLIAM CAREY, ET UX

212

110 1o}

Sta. 206+00 "PR-A" (See Previous Sheet)

Carefree Subdivision
NRHP-eligible property

130'

110 | 110 |

Matchline Sta, 212+00 "PR-A" (See Next Sheet)

SMJ REALTY, LLC
Lot 82

file: | indwO0| 289profects| 77592 dpw county line road|cadd\h1 |ods | 77592-rd-s-cd0 1 dgn

' ' —_— e ' MNote:
Line "PR-A" to be Constructed.
Notes: HORIZONTAL SCALE BRIDGE FILE
Lines "PR-CLR" and "PR-A" to be Constructed. é & || recommenoen INDIANA =T NA
FOR APPROVAL DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION VERTICAL SCALE DESIGNATION
See Construction Details Legend Sheet for callout descriptions. Q}‘ DETN ENGINGER DATE [T 2002553
ey = " SURVEY BOOK SHEETS CD-19

For Detailed Structure Information See Sheets DD-12 to DD-14. Q & ey Al i o CONSTRUCTION DETAILS ELECTRONIC 01 o[ 3

é\ CHECKED: s CHECKED: BTS LINE PR‘A mﬂmlmwl T;})]z;r
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8
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hS)
3
8

w00\289projects| 77592 dpw

kotaylor

213

Sec. 23, T-14-N, R-3-E
Perry Township
Marion County

214

215

216

217

218

\\
\ / f
\\
N RUSS DENNIS, , JUSTIN HUNTER,
\ WILLIAM CAREY, ET UX ET UX ET UX
\\ Lot 30 l Lot 29
\\
\ ‘
\
\ P.O.T. Sta. = 213+57.43 "PR-A" App- R ,
N\ = P.0.T. Sta. = 190+00.00 "PR-S-18-A"
N\ N: 1598122.78
\, E: 187749.71 ’
\\
I N
.. L , o 1]
— Constr. Limits a ‘
pa 79' Temp. E/X\l - \: -— / ys 77" RIW y[70‘ R/W
— — - -
-~ [ 65' R/W Str. No. 672 Str. No. 638 / 65' R/W T
~ Constr. Limits -- - 4/- - --- - L

==
f' [C°”§UAM s — - —
AT

“~._P.O.T. STA. 179+

“LINE "PR-S-18-A"
N: 1598094.29
s E: 187750152, _

S SMJ REALTY, LLC
S~ Lot 82

END CONSTRUCTION

71.50

N:1598022.81
E: 187752 09- -

\

\
|
v
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

BEGIN CONST
P.O.T. STA. 18
- _LINE "PR-S-18-

Str. No. 627

=an

s7RW O L L N T T Constr. Limits e
ye Constr. Limits ______
A e 5500 "PRAY +50.00 "HR )
_»— Exist. R/'W —f Str. No. 61 ! Exist. R/W S

oo — - L 0E— 7}/ — — ot == - @ OES—— e ————
g L = - = |
=
n i hid Str. No. 625 £
g 1 N St NO- 673 == 2
B N 5

] 7_\\ - Str. No. 611 - A %7 — strMNeeb20 - SrNob3 /S = S 12
a Q
g —e—— ¢ S o — e - R 3
3 ; -~ = - =
s \ . . <
Py Line "PR-A" = 7 ine "PR-A" -4
gl N NBBS5TaTE erg X . /7777777777777 2154aD 777777777777777777§7 verg N88°51'34"E |E
> N88°§1 é‘l"E - E‘ % App. County & Section Line - -7 = a N88°51 34,. =3
S . g County Line Rd. (Asph.) 2 é
~ b | : - e
~— — o
o .

: Str. No. 617 Str. No. 621 5 8
© T 9 s,y Y +¥e2’PR-A- S RO.6 o ouwhNebosz =1 R o
8 S / > = +92.50 "PR-A" 2
E - — f
: g
2 =
=

"PR S 18- A"

)

+45.09

"PR-5-18-A"
i/®»ﬂ‘ f
|

No. 11802 | !

15

P.O.T. Sta.
N: 1598022.8070
E: 187752.0890

Sec. 26, T-14-N, R-3-E
White River Township
Johnson County

\ 135' R/W

= 189+00.00 "PR-S-18-A"

RJB RESOURCES, LLC
BLOCK "A"

MDW&B REALTY &

DEVELOPMENT, LLC

Note:
Line "PR-A" to be Constructed.

Notes: HORIZONTAL SCALE BRIDGE FILE
Lines "PR-CLR" and "PR-A" to be Constructed. RECOMMENDED INDIANA 17=20' NA
FOR APPROVAL DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION VERTICAL SCALE DESIGNATION
See Construction Details Legend Sheet for callout descriptions. @“ DESIGN ENGINEER DATE N/A 2002553
Q DESIGNED: BTS DRAWN: CPH SURVEY BOOK SHEETS _ cD-20
For Detailed Structure Information See Sheets DD-12 to DD-14. & : i CONSTRUCTION DETAILS ELECTRONIC 102 [of | 369
S . : LINE "PR-A" CONTRACT PROJECT
§ CHECKED: as CHECKED: BTS 3504 5000553
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Sec. 23, T-14-N, R-3-E
Perry Township
Marion County

218
224

e —— j— —_—_——— — — _— _‘ \I_ — s — — — —_—— _‘ \I_ — — —— e ———— ———
Vo ! App. B— ! —‘ r ! App. R—
L o TR o
]‘ o ! ! ! J ,
i L L | l | ;
- | ! | i
JUSTIN HUNTER, (J L | GARY BOOHER, ! | ! ! ‘ JASON ELLIOTT,
ET UX p | ET UX | ) | CURTIS WORTHEN, ET UX | ET UX
Lot 29 1 o | Lot 27 ! | Exist. R/W | 1 Lot 26 ! l
- ! !
rl . | P.O.T. Sta. = 201+00.00 "PR-S-19-A" — ‘ f l
L i N: 1598236.20 '
- ! E: 188423.20 END CONSTRUCTION !
A ! ) P.0.T. STA. 200+97.00 [N
L , Exist. R/W l LINE "PR-S-19-A" ! pp. R
L ! N: 1598233.20 |
’; b ! E: 188423.29 | (
(NN | ! 9
| R/W
SR A e N N\ S BEGINCONSTRUCTION | o
- P.O.T. STA. 200+28.50 o
({ L A LINE "PR-S+19-A" ’ +70.0 "PR-A", Class I Drive Req'd.
L N: 1598164.74 | W= 15' !
[ E: 18842541 ! 80 RIW \ ‘_ ‘
77 Temp. RIW _ : w = - \ - -- - i — . .
Y, TUTemp R | | 3 :
i \N\:\‘/ Constr. Limits :"o |
N 7#;4‘,‘ \\\ [@ 2 3 LConstr. LimltsZ@
| TEeRW. S e v S
= = St N 628 o =P —
= [ 1 —
] —— g;gé: — = —— w =
& bl C +69.56 "PR-A" ]
s hifl 2
g HN“\ oI, NO. 629 1 : | - T 97.56 "PR-A A ‘>_<'
3 L 2 | N L+97.56 "PR-A" - = B
oF———————F R S —f—g T N\t No. 633 , z
% I : 1 L . g
Bl ! /S = | o - R . e O
. S - /Q()/ = s — - — 6 5 &  N8ge1334'E |
P Tne "PRA™~_ 11 | W o, Bl LA e N
= N88°51'34"E L P L Blg ‘ N - S ] g
ol T AT V ™ o — 3 N 7 T ink ¥, T ine "DR_AM _* p
:: N8%9§1'§4"E ] 3 App. County & Section Line LLES /:{/,,, - NLé%%Sf'gﬁE 8
| I 4 - - County Line Rd. (Asph.) af @/ /@ 3
] = = . +89.96 "PR-A" = N
5l S Y L -\ M — St.No.634 B & e NogdS | TsmNesds S~ e — U |8
& S ] ﬂwloz "PR-A" 2 +63.02 "PR'AFT— - ,,J"-FA/,—;"*Z’T‘JT e S ﬁs: :*r 7 ]
Q7T g - — T+ S e g A—— = e ———— £
S VAR oy i ———— I g
Q h\ — 5
B N\ — —_— — =
2 | No~ S Nooh / N ~

"W Constr. Limits A _ _ S
— g 67' R/W
L LN —
7777777777777777777777777777777777777777777 S Constr. Limits |
I \ 77" Temp. R/W
Eo +20.0 "PR-A", Class I Drive Req'd. ‘ +38.0 "PR-A", Class III Drive Req'd.
| =15 * =30'

| \
: :
\ \
\ \
| |
\ \
| |
\ \
| |
\ \
\ \
\ \
| |
\ \
= P.0O.T. Sta. = 200+00.00 "PR-S-19-A‘l" }
|

\

\

\

|

\

|

\

|

\

\

\

|

|

kotaylor

§

S P.O.T. Sta. = 220+34.15 "PR-A"

3 ” N: 1598136.25

N E: 188426.30

2 ] App. R—"| App. R —"

|

N MDW&B REALTY & |

3 DEVELOPMENT, LLC , RESIDENTIAL CARE IX, LLC | RESIDENTIAL CARE IX, LLC RESIDENTIAL CARE IX, LLC

=2 Lot 6 | Lot 5 Lot 4

3 |

g | ‘

hS]

8 \

N ! !

1S ' | Sec. 26, T-14-N, R-3-E

3 l i | White River Township

N | | Johnson County Note:

H . Line "PR-A" to be Constructed.

m‘

§ Notes: HORIZONTAL SCALE BRIDGE FILE

:3 Lines "PR-CLR" and "PR-A" to be Constructed. O || RecommENDED INDIANA 1"=20' N/A
5§ ¢ oé\ FOR APPROVAL DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION VERTICAL SCALE DESIGNATION
5 S~ % See Construction Details Legend Sheet for callout descriptions. @“ é‘b DESIGN ENGINEER DATE N/A 2002553
88 Q (»0é DESIGNED: BTS DRAWN: CPH SURVEY S00K SHEETS _cD-21
@ % 2| For Detailed Structure Information See Sheets DD-12 to DD-14. QOQ. CONSTRUCTION DETAILS ELECTROMC 10 ‘ a ‘ 3
N $ LINE "PR-A" CONTRACT PROJECT
N § CHECKED: cs CHECKED: R43594 2002553
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+15.0 "PR-A", Class I Drive Req'd.

RICHARD BRYSON,
ET UX

W =15 +13.1 "PR-A", Class I Drive Req'd.

w=-11'

OTIS JOHNSON, ET UX
Lot 1

Constr. Limit: !
s onstr. Limits 70" R/w

+37:6 "PR-A", Class I Drive Req'd.

Sec. 23, T-14-N, R-3-E
Perry Township
Marion County

Constr. Limits i

- _W= 12

228

|
|
|
}\ Exist R/W
|
|

, +40.5 "PR-A", Clas$ I Drive Req'd.

S. Illinois St.

-'59 - - -

— @

AR -
T NgsezmaE

G
+53.68 "PRA"

+89.08 'PRA"

W= 3p

229

VILLAGE PLAZA
PROPERTIES, LLC
Lot 14

NOTE TO REVIEWER

Coordination is ongoing with intersection

e provided in a

plan wil

improvements project Des. 1700158, SR 135
at Count\E Line Road. An u#ndated geometric
I uture submittal.

230

VILLAGE PLAZA
PROPERTIES, LLC
Block "A"

T
To be Constructed by Others
Des. No. 1700158

i
+94.64 "PR-A" |
\
|
[

+80.92 "pp_Al "

5

+78.89 "PR-A"

+bU.E::7 PR-A

R S

g / Str. No. 652

str. No. 670
Str. No. 674

+85.62 "PR-A"

01T

0'€ET

County tine Rd. (Asph.) ‘

+20.34 "PR-A"

| Line "'~ 225+00 | 8 Line "A" 7

. - . <+ 1HQu,

| ] 225+00— ‘ @& : 1 o ‘ = N88°56'28"E
= Line "PR-A"— T = App. County & Section Line @ +28.92"PR-A" | Line "PR-A" —

N88°51'34"E ‘ = s \ NBBS51 e

To be Constructed by Others
Des. No. 1700158

(@)

v? f

Matchline Sta. 224+00 "PR-A" (See Previous Sheet)

Hk*f Y i fio. 651

T

i A—

,,,,, o

S
LimiR@
|

RESIDENTIAL CARE IX, LLC

Str. No. 653

77' Temp. R/W !

RESIDENTIAL CARE IX, LLC

Matchline Sta. 230+00 "PR-A" (See Next Sheet)

RIT & RIT BUILDING, INC.

END PROJECT
PROJECT NO. 2002553 « |
P.O.T. STA. 227+79.01 | |

LINE "PR-A"
N: 1598150.91
E: 189171.02

INDIANA VERDE, LLC

file: |\indw00\289projects| 77592 dpw county line road\cadd\h1\cds\|77592-rd-s-cd01.dgn

7/7/2022 6:48:14 am
model: Sheet22

kotaylor

|

|

i

Lot 4 Lot 4 H Lot 7

|

|

|

|

|

i

Sec. 26, T-14-N, R-3-E | |
White River Township | |
Johnson County H H Note:
Line "PR-A" to be Constructed.
Notes: HORIZONTAL SCALE BRIDGE FILE
Lines "PR-CLR" and "PR-A" to be Constructed. INDIANA =20 A
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION VERTICAL SCALE DESIGNATION
See Construction Details Legend Sheet for callout descriptions. Q} DESIGN ENGINEER DATE N/A 2002553
Q BT DRAWN: oH SURVEY BOOK SHEETS _ CD-22
For Detailed Structure Information See Sheets DD-12 to DD-14. $ : CONSTIF_{ILIJ\ICET}IS’)}{\I B'ETAILS ELECTRONIC 104 \OOf(\:T 369
K - NTRA PROJE
L — CHECKED: — R43504 2002553
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Sec. 23, T-14-N, R-3-E
Perry Township
Marion County

230
231

VILLAGE PLAZA
PROPERTIES, LLC
Block "A"

OF

Des. No. 1700158

To be Constrijgtgd by Others ———0r

\ App. Section Line
e

|

|

|

S. Meridian St. / SR 135 |
(Asph.)

232
233

Sec. 24, T-14-N, R-3-E
Perry Township
Marion County

NOTE TO REVIEWER

plan will

e provided in a

Coordination is ongoing with intersection

improvements project :

at Count)é Line Road. An u#)dated geometric
uture submittal.

es. 1700158, SR 135

234

235

236

END PROJECT AND
INCIDENTAL CONSTRUCTION

indw00\289projects| 77592 dpw county line road\cadd\h1\cds\77592-rd-s-cd01.dgn

7/7/2022 6:48:15 am

kotaylor

=
Q
Q
=
[}
w
3
°
3
& ‘ T +2890 PRA" P.O.T. STA. 231+28.90 — ! ‘ o
& o | LINE "PR-A" } ‘
e ! 7 = : 2 N: 1598158.04 o | :
h ‘ A n E: 189520.83
i 20400 | N88°56'28"E = ‘ — ( ‘ ‘ | ‘ ‘ ?35+00 Line "PR-A" ~_ ‘
a © Line "PR-A" 7 ion Line 7 Line "PR-A" — - ' N88°51'34"E
»8 ,‘ l\ll_géisif%‘ﬁE App. County & Section Line N88°51'34"E C i — = — — — — — — — —
ES | \ AN County Line Rd. (Asph.) ’ o = — — — —— — =
™ \ \
~ | N\,
%5 “‘ To be Constructed by Others ’ T o
o ! Des. No. 1700158
£
= \ N ’ B — -
2 \ -
©
: |
— - — —0E— — - —OF -— —O0E— — - -
’ ||
N
. Y N S
' [ 7
’ [
" N |
o
2 \
~~ ‘ |
=g ’
25 1 JL 0000 |
BN
i
o
e
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, °
£
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 5
:|
S
g
1%
q
Q
|
INDIANA VERDE, LLC
Lot 7 I
Sec. 26, T-14-N, R-3-E I Sec. 25, T-14-N, R-3-E
White River Township White River Township
Johnson County ’ Johnson County Note:
Line "PR-A" to be Constructed.
Notes: HORIZONTAL SCALE BRIDGE FILE
Lines "PR-CLR" and "PR-A" to be Constructed. RECOMMENDED INDIANA 1"=20' N/A
FOR APPROVAL DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION VERTICAL SCALE DESIGNATION
See Construction Details Legend Sheet for callout descriptions. DESIGN ENGINEER DATE N/A 2002553
SURVEY BOOK SHEETS
DESIGNED: BTS DRAWN: CPH
For Detailed Structure Information See Sheets DD-12 to DD-14. CONSTRUCTION DETAILS ELECTRONIC 05 [ of]
LINE "PR-A" CONTRACT PROJECT
CHECKED: cs CHECKED: BTS R43594 2002553
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kotaylor

7/7/2022 6:48:16 am

Sec. 28, T-14-N, R-3-E
White River Township
Johnson County

\ N //

Constr. Limits -~

Sec. 21, T-14-N, R-3-E
Perry Township
Marion County

24

!
/
Apg:p\ !\l\L
P.0.T. Sta. = 20+00.00 "PR-S-2-A" / \
=P.0.C. Sta. = 118+73.53 "PR-A" /

._,ﬁ‘”

/

PB 28, PG. 4

GEORGE W. |
NEWMAN N: 1597956.66 / ~
Lot 48 / E: 178267.31 /

/ SEAN LITCHFORD /
Lot 1 )

/ \ Constr. Limits / ~
- e - 225' Prop. R/W

N N

P.T. = 11+85.96 "S-20-A" Constr. Limits } \\

BEGIN CONSTRUCTION = 0.P.O.T. = 21+83.33 "PR-S-2/A"
P.O.T. STA. 21+42.61 | N: 1598125.79 ‘

LINE "PR-S-2-A" | E: 17819146 ——
N: 1598093.98 - ‘
: 178228.84

JONATHAN
SCHIEWER

Lot 47
Constr. Limits

Str. No. 1201

45

GLENNS VALLEY ADDTION

Exist. R/W ’
M N

—~
Ra,

2.4

—
Orris
R-S-.

P.T. Sta. = 25+59.57 "PR-S-2
N: 1598406.69
E: 178010.70

"

Lot 20

. P.0.C. = 10+90.27 "S-20-A"

=P.O.T. = 22+74.18 "PR-S-2-A"
. N:1598220.68
\ E:178193.35

~

o _—
_—

file: |\indw00\289projects| 77592 dpw county line road\cadd\h1\cds\|77592-rd-s-cd01.dgn

- - - —_470,9 "PRS2-A™ /3
+74.65 "PR-S-2A> / / //,_:»3
il \ / \ /3:'
———————————— I ——— - / / é‘o
i i i /
| Line "PR-5-2-A" ~ K oy Momskd % N
N15°38'54"W : / 5 ~
App. R _ = ) - - — \
;1A ot
2 N __—
5 _— \
— 7'\'— - P.I Sta. = 24+65.66 "PR-S-2-A"
Exist. R/W -/ P.C. Sta. = 23+34.65 "PR-5-2-A" N: 1598405.06
/ / | N: 1598278.90 \ E: 178141.70
I E: 178177.04
b 36' Temp. R/W "PR-5-2-A" / / /" END CONSTRUCTION
[ .4/ P.O.T. STA. 23+00.82 \
e rw ]/ LINE'PRS-2A" l
/ I / N: 1598246.33 | \
[ ‘ /// K E: 178186.17 \
‘ N / |
/' . +68.8 "PR-S-2-A", Class I Drive Req'd App. B+ / ‘ \
| W=12' | / K i l
/ | \
! I
! I
Constr. Limits y ) / J \ \
! !
! l
/ / /! l App. Fi_/(\
) / |
/- \
! I
. Lot 18 \
L / ; l Lot 17 \
)|
| ! I
! I
o A \
C App. R
ANTHONY M. CHRISTENBERRY ! / : \
Lot 19 A l \
h
. / / /! \ GLENNS VALLEY ADDTION
L ' B PB 28, PG. 445 \
(= \
1 I
\ e |
! I — S _/ -
) / ! \ o
) | l N —
/' /1 T _—
| 0 | e
Sec. 21, T-14-N, R-3-E K ' —_— e
Perry Township / / B -7 _—
Marion County Q Q R l T~
Notes: HORIZONTAL SCALE BRIDGE FILE
Lines "PR-CLR" and "PR-A" to be Constructed. O || RecommENDED INDIANA 1"=20' N/A
\)é\ FOR APPROVAL DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION VERTICAL SCALE DESIGNATION
See Construction Details Legend Sheet for callout descriptions. Q} §Q~ DESIGN ENGINEER DATE N/A 2002553
© SURVEY BOOK SHEETS  CD-24
G DESIGNED: BTS DRAWN: CPH
For Detailed Structure Information See Sheets DD-12 to DD-14. 3 & (IE/I%,\IIQS}‘?-EEURCJIE)L,}ILDIEEAS%S EEZCTRO'Z_IFC 106 ‘O"f(‘j 369
& . - - INTRA( PROJE(
é) CHECKED: as CHECKED: BTS R-43504 2002553
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kotaylor

7/7/2022 6:48:16 am
model: Sheet25

file: |\indw00\289projects| 77592 dpw county line road\cadd\h1\cds\|77592-rd-s-cd01.dgn

25

26

27

P.T. Sta. = 102+10.01 "S-22-A"
. = 28+27.52 "PR-S-3-A"

Lot 77
= App. R
=0.P.0.T. Sta
N: 1597788.84
E: 178479.34
Lot 78

Sec. 28, T-14-N, R-3-E
White River Township
Johnson County

MT. PLEASANT
SUBDIVISION
PCA, SL 510

" ‘

-

240' Temp. R/W "PR-,

e

THADDEUS B.

Lot 46

SWIEZY

L

“~END €O

N: 1597829.43

E: 17847

9.33

NSTRUCTION
P.O.T. STA. 28+68.10
LINE "PR-S-3-A"

N89°3118'E QHQET

Lot 41

T e e e e e S N 1L3ir(1ﬁ "S-22-A" \ :f 77777 | ’
25400 Ljne "PR-5-3-A" M. Pleasant E. St. ‘ tr. No. L Line "PR-S-3-A" ~y_ ‘
‘ NO°01'06"W (Asph.) NO°01'06"W
- 10 I
- Al
= I ‘
Exist. R/'W < | H
/ —_— o |
T T T BEGIN CONSTRUCTION ‘ g
i | P.O.T. STA. 27+38.98 ‘ £l 1y
1 LINE "PR-S-3-A" AR ] N\ 0| E \
| N: 1597700.31 = . - Str. No. 1354 1 i 8l
| E: 178507.37 < 38'Temp. R/W "PR-S-3-A" ) / 8| 11 i
\ } 1 F\ App. R. i /{ i H
— +15.4 "PR-S-3-A", Class I Drive'Reqg'd. | 7 ! ] [
P.O.T. Sta. = 101+49.52 "S-22-A" | =16' } L ‘ 5 1 1}
App. R, =P.0.T. Sta. = 27+76.77 "PR-S-3-A" " W [— . , B i
. v - Yt —— | " | oo} |
N: 1597738.10 { i | | | i 1 | (n Il
| E: 178507.36 N | } | | [ $‘tr No Aa E } I
. ‘ f \ \ ) s !
\ | - ‘ i
i i [ | | | 5 H
| I | | = | I
‘ | t] | RIE L. & SHERRIE = Hi
+45.7 "PR-5-3-A", Clads I Drive Req'd.| | | BRAASCH | g } I
\ W=12' i I Lot 44 i }
\\ App. R

Lot 42

MT. PLEASANT
SUBDIVISION
PCA, SL 510

Sec. 28, T-14-N, R-3-E
White River Township

|
|
|
|
|
1
|
|
|
1
|

MA
|
\
1

— N89°31'18"E
Line "A" ~

Exist. R/

1
' Str. Noj 119

Str. Nol 118

;

[
I
I

JANTHONY M.
CHRISTENBERRY
I Lot 19

|
]
i
:}\\ Constr. Limits
I

.0 T,” Sta. = 30+00.00 "PR-S-3-A"

P.O.
= P.OT. Sta. = 121+13.55 "PR-A"
N: 1
E: 178507.28

|

- 1567961.33

I

|

I |Sec. 21, T-14-N, R-3-E
\ Perry Township

\ Marion County

Str. No. 122

Str. No. 121

I|JAMES GLYNN, ET UX

/ 65' R/W "PR-A"

/
/ \ Constr. Limits

//
|
| Str. No. 125
Johnson County ‘ i Str. No. 124
777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777 3 | Tr. o
|
In |
Notes: HORIZONTAL SCALE BRIDGE FILE
Lines "PR-CLR" and "PR-A" to be Constructed. || recommenoe INDIANA =20 A
\)é\ FOR APPROVAL DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION VERTICAL SCALE DESIGNATION
See Construction Details Legend Sheet for callout descriptions. Q} é‘b DESIGN ENGINEER DATE N/A 2002553
00$ DESINED: ors DRAVIN: oo SURVEY BOOK SHEETS  CD-25
For Detailed Structure Information See Sheets DD-12 to DD-14. O & i : CONSTRUCTION DETAILS E;CTROT_—IrC 107 \Oof\CT 369
- - INTRA( PROJE(
égx CHECKED: s CHECKED: BTs MT. PLEASANT E. ST. CUL-DE-SAC ONTRAC PROECT
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7/7/2022 6:48:17 am

kotaylor

************** N R e U S 110 Temp. R PR a0
m 1 ‘: m White I,Ziver Toy,vnlship j | ‘ } ¢ ‘ H 7 g q-
! | Johnson Cefinty i I . i JAMES GLYNN, ET UX
w ! MT. PLEASANT ' Il i P.O.T. Sta. = 40+00.00"P / P Sec. 21, T-14-N, R-3-E
: | SUBDIVISION / ! i | INol. =P.OT. Sta. = 124+86.72 "PRA" /- Nanon County
' ! PCA, SL 510 / ‘ I ‘ =2 | striNo. 127 \ N:159796445 e
| / i 12 —'—rr E: 178880.44 S
! i / Constr. Limits i %g o i i 4\/\
: : S ot i ‘ 2 K T hep. R
' | / i . ‘ Il 7
| | S/ ‘ i ‘ N /// /
| | I|n ‘ .;% i T
/ | T
| | / ‘1 I ‘ oo || -~ 4883 "PR-5-4-A", Class I Drive Req'd.
! ' / I I o8 Il 7 W=10.75'
! ! / | i1 S ||| /
o4 / SHITH SRIVASTAVA IR 52 | P y
Lot 19 App. | / Lot1s Lot 17 C‘j ‘ i i (S /
| | | ‘ ‘ ‘ | e ,
I i i
' ! ! App. R —"] i H “ ,\‘é i I yad P
: I /
BEGIN CONSTRUCTION | | I | ‘ b ‘ 85 ‘ i Ve AN JAMES GLYNN, ET UX
P.O.T. STA. 36+70.00 ! : | i @ I S -7 AN
LINE "PR-S-4-A" ! ' | 138 RAW "PRA" ,‘ ‘ i 5|8 [trNo ] (" / Floodway \\/
N: 1597634.45 ‘ | - 252" Temp. R/W "PR4A" ) ‘ I ! ‘ 0 2| str.Nd. 129 R\ /
E: 178880.42 ! \ | " “[ i HE N /
! npn ‘A‘ HEN 3
+24.6 "PR-S-4-A", Class I Drive Req'd. | | ! P.I Sta. = 36+44.32 "A 1 41 ‘ Il £|8 . /
11" | I | (No Curve Run) Ij 1 32l a // Exist. R/W
! ' 5 Delta = 0°31'15" Lt. ) I Ol / 43' Temp. R/W _/ : _
| | | N: 1597963.70 | ‘ —_——— e
v‘ FR—— | E: 178880.44 | ‘ ~
emp. Constr. Limits . No.
Str. No. 1401A ! J')V ,‘ "p/ onstr. Limi Str. No. 1406 S ‘ . -
@ ' | P.L Sta. = 37+65.29 "PR-S-4-A" e | ‘ .
24' Temp. R/W N: 1597729.74 [, _oe00g
I | PN E: 178879.68 v Exist, R/W & %
+48.0 "PR-S-4-A" ‘ Str. No. 1417 3 2
WDR_G.4_A" o
/ stn. No. 1400 Str. No. 1403 ‘ | +18.03 "PR-5-4-A' < .
‘ E—
- I i Str. No. 1404 i g:.
p—— ‘ I ‘ § +79.84 "PR-5-4- 1/
g Str. No. 1411 i ;
K 15 | o / o (Conc. Bridge Deck)
— < 2} ‘ 2
"line "PR-5-4-A" Sfr. No. 1407 ‘ S Str. No. 1409 // / = Morgantown Rd.  Line "PR-5-4-A"
——— " I s J
- e — - ) o Jl NO0°11'04"E
NOIZ6 3 W _ ¥ - ‘ + App. Section Line
i -
)
<+
o
‘ S 2 +80.84 "PR-S-4-A"
ES —
E—
——;\*\———— —— : \ e END CONSTRUCTION
Exist, RAW ™~~~e___ f——e — ' BN\ ‘ .ao P.O.T. STA. 41+76.80 o
- - - —_— - y LINE "PR-S-4-A" 20 C
~oTT I — - 7*/ ‘ N: 1598141.25
) == f DR — ‘ - E: 178881.01
A\, =
49' Temp. R/W \ \ . ‘ _———— 5\ 186' R/W "PR-A"
- - ‘ -- -
s \
" — \ o Constr. Limits ‘ & I 62' R/W
e — il
P.C. Sta. = 37410.44 "PR-5-4-A" ‘ ‘ IS ‘
N N: 1597674.88 | | 3 | N e ‘
E: 178880.11 ; : N, ‘ || Str.No. 135
P.T. Sta. = 38+20.15 "PR-5-4-A" - ‘ bl
N: 1597784.59 ‘
E: 178879.86 sl
} !
DISTEL FAMILY 8 DEBRA MOLINE
LIVING b |l ) EEDEEEENESSS
TRUST AGREEMENT ) ‘ - i -
DTD 3/16/16 112’ Temp. RIW ‘ UNT to Pleasant Run Creek
én Lr90.0 "PR-S-4-A", Class I Drive Req'd. ‘
3 =11 |
3 63' R/W "PR-A" ‘ Str. No. 140
& i 100" R/W "PR-A"
3 91" Temp. R/W "PR-A" . ‘ e (
2 ‘ |
N \
g Floodway \ Y ‘ 1 '\.. Constr. Limits &
E - S D P ot RW :
R - - ApR—" / | = o |
3 Sec. 27, T-14-N, R3-E e oS \
2 White River Township s % o \
2 Johnson County s imi Y g \
S /(Zonstr. Limits g,_. \
o
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, A 3 \ Sec. 22, T-14-N, R-3E
””””””””””””””””””””””””””””””””” e ‘E§ ‘ \\ 1 Perry Township
2 e | \ [] Marion County
o
N
N
§ Notes: HORIZONTAL SCALE BRIDGE FILE
§ Lines "PR-CLR" and "PR-A" to be Constructed. RECOMMENDED INDIANA 1"=20 N/A
R FOR APPROVAL DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION VERTICAL SCALE DESIGNATION
& . " e DESIGN ENGINEER DATE N/A 2002553
% | See Construction Details Legend Sheet for callout descriptions.
= SURVEY BOOK SHEETS  CD-26
S DESIGNED: BTS DRAWN: CPH CONSTRUCTION DETAILS ELECTRONIC [of |
2| For Detailed Structure Information See Sheets DD-12 to DD-14. 108 o 369
CHECKED: as CHECKED: BTS LINE "S-4-A" CONTRACT PROJECT
ER : i R-43594 2002553
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Sec. 27, T-14-N, R-3-E
White River Township
Johnson County

130
131
132
133
134
135

BEGIN CONSTRUCTION
P.O.T. STA. 135+00.00

LINE PR "S-13-A"
N: 1597553.83

R.R. R/W
/ E: 184235.21
Railroad

B R e e e e e R R e e R e e O e e e === ===S=== e e e == e e S e e, s = S SEES R ES S ===t teees e e e e e e = e e e e =T
s e S N S T e e e e e e e e e e e e S ] §

B o - - 33' Temp. R/W ]
o g S — e e T T e e e e = - 14
Q| 3 — e == &
o S - =
= o - Str. No. MH-11301 rNO—11307— _£Constr.Limits/(® =
< —_—— NQ_13_A" 207 PR "C12.A" _Stro 3 — <
Il = _— +33.70 PR "S-13-A"  #43.97 PR "S-13-A W'* swNoi303]\ ] <
= o8 ) - — — S — = — — _ =
ol e - 3 = ya X —T — A —— — |
= 4 7 =
o — ! . =1 ) #—Peterman Road oo i X ) =i P

] i N i i il 7 < i

g E (@7 G (RN A [ e DS 25 < mbE
& @ @/ g Line PR'S-13-A"7 —|[——————— & |¥
e - sty 5
g 5
wmF (2]
[} — [}
S c
= ic
2 2
© ©
= =

/7/2022 6:48:18 am

kotaylor
7/

\ 434 PRIS 13, Class [ Drive Req'd. +94.7 PR "S-13-A", Class I Drive Req'd.  58' Temp. R/W v
l W= 18 !
o)) | :
/ -
12' Drainage Est. | \ |
/ \ |
/ N - / Str, No. MH-11800 !
/ | el !
/ 3 !
L - o .
e e 2| |
// & |
|
/ o l |
/ RO SAOSAP IR SR X !
/ T U Y |
/ Peterman Road | Line PR "S-13-A" + +79.03 PR "S-13- ] ‘ |
- ; |
8 / N88°58'28"E =0 ‘
g / O | l !
3 / BEGIN INCIDENTAL = .‘
T / CONSTRUCTION < ‘ b
& / P.O.T. STA. 129+70.00- ————= = =
R / LINE PR "S-13-A" - ——
8 / N: 1597023.85 8
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Aerial photograph showing the project area,
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Photograph 1. View looking east and showing County Line Road east of
Bluff Road at the western end of the APE.

Photograph 2. View looking northwest and showing John Sutton House at
988 N. Bluff Road.
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Photograph 3. View looking southeast and showing typical houses along
County Line Road in the Richards and Landers Mount Pleasant
Subdivision.

Photograph 4. View looking southwest and showing typical houses along
County Line Road in the Richards and Landers Mount Pleasant
Subdivision.
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Photograph 5. View looking northwest and showing a typical house (1278
Mount Pleasant East Road) along Mount Pleasant East Road in the Richards
and Landers Mount Pleasant Subdivision.

Photograph 6. View looking northwest and showing typical houses along
Morgantown Road in the Richards and Landers Mount Pleasant
Subdivision.
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Photograph 7. View looking south and showing Morgantown Road south
of County Line Road.

Photograph 8. View looking east and showing County Line Road east of
Morgantown Road.
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Photograph 9. View looking northwest and showing typical houses (1908
and 1920 County Line Road) along County Line Road.

Photograph 10. View looking southeast and showing an enlarged and
altered early twentieth century house (4811 County Line Road) along
County Line Road.
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Photograph 11. View looking southeast and showing 1635 Hunting Drive
in Plat 1 of the Ridge Hill Trails Subdivision.

Photograph 12. View looking southeast and showing 1625 Hunting Drive
in Plat 1 of the Ridge Hill Trails Subdivision.
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Photograph 13. View looking southeast and showing 1615 Hunting Drive
in Plat 1 of the Ridge Hill Trails Subdivision.

Photograph 14. View looking southeast and showing a remnant of the
agricultural land that once lined County Line Road and now slated for
residential development.
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Photograph 15. View looking east and showing the intersection of County
Line Road with the Indiana Railroad and Railroad Road/Peterman Road.

Photograph 16. View looking south and showing Clubhouse Court in
Section 20 of the Carefree Subdivision (ca. 1978).
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Photograph 17. View looking north-northeast and showing at typical house
(3817 Clubhouse Court) in Section 20 of the Carefree Subdivision (ca. 1978).

Photograph 18. View looking southwest and showing the Carefree Club
building (built 1971) in the Carefree Subdivision.
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Photograph 19. View looking southwest and showing typical houses along
Leisure Lane in the Carefree Subdivision.

Photograph 20. View looking southeast and showing typical houses along
Dreamy Street in the Carefree Subdivision.
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Photograph 21. View looking northeast of 1107 Leisure Lane in the
Carefree Subdivision.

Photograph 22. View looking southeast and showing typical houses along
County Line Road in the Carefree Subdivision.
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Photograph 23. View looking northeast and showing typical houses along
Ramblin Road in the Carefree Subdivision.

Photograph 24. View looking northwest and showing typical houses along
Ramblin Court in the Carefree Subdivision.
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Photograph 25. View looking northwest and showing typical houses along
South Illinois Street in the Meridian Park Subdivision.

Photograph 26. View looking northeast and showing modern commercial
development along West County Line Road in the Meridian Park
Subdivision.
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Photograph 27. View looking west along County Line Road from SR
135/Meridian Street.

Photograph 28. View looking southeast and showing modern commercial
development around the intersection of County Line Road and SR
135/Meridian Street.
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County Line Road Added Travel Lanes
Marion and Johnson Counties, Indiana
Des. No. 2002553, DPW Project ST-45-067
Section 106 Consulting Parties List (yellow
highlights indicate accepted Consulting
Party status)

Beth K. McCord, Deputy State Historic
Preservation Officer

Indiana DNR Division of Historic
Preservation and Archaeology

402 W. Washington Street, W274
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Marion County Board of Commissioners
Joseph O’Connor, Marion County Board of
Commissioners

assessor@indy.gov

Barbara Lawrence, Marion County Board
of Commissioners

mytaxes@indy.gov

Julie Voorhies, Marion County Board of
Commissioners
auditorcustomerservice@indy.gov
City-County Building

200 E. Washington Street

Indianapolis, IN 46204

Indianapolis Metropolitan Planning
Organization

Anna Gremling
Anna.gremling@indympo.org

Sean Northup
Sean.northup@indympo.org
City-County Building

200 E. Washington Street, Suite 2322
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Indianapolis Department of Metropolitan
Development
DMDCommunications@indy.gov
City-County Building

200 E. Washington Street

Indianapolis, IN 46204

Indianapolis Department of Public Works
Dan Parker

Daniel.Parker@indy.gov

City-County Building

200 E. Washington Street

Indianapolis, IN 46204

Elizabeth Nowak, Preservation Planner
Indianapolis Historic Preservation
Commission
elizabeth.nowak@indy.gov
City-County Building

200 E. Washington Street

Indianapolis, IN 46204

Joe Hogsett, City of Indianapolis Mayor
200 E. Washington Street, Suite 2501
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Johnson County Commissioners
Brian Baird, District 1,
bbaird@co.johnson.in.us

Kevin Walls, District 2,
kwalls@co.johnson.in.us

Ron West, District 3,
rwest@co.johnson.in.us

86 W. Court Street

Franklin, IN 46131

James Ison, Johnson County Council, District 4
jison@co.johnson.in.us

86 W Court Street

Franklin, IN 46131

Mark Myers, Greenwood Mayor,
mayor@greenwood.in.gov

300 S. Madison Avenue
Greenwood, IN 46142
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Daniel Johnston, Greenwood Community
Development Services
johnstond@greenwood.in.gov

300 S. Madison Avenue

Greenwood, IN 46142

Dale C. Davis, AICP, Greenwood Planning
Director

davisd@greenwood.in.gov

300 S. Madison Avenue

Greenwood, IN 46142

Dave Hittle, Johnson County Planning and
Zoning, planning@co.johnson.in.us

86 W. Court Street

Franklin, IN 46131

Luke Mastin, Johnson County Highway
Department, Imastin@co.johnson.in.us
Neil VanTrees, Johnson County Highway
Department, Imastin@co.johnson.in.us
1051 Hospital Road

Franklin, IN 46131

Indiana Landmarks, Central Regional Office
Joshua Biggs, Community Preservation
Specialist

jbiggs@indianalandmarks.org

Chad Lethig, Indianapolis Preservation
Coordinator
clethig@indianalandmarks.org

Indiana Landmarks Center

1201 Central Avenue

Indianapolis, IN 46202-3204

Marion County Historian

Steven Barnett, srbarnett44@yahoo.com
62 N. Layman Avenue

Indianapolis, IN 46219

Marion County Historical Society

Carol A. Hall, President

P. O. Box 2223

Indianapolis, IN 46206

Perry Township-Southport Historical Society
Keith Brown, President

6548 Orinoco Avenue

Indianapolis, IN 46227-4820

Johnson County Historian

Max Fitzpatrick, maxlois@sbcglobal.net
975 Smock Drive

Greenwood, IN 46143-2424

Johnson County Historical Society and
Museum

David Pfeiffer, Director,
dpfeiffer@co.johnson.in.us

135 N. Main Street

Franklin, IN 46131-1720

Tribes

Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma
Miami Tribe of Oklahoma

Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma
Pokagon Band of Potawatomi Indians
Shawnee Tribe

Delaware Tribe of Indians, Oklahoma
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100 North Senate Avenue PHONE: (317) 296-0799 Eric Holcomb, Governor

Room N758-ES Joe McGuinness, Commissioner
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

February 16, 2021
This letter was sent to the listed parties.

RE:  County Line Road Added Travel Lanes, Marion and Johnson Counties (Des. No. 2002553; DPW
Project ST-45-067)

Dear Consulting Party (see attached list),

The City of Indianapolis, with funding from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and administrative
oversight from the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT), proposes to proceed with the County Line
Road Added Travel Lanes Project (Des. No. 2002553). ASC Group, Inc. is under contract with HNTB, which is
under contract with the City of Indianapolis, to advance the environmental documentation for the referenced
project.

This letter is part of the early coordination phase of the environmental review process requesting comments
associated with this project. We are requesting comments from you in your area of expertise regarding any
possible environmental effects associated with this project. Please use the above Des. Number and project
description in your reply and your comments will be incorporated into the formal environmental study.

The proposed undertaking is on County Line Road, and begins 0.30 mile west of Morgantown Road and
extends east to SR 135/Meridian Street in Marion and Johnson counties, Indiana. It is within Wayne Township,
Maywood USGS Topographic Quadrangle, in Sections 21, 22, 23, 26, 27, and 28, Township 14 North, Range 3
East.

County Line Road is classified as a two-lane primary arterial roadway through the majority of the project
corridor. The road expands to five lanes (two lanes in each direction with a turning lane to Meridian Street)
between South Illinois Street and SR 135. The majority of the project area does not have pedestrian facilities,
curb and gutter, or shoulders. Sidewalks, curb and gutter, and shoulders are only associated with the five lane
section of County Line Road between South Illinois Street and Royal Meadow Drive.

There are two major intersections along County Line Road within the project limits: Morgantown Road and
Railroad Road/Peterman Road. The Morgantown Road intersection is controlled by a traffic signal and has left
turn lanes in all directions. There is a steep hill on County Line Road just west of this intersection, with an
existing roadway grade of approximately 9 percent.

The Railroad Road/Peterman Road intersection is controlled by a 4-way stop sign, with a single approach lane
from all four directions. The Indiana Railroad has a single-track rail line immediately adjacent to Railroad
Road/Peterman Road, with an at-grade crossing of County Line Road less than 50 feet west of the intersection.
The crossing has overhead flashers but no gates.

www.in.gov/dot/ .
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The existing structure over Pleasant Creek Run (Structure No. 49-4503F) is approximately 650 feet east of the
Morgantown Road intersection. It is a 3-span concrete box beam bridge approximately 135 feet in length. The
second existing structure over Buffalo Creek (Structure No. 49-4510F) is located just west of Leisure Lane on
County Line Road. It is a 3-span reinforced concrete slab approximately 81 feet in length.

The proposed project includes County Line Road being expanded to a five-lane road (two 11 foot lanes in each
direction and a 13 foot two-way left turn lane) with a 10-foot multi-purpose trail on the north side, 6-foot grass
buffers on either side and a 6-foot sidewalk on the south side of the roadway. The two existing bridges will also
be replaced to accommodate the additional travel lanes. The proposed bridge structures will accommodate the
proposed roadway with the only modification to the typical section being that the grass buffers will be 2 feet per
side within the bridge structure limits. The project will also construct stormwater detention, enclosed
stormwater system, and address the sharp vertical curve at Morgantown Road.

The purpose of the South County Line Road project is to address capacity deficiencies, improve east-west
mobility, and improve safety within the corridor. The need for this project is the existing and future capacity
restrictions as the projected traffic demands will exceed the capacity of the existing two-lane configuration.
Additionally, there are no pedestrian or bicycle facilities associated with the existing roadway which is in a high
density residential area.

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires federal agencies to take into account the effects
of their undertakings on historic and archaeological properties. In accordance with 36 CFR 800.2 (¢), you are
hereby requested to be a consulting party to participate in the Section 106 process. Entities that have been
invited to participate in the Section 106 consultation process for this project are identified in the attached list.
Per 36 CFR 800.3(f), we hereby request that the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) notify this
office if the SHPO staff is aware of any other parties that may be entitled to be consulting parties or should be
contacted as potential consulting parties for the project.

The Section 106 process involves efforts to identify historic properties potentially affected by the undertaking,
assess its effects and seek ways to avoid, minimize or mitigate any adverse effects on historic properties. For
more information regarding the protection of historic resources, please see the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation’s guide: Protecting Historic Properties: A Citizen’s Guide to Section 106 Review available online
at https://www.achp.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2017-01/CitizenGuide.pdf.

The Area of Potential Effects (APE) is the area in which the proposed project may cause alterations in the
character or use of historic resources. At this time, no cultural resource investigations have occurred; however,
the results of cultural resource identification and evaluation efforts, both above-ground and archaeological, will
be forthcoming. Consulting parties will receive notification when these reports are completed.

Please review the information and comment within thirty (30) calendar days of receipt. If you indicate that you
do not desire to be a consulting party, or if you do not respond, you will not be included on the list of consulting
parties for this project. If we do not receive your response in the time allotted, the project will proceed
consistent with the proposed design and you will not receive further information about the project unless the
design changes. Tribal consulting parties may enter the process at any time and are encouraged to respond to
this notification with any comments or concerns at their earliest convenience.

For questions concerning specific project details, you may contact Leah J. Konicki of ASC Group, Inc. at 317-
915-9300, ext. 103, or lkonicki@ascgroup.net. All future responses regarding the proposed project should be
forwarded to ASC Group, Inc. at the following address:

www.in.gov/dot/ .
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Leah J. Konicki

Principal Investigator — Architectural Historian
ASC Group, Inc.

9376 Castlegate Drive

Indianapolis, IN 46256
lkonicki@ascgroup.net.

Tribal contacts may contact Shaun Miller at smiller@indot.in.gov or 317-416-0876 or Kari Carmany-George at
FHWA at K.CarmanyGeorge@dot.gov or 317-226-5629.

Sincerely,

Anuradha V. Kumar, Manager
Cultural Resources Office
Environmental Services

Enclosures:
Topographic map showing project area

Distribution List:

Beth K. McCord, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

Joseph O’Connor, Marion County Board of Commissioners, assessor@indy.gov

Barbara Lawrence, Marion County Board of Commissioners, mytaxes@indy.gov

Julie Voorhies, Marion County Board of Commissioners, auditorcustomerservice@indy.gov
Anna Gremling, Indianapolis Metropolitan Planning Organization, Anna.gremling@indympo.org
Sean Northup, Indianapolis Metropolitan Planning Organization, Sean.northup@indympo.org
Indianapolis Department of Metropolitan Development, DMDCommunications@indy.gov
Dan Parker, Indianapolis Department of Public Works, Daniel.Parker@indy.gov

Elizabeth Nowak, Indianapolis Historic Preservation Commission, elizabeth.nowak@indy.gov
Joe Hogsett, Mayor, City of Indianapolis

Brian Baird, Johnson County Commissioner, District 1, bbaird@co.johnson.in.us

Kevin Walls, Johnson County Commissioner, District 2, kwalls@co.johnson.in.us

Ron West, Johnson County Commissioner, District 3, rwest(@co.johnson.in.us

James Ison, Johnson County Council, District 4, jison@co.johnson.in.us

Mark Myers, Greenwood Mayor, mayor@greenwood.in.gov

Daniel Johnston, Greenwood Community Development Services, johnstond@greenwood.in.gov
Dale C. Davis, AICP, Greenwood Planning Director, davisd@greenwood.in.gov

Dave Hittle, Johnson County Planning and Zoning, planning(@co.johnson.in.us

Luke Mastin, Johnson County Highway Department, Imastin(@co.johnson.in.us

Neil VanTrees, Johnson County Highway Department, Imastin@co.johnson.in.us

Joshua Biggs, Indiana Landmarks, Central Regional Office, jbiggs@indianalandmarks.org
Chad Lethig, Indiana Landmarks, Central Regional Office, clethig@indianalandmarks.org
Steven Barnett, Marion County Historian, srbarnett44(@yahoo.com

Carol A. Hall, President, Marion County Historical Society

www.in.gov/dot/ .
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Keith Brown, President, Perry Township-Southport Historical Society

Max Fitzpatrick, Johnson County Historian, maxlois@sbcglobal.net

David Pfeiffer, Director, Johnson County Historical Society and Museum, dpfeiffer@co.johnson.in.us
Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma

Miami Tribe of Oklahoma

Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma

Pokagon Band of Potawatomi Indians

Shawnee Tribe

Delaware Tribe of Indians, Oklahoma
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Portion of the ESRI World Street Map showing the
vicinity of the project area.
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County Line Road Added Travel Lanes
Marion and Johnson Counties, Indiana
Des. No. 2002553, DPW Project ST-45-067
Section 106 Consulting Parties List

Beth K. McCord, Deputy State Historic
Preservation Officer

Indiana DNR Division of Historic
Preservation and Archaeology

402 W. Washington Street, W274
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Marion County Board of Commissioners
Joseph O’Connor, Marion County Board of
Commissioners

assessor@indy.gov

Barbara Lawrence, Marion County Board of
Commissioners

mytaxes@indy.gov

Julie Voorhies, Marion County Board of
Commissioners
auditorcustomerservice@indy.gov
City-County Building

200 E. Washington Street

Indianapolis, IN 46204

Indianapolis Metropolitan Planning
Organization

Anna Gremling
Anna.gremling@indympo.org

Sean Northup
Sean.northup@indympo.org
City-County Building

200 E. Washington Street, Suite 2322
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Indianapolis Department of Metropolitan
Development
DMDCommunications@indy.gov
City-County Building

200 E. Washington Street

Indianapolis, IN 46204

Indianapolis Department of Public Works
Dan Parker

Daniel.Parker@indy.gov

City-County Building

200 E. Washington Street

Indianapolis, IN 46204

Elizabeth Nowak, Preservation Planner
Indianapolis Historic Preservation
Commission
elizabeth.nowak@indy.gov
City-County Building

200 E. Washington Street

Indianapolis, IN 46204

Joe Hogsett, City of Indianapolis Mayor
200 E. Washington Street, Suite 2501
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Johnson County Commissioners
Brian Baird, District 1,
bbaird@co.johnson.in.us

Kevin Walls, District 2,
kwalls@co.johnson.in.us

Ron West, District 3,
rwest@co.johnson.in.us

86 W. Court Street

Franklin, IN 46131

James Ison, Johnson County Council, District 4
jison@co.johnson.in.us
86 W Court Street
Franklin, IN 46131

Mark Myers, Greenwood Mayor,
mayor@greenwood.in.gov

300 S. Madison Avenue
Greenwood, IN 46142
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Daniel Johnston, Greenwood Community
Development Services
johnstond@greenwood.in.gov

300 S. Madison Avenue

Greenwood, IN 46142

Dale C. Davis, AICP, Greenwood Planning
Director

davisd@greenwood.in.gov

300 S. Madison Avenue

Greenwood, IN 46142

Dave Hittle, Johnson County Planning and
Zoning, planning@co.johnson.in.us

86 W. Court Street

Franklin, IN 46131

Luke Mastin, Johnson County Highway
Department, Imastin@co.johnson.in.us
Neil VanTrees, Johnson County Highway
Department, Imastin@co.johnson.in.us
1051 Hospital Road

Franklin, IN 46131

Indiana Landmarks, Central Regional Office
Joshua Biggs, Community Preservation
Specialist

jbiggs@indianalandmarks.org

Chad Lethig, Indianapolis Preservation
Coordinator
clethig@indianalandmarks.org

Indiana Landmarks Center

1201 Central Avenue

Indianapolis, IN 46202-3204

Marion County Historian

Steven Barnett, srbarnett44@yahoo.com
62 N. Layman Avenue

Indianapolis, IN 46219

Marion County Historical Society

Carol A. Hall, President

P. O. Box 2223

Indianapolis, IN 46206

Perry Township-Southport Historical Society
Keith Brown, President

6548 Orinoco Avenue

Indianapolis, IN 46227-4820

Johnson County Historian

Max Fitzpatrick, maxlois@sbcglobal.net
975 Smock Drive

Greenwood, IN 46143-2424

Johnson County Historical Society and
Museum

David Pfeiffer, Director,
dpfeiffer@co.johnson.in.us

135 N. Main Street

Franklin, IN 46131-1720

Tribes

Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma
Miami Tribe of Oklahoma

Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma
Pokagon Band of Potawatomi Indians
Shawnee Tribe

Delaware Tribe of Indians, Oklahoma
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From: Leah Konicki

To: "BMccord@dnr.IN.gov"; "assessor@indy.gov"; "mytaxes@indy.gov"; "auditorcustomerservice@indy.gov";
"Anna.gremling@indympo.org"”; "Sean.northup@indympo.org”; "DMDCommunications@indy.gov";
"Daniel.Parker@indy.gov"; "elizabeth.nowak@indy.gov"; "bbaird@co.johnson.in.us"; "kwalls@co.johnson.in.us";
"rwest@co.johnson.in.us"; “jison@co.johnson.in.us"; "mayor@greenwood.in.gov";
"johnstond@greenwood.in.gov"; "davisd@greenwood.in.gov"; "planning@co.johnson.in.us";
"Imastin@co.johnson.in.us"; "Imastin@co.johnson.in.us"; "jbiggs@indianalandmarks.org";
"clethig@indianalandmarks.org"; "srbarnett44@yahoo.com"; "maxlois@sbcglobal.net”;
"dpfeiffer@co.johnson.in.us"

Cc: "Christine Meador"; Chris Schultz; Adin McCann; Harry Nikides; Carpenter. Patrick A; "Branigin, Susan"; "Ross
Anthony"; "Miller, Shaun (INDOT)"; "erika.miller@indy.gov"

Subject: FHWA Project: Des. No. 2002553; ECL, County Line Road Added Travel Lanes, Marion and Johnson Counties,
Indiana

Date: Tuesday, February 16, 2021 4:00:12 PM

Attachments: County Line Rd ATL_DN 2002553_ECL.PDF

Des. No.: 2002553, DPW Project ST-45-067
Project Description: County Line Road Added Travel Lanes
Location: Marion and Johnson Counties, Indiana

The City of Indianapolis, with funding from the Federal Highway Administration and administrative
oversight from the Indiana Department of Transportation, proposes to proceed with the County Line
Road Added Travel Lanes Project (Des. No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067).

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires federal agencies to take into account
the effects of their undertakings on historic properties. The following agencies/individuals are being
invited to become consulting parties:

Beth K. McCord, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

Joseph O’Connor, Marion County Board of Commissioners, assessor@indy.gov

Barbara Lawrence, Marion County Board of Commissioners, mytaxes@indy.gov

Julie Voorhies, Marion County Board of Commissioners, auditorcustomerservice@indy.gov
Anna Gremling, Indianapolis Metropolitan Planning Organization, Anna.gremling@indympo.org
Sean Northup, Indianapolis Metropolitan Planning Organization, Sean.northup@indympo.org
Indianapolis Department of Metropolitan Development, DMDCommunications@indy.gov

Dan Parker, Indianapolis Department of Public Works, Daniel.Parker@indy.gov

Elizabeth Nowak, Indianapolis Historic Preservation Commission, elizabeth.nowak@indy.gov
Joe Hogsett, Mayor, City of Indianapolis

Brian Baird, Johnson County Commissioner, District 1, bbaird@co.johnson.in.us

Kevin Walls, Johnson County Commissioner, District 2, kwalls@co.johnson.in.us

Ron West, Johnson County Commissioner, District 3, rwest@co.johnson.in.us

James Ison, Johnson County Council, District 4, jison@co.johnson.in.us

Mark Myers, Greenwood Mayor, mayor@greenwood.in.gov

Daniel Johnston, Greenwood Community Development Services, johnstond@greenwood.in.gov
Dale C. Davis, AICP, Greenwood Planning Director, davisd@greenwood.in.gov

Dave Hittle, Johnson County Planning and Zoning, planning@co.johnson.in.us

Luke Mastin, Johnson County Highway Department, [mastin@co.johnson.in.us

Neil VanTrees, Johnson County Highway Department, [mastin@co.johnson.in.us

Joshua Biggs, Indiana Landmarks, Central Regional Office, jbiggs@indianalandmarks.org

Chad Lethig, Indiana Landmarks, Central Regional Office, clethig@indianalandmarks.org

Steven Barnett, Marion County Historian, srbarnett44@yahoo.com

Carol A. Hall, President, Marion County Historical Society

Keith Brown, President, Perry Township-Southport Historical Society

Max Fitzpatrick, Johnson County Historian, maxlois@sbcglobal.net

David Pfeiffer, Director, Johnson County Historical Society and Museum, dpfeiffer@co.johnson.in.us
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Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma
Miami Tribe of Oklahoma

Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma
Pokagon Band of Potawatomi Indians
Shawnee Tribe

Delaware Tribe of Indians, Oklahoma

This letter is part of the early coordination phase of the environmental review process requesting
comments associated with this project. We are requesting comments from you in your area of
expertise regarding any possible environmental effects associated with this project. Please use the
above Des. Number and project description in your reply and your comments will be incorporated
into the formal environmental study.

Please review the attached letter, which is also located in IN SCOPE at
http://erms.indot.in.gov/Section106Documents/ (the Des. No. is the most efficient search term,
once in IN SCOPE), and respond with your comments on any historic resource impacts incurred as a
result of this project so that an environmental report can be completed. We also welcome your
related opinions and other input to be considered in the preparation of the environmental
document. If a hard copy of the materials is needed, please respond to this email with your request
as soon as you can.

Consulting parties have thirty (30) calendar days from receipt of this information to review and
provide comments. If we do not receive a response from an invited consulting party within the time
allotted, the project will proceed consistent with the proposed design. Tribal consulting parties may
enter the process at any time and are encouraged to respond to this notification with any comments
or concerns at their earliest convenience.

Tribal contacts may contact Shaun Miller at smiller@indot.in.gov or 317-416-0876 or Kari Carmany-
George at FHWA at K.CarmanyGeorge@dot.gov or 317-226-5629.
Thank you in advance for your input,

Leah J. Konicki
Project Manager/Principal Investigator - Architectural Historian

ASC Group, Inc.

9376 Castlegate Drive
Indianapolis, Indiana 46256
317.915.9300 ext. 103 (office)
317.565.9100 (cell)

Facebook | Linkedin | Web
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From: Miller, Shaun (INDOT)

To: thpo@estoo.net; Diane Hunter; Ipappenfort@peoriatribe.com; matthew.bussler@pokagonband-nsn.gov;
tonya@shawnee-tribe.com; lheady@delawaretribe.or

Cc: Leah Konicki; Ross. Anthony; Carpenter, Patrick A

Subject: FW: FHWA Project: Des. No. 2002553; ECL, County Line Road Added Travel Lanes, Marion and Johnson
Counties, Indiana

Date: Wednesday, February 17, 2021 7:53:34 AM

Attachments: County Line Rd ATL_DN 2002553_ECL.PDF

Des. No.: 2002553, DPW Project ST-45-067
Project Description: County Line Road Added Travel Lanes
Location: Marion and Johnson Counties, Indiana

The City of Indianapolis, with funding from the Federal Highway Administration and administrative
oversight from the Indiana Department of Transportation, proposes to proceed with the County Line
Road Added Travel Lanes Project (Des. No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067).

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires federal agencies to take into account
the effects of their undertakings on historic properties. The following agencies/individuals are being
invited to become consulting parties:

Beth K. McCord, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

Joseph O’Connor, Marion County Board of Commissioners, assessor@indy.gov

Barbara Lawrence, Marion County Board of Commissioners, mytaxes@indy.gov

Julie Voorhies, Marion County Board of Commissioners, auditorcustomerservice@indy.gov
Anna Gremling, Indianapolis Metropolitan Planning Organization, Anna.gremling@indympo.org
Sean Northup, Indianapolis Metropolitan Planning Organization, Sean.northup@indympo.org
Indianapolis Department of Metropolitan Development, DMDCommunications@indy.gov
Dan Parker, Indianapolis Department of Public Works, Daniel.Parker@indy.gov

Elizabeth Nowak, Indianapolis Historic Preservation Commission, elizabeth.nowak@indy.gov
Joe Hogsett, Mayor, City of Indianapolis

Brian Baird, Johnson County Commissioner, District 1, bbaird@co.johnson.in.us

Kevin Walls, Johnson County Commissioner, District 2, kwalls@co.johnson.in.us

Ron West, Johnson County Commissioner, District 3, rwest@co.johnson.in.us

James Ison, Johnson County Council, District 4, jison@co.johnson.in.us

Mark Myers, Greenwood Mayor, mayor@greenwood.in.gov

Daniel Johnston, Greenwood Community Development Services, johnstond@greenwood.in.gov
Dale C. Davis, AICP, Greenwood Planning Director, davisd@greenwood.in.gov

Dave Hittle, Johnson County Planning and Zoning, planning@co.johnson.in.us

Luke Mastin, Johnson County Highway Department, Imastin@co.johnson.in.us

Neil VanTrees, Johnson County Highway Department, Imastin@co.johnson.in.us

Joshua Biggs, Indiana Landmarks, Central Regional Office, jbiggs@indianalandmarks.org
Chad Lethig, Indiana Landmarks, Central Regional Office, clethig@indianalandmarks.org
Steven Barnett, Marion County Historian, srbarnett44@yahoo.com

Carol A. Hall, President, Marion County Historical Society

Keith Brown, President, Perry Township-Southport Historical Society

Max Fitzpatrick, Johnson County Historian, maxlois@sbcglobal.net

David Pfeiffer, Director, Johnson County Historical Society and Museum, dpfeiffer@co.johnson.in.us
Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma

Miami Tribe of Oklahoma

Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma

Pokagon Band of Potawatomi Indians

Shawnee Tribe

Delaware Tribe of Indians, Oklahoma
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This letter is part of the early coordination phase of the environmental review process requesting
comments associated with this project. We are requesting comments from you in your area of
expertise regarding any possible environmental effects associated with this project. Please use the
above Des. Number and project description in your reply and your comments will be incorporated
into the formal environmental study.

Please review the attached letter, which is also located in IN SCOPE at
http://erms.indot.in.gov/Section106Documents/ (the Des. No. is the most efficient search term,
once in IN SCOPE), and respond with your comments on any historic resource impacts incurred as a
result of this project so that an environmental report can be completed. We also welcome your
related opinions and other input to be considered in the preparation of the environmental
document. If a hard copy of the materials is needed, please respond to this email with your request
as soon as you can.

Consulting parties have thirty (30) calendar days from receipt of this information to review and
provide comments. If we do not receive a response from an invited consulting party within the time
allotted, the project will proceed consistent with the proposed design. Tribal consulting parties may
enter the process at any time and are encouraged to respond to this notification with any comments
or concerns at their earliest convenience.

Tribal contacts may contact Shaun Miller at smiller@indot.in.gov or 317-416-0876 or Kari Carmany-
George at FHWA at K.CarmanyGeorge@dot.gov or 317-226-5629.

Thank you in advance for your input,

Shaun Miller

INDOT, Cultural Resources Office
Archaeology Team Lead
(317)416-0876
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From: Joshua Biggs

To: Leah Konicki

Cc: Mark Dollase; Chad Lethig

Subject: RE: FHWA Project: Des. No. 2002553; ECL, County Line Road Added Travel Lanes, Marion and Johnson Counties,
Indiana

Date: Tuesday, February 16, 2021 7:23:36 PM

Attachments: Des. No 2002553 - Early Coordination Response.pdf

Good evening, Ms. Konicki:

Thank you for your email. Indiana Landmarks agrees to be a consulting party project (see attached
letter). We look forward to working with you on this project.

Best regards,

Joshua Biggs
Community Preservation Specialist

Indiana Landmarks

1201 Central Avenue
Indianapolis, IN 46202

Ph. 317-822-7908, 800-450-4534
Fax: 317-639-6734

www.indianalandmarks.org
Indiana Landmarks revitalizes communities, reconnects us to our heritage, and saves meaningful places.

Become a member | Subscribe to our e-letter | Find us on Facebook

From: Leah Konicki <lkonicki@ascgroup.net>

Sent: Tuesday, February 16, 2021 4:00 PM

To: 'BMccord@dnr.IN.gov' <BMccord@dnr.IN.gov>; 'assessor@indy.gov' <assessor@indy.gov>;
'mytaxes@indy.gov' <mytaxes@indy.gov>; 'auditorcustomerservice@indy.gov'
<auditorcustomerservice@indy.gov>; 'Anna.gremling@indympo.org'
<Anna.gremling@indympo.org>; 'Sean.northup@indympo.org' <Sean.northup@indympo.org>;
'DMDCommunications@indy.gov' <DMDCommunications@indy.gov>; 'Daniel.Parker@indy.goV'
<Daniel.Parker@indy.gov>; 'elizabeth.nowak@indy.gov' <elizabeth.nowak@indy.gov>;
'bbaird@co.johnson.in.us' <bbaird@co.johnson.in.us>; 'kwalls@co.johnson.in.us'
<kwalls@co.johnson.in.us>; 'rwest@co.johnson.in.us' <rwest@co.johnson.in.us>;
'fison@co.johnson.in.us' <jison@co.johnson.in.us>; 'mayor@greenwood.in.gov'
<mayor@greenwood.in.gov>; 'johnstond@greenwood.in.gov' <johnstond@greenwood.in.gov>;
'davisd@greenwood.in.gov' <davisd@greenwood.in.gov>; 'planning@co.johnson.in.us'
<planning@co.johnson.in.us>; 'Imastin@co.johnson.in.us' <Imastin@co.johnson.in.us>;
'Imastin@co.johnson.in.us' <Imastin@co.johnson.in.us>; Joshua Biggs
<jbiggs@indianalandmarks.org>; Chad Lethig <CLethig@indianalandmarks.org>;
'srbarnett44@yahoo.com' <srbarnett44@yahoo.com>; 'maxlois@sbcglobal.net'
<maxlois@sbcglobal.net>; 'dpfeiffer@co.johnson.in.us' <dpfeiffer@co.johnson.in.us>

Cc: 'Christine Meador' <CMeador@HNTB.com>; Chris Schultz <cjschultz@HNTB.com>; Adin McCann
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February 16, 2021

Leah J. Konicki

Principal Investigator — Architectural Historian
ASC Group, Inc.

9376 Castlegate Dr.

Indianapolis, IN 46256

RE: County Line Road Added Travel Lanes, Marion and Johnson Counties (Des. No. 2002553; DPW
Project ST-45-067)

Dear Ms. Konicki:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above undertaking. Indiana Landmarks agrees to be a
consulting party for this project.

We have reviewed the Indiana State Historic Architectural and Archaeological Research Database
(SHAARD) to learn more about historic resources in the area that may be affected by this project. While we
did not locate any previously surveyed historic resources within the proposed project area, we do wish to
bring to your attention an unsurveyed single-family residence, located at 3827 W. County Line Rd.,
Greenwood, IN 46142. This brick Tudor Revival residence was built in 1930 (according to Johnson County
records) and retains a great deal of historic integrity. We believe this structure may have enough significance
to be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.

We appreciate your consideration and will look forward to remaining involved in the Section 106 process for
this project.

Sincerely,

Ve

Joshua Biggs
Community Preservation Specialist

INDIANA LANDMARKS REVITALIZES COMMUNITIES, RECONNECTS US TO OUR HERITAGE, AND SAVEAWQMXW’%QEL%EQZ54



Eric Holcomb, Governor
Daniel W. Bortner, Director

Division of Historic Preservation & Archaeology - 402 W. Washington Street, W274 - Indianapolis, IN 46204-2739
Phone 317-232-1646 - Fax 317-232-0693 - dhpa@dnr.IN.gov - www.IN.gov/dnr/historic @

HISTORIC PRESERVATION
AND ARCHAEOLOGY

February 25, 2021

Leah J. Konicki

ASC Group, Inc.

9376 Castlegate Drive
Indianapolis, Indiana 46256

Federal Agency: Indiana Department of Transportation (“INDOT”),
on behalf of Federal Highway Administration, Indiana Division (“FHWA”)

Re: Early coordination letter for the County Line Road Added Travel Lanes project in Indianapolis,
Marion & Johnson counties, Indiana (Des. No. 2002553; DHPA No. 27053)

Dear Ms. Konicki:

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,” the staff of the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer (“Indiana
SHPQO”) has reviewed your February 16, 2021 submission which enclosed INDOT’s early coordination letter, received by our
office the same day for this project in Marion and Johnson counties.

We are not aware of any parties who should be invited to participate in the Section 106 consultation on this federal undertaking,
beyond those whom INDOT already has invited. However, if right-of-way is likely to be taken from a potentially historic property,
it might be advisable to invite the owner of that property as soon as possible. In your next regular correspondence on this project,
please advise us as to which of the invited consulting parties has accepted the invitation.

We look forward to reviewing the proposed area of potential effects and the reports on investigations of above-ground cultural
resources and archaeological resources that the early coordination letter indicated will be forthcoming.

The Indiana SHPO staff’s archaeological reviewer for this project is Beth McCord, and the structures reviewer is Danielle
Kauffmann. However, if you have a question about the Section 106 process, please contact initially the INDOT Cultural
Resources staff members who are assigned to this project. In all future correspondence about the County Line Road Added Travel
Lanes project in Marion and Johnson counties (Des. No. 2002553), please refer to DHPA No. 27053.

Very truly yours,

Beth K. McCord
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

BKM:DMK:dmk

The DNR mission: Brotect, enhance, preserve and wisely' use naFu'raI, www.DN R.lN.gOV
cultural and recreational resources for the benefit of Indiana’s citizens

. ) . An Equal Opportunity Employer
through professional leadership, management and education.
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Leah J. Konicki
February 25, 2021
Page 2

emc: Anuradha Kumar, INDOT
Shaun Miller, INDOT
Susan Branigin, INDOT
Anthony Ross, INDOT
Leah J. Konicki, ASC Group, Inc.
Beth McCord, DNR-DHPA
Danielle Kauffmann, DNR-DHPA
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Miami Tribe of Oklahoma

3410 P St. NW, Miami, OK 74354 e P.O. Box 1326, Miami, OK 74355
Ph: (918) 541-1300 e Fax: (918) 542-7260
www.miamination.com

Via email: smiller@indot.in.gov
March 18, 2021

Shaun Miller

Archaeological Team Lead, Cultural Resources Office
Indiana DOT

575 North Pennsylvania Street

Indianapolis, IN 46204

Re: Des. No. 2002553; County Line Road Added Travel Lanes, Marion and Johnson Counties,
Indiana — Comments of the Miami Tribe of Oklahoma

Dear Mr. Miller:

Aya, kikwehsitoole — I show you respect. The Miami Tribe of Oklahoma, a federally recognized
Indian tribe with a Constitution ratified in 1939 under the Oklahoma Indian Welfare Act of 1936,
respectfully submits the following comments regarding Des. No. 2002553.

The Miami Tribe offers no objection to the above-referenced 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, given the Miami Tribe’s deep and enduring relationship to its
historic lands and cultural property within present-day Indiana, 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 or by email at
dhunter@miamination.com to initiate consultation.

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

Respectfully,

Diane Hunter
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
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100 North Senate Avenue PHONE: (317) 296-0799 Eric Holcomb, Governor

Room N758-ES Joe McGuinness, Commissioner
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

June 3, 2021
This letter was sent to the listed parties.

RE:  County Line Road Added Travel Lanes, Marion and Johnson Counties (Des. No. 2002553; DPW
Project ST-45-067; DHPA No. 27053)

Dear Consulting Party (see attached list),

The City of Indianapolis Department of Public Works, with funding from the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) and administrative oversight from the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT), proposes to
proceed with the County Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project (Des. No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067).

This letter is part of the Section 106 review process for this project. Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic and
archaeological properties. We are requesting comments from you regarding the possible effects of this project.
Please use the above Des. Number and project description in your reply and your comments will be
incorporated into the formal environmental study.

A Section 106 early coordination letter was distributed on February 16, 2021.

The proposed undertaking is on County Line Road, and begins 0.30 mile west of Morgantown Road and
extends east to SR 135/Meridian Street in Marion and Johnson counties, Indiana. It is within Wayne Township,
Maywood USGS Topographic Quadrangle, in Sections 21, 22, 23, 26, 27, and 28, Township 14 North, Range 3
East.

County Line Road is classified as a two-lane primary arterial roadway through the majority of the project
corridor. The road expands to five lanes (two lanes in each direction with a turning lane to Meridian Street)
between South Illinois Street and SR 135. The majority of the project area does not have pedestrian facilities,
curb and gutter, or shoulders. Sidewalks, curb and gutter, and shoulders are only associated with the five lane
section of County Line Road between South Illinois Street and Royal Meadow Drive.

There are two major intersections along County Line Road within the project limits: Morgantown Road and
Railroad Road/Peterman Road. The Morgantown Road intersection is controlled by a traffic signal and has left
turn lanes in all directions. There is a steep hill on County Line Road just west of this intersection, with an
existing roadway grade of approximately 9 percent.

The Railroad Road/Peterman Road intersection is controlled by a 4-way stop sign, with a single approach lane
from all four directions. The Indiana Railroad has a single-track rail line immediately adjacent to Railroad
Road/Peterman Road, with an at-grade crossing of County Line Road less than 50 feet west of the intersection.
The crossing has overhead flashers but no gates.

www.in.gov/dot/ .
An Equal Opportunity Employer &Iﬁfﬂg&g
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The existing structure over Pleasant Creek Run (Structure No. 49-4503F) is approximately 650 feet east of the
Morgantown Road intersection. It is a 3-span concrete box beam bridge approximately 135 feet in length. The
second existing structure over Buffalo Creek (Structure No. 49-4510F) is located just west of Leisure Lane on
County Line Road. It is a 3-span reinforced concrete slab approximately 81 feet in length.

The proposed project includes County Line Road being expanded to a five-lane road (two 11 foot lanes in each
direction and a 13-foot two-way left turn lane) with a 10-foot multi-purpose trail on the north side, 6-foot
concrete buffers on either side and a 6-foot sidewalk on the south side of the roadway. The two existing bridges
will also be replaced to accommodate the additional travel lanes. The proposed bridge structures will
accommodate the proposed roadway with the only modification to the typical section being that the concrete
buffers will be 2 feet per side within the bridge structure limits. The project will also construct
stormwater detention, enclosed stormwater system, and address the sharp vertical curve at Morgantown Road.

The purpose of the South County Line Road project is to address capacity deficiencies, improve east-west
mobility, and improve safety within the corridor. The need for this project is the existing and future capacity
restrictions as the projected traffic demands will exceed the capacity of the existing two-lane configuration.
Additionally, there are no pedestrian or bicycle facilities associated with the existing roadway which is in a high
density residential area.

HNTB is under contract with the City of Indianapolis to advance the environmental documentation for
the referenced project. ASC Group, Inc. has been subcontracted to complete the Section 106 documentation for
the project.

In accordance with 36 CFR 800.2 (c), you were invited to become a consulting party as part of the Section 106
process, or you are hereby invited to become a consulting party as part of the Section 106 process. Entities that
have previously accepted consulting party status — as well as additional entities that are currently being invited
to become consulting parties — are identified in the attached list.

The Section 106 process involves efforts to identify historic properties potentially affected by the undertaking,
to assess the undertaking’s effects and to seek ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any adverse effects on
historic properties. For more information regarding the protection of historic resources, please see the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation’s guide: Protecting Historic Properties: A Citizen’s Guide to Section 106
Review available online at https://www.achp.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2017-01/CitizenGuide.pdf.

The Area of Potential Effects (APE) is the area in which the proposed project may cause alterations in the
character or use of historic resources. The APE contains no resources listed in the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP).

A historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards identified and
evaluated above-ground resources within the APE for potential eligibility for the NRHP. As a result of the
historic property identification and evaluation efforts for the project, no above-ground resources are
recommended as eligible for listing in the NRHP.

With regard to archaeological resources, an archaeologist who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional

Qualification Standards identified six new archaeological sites within the project area. As a result of these
efforts, sites 12-Ma-1075, 12-Ma-1076, 12-Ma-1077, 12-Ma-1078, 12-Jo-0736, and 12-Jo-0737 were

www.in.gov/dot/ .
An Equal Opportunity Employer ﬁlgﬁg&g
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recommended as not eligible for listing in the NRHP. No further work is recommended provided that the project
area does not change.

The Historic Property Report and Archaeology Report (Tribes only) are available for review in IN SCOPE at
http://erms.indot.in.gov/Section106Documents/ (the Des. No. is the most efficient search term, once in IN
SCOPE). You are invited to review these documents and to respond with comments on any historic resource
impacts incurred as a result of this project so that an environmental report can be completed. We also welcome
your related opinions and other input to be considered in the preparation of the environmental document. If you
prefer a hard-copy of this material, please respond to this email with your request as soon as you can.

Please review the information and comment within thirty (30) calendar days of receipt. If you indicate that you
do not desire to be a consulting party or if you have not previously accepted consulting party status and you do
not respond to this letter, you will not be included on the list of consulting parties for this project and will not
receive further information about the project unless the design changes. Tribal consulting parties may enter the
process at any time and are encouraged to respond to this notification with any comments or concerns at their
earliest convenience.

For questions concerning specific project details, you may contact Leah J. Konicki of ASC Group, Inc. at 317-
915-9300, ext. 103, or lkonicki@ascgroup.net. All future responses regarding the proposed project should be
forwarded to ASC Group, Inc. at the following address:

Leah J. Konicki

Principal Investigator — Architectural Historian
ASC Group, Inc.

9376 Castlegate Drive

Indianapolis, IN 46256
lkonicki@ascgroup.net.

Tribal contacts may contact Shaun Miller at smiller@indot.in.gov or 317-416-0876 or Kari Carmany-George at
FHWA at K.CarmanyGeorge@dot.gov or 317-226-5629.

Sincerely,

Anuradha V. Kumar, Manager
Cultural Resources Office
Environmental Services

Enclosures:
Topographic map showing project area

Distribution List:

Beth K. McCord, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

Joshua Biggs, Indiana Landmarks, Central Regional Office, jbiggs@indianalandmarks.org
Miami Tribe of Oklahoma

www.in.gov/dot/ .
An Equal Opportunity Employer ﬁlg&g&g
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From: Leah Konicki

To: "BMccord@dnr.IN.gov"; "jbiggs@indianalandmarks.org"

Cc: "Christine Meador"; Adin McCann; Chris Schultz; Doug Terpstra; Carpenter, Patrick A; "Korzeniewski, Patricia J";
Miller, Shaun (INDOT); Branigin, Susan; Kumar. Anuradha; "ericka.miller@indy.gov"; Wallace, Jonathan N; Harry
Nikides

Subject: FHWA Project: Des. No. 2002553; HPR and Archaeology Report, County Line Road Added Travel Lanes, Marion
and Johnson Counties, Indiana

Date: Friday, June 4, 2021 8:12:24 AM

Des. No.: 2002553, DPW Project ST-45-067
Project Description: County Line Road Added Travel Lanes
Location: Marion and Johnson Counties, Indiana

The City of Indianapolis Department of Public Works, in coordination with the Federal Highway
Administration and the Indiana Department of Transportation, proposes to proceed with the County
Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project (Des. No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067).

As part of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, a Historic Property Report and an
Archaeology Report have been prepared and are ready for review and comment by consulting
parties.

Please review this documentation located in IN SCOPE at
http://erms.indot.in.gov/Section106Documents/ (the Des. No. is the most efficient search term,
once in IN SCOPE), and respond with any comments that you may have. If a hard copy of the
materials is needed, please respond to this email with your request as soon as you can.

Consulting parties have thirty (30) calendar days from receipt of this information to review and
provide comment. Tribal consulting parties may enter the process at any time and are encouraged
to respond to this notification with any comments or concerns at their earliest convenience.

Tribal contacts may contact Shaun Miller at smiller@indot.in.gov or 317-416-0876 or Kari Carmany-

George at FHWA at K.CarmanyGeorge@dot.gov or 317-226-5629.
Thank you in advance for your input,

Leah J. Konicki
Project Manager/Principal Investigator - Architectural Historian

ASC Group, Inc.

9376 Castlegate Drive
Indianapolis, Indiana 46256
317.915.9300 ext. 103 (office)
317.565.9100 (cell)

Facebook | Linkedin | Web
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From: Korzeniewski, Patricia J

To: thpo@estoo.net; Diane Hunter; Ipappenfort@peoriatribe.com; matthew.bussler@pokagonband-nsn.gov;
tonya@shawnee-tribe.com; epaden@delawarenation-nsn.gov; lheady@delawaretribe.or:

Cc: Miller, Shaun (INDOT); Korzeniewski, Patricia J; Carmany-George. Karstin (FHWA); Carpenter, Patrick A; Leah
Konicki; Ross. Anthony

Subject: FHWA Project: Des. No. 2002553; HPR and Archaeology Report, County Line Road Added Travel Lanes, Marion
and Johnson Counties, Indiana

Date: Friday, June 4, 2021 8:22:12 AM

Des. No.: 2002553, DPW Project ST-45-067
Project Description: County Line Road Added Travel Lanes
Location: Marion and Johnson Counties, Indiana

The City of Indianapolis Department of Public Works, in coordination with the Federal Highway
Administration and the Indiana Department of Transportation, proposes to proceed with the County
Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project (Des. No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067).

As part of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, a Historic Property Report and an
Archaeology Report have been prepared and are ready for review and comment by consulting
parties.

Please review this documentation located in IN SCOPE at
http://erms.indot.in.gov/Section106Documents/ (the Des. No. is the most efficient search term,
once in IN SCOPE), and respond with any comments that you may have. If a hard copy of the
materials is needed, please respond to this email with your request as soon as you can.

Consulting parties have thirty (30) calendar days from receipt of this information to review and
provide comment. Tribal consulting parties may enter the process at any time and are encouraged
to respond to this notification with any comments or concerns at their earliest convenience.

Tribal contacts may contact Shaun Miller at smiller@indot.in.gov or 317-416-0876 or Kari Carmany-
George at FHWA at K.CarmanyGeorge@dot.gov or 317-226-5629.

Thank you in advance for your input,

Patricia Jo Korzeniewski

Archaeologist and Environmental Manager
INDOT, Cultural Resources Office

100 North Senate Avenue, N758-ES
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204
PKorzeniewski@indot.in.gov
1-317-416-4377
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Eric Holcomb, Governor
Daniel W. Bortner, Director

Division of Historic Preservation & Archaeology - 402 W. Washington Street, W274 - Indianapolis, IN 46204-2739
Phone 317-232-1646 - Fax 317-232-0693 - dhpa@dnr.IN.gov - www.IN.gov/dnr/historic @

HISTORIC PRESERVATION
AND ARCHAEOLOGY

July 6, 2021

Leah J. Konicki

Principal Investigator — Architectural Historian
ASC Group, Inc.

9376 Castlegate Drive

Indianapolis, Indiana 46256

Federal Agency: Indiana Department of Transportation (“INDOT”),
on behalf of Federal Highway Administration, Indiana Division (“FHWA?”)

Re: Historic property report (Konicki/Terpstra, 4/13/2021) and archaeological records check and
reconnaissance survey report (Crider/Terheide, 5/27/2021) for the County Line Road Added
Travel Lanes project in Indianapolis, Marion & Johnson counties, Indiana (Des. No. 2002553;
DHPA No. 27053)

Dear Ms. Konicki:

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,” the staff of the Indiana
State Historic Preservation Officer (“Indiana SHPO”) has reviewed your June 4, 2021 submission, which enclosed the
aforementioned reports, received by our office the same day for this project in Perry Township, Marion County and
White River Township, Johnson County, Indiana.

The proposed area of potential effects (“APE”) presented in the historic property report (“HPR”; Konicki/Terpstra,
4/13/2021) appears to be of adequate size to encompass the geographic area in which direct and indirect effects of a
project of this nature could occur.

As part of mitigation for the 1-69 project in Indiana, our office is in the pre-planning phase for the Johnson County
survey. Thus, after consultation with staff from our Survey/Register section, we wish to provide the following comments
regarding historic resources located within the project’s APE.

For the purposes of the Section 106 review of this federal undertaking, we respectfully disagree with the conclusions of
the HPR that there are no resources listed in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places
(“NRHP”) within the project’s APE.

In Johnson County, we believe that the Richards and Landers Mt. Pleasant subdivision, Wood Creek Estates, and
Carefree subdivision are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP utilizing information from the Residential Planning and
Development in Indiana, 1940-1973 Multiple Property Documentation Form. The Richards and Landers Mt. Pleasant
subdivision is a good example of Transitional Development with American small houses and ranches and is eligible for

The DNR mission: Brotect, enhance, preserve and wisely' use naFu'raI, www.DN R.lN.gOV
cultural and recreational resources for the benefit of Indiana’s citizens

. ) . An Equal Opportunity Employer
through professional leadership, management and education.
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Leah J. Konicki
July 6, 2021
Page 2

the NRHP under Criterion A under Community Planning & Development. This subdivision utilizes a grid plan and is
placed along a major roadway with easy access to the city. While there are some alterations, the subdivision retains
integrity to convey the type of suburb it is.

Wood Creek Estates is eligible under Criterion A and C under Community Planning & Development and Architecture.
It is a Custom Development of approximately 100 houses mostly dating to the mid-1970s, composed of ranches, stacked
ranches, bi-levels, and split-levels. There are curving streets and culs-de-sac present, and this subdivision is located near
churches and commercial development. As it was not surveyed in the HPR, Wood Creek Estates includes Woodcreek
Drive, Pine Oak Court, Birch Court, Hickory Court, Wood Creek Place, Beech Court and Wood Creek Court.

The Carefree subdivision is eligible under Criterion A and C under Community Planning & Development and
Architecture. It is a Custom Development composed of approximately 700 houses including a variety of architecture
types and styles, curving streets and culs-de-sacs, a central clubhouse and pool. It is located along a major roadway with
easy access to churches or commercial buildings.

In Marion County, we believe Ridge Hill Trails and Royal Meadows are eligible for the NRHP. Ridge Hill Trails is
eligible under Criterion A and C under Community Planning & Development and Architecture. It is a Custom
Development subdivision with an interesting curvilinear plan, composed of a variety of styles and types. It remains as
an intact “entry-level” Custom Development that is very cohesive and uniform. We wish to point out that Custom
Developments do not have to be architect-designed alone, they can be Custom by way of the subdivision builder.

Royal Meadows (originally platted as Hill Valley Estates) is eligible under Criterion A and C under Community
Planning & Development and Architecture. It is a good example of a Custom Development composed of a wide variety
of types and styles (ranch, bi-level, split-level, stacked ranch) with Neo-Eclectic and Mansard details, among others.
The subdivision boasts curvilinear streets with sidewalks and curbs and retains good integrity as an intact “entry-level”
Custom Development. This subdivision was not identified in the HPR and its approximate boundaries include W.
Ralston Drive to the north, Meadow Vista Drive to the east, W. County Line Road to the south, and Maple View Drive
to the west. Royal Meadow Drive cuts through the middle of the subdivision.

We agree with the HPR that Glenns Valley and Meridian Park that are detailed in the HPR are not eligible for inclusion
in the NRHP.

Regarding the archaeological resources, based upon the submitted information and the documentation available to the
staff of the Indiana SHPO, we concur with the opinion of the archaeologist, as expressed in the submitted archaeological
reconnaissance survey report (Crider/Terheide, 5/27/2021), that the newly identified sites 12Mal075, 12Mal1076,
12J0736 and 12J0737 do not appear eligible for inclusion in the NRHP and no further archaeological investigations are
necessary. There is insufficient information to determine whether newly identified archaeological sites 12Mal1077 and
12Mal1078 are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. Sites 12Mal077 and 12Ma1078 should be clearly marked and must
be avoided by all ground-disturbing project activities. If avoidance is not feasible, a plan for further archaeological
investigations and evaluation of sites 12Ma1077 and 12Ma1078 must be submitted to the Indiana SHPO for review and
comment prior to further field investigations. Further archaeological investigations must be conducted in accordance
with the “Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation” (48 F.R.
44716).

Thank you for submitting the archaeological site survey forms for sites 12Ma1075, 12Mal1076, 12Mal1077, 12Mal1078,
12J0736 and 12J0737 to SHAARD. They have been approved.

If any prehistoric or historic archaeological artifacts or human remains are uncovered during construction, demolition,
or earthmoving activities, state law (Indiana Code 14-21-1-27 and -29) requires that the discovery be reported to the
Indiana SHPO within two (2) business days. In that event, please call (317) 232-1646. Be advised that adherence to
Indiana Code 14-21-1-27 and -29 does not obviate the need to adhere to applicable federal statutes and regulations,
including but not limited to 36 C.F.R. Part 800.
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Leah J. Konicki
July 6, 2021
Page 3

The Indiana SHPO staff’s archaeological reviewer for this project is Beth McCord, and the structures reviewer is
Danielle Kauffmann. However, if you have a question about the Section 106 process, please contact initially the INDOT
Cultural Resources staff members who are assigned to this project. If you have a question about the eligibility of
resources located within the APE, please contact Paul Diebold. In all future correspondence about the County Line
Road Added Travel Lanes project in Marion and Johnson counties (Des. No. 2002553), please refer to DHPA No.
27053.

Very truly yours,

Beth K. McCord
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

BKM:DMK:PCD:dmk

emc: Anuradha Kumar, INDOT
Shaun Miller, INDOT
Susan Branigin, INDOT
Anthony Ross, INDOT
Leah J. Konicki, ASC Group, Inc.
Indiana Landmarks Central Regional Office
Miami Tribe of Oklahoma
Beth McCord, DNR-DHPA
Paul Diebold, DNR-DHPA
Danielle Kauffmann, DNR-DHPA
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Eric Holcomb, Governor
Daniel W. Bortner, Director

Division of Historic Preservation & Archaeology - 402 W. Washington Street, W274 - Indianapolis, IN 46204-2739
Phone 317-232-1646 - Fax 317-232-0693 - dhpa@dnr.IN.gov - www.IN.gov/dnr/historic

July 6, 2021
Revised July 15, 2021

Leah J. Konicki

Principal Investigator — Architectural Historian
ASC Group, Inc.

9376 Castlegate Drive

Indianapolis, Indiana 46256

Federal Agency: Indiana Department of Transportation (“INDOT”),
on behalf of Federal Highway Administration, Indiana Division (“FHWA?”)

Re: Historic property report (Konicki/Terpstra, 4/13/2021) and archaeological records check and
reconnaissance survey report (Crider/Terheide, 5/27/2021) for the County Line Road Added
Travel Lanes project in Indianapolis, Marion & Johnson counties, Indiana (Des. No. 2002553;
DHPA No. 27053)

Dear Ms. Konicki:

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,” the staff of the Indiana
State Historic Preservation Officer (“Indiana SHPO”) has reviewed your June 4, 2021 submission, which enclosed the
aforementioned reports, received by our office the same day for this project in Perry Township, Marion County and
White River Township, Johnson County, Indiana.

The proposed area of potential effects (“APE”) presented in the historic property report (“HPR”; Konicki/Terpstra,
4/13/2021) appears to be of adequate size to encompass the geographic area in which direct and indirect effects of a
project of this nature could occur.

As part of mitigation for the 1-69 project in Indiana, our office is in the pre-planning phase for the Johnson County
survey. Thus, after consultation with staff from our Survey/Register section, we wish to provide the following comments
regarding historic resources located within the project’s APE.

For the purposes of the Section 106 review of this federal undertaking, we respectfully disagree with the conclusions of
the HPR that there are no resources listed in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places
(“NRHP”’) within the project’s APE.

In Johnson County, we believe that the Richards and Landers Mt. Pleasant subdivision, Wood Creek Estates, and
Carefree subdivision are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP utilizing information from the Residential Planning and
Development in Indiana, 1940-1973 Multiple Property Documentation Form. The Richards and Landers Mt. Pleasant
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subdivision is a good example of Transitional Development with American small houses and ranches and is eligible for
the NRHP under Criterion A under Community Planning & Development. This subdivision utilizes a grid plan and is
placed along a major roadway with easy access to the city. While there are some alterations, the subdivision retains
integrity to convey the type of suburb it is.

Wood Creek Estates is eligible under Criterion A and C under Community Planning & Development and Architecture.
It is a Custom Development of approximately 100 houses mostly dating to the mid-1970s, composed of ranches, stacked
ranches, bi-levels, and split-levels. There are curving streets and culs-de-sac present, and this subdivision is located near
churches and commercial development. As it was not surveyed in the HPR, Wood Creek Estates includes Woodcreek
Drive, Pine Oak Court, Birch Court, Hickory Court, Wood Creek Place, Beech Court and Wood Creek Court.

The Carefree subdivision is eligible under Criterion A and C under Community Planning & Development and
Architecture. It is a Custom Development composed of approximately 700 houses including a variety of architecture
types and styles, curving streets and culs-de-sacs, a central clubhouse and pool. It is located along a major roadway with
easy access to churches or commercial buildings.

In Marion County, we believe Ridge Hill Trails and Royal Meadows are eligible for the NRHP. Ridge Hill Trails is
eligible under Criterion A and C under Community Planning & Development and Architecture. It is a Custom
Development subdivision with an interesting curvilinear plan, composed of a variety of styles and types. It remains as
an intact “entry-level” Custom Development that is very cohesive and uniform. We wish to point out that Custom
Developments do not have to be architect-designed alone, they can be Custom by way of the subdivision builder.

Royal Meadows (originally platted as Hill Valley Estates) is eligible under Criterion A and C under Community
Planning & Development and Architecture. It is a good example of a Custom Development composed of a wide variety
of types and styles (ranch, bi-level, split-level, stacked ranch) with Neo-Eclectic and Mansard details, among others.
The subdivision boasts curvilinear streets with sidewalks and curbs and retains good integrity as an intact “entry-level”
Custom Development. This subdivision was not identified in the HPR and its approximate boundaries include W.
Ralston Drive to the north, Meadow Vista Drive to the east, W. County Line Road to the south, and Maple View Drive
to the west. Royal Meadow Drive cuts through the middle of the subdivision.

We agree with the HPR that Glenns Valley and Meridian Park that are detailed in the HPR are not eligible for inclusion
in the NRHP.

Regarding the archaeological resources, based upon the submitted information and the documentation available to the
staff of the Indiana SHPO, we concur with the opinion of the archaeologist, as expressed in the submitted archaeological
reconnaissance survey report (Crider/Terheide, 5/27/2021), that the newly identified sites 12Mal1075, 12Mal076,
12J0736 and 12J0737 do not appear eligible for inclusion in the NRHP and no further archaeological investigations are
necessary. There is insufficient information to determine whether or not newly identified archaeological sites 12Mal1077
and 12Mal078 are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP as the site boundaries extend beyond the limits surveyed.
However, it appears that the potions of sites 12Mal077 and 12Mal078 within the project area are not eligible for
inclusion in the NRHP. The surveyed limits should be clearly marked so that unsurveyed portions of these sites are
avoided by all ground-disturbing project activities. If avoidance is not feasible, a plan for further archaeological
investigations and evaluation of sites 12Ma1077 and 12Ma1078 must be submitted to the Indiana SHPO for review and
comment prior to further field investigations. Further archaeological investigations must be conducted in accordance
with the “Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation” (48 F.R.
44716).

Thank you for submitting the archaeological site survey forms for sites 12Mal1075, 12Mal1076, 12Mal1077, 12Mal1078,
12J0736 and 12J0737 to SHAARD. They have been approved.

If any prehistoric or historic archaeological artifacts or human remains are uncovered during construction, demolition,
or earthmoving activities, state law (Indiana Code 14-21-1-27 and -29) requires that the discovery be reported to the
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Indiana SHPO within two (2) business days. In that event, please call (317) 232-1646. Be advised that adherence to
Indiana Code 14-21-1-27 and -29 does not obviate the need to adhere to applicable federal statutes and regulations,
including but not limited to 36 C.F.R. Part 800.

The Indiana SHPO staff’s archaeological reviewer for this project is Beth McCord, and the structures reviewer is
Danielle Kauffmann. However, if you have a question about the Section 106 process, please contact initially the INDOT
Cultural Resources staff members who are assigned to this project. If you have a question about the eligibility of
resources located within the APE, please contact Paul Diebold. In all future correspondence about the County Line
Road Added Travel Lanes project in Marion and Johnson counties (Des. No. 2002553), please refer to DHPA No.
27053.

Very truly yours,

Beth K. McCord
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

BKM:DMK:PCD:dmk

emc: Anuradha Kumar, INDOT
Shaun Miller, INDOT
Susan Branigin, INDOT
Anthony Ross, INDOT
Leah J. Konicki, ASC Group, Inc.
Indiana Landmarks Central Regional Office
Miami Tribe of Oklahoma
Beth McCord, DNR-DHPA
Paul Diebold, DNR-DHPA
Danielle Kauffmann, DNR-DHPA
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EASTERN SHAWNEE

CULTURAL PRESERVATION DEPARTMENT
70500 East 128 Road, Wyandotte, OK 74370

August 3, 2021

INDOT Indiana Department of Environmental Services
100 N. Senate Ave

Indianapolis, IN 46204

RE: DES. No. 2002553, DPW Project ST-45-067, Marion and Johnson County, Indiana
Dear Ms. Korzeniewski,

The Eastern Shawnee Tribe has received your letter regarding the above referenced project(s) within
Marion and Johnson County, Indiana. The Eastern Shawnee Tribe is committed to protecting sites important to
Tribal Heritage, Culture and Religion. Furthermore, the Tribe is particularly concerned with historical sites that
may contain but not limited to the burial(s) of human remains and associated funerary objects.

As described in your correspondence, and upon research of our database(s) and files, we find our people
occupied these areas historically and/or prehistorically. However, the project proposes NO Adverse Effect or
endangerment to known sites of interest to the Eastern Shawnee Tribe. Please continue project as planned.
However, should this project inadvertently discover an archeological site or object(s) we request that you
immediately contact the Eastern Shawnee Tribe, as well as the appropriate state agencies (within 24 hours). We
also ask that all ground disturbing activity stop until the Tribe and State agencies are consulted. Please note that
any future changes to this project will require additional consultation.

In accordance with the NHPA of 1966 (16 U.S.C. § 470-470w-6), federally funded, licensed, or permitted
undertakings that are subject to the Section 106 review process must determine effects to significant historic
properties. As clarified in Section 101(d)(6)(A-B), historic properties may have religious and/or cultural
significance to Indian Tribes. Section 106 of NHPA requires Federal agencies to consider the effects of their
actions on all significant historic properties (36 CFR Part 800) as does the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (43 U.S.C. § 4321-4347 and 40 CFR § 1501.7(a). This letter evidences NHPA and NEPA historic properties
compliance pertaining to consultation with this Tribe regarding the referenced proposed projects.

Thank you, for contacting the Eastern Shawnee Tribe, we appreciate your cooperation. Should you have any
further questions or comments please contact our Office.
Sincerely,

Paul Barton, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO)
Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma
(918) 666-5151 Ext:1833
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100 North Senate Avenue PHONE: (317) 296-0799 Eric Holcomb, Governor

Room N758-ES Joe McGuinness, Commissioner
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

November 23, 2021
This letter was sent to the listed parties.

RE: County Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project; HPR Addendum (Des. No. 2002553; DPW Project
ST-45-067; DHPA Project 27053)

Dear Consulting Party,

The City of Indianapolis, with funding from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and administrative
oversight from the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT), proposes to proceed with the County Line
Road Added Travel Lanes Project (Des. No. 2002553).

This letter is part of the Section 106 review process for this project. Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic and
archaeological properties. We are requesting comments from you regarding the possible effects of this project.
Please use the above Des. Number and project description in your reply and your comments will be
incorporated into the formal environmental study.

A Section 106 early coordination letter was distributed on February 16, 2021. In addition, a letter distributed on
June 3, 2021 notified consulting parties that a historic property report and an archaeology report were available
for review and comment.

The proposed undertaking is on County Line Road, and begins 0.30 mile west of Morgantown Road and
extends east to SR 135/Meridian Street in Marion and Johnson counties, Indiana. It is within Wayne Township,
Maywood USGS Topographic Quadrangle, in Sections 21, 22, 23, 26, 27, and 28, Township 14 North, Range 3
East.

HNTB is under contract with the City of Indianapolis to advance the environmental documentation for the
referenced project. ASC Group, Inc. has been subcontracted to complete the Section 106 documentation for the
project.

In accordance with 36 CFR 800.2 (c), you were invited to become a consulting party as part of the Section 106
process, or you are hereby invited to become a consulting party as part of the Section 106 process. Entities that
have previously accepted consulting party status--as well as additional entities that are currently being invited to
become consulting parties--are identified in the attached list.

The Section 106 process involves efforts to identify historic properties potentially affected by the undertaking,

to assess the undertaking’s effects and to seek ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any adverse effects on
historic properties. For more information regarding the protection of historic resources, please see the Advisory

www.in.gov/dot/ .
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Council on Historic Preservation’s guide: Protecting Historic Properties: A Citizen’s Guide to Section 106
Review available online at https://www.achp.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2017-01/CitizenGuide.pdf.

The Area of Potential Effects (APE) is the area in which the proposed project may cause alterations in the
character or use of historic resources. The APE contains no resources listed in the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP).

In its response dated July 6, 2021 (Revised July 15, 2021), the Indiana State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO) stated that five subdivisions located within the APE for this project were eligible for the NRHP, stating,
in part:

“In Johnson County, we believe that the Richards and Landers Mt. Pleasant subdivision, Wood
Creek Estates, and Carefree subdivision are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP utilizing
information from the Residential Planning and Development in Indiana, 1940-1973 Multiple
Property Documentation Form.

“In Marion County, we believe Ridge Hill Trails and Royal Meadows are eligible for the
NRHP.”

The Historic Property Report Addendum (HPR Addendum) is being submitted to provide SHPO with additional
research and analysis following the Residential Planning and Development in Indiana, 1940—-1973 Multiple
Property Documentation Form (MPDF). We would appreciate SHPO’s reconsideration of these neighborhoods’
eligibility based on this additional evaluation. Further, we would welcome the opportunity to meet with SHPO
either on site in the neighborhoods or in a virtual meeting to aid in their review and the evaluation discussion.

In addition, this HPR Addendum addresses above-ground cultural resources in areas that have been added to the
project footprint as a result of project refinements. One property within the additional APE, the John Sutton
House at 988 N. Bluff Road, is recommended eligible for the NRHP.

The HPR Addendum is available for review in IN SCOPE at http://erms.indot.in.gov/Section106Documents/
(the Des. No. is the most efficient search term, once in IN SCOPE). You are invited to review these documents
and to respond with comments on any historic resource impacts incurred as a result of this project so that an
environmental report can be completed. We also welcome your related opinions and other input to be
considered in the preparation of the environmental document. If you prefer a hard-copy of this material, please
respond to this email with your request as soon as you can.

Please review the information and comment within thirty (30) calendar days of receipt. If you indicate that you
do not desire to be a consulting party or if you have not previously accepted consulting party status and you do
not respond to this letter, you will not be included on the list of consulting parties for this project and will not
receive further information about the project unless the design changes. Tribal consulting parties may enter the
process at any time and are encouraged to respond to this notification with any comments or concerns at their
earliest convenience.
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For questions concerning specific project details, you may contact Leah J. Konicki of ASC Group, Inc. at 317-
915-9300, ext. 103, or lkonicki@ascgroup.net. All future responses regarding the proposed project should be
forwarded to ASC Group, Inc. at the following address:

Leah J. Konicki

Principal Investigator — Architectural Historian
ASC Group, Inc.

9376 Castlegate Drive

Indianapolis, IN 46256
lkonicki@ascgroup.net.

Tribal contacts may contact Shaun Miller at smiller@indot.in.gov or 317-416-0876 or Kari Carmany-George at
FHWA at K.CarmanyGeorge@dot.gov or 317-226-5629.

Sincerely,

Anuradha V. Kumar, Manager
Cultural Resources Office
Environmental Services

Distribution List:
Beth K. McCord, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

Joshua Biggs, Indiana Landmarks, Central Regional Office, jbiggs@indianalandmarks.org
Miami Tribe of Oklahoma
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From: Leah Konicki

To: McCord, Beth K; "jbiggs@indianalandmarks.org"

Cc: "Carpenter, Patrick A"; Ross, Anthony; "Christine Meador"; Adin McCann; Chris Schultz; Harry Nikides;
"ericka.miller@indy.gov"; Kumar, Anuradha; Miller, Shaun (INDOT); Branigin, Susan

Bcc: Clerical

Subject: FHWA Project: Des. No. 2002553; HPR Addendum, County Line Road Added Travel Lanes, Marion and Johnson
counties, Indiana

Date: Wednesday, November 24, 2021 9:38:47 AM

Attachments: Co Line Rd ATL DN2002553 HPR Add RDL 11.23.2021.pdf

Des. No.: 2002553
Project Description: County Line Road Added Travel Lanes
Location: Marion and Johnson counties

The City of Indianapolis Department of Public Works, in coordination with the Federal Highway
Administration and the Indiana Department of Transportation, proposes to proceed with the County
Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project (Des. No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067, DHPA No. 27053).

As part of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, an Addendum to the Historic
Property Report has been prepared and is ready for review and comment by consulting parties.

Please review this documentation located in IN SCOPE at
http://erms.indot.in.gov/Section106Documents/ (the Des. No. is the most efficient search term,
once in IN SCOPE), and respond with any comments that you may have. If a hard copy of the
materials is needed, please respond to this email with your request as soon as you can.

Consulting parties have thirty (30) calendar days from receipt of this information to review and
provide comment. Tribal consulting parties may enter the process at any time and are encouraged
to respond to this notification with any comments or concerns at their earliest convenience.

Tribal contacts may contact Shaun Miller at smiller@indot.in.gov or 317-416-0876 or Kari Carmany-

George at FHWA at K.CarmanyGeorge@dot.gov or 317-226-5629.
Thank you in advance for your input,

Leah J. Konicki
Principal Investigator - Architectural Historian
Cultural Resources Manager

ASC Group, Inc.

9376 Castlegate Drive
Indianapolis, Indiana 46256
317.915.9300 ext. 103 (office)
317.565.9100 (cell)

Facebook | Linkedin | Web
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From: Miller, Shaun (INDOT)

To: Diane Hunter; "thpo@estoo.net"

Cc: Ross, Anthony; Korzeniewski, Patricia J; Leah Konicki

Subject: FW: FHWA Project: Des. No. 2002553; HPR Addendum, County Line Road Added Travel Lanes, Marion and
Johnson counties, Indiana

Date: Wednesday, November 24, 2021 4:43:06 PM

Attachments: Co Line Rd ATL DN2002553 HPR Add RDL 11.23.2021.pdf

Des. No.: 2002553
Project Description: County Line Road Added Travel Lanes
Location: Marion and Johnson counties

The City of Indianapolis Department of Public Works, in coordination with the Federal Highway
Administration and the Indiana Department of Transportation, proposes to proceed with the County
Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project (Des. No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067, DHPA No. 27053).

As part of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, an Addendum to the Historic
Property Report has been prepared and is ready for review and comment by consulting parties.

Please review this documentation located in IN SCOPE at
http://erms.indot.in.gov/Section106Documents/ (the Des. No. is the most efficient search term,
once in IN SCOPE), and respond with any comments that you may have. If a hard copy of the
materials is needed, please respond to this email with your request as soon as you can.

Consulting parties have thirty (30) calendar days from receipt of this information to review and
provide comment. Tribal consulting parties may enter the process at any time and are encouraged
to respond to this notification with any comments or concerns at their earliest convenience.

Tribal contacts may contact Shaun Miller at smiller@indot.in.gov or 317-416-0876 or Kari Carmany-

George at FHWA at K.CarmanyGeorge@dot.gov or 317-226-5629.

Thank you in advance for your input,

Shaun Miller

INDOT, Cultural Resources Office
Archaeology Team Lead
(317)416-0876
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100 North Senate Avenue PHONE: (317) 296-0799 Eric Holcomb, Governor

Room N758-ES Joe McGuinness, Commissioner
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

December 20, 2021

This letter was sent to the listed parties.

RE:  County Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project (Des. No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067;
DHPA Project 27053

Dear Consulting Party,

The City of Indianapolis, with funding from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and administrative
oversight from the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT), proposes to proceed with the County Line
Road Added Travel Lanes Project (Des. No. 2002553).

This letter is part of the Section 106 review process for this project. Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic and
archaeological properties. We are requesting comments from you regarding the possible effects of this project.
Please use the above Des. Number and project description in your reply and your comments will be
incorporated into the formal environmental study.

A Section 106 early coordination letter was distributed on February 16, 2021. In addition, a letter distributed on
June 3, 2021 notified consulting parties that a Historic Property Report (HPR) and a Phase la archaeology report
were available for review and comment. A letter distributed on November 24, 2021, notified consulting parties
that an addendum to the HPR was available for review and comment.

The proposed undertaking is on County Line Road, and begins 0.30 mile west of Morgantown Road and
extends east to State Route (SR) 135/Meridian Street in Marion and Johnson counties, Indiana. It is within City
of Indianapolis, Perry Township, Marion County and the City of Greenwood, White River Township, Johnson
County, Maywood USGS Topographic Quadrangle, in Sections 21, 22, 23, 26, 27, and 28, Township 14 North,
Range 3 East.

County Line Road is classified as a two-lane primary arterial roadway through the majority of the project
corridor. The road expands to five lanes (two lanes in each direction with a turning lane to Meridian Street)
between South Illinois Street and SR 135. The majority of the project area does not have pedestrian facilities,
curb and gutter, or shoulders. Sidewalks, curb and gutter, and shoulders are only associated with the five lane
section of County Line Road between South Illinois Street and Royal Meadow Drive.

There are two major intersections along County Line Road within the project limits: Morgantown Road and
Railroad Road/Peterman Road. The Morgantown Road intersection is controlled by a traffic signal and has left
turn lanes in all directions. There is a steep hill on County Line Road just west of this intersection, with an
existing roadway grade of approximately 9 percent.
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The Railroad Road/Peterman Road intersection is controlled by a 4-way stop sign, with a single approach lane
from all four directions. The Indiana Railroad has a single-track rail line immediately adjacent to Railroad
Road/Peterman Road, with an at-grade crossing of County Line Road less than 50 feet west of the intersection.
The crossing has overhead flashers but no gates.

The existing structure over Pleasant Creek Run (Structure No. 49-4503F) is approximately 650 feet east of the
Morgantown Road intersection. It is a 3-span concrete box beam bridge approximately 135 feet in length. The
second existing structure over Buffalo Creek (Structure No. 49-4510F) is located just west of Leisure Lane on
County Line Road. It is a 3-span reinforced concrete slab approximately 81 feet in length.

The proposed project includes County Line Road being expanded to a five-lane road (two 11 foot lanes in each
direction and a 13-foot two-way left turn lane) with a 10-foot multi-purpose trail on the north side, 6-foot grass
buffers on either side and a 6-foot sidewalk on the south side of the roadway. The two existing bridges will also
be replaced to accommodate the additional travel lanes. The proposed bridge structures will accommodate the
proposed roadway with the only modification to the typical section being that the grass buffers will be 2 feet per
side within the bridge structure limits. The project will also construct stormwater detention, enclosed
stormwater system, and address the sharp vertical curve at Morgantown Road.

The purpose of the South County Line Road Project is to address capacity deficiencies, improve east-west
mobility, and improve safety within the corridor. The need for this project is the existing and future capacity
restrictions as the projected traffic demands will exceed the capacity of the existing two-lane configuration.
Additionally, there are no pedestrian or bicycle facilities associated with the existing roadway which is in a high
density residential area.

HNTB is under contract with the City of Indianapolis to advance the environmental documentation for the
referenced project. ASC Group, Inc., has been subcontracted to complete the Section 106 documentation for the
project.

In accordance with 36 CFR 800.2 (c), you were invited to become a consulting party as part of the Section 106
process, or you are hereby invited to become a consulting party as part of the Section 106 process. Entities that
have previously accepted consulting party status—as well as additional entities that are currently being invited
to become consulting parties—are identified in the attached list.

The Section 106 process involves efforts to identify historic properties potentially affected by the undertaking,
to assess the undertaking’s effects and to seek ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any adverse effects on
historic properties. For more information regarding the protection of historic resources, please see the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation’s guide: Protecting Historic Properties: A Citizen’s Guide to Section 106
Review available online at https://www.achp.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2017-01/CitizenGuide.pdf.

The Area of Potential Effects (APE) is the area in which the proposed project may cause alterations in the
character or use of historic resources. The APE contains no resources listed in the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP).

With regard to archaeological resources, an archaeologist who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional

Qualification Standards identified one site within the project area. As a result of these efforts, site 12-Ma-1082
was recommended not eligible for listing in the NRHP and no further work is recommended.
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The archaeology report addendum is available for review in IN SCOPE (Tribes only) at
http://erms.indot.in.gov/Section106Documents/ (the Des. No. is the most efficient search term, once in IN
SCOPE). You are invited to review these documents and to respond with comments on any historic resource
impacts incurred as a result of this project so that an environmental report can be completed. We also welcome
your related opinions and other input to be considered in the preparation of the environmental document. If you
prefer a hard-copy of this material, please respond to this email with your request as soon as you can.

Please review the information and comment within thirty (30) calendar days of receipt. If you indicate that you
do not desire to be a consulting party or if you have not previously accepted consulting party status and you do
not respond to this letter, you will not be included on the list of consulting parties for this project and will not
receive further information about the project unless the design changes. Tribal consulting parties may enter the
process at any time and are encouraged to respond to this notification with any comments or concerns at their
earliest convenience.

For questions concerning specific project details, you may contact Leah J. Konicki of ASC Group, Inc. at 317-
915-9300, ext. 103, or lkonicki@ascgroup.net. All future responses regarding the proposed project should be
forwarded to ASC Group, Inc. at the following address:

Leah J. Konicki

Principal Investigator — Architectural Historian
ASC Group, Inc.

9376 Castlegate Drive

Indianapolis, IN 46256
lkonicki(@ascgroup.net.

Tribal contacts may contact Shaun Miller at smiller(@indot.in.gov or 317-416-0876 or Kari Carmany-George at
FHWA at K.CarmanyGeorge(@dot.gov or 317-226-5629.

Sincerely,

Anuradha V. Kumar, Manager
Cultural Resources Office
Environmental Services

Distribution List:
Beth K. McCord, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

Joshua Biggs, Indiana Landmarks, Central Regional Office, jbiggs@indianalandmarks.org
Miami Tribe of Oklahoma
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From: Leah Konicki

To: "McCord. Beth K"; "jbiggs@indianalandmarks.org"
Cc: "Carpenter, Patrick A"; "Ross, Anthony"; "Christine Meador"; "Adin McCann"; “Chris Schultz"; Harry Nikides;

"ericka.miller@indy.gov"; "Kumar, Anuradha”; "Miller, Shaun (INDOT)"; "Branigin, Susan”; "Korzeniewski. Patricia
J"; Andrea Crider; Sarah Terheide

Bcc: Clerical

Subject: RE: FHWA Project: Des. No. 2002553; Archaeology Report Addendum, County Line Road Added Travel Lanes,
Marion and Johnson counties, Indiana

Date: Tuesday, December 21, 2021 11:00:32 AM

Attachments: County Line Rd ATL Des 2002553 Phla_Add RDL.PDF

Des. No.: 2002553, DPW Project ST-45-067, DHPA No. 27053
Project Description: County Line Road Added Travel Lanes
Location: Marion and Johnson Counties, Indiana

The City of Indianapolis Department of Public Works, in coordination with the Federal Highway
Administration and the Indiana Department of Transportation, proposes to proceed with the County
Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project (Des. No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067; DHPA 27053).

As part of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, an addendum to the archaeology
report has been prepared and is ready for review and comment by consulting parties.

Please review this documentation located in IN SCOPE at
http://erms.indot.in.gov/Section106Documents/ (the Des. No. is the most efficient search term,
once in IN SCOPE), and respond with any comments that you may have. If a hard copy of the
materials is needed, please respond to this email with your request as soon as you can.

Consulting parties have thirty (30) calendar days from receipt of this information to review and
provide comment. Tribal consulting parties may enter the process at any time and are encouraged
to respond to this notification with any comments or concerns at their earliest convenience.

Tribal contacts may contact Shaun Miller at smiller@indot.in.gov or 317-416-0876 or Kari Carmany-

George at FHWA at K.CarmanyGeorge@dot.gov or 317-226-5629.
Thank you in advance for your input,

Leah J. Konicki
Principal Investigator - Architectural Historian
Cultural Resources Manager

ASC Group, Inc.

9376 Castlegate Drive
Indianapolis, Indiana 46256
317.915.9300 ext. 103 (office)
317.565.9100 (cell)

Facebook | Linkedin | Web
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From: Korzeniewski, Patricia J

To: thpo@estoo.net; Diane Hunter; Ipappenfort@peoriatribe.com; matthew.bussler@pokagonband-nsn.gov;
tonya@shawnee-tribe.com; lheady@delawaretribe.org; Kstand@Peoriatribe.com

Cc: Miller, Shaun (INDOT); Korzeniewski, Patricia J; Carmany-George. Karstin (FHWA); Leah Konicki; Ross, Anthony;
Carpenter, Patrick A

Subject: FHWA Project: Des. No. 2002553; Archaeology Report Addendum, County Line Road Added Travel Lanes, Marion
and Johnson counties, Indiana

Date: Tuesday, December 21, 2021 11:08:42 AM

Attachments: County Line Rd ATL Des 2002553 Phla_Add RDL.PDF

Des. No.: 2002553, DPW Project ST-45-067, DHPA No. 27053
Project Description: County Line Road Added Travel Lanes
Location: Marion and Johnson Counties, Indiana

The City of Indianapolis Department of Public Works, in coordination with the Federal Highway
Administration and the Indiana Department of Transportation, proposes to proceed with the County
Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project (Des. No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067; DHPA 27053).

As part of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, an addendum to the archaeology
report has been prepared and is ready for review and comment by consulting parties.

Please review this documentation located in IN SCOPE at
http://erms.indot.in.gov/Section106Documents/ (the Des. No. is the most efficient search term,
once in IN SCOPE), and respond with any comments that you may have. If a hard copy of the
materials is needed, please respond to this email with your request as soon as you can.

Consulting parties have thirty (30) calendar days from receipt of this information to review and
provide comment. Tribal consulting parties may enter the process at any time and are encouraged
to respond to this notification with any comments or concerns at their earliest convenience.

Tribal contacts may contact Shaun Miller at smiller@indot.in.gov or 317-416-0876 or Kari Carmany-
George at FHWA at K.CarmanyGeorge@dot.gov or 317-226-5629.
Thank you in advance for your input,

Patricia Jo Korzeniewski

Archaeologist and Environmental Manager
INDOT, Cultural Resources Office

100 North Senate Avenue, N758-ES
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204
PKorzeniewski@indot.in.gov
1-317-416-4377

M-F 8:00 - 4:00
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Eric Holcomb, Governor
Daniel W. Bortner, Director

Division of Historic Preservation & Archaeology - 402 W. Washington Street, W274 - Indianapolis, IN 46204-2739
Phone 317-232-1646 - Fax 317-232-0693 - dhpa@dnr.IN.gov - & %

HISTORIC PRESERVATION
AND ARCHAEOLOGY

December 21, 2021

Leah J. Konicki

Principal Investigator — Architectural Historian
ASC Group, Inc.

9376 Castlegate Drive

Indianapolis, Indiana 46256

Federal Agency: Indiana Department of Transportation (“INDOT”),
on behalf of Federal Highway Administration, Indiana Division (“FHWA”)

Re: Addendum historic property report (Konicki/Terheide/Hillard/Terpstra, 11/23/2021) for the
County Line Road Added Travel Lanes project (Des. No. 2002553; DHPA No. 27053)

Dear Ms. Konicki:

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,” the staff of the Indiana State Historic
Preservation Officer (“Indiana SHPO”) has reviewed your November 23, 2021, submission which enclosed the addendum
historic property report (“HPR Addendum”; Konicki/Terheide/Hillard/Terpstra, 11/23/2021), received by our office
November 24, 2021, for this project in White River Township of Johnson County and Perry Township of Marion County,
Indiana.

Thank you for providing an Addendum to the original HPR (Konicki/Terpstra, 4/13/2021). In our previous response letter,
we noted five historic districts determined eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (“NRHP”), two
in Marion County and three in Johnson County as part of pre-planning for the upcoming Johnson County survey. The HPR
Addendum provides additional information to reconsider these eligibility determinations. However, staff from our Survey
and Register section maintain that these three districts in Johnson County, in addition to the two districts in Marion County
within the project’s area of potential effects are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.

Rather than responding point by point about the HPR Addendum, we wish to provide the following comments that we
believe are higher-level big picture items that would be helpful in evaluating post-war residential subdivisions utilizing
information from the Residential Planning and Development in Indiana 1940-1973 (“MPDF”).

First, many parts of the HPR Addendum were contradictory and the overall methodology presented is not consistent with
past guidance. The National Cooperative Highway Research Program’s A Model for Identifying and Evaluating the Historic
Significance of Post-World War Il Housing, is utilized in the HPR Addendum for evaluation of mid-century resources in
Indiana. While the HPR Addendum acknowledges that the MPDF supersedes this report, we wish to clarify that the national
study should not be utilized for evaluation of post-war resources in Indiana. The MPDF has been thoroughly reviewed by
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staff at the Indiana SHPO, approved by the Indiana Historic Preservation Review Board, and accepted by the National
Register of Historic Places.

Furthermore, the collective statements about subdivision types within the MPDF are not meant to be a black and white
checklist for evaluation. Instead, they are general guidance research suggestions that allow for evaluation of an extensive
pool of potentially eligible resources. We notice throughout the HPR Addendum that the analysis will state that a subdivision
possesses some characteristics of a certain subdivision type, but because it does not possess most or all of the characteristics
enumerated in the MPDF, it is not eligible. It is not stated in the MPDF that a property or district must meet all the
registration requirements in the manner assumed in this HPR Addendum.

Moreover, we observed multiple inconsistencies and contradictory statements within the HPR Addendum. For instance, the
Richards & Landers subdivision was “not popular with builders” yet within a relatively brief period, 109 of its houses, a
vast majority, were built by 1960. The Richards & Landers subdivision, to paraphrase, shows no influence from or
connection to government assistance or projects, despite being within view of State Road 37 (how 1-69), one of Indiana’s
wholly public-funded main highways connecting Indianapolis to southern Indiana.

For the Carefree development, the HPR Addendum shows that Pleasant Run defines a boundary of the plat but says the plat
does not respond to terrain. The HPR Addendum discounts the presence of a pool and clubhouse within the plat, a sure trait
of a Custom Development, by creating a non-existent requirement that the common asset be centrally located (there is also
a public school with ample green space at the south end of the development). Another response to natural conditions was
overlooked; the entrance that uses what is likely flood-prone land near 407 Leisure Lane to create green space and a formal
subdivision entrance. This is close to where a natural asset, Pleasant Run, is crossed by a small bridge. In general, the
assertion made repeatedly in the HPR Addendum is that subdivisions are the “canvas” of the land, and that those in glaciated
plains cannot be eligible. Though perhaps understated in the MPDF, there is no requirement for dramatic natural assets to
be present, only that the planner used what terrain or natural elements were present to enhance the development. Due to
changing topography throughout the State, this will vary from region to region and involves complex issues such as flood
control.

Several generalizations are repeated throughout the HPR Addendum. The argument that these subdivisions can’t be
significant because they are motivated by profit stands out to us. All private subdivisions are and were motivated by profit.
The difference lies in how the developer sought to offer their product; some were aimed at the immediate post-war, starter-
house market, while others sought to fill a different need.

The generalizations regarding exceptionalism (the subdivision must be the first, best, biggest, etc.) are in error. The National
Register can recognize the first, biggest, and so forth of a particular type or style of property, but the National Register
mainly recognizes properties that have sufficient traits of a significant property type. There is also no limit on the size of a
historic district, whether too big or too small, as long as it conveys its significance. There has never been a set of
requirements such as the consultant assumes. As with other parts of the MPDF, the registration requirements are guides to
establishing significance, not hard and fast regulations.

Another concept we noticed while reviewing the HPR Addendum is that the beginning and end dates set out in the MPDF
(1940 and 1973) were considered hard deadline dates. The time frame within the MPDF is meant to reflect the period of
greatest development. Similar to evaluating individual building styles, the timeline is meant to reflect the general time period
in which these subdivisions were primarily built, but there may be instances that construction began before or continued
after that period due to a variety of circumstances (how long it took for a type to become popular in this part of the country,
financial delays, etc.). For example, 75% of the housing was complete in the Wood Creek subdivision within two years of
the end point of the MPDF. The National Park Service will accept beginning and end dates outside the dates listed in the
MPDF with adequate documentation, thus many of the resources considered non-contributing in the report would be
classified as contributing to the district.

We also note throughout the HPR Addendum the numerous subdivisions presented as part of a comparative analysis to the
subdivisions within the project’s area of potential effects. In regard to comparative analysis, the goal of this exercise is to
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establish a local context and point of comparison between neighborhoods in its proximity. Comparative analysis is used to
establish a baseline or threshold for eligibility; once the threshold is established, based on the appropriate context, eligibility
for each resource can be determined. Comparative analysis should not be used solely as a means to prove ineligibility.

Overall, we understand and appreciate the time and level of research undertaken to provide more information about these
five subdivisions located within the project’s area of potential effects. However, we feel that the information provided
bolstered the arguments for eligibility rather than proving ineligibility for the NRHP. As previously stated, the planning
phase for the resurvey of Johnson County included the identification of eligible historic districts. Based on precedent set for
previous surveys, this is accomplished through information gathered from assessor’s records, satellite imagery, street view
imagery, and windshield survey of the county. The following comments from Survey and Register staff are based on that
information:

The Richards and Landers Mt. Pleasant subdivision is a good example of a Transitional Development with American small
houses and ranches and is eligible for the NRHP under Criterion A under Community Planning & Development. This
subdivision utilizes a grid plan and is placed along a major roadway with easy access to the city. While there are some
alterations, the subdivision retains integrity to convey the type of suburb it is.

Wood Creek Estates is eligible under Criteria A and C under Community Planning & Development and Architecture. It is
a Custom Development of approximately 100 houses mostly dating to the mid-1970s, composed of ranches, stacked ranches,
bi-levels, and split-levels. There are curving streets and culs-de-sac present, and this subdivision is located near churches
and commercial development. Wood Creek Estates includes Woodcreek Drive, Pine Oak Court, Birch Court, Hickory Court,
Wood Creek Place, Beech Court and Wood Creek Court.

The Carefree subdivision is eligible under Criteria A and C under Community Planning & Development and Architecture.
It is a Custom Development composed of approximately 700 houses including a variety of period architecture types and
styles, curving streets and culs-de-sacs, a clubhouse and pool, and a public school abuts the plat. It is located along a major
roadway with easy access to churches or commercial buildings.

In Marion County, we believe Ridge Hill Trails and Royal Meadows are eligible for the NRHP. Ridge Hill Trails is eligible
under Criteria A and C under Community Planning & Development and Architecture. It is a Custom Development
subdivision with an interesting curvilinear plan, composed of a variety of styles and types. It remains as an intact “entry-
level” Custom Development that is very cohesive and uniform. We wish to point out that Custom Developments do not
have to be architect-designed alone, they can be Custom by way of the subdivision builder.

Royal Meadows/Hill Valley Estates is eligible under Criteria A and C under Community Planning & Development and
Architecture. It is a good example of a Custom Development composed of a wide variety of types and styles (ranch, bi-
level, split-level, stacked ranch) with Neo-Eclectic and Mansard details, among others. The subdivision boasts curvilinear
streets with sidewalks and curbs and retains good integrity as an intact “entry-level” Custom Development. Its approximate
boundaries include W. Ralston Drive to the north, Meadow Vista Drive to the east, W. County Line Road to the south, and
Maple View Drive to the west. Royal Meadow Drive cuts through the middle of the subdivision.

As previously indicated, regarding the archaeological resources, based upon the submitted information and the
documentation available to the staff of the Indiana SHPO, we concur with the opinion of the archaeologist, as expressed in
the submitted archaeological reconnaissance survey report (Crider/Terheide, 5/27/2021), that the newly identified sites
12Mal075, 12Mal076, 12J0736 and 12J0737 do not appear eligible for inclusion in the NRHP and no further archaeological
investigations are necessary. There is insufficient information to determine whether or not newly identified archaeological
sites 12Mal077 and 12Mal1078 are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP as the site boundaries extend beyond the limits
surveyed. However, it appears that the potions of sites 12Mal1077 and 12Ma1078 within the project area are not eligible for
inclusion in the NRHP. The surveyed limits should be clearly marked so that unsurveyed portions of these sites are avoided
by all ground-disturbing project activities. If avoidance is not feasible, a plan for further archaeological investigations and
evaluation of sites 12Mal1077 and 12Mal078 must be submitted to the Indiana SHPO for review and comment prior to
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further field investigations. Further archaeological investigations must be conducted in accordance with the “Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation” (48 F.R. 44716).

If any prehistoric or historic archaeological artifacts or human remains are uncovered during construction, demolition, or
earthmoving activities, state law (Indiana Code 14-21-1-27 and -29) requires that the discovery be reported to the Indiana
SHPO within two (2) business days. In that event, please call (317) 232-1646. Be advised that adherence to Indiana Code
14-21-1-27 and -29 does not obviate the need to adhere to applicable federal statutes and regulations, including but not
limited to 36 C.F.R. Part 800.

The Indiana SHPO staff’s archaeological reviewer for this project is Beth McCord, and the structures reviewer is Danielle
Kauffmann. However, if you have a question about the Section 106 process, please contact initially the INDOT Cultural
Resources staff members who are assigned to this project. Questions about the eligibility of resources should be directed to
Paul Diebold or Holly Tate.

In all future correspondence about the County Line Road added travel lanes project in Johnson and Marion counties (Des.
No. 2002553), please refer to DHPA No. 27053.

Very truly yours,

Beth K. McCord
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

BKM:DMK:PCD:HAT:dmk

emc: Kari Carmany-George, FHWA
Erica Tait, FHWA
Anuradha Kumar, INDOT
Shaun Miller, INDOT
Susan Branigin, INDOT
Anthony Ross, INDOT
Patrick Carpenter, INDOT
Leah J. Konicki, ASC Group
Indiana Landmarks Central Regional Office
Amy Borland, DNR-DHPA
Paul Diebold, DNR-DHPA
Danielle Kauffmann, DNR-DHPA
Beth McCord, DNR-DHPA
Chad Slider, DNR-DHPA
Holly Tate, DNR-DHPA
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EASTERN SHAWNEE

CULTURAL PRESERVATION DEPARTMENT
70500 East 128 Road, Wyandotte, OK 74370

December 28, 2021

INDOT - Indiana Department of Transportation
100 N. Senate Ave. IGCN642

Indianapolis, IN 46201

RE: County Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project; HPR Addendum Des No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067;
DHPA Project 27053, Marion and Johnson County, IN

Dear Mr. Miller,

The Eastern Shawnee Tribe has received your letter regarding the above referenced project(s) within
Marion and Johnson County, IN. The Eastern Shawnee Tribe is committed to protecting sites important to Tribal
Heritage, Culture and Religion. Furthermore, the Tribe is particularly concerned with historical sites that may
contain but not limited to the burial(s) of human remains and associated funerary objects.

As described in your correspondence, and upon research of our database(s) and files, we find our people
occupied these areas historically and/or prehistorically. However, the project proposes NO Adverse Effect or
endangerment to known sites of interest to the Eastern Shawnee Tribe. Please continue project as planned.
However, should this project inadvertently discover an archeological site or object(s) we request that you
immediately contact the Eastern Shawnee Tribe, as well as the appropriate state agencies (within 24 hours). We
also ask that all ground disturbing activity stop until the Tribe and State agencies are consulted. Please note that
any future changes to this project will require additional consultation.

In accordance with the NHPA of 1966 (16 U.S.C. § 470-470w-6), federally funded, licensed, or permitted
undertakings that are subject to the Section 106 review process must determine effects to significant historic
properties. As clarified in Section 101(d)(6)(A-B), historic properties may have religious and/or cultural
significance to Indian Tribes. Section 106 of NHPA requires Federal agencies to consider the effects of their
actions on all significant historic properties (36 CFR Part 800) as does the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (43 U.S.C. § 4321-4347 and 40 CFR § 1501.7(a). This letter evidences NHPA and NEPA historic properties
compliance pertaining to consultation with this Tribe regarding the referenced proposed projects.

Thank you, for contacting the Eastern Shawnee Tribe, we appreciate your cooperation. Should you have any
further questions or comments please contact our Office.
Sincerely,

Paul Barton, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO)
Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma
(918) 666-5151 Ext:1833 Appendix D, Page 170 of 254
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Eric Holcomb, Governor
Daniel W. Bortner, Director

Division of Historic Preservation & Archaeology - 402 W. Washington Street, W274 - Indianapolis, IN 46204-2739
Phone 317-232-1646 - Fax 317-232-0693 - dhpa@dnr.IN.gov -

January 10, 2022

Leah J. Konicki

Principal Investigator — Architectural Historian
ASC Group, Inc.

9376 Castlegate Drive

Indianapolis, Indiana 46256

Federal Agency: Indiana Department of Transportation (“INDOT”),
on behalf of Federal Highway Administration, Indiana Division (“FHWA”)

Re: Addendum to Phase la archaeological report (Crider, 11/12/2021) for the County Line Road
Added Travel Lanes project (Des. No. 2002553; DHPA No. 27053)

Dear Ms. Konicki:

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,” the staff of the Indiana State Historic
Preservation Officer (“Indiana SHPO”) has reviewed your December 21, 2021, submission which enclosed the addendum
archaeology report (Crider, 11/12/2021), received by our office December 21, 2021, for this project in White River
Township of Johnson County and Perry Township of Marion County, Indiana.

Please see our December 21, 2021 correspondence regarding aboveground resources. This letter is only providing comments
on the archaeological resources.

Thank you submitting the addendum archaeology report (Crider, 11/12/2021). There is insufficient information to determine
whether or not archaeological site 12Ma1082 is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP as the site boundaries may extend beyond
the limits surveyed. However, it appears that the potion of site 12Ma1082 within the project area is not eligible for inclusion
in the NRHP. The surveyed limits should be clearly marked so that unsurveyed portions of the site are avoided by all
ground-disturbing project activities. If avoidance is not feasible, a plan for further archaeological investigations and
evaluation of site 12Mal1082 must be submitted to the Indiana SHPO for review and comment prior to further field
investigations. Further archaeological investigations must be conducted in accordance with the “Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation” (48 F.R. 44716).

Please note that site form for site 12Mal1082 has not been submitted in SHAARD. Now would be an appropriate time to
submit the form for review and approval. Please send an email notification to Beth McCord once the form has been
submitted.

We reiterate our comments regarding the previously recorded archaeological resources. Based upon the submitted
information and the documentation available to the staff of the Indiana SHPO, we concur with the opinion of the
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archaeologist, as expressed in the submitted archaeological reconnaissance survey report (Crider/Terheide, 5/27/2021), that
the newly identified sites 12Ma1075, 12Mal076, 12J0736 and 12Jo737 do not appear eligible for inclusion in the NRHP
and no further archaeological investigations are necessary. There is insufficient information to determine whether or not
newly identified archaeological sites 12Mal077 and 12Ma1078 are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP as the site boundaries
extend beyond the limits surveyed. However, it appears that the potions of sites 12Mal1077 and 12Ma1078 within the project
area are not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. The surveyed limits should be clearly marked so that unsurveyed portions
of these sites are avoided by all ground-disturbing project activities. If avoidance is not feasible, a plan for further
archaeological investigations and evaluation of sites 12Ma1077 and 12Ma1078 must be submitted to the Indiana SHPO for
review and comment prior to further field investigations. Further archaeological investigations must be conducted in
accordance with the “Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation” (48
F.R. 44716).

If any prehistoric or historic archaeological artifacts or human remains are uncovered during construction, demolition, or
earthmoving activities, state law (Indiana Code 14-21-1-27 and -29) requires that the discovery be reported to the Indiana
SHPO within two (2) business days. In that event, please call (317) 232-1646. Be advised that adherence to Indiana Code
14-21-1-27 and -29 does not obviate the need to adhere to applicable federal statutes and regulations, including but not
limited to 36 C.F.R. Part 800.

The Indiana SHPO staff’s archaeological reviewer for this project is Beth McCord, and the structures reviewer is Danielle
Kauffmann. However, if you have a question about the Section 106 process, please contact initially the INDOT Cultural
Resources staff members who are assigned to this project. Questions about the eligibility of resources should be directed to
Paul Diebold or Holly Tate.

In all future correspondence about the County Line Road added travel lanes project in Johnson and Marion counties (Des.
No. 2002553), please refer to DHPA No. 27053.

Very truly yours,

Beth K. McCord
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

BKM:bmk

emc: Kari Carmany-George, FHWA
Erica Tait, FHWA
Anuradha Kumar, INDOT
Shaun Miller, INDOT
Susan Branigin, INDOT
Anthony Ross, INDOT
Patrick Carpenter, INDOT
Leah J. Konicki, ASC Group
Indiana Landmarks Central Regional Office
Danielle Kauffmann, DNR-DHPA
Beth McCord, DNR-DHPA
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EASTERN SHAWNEE

CULTURAL PRESERVATION DEPARTMENT
70500 East 128 Road, Wyandotte, OK 74370

January 12, 2022

INDOT - Indiana Department of Transportation
100 N. Senate Ave. IGCN642

Indianapolis, IN 46201

RE: Des No. 2002553, Marion and Johnson County, Indiana
Dear Ms. Korzeniewski,

The Eastern Shawnee Tribe has received your letter regarding the above referenced project(s) within
Marion and Johnson County, Indiana. The Eastern Shawnee Tribe is committed to protecting sites important to
Tribal Heritage, Culture and Religion. Furthermore, the Tribe is particularly concerned with historical sites that
may contain but not limited to the burial(s) of human remains and associated funerary objects.

As described in your correspondence, and upon research of our database(s) and files, we find our people
occupied these areas historically and/or prehistorically. However, the project proposes NO Adverse Effect or
endangerment to known sites of interest to the Eastern Shawnee Tribe. Please continue project as planned.
However, should this project inadvertently discover an archeological site or object(s) we request that you
immediately contact the Eastern Shawnee Tribe, as well as the appropriate state agencies (within 24 hours). We
also ask that all ground disturbing activity stop until the Tribe and State agencies are consulted. Please note that
any future changes to this project will require additional consultation.

In accordance with the NHPA of 1966 (16 U.S.C. § 470-470w-6), federally funded, licensed, or permitted
undertakings that are subject to the Section 106 review process must determine effects to significant historic
properties. As clarified in Section 101(d)(6)(A-B), historic properties may have religious and/or cultural
significance to Indian Tribes. Section 106 of NHPA requires Federal agencies to consider the effects of their
actions on all significant historic properties (36 CFR Part 800) as does the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (43 U.S.C. § 4321-4347 and 40 CFR § 1501.7(a). This letter evidences NHPA and NEPA historic properties
compliance pertaining to consultation with this Tribe regarding the referenced proposed projects.

Thank you, for contacting the Eastern Shawnee Tribe, we appreciate your cooperation. Should you have any
further questions or comments please contact our Office.
Sincerely,

Paul Barton, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO)
Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma
(918) 666-5151 Ext:1833
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100 North Senate Avenue PHONE: (317) 296-0799 Eric Holcomb, Governor

Room N758-ES Joe McGuinness,
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 Commissioner

February 9, 2022

Kari Carmany-George

Planning and Environmental Specialist

Federal Highway Administration — Indiana Division
575 N. Pennsylvania St., Room 254

Indianapolis, IN 46204

Dear Ms. Carmany-George,

The INDOT-Cultural Resources Office (INDOT-CRO) respectfully requests that FHWA review the enclosed
documentation regarding the eligibility for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) of the
following five (5) residential subdivisions in Indianapolis, Indiana: 1) Richards and Landers Mt. Pleasant
Subdivision; 2) Wood Creek Estates; 3) Carefree Subdivision; 4) Ridge Hill Trails; and 5) Hill Valley Estates.
The subdivisions are located within the Section 106 Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the County Line Road
Added Travel Lanes project (INDOT Des No. 2002553) in Indianapolis, Marion and Johnson Counties, Indiana.

If FHWA-Indiana Division deems it to be appropriate, INDOT-CRO requests that this information be forwarded
to the FHWA Federal Preservation Officer for review.

INDOT-CRO would be happy to provide additional information upon request. All questions regarding this matter
should be directed to Patrick Carpenter at pacarpenter@indot.in.gov or 317-416-7960.

Backaground and Timeline of Consultation with SHPO

A Section 106 early coordination letter was distributed to consulting parties on February 16,2021. The IN-SHPO
responded in a letter dated February 25, 2021 with no substantive comments or indication they had previously
identified National Register eligible subdivisions along the corridor.

A Historic Property Report (HPR) and archaeological records check and reconnaissance survey report were
distributed on June 3, 2021. The HPR was prepared by historians with ASC Group, Inc. who meet the Secretary
of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards. The HPR recommended the following subdivisions were
not eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP):

Richards and Landers Mount Pleasant Subdivision

U In their July 15, 2021 and December 21, 2021 letters, SHPO refers to this subdivision as Royal Meadows/Hill Valley Estates. Project consultants and INDOT-CRO
have not identified the use of Royal Meadows in plats or covenants for the subdivision. There is no reference to Royal Meadows on the Hill Valley Homeowner’s
Association website. Therefore, INDOT-CRO will continue to refer to subdivision as Hill Valley Estates.

www.in.gov/dot/ .
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Glenns Valley Addition
Ridge Hill Trails
Carefree Subdivision
Meridian Park

In their July 6, 2021 response letter, as revised July 15, 2021, the SHPO stated its disagreement with the HPR’s
recommendations for Richards and Landers Mount Pleasant Subdivision, Ridge Hill Trails and Carefree
Subdivision. The SHPO advised that these three subdivisions were eligible for the NRHP, along with two

additional subdivisions, Wood Creek Estates and Royal Meadows/Hill Valley Estates>.

In coordination with INDOT-CRO, the qualified professional consultant prepared an Addendum HPR, which
provided additional research and analysis and responded to the points raised by IN-SHPO in their response letter.
The Addendum HPR is enclosed for your reference. The Addendum was distributed to consulting parties on
November 24, 2021. INDOT-CRO staff followed-up with the IN-SHPO in an email on November 29, 2021

writing that:

However, as we continue to have conversations about evaluation of post-war neighborhoods for
this project and others, including several we are reviewing internally now, we would appreciate
any further opportunity to discuss these evaluations with SHPO, virtually, in person-in office, or
on site since the neighborhoods are relatively close by. If you all are open to a meeting, please let
us know if you have a preference of venue and we can schedule one in the upcoming weeks.

The IN-SHPO responded via email on December 2, 2021:

If the meeting for this project is to debate the eligibility of resources, that might not be a productive
use of everyone’s time. Since Johnson County is in the next stages for the upcoming survey,
subdivisions have been identified county-wide and have already been researched, examined, and
determined eligible by the Survey/Register section via desktop survey and on-site visits.
Additional meetings may simply result in the recommendation that FHWA ask NPS for a formal
determination of eligibility.

INDOT-CRO responded via email on December 13, 2021:

Thank you for your response and for sharing your thoughts on the value of a meeting for this
project prior to your completing the review of submitted additional materials either on-site or in
the office (through Teams or at the HiPriPro®). We understand that staff time prior to the holidays
is limited and it might be more valuable to meet, if necessary, after SHPO staff had the opportunity
to review the additional materials that we have provided.

In the meantime, however, we would really appreciate your sharing with us any information you
may have on the Johnson County Survey. References to identification and eligibility determination
have been made not just in the email below but also on a couple of other projects that your office
has reviewed this year (Des. No. 2100071 & 1800082). It would be really useful to us to understand
which “subdivisions have been identified county-wide and have already been researched,
examined, and determined eligible by the Survey/Register section”.

Please see email chain in Appendix.

% See previous.
3 High Priority Projects Meeting-a regularly recurring meeting between INDOT and IN-SHPO staff to discuss specific projects and general topics.

www.in.gov/dot/
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Subsequently, during the December 14, 2021 HiPriPro meeting, INDOT asked IN-SHPO if they would be willing
to provide information related to the Johnson County Survey. The IN-SHPO declined to share the findings from
the Johnson County Survey (See meeting summary in appendix). No further correspondence or consultation
specific to this project occurred until IN-SHPO’s formal comments on the Addendum HPR were received on
December 21, 2021. In their response letter, the IN-SHPO continued to disagree with the eligibility
recommendations for the subdivisions and advised that the following subdivisions are eligible for the NRHP:

Johnson County

Richards and Landers Mt. Pleasant Subdivision-under Criterion A
Wood Creek Estates-under Criteria A and C

Carefree Subdivision-under Criteria A and C

Marion County
Ridge Hill Trails-under Criteria A and C
Royal Meadows/Hill Valley Estates-under Criteria A and C

IN-SHPO’s specific opinions for each subdivision are provided below in more detail. Correspondence with SHPO
is also attached for your reference.

After further consideration, INDOT-CRO is willing to concede the eligibility of the Carefree Subdivision, as
explained later in more detail. Nevertheless, we continue to believe that the remaining four subdivisions are not
eligible for listing in the NRHP according to the requirements found in the “Residential Planning and
Development in Indiana, 1940-1973” NRHP Multiple Property Documentation Form (MPDF). The MPDF was
approved by the Keeper of the NRHP in 2018. IN-SHPO has indicated that the MPDF is the preferred document
to reference when evaluating the NRHP eligibility of residential properties constructed between 1940 and 1973
in Indiana, excluding public and multifamily housing, which are not addressed in the MPDF.

Responses to SHPO’s December 21 Letter

In their December 21, 2021 letter, the IN-SHPO provides some general observations on the Addendum HPR’s
approach to the evaluations and offers a few specific comments. Instead of rebutting or commenting on each
SHPO statement, we want to address those that are most pertinent and reflect the ongoing overarching themes of
the disagreements between SHPO and INDOT. In particular, we want to establish a contextual understanding to
inform the specific subdivision evaluation disagreements that follow.

The December 21, 2021 letter from the IN-SHPO makes the following statements, “First, many parts of the
Addendum HPR were contradictory and the overall methodology presented is not consistent with past guidance™
and Moreover, we observed multiple inconsistencies and contradictory statements within the Addendum HPR.”
INDOT-CRO disagrees with SHPO’s broad portrayal of the Addendum HPR as being inconsistent or
contradictory. The SHPO offered two specific instances of what they consider contradictory statements, both
involving the evaluation for the Richards and Landers Mt. Pleasant Subdivision. These statements will be rebutted
specifically in the subdivision eligibility disagreement section that follows. No other examples of inconsistencies
or contradictions were noted by SHPO.

The IN-SHPO also states:

Furthermore, the collective statements about subdivision types within the MPDF are not meant to
be a black and white checklist for evaluation. Instead, they are general guidance research
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suggestions that allow for evaluation for an extensive pool of potentially eligible resources. We
notice throughout the Addendum HPR that the analysis will state that a subdivision possesses some
characteristics of a certain subdivision type, but because it does not possess most or all of the
characteristics enumerated in the MPDF, it is not eligible. It is not stated in the MPDF that a
property or district must meet all the registration requirements in the manner assumed in this
Addendum HPR.

SHPQO’s statement mischaracterizes the evaluations and is mixing the concepts of the subtype characteristics with
the significance considerations and registration requirements. The Addendum HPR evaluations first compare the
subdivisions to the subtype characteristics to understand how well they typify those traits. There are no statements
indicating that all characteristics are necessary to be eligible. Once a subtype is identified, the evaluations proceed
to apply the significance considerations and registration requirements defined in the MPDF to determine potential
significance. The MPDF does provide specific registration requirements, ““In order to be eligible for listing, a
historic district must generally meet the following requirements...”’(274) to which the Addendum HPR adheres.
These registration requirements are distinct from determining the subtype characteristics.

Classifying a subdivision as a subtype is the first step in the analysis of whether a subdivision is eligible for listing
in the NRHP. As described in National Register Bulletin 16B: How to Complete the National Register Multiple
Property Documentation Form, “property type analysis is a tool for evaluating related properties.” Type analysis
is based on the identification of “physical and/or associative attributes” and may include the identification and
analysis of subtypes, which “will be more detailed, and therefore more useful for the evaluation of identified
properties” (14). In the case of this MPDF, two primary types are identified: “World War II-Era and Post-War
Residential Development” and the “Single-family Residential Dwelling.” Under the former type, five subtypes
are identified.

In accordance with the guidelines set forth in National Register Bulletin 16B, the associative and physical
attributes/characteristics of the development subtypes are related to the areas of historic significance under which
a development may be evaluated. The typology itself was constructed with historic significance in mind. Each
subtype revolves around historically significant trends, and the attributes are based on these trends. The subtypes
are a tool to help guide determining significance. Thus, the first step in evaluating a subdivision according to the
MPDF is to identify it as a type and subtype, based on the subtype attributes, followed by determining if it has
significance under the National Register criteria. Simply being an example of a type is not enough to warrant
eligibility. In regards to significance under Criterion A, the MPDF states:

Contextual information must be presented to differentiate a historic district from similar examples
under the same theme and demonstrate importance within the appropriate level of significance
(local, state, or national) under Criterion A. For example, a historic district may be found to be the
first of a particular type of development or a planning model that influenced subsequent
developments in the same context.

A historic district eligible under the MPDF is likely to be evaluated under Criterion A in the area
of COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT in consideration of its contribution to
land use, growth, and development within the applicable context or efforts to take advantage of
housing provisions or legislation in the establishment of communities (270).

In the discussion of significance under Criterion C, the MPDF states:

In the context of COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT, a historic district must
reflect, through its physical qualities, important design principles within the established level of
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significance. It must possess distinctive characteristics of a particular type of development and
period and be identifiable as a noteworthy entity compared to others in the same context (272).

Thusly, following the MPDF, the Addendum HPR identifies the most appropriate property type and applies the
registration requirements to determine significance.

SHPO also provides this observation, ““Several generalizations are repeated throughout the Addendum HPR. The
argument that these subdivisions can’t be significant because they are motivated by profit stands out to us.” The
Addendum HPR does not make this assertion. Rather, as a specific example, this is how the Addendum HPR
refers to the profit aspect:

Judging from various newspaper advertisements, the reason for the planning and establishment of
the development was to profit from selling lots and/or building houses (The Indianapolis Star
1961a). Hill Valley Estates is not associated with specific initiatives to provide housing to veterans
or industrial workers. Hill Valley Estates was no more or less successful in meeting its intended
purpose than any other of the vast number of residential subdivisions that arose in this area after
World War II (121).

Rather than saying that this or other subdivisions can’t be eligible because they were motivated by profit, the
evaluation is indicating that this is not a determining factor or consideration for significance. The Addendum
HPR was pointing out that the other less-profit driven considerations listed in the MPDF, including housing
geared toward veterans or WWII industrial workers did not apply in this case.

Another SHPO statement:

The generalizations regarding exceptionalism (the subdivision must be the first, best, biggest, etc.)
are in error. The National Register can recognize the first, biggest, and so forth of a particular type
or style of property, but the National Register mainly recognizes properties that have sufficient
traits of a significant property type. There is also no limit on the size of a historic district, whether
too big or too small, as long as it conveys its significance. There has never been a set of
requirements such as the consultant assumes. As with other parts of the MPDF, the registration
requirements are guides to establishing significance, not hard and fast regulations.

While the Addendum HPR does not make the claim that a subdivision must be the first, best, or biggest of its
kind, we understand SHPO’s point regarding exceptionalism in general. Nevertheless, just being an example of
subtype does not equate to significance as the MPDF states:

While all developments of the period can broadly be considered associated with World War Il-era
and post-war era housing trends, mere occurrence during this period or vague association with
residential planning and development trends of the era are not sufficient to warrant eligibility as a
historic district. Eligible historic districts must clearly and explicitly demonstrate association with
a particular theme or trend that is important in the applicable context (local, state, or national) and
the total of its individual components must represent a cohesive, identifiable entity within that
particular context (271).

And towards the end of their comments in the letter, SHPO makes the following points regarding subdivision
ages:
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Another concept we noticed while reviewing the Addendum HPR is that the beginning and end
dates set out in the MPDF (1940 and 1973) were considered hard deadline dates. The time frame
within the MPDF is meant to reflect the period of greatest development. Similar to evaluating
individual building styles, the timeline is meant to reflect the general time period in which these
subdivisions were primarily built, but there may be instances that construction began before or
continued after that period due to a variety of circumstances (how long it took for a type to become
popular in this part of the country, financial delays, etc.). For example, 75% of the housing was
complete in the Wood Creek subdivision within two years of the end point of the MPDF. The
National Park Service will accept beginning and end dates outside the dates listed in the MPDF
with adequate documentation, thus many of the resources considered non-contributing in the report
would be classified as contributing to the district.

We consider SHPO’s above-statement to be inconsistent with the MPDF. As the MPDF states under the list of
requirements for eligibility: “Developed primarily between 1940 and 1973, with the majority of individual
resources and integral landscape-level features (e.g. configuration of the street network) dating to this period of
development™ (274). For instance, in Wood Creek Estates approximately 65% of the houses were built after
1973. In Ridge Hill Trails, 77% of the houses were built after 1973. While we understand that individual
properties that fall outside the 1940-1973 window may contribute to a potential district under certain
circumstances, we contend that when the vast majority of a subdivision’s houses fall outside that time period,
then it would not be eligible.

Further, the MPDF did not arbitrarily determine 1973 as its end date. Regarding the MPDF’s study period, it
considers 1973 as a “distinct break.” More specifically it states:

The growth of the national and Hoosier housing markets were steady and remarkable through 1973. In that
year, several dramatic events sharply curtailed housing expansion both nationally and locally. Most notably,
a severe recession emerged that lasted until 1975-1976, exacerbated by the Oil Embargo of 1973. The
impact of the latter on the housing industry was particularly devastating as rising gas prices stunted the
growth of the transportation network and the pervasiveness of the automobile culture upon which
suburbanization depended. The resulting sharp decrease in housing starts provides a distinct break, nearly
50 years ago, which serves as a suitable end point for the context (1).

If a majority of a subdivision’s houses were built after 1973 then it would need to meet Criteria Consideration G
to be eligible.

The MPDF does address the application of Criteria Consideration G for evaluating properties that extend into the
1970s. Per the MPDF:

For example, a historic district developed over several years may include properties less than 50
years of age and/or have a period of significance extending into the 1970s or beyond. However,
such districts need not possesses (sic) exceptional significance and thus meet Criteria
Consideration G if the majority of properties are more than 50 years of age or the primary period
of significance is 50 years or more in the past (291).

The majority of the houses in Wood Creek Estates and Ridge Hill Trails were built after 1973. Therefore,
following the reasoning spelled out in the MPDF, these subdivisions would have to possess exceptional
significance under Criteria Consideration G if they are to be treated as National Register eligible. As shown in
the Addendum HPR, there is no evidence that these subdivisions exhibit any exceptional importance as is required
under Criteria Consideration G.
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Therefore, for those subdivisions built primarily after 1973, there is no basis for them to be evaluated under the
MPDF unless Criteria Consideration G is applied. Again, there is no supporting evidence in the Addendum HPR
that any of these subdivisions have exceptional importance under Criterion Consideration G.

See more about these points in the following section.

Specific Subdivision Eligibility Disagreements

The full evaluations are provided in the enclosed Addendum HPR and the comments from SHPO are included in
the attached correspondence. The previous section summarized the overarching disagreements between SHPO
and INDOT on these evaluations, but there are a couple of key points for each subdivision that we consider
important for FHWA’s consideration.

Richards and Landers Mt. Pleasant Subdivision
Statement from 12/21/2021 SHPO letter:

The Richards and Landers Mt. Pleasant subdivision is a good example of a Transitional
Development with American small houses and ranches and is eligible for the NRHP under
Criterion A under Community Planning & Development. This subdivision utilizes a grid plan and
is placed along a major roadway with easy access to the city. While there are some alterations, the
subdivision retains integrity to convey the type of suburb it is.

Prior to offering this opinion, earlier in the same letter, referring to “multiple inconsistencies and contradictory
statements”, the SHPO states, “For instance, the Richards & Landers subdivision was “not popular with
builders™ yet within a relatively brief period, 109 of its houses, a vast majority, were built by 1960”. The quoted
part of SHPO’s statement, not actually found in the Addendum HPR as quoted, seemingly refers to a passage
from the Addendum HPR that states: “Given that not quite half of the residential lots had been built on through
1955 shows that the subdivision was not particularly attractive to builders looking to quickly construct housing”
(13). Another statement from the Addendum HPR addressing the rate of construction, ““Given this fact and the
relatively slow build-out of the subdivision, the subdivision did not play an important role in providing economical
housing in the readjustment era’ (15).

How one interprets the rate of construction can be subjective. However, these statements in the Addendum are
not inconsistent or contradictory. Our contention is that in the suburban housing market detailed in the MPDF,
13 years between when the subdivision was platted in 1947 and when the majority of it had been constructed in
1960 does not reflect a “brief period.” As a comparison, over 600 houses were built in the Carefree Subdivision
in a span of 9 years between 1967 and 1976. Regardless, this argument is not a critical aspect of the evaluation;
it is just part of the Transitional Development characteristic analysis. The length of the subdivision’s build-out
raises the question of whether it can truly convey the historical significance of the postwar readjustment period—
when builders rushed to meet demand in the aftermath of the war—but the Addendum evaluation does not rest
the eligibility argument on this aspect alone.

SHPO also offers this instance as an example of an inconsistency and/or contradictory statement:
The Richards & Landers subdivision, to paraphrase, shows no influence from or connection to

government assistance or projects, despite being within view of State Road 37 (now 1-69), one of
Indiana’s wholly public-funded main highways connecting Indianapolis to southern Indiana.
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The exact phrase from the Addendum HPR is:

Use and influence of government provisions and standards:

The subdivision has a simple rectangular layout despite having ample room for FHA recommended
traffic calming measures such as culs-de-sac. There were no earlier plats or road networks forcing
this choice. This subdivision does not demonstrate particular significance in the use of government
provisions or standards (16)

The phrase “Use and influence of government provisions and standards” is in the list of considerations for
significance in the MPDF (270). SHPO’s paraphrasing adds in “projects” where it doesn’t appear in the
Addendum HPR or MPDF in this context. “Projects” as used by SHPO in their letter adds a different context and
meaning beyond “government provisions and standards” listed in the MPDF. The Addendum HPR is applying
this latter concept from the MPDF to government programs specifically targeting housing development.
Ultimately, the MPDF does not include proximity to major roadways as a consideration of significance.
Therefore, the proximity to and view of SR 37 does not have any bearing on this subdivision’s NRHP eligibility.

INDOT-CRO agrees that this subdivision has some of the characteristics laid out in the MPDF of the Transitional
Development subtype, but it is missing some of the key traits. For instance, the neighborhood is not located
within or adjacent to the community core as outlined in the MPDF (267), as it is more than four miles from
Greenwood’s center. SHPO mentions that the subdivision utilizes a grid plan as one of its defining characteristics.
The MPDF states regarding the grid plan: ““Transitional Subdivisions were typically laid out on a grid and made
use of existing plats, street layout and municipal services....” (267). The MPDF also states: ““Using traditional
street networks but incorporating modern housing and emergent concepts of planning and subdivision design.....”
(267). Again, the Richards and Landers Mt. Pleasant subdivision did not use a traditional street network-it was a
wholly new and isolated neighborhood, and the use of a grid plan only reflects traditional design, there is no
evidence of emergent concepts of planning and subdivision design nor did it make use of existing plats, street
layout and municipal services.

Beyond the absence of some of the more key characteristics of the Transitional Development subtype, the
consultant did not find any evidence that this subdivision contributed to the land use, growth, and development
within the applicable context or efforts to take advantage of housing provisions or legislation in the establishment
of communities as defined in the MDPF as a consideration for significance under Criterion A.

Wood Creek Estates
Statement from 12/21/2021 SHPO letter:

Wood Creek Estates is eligible under Criteria A and C under Community Planning & Development
and Architecture. It is a Custom Development of approximately 100 houses mostly dating to the
mid-1970s, composed of ranches, stacked ranches, bi-levels, and split-levels. There are curving
streets and culs-de-sac present, and this subdivision is located near churches and commercial
development. Wood Creek Estates includes Woodcreek Drive, Pine Oak Court, Birch Court,
Hickory Court, Wood Creek Place, Beech Court and Wood Creek Court.

As previously discussed, a majority of the houses (65%) in this subdivision were not constructed until
after 1973. As a late example of the Custom Development subtype within the MPDF, and one that where
the majority was built after the MPDF timeframe and are less than 50 years old, there is no research to
indicate that the subdivision made a contribution to land use, growth, and development within the
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applicable context as defined in the MPDF for Criterion A significance. We understand SHPO’s
contention that houses constructed after the endpoint of the MPDF timeframe in 1973 may be contributing
to a potential district, but in this case, a majority of the subdivision was not built within the MPDF
timeframe. It is a late example with no evidence that it contributed to the trends laid out in the MPDF.

Notwithstanding the majority of houses being constructed after 1973, there are other factors which we feel
would make Wood Creek Estates not eligible. Primarily, the northern and southern sections of the
subdivision are not connected by an interior road. Moreover, a circa 2000 subdivision known as Abbey
Villa is situated between the two sections. As indicated in the Addendum HPR, the separation of the
sections goes against FHA guidelines of planning a cohesive subdivision. Further, the MPDF states that,
“By nature, evaluation should focus on an identifiable development (e.g., a particular subdivision or
planned development) defined by a common context and cohesive physical characteristics™ (269).

Further, as a means of comparative analysis, two other Custom Developments were considered as a
comparison in the Addendum HPR, Colonial Meadows and Meridian Woods Park. Both subdivisions
possess a greater degree of architectural variety, emphasized an integration of the neighborhood with
natural features in advertising and were built primarily within the timeframe of the MPDF as opposed to
Wood Creek Estates.

Carefree Subdivsion

Statement from 12/21/2021 SHPO letter:

The Carefree subdivision is eligible under Criteria A and C under Community Planning &
Development and Architecture. It is a Custom Development composed of approximately 700
houses including a variety of period architecture types and styles, curving streets and culs-de-sacs,
a clubhouse and pool, and a public school abuts the plat. It is located along a major roadway with
easy access to churches or commercial buildings.

While INDOT-CRO disagrees with some of the underpinnings of SHPO’s reasoning for Carefree being
eligible, for instance SHPQO’s statement that being “along a major roadway and easy access to churches or
commercial buildings” is an aspect of significance, we do recognize that it exhibits more of the
characteristics expected for an eligible Custom Development. Carefree is a cohesive neighborhood built
primarily within the MDPF timeframe. Additionally, the inclusion of the pool and clubhouse is a unique
feature of subdivisions in this locality. After further consideration, and although there are still some
concerns about Carefree’s eligibility, the consensus of INDOT-CRO and the Qualified Professional
consultants is that this subdivision more closely exhibits its comparative subtype characteristics, the
Custom Development, than the other subdivisions evaluated in the Addendum HPR.

Moreover, when considering the registration requirements, Carefree meets enough of these criteria that it
should be considered an eligible historic district Nevertheless, while INDOT-CRO is no longer
recommending that Carefree is not eligible, the evaluation in the Addendum HPR contains valuable and
pertinent information that should be considered for any future discussions of this and other similar
subdivisions.

Ridge Hill Trails

Statement from 12/21/2021 SHPO letter:
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In Marion County, we believe Ridge Hill Trails and Royal Meadows are eligible for the NRHP.
Ridge Hill Trails is eligible under Criteria A and C under Community Planning & Development
and Architecture. It is a Custom Development subdivision with an interesting curvilinear plan,
composed of a variety of styles and types. It remains as an intact “entry-level” Custom
Development that is very cohesive and uniform. We wish to point out that Custom Developments
do not have to be architect-designed alone, they can be Custom by way of the subdivision builder.

Similar to Wood Creek Estates, the majority of houses in the subdivision were built after the MPDF end point of
1973. Per the Addendum HPR, the subdivision was platted in five sections, between 1969 and 1977. Plats 3, 4
and 5 were not platted until 1974. Thus, three of the subdivision’s five sections were not platted until after the
end point of the MPDF with 77 % of the subdivision’s houses not built until after 1974.

Regarding SHPO’s classification of this as an “Entry-level” Custom Development, “Entry-level Custom
Development” does not appear in the MPDF and appears the SHPO is expanding upon the MPDF at their
discretion. To that point, there are many ways in which working-class or lower-middle-class neighborhoods could
be considered eligible for the NRHP per the registration guidelines described in the MPDF, such as an association
with a particular ethnic group or factory or as a particularly good example of a Tract or Transitional development.

The characteristics of the Custom Development type, as described in the MPDF, were more difficult to achieve
within less affluent neighborhoods. The presence of amenities, variation, and architect-designed or custom-built
homes typically required more money than was affordable for working-class or lower-middle-class communities.
According to the MPDF, Custom Developments were targeted at a new type of “sophisticated consumer.” They
were ““tailored to meet a variety of needs and preferences.” They are ““more distinguished in their design, layout,
and configuration than Tract Developments and are typically carefully crafted to accommodate variations in
topography, natural settings, or manmade features such as lakes and golf courses, which became critical selling
points.” Because of this, they were “more expensive to develop than a Tract Subdivision” (268). As the MPDF
states, ““Custom Developments spanned a variety of economic ranges, although they were most typically
associated with middle-class and upper-class populations™ (250).

The MPDF indicates that it is less likely—though not impossible—for a working-class or lower-middle-class
neighborhood to possess the characteristics necessary to be considered a good example of the Custom
Development subtype.

Moreover, under Criterion C specifically, the Ridge Hill Trails neighborhood does lack necessary cohesion, an
important consideration in the MPDF. The Addendum HPR states:

However, it seems that the Ridge Hill Trails Subdivision only makes use of culs-de-sac in the later
sections of the subdivision. The cul-de-sac type street can be seen in sections three and four, but
not in sections one, two, or five (Figure RH 2). The difference in streetstyles gives the youngest
sections on the west side of the subdivision a different feeling than the older sections. The different
appearance and feel of sections three and four make them read like a different subdivision than the
earlier platted sections one and two, which do not use culs-de-sac (93).

Hill Valley Estates

Statement from 12/21/2021 SHPO letter:
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Royal Meadows/Hill Valley Estates is eligible under Criteria A and C under Community Planning
& Development and Architecture. It is a good example of a Custom Development composed of a
wide variety of types and styles (ranch, bi-level, split-level, stacked ranch) with Neo-Eclectic and
Mansard details, among others. The subdivision boasts curvilinear streets with sidewalks and curbs
and retains good integrity as an intact “entry-level” Custom Development. Its approximate
boundaries include W. Ralston Drive to the north, Meadow Vista Drive to the east, W. County
Line Road to the south, and Maple View Drive to the west. Royal Meadow Drive cuts through the
middle of the subdivision.

Please refer to our previous response to SHPO’s use of “entry-level.”

Hill Valley Estates is a sprawling subdivision including 1,006 homes built in 29 sections, developed in successive
plats from 1960 through 1978. The portion of the subdivision within the project’s APE is Section 28 which was
not platted until 1977. The houses within this section were primarily built in the 1980s.

Due to the broad timeframe and sprawling size of the subdivision, there appear to be enough variations in house
types and layout that identifying this as a single, cohesive entity would be difficult. For instance, US 135, a five-
lane road extends through the subdivision, separating Sections 1-8 from the western sections. Due to the
successive development by different builders, the sections exhibit varying characteristics, including differing
sidewalk installation practices (some sections with sidewalks on each side of street, while others have only
sidewalks on one side), housing types and tree density. As an example, West Valley View Drive in Section 22
features a more uniform building stock with a stretch of split-levels that appear more as tract housing than that of
other sections of the subdivision.

Due to the size of the subdivision, with only a small portion within the APE, INDOT-CRO acknowledges that
there may be sections of the subdivision that are eligible for the National Register, but that evaluation is beyond
the scope of this project. Section 28 contained within the APE should not be considered contributing to a district
as it was not platted until 1977 well outside the MPDF timeframe. While a continuation of the overall successive
plats of the Hill Valley Estates, many of the houses within this 1977 plat were not constructed until the mid-
1980s.

In summary, INDOT-CRO disagrees with SHPO’s opinions on four of the five subdivisions evaluated in the
Addendum HPR.

Although the SHPO developed the MPDF and advised its application to evaluate post-WWII subdivisions, there
seems to be a disconnect in its use by the SHPO. In particular, SHPO includes a type that is not discussed in the
MPDF ("entry-level" Custom Developments) for Hill Valley Estates. Further, they commingle typology and
significance, most notably regarding the evaluation of the Richards and Landers Mt. Pleasant subdivision. In
addition, the SHPO, counter to the information provided in the MPDF, is arguing for the eligibility of
subdivisions, in particular Wood Creek Estates and Ridge Hill Trails, that have a majority of structures built after
the MPDF’s end date of 1973. These specific disagreements reflect a larger pattern with SHPO’s interpretation
and application of the MPDF that will have significant implications for all future evaluations involving Post-WW
II subdivisions.
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We appreciate FHWA’s consideration of these disagreements with IN-SHPO. Please let us know if you have any
questions. Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Anuradha V. Kumar, Manager
Cultural Resources Office
Environmental Services

Attachments:

Attachment A: SHPO Response Letter (December 21, 2021)

Attachment B: Email Correspondence Between INDOT-CRO and SHPO (Various-November-December 2021)
Attachment C: Summary of December 21, 2021 HiPriPro Meeting

Attachment D: Addendum to Historic Property Report (November 24, 2021)
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Attachment A to February 9, 2022 letter

Eric Holcomb, Governor
Daniel W. Bortner, Director

Division of Historic Preservation & Archaeology - 402 W. Washington Street, W274 - Indianapolis, IN 46204-2739
Phone 317-232-1646 - Fax 317-232-0693 - dhpa@dnr.IN.gov - & %

HISTORIC PRESERVATION
AND ARCHAEOLOGY

December 21, 2021

Leah J. Konicki

Principal Investigator — Architectural Historian
ASC Group, Inc.

9376 Castlegate Drive

Indianapolis, Indiana 46256

Federal Agency: Indiana Department of Transportation (“INDOT”),
on behalf of Federal Highway Administration, Indiana Division (“FHWA”)

Re: Addendum historic property report (Konicki/Terheide/Hillard/Terpstra, 11/23/2021) for the
County Line Road Added Travel Lanes project (Des. No. 2002553; DHPA No. 27053)

Dear Ms. Konicki:

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,” the staff of the Indiana State Historic
Preservation Officer (“Indiana SHPO”) has reviewed your November 23, 2021, submission which enclosed the addendum
historic property report (“HPR Addendum”; Konicki/Terheide/Hillard/Terpstra, 11/23/2021), received by our office
November 24, 2021, for this project in White River Township of Johnson County and Perry Township of Marion County,
Indiana.

Thank you for providing an Addendum to the original HPR (Konicki/Terpstra, 4/13/2021). In our previous response letter,
we noted five historic districts determined eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (“NRHP”), two
in Marion County and three in Johnson County as part of pre-planning for the upcoming Johnson County survey. The HPR
Addendum provides additional information to reconsider these eligibility determinations. However, staff from our Survey
and Register section maintain that these three districts in Johnson County, in addition to the two districts in Marion County
within the project’s area of potential effects are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.

Rather than responding point by point about the HPR Addendum, we wish to provide the following comments that we
believe are higher-level big picture items that would be helpful in evaluating post-war residential subdivisions utilizing
information from the Residential Planning and Development in Indiana 1940-1973 (“MPDF”).

First, many parts of the HPR Addendum were contradictory and the overall methodology presented is not consistent with
past guidance. The National Cooperative Highway Research Program’s A Model for Identifying and Evaluating the Historic
Significance of Post-World War Il Housing, is utilized in the HPR Addendum for evaluation of mid-century resources in
Indiana. While the HPR Addendum acknowledges that the MPDF supersedes this report, we wish to clarify that the national
study should not be utilized for evaluation of post-war resources in Indiana. The MPDF has been thoroughly reviewed by

The DNR mission: Brotect, enhance, preserve and wisely' use naFu'raI, WWW.|N.g0V/DNR
cultural and recreational resources for the benefit of Indiana’s citizens

. ) . An Equal Opportunity Employer
through professional leadership, management and education.
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staff at the Indiana SHPO, approved by the Indiana Historic Preservation Review Board, and accepted by the National
Register of Historic Places.

Furthermore, the collective statements about subdivision types within the MPDF are not meant to be a black and white
checklist for evaluation. Instead, they are general guidance research suggestions that allow for evaluation of an extensive
pool of potentially eligible resources. We notice throughout the HPR Addendum that the analysis will state that a subdivision
possesses some characteristics of a certain subdivision type, but because it does not possess most or all of the characteristics
enumerated in the MPDF, it is not eligible. It is not stated in the MPDF that a property or district must meet all the
registration requirements in the manner assumed in this HPR Addendum.

Moreover, we observed multiple inconsistencies and contradictory statements within the HPR Addendum. For instance, the
Richards & Landers subdivision was “not popular with builders” yet within a relatively brief period, 109 of its houses, a
vast majority, were built by 1960. The Richards & Landers subdivision, to paraphrase, shows no influence from or
connection to government assistance or projects, despite being within view of State Road 37 (how 1-69), one of Indiana’s
wholly public-funded main highways connecting Indianapolis to southern Indiana.

For the Carefree development, the HPR Addendum shows that Pleasant Run defines a boundary of the plat but says the plat
does not respond to terrain. The HPR Addendum discounts the presence of a pool and clubhouse within the plat, a sure trait
of a Custom Development, by creating a non-existent requirement that the common asset be centrally located (there is also
a public school with ample green space at the south end of the development). Another response to natural conditions was
overlooked; the entrance that uses what is likely flood-prone land near 407 Leisure Lane to create green space and a formal
subdivision entrance. This is close to where a natural asset, Pleasant Run, is crossed by a small bridge. In general, the
assertion made repeatedly in the HPR Addendum is that subdivisions are the “canvas” of the land, and that those in glaciated
plains cannot be eligible. Though perhaps understated in the MPDF, there is no requirement for dramatic natural assets to
be present, only that the planner used what terrain or natural elements were present to enhance the development. Due to
changing topography throughout the State, this will vary from region to region and involves complex issues such as flood
control.

Several generalizations are repeated throughout the HPR Addendum. The argument that these subdivisions can’t be
significant because they are motivated by profit stands out to us. All private subdivisions are and were motivated by profit.
The difference lies in how the developer sought to offer their product; some were aimed at the immediate post-war, starter-
house market, while others sought to fill a different need.

The generalizations regarding exceptionalism (the subdivision must be the first, best, biggest, etc.) are in error. The National
Register can recognize the first, biggest, and so forth of a particular type or style of property, but the National Register
mainly recognizes properties that have sufficient traits of a significant property type. There is also no limit on the size of a
historic district, whether too big or too small, as long as it conveys its significance. There has never been a set of
requirements such as the consultant assumes. As with other parts of the MPDF, the registration requirements are guides to
establishing significance, not hard and fast regulations.

Another concept we noticed while reviewing the HPR Addendum is that the beginning and end dates set out in the MPDF
(1940 and 1973) were considered hard deadline dates. The time frame within the MPDF is meant to reflect the period of
greatest development. Similar to evaluating individual building styles, the timeline is meant to reflect the general time period
in which these subdivisions were primarily built, but there may be instances that construction began before or continued
after that period due to a variety of circumstances (how long it took for a type to become popular in this part of the country,
financial delays, etc.). For example, 75% of the housing was complete in the Wood Creek subdivision within two years of
the end point of the MPDF. The National Park Service will accept beginning and end dates outside the dates listed in the
MPDF with adequate documentation, thus many of the resources considered non-contributing in the report would be
classified as contributing to the district.

We also note throughout the HPR Addendum the numerous subdivisions presented as part of a comparative analysis to the
subdivisions within the project’s area of potential effects. In regard to comparative analysis, the goal of this exercise is to
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establish a local context and point of comparison between neighborhoods in its proximity. Comparative analysis is used to
establish a baseline or threshold for eligibility; once the threshold is established, based on the appropriate context, eligibility
for each resource can be determined. Comparative analysis should not be used solely as a means to prove ineligibility.

Overall, we understand and appreciate the time and level of research undertaken to provide more information about these
five subdivisions located within the project’s area of potential effects. However, we feel that the information provided
bolstered the arguments for eligibility rather than proving ineligibility for the NRHP. As previously stated, the planning
phase for the resurvey of Johnson County included the identification of eligible historic districts. Based on precedent set for
previous surveys, this is accomplished through information gathered from assessor’s records, satellite imagery, street view
imagery, and windshield survey of the county. The following comments from Survey and Register staff are based on that
information:

The Richards and Landers Mt. Pleasant subdivision is a good example of a Transitional Development with American small
houses and ranches and is eligible for the NRHP under Criterion A under Community Planning & Development. This
subdivision utilizes a grid plan and is placed along a major roadway with easy access to the city. While there are some
alterations, the subdivision retains integrity to convey the type of suburb it is.

Wood Creek Estates is eligible under Criteria A and C under Community Planning & Development and Architecture. It is
a Custom Development of approximately 100 houses mostly dating to the mid-1970s, composed of ranches, stacked ranches,
bi-levels, and split-levels. There are curving streets and culs-de-sac present, and this subdivision is located near churches
and commercial development. Wood Creek Estates includes Woodcreek Drive, Pine Oak Court, Birch Court, Hickory Court,
Wood Creek Place, Beech Court and Wood Creek Court.

The Carefree subdivision is eligible under Criteria A and C under Community Planning & Development and Architecture.
It is a Custom Development composed of approximately 700 houses including a variety of period architecture types and
styles, curving streets and culs-de-sacs, a clubhouse and pool, and a public school abuts the plat. It is located along a major
roadway with easy access to churches or commercial buildings.

In Marion County, we believe Ridge Hill Trails and Royal Meadows are eligible for the NRHP. Ridge Hill Trails is eligible
under Criteria A and C under Community Planning & Development and Architecture. It is a Custom Development
subdivision with an interesting curvilinear plan, composed of a variety of styles and types. It remains as an intact “entry-
level” Custom Development that is very cohesive and uniform. We wish to point out that Custom Developments do not
have to be architect-designed alone, they can be Custom by way of the subdivision builder.

Royal Meadows/Hill Valley Estates is eligible under Criteria A and C under Community Planning & Development and
Architecture. It is a good example of a Custom Development composed of a wide variety of types and styles (ranch, bi-
level, split-level, stacked ranch) with Neo-Eclectic and Mansard details, among others. The subdivision boasts curvilinear
streets with sidewalks and curbs and retains good integrity as an intact “entry-level” Custom Development. Its approximate
boundaries include W. Ralston Drive to the north, Meadow Vista Drive to the east, W. County Line Road to the south, and
Maple View Drive to the west. Royal Meadow Drive cuts through the middle of the subdivision.

As previously indicated, regarding the archaeological resources, based upon the submitted information and the
documentation available to the staff of the Indiana SHPO, we concur with the opinion of the archaeologist, as expressed in
the submitted archaeological reconnaissance survey report (Crider/Terheide, 5/27/2021), that the newly identified sites
12Ma1075, 12Mal1076, 12Jo736 and 12J0737 do not appear eligible for inclusion in the NRHP and no further archaeological
investigations are necessary. There is insufficient information to determine whether or not newly identified archaeological
sites 12Mal1077 and 12Mal078 are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP as the site boundaries extend beyond the limits
surveyed. However, it appears that the potions of sites 12Mal1077 and 12Ma1078 within the project area are not eligible for
inclusion in the NRHP. The surveyed limits should be clearly marked so that unsurveyed portions of these sites are avoided
by all ground-disturbing project activities. If avoidance is not feasible, a plan for further archaeological investigations and
evaluation of sites 12Mal1077 and 12Mal078 must be submitted to the Indiana SHPO for review and comment prior to
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further field investigations. Further archaeological investigations must be conducted in accordance with the “Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation” (48 F.R. 44716).

If any prehistoric or historic archaeological artifacts or human remains are uncovered during construction, demolition, or
earthmoving activities, state law (Indiana Code 14-21-1-27 and -29) requires that the discovery be reported to the Indiana
SHPO within two (2) business days. In that event, please call (317) 232-1646. Be advised that adherence to Indiana Code
14-21-1-27 and -29 does not obviate the need to adhere to applicable federal statutes and regulations, including but not
limited to 36 C.F.R. Part 800.

The Indiana SHPO staff’s archaeological reviewer for this project is Beth McCord, and the structures reviewer is Danielle
Kauffmann. However, if you have a question about the Section 106 process, please contact initially the INDOT Cultural
Resources staff members who are assigned to this project. Questions about the eligibility of resources should be directed to
Paul Diebold or Holly Tate.

In all future correspondence about the County Line Road added travel lanes project in Johnson and Marion counties (Des.
No. 2002553), please refer to DHPA No. 27053.

Very truly yours,

Beth K. McCord
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

BKM:DMK:PCD:HAT:dmk

emc: Kari Carmany-George, FHWA
Erica Tait, FHWA
Anuradha Kumar, INDOT
Shaun Miller, INDOT
Susan Branigin, INDOT
Anthony Ross, INDOT
Patrick Carpenter, INDOT
Leah J. Konicki, ASC Group
Indiana Landmarks Central Regional Office
Amy Borland, DNR-DHPA
Paul Diebold, DNR-DHPA
Danielle Kauffmann, DNR-DHPA
Beth McCord, DNR-DHPA
Chad Slider, DNR-DHPA
Holly Tate, DNR-DHPA
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From: Kumar, Anuradha
To: Kauffmann, Danielle M
Cc: Branigin, Susan; Ross, Anthony; Diebold, Paul; Carpenter, Patrick A; McCord, Beth K; Slider, Chad (DNR)
Subject: RE: FHWA Project: Des. No. 2002553; HPR Addendum, County Line Road Added Travel Lanes, Marion and
Johnson counties, Indiana
Date: Monday, December 13, 2021 11:06:51 AM
Attachments: image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png
Importance: High
Danielle:

Thank you for your response and for sharing your thoughts on the value of a meeting for this project
prior to your completing the review of submitted additional materials either on-site or in the office
(through Teams or at the HiPriPro). We understand that staff time prior to the holidays is limited and
it might be more valuable to meet, if necessary, after SHPO staff had the opportunity to review the
additional materials that we have provided.

In the meantime, however, we would really appreciate your sharing with us any information you
may have on the Johnson County Survey. References to identification and eligibility determination
have been made not just in the email below but also on a couple of other projects that your office
has reviewed this year (Des. No. 2100071 & 1800082). It would be really useful to us to understand
which “subdivisions have been identified county-wide and have already been researched, examined,
and determined eligible by the Survey/Register section”.

We would appreciate your response to this email and look forward to continuing collaboration
between our two agencies on postwar resources and other preservation related issues.

Thank you

Anuradha V. Kumar

Manager, Cultural Resources Office

Environmental Services

Indiana Department of Transportation

Indianapolis, IN 46204

Office: 317-296-0799

Core Office Hours - Mon. to Friday 8.00 am to 4.00 pm

.I:

From: Kauffmann, Danielle M <DKauffmann@dnr.IN.gov>

Sent: Thursday, December 2, 2021 8:07 AM

To: Carpenter, Patrick A <PACarpenter@indot.IN.gov>; McCord, Beth K <BMccord@dnr.IN.gov>;
Slider, Chad (DNR) <CSlider@dnr.IN.gov>
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Cc: Kumar, Anuradha <akumar@indot.IN.gov>; Branigin, Susan <SBranigin@indot.IN.gov>; Ross,
Anthony <ARoss3@indot.IN.gov>; Diebold, Paul <PDiebold@dnr.IN.gov>

Subject: RE: FHWA Project: Des. No. 2002553; HPR Addendum, County Line Road Added Travel
Lanes, Marion and Johnson counties, Indiana

Hi Patrick,

Thanks for your message. | understand your point as to not needing a formal CP meeting as there is
no other consulting party input for this project. It would also be extremely difficult to schedule one
within the comment period as the holidays are fast approaching and staff time in the office is
limited/dwindling. This project is not at the top of my queue as of today, but | wanted to answer
your email rather than leaving it in limbo until | begin to review the materials.

However, I'll pass along some thoughts from Paul regarding an additional meeting to discuss
eligibility of resources pertaining to this project. If it is an opportunity to discuss what we are seeing
in these districts, there may be some value in the idea of meeting. However, the uptick of meetings
lately result in a remarkably long amount of time spent on both sides that seem to reach the same
impasse. If the meeting for this project is to debate the eligibility of resources, that might not be a
productive use of everyone’s time. Since Johnson County is in the next stages for the upcoming
survey, subdivisions have been identified county-wide and have already been researched, examined,
and determined eligible by the Survey/Register section via desktop survey and on-site visits.
Additional meetings may simply result in the recommendation that FHWA ask NPS for a formal
determination of eligibility.

Thank you,

Danielle M Kauffmann

Historic Structures Team Leader

Indiana Department of Natural Resources
Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology
402 W. Washington St., Rm W274

Indianapolis, IN 46204

P: 317-232-0582

F: 317-232-0693

https://www.in.gov/dnr/historic-preservation/
www.facebook.com/INdhpa

* Please let us know about the quality of our service by taking this brief customer survey.

From: Carpenter, Patrick A <PACarpenter@indot.IN.gov>

Sent: Monday, November 29, 2021 10:32 AM

To: McCord, Beth K <BMccord@dnr.IN.gov>; Slider, Chad (DNR) <CSlider@dnr.IN.gov>; Kauffmann,
Danielle M <DKauffmann@dnr.IN.gov>

Cc: Kumar, Anuradha <akumar@indot.IN.gov>; Branigin, Susan <SBranigin@indot.IN.gov>; Ross,
Anthony <ARoss3@indot.IN.gov>

Subject: FW: FHWA Project: Des. No. 2002553; HPR Addendum, County Line Road Added Travel
Lanes, Marion and Johnson counties, Indiana
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Dear SHPO,

The HPR Addendum reflects a small expansion of the APE, incorporating additional properties
including one previously identified as NRHP eligible in 169 Section 6. The HPR Addendum also
provides additional analysis/evaluation of the five post-war neighborhoods (further specific
comparison to MPDF, property age breakdown and comparative analysis) that SHPO previously
indicated were eligible based on their review of the original HPR. We would appreciate SHPO's
further consideration based on the additional information contained in the addendum HPR.

Since to this point we haven’t had any other consulting party input on the neighborhoods’ eligibility
we don’t think a formal CPs meeting would be useful during the HPR Addendum comment period.
However, as we continue to have conversations about evaluation of post-war neighborhoods for this
project and others, including several we are reviewing internally now, we would appreciate any
further opportunity to discuss these evaluations with SHPO, virtually, in person-in office, or on site
since the neighborhoods are relatively close by. If you all are open to a meeting, please let us know
if you have a preference of venue and we can schedule one in the upcoming weeks.

Thank you,

Patrick Carpenter

Section 106 Specialist, Cultural Resources Office
Environmental Services

Indiana Department of Transportation

100 N Senate Ave., IGCN- Room N758-ES
Indianapolis, IN 46204-2216

317-416-7960

From: Leah Konicki <|konicki@ascgroup.net>

Sent: Wednesday, November 24, 2021 9:43 AM

To: DNR DHPAReview <DHPAReview@dnr.IN.gov>

Cc: Carpenter, Patrick A <PACarpenter@indot.IN.gov>; Ross, Anthony <ARoss3@indot.IN.gov>;
Christine Meador <CMeador@hntb.com>; Adin McCann <amccann@hntb.com>; Chris Schultz
<cjschultz@HNTB.com>; hNikides <hnikides@ascgroup.net>; 'ericka.miller@indy.gov'
<ericka.miller@indy.gov>; Kumar, Anuradha <akumar@indot.IN.gov>; Miller, Shaun (INDOT)
<smiller@indot.IN.gov>; Branigin, Susan <SBranigin@indot.IN.gov>; 'jbiggs@indianalandmarks.org'
<jbiggs@indianalandmarks.org>; McCord, Beth K <BMccord@dnr.IN.gov>

Subject: RE: FHWA Project: Des. No. 2002553; HPR Addendum, County Line Road Added Travel
Lanes, Marion and Johnson counties, Indiana

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

We have completed an addendum to the HPR for the above-referenced project, which we are
hereby submitting for review.

Because of the size of the document, it has been saved for you at an ftp site, log in
information below. We will also prepare a hard copy to be sent via regular mail or UPS.

The best way to access the ftp site is to use either File Explorer, and enter ftp.ascgroup.net or
to use Internet Explorer. We apologize for any inconvenience. Please let me know if there are
any difficulties in accessing or downloading.

Thank you, and happy Thanksgiving.

To retrieve your file, click on the following link or copy it into your
browser and sign in using the Username and Password. If you have any
problems retrieving the files, try copying it into Internet Explorer. Please
let us know if you can’t retrieve it. This access expires on 12/06/2021.

ftp://ftp.ascgroup.net

Username: ASC02
Password: sUbmerge7
DISCLAIMER:

All files uploaded and downloaded on ASC Group FTP sites are intended for
business purposes only. ASC Group maintains the right to monitor all
activities on its FTP sites.

The content of this email is the confidential property of ASC Group and
should not be copied, modified, retransmitted, or used for any purpose except
with ASC Group written authorization. If you are not the intended recipient,
please delete all copies and notify us immediately.

Leah J. Konicki
Principal Investigator - Architectural Historian
Cultural Resources Manager

ASC Group, Inc.

9376 Castlegate Drive
Indianapolis, Indiana 46256
317.915.9300 ext. 103 (office)
317.565.9100 (cell)

From: Leah Konicki
Sent: Wednesday, November 24, 2021 9:39 AM
To: McCord, Beth K <BMccord@dnr.IN.gov>; 'jbiggs@indianalandmarks.org'

<jbiggs@indianalandmarks.org>
Cc: 'Carpenter, Patrick A' <PACarpenter@indot.IN.gov>; Ross, Anthony <ARoss3@indot.IN.gov>;
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'Christine Meador' <CMeador@HNTB.com>; Adin McCann <amccann@HNTB.com>; Chris Schultz
<cjschultz@HNTB.com>; Harry Nikides <hNikides@ascgroup.net>; 'ericka.miller@indy.gov'
<ericka.miller@indy.gov>; Kumar, Anuradha <akumar@indot.IN.gov>; Miller, Shaun (INDOT)
<smiller@indot.IN.gov>; Branigin, Susan <SBranigin@indot.IN.gov>

Subject: FHWA Project: Des. No. 2002553; HPR Addendum, County Line Road Added Travel Lanes,
Marion and Johnson counties, Indiana

Des. No.: 2002553
Project Description: County Line Road Added Travel Lanes
Location: Marion and Johnson counties

The City of Indianapolis Department of Public Works, in coordination with the Federal Highway
Administration and the Indiana Department of Transportation, proposes to proceed with the County
Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project (Des. No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067, DHPA No. 27053).

As part of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, an Addendum to the Historic
Property Report has been prepared and is ready for review and comment by consulting parties.

Please review this documentation located in IN SCOPE at
http://erms.indot.in.gov/Section106Documents/ (the Des. No. is the most efficient search term,
once in IN SCOPE), and respond with any comments that you may have. If a hard copy of the
materials is needed, please respond to this email with your request as soon as you can.

Consulting parties have thirty (30) calendar days from receipt of this information to review and
provide comment. Tribal consulting parties may enter the process at any time and are encouraged
to respond to this notification with any comments or concerns at their earliest convenience.

Tribal contacts may contact Shaun Miller at smiller@indot.in.gov or 317-416-0876 or Kari Carmany-

George at FHWA at K.CarmanyGeorge@dot.gov or 317-226-5629.
Thank you in advance for your input,

Leah J. Konicki
Principal Investigator - Architectural Historian
Cultural Resources Manager

ASC Group, Inc.

9376 Castlegate Drive
Indianapolis, Indiana 46256
317.915.9300 ext. 103 (office)
317.565.9100 (cell)

Facebook | Linkedin | Web
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December 14, 2021 HiPriPro Meeting Agenda

1.

Update on MidStates Project and the associated PA — Patrick Carpenter—Patrick provided an
update on the project including what to expect in the PA. Specifically, the PA will have
provisions to clear “spin-off” projects under the Minor Projects PA if they qualify. Patrick
explained that under the umbrella of the Mid-States project, in addition to the corridor project,
other smaller projects will be developed. In response to a question from SHPO-Patrick clarified
that other “spin-off” projects will have independent utility. The PA will be included with the
DEIS and provided to SHPO and CPs for review and comment. Patrick will continue to update
SHPO.

Update on Des. No. 1700195 — Brookville Wall Reconstruction — No Build

Thoughts on Nathan Holth’s comments on the HBAA for SR 933 Bridge Rehab, St. Joseph County
(Des. No. 1900011; DHPA 26693) & whether the preferred alternative should be labeled a rehab.
We suggest just adding to the current title to indicate it does NOT meet the SOI standards. ---
Action item: Mary will coordinate with Kari Carmany-George about change in title of preferred
alternative and issuing updated HBAA with the new preferred alternative title acknowledging it
doesn't meet the SOI standards for rehab. Will also coordinate with District to see if they’d be
open to any interpretive signage to explain the bridge’s history and would acknowledge a
reconstruction has occurred. SHPO noted that the HBPA says in the Standard Treatment
Approach that the bridge owner will develop plans to rehabilitate the bridge in accordance with
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, or as close to the Standards as is
practicable. This would seem to be an instance of “as close as is practicable.”

Update on LPA Exchange Program -- Anthony

General topic for discussion: recently, many CRO-SHPO discussions have focused on eligibility
disagreements (where CRO thinks something isn’t eligible). We don’t discuss the many instances
where CRO thinks something is eligible (sometimes disagreeing with consultants). CRO wants to
make sure that SHPO doesn’t have false impression that CRO is biased against eligibility
(including postwar stuff). Should/how can CRO address this issue?

CRO referenced an email sent the day before requesting SHPO share the forthcoming Johnson
County IHSSI survey.

SHPO has cited the survey as a basis for issuing eligibility opinions on several recent projects. In
an 11/23 letter for Des No. 2100071, SHPO stated that the survey was in the “pre-planning
phase.” The letter went on to state that, as part of the survey, SHPO staff had already identified
a historic district located within the APE for the project.

In a 12/3 email regarding its eligibility opinions for 2002553, SHPO stated, "Since Johnson
County is in the next stages for the upcoming survey, subdivisions have been identified county-
wide and have already been researched, examined, and determined eligible by the
Survey/Register section via desktop survey and on-site visits."

At the 12/14 HiPriPro meeting, CRO hoped to clarify the status of the survey since it seemed
unusual for SHPO to make determinations as part of a "pre-planning phase" of a survey.
Normally, it would seem that the determinations would be made later in the process. If on
the other hand, research, field work, and other documentation had been prepared--as would
be expected as part of the NRHP determination process--CRO hoped that SHPO would share
that information so that it could be taken into account for future transportation planning
purposes.
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At the meeting, however, SHPO stated that the survey as it currently existed was based on
“sketchy” information that was mostly in “[DHPA Survey and Registration staff member] Amy
[Borland’s] mind” so it could not share the information. Even if it did exist in a documented
format, SHPO expressed concerns about sharing it with CRO, because then they might feel
compelled to share the information more broadly and that was something they did not want to
do and/or did not feel prepared to do.

CRO expressed concern that NRHP determinations were being made on the basis of non-
public information. Federal regulations require CRO, acting on behalf of FHWA, to explain the
reasons for their eligibility determinations within the public documents that are produced in
the Section 106 process. It's unclear how CRO would be able to fulfill such requirements if
SHPO is unwilling to share documentation regarding NRHP determinations that it has already
made.

Even if SHPO would not share the survey results, CRO requested that if a similar situation
arises in the future, SHPO alert CRO to the presence of a property that has been determined
eligible during the early coordination phase of the project. If CRO was aware of the presence
of such properties before a historic property report was prepared, it could save a significant
amount of time and money and reduce risk/uncertainty.

SHPO said that they would probably not be able to alert CRO in such circumstances because
in order to do so, they would have to ask their NR staff about the presence of such
properties for every project, something that is not practicable in their view.
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Addendum to
Historic Property Report for the
County Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project,
Perry Township, Marion County and White River Township, Johnson County, Indiana
(Des. No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067; DHPA No. 27053)

By

Leah J. Konicki, MEd, Sarah Terheide, MA,
Nora Hillard, and Douglas Terpstra, MS

This report is available

Submitted By: on InScope

ASC Group, Inc.
9376 Castlegate Drive
Indianapolis, Indiana 46256
317.915.9300

Submitted To:
HNTB Corporation
111 Monument Circle, Suite 1200
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204
317.917.5325

Leah J. Konicki, Principal Investigator

November 23, 2021
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Indiana Division 575 N. Pennsylvania Street, Room 254
Indianapolis, IN 46204

US.Department May 9, 2022 Main (317) 226-7475
of Transportation Fax (317) 226-7341
Federal Highway www.fhwa.dot.gov/indiv
Administration

In Reply Refer To:
HDA-IN

Ms. Joy Beasley, Keeper

National Register of Historic Places
National Park Service

1849 C Street, NW (MS2280)
Washington DC 20240

Subject: Request for Determination of Eligibility

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in coordination with the Indiana Department of
Transportation (INDOT), is requesting that the Keeper of the National Register provide a
determination of eligibility for the inclusion of four (4) residential subdivisions in Indianapolis,
Indiana, in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). All the subdivisions were built in the
period following World War 11 and are referred to as post-World War 11 residential resources. The
subdivisions are named 1) Richards and Landers Mt. Pleasant Subdivision, 2) Wood Creek Estates,
3) Ridge Hill Trails, and 4) Hill Valley Estates®. There is a question regarding the eligibility of
these four neighborhoods for listing on the NRHP, and therefore, FHWA is submitting this request
pursuant to 36 CFR 63.2 (c) and (d).

The subdivisions are located in the area of potential effect (APE) for the County Line Road Added
Travel Lanes project (INDOT Des No. 2002553) in Indianapolis, Marion and Johnson Counties,
Indiana. The project involves adding an additional travel lane along this road along with
intersection improvements at intersecting roadways. The subdivisions are located within the
project limits adjacent to County Line Road.

Background and Timeline of Consultation with Indiana State Historic Preservation Office
(IN-SHPO)

A Section 106 early coordination letter was distributed to consulting parties on February 16, 2021.
The IN-SHPO responded in a letter dated February 25, 2021, with no substantive comments or
indication they had previously identified National Register eligible subdivisions along the corridor.

A Historic Property Report (HPR) and archaeological records check and reconnaissance survey
report were distributed on June 3, 2021. The HPR was prepared by historians with ASC Group,

1 In their July 15, 2021 and December 21, 2021 letters, SHPO refers to this subdivision as Royal Meadows/Hill Valley Estates. Project
consultants and INDOT-CRO have not identified the use of Royal Meadows in plats or covenants for the subdivision. There is no reference to
Royal Meadows on the Hill VValley Homeowner’s Association website. Therefore, INDOT-CRO will continue to refer to subdivision as Hill
Valley Estates.
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Inc. who meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards. The HPR
recommended the following subdivisions were not eligible for listing in the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP): Richards and Landers Mt. Pleasant Subdivision, Wood Creek Estates,
Ridge Hill Trails, Hill Valley Estates, and Carefree Subdivision.

In their July 6, 2021, response letter, as revised July 15, 2021, the SHPO stated disagreement with
the HPR’s recommendations for Richards and Landers Mount Pleasant Subdivision, Ridge Hill
Trails Subdivision, and Carefree Subdivision? advising these three subdivisions were eligible for
the NRHP, along with two additional subdivisions: Wood Creek Estates and Royal Meadows/Hill
Valley Estates®.

In coordination with INDOT-Cultural Resource Office (CRO), the qualified professional
consultant prepared an Addendum HPR, which provided additional research and analysis and
responded to the points raised in IN-SHPO response letter. The Addendum HPR is enclosed for
reference. The Addendum was distributed to consulting parties on November 24, 2021. INDOT-
CRO staff followed-up with the IN-SHPO in an email on November 29, 2021, asking for a meeting
to discuss these resources as well as the evaluation of post-war subdivisions in general.

The IN-SHPO responded via email on December 2, 2021

If the meeting for this project is to debate the eligibility of resources, that might not be a
productive use of everyone’s time. Since Johnson County is in the next stages for the
upcoming survey, subdivisions have been identified county-wide and have already
been researched, examined, and determined eligible by the Survey/Register section via
desktop survey and on-site visits. Additional meetings may simply result in the
recommendation that FHWA ask NPS for a formal determination of eligibility.

INDOT-CRO responded via email on December 13, 2021, acknowledging the value in potentially
waiting until after the IN-SHPO had time to review the additional information and requesting that
the IN-SHPO share with INDOT-CRO “any information you may have on the Johnson County
Survey. References to identification and eligibility determination have been made not just in the
email below but also on a couple of other projects that your office has reviewed this year (Des. No.
2100071 & 1800082). It would be really useful to us to understand which subdivisions have been
identified county-wide and have already been researched, examined, and determined eligible by
the Survey/Register section”. INDOT-CRO made the same request during the December 14, 2021,
HiPriPro* meeting. The IN-SHPO declined to share the findings from the Johnson County Survey
(See meeting summary in appendix).

IN-SHPQO’s formal comments on the Addendum HPR were received on December 21, 2021. The
IN-SHPO continued to disagree with the eligibility recommendations for the subdivisions and
advised that the following subdivisions are eligible for the NRHP:

2 Initially FHWA/INDOT and IN-SHPO disagreed regarding the eligibility of this subdivision but FHWA/INDOT eventually agreed this
resource is eligible.

3 See previous

% High Priority Projects Meeting-a regularly recurring meeting between INDOT and IN-SHPO staff to discuss specific projects and general
topics.
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Johnson County

Richards and Landers Mt. Pleasant Subdivision-under Criterion A
Wood Creek Estates-under Criteria A and C

Carefree Subdivision-under Criteria A and C

Marion County
Ridge Hill Trails-under Criteria A and C
Royal Meadows/Hill Valley Estates-under Criteria A and C

IN-SHPO’s specific opinions for each subdivision are provided below in more detail.
Correspondence with SHPO is also attached for reference.

After further consideration, INDOT-CRO agrees with the eligibility of the Carefree Subdivision,
as explained later in more detail. However, INDOT-CRO and FHWA continue to assert the
remaining four subdivisions are not eligible for listing in the NRHP according to the requirements
found in the “Residential Planning and Development in Indiana, 1940-1973” NRHP Multiple
Property Documentation Form (MPDF®). The MPDF was approved by the Keeper of the NRHP
in 2018. IN-SHPO has indicated that the MPDF is the preferred document to reference when
evaluating the NRHP eligibility of residential properties constructed between 1940 and 1973 in
Indiana, excluding public and multifamily housing, which are not addressed in the MPDF.

Responses to SHPO’s December 21, 2021, Letter

In their December 21, 2021, letter, the IN-SHPO provides some general observations on the
Addendum HPR’s approach to the evaluations and offers a few specific comments. Instead of
rebutting or commenting on each SHPO statement, this will focus on the most pertinent and
reflect the ongoing overarching themes of the disagreements between SHPO and FWHA / INDOT
and establish a contextual understanding to inform the specific subdivision evaluation
disagreements that follow.

The December 21, 2021, letter from the IN-SHPO states, “First, many parts of the Addendum
HPR were contradictory and the overall methodology presented is not consistent with past
guidance” and “Moreover, we observed multiple inconsistencies and contradictory statements
within the Addendum HPR.” The IN-SHPO offered two specific instances both involving the
evaluation for the Richards and Landers Mt. Pleasant Subdivision. These statements will be
rebutted specifically in the subdivision eligibility disagreement section that follows. No other
examples of inconsistencies or contradictions were noted by IN-SHPO.

The IN-SHPO also states:
Furthermore, the collective statements about subdivision types within the MPDF are

not meant to be a black and white checklist for evaluation. Instead, they are
general guidance research suggestions that allow for evaluation for an extensive pool

5 Found here: https://www.in.gov/indot/files/ResidentialPlanningandDevelopmentinindiana%2C1940-1973%20(1).pdf
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of potentially eligible resources. We notice throughout the Addendum HPR that the
analysis will state that a subdivision possesses some characteristics of a certain
subdivision type, but because it does not possess most or all of the characteristics
enumerated in the MPDF, it is not eligible. It is not stated in the MPDF that a property
or district must meet all the registration requirements in the manner assumed in this
Addendum HPR.

This statement may mischaracterize the evaluations and mix the concepts of the subtype
characteristics with the significance considerations and registration requirements. The Addendum
HPR evaluations first compare the subdivisions to the subtype characteristics to understand how
well they typify those traits, but does not state that all characteristics are necessary to be eligible.
Once a subtype is identified, the evaluations proceed to apply the significance considerations and
registration requirements defined in the MPDF to determine potential significance. The MPDF
does provide specific registration requirements, “In order to be eligible for listing, a historic
district must generally meet the following requirements...”(274) to which the Addendum HPR
adheres. These registration requirements are distinct from determining the subtype
characteristics.

Classifying a subdivision as a subtype is the first step in the analysis of whether a subdivision is
eligible for listing in the NRHP. As described in National Register Bulletin 16B: How to Complete
the National Register Multiple Property Documentation Form, “property type analysis is a tool
for evaluating related properties.” Type analysis is based on the identification of “physical and/or
associative attributes” and may include the identification and analysis of subtypes, which “will
be more detailed, and therefore more useful for the evaluation of identified properties” (14). In
the case of this MPDF, two primary types are identified: “World War Il-Era and Post-War
Residential Development” and the “Single-family Residential Dwelling.” Under the former type,
five subtypes are identified.

In accordance with the guidelines set forth in National Register Bulletin 16B, the associative and
physical attributes/characteristics of the development subtypes are related to the areas of historic
significance under which a development may be evaluated. The typology itself was constructed
with historic significance in mind. Each subtype revolves around historically significant trends,
and the attributes are based on these trends. The subtypes are a tool to help guide a determination
of significance. Thus, the first step in evaluating a subdivision according to the MPDF is to
identify it as a type and subtype, based on the subtype attributes, followed by determining if it
has significance under the National Register criteria. Simply being an example of a type is not
enough to warrant eligibility. Regarding significance under Criterion A, the MPDF states:

Contextual information must be presented to differentiate a historic district from
similar examples under the same theme and demonstrate importance within the
appropriate level of significance (local, state, or national) under Criterion A. For
example, a historic district may be found to be the first of a particular type of
development or a planning model that influenced subsequent developments in the
same context.
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A historic district eligible under the MPDF is likely to be evaluated under Criterion A
in the area of COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT in consideration
of its contribution to land use, growth, and development within the applicable context
or efforts to take advantage of housing provisions or legislation in the establishment
of communities (270).

In the discussion of significance under Criterion C, the MPDF states:

In the context of COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT, a historic
district must reflect, through its physical qualities, important design principles within
the established level of significance. It must possess distinctive characteristics of a
particular type of development and period and be identifiable as a noteworthy entity
compared to others in the same context (272).

Following the guidance in the MPDF, the Addendum HPR identifies the most appropriate
property type and applies the registration requirements to determine significance.

SHPO also stated “Several generalizations are repeated throughout the Addendum HPR. The
argument that these subdivisions can’t be significant because they are motivated by profit stands
outtous.” The Addendum HPR does not make this assertion. Rather, as a specific example, this
is how the Addendum HPR refers to the profit aspect:

Judging from various newspaper advertisements, the reason for the planning and
establishment of the development was to profit from selling lots and/or building
houses (The Indianapolis Star 1961a). Hill Valley Estates is not associated with
specific initiatives to provide housing to veterans or industrial workers. Hill Valley
Estates was no more or less successful in meeting its intended purpose than any other
of the vast number of residential subdivisions that arose in this area after World War
11 (121).

Rather than saying subdivisions can’t be eligible because they were motivated by profit, the
evaluation indicates profit is not a determining factor or consideration for significance. The
Addendum HPR was pointing out that the other less-profit driven considerations listed in the
MPDF, including housing geared toward veterans or WWI1I industrial workers, did not apply in
this case.

The IN-SHPO also stated:

The generalizations regarding exceptionalism (the subdivision must be the first, best,
biggest, etc.) are in error. The National Register can recognize the first, biggest, and so
forth of a particular type or style of property, but the National Register mainly
recognizes properties that have sufficient traits of a significant property type. There is
also no limit on the size of a historic district, whether too big or too small, as long as
it conveys its significance. There has never been a set of requirements such as the
consultant assumes. As with other parts of the MPDF, the registration requirements
are guides to establishing significance, not hard and fast regulations.
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The IN-SHPQ’s point regarding exceptionalism is a valid statement; however, as supported by
the MPDF, just being an example of subtype does not equate to significance:

While all developments of the period can broadly be considered associated with World
War ll-era and post-war era housing trends, mere occurrence during this period or
vague association with residential planning and development trends of the era are not
sufficient to warrant eligibility as a historic district. Eligible historic districts must
clearly and explicitly demonstrate association with a particular theme or trend that is
important in the applicable context (local, state, or national) and the total of its
individual components must represent a cohesive, identifiable entity within that
particular context (271).

The IN-SHPO makes the following points regarding subdivision ages:

Another concept we noticed while reviewing the Addendum HPR is that the
beginning and end dates set out in the MPDF (1940 and 1973) were considered hard
deadline dates. The time frame within the MPDF is meant to reflect the period of
greatest development. Similar to evaluating individual building styles, the timeline
is meant to reflect the general time period in which these subdivisions were primarily
built, but there may be instances that construction began before or continued after
that period due to a variety of circumstances (how long it took for a type to become
popular in this part of the country, financial delays, etc.). For example, 75% of the
housing was complete in the Wood Creek subdivision within two years of the end
point of the MPDF. The National Park Service will accept beginning and end dates
outside the dates listed in the MPDF with adequate documentation, thus many of the
resources considered non-contributing in the report would be classified as
contributing to the district.

This statement is inconsistent with the MPDF. The MPDF list of requirements for eligibility
includes this: “Developed primarily between 1940 and 1973, with the majority of individual
resources and integral landscape-level features (e.g. configuration of the street network) dating to
this period of development” (274). In Wood Creek Estates, approximately 65% of the houses
were built after 1973. In Ridge Hill Trails, 77% of the houses were built after 1973. While
individual properties may fall outside the 1940-1973 window and may contribute to a potential
district under certain circumstances, when the vast majority of a subdivision’s houses fall outside
that time period, a subdivision would generally not be eligible under this property type.

Furthermore, the MPDF explains 1973 as a “distinct break™ by stating:

The growth of the national and Hoosier housing markets were steady and remarkable
through 1973. In that year, several dramatic events sharply curtailed housing expansion
both nationally and locally. Most notably, a severe recession emerged that lasted until
1975-1976, exacerbated by the Oil Embargo of 1973. The impact of the latter on the
housing industry was particularly devastating as rising gas prices stunted the growth
of the transportation network and the pervasiveness of the automobile culture upon
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which suburbanization depended. The resulting sharp decrease in housing starts
provides a distinct break, nearly 50 years ago, which serves as a suitable end point for
the context (1).

If most of a subdivision’s houses were built after 1973 then it would need to meet Criteria
Consideration G to be eligible. The MPDF addressed the application of Criteria Consideration G
for evaluating properties that extend into the 1970s. Per the MPDF:

For example, a historic district developed over several years may include properties
less than 50 years of age and/or have a period of significance extending into the 1970s
or beyond. However, such districts need not possesses (sic) exceptional significance
and thus meet Criteria Consideration G if the majority of properties are more than 50
years of age or the primary period of significance is 50 years or more in the past (291).

The majority of the houses in Wood Creek Estates and Ridge Hill Trails were built after 1973;
therefore, following the reasoning spelled out in the MPDF, these subdivisions would have to
possess exceptional significance under Criteria Consideration G if they are to be treated as
National Register eligible. There is no evidence that these subdivisions exhibit any exceptional
importance as is required under Criteria Consideration G (see Addendum HPR).

Specific Subdivision Eligibility Disagreements

The full evaluations are provided in the enclosed Addendum HPR and the comments from SHPO
are included in the attached correspondence. The previous section summarized the overarching
disagreements between SHPO and INDOT on these evaluations, but there are a couple of key
points for each subdivision that are important.

Carefree Subdivision

In the December 21, 2021, letter, the IN-SHPO asserts the Carefree subdivision is eligible under
Criteria A and C under Community Planning & Development and Architecture as a Custom
Development with assorted architectural styles, curving streets and cul-de-sacs, and other
amenities. And the subdivision has easy access to churches or commercial buildings.

While FHWA and INDOT disagree with some of the underpinnings of SHPQO’s reasoning for
Carefree being eligible, it exhibits more of the characteristics expected for an eligible Custom
Development. And after further consideration, FHWA and INDOT agree that Carefree meets
enough of these criteria that it should be considered an eligible historic district. Nevertheless, the
evaluation in the Addendum HPR contains valuable and pertinent information that should be
considered for any future discussions of this and other similar subdivisions. In addition, there are
references to this subdivision in some of the other discussions outlined here.

Richards and Landers Mt. Pleasant Subdivision

The December 21, 2021, SHPO letter states this subdivision utilizes a grid plan and is located along
a major highway providing easy access to the city. Despite the alterations, the IN-SHPO indicated
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it retains integrity making it a “good example of a Transitional Development with American small
houses and ranches and is eligible for the NRHP under Criterion A under Community Planning &
Development.”

In the same letter, the SHPO refers to “multiple inconsistencies and contradictory statements”
and states, “For instance, the Richards & Landers subdivision was “not popular with builders”
yet within a relatively brief period, 109 of its houses, a vast majority, were built by 1960”. The
quoted portion of this statement, is not found in the Addendum HPR as quoted, but may refer to
a passage from the Addendum HPR that states: “Given that not quite half of the residential lots
had been built on through 1955 shows that the subdivision was not particularly attractive to
builders looking to quickly construct housing” (13). Another statement from the Addendum HPR
addressing the rate of construction, “Given this fact and the relatively slow build-out of the
subdivision, the subdivision did not play an important role in providing economical housing in the
readjustment era” (15).

Interpretation of the rate of construction can be subjective, but the statements in the Addendum
are not inconsistent or contradictory. The point being made is in the suburban housing market as
detailed in the MPDF, 13 years between the platting of the subdivision and when the majority of
it had been constructed in 1960 is not a “brief period.” In comparison, over 600 houses were built
in the Carefree Subdivision in a span of 9 years between 1967 and 1976. Regardless, this
argument is not a critical aspect of the evaluation; it is just part of the Transitional Development
characteristic analysis. The length of the subdivision’s build-out raises the question of whether it
can truly convey the historical significance of the postwar readjustment period— when builders
rushed to meet demand in the aftermath of the war—but the Addendum evaluation does not rest
the eligibility argument on this aspect alone.

SHPO also offers this as an example of an inconsistency and/or contradictory statement:

The Richards & Landers subdivision, to paraphrase, shows no influence from or
connection to government assistance or projects, despite being within view of State
Road 37 (now 1-69), one of Indiana’s wholly public-funded main highways
connecting Indianapolis to southern Indiana.

The exact phrase from the Addendum HPR is:

Use and influence of government provisions and standards:

The subdivision has a simple rectangular layout despite having ample room for FHA
recommended traffic calming measures such as culs-de-sac. There were no earlier plats
or road networks forcing this choice. This subdivision does not demonstrate particular
significance in the use of government provisions or standards (16)

The phrase “Use and influence of government provisions and standards” is in the list of
considerations for significance in the MPDF (270). SHPQO’s paraphrasing adds in “projects”
where it doesn’t appear in the Addendum HPR or MPDF in this context. “Projects” as used by
SHPO in their letter adds a different context and meaning beyond “government provisions and
standards” listed in the MPDF. The Addendum HPR is applying this latter concept from the
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MPDF to government programs specifically targeting housing development. Ultimately, the
MPDF does not include proximity to major roadways as a consideration of significance.
Therefore, the proximity to and view of SR 37 does not have bearing on this subdivision’s NRHP
eligibility.

This subdivision has some of the characteristics laid out in the MPDF of the Transitional
Development subtype, but it is missing some of the key traits. At more than four miles from
Greenwood’s center, the neighborhood is not located within or adjacent to the community core
as outlined in the MPDF (267). As the IN-SHPO points out, subdivision utilizes a grid plan. The
MPDF states, “Transitional Subdivisions were typically laid out on a grid and made use of
existing plats, street layout and municipal services....” (267) and goes on to state this subtype
uses “traditional street networks but incorporating modern housing and emergent concepts of
planning and subdivision design.....” (267). The Richards and Landers Mt. Pleasant subdivision
did not use a traditional street network. It was a wholly new and isolated neighborhood, and the
use of a grid plan reflects traditional design, but there is no evidence of emergent concepts of
planning and subdivision design nor does it make use of existing plats, street layout and municipal
services.

Beyond the absence of some of the more key characteristics of the Transitional Development
subtype, the no evidence was found that this subdivision contributed to the land use, growth, and
development within the applicable context or efforts to take advantage of housing provisions or
legislation in the establishment of communities as defined in the MDPF as a consideration for
significance under Criterion A.

Wood Creek Estates

The December 21, 2021, IN-SHPO letter argues the Wood Creek Estates is eligible under Criteria
A and C under Community Planning & Development and Architecture as a Custom Development
mostly consisting of ranches, stacked ranches, bi-levels, and split-levels built in the mid-1970s.
The subdivision has curving streets and cul-de-sacs is near churches and commercial development.

As noted above, sixty-five percent (65%) of the houses in this subdivision were not constructed
until after 1973. The research does not indicate the subdivision made a contribution to land
use, growth, and development within the applicable context as defined in the MPDF for Criterion
A significance. The SHPO’s contention that houses constructed after the endpoint of the MPDF
timeframe in 1973 may be contributing to a potential district is valid, but in this case, a majority of
the subdivision was outside the MPDF defined timeframe and there is no evidence that it
contributed to the trends laid out in the MPDF.

Other factors contributing to the ineligibility of Wood Creek Estates include the fact the
northern and southern sections of the subdivision are not connected by an interior road.
In addition, a circa 2000 subdivision known as Abbey Villa is situated between the
northern and southern sections of Wood Creek Estates, a separation that goes against FHA
guidelines of planning a cohesive subdivision. Further, the MPDF states that, ““By nature,
evaluation should focus on an identifiable development (e.g., a particular subdivision or
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planned development) defined by a common context and cohesive physical
characteristics™ (269).

As a means of comparative analysis, two other Custom Developments were considered
as a comparison in the Addendum HPR, Colonial Meadows and Meridian Woods Park.
Both subdivisions possess a greater degree of architectural variety, emphasized an
integration of the neighborhood with natural features in advertising and were built
primarily within the timeframe of the MPDF as opposed to Wood Creek Estates.

Carefree Subdivision

In the December 21, 2021, letter, the IN-SHPO asserts the Carefree subdivision is eligible under
Criteria A and C under Community Planning & Development and Architecture as a Custom
Development with assorted architectural styles, curving streets and cul-de-sacs, and other
amenities. The subdivision also has easy access to churches or commercial buildings.

After further consideration, FHWA and INDOT-CRO agree that Carefree meets enough of these
criteria that it should be considered an eligible historic district. Nevertheless, the evaluation in
the Addendum HPR contains valuable and pertinent information that should be considered for any
future discussions of this and other similar subdivisions.

Ridge Hill Trails

In December 21, 2021, letter, the IN-SHPO stated their opinion the Ridge Hill Trails and Royal
Meadows subdivisions are eligible for the NRHP. They consider the Ridge Hill Trails a Custom
Development on a curvilinear plan that is a cohesive, uniform and intact “entry-level” Custom
Development. The letter indicted the neighborhood is eligible under Criteria A and C under
Community Planning & Development and Architecture. The letter went on to state ““that that
Custom Developments do not have to be architect-designed alone, they can be Custom by way of
the subdivision builder.”

Similar to Wood Creek Estates, the majority of houses in the subdivision were built after the
MPDF end point of 1973. Per the Addendum HPR, the subdivision was platted in five sections,
between 1969 and 1977 with plats 3, 4 and 5 not being platted until 1974 resulting in three of the
subdivision’s five sections not being platted until after the end point of the MPDF. Seventy-
seven percent (77%) of the subdivision’s houses were built after 1974,

Although the IN-SHPO classified it as an “Entry-level” Custom Development, “Entry-level
Custom Development” does not appear in the MPDF and appears the IN-SHPO is expanding
upon the MPDF at their discretion. To that point, there are many ways in which working-class or
lower-middle-class neighborhoods could be considered eligible for the NRHP per the registration
guidelines described in the MPDF, such as an association with a particular ethnic group or factory
or as a particularly good example of a Tract or Transitional development.

The characteristics of the Custom Development type, as described in the MPDF, were more
difficult to achieve within less affluent neighborhoods. The presence of amenities, variation, and
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architect-designed or custom-built homes typically required more resources than were available to
working-class or lower-middle-class communities. According to the MPDF, Custom
Developments were targeted at a new type of “sophisticated consumer” and were “tailored to
meet a variety of needs and preferences.” They are “more distinguished in their design, layout,
and configuration than Tract Developments and are typically carefully crafted to accommodate
variations in topography, natural settings, or manmade features such as lakes and golf courses,
which became critical selling points.” Because of this, they were “more expensive to develop
than a Tract Subdivision” (268). As the MPDF states, “Custom Developments spanned a variety
of economic ranges, although they were most typically associated with middle-class and upper-
class populations” (250).

The MPDF indicates that it is less likely—though not impossible—for a working-class or lower-
middle-class neighborhood to possess the characteristics necessary to be considered a good
example of the Custom Development subtype.

Moreover, under Criterion C specifically, the Ridge Hill Trails neighborhood lacks the necessary
cohesion; an important consideration in the MPDF. The Addendum HPR points out the Ridge
Hill Trails Subdivision only uses cul-de-sacs in the later sections of the neighborhood. The
differences in street styles between the younger and older sections result in a different feeling
between them making the more recently platted sections 3 and 4 ones seem almost like adifferent
subdivision than the earlier platted sections one and two that do not have cul-de-sacs (93).

Hill Valley Estates

In the SHPO letter dated December 21, 2021, they argue the Royal Meadows/Hill Valley Estates is
eligible under Criteria A and C under Community Planning & Development and Architecture as an
example of a Custom Development with a wide variety of types and styles and curvilinear streets
with sidewalks and curbs. The SHPO states it has integrity as an intact “entry-level” Custom
Development. Please refer to the Ridge Hill Trails response above for a discussion of “entry-level”
Custom Developments.

Hill Valley Estates is a sprawling subdivision including 1,006 homes built in 29 sections,
developed in successive plats from 1960 through 1978. The portion of the subdivision within the
project’s APE is Section 28 which was not platted until 1977. The houses within this section
were primarily built in the 1980s.

Due to the broad timeframe and sprawling size of the subdivision, there is enough variations in
house types and layout that identifying this as a single, cohesive entity would be difficult. For
instance, US 135, a five-lane road extends through the subdivision, separating Sections 1-8 from
the western sections. Due to the successive development by different builders, the sections
exhibit varying characteristics, including differing sidewalk installation practices (some sections
with sidewalks on each side of street, while others have only sidewalks on one side), housing
types and tree density. As an example, West Valley View Drive in Section 22 features a more
uniform building stock with a stretch of split-levels that appear more as tract housing than that of
other sections of the subdivision.
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Due to the size of the subdivision, with only a small portion within the APE, INDOT-CRO
acknowledges that there may be sections of the subdivision that are eligible for the National
Register, but that evaluation is beyond the scope of this project. Section 28 contained within the
APE should not be considered contributing to a district as it was not platted until 1977 well outside
the MPDF timeframe. While a continuation of the overall successive plats of the Hill Valley
Estates, many of the houses within this 1977 plat were not constructed until the mid- 1980s.

Conclusion

The MPDF was developed, in part by the IN-SHPO, as a tool to evaluate post-WW1I subdivisions
and provides valuable information regarding subtypes of housing developments found in Indiana
and guidance regarding how to assess a subdivision’s significance. The IN-SHPO has directed
INDOT and other to use the MPDF as the primary reference when evaluating the eligibility of
post-WWII subdivisions for eligibility for listing on the NRHP. However, the IN-SHPO
comments regarding the resources outlined in above seem to espouse the addition of new subtypes
(e.g. “Entry-level Custom Developments™) and, in some instances, run counter to the guidance in
the MPDF (e.g. regarding construction dates for subdivisions considered as post-WWII
resources). These specific disagreements reflect a larger pattern with IN-SHPO’s interpretation
and application of the MPDF that will have significant implications for all future evaluations
involving Post-WW 11 subdivisions.

Specifically, FHWA and INDOT disagree, for the reasons summarized above, with the IN-SHPO’s
assessment that the 1) Richards and Landers Mt. Pleasant Subdivision; 2) Wood Creek Estates; 3)
Ridge Hill Trails; and 4) Hill Valley Estates are eligible for listing on the NRHP. To aid in the
review of these properties, relevant information is enclosed including: Addendum HPR report
(including maps and pictures) and the correspondence between FHWA, INDOT-CRO and the IN-
SHPO.

FHWA is asking the Keeper to please review this letter and attached information and make a
determination of eligibility. Please feel free to reach out with and questions you may have.
Regardless of your finding, we will be grateful for a detailed explanation of the basis for the
decision, which will be helpful in the evaluation of similar properties in the future. The FHWA
point of contact for this request is Karstin Carmany-George at 317-226-5629 or
k.carmanygeorge@dot.gov.

Sincerely,

JERMAINE e amon
RHANNON 557350
Jermaine R. Hannon
Division Administrator
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Attachments:

Attachment A: SHPO Response Letter (December 21, 2021)

Attachment B: Email Correspondence Between INDOT-CRO and SHPO (Various-November-
December 2021)

Attachment C: Summary of December 21, 2021 HiPriPro Meeting

Attachment D: Addendum to Historic Property Report (November 24, 2021)

cc: David Clarke, FHWA Federal Preservation Officer
Karstin Carmany-George, FHWA Indiana Division
Beth McCord, Indiana Department of Historic Preservation and Archaeology
Anu Kumar, Indiana Department of Transportation
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NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
1849 C Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20240

DETERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY NOTIFICATION

National Register of Historic Places
National Park Service

Name of Property: County Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project
Location: County Line Road, Johnson and Marion Counties State: IN
Request submitted by:

Jermaine R. Hannon

Division Administrator

US Department of Transportation/Indiana Division

575 N Pennsylvania St, Room 254
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Date received: 5/11/2022 Additional information received

Opinion of the State Historic Preservation Officer:

_X Eligible _ Not Eligible _ No Response _Need More
information

Comments:

This project includes four properties: Richards and Landers Mt. Pleasant Subdivision,
Wood Creek Estates, Ridge Hill Trails, and Hill Valley Estates.

The Secretary of the Interior has determined that this property is:

_ Eligible _ Not Eligible _Need More
Information

Applicable criteria:

Comment:

The basis for evaluation of these districts is the Multiple Property Documentation Form

“Residential Planning and Development in Indiana, 1940-1973”, which was submitted to

the national Register in 2018 and accepted as a vehicle for evaluating and nominating

resources on March 5, 2018.

Please refer to the individual property notification forms for details.

Mt. Pleasant Subdivision: Not Eligible
Wood Creek Subdivision: Not Eligible Appendix D, Page 212 of 254



Ridge Hill Trails: Not Eligible as submitted — should re-evaluate Plat 1
Hill Valley Estates: Eligible property with modified boundaries; Portion in APE not
eligible

For: Keeper of the National Register Date

Jim Gabbert, Historian
National Register of Historic Places
6/27/2022
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
1849 C Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20240

DETERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY NOTIFICATION

National Register of Historic Places
National Park Service

Name of Property: County Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project: Richards and
Landers Mt. Pleasant Subdivision

Location: Johnson County State: IN
Request submitted by:

Jermaine R. Hannon

Division Administrator

US Department of Transportation/Indiana Division

575 N Pennsylvania St, Room 254
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Date received: 5/11/2022 Additional information received

Opinion of the State Historic Preservation Officer:

_X Eligible _ Not Eligible _ No Response _Need More
information

Comments:

SHPO supports eligibility of the district as an example of a “Transitional Development” as
defined in the Multiple Property Documentation Form (MPDF) for Residential Planning
and Development in Indiana, 1940-1973. The SHPO opinions relied on use of this MPS as
the basis for evaluating the affected properties. SHPO opinion cites the grid patterns of the
development and the mixture of American small houses and ranch houses and the plat date
as aspects of the subtype that the subdivision demonstrates.

The MPDF defines these neighborhoods as typically platted before 1955, and usually
located within or adjacent to the community core. Transitional Subdivisions were typically
laid out on a grid and made use of existing plats, street layout, and municipal services.

The SHPO justification also includes the location of the subdivision along a major roadway
(Highway 37) as further evidence of its significance. This location may serve as a
substitute for the “usually located within or adjacent to the community core” characteristic
since the easy access to a major transportation route can substitute for the proximity of
being located adjacent to established areas of in the “first-tier growth area”.
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The Secretary of the Interior has determined that this property is:

_ Eligible _X Not Eligible _Need More
Information
Applicable criteria: N/A

Comment:

While the MPDF does allow for some flexibility in the definition of the subtypes — using
words like “usually” and “typically” — there is still the basic understanding that some level
of significance must be demonstrated. It is not sufficient for a subdivision to simply be an
example of one of the property types, some effort must be made to place it in its
appropriate context. The SHPO response letter to the Addendum Historic Property Report,
which serves as the basis for the Agency’s opinions, makes reference to a pending survey
of Johnson County and that the SHPO’s opinions for the districts that are part of this
project are based on preliminary research and remote survey. While this is a good start,
there might not be sufficient information gleaned from this preliminary work to establish
the necessary context. This area of Marion/Johnson County saw explosive growth in the
1960-80 period (and beyond). The MPDF suggests that “in all instances, specific links
must be drawn between the development of residential architecture in the state of Indiana,
local homebuilding practices, and development trends in the particular community in which
the property is located, and trends within the particular context under which the property is
nominated” (F-265). This level of analysis is missing from the SHPO opinion. There is no
discussion of planning, zoning, or other governmental incentives or policies that might
have influenced development in this area.

It appears from aerial images that the Mt. Pleasant subdivision was an outlier, not really a
pioneer. The subdivision took a relatively long span of time to fill out. Casting aside the
general requirements for a Transitional Development to be close/adjacent to an established
core, in order for it to be considered significant under Criterion A, one would expect that its
plat and eventual build-out would be over a relatively short time, demonstrating the need
and popularity of the development. Mt. Pleasant saw slow, steady growth after the initial
first 5 years after the plat, hardly evidence that the subdivision was an important response
to the housing shortage of the post WWII era. So, absent an overall contextual framework
for suburban development in the Greenwood/Southport area and absent any obvious
evidence that this was an influential, pioneer development that might have served as a
magnet for subsequent subdivisions/amenities/development, we conclude that the Richards
and Landers Mt. Pleasant Subdivision is not eligible for the National Register.

For: Keeper of the National Register / Date

Jim Gabbert, Historian

National Register of Historic Places
6/27/2022

WASO-28
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
1849 C Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20240

DETERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY NOTIFICATION

National Register of Historic Places
National Park Service

Name of Property: County Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project: Wood Creek
Subdivision

Location: Johnson County State: IN
Request submitted by:

Jermaine R. Hannon

Division Administrator

US Department of Transportation/Indiana Division

575 N Pennsylvania St, Room 254
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Date received: 5/11/2022 Additional information received

Opinion of the State Historic Preservation Officer:

_X Eligible _ Not Eligible _ No Response _Need More
information

Comments:

SHPO opinion is that this meets the registration requirements of the Residential Planning
and Development in Indiana, 1940-1973 MPS under Criteria A & C, as a “Custom
Development” subtype. “It is a Custom Development of approximately 100 houses mostly
dating to the mid-1970s, composed of ranches, stacked ranches, bi-levels, and split-levels.
There are curving streets and culs-de-sac present, and this subdivision is located near
churches and commercial development.”

The MPDF puts the timeframe for Custom Developments as c. 1950-1973, and provides
aspects of this type of development that are typically (but not always) present. These
include smaller size developments, use of natural and man-made features, and a variety of
custom-built homes, designed by architects or builders. Layout and design are important
aspects, including lot size and setbacks.

The Secretary of the Interior has determined that this property is:

_ Eligible _ X Not Eligible _Need More
Information
Applicable criteria: N/A
Appendix D, Page 216 of 254



Comment:

The MPDF is very well written, and is particularly clear in its registration requirements.
The end of the thematic era for this MPS is 1973, and this end is well-thought out and well-
justified in the MPDF based on conditions in he housing market.

The SHPQO’s opinion that the date range is meant to reflect a general timeframe in which
these subdivisions were primarily built, and that the “National Park Service will accept
beginning and end dates outside the dates listed in the MPDF with adequate
documentation...”. While it is true that the NPS will accept date ranges that exceed the
MPDF range by a few years, this would be in cases where our guidance in Bulletins 15, 16,
and Historic American Suburbs are followed — that is, where development overlaps the
stated period, but where the preponderance of resources fall within the period. As noted on
page F-274, the MPDF acknowledges this, but still requires that “the majority of resources
and integral landscape-level features” date to the period of development.

Wood Creek Estates was platted in 1972, but the vast majority of resources within the
development post-date 1973. Despite the plat being over 50 years old, the build-out
occurred within the last 50 years, which means that the development would have to satisty
Criteria Consideration G. There is no justification for exceptional importance provided for
this subdivision, therefore based on the evidence available, the Keeper has determined that
Wood Creek Estates is not eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.

For: Keeper of the National Register / Date

Jim Gabbert, Historian
National Register of Historic Places
6/27/2022

WASO-28
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
1849 C Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20240

DETERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY NOTIFICATION

National Register of Historic Places
National Park Service

Name of Property: County Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project: Ridge Hill Trails
Location: Marion County State: IN

Request submitted by:

Jermaine R. Hannon

Division Administrator

US Department of Transportation/Indiana Division

575 N Pennsylvania St, Room 254
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Date received: 5/11/2022 Additional information received

Opinion of the State Historic Preservation Officer:

_X Eligible _ Not Eligible _ No Response _Need More
information

Comments:

SHPO opinion is that this meets the registration requirements of the Residential Planning
and Development in Indiana, 1940-1973 MPS under Criteria A & C, as a “Custom
Development” subtype. “It is a Custom Development subdivision with an interesting
curvilinear plan, composed of a variety of styles and types. It remains as an intact “entry-
level” Custom Development that is very cohesive and uniform.”

The Secretary of the Interior has determined that this property is:

_ Eligible _ X Not Eligible X* Need
More
Information

Applicable criteria: N/A

Comment:

The MPDF is very well written, and is particularly clear in its registration requirements.
The end of the thematic era for this MPS is 1973, and this end is well-thought out and well-
justified in the MPDF based on conditions in the housing market.

The SHPO’s opinion that the date range is meant to reflect a general timeframe in which
these subdivisions were primarily built, and that the “National Park Service will mseepi D, Page 218 of 254



beginning and end dates outside the dates listed in the MPDF with adequate
documentation...”. While it is true that the NPS will accept date ranges that exceed the
MPDF range by a few years, this would be in cases where our guidance in Bulletins 15, 16,
and Historic American Suburbs are followed — that is, where development overlaps the
stated period, but where the preponderance of resources fall within the period. As noted on
page F-274, the MPDF acknowledges this, but still requires that “the majority of resources
and integral landscape-level features” date to the period of development.

The MPDF suggests that “in all instances, specific links must be drawn between the
development of residential architecture in the state of Indiana, local homebuilding
practices, and development trends in the particular community in which the property is
located, and trends within the particular context under which the property is nominated” (F-
265 and 270). This level of analysis is missing from the SHPO opinion. There is no
discussion of planning, zoning, or other governmental incentives or policies that might
have influenced development in this area.

Ridge Hill Trails was platted in sections beginning in 1969 with the fifth plat being filed in
1977. When viewed as a whole entity, the great majority of the Ridge Hills Subdivision
was platted and built-out after the end of the 1973 end date for the MPS. Exceptional
importance for the entirety of Ridge Hill Trails is not claimed nor is it demonstrated. The
Keeper has determined that Ridge Hill Trails is not eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places.

* However, the Keeper also suggests re-evaluation of Plat 1 as a stand-alone district. The
MPDF, when discussing alterations and other considerations (pages 276-277), does allow
for “Diminished integrity of associated plats in a related development”  Many
developments are comprised of multiple plats... When evaluating the NRHP eligibility of a
multi-plat development, the character (emphasis mine) of the plats and their relationship to
and impact on one another must be carefully evaluated... Emphasis should be placed on the
entirety of related components in a district that share a common context and physical
characteristics unless there is a demonstrated reason why this is not practical or prudent.”

The look and feel of Plat 1 is differentiated from the subsequent plats in the size of lots and
the qualities of the houses. The Keeper suggests that this plat be re-evaluated in keeping
with the spirit of the MPDF.

For: Keeper of the National Register / Date

Jim Gabbert, Historian

National Register of Historic Places
6/27/2022

WASO-28
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
1849 C Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20240

DETERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY NOTIFICATION

National Register of Historic Places
National Park Service

Name of Property: County Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project: Hill Valley
Estates

Location: Marion County State: IN
Request submitted by:

Jermaine R. Hannon

Division Administrator

US Department of Transportation/Indiana Division

575 N Pennsylvania St, Room 254
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Date received: 5/11/2022 Additional information received

Opinion of the State Historic Preservation Officer:

_X Eligible _ Not Eligible __No Response _Need More
information

Comments:

SHPO opinion is that this district (also referred to as Royal Meadows) meets the
registration requirements of the Residential Planning and Development in Indiana, 1940-
1973 MPS under Criteria A & C, as a “Custom Development” subtype. “It is a good
example of a Custom Development composed of a variety of styles and types (ranch, bi-
level, split-level, stacked ranch) with Neo-Eclectic and Mansard details among others.”

The Secretary of the Interior has determined that this property is:

X Eligible _X* Not _Need More
Information
Eligible Applicable criteria: Criterion A

Comment:

Hill Valley Estates has 29 sections platted between 1960 and 1978. It is expansive,

consisting of over 1000 houses. As with Wood Creek Estates and Ridge Hill Trails, Much

of the built environment for the district post-dates the 1973 end date, especially in the area

contained within the APE of the project.

The historic development of the proposed district seems to have come in three stages —

Section 1-15 developed by the Hill Valley Development Corporation (except for S@gbidix D, Page 220 of 254



7C); the Yeager Contractor’s development of Sections 16-27 and then other, smaller
developers in Sections 7C, 28, and 29.

It is unclear from the information presented if the Hill Valley and Yeager developments
were considered a continuation of the same, initial development but there is definitely a
continuation of the look and feel of the houses in Sections 1-27. There is, however, a
subtle shift in the look and feel the houses in Section 28. Sections 29 and 7C are
disconnected from the rest of the development; there are no internal roadways connecting
them.

The Hill Valley Estates does appear to meet the registration requirements of the MPDF
under Criterion A (Community Planning & Development), although the “Custom
Development” versus “Tract Development™ lines are blurred and we feel that it better falls
into the “Tract Development” subtype, despite the later date of some of the plats.
However, we do not believe that the boundaries as chosen are appropriate. We believe that
Sections 7C, 28, and 29 are inappropriately attached to this large development (despite
belonging within the purview of the HOA). The development, especially the initial plats 1-
17, broke with the grid pattern developments that had been constructed immediately to the
north. The development utilized new ideas of residential planning and stood out as a
distinctive entity along this southern portion of the county. The later, Yeager plats (15-27)
continued that development with common lot sizes, curved streets, and uniform setbacks.

Therefore, it is the decision of the Keeper that Hill Valley Estates is eligible for inclusion in

the National Register of Historic Places under Criterion A, but that *sections 7C, 28, and
29 are not eligible as part of that district.

For: Keeper of the National Register / Date

Jim Gabbert, Historian
National Register of Historic Places
6/27/2022

WASO-28
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100 North Senate Avenue PHONE: (855) 463-6848 Eric Holcomb, Governor

Room N758-ES Michael Smith, Commissioner
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

January 17, 2023
This letter was sent to the listed parties.

RE: County Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project; Effects (Des. No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067;
DHPA Project 27053)

Dear Consulting Party,

The City of Indianapolis Department of Public Works, with funding from the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) and administrative oversight from the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT), proposes to
proceed with the County Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project (Des. No. 2002553).

This letter is part of the Section 106 review process for this project. Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic
and archaeological properties. We are requesting comments from you regarding the possible effects of this
project. Please use the above Des. Number and project description in your reply and your comments will be
incorporated into the formal environmental study.

A Section 106 early coordination letter was distributed on February 16, 2021. In addition, a letter distributed
on June 3, 2021, notified consulting parties that a historic property report (HPR) and an archaeology report
were available for review and comment. A letter distributed on November 24, 2021, notified consulting parties
that an addendum HPR was available for review and comment. In addition, a letter distributed on December
21, 2021, notified consulting parties that an addendum archaeology report was available for review and
comment.

The proposed undertaking is on County Line Road, and begins 0.30 mile west of Morgantown Road and
extends east to State Road (SR) 135/Meridian Street in Marion and Johnson counties, Indiana. It is within the
City of Indianapolis, Perry Township, Marion County and the City of Greenwood, White River Township,
Johnson County, Maywood USGS topographic quadrangle, in Sections 21, 22, 23, 26, 27, and 28, Township 14
North, Range 3 East. The project area can be viewed online at https://arcg.is/jqueP (the Des. No. is the most
efficient search term once in the CRO — Public Web Map App).

County Line Road is classified as a two-lane primary arterial roadway through the majority of the project
corridor. The road expands to five lanes (two lanes in each direction with a turning lane to Meridian Street)
between South lllinois Street and SR 135. The majority of the project area does not have pedestrian facilities,
curb and gutter, or shoulders. Sidewalks, curb and gutter, and shoulders are only associated with the five lane
section of County Line Road between South Illinois Street and Royal Meadow Drive.

www.in.gov/dot/

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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There are two major intersections along County Line Road within the project limits: Morgantown Road and
Railroad Road/Peterman Road. The Morgantown Road intersection is controlled by a traffic signal and has left
turn lanes in all directions. There is a steep hill on County Line Road just west of this intersection, with an
existing roadway grade of approximately 9 percent.

The Railroad Road/Peterman Road intersection is controlled by a 4-way stop sign, with a single approach lane
from all four directions. The Indiana Railroad has a single-track rail line immediately adjacent to Railroad
Road/Peterman Road, with an at-grade crossing of County Line Road less than 50 feet west of the intersection.
The crossing has overhead flashers but no gates.

The existing structure over Pleasant Creek Run (Structure No. 49-4503F) is approximately 650 feet east of the
Morgantown Road intersection. It is a 3-span concrete box beam bridge approximately 135 feet in length. The
second existing structure over Buffalo Creek (Structure No. 49-4510F) is located just west of Leisure Lane on
County Line Road. It is a 3-span reinforced concrete slab approximately 81 feet in length.

The proposed project includes County Line Road being expanded to a five-lane road (two 11-foot lanes in each
direction and a 13-foot two-way left turn lane) with a 10-foot multi-purpose trail on the north side, 6-foot
grass buffers on either side and a 6-foot sidewalk on the south side of the roadway. The two existing bridges
will also be replaced to accommodate the additional travel lanes. The proposed bridge structures will
accommodate the proposed roadway with the only modification to the typical section being that two-foot-
wide concrete buffers will replace the grass buffers within the bridge structure limits. The project will also
construct stormwater detention, enclosed stormwater system, and address the sharp vertical curve at
Morgantown Road. In addition, the project was amended to include additional areas due to proposed changes
to the project footprint; namely, the construction of a connector road between Mount Pleasant South Street
and N. Bluff Road, and additional drainage areas along Railroad Road.

The purpose of the County Line Road Project is to address capacity deficiencies, improve east-west mobility,
and improve safety within the corridor. The need for this project is due to existing and future capacity
restrictions as the projected traffic demands will exceed the capacity of the existing two-lane configuration.
Additionally, there are no pedestrian or bicycle facilities associated with the existing roadway which is in a
high density residential area.

HNTB is under contract with the City of Indianapolis to advance the environmental documentation for the
referenced project. ASC Group, Inc. has been subcontracted to complete the Section 106 documentation for
the project.

In accordance with 36 CFR 800.2 (c), you were invited to become a consulting party as part of the Section 106
process, or you are hereby invited to become a consulting party as part of the Section 106 process. Entities
that have previously accepted consulting party status—as well as additional entities that are currently being
invited to become consulting parties—are identified in the attached list.

The Section 106 process involves efforts to identify historic properties potentially affected by the undertaking,
to assess the undertaking’s effects and to seek ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any adverse effects on
historic properties. For more information regarding the protection of historic resources, please see the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s guide: Protecting Historic Properties: A Citizen’s Guide to Section

www.in.gov/dot/
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106 Review available online at https://www.achp.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2017-
01/CitizenGuide.pdf.

The Area of Potential Effects (APE) is the area in which the proposed project may cause alterations in the
character or use of historic resources. The APE contains no resources listed in the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP).

A historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards identified and
evaluated above-ground resources within the APE for potential eligibility for the NRHP. As a result of the
historic property identification and evaluation efforts, three above-ground resources are recommended as
eligible for listing in the NRHP: Carefree Subdivision; Ridge Hill Trails, Plat 1; and the John Sutton House, 988 N.
Bluff Road.

With regard to archaeological resources, an archaeologist who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s
Professional Qualification Standards identified a total of seven sites within the project area. As a result of
these efforts, sites 12Mal075, 12Mal076, 12Mal077, 12Mal078, 12Jo0736, and 12Jo0737 and site
12Ma1082 were recommended not eligible for listing in the NRHP and no further work is recommended.

An Addendum to the HPR was distributed to consulting parties by letter dated November 23, 2021. This
Addendum assessed the NRHP-eligibility of the five subdivisions identified by the Indiana State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO) in its review of the HPR, as well as above-ground cultural resources within areas
added to the project footprint for the construction of a connector road and for additional drainage areas along
County Line Road. The Addendum recommended one additional property as eligible, the John Sutton House,
but continued to recommended that the five subdivisions are not eligible for listing in the NRHP. The SHPO
responded to the Addendum to the HPR by letter dated December 21, 2021, and reiterated its
recommendation that the five subdivisions (Richards and Landers Mt. Pleasant Subdivision; Wood Creek
Estates; Carefree Subdivision; Ridge Hill Trails; and Royal Meadows/Hill Valley Estates) are eligible for inclusion
in the NRHP.

On February 9, 2022, INDOT-Cultural Resource Office (CRO) sent documentation to the Indiana Division of the
FHWA regarding the eligibility of the five residential subdivisions listed above. The letter requested that, if
appropriate, the information be forwarded to the FHWA Federal Preservation Officer for review. In that letter,
INDOT-CRO agreed with the recommendation of eligibility for the Carefree Subdivision.

The Indiana Division of FHWA submitted a letter and documentation to the Keeper of the National Register of
Historic Places by letter dated May 9, 2022. This letter requested that the Keeper provide a determination of
eligibility for the remaining four subdivisions (Richards and Landers Mt. Pleasant Subdivision; Wood Creek
Estates; Ridge Hill Trails; and Hill Valley Estates). The documentation noted that the subdivisions were all built
in the period following World War Il and are referred to as post-World War |l residential resources.

Determination of Eligibility Notifications dated June 27, 2022, were received from the office of the Keeper of
the National Register. In summary, the Determinations of Eligibility for the four subdivisions pursuant to the
Notifications are:

Mt. Pleasant Subdivision: Not Eligible
Wood Creek Subdivision: Not Eligible

www.in.gov/dot/

An Equal Opportunity Employer
Appendix D, Page 224 of 254



Ridge Hill Trails: Not Eligible as submitted — should re-evaluate Plat 1
Hill Valley Estates: Eligible property with modified boundaries; portion in APE not eligible

For purposes of Section 106 for this project, the Ridge Hill Trails Plat 1 is considered eligible for the NRHP. As a
whole, Ridge Hill Trails consists of five plats recorded between 1969 and 1977, with a total of 213 lots. Of the
houses in the subdivision, 77 percent were built after 1974 and are less than 50 years of age. Plat 1 of Ridge
Hill Trails (1969) has lots that are large and irregularly sized, but generally one acre, and the plat follows the
contours of the hilly terrain in this area. The lots in Plats 2-5, platted between 1972 and 1977, are smaller and
more uniform in size, but generally one-half acre, and the terrain is relatively flat. Homes in Plat 1 of Ridge Hill
Trails are characterized by a notable amount of variety, including Builder Modern, Massed Two-story, and
Neo-Tudor, as well as ranch houses, while those in the subsequent plats are mostly ranch house variants. A
1972 aerial photograph of the subdivision shows the presence of 14 houses in Plat 1, while just 5 houses are
located in Plat 2, and the remainder of the subdivision had not yet been platted.

Ridge Hill Trails as a complete subdivision was recommended as not eligible for the NRHP due to the majority
of the houses being constructed outside the time frame for Custom Development (1950-1973) outlined in the
Multiple Property Documentation Form (MPDF) NRHP listing for Residential Planning and Development in
Indiana, 1940-1973. The subdivision also was recommended not eligible due to the distinct difference
between Plat 1 and the later plats of the subdivision in regard to lot sizes and house styles, thus the
subdivision lacks cohesion in design. The subdivision also was recommended not eligible due to lack historical
significance in the area of post-World War Il suburban residential development. However, the Keeper of the
National Register suggested that Plat 1 be re-evaluated as a standalone historic district due to the difference
in look and feel of Plat 1 compared to the later plats in regard to lot size and the quality of the house.

Characteristics of the Custom Development type as given in the MPDF include the following that are pertinent
to Plat 1 of Ridge Hill Trails, but not the later plats: “typically carefully crafted to accommodate variations in
topography, natural settings, or manmade features...”; “typically exhibit more variation than housing stock
associated with Transitional and Tract Developments”; and “Ranch houses, Split-levels, Bi-levels, and Massed
Two-story houses are common, as are Contemporary, Builder Modern, and Neo-Eclectic dwellings.” Plat 1, like
the rest of the subdivision lacks a direct relationship to specific trends such as the growth of bedroom
communities, provisions for veterans’ or minority housing, or community planning; does not have a significant
relationship to other contemporaneous developments; does not significantly display the use and influence of
government provisions or standards, community planning efforts, zoning, local building codes, or other
regulations; does not use innovative practices or methods; does not have a significant place in a developer’s
portfolio; and/or does not influence other development initiatives or spur associated development. However,
Plat 1 in containing varied house styles on large irregularly-shaped lots and taking advantage of hilly terrain for
maximum exploitation of the natural landscape, offers an exceptional example of the Custom Development
subdivision type in comparison to the other subdivisions observed in the vicinity, embodying the distinctive
characteristics of the type under Criterion C. Plat 1 of Ridge Hill Trails meets the requirements for eligibility for
listing in the NRHP.

Following the receipt of the Determinations of Eligibility from the Keeper of the National Register, HNTB
commenced final plan development for the project. During this process, several areas of permanent or
temporary right-of-way to be acquired were identified which have not previously been subject to
archaeological investigation. A total of 3.707 acres of permanent right-of-way are located outside of the
previously surveyed area, and a total of 19.19 acres of temporary right-of-way are located outside of the
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previously surveyed area. The largest of these areas is an agricultural field east of Pleasant Run, but also
includes land adjacent to the proposed connector road at Bluff Road and adjacent to Morgantown Road south
of County Line Road. These areas are all located within the existing APE for above-ground resources, and no
additional investigation for such resources will be needed.

An addendum archaeological report will be prepared, and additional coordination will be conducted with the
Tribes and SHPO if additional archaeological sites are identified. If any newly identified sites are identified and
determined eligible for listing in the NRHP, then the Assessment of Effects report will be revised as needed to
address the additional resources.

The Assessment of Effects report is available for review in IN SCOPE at http://ermsl2c.indot.in.gov/
Section106Documents/ (the Des. No. is the most efficient search term, once in IN SCOPE). You are invited to
review these documents and to respond with comments on any historic resource impacts incurred as a result
of this project so that an environmental report can be completed. We also welcome your related opinions and
other input to be considered in the preparation of the environmental document. If a hard copy of the
materials is needed, please respond to this email with your request within seven (7) days.

Please review the information and comment within thirty (30) calendar days of receipt. If you indicate that
you do not desire to be a consulting party or if you have not previously accepted consulting party status and
you do not respond to this letter, you will not be included on the list of consulting parties for this project and
will not receive further information about the project unless the design changes.

For questions concerning specific project details, you may contact Douglas Terpstra of ASC Group, Inc. at 614-
268-2514 or dterpstra@ascgroup.net. All future responses regarding the proposed project should be
forwarded to ASC Group, Inc. at the following address:

Douglas S. Terpstra

Principal Investigator — Architectural Historian
ASC Group, Inc.

800 Freeway Drive North, Suite 101
Columbus, OH 43229
dterpstra@ascgroup.net

Tribal Contacts please respond to INDOT’s Acting Tribal Liaison, Matt Coon at mcoon@indot.in.gov (317-697-
9752) with any responses pertaining to this project including to provide INDOT/Indiana FHWA additional
information about Tribal resources/concerns and questions/comments regarding cultural resources. The
FHWA point of contact is Kari Carmany-George at K.CarmanyGeorge@dot.gov (317-226-5629).

Sincerely,

Matthew S. Coon, Acting Manager
Cultural Resources Office
Environmental Services

www.in.gov/dot/

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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Enclosures: Assessment of Effects Report

Distribution List:

Beth K. McCord, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

Alex Brooks, Indiana Landmarks, Central Regional Office, abrooks@indianalandmarks.org
Miami Tribe of Oklahoma

Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma

Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma

www.in.gov/dot/

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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From: Doug Terpstra

To: "abrooks@indianalandmarks.org"; "bmccord@dnr.in.gov"

Cc: "Alexander, Kelyn"; "Christine Meador"; Branigin, Susan; "amccann@hntb.com"; "cjschultz@hntb.com";
"ericka.miller@indy.gov"”; "Coon, Matthew"

Subject: FHWA Project: Des. No. 2002553, DHPA Project 27053; Assessment of Effects, County Line Road Added Travel
Lanes, Marion and Johnson Counties, Indiana

Date: Tuesday, January 17, 2023 4:22:23 PM

Des. No.: 2002553
Project Description: County Line Road Added Travel Lanes
Location: Marion and Johnson Counties

The City of Indianapolis Department of Public Works, with funding from the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) and administrative oversight from the Indiana Department of Transportation
(INDQOT), proposes to proceed with the County Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project (Des. No.
2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067, DHPA No. 27053).

As part of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, an Assessment of Effects Report has
been prepared and is ready for review and comment by consulting parties.

Please review this documentation located in IN SCOPE at
http://ermsl2c.indot.in.gov/Section106Documents/ (the Des. No. is the most efficient search term,
once in IN SCOPE), and respond with any comments that you may have. If a hard copy of the
materials is needed, please respond to this email with your request within seven (7) days.

Consulting parties have thirty (30) calendar days from receipt of this information to review and
provide comment. Therefore, if we do not receive a response within thirty (30) days, your agency or
organization will not receive any further information on the project unless the scope of work
changes.

Tribal Contacts please respond to INDOT’s Acting Tribal Liaison, Matt Coon at
mcoon@indot.in.gov (317-697-9752) with any responses pertaining to this project including to
provide INDOT/Indiana FHWA additional information about Tribal resources/concerns and
questions/comments regarding cultural resources. The FHWA point of contact is Kari Carmany-

George at K.CarmanyGeorge@dot.gov (317-226-5629).

Thank you in advance for your input,

Douglas Terpstra
Project Manager/Principal Investigator-Architectural History

ASC Group, Inc.

800 Freeway Drive North, Suite 101
Columbus, Ohio 43229
614.268.2514 (office)
614.396.7367 (direct)
614.586.6367 (cell)

Facebook | Linkedin | Web
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From: Alexander, Kelyn

To: THPO@MiamiNation.com; thpo@estoo.net; Charla EchoHawk

Cc: Doug Terpstra; Coon, Matthew; Carmany-George, Karstin (FHWA)

Subject: FHWA Project: Des. No. 2002553, DHPA No. 27053; Assessment of Effects, County Line Road Added Travel
Lanes, Marion and Johnson Counties, Indiana

Date: Wednesday, January 18, 2023 8:39:17 AM

Des. No.: 2002553
Project Description: County Line Road Added Travel Lanes
Location: Marion and Johnson Counties

The City of Indianapolis Department of Public Works, with funding from the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) and administrative oversight from the Indiana Department of Transportation
(INDQT), proposes to proceed with the County Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project (Des. No.
2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067, DHPA No. 27053).

As part of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, an Assessment of Effects Report has
been prepared and is ready for review and comment by consulting parties.

Please review this documentation located in IN SCOPE at
http://erms12c.indot.in.gov/Section106Documents/ (the Des. No. is the most efficient search term,
once in IN SCOPE), and respond with any comments that you may have. If a hard copy of the
materials is needed, please respond to this email with your request within seven (7) days.

Consulting parties have thirty (30) calendar days from receipt of this information to review and
provide comment. Therefore, if we do not receive a response within thirty (30) days, your agency or

organization will not receive any further information on the project unless the scope of work
changes.

Tribal Contacts please respond to INDOT’s Acting Tribal Liaison, Matt Coon at
mcoon@indot.in.gov (317-697-9752) with any responses pertaining to this project including to
provide INDOT/Indiana FHWA additional information about Tribal resources/concerns and
questions/comments regarding cultural resources. The FHWA point of contact is Kari Carmany-

George at K.CarmanyGeorge@dot.gov (317-226-5629).

Thank you in advance for your input,

Kelyn Alexander

Major Projects/LPA Review Liaison
Cultural Resources Office
Environmental Services

100 N. Senate Ave., Room N758-ES
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Office: (317) 519-7759

Remote: 8am-4pm

Email: kalexander3@indot.in.gov

**Link to the CRO-Public Web Map App can be found here

Appendix D, Page 229 of 254



Eric Holcomb, Governor
Daniel W. Bortner, Director

Division of Historic Preservation & Archaeology - 402 W. Washington Street, W274 - Indianapolis, IN 46204-2739
Phone 317-232-1646 - Fax 317-232-0693 - dhpa@dnr.IN.gov -

February 14, 2022 Note - Correct date of letter should be February 14, 2023

Douglas Terpstra

Principal Investigator

ASC Group, Inc.

9376 Castlegate Drive
Indianapolis, Indiana 46256

Federal Agency: Indiana Department of Transportation (“INDOT?”),
on behalf of Federal Highway Administration, Indiana Division (“FHWA?”)

Re: Assessment of effects report for the County Line Road Added Travel Lanes project, Marion and
Johnson counties (Des. No. 2002553; DHPA No. 27053)

Dear Mr. Terpstra:

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,” the staff of the Indiana State Historic
Preservation Officer (“Indiana SHPO”) has reviewed your January 17, 2023 submission, received by our office the same
day for this project in Marion and Johnson counties, Indiana.

Thank you for providing a thorough summary of correspondence between the last submission that included the addendum
historic property report (received by our office November 24, 2021) to now, which included the determinations from the
Keeper for the four mid-century residential subdivisions within this project’s area of potential effects (“APE”). Following
the Keeper’s determinations, we agree that the following historic properties are located within this project’s APE.

- Carefree Subdivision Historic District
- Ridge Hill Trails, Plat 1 Historic District
- John Sutton House, 988 N. Bluff Road (Indiana Historic Sites & Structures Inventory #081-392-10002)

Regarding the effects submission, we agree that the project as proposed will not adversely affect these historic properties.

We reiterate our comments regarding the archaeological resources. Sites 12Ma1075, 12Mal1076, 12Jo736 and 12J0737 do
not appear eligible for inclusion in the NRHP and no further archaeological investigations are necessary. There is insufficient
information to determine whether or not archaeological sites 12Mal077, 12Mal1078, and 12Mal1082 are eligible for
inclusion in the NRHP as the site boundaries extend beyond the limits surveyed. However, it appears that the potions of
these sites within the project area are not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. The surveyed limits should be clearly marked
so that unsurveyed portions of sites 12Mal1077, 12Mal1078, and 12Mal082 are avoided by all ground-disturbing project
activities. If avoidance is not feasible, further archaeological investigations and evaluation will be necessary. Further

The DNR mission: Protect, enhance, preserve and wisely use natural, WWW.IN.gOV/DNR
cultural and recreational resources for the benefit of Indiana’s citizens

An Equal Opportunity Employer
through professional leadership, management and education.
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Douglas Terprstra
February 14, 2022
Page 2

archaeological investigations must be conducted in accordance with the “Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and
Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation” (48 F.R. 44716).

If any prehistoric or historic archaeological artifacts or human remains are uncovered during construction, demolition, or
earthmoving activities, state law (Indiana Code 14-21-1-27 and -29) requires that the discovery be reported to the Indiana
SHPO within two (2) business days. In that event, please call (317) 232-1646. Be advised that adherence to Indiana Code
14-21-1-27 and -29 does not obviate the need to adhere to applicable federal statutes and regulations, including but not
limited to 36 C.F.R. Part 800.

Unless another consulting party expresses a different opinion about this project’s effects, it might now be appropriate to ask
INDOT for a finding.

The Indiana SHPO staff’s archaeological reviewer for this project is Beth McCord, and the structures reviewer is Danielle
Kauffmann. However, if you have a question about the Section 106 process, please contact initially the INDOT Cultural
Resources staff members who are assigned to this project.

In all future correspondence about the County Line Road Added Travel Lanes project in Marion and Johnson counties (Des.
No. 2002553), please refer to DHPA No. 27053.

Very truly yours,

Beth K. McCord
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

BKM:DMK:dmk:bkm

emc: Kari Carmany-George, FHWA
Erica Tait, FHWA
Matt Coon, INDOT
Susan Branigin, INDOT
Kelyn Alexander, INDOT
Douglas Terpstra, ASC Group, Inc.
Leah Konicki, ASC Group, Inc.
Indiana Landmarks Central Regional Office
Beth McCord, DNR-DHPA
Danielle Kauffmann, DNR-DHPA
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APPENDIXE: ABSTRACTS AND SUMMARIES FOR HPR, ADDENDUM HPR, PHASE IA ARCHAEOLOGICAL
REPORT, AND ADDENDUM ARCHAEOLOGICAL REPORTS

E-1
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Historic Property Report for the
County Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project,
Perry Township, Marion County and White River Township, Johnson County, Indiana
(Des. No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067)

By

Leah J. Konicki and Douglas Terpstra, MS

Submitted By:
ASC Group, Inc.
9376 Castlegate Drive
Indianapolis, Indiana 46256
317.915.9300

Submitted To:
HNTB Corporation
111 Monument Circle, Suite 1200
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204
317.917.5325

Leah J. Konicki, Principal Investigator

April 13, 2021
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MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

This report documents the identification and evaluation efforts for properties included in
the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for the County Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project (Des.
No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067) in Perry Township, Marion County and White River
Township, Johnson County. Above-ground resources located within the project APE were
identified and evaluated in accordance with Section 106, National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA) of 1966, as amended, and the regulations implementing Section 106 (36 CFR Part 800).

As a result of the NHPA, as amended, and CFR Part 800, federal agencies are required to
take into account the impact of federal undertakings upon historic properties in the area of the
undertaking. Historic properties include buildings, structures, sites, objects, and/or districts that
are eligible for or listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). As this project is
receiving funding from the Federal Highway Administration, it is subject to a Section 106 review.

The APE contains no properties listed in the NRHP. The APE contains no properties that
are recommended eligible for listing in the NRHP.

CONCLUSIONS
The APE contains no properties listed in the NRHP. As a result of identification and
evaluation efforts for this project, no properties are recommended eligible for listing in the NRHP.
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Addendum to
Historic Property Report for the
County Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project,
Perry Township, Marion County and White River Township, Johnson County, Indiana
(Des. No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067; DHPA No. 27053)

By

Leah J. Konicki, MEd, Sarah Terheide, MA,
Nora Hillard, and Douglas Terpstra, MS

Submitted By:
ASC Group, Inc.
9376 Castlegate Drive
Indianapolis, Indiana 46256
317.915.9300

Submitted To:
HNTB Corporation
111 Monument Circle, Suite 1200
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204
317.917.5325

Leah J. Konicki, Principal Investigator

November 23, 2021
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MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

ASC Group, Inc., under contract with HNTB Corporation (HNTB), completed an
addendum to the Historic Property Report (HPR) for the County Line Road Added Travel Lanes
Project (Des. No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067; DHPA No. 27053) in Perry Township,
Marion County and White River Township, Johnson County. The HPR was released and
consulting parties notified of its availability on June 3, 2021; the Indiana State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) responded to the findings in the report by letter dated July 6, 2021,
as revised July 15, 2021.

In its response, SHPO stated its disagreement with the recommendations in the HPR, and
advised that the five subdivisions listed below are eligible for inclusion in the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP), based on information from the Residential Planning and Development in
Indiana, 1940-1973 Multiple Property Documentation Form (MPDF) [Higgins 2018].

Johnson County

Richards and Landers Mt. Pleasant Subdivision
Wood Creek Estates

Carefree Subdivision

Marion County
Ridge Hill Trails
Hill \alley Estates

This HPR Addendum also addresses above-ground cultural resources within areas added
to the project footprint as a result of changes to the project footprint: the construction of a connector
road between Mount Pleasant South Street and N. Bluff Road, and additional drainage areas along
County Line Road north and south of the original APE .

Within the additional APE for the Bluff Road Connector, one property — the John Sutton
House at 988 N. Bluff Road — was recommended eligible.

As a result of the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, and CFR Part 800,
federal agencies are required to take into account the impact of federal undertakings upon historic
properties in the area of the undertaking. Historic properties include buildings, structures, sites,
objects, and/or districts that are eligible for or listed in the NRHP. As this project is receiving
funding from the Federal Highway Administration, it is subject to a Section 106 review.

This addendum report documents additional research, historic context development, and
evaluation of these five subdivisions. As a result of this investigation, the Area of Potential Effects
(APE) contains no properties listed in the NRHP. The APE contains no properties that are
recommended eligible for listing in the NRHP.
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CONCLUSIONS

ASC, under contract with HNTB, has completed an Addendum to the HPR for the County

Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project (Des. No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067; DHPA No.
27053). For this addendum, five subdivisions were evaluated for NRHP Eligibility.

Richards and Landers Mt. Pleasant Subdivision
Wood Creek Estates

Carefree Subdivision

Ridge Hill Trails

Hill Valley Estates

Within the additional APE for the Bluff Road Connector, one property — the John Sutton

House at 988 N. Bluff Road —was recommended eligible.

Based on the analysis and evaluation efforts in this document, none of the subdivisions are

recommended eligible for listing in the NRHP.

In conclusion, there is one historic property identified in the APE.
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2021-IN-827-01 County Line Rd ATL Project

Phase la Archaeological Records Check and Reconnaissance Survey for the
Proposed County Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project from 0.30 Mile West of
Morgantown Road to SR 135/South Meridian School Road in the
City of Indianapolis, Perry Township, Marion County and the
City of Greenwood, White River Township, Johnson County, Indiana
(Des. No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067)

By

Andrea D. Crider, MA, RPA and Sarah Terheide, MA

Submitted By:
ASC Group, Inc.
9376 Castlegate Drive
Indianapolis, Indiana 46256
317.915.9300

Submitted To:
HNTB Corporation
111 Monument Circle, Suite 1200
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204
317.829.9600

Lead Agency: LPA

May 27, 2021

Andrea D. Crider, MA, RPA, Principal Investigator
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MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

ASC Group, Inc., under contract with HNTB Corporation, has completed a Phase la
Archaeological Records Check and Reconnaissance Survey report for the proposed County Line
Road Added Travel Lanes Project from 0.48 kilometer (km) [0.30 mile (mi)] west of Morgantown
Road to State Route (SR) 135/South Meridian Street (Des. No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-
067) in the City of Indianapolis, Perry Township, Marion County, and the City of Greenwood,
White River Township, Johnson County, Indiana. The project is located along the common line of
the SE ¥4 of Section 21 and the NE % of Section 28, continuing along the common line of Sections
22 and 27; and Sections 23 and 26 within Township 14N, Range 3E of the Maywood, Indiana
topographic quadrangle. The project is being coordinated with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) and the Indiana Department of Transportation.

The proposed project includes the expansion of County Line Road to a five-lane road, with
two 3.4 meter (m) [11-foot (ft)] lanes in each direction and a 3.96 m (13-ft) two-way left turn lane.
The project also includes a 3.08 m (10-ft) multi-purpose trail on the north side, 1.82 m (6-ft)
concrete buffers on either side, and a 1.82 m (6-ft) sidewalk on the south side of the roadway. Two
existing bridges will also be replaced to accommodate the additional travel lanes. The proposed
bridge structures will accommodate the proposed roadway with the only modification to the typical
section being that the concrete buffers will be 0.61 m (2 ft) per side within the bridge structure
limits. The project will also construct stormwater detention and an enclosed stormwater system,
and will address the sharp vertical curve at Morgantown Road. Approximately 6.07 hectares (ha)
[15 acres (ac)] of new permanent or temporary right-of-way (ROW) will be needed for this project.
The survey area is approximately 3,998.5 m (13,118.4 ft) long and ranges from 27.5 m (90.2 ft) to
64 m (209 ft) wide, with the width increasing to 283.6 m (930.4 ft) at major road intersections.
The survey area totaled 26.5 ha (65.5 ac).

The archaeological fieldwork was conducted in accordance with the INDOT Cultural
Resources Manual (Indiana Department of Transportation [INDOT] 2019) and the Indiana
Department of Natural Resources, Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology (2019)
archaeology guidelines. Fieldwork was also in accordance with the Indiana Historic Preservation
Act (312 IAC 21 and 312 IAC 22), and pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (54 U.S.C. 306108) and regulations found at 36 C.F.R. Part 800. All personnel
conducting field and laboratory work meet professional qualification standards.

The survey resulted in the documentation of six new archaeology sites. These included
three prehistoric lithic scatters (12-Ma-1075, 12-Ma-1077, and 12-J0-0736), one prehistoric lithic
scatter with a historic component (12-Ma-1078), one historic artifact scatter (12-Jo-0737), and one
prehistoric isolated find (12-Ma-1076). Sites 12-Ma-1075, 12-Ma-1076, 12-J0-0736, and 12-Jo-
0737 were recommended as not eligible for the NRHP or IRHSS. No additional archaeological
assessment is recommended at these sites. Sites 12-Ma-1077 and 12-Ma-1078 may extend north
beyond current survey area boundaries. The portions of both of these sites located within the
current survey corridor area would not contribute to the eligibility of the site for inclusion on the
NRHP or the IRHSS. No further assessment is recommended for the portion of the sites 12-Ma-
1077 and 12-Ma-1078 within the current survey boundary. If the survey area should change, then
further archaeological survey may be warranted at these sites. It is recommended that the proposed
project can proceed within the current survey area.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ASC Group, Inc., under contract with HNTB Corporation, has completed a Phase la
Archaeological Records Check and Reconnaissance Survey report for the proposed County Line
Road Added Travel Lanes Project from 0.48 km (0.30 mi) west of Morgantown Road to SR
135/South Meridian Street (Des. No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067) in the City of
Indianapolis, Perry Township, Marion County and the City of Greenwood, White River Township,
Johnson County, Indiana. The survey area is approximately 3,998.5 m (13,118.4 ft) long and
ranging from 27.5 m (90.2 ft) to 64 m (209 ft) wide, with the width bumping out at up to 283.6 m
(930.4 ft) at major road intersections. The survey area totaled 26.5 ha (65.5 ac).

The survey resulted in the documentation of six new archaeology sites. These included
three prehistoric lithic scatters (12-Ma-1075, 12-Ma-1077, and 12-Jo-0736), one prehistoric lithic
scatter with historic artifact scatter component (12-Ma-1078), one historic artifact scatter (12-Jo-
0737), and one prehistoric isolated find (12-Ma-1076). Sites 12-Ma-1075, 12-Ma-1076, 12-Jo-

0736, and 12-Jo-0737 were recommended as not eligible for the NRHP or IRHSS. No additional
archaeological assessment is recommended at these sites. Sites 12-Ma-1077 and 12-Ma-1078 may

extend north beyond current survey area boundaries. The portions of both these sites located within
the current survey corridor area would not contribute to the eligibility of the site for inclusion on
the NRHP or the IRHSS. No further assessment is recommended for the portion of sites 12-Ma-
1077 and 12-Ma-1078 within the current survey boundary. If the survey area should change, then
further archaeological survey may be warranted at these sites. It is recommended that the proposed
project can proceed within the current survey area.

In the unlikely event that archaeological deposits or human remains are encountered during
the construction of the proposed project, all work must cease within 30 m (100 ft) of the discovery
and archaeologists from the IDNR, DHPA and the INDOT Cultural Resources Office must be

notified.
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2021-IN-827-04 County Line Rd ATL Project

Addendum to a Phase Ia Archaeological Records Check and Reconnaissance Survey for
the Proposed County Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project from 0.30 Mile West of
Morgantown Road to SR 135/South Meridian Street in the
City of Indianapolis, Perry Township, Marion County and the
City of Greenwood, White River Township, Johnson County, Indiana
(Des. No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067)

By

Sarah Terheide, MA

Submitted By:
ASC Group, Inc.
9376 Castlegate Drive
Indianapolis, Indiana 46256
317.915.9300

Submitted To:
HNTB Corporation
111 Monument Circle, Suite 1200
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204
317.829.9600

Lead Agency: LPA

November 12, 2021

[otlen D it

Andrea D. Crider, MA, RPA, Principal Investigator
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MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

ASC Group, Inc., under contract with HNTB Corporation, has completed an Addendum
Phase Ia Archaeological Records Check and Reconnaissance Survey report for the proposed
County Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project from 0.48 kilometer (km) [0.30 mile (mi)] west of
Morgantown Road to State Route (SR) 135/South Meridian Street (Des. No. 2002553; DPW
Project ST-45-067) in the City of Indianapolis, Perry Township, Marion County, and the City of
Greenwood, White River Township, Johnson County, Indiana. The project is located along the
common line of the SE 74 of Section 21 and the NE Y4 of Section 28, continuing along the common
line of Sections 22 and 27; and Sections 23 and 26 within Township 14N, Range 3E of the
Maywood, Indiana topographic quadrangle. The project is being coordinated with the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT).

The original project plans included the expansion of County Line Road to a five-lane road,
with two 3.4-meter (m) [11-foot (ft)] lanes in each direction and a 3.96-m (13-ft) two-way left turn
lane. The project also included a 3.08-m (10-ft) multi-purpose trail on the north side, 1.82-m (6-
ft) concrete buffers on either side, and a 1.82-m (6-ft) sidewalk on the south side of the roadway.
The plans for the initial work also involved the replacement of two existing bridges and the
construction of stormwater detention and an enclosed stormwater system. The original survey area
totaled 26.5 hectares (ha) [65.5 acres (ac)] (Crider and Terheide 2021). Recently, additional areas
have been included in the project area to address drainage concerns along the project corridor and
access concerns for the Richard-Landers Mt. Pleasant Subdivision. The additional drainage areas
are located adjacent to the original project area from Bluff Road to SR 135/South Meridian Street.
The additional area for the connector road is adjacent to Bluff Road and Mt. Pleasant West Street,
approximately 0.42 km (0.26 mi) south of South County Line Road. The additional survey areas
totaled 1.772 ha (4.378 ac).

The archaeological fieldwork was conducted in accordance with the INDOT Cultural
Resources Manual (INDOT 2014) and the Indiana Department of Natural Resources, Division of
Historic Preservation and Archaeology (2019) archaeology guidelines. Fieldwork was also in
accordance with the Indiana Historic Preservation Act (312 IAC 21 and 312 IAC 22), and pursuant
to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.C. 306108) and regulations found
at 36 C.F.R. Part 800. All personnel conducting field and laboratory work meet professional
qualification standards.

The Addendum Phase la survey resulted in the documentation of one new archaeology site.
This site was an unidentified prehistoric isolated find (12-Ma-1082). Site 12-Ma-1082 is
recommended as not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or the Indiana
Register of Historic Sites and Structures (IRHSS). No additional archaeological assessment is
recommended at this site. It is recommended that the proposed project can proceed within the
current survey area.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ASC Group, Inc., under contract with HNTB Corporation, has completed an Addendum
Phase Ia Archaeological Records Check and Reconnaissance Survey report for the proposed
County Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project from 0.48 km (0.30 mi) west of Morgantown Road
to SR 135/South Meridian Street (Des. No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067) in the City of
Indianapolis, Perry Township, Marion County and the City of Greenwood, White River Township,
Johnson County, Indiana. The addendum survey area consisted of multiple additional drainage
areas which were extensions of the original corridor, as well as a separate area for a proposed
connector road between Bluff Road and Mt. Pleasant West Street. The addendum survey area
totaled 1.772 ha (4.378 ac).

The addendum survey resulted in the documentation of one new archaeological site. This
site (12-Ma-1082) is an unidentified prehistoric isolated find. Site 12-Ma-1082 was recommended
as not eligible for the NRHP or IRHSS. No additional archaeological assessment is recommended
at this site. It is recommended that the proposed project can proceed within the current survey area.

In the unlikely event that archaeological deposits or human remains are encountered during
the construction of the proposed project, all work must cease within 30 m (100 ft) of the discovery
and archaeologists from the IDNR, DHPA and the INDOT Cultural Resources Office must be
notified.
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INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
INDIANA ARCHAEOLOGICAL DIVISION OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION AND ARCHAEOLOGY

SHORT REPORT 402 West Washington Street, Room W274
State Form 54566 (R3 / 3-22) Indianapolis, Indiana 46204-2739
Telephone Number: (317) 232-1646
Fax Number: (317) 232-0693
E-mail: dhpa@dnr.IN.gov

Where applicable, the use of this form is recommended but not required by the Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology (DHPA).

Name(s) of author(s) Date (month, day, year)

Andrea Crider, MA, RPA August 3, 2023

Title of project

Second Addendum to a Phase la Archaeological Records Check and Reconnaissance Survey for the Proposed County Line
Road Added Travel Lanes Project from 0.30 Mile West of Morgantown Road to SR 135/South Meridian Street in the City of
Indianapolis, Perry Township, Marion County and the City of Greenwood, White River Township, Johnson County, Indiana
(INDOT Des. No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067)

This document is being used to report on the results of:
[] Records check only X] Records check and Phase 1a archaeological reconnaissance
[X] An addendum to a previous archaeological report. For an addendum, provide the following information.

Name(s) of author(s) of previous report
Andrea Crider and Sarah Terheide (Original Report);
Sarah Terheide (First Addendum Report)

Title of previous report

Phase la Archaeological Records Check and Reconnaissance Survey for the Proposed County Line Road Added Travel
Lanes Project from 0.30 Mile West of Morgantown Road to SR 135/South Meridian Street in the City of Indianapolis, Perry
Township, Marion County and the City of Greenwood, White River Township, Johnson County, Indiana (Des. No. 2002553;
DPW Project ST-45-067) [Original Report]

Addendum to a Phase la Archaeological Records Check and Reconnaissance Survey for the Proposed County Line Road
Added Travel Lanes Project from 0.30 Mile West of Morgantown Road to SR 135/South Meridian Street in the City of
Indianapolis, Perry Township, Marion County and the City of Greenwood, White River Township, Johnson County, Indiana
(Des. No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067) [First Addendum Report]

Date of previous report (month, day, year) DHPA number
May 27, 2021 (Original Report); 27053
November 12, 2021 (First Addendum Report)

PROJECT OVERVIEW

Description of project

This report is a second addendum report for the proposed County Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project from

0.48 kilometer (km) [0.30 mile (mi)] west of Morgantown Road to State Route (SR) 135/South Meridian Street (Indiana
Department of Transportation [INDOT] Des. No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067) in the City of Indianapolis, Perry
Township, Marion County and the City of Greenwood, White River Township, Johnson County, Indiana (Figures 1-3).

The original project plans included the expansion of County Line Road to a five-lane road, with two 3.4-meter (m)

[11-foot (ft)] lanes in each direction and a 3.96-m (13-ft) two-way left turn lane. The project also included a 3.08-m (10-ft)
multi-purpose trail on the north side, 1.82-m (6-ft) concrete buffers on either side, and a 1.82-m (6-ft) sidewalk on the south
side of the roadway. The plans for the initial work also involved the replacement of two existing bridges and the construction
of stormwater detention and an enclosed stormwater system. The original survey area totaled 26.5 hectares (ha)

[65.5 acres (ac)] (Crider and Terheide 2021). The first addendum report addressed additional areas included in the project
area to address drainage concerns throughout the project corridor and access concerns for the Richard-Landers

Mt. Pleasant Subdivision. The additional survey included 1.772 ha (4.378 ac) [Terheide 2021].

The survey area for this second addendum included a widened footprint for this project, predominately for two additional
drainage areas. The wider footprint for the connector road to Bluff Road will accommodate a new drainage area. The wider
footprint in the agricultural field will accommodate new drainage, a retention pond, and soil disposal.

The purpose of the County Line Road Project is to address capacity deficiencies, improve east-west mobility, and improve
safety within the corridor. The additional areas will address further drainage concerns. The need for this project is the
existing and future capacity restrictions as the projected traffic demands will exceed the capacity of the existing two-lane
configuration. Additionally, there are no pedestrian or bicycle facilities associated with the existing roadway, which is in a
high density residential area.

INDOT designation number(s) Project number DHPA number DHPA plan number
2002553 ASC IN-827 27053

Prepared for: (Company / Institution / Agency)

HNTB Corporation
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at a slow pace until 1847, when the first locomotives on the Madison and Indianapolis Railroad reached the city (HLFI 1991).
From the center of Indianapolis, the city first grew eastward along the National Road to capitalize on the migration of settlers
heading westward. With the advent of the railroad, Indianapolis became a major railroad hub connecting the nation,
ultimately becoming the first city in which all trains arrived and left from a single central station, the original Union Terminal
was built in 1857. The influx of railroad transportation spurred growth that created new industries, commercial enterprises,
and residences along these rail corridors from the center of the city outwards. After World War Il, the boundaries of
Indianapolis continued to expand into areas along the boundaries of Marion County. The passage of the Federal Aid
Highway Act of 1956 harkened the construction of the Interstate Highway System, including 1-65 and I-70. The construction
of 1-65 and I-70 from 1960 to 1974 reshaped Indianapolis, demolishing entire neighborhoods within older districts such as
the Old Northside (HLFI 1991).

The historic map review included an examination of the Baskin, Forster & Company's Map of Johnson County (1876);
Duckworth's Johnson County map (1912); Indiana Highway Survey Commission's (IHSC's) Map of Johnson County, Cultural
(1936a); Wilson, Fuller's lllustrated Plat Book of Shelby and Johnson Counties, Indiana (1900); W.W. Hixson's Plat Book of
Johnson County, Indiana (1926); and the 1948 and 1967 Maywood, Indiana USGS 7.5' topographic maps

(USGS 1948, 1967). The 1876 and 1900 maps show sparse development along County Line Road, with large parcels and
no buildings depicted adjacent to the survey area (Baskin, Forster 1876; Wilson, Fuller 1900). The 1912 and 1926 maps
show a smaller division of parcels and the construction of a railroad intersection with Railroad Road (Duckworth 1912;

W.W. Hixson 1926). The maps spanning from 1936 to 1967 indicate an increase in residential development along County
Line Road adjacent to the survey area (IHSC 1936a; USGS 1948, 1967).

Several historic maps from Marion County were examined (A.C. Wagner 1931; Fatout and Bohn 1889; IHSC 1936b;
National Map 1917; Palmer and Bauer Engineering 1895; W.W. Hixson 1938). These maps largely reflected the trends
discussed in the map review above.

According to SHAARD, there are no county survey sites, historic bridges, national register sites, or any other historic
resources within or adjacent to the survey area.

Records check (Check all that apply)
The project area does not have the potential to contain archaeological resources. Provide explanation / justification.

0 Thereare previously recorded archaeological resources within the project area, but those resources do not warrant additional archaeological
investigation. Provide explanation / justification.

X The project area contains previously recorded archaeological resources that warrant additional investigation and/or the project area has the potential
to contain archaeological resources. Provide explanation / justification.
[XI Based upon the records check results, a reconnaissance has been conducted.

O A cemetery is located within or adjacent to the project area.

Explanation / justification

The records check indicates that the survey area has been in use historically both residentially and commercially extending
westward from the Greenwood town center. There are also recorded prehistoric sites located within 0.8 km (0.5 mi) of the
survey area. This suggests that there is a potential for historic or prehistoric archaeological sites in the survey area.

Phase 1a archaeological reconnaissance (Check all that apply)
[ No Phase 1a reconnaissance was conducted.
X Phase 1a reconnaissance located no archaeological resources.
O Previously recorded sites were in the project area.
[ Artifacts and/or features at a previously recorded site(s) within the project area were not discovered. List the site(s) below.
[O] Phase 1a reconnaissance has identified landforms conducive to buried archaeological deposits. Describe below.

List sites.

Describe landforms.

Number of shovel probes excavated Number of cores / auger probes

9 2

Describe disturbances. Attach photographs documenting disturbances.
Roadside drainage, pavement, agricultural activity

Actual area surveyed (hectares) Actual area surveyed (acres)

9.17 22.67

Explain results of fieldwork.

The survey area runs predominately along the north and south sides if South County Line Road and consists of residential
neighborhoods and agricultural fields. These new added areas are labeled Areas 1 through 7. Area 3 was covered by
previous surveys (Crider and Terheide 2021; Terheide 2021).

Page 6 of 11 Appendix D, Page 245 of 254




Area 1 is located between North Bluff Road and Mount Pleasant South Street and is intended as drainage improvement for
the proposed new access road immediately to the north. Shovel probes in this area revealed a dark yellowish brown

(10YR 4/4) sandy silt loam extending to 50 centimeters below the surface (cmbs) [19.7 inches below the surface (inbs)]. This
stratum was underlain by a dark yellowish brown (10YR 3/4) sandy silt loam subsoil with iron staining.

Area 2 is located on both sides of North Morgantown Road west of Pleasant Run Creek. Shovel probes in this area
displayed a brown (10YR 4/3) sandy clay loam ranging from 24 to 50 cmbs (9.4 to 19.7 inbs) underlain by a strong brown
(7.5YR 4/6) sandy loam. As this area was mapped within a soil complex with alluvial soils, Shovel Probe 2 was continued
with a bucket auger. The auger revealed a very dark brown (7.5YR 2.5/2) sand from 61 to 100 cmbs (23.6 to 39.4 inbs)
above a dark brown (7.5YR 3/4) sand mottled with strong brown (7.5YR 5/8) sand. These soils were present to the extent of
the auger at 150 cmbs (59.1 inbs). There was no evidence for buried cultural deposits or a buried A horizon.

Area 4 is a large, cultivated field on the south side of County Line Road. Visibility was greater than 30 percent thus the field
was subject to pedestrian survey. Two small wooded areas were subject to shovel probing. Shovel Probes 1 and 2 were
excavated near Pleasant Run Creek revealing a brown (10YR 4/3) sandy clay loam to 27 cmbs (10.6 inbs) over a yellowish
brown (10YR 5/8) clay loam. Shovel Probe 1 was continued with a bucket auger which was met with a rock impasse at

74 cmbs (29.1 inbs). Shovel Probes 3 and 4 were excavated within a copse in the agricultural field. These shovel probes
presented a mixed soil of brown (10YR 4/3) sandy clay mixed with yellowish brown (10YR 5/8) sandy clay for approximately
20 cmbs (7.9 inbs) over a rock impasse. This disturbance would be consistent with a rock/debris pile from field clearing.

Areas 5, 6, and 7 have all been previously disturbed by ditches, utilities, and other associated urban infrastructure.

No archaeological sites were identified during the survey.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Records check (Check all that apply)
No archaeological investigation is recommended before the project is allowed to proceed because the records check has determined that the project
area does not have the potential to contain archaeological resources.

[0 APhase 1a archaeological reconnaissance is recommended.

[XI Based upon the records check results, a Phase 1a archaeological reconnaissance was recommended and has been conducted.

O A cemetery development plan may be required under Indiana Code 14-21-1-26.5 because project ground disturbance will be within 100 feet of a
cemetery.

Phase 1a archaeological reconnaissance (Check all that apply)

XI Itis recommended that the project be allowed to proceed as planned because the Phase 1a archaeological reconnaissance has located no
archaeological sites within the project area and/or previously recorded sites that were investigated warrant no additional investigation.

[ 1tis recommended that Phase 1c archaeological subsurface reconnaissance be conducted before the project is allowed to proceed. The Phase 1a
archaeological reconnaissance has determined that the project area includes landforms which have the potential to contain buried archaeological
deposits.

Other recommendations / commitments

Pursuant to IC-14-21-1, if any archaeological artifacts or human remains are uncovered during construction, demolition, or
earthmoving activities, state law (Indiana Code 14-21-1-27 and 29) requires that the discovery must be reported to the Department
of Natural Resources within two (2) business days. In that event, please call (317) 232-1646.

REQUIRED ATTACHMENTS

Figure showing project location within Indiana

USGS topographic map showing the project area (1:24,000 scale)

Aerial photograph showing the project area, land use and survey methods

Photographs of the project area, including, if applicable, photographs documenting disturbances
Project plans (if available)

XXX

Other attachments
Appendix A: Legal Locations
Appendix B: Sites and Previous Archaeological Studies within 0.8 km (0.5 mi)

References cited (See short report instructions for required references to be consulted)

A.C. Wagner Co.

1931 Wagner’'s Map of Marion County, Indiana. A.C. Wagner Co. Map Collection, Indiana Division, Indiana State Library.
Electronic document, https://indianamemory.contentdm.oclc.org/digital/collection/p15078coll8/id/1079/rec/7, accessed June
1, 2023.
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2023-IN827-1 South County Line Road ATL Phase la Archaeology
INDIANA SHORT REPORT

Second Addendum to a Phase la Archaeological Records Check and Reconnaissance
Survey for the Proposed County Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project from
0.30 Mile West of Morgantown Road to SR 135/South Meridian Street in the
City of Indianapolis, Perry Township, Marion County and the
City of Greenwood, White River Township, Johnson County, Indiana
(INDOT Des. No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067)

By

Andrea Crider, MA, RPA

Submitted By:

Andrea Crider, MA, RPA
Principal Investigator Archaeologist
ASC Group, Inc.

9376 Castlegate Drive
Indianapolis, Indiana 46256
317.915.9300
acrider@ascgroup.net

Submitted To:
Christine Meador
HNTB Corporation
111 Monument Circle, Suite 1200
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204
317.829.9600
cmeador@hntb.com

Lead Agency: Indiana Department of Transportation

August 3, 2023

Andrea D. Crider, MA, RPA, Principal Investigator
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INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
INDIANA ARCHAEOLOGICAL DIVISION OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION AND ARCHAEOLOGY

SHORT REPORT 402 West Washington Street, Room W274
State Form 54566 (R3 / 3-22) Indianapolis, Indiana 46204-2739
Telephone Number: (317) 232-1646
Fax Number: (317) 232-0693
E-mail: dhpa@dnr.IN.gov

Where applicable, the use of this form is recommended but not required by the Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology (DHPA).

Name(s) of author(s) Date (month, day, year)

Andrea Crider, MA, RPA August 3, 2023

Title of project

Second Addendum to a Phase la Archaeological Records Check and Reconnaissance Survey for the Proposed County Line
Road Added Travel Lanes Project from 0.30 Mile West of Morgantown Road to SR 135/South Meridian Street in the City of
Indianapolis, Perry Township, Marion County and the City of Greenwood, White River Township, Johnson County, Indiana
(INDOT Des. No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067)

This document is being used to report on the results of:
[] Records check only X] Records check and Phase 1a archaeological reconnaissance
[X] An addendum to a previous archaeological report. For an addendum, provide the following information.

Name(s) of author(s) of previous report
Andrea Crider and Sarah Terheide (Original Report);
Sarah Terheide (First Addendum Report)

Title of previous report

Phase la Archaeological Records Check and Reconnaissance Survey for the Proposed County Line Road Added Travel
Lanes Project from 0.30 Mile West of Morgantown Road to SR 135/South Meridian Street in the City of Indianapolis, Perry
Township, Marion County and the City of Greenwood, White River Township, Johnson County, Indiana (Des. No. 2002553;
DPW Project ST-45-067) [Original Report]

Addendum to a Phase la Archaeological Records Check and Reconnaissance Survey for the Proposed County Line Road
Added Travel Lanes Project from 0.30 Mile West of Morgantown Road to SR 135/South Meridian Street in the City of
Indianapolis, Perry Township, Marion County and the City of Greenwood, White River Township, Johnson County, Indiana
(Des. No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067) [First Addendum Report]

Date of previous report (month, day, year) DHPA number
May 27, 2021 (Original Report); 27053
November 12, 2021 (First Addendum Report)

PROJECT OVERVIEW

Description of project

This report is a second addendum report for the proposed County Line Road Added Travel Lanes Project from

0.48 kilometer (km) [0.30 mile (mi)] west of Morgantown Road to State Route (SR) 135/South Meridian Street (Indiana
Department of Transportation [INDOT] Des. No. 2002553; DPW Project ST-45-067) in the City of Indianapolis, Perry
Township, Marion County and the City of Greenwood, White River Township, Johnson County, Indiana (Figures 1-3).

The original project plans included the expansion of County Line Road to a five-lane road, with two 3.4-meter (m)

[11-foot (ft)] lanes in each direction and a 3.96-m (13-ft) two-way left turn lane. The project also included a 3.08-m (10-ft)
multi-purpose trail on the north side, 1.82-m (6-ft) concrete buffers on either side, and a 1.82-m (6-ft) sidewalk on the south
side of the roadway. The plans for the initial work also involved the replacement of two existing bridges and the construction
of stormwater detention and an enclosed stormwater system. The original survey area totaled 26.5 hectares (ha)

[65.5 acres (ac)] (Crider and Terheide 2021). The first addendum report addressed additional areas included in the project
area to address drainage concerns throughout the project corridor and access concerns for the Richard-Landers

Mt. Pleasant Subdivision. The additional survey included 1.772 ha (4.378 ac) [Terheide 2021].

The survey area for this second addendum included a widened footprint for this project, predominately for two additional
drainage areas. The wider footprint for the connector road to Bluff Road will accommodate a new drainage area. The wider
footprint in the agricultural field will accommodate new drainage, a retention pond, and soil disposal.

The purpose of the County Line Road Project is to address capacity deficiencies, improve east-west mobility, and improve
safety within the corridor. The additional areas will address further drainage concerns. The need for this project is the
existing and future capacity restrictions as the projected traffic demands will exceed the capacity of the existing two-lane
configuration. Additionally, there are no pedestrian or bicycle facilities associated with the existing roadway, which is in a
high density residential area.

INDOT designation number(s) Project number DHPA number DHPA plan number
2002553 ASC IN-827 27053

Prepared for: (Company / Institution / Agency)

HNTB Corporation
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Area 1 is located between North Bluff Road and Mount Pleasant South Street and is intended as drainage improvement for
the proposed new access road immediately to the north. Shovel probes in this area revealed a dark yellowish brown

(10YR 4/4) sandy silt loam extending to 50 centimeters below the surface (cmbs) [19.7 inches below the surface (inbs)]. This
stratum was underlain by a dark yellowish brown (10YR 3/4) sandy silt loam subsoil with iron staining.

Area 2 is located on both sides of North Morgantown Road west of Pleasant Run Creek. Shovel probes in this area
displayed a brown (10YR 4/3) sandy clay loam ranging from 24 to 50 cmbs (9.4 to 19.7 inbs) underlain by a strong brown
(7.5YR 4/6) sandy loam. As this area was mapped within a soil complex with alluvial soils, Shovel Probe 2 was continued
with a bucket auger. The auger revealed a very dark brown (7.5YR 2.5/2) sand from 61 to 100 cmbs (23.6 to 39.4 inbs)
above a dark brown (7.5YR 3/4) sand mottled with strong brown (7.5YR 5/8) sand. These soils were present to the extent of
the auger at 150 cmbs (59.1 inbs). There was no evidence for buried cultural deposits or a buried A horizon.

Area 4 is a large, cultivated field on the south side of County Line Road. Visibility was greater than 30 percent thus the field
was subject to pedestrian survey. Two small wooded areas were subject to shovel probing. Shovel Probes 1 and 2 were
excavated near Pleasant Run Creek revealing a brown (10YR 4/3) sandy clay loam to 27 cmbs (10.6 inbs) over a yellowish
brown (10YR 5/8) clay loam. Shovel Probe 1 was continued with a bucket auger which was met with a rock impasse at

74 cmbs (29.1 inbs). Shovel Probes 3 and 4 were excavated within a copse in the agricultural field. These shovel probes
presented a mixed soil of brown (10YR 4/3) sandy clay mixed with yellowish brown (10YR 5/8) sandy clay for approximately
20 cmbs (7.9 inbs) over a rock impasse. This disturbance would be consistent with a rock/debris pile from field clearing.

Areas 5, 6, and 7 have all been previously disturbed by ditches, utilities, and other associated urban infrastructure.

No archaeological sites were identified during the survey.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Records check (Check all that apply)
No archaeological investigation is recommended before the project is allowed to proceed because the records check has determined that the project
area does not have the potential to contain archaeological resources.

[0 APhase 1a archaeological reconnaissance is recommended.

[XI Based upon the records check results, a Phase 1a archaeological reconnaissance was recommended and has been conducted.

O A cemetery development plan may be required under Indiana Code 14-21-1-26.5 because project ground disturbance will be within 100 feet of a
cemetery.

Phase 1a archaeological reconnaissance (Check all that apply)

XI Itis recommended that the project be allowed to proceed as planned because the Phase 1a archaeological reconnaissance has located no
archaeological sites within the project area and/or previously recorded sites that were investigated warrant no additional investigation.

[ 1tis recommended that Phase 1c archaeological subsurface reconnaissance be conducted before the project is allowed to proceed. The Phase 1a
archaeological reconnaissance has determined that the project area includes landforms which have the potential to contain buried archaeological
deposits.

Other recommendations / commitments

Pursuant to IC-14-21-1, if any archaeological artifacts or human remains are uncovered during construction, demolition, or
earthmoving activities, state law (Indiana Code 14-21-1-27 and 29) requires that the discovery must be reported to the Department
of Natural Resources within two (2) business days. In that event, please call (317) 232-1646.

REQUIRED ATTACHMENTS

Figure showing project location within Indiana

USGS topographic map showing the project area (1:24,000 scale)

Aerial photograph showing the project area, land use and survey methods

Photographs of the project area, including, if applicable, photographs documenting disturbances
Project plans (if available)

XXX

Other attachments
Appendix A: Legal Locations
Appendix B: Sites and Previous Archaeological Studies within 0.8 km (0.5 mi)

References cited (See short report instructions for required references to be consulted)

A.C. Wagner Co.

1931 Wagner’'s Map of Marion County, Indiana. A.C. Wagner Co. Map Collection, Indiana Division, Indiana State Library.
Electronic document, https://indianamemory.contentdm.oclc.org/digital/collection/p15078coll8/id/1079/rec/7, accessed June
1, 2023.
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The Indianapolis Star ASC GROUP INC

130 South Meridian Street
Indianapolis, IN 46225
Marion County, Indiana

Federal Id: 06-1032273
Account #:IN1-1030851

Order #:0005846481

# of Affidavits: 2
Total Order Amount of Claim:$51.26

This is not an invoice

ASC GROUP INC

ATTN Carol Croto

9376 CASTLEGATE DR
INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46256

PUBLISHER’S AFFIDAVIT

STATE OF WISCONSIN,
County Of Brown }

Personally appeared before me, a notary public in and for said county and state, the undersigned

I, being duly sworn, say that I am a clerk for THE INDIANAPOLIS NEWSPAPERS a DAILY STAR newspaper of general
circulation printed and published in the English language in the city of INDIANAPOLIS in the state of INDIANA and county of
MARION, and that the printed matter attached hereto is a true copy, which was duly published in said paper for 1 times., the
publications being in editions dated as follows:

Insertion being edition dated 10/19/2023
Newspaper has a website and this public notice was posted in the same day as it was published in the newspaper.

Pursuant to the provisions and penalties of Ch. 155, Acts 1953,
I hereby certify that the foregoing account is just and correct, that the amount claimed is legally due, after allowing all just

credits, and that no part of the same has been paid.

— ey

Date: (M&] , 203 Title: Clerk

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 19 day of October, 2023

tary lic

Notary Expires: 5‘ / 5‘ 6._7

NANCY HEYRMAN
Notary Public

State of Wisconsin
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Form Prescribed by State Board of Accounts
2002)

STAR

(Governmental Unit)

County, Indiana

Acct #:INI-1030851
Ad #: 0005846481

DATA FOR COMPUTING COST
Width of single column 9.5 ems
Number of insertions 1

Size of type 7 point

General Form No. 99P (Rev.

To:__ INDIANAPOLIS

Indianapolis, IN

51 lines, 2 columns wide equals 102 equivalent
lines at $0.50 per line @ 1 days,

Website Publication
Charge for proof{(s) of publication

TOTAL AMOUNT OF CLAIM

$51.26

Claim No. Warrant No.
INFAVOR OF
The Indianapolis Star
Indianapolis, IN
Marion County
130 S. Meridian St. Indianapolis, IN 46225

$
On Account of Appropriation For
FED. ID
#06-1032273
Allowed ,20

In the sum of §

| certify that the within claim is true and correct; that the services

I have examined the within claim and hereby certify
as follows:

That it is in proper form.
This it is duly authenticated as required by law.
That it is based upon statutory authority.

That it is apparently (correct)
(incorrect)

there-in itemized and for which charge is made were ordered by me

and were necessary to the public business.
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Public Notice
Des. No. 2002553

The City of Indianapolis Department of Public Works is planning to
undertake an Added Travel Lanes project, funded in part by the
Federal Highway Administration tFI-FWA}. The project is located on
County Line Road beginning 0.30 mile west of Morgantown Road
and extending east to State Road 135/Meridian Street.

Under the preferred alternative, the proposed project would in-
volve expanding County Line Road to a five-lane road (two 11-foot
lanes in each direction and a 13-foot two-way left turn lane), add-
ing-a 10-foot multi-purpose trail on the north side of the road and
a b-foot sidewalk on the south side, replacing bridges over Pleasant
Run Creek and Buffalo Creek, addressing the sharp vertical curve at
Morgantown Road, constructing stormwater detention and an en-
closed stormwater system, and adding a connector road between
Mount Pleasant South Street and North Bluff Road. The project re-
quires the acquisition of 22.635 acres of permanent right-of-way
and 31.440 acres of temporary right-of-way.

Properties listed in or eligible for the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP) located within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) in-
clude Carefree Subdivision, Ridge Hill Trails Plat 1, and the John Sut-
ton House (988 North Bluff Road). The proposed action impacts
praperties listed in or eligible for the NRHP. The Indiana Depart-
ment of Transportation (INDOT), on behalf of the FHWA, has issued
a “No Adverse Effect” finding for the project because the project
will not diminish the integrity of the characteristics that qualify the
historic properties within the APE for inclusion in the NRHP. In ac-
cordance with the National Historic Preservation Act, the views of
the public are being sought regarding the effect of the proposed
project on the historic elements as per 36 CFR 800.2(d), 800.3(e) and
800.6(a)(4). Pursuant to 36 CFR 800.4(d)(2), the documentation speci-
fied in 36 CFR 800.11(e) is available for inspection in ASC Group,
Inc. Additionally, this documentation can be viewed electronical %
by accessing INDOT's Section 106 document posting website |
SCOPE at http#fermsi2c.indotin.gov/Section106Documents.  This
documentation serves as the basis for the "No Adverse Effect” find-
ing. The views of the public on this effect finding are being sought.
Please reply with any comments to Douglas Terpstra, ASC Group,
Inc., 800 Freeway Drive North, Suite 101, Columbus, Ohio 43228,
614-268-2514, dterpstra@ascgroup.net no later than 11/18/2023.

In accordance with the "Americans with Disabilities Act”, if you
have a disability for which the City of Indianapolis needs to provide
accessibility to the document(s) such as interpreters or readers,
please contact Christine Meador (CMeador@HNTB.com; 317-917-
5338) or John Bowen (john.bowen@indy.gov; 317-327-7417).

INI - 10/19/23 - 0005846481 hspaxlp

Appendix D, Page 252 of 254



Division of Historic Preservation & Archaeology - 402 W. Washington Street, W274 - Indianapolis, IN 46204-2739 ‘..
Phone 317-232-1646 - Fax 317-232-0693 - dhpa@dnr.IN.gov - '0 0‘

HISTORIC PRESERVATION
AND ADCHAFOINGY

October 26, 2023

Douglas Terpstra

Principal Investigator

ASC Group, Inc.

9376 Castlegate Drive
Indianapolis, Indiana 46256

Federal Agency: Indiana Department of Transportation (“INDOT”),
on behalf of Federal Highway Administration, Indiana Division (“FHWA”)

Re: Phase 1 second addendum archaeological report and the Indiana Department of
Transportation’s finding of “no adverse effect” on behalf of the Federal Highway
Administration for the County Line Road Added Travel Lanes project, Marion and Johnson
counties (Des. No. 2002553; DHPA No. 27053)

Dear Mr. Terpstra:

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,” the staff of the Indiana State Historic
Preservation Officer (“Indiana SHPO”) has reviewed your submission dated and received on October 13, for this project in
Marion and Johnson counties, Indiana.

Regarding archaeology, based on the submitted information and the documentation available to the staff of the Indiana
SHPO, we have not identified any currently known archaeological resources listed in or eligible for inclusion in the NRHP
within the proposed project area. We concur with the opinion of the archaeologist, as expressed in the submitted addendum
archaeological short report (Crider 10/12/23), that no further archaeological investigations appear necessary. We reiterate
our previous comments that archaeological sites 12Mal075, 12Mal076, 12Jo736 and 12J0737 not appear eligible for
inclusion in the NRHP and no further archacological investigations are necessary. Further archaeological investigation of
the portion of sites 12Mal077, 12Mal078, and 12Mal082 surveyed for this project are unlikely to produce additional
important information and no further work is warranted. As the site boundaries extend beyond the limits surveyed, the
unsurveyed portions of sites 12Mal077, 12Mal078, and 12Mal082 remain unevaluated for inclusion in the NRHP. If the
project boundaries should change at these site locations, further archaeological investigations will be necessary to delineate
the site boundaries and provide an evaluation. The surveyed limits should be clearly marked at sites 12Mal077, 12Mal078,
and 12Mal082 so that unsurveyed portions of the site are avoided by all ground-disturbing project activities.

Thank you for providing the thorough supporting documentation, which included the determinations from the Keeper for
the four mid-century residential subdivisions within this project’s area of potential effects (“APE”). As previously stated,
following the Keeper’s determinations we agreed that the following properties are the only historic properties located within
this project’s APE.
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- Carefree Subdivision Historic District
- Ridge Hill Trails, Plat 1 Historic District
- John Sutton House, 988 N. Bluff Road (Indiana Historic Sites & Structures Inventory #081-392-10002)

Accordingly, we concur with INDOT’s October 13, 2023, Section 106 finding of “No Adverse Effect” on behalf of FHWA
for this federal undertaking. It is our understanding that INDOT on behalf of FHWA intends to issue a ‘de minimis’ finding
for the Carefree Subdivision Historic District and Carefree Subdivision Historic District for the purposes of Section 4(f).
Furthermore, property from the John Sutton House will not be converted to a transportation use and Section 4(f) is not
applicable.

If any prehistoric or historic archaeological artifacts or human remains are uncovered during construction, demolition, or
earthmoving activities, state law (Indiana Code 14-21-1-27 and -29) requires that the discovery be reported to the Indiana
SHPO within two (2) business days. In that event, please call (317) 232-1646. Be advised that adherence to Indiana Code
14-21-1-27 and -29 does not obviate the need to adhere to applicable federal statutes and regulations, including but not
limited to 36 C.F.R. Part 800.

The Indiana SHPO staff’s archaeological reviewer for this project is Beth McCord, and the structures reviewer is Danielle
Kauffmann. However, if you have a question about the Section 106 process, please contact initially the INDOT Cultural
Resources staff members who are assigned to this project.

In all future correspondence about the County Line Road Added Travel Lanes project in Marion and Johnson counties (Des.
No. 2002553), please refer to DHPA No. 27053.

Very truly yours,
oGNS

Beth K. McCord
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

BKM:DMK:dmk:bkm

emc: Kari Carmany-George, FHWA
Erica Tait, FHWA
Matt Coon, INDOT
Susan Branigin, INDOT
Kelyn Alexander, INDOT
Douglas Terpstra, ASC Group, Inc.
Leah Konicki, ASC Group, Inc.
Indiana Landmarks Central Regional Office
Beth McCord, DNR-DHPA
Danielle Kauffmann, DNR-DHPA
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