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Introduc�on 
 

 The Sec�on 106 process is a vital component of environmental review in the context of federal 
transporta�on projects. Compliance with Sec�on 106 ensures that the effects of those projects on 
historic proper�es or sites are taken into account. Every year, more resources become poten�ally eligible 
for the Na�onal Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as they reach fi�y years of age. Post-WWII residen�al 
proper�es, due to their ubiquity, comprise a rapidly growing propor�on these resources. 

In the years immediately following World War II (WWII), two problems arose in the form of a 
dras�cally increased popula�on and a lack of sufficient homes to house that popula�on. To address 
these issues, residen�al structures and neighborhoods were constructed rapidly and in large numbers 
“from the mid-1940s through the 1970s.”1 As these numerous and “common” resources reach the 50-
year NRHP threshold, Cultural Resources prac��oners are faced with several challenges, such as: how 
these resources should be evaluated, how significance should be assigned, and how to assess the 
integrity of a ‘newer’ resource built with rela�vely modern materials.2 Given these challenges, disputes 
regarding iden�fica�on and eligibility of these resources are expected to become increasingly frequent.   

Cultural Resources prac��oners across the country, the Na�onal Park Service (NPS), the na�onal 
Coopera�ve Highway Research Program (NCHRP), and the American Associa�on of State Highway and 
Transporta�on Officials (AASHTO) have presented various methods to address these challenges. The 
NCHRP-funded A Model for Identifying and Evaluating the Historic Significance of Post-World War II 
Housing provided a “na�onal historic context and a survey and evalua�on methodology for single-family 
postwar residences.” The NPS’s quarterly Best Practices Review issued “Evalua�ng Common Resources,” 
which provided guidance that included post-war resources.  A report prepared for AASHTO by Louis 
Berger U.S. Inc., “Review of Historic Property Iden�fica�on Surveys & Strategies for Managing Post-
World War II Housing in Transporta�on Projects,” compiled literature reviews, mul�ple state of prac�ce 
(SOP) findings, and case studies regarding post-WWII resources from mul�ple states.3 

All three of the above-listed products highlight the importance of a well-developed historic 
context in which to place the post-WWII residen�al proper�es, a streamlined survey methodology, and a 
“consistent” evalua�on methodology.4 Indiana’s answer to these challenges was the Indiana Division of 
Historic Preserva�on and Archaeology (DHPA)-funded Mul�ple Property Documenta�on Form (MPDF) 
Residential Planning and Development in Indiana, 1940-1973 (Higgins, 2017). The MPDF provided a 

 
1Emily Pe�s and Chris�na Slatery, “A Model for Iden�fying and Evalua�ng the Historic Significance of Post-World 
War II Housing,” TR News 292, (2014): 47-49, TRN_292 (trb.org). 
2 Pe�s and Slatery, “A Model for Iden�fying and Evalua�ng the Historic Significance,” 47-49.; Deiber, Camilla, 
“Review of Historic Property Iden�fica�on Surveys & Strategies for Managing Post-World War II Housing in 
Transporta�on Projects.” AASHTO Commitee on Environment and Sustainability, 2019. 
htps://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/nchrp/docs/NCHRP25-25(110)_FinalReport.pdf. 
3 Pe�s and Slatery, “A Model for Iden�fying and Evalua�ng Historic Significance, 47-49; Deiber, Camilla, “A Review 
of Historic Property Iden�fica�on Surveys & Strategies,” 1-88; Na�onal Park Service, “Evalua�ng Common 
Resources,” National Register Bulletin guidance 5, 4 (2023): 1-6. 

4 Ibid. 

https://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/nchrp/nchrp_rpt_723_TRNews.pdf
https://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/nchrp/docs/NCHRP25-25(110)_FinalReport.pdf
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relevant and useful state-specific context that allowed Cultural Resources prac��oners in Indiana to 
iden�fy and evaluate post-WWII residen�al resources within that narrowed framework. 

During the process of iden�fying and evalua�ng post-WWII residen�al proper�es and 
neighborhoods, the Indiana Department of Transporta�on’s (INDOT) Cultural Resources Office (INDOT-
CRO) and the Indiana State Historic Preserva�on Officer (IN-SHPO) began to increasingly disagree on the 
eligibility of Post-WWII neighborhoods. INDOT-CRO u�lized the Residential Planning and Development in 
Indiana, 1940-1973 MPDF to iden�fy and evaluate those post-WWII resources. Disagreements between 
INDOT-CRO and IN-SHPO regarding applica�on of the MPDF ensued. Several of the resul�ng eligibility 
disagreements were taken to The Keeper of the Na�onal Register (The Keeper).  

The disagreements taken to The Keeper were the result of one added travel lane project for 
which INDOT’s consultant found that no proper�es in the Area of Poten�al Effects (APE) were eligible 
according to the methodology and requirements laid out in the Residential Planning and Development in 
Indiana, 1940-1973 MPDF. IN-SHPO responded that they had iden�fied five post-WWII residen�al 
subdivisions they believed were NRHP eligible under Criterion A, Criterion C, or both: 

• Richards and Landers Mount Pleasant Subdivision (Criterion A) 
• Wood Creek Estates (Criteria A & C) 
• Carefree Subdivision (Criteria A & C) 
• Ridge Hill Trails (Criteria A & C) 
• Royal meadows/Hill Valley Estates (Criteria A & C) 

An addendum Historic Property Report (an iden�fica�on and evalua�on step in INDOT’s Sec�on 
106 process) was prepared and, again, found no proper�es in the APE eligible for the NRHP. INDOT 
reconsidered and recommended one of the five residen�al neighborhoods, Carefree Subdivision, eligible 
under Criteria A & C. The four remaining subdivisions were brought to The Keeper, who made the 
following determina�ons: 

• Richards and Landers Mount Pleasant Subdivision: Not Eligible 
• Wood Creek Estates: Not Eligible 
• Ridge Hill Trails: Not Eligible as submited, however Plat 1 of the neighborhood should be 

evaluated individually.  
o Plat 1 was found individually eligible under Criterion C 

• Royal Meadows/Hill Valley Estates: Eligible with modified boundaries 
o The por�on located in the APE of the project was found not eligible. 

 Following The Keeper’s determina�ons, INDOT-CRO sought to understand the poten�al issues 
other state Departments of Transporta�on (DOTs) encountered when iden�fying and evalua�ng post-
WWII resources, both residen�al and commercial. This resulted in the organiza�on of a virtual Peer 
Exchange in which each par�cipa�ng state could present their methodologies while sharing their 
challenges and best prac�ces for iden�fica�on and evalua�on of post-WWII residen�al and commercial 
proper�es along with best prac�ces they have developed for building rapport with the SHPO. The Peer 
Exchange also provided a pla�orm that allowed each state DOT to discuss problems encountered and 
solu�ons u�lized when iden�fying and evalua�ng poten�ally eligible resources of that era, which the 
other state DOTs could learn from and apply in their home states. 
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 The Peer Exchange was conducted virtually from April 11-13, 2023. The virtual nature of the 
Exchange was a result of its ini�al concep�on during the height of the COVID-19 pandemic. The 
par�cipants included both state and federal level Sec�on 106 prac��oners from INDOT, the Ohio 
Department of Transporta�on (ODOT), the Georgia Department of Transporta�on (GDOT), the Colorado 
Department of Transporta�on (CDOT), the Maryland Department of Transporta�on (MDOT), the Federal 
Highway Administra�on (FHWA) Headquarters, FHWA-Indiana Division, and the FHWA Resource Center. 
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The Exchange 
  

 The Peer Exchange was organized around individual state presenta�ons followed by group 
discussion regarding prac�ces, methodologies, and issue resolu�ons. Ahead of the Peer Exchange, 
INDOT produced a framework for presenta�ons and shared that framework with each of the other peer 
states so that presenta�ons would follow general guidelines with respect to order and content: 

• Organiza�on 
o State FHWA Division Organiza�onal Chart 
o SHPO Organiza�onal Chart 
o State DOT Cultural Resources Organiza�onal Chart 

• General Sec�on 106 Compliance 
o Survey Methodology 
o Minor Projects Programma�c Agreement 
o Full Sec�on 106 

• Post-WWII Resources 
o Processes in State 
o Applica�on of Processes 

• Challenges 
o Specific Issues in State 
o Lessons Learned 

Each day of the Peer Exchange, one or more peer state DOT(s) presented a prepared 
presenta�on that described the state of prac�ce in their state followed by a ques�on-and-answer (Q&A) 
period. The Q&A was then followed by guided discussions on selected topics related to the iden�fica�on 
and evalua�on of post-WWII resources, DOT/SHPO rela�onships, and general prac�ces. Several 
overarching themes emerged over the course of the presenta�ons, Q&A sessions, and guided 
discussions. Rather than summarize the discussions in chronological order, they are presented here 
according to those themes. 

 

Overcoming Issues with Iden�fica�on, Documenta�on, and Evalua�ons  
 
Context Development 
 The par�cipa�ng DOTs noted varying levels of interest on the part of their respec�ve SHPOs 
regarding post-WWII resources: 

• INDOT: IN-SHPO is very interested in post-WWII resources and had previously obtained a grant 
to produce an MPDF to provide context and guidance in the evalua�on of those resources.  

• GDOT: SHPO is interested in developing a context for post-war resources but has other contexts 
they are working to develop first.  

o As a result, GDOT has been spearheading the effort to develop a context for these 
resources.  
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• ODOT: interest in post-WWII resources is leading them toward development of a context and 
evalua�on guidelines.  

o SHPO is more interested in commercial resources while ODOT is focusing on residen�al 
resources. 

 Historic contexts are essen�al tools for evalua�ng cultural resources, but the development of 
those contexts requires funding. GDOT noted that most of their funding for context development stems 
from mi�ga�on for other projects, though they have also u�lized various research funds.  

 The peer-state DOTs had several excellent examples of context development for par�cular 
property types. GDOT’s Ranch House Context, The Ranch House in Georgia: Guidelines for Evaluation, 
was developed a�er a series of eligibility disagreements led to the crea�on of a collabora�ve team 
focused on ranch houses, the Ranch House Assessment Team. The team included GDOT cultural 
resources staff, SHPO staff, consultants, and the Georgia Transmission Corpora�on. The context includes 
an overview of the origins and evolu�on of the ranch house and its subtypes, their character defining 
features, and period of significance. It also provides guidance for documen�ng ranch houses, applying 
the Na�onal Register criteria, and evalua�ng their integrity for the purposes of Sec�on 106 compliance 
and Na�onal Register nomina�ons. 

 CDOT developed the Denver-specific historic context, Historic Residential Subdivisions of 
Metropolitan Denver, 1940-65, as well as the US 40 corridor-specific context, West Colfax (US 40), 1876-
1975, and several other project-specific contexts. They also u�lize a specific survey form for post-WWII 
subdivisions. Historic Residential Subdivisions of Metropolitan Denver, 1940-64 was developed by CDOT 
in collabora�on with their SHPO in 2010. The context covers architects, landscape architects, builders, 
and developers associated with local development; discusses paterns in residen�al subdivision 
development; and iden�fies character-defining features of subtypes. The context also has appendices 
that provide specific informa�on about subdivisions and their associated numbers of dwellings, square 
footage, etc. 

 In 1999, the MDOT State Highway Administra�on (SHA), with coopera�on from their SHPO, 
developed a context emphasizing the Washington D.C. area and covering the period from 1815 to 1960. 
An addendum covering the Suburban Diversifica�on Period (1961-1980) was published in 2019. U�lizing 
the research undertaken in the original context, MDOT SHA created “suburban development systems” 
such as unplanned neighborhoods, planned neighborhoods, planned developments, and parks, as well 
as trends that encouraged the crea�on of those neighborhoods, developments, and parks. To ensure 
buy-in, they regularly updated their SHPO to keep them informed and allowed them to comment as the 
context moved forward. They also coordinated with consul�ng par�es by developing an interac�ve 
online map where they could view planned evalua�ons and final determina�ons of eligibility. 

Evalua�on Methods 
 When a new class of resources ages into the 50-year NRHP threshold, there can be a learning 
curve for prac��oners atemp�ng to evaluate those resources. When Indiana’s MPDF was released, 
INDOT and IN-SHPO led a joint session to teach consultants how to apply it to the evalua�on of post-
WWII residen�al resources. One major challenge was determining whether certain replacements or 
addi�ons detracted from integrity as much as they typically would for an older resource. To combat this, 
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INDOT directed their consultants to focus more on Na�onal Register of Historic Places significance and 
compara�ve analysis.  

CDOT stated that they had taken the lead in developing several contexts for post-WWII resources 
and noted that the resul�ng MPDFs can be used for compara�ve analysis across regions or locali�es. 
INDOT replied that the IN-SHPO doesn’t feel that different locali�es can be compared due to individual 
development. CDOT also noted that when evalua�ng post-WWII resources, they use a survey form that 
had been developed by their SHPO. 

 Defining a project’s Area of Poten�al Effects (APE) and ensuring that it aligns with SHPO’s 
expecta�ons dictates the amount of effort involved in evalua�ng the effects of the project on resources 
within the APE. INDOT noted that if the APE of one of their projects overlaps a house in a neighborhood, 
the en�re neighborhood will be evaluated. ODOT replied that their SHPO prefers that approach as well. 
GDOT stated that they, too, will normally evaluate the en�re poten�al district if the APE overlaps a 
por�on of it. They also discussed a specific project with a large footprint in which they u�lized a 
programma�c agreement regarding sliver takes on proper�es immediately adjacent to the project area. 
This allowed for a more streamlined approach in their evalua�on process.   

 

Improving Rapport and Rela�onships with SHPO 
 
SHPO Communica�on 
 Communica�on prac�ces between the SHPO and DOT vary from state to state: 

• GDOT: SHPO reviewers spend one day a week in the DOT office, which fosters improved 
communica�on between DOT and SHPO staff, as they can easily ask each other ques�ons or 
discuss individual projects.  

• INDOT: Regular communica�ons are maintained with SHPO via monthly mee�ngs to discuss high 
priority projects; other project-specific mee�ngs between individual SHPO reviewers and INDOT 
cultural resources staff are also arranged on an ad hoc basis. 

• ODOT: Holds regular mee�ngs with both upper and lower-level staff at their SHPO to facilitate 
communica�on and camaraderie between the two agencies.  

• CDOT: Holds quarterly mee�ngs with SHPO to talk about projects and policies. 

Reducing and Resolving Disagreements 
 For building rapport and reducing disagreements with the SHPO, ODOT noted the importance of 
taking the SHPO reviewer out into the field alongside the DOT, which allows for a collabora�ve look at 
the project and an opportunity to bond.  

 Eligibility disagreements between the SHPO and the state DOT can add weeks or months to the 
�meline of a project. CDOT stated that they will o�en send as much informa�on as they can to ensure 
that any possible piece of informa�on the SHPO needs to make their determina�on is available from the 
beginning. In cases where the SHPOs do not provide detailed explana�ons when they disagree with 
eligibility recommenda�ons, one peer state offered the advice of reques�ng a formal leter that provides 
a complete explana�on.   
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 Regarding effects, INDOT and ODOT noted that they were unlikely to have disagreements with 
their SHPOs when it came to the effects of a project an eligible property or site. Georgia and Colorado 
stated that, in their experience, they were unlikely to receive an Adverse Effect finding based on noise. 
Georgia indicated that there would need to be an increase of 15 decibels or more to be considered an 
adverse effect on a historic property. 

 GDOT tracks all disagreements between their agency and SHPO for an end-of-year review. This 
allows them to talk through those disagreements without the pressure of project �melines weighing on 
the discussion.  

David Clarke of FHWA reminded the state DOTs that it is, in fact, okay to disagree with SHPO on 
some determina�ons or assessments of effects. However, he noted not to let those disagreements ruin a 
good working rela�onship between the DOT and the SHPO so that future projects don’t suffer as a 
result. He emphasized that project delivery is the paramount goal for state DOTs.  

 

Persistent and New Challenges 
 
Persistent Challenges 
 Persistent issues delaying transporta�on projects are common in occurrence and varied in type. 
In Indiana, frequent and some�mes unclearly specified requests from SHPO for addi�onal informa�on 
are a common cause of delays. ODOT noted their SHPO some�mes changes their opinion about the 
eligibility of a resource based on Consul�ng Party input, which has the poten�al to prolong the Sec�on 
106 process and delay projects. 

Differences of opinion regarding what cons�tutes a good faith effort to iden�fy and evaluate 
resources are another kind of persistent challenge faced by state DOTs. David Clarke noted that there 
must be a line between demonstra�ng a good faith effort and producing a disserta�on-level report. He 
also warned that disagreements over eligibility determina�ons can some�mes result in back-and-forth 
leter wri�ng campaigns, and this should be avoided in order to keep project �melines intact.  

New Challenges 
 All state DOTs need to be prepared for large numbers of resources that are about to age into the 
50-year threshold for NRHP eligibility, and the associated challenges those resources will bring. These 
challenges range from recently built replicas of older house styles to determining stylis�c differences – or 
a lack thereof – between 1970s and 1980s ranch houses. 

One shared concern that was iden�fied involved resources such as roadside motels and mobile 
home parks, and how to determine defining features and eligibility when there is a lack of established 
contexts and few compara�ve examples to look to. Colorado and Ohio men�oned that they find Federal 
Housing Administra�on (FHA) Guidelines regarding mobile home parks to be helpful in providing context 
for making eligibility determina�ons. 

An addi�onal concern expressed by the peer states is that the SHPOs seem to be lowering the 
bars for significance and integrity for these resources, while their expecta�on for the level of effort for 
documenta�on and evalua�on on the part of the DOTs and consultants is rising. 
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Working with Consultants 
 
Evalua�ng Consultant Work Products 
 Consultants and their work are an integral part of comple�ng the Sec�on 106 process. The work 
and associated documenta�on consultants produce make it possible for DOT staff to do their jobs. 
Some�mes, though, the quality of consultant work products can be inconsistent or below an acceptable 
standard. The Peer Exchange first broached this topic with the ques�on of how individual state DOTs 
address consultant work product quality and consistency.  

Indiana requires that consultants be prequalified to do business with INDOT.  One of the 
requirements for prequalifica�on is demonstra�ng comple�on of a federally sponsored or endorsed 
Sec�on 106 training. INDOT also uses a consultant evalua�on system in which ini�al submissions are 
scored according to an established set of criteria, followed by a second score for overall experience. 
These scores are considered when contracts are awarded. 

Georgia u�lizes a consultant evalua�on system where each work product is scored based on 
quality and �meliness, as well as individual criteria specific to the type of product. These scores 
determine which consultants will get future contracts. Georgia also uses review dura�ons on reports and 
if a product goes into its third dra�, the consultant is required to come in to atend a workshop with 
GDOT to finish the product. 

Ohio also u�lizes an evalua�on system and requires that all consultants be prequalified by ODOT 
to work on projects. Their prequalifica�on system includes Sec�on 106 classes to ensure that consultants 
fully understand the process.  

Communica�ng with Consultants 
 The next discussion ques�on regarding consultant work product quality and consistency was, 
when there are changes to guidance or procedures, how do the DOTs update their consultants on those 
changes?  

• INDOT u�lizes a listserv system, GovDelivery, and holds virtual chats in which they address 
various topics, answer ques�ons, and receive feedback from the consultant community.  

• GDOT holds a virtual biannual mee�ng, Georgia Partnership for Transporta�on Quality, with 
their consultant community in which they address new processes, templates, and procedures.  

o This allows them to address any issues or ques�ons at the outset, as well as discuss any 
challenges their consultants are atemp�ng to overcome.  

• ODOT has a system of hybrid biannual or triannual mee�ngs to discuss challenges, updates, and 
ques�ons with their consultant community, as well as a listserv for dissemina�ng updates 
between mee�ngs. 



12 | P a g e  
 

 
Consul�ng Party Involvement and Outreach 
 
Consul�ng Party Interest 
 As more post-WWII resources have turned 50 years old and are being evaluated for Na�onal 
Register eligibility, some states have consul�ng par�es that take a specific interest in them.  

• In Indiana, the historic preserva�on group Indiana Landmarks has a specific commitee focused 
on post-WWII resources.  

• In Georgia there is primarily one group interested in postwar resources, as most consul�ng party 
interests are in older resources.  

• In Colorado, most of the consul�ng party engagement occurs in larger metropolitan areas, like 
Denver, where the architecture is older.  

Stephanie Stoermer of FHWA noted that consul�ng party engagement and discussions on various 
resources seems to vary regionally. For example, in California, post-WWII resources were high on the list 
of discussion, while in Texas it barely came up.  

Consul�ng Party Engagement  
 Engaging consul�ng par�es is an important and necessary part of the Sec�on 106 process. 
Reaching out to and engaging with poten�al consul�ng par�es is vital for receiving public feedback and 
helps in maintaining transparency and crea�ng a level of trust between the DOT and the public.  

• INDOT u�lizes IN SCOPE, a digital repository, in which all Sec�on 106 documents are made 
publicly available, allowing consul�ng par�es to read and make comments based on those 
documents.  

• GDOT has had success with hybrid or en�rely virtual mee�ngs, which allow consul�ng par�es to 
atend without leaving their homes.  

o Both INDOT and GDOT confessed difficul�es in engaging consul�ng par�es on certain 
projects but stated that when consul�ng par�es do engage it cul�vates a more frui�ul 
conversa�on and more meaningful mi�ga�on opportuni�es.  

• CDOT u�lizes virtual mee�ng op�ons as well and has had rela�vely good consul�ng party 
engagement in Denver, where there are numerous ac�ve community and neighborhood groups. 

• Ohio men�oned that their SHPO is a huge help in engagement with consul�ng par�es because 
the SHPO prefers public input before making determina�ons.  

• MDOT noted that their use of a GIS map eliminated a lot of poten�al ques�ons from consul�ng 
par�es, as the par�es were able to look at project loca�ons and details themselves. 

 

Miscellaneous Topics 
 

 While many of the topics discussed fit into the specific themes listed above, some valuable 
insights were singular in nature. CDOT men�oned strengthening rela�onships within their own 
organiza�on by holding a training with their engineers in which they made them act as the historian. This 
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allowed the engineers to understand the ways in which we in Cultural Resources perform our du�es and 
the reasoning behind our decisions and requests. By doing this, the engineers could then perform their 
work with cultural resources in mind.   

 GDOT’s Avoidance and Minimiza�on Measures Mee�ng (A3M) takes place a�er resource 
iden�fica�on and SHPO concurrence and provides an opportunity for all specialists involved in a project 
to meet. Designers, engineers, cultural resource staff, and others meet to discuss the project footprint 
and design and methods to avoid and minimize poten�al adverse impacts.  

 

Lessons Learned 
 
 Communica�on is a key factor. Whether the communica�on is between state DOTs and their 
respec�ve SHPOs or between Cultural Resources units and other departments in their organiza�ons, 
communica�ng early, o�en, and effec�vely creates beter outcomes. That communica�on also builds 
closer bonds agency to agency and department to department.  

 Context development and u�liza�on are vital to our work. Development of historic contexts in 
rela�on to specific resources not only saves �me in terms of project scheduling but allows historians to 
have a deeper understanding of what they are evalua�ng. As Sec�on 106 prac��oners, we must be 
cognizant of the next genera�on of poten�al historic proper�es. To perform our work to the best of our 
abili�es, we must be able to an�cipate what property types we will be evalua�ng and develop best 
prac�ces for determining their eligibility. 

 As individuals, we can some�mes lose sight of our objec�vity and take things personally. It is 
important to take a step back and recover objec�vity when facing a challenge or seeking a solu�on. 
Whether it is a disagreement over iden�fica�on or evalua�on or a dispute regarding effects, remember 
to keep it objec�ve. 

 It is okay to disagree with SHPO. There are bound to be instances when it is simply impossible to 
agree on a par�cular resource or effect. The important part is to find a way to move past that 
disagreement and ensure preserva�on of the rela�onship.  

 Be a model of professional behavior. As stated above, disagreements happen, and personal 
feelings can o�en cloud our objec�vity. An important aspect of moving forward when those challenges 
occur is maintaining a professional demeanor, even if (or especially if) others are not doing so. 

 When facing the various challenges of Cultural Resources work, keep in mind that you are not 
alone. The issues facing us are o�en the same or very similar for those of us working in DOTs across the 
na�on. Reaching out to colleagues across state lines can o�en provide poten�al strategies to overcome 
those challenges. 
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Best Prac�ces 
 

Two issues formed the impetus for this Peer Exchange: the evalua�on of post-WWII resources 
and the improvement of the rela�onship between the state DOT and SHPO. In discussion with our fellow 
DOTs, several pieces of excellent advice were shared. 

Post-WWII Resources 

 Approach resources from a broader level in terms of context rather than a resource-by-resource 
approach. 

 Ac�vely engage in the development process for evalua�on tools. 
 U�lize FHA guidelines, when applicable. 
 Provide public facing GIS maps of project loca�ons and details, as these can eliminate poten�al 

ques�ons from consul�ng par�es. 
 If possible, partner with SHPO and the consultant community in the development of poten�al 

contexts or evalua�ons. 
 U�lize the NCHRP study, A Model for Identifying and Evaluating the Significance of Post-World 

War II Housing when possible. 

Rela�onship with SHPO 

 Embedded reviewers within the DOT to allow for consistent and open communica�on. 
 Quarterly (or more frequent) mee�ngs with SHPO that are not project specific allow for 

communica�on outside of the confines of project details. 
 Shared training with both the state DOT and the state SHPO on specific topics can help to create 

a shared vocabulary and understanding of par�cular resources or processes. 
 Providing food and/or beverages at mee�ngs can help create an air of comradery among SHPO 

and DOT staff. 

Tools and Strategies for Streamlining the Process 

• Programma�c Agreements (Minor Projects, Bridges, etc.) 
• Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs) for specific project types 
• No Historic Proper�es Affected (NHPA) determina�ons that do not require SHPO concurrence 
• Expedited SHPO review �mes in cases of NHPA and NAE (No Adverse Effect) determina�ons 
• Prequalifica�on of consultants to ensure product quality 
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Next Steps 
 

The following are the proposed next steps for the host DOT (INDOT) following the Peer Exchange: 

 Development of a programma�c agreement or other treatment for mid-twen�eth century 
resources with SHPO buy-in on poten�al impacts and project types that would have minimal 
impact on these resources. 

 Crea�ng and cul�va�ng an improved rela�onship with SHPO by having more frequent and 
consistent in-person mee�ngs that are not project specific to help build rapport between the 
two agencies. 

 Sponsor a historic context and windshield survey of other mid-twen�eth century property types 
beyond single-family residen�al resources. 
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Appendix A: Peer Exchange Agenda and Guided Discussion Ques�ons 
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Agenda 
 

Post-WWII Residen�al/Commercial Proper�es & Eligibility 

Virtual Peer Exchange 

Agenda 

April 11-13, 2023 

Tuesday April 11 

12:00pm-12:15pm* Kick-Off/Introduc�ons (FHWA) 

12:15pm-12:45pm Peer State Presenta�on (Indiana DOT) 

12:45pm-1:15pm Peer State Presenta�on (Ohio DOT) 

1:15pm-1:25pm  Break 

1:25pm-1:45pm  Guided Discussion #1: Iden�fica�on/Documenta�on/Evalua�on Issues   
   and Overcoming Them 

1:45pm-2:15pm  Guided Discussion #2: SHPO: Rapport and Improving Rela�onships 

2:15pm-2:45pm  Guided Discussion #3: Con�nua�on of SHPO Conversa�on 

2:45pm-3:00pm  Conclusions/Wrap-up 

 

Wednesday April 12 

12:00pm-12:15pm Recap/Summary of Previous Day (FHWA) 

12:15pm-12:45pm Peer State Presenta�on (Georgia DOT) 

12:45pm-1:15pm Peer State Presenta�on (Colorado DOT) 

1:15pm-1:25pm  Break 

1:25pm-1:45pm  Guided Discussion #1: Persistent vs New Challenges 

1:45pm-2:15pm  Guided Discussion #2: Staffing and Working with Consultants 

2:15pm-2:45pm  Guided Discussion #3: Consul�ng Par�es: Involvement and Outreach 

2:45pm-3:00pm  Conclusions/Wrap-up 

  

Thursday April 13 

12:00pm-12:15pm Recap/Summary of Previous Day (FHWA) 
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12:15pm-12:45pm Peer State Presenta�on (Maryland DOT) 

12:45pm-1:15pm Guided Discussion #1: Lessons Learned 

1:15pm-1:25pm  Break 

1:25pm-1:45pm  Guided Discussion #2: Best Prac�ces 

1:45pm-2:15pm  Guided Discussion #3: Next Steps 

2:15pm-2:45pm  Post-WWII Smorgasbord 

2:45pm-3:00pm  Wrap-up & Adjourn 

 

*All listed �mes are Eastern Standard Time (EST) 
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Guided Discussion Ques�ons 
 

Post-WWII Residen�al/Commercial Proper�es & Eligibility 

Virtual Peer Exchange 

Guided Discussion Ques�ons 

April 11-13, 2023 

Day 1:  

Guided Discussion #1: Iden�fica�on/Documenta�on/Evalua�on Issues and Overcoming Them  

• Is your SHPO par�cularly interested in post-WWII resources?   

• Has your SHPO provided leadership in 'ge�ng the word out' to prac��oners about postwar 
resources? If so, how and to what degree? 

• Have you experienced a learning curve for consultants iden�fying and evalua�ng post-WWII 
resources?  

Guided Discussion #2: SHPO: Rapport and Improving Rela�onships   

• How would you describe your communica�on with your SHPO?   

• How do you communicate?  Phone calls, regular mee�ngs, emails, leters, other 
means? How o�en?   

• Can you share examples of overcoming specific challenges with SHPO?    

• How have you fostered a rela�onship with your SHPO?  

Guided Discussion #3: Con�nua�on of SHPO Conversa�on Guided   

• If your SHPO disagrees with the eligibility recommenda�ons, what informa�on are they 
 providing or are they asking for addi�onal informa�on? Is there any further discussion 
 that occurs? 

• If you come to an impasse with your SHPO on eligibility, do you have any streamlined 
 procedures/guidelines for how to move forward? 

• Does your state have a staffing MOU with the SHPO?  If so, can you describe how the  MOU 
works?  Benefits/challenges of MOU.    

Day 2  

Guided Discussion #1: Persistent vs New Challenges   

• Direct/Indirect Effects? (Stephanie-Can you expand on this one?)  

• What are your predic�ons for next wave of resource types/challenges?   
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• Are there any s�cking points that you see persistently slowing project �ming?  

Guided Discussion #2: Staffing and Working with Consultants   

• How do you address consultant work product quality and consistency?   

• How do you reach out to consultant community with new guidance, procedures, updates?   

• What is your review process of consultant prepared documenta�on?  

Guided Discussion #3: Consul�ng Par�es: Involvement and Outreach  

• Any groups/orgs advoca�ng for post-WWII resources in your states?   

• Are you more or less likely to see high CP engagement with post-WWII resources? Why do you 
think that is?  

Day 3  

Guided Discussion #1: Lessons Learned   

• What, if any, of what we’ve discussed has changed your view on your prac�ces? How so? 

• What, if any, of what we’ve discussed these past days will you work to implement in your state? 

Guided Discussion #2: Best Prac�ces   

• What is one piece of advice you would offer to the other DOTs regarding evalua�on of post WWII 
resources? 

• What is one piece of advice you would offer to the other DOTs regarding fostering a good 
rela�onship with their SHPO? 

Guided Discussion #3: Next Steps  

• Is there anything we’ve discussed that you want more informa�on on? 

• Is there anything we should have discussed that you’d like to speak with a par�cular DOT about 
a�er we end today? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



21 | P a g e  
 

Appendix B: Virtual Peer Exchange Model and Best Prac�ces 
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Virtual Peer Exchange Model 
 

Communica�ons Timeline 
 

• 9-12 months from expected Exchange date 
o Determine topics for Peer Exchange 
o Reach out to poten�al Peer Exchange par�cipants 

• 6-9 months from expected exchange date 
o Confirm par�cipants  
o Confirm presenters within your own organiza�on 

• 3-6 months from expected exchange date 
o Plan �me with presenters within your organiza�on weekly or biweekly to discuss 

presenta�on length, content, etc 
o Send date/�me calendar invites to par�cipants for expected Exchange date(s) 

• 1-2 months from expected Exchange date 
o Reach out about availability for logis�cs mee�ng with par�cipants (See XX for 

best prac�ces and resources) 
o Hold logis�cs mee�ng with par�cipants for fine details of the Exchange 
o Sent out finalized host presenta�on to par�cipants to guide format of 

par�cipant presenta�ons 
• 2 weeks from expected Exchange date 

o Hold final logis�cs mee�ng with par�cipants to address any final 
ques�ons/issues that have arisen 

o Request copies of par�cipant presenta�ons in both PowerPoint and PDF formats 
in case of technical difficul�es  

• 1 week from expected Exchange date 
o Send all par�cipants finalized Exchange agenda 

 Ensure that all informa�on necessary has been sent to par�cipants and 
iden�fy a key contact person if one has not already been iden�fied 

o Ensure that all par�cipants have submited copies of their presenta�ons 
 If not, request from those who have not submited 
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Best Prac�ces 
 

Throughout this process, we discovered several prac�ces that allowed for ease of communica�on and 
logis�cal planning. They are as follows: 

 U�lize a scheduling poll to set mee�ngs, such as Doodle Poll. This allowed each individual 
atendee to review several poten�al �mes for each mee�ng, including the Exchange itself, and 
select which �mes/dates worked best for them. It allowed us, as the hosts, the ability to survey 
all atendee availability at once and select the best �me/date. 

 Remind atendees at the beginning of each session the loca�on of the “Raise Hand” func�on on 
Teams and u�lize that during guided discussion por�ons. This prevents people from accidentally 
talking over each other and ensures that all atendees can say their answer or ask an addi�onal 
ques�on. 

 Write guided discussion ques�ons ahead of �me to provide a roadmap but allow for flexibility if 
one is already answered during a separate discussion or a new ques�on would beter serve the 
group in terms of informa�on sharing. 
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Appendix C: State Presenta�ons 



 

 

 

 

 

 

INDOT Peer Exchange Presenta�on 
 

Presenters: 
Kelyn Alexander 

Haley Brinker 
Clinton Kelly 

 



Peer Exchange
Post-WWII Residential and Commercial 

Properties
FHWA/INDOT Cultural Resources Office (CRO)



State of Practice
• Organization

• FHWA-IN Division Organizational chart
• SHPO Organizational chart
• INDOT CRO organizational chart
• INDOT/IDNR (SHPO) Memorandum of Agreement (MOU)

• General Section 106 Compliance 
• Survey Methodology
• Minor Projects Programmatic Agreement
• Full 106

• Post WWII Resources
• Processes in State
• Application of Processes

• Challenges
• Specific Issues in State
• Lessons Learned



FHWA-IN Division-Lead Federal Agency
Jermaine R. Hannon

Division Administrator

Michelle Herrell
Deputy Division 

Administrator

Planning, Environment, 
Air Quality, & Row 

(PEAR) Team

Erica Tait
PEAR Team Leader

Kari Carmany-George
Environmental Program 

Manager

Patrick Carpenter
Planning & 

Environmental 
Specialist

Dimas Prasetya
Realty & PMA 

Speciallist



SHPO Organizational Chart
Daniel W. Bortner

Director of DNR, SHPO

Beth McCord
Division Director

Deputy SHPO

Preservation Services

Paul Diebold
Assistant Director of 

Preservation Services and 
Team Leader of Survey and 

Registration

Vacant

Architectural Historian

Holly A. Tate
Architectural Historian

Environmental Reviews

Chad Slider
Assistant Director for 
Environmental Review

Archaeology

Cathy L. Draeger-Williams 
Archaeologist

Amy L. Johnson
State Archaeologist

Melody Pope
Research Archaeologist

Wade T. Tharp
Archaeologist

Structures Review

Miriam L. Burkett
Environmental Review & 
Special Projects Assistant

Toni L. Giffin,
Historic Structures Reviewer

Caitlin M. Lehman
Historic Structures Reviewer

Kim Marie Padgett
Historic Structures Reviewer

Administration, Financial 
Incentives and Planning

Steven D. Kennedy
Assistant Director of 

Administration

Ashley D. Thomas
Tax Credit Administrator

Malia D. Vanaman
Associate Grants Manager

Section 106 Review 
Resides in the 

Environmental Review 
Section



INDOT-CRO Organizational Chart
Laura Hilden

Director 
Environmental 

Services

Matthew Coon
Manager 

Cultural Resources 
Office (CRO)

History Unit

Susan Branigin
Team Lead

Mary Kennedy
Historic Bridge 

Specialist

Kelyn Alexander
Major Projects/LPA 

Review Liaison

Clint Kelly
Section 106 

Specialist/Historian

Haley Brinker
Architectural Historian

Archaeology Unit

OPEN
Team Lead

KayLee Blum
Archaeologist

Dawn Alexander
Archaeologist

David Walton 
Archaeologist



• MOU between INDOT and the Indiana 
Department of Natural Resources (IDNR)

• Mutually beneficial agreement 
whereby dedicated IDNR Qualified 
Professional (QP) staff, whose time 
is reimbursed by INDOT, provide priority 
reviews of INDOT & Local Public Agency 
(LPA) projects

Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)

IDNR staff members fulfilling 
this role must:

Provide guidance and 
advise INDOT 

cultural resources 
personnel on 
substantive 

historic preservation 
and archaeological 
issues, federal and 

state historic 
preservation laws 

and archeology 
review processes.

Represent IDNR's 
Division of Historic 

Preservation and 
Archaeology (DHPA) 

and the SHPO 
at meetings, as 

appropriate.

Participate in project 
consultation, tribal 

consultation, project 
site visits, project 
discussions, and 
consulting party 

meetings.

Provide guidance and 
advise INDOT and 
LPAs and/or their 

consultants 
regarding 

historic properties 
inventory, 

delineation of area of 
potential effect, 

eligibility 
determination 

and effect 
determination 
activities, as 
appropriate.

Participate in 
meetings, 

discussions and 
share information 

with INDOT on 
eligibility 

of resources that 
recently have/or are 
becoming eligible for 
the National Register 
as they meet the 50-

year threshold for, 
including postwar 

residential resources. 
Also, collaborate 

with INDOT on 
disseminating this 

information to a 
wide audience.



• Since 1978, Indiana has been 
performing architectural surveys 
in its 92 counties

• Surveys resulted in ‘interim 
reports’

• Hard-copy interim reports no 
longer produced; survey data 
maintained online in SHAARD by 
SHPO

* Information accessed via IUPUI Digital Collections and Indiana 
Landmarks: https://ulib.iupui.edu/digitalcollections/IHSSI

Interim Report rating system

• “…The survey ranks a structure as 
"notable" or "outstanding" if it is an 
excellent, relatively unaltered 
example of a particular architectural 
style, and/or has a strong association 
with local history, settlement 
patterns, or important figures. 
Buildings that are rated “notable” or 
“outstanding” may be eligible for 
listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places.”

Survey Methodology

https://ulib.iupui.edu/digitalcollections/IHSSI


• Not Eligible
• “Contributing”-do not possess the level of historical or 

architectural significance necessary to be individually 
eligible, but would contribute to a district

• “Non-contributing”- only used within districts, not 50 
years old, altered, cannot impart its significance

Indiana Historic Sites and Structures 
Inventory

• Eligible

• “Outstanding”-Possess integrity and significance 
to be eligible to the National Register

• “Notable”-Possess the necessary significance to be 
eligible after further research

Survey Methodology

https://gisdata.in.gov/portal/apps/weba
ppviewer/index.html?id=5f2c93ba15a64
23b906fec4a2e986b85

Indiana Historic Sites and Structures 
Inventory (IHSSI)



There are two ways to 
complete Section 106 for 
FHWA projects in Indiana:

• The easy way:
• Minor Projects 

Programmatic Agreement 
(MPPA)

• The hard way:
• Full Section 106 process

General Section 106 Compliance 

Rolling Acres, Hamilton County. 
Source: Indiana DNR – Division of Historic Preservation & 
Archaeology (IDNR-DHPA)



General Section 106 Compliance
Minor Projects Programmatic Agreement (MPPA)

• Part of the “Programmatic Agreement (PA)…Regarding the Implementation of the Federal Aid Highway Program 
in Indiana,” originally signed in 2006 by Federal Highway Administration, Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation, Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer, and Indiana Department of Transportation. The PA was 
amended in 2019.

• Exempts common project types with little to no potential to adversely affect historic properties.

• Does not require consultation with or review by SHPO provided the project is: 1) Limited to activities specified; 2) 
Not part of a larger project; 3) On an existing transportation facility; 4) Has no known public controversy based 
on historic preservation issues.

• MPPA has two categories: Category A projects require no review by INDOT Cultural Resources Office (CRO). 
Category B projects, which require documentation and review by INDOT CRO. For Category B projects, INDOT 
CRO can make eligibility determinations without formally consulting with the IN SHPO.



Use of the MPPA is Section 106 
the ‘easy’ way:
• As stated previously, projects 

that meet the conditions of 
Appendix A of the MPPA don’t 
need any review by INDOT-CRO 
or qualified professional 
consultants (QP historians or 
archaeologists). So Category A is 
the ‘easy-easy’ way to MPPA

• Projects that meet the 
conditions of Appendix B of the 
MPPA need to be reviewed by 
INDOT-CRO but not by SHPO or 
other consulting parties. 
Category B, then, is the 'slightly 
harder-easy way' to MPPA

MPPA Projects: ‘Section 106 Lite’
Category A

Category B



• Based on the INDOT Cultural 
Resources Manual (CRM) guidance, 
consultants make eligibility 
recommendations via Historic 
Property Reports

• INDOT CRO reviews/approves 
recommendations, which are then 
sent to SHPO for concurrence

• SHPO formally responds with either 
concurrence or dispute on eligibility 
recommendations

Full Section 106

Early Coordination Letter

Historic Investigations Report 
(HPR and Archaeology Report)

Optional Effects Report 
(Complex/Controversial Projects)

Finding (800.11)



FHWA Role

• INDOT reviews and makes findings 
of “No Historic Properties 
Affected” and “ No Adverse Effect”

• FHWA makes findings of “Adverse 
Effect” after INDOT reviews the 
determination

Full Section 106



• New Guidelines for Evaluating 
Potential Postwar Historic Districts

• In 2018, IDNR-DHPA released a new set of 
guidelines to evaluate postwar housing 

• Guidelines can be found in a Multiple 
Property Documentation Form (MPDF) 
called “Residential Planning and 
Development in Indiana, 1940-1973”

• Linked on our website 
(www.in.gov/indot/2521.htm)

MPDF for Postwar Housing

Independence Hill, Merrillville
Source: Orbis Environmental Consulting



• One of the first of its kind in the nation.

• Covers residential construction only.

• Approved by the Keeper of the Register 
at the National Park Service.

• INDOT and FHWA did not have a role in 
creating or approving MPDF.

MPDF for Postwar Housing



• INDOT-CRO had been in 
communication with SHPO about the 
MPDF since mid-2017.

• INDOT-CRO spoke at the January 2018 
Indiana Historic Preservation Review 
Board, expressing concerns about the 
ramifications of the MPDF.

Recap of INDOT-CRO Outreach Efforts

Ivy Hills, Indianapolis
Source: IDNR-DHPA



• INDOT-CRO spoke at 2018 CEPDS, 
2019 & 2020 Purdue University Road 
School conferences and co-hosted a 
workshop with IDNR-DHPA in 2018

• The guidance at those presentations 
focused on:

• Comparative analysis

• Making a “reasonable and good faith 
effort”

Recap of INDOT-CRO Outreach Efforts

Clear Path 465. Source: Weintraut & Associates



Residential Developments

• Five subtypes
• World War II Era Housing Development, 

c. 1940-1949

• Transitional Developments, c. 1945-1955

• Tract Developments, c. 1945-1965

• Custom Developments, c. 1950-1973

• Planned Developments, c. 1950-1973

Indiana MPDF –Subtypes
Single-Family Residential Dwellings

• Four subtypes
• Prefabricated House, c. 1940-1973

• Tract House, c. 1945-1965

• Speculative House, c. 1950-1973

• Custom House, c. 1940-1973







• The MPDF, which provides historic context, 
helps identify resources through its 
typology

• Main issue is the application of the MPDF—
a resource's significance has largely been 
dismissed by SHPO in favor of the resource 
simply being 'a representative example'

• Resulting eligibility disagreements have led 
to increases in the following: 1) CRO review 
times; 2) Consultant preparation and 
research; 3) Number of revisions needed 
on consultant work-products; 4) SHPO 
coordination; 5) Some project schedules 
have been adversely impacted

What does the MPDF mean for FHWA projects?

Avalon Hills, Indianapolis
Source: Weintraut & Associates



Commercial Mid-Century

Top: Wishing Well Motel, Franklin, Johnson Co.
Bottom: Tearman Motel, Franklin, Johnson Co.
Source: SJCA

Top: Post Office, La Porte, LaPorte Co.
Bottom: Daily Journal Building, Franklin, Johnson Co.
Source: Top-Lochmueller Group; Bottom-SJCA



• Not much disagreement

• Eligible mid-twentieth century 
commercial buildings tend to be 
higher style and very distinguishable

• There is one exception:

• MOTELS

Commercial Mid-Century

Cassidy Motel, LaPorte County
Source: Google Streetview



Significance + Integrity  = Eligibility

•Concerning the eligibility of postwar resources, we 
have seen our SHPO frequently equate significance 
with integrity without treating these concepts as 
two necessary halves of a whole. 

Challenges: Conflation of Significance & Integrity



• Project Basics
• Project occurs on County Line Road
• Two-lane road to five lanes (two 11-foot 

lanes in each direction with 13-foot center 
turn lane) with pedestrian facilities on either 
side

• HPR recommended no properties as 
eligible

• SHPO responded that 5 subdivisions 
were eligible:

• Richards and Landers Mount Pleasant 
Subdivision (Transitional- A)

• Wood Creek Estates (Custom- A & C)
• Carefree Subdivision (Custom- A & C)
• Ridge Hill Trails (entry level Custom- A & C)
• Royal Meadows/Hill Valley Estates (entry 

level Custom- A & C)

Keeper Determinations-Added Travel Lane Project

County Line Road Added Travel Lanes
Source: ASC Group, Inc.



• An addendum HPR was prepared and 
continued to recommend none of 
these subdivisions as eligible

• SHPO's response reiterated 
their original recommendations 
of eligibility

• INDOT reconsidered 
its recommendation for 
one neighborhood—Carefree 
Subdivision, eligible as a Custom 
Development (A & C) per the MPDF.

• Keeper determinations sought for 
the other 4 subdivisions

Keeper Determinations-Added Travel Lane Project

Carefree Subdivision, Johnson County
Source: ASC Group, Inc.



• Mount Pleasant Subdivision: “Not 
Eligible”

• Wood Creek Subdivision: "Not 
Eligible"

• Ridge Hill Trails: "Not Eligible as 
submitted—should re-evaluate Plat 1 
individually"

• Plat 1 was evaluated individually and 
determined to be eligible (Criterion C)

• Hill Valley Estates: "Eligible property 
with modified boundaries; Portion 
in APE not eligible"

Keeper Determinations-Added Travel Lane Project

Ridge Hill Trails Plat 1, Indianapolis
Source: ASC Group, Inc. (above)
Indianapolis Star 1969 (below)



• Project Basics:
• City of Lafayette, Tippecanoe County

• Added Travel Lanes with two-way left 
turn lane and potential mini-
roundabout at 9th St. & Ortman Lane

• Developed largely between 1954 and 
1968

• Does not fit clearly into specific type 
but exhibits both Tract and Custom 
Development features

• Retains moderate overall integrity

Keeper Determinations-Norma Jean Subdivision

Norma Jean Subdivision, Lafayette, Tippecanoe 
County
Source: Butler, Fairman, & Seufert



Keeper Determinations-Norma Jean Subdivision

South 9th Street Improvement Project
Source: Butler, Fairman, & Seufert



Keeper Determinations-Norma Jean Subdivision

• HPR distributed with no resources recommended National Register-
eligible

• SHPO responded and disagreed with the conclusions of the HPR stating 
that the Norma Jean Subdivision appeared eligible under Criterion A

• An Addendum HPR was prepared with additional information and 
evaluation that still recommended the Norma Jean Subdivision as 
ineligible

• SHPO provided a letter responding to the Addendum and noting their 
continued support of the subdivision as eligible under Criterion A.

• INDOT-CRO and FHWA sought a determination of eligibility for Norma 
Jean Subdivision from the Keeper.



Keeper Determinations-Norma Jean Subdivision
Summary of Keeper Determination

• "Not Eligible"

• While Norma Jean has a unique layout in the area, this is not enough to exhibit 
significance under Criterion A: Community Planning and Development

• Basic components of a subdivision type, such as street layout, utilities, house 
types, are not sufficient alone to support Criterion A: Community Planning and 
Development.



• Recommendations should not focus on classification as examples of types of 
properties

• Not enough to identify the resource as an unusual/unique example

• Analysis should focus on demonstrating an association with a particular theme 
or trend that is significant in an applicable context

Takeaways/Patterns from Keeper Determinations



• Evaluation of significance within an appropriate context must be made at the 
level of the whole property/district, not at the level of its components

• Relying on the form and components rather than the whole can 
mask contraindications for eligibility: incoherent and disconnected plats (Hill 
Valley), construction predominantly outside the period of significance (Ridge Hill 
and Wood Creek), construction primarily less than 50 years of age (Wood 
Creek), no clear association with local, state, or national planning trends (Norma 
Jean)

Takeaways/Patterns from Keeper Determinations
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Erica L. Schneider, Assistant Environmental Administrator
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ODOT - State of Practice  
NEPA Assignment

• ODOT & FHWA entered a NEPA Assignment 
MOU [2015, updated 2018 & 2020]

• ODOT assumes FHWA’s responsibilities 
under NEPA & Section 106

• ODOT acts in capacity of “agency official” 
for compliance with 36 CFR Part 800

Post WW II Residential Properties Peer Exchange April 11-13, 2023 3



ODOT - State of Practice 
Section 106 Programmatic Agreement 

• ODOT, FHWA, ACHP & OSHPO entered into Section 106 PA 
[2017 amended 2019] 

• Revised Section 106 PA circulating for final review & 
signature [2023]

• ODOT employs two review positions at OSHPO 

• ODOT, FHWA, ACHP, & SHPO conduct annual PA review 

Post WW II Residential Properties Peer Exchange April 11-13, 2023 4



ODOT - State of Practice  Section 106 PA

• Annual Section 106 PA review [2021-2022] included 1,003 project actions.  

• Section 106 PA provides for approval specific types of actions without 
OSHPO review:

• Appendix A type actions maybe processed by District 

• Appendix B type actions processed by OES-CR staff

Post WW II Residential Properties Peer Exchange April 11-13, 2023 5



ODOT - State of Practice  & Section 106 PA

• Appendix A - No potential & Minimal Potential to Cause 
Effects—Cleared at District

• Appendix B – Minimal Potential to Cause Effects—
Cleared at OES

• No Historic Properties Affected and No Adverse Effect—
15-day review by SHPO

• Adverse Effect—30-day review by SHPO

Post WW II Residential Properties Peer Exchange April 11-13, 2023 6



ODOT - State of Practice  & Section 106 PA

EnviroNet – ODOT’s Environmental Documentation System

• SHPO & Tribes notified through system when project review is uploaded

• SHPO & Tribes are provided access to project file

• Consulting Parties are notified via email (US mail if email not available)

Post WW II Residential Properties Peer Exchange April 11-13, 2023 7



Existing Contexts – Post WWII Properties 
OSHPO Ohio Modern Preserving Our Recent Past Statewide 

Context (1940-1976)

Ohio’s State Historic Preservation Office Contexts
 
Ohio Modern – Preserving Our Recent Past  Statewide 
Context  
 
 Dayton and Surrounding Area Survey Report (2010)
 
 Cuyahoga County Survey Report (2017) Ohio Modern Preserving Our Recent 

Past - Ohio History Connection

Post WW II Residential Properties Peer Exchange April 11-13, 2023 8
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Existing Contexts – Post WWII Properties 
OSHPO Ohio Modern Preserving Our Recent Past Statewide 

Context (1940-1976)

Dayton and Surrounding Area Survey Report (2010)

• Survey of select areas & communities (1940-
1970)

•  

• 506 resources surveyed 
 

• Representative examples of property types, uses, 
styles, ages, & condition

 

• “List of Potential NR Eligible Properties” & areas 
requiring additional investigation

Post WW II Residential Properties Peer Exchange April 11-13, 2023 9



Cuyahoga County Survey Report (2017) 

• Survey of select suburban communities & 
individual locations (1940-1976)

 

• 600 resources surveyed 

• Representative property types, uses, styles, 
ages, condition & characteristics 

 

• Refers to NPS bulletins & National MPD  to 
determine NR eligibility 

Post WW II Residential Properties Peer Exchange April 11-13, 2023 10
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Context (1940-1976)



ODOT-OES Current Approach 
Post WWII Properties 

ODOT APE based on:
• Context and intensity of undertaking
• Likelihood of impacting a Historic Property if present
• Historic context & setting
• Public & Consulting Party input 

ODOT objective:
• Compliance with 36 CFR 800 
• Survey resources where impacts may occur
• Provide for public & Consulting Party input
• Avoid & minimize effects to Historic Properties

ODOT & OSHPO’s 
Current Approach to 

Post WWII 
Development 

Project-by-Project 
Review

Post WW II Residential Properties Peer Exchange April 11-13, 2023 11



ODOT-OES - Challenges
Post WWII Residential Properties 

OSHPO APE based on:
• If any portion of parcel is within project limits, National 

Register evaluation is required to comply with 36 CFR 800
• Potential eligibility of resources in larger study area

OSHPO Objective:
• Compliance with 36 CFR 800
• Avoid effects to Historic Properties
• Consider public & Consulting Party concerns
• Survey, document, & identify National Register eligible 

resources
• Preservation
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ODOT-OES - Challenges
Post WWII Residential Properties 

ODOT’s Challenges:

• Parcel boundaries abut the edge of pavement or go to the center-
line

• Evaluation of all properties along corridor, intersection, or within a 
development is often not warranted

• Creates additional project costs, review time, documentation, and 
coordination

• Previous attempts to develop an agreement to programmatically 
address Post WWII properties with SHPO have been unfruitful.
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ODOT-OES - Challenges
Post WWII Residential Properties 

ODOT’s Challenges:

• More properties reach 50 years every day.

• As more projects are re-evaluated we are having the same 
discussions

Post WW II Residential Properties Peer Exchange April 11-13, 2023 14



ODOT-OES –  Project Challenge Examples

HAM-Brent Spence Bridge 
PID 89068 Supplemental EA

• BSB spans Ohio River between 
     Cincinnati & Kentucky  

• FHWA issued FONSI (2012) 

• Preferred Alternative refined & 
     Supplemental EA initiated (2022-2023)
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ODOT-OES –  Project Challenge Examples

Reevaluation of Section 106 

• Alternative project limits [Refer to blue line]

• Phase I History/Architecture reevaluation survey 
encompassed original  corridor APE for consistency 
[Refer to red line]

• Phase I History/Architecture survey
• No newly identified NR eligible resources or 

districts
• Including resources 50+ years old since 2012 

survey

Project Limits 
- 2023

APE - 2012

Post WW II Residential Properties Peer Exchange April 11-13, 2023 16



ODOT-OES –  Project Examples

• OSHPO recommended survey of larger APE than was originally evaluated to include 
the west side of Cincinnati: 

“Resources in the report and APE, and those outside of the APE, are associated with 

the Queensgate Development, which is likely a significant theme under Criterion A for 

a type of Urban Renewal effort. It is not clear that there is not an historic district 

potential, as there are potential resources beyond boundary of the APE that are not 

considered due to the scope of the project. Therefore, SHPO does not agree that 

there is definitively not a historic district present.”
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ODOT-OES –  Project Challenge Examples

HAM-BSB PID 89068 Supplemental EA

ODOT consulted with OSHPO and confirmed:

• Historic context of Queensgate included in survey was sufficient to 
evaluate resources within the APE 

• Impacts within Queensgate limited to minor ROW from two properties     

• OSHPO concurred no additional investigations were warranted

However, this process took weeks to get through.  
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ODOT-OES –  Project Challenge Examples

HAM-BSB PID 89068 Supplemental EA

Queensgate I - Church 
(1971)  Temporary ROW 
limited to tree lawn & 
edge of asphalt parking lot
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ODOT-OES –  Project Challenge Examples

HAM-BSB PID 89068 Supplemental EA 

Queensgate I - Hotel (1964) with 
covered parking facility – ROW 
required adjacent to existing 
interstate bridge & parking facility
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ODOT-OES –  Project Challenge Examples

FRA-Far East Freeway PID 95639  NEPA 
Reevaluation

• Original Phase I History/Architecture Survey 
[2012] - APE encompassed feasible 
alternatives

• Phase I History/Architecture Survey 
Reevaluation [2021] -  APE limited to preferred 
alternative
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ODOT-OES –  Project Examples

FRA-Far East Freeway PID 95639 NEPA 
Reevaluation
 
• Individual Post WWII residential properties 

evaluated

• OSHPO agreed with effect finding – no historic 
properties affected

• OSHPO noted in the future, the entire suburban 
development should be included in survey 
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APE included adjacent parcels - 
Entire suburban development was not 
evaluated 

Existing ROW & 
Construction 
Limits



ODOT-OES Research Proposal  Study –2023
“Evaluations Methods for Ohio’s Post WWII Residential Properties” 

• Intent to use results of research study to develop agreement with 
OSHPO 

• Programmatically evaluate Post-WWII residential properties

• Streamline Section 106 survey and agency reviews 

• Model for evaluating individual and grouped properties for 
National Register in Ohio

• Step-by-step guide to use during eligibility determinations

Post WW II Residential Properties Peer Exchange April 11-13, 2023 24



Summary

• No major issues with identifying and evaluating 
post-WWII residential housing yet

• Some issues with post-WWII commercial 
properties and/or developments

• Anticipate future concerns with residential 
properties/neighborhoods based on comments 
received on past projects

• Research project is latest effort to try to get to 
a programmatic approach
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Questions?

Erica L. Schneider, Assistant Environmental Administrator
Erica.Schneider@dot.ohio.gov

Susan Gasbarro, History/Architecture Team Leader
Susan.Gasbarro@dot.ohio.gov  

mailto:Erica.Schneider@dot.ohio.gov
mailto:Susan.Gasbarro@dot.ohio.gov
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Who We Are

What We Do Light Industrial

WarehousesRanch Houses



Who Are We?





Section 106 and GEPA Compliance 

• Identification and Evaluation
• Is it Section 106 or GEPA?

• Consultation 

• Minor Project Agreements

• APEs

• Avoidance and Minimization Measures Meeting – A3M

• Assessment of Effects and Memorandum of Agreements
• NHPA, No Adverse Effect

• Adverse Effect

• Mitigation and its challenges



Summary of Section 106 Findings 

• 2022 Total Findings – 642
• Does not include GEPA projects

• Approximately 1200 SHPO submittals in 
2022

• Notifications, Survey Reports, AOEs, 
MOAs, and Reevaluation Memos

• NPTCE projects reviewed by GDOT staff for 
applicability and reported on annually to 
agencies and tribes.

• Per 106 PA, no SHPO concurrence is 
required on (most) NHPA findings.  

• Majority of adverse effects are bridge 
projects, followed by widenings, 
bypasses/new locations, and interchanges



• Upcoming Efforts
• PA expires December 2024

• Activities to add to minor projects list 

• Defining discrete APEs for certain project types

• Corps’ new position (TBD) on Appendix C

• Finalization of Cemetery Context

• Update to Georgia Historic Bridge Inventory

• Initiating updates to Georgia’s Living Places



GDOT Project CSHPP-0007-00(557), 
Fulton County, P.I. #0007557

• Corridor study of Northside Drive, from 
I-20 to I-75

• Developed in 1940s, constructed in 
1950s

• Part of Lochner Plan for Atlanta to 
address traffic and city planning

• Encouraged industrial sites to relocate 
to semi-rural areas, maintaining access 
to rail, but…

• Ever increasing reliance on autos and 
trucks

• Plan required parking areas for truck 
loading

• Resulted in numerous light industrial 
and warehouse historic properties



SHPO’s commercial building 
typologies works great if the 
historic property is 19th or 
early 20th century….



Light Industrial Type

• Used for production or 
manufacturing of a product

• Masonry

• Rectangular or square; other shapes 
too

• Horizontal, low orientation

• Flat or low pitched roof

• Multiple raised loading bays; 
number is not as important since 
purpose is production

• Office/retail space towards front; 
stylistic details common

• Use of windows in office and 
industrial area

• Near major roadways and rail

• Ample parking with area for truck 
turn-around

Warehouses

• Main use for storage of goods

• Masonry

• Rectangular or square, other shapes 
too

• Horizontal, low orientation

• Flat or low pitched roof

• Multiple raised loading bays, 
especially intermodal loading bays

• May have office area; less 
prominent and integrated into 
main building

• Windows less likely

• Near major roadways and rail

• Ample parking with area for truck 
turn-around



Light Industrial  

• Lockheed Nuclear Products

• Constructed 1952

• Flat roof, clear separation of office, 
multiple loading docks, parking area 

• Minor alterations



Light Industrial  

• Raybestos-Manhatten; auto brakes 

• Constructed 1960

• Flat roof, clear separation of office, 
multiple loading docks, windows within 
industrial area, parking 

• Significant alterations



Warehouse 

• Right – Hanes Supply Company, 
constructed 1960; below – Inland 
Container Group, construed 1955 

• Constructed 1960

• Flat roof, discreet office, multiple loading 
docks, minimal windows 

• Enclosed bays, roof alteration





Before we discuss now and beyond, let’s go back in time…
• Not a new typology

• Late 2004 and into 2005, uptick in number of 
eligibility disagreements, starting with one house in 
particular

Clearly, we were not on the 
same page…

The Ranch that started it all…



• Series of strongly worded letters back and forth

• Held several interactive meetings between HPD and GDOT staff – as well as 
consultants – to form general framework of common features

• Led to creation of a ranch house focus team – Ranch Assessment Team – RAT

• GDOT worked with Georgia Transmission Commission, who contracted New South 
Associates to take the foundation of the context and develop it into the final 



The Ranch House Context Provides:

• Origins of the ranch house 

• Subtypes

• Character defining features

• Assessing the “ranch-ness” of a ranch house

• Integrity considerations



The Challenges:

• Established significance to 1969

• Can “long and low” describe later ranch houses?

• Can subtypes be applied to later ranch houses?

• Does this next generation have own unique set of features?

• New styles introduced?

• What would be the end date of the period of significance?
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FHWA-Colorado

f

• CDOT authorized to conduct Section 106 
on behalf of FHWA under our PA 

• CDOT coordinates with FHWA when 
projects  have “adverse effects” on 
historic properties



SHPO-Colorado

Preservation Incentive 
Programs

DEPUTY STATE HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION OFFICER –

HISTORY

Executive Director & 
State Historic Preservation 

Officer

Office of Archaeology & 
Historic Preservation 

DEPUTY STATE HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION OFFICER 

- ARCHAEOLOGY

Colorado Magazine
Museums

Research Center

Section 106 Compliance 
Staff 

2 Historians
2 Archaeologists



CDOT – Cultural Resources

Region 4
Senior Historian

Region 1
Senior Historian
Staff Historian

Division of Transportation 
Development

Environmental Programs 
Branch

Cultural Resources 
Section Manager

Senior Staff Archaeologist
Staff Archaeologist

Staff Historian
Staff Historian



General Section 106 Compliance –
Programmatic Agreement (2014)

• CDOT is party to a PA along with FHWA and SHPO 
regarding Section 106:

• Exempted Undertakings – project types that are not 
undertakings

• Screened Undertakings – 8 project categories that can 
be “cleared” by CDOT historians 

• Identification and Evaluation – follow 36 CFR 800
• Effects – follow 36 CFR 800
• Phased approach for large projects



General Section 106 Compliance – CDOT Best Practices

• Typically survey 45 years +
• Historic Contexts

• Statewide – Highways, Bridges, Railroads, 
Streetcars

• Regional:
• Historic Residential Subdivision Context for 

Metropolitan Denver, 1940-1965
• West Colfax (US 40) Historic Resources, 1876-1975
• Project Specific Contexts



General Section 106 Compliance – APE

• APE – direct and indirect 
effects

• Noise analysis often basis for 
APE for large projects

• Catex typically 
adjacent/affected properties

• Post World War II Subdivisions 
are “a resource”

• Tendency to survey entire 
subdivision if any part of 
subdivision is in APE

Meadowlark Hills



Typical Historic Property 
Survey Report – Large 
Projects

Rendition showing additional 
traffic lane and new sidewalk 
next to eligible house



1403B Survey Form:  
Post World War II Subdivisions
• Efficient Survey Form for post WW II subdivisions with large number of similar resources. 

• Identify models/types and list out addresses by type

• Small vs. large subdivisions

• Use Multiple Property Documentation Form - Historic Residential Subdivisions of Metro 
Denver, 1940-1965

• Additional CriteriaA and B research

• Survey Report and Survey Forms to SHPO



1403B Survey Form:  
Post World War II Subdivisions

Meadowlark Hills

Rendition of new noise wall looking north



Historic Residential Subdivision Context 
for Metropolitan Denver, 1940-1965

2010



Historic Residential Subdivision 
Context for Metropolitan Denver, 
1940-1965

2010• Architects and Landscape Architects
• Builders and Developers
• Subdivision Layout/Property Type:

• Existing Subdivision
• Domestic Subdivision
• Multiple Filing Subdivision
• Planned Suburban Community
• Specialty 

• Patterns by Community/Suburb and 
prominent subdivisions in each





Post World War II Resources   
Recap
• Post World War II Residential Subdivisions - No Major 

Eligibility Issues if within Denver MPDF area

• Post World War II Residences – More Issues if Outside 
of Denver MPDF Area 

• No Statewide Context for Post World War II Residences or 
Residential Subdivisions

• Lack of regional historic contexts and surveys that include post 
WW II era

• Rely more on project-specific contexts and                      
individual survey forms 



Post World War II Resources – Other Issues
• Highways/Roads  - US 6 • Tunnels – EJMT



Post World War II Resources – Other Issues
• Commercial Roadside Properties



QUESTIONS/
COMMENTS?
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organization
shpo

Operations

Planning, 
Education, 
Outreach

Research, Survey, 
Registration



FHWA delegates 
MDOT SHA the 
responsibility to 
establish the 
undertaking and 
initiate 106 review 
and consultation

Delegation
Other 
Projects

Minimal 
Potential

Otherwise, MDOT 
SHA initiates 
coordination with 
SHPO and notifies 
FHWA of any 
adverse effects

Projects with 
minimal potential 
to cause effects are 
exempt from 
further review 

Minor 
Projects

For minor project 
types, no SHPO 
coordination 
required if historic 
properties are not 
affected

section 106
Programmatic Agreement



survey 
methodology
Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties (MIHP)
& Determination of Eligibility (DOE) Forms

MIHP
• Not all eligible “historic properties”

• List of all architectural resources surveyed in the 
state

• Some have been evaluated, others have not

• MIHP form records a resource to the inventory 
but does not determine eligibility

DOE
• Determines NRHP eligibility

• Regular and short forms

• Short Form for Ineligible Properties is used when 
a resource clearly lacks eligibility due to integrity 
or commonality. Not used for districts.



suburbanization 
historic context

Original context developed by MDOT SHA 
c.2000 with an emphasis on DC area

Identified multiple eras of suburbanization with 
1930-1960, the Modern Era, the most recent

Established suburban community types (districts) 
as units for survey based on development patterns

2018: new plan to widen I-495 around Washington, 
DC, in Maryland and I-270 to Frederick

MDOT SHA created an addendum to cover 
suburban development within the anticipated survey 
period

1815-1960 in Maryland



suburbanization 
historic context
Addendum 1960-1980
Suburban Diversification Period



suburbanization 
historic context
Addendum 1960-1980: Suburban Diversification Period
Suburban Development Systems

Unplanned 
Neighborhood

Planned 
Neighborhood

Planned 
Development

Parks

course title



suburbanization 
historic context
Addendum 1960-1980
Trends & Significance

Context established a high bar for eligibility

• Many similar resources still intact
• Significance under Criterion C as a type, period or method of construction is rare
• Should be first of a type or last remaining and demonstrate a high degree of integrity

Maryland developments have been most frequently eligible under Criterion A or A & C

Expanded 
Transportation 
Networks

Changing 
Demographics 

Expansion of 
Federal 
Government

Environmental 
Movement

Local and 
Regional 
Planning



architectural 
survey results

6.7%134

Keys to Success

• Single dispute with SHPO regarding 
eligibility

• MDOT SHA directed development 
of context with SHPO buy-in

• Kept SHPO informed throughout

• Existing 20-year precedent for 
post-WWII evaluations



consulting parties
coordination
ArcGIS Online
Interactive Online Map

• Updated as DOEs submitted to 
SHPO

• Shows boundaries and links to 
digital DOEs

• Customizable layers and filters

• At conclusion of survey, adapted 
map to show eligibility and all 
historic properties within APE

https://maryland.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=b6f8fad8b44543f691c91186291c5aa3


Minority Communities: identification

Representative Examples: avoiding the 
eligibility trap

Applicability: suburban development outside 
of DC and future county or statewide contexts

Identification, Evaluation, &
Other Challenges

discussion topics



Eligibility: subjective nature - clarity and sound logic 
are key; most disagreements have resulted 
from inadequate DOEs

Effects: SHPO remarks can lead to effect 
determination difficulties

Consultants: writing DOEs with effects in mind
• Roadside features, character-defining elements, 

integrity
• Time invested in training and high turnover 

Outreach: 
• Convincing consulting parties to work with us 

versus against us

SHPO, Consulting Parties, & 
Consultants

discussion topics



contact info
Matt Manning
410-545-8560
mmanning@mdot.maryland.gov

Steve Archer
410-545-8508
sarcher@mdot.maryland.gov

Links
• Cultural Resources Website:

• https://roads.maryland.gov/mdotsha/pages/Inde
x.aspx?PageId=729

• I-495 & I-270 Managed Lanes Study Map

• https://maryland.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webapp
viewer/index.html?id=b6f8fad8b44543f691c9
1186291c5aa3

https://roads.maryland.gov/mdotsha/pages/Index.aspx?PageId=729
https://roads.maryland.gov/mdotsha/pages/Index.aspx?PageId=729
https://maryland.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=b6f8fad8b44543f691c91186291c5aa3
https://maryland.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=b6f8fad8b44543f691c91186291c5aa3
https://maryland.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=b6f8fad8b44543f691c91186291c5aa3
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