
Applicants for grant assistance must provide responses to the categorical evaluation 
criteria AND the Administrative Priorities in their grant proposals.  Both sets of evaluation 
criteria and the Historic Preservation Fund (HPF) grant program guidelines are being 
provided for public review and comment.  Please provide any comments to the DHPA 
Grants Staff by Friday, July 17, 2009.  All public comments received will be presented at 
the meeting of the State Historic Preservation Review Board on July 22, 2009. 
 
All public comments must be received in writing.  Send comments by fax to 317-232-0693, 
by e-mail to skennedy@dnr.IN.gov, or by mail to DHPA Grants Staff, 402 W. Washington 
St., Room W274, Indianapolis, IN 46204. 
 
 

DRAFT FY2010 ADMINISTRATIVE PRIORITIES 
(Proposed changes are indicated in bold type or strikethrough) 

 
Instructions: Provide complete but concise answers for each of the priority statements below.  Please be as specific 
as possible in your answers, and explain exactly how the proposed project will meet the priority issues.  Most 
projects will adequately address several priorities, while only partially addressing others, and will be scored 
accordingly.  No project will address every priority statement.  When a proposed project does not address a specific 
priority, mark “NA” as the response. 
 
 Max.   
Score:  Priority will be given to: 
 
16 pts  1. Projects that have clear and measurable goals and will result in the creation of valuable products 

for the State.  Carefully describe the project activity/activities and methodology—how is the 
project going to be accomplished and what is the project going to produce? List the products or 
work items individually and specifically and include quantities, if applicable (for example: 
Walking Tour Brochure, 500 copies). Please do not simply repeat the project description. Note 
that the scope of work must be realistic and commensurate with the amount of grant funding 
requested. 

 
16 pts  2. Projects whose sponsors have an individual capable of grant administration to act as Project 

Coordinator.  Provide the name of this person, list their qualifications and grant-administration 
experience (if any), and submit their resume with the project proposal. Note that the past 
performance of Project Coordinators on DHPA-funded grant projects is documented and will be 
considered. Project Coordinators with past DHPA-funded grant experience are evaluated on all 
aspects of grant administration, including Progress Reporting, Procurement, Reimbursement, and 
their overall performance of supervising and coordinating the project on behalf of the sponsoring 
organization.  

 
16 pts  3. Projects whose sponsors have an individual capable to act as Principal Investigator (P.I.).  There 

are five possibilities for selecting a P.I. for the project.  Respond according to the instructions 
following the underlined statement below that best describes your situation.  Also, provide the 
appropriate underlined statement as the first part of your narrative response to this criterion. 

     ● The P.I. is currently a member of the sponsoring organization.  If the P.I. is a paid member 
of the organization, be sure to indicate whether his/her salary is included in the project 
budget and local match.  Provide the name of this person, list their qualifications (they 
must meet applicable 36 CFR 61 qualifications), describe any previous experience on grant 
projects, and submit their resume with the project proposal. 

     ● The P.I. is providing their professional services as an “In-Kind Donation” to the project.   
This means that the fair market value of their donated services is included in the project 
budget and will be used as local match to leverage grant funds; however, the P.I. will not 



receive any payment for their donated services.  Provide the name of this person, list their 
qualifications (they must meet applicable 36 CFR 61 qualifications), describe any previous 
experience on grant projects, and submit their resume with the project proposal. 

     ● The P.I. is “To Be Determined” and will be hired during the grant project.  Indicate on the 
cover sheet that the P.I. is “To Be Determined.”  The sponsoring organization must hire a 
qualified P.I. through an open bidding process that follows state and federal rules and 
procedures for “fair procurement.”  Applicants will receive half credit (8 points) for this 
situation. 

     ● The P.I. is providing services totally “off-budget” from the grant project.  This means that 
no cost for the P.I. is included in the project budget, nor can payment of the P.I. constitute 
any portion of the local match.  In this situation, the sponsoring organization is free to hire 
anyone without undergoing “fair procurement.”  If the intended P.I. is known at this time, 
provide the name of this person, list their qualifications (they must meet applicable 36 CFR 
61 qualifications), describe any previous experience on grant projects, and submit their 
resume with the project proposal; otherwise, indicate “To Be Determined.” 

     ● The P.I. is already under a pre-existing contract.  This situation applies ONLY if the P.I. 
was hired already and is documented by a fully executed contract dated on or before the 
date of the grant application deadline.  A copy of the pre-existing contract MUST be 
submitted as part of the application.  Provide the name of this person, list their 
qualifications (they must meet applicable 36 CFR 61 qualifications), describe any previous 
experience on grant projects, and submit their resume with the project proposal. 

If the sponsoring organization’s P.I. selection DOES NOT precisely match one of the above 
options, please contact the DHPA Grants Staff to discuss the situation and seek advice.  Note 
that past performance of Principal Investigators on DHPA-funded grant projects is documented 
and will be considered. 

 
16 pts  4. Projects that have realistic timetables.  Include a detailed timetable that shows the approximate 

amount of time (days, weeks, or months) that will be devoted to each of the various phases, tasks, 
or components of the overall project.  Allow sufficient time for any necessary procurement of 
services: including DHPA review of bidding documents, minimum bidding periods, contract 
negotiation and execution.  Also account for required 30-day DHPA review of draft products 
and 30-day revision period for final products, as may be applicable to the proposed project.  In 
general, the more detail provided, the higher the score will be for this criterion.  Providing only 
the “begin” and “end” dates for the project does NOT constitute an acceptable timetable.   
 

16 pts  5. Projects that have realistic and reasonable budgets. Include a detailed budget breakdown, indicate 
exactly how the various budget figures (line items) were computed, and include copies of any 
estimates received.  Provide a justification for any items that are unusually expensive or 
inexpensive (such as discounted or donated goods or services).  Upon review of the proposal, the 
DHPA reserves the right to adjust the scope of work or the grant request in cases where the 
project budget is out of line with the products to be created.  In general, the more detail and 
documentation provided, the higher the score will be for this criterion. 
 

12 pts  6. Projects whose sponsors have not received funding commitment through the DHPA’s grants 
program within the last three fiscal years annual grant cycles (consider only funding awards 
made in 2007-2009).  Indicate whether or not the project sponsor has ever received funding in the 
past from the DHPA, and list the years in which any grant assistance was received.  Note that past 
performance of sponsoring organizations on DHPA-funded grant projects is documented and will 
be considered. 
 

12 pts  7. Projects that will be undertaken by a governmental agency that has been designated by the 
National Park Service as a Certified Local Government (CLG) for the purpose of carrying out 
historic preservation activities.  Currently there are seventeen CLGs in Indiana:  Bloomington, 
Crown Point, Elkhart, Evansville, Fort Wayne, Huntington, Lafayette, LaPorte, Logansport, 
Mishawaka, Monroe County, Muncie, Nappanee, New Albany, Richmond, South Bend, and St. 
Joseph County.  CLG designations are pending for Crawfordsville and Newburgh.  Indicate 



whether or not the project sponsor is a Certified Local Government.  Projects that are “co-
sponsored” by a CLG and another entity will only receive 6 points. 
 

10 pts  8. Projects whose sponsors can show evidence of broad-based community support by submitting 
letters endorsing the proposed project.  These letters of support must be original, project-specific, 
dated and current, and should not be from any person or organization directly associated with the 
applicant organization.  Support letters should be sought from historical societies, neighborhood 
organizations, elected officials, local businesses, and/or any other groups or individuals that 
might have an interest in the successful outcome of the project. All letters MUST be submitted 
with the application.  Letters sent separately WILL NOT be counted.  Submit these letters along 
with the project application, or have the authors forward them directly to the DHPA no later than 
the grant application deadline.  The number of points awarded for this item depends will be based 
on the number and variety of support letters submitted.  Note that form letters and signed petitions 
are WILL NOT be counted.  Applicants should must limit their support letters to no more than a 
maximum of 20. 
 

 8 pts     9. Projects whose sponsors have 100% of the matching share on-hand AND documented.  In 
addition to the signed Matching Share Form, provide copies of bank statements, university 
research program budgets, local government departmental budgets, or other documentation to 
demonstrate that all of the matching share funds are available.  Applicants that claim to have 
100% of the matching share but do not document it will NOT receive full credit.  Applicants that 
can document only 75% to 99% of the matching share WILL NOT receive full credit.  Applicants 
that have less than 75% of the required matching share, documented or not, will not receive any 
points. 
 

 8 pts  10. Projects whose sponsors will use a matching share consisting of any combination of cash and in-
kind services, with volunteer services not to exceed 10% of the total amount of the matching 
share.  Describe the match to be used and provide a breakdown if two or more match types are to 
be included.  Maximum points will be given for a match consisting totally of cash or in-kind 
contributions, or a combination match that includes no more less than 10% volunteer services.  
Project matching shares that include 11% 10% to 25% volunteer services will receive only partial 
credit.  Any pledges of volunteer labor or in-kind donations of goods or services MUST be 
documented in writing by the donors and be included with the Matching Share Form. 
 

 6 pts  11. Projects whose sponsors are minority or disadvantaged organizations.  Explain how the project 
sponsor (the applicant organization) qualifies as a minority or disadvantaged organization or 
directly serves a minority or disadvantaged group (ethnic background, language, culture, religion, 
socio-economic conditions, gender). 
 

 6 pts  12. Projects whose sponsors have submitted a complete application.  The application must contain all 
of the completed forms and required information, and must be received by the DHPA prior to the 
published grant deadline.  Applicants are strongly encouraged to submit their applications early 
so that the DHPA Staff can verify that they are complete.  Applications missing any parts after the 
application deadline will not receive these points, and may receive reduced scores for other 
priorities. 

-------- 
142 Points Possible 
 
 
Note:  Proposals MUST score a minimum of 65.0 points on the Administrative Priorities in order to be 
recommended for funding. 

 



DRAFT FY2010 ARCHITECTURAL AND HISTORICAL PRIORITIES 
(Proposed changes are indicated in bold type or strikethrough) 

 
 
Instructions: Provide complete but concise answers for each of the priority statements below.  Please be as specific 
as possible in your answers, and explain exactly how the proposed project will meet the priority issues.  Most 
projects will adequately address one or more priorities, while only partially addressing others, and will be scored 
accordingly.  No project will address every priority statement.  When a proposed project does not address a specific 
priority, mark “NA” as the response. 
 
 Max.   
Score:   Priority will be given to: 
 
20 pts  1. Projects that will assist the DHPA in carrying out its responsibilities dealing with National 

Register and review and compliance issues, or promoting public awareness and understanding of 
preservation through educational programs.  Examples of projects that meet this priority include 
county or city surveys, National Register historic district nominations, or public education 
programs that reach a widespread or critical audience.  This priority is for the DHPA to evaluate 
and does not require an answer. 

 
20 pts  2. Projects that will survey part or all of one of the following priority counties, or projects that will 

publish a recently completed survey.  First Priority:  resurvey of Adams, Allen (excluding Fort 
Wayne), Bartholomew, Carroll, or Franklin or Warren Counties. Second Priority: resurvey of 
Adams or Warren Counties.  No other counties will be considered for survey until these county 
surveys have been completed.  State whether or not the area to be surveyed or resurveyed is one 
of the above counties, a portion (such as a township one or more townships) of one of these 
counties, or an area (such as a city) within one of these counties.  For survey publication projects, 
provide only the name of the county and the survey completion date.  Note: “First Priority” 
counties may receive a maximum of 20 points.  “Second Priority” counties may receive a 
maximum of 14 points.  This criterion is part of the State’s on-going efforts to complete the initial 
survey of Indiana’s 92 counties, to update surveys that do not conform to the current survey 
methodology and numbering system, to publish survey results for all counties, and to update 
older surveys.  County survey records and publications are some of the most valuable tools used 
in preservation. 

 
16 pts  3. Projects that will result in preparation of a context study for a class of cultural resources in 

Indiana.  Please visit the National Park Service’s website for guidance on the structure and 
scope of a successful context study:  http://www.nps.gov/history/hps/pad/PlngStds/develhc.htm.  
Describe the context study topic and its geographic boundaries and temporal limits.  Where 
indicated below, each context study should be accompanied by a Multiple Property Document 
Form (MPDF) for the National Register.  In addition, the project should include an illustrated 
2-page summary written for the general public suitable for web posting.  Extra consideration 
will be given to context study projects that have very large geographic limits and/or that include 
a National Register component, such as preparation of nominations for individual resources or 
districts under the MPDF.  Context study topics from the list below will be given priority 
consideration and will receive up to 16 points; context study topics not on this list will receive up 
to 10 points. 
● Origins and development of the Ranch House Type in Indiana, 1935-1975 

(accompanying MPDF preferred); 
● Post-World War II residential development in Indiana (including housing types, such as 

National Homes, Split Level, and Ranch, as well as neighborhood planning and 
community planning), 1945-1975 (accompanying MPDF preferred); 

● Historic theaters, opera houses, and places of entertainment in Indiana (including drive-
in theaters), c. 1840-1970 (accompanying MPDF preferred); 



● Linear districts (such as road segments including historically related housing, 
agricultural uses, or small towns; and including criteria for what constitutes a linear 
district, and examples of such districts from around the state); 

● The industrial landscape in Lake, Porter, LaPorte, and St. Joseph Counties (possibly 
including a MPDF for various property types [even housing], associated contexts, and 
registration/nomination requirements), (accompanying MPDF preferred); 

● The Miami in Indiana (including cultural sites, archaeological sites, buildings, 
cemeteries, etc.), (accompanying MPDF preferred). 

(This is a new criterion.) 
 
16 pts  4. Projects that will produce National Register nominations for commercial or residential historic 

districts that have been identified in DHPA-sponsored or reviewed surveys. Describe the 
geographic boundaries and temporal limits of the historic district, and provide a justification for 
the delineation of its boundaries.  Cite the city or county survey in which the historic district was 
identified (if any), and offer some justification for why the district is to be nominated to the 
National Register.  The DHPA has identified districts in counties that are under-represented in the 
National Register in order to encourage nominations in these areas.  These identified districts are 
listed in “Historic Districts Targeted for National Register Nomination” and applications that 
propose to nominate districts on the list will receive 16 points.  Applications that propose to 
nominate identified districts that are NOT on this list will receive a maximum of 14 points. 

 
16 pts  5. Projects that have as their primary purpose efforts to promote public awareness and knowledge of 

historic places and preservation.  Explain how the project will promote historic places and 
preservation in Indiana, and identify the audience and geographic areas that will be targeted by 
such efforts.  Products may include but are not limited to educational brochures, survey 
publications, conferences, and workshops.  Projects with the broadest audiences AND planned 
Preservation Month activities will receive higher scores, while projects with limited audiences 
and/or NO planned Preservation Month activities will receive lower scores.  Please describe the 
products or events in detail. 

 
16 pts  6.   Projects that have as their primary purpose efforts to promote financial reinvestment in National 

Register-listed properties through the preparation of feasibility studies, historic structure reports, 
or plans and specifications for future rehabilitation projects, or that will provide some form of 
needed technical assistance.  Describe how the products created under this project will be utilized 
at a later date, such as in a planned rehabilitation project. 

 
12 pts  7. Projects that will make special efforts to include minority or disadvantaged organizations and 

resources (in terms of ethnic background, language, culture, religion, socio-economic conditions, 
gender).  Describe how the minority or disadvantaged organizations or resources will be included 
in the project, either as project partners or co-sponsors, sources of information, or as types of 
resources to be included in a study. 

 
8 pts.  8. Projects that involve historic designed cultural landscapes, such as through the preparation 

of a nomination to the National Register of Historic Places, preparation of a cultural 
landscape report, or creation of planning documents for future rehabilitation efforts.  Name 
the designer (if known) and describe:  the various elements of the historic designed cultural 
landscape, the landscape’s significance, its historical background, and the design principles 
that it illustrates.  Explain how the project will protect the landscape, raise awareness of a class 
of landscapes, or assist the DHPA in evaluating the significance of a class of landscapes.  
Examples of the types of projects that would receive consideration under this criterion include 
but are not limited to:  post-World War II suburban neighborhoods, farmstead layout and 
organization in 19th century Indiana, and cultural landscape reports for formally designed 
urban parks.  (This is a new criterion.) 

 
12 pts  9.   Projects that will make a significant contribution toward meeting the State’s preservation goals 

and objectives.  Refer to the goal, objective, and strategy statements listed in the Indiana Cultural 



Resources Management Plan 2005 to 2011, which is available on-line at: 
http://www.in.gov/dnr/historic/files/dnrmgmtplan.pdf.  Describe how the proposed project will 
help meet the State’s identified goals, objectives, and strategies for preservation of cultural 
resources. 

 
-------- 
136 Points Possible 
 
 



Historic Districts Targeted for National Register Nomination 
 

Many historic districts that have been identified through the Indiana Historic Sites and Structures Inventory program 
remain unlisted in the National Register.  These are districts that have been identified by DHPA staff in counties that 
are under-represented in the National Register.  Many of these are commercial districts, which may have properties 
that could benefit from federal and state rehabilitation tax credit incentives, if listed.  There are a few residential 
districts, where homeowners may take advantage of Indiana’s homeowner’s tax credit, if listed.  

 
County     Name of District(s)                 
 
Cass     Riverside Historic District, Logansport 
 
Dekalb     North Main Street Historic District, Auburn 
       Eckhart Library Historic District, Auburn 
 
Fayette     Connersville Historic District 
 
Fountain     Covington Courthouse Square Historic District 
 
Greene     Bloomfield Courthouse Square Historic District 
       Worthington Commercial Historic District 
 
Hancock     Greenfield Residential Historic District 
 
Henry     Lewisville Commercial District 
 
Jackson     Brownstown Courthouse Square Historic District 
 
LaGrange     LaGrange Courthouse Square Historic District 
 
Miami     Peru Courthouse Square Historic District 
       Peru Eastside Historic District 
       Peru Westside Historic District  
 
Noble     Albion Courthouse Square Historic District 
 
Owen     Spencer Courthouse Square Historic District 
 
Perry     City Hall Historic District, Tell City 
       Tenth Street Historic District, Tell City 
 
Putnam     Eastern Enlargement Historic District, Greencastle 
       Northwood Historic District, Greencastle 
       Old Greencastle Historic District 
 
Pike      Petersburg Historic District 
 
Ripley     Versailles Courthouse Square Historic District 
 
Spencer     Rockport Commercial Historic District 
 
Starke     Knox Courthouse Square Historic District 
 
Steuben     Angola Courthouse Square Historic District (nomination currently under review) 
 
Sullivan     Sullivan Courthouse Square Historic District 



 
Switzerland     Vevay Historic District 
 
Tipton     Tipton Courthouse Square Historic District 
 
Union     Liberty Courthouse Square Historic District 
 
Vermillion     Newport Courthouse Square Historic District 
 
Warren     Williamsport Courthouse Square Historic District 
 
Wells     Bluffton Historic District 
 
White     Broadway Street Historic District, Monticello 
       Southside Historic District, Monticello 
 



DRAFT FY2010 HPF GRANT PROGRAM GUIDELINES 
(Proposed changes are indicated in bold type or strikethrough) 

 
The Historic Preservation Fund (HPF) is a program of the U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service 
that is administered in Indiana by the Department of Natural Resources, Division of Historic Preservation and 
Archaeology.  The following items are the federal program guidelines and requirements and state procedures and 
policies used to administer this program.  These guidelines are intended to foster the careful and responsible use of 
the limited grant funds available for cultural resource management to provide the greatest public benefit to the 
current and future citizens of Indiana.  Grant applications are reviewed by professional staff, measured and scored 
against publicly approved evaluation criteria, selected for funding on a competitive basis, and approved for funding 
by the State Historic Preservation Review Board. 
 
 
Eligibility Requirements 
Eligible applicants include municipal government entities, educational institutions, and not-for-profit organizations 
with 501(c)(3) tax-exempt status.  Private individuals and for-profit entities are not eligible to receive funds. 
 
Properties that will be the subject of feasibility studies or plans and specifications for future rehabilitation activities 
must be listed in the National Register of Historic Places. 
 
Properties that will be rehabilitated with federal funds must be listed in the National Register of Historic Places, 
should be open and available to the public on a regular basis (unless closed for public safety reasons), and must be 
non-income-producing.  However, properties that meet these criteria but are owned by active religious organizations 
are not eligible to receive funding for rehabilitation activities due to separation of church and state regulations that 
govern this federal program. 
 
 
Reimbursement 
Grant funds are paid out on a reimbursement basis after submission of proper documentation that project costs were 
incurred and paid by the grant recipient. 
 
 
Standard Funding Ratios 
It is imperative to foster continued data collection about the location and significance of both above-ground and 
below-ground historic and cultural resources in order to support state and federally mandated review and compliance 
activities.  To this end, all survey activities will be funded on a 70/30 basis (70% federal share / 30% local share).  
All other projects will be funded on a 50/50 basis (50% federal share / 50% local share). 
 
 
Source of Matching Funds 
Local matching funds to the grant must be non-federal in origin.  Federal pass-through grants, such as 
Transportation Enhancements (TE) and Community Development Block Grants (CDBG), cannot be used as 
matching funds to HPF grants.  Acceptable forms of match include cash from state, local, and private sources, as 
well as the fair market value of donated goods and professional services, and volunteer labor valued at minimum 
wage plus one dollar ($7.25 + $1.00 = $8.25/hour as of July 24, 2009). 
 
 
Standard Award Limits 
The minimum grant award request amount for any project category is $2,000. 
The maximum grant award request amount for the Architectural and Historical Category is $35,000. 
The maximum grant award request amount for the Archaeological Category, Subcategory I is $50,000. 
The maximum grant award request amount for the Archaeological Category, Subcategory II is $10,000. 
The maximum grant award request amount for the Acquisition and Development Category is $50,000. 



Funding requests must fall within these parameters.  If the project runs over budget, so that the actual project costs 
exceed the amount of the grant plus the required local match, the local grant project sponsor must bear the additional 
costs. 
 
 
Categorical Funding Ratios 
Once Indiana’s HPF allocation is determined each year, staff will target approximately 70% to 75% of this amount 
for distribution as grants.  Of the remaining funds, approximately 7% of the total HPF allocation will be reserved for 
cooperative agreement projects.  Therefore, approximately 77% to 82% of HPF funds will be redistributed to assist 
local projects each year.  The remaining funds will be used to support the production of publications and public 
education materials, several office positions, and certain State Historic Preservation Office operation needs. 
 
The amount of funding that is set aside for HPF grants will be divided among the three project categories according 
to pre-determined funding ratios from the following sliding scale.  Based on the demonstrated demand for funds in 
the three project categories over the last ten years, the following sliding scale represents what staff believes is the 
most fair distribution of funds in light of funding demand trends, and the uncertainty volatility of recent 
Congressional appropriations levels for the HPF program. and the uncertainty of future HPF funding levels.  The 
sliding scale also provides for pre-approved and instantaneous direction for the categorical allocation of funds in the 
event that Congress does not pass the Department of the Interior spending bill (which includes HPF appropriations) 
until after the Review Board considers grant funding recommendations at its January meeting.  (This situation has 
occurred several times recently, but the existence of the sliding scale prevented delays in project initiation.) 
 
At the top of each “column” is a range for the amount of grant funds available and a set of allocation percentages for 
the three project categories.  For example, if funding for the HPF grants program is set at $625,000, which falls 
within the range covered by Column 4, then the Architectural & Historical category would receive $137,500 (22% 
of $625,000).  The dollar figures within each column represent the high and low ends of the range for categorical 
funding amounts based on the allocation percentages.  These funding allocations balance the need to accommodate 
vitally important survey programs for historic structures and archaeological sites with the public’s increasing 
demand for bricks-and-mortar funding.  Note that in 2003 through 2009, the amount set aside for grants fell within 
the range covered by Column 3. 
 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Money Available for Grants    :        Column 1   :        Column 2   :        Column 3   : 
            :       :       :       : 
 If funding is at least:      : $300,000    : $400,000    : $500,000    : 
 But less than:        : $400,000    : $500,000    : $600,000    : 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
            :       :       :       : 
 Architectural & Historical    :     33% :     28% :     25% : 
  minimum allocation     : $  99,000    : $112,000    : $125,000    : 
  maximum allocation     : $132,000    : $140,000    : $150,000    : 
            :       :       :       : 
 Archaeological       :     33% :     28% :     25% : 
  minimum allocation     : $  99,000    : $112,000    : $125,000    : 
  maximum allocation     : $132,000    : $140,000    : $150,000    : 
            :       :       :       : 
 Acquisition & Development    :     34% :     44% :     50% : 
  minimum allocation     : $102,000    : $176,000    : $250,000    : 
  maximum allocation     : $136,000    : $220,000    : $300,000    : 
            :       :       :       : 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 
 
 



-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Money Available for Grants    :        Column 4   :        Column 5   :        Column 6   : 
            :       :       :       : 
 If funding is at least:      : $600,000    : $700,000    : $800,000    : 
 But less than:        : $700,000    : $800,000    : $900,000    : 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
            :       :       :       : 
 Architectural & Historical    :     22% :     20% :     18% : 
  minimum allocation     : $132,000    : $140,000    : $144,000    : 
  maximum allocation     : $154,000    : $160,000    : $162,000    : 
            :       :       :       : 
 Archaeological       :     22% :     20% :     18% : 
  minimum allocation     : $132,000    : $140,000    : $144,000    : 
  maximum allocation     : $154,000    : $160,000    : $162,000    : 
            :       :       :       : 
 Acquisition & Development    :     56% :     60% :     64% : 
  minimum allocation     : $336,000    : $420,000    : $512,000    : 
  maximum allocation     : $392,000    : $480,000    : $576,000    : 
            :       :       :       : 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Note:  If the amount of funding available for the HPF grant program ever exceeds $900,000, staff recommends 
maintaining the funding allocation percentages from Column 6. 
 
Staff will revisit the sliding scale percentages every second year (for the program cycles in even-numbered federal 
fiscal years) and compare them against statistical data for the previous three-year period, including the average 
demand for grant funds in each category.  This method should control for sudden spikes or drops in both the demand 
for and availability of grant funds and still respond to overall trends in the categorical demand for grant funding. 
 
 
Grant Selection Procedures 
DHPA Staff and the State Historic Preservation Review Board will follow these procedures to select grant projects 
for funding. 
 
I.  DHPA Staff develops grant evaluation criteria and grant program guidelines. 

A. DHPA Staff revisits the grant evaluation criteria and grant program guidelines from the previous year, 
considers changes, and drafts revisions to the evaluation criteria and guidelines for the next funding round 
to keep the program responsive to identified preservation needs in the state. 

B. DHPA Grants Staff posts the draft grant evaluation criteria and grant program guidelines on the division’s 
website a minimum of sixty (60) days prior to the cut-off point of the public comment period. 

C. DHPA Grants Staff notifies the public of the availability of the draft grant evaluation criteria and grant 
program guidelines a minimum of sixty (60) days prior to the cut-off point of the public comment period. 

D. DHPA Grants Staff collects written comments on the draft criteria and guidelines up to the cut-off point of 
the public comment period. 

E. DHPA Grants Staff provides recommendations to the State Historic Preservation Review Board, indicating: 
1. Revisions to the grant program guidelines; 
2. Revisions to the sliding scale funding guidelines for the three project categories; 
3. Revisions to the grant evaluation criteria (Administrative, Architectural and Historical, Archaeological, 

and Acquisition and Development), including the point value of each criterion and the minimum 
Administrative score required to qualify for grant funding. 

F. DHPA Grants Staff presents all public comments received on the draft criteria and guidelines to the State 
Historic Preservation Review Board at its summer meeting. 

G. The State Historic Preservation Review Board reviews Staff’s recommendations, considers public 
comments received, makes any appropriate changes, and formally approves the criteria and guidelines for 
the next funding cycle. 

 
II. DHPA Grants Staff solicits and accepts grant proposals. 



A. DHPA Grants Staff prepares grant application materials that include the evaluation criteria and program 
guidelines approved by the State Historic Preservation Review Board and sets the date of the grant 
application deadline. 

B. DHPA Grants Staff posts the application materials on the division’s website a minimum of sixty days (60) 
prior to the grant application deadline. 

C. DHPA Grants Staff advertises the availability of grant application materials a minimum of sixty (60) days 
prior to the grant application deadline. 

  D. DHPA Grants Staff receives and records grant proposals up to the application deadline; late proposals are 
not accepted. 

 
III. DHPA Staff evaluates, scores, and ranks grant proposals. 
  A. DHPA Grants Staff conducts technical reviews of grant proposals to determine that each is complete; 

additional information or forms are requested from the proposal authors, if necessary. 
  B. DHPA Grants Staff establishes a five-member or six-member review committee for each project category. 

1. Each committee includes two Grants Staff members who meet 36 CFR 61 qualifications. 
2. Each committee includes three or four Program Area Staff members who meet 36 CFR 61 

qualifications in disciplines relevant to the work items allowed in the project category. 
  C. Review committee members read and score grant proposals independently, then meet as a group to discuss 

each project and the corresponding scores. 
  D. The Grants Staff prepares the ranked list based on the committee members’ scores. 

1. All reviewers’ scores for each criterion are recorded. 
2. The highest score for each criterion is eliminated. 
3. The lowest score for each criterion is eliminated. 
4. The remaining scores for each criterion are averaged to one decimal place. 
5. The sums of the averaged scores for the Administrative and categorical evaluation criteria are 

computed; projects that meet or exceed the minimum Administrative score will be recommended for 
funding; projects that do not meet the minimum Administrative score will not be recommended for 
funding.  (See “Minimum Administrative Score” below.) 

6. The Administrative and categorical evaluation criteria scores are added together to compute the total 
project score; the ranked list for each project category is prepared by arranging proposals from highest 
to lowest total project scores; any proposals not recommended for funding are automatically placed at 
the bottom of the list, regardless of their score.  In the event of a tied score within a category, the 
proposal with the higher Administrative score will be ranked first. 

 
IV. DHPA Grants Staff prepares funding recommendations for the State Historic Preservation Review Board. 
  A. DHPA Grants Staff prepares an information packet for the State Historic Preservation Review Board that 

summarizes the details of the HPF Program grant round, including: 
1. The overall demand for funds, a breakdown of the demand for funds by project category, and other 

pertinent statistical information. 
2. The amount targeted for distribution as subgrants, if known at that time. 
3. The amount proposed for distribution as subgrants to Certified Local Governments, if known at that 

time. 
4. The ranked list for each project category. 
5. A summary of each grant proposal that lists the name of the project, the name of the applicant, the total 

project score, the federal and non-federal shares of the project budget, the amount of grant funding 
recommended, a brief description of the project, and any pertinent staff comments. 

  B. DHPA Grants Staff forwards the funding recommendations packet to the members of the State Historic 
Preservation Review Board at least ten (10) days prior to its winter meeting. 

C. Members of the State Historic Preservation Review Board review the funding recommendations packet 
prior to the meeting. 

 
V. State Historic Preservation Review Board formally approves grant funding awards. 
  A. DHPA Grants Staff presents the staff’s comments at the meeting of the State Historic Preservation Review 

Board and asks the Board to approve the funding recommendations for Certified Local Governments, the 
Architectural and Historical Category, the Archaeology Category, and the Acquisition and Development 
Category. 



  B. Members of the Review Board direct questions about specific proposals, project categories, and the overall 
program to the DHPA Grants Staff. 

  C. Members of the Review Board recuse themselves from voting on any category if they have a conflict of 
interest (or the appearance of conflict of interest). 

  D. The State Historic Preservation Review Board votes to approve funding for the project categories; in the 
event that the amount of Indiana’s HPF allocation is unknown prior to the meeting, the Review Board votes 
to approve the ranked lists of projects in each category so that grant awards can be made once the 
categorical funding levels are determined. 
1. The Review Board votes to approve grant proposals from Certified Local Governments to insure that 

Indiana meets its required minimum 10% pass-through to CLGs. 
   2. The Review Board votes to approve grant proposals as ranked in the Architectural and Historical 

Category, including transferring any remaining funds to the other categories, if necessary. 
   3. The Review Board votes to approve grant proposals as ranked in the Archaeological Category, 

including transferring any remaining funds to the other categories, if necessary. 
   4. The Review Board votes to approve grant proposals as ranked in the Acquisition and Development 

Category, including transferring any remaining funds to the other categories, if necessary. 
 
 
Minimum Administrative Score 
Regardless of project category, each grant application must include responses to the Administrative Priorities.  This 
set of evaluation criteria examines the past performance of project staff, the budget and timetable for the proposed 
project, the type and availability of matching funds committed to the project, and other basic factors that pertain to 
all projects.  The Administrative Priorities are intended to insure that proposals are properly formulated, include 
reasonable and realistic budgets and timetables, include the necessary documentation to prove project readiness, and 
have key personnel with past track records of satisfactory performance.  A low score on the Administrative Priorities 
reduces a project’s overall chances of being funded; however, there is a minimum threshold that proposals must 
meet to be recommended for funding. 
 
The Administrative Priorities have a total of 142 points, but 12 of these are reserved only for grant proposals from 
Certified Local Government communities.  Therefore, there are 130 administrative points potentially available to 
ALL grant proposals.  Based on the evaluation criteria, DHPA Staff have determined that proposals must score a 
minimum of 65.0 points in order to demonstrate an adequate level of project readiness and a reasonable likelihood of 
a timely and successful completion of the project.  Any proposals that do not score at least 65.0 points on the 
Administrative Priorities will not be recommended to the State Historic Preservation Review Board for funding 
consideration. 
 
 
Reallocation of Funds 
In rare cases, grant projects fail to achieve their objectives, either in whole or in part.  When a grant funding offer is 
declined or a grant agreement is terminated at the beginning of the project cycle, there is often enough time to 
initiate and complete a new project using the remaining grant funds.  However, when a project cancellation or a 
major reduction in the scope of work occurs in the middle or at the end of the grant cycle, it is not possible to initiate 
and complete a new project due to the relatively short duration of the federal grant cycle and the “use-it-or-lose-it” 
policy that governs this federal program.  In this case, remaining grant funds must be reallocated to existing grant 
projects and/or DHPA operating expenses and office needs. 
 
When enough time permits, the DHPA Grants Staff may use the funds remaining from a cancelled project to make a 
grant award to the top-ranked unfunded project in the same category, as long as that project was recommended for 
funding.  However, if the amount of funding available is not enough to constitute a meaningful grant award to that 
project, the DHPA Grants Staff may consider funding the top-ranked unfunded project in another category where 
there may be a better match between the amount of funds available and the amount of funds requested.  If it is not 
convenient to make a funding award to a top-ranked unfunded project, the remaining funds can be used to assist 
other activities through cooperative agreements. 
 
At the end of the grant cycle, unused funds are normally reallocated to projects that have gone over budget and have 
documented “local overmatch” of the federal grant funds.  Any additional grant payments are still subject to the 



same local match ratio requirements, but the additional payments may exceed the maximum categorical grant award 
limits if it is necessary to do so in order to use all of the remaining funds.  First priority for reallocation of funds will 
be given to projects that request such assistance in writing during the active period of the project.  After formal 
written requests for additional funding assistance have been honored, preference will be given to not-for-profit 
organizations ahead of municipal governments and educational institutions. 
 
 
Certified Local Governments 
The National Park Service requires that a minimum of 10% of each state’s annual HPF allocation be distributed to 
municipalities that have been federally designated as Certified Local Governments.  Indiana currently has seventeen 
(17) CLG communities:  Bloomington, Crown Point, Elkhart, Evansville, Fort Wayne, Huntington, Lafayette, 
LaPorte, Logansport, Mishawaka, Monroe County, Muncie, Nappanee, New Albany, Richmond, South Bend, and 
St. Joseph County.  (CLG designations are pending for Crawfordsville and Newburgh.)  CLGs compete for 
grant funds with all other applicants, but they are given a competitive advantage in the evaluation criteria.  If the 
state does not meet its minimum 10% pass-through quota to CLG communities, the remaining portion of that 
amount is retained by the National Park Service and is no longer available to the state.  Therefore, it is imperative to 
fund enough CLG projects to meet the minimum 10% pass-through quota each year. 
 
If the 10% CLG quota is not met through the grant round because not enough CLG grant proposals are submitted 
and/or funded, the DHPA will investigate options to fund one or more cooperative agreements with CLGs in order 
to meet and exceed the minimum requirement.  However, if CLG grant projects are cancelled in the middle or at the 
end of the grant cycle, it may not be possible to initiate and complete new CLG projects.  In such cases, the DHPA 
Grants Staff will reallocate uncommitted CLG funds to existing CLG grant projects.  This will be achieved by 
increasing the federal funding ratio evenly among all CLG projects at least until the minimum quota is met.  For 
example, the federal funding ratio for all CLG projects might be raised from 50% to 58%, if such an increase would 
bring the state’s CLG commitments above the minimum quota level.  This will prevent the state from losing any of 
its annual federal funding. 
 


