






































































































































From: Donna Roscoe
To: Prevost, Daniel
Subject: Bowling Green bridge meeting
Date: Sunday, February 01, 2015 2:57:25 PM

Hello.  I attended the meeting and have a few comments.  I hope you don't mind.  

First, I thought it was organized and respectful.  However, there was a bit much of
 "telling us what we are going to do in the meeting" instead of just doing it.  Just a
 comment, sorry.

Second, four of us that attended together are from Brazil.  We were asked to attend
 by someone very involved in the Clay County Historical Society.  We went assuming
 that the residents would be up in arms NOT to lose their bridge.  We thought they
 would dramatically object to giving it to some other community.  We were wrong and
 VERY VERY surprised at some of the comments.  

While those living around the Bowling Green community are most familiar with the
 bridge, the flooding, the inconvenience when it is closed, it is in Clay County and you
 would think saving it would be a concern of the whole county.  We did not see that. 
 We were quite disappointed.  Having said that, as natives of Vigo County, having
 only lived here less than 10 yrs, I can say that Clay County has always been
 regarded as non-progressive - it literally took them years - as in 20 plus years - to
 finally vote for a new high school even though the old one was crumbling around
 them.  Most residents are so conservative and it is all about the money to them.  

I've heard the Commissioners are meeting Monday 2/2 at 9:00am to vote on this. 
 Mark my word, they will not vote to support taking on this issue.  One commissioner
 wanted nothing of the meeting (he never gets close to any controversy, so he never
 even attended) and the other two won't spend the money.  

Ok, having said that, I have to say I am disappointed in your handling of this project. 
 If the residents and Commissioners vote this down, that's one thing, and at least they
 had their say.  However, I think the IDOT set things up so that would happen.  Here's
 why:

-I totally agree with the man from the Indiana Landmarks - 60 days is totally ridiculous
 for any county to find an organization - be it private or the county - do the proper
 research, budget for the future, vote on the issue, etc.  60 days guaranteed no
 action.  What if the crowd HAD demanded to keep their bridge?  How in the world
 would things have moved that fast?  Since you contacted Clay County
 Commissioners (a difference bunch of officials, granted) 4 yrs ago, it would have
 almost been better NOT to grant this meeting, than grant it with so little chance for
 any action.  It is clear that IDOT didn't want that to happen.  

-The costs involved were of course advertised loud and clear to scare everybody off. 
 I was quite surprised as I'm sure everyone was.  Any plan to pay for this cannot be
 organized by anyone, county or otherwise, in 60 days.  
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In short, IDOT organized the presentation to scare off the conservative residents of
 Clay County and it worked.  Others of us who value history and would like to see a
 few things happen in Clay County are again disappointed.  

I do have a question.  I am not clear on the proposed location of the two bridges in
 Brown Co.  Were they both in the state park or not?  If not, has proper research been
 done insuring that this Bike trail group CAN pay $100,000 in 8-10 yrs (as your group
 told Clay County) and another $500,000 in 25 yrs? (That's what was said out loud at
 our meeting.) How can you be sure they are able to do that?  If the bridges are in the
 state park, aren't you dumping that costs on taxpayers all over the state who are
 unaware?  

Thanks for listening.  



From: Sherry Deckard
To: Prevost, Daniel
Subject: BRIDGE IN CLAY COUNTY - BRAZIL IN
Date: Thursday, January 29, 2015 4:12:42 PM

I may not be at the meeting, so I’d like to give my suggestion to you now.
I think it’d be great if the road could be straightened out coming out of Bowling Green - from where it
 starts to curve just past the house on the hill.
You could then see the bridge from Bowling Green & build the new bridge on the NORTH side of the
 bridge that exist now - so that the memorial picture and writing
would be on the SAME side of the road.  We could still use the bridge as is now until the new road and
 bridge were completed.
Why take it down and put it in BROWN COUNTY??   Keep it here for this county where it belongs with
 the memorial!!
With a suggestion like mine, the old bridge stays, could be utilized while building the other, plus it would
 STAY with the  memorial picture.
Straightening the road and putting the bridge on the NORTH side of the existing one would make a better
 “fit” for the whole situation.
 
Thank you for considering this!!
 
Sherry Deckard
2780 S. Co. Rd 700E
Bowling Green, IN.  47833
812-986-2272
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From: Andy Rebman
To: Prevost, Daniel
Subject: Comments regarding the Bowling Green Iron Bridge project.
Date: Tuesday, February 03, 2015 3:10:43 PM

Good afternoon Mr. Prevost
First, I wanted to take a moment and say thank you for your time last
Thursday at Bowling Green.  The meeting was excellent and the
information shared was good.  I also wanted to send you my comments
regarding the replacement project.  I am president of the Indiana
Covered Bridge Society and while this is not a covered bridge obviously,
we as a society still have an interest in keeping all historic
properties in their original rightful places.  We feel strongly that all
historic bridges regardless of building material should stay where they
were built originally.  I feel that every effort should be made to leave
and rehabilitate the bridge in its original location.  I personally like
the idea of making this bridge a park and allowing it to be used for
public gatherings.  I have scheduled many trips for the Society and we
look for places just like this to host our dinners in the evening.  What
a wonderful setting this would serve for this purpose.  Also with access
to the Eel River, it would allow fishing access as well.

With that said, I understand the concern from the community about the 
cost of maintaining the bridge for just pedestrian use.  I am well aware
of the costs involved in rehabbing these old bridges rather the material
is wood or iron.  Therefore I would ask that the state please ensure
that this bridge survives one way or the other. If it cannot sadly be
maintained at Bowling Green, then we would like to see it moved to Brown
County and used  on the Salt Creek Trail.  It is an important bridge in
the history of Indiana and above all we would like it to be preserved.

Thank you for your time.
Regards
Andy Rebman
President, Indiana Covered Bridge Society
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From: Prevost, Daniel
To: Ball, Alan
Subject: FW: B.G. Bridge
Date: Tuesday, February 10, 2015 11:24:21 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: GREG JORDAN [mailto:gjordan@ceresllp.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 10, 2015 11:21 AM
To: Prevost, Daniel
Subject: RE: B.G. Bridge

Dan,
      Thank you for clearing things up for me.
                 Greg Jordan
Greg Jordan

"Prevost, Daniel" <Daniel.Prevost@parsons.com> wrote:

>Mr. Jordan -
>
>Under the Historic Bridge Programmatic Agreement (attached), as you stated, the Federal Highway Administration
 (FHWA) "will not participate [i.e., provide funding] in a project that would result in the demolition of a Select
 Bridge" (page 1, last "Whereas" statement). (Note: the Bowling Green bridge is "Select".)  However, in Stipulation
 IV.G (page 10), the Programmatic Agreement states that:
>
>"G. Anticipatory Demolition – If FHWA or Indiana SHPO determine a bridge owner intentionally demolishes or
 otherwise diminishes the historic integrity of a Select Bridge under the bridge owner’s jurisdiction with non-
Federal-aid funds, then FHWA will comply with 36 CFR Part 800 for any future federal-aid bridge project proposed
 by that bridge owner. After the next Bridge Survey update is completed in accordance with Stipulation II.C.2,
 FHWA may process federal-aid projects in accordance with this Agreement for that bridge owner."
>
>In other words, if INDOT chose to use State-only (non-Federal) funds, INDOT would be prohibited (until the next
 bridge survey update) from using the Historic Bridge Programmatic Agreement for any future projects involving
 historic bridges (Select or Non-Select).  The cost (in both time and money) of that would far outweigh the benefits
 of avoiding the Programmatic Agreement requirements for this single bridge project.
>
>If you have any additional questions or comments regarding the project, please let me know.
>
>- Dan
>
>
>Dan Prevost, AICP CTP, ENV-SP
>PARSONS
>Office – 317.616.1017 ♦ Mobile – 513.368.0514
>daniel.prevost@parsons.com ♦ www.parsons.com
>
>
>
>-----Original Message-----
>From: GREG JORDAN [mailto:gjordan@ceresllp.com]
>Sent: Thursday, February 05, 2015 6:18 PM
>To: Prevost, Daniel
>Subject: B.G. Bridge
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>
>Dan,
>    After speaking to a bordering county historian, he explained that as long as no federal grant money has been
 spent on a historical item, this item can be disposed of. This is what needs to happen in this case. Use the monies
 generated from the scrapping, to help replace the existing bridge. Use existing roadbed , with the exception of
 raising it 6 to 8 ft. Thus, saving tens of thousands of dollars. Make any sense? Response requested.
>
>Thank you,
>Greg Jordan, 812-249-9203






























