








































































































































































































From: Donna Roscoe

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

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

First, | 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, | 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, | have to say | 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, | think the IDOT set things up so that would happen. Here's
why:

- 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. Itis clear that IDOT didn't want that to happen.

-The costs involved were of course advertised loud and clear to scare everybody off.
| 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.


mailto:djr714@yahoo.com
mailto:Daniel.Prevost@parsons.com

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.

| do have a question. | 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.

| 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 memoriall!

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, | 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. | also wanted to send you my comments
regarding the replacement project. | 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. | feel that every effort should be made to leave
and rehabilitate the bridge in its original location. | personally like

the idea of making this bridge a park and allowing it to be used for
public gatherings. | 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, | understand the concern from the community about the
cost of maintaining the bridge for just pedestrian use. | am well aware

of the costs involved in rehabbing these old bridges rather the material

is wood or iron. Therefore | 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


mailto:arebman311@gmail.com
mailto:Daniel.Prevost@parsons.com

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 I1.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

>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
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SR 46-Eel River Project

/o Parsons Transportation Group
101 West Ohio Street, Suite 2121
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

Federal Agency: Federal Highway Administration (“FHWA™)
State Agency: Indiana Department of Transportation (“INDOT™)

Re: DUAL REVIEW: January 29, 2015, public meeting about the SR 46 bridge over the Eel River (INDOT Bridge
No. 046-11-01316C/NBI No. 17050) near the community of Bowling Green, in Washington Township, Clay
County, Indiana (Des. No. 0800910; DHPA No. 10596) ‘

Dear Sir or Madam:

The Indiana Department of Natural Resources, Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology (“DHPA”), which also
serves as the staff of the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer (“Indiana SHPO”), wishes to comment on the January
29 public meeting in Bowling Green, pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as
amended (recently recodified at 54 U.S.C. § 306108), implementing regulations at 36 C.F.R. Part 800, and pertinent
Section 106 programmatic agreements, as well as under Indiana Code 14-21-1-18 and 312 Indiana Administrative Code
20-4. .

We thank FHWA, INDOT, and Parsons Transportation Group for having held the January 29 public meeting. Giving the
residents of Clay County and others from that part of the state an opportunity to learn about and to comment on the
project and how it tnight affect this Select Bridge is important. '

Similarly, we welcome INDOT’s extension of the timeframe in which anotﬁe_r, party could propose taking ownership of
the SR 46 bridge over the Eel River from only 60 days after the January 29 meeting until approximately the first week of
August 2015, when the public hearing on the project is anticipated to be held.

While accurately depicting the condition of some of the rusted connections and braces on the current bridge, the slides
used in the presentation on January 29 might have given some in the audience the impression that such deterioration is not
just widespread but typical of the connection plates, interior gusset plates, lateral bracing, truss vertical members, and
chords. Some commented that all trucks (not just those over 14 tons, as the posted signs indicate) should be prohibited
from using that crossing until the replacement bridge is open to traffic, and some in the audience expressed the opinion
that the bridge should be closed to all traffic. A misimpression about the bridge’s condition could cause the public to
believe that the bridge would be unsafe for all uses, even pedestrian. Our understanding is that, while the condition of the
bridge is poor, it is not yet such a safety risk that it would need to be closed until at least 2017. However, if the condition
deteriorates more rapidly than expected, we would ask that all Section 106 consulting parties be notified of that discovery
immediately.

During the explanation on January 29 of how the bridge could be moved, it was stated that the two trusses act
independently and can be used separately. That is true from a purely engineering perspective, but it overlooks the reality
that the bridge is listed in the National Register of Historic Places as a two-span structure. Emphasizing that the trusses
can be used separately could cause the public to infer that using the trusses in two different locations also would result in
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" two historic bridges being saved. That seems unlikely. In our experience, two halves of a National Register-cligible and
-listed structure do not equate to either one listed or eligible structure or two listed or eligible structures.

Furthermore, as the U.S. Department of the Interior has written:

Properties listed in the National Register should be moved only when there is no feasible alternative for
preservation, When a property is moved, every effort should be made to reestablish its historic
orientation, immediate setting, and general environment. [36 C.F.R. § 60.14{b)(1}]

The National Register nomination, which refers to the bridge as Indiana State Highway Bridge 46-11-1316 or the
Bowling Bridge, indicates that the bridge is listed under Criterion A for its transportation significance in the seftlement
and development of Clay County. If the bridge must be moved, then we would want it to remain listed during and after
the move if at all possible (See 36 C.F.R. § 60.14[b][2]). If the bridge were to be moved before that procedure fnvolving
the Keeper of the Register is completed, it automat1ca11y would be deleted from the National Register (36 C.F.R. §

60.14[b][4]).

- We think it is possible that the hridge, as it exists currently, also might be eligible under Criterion C for engineering
significance, and we think it would be essential for INDOT to nake a case for Criterion C significance when it submits to
the Indiana SHPO the information necessary to attempt to keep the bridge listed in the National Register, if relocation is
proven to be the only feasible alternative. Recent experience with moved properties has informed us that the U.S.
Department of the Interior, National Park Service, considers them eligible under Criterion C, only, if at all. Although
integrity of location and setting are not irrelevant to a property’s being eligible under Criterion C, those kinds of integrity
might not be as important as they would be to a property that is eligible only under Criterion A. Even though many
Parker through trusses once stood on state and Federal highways in Indiana, they are becoming increasingly rare, as
INDOT has been actively replacing them in recent years. The historical value of a once-plentiful type of bridge rises as
the numbers of examples of that type decrease. Thus, the reference during the presentation to this bridge’s having been
built from a standard design may understate its current engineering significance.

The various requiremen{s for keeping a property that will be moved listed in the National Register are spelled out in 36
CF.R. § 60.14(b), and we will not discuss them all in this letter. We would look to INDOT to provide the necessary
documentation in support of the move and of retention on the National Register. However, we should mention that since
the SR 46 bridge was nominated to the National Register as a State nomination (i.e., the nomination originated in Indiana,
rather than in the Federal government), the Indiana Historic Preservation Review Board, in addition to the Indiana SHPO,
also would need to review the proposed move. Then the Indiana SHPO would submit the documentation to the Keeper of
the National Register in the National Park Service, and await the Keeper’s response. If that response is favorable, then
documentation of the bridge afier the move also would need to be prepared by INDOT and submitted to the Keeper by the
Indiana SHPQ. Given the short timeframe that INDOT has laid out for constructing a new bridge at-this crossing of the
Eel River, we would encourage INDOT not to wait until time to move the bridge has almost expired before beginning this
National Register retention approval process, as it could take several months.

My staff recalls hearing during the Japuary 29 presentation that 25 years after the bridge spans are moved, the two spans
would need about $500,000 worth of cleaning and painting, although we are unable to find that in the slides of the
presentation. We assume that figure takes into account anticipated inflation of the dollar over 25 years, or, in other
words, that the present value of that cost figure would be considerably Jess. In any event, it is not a figure that we recall
having heard or read before. We wonder whether that figure also icludes desirable, but not necessarily essential,
maintenance measures that even a vehicular bridge would be unlikely to receive just 25 years after a thorough
rehabilitation. Are INDOT’s metal truss bridges typically cleaned and painted every 25 years? Our concern is that if the
$500,000 figure is what the cleaning and painting would cost in 2040 or includes work that might not be essential, then
stating that in another 25 years $500,000 would have to be spent could present such a bleak picture of what it would take
to preserve the bridge for the long term that it would diminish the chances that anyone would want to take responsibility
for this bridge—or any other metal truss bridge that is, or will become, available for new ownership or relocation.

It is apparent that INDOT does not want to retain ownership of this Select bridge after it is bypassed to the south by the
new bridge, but we ask that FITWA and INDOT give that option serious consideration. That option would be a second
variation on a combination of Alternative 4 (leaving the current bridge in place and restricting if fo non-vehicular use) and
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Alternative 5C-S (bypassing the current bridge’s location to the south with a new vehicular bridge—the preliminary
preferred alternative). The first variation, which was discussed on January 29, was for another entity, such as Clay
County, to take responsibility for the current bridge. Under the second variation, INDOT could maintain the current
bridge as a roadside park. We sense that INDOT is reluctant to do so. However, if a bridge owner wants to replace a
Select bridge that it owns using FHWA funds, it appears to us that, according to the 2006 Indiana Historic Bridges
Programmatic Agrecment, the bridge owner must preserve that bridge if no outside party comes forward to take
ownership of and responsibility for the bridge. If moving pieces of a National Register-listed Select bridge to different
locations would destroy the bridge’s listing and eligibility for listing (for probably 50 years), is that a prudent alternative
as long as the bridge owner’s preserving the bridge in place as a unit is feasible and prudent?

A member of the audience commented that if the SR 46 bridge were left in place after being bypassed, children could
play on it and possibly get hurt. We acknowledge that possibility. It would be true for a bridge on a trail, as well. Injury
of that kind is usually a possibility to some degree, even on bridges that are still im vehicular use. We think that the
possibility here might be somewhat less than usual, given that the new bypass bridge would be immediately adjacent to
the current bridge, rather than m a remote location that, for the most part, is out of the public view.

The January 29 presentation also brought up hydraulics issues that leaving the current SR 46 bridge in place while
bypassing it with a new bridge are thought by the engineers to create. One of those was the anticipated need to align the
new bridge’s west abutment so as to be parallel with the west abutment of the current bridge. As a result, scouring of the
pew abutment is anticipated, which would require placement of rip-rap for protection. In our experience, rip-rap
placement, for either new or rehabilitated bridges, is not unusual. Furthermore, the historic bridge alternatives analysis
(Prevost, 11/17/2014) acknowledged that a detailed hydraulic analysis had not been done at that time. The January 29
presenters seemed to be more certain of the need to properly align the two bridges’ west abutments than did the
November alternatives analysis. Has that detailed hydraulic analysis been completed since November?

We would like to be informed of any formal decision that the Board of Commissioners of Clay County might have made
or yet make and reported to you regarding the possibility of the County’s taking ownership of the SR 46 bridge.
Similarly, if any other party has requested to take ownership and responsibility for the bridge (in addition to Salt Creek
Trail/Board of Commissioners of Brown County and Brown County State Park), we would appreciate being advised of
that request.

If you have any questions regarding our Dual Review of the SR 46-Eel River Project near the community of Bowling
Green in Washington Township, Clay County, please contact DHPA. Questions about historic buildings or structures
pertaining to this review should be directed to John Carr at (317) 233-1949 or jear@dnr.IN.gov. Questions about
archaeological issues should be directed to Mitch Zoll at (317) 232-3492 or mzolli@dnr.IN.gov.

In all future correspondence regarding this SR 46-Eel River Project (Des. No. 0800910}, please refer to DHPA No.
10596.

Very truly yours,

Mitchell K. Zoll &~
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
Director, Division of Historic Preservation & Archaecology

MKZ:JLC:PCD:jle
ce:  Preservation Association of Clay County

eme: Daniel Prevost, Parsons Transportation Group
Allan Ball, Parsons Trangportation Group
Sean Porter, Parsons Transportation Group
Andrew Campbell, ASC Group, Inc.
Ross Nelson, ASC Group, Inc.
Kevin Schwarz, Ph.D., RPA, ASC Group, Inc. .
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Lawrence Heil, P.E., Federal Highway Administration, Indiana Division

Rickie Clark, Indiana Department of Transportation

Tony Jones, Indiana Department of Transportation

Jessica Miller, Indiana Department of Transportation

Brock Ervin, Indiana Department of Transportation

Patrick Carpenter, Indiana Department of Transportation

Shaun Miller, Indiana Department of Transportation

Mary Kennedy, Indiana Department of Transportation

Susan Branigin, Indiana Department of Transportation

David Moffatt, Indiana Department of Transportation

Shirley Clark, Indiana Department of Transportation

Brvan Allender, Clay County Commissioner

Tony Fenwick, Clay County Commissioner

Paul Sinders, Clay County Commissioner

Board of Commissioners of Clay County, ¢/0 Mary Jo Alumbaugh, County Recorder

Jeffrey Koehler, Clay County Historian

Vickie Mace, Clay County Historical Society

Bob Kirtin, Sal{ Creek Trail

Board of Commissioners of Brown County, ¢/o Dr. Michael Thompson, Administrator

Town Council, Town of Nashville, c/o Brenda Young, Clerk-Treasurer

Brown County Schools

Julia Pearson, Brown County Historical Society

Boh Bronson, Indiana Department of Natural Resources, Division of Outdoor Recreation

Dan Bortuer, Indiana Department of Natural Resources, Division of State Parks & Reservoirs
Benjamin Clark, Indiana Department of Natural Resources, Division of State Parks & Reservoirs

Mark Doltase, Indiana Landmarks, Central Regional Office

Tommy Kleckner, Indiana Landmarks, Western Regional Office

Paul Brandenburg, Indiana Historic Spans Task Force

Dr. James L. Cooper, Professor Emeritus of History, DePauw University

Joshua Palmer, Indiana Historic Preservation Review Board

Daniel Kloc, Indiana Historic Preservation Review Board

Jim Corridan, Indiana Historic Preservation Review Board
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Kevin Orme, Indiana Historic Preservation Review Board

Beth McCord, Indiana Historic Preservation Review Board .

Cameron Clark, Director, Indiana Department of Natural Resources and Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer
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