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MEETING SUMMARY 
MILTON-MADISON BRIDGE PROJECT 

SECTION 106 MEETING  
February 12, 2009 

 
 
 

The Milton-Madison Project Team held a kick-off meeting with the Section 106 Consulting 
Parties on February 12, 2009 at the Visitor’s Center in downtown Madison, Indiana.   

A number of M3T representatives attended the meeting, including: FHWA (MaryAnn Naber, 
Anthony Goodman, Greg Rawlings, and Janice Osadczuk); INDOT (Steve Smith, Mary 
Jackman, Shaun Miller, Rickie Clark, Ben Lawrence, and Patrick Carpenter); and KYTC (Gary 
Valentine, Tim Foreman, and Amanda Abner).  The project team members present at the 
meeting included the following: WSA (John Carr, John Mettille, Tim Sorenson, Robert Ball, 
Rebecca Ramsey, Samantha Wright, Harry Fox, and Janette Fulkerson); Baker (JB Williams and 
Aaron Stover); Doe Anderson (Kathy Francis); the Kentucky Transportation Center (John Ripy); 
and Tom Meredith Architects (Tom Meredith). 

John Mettille gave the welcome, asked for introductions, and reminded the attendees to complete 
the sign-in sheet before leaving (sign-in sheet is attached).  Folks calling into the meeting 
included Genell Scheurell, with the National Trust for Historic Preservation, and Michelle 
Curran, with the National Park Service.  John also reviewed the agenda for the meeting. 

MaryAnn Naber of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) provided an overview of 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.  Questions and discussion items included 
the following: 

− Have any tribes asked to be included?   

We have had several tribes express interest, including the: Miami Tribe of Oklahoma, Peoria 
Indian Tribe of Oklahoma, and United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians. 

− How many tribes were invited to participate?   

We sent invitations to all tribes identified by the two states. 

− Do adverse effects include the viewshed to and from a landmark district?   

This depends on whether the viewshed is considered to be a contributing element of the 
resource. 

− Does the 106 process include the analysis of existing adverse effects that could be corrected, 
or just adverse effects of new changes?  

The 106 process only considers the adverse effects of a new project; however, a NEPA 
analysis of cumulative effects would consider both. 

− Is the image on Slide 20 representative of options for the Milton-Madison Bridge?   

No, this is just an example of a rendering, which is often a good way to consider effects of a 
project. 

− Would the Historic Madison group be a signatory on the Memorandum of Agreement 
(MOA)? 



Summary 
Section 106 Meeting –February 12, 2009 

 

page 2 

FHWA may invite consulting parties as signatories if they have obligations or the right to 
execute, amend, or terminate an MOA.  [Post-meeting note: For clarification, the required 
signatories are the agencies (FHWA, KYTC and INDOT), the KY and IN SHPOs, and the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, if they are participating in the process.  Others 
who are signed on as consulting parties would be concurring signatories of the MOA. Their 
signatures would indicate that they are in agreement with the terms of the MOA.] 

− At what point in time does Section 4f come into play?   

This is the point that the Federal and State agencies should make sure that the 106 and 4f 
processes are moving forward together; although, Section 4f does not have a specific public 
involvement process that is in addition to the Public Involvement Requirements within the 
FHWA Regulations for the NEPA process.  

Since there is a Register-eligible bridge involved, there could be a Section 4f use of that 
historic resource as part of that project. 

− Will the Draft EIS be the first time to comment on the Section 4f issues? 

It will likely be an Environmental Assessment (EA), and this will be the time to comment. 

− Will the programmatic Section 4f evaluation be used as part of this project? 

This is used when you look at a certain number of alternatives, but would not be applicable to 
any other Section 4f use (only the bridge structure itself).  The programmatic evaluation is 
currently being revised. 

− Does the timeframe shown in the agency coordination plan coordinate with the process 
explained by Ms. Naber? 

The Section 106 process is integrated into the overall agency coordination plan for the 
project.  We will ask for and document input on historic resources from the consulting parties 
before we make project decisions. 

− What is the status of the purpose and need, screening criteria, etc.? 

We are in that process now, starting with the coordination letters sent to the participating 
agencies.  The materials are also available for review on the project website.  The initial 
outreach to the public on purpose and need occurs tonight, as well as outreach for additional 
Section 106 parties and the range of location alternatives. 

John Carr indicated that there is a Section 106 flow-chart in the back of the meeting handout. 

John Mettille followed Ms. Naber’s presentation with a review of the project background, bridge 
history, and bridge condition, as well as traffic and crash data.  He indicated that the Needs and 
Deficiencies Report is available on the project website.  Questions and discussion items included 
the following: 

− Is the bridge condition information based on the recent coring? 

No, the table shows the 2006 inspection.  The latest coring and inspection data is still be 
finalized. 

Robert Ball then provided an overview of the known historic resources at this time.  He indicated 
that this information is based on database information only and will be verified in the field as the 
project moves forward.  Questions and discussion items included the following: 
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− Camille Fife:  There are two resources in Madison that are individually listed and also 
included in the District. 

− Betsy Merrit: The 3rd Street National Register Historic District boundary seems improper.  
This should be verified. 

The mapping is based on coordinates and will be verified. 

− What is the source for the maps used for the Madison historic district maps? 

These came from the National Register nomination forms. 

Aaron Stover continued the presentation with a review of the three-step Bridge Type Selection 
Process being used for this project.  John Ripy reviewed the electronic polling procedures 
planned for the Public Meeting on Thursday evening.  Questions and discussion items included 
the following: 

− Why are we talking about bridge type selection before the environmental process is 
complete? 

The existing bridge is a sick bridge and something needs to be planned soon.  We are trying 
to move this process along so that another rehabilitation is not required before a decision is 
made. 

− It would be preferable to have a location before we decide what the bridge looks like. 

We are seeking input on bridge components at this first meeting.  The preferences will be 
used to develop alternatives at the selected location, which will be taken to Step 2 for polling 
and input.  

− In talking about the criteria for narrowing down the options, there was no mention of historic 
input. 

We will be able to separate Section 106 polling information in the process we use tonight.  
We will bring the Section 106 parties along as we move through this process. 

− Mr. Adams:  We have representatives on the PAG to comment on the historic interests.  It is 
clear that KYTC and INDOT will only maintain one bridge.  This project can not be 
compared to the Louisville Bridges project; neither the Downtown nor the East End Bridge is 
a replacement project.  The local people depend on the Milton-Madison Bridge every day. 

− What went into selecting the options to be shown at the public meeting? 

We will be showing the three types of bridges that are feasible for this location: arch, truss 
and cable-stay bridges.  We will not be showing girder (the span is too long) or suspension 
(the span is too short) bridges.  We will show variations for the three feasible types: 
complexity, shape, color, etc.  The initial 18 concepts are intended to represent the range of 
aesthetic options. 

− Have you been able to take the Regatta course layout into account? 

We have not narrowed down any of the options yet.  Responding to the course layout will 
depend on the location of the bridge. 

− In the last PAG meeting, there was sentiment that maybe the existing bridge could be 
maintained by a separate entity.  Are you showing any renderings with the existing and new 
bridges together? 



Summary 
Section 106 Meeting –February 12, 2009 

 

page 4 

In the next round, that would be shown if the selected location is within sight of the existing 
bridge. 

− Would you be willing to post the results on the website? 

The Kentucky Transportation Center will prepare a document that shows the views, the 
scoring, and the verbal recorded comments. 

− Are all of the concepts feasible at each of the location options? 

The types shown tonight are found up and down the Ohio in various forms and are likely to 
be feasible.  Not all of the bridge types are compatible with reusing the existing piers; 
therefore, if the superstructure replacement option is selected, the range of possible bridge 
types will be smaller. 

− The views do not show any historic buildings in the renderings.  Will you be showing these 
in the next round? 

For Step 1, three of the most common viewpoints were selected for the renderings: from 
Madison, from Milton, and on the bridge.  Other views can be considered for the next round 
of renderings, when the bridge location has been selected.  If a downtown location is selected 
for the bridge, the view from Milton Hill may be an option to show some of historic Madison 
in the background. 

− Will we be able to comment on the bridge types in Step 2? 

Yes, we will be polling again. 

− Will the renderings be made available after the meeting? 

We will be putting them on the website tomorrow. 

− For the existing bridge, as an historic bridge, could the demolition funds be used for 
maintenance?   

Yes, there is precedence for this.  [Post-meeting note:  For clarification, Section 144(o) of 
Title 23 U.S.C. entitled “Historic Bridge Program” provides for the reasonable costs 
associated with actions to preserve, or reduce the impact of a project on the integrity of 
historic bridges.  The intent would be to make the bridge ready for another entity to take over 
ownership and maintenance. The reasonable costs, up to the cost of demolition, would be a 
one time event.] 

− How will this meeting be documented? 

We will send out the summary to the Section 106 parties and post the summary on the 
website. 

− If the existing bridge is demolished, will there be an effort to document the historical 
information about it? 

Yes.  

− Is there a ballpark estimate for demolition cost? 

Not at this time.  We will work to determine an estimate. 

With no further discussion, the meeting was dismissed at 3:10 p.m. 










