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Chapter 1: Introduction
Every day, millions of Americans traveling by car cross rivers and streams thanks to historic bridges. Many of these structures have served their purpose for over fifty years, and are eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. Some are even already listed for their physical design and construction in engineering. Yet, over the years, historic bridges, especially metal trusses, have been replaced again and again by modern bridge types, turning a once rich landscape of history into a plain standard roadway. 

In 1987, Congress passed the Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act, to foster the preservation and rehabilitation of historic bridges in hopes of curbing the loss of such resources around the country. The law created the Historic Bridge Programs, which required every state to create an inventory of their historic bridges. The law also required the recipients of federal funding to make any historic bridge available for donation in the case of demolition. However, this new law did not provide any clear guidance on how states were to carry out these requirements, leaving each state to create their own process with various guidelines and levels of involvement. Most states have implemented such programs, but their level of preservation success is unclear. The degree of success in preserving historic bridges should be assessed and measured, for a successful program to be clearly defined.  Comparing three state programs -- from Texas, Pennsylvania, and Missouri -- will highlight some of the best practices that have been developed, as well as identify pitfalls that have hindered the successful preservation of historic bridges. 

These states were selected because each of the departments of transportation manages a formal bridge marketing program, and detailed information about the program is available online. Pennsylvania and Texas have produced “success stories” about previously completed bridge projects that outline what they believe is success when it comes to historic bridges. While Missouri has not done the same, the program’s website offers a marketing plan, and Missouri’s Department of Transportation staff have agreed to provide more details about specific projects. Each state has an established process for adopting bridges, which will enable direct comparison and an assessment of success.   

Matrices of success will connect back to the goal of the federal law, which is to preserve and rehabilitate historic bridges. The number of bridges “saved” by the states will be broken down into a series of categories based on a preservation hierarchy based on previous bridge reports and the National Register criteria. The three bridge marketing programs will be compared side by side to highlight overall strengths and weaknesses. Finally, this study will offer recommendations focused on the preservation aspects of bridge marketing programs in an effort to help states reach their goals under the United States law.  

Chapter 2: The Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act
The Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act (STURRA), passed by Congress in 1987, declares that it is “in the national interest to encourage the rehabilitation, reuse, and preservation of bridges significant in American history, architecture, engineering and culture.” Historic bridges, according to STURRA, are “important links to the past,” and “can represent significant resources for the future.”
 The law established the Historic Bridge Program, which required every state to complete an inventory of all bridges within the federal-aid transportation system to determine their historic significance.
 These inventories provide valuable information necessary to inform the preservation stipulation of the law. 

The Historic Bridge Program also requires that when the recipients of federal aid propose demolition of a historic bridge, which is either already listed or determined to be eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places, they must first make the bridge available for donation to a state, locality, or responsible private entity.
 The receiving entity, regardless of their status, is then required to enter into an agreement to maintain the bridge and the features that give it its historic significance. They must also assume “all future legal and financial responsibility for the bridge, which may include an agreement to hold the state highway agency harmless in any liability action.”
 

STURRA allows for costs incurred to preserve an eligible historic bridge to be reimbursed to the state, or new owner, though the amount reimbursed cannot exceed the cost to demolish the bridge instead.
 The reimbursement funds are only available for rehabilitation costs, for either vehicular or non-vehicular use, not the cost associated with relocating the bridge to a new site or continuous maintenance. Additionally, bridges closed for five or more consecutive years with no corrective action lose their status under STURRA and become ineligible for federal funding.
 

STURRA does not exclude any bridge types, nor does it provide guidance on how the recipients of federal aid should go about donating the bridge to a new owner. Over the last 30 years, however, state Departments of Transportation (DOTs) have developed various methods to fulfil their responsibilities under STURRA. Since the law does not provide a clear definition of what “donation” means, states across the country have started to use the term “marketing” instead when referring to these requirements.
 

The requirements under STURRA are similar to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA). Both require action when federal aid is involved, and only protect resources eligible or listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). However, STURRA goes a step further by requiring owners to attempt an alternative to demolition through the donation of the endangered historic resource, while the NHPA only requires owners to take into account the effects of the federal undertaking on the characteristics of a resource. On the other hand, the Section 106 process requires consultation with State Historic Preservation Offices (SHPO), and other stakeholders attached to the historic resource while STURRA does not include such requirements.
 Through Section 106, federal agencies attempt to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the adverse effects of their undertaking on historic resources, and the same is true under STURRA, though the language is different. States often consider three preservation strategies when it comes to bridges: rehabilitation, bypass, and relocation. 

The first strategy, rehabilitation, does not require that the bridge be marketed because STURRA only goes into effect if the proposal calls for a historic bridge to be demolished. The other two categories, bypass and relocation, fall under the requirements of the law, as they are standard solutions to proposed demolition.
 Instead of demolishing a bridge, it can be bypassed, or it can be relocated to a new site, but it will not be fully destroyed and lost. Ownership of the bridge does not necessarily have to change if it is only being bypassed or relocated, but this is almost never the case as lead agencies, often DOTs, generally seek to avoid maintaining bridges that are not within their transportation networks, or they are required to avoid such situations by state law.

Certain types of bridges, such as concrete arch bridges, concrete slabs, girder bridges, and steel beam bridges are not easily moved. They could be preserved in place, which is a solution owners may try to pursue, but their lack of mobility and poor aesthetic quality, makes the task of finding a willing new owner very difficult. Likewise, some bridges are simply too big, or their condition is too poor to warrant donation. Thus, to avoid the trouble and waste of resources, some states have sought ways around the requirements of STURRA to exclude selected bridge types. For example, Georgia’s DOT, working with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), has created a screening process based on physical conditions. Bridges in poor condition do not have to be marketed, saving time and resources for the state staff. Similarly, Montana’s DOT screens out bridges that are not suitable to be moved to a new location based on engineering and historical inspections, allowing for large, troublesome bridges to be removed from their marketing lists automatically. Other states have moved towards focusing solely on specific types of bridges, mainly metal truss bridges, which are easier to disassemble and relocate. These screening processes provide a workaround solution to STURRA, but must be carefully developed to ensure that states are following the spirit of the donation clause. Programs are vetted by the preservation community, and often incorporated into state programmatic agreements signed by the FHWA, the state DOT, the SHPO, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP).
 

Chapter 3: Section 4(f) of the Transportation Act of 1966
STURRA and Section 106 are not the only federal laws that can affect the preservation of a historic bridge. The Department of Transportation Act of 1966, passed on the same day as the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), includes a provision that has since become known as Section 4(f). This provision stipulates “that the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and other U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) agencies cannot approve the use of land from […] any significant historic site unless the following conditions apply:

· There is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of land.

· The action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the property resulting from use.”


For a historic site to qualify for protection under Section 4(f) it “must be of national, state or local significance and be on or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places,” the same requirement as STURRA.
 The term “feasible and prudent alternative” means an alternative project design that avoids using the Section 4(f) property, yet does not cause other severe problems which outweigh the importance of protecting said property.
 Section 4(f) shares some similarities to both STURRA and Section 106 of the NHPA when it comes to the preservation of historic properties; however, each law has different requirements for compliance. 

STURRA requires federal agencies to made historic bridges available for donation, and while the language does not specifically target DOTs, these state agencies are often the ones charged with carrying out the requirements. In the same fashion, Section 4(f) of the Transportation Act only applies to federally funded transportation projects carried out by the FHWA and state DOTs. Section 106 of the NHPA focuses on the adverse effects federal undertakings could have on the character defining features of a historic property and requires that federal agencies attempt to avoid or minimize such effects. Section 4(f) instead focuses on the use of the land and how the federal agency’s use of said property will adversely impact the activities, features and attributes of the property. An adverse effect determination under Section 106 will not automatically equate to a use under Section 4(f), nor does a use under Section 4(f) mean that there is an adverse effect within the Section 106 framework. The Section 106 process, which determines eligibility, identifies contributing elements, and outlines the boundaries of historic properties, assists DOTs in deciding if the same identified historic properties require a Section 4(f) evaluation, and the two processes are often folded together within transportation agencies when required.
 

Chapter 4: National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
There are also some occasions when a fourth law comes into effect when a historic bridge is involved, though this only occurs under specific circumstances. In 1970, Congress passed the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the purpose of which includes preventing damage to the environment and stimulating the health and welfare of man.
 The law requires all federal agencies to determine whether their “federal action has the potential to significantly affect the human environment.”
 Since historical resources are part of the human built environment, they are also included under the law as cultural resources. NEPA goes a step further then Section 106, Section 4(f), and STURRA because the definition of cultural resources under NEPA includes historic properties that are not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.
 Thus, agencies are required to evaluate the environmental, social, and economic impacts federal projects will have on such properties through the preparation of an Environmental Assessment or an Environmental Impact Statement unless the project is seen as a categorical exclusion.
 NEPA, like Section 4(f), often gets tied together with Section 106 of the NHPA, though the two are also not substitutes for each other. As with Section 4(f), an adverse impact under Section 106 may not be seen the same way under NEPA, and a categorical exclusion for NEPA does not automatically mean the project has no adverse effects under Section 106. 

In the case of historic bridges, federal and state transportation agencies must comply with all four laws -- STURRA, Section 106, Section 4(f), and NEPA -- for a project to proceed. Ensuring that all federal laws and requirements are followed requires a large amount of coordination between staff at multiple levels within state and federal agencies. To save time, the requirements of Section 106, Section 4(f), and NEPA are often carried out simultaneously. This allows project managers to combine the required timelines into one streamlined process instead of fully completing one process only to have to start the second and third from the beginning when the information often overlaps. Of the four laws, STURRA provides the least amount of guidance from the federal level as it is up to each state to determine the process for donating their historic bridges. State DOTs have had to figure out when to start marketing and where that fits within the timeline of the other three laws. Most state DOTs publish guidance documentation which outline their internal timeline, requirements, and procedures.

Chapter 5: Previous Historic Bridge Preservation Reports

Historic bridge preservation programs have been evaluated numerous times before, and each study focused on different aspects of the field. One such study was conducted in 2012 by Parsons Brinckerhoff, Inc., TranSystems, Inc., and Brelend C. Gowan, JD. The study was conducted on behalf of the American Association of State Highway Transportation Officials (AASHTO), a nonprofit, nonpartisan association representing highway and transportation departments in the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico.
 The final published report, “Best Practices and Lessons Learned on the Preservation and Rehabilitation of Historic Bridges,” built on previous work carried out by the National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP), a program focused on researching problem areas that affect highway planning, design, construction, operation, and maintenance in the United States.
 The overall purpose of the 2012 study was to identify, compile, and make available the best practices and lessons learned regarding the preservation and rehabilitation of historic bridges by identifying existing resources and drawing upon case studies as examples.
 This report does not refer to STURRA, nor any of the federal law requirements tied to it. However, it does showcase the broad variety of approaches taken by state agencies to preserve and rehabilitate historic bridges, and highlights the unique struggles surrounding the preservation of historic bridges. 


There are no standards in place when it comes to historic bridge rehabilitation, though some states have tried, because preservation goals and engineering standards do not align well. Alternatives to bring a bridge up to safety standards can be limited by historic preservation requirements on what materials to use or how the final visual appearance of the bridge will be affected, while safety standards can make any attempts at replacement in kind impractical.
 The hierarchy of preservation prioritizes rehabilitation in place for vehicular use, with removal of the bridge to a new location at the bottom. But meeting the standards for vehicular use places a heavy burden on historic bridge preservation programs. The final recommendations from this study are not very clear due to the nature of the report, but the challenges to historic bridge preservation are clearly indicated, and the study can serve as a guide to state agencies in developing their programs.
 

Another study from 2014 was conducted by Mikesell Historical Consulting and ICF International, “NCHRP 25-25 Task 88, Transferring Ownership of Historic Bridges: Approaches and Challenges.” Again, this study was supported by ASSHTO through funding from NCHRP to assess the requirements of STURRA and to characterize and determine the success of different marketing approaches.
 ICF’s study sought to answer three essential questions about the federal law; how well was it working, what approaches seem to work and which do not, and were there specific recommendations for how programs could be made to work better, both for individual states and on a national level.
 Unlike the previous study, this 2014 report narrowed its focus towards bridge marketing programs, and how well marketing was being carried out by the states. 

ICF’s first step involved collecting information from DOT websites for a literature review. The review highlighted six key areas, including the use of programmatic agreements, historic bridge management plans, formal announcement procedures for available bridges, marketing provisions within environmental manuals, non-formal bridge marketing efforts, and formal bridge marketing programs.
 This review of the study is limited to what has been made available to the public on the internet and does not include internal information such as environmental procedures. To provide more in-depth information that is unavailable though online data collection, ICF’s team conducted a series of interviews with staff from ten state DOTs, one SHPO programs, two non-governmental organizations (NGOs), and one branch of the FHWA. According to the study, people selected for interviews were chosen “from states that seemed to have especially active bridge preservation programs, or that had encountered unique problems with implementation of the donation requirement,” though the study does not fully explain what they define as an active bridge program, before jumping straight into the questions and answers.
 Interviewees were asked a total of 15 questions related to historic bridge programs including questions about relocation efforts, methods of notifying the public about available bridges, and how successful marketing efforts had been over the years.
 
Unfortunately, ICF’s study painted a broad brush over the country’s bridge programs that does not dive deep enough into the overall preservation goal of the federal requirement. The study is focused, instead, on the effectiveness of marketing, and while this is an important requirement under the federal law, it is not the overall goal nor the most important element. A bridge that is successfully marketed, but poorly preserved, fails to live up to the spirit of the law and is not a successful project. In addition, ICF attempted to conduct a literature review on SHPO websites about bridge marketing, but they were unable to find the necessary information.
 Another oversight was that they only interviewed one SHPO, from New Hampshire, even though SHPOs play a major role in the Section106 process and are often stakeholders involved in bridge projects. Interviewing additional SHPOs could have provided a different point of view into how the law is working from the standpoint of the broader preservation community. Finally, the study does not take into consideration that all states have their own state and local laws that could affect how DOTs and SHPOs fulfill the federal requirements. ICF treats all bridge programs the same, yet they each have their own processes that fit within their individual state system. 

Chapter 6: Introduction to Case Study Programs
Three states – Pennsylvania, Texas, and Missouri – have been selected as case studies for a combination of reasons. First, each state’s DOT manages a formal bridge marketing program and detailed information about each program is available online. Second, Pennsylvania and Texas have produced “success stories” about previously completed bridge projects that illustrate what they believe is success when it comes to historic bridge preservation. While Missouri has not done the same, the program’s website offers a bridge marketing plan, and Missouri Department of Transportation’s staff have agreed to provide more details and resources about specific projects. Finally, each state has an established process for donating bridges, which will enable direct comparison and an assessment of success. This is still a very limited study within the broader realm of bridge marketing efforts. Unlike previous studies, however, this comparison will focus more on the purpose of the law, and what is hindering the preservation of bridges. Marketing is only one aspect of the challenge, while other contributing factors are costs, time taken to market and preservation standards. 

A preservation matrix has been developed to provide insight into each state’s marketing program, and to provide a platform for comparison. The number of bridges successfully “saved,” or preserved, by each state will be broken down into the following categories. 

· Preserved in place for vehicular use 

· Preserved in place for other use 

· Moved to a new location, but still functions as a bridge

· Moved to a new location, but no long functions as bridge

· Disassembled and placed in storage

· Marketed, but no new owner found

This matrix was developed based on the same preservation hierarchy that was invoked in the 2012 study, but has been expanded to consider additional situations. The purpose of this matrix is to fully establish the preservation hierarchy, demonstrating that all “successful” projects are not equal when viewed through a professional preservation lens. For example, a bridge moved to a new location where it still functions as a bridge should be deemed a better preservation success over a similar bridge moved to a new location that has since stopped serving any transportation purpose. The second bridge has lost more of its historical integrity, suggesting that preservation did not actually take place.   

In this case, the concept of historic integrity is based on the seven aspects of integrity required for eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Since only historic bridges that have been deemed eligible for the NRHP are affected by bridge marketing under STURRA, it is appropriate to assess the overall preservation success on the Secretary of the Interior Standards and the aspects of integrity of the National Register. These bridges must first qualify under one of the NRHP criteria for eligibility. Most historic bridges deemed eligible for the National Register are found to be significant under Criterion C for their design, construction, or form. Some bridges are also found to be significant under Criterion B, for their association to a famous bridge designer or master builder. Bridges may additionally be considered under Criterion A for their relationship with the greater patterns of American history, especially if they were built during large transportation movements. Seldom are bridges cross listed for their information potential under Criterion D. Bridges must also demonstrate historic integrity through their location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association to be consider for the National Register. Function is not listed as an aspect of integrity; however, the function of a historic resource may be linked to other aspects such as design, feeling, workmanship, and association. 

When a bridge remains in place and is rehabilitated to continue serving transportation needs, the bridge’s historic significance and integrity are generally maintained. The outcome is similar if the bridge remains in place, but is only used for pedestrian use as a trail because the bridge maintains all the aspects of integrity, and still functions as intended, but for a different audience. On the other hand, when a bridge is moved to a new location, it loses significant aspects of its historic integrity; most notably location, setting, and association. Association may be affected even more if the bridge is completely removed from its home county or state, which has often been the case. Yet, moved bridges retain the aspects of design, materials, workmanship, and feeling. When a bridge is relocated and no longer functions as a bridge, more aspects of integrity -- the design and feeling -- are lost. The bridge was designed to carry a load across an impediment to transport. If the bridge no longer serves that function, then its original design has been compromised. The feeling of the bridge is also eliminated when the resource’s function is lost. This hierarchy will play a major role when it comes to comparing the three bridge programs side by side as this case study will attempt to quantify the idea of preservation success of each program. 

Chapter 7: Pennsylvania Department of Transportation

Pennsylvania’s Department of Transportation (PennDOT) focuses their bridge marketing efforts on metal truss bridges and has taken a unique approach to marketing. Between 2016 and 2018, a committee composed of staff from PennDOT and the Pennsylvania SHPO worked together to reevaluate the Commonwealth’s historic bridges. This committee addressed inconsistencies found in the 2001 Statewide Historic Bridge Inventory and developed a new point system for evaluating eligibility.
  In April 2018, PennDOT published a Historic Truss Bridge Management Plan aimed at extending the lives of historic truss bridges for vehicular use through maintenance and repair based on the new point system and meetings carried out by the committee. Between 2001 and April 2018, PennDOT replaced 141 out of 321 historic metal truss that were listed or were determined eligible for listing in the NRHP. The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has some of the earliest metal truss bridges in the country as well as the most diverse types and one of the largest populations of metal truss bridges out of all the states.
 At one time, Pennsylvania was home to 851 metal truss bridges, but that number has been reduced to just 414, a 51% loss.
 The management plan was created to help combat the loss of these historic resources to preserve the legacy of metal truss bridges for future generations and the reevaluation of historic bridges throughout the commonwealth provided a starting point. 

In addition to federal law requirements, the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania also has a State History Code. This Code includes Section 508 and Section 510 that outline additional state requirements for PennDOT when dealing with historical resources. Section 508 requires PennDOT to consult the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission (PHMC) and seek their advice on possible alternatives to demolishing, altering, or transferring any property under the state’s ownership that is, or may be, of historical, architectural, or archeological significance. PennDOT must also provide for the preservation, rehabilitation, or restoration maintenance for resources under their control that are listed on or eligible for the Pennsylvania Register of Historic places, a list synonymous with the listing of resources eligible for the NRHP. Section 510 requires PennDOT to consult the PHMC on the design and proposed location of any undertaking financed in whole, or in part, by the commonwealth which may affect the preservation and development of a resource listed in or eligible for the Pennsylvania Register of Historic Places.
 Thus, in the case of historic bridges, PennDOT must include the PHMC in consultation when state funding is being utilized for a project involving state level historic resources. 

Other states usually start marketing historic bridges once they have been permanently closed or become threatened by a proposed removal project; however, PennDOT is currently marketing 43 metal truss bridges throughout the commonwealth. Plans call for these bridges to be replaced in the future, but no project is currently in the works, allowing for the bridges to be marketed much longer compared to other states. During the creation of the management plan, PennDOT held 27 meetings to discuss 80 historic metal truss bridges.
 “Two of the biggest obstacles to successful bridge marketing are timing and money. So this part of the management plan (meeting with bridge owners) was to help with the timing issue and give the bridge the most time possible to be marketed,” wrote Tyra Guyton, the Transportation Special Initiatives Coordinator at Pennsylvania’s State Historic Preservation Office.
 The meetings were also used as a platform to educate bridge owners on the history and significance of the bridges and offer options for preservation advancement in the future.

 From these meetings, 30 bridges were identified as “not capable of meeting the long-term needs” of their crossings, even with “sensitive rehabilitation.” These bridges were then placed in PennDOT’s historic bridge marketing program to be marketed for adaptive reuse.
 PennDOT does not have any set requirements or guidance for how long a bridge should be marketed because the bridge will remain within the program until a changed in its status warrants removal. For most bridges removal may not occur for many years, while others may be removed sooner if the local owners are able to raise the funds or circumstances at the crossing change. 

State-owned historic bridges made available for marketing are first offered by PennDOT to other state agencies, such as the Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources. If no one expresses interest in the bridge, then the bridge is offered to local municipalities, and if a new owner is still not found then the bridge is marketed to non-profit organizations, educational institutions, and the public at large through the state surplus process run by the Department of General Services (DGS). Locally owned bridges do not follow the DGS process, and the donation is carried out through the local process set by the county or municipal government.
 

PennDOT has not kept track of the total number of bridges they have marketed over the years, but they have compiled basic statistics on some bridges that have gone through the marketing process. Twenty-three metal truss bridges were recently marketed, and six failed to find a new owner and were demolished. Fourteen bridges were relocated to new locations, including one that was transported to Alabama, where they are still functioning as bridges. Two bridges are currently being preserved in place while one bridge has been dissembled and is in storage. Four bridges are going through negotiations to be relocated, but have not been included in the final total as those projects are not finalized yet. Unfortunately, the total number of bridges marketed and lost is projected to be much higher overall according to PennDOT staff, but they do not know for sure how many have gone through marketing and were lost since tracking such information has not been consistent over the years.
 

PennDOT has complied a series of success stories about their marketing projects, including the Lazy Brook Lenticular, and Watts Mill Road Bridge. The first story, the Lazy Brook Lenticular, highlights a unique bridge type that is becoming increasingly rare. The term lenticular refers to the bridge’s oval shape, though there are a series of other names often used to refer to this type, including “pumpkin-seed,” “elliptical truss,” “double bowstring,” and “parabolic truss.” The design was manufactured by the Corrugated Metal Company, which later became known as the Berlin Iron Bridge Company, from East Berlin, Connecticut. Within a 20-year period, over 600 such bridges were constructed throughout the United States, but today, only approximately 50 remain, four of which are found in Pennsylvania. The Lazy Brook Lenticular Bridge was originally built over Tunkhannock Creek in 1881 and consists of wrought iron instead of steel. In 2008, the community of Lazy Brook proposed to build a wooden bridge to carry pedestrians from one side of the park to the other, and to accommodate emergency vehicles if necessary.  PennDOT cultural resource staff suggested a better idea, however, and proposed that Lazy Brook reuse a lenticular bridge located just seven miles away that had been closed since 2005. It was not an easy task and involved years of consultation between local, state, and federal government, but there was local and state support that helped push the project forward. In 2015, the lenticular bridge was lifted off its original abutments and temporarily moved to Michigan where it underwent rehabilitation by Bach Steel. The Lazy Brook Lenticular returned to Pennsylvania in 2018 where it will continue to serve the local community.
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Figure 1: Lazy Brook Lenticular Bridge in its new location.

The proposed preservation hierarchy for historic bridges identified bridges that are preserved in place for vehicular use as having the highest level of preservation success, while bridges that were disassembled and placed in storage would have the lowest. In the case of the Lazy Brook Lenticular Bridge, this project falls into the third category of a bridge that has been moved to a new location, but still functions as a bridge. Even more so, the bridge has some capacity for vehicular use in the case of emergencies, though its primary purpose is to serve as a pedestrian bridge connecting two sections of a park. From a preservation standpoint, this project could be considered a good example of a preservation success. The bridge remained within the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, only moving seven miles to its new location, and was rehabilitated to its historical appearance following the Secretary of the Interior Standards. The Lazy Brook Lenticular Bridge will continue to function as a bridge, though it no longer crosses water, allowing it to retain most of its historical integrity. 


Watts Mill Road Bridge, PennDOT’s second success story, was built in 1878 by the West Penn Bridge Company from Beaver Falls, Pennsylvania. The bridge was placed on the NRHP for “its engineering significance as an early and rare example of a pin-connected, two-span Pratt pony truss.” The bridge spanned Little Beaver Creek and in the late 1990s, PennDOT started to investigate how to address the crossing by bypassing the bridge or replacing it. The project was put on hold and the bridge stayed open thanks to minor repairs until 2012 when it was finally closed to vehicular traffic. PennDOT then decided in 2018 that the bridge crossing was no longer necessary at the location, and planned to completely remove the bridge. The Beaver County Historical Research & Landmarks Foundation (BCHRLF), led by Executive Director Brenda Applegate, created in informal committee to explore alternatives to the Watts Mill Road Bridge being demolished. Again, this was no easy task and it only grew harder when it was discovered that rehabilitating the bridge, even just for pedestrian use, would cost around one million dollars.


Help came from Workin Bridge, a non-profit historic bridge preservation organization from Iowa led by Executive Director, Julie Bowers. Workin Bridge offered to take temporary ownership of the bridge until a final owner could be determined, and they would rehabilitate the bridge for pedestrian use. The Watts Mill Road Bridge was auctioned through the Pennsylvania DGS process and Workin Bridge took ownership while their parent organization, the North Skunk River Greenbelt Association, signed a Memorandum of Agreement with the Beaver County Commissioners for the county to take ownership of the bridge after rehabilitation had been completed. Dismantling of the bridge for rehabilitation began the last week of March 2019, though the project has not been completed yet due to work delays.
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Figure 2: Watts Mill Road Bridge before rehabilitation


The Watts Mill Road Bridge project falls into the second category on the preservation hierarchy as a project where the bridge is going to be preserved in place for alternative use, in this case for pedestrians. While the bridge is no longer needed for vehicle use, there is also no need to replace it with a new one since the crossing has been deemed unnecessary. This allowed for locals to band together to save the bridge for future generations. The Watts Mill Road Bridge highlights the high price tag that may come with saving historic metal truss bridges, and how complex the process of obtaining one can be. The number of entities that become involved with projects like this only add to the complications as more details must be worked out to ensure the best outcome. 

Chapter 8: Texas Department of Transportation 
Texas’s Department of Transportation, TxDOT, revised their Historic Bridge Manual in March 2018. The Manual contains the “procedures to facilitate moving historic bridge projects through the project development process.”
 The manual was first produced in October 2001, and has since been revised six times, including twice in 2013 and once again in 2017. The goal of the Historic Bridge Manual is to help minimize delays in projects involving historic bridges by outlining the procedures that should be followed related to historic bridges. The manual also includes a reference on the applicable laws and regulations, and a discussion on available funding programs within the state.
 In addition to federal law requirements like STURRA, Section 106 of the NHPA, and Section 4(f) of the Transportation Act, Texas also has a state Natural Resource Code. Chapter 191, also known as the Antiquities Code of Texas, which prohibits the demolition or alteration of historic properties without consultation and approval from the Texas Historical Commission (THC), the state agency for historic preservation. In the case of historic bridges, TxDOT must coordinate with the THC on projects using state funding that will impact a historic bridge listed on the NRHP or as a state antiquities landmark (SALs).
 Overall, the Antiquities Code reinforces the consultation requirements of Section 106, and further expands them within the state to projects without federal funding.

The start to any TxDOT project that may impact a historic bridge begins with the formation of a Historic Bridge Team (HBT), which is meant to “ensure that the most feasible and prudent project alternative is selected.”
 Led by the Bridge Division Project Manager, the HBT includes District and Division personnel such as the Bridge Division Design Engineer, District Environmental Coordinator/Specialist, and the Environmental Affairs Division Historian, along with other governmental entities and consulting parties from the FHWA and the THC. Each member of the HBT has their own responsibilities when it comes to the project development process and the creation of the final Historic Bridge Team (HBT) Report, which summarizes the information needed to complete the Section 4(f) process.
 During this process, Section 106 and NEPA requirements will also be carried out by the necessary personnel on the HBT. 

 When it comes to bridge marketing, TxDOT’s Historic Bridge Manual does not provide any clear requirements for how long the bridge should be marketed. The manual states that marketing may be done face-to-face through informal discussions with “the historic bridge owner, local entities, or other interested and responsible parties,” but does not stipulate that such discussions are required. Formal marketing should include “notifications in media outlets such as newspapers and TxDOT’s Internet site,” but the manual does not make it clear when marketing should start or end within the project’s development timeline.
 Marketing should last as long as possible, with sufficient time given to allow for the SHPO and public to comment on alternatives, or on the Section 106 outcome overall. If a historic bridge does not display the potential for preservation, nor any potential for relocation, then formal marketing can be limited to 30 days, and can still meet the requirements under STURRA by demonstrating that TxDOT made a reasonable effort to find a new owner.
 

Clearer requirements and recommendations for the bridge marketing timelines are found in another document from TxDOT, the Environmental Guidance Historic Bridge Legacy Program and Public Outreach, published in January 2020. The document provides information on “how to conduct public outreach activities to comply with 23 U.S.C. 144(g) of the federal transportation code.”
 The designation, “23 U.S.C. 144(g),” is another way of referring to STURRA as the law has been written into the United States Code. Marketing a historic bridge starts after the Bridge Report prepared by the HBT indicates that replacing the historic bridge is the most feasible and prudent project alternative. From there, the Environmental Affairs Division Historian (ENV-HIST) has 30 days to prepare consultation letters to the THC and other appropriate parties. Bridges that have been indicated to be likely to be relocated by the Bridge Report should be advertised for at least 90 days, and advertising may start at any time during the environmental process, though it should start 30 days after TxDOT has received Section 106 concurrence about the alternative design that calls for the removal of the historic bridge.
  

TxDOT has developed a streamlined marketing approach for bridges unsuitable for adaptive reuse, but unlike other states this approach is not solely based on bridge type. Instead, factors that could make a bridge unsuitable for marketing are based on the bridge’s physical condition and include: 

· “diminished structural condition of the historic bridge;

· physical impossibility of dismantling or moving all or some of the historic bridge, such as concrete arches or other large concrete bridge types;

· excessive costs associated with dismantling or moving all or some of the historic bridges, such as long span steel plate girders.”


Even though these factors could make the bridge unsuitable for relocation and adaptive reuse, the bridge will still be marketed on the TxDOT website for 30 days, and the necessary organizations will be notified about its availability.
 While the streamlined process cuts out some of the procedural steps, it satisfies the donation requirement of the federal law, in contrast to other states that skip marketing completely through exemptions.   

Over the last ten years (from 2010 to April 2020), TxDOT has marketed 32 historic bridges, of which 25 were metal trusses. Eleven of the metal truss bridges were moved to a new location while 14 were demolished. Four of the relocated bridges have been repurposed within parks. Three have been donated to museums that are displaying them as artifacts, while an additional two bridges are currently serving as temporary artifacts while the current local government owners hope to rehabilitate them for pedestrian use in the future. The last two moved bridges are owned by the city of Ballinger and are in storage until funds are raised for rehabilitation and a decision is made about what to do with them. The average number of inquiries per bridge is less than one each according to Rebekah Dobrasko, the Environmental Program Manager at TxDOT. “If we do get an inquiry, it’s usually only one,” Dobrasko wrote, “We did market a Warren pony truss recently in the Fort Worth area that got two legitimate inquiries.”
 

TxDOT’s website features a section targeted directly towards local historic bridge owners, who own most of the metal truss bridges within the state. Though the information is targeted towards local owners of historic bridges still currently being used for vehicular service, it could also be utilized by a new owner who may wish to use a historic bridge for a biking trail. The page features the “Metal Truss Toolkits for Bridge Owners,” which includes information on maintaining and repairing truss bridges when major events, such as flooding or impact damage, occur. There is also information about TxDOT’s future plans regarding metal truss bridges within the state along with details about webinars being offered by TxDOT.
 This website highlights that TxDOT is reaching out to the people with the most power when it comes to preserving historic bridges, the local owners themselves. STURRA’s requirements only apply when a bridge project involves federal funding, thus locally owned metal truss bridges may still be lost when the local government is able to fund the project themselves. By attempting to reach the local owners sooner in hopes of educating them about the historic resource and how important they are, TxDOT is expanding their preservation reach. 

TxDOT currently has one success story published on their Historic Bridge Legacy Program website, but they have also included additional success stories in their “New Uses for Old Bridges” webinar course, the video and PDF of which is available online. The course, originally presented in 2016 by Rebekah Dobrasko and Linda Henderson, historian with the Texas Historical Commission, provided information on partners for bridge planning projects, funding opportunities, and bridge project examples to potential bridge owners.
 The webinar included six bridge projects throughout Texas along with the lessons learned throughout the process. Unlike other states, TxDOT did not outline their internal preservation hierarchy in their Historic Bridge Manual; however, the examples provided in the webinar demonstrate a hierarchy similar to the preservation matrix used by this comparative study. According to TxDOT standards, there are some preservation outcomes that are not ideal, but are accepted because the historic bridge is ultimately saved. 

In Comanche County, three metal truss bridges from the local area have been given to the Comanche County Museum to serve as artifacts. The latest bridge, a pony truss, which previously carried County Road 435 over the Sabana River, cost $22,000 to be relocated to the museum and the bridge underwent some basic, minimal maintenance.
 The “New Uses for Old Bridges” webinar mentions that this outcome was not an ideal situation because the bridges are no longer crossing water, nor have they been fully rehabilitated. However, the museum is making the bridges available to the public to educate people on the engineering and importance of the historic resources. The bridges have not been restored to their historical appearances, but the museum performed some minor repairs including straightening members, and replacing loose connection bolts.
 

Within the preservation hierarchy matrix, the bridges at Comanche County would fall into the fourth category as bridges moved to a new location, and no longer functioning as intended, thus a large percentage of its historical integrity has been lost. Overall, a bridge being used as an artifact is better than the bridge being demolished and lost completely, but TxDOT recognizes that from a preservation standpoint these bridges are not being preserved to the highest standards because they are no longer serving their primary function nor are they being rehabilitated to preservation standards. This is often the mixed result of this projects. While the resource has been saved, much of the historic integrity has been diminished and it is hard to fully label such a project a preservation success. 

At the other end of the scale is the Goodman Bridge. Originally built in 1929 by the Austin Bridge Company of Dallas, Texas, the pony truss spanned the Angelina River between Nacogdoches and Cherokee Counties until 2012, when it was determined that the bridge could no longer handle the heavy flow of traffic.
 Nacogdoches County proposed to demolish the bridge, and was not interested in finding any new use for it.  Strong local interest in preserving the Goodman Bridge, which was the last metal truss bridge in the county, worked to influence the county administrators to alter their view. Additional support came from the Historic Bridge Foundation, a nonprofit organization focused on advocating for the preservation of historic bridges throughout the United States.
 TxDOT paid to relocate the Goodman Bridge to Pecan Park in Nacogdoches County, where it serves as a pedestrian bridge, and also funded some of the repairs on the bridge, including cleaning and painting. Currently, the county still owns the bridge and is in charge of its maintenance, while the city of Nacogdoches is in charge of maintaining Pecan Park and the area surrounding the bridge.
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Figure 3: Goodman Bridge during the process of being relocated.

The Goodman Bridge would fall into the third category within the preservation hierarchy, as a bridge moved to a new location that functions as a bridge, though it no longer crosses water. Unlike the bridges at the Comanche County Museum, the Goodman Bridge continues to serve its overall function, and has also been repaired to a more historical appearance. The loss of the bridge for vehicle transportation is a negative effect, but the relocation kept the bridge within Nacogdoches County, ensuring that it will be seen and used by future generations. The overall project is a preservation success that came about because of the local support and interest in the bridge. This example also highlights the collaboration between local preservation efforts, larger organizations such as the Historic Bridge Foundation, and TxDOT. 

Labatt Bridge in Floresville, Texas, published on the website and included in the webinar, was built in 1916 and served as a crossing over the San Antonio River for farmers and ranchers to transport their crops and livestock to the nearby railroad line. The bridge is a three-span Warren pony truss and spans a total of 95 feet. In the early 2000s, engineers determined that the bridge was no longer safe for modern farm equipment, thus it was slated to be removed and replaced.
 At the time, the Floresville Economic Development Corporation (EDC), a 4B sales tax corporation created in 1997 by the Floresville City Council and residents, was working with the city to develop a local trail that would connect to the El Camino Real de los Tejas National Historic Trail owned by the National Park Service.
 The EDC received funds through a Recreational Trails grant administered by Texas Parks and Wildlife, and raised additional funds through Wilson County and TxDOT.
 The funds were used to rehabilitate the bridge, replace the deck, and relocate the bridge to its new location, a project that cost a total of $769,160. In 2008, the Labatt Bridge was relocated four miles south to the Old Town Lodi Hike and Bike Trail where it now spans the Seguin Branch. The location is believed to echo the historical feeling of the bridge’s original location, which was an important factor in choosing potential new sites during the development process.
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Figure 4: Labatt Bridge in its new location.

Within the established preservation matric, the Labatt Bridge falls into the same category as the Goodman Bridge – relocated to a new site and utilized as a bridge for pedestrian use. At first glance this project has a high level of preservation success like the previous example; however, while the bridge reuse has been successful, the trail is not well used, nor is it being well maintained by the city. More recently, concerns have been raised about the bridge’s future along the local trail due to mismanagement. Within the “New Uses for Old Bridges” webinar course, the Labatt Bridge example highlighted the partnership between TxDOT, Texas Parks and Wildlife, and local governmental entities. It also mentioned that the Labatt Bridge is a good example of reuse for a historic bridge, but then also warns about the poor management along the trail that leaves the future of the bridge unclear. A conversation with the city’s staff revealed that the aggregate used on the trail is too large, making the trail unsafe for bikers. The trail has also not been well maintained by the city, allowing weeds and grass to grow across the path. The city of Floresville claimed to be dedicated to supporting the trail and as of 2016 planned to add maintenance funds back in to its budget while they investigate grants to re-pave the trail in a more appropriate manner.
 Once a bridge leaves the transportation system, TxDOT’s responsibilities cease and the preservation agreement signed by the new owners does not include any enforcement measures to ensure the bridge is adequately maintained. While currently the bridge is remains in good shape overall, it is not being used, and TxDOT cannot do anything to ensure the bridge is protected if the trail’s condition worsens.  
Chapter 9: Missouri Department of Transportation

 In 2017, Missouri’s Department of Transportation (MoDOT), revised their Bridge Marketing Plan for the Relocation and Preservation in Place of Historic Bridges in Missouri. The marketing plan serves as a guide for MoDOT staff and Local Participating Agency (LPA) recipients of federal-aid highway funds in Missouri on how to comply with the federal STURRA requirements. After working with FHWA and the SHPO, MoDOT determined that all metal truss and metal through-arch bridges will be marketed for reuse. Additionally, concrete arch bridges that can be preserved in place will be marketed as well; however, this case study will not focus on this aspect of the marketing plan because concrete arches cannot be relocated, and thus they do not fall into the same preservation hierarchy as metal truss bridges and cannot be evaluated by the same criteria. MoDOT has an exemption process for bridges that are not considered to be aesthetically pleasing, as they are not likely to be adopted, along with bridges that cannot be rehabilitated to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation.
 Either MoDOT or the LPA must complete a Marketing Exemption Request, and must receive the concurrence opinions from the MoDOT’s Historic Preservation Manager, the SHPO, and the FHWA.


According to the marketing plan, historic bridges that have been identified in the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) should be identified five years ahead of letting, the process for awarding a project.
 Letting starts with the bid opening, and includes reviewing all submitted bids until the project is awarded.
 Twelve months before the letting process starts, the bridge marketing effort should begin and last for six months. For “nationally significant bridges and controversial bridges,” a definition that is not clearly defined within the plan, a longer marketing period of 18 months is recommended by the plan. In either case, the marketing period should end six months before the letting process to allow staff time to review proposals, approval and contact the winner, and negotiation the transfer agreement. Even in the case of an accelerated schedule, or an emergency addition to the STIP, a bridge should be marketed at a minimum of two months.
 


Based on the guidance provided by the bridge marketing plan, a historic bridge should be directly marketed to the nearby county and city governments, historical societies, parks departments or organizations, road departments, and the regional planning commission where the bridge is located.
 Bridges should also be marketed to the Missouri State Parks, the Department of Natural Resources Regional Office, and any trail organizations within the region. A press release for the bridge will be prepared by the District Project Manager and similar information will be posted on MoDOT’s “Free Bridges!” webpage.
 Social media platforms like Facebook may also be utilized to publicize bridges along major routes that are of unusual types, or for bridges that are considered important, though the document does not go into detail about what qualifies a bridge as “important.” Emails will be sent to the Missouri Preservation mailing list, and the document suggests that a reminder be sent out during a longer marketing period.
 

The bridge marketing plan also suggests using bridgehunter.com as an additional marketing tool. Bridge hunter, managed by James Baughn, is a free online database of historic bridges within the United States that has operated since 2002.
 The website seeks to collect as much information on bridges as possible to help preserve the bridges even after they are lost and to serve as a resource for bridges that could be built in the future using historic designs.
 Each bridge entry includes a photograph, locational information, details on bridge design, and additional historic information. The website also tracks who edits the entry along with the date. Public users may apply for an editor account to allow them to add their own bridges and information. Bridge hunter includes a feature that allows for MoDOT to indicate that a specific bridge is available for reuse in an attempt to reach a broader audience.
 


Over the last 10 years, MoDOT has marketed 57 metal truss bridges, of which 47 were owned by the state and 10 were locally owned. Ten other bridges of various types were also marketed, but they have not been included in the remaining breakdown as this comparative study is only focused on metal truss bridges, due to their ability to be easily relocated. According to bridge marketing staff, it takes an average of three to four hours to prepare the marketing materials for each bridge. Materials include posting information on MoDOT’s website, direct marketing to trails and other organizations, and preparing press releases. Each bridge elicits an average of three to four inquiries from the media. Karen Daniels, Senior Historic Preservation Specialist at MoDOT, observed that “marketing in media markets under 100,000 seems to work best. In larger markets, the bridges don’t get much attention; I’ve had as many as 20 media contacts for big projects, and projects with no media contacts.”
 

Bridges typically get two to three prospective bridge takers, though there are cases where no one inquired about the bridge and others that received 20 inquiries from prospective new owners Out of the 57 bridges marketed, seven received relocation proposals, two for state highway bridges and five for local. One metal truss bridge received a proposal for preservation in place, and currently a proposal is being negotiated for another bridge to also remain in place for rehabilitation. “The lack of funding to pay for relocation seems to be a major issue,” Daniels suspects, “If we could overcome that, we might be able to save more bridges.”
 Other issues identified by Mike Meinkoth, MoDOT’s Historic Preservation Manager, included the public’s lack of knowledge and understanding about the Section 106 process, and potential new owners not having enough time to develop a good plan and proposal to save a historic bridge.
 

Unlike PennDOT and TxDOT, MoDOT have yet to formally publish successful stories about their bridge marketing projects. On the other hand, local press releases and information provided by MoDOT staff members pointed towards two major bridge projects within the last few years. The first project, the Riverside Bridge in Ozark, Missouri, features a one-lane, two-span pin-connected truss. Built in 1909 by the Canton Bridge Company, the Riverside Bridge originally spanned Finley Creek near Ozark Mill. The Canton Bridge Company from Canton, Ohio, played a major role in metal truss bridge building during the late 1800s and early 1900s. David Hammond, the founder of Canton Bridge, was also the founder of the Wrought Iron Bridge Company, the largest pre-1900 builder of metal bridges in the United States. In 1922, the 274-foot-long Riverside Bridge was relocated farther up the river to Biers Ford to make room for a new state highway bridge at Ozark Mill.
 The bridge earned its current name as the Riverside Bridge due to a similarity named restaurant, the Riverside Inn, built in 1923. The restaurant has since been demolished as of 2010.
 The same year, a flood damaged the bridge, and it was closed to vehicle traffic by MoDOT due to safety concerns.
 


After hearing news that the Riverside Bridge was to be torn down and replaced, Kris Dyer, a local Ozark, Missouri, resident, created the "Save Riverside Bridge, Ozark, MO" Facebook page and established a nonprofit organization. After three years, in 2013, Dyer and her supporters’ work paid off when the Riverside Bridge was rehabilitated and reopened, although a 100-year flood event in 2015 severely damaged the bridge and it was once again closed by MoDOT.
 Dyer and others started searching for new ways to save the bridge. The local Ozark Special Road District received multiple proposals for the bridge, and decided upon the nearby Ozark Mill site, also known as Finley Farms, which is currently being restored and developed by Bass Pro Shops founder Johnny Morris. The bridge was disassembled and placed in storage in December 2019, until the Mill Site is prepared for the bridge’s installation. The city of Ozark also plans to connect the bridge to its previous home with a new trail system, and the replacement bridge will include a bike lane to further the city’s overall goal of becoming a biking destination.
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Figure 5: Riverside Bridge before rehabilitation.

Within the preservation matrix, the Riverside Bridge falls into the third category as a bridge moved to a new location where it will continue to function as a bridge. For MoDOT, this project is a success within their internal preservation hierarchy because the entire bridge has been preserved near its point of origin. Though the bridge has been given to a private owner, Bass Pro Shop, the public will have access to the resource when it is not being used for special events. The plan to connect the Riverside Bridge to the new replacement bridge with a trail also ensures that the bridge will remain a part of the local community as intended by the local advocacy group. 


The second project, Long Branch Bridge, located in Monroe County, has a much different history and ultimate destination. Built in 1910, the bridge is a three-panel, rigid-connected Warren truss-leg bedstead spanning 47.8’ with steel truss legs supporting the weight. The Long Branch Bridge is one of only two surviving bedstead trusses in the State of Missouri to retain its integrity, and the bridge is eligible for the National Register under Criterion C for its engineering. In 2019, the Long Branch Bridge became available for marketing and MoDOT started to accept proposals for relocation and reuse, either for the entire bridge, or its components.
 It was decided that the bridge will be moved by Thomas Industrial Coatings, an industrial painting and coatings contractor located in Peavley, Missouri, to be used for educational purposes.
 Thomas Industrial Coatings, established in 1991 by Don Thomas, offers services in industrial paint, coating, and corrosion prevention for commercial buildings, storage tanks, bridges, and more.
 The company has over 20 years of experience working with bridges of all types and sizes and has completed projects across the country, including within Missouri itself.
 Thomas Industrial started looking for a historic metal truss bridge to use as an example for teaching procedures for bridge inspection and painting several years ago. The company was going to relocate a bridge from Vernon County, but the project was delayed. To further complicate matters, last year a piece of farm equipment struck the Vernon County Bridge and destroyed it, rendering it useless for Thomas Industrial’s purposes.
 

The company continued working with MoDOT staff and found that the Long Branch Bridge would suit their needs, putting in a new proposal for the bridge, which Monroe County has since approved. When the county is ready to build the new bridge, the Long Branch Bridge will be removed by Thomas Industrial.
 “Once the bridge is restored, it will be staged on company property which is located along a main entrance to our local city, Pevely, Missouri. The goal is to restore the bridge to its original state with colors representing the time period and a placard detailing the history of the bridge,” Dr. Andrew Runzi, quality systems coordinator and NACE Level III inspector for Thomas Industrial Coatings, revealed in an interview with Construction Equipment Guide. The plan to relocate the bridge is not set in stone, and depends on how difficult it will be to take the bridge apart without harming the overall structure, as well as how best to transport the bridge to its new home. Runzi added that, “Obtaining one of these bridges, getting it back to its original state, and preserving for the future is essentially what the company is about. To utilize the bridge as a tool for training to help people become better at their chosen career path also helps preserve our infrastructure.”
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Figure 6: Long Branch Bridge before relocation.

Compared to the Riverside Bridge, the Long Branch Bridge falls into the same third preservation category. The Long Branch Bridge is going to be relocated to a new location near its point of origin where it can still be viewed by the public. Although the structure will no longer be operating as a bridge, the structure will be displayed and utilized by Thomas Industrial Company as an educational tool for training. Thomas Industrial plans to present the bridge’s history at the new location, and will restore the bridge to its historical appearance, but it is unclear how accessible to the public this bridge will be after it has been moved to the company’s property. 

Chapter 10: Comparison of Bridge Marketing Programs

One of the biggest challenges with marketing a historic bridge is timing. MoDOT and TxDOT have very similar timelines when it comes to marketing bridges; however, PennDOT has instead taken a more proactive approach with their marketing. Every state is required by federal law to “develop a statewide transportation improvement program (STIP) covering a period of at least four years.” The program must be developed through cooperation with the metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs), public transit providers, and regional transportation planning organizations (RTPO).
 Each STIP outlines the transportation projects within a state that will use federal funding within the four-year timeframe. PennDOT have gone a step further by also creating a “Twelve Year Program” (TYP) that includes all transportation improvements planned within the state over a 12- year period and the TYP is updated every two years as required by state law.
 PennDOT is looking far into the future, allowing them to gather as much information as possible on the potential projects that will impact historic metal truss bridges. 

PennDOT can market the resources for a much longer period by creating a list of historic metal truss bridges that are going to be replaced in the future, yet are not part of a current project. This method provides additional time for PennDOT to explore multiple options as they try to find a new owner, and give potential bridge owners a longer window to prepare their proposals. The extra time also helps local preservation efforts by allowing them to plan and gain support for their local historical resources compared to other states where the shorter timeline limits the ability of the locals to gain traction early on to halt the project. This method benefits PennDOT’s overall bridge program by allowing the staff to market bridges for as long as possible. The listed bridges remain in place, though some of them will be closed to traffic, until a project is decided. Thus, PennDOT had tried to slow the loss of their metal truss bridges through their management plan. 

On the other hand, MoDOT’s Bridge Marketing Plan sets clear requirements for how long a bridge needs be marketed by the agency, 30 days for all metal truss bridges, or longer if a specific resource is seen to be more significant. This method provides a way to streamline bridges through the donation process without any guess work, and notable bridge advocates can get familiar with this timeline. It is still not ideal since local groups and preservation organization must work against the clock to get solid, clear proposals to MoDOT within the timeframe, but having set requirements creates a foundation to build upon. MoDOT has also created an exemption process for bridges deemed unlikely to be adopted, or that cannot be rehabilitated to the necessary standards, though this language is subjective. MoDOT, or the local participating agency (LPA), request the exemption after determining if the bridge is aesthetically pleasing or not. However, the Missouri SHPO and the FHWA must concur with this statement for the bridge to be exempt from the process. The ability to exempt certain bridges that cannot be relocated or rehabilitated helps to save time for MoDOT staff, who would then be able to turn their attention to bridges that are more likely to be reused. The idea of exemption also highlights the idea that not everything historic can, or should, be preserved. There are some battles that are sadly not worth fighting, and it is best to put resources into projects that will make it through rather than wasting those same resources on a bridge that cannot be rehabilitated due to the standards for rehabilitation. PennDOT does not have a clear exemption process, though they have focused their attention on metal truss bridges and are currently developing another management plan for other types. 

TxDOT does not exempt any bridges from their marketing program, thus every historic bridge proposed for demolition in a federally funded project must go through the same process. Additionally, the guidance in TxDOT’s Historic Bridge Manual does not clearly state the timeline for marketing historic bridges, though it goes into a large amount of detail about the Historic Bridge Team that is formed to build the bridge report. The new guidance published earlier this year, Environmental Guidance Historic Bridge Legacy Program and Public Outreach, features stronger language that clearly states what the timeline for bridges should be, suggesting that there may have been a need to clarify the bridge marketing timeline. The vital part of publishing such information publically is to ensure the necessary groups, such as a historic bridge preservation organization or a trail owner, have access to the information and can also understand the overall process without needing additional support. By having two separate documents, TxDOT’s process can become unclear, and does not establish the same solid foundation that MoDOT has. It also leaves locals at a disadvantage as they will also be trying to work against a limited timeline, unlike with PennDOT. 

TxDOT’s process involves the creation of a Historic Bridge Team (HBT) consisting of staff from major agencies. The manual highlights which staff member carries out which tasks, and highlights the collaboration that needs to occur between all the major parties involved. By laying out the HBT clearly, TxDOT’s process ensures that the major voices are heard, and outlines how additional concerns and voices can be added. The HBT benefits TxDOT’s program by organizing tasks and laying out the approximate time it will take to complete each stage of the process, allowing for staff to manage their time well and informing the public about who is charged with what. Neither MoDOT nor PennDOT appear to create such a team, nor do they offer information about what staff members oversee carrying out specific tasks within the process.

The TxDOT story of the Labatt Bridge, which now sits in a mismanaged park, highlights an overarching flaw within bridge marketing programs. TxDOT discussed the idea of “enforcement” of preservation obligations with the FHWA, to which the FHWA confirmed that TxDOT is not an enforcement agency and there is nothing they can do if the owner fails in their preservation duties.
 Thus, once the historic bridge is transferred to the new owner, the DOT’s requirements under the federal law have been fulfilled and their responsibilities cease. Even though the new owners sign an agreement to preserve and maintain the bridge, there are no enforcement measures to ensure that this is the case. In response to this, TxDOT places a higher level of scrutiny on potential new bridge owners in hopes that they will find owners who will truly carry out the preservation aspect of the agreement. At the same time, PennDOT does not want to have to enforce the preservation of sold bridges, and instead transfers the task to the SHPO. The Pennsylvania SHPO used to require a covenant be placed on the bridge. However, that stipulation led to additional problems as covenants are placed on the land where the property sits, but that does not work if the property, the bridge, is going to be relocated. A covenant can also only be placed on a bridge that remains within Pennsylvania, which sometimes is not the case. The practice of placing covenants faded, not only because they caused additional problems but also because the Pennsylvania SHPO does not have the manpower to manage such agreements. PennDOT’s agreement language stipulates that the bridge cannot be purchased just for scrap and must be rehabilitated, but again there is no enforcement language included.
  

MoDOT does not have a statewide organization that will accept preservation covenants, as the Missouri SHPO does not take that responsibility, and the statewide preservation nonprofit, the Missouri Alliance for Historic Preservation, does not have the budget nor the staff to handle maintaining such agreements.
 MoDOT’s agreements also include a provision requiring that new owners rehabilitate the bridge to the Secretary of the Interior Standards, but there is no enforcement language included that allows them to ensure that the rehabilitation is done. MoDOT’s staff, and the FHWA, recognize that this is an issue, but have not come up with a solution or a way to enforce the provision. Thus, once a bridge leaves TxDOT, PennDOT, or MoDOT’s hands, there is no way to verify that the bridge is being taken care of. Nor do the DOTs have any way of ensuring that the bridge was rehabilitated to the appropriate standards. This oversight is recognized by staff at the DOTs, and by the FHWA, but so far none of them have been able to come up with a solution because these agencies have a transportation mission, and are not focused on preservation goals. 


MoDOT has not formally published any success stories about previous bridge marketing projects. Success stories can highlight the costs and benefits that come with moving a metal truss bridge, questions that often come up quickly when someone gets curious about obtaining a bridge from a DOT. TxDOT and PennDOT both published success stories about their projects, and utilized these stories to promote their bridge marketing programs in various ways. TxDOT used six bridge projects in their “New Uses for Old Bridges” webinar course to showcase the various uses for historic metal truss bridges. From a preservation standpoint, not all the examples were ideal; however, TxDOT used the projects as a conversation starter about the preservation outcomes they aim to achieve. TxDOT’s success stories are used to critically examine their marketing program. Every relocation will not be a major preservation success, but it is important to learn from previous projects to strive for better outcomes. TxDOT has also published success stories on their website, making them more accessible to the public.  


PennDOT hosts their success stories on the blog of the Pennsylvania State Historic Preservation Office, a website that includes articles about various topics in historic preservation and projects occurring within the state. PennDOT’s stories include a great deal of detail, laying out each project from the start of an idea to the completion of the project, or at least the status of the historic bridge when the post is made to the blog. Each story includes the small details in between, including moments when the project started to lose traction or concerns started to lessen. PennDOT’s stories highlight the realistic ups and downs that come with attempting to preserve a historic bridge, though they all end with the bridge getting saved in a way that leaves readers with a happy feeling. The stories also seek to educate the public on historic metal truss bridges, adding information on the history of each bridge and details about bridge types. 


PennDOT does not keep track of the number of bridges that go through their marketing program, which does a disservice to the program because unlike MoDOT and TxDOT, who can look back through the numbers to get a sense of the success of their programs, PennDOT does not have these numbers and can only estimate how many bridges have gone through the full process. PennDOT lost a large percentage of their metal truss bridges in a short amount of time. Some of these brides did not go through the bridge marketing process because they were owned by local entities who were not required to complete Section 106 or STURRA as federal funds were not involved in removing the historic bridge. However, it’s unclear how many bridges did go through the marketing process but were still demolished. Without such numbers, it’s difficult to fully gauge how successful PennDOT’s program is compared to MoDOT and TxDOT. 

	
	MoDOT
	TxDOT
	PennDOT
	Overall

	Total Number of Bridges
	57
	25
	23
	105

	Bridge preserved in place for vehicular use
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Bridge preserved in place for other use 
	2
	0
	2
	4

	Bridge moved to a new location, but still functions as a bridge
	7
	4
	14
	25

	Bridge moved to a new location, but no long functions as bridge
	0
	5
	0
	5

	Disassembled and placed in storage
	0
	2
	1
	3

	Bridges marketed, but no new owner found. Demolished
	48
	14
	6*
	68


Table 1. Bridges from each state according to preservation hierarchy.
Table 1 presents the breakdown of bridges into the preservation hierarchy established by this case study according to each DOT bridge marketing program. MoDOT started with 57 metal truss bridges total, of which 48 failed to find an owner and were demolished, leading to an 84% loss. TxDOT started with only 25 bridges and lost 14 of them despite marketing, a 56% loss overall. PennDOT’s numbers are incomplete because the staff were unsure about how many bridges had been lost.  But of the 23 bridges included in the current database, six bridges were demolished after marketing failed. DOT staff have highlighted several barriers that prevent metal truss bridges from finding new owners, most prominent of which are funding and timing. Though TxDOT has moved more metal bridges compared to MoDOT’s (11 versus 7), all of MoDOT’s moved bridges are still functioning as bridges, while TxDOT has five bridges functioning as something else and two bridges waiting in storage. MoDOT has also preserved two bridges in place for pedestrian use while TxDOT has not preserved any bridges in place within the last 10 years. Out of the 23 bridges that PennDOT marketed, 15 were relocated with 14 remaining as bridges while one was moved to storage. PennDOT only knows of six bridges that have been lost, though the actual number is estimated to be much higher, so the loss rate of 26% would not be accurate. Overall, out of 105 historic metal truss bridges, 68 were lost between the three states while 37 were preserved in some fashion. A total of 29 of the bridges retained their functionality, either in place or at a new location, while eight no longer function as bridges or have been placed in storage where they are not being utilized at all.

Chapter 11: Conclusion
The purpose of the Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act (STURRA) was to encourage the rehabilitation, reuse, and preservation of historic bridges because they are important links to America’s past, and represent significant resources for the future.  However, the law did not outline how states were to fulfil the donation requirement established by the law. Since then, states have developed vastly different bridge marketing programs to meet the federal requirements, leading to various degrees of success. On top of STURRA, states must also comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, which requires agencies to consider the adverse effects a federally funded project could have on a historic resource. Additionally, transportation agencies must meet the requirements for Section 4(f) of the Transportation Act when it comes to the use of a historic property, showing that they have tried to look for alternatives, or attempted to minimize the effects of the use on the property. Sometimes, state agencies are also required to conduct an Environmental Assessment or Environmental Impact Statements under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) if the transportation project does not count as a categorical exclusion. 

Previous reports about the status of historic bridges have been published for the American Association of State Highway Transportation Official through partnerships with the National Cooperative Highway Research Program. One report focused on the preservation and rehabilitation of bridges, highlighting the variety of approaches by state agencies to preserve historic bridges and the challenges that come with bridge preservation compared to engineering standards. Another report tried to determine the overall success of different marketing approaches under STURRA. However, the focus of the report was very board and focused more on specific marketing strategies rather than the overall marketing process and final outcomes. Instead, this case study narrowed the focus to three specific state bridge marketing programs – Pennsylvania, Missouri, and Texas – to compare the different methods used by state DOTs to fulfil their federal requirements under STURRA while also considering whether the final outcomes for the bridges were successful in preserving the resources. The question of integrity regarding historic bridges, especially bridges that are being moved to a new location, was brought into question by the preservation hierarchy, which placed bridges that remain in place at the top as having high preservation success and bridges that are in storage at the bottom above demolition. This hierarchy was used to highlight how successful, or unsuccessful, bridge marketing programs were based on the outcome of their projects. 

PennDOT developed a Metal Truss Bridge Management Plan to combat the staggering loss of historic metal truss bridge within the commonwealth. Through this plan, PennDOT starts marketing bridges well before a project has been proposed, allowing for more time to gather proposals and conduct outreach to local communities. However, PennDOT has not kept track of how many bridges have gone through their program, which leaves open ended questions about how well the long-term marketing process is working compared to states with stricter marketing requirements. TxDOT’s bridge marketing program is guided by two major documents, the Historic Bridge Manual and the Environmental Guidance Historic Bridge Legacy Program and Public Outreach. The first document outlines the creation of the Historic Bridge Team, a team created for every TxDOT project that may impact a historic bridge, and the process of preparing a bridge report. It does not offer clear information on marketing requirements, which is where the section document becomes extremely important. The Environmental Guidance provides vital information on how long a bridge should be marketed and through what means. MoDOT marketing requirements are outlined in the Bridge Marketing Plan for the Relocation and Preservation in Place of Historic Bridges in Missouri. This plan sets clear requirements for how long a bridge needs to be marketed, and how it should be advertised. The document further establishes MoDOT’s exemption process, a way in which MoDOT removes bridges unlikely to be preserved or relocated from their marketing program. MoDOT also lays out a clear preservation hierarchy within their plans that is used when evaluating bridge proposals from potential new owners. 

There are several similarities and differences between these three bridge marketing programs that highlight the challenges and trials that come with trying to fulfil the requirements of STURRA. MoDOT’s and TxDOT’s programs appear quite similar. They both require at least 30 days for every bridge go through marketing, and have set standards for extended timelines in the case of bridges deemed highly significant. At the same time, the programs are different as MoDOT has created an exemption process for bridges that are unlikely to be relocated for various reasons, while TxDOT markets every eligible bridge even if they know it will not find a new owner. Both programs are vastly different from PennDOT’s, which seeks to market metal truss bridges for as long as possible. PennDOT’s program developed because of the great loss that occurred within the state, prompting staff to take a closer look at ways to prevent future losses, yet PennDOT does not track the number of bridges that go through their program the same way TxDOT and MoDOT do. Between the three programs, 37 out of 68 bridges have been relocated and preserved to some degree with 29 of those bridges still functioning as intended.  

Staff at the state DOTs listed several challenges to bridge marketing, including funding, timing, and the Section 106 process. DOTs have tried to address the timing issue by starting marketing as early as possible, PennDOT taking this idea to a higher level with their management plan, but the clock is ticking for historic bridges and getting ahead of transportations needs is an uphill battle. It is also important to point out that the agencies charged with carrying out the requirement of STURRA, the DOTs, are not focused on preservation. Rather their goals and overall mission is transportation based, thus the bridge marketing staff are working within an organization that does not have preservation in mind when considering the treatment historic bridges, nor are they concerned beyond meeting the federal requirements. While marketing staff may seek to follow the true spirit of the law, they are up against a system that is focused more on checking a box. Timing becomes even more crucial given such circumstances. 

Based on the findings of this case study, there are three major takeaways that could prove beneficial to bridge marketing programs. The first is MoDOT’s exemption process. While this process appears subjective, asking staff to determine which historic bridges are not aesthetically pleasing, the process requires that the SHPO and the FHWA concur with the decision. This concurrence ensures bridges that could potentially be relocated are still marketed, but allows MoDOT to bypass bridges that even the SHPO and the FHWA do not see any merit in marketing. By excluding bridges, a DOT can put more focus on bridges that have a higher potential to be moved, saving valuable time and resources. Establishing an exemption process requires collaboration with the SHPO and the FHWA, which allows for project fast tracking in the future that will save time and help the marketing program overall. 

A second takeaway is TxDOT’s Historic Bridge Team, and the organizational chart of tasks that is featured within the Historic Bridge Manual. The HBT brings together all the major parties involved in a bridge project and outlines specifically what tasks each person is meant to complete. The manual organizes the overall process and includes a timeline to breakdown each task into the steps necessary to complete the necessary requirements. The formation of such a team appears to be unique to TxDOT, but other states could also benefit from this level of organization. By identifying the key staff members and outlining their necessary tasks in a clear, structured manner, there is a better understanding of who plays what role and how that affects the project. Involving all these key players early on in the process, and organizing them into a team to complete the report together, also allows for voices to be heard sooner within the process rather than one office writing the report and others not seeing it until later on. 

The third takeaway is PennDOT’s long term marketing strategy through the development of their Historic Truss Bridge Management Plan. Even though PennDOT has not kept track of all the bridges that have gone through their program, their extended timeline serves a benefit of addressing the issue of timing that other staff members within DOTs have expressed concerns about. The overall goal of PennDOT’s plan is to extend the useful life of historic truss by encouraging rehabilitation, and increasing their outreach efforts for bridges that cannot be rehabilitated for vehicular use. Outreach started at the local level with meetings with local owners about the important history of the resources and the transportation needs and concerns the community has surrounding historic bridges. From these meetings, PennDOT was then able to create an extensive list of bridges that should be marketed well before the bridges need to be removed for a project. Other states could also adopt this method, reaching out to the local government entities and bridge owners to assess concerns. 


Preservation is a balancing act between the theory and desire to preserve the country’s most important historic resources, and what is preserved in practice. The Historic Bridge Program system established by the Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act (STURRA) has stacked the deck against bridge staff. The law gave no clear guidance on how to fulfil the requirements. Departments of Transportation have no power of enforcement once the bridges leave their systems while time has become the greatest enemy. However, over the last 30 years, bridge marketing programs around the country have developed to work within this flawed system to the best of their abilities. The purpose of STURRA was to foster preservation and rehabilitation of historic bridges, and that is exactly what is happening. Bridge marketing staff are attempting to find better alternatives to demolition by adapting their programs to fit the situation. They have pushed the time limits by extending marketing as long as possible, and have tried to focus on bridges that have a higher chance of success. Historic bridges are being preserved, and the programs are successful in their preservation efforts because they are at least trying to prevent bridges from being lost completely. It may be a bittersweet victory because more could be done if the system was different. However, it is a victory nonetheless, as bridges that would have been lost have been saved thanks to the bridge marketing programs. 
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