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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

One of the statutory requirements placed upon a County Engineer in Indiana is the
preparation of a long range plan. This plan is required to cover a period of at least four
years into the future. The Long Range Transportation Plan which was adopted in 2003
and our bi-annual county-wide bridge inspection reports provide a great deal of
information concerning future road and bridge projects. These documents do not,
however, include a proposed schedule or in some cases even a prioritization of projects. |
am recommending that the Board of Commissioners along with Highway Department
staff, conduct an annual planning work session to place all current and proposed projects
into a plan that could then be more easily reviewed for funding needs and availability, as
well as estimated construction timelines. This plan could also be monitored to track the
progress of individual projects. The planning session could separate proposed projects
into groups; one countywide group of projects to be funded from special appropriations,
and another group further broken down by district to be funded through the regular
annual riverboat contractual services appropriation. Projects within the groups would
then be prioritized. The plan would include as much detail as possible for the following
four year period. This information could then be included with funding requests
submitted to the County Council or used to demonstrate the need to carry funding over
into a following year to allow the pooled funding to accumulate to a level sufficient to
fund an entire project.

Along with project planning, a review of the Highway Department’s regular paving and
maintenance activities would be helpful. Annual progress toward desired goals such as
reducing gravel road mileage, improving county-wide pavement condition, and
eliminating structurally deficient small structures could be evaluated. Operations could
then be adjusted as necessary to move closer to the desired results. As progress is made,
it can be reported back to the County Council to support future funding requests.

The intent of this document is to provide information that could be used by the Highway
Department and the Harrison County Board of Commissioners in a planning work
session. It is intended that this document would be updated annually, and in some cases,
expanded as noted within the document. The product of such a planning session would
be a four-year plan including as much information as possible or practical for that four-
year period. Once completed, the plan would then be reviewed and updated annually
thereafter.

Whether the decision to undertake a planning work session is made or not, this document
should, at the very least, serve as a useful reference for Highway Department staff, the
County Commissioners, and the County Council.

Respectfully,
Kevin J. Russel, PE
Harrison County Engineer
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SECTION1 INTRODUCTION

The Harrison County Highway Department is comprised of 45 full time employees
working from two separate locations. Glen Bube is the Harrison County Highway
Superintendant and supervises 41 other employees located at the Harrison County
Highway Department Garage at 3185 Harrison Way in Corydon. Kevin Russel is the
Harrison County Engineer and supervises two other employees and seasonal co-op
students in the County Engineer’s Office located in the Courthouse at 300 North Capitol
Avenue in Corydon. The 2005 Indiana County Highway Department Wage and Salary
Survey published by LTAP ranked Indiana counties by the number of miles per
employee. The Harrison County Highway Department ranked 23"in the state with 17.73
road miles per full time employee (Lake County ranks first with 6.2 miles of road per
employee; Martin County ranks last with 45.94 miles per full time employee). The
average length of service with Harrison County of a Highway Department employee is
13.4 years. A Harrison County Highway Department organizational chart is shown in
Figure 1.1.

Harrison County is made up of approximately 485 square miles and had an estimated
population in 2008 of 37,067 people (see Appendix A). The Harrison County Highway
Department is responsible for maintaining Harrison County’s transportation infrastructure
for the citizens of Harrison County. This includes everything from patching potholes to
snow removal. Over the past ten years, the Highway Department has expanded beyond
it’s historically maintenance oriented responsibilities and has become increasingly
involved in road construction and reconstruction projects. These construction and
reconstruction projects are typically associated with the widespread paving and
resurfacing work completed each year throughout the County. Although Harrison
County is still a predominantly rural county, our growth has resulted in a more suburban
atmosphere in many areas of the County. These changes sometimes bring with them
different maintenance problems and different expectations from the public. These
changes have affected the type and amount of work required from the Highway
Department and have resulted in some growing pains. The Highway Department,
however, has been responsive and continues to meet the demands placed upon them.

The Harrison County Engineer’s Office performs a wide variety of administrative duties.
The Engineer’s Office is responsible for overseeing the design and construction of
bridges, small structures, and road projects throughout the County. The Engineer’s
Office prepares the contract documentation and oversees the construction administration
of the paving work completed throughout the County each year. The Engineer’s Office
reviews subdivision plans and oversees the construction of roads that are intended to be
turned over to the County.

The duties of a County Engineer in Indiana are outlined in Indiana Code I1C 8-17-5 and
are as follows:

The county highway engineer shall, subject to the policies of the county executive,
perform the following functions:
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(1) Prepare and publish a county-wide inventory and classification of the county
highway system so that the total county federal aid secondary system is included in the
county primary or arterial system of roads.

(2) Prepare and keep a perpetual inventory of all bridges and culverts serving the
county highway system. The inventory must show the location, dimensions, condition,
and the year of construction for all bridges and major culverts.

(3) Prepare and publish standards of design, construction, and maintenance of the
county arterial, feeder, and local roads that make the best and most economical use of
local road materials.

(4) Prepare a long-range county-wide program of road and bridge construction and
improvements, with the proposed projects arranged in order of priority. The program of
proposed projects must cover a period of at least four (4) years.

(5) Investigate requests and petitions for road or bridge improvements that are
received either by the county executive or at public hearings, and make recommendations
to the county executive.

(6) Prepare surveys, designs, plans, and specifications for all county road and bridge
construction projects, prepare contracts, and advertise for bids.

(7) Make construction and materials inspection of all county road and bridge
construction projects, inform the executive of the status of construction work, and certify
completed construction projects.

(8) Develop a county-wide program of traffic safety that provides for traffic control
signs, signals, and speed limits, warning protection at railroad crossings, load limits, and
detour routings.

(9) Inspect and approve the construction of subdivision streets that are to be taken
into the county highway system, and recommend appropriate action to the executive
when roads and streets in subdivisions are being taken into the county highway system.

(10) Prepare engineering estimates and make recommendations to the executive
concerning the materials and equipment needed in the annual budgeting of both
construction and maintenance funds.
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SECTION 2 FUNDING OVERVIEW

Funding for the Harrison County Highway Department comes primarily from four
accounts: motor vehicle highway, local road & street, cumulative bridge, and riverboat.

2.1 Motor Vehicle Highway Account

The motor vehicle highway account (MVH), as outlined in 1C8-14-1-1, is the account of
the general fund of the state to which is credited collections from motor vehicle
registration fees, licenses, driver's and chauffeur's license fees, gasoline taxes, auto
transfer fees, certificate of title fees, weight taxes or excise taxes and all other similar
special taxes, duties or excises of all kinds on motor vehicles, trailers, motor vehicle fuel
or motor vehicle owners or operators. The expenses incurred in the collection of the
funds, traffic safety funds for INDOT, and ¥ of the state police department budget are
paid first from the MVH fund. The net amount of funds remaining are then split between
the cities and towns, counties, and INDOT and paid monthly by the auditor of the state.

Cities and towns receive 15% of the net amount and divide it between each city and town
based on population.

Counties receive 32% of the net amount. 5% of the 32% is divided equally between each
of Indiana’s 92 counties. 65% of the 32% is divided based each county’s road mileage as
it compares to the total county road mileage of the state. The final 30% of the 32% is
divided between counties based on each county’s motor vehicle registrations as compared
with the total motor vehicle registrations in the state.

MVH funds are to be used for construction, reconstruction, maintenance, and repair of
county roads and bridges as well as the purchase, rental and repair of highway equipment,
painting of bridges and acquisition of grounds for erection and construction of storage
buildings, acquisition of rights of way and the purchase of fuel oil, and supplies necessary
to the performance of construction, reconstruction and maintenance of highways

The remaining 53% of the net MVVH funding is allocated to INDOT.

2.2 Local Road & Street Account

IC 8-14-2-2.1 instructs the auditor of the state to create the highway, road, and street
fund. Funding comes from gasoline and special fuel taxes, and increases in fees for titles,
registrations, and licenses. Each month, 55% of the funds deposited in the highway,

road, and street fund are credited to the state highway fund for use by INDOT and 45% of
the funds are deposited into the local road & street account.

After distributing E85 incentive payments to entitled political subdivisions, the remaining
funds are distributed between counties based on passenger car registrations. The funds
distributed to each county are further broken down between the county and the cities and
towns within the county.
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In counties having a population of more than fifty thousand, 60% of the money is
distributed based on population and 40% is distributed based on road mileage.

In counties having a population of fifty thousand or less, 20% of the money is distributed
based on population and 80% is distributed based on road mileage.

Local road & street (LRS) funding is to be spent for engineering, land acquisition,
construction, resurfacing, maintenance, restoration, or rehabilitation of both local and
arterial road and street systems; the payment of principal and interest on bonds sold
primarily to finance road, street, or thoroughfare projects; or the purchase, rental, or
repair of highway equipment.

2.3 Cumulative Bridge Account

IC 8-16-3 authorizes counties to establish cumulative bridge funds. These funds are
raised by property tax levies. Any county that establishes a cumulative bridge account is
responsible for maintaining all bridges within the county, including those within town
and city limits but excluding state bridges.

Cumulative bridge funds are to be used for construction, maintenance, and repair of
bridges, approaches, and grade separations. Cumulative bridge funds can also be used for
federally mandated bridge inspections.

According to LTAP’s (Local Technical Assistance Program at Purdue) 2008 Bridge
Sufficiency Report, Harrison County’s Cumulative Bridge Fund rate is $0.0355/$100
assessed value. This ranks Harrison County 34™ in Indiana (Gibson County ranks first
with $0.0687; Noble, & Wells Counties do not have a Cumulative Bridge Fund). See
Appendix G for more details.

2.4 Riverboat Account

Infrastructure improvements have been a priority of Harrison County local government
since the onset of riverboat gambling and the resulting revenue stream began in the late
1990’s. These improvements have taken many forms, including water system
improvements, sewer improvements, and road and bridge improvements. Harrison
County’s infrastructure is in undeniably far better condition today than it otherwise ever
could have been without riverboat revenue.

25 Funding Summary

Appendix B summarizes revenues and expenditures for each of the accounts previously
discussed in great detail for the years 2001 through 2009 as well as averages over those
years. Comparisons are also shown between the amount of income for each account and
the amount of expenditures for each account. It should be noted that the expenditures
shown are amounts actually paid out within a given year, not budgeted amounts. The
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value of the Highway Department’s investments for each account is also shown. It
should also be noted that MVVH revenues shown for 2006 and 2007 are artificially high
due to a one time major moves allocation provided by the state over those two years.

Non-riverboat funding is currently adequate to cover Harrison County’s normal
maintenance (not including resurfacing) and bridge expenses. General road
improvements and paving activities are almost exclusively dependant on riverboat
funding and will continue to become even more so due to the rate of inflation of
construction costs as opposed to the rate of growth of non-riverboat revenues. Riverboat
expenditures that provide an increase in efficiency or capacity of the highway
department’s capabilities will prove valuable if riverboat funding ever declines in the
future. It is foreseeable that Governor Steve Beshear and the Commonwealth of
Kentucky’s interest in riverboat gambling could have a negative affect on Harrison
County’s riverboat revenue. There are no clear available options that would readily
replace the current level of riverboat funding should future riverboat revenues decline.
The implementation of a wheel tax could be studied, but even if this were pursued, it
would not generate the levels of funding currently provided by riverboat revenues.

SECTION 3 ASSET MANAGEMENT AND PLANNING

3.1  Overview

Planning can be a very difficult thing to do, but it is also an important part of any
successful organization. It has been said that a failure to plan is planning for failure. A
successful plan must be flexible to account for shifting conditions and priorities. In many
cases, as planning is extended further into the future, it becomes less accurate or useful.
Planning for some projects, though, because of their scope and complexity, must extend
out over several years. Other situations require more of an operational plan that outlines
the procedures that will be used to reach a desired goal. The Highway Department
requires a blend of long range planning and operational planning.

3.2  Long Range Transportation Plan

Harrison County adopted a Long Range Transportation Plan in 2003. The plan was
prepared by Bernardin Lochmueller & Associates with input from the public and local
officials. BLA studied previous studies, land use, traffic flow and accident history
throughout the county as well as input from local officials and the general public to
develop the plan. The plan identified ten projects suggested as federal aid projects. These
projects are shown in Figure 6.1. The Long Range Transportation Plan also identified 12
projects that were suggested as locally funded projects. These projects are shown in
Figure 6.2. Finally, a list of projects that may become more of a priority in 20-years
were identified. Those projects are shown in Figure 6.3. Work has been completed or is
in progress on many of these projects. Please see the Long Range Transportation Plan for
more detailed information.
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ROAD NAME

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

PROJECT PURPOSE

Crandall-Lanesville Rd.

New roadway to connect S.R. 64 to 1-64 at the
Lanesville Interchange.

Develop north-south corridor
from S.R. 64 to

I-64 to open land development
at interchange.

Corydon-Ramsey Road

Reconstruct and widen existing roadway from +/- 265

South of S R. 62 at Old Forrest Road to Quarry Road.

Increase capacity to rapidly
developing areas.

I-64 and Gethsemane
Road/S.R. 337
Interchange

New interchange at [-64 and S.R. 337.

Realign S.R. 337 from Quarry Rd. to T-64 at new
interchange.

Includes a connector spur reconnecting realigned S.R.
337 to existing S.R. 337 to the cast.

Includes a connector spur connecting realigned S.R.
337 to S.R. 62 to the south.

The existing S.R. 337 bridge over [-64 is to remain.

Provide direct access to 1-64,
improve traffic flow within
local and regional
transportation system and
improve Level of Service of
S.R. 135 interchange.

New Connector Between
S.R. 337 and Corydon-

New roadway to connect the proposed connector spur
from the proposed S.R. 337 interchange to existing

Improve traffic flow to
commercial/industrial areas.

Ramsey Road S.R. 337 to Corydon-Ramsey Road to the east.
Reconstruct, widen and realign portions of existing Improve access to
s g E !
Fieldalisers Rand roadway from +/- 800" west of SR. 135 to Old S.R. southwestern portion of

135. New roadway from Old S.R. 135to S.R. 337 at
School Street/Country Club Road.

Corydon. Provide safer access
to schools.

East-West Road in
Southern part of county
(select one project):

1. Watson Road

1. Reconstruct, widen and realign portions of existing
Watson Rd. from 3.R. 135 to Union Chapel Rd.
New roadway from Union Chapel Rd. to SR. 11
intersection.

Improve east-west
transportation system in
southern portion of county.
Develop east-west corridor

Extension Project . ; . 0 between SR. 135 and SR. 11.
2. Reconstruct, widen and realign portions of existing ;
2. Lake Road/Buck Develop east-west corridor
Lake Rd. and Buck Valley Creek Rd. from S.R.
Valley Creek Road 135 to New Middletown Elizabeth Rd between S.R. 135 and New-
Project ) ' Middletown-Elizabeth Rd.
Reconstruct, widen and realign portions of existing Improve access to southeastern
Shiloh Road/Fogel Road | Shiloh Rd. and Fogel Rd. from S.R. 337 to New portion of Corydon and land

Middleton-Elizabeth Rd.

uses in the area.

New Connector Between
S.R. 135 and Big Indian
Road

New roadway from S.R. 135 to Big Indian Road.

Improve access to eastern
portion of Corydon and land
uses in the area.

Reconstruct, widen and realign portions of existing

Improve north-south and east-

Corydon-New Corydon-New Middletown Rd. from S.R. 62 to New west transportation system in
Middletown Road & Middletown. southeastern portion of county
New Middletown- Reconstruct, widen and realign portions of existing and land uses in the area.
Elizabeth Road New Middletown-Elizabeth Rd. from New Improve safety and access to
Middletown to Elizabeth. rural communities.
New roadway from North Gethsemane Road to SR. Improve access to
Quarry Road

337.

commercial/industrial areas.

Source: Bernardin-Lochmueller & Assoc., Inc.

Figure 6.1
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3.2.1

Cline Road from Quarry Road to Sheri Lane.
Clover Valley Road.
a. Phase I — From S.R. 337 to Davis Mill Road.
b. Phase II - From Davis Mill Road to S.R. 64.
Corydon-Ramsey Road from Quarry Road to S.R. 64.
Corydon Ridge Road from Corydon to the Lanesville Interchange.
Relocation of Corydon Ridge Road and Crandall-Lanesville Road south of Lanesville
Interchange.
a. According to the Lanesville Interchange Master Plan, this should be completed
prior to allowing significant development.
Crandall-Lanesville Road from S.R. 62 to [-64.
Heidelberg Road from Fairview Church Road to S.R. 133
New Amsterdam and Heth Washington Road from New Amsterdam to S.R. 135.
Quarry Road from S.R. 337 to S.R. 135.

. River Road from New Amsterdam to Mauckport.
. West Bradford Road from S.R. 135 to North Bradford Road.
. Relocation of Georgetown-Lanesville Road (Wissman Dr.) and Crandall-Lanesville Road

north of Lanesville Interchange.
Figure 6.2

Fredericksburg Road from S.R. 64 to S.R. 150.

Bird Trail Road/North Road from S.R. 64 to S.R. 150.

Corydon-Ramsey Road from S.R. 64 to S.R. 150.

New Roadway from the Lanesville Interchange, to the southeast, to S.R. 11 near the
Casino.

West Corydon By-Pass. This roadway would begin at the above-mentioned connector
spur connecting realigned S.R. 337, at the proposed [-64 and S.R. 337 interchange, to
S.R. 62 to the south. It would proceed south and then southeast, on the southwest side of
Corydon, and connect to S.R. 135 just south of Corydon.

Milltown-Frenchtown Road from Milltown to S.R. 337.

Figure 6.3

Corydon West Interchange Project

Corydon is currently served by a single interchange on 1-64 and SR 135. This

interchange has become a bottleneck during busy rush hours and will become more of a
problem as future traffic volumes increase hindering growth and economic development
in the Corydon area. The existing interchange has a high accident rate and is limited by
the railroad located just to the east and the traffic light congestion to the south at
Landmark Avenue. INDOT prepared a statewide list of potential new interchange
locations in 2001, and Corydon was included on a list of eleven locations that needed
new interchanges. Since that time, the County Commissioners have worked diligently to
bring a second interchange to Corydon. A sub-area transportation study was prepared by
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American Structurepoint (formerly American Consulting) and a proposed location for a
new interchange was identified 2.3 miles west of the existing interchange. The
Commissioners hired Appian, Inc. to assist with management of the project and
identifying sources of funding. The proposed new interchange has received broad
support and has been accounted for in both the Harrison County and Town of Corydon
comprehensive plans. Additional support from Congressman Hill and former
Congressman Sodrel has also been provided in the form of approximately $9 Million of
earmark funding.

The interchange, as planned by Harrison County, will be located approximately 2. 3 miles
west of the existing interchange and will include a connecting roadway between SR 62
and SR 337. Hospital Drive would also be extended to the west to connect with the SR
62/SR 337 connector road. The construction of these roads would dramatically improve
access to the new Harrison County Hospital and the industrial sites along Quarry Rd.

Although the project is located in Harrison County, since it is an interstate interchange it
is controlled by INDOT and the Federal Highway Administration. INDOT approved the
project in 2005 during the major moves planning process during which the project was
the 2" highest scoring project in the Seymour District ranked only behind the Ohio River
Bridges project in Louisville. Since then, the project has moved slowly. Recently,
INDOT has indicated concerns about the project’s funding, location, and justification.
Harrison County is committed to the project and continues to work with INDOT to
demonstrate that the project is justified and should be constructed at the location
identified by the Sub-Area Transportation Study.

3.2.2 Lanesville Connector Rd

The idea for the Lanesville Connector Rd project can be traced back many years. It was
discussed in the Lanesville Interchange Master Plan and was also identified in the Long
Range Transportation Plan adopted in 2003. The project should help to bring economic
development to the Lanesville interchange and provide better access to 1-64 for parts of
Harrison County north and west of the interchange. The project includes widening and
reconstruction of the existing 2-lane road to a 5-lane road between the exit ramps at 1-64
to just south of Georges Hill Rd and then construction of a new 2-lane road from that
point north to SR 64. The project was subdivided into two projects; the first section
along the existing roadway to Georges Hill Rd being Project 1 and the new terrain section
from that point to SR 64 being Project 2. American Structurepoint was contracted to
prepare 30% plans for the entire corridor. BONAR was contracted to complete the
design for Project 1. Federal Funding that will pay for 80% of the construction and
construction inspection costs was secured for Project 1 in 2004 and design work for
Project 1 is now essentially complete. One Right-of-Way parcel is in condemnation.
Once that parcel is secured, the project can be submitted to INDOT for letting. The total
cost for Project 1 is anticipated to be approximately $3.3 Million. BONAR will also
provide construction engineering services for Project 1. Construction of Project 1 should
begin in 2010 and may extend in to 2011.
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The environmental work for Project 2 was completed, but design work on the
recommended alternate 4 alignment has not progressed. The estimated cost for Project 2,
which would most likely need to be constructed in five different phases, is approximately
$20 Million. Funding has not been secured and Project 2 is currently on hold.

3.2.3 Corydon Ramsey Rd / Sival Rd Intersection Improvement

The Corydon Ramsey Rd / Sival Rd intersection project was also identified in the 2003
Long Range Transportation Plan. The intersection of Corydon Ramsey Rd and Sival Rd
was identified has having the most accidents of any intersection in Harrison County.
Federal Funding that will pay for 80% of the construction and construction inspection
costs was secured in 2004. HMB Professional Engineers was contracted to design the
project. Currently, design is complete and Right-of-Way acquisition is in progress. Once
Right-of-Way acquisition is complete, the project can be submitted to INDOT for letting.
The estimated total cost of the Corydon Ramsey Rd Sival Rd intersection project is
approximately $1.1 Million. United Consulting was selected to provide construction
inspection services. Construction should begin in 2010 and could extend in to 2011.

3.2.4 Corydon New Middletown Rd

The Corydon New Middletown Rd / Elizabeth New Middletown Rd Corridor was studied
in 2002 by Tetra Tech, Inc. The corridor was also included in the Long Range
Transportation Plan approved in 2003. Plans for the first section beginning at SR 62
were completed by Heritage Engineering and construction was completed in 2005.
Harrison County Contracted with Heritage Engineering to design Phase I1 in 2008 and
plans are currently 95% complete. Phase Il will begin at the end of Phase | and extend
just past Montgomery Road. Right-of-Way acquisition should begin in 2010 and
construction could begin in late 2010 or early 2011 depending on funding availability.

3.2.5 Corydon Ramsey Rd

Harrison County contracted with Paul Primavera & Associates in 2009 to prepare plans
to widen and reconstruct Corydon Ramsey Rd between SR 62 and SR 337. The need for
the project was identified in the Long Range Transportation Plan approved in 2003. The
project will include turn lanes in some areas to accommodate left turn movements. The
plans for the project are currently approximately 75% complete. Right-of-Way
acquisition should begin in 2010 and construction could begin in late 2010 or 2011
depending on funding availability.

3.2.6 Federal Drive Extension

Harrison County is currently working with the Harrison County Economic Development
Corporation, Paul Primavera & Associates, and private developers to complete the
construction of Federal Drive and Pacer Dr linking Landmark Avenue, Pacer Drive,
Gardner Lane, and Federal Drive to Corydon Ramsey Rd at the intersection of Hospital
Drive. The construction of this project will greatly improve traffic flow to and from the
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Wal-Mart commercial area as well as foster economic development by opening up more
prime area for development. Preliminary plans are for the project to be funded and built
by Harrison County. The private developers would then reimburse Harrison County for
the construction costs as lots are sold or after a certain period of time had passed. Plans
for the project are 95% complete. Construction can begin in 2010 if an agreement for the
construction and funding of the project is finalized and funding is made available.

3.3 INDOT Projects in Harrison County

This section will be expanded in future editions.

3.4  Asset Management & Operational Planning

The Federal Highway Administration defines asset management as follows:

Asset management is a business process and a decision-making
framework that covers an extended time horizon, draws from
economics as well as engineering, and considers a broad range
of assets. The asset management approach incorporates the
economic assessment of trade-offs among alternative
investment options and uses this information to help make cost-
effective investment decisions.

There are six common questions associated with asset management. They are:

What do you own?

What is it worth?

What is the deferred maintenance?
What is its condition?

What is the remaining service life?
What do you fix first?

As information is gathered to answer these questions, a base of knowledge is developed
that allows for an efficient management of those assets. The Highway Department has
been gradually moving toward an asset management program for the past ten years.
ThinkGIS software provided by WTH Engineering is used by the Highway Department
as a central depository for the information gathered about each asset. The highway
department has inventoried all of Harrison County’s roads, bridges, warning and
regulatory signs, guardrail, and intersections. An inventory of all culverts in Harrison
County is in progress and is currently approximately 1/3 complete. Additional
information such as traffic counts, 85" percentile speeds, work orders, accident data,
driveway permits, and right-of-way permits are also maintained on the GIS map. Once
this information is compiled, it must also be maintained. New assets and maintenance of
existing assets are all recorded on the GIS map and associated database. This allows for
the quick and accurate creation of resource documents such as the road statistics and
pavement condition ratings included in the appendices of this document.
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3.5 New Highway Department Facility

The need for a new Highway Department facility has been identified and generally
agreed upon. Renovation of the old hospital property for the new Harrison County
Government Center should clear the way for development of plans for a new Highway
Department Facility.

3.6  Website

The Harrison County Highway Department made its debut on the World Wide Web in
2007. Since then, the website has been expanded and updated to provide the public quick
and easy access to information such as road closures, bid notices, bid results, and reports
and studies. Downloadable copies including instructions for driveway permits and right-
of-way permits are also available. The website has proven to be an efficient means of
communication with the general public as well as consultants and contractors. Please
visit us on the web at www.HarrisonCountyHighwayDepartment.com.

SECTION 4 ASSETS - ROADS

4.1 Overview

The Harrison County Highway Department maintains approximately 818 miles of roads
throughout Harrison County. Based on 2001 statewide data for county road mileage,
Harrison County’s 818 miles ranks it 24" among Indiana’s 92 counties (Marion County
ranked first with 1,693 miles; Ohio County ranks last with 136 miles). The 2009
Harrison County Road Statistics summarizing road mileages in Harrison County can be
found in Appendix C. The roadway system in Harrison County has seen significant
changes over the past ten years. Paving made possible with riverboat funding has
dramatically improved the county’s roads. This can be most easily demonstrated by
looking at Harrison County’s gravel road mileage. The operational report for 1997, prior
to the availability of riverboat funding, listed Harrison County with approximately 399
miles of gravel roads. Twelve years later, Harrison County’s gravel road mileage has
dropped to approximately 48 miles. A listing of all county roads that includes
information such as each road’s pavement condition (gravel roads are rated 11),
functional classification, traffic volume, and length can be found in Appendix D.

4.2 Pavement Condition

During January 2010, all Harrison County roads were rated in accordance with the
University of Wisconsin’s industry standard PASER (Pavement Surface Evaluation &
Rating) manual. As shown in Figure 4.1, the PASER manual rates roads between 1 and
10, with 1 being equivalent to a failed road and 10 being equivalent to a newly
reconstructed road. Charts summarizing the ratings for county roads in Harrison County
can be found in Appendix E. These ratings are very useful in assessing the condition of
the roadway system as a whole and helps tremendously with planning future work.
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Rating system

Surface rating Visible distress* General condition/

treatment measures

1 0 None. New construction.
Excellent
9 None. Recent overlay. Like new.
Excellent
No longitudinal cracks except reflection of paving joints. Recent sealcoat or new cold mix.
8 Occasional transverse cracks, widely spaced (40" or greater). Little or no maintenance
Very Good All cracks sealed or tight (open less than /"), required.
Very slight or no raveling, surface shows some traffic wear, First signs of aging. Maintain
7 Longitudinal cracks {(open '/4") due to reflection or paving joints. with routine crack filling.
Good Transverse cracks (open '/4") spaced 10" or more apart, little or slight

crack raveling. No patching or very few patches in excellent condition.

Slight raveling (loss of fines) and traffic wear. Shows signs of aging. Sound
6 Longitudinal cracks (open '/a"-/2"), some spaced less than 10". structural condition. Could
Good First sign of block cracking. Sight to moderate flushing or polishing. extend life with sealcoat.

Occasional patching in good condition.

Moderate to severe raveling (loss of fine and coarse aggregate). Surface aging. Sound structural
5 Longitudinal and transverse cracks (open /2" show first signs of condition. Needs sealcoat or
4 slight raveling and secondary cracks. First signs of longitudinal cracks thin non-structural overlay (less
Fair near pavement edge. Block cracking up to 50% of surface. Extensive than 2")

to severe flushing or polishing. Some patching or edge wedging in
good condition.

Severe surface raveling. Multiple longitudinal and transverse cracking Significant aging and first signs
with slight raveling. Longitudinal cracking in wheel path. Block of need for strengthening. Would
Fair cracking (over 50% of surface). Patching in fair condition. benefit from a structural overlay
slight rutting or distortions (/2" deep or less). (2" or more).
3 Closely spaced longitudinal and transverse cracks often showing Needs patching and repair prior
raveling and crack erosion. Severe block cracking. Some alligator to major overlay. Milling and
Poor cracking (less than 25% of surface). Patches in fair to poor condition. removal of deterioration extends
Moderate rutting or distortion (1" or 2" deep). Occasional potholes. the life of overlay.
2 Alligator cracking (over 25% of surface). Severe deterioration. Needs
Severe distortions (over 2" deep) reconstruction with extensive
Very Poor Extensive patching in poor condition. hase repair. Pulverization of old
Potholes. pavernent is effective.
1 Severe distress with extensive loss of surface integrity. Failed. Needs total
. reconstruction.
Failed

* Individual pavements will not have all of the types of distress fisted for any particular rating. They may have only one or two types.

Figure 4.1
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The relationship between a pavement’s age and its condition is not linear (see Figure
4.2). As a pavement ages it begins to develop cracks. As the cracks develop water is
allowed to enter the pavement, which in turn speeds up the cracking process, which in
turn allows in more water. As a pavement’s condition deteriorates, it becomes more and
more expensive to fix. The challenge with the planning process is to schedule
preventative maintenance activities such as crack sealing, chip sealing, or sand sealing,
all of which are cheaper than resurfacing and reconstruction, as the road begins to
deteriorate instead of waiting until the road is deteriorated to the point that the more
expensive options of resurfacing and reconstruction are required. Figure 4.3 shows
information about common preventative maintenance options and their corresponding
affect on a pavements life expectancy.
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Figure 4.2

These maintenance activities address the pavement surface, but not the underlying base
structure. If the base or sub-grade over which a road is built fails, neither sealing nor
resurfacing will fix the problem. The failed area must be excavated and replaced with
material that will support the road above it.

In addition to the PASER ratings available, other variables are also important to take into
consideration when paving decisions are made. The functional classification of a road as
well as its ADT should play a role in choosing between paving and maintenance
alternatives.

4.3 Roadside Drainage

One of the most typical factors in roadbed failures in Harrison County is roadside
drainage. If water is unable to shed away from the road, it ponds and soaks into the sub-
grade beneath the road. A saturated sub-grade loses its strength to support the road it
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carries, and causes deflections, rutting, and cracking in the pavement above. For most
Harrison County roads, it can be challenging to build roadside ditches due to the impact
on private property and the presence of underground utilities adjacent to the road. Still,
roadside drainage is an area on which the Highway Department should focus to improve
the performance and lifespan of our county roads.

Extended Service

Treatment Pavement Type Life {years)d
Overband crack filling Fexible Up to 2
Composite Upto?2
Crack sealing Hexible Upto3d
Compasite Upto3d
Rigid Upto3d
Single chip seal Hexible 3t b
Composite N/AD
Double chip seal Flexible dto 7
Composite Atn b
Slurry seal Flexible N/AD
Composite N/AD
Microsurtacing (single course) Flexible 3t L
Composite N/AD
Microsurfacing (multiple course} Flexible 4 to B
Composite N/AD
Ultrathin hot-mix asphalt, Flexible 3105
A5-1n. {20-mm) overlay Compasite 3t 5
Hot-mix asphalt, Fexible hio 10
1.5-n. {40-mm} overlay Compaosite 4t 9
Hot-mix asphalt, 1.5-in {40-mm} Flexible 5t 10
Mill and overlay Composite 409
Joint resealing Rigid 3tnh
Spall repair Rigid Uptoh
Full-depth concrete repairs Rigid 3to 10
Diamond grinding Rigid 310 5%
Dowel-bar retrofit Rigid 210 3¢
Concrete pavement restoration Rigid 7to 15°
Metes

4 The time range is the expected life-extending benefit given to the pavement, not the anticipated longevity of the treatment.
b Sufficient data are not available to determine life-extending value.
C Additional information is necessary to quantify the extended life more accurately.

Figure 4.3
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4.4 Gravel Roads

Many of Harrison County’s remaining gravel roads are low volume roads, dead end
roads, or both. Many will most likely remain gravel for the foreseeable future. Dust
complaints have steadily decreased over the past ten years along with the gravel road
mileage. There are, however, still areas throughout the county where dust is sometimes
an issue. Harrison County has not utilized dust control/base stabilization products on a
regular basis for some time. The potential exists to more effectively use these products to
manage the condition and maintenance requirements of our 48 miles of gravel roads.
Based on information gathered from material suppliers, the material cost of a dust
control/base stabilization application would be approximately $5,000.00 to $6,000.00 per
mile for an 18-ft wide gravel road. If additional stone is added to the road during the
process, this could add another $7,000.00 per mile. There would be some additional cost
for a distributor, but the remaining labor and equipment required could be provided in-
house by the Highway Department.

The total cost of a dust control/base stabilization program of this nature would be
approximately $13,000.00 per mile for an 18-ft wide road. A program that would treat 16
miles per year would cost approximately $208,000.00 annually and provide a three year
rotation of our current list of gravel roads.

Not only would a good dust control/base stabilization program cut down on dust related
issues, but it could also reduce maintenance costs by reducing the rocking and grading
needs of treated roads.

45 Paved Roads
As mentioned earlier, the paving completed with riverboat revenue has greatly increased
the overall condition of Harrison County’s roads. The structure of the paved roads, many
of which were relatively thin, has been increased with the wide-spread resurfacing work.
Existing gravel roads are built up with stone and typically receive three inches of asphalt
when paved. Culverts on roads that have been paved have all been inspected and
replaced where needed. Widespread widening and safety improvements have also
improved the quality of our roads.

Our current operations focus almost exclusively on paving and resurfacing. A typical
resurface/overlay takes approximately 1,100 ton of asphalt to pave a road one mile long
and 20-ft wide 1 ¥2-inches thick. At 2009 prices, this costs approximately $54,000.00.
With approximately 770 miles of paved roads in Harrison County and an estimated life
span of 12 years for a resurface, we would need to plan to resurface approximately 64
miles of roads each year to include all roads in a 12 year resurfacing program. This
would cost approximately $3.5 million annually based on 2009 prices, which is in excess
of our current annual budget for paving. Inflation has hit hard in the construction
industry over the past few years and will continue to increase that annual need. As more
funding is required to meet paving obligations for the same production, the result will
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either be less funding available for other programs such as general road improvements,
drainage improvements, and safety improvements, or a slow decline in the overall
condition of Harrison County’s roads. This process will become less sustainable over
time and would need to be completely abandoned in its current form if riverboat funding
IS ever eliminated.

With the Highway Department’s added responsibility of improving and preparing roads
for resurfacing each year, the maintenance of 351 additional miles of paved roads
compared to 1997 has become a significant and important issue. The life cycle and
maintenance of paved roads are higher than gravel roads. The average cost for stone laid
for base has increased from approximately $8 to $9 per ton in 1999 to approximately
$16.50 per ton in 2009. The average cost of asphalt laid has increased from $20 to $21
per ton in 1999 to approximately $49 per ton in 2009. The economics of 1999 that made
resurfacing so competitive when compared with less attractive maintenance activities
have changed. Chip & seal has not been used in Harrison County since 1999. It has been
years since the Highway Department has performed any crack sealing. Preventative
maintenance can be used as an economical means to extend the life of our county’s
pavements. The time has come for these options to be given consideration.

A common approach to road management is to set a goal of maintaining roads at or above
a certain condition rating. A blend of practices is then used to achieve that goal.
Resurfacing is used to improve roads that have deteriorated to a point where paving is the
only option. Preventative maintenance such as chip sealing, sand sealing, and crack
sealing are then also utilized on roads that are just beginning to break apart or “open up”
allowing water into the pavement. These preventative maintenance activities extend the
life of the pavement and delay the need for more expensive resurface work. A blend of
preventative maintenance and resurfacing work is a more comprehensive, efficient,
economical, and sustainable approach to managing our road surface conditions than we
currently use.

The first step in this process is to re-introduce crack sealing activities into our regular
maintenance program. This sounds relatively simple, but in practice presents some
challenges. We have equipment and material currently available to do crack sealing, but
we are over-extended during the times when crack sealing is typically completed. One
solution that could be considered is the use of temporary labor. This approach has been
used in the past for brush work and has worked reasonably well.

A major hurdle that must be overcome in a transition to a program including preventative
maintenance is public perception. When considering the fact that there has not been a
road in Harrison County chip sealed since 1999, it’s easy to anticipate that there will be a
general dissatisfaction from the public when and if this process is re-introduced. There
are, though, some intermediate options that can ease this transition. There are several
products currently available that are intended for use as a sealer that do not require the
road to be chipped. These products are advertised to be applied to a road while it is still
in relatively good condition. They seal the road surface and some actually provide
rejuvenation to the asphalt binder portion of the pavement. Harrison County used this
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type of product in 1999 and saw relatively good performance. The use did not catch on at
the time, though, primarily due to the cheap asphalt prices.

Based on information gathered from material providers, the cost for a surface seal
program of this nature would be approximately $12,000.00 per mile for a 20-ft wide road.
A program that would seal 30 miles per year would cost approximately $360,000.00
annually.

4.6 Recommendations

Our current paving program has provided the residents of our county with very good
roads. We need, though, to expand our program to include more preventative
maintenance activities that will ultimately stretch our funding farther and make our
current program more sustainable. The following recommendations are offered for
consideration:

Commit $208,000.00 for a dust control/base stabilization program. This could be funded
from the riverboat stone account.

Commit $35,000.00 for temporary labor for crack sealing. This could be an additional
funding request from riverboat funding.

Commit $360,000.00 for a surface seal program. This could be an additional funding
request from riverboat funding.

SECTIONS ASSETS -BRIDGES/SMALL STRUCTURES /CULVERTS

5.1  Overview

To be classified as a bridge, a structure must have a span of 20-ft or more. Harrison
County has 75 bridges, ranking it 80" in the state for number of bridges (Marion County
ranks first with 523 bridges; Ohio County ranks last with 26 bridges). A summary of the
number and type of bridges in Harrison County is shown in Figure 5.1.

The term “structurally deficient” pertains to a bridge’s decreased load carrying capability.
The term “functionally obsolete” results when a bridge no longer meets current design
criteria or standards. A more thorough explanation of these terms can be found in
Appendix F.

A 2007 Better Roads publication listed the State of Indiana as having 5,697 interstate and
state bridges, 860 (15.1%) of which were structurally deficient or functionally obsolete.
The same publication listed 12,837 local bridges in Indiana 3,152 (24.6%) of which were
structurally deficient or functionally obsolete. Overall, Indiana ranked 20" in the nation
with 21.6% of its bridges rated as structurally deficient or functionally obsolete (Nevada
ranked first with only 3.9%; Rhode Island ranked last with 53.4%). A summary table
from this publication can be found in Appendix F.
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SUMMARY OF BRIDGE TYPES

Bridge Type Bridge Code Total
RCS 101A 12
CTB 104 1

CRCS 201A 7
SRRFC 300A 1
SB 302D 7
SG 302E 1
STT 310B 3
MPAUF 319A 3
CSB 402A 2
PCIB 502 2
PCBB 505 26
PCBB 506 1
CPCIB 602 2
CPCBB 605 2
CPCBB 606 3
TS 701 1
MPAUF 919B 1
75
Figure 5.1
Legend
RCS > Reinforced Concrete Slab
CTB > Concrete T-Beam
CRCS > Continuous Reinforced Concrete Slab
SRRFC 2> Steel Railroad Flat Car
SB > Simple Steel Beam
SG > Simple Steel Girder
STT > Steel Thru Truss
MPAUF o Multi Plate Arch Under Fill
CSB > Continuous Steel Beam
PCIB = Pre-stressed Concrete I-Beam
PCBB > Pre-stressed Concrete Box Beams
CPCIB > Continuous Pre-stressed Concrete I-Beam
CPCBB > Continuous Pre-stressed Concrete Box Beams
TS > Timber Slab

LTAP’s 2008 Bridge Sufficiency Rating Report shows Harrison County’s overall bridge
sufficiency rating was 85.4, ranking it 27" in Indiana (Steuben County ranked 1% with
95.2; Crawford County ranked last with 48.6). Indiana’s statewide average for local
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bridge sufficiency rating was 79.6. Harrison County has one (1.3%) structurally deficient
bridge and six (8.0%) functionally obsolete bridges. Harrison County ranks 11" in
Indiana for percentage of structurally deficient and functionally obsolete bridges with
9.33% (Steuben County ranks first with 0% and Crawford County ranks last with 75.0%).
Excerpts from LTAP’s 2008 Bridge Sufficiency Report showing this information in more
detail can be found in Appendix G.

In addition to bridges, Harrison County also utilizes the term “small structure.” A small
structure is defined as any structure with a span greater than 4-ft but less than 20-ft.
Harrison County has over 300 small structures.

5.2  Bridge Inspection

Harrison County’s bridges are inspected bi-annually in accordance with federal
mandates. Harrison County, with oversight from INDOT, selects consultants every four
years to perform these inspections. Bridge inspections are funded out of the Cumulative
Bridge Fund. 80% of the cost of bridge inspection is reimbursed to Harrison County with
federal funding through INDOT. In addition to the bi-annual routine inspections, some
structures are also subject to special critical feature inspections such as non-redundant
fracture critical and underwater inspections. A fracture critical inspection is required of a
bridge that has non-redundant members; members that would allow the entire structure to
collapse if the individual member failed. Bridge #55 on Lickford Bridge Rd, Bridge #58
on Valley View Rd, Bridge #65 on Circle Rd, and Bridge #84 on Rocky Hollow Rd all
require fracture critical inspections. In addition to the fracture critical inspections, Bridge
#55 on Lickford Bridge Rd also requires an underwater inspection. Bridge #55 is also
considered a scour critical bridge and is subject to a scour plan of action prepared by
RQAW. The scour plan of action for Bridge #55 establishes triggers for monitoring
Bridge #55. The bridge must be monitored every four hours when the region receives 4.0
inches of rain in a 24 hour period or the flow of Indian Creek rises to a level 3-ft above
the low chord of the upstream face of the bridge over Indian Creek on SR 62. If the
region receives 6.0 inches of rain within a 24-hour period, or the velocity at the bridge
exceeds 9-ft/second, the bridge must be closed until the water recedes and the bridge can
be inspected for scour damage.

The 2008 Bridge Inspection Report recommends one bridge, Bridge #15 on Big Indian
Rd, for replacement. One bridge, Bridge #58 on Valley View Rd, is recommended for
rehabilitation.

Harrison County currently has three bridges with posted weight restrictions. They are:

Bridge #15 on Big Indian Rd > 12 Ton
Bridge #58 on Valley View Rd > 9 Ton
Bridge #91 on Tee Rd > 13 Ton
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One bridge, Bridge #65 on Circle Rd, is currently closed. It is a historical truss bridge
that was by-passed by construction of a new bridge and is no longer used for vehicular
traffic.

The 2008 Harrison County Bridge Inventory lists two bridges, Bridge #58 on Valley
View Rd and Bridge #65 on Circle Rd, as potential historic structures. These structures
are steel truss bridges and are the last two steel truss bridges left in Harrison County. The
1978 bridge inspection for Harrison County listed 62 bridges, 25 of which were old steel
truss bridges. Bridge #58 and Bridge #65 are now all that remain.

Harrison County’s 2008 bridge inspection was performed by Farrar Garvey & Associates
out of Indianapolis, now known as Clark Dietz. Harrison County is currently in contract
negotiations with United Consulting for the 2010 and 2012 county-wide bridge
inspections.

5.3  Current Bridge Projects

Bridge #15
Bridge #15 carries Big Indian Road over Brush Heap Creek and is the last remaining

bridge recommended for replacement. Bridge #15 is a simple steel beam bridge built in
1940 and had an ADT of 104 in 2008. Harrison County contracted with Jacobi, Toombs,
& Lanz in 2001 to design a replacement structure for Bridge #15. The design is
approximately 95% complete and would replace the existing wood deck structure with a
concrete box beam structure. The new bridge would be built on a skew to allow
improvements to be made to the sharp curves in the road on either side of the bridge.
Project cost estimates are between $750,000.00 and $800,000.00. The Engineer’s Office,
under instruction from Commissioner Mathes, is working to develop other options for the
replacement of Bridge #15 that may reduce the scope and cost of the project.

Bridge #58
Bridge #58 carries Valley View Rd over Indian Creek and is the last remaining steel truss

bridge still in service in Harrison County. It had an ADT of 53 in 2007. Bridge #58 is a
150-ft span steel truss constructed in 1899 and is suffering from many of the same age
related issues that resulted in the closure and superstructure replacement on Bridge #55
on Lickford Bridge Rd. Bridge #58 is recommended for rehabilitation in the 2008
Bridge Inspection Report. Due to its age, the projected cost to rehabilitate the bridge, and
the limitations of rehabilitation, it has been determined more feasible to plan for
replacement of this bridge. Efforts to secure federal funding for the rehabilitation or
replacement of Bridge #58 have been unsuccessful. Harrison County has contracted with
Paul Primavera & Associates to study alignment options for a new bridge. The study
should provide a recommended alignment, bridge type, and projected cost for the project.
This study should be complete in early 2010.

Crawford County Bridge #123 Main Street Bridge in Milltown
Crawford County Bridge #123 carries Main Street over Blue River in Milltown. This
project began as a Crawford County federal aid project, but was switched to a locally

2010 Planning Guide and Reference Document Page 21



funded project because of other bridge needs within Crawford County. The design of the
two span truss bridge was prepared by Heritage Engineering. R.L.Vuckson is the general
contractor and is expected to finish construction and open the new bridge to traffic in the
spring of 2010. The total cost of the project is approximately $1.9 Million. Harrison

County is paying for 60% of the project costs, which will be approximately $1.1 Million.

5.4  Bridge Maintenance

Bridge maintenance, like road maintenance, has been somewhat overlooked over the last
few years. Even more so with bridges, a few dollars spent on preventative maintenance
can save many dollars down the road if problems are left untreated. A list of
recommended maintenance needs is provided in the 2008 Bridge Inspection Report.
Many items on the list are general maintenance and can be handled in-house by the
Highway Department. Other items, such as deck joints, are more specialized and will
likely be contracted out. The Engineer’s Office intends to work more closely with the
Highway Department and the Bridge Crew to develop a more structured maintenance
program and to address the maintenance issues already identified in the Bridge Inspection
Report.

5.5 INDOT’s Historic Bridge Preservation Program

INDOT, in coordination with the Federal Highway Administration, the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation, and the Indiana State Historic Preservation Office, has initiated
a historic bridge preservation program. The intent of the program is to provide incentives
to bridge owners to help prevent the loss of historic bridges throughout the state as well
as provide a method to manage the bridges for the future. INDOT’s consultant, Mead &
Hunt, has reviewed the entire inventory of bridges in Indiana. They have classified all
bridges as either historic or non-historic. Among the list of bridges classified as historic,
they have further classified those bridges as either Select or Non-Select. Harrison County
has had three bridges classified as historic. They are Bridge #50 carrying River Rd over
Lick Run Creek, Bridge #58 carrying Valley View Rd over Indian Creek, and Bridge #65
over Indian Creek near Circle Rd. Bridge #50 was classified Non-Select, and Bridge #58
and Bridge #65 were classified as Select. Currently, if only local funds are used for a
bridge project, it is relatively simple to replace an old bridge. The intent of this program
is ultimately to have each county sign an agreement outlining the terms under which a
bridge classified as Select or Non-Select could be replaced, whether federal funding is
utilized or not. This should not be an issue of concern for Bridge #50 because it is
classified as Non-Select and could still be replaced with reasonable effort by Harrison
County if necessar