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From: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA>
To: "Jared Crumm"; Blackmon, Bobby <FHWA>; Blackmon, Bobby; 
cc: Hayworth, Rebecca <FHWA>; Everett, Thomas <FHWA>; "rwclifford@tva.


gov"; Sharp, Paul <FHWA>; Weiss, Michael <FHWA>; 
Natzke, Stefan <FHWA>; 


Subject: RE: TN Bridge Funds from FHWA
Date: Friday, October 26, 2007 11:29:04 AM


Funding tables for TEA21 and SAFETEA-LU are listed on our website at the 
following addresses (includes the Highway Bridge Program):
 
www.fhwa.dot.gov/tea21/funding.htm
www.fhwa.dot.gov/safetealu/fundtables.htm
 
 
 
 


From: Jared Crumm [mailto:Jared.Crumm@state.tn.us]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 24, 2007 11:59 AM 
To: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA> 
Subject: TN Bridge Funds from FHWA
 


Ms. Shemaka, 
 
I am an employee of the Tennessee Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations, a body within the Tennessee State Legislature.  We have been instructed 
to look into the status of bridges in Tennessee.  One piece of information we would 
like to examine is the funding received from FHWA by Tennessee and other states 
for bridge rehabilitation and replacement.  On the FHWA site there is a table titled 
“Transfers from The Highway Bridge Program (By State and FY)”, this table shows 
that Tennessee has received no funds under this program in any of the listed fiscal 
years.  Is this accurate?  Is there another table I should be referencing for federal 
funds distributed to states for bridge work related to the National Bridge Inventory? 
 
Jared Crumm
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From: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA>
To: Galicinao, Domingo <FHWA>; 
Subject: RE: Federally owned bridges
Date: Wednesday, November 21, 2007 7:54:59 AM


Following is our response to comments we received during our revision of 23 
CFR 650C. 
 
Federally Owned Bridges 
The Missouri DOT wanted 
clarification that in § 650.307(a) States 
are relieved of responsibility for 
federally owned bridges. The Kansas 
DOT indicated it is having problems 
obtaining data on federally owned 
bridges. The AASHTO suggested that 
supplying Federal bridge data is waived 
for Federal agencies. 
 
FHWA response: States are no longer 
responsible for reporting inspection data 
on Federal bridges to the FHWA. 
Federal bridge owners report inspection 
data directly to the FHWA. The FHWA 
supplies Federal bridge inspection data 
to the States. For security and other 
purposes, the States should have an upto- 
date inventory of Federal bridges 
located within each State. 
 
I would not worry about any historic data, however, each year we can provide 
you with information on federally owned bridges in your state. 
 
Please let me know if there are still questions.  Also, I cannot remember if I 
provided you the most recent info on federal bridges in Hawaii.  Le me know if 
you are waiting on it. 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Galicinao, Domingo [mailto:Domingo.Galicinao@fhwa.dot.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2007 5:29 PM 
To: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA> 
Subject: FW: Federally owned bridges 
 
Ann - Need more of your help. Can you send me SI&A sheets for each of these 
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bridges? Thank you. 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Spencer Leineweber [mailto:spencer.leineweber@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2007 12:24 PM 
To: Galicinao, Domingo 
Cc: Nelson.Sagum@hawaii.gov; Scot.Urada@hawaii.gov; Eddie.K.Chiu@hawaii.
gov; Henry.Kennedy@hawaii.gov; Paul.Santo@hawaii.gov; Robert.Sun@hawaii.
gov; Milton.Oka@hawaii.gov; Glenn.Yasui@hawaii.gov; Ronald.Tsuzuki@hawaii.
gov; Darell.Young@hawaii.gov; Dina.Lau@hawaii.gov; Brennon.Morioka@hawaii.
gov; Wilhelmina.Bartolome@hawaii.gov; Takara, Richelle; Chew, Jodi 
Subject: Re: Federally owned bridges 
 
Domingo, can you give me a little more information on where these bridges are? 
There is no location as to base or island. This list looks completely different than 
the one I got from Nelson.  Thanks, Spencer 
 
On 11/14/07, Galicinao, Domingo <Domingo.Galicinao@fhwa.dot.gov> wrote: 
> Spencer - I looked at our regulations on the Historic Bridge program 
> and it apppears that all bridges on and off the Federal aid system 
> should be included in our evaluation for the Historic Bridge Inventory, page 
107. 
> 
> http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/legsregs/title23.pdf 
> 
> We should also document why we included/excluded certain bridges for 
> evaluation in our methodology section. See example from NY on pages 
> 1-6 to 1-14. 
> 
> https://www.nysdot.gov/portal/page/portal/divisions/engineering/enviro 
> nm ental-analysis/repository/nationalregistereligibilityreport.pdf 
> 
> Attached is our current list from HQ. 
> 
> 
> ---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
> From: <Fernando.Luna@dot.gov> 
> To: "Galicinao, Domingo" <Domingo.Galicinao@fhwa.dot.gov>, "Shemaka, 
> Ann <FHWA>" <Ann.Shemaka@dot.gov> 
> Date: Tue, 13 Nov 2007 09:29:25 -1000 
> Subject: Hawaii Federally Owned Bridges Please see the attached file. 
> 
> 
> 
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> 








From: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA>
To: Black, Robert <FHWA>; 
cc: Everett, Thomas <FHWA>; 
Subject: RE: Hawaii question
Date: Wednesday, November 28, 2007 7:58:00 AM


Our Hawaii office has a question regarding Title 23 USC Section 144 (o).  I copied 
the text below.  Tom and I have talked about this and do not know the answer 
because of vague wording.  Can you give us an interpretation.
 
When it says in (2):  the State is to complete an inventory of all bridges on and off 
the Federal-aid system to determine their historic significance; does this mean that 
they are to inventory and include federally owned bridges?  Are Federal agencies 
responsible for doing the same?  I see no further wording to clarify this in 23 CFR 
650D.  Maybe this needs to be put in there like we did the break out of the state and 
federal agency responsibilities in 650C when we re-did that regulation.
 
Also, by the word “inventory” do we know what that might mean?  Keep a separate 
inventory, or use Item 37, Historic Significance in the NBI and be able to query out 
those bridges upon demand?  
 
Thank you.
 
 
The State, in order to meet requirements of the Historic bridge program, needs to 
evaluate bridges for historic significance that they are responsible for reporting on; 
to code Item 37, Historic Significance, in the NBI correctly and be able to prepare a 
report/list of historic bridges upon request. They are not responsible for identifying 
or reporting on federal bridges or their historic significance.  
 
(o) Historic bridge program.--
 
 
 


(1) Coordination.--The Secretary shall, in cooperation with the States, implement the 
programs described in this section in a manner that encourages the inventory, retention, 
rehabilitation, adaptive reuse, and future study of historic bridges.


 
 
 


(2) State inventory.--The Secretary shall require each State to complete an inventory of 
all bridges on and off the Federal-aid system to determine their historic significance.
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(3) Eligibility.--Reasonable costs associated with actions to preserve, or reduce the impact 
of a project under this chapter on, the historic integrity of historic bridges shall be eligible 
as reimbursable project costs under this title (including this section) if the load capacity 
and safety features of the bridge are adequate to serve the intended use for the life of the 
bridge; except that in the case of a bridge which is no longer used for motorized vehicular 
traffic, the costs eligible as reimbursable project costs pursuant to this subsection shall not 
exceed the estimated cost of demolition of such bridge.


 
 
 


(4) Preservation.--Any State which proposes to demolish a historic bridge for a 
replacement project with funds made available to carry out this section shall first make the 
bridge available for donation to a State, locality, or responsible private entity if such State, 
locality, or responsible entity enters into an agreement to--


 
 
 


(A) maintain the bridge and the features that give it its historic significance; and
 
 
 


(B) 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.


 
 
 


Costs incurred by the State to preserve the historic bridge, including funds made 
available to the State, locality, or private entity to enable it to accept the bridge, shall be 
eligible as reimbursable project costs under this chapter up to an amount not to exceed 
the cost of demolition. Any bridge preserved pursuant to this paragraph shall thereafter 
not be eligible for any other funds authorized pursuant to this title.


 
 
 


(5) Historic bridge defined.--As used in this subsection, "historic bridge" means any 
bridge that is listed on, or eligible for listing on, the National Register of Historic Places.


 
 
 
Thank you
 







Ann Shemaka
Federal Highway Administration
HIBT-30
Washington, DC  20590
202-366-1575 (voice)
 








From: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA>
To: Everett, Thomas <FHWA>; 
Subject: RE: Federal Bridges
Date: Wednesday, November 28, 2007 9:36:41 AM


I am assuming there are agreements either formally or informally about the 
inspection and reporting.  I know we are supposed to be working on some California 
concerns.  Do you have Fernando working on anything?  I need him to chase the 
CA questions down.
 
We can also as part of the next years load process note federal bridges being 
submitted and ask them to review.  
 
I always assumed that since there are so few being submitted by the states that 
there are legit reasons.
 
We can talk if you like
 


From: Everett, Thomas <FHWA>  
Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2007 9:12 AM 
To: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA> 
Subject: RE: Federal Bridges
 
Now my next question…why are states submitting data on federally owned bridges?
 


From: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA>  
Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2007 8:16 AM 
To: Everett, Thomas <FHWA> 
Subject: RE: Federal Bridges
 
Kept forgetting to tell you that the N means a state submitted the record.
 


From: Everett, Thomas <FHWA>  
Sent: Tuesday, November 27, 2007 8:24 AM 
To: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA> 
Subject: RE: Federal Bridges
 
Thanks Ann.
 
Why does column A say “N” if the bridges are federally owned?  Is this a field that 
indicates who submitted the data?
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From: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA>  
Sent: Friday, November 23, 2007 12:16 PM 
To: Everett, Thomas <FHWA> 
Subject: RE: Federal Bridges
 
I will see you Tuesday
 


From: Everett, Thomas <FHWA>  
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2007 8:52 PM 
To: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA> 
Cc: Moss, Gary <FHWA>; Matias, Everett <FHWA>; Luna, Fernando <FHWA> 
Subject: Federal Bridges
 
Ann – you were right.  The federal bridge issue did become hot today, but not 
worthy of calling you for immediate assistance.
 
Would you please generate a list of federally owned bridges in from the NBI 
arranged by owning agency?  Basic information will suffice at this point…ID, facility 
carried, feature intersected, owner, state, date of last inspection (include FC if 
applicable), other stuff as you think might be useful.
 
Summary counts of the number of bridges owned by each agency will also be 
needed.
 
There’s a good chance that Rick will be interviewed by the AP next week.  He’ll 
probably request a briefing early in the week.  Thanks!
 
Call me if you have any questions.  I’ll be around the house Wednesday, and in NJ 
Thursday – Friday.  Home again Sat and Sun.
 
Happy Turkey Day!
 
Tom
 
Thomas D. Everett, P.E.
Principal Bridge Engineer - Bridge Programs Team Leader
FHWA Office of Bridge Technology
202-366-4675
 








From: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA>
To: Black, Robert <FHWA>; 
cc: Everett, Thomas <FHWA>; 
Subject: RE: Hawaii question
Date: Thursday, December 13, 2007 10:06:42 AM


I just wanted to know if you received the following e-mail.  
 
I understand that you have a lot of things that you are reviewing but wanted to make 
sure this is on the “List”.  
 
I will be taking quite a bit of leave from now until Jan 4th.  
 
Thanks 
 


From: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA>  
Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2007 7:58 AM 
To: Black, Robert <FHWA> 
Cc: Everett, Thomas <FHWA> 
Subject: RE: Hawaii question
 
Our Hawaii office has a question regarding Title 23 USC Section 144 (o).  I copied 
the text below.  Tom and I have talked about this and do not know the answer 
because of vague wording.  Can you give us an interpretation.
 
When it says in (2):  the State is to complete an inventory of all bridges on and off 
the Federal-aid system to determine their historic significance; does this mean that 
they are to inventory and include federally owned bridges?  Are Federal agencies 
responsible for doing the same?  I see no further wording to clarify this in 23 CFR 
650D.  Maybe this needs to be put in there like we did the break out of the state and 
federal agency responsibilities in 650C when we re-did that regulation.
 
Also, by the word “inventory” do we know what that might mean?  Keep a separate 
inventory, or use Item 37, Historic Significance in the NBI and be able to query out 
those bridges upon demand?  
 
Thank you.
 
 
The State, in order to meet requirements of the Historic bridge program, needs to 
evaluate bridges for historic significance that they are responsible for reporting on; 
to code Item 37, Historic Significance, in the NBI correctly and be able to prepare a 
report/list of historic bridges upon request. They are not responsible for identifying 
or reporting on federal bridges or their historic significance.  
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(o) Historic bridge program.--
 
 
 


(1) Coordination.--The Secretary shall, in cooperation with the States, implement the 
programs described in this section in a manner that encourages the inventory, retention, 
rehabilitation, adaptive reuse, and future study of historic bridges.


 
 
 


(2) State inventory.--The Secretary shall require each State to complete an inventory of 
all bridges on and off the Federal-aid system to determine their historic significance.


 
 
 


(3) Eligibility.--Reasonable costs associated with actions to preserve, or reduce the impact 
of a project under this chapter on, the historic integrity of historic bridges shall be eligible 
as reimbursable project costs under this title (including this section) if the load capacity 
and safety features of the bridge are adequate to serve the intended use for the life of the 
bridge; except that in the case of a bridge which is no longer used for motorized vehicular 
traffic, the costs eligible as reimbursable project costs pursuant to this subsection shall not 
exceed the estimated cost of demolition of such bridge.


 
 
 


(4) Preservation.--Any State which proposes to demolish a historic bridge for a 
replacement project with funds made available to carry out this section shall first make the 
bridge available for donation to a State, locality, or responsible private entity if such State, 
locality, or responsible entity enters into an agreement to--


 
 
 


(A) maintain the bridge and the features that give it its historic significance; and
 
 
 


(B) 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.


 
 







 
Costs incurred by the State to preserve the historic bridge, including funds made 
available to the State, locality, or private entity to enable it to accept the bridge, shall be 
eligible as reimbursable project costs under this chapter up to an amount not to exceed 
the cost of demolition. Any bridge preserved pursuant to this paragraph shall thereafter 
not be eligible for any other funds authorized pursuant to this title.


 
 
 


(5) Historic bridge defined.--As used in this subsection, "historic bridge" means any 
bridge that is listed on, or eligible for listing on, the National Register of Historic Places.


 
 
 
Thank you
 
Ann Shemaka
Federal Highway Administration
HIBT-30
Washington, DC  20590
202-366-1575 (voice)
 








From: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA>
To: Nurmi, Cynthia <FHWA>; Pagan, Jorge <FHWA>; 
cc: Everett, Thomas <FHWA>; 
Subject: RE: MEMO-NBI Standards-Scour Evaluations & POA for SCB
Date: Monday, January 14, 2008 11:12:17 AM


That would be privately owned bridges, bridges owned by RR’s that carry highways, 
bridges that have the owner coded as unknown, and bridges that have no value 
entered in the owner field.   
 
State owners were identified as owners = 01,11,21 and 31.
Local owners were identified as 02 through 04 and 12, 25 and 32
 
Ann Shemaka
Federal Highway Administration
1200 New Jersey Ave SE
HIBT-30, E75-127
Washington, DC  20590
202-366-1575 (voice)


From: Nurmi, Cynthia [mailto:Cynthia.Nurmi@fhwa.dot.gov]  
Sent: Monday, January 14, 2008 11:00 AM 
To: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA>; Pagan, Jorge <FHWA> 
Subject: FW: MEMO-NBI Standards-Scour Evaluations & POA for SCB
 
In the memos there was a classification as “Other” bridges … what was the query 
used to determine what other bridges were?
 
Thanks,
 
Cynthia
 


From: Catherine.Holly@dot.gov [mailto:Catherine.Holly@dot.gov]  
Sent: Monday, January 07, 2008 3:51 PM 
To: Judycki, Dennis; ##ALLDFS; Curtis, Joyce; ##ALLHDA 
Cc: Pagan, Jorge <FHWA>; Everett, Thomas <FHWA>; DiMaggio, Jerry <FHWA>; 
Anderson, Scott; Krolak, Joseph <FHWA>; Holian, Thomas <FHWA>; Black, Robert 
<FHWA>; Outhouse, Jennifer <FHWA>; BRIDGE HYDRAULICS 
Subject: MEMO-NBI Standards-Scour Evaluations & POA for SCB
 
The document is attached.
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From: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA>
To: "Alexander C. Heckman"; 
Subject: RE: Bridge Inventory Data
Date: Tuesday, January 29, 2008 8:19:09 AM


 
 
Ann Shemaka 
Federal Highway Administration 
1200 New Jersey Ave SE 
HIBT-30, E75-127 
Washington, DC  20590 
202-366-1575 (voice) 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Alexander C. Heckman [mailto:aheckman@capital.edu] 
Sent: Monday, January 28, 2008 12:35 PM 
To: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA> 
Cc: aheckman@columbus.rr.com 
Subject: RE: Bridge Inventory Data 
 
Ann 
 
Thank you for the timely response. I am happy to provide the questions I 
am able to formulate in advance (I was thinking that some questions or 
issues might arise through dialogue). 
 
Please feel free to respond in whatever manner is most convenient for 
you. I greatly appreciate your time. 
 
The questions are: 
 
1. Are states required to inspect all their bridges every year? If not, 
how often are they required to inspect each bridge? If not inspecting 
all bridges every year, how do states determine which bridges to inspect 
each year (is it uniform or are there several common different 
inspection protocols)?  
 
 
The National Bridge Inspection Standards can be found at: http://www.fhwa.dot.
gov/legsregs/directives/cfr23toc.htm 
You are looking for 23 CFR 650C.  This is the law that drives the program. 
 
2. Do states seem to consistently apply the National Bridge inspection 
standards? Are there particular areas where there are most commonly 
significant inconsistencies? Are there particular classifications that 
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are most comparable or most consistently reported (e.g., is functionally 
obsolete a more subjective classification than structurally deficient, 
so that the latter classification is more consistent across states)? 
 
The inspection standards insure consistency among the states.  Training, 
qualifications, etc are standardized to insure the inspectors are trained the same 
to rate the bridges the same.  Func Obs bridges are calculated in accordance 
with the tables in the coding guide.  
 
3. Are all states generally consistent in meeting the inspection, 
reporting, and other important requirements for the National Bridge 
Inventory? What are the significant differences that could impact the 
comparability of the data? 
 
States meet the requirements of the NBIS.  There is division office oversight to 
insure inspection compliance and compliance with other aspects of the law. 
 
4. What activities, if any, does USDOT engage in to verify or ensure 
states are doing the required inspections and have applied the standards 
properly? 
 
Annual division office reviews as well as ongoing oversight throughout the year. 
 
5. Is there any other information that would be helpful or important for 
me to know to understand how comparable the bridge inventory 
classification data and inspection protocols are in each state? 
Particularly what are key differences that I should be aware of? (If 
there is anything I should have asked about that I did not, please let 
me know.) 
 
The only thing I can think of is States do perform their inspections sometimes 
using contractors and sometimes their own people and sometimes it is delegated 
to the owner (county, city etc).  The inspection standards apply to all of the 
people doing these inspections as far as qualifications and training.  We do not 
necessarily have info on which state does contract work vs using their own. 
 
 
Thank you for your time and assistance. 
 
Alex Heckman 
 
Alexander C. Heckman, M.P.A. 
Department of Political Science 
Capital University 
1 College and Main 
Columbus OH, 43209 







Phone:  614.327.5619 
Fax:  614.236.6948 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Ann.Shemaka@dot.gov [mailto:Ann.Shemaka@dot.gov] 
Sent: Monday, January 28, 2008 7:43 AM 
To: aheckman@columbus.rr.com 
Subject: RE: Bridge Inventory Data 
 
 
Can you pose your questions in an e-mail? 
 
I did get your phone messages, however, things are very busy 
 
Ann Shemaka 
Federal Highway Administration 
1200 New Jersey Ave SE 
HIBT-30, E75-127 
Washington, DC  20590 
202-366-1575 (voice) 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Alex Heckman [mailto:aheckman@columbus.rr.com] 
Sent: Saturday, January 26, 2008 7:58 PM 
To: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA> 
Subject: Bridge Inventory Data 
 
Hello Ms. Shemaka 
 
This email is a follow-up to a phone message I left for you last week. 
 
I am a graduate student using some of the bridge inventory data in my 
dissertation and I wanted to ask you a few questions about the quality 
and 
comparability of the state bridge data. 
 
Would you please call me at 614.327.5619 to discuss the data. 
 
Thank you for your time and assistance. 
 
Alex Heckman 
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From: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA>
To: Musa, Yasir <FHWA>; 
cc: Everett, Thomas <FHWA>; 
Subject: RE: Federally owned bridges
Date: Friday, February 01, 2008 10:40:18 AM


You are correct that the federal agencies are responsible for inspecting, reporting 
and complying with all aspects of the NBIS.
 
We recommend as good practice that the state do obtain a copy of the updated 
inventory data from the federal agencies for their individual state to have a complete 
picture.
 
When we re-wrote the NBIS and they were finalized in 2004, we gave the following 
discussion regarding this practice:
States are no longer
responsible for reporting inspection data
on Federal bridges to the FHWA.
Federal bridge owners report inspection
data directly to the FHWA. The FHWA
supplies Federal bridge inspection data
to the States. For security and other
purposes, the States should have an upto-
date inventory of Federal bridges
located within each State.
 
Please let me know if you still have questions.
 
The federal data submissions are available upon request currently.  I believe we are 
going to develop a standard reports to aid us in the distribution of this information 
annually.
 
 
Ann Shemaka
Federal Highway Administration
1200 New Jersey Ave SE
HIBT-30, E75-127
Washington, DC  20590
202-366-1575 (voice)


From: Musa, Yasir <FHWA>  
Sent: Friday, February 01, 2008 9:30 AM 
To: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA> 
Cc: Everett, Thomas <FHWA>; Lawton, David <FHWA>; Herron, Mike <FHWA> 
Subject: Federally owned bridges
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Ann,
 
PennDOT has a few bridges in their BMS2 that are owned by a Federal 
agency (NPS, FWS, etc), however, their records show that the last 
inspections entered are from the late 1980’s and early 1990’s.  My question 
- is PennDOT supposed to keep information on these bridges even though 
they don’t own them?  I thought federal lands inspected these bridges, kept 
their own database, and submitted the data to the FHWA every year.  
Should PennDOT have the latest inspections on file so that they are aware 
of their condition?  What do other states do?  PennDOT would like to clean 
these bridges up in their database before the next FHWA tape submittal
 
 
Yasir Musa
Assistant Structural Engineer
Federal Highway Administration
228 Walnut Street, Rm 540
Harrisburg, PA 17101
(W) 717-221-4541
(Fax) 717-221-3709
 








From: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA>
To: Moss, Gary <FHWA>; 


Rogers, Timothy <FHWA>; 
cc: Everett, Thomas <FHWA>; 
Subject: RE: Temporary Bridge Question in the NBSI
Date: Thursday, February 07, 2008 9:26:36 AM


Tom and I talked about your questions this morning (not because of Gary’s 
answers, but I was concerned with the proper coding of the old bridge and the temp 
bridge).  Gary’s answers are correct.  The bridge is subject to NBIS and needs to be 
inspected and reported.  Ten years is a long time before the bridge will be replaced 
and is the very reason the temporary bridge needs to be inspected and reported 
separately.  We are not totally clear on the “configuration” of the temp bridge in 
relation to the old bridge.  Is the temporary bridge in place next to the old structure 
and traffic diverts onto the temporary structure?  Is the old bridge actually closed?
 
 
 
Ann Shemaka
Federal Highway Administration
1200 New Jersey Ave SE
HIBT-30, E75-127
Washington, DC  20590
202-366-1575 (voice)


From: Moss, Gary <FHWA>  
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2008 8:42 PM 
To: Rogers, Timothy <FHWA> 
Cc: Everett, Thomas <FHWA>; Shemaka, Ann <FHWA> 
Subject: RE: Temporary Bridge Question in the NBSI
 
Hi Tim:
 
I am out of town now.  Let me give a shot at the questions.
 
1)  Do we need to inspect the temporary bridge per the NBIS? - If the bridge meets 
the requirements of the NBIS length ect, then YES.  It is carrying traffic.
 
2)  Do we include the temporary bridge in the NBI?  Yes, at least I think so, not sure 
how it is coded.  Ten years is long time for a temp bridge.
 
3)  Is the temporary bridge considered a bridge as defined by the NBIS?  I don't see 
anything the definition that precludes a temp bridge from being called a bridge.
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Bridge. A structure including supports erected over a depression or an obstruction, 
such as water, highway, or railway, and having a track or passageway for carrying 
traffic or other moving loads, and having an opening measured along the center of 
the roadway of more than 20 feet between undercopings of abutments or spring 
lines of arches, or extreme ends of openings for multiple boxes; it may also include 
multiple pipes, where the clear distance between openings is less than half of the 
smaller contiguous opening.


 


From: Rogers, Timothy [mailto:Timothy.Rogers@fhwa.dot.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2008 3:43 PM 
To: Moss, Gary <FHWA> 
Subject: Temporary Bridge Question in the NBSI


Gary,
How is it going?  Got a question for you ( I think I know the answer but the state 
was giving me a bad time so I would like to know your thoughts)…
 
Here’s the situation:


1.)     We have a bridge that it out of service (waiting for replacement) and a 
temporary bridge is in it’s place.
2.)     The closed bridge is coded E in NBI item 41
3.)     The temporary bridge will be in place for the next 10 years.


 
Question:


1.)     Do we need to inspect the temporary bridge per the NBIS?
2.)     Do we include the temporary bridge in the NBI?
3.)     Is the temporary bridge considered a bridge as defined by the NBIS?


 
Cheers,
 


Timothy Rogers, FHWA Oregon Division Bridge Engineer, 530 Center St. NE, Suite 
100, Salem OR 97301  
T: 503-587-4706 F: 503-399-5838, timothy.rogers@fhwa.dot.gov 


 








From: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA>
To: Rogers, Timothy <FHWA>; 
cc: Everett, Thomas <FHWA>; Matias, Everett <FHWA>; 


Moss, Gary <FHWA>; 
Subject: RE: Temporary Bridge Question in the NBSI
Date: Monday, February 11, 2008 3:59:57 PM
Attachments: tim_rogers.doc 


Gary is on travel so Everett, Tom and I have gotten together regarding your 
questions.
 
Attached is our guidance.
 
Ann Shemaka
Federal Highway Administration
1200 New Jersey Ave SE
HIBT-30, E75-127
Washington, DC  20590
202-366-1575 (voice)


From: Rogers, Timothy <FHWA>  
Sent: Friday, February 08, 2008 2:32 PM 
To: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA>; Moss, Gary <FHWA> 
Cc: Everett, Thomas <FHWA> 
Subject: RE: Temporary Bridge Question in the NBSI
 
Ann and Gary,
 
I am glad I asked the question…
 
1.) The detour bridge is parallel to the closed bridge, i.e. directly next to the closed 
bridge.  Traffic is diverted onto the temporary structure.
2.) Detour bridges can be in place anywhere from 2 to 10 years depending on how 
fast the replacement project can be executed.
3.) Once the project in executed, the detour bridge may be in service 1 to 4 years 
until construction is completed.
 
My question back to you:


1.)     If a bridge is coded E in NBI item 41, is it counted in the HBP 
apportionment process?
2.)     What is the length of time that should be used to determine when a 
detour bridge should be inspected and reported separately as an NBI bridge?
3.)     Should bridges that have an active construction project occurring, such 
as a widening project, be inspected per the NBI during the construction?  If 
so, the coding of items 58-60 could be a bear…
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My question back to you:



1.) If a bridge is coded E in NBI item 41, is it counted in the HBP apportionment process?



Yes.  A closed bridge (NBI Item 41=K) is also included.  This is the reason for the close monitoring of closed structures.


2.) What is the length of time that should be used to determine when a detour bridge should be inspected and reported separately as an NBI bridge?



Currently, HIBT does not have a policy for this; the rule of thumb used is a bridge that has been open to traffic for over 5 years is not necessarily temporary.  Different situations may dictate different periods of time.  It is our opinion that 10 years is not a temporary situation.


3.) Should bridges that have an active construction project occurring, such as a widening project, be inspected per the NBI during the construction?  If so, the coding of items 58-60 could be a bear…



Yes.  If a bridge is undergoing construction and any portion thereof is open to traffic, that bridge is to be inspected per the NBIS.  Inspection data should reflect the current conditions.



The data that is reported for a closed bridge, which is receiving a cursory inspection and is coded E for item 41, will contain the actual condition code data (items 58, 59, 60) for the closed bridge, not the temporary structure that is being inspected per the NBIS. 



4.) Oregon’s practice is the following:



i. Traffic Detour bridges put in place by a contractor as part of a construction project 



1. The closed bridge is inspected as an abandoned structure (cursory level inspection).



2. The closed bridge is reported in the NBI as an E in NBI 41.  



3. The detour bridge is not inspected per NBIS but does have a PONTIS level inspection performed.



4. The detour bridge is not reported as an NBI bridge.




The contractor owns the detour bridge and is responsible for its safety.  It should be inspected per the NBIS but not reported to the NBI.



ii. Traffic Detour bridges put in place by the state (no active construction project underway).



1. The closed bridge is inspected as an abandoned structure (cursory level inspection).



2. The closed bridge is reported in the NBI as an E in NBI 41. 



3. The detour bridge is not inspected per NBIS but does have a PONTIS level inspection performed.



4. The detour bridge is not reported by the state in the NBI 




The bridge should be inspected per the NBIS but not reported to the NBI.  At some point the detour bridge cannot be considered temporary.  Questions should be asked at least after 5 years,  A bridge that is expected to be in service for 10yrs should not be considered temporary.
 This could mean different coding for the closed bridge and the addition of a new record for the temporary bridge.


It is unclear what is meant by a PONTIS level inspection.  An element level inspection is more detailed than NBIS inspection.






4.)     Oregon’s practice is the following:
                                                               i.      Traffic Detour bridges put in place 
by a contractor as part of a construction project 


1.       The closed bridge is inspected as an abandoned 
structure (cursory level inspection).
2.       The closed bridge is reported in the NBI as an E in 
NBI 41.  
3.       The detour bridge is not inspected per NBIS but does 
have a PONTIS level inspection performed.
4.       The detour bridge is not reported as an NBI bridge.


                                                             ii.      Traffic Detour bridges put in place 
by the state (no active construction project underway).


1.       The closed bridge is inspected as an abandoned 
structure (cursory level inspection).
2.       The closed bridge is reported in the NBI as an E in 
NBI 41. 
3.       The detour bridge is not inspected per NBIS but does 
have a PONTIS level inspection performed.
4.       The detour bridge is not reported by the state in the 
NBI 


 
Thanks,


Timothy Rogers, FHWA Oregon Division Bridge Engineer, 530 Center St. NE, Suite 
100, Salem OR 97301  
T: 503-587-4706 F: 503-399-5838, timothy.rogers@fhwa.dot.gov 


From: Ann.Shemaka@dot.gov [mailto:Ann.Shemaka@dot.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, February 07, 2008 6:27 AM 
To: Moss, Gary <FHWA>; Rogers, Timothy 
Cc: Everett, Thomas <FHWA> 
Subject: RE: Temporary Bridge Question in the NBSI
 
Tom and I talked about your questions this morning (not because of Gary’s 
answers, but I was concerned with the proper coding of the old bridge and the temp 
bridge).  Gary’s answers are correct.  The bridge is subject to NBIS and needs to be 
inspected and reported.  Ten years is a long time before the bridge will be replaced 
and is the very reason the temporary bridge needs to be inspected and reported 
separately.  We are not totally clear on the “configuration” of the temp bridge in 
relation to the old bridge.  Is the temporary bridge in place next to the old structure 
and traffic diverts onto the temporary structure?  Is the old bridge actually closed?
 
 







 
Ann Shemaka
Federal Highway Administration
1200 New Jersey Ave SE
HIBT-30, E75-127
Washington, DC  20590
202-366-1575 (voice)


From: Moss, Gary <FHWA>  
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2008 8:42 PM 
To: Rogers, Timothy <FHWA> 
Cc: Everett, Thomas <FHWA>; Shemaka, Ann <FHWA> 
Subject: RE: Temporary Bridge Question in the NBSI
 
Hi Tim:
 
I am out of town now.  Let me give a shot at the questions.
 
1)  Do we need to inspect the temporary bridge per the NBIS? - If the bridge meets 
the requirements of the NBIS length ect, then YES.  It is carrying traffic.
 
2)  Do we include the temporary bridge in the NBI?  Yes, at least I think so, not sure 
how it is coded.  Ten years is long time for a temp bridge.
 
3)  Is the temporary bridge considered a bridge as defined by the NBIS?  I don't see 
anything the definition that precludes a temp bridge from being called a bridge.
 
 


Bridge. A structure including supports erected over a depression or an obstruction, 
such as water, highway, or railway, and having a track or passageway for carrying 
traffic or other moving loads, and having an opening measured along the center of 
the roadway of more than 20 feet between undercopings of abutments or spring 
lines of arches, or extreme ends of openings for multiple boxes; it may also include 
multiple pipes, where the clear distance between openings is less than half of the 
smaller contiguous opening.


 


From: Rogers, Timothy [mailto:Timothy.Rogers@fhwa.dot.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2008 3:43 PM 
To: Moss, Gary <FHWA> 
Subject: Temporary Bridge Question in the NBSI







Gary,
How is it going?  Got a question for you ( I think I know the answer but the state 
was giving me a bad time so I would like to know your thoughts)…
 
Here’s the situation:


1.)     We have a bridge that it out of service (waiting for replacement) and a 
temporary bridge is in it’s place.
2.)     The closed bridge is coded E in NBI item 41
3.)     The temporary bridge will be in place for the next 10 years.


 
Question:


1.)     Do we need to inspect the temporary bridge per the NBIS?
2.)     Do we include the temporary bridge in the NBI?
3.)     Is the temporary bridge considered a bridge as defined by the NBIS?


 
Cheers,
 


Timothy Rogers, FHWA Oregon Division Bridge Engineer, 530 Center St. NE, Suite 
100, Salem OR 97301  
T: 503-587-4706 F: 503-399-5838, timothy.rogers@fhwa.dot.gov 


 








From: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA>
To: "HAUGEBERG Darrell F"; 
cc: Rogers, Timothy <FHWA>; Moss, Gary <FHWA>; 


Matias, Everett <FHWA>; 
Subject: RE: Load Rating data for submittal
Date: Wednesday, February 27, 2008 7:26:41 AM


Our March 2004 memo discusses how to code and how we will handle rating 
factors submitted in the NBI data submittal file.  The link to that memo follows.  
Please note that proper placement of the factor in the 3 digit field is important as 
well as the coding of items 63 and 65 which tell us that the number in items 64 and 
66 is a rating factor.
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bridge/032204.htm
 
To clarify our policy on the appropriate methodology and loads to be used in 
reporting items 64 and 66  a memo was issued in 2006, see following link.  It will 
provide an overview of past bridge load rating policies, the current policy and future 
direction.  
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bridge/nbis/103006.cfm#tab1
 
In brief, we are set up to receive the rating factors.  The proper calculation of the 
SR, and the use of the Inventory Rating in other calculations have been adjusted.  
The error checking module has also been adjusted to receive these new codes.
 
Please let me know if you still have questions.
 
Ann Shemaka
Federal Highway Administration
1200 New Jersey Ave SE
HIBT-30, E75-127
Washington, DC  20590
202-366-1575 (voice)


From: HAUGEBERG Darrell F [mailto:Darrell.F.HAUGEBERG@odot.state.or.us]  
Sent: Tuesday, February 26, 2008 4:36 PM 
To: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA> 
Subject: FW: Load Rating data for submittal
 


Ann:  
Please advise on the question below from Bert Hartman the Bridge Program Unit 
Manager here in Oregon. 


Darrell Haugeberg  
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Oregon Department of Transportation  
Bridge Inventory Coordinator  
355 Capitol St. NE, Room 332  
Salem, OR 97301  
503.986.3347  
Fax 503.986.3407  
Darrell.f.haugeberg@odot.state.or.us 


 


______________________________________________  
From:   HARTMAN Bert H   
Sent:   Tuesday, February 26, 2008 1:31 PM  
To:     HAUGEBERG Darrell F  
Cc:     Stephen Burgess (sburgess@hwlochner.com); GROFF Richard L * Dick  
Subject:        Load Rating data for submittal 


Darrell 


Can you contact Ann Shemeka at FHWA and ask if they have incorporated the 
changes to NBI items 63-66 that have to do with load rating?  Specifically, they 
want rating factors instead of tons for items 64 and 66 for bridges that have been 
rated using LRFR.  When I put rating factors into Pontis in item 66, it gives me a 
bogus sufficiency rating.  Before we decide on some post processing of the NBI 
submittal, we have to know if the programs are in place at FHWA to accept rating 
factors.   


Thanks, 


Bert Hartman, P.E.  
Bridge Program Unit Manager  
503-986-3395 








From: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA>
To: "John Kattell"; 
cc: Matias, Everett <FHWA>; 


Moss, Gary <FHWA>; 
Subject: RE: Forest Service Bridge Inventory Data
Date: Thursday, February 28, 2008 10:37:16 AM


The field should be blank. 
 
We do not want the design load used in the field in the interim either.  We have 
sent out guidance to our divisions about this. 
 
Thank you and please let me know if you have any further questions. 
 
Ann Shemaka 
Federal Highway Administration 
1200 New Jersey Ave SE 
HIBT-30, E75-127 
Washington, DC  20590 
202-366-1575 (voice) 
-----Original Message----- 
From: John Kattell [mailto:jkattell@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 27, 2008 4:34 PM 
To: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA> 
Subject: Forest Service Bridge Inventory Data 
 
Ann,  I am currently assisting our WO with some Bridge Program issues. 
Upcoming is the annual inventory data pull for bridges.  I am full aware of 
the issues with last years data and we have figured a few things out. 
 
One issue was our load ratings.  I can attest that many of our bridges have 
not been load rated.  That has not changed.  For some reason last year, if 
we had not completed a load rating and fields 64 and 66 were blank, zeros 
were put in thus giving the bridge no capacity.  At the same time fields 63 
and 65, rating method, was left blank.  If no load rating has been done the 
correct entry should be 5 - No Rating Analysis Performed. 
 
My question is if field 63 and 65 are coded 5, what is the correct coding 
for field 64 and 66?  Left blank?  Or can zeros be in the field and not 
effect your reporting? 
 
Thanks,  JOHN 
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John R. Kattell, P.E. 
Northern Region Bridge Engineer 
406-329-3324 
jkattell@fs.fed.us 
 
 
 








From: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA>
To: Galicinao, Domingo <FHWA>; 
cc: Everett, Thomas <FHWA>; 


Matias, Everett <FHWA>; 
Subject: RE: NBC questions on bridge inspections in Hawaii
Date: Tuesday, January 29, 2008 12:58:47 PM


Ann and Everett-
 
Based upon my review of the legislative  history of the Historic Bridge Program (23 
USC 144(o)) and our conversation yesterday, I think that a State is responsible for 
inventorying the historic bridges in its State that it is responsible for.  That would 
include local bridges (owned by an entity of the State such as a city or county), but 
it does not mean that the State is responsible for bridges owned by agencies of the 
Federal government.  A State has not legal authority over such bridges.  
 
The term “inventory” is broad enough, I think, to be interpreted to mean that as long 
as a State can extract from the NBI the identity of the historic bridges under its 
authority, it has an inventory of historic bridges.  The requirement of section 144(o)
(2) would therefore be met.
 
Bob   
 
 
 
Ann Shemaka
Federal Highway Administration
1200 New Jersey Ave SE
HIBT-30, E75-127
Washington, DC  20590
202-366-1575 (voice)


From: Galicinao, Domingo [mailto:Domingo.Galicinao@fhwa.dot.gov]  
Sent: Monday, January 28, 2008 12:44 PM 
To: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA> 
Subject: FW: NBC questions on bridge inspections in Hawaii
 
Ann - Any word yet from the attorneys on the historic bridge question? We need to 
get back to the State since they are wanting to finish up the revised inventory 
manual. Appreciate your help in getting their response. Thanks. 
 


From: Ann.Shemaka@dot.gov [mailto:Ann.Shemaka@dot.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 4:16 AM 
To: Galicinao, Domingo 
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Subject: RE: NBC questions on bridge inspections in Hawaii


This is the processing info for all 3 of the files you sent this year.
 
I have not heard from Bob Black regarding the historic bridge question.
 
I will send him a follow up e-mail.  I know he is very overloaded because they have 
to review the whole Bridge Program Manual and many other documents now 
because OMB has required it.
 
 


From: Galicinao, Domingo [mailto:Domingo.Galicinao@fhwa.dot.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, December 06, 2007 3:24 PM 
To: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA>; Luna, Fernando <FHWA> 
Subject: FW: NBC questions on bridge inspections in Hawaii
 
Ann - 
Here is an update to Hawaii's inventory. Thanks for processing this.








From: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA>
To: Black, Robert <FHWA>; 


Matias, Everett <FHWA>; 
cc: Everett, Thomas <FHWA>; 
Subject: RE: Hawaiian Bridges
Date: Tuesday, January 29, 2008 12:51:54 PM


Thanks Bob.  I will send this on to our division bridge engineer in Hawaii
 
Ann Shemaka
Federal Highway Administration
1200 New Jersey Ave SE
HIBT-30, E75-127
Washington, DC  20590
202-366-1575 (voice)


From: Black, Robert <FHWA>  
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2008 10:25 AM 
To: Shemaka, Ann <FHWA>; Matias, Everett <FHWA> 
Cc: Everett, Thomas <FHWA> 
Subject: Hawaiian Bridges
 
Ann and Everett-
 
Based upon my review of the legislative  history of the Historic Bridge Program (23 
USC 144(o)) and our conversation yesterday, I think that a State is responsible for 
inventorying the historic bridges in its State that it is responsible for.  That would 
include local bridges (owned by an entity of the State such as a city or county), but 
it does not mean that the State is responsible for bridges owned by agencies of the 
Federal government.  A State has not legal authority over such bridges.  
 
The term “inventory” is broad enough, I think, to be interpreted to mean that as long 
as a State can extract from the NBI the identity of the historic bridges under its 
authority, it has an inventory of historic bridges.  The requirement of section 144(o)
(2) would therefore be met.
 
Bob   
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