IHPAT/KHPAT Meeting June 19, 2008

LOUISVILLE — SOUTHERN INDIANA
OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT

Indiana Historic Preservation Advisory Team (IHPAT)/Kentucky Historic
Preservation Advisory Team (KHPAT) Meeting
June 19, 2008 — 11:00 AM at the INDOT Falls City Sub-District

The following summarizes the discussions of the IHPAT/KHPAT meeting held at the
Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) Falls City Sub-District on June 19, 2008
for the Louisville — Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project (Project).

Opening Remarks: Mr. Jim Hilton, CTS-GEC

Mr. Hilton welcomed everyone to the meeting and asked those present to identify
themselves and the entity they represented. A list of the IHPAT/KHPAT members in
attendance is attached to this summary. There was no defined agenda for this meeting.
This meeting was scheduled to revisit the aesthetic elements for the tower and pier shapes
for the Downtown Bridge (SDC 2), prior to the recommendation and adoption of a
preferred concept.

Prior to initiating discussion of the aesthetics of the Downtown Bridge, questions were
raised about the Big Four Bridge and pedestrian access across it. Mr. Segrest stated that
the public understanding was that a walkway would be constructed on the Downtown
Bridge as part of the Project and a separate walkway would be placed on the Big Four
Bridge. He supported the construction of these two pedestrian pathways. He also stated
that he favored the pedestrian connection to the Downtown Bridge in the Butchertown
Historic District and not in Waterfront Park to provide access to the urban
neighborhoods. Mr. Segrest and Mrs. Runyon indicated that they would provide their
recommendations for the construction/connection of the walkways.

Downtown Bridge (SDC 2) Aesthetics and Recommendations for Approval

Mr. Williams presented a handout to the IHPAT and KHPAT that summarized the
aesthetic design elements for the Downtown Bridge. In his presentation, he stated that
value engineering (VE) had been completed, which indicated that the shape of the tower
with the triangular edge required custom forming for the full height. The VE proposed to
simplify the tower cross-section, reducing the construction complexity and cost by
approximately $10,000,000.00 while attempting to retain the intent of the angular tower
shape. At the direction of the HPAT Co-chairs, SDC 2 was requested to revisit the tower
and pier shape with the HPATS prior to the recommendation and adoption of a preferred
concept by the BSHCT. A copy of the presentation and associated handouts follows.
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Two Bridges, One Project

£ Downtown Bridge

 HPATS Meeti

Value Engineering Study

Value Engineering Consultant Comment
Shape of tower with triangular edge

requires custom forming full height;
simplify tower cross section.
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Value Engineering Study

Section 2 Design Consultant Response

VE recommended tower section reduces
forming cost (Saves Approximately $10 Million)

SDC2 recommended tower section found to be
aesthetically pleasing by HPATs
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Value Engineering Study

« Value Engineering (VE) studies are
working sessions for the purpose of
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alternative approaches that offer
added value to the project
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Design Comments to Downtown
Bridge Section Design Consultant 2
(SDC2)
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Workshop #1 Tower Forms

IHPAT Preference

« Tower Form “A”

+ Some architectural features
« Sparing and simple

« Clean angular design

KHPAT Preference
« Simplicity and continuity are key elements

+ Stay close to the original design that was chosen during

the Bridge Type Selection Process
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Bridges on the River

Comparison - Steeple
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Local Angled Features
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Value Engineering Tower
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Tower Comparison BRIDGE

Value Engineering Tower
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Tower Comparison

SDC2 Recommended Value Engineering
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SDC2 Recommended Value Engineering

Tower Tower
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SDC2 Recommended Value Engineering
Tower Tower

Questions / Comments

Please let us know what you think!
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Indiana and Kentucky Historic
Preservation Advisory Teams

. Value Engineering Study
Workshop #1 Tower Forms
Local Angled Features

. Tower Comparison
Questions / Comments
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The Downtown Bridge

Comments
Let Us Know What You Think
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xcerpt from Meeting Summary
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Shape of tower with triangular edge requires custom forming full
height; (recommendation is 10) Simplify lower sross section.

SDC2 Response:
The VE Recommended shape will reduce forming cost. and rebar cost. The
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IRECOMMENDED AESTHETIC TOWER SHAPE
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IN/KY HPAT WORKSHOPS ROUND Two
SECTION 2, DOWNTOWN BRIDGE
MEETING SUMMARY

August 14, 2007 Areu Advisory Team/Public Meeting: Summary

Downtown Bridge
August 14, 2007
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THE LOUISVILLE-SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT
DOWNTOWN BRIDGE, SECTION 2
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After the presentation, the following comments were offered by the HPAT members in
attendance (in no particular order).

The tower shape proposed by the VE is decoration and looks cheap.

The VE tower shape presented is not a simple spire shape tower characteristic of
the historic context of the area. The VE tower is more complex in shape and
character, which does not fit the historic context.

The viewshed from the historic district is important.

Is this the beginning of a series of decisions to modify previously decided upon
issues due to the estimated construction costs? What other VE modifications are

forthcoming in the design? The KYTC indicated there are no other VE elements
that affect historic resources requiring action from the HPATS.
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Support was offered for retention of the SDC 2 recommended tower section. It
was noted that other tower shapes had been viewed and discussed at prior
workshops.

A motion was made to support the integrity of highest design standards for use on
the Downtown Bridge; the motion carried by a margin of five yeas to no nays.

The HPAT members were urged to review the results of the VE study again and provide
a written response using the Comments form provided. At the conclusion of the meeting,
forms were received from seven members, all favoring the SDC 2 recommended tower
section. No support was shown for the VE tower section.

Other Comments or Concerns

Mrs. Runyon requested an interpretation of Stipulation I1.G. (Survey Updates of the
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)) made at the IHPAT meeting, which preceded the
combined IHPAT KHPAT meeting. She was opposed to the resurvey of only the Area of
Potential Effect (APE) for the Jefferson County Survey Update. She stated that the MOA
did not specifically mandate only the APE. Her interpretation was that the entire
Jefferson County was to be included or it was a violation of the terms of the MOA. Mr.
Sekula joined with Mrs. Runyon opposing the inventory of only the APE (in Clark
County, Indiana). Both individuals stated that a comment letter would be sent to CTS-
GEC outlining their interpretation of the MOA. Mrs. Runyon requested a copy of the
scope of work for the Jefferson County survey, which Mrs. Neary indicated would be
provided to her and Mr. Sekula.

Prior to the adjournment of the meeting, Mr. Sekula requested that future HPAT meetings
be held in a combined session. He stated that both advisory teams had similar issues for
discussion. Mr. Hilton stated that this would be placed on the BSHCT agenda for action
by the HPAT Co-chairs.
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LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA
OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT

Indiana Historic Preservation Advisory Team (IHPAT)/Kentucky Historic

Preservation Advisory Team (KHPAT) Meeting
June 19, 2008 — 11:00 AM at the INDOT Falls City Sub-District

IN SHPO: John Carr

INDOT: Mary Kennedy

KYTC: Amanda Abner
Jadie Tomlinson
Andy Barber

KY SHPO: Donna Neary

Indiana
Ombudsman: Carl Pearcy

HLFI: Greg Sekula
Laura Renwick (also represented Jeffersonville HPC)

Butchertown: Jim Segrest

City of Ann Simms
Prospect:  Sandra Leonard

River Fields: Meme Sweets Runyon

CTS-GEC:  Jim Hilton
Jeff Vlach
Kathy Francis

SDC 2: JB Williams
Aaron Stover
Pat Osborne
Brian James
Skip Smallridge
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