Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Electronic Section 106 Documentation Submittal System (e106) Form
MS Word format

Send to: el06@achp.gov
Please review the instructions at www.achp.gov/e106-email-form prior to completing this form.

Questions about whether to use the e106 form should be directed to the assigned ACHP staff
member in the Office of Federal Agency Programs.

I. Basic information

1. Purpose of notification. Indicate whether this documentation is to:

Notify the ACHP of a finding that an undertaking may adversely affect historic properties

Invite the ACHP to participate in a Section 106 consultation

Propose to develop a project Programmatic Agreement (project PA) for complex or multiple
undertakings in accordance with 36 C.F.R. 800.14(b)(3)

Supply additional documentation for a case already entered into the ACHP record system

File an executed MOA or PA with the ACHP in accordance with 800.6(b)(iv) (where the
ACHP did not participate in consultation)

Other, please describe
Click here to enter text.
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2. ACHP Project Number (If the ACHP was previously notified of the undertaking and an ACHP
Project Number has been provided, enter project number here and skip to Item 7 below): Click here to
enter text.

3. Name of federal agency (If multiple agencies, list them all and indicate whether one is the lead
agency):

The Western Federal Lands Highway Division of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is the
lead federal agency for complying with Section 106.

The project is being delivered in cooperation with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (BOR), U.S. Bureau of
Land Management (BLM), U.S. Forest Service (USFS), and the Greenfields Irrigation District (GID). The
project occurs on BOR, BLM, USFS and GID managed lands.

4. Name of undertaking/project (Include project/permit/application number if applicable):

Sun River Bridge Replacement Project, MT FLAP BOR 2980(1)

5. Location of undertaking (Indicate city(s), county(s), state(s), land ownership, and whether it would
occur on or affect historic properties located on tribal lands):

The project is located 73 miles west of Great Falls, 19 miles west of Augusta, and 0.75 mile downstream
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from the GID Diversion Dam near Gibson Reservoir in Montana. The bridge crosses the Sun River and
spans the boundaries of Lewis and Clark County and Teton County. The project is in Township 22
North, Range 9 West, Protracted Block 52 and Township 22 North, Range 8 West, Section 31 in Lewis
and Clark and Teton Counties, Montana.

The project occurs on BOR, BLM and USFS administered lands. The GID operates and maintains
irrigation canals in the Greenfields division of the greater Sun River Project. Some of the project occurs
on private lands.

The project will not affect historic properties located on tribal lands.
See attached cultural resources report for APE maps.

6. Name and title of federal agency official and contact person for this undertaking, including email
address and phone number:

Michael Schurke

Archeologist

USDOT - Federal Highway Administration
Western Federal Lands Highway Division
610 East Fifth Street

Vancouver, WA 98661

Phone: 360-619-7636

Fax: 360-619-7846

E-mail: michael.schurke@dot.gov

II. Information on the Undertaking*

7. Describe the undertaking and nature of federal involvement (if multiple federal agencies are
involved, specify involvement of each):

The FHWA, in cooperation with partner agencies, proposes to replace the existing single-lane poor
condition bridge with a new bridge meeting current design and safety standards. The project would
provide service continuity for a variety of federal, state, and local agencies, as well as residents, outfitters,
law enforcement, and emergency responders. The existing Sun River Bridge does not meet current
standards. A new bridge is needed to provide a crossing over the Sun River that meets current safety and
reliably standards for all users. The existing Sun River Bridge will be removed during construction.

The project occurs on BOR, BLM and USFS administered lands. The GID operates and maintains
irrigation canals in the Greenfields division of the greater Sun River Project.

8. Describe the Area of Potential Effects (APE):

The APE is in Township 22 North, Range 9 West, Protracted Block 52 and Township 22 North, Range 8
West, Section 31 in Lewis and Clark and Teton Counties, Montana. The APE is within areas managed by
BOR, BLM, GID, and USFS. The APE also occurs on some private lands. The APE includes areas to be
used for staging and stockpiling of equipment and materials and excess waste. Material sources for the
proposed project will be identified during future design development phases or during construction by the
awarded construction contractor. The FHWA believes that the APE as defined adequately considers all
reasonable potential effects, directly or indirectly, to Historic Properties from this proposed undertaking.
The FHWA shared this APE definition with the Montana State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and



Tribes. No comments were received regarding how FHWA defined the project APE.
9. Describe steps taken to identify historic properties:

Through an FHWA contract with Historical Research Associates, Inc. (HRA), HRA conducted
background research within one mile of the APE and a cultural resources survey within the APE to
identify cultural resources that are listed on or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP). A copy of the August 2023 cultural resources report is attached. A final copy of the
report was submitted to the SHPO.

The FHWA collected a list of Tribes that could have cultural resources interests within the project area
from the cooperating Federal Land Management Agencies (BOR, BLM and USFS). The following Tribes
were initially consulted for Section 106 to assist in identifying properties which may be of religious and
cultural significance to them and may be eligible for the National Register:

Assiniboine and Gros Ventre Tribes of the Fort Belknap Reservation
Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes of the Fort Peck Reservation
Blackfeet Nation of the Blackfeet Reservation

Chippewa Cree Tribe of the Rocky Boy’s Reservation
Confederated Salish & Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead Reservation
Crow Nation of the Crow Reservation

Little Shell Chippewa Tribe

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes - (Fort Hall Reservation)

Northern Arapaho Tribe - (Wind River Reservation)

Eastern Shoshone Tribe - (Wind River Reservation)

Nez Perce Tribe

Northern Cheyenne Tribe of the Northern Cheyenne Reservation

The BOR, BLM and USFS agreed the Blackfeet Nation would most likely be the primary Tribe with
cultural resources interest in the project area.

The FHWA has consulted cultural resources professionals for the BOR, BLM, and USFS to identify
known or potential presence of cultural resources within the project APE.

10. Describe the historic property (or properties) and any National Historic Landmarks within the APE
(or attach documentation or provide specific link to this information):

Historic properties include the previously determined National Register-eligible Bureau Tract
Neighborhood (24LC806), Pishkun Canal (24LC808/24TT134), Willow Creek Feeder Canal
(24LC2147), Sun Canyon Road (24LC2695), and Sun River Bridge (24TT199). For additional
information, please refer to the attached SHPO and Keeper of the National Register (Keeper) consultation
letters and the HRA August 2023 cultural resources report including the Montana Resource Forms for
each of these historic properties in Appendix A.

11. Describe the undertaking’s effects on historic properties:

In a September 28, 2023, letter, the SHPO concurred with the FHWA’s recommendation the project
would not result in No Adverse Effect to the historic properties within the APE. At the time, the existing
Sun River Bridge was not going to be removed. The BOR, owner of the Sun River Bridge, requested the
Keeper’s determination whether the bridge remains eligible for the National Register. The Keeper



determined the Sun River Bridge remains eligible for the National Register. The bridge will be removed
during construction. The bridge removal will result in an Adverse Effect. The SHPO concurred with
FHWA’s Adverse Effect recommendation in a January 20, 2025, letter. Please refer to the attached SHPO
consultation letters.

12. Explain how this undertaking would adversely affect historic properties (include information on
any conditions or future actions known to date to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects):

The National Register-eligible Sun River Bridge (24TT199) will be removed during construction
resulting in an Adverse Effect to this historic property. The FHWA is consulting with the SHPO, BOR
and GID on appropriate mitigation to resolve the Adverse Effect.

13. Provide copies or summaries of the views provided to date by any consulting parties, Indian
tribes or Native Hawai’ian organizations, or the public, including any correspondence from the SHPO
and/or THPO.

FHWA emailed Tribal consultation letters to all the previously listed Tribes on April 20, 2023. FHWA
mailed hard copies of the letters to the Tribes on April 24, 2023. FHWA followed up with phones calls to
the Tribes on May 3, 2023. FHWA emailed the draft HRA cultural resources report and intent to make a
No Adverse Effect recommendation based on the survey results and consultation to date to the Tribes on
August 15, 16, and 17, 2023. The FHWA followed up with emails to the Tribes on August 29, 2023 and
phone calls on September 8§, 2023.

Only the following Tribes replied after FHWA’s repeated efforts to consult.

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of the Fort Hall Reservation stated they had no objection to a No
Adverse Effect, but wanted an Inadvertent Discovery Plan (IDP) in place. The FHWA has included an
IDP with the project construction contract.

The Northern Cheyenne Tribe of the Northern Cheyenne Reservation stated they had no issues with the
No Adverse Effect 106 finding of effect.

The Nez Perce Tribe deferred to other Tribes.
The Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes of the Fort Peck Reservation requested continued coordination.

Michael Schurke, FHWA Archeologist, called the Little Shell Chippewa Tribe on September 8, 2023, and
spoke with the Tribal cultural resources contact, Duane Reid. After continued consultation and cultural
resources concerns, Duane Reid and Michael Schurke met at the project on March 8,2024. Duane Reid
identified six locations as potential cultural resources such as grave sites Duane Reid visited the project
with the Blackfeet Nation on April 15, 2024 to conduct a ground penetrating radar (GPR) survey at six
locations identified by the Little Shell Chippewa Tribe as potential cultural resources such as grave sites.
The GPR survey did not result in any anomalies that could be considered grave sites or other cultural
resources. The FHWA has committed to Little Shell Chippewa Tribal Monitors being present during
construction.

The Blackfeet Nation of the Blackfeet Reservation met with the FHWA Project Manager on June 13,
2023, and sent a letter on June 22, 2023, requesting continued coordination. The Blackfeet Nation sent a
letter on August 25, 2023, stating they had no objection to FHWA’s No Adverse Effect finding of effect.
The Blackfeet Nation visited the project on September 12 and 13, 2024 and then with the Little Shell
Tribe on April 15, 2024 to conduct a GPR survey at six locations identified by the Little Shell Chippewa



Tribe as potential cultural resources such as grave sites. The GPR survey did not result in any anomalies
that could be considered grave sites or other cultural resources. The FHWA has committed to Blackfeet
Nation Tribal Monitors being present during construction.

The FHWA will notify these Tribes that the project will now result in an Adverse Effect and include a
link to the project webpage that includes non-sensitive Section 106 documentation including this e106
Form.

In a September 28, 2023, letter, the SHPO concurred with the FHWA’s recommendation the project
would not result in No Adverse Effect to the historic properties within the APE. At the time, the existing
Sun River Bridge was not going to be removed. The BOR later determined they wanted the bridge
removed during construction and requested the Keeper’s determination whether the bridge remains
eligible for the National Register. The Keeper determined the Sun River Bridge remains eligible for the
National Register. The bridge will be removed during construction using BOR funds. The bridge removal
will result in an Adverse Effect. The SHPO concurred with FHWA’s Adverse Effect recommendation in a
January 20, 2025, letter. Please refer to the attached SHPO consultation letters.

The FHWA used procedures for public involvement under the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) while proceeding with an Environmental Assessment (EA). This included a NEPA Public
Scoping Meeting on May 16, 2023, that was advertised in the Fairfield Sun Times on April 27 and May 4,
2023.

Resource and regulatory agencies, tribal governments, adjacent property owners, and the general public
were engaged to provide information and to obtain feedback on the project. Chapter 4 of the EA provides
a summary of the project’s public, agency and tribal outreach activities that were conducted prior to
release of the EA.

On February 1, 2024, FHWA published a Notice of Availability that the EA was available for review and
comment. The Notice of Availability for the EA, including notification of the comment period and public
open house, were placed in a local newspaper, the Fairfield Sun Times. Copies of the EA were publicly
available at the Lewis and Clark County Library in Augusta, Montana and available on the FHWA
Project website at https://highways.dot.gov/federallands/projects/mt/flap-bor-2980-1.

The FHWA posted the NEPA Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) in the Fairfield Sun Times on
April 11, 2024, which included FHWA contact information and links to the project webpage with copies
of the FONSI, EA, and non-sensitive Section 106 documentation.

The FHWA will post its updated Section 106 Adverse Effect finding of effect in the Fairfield Sun Times
once a week for four consecutive weeks with FHWA contact information and links to the project webpage
that has non-sensitive Section 106 documentation including this 106 Form.

II1. Additional Information

14. Please indicate the status of any consultation that has occurred to date, including whether there
are any unresolved concerns or issues the ACHP should know about in deciding whether to
participate in consultation. Providing a list of consulting parties, including email addresses and
phone numbers if known, can facilitate the ACHP’s review response.

There are no unresolved concerns or issues the ACHP should know about to date.


https://highways.dot.gov/federallands/projects/mt/flap-bor-2980-1

Consulting Parties contact information:

SHPO
Samantha McGowen, Review and Compliance, samantha.mcgowen@mt.gov, 406-444-6485
BOR
Joseph Giliberti, Federal Preservation Officer, jgiliberti@usbr.gov
Emily Meick, Archaeologist, emeick@usbr.gov, (406) 247-7666
BranDee Bruce, Historian, bbruce@usbr.gov, (916) 978-5023
BLM
Josh Chase, Archaeologist, jchase@blm.gov, 406-262-2840
GID
Erling Juel, District Manager, erling@GID-MT.com, (406) 467-2533
USFS

Arian Randall, Archaeologist, arian.randall@usda.gov, 406-495-3752

Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes of the Fort Peck Reservation
Dyan Youpee, d.youpee@fortpecktribes.net, 406-768-2304

Blackfeet Nation of the Blackfeet Reservation
Gheri Hall, Deputy THPO, g.hall@blackfeetnation.com, 406-338-3361

Little Shell Chippewa Tribe
Duane Reid, THPO, duanereid451@gmail.com, 406-471-1329

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes - (Fort Hall Reservation)
Carolyn Boyer-Smith, Cultural Coordinator, csmith@sbtribes.com, 208-478-1086

Northern Cheyenne Tribe of the Northern Cheyenne Reservation
Teanna Limpy, THPO, teanna.limpy@cheyennenation.com, 406-740-0420

15 Does your agency have a website or website link where the interested public can find out about
this project and/or provide comments? Please provide relevant links:

https://highways.dot.gov/federal-lands/projects/mt/flap-bor-2980-1

16. Is this undertaking considered a “major” or “covered” project listed on the Federal
Infrastructure Projects Permitting Dashboard? If so, please provide the link:

No

The following are attached to this form (check all that apply):
Section 106 consultation correspondence
Maps, photographs, drawings, and/or plans

Additional historic property information
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L] Consulting party list with known contact information

Other: HRA cultural resources report.
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Western Federal Lands Highway Division

US.Department 610 E. Fifth Street

of Transportation Vancouver, WA 98661
. : Phone 360-619-7700

Federal Highway

Administration Fax 360-619-7846

August 3, 2023
In Reply Refer To: HFL-17

Peter Brown

State Historic Preservation Officer
Montana State Historic Preservation Office
PO 201202

Helena, MT 59620 - 1202

Re: Sun River Bridge Replacement Project, MT FLAP BOR 2980(1)
Section 106 No Adverse Effect Recommendation and Section 4(f) de minimis Determination

Dear Mr. Brown:

The Western Federal Lands Highway Division of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in
partnership with the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), Bureau of Land Management (BLM),
Greensfield Irrigation District (GID), and U.S. Forest Service (USFS), is proposing the Sun River Bridge
Replacement Project, MT FLAP BOR 2980(1). Historical Research Associates, Inc. (HRA) will send
digital and hard copies of their cultural resource inventory for this proposed project and accompanying
documents and files, including this cover letter, according to the Montana State Historic Preservation
Office’s (SHPO) guidelines. FHWA believes that the HRA report prepared for and reviewed by FHWA is
adequate and we agree with their methods and recommendations throughout the report.

The proposed improvements consist of replacing the existing single lane bridge, which is structurally
deficient, with a new bridge that meets current design and safety standards. The new bridge will follow a
new alignment, separate from the existing alignment. Geotechnical investigations for the new bridge are
proposed for this fall (2023) and the project is examining removal of the existing bridge superstructure
based on funding availability and HRA’s recommendation (see below) the existing bridge is not eligible
for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).

The project is a federally funded undertaking and subject to Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (Section 106). The FHWA defines the area of potential effects (APE) as the areas where
project activities and direct areas of impact will occur (see report Figure 1-1 and 1-2). The project APE
includes 33.9 acres, which encompasses the old bridge alignment, as well as the proposed revised bridge
alignment (Figure 1-1 and Figure 1-2). The APE is in Township (T) 22 North (N), Range (R) 9 West (W),
and T22N, R8W, in Lewis and Clark and Teton Counties, Montana. The APE is within areas managed by
Reclamation, BLM, GID and USFS. The APE includes areas to be used for staging and stockpiling of
equipment and materials and excess waste. Material sources for the proposed project will be identified
during future design development phases or during construction by the awarded construction contractor.
FHWA believes that the APE as defined adequately considers all reasonable potential effects to Historic
Properties from this proposed undertaking.

Six cultural resources extend into or border the project APE: Sites 24L.C806, 24L.C808, 24L.C2147,
241.C2695, 24TT134, and 24TT199. Pursuant to regulations found at 36 CFR 800 we request SHPO



August 3, 2023

Montana State Historic Preservation Office

Page 2 of 3

review of the enclosed inventory, and the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility
determinations presented in Table 1 below.

Table 1. HRA Management Recommendations for Sites within the APE.

Site Name Smithsonian/Field | Site Description | NRHP Eligibility | Management
Number Recommendations | Recommendations
Bureau Tract 241.C806 Historic-period Remains Eligible, | No further work
Neighborhood residence Criterion A
Pishkun Canal 241.C808/24TT134 | Historic-period Remains Eligible, | No further work
irrigation system | Criterion A
Willow Creek 241.C2147 Historic-period Remains Eligible, | No further work
Feeder Canal irrigation system | Criterion A
Sun Canyon Road | 24L.C2695 Historic-period Remains Eligible, | No further work
road Criterion A
Sun River Bridge | 24TT199 Historic-period Not eligible No further work
bridge
3523.02-01i Historic-period Not eligible No further work
debris isolate
3523.02-02i Historic-period Not eligible No further work
debris isolate

FHWA requests your concurrence that: historic-period residence site 24L.C806 remains NRHP-eligible
under criterion A; historic-period irrigation system site 24L.C808/24TT134 remains NRHP-eligible under
criterion A; historic-period irrigation system site 24LC2147 remains NRHP-eligible under criterion A;
and historic-period road site 24L.C2695 remains NRHP-eligible under criterion A. FHWA requests your
concurrence that historic-period bridge site 24TT199 is not eligible for the NRHP. This is a change in
NRHP-eligibility status for this site. FHWA also requests your concurrence that historic-period debris
isolates 3523.02-01i and 3523.02-02i are not eligible for the NRHP. A summary of these NRHP
eligibility recommendations can also be found in Table 6-1 in the HRA report. In their report, HRA
recommended that no sites within the APE will be adversely impacted by the proposed project and
recommended no further work.

On April 20, 2023, the FHWA emailed Tribal consultation letters to the Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes of
the Fort Peck Reservation; Blackfeet Tribe of the Blackfeet Indian Reservation; Chippewa Cree Tribe of
Rocky Boy, Montana; Little Shell Tribe of Chippewa Indians; Crow Tribe of Montana; Fort Belknap
Indian Community of the Fort Belknap Reservation of Montana; Nez Perce Tribe; Northern Arapaho
Tribe; Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of the Fort Hall Reservation; Northern Cheyenne Tribe of the
Northern Cheyenne Reservation; Eastern Shoshone Tribe; and the Confederated Salish and Kootenai
Tribes of the Flathead Reservation. FHWA mailed hard copies of the Tribal consultation letters on the
week of April 24, 2023 and followed up with phone calls. The Nez Perce Tribe deferred to other Tribes.
The Northern Cheyenne Tribe of the Northern Cheyenne Reservation requested a copy of the HRA
cultural resources report. The Little Shell Tribe of Chippewa Indians, Blackfeet Tribe of the Blackfeet
Indian Reservation and Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes of the Fort Peck Reservation requested continued
consultation No other Tribes have expressed interest in the project and no Tribes have provided specific




August 3, 2023
Montana State Historic Preservation Office
Page 3 of 3

cultural resources information or concerns. FHWA will mail hard copies of HRA’s cultural resources
report along with a letter stating FHWA’s No Adverse Effect Section 106 finding of effect
recommendation based on the report findings to all the Tribes listed above except the Nez Perce Tribe
who deferred to other Tribes for project consultation.

Based on the scope of the project, details presented in the HRA report and the information presented
above, the FHWA recommends that the Sun River Bridge Replacement Project, MT FLAP BOR 2980(1),
will result in No Adverse Effect and should proceed as planned. The FHWA requests the SHPO’s
concurrence with this Section 106 finding of effect recommendation.

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 affords protection to publicly-owned parks,
recreation areas, and wildlife and waterfowl refuges, as well as publicly or privately-owned historic
properties. The FHWA recommends the proposed project will result in No Adverse Effect to cultural
resources listed on or eligible for the NRHP. Therefore, the FHWA intends to make a de minimis Section
4(f) impact determination according to 23 CFR § 774.5(b)(1)(ii) contingent upon the SHPQ's concurrence
with the FHWA's aforementioned No Adverse Effect recommendation. This letter informs the SHPO of
the FHWA's intent to make a de minimis impact determination according to 23 CFR 8§ 774.5(b)(2)(ii).

| appreciate your attention to these requests. If you have any questions, or should you require any
additional information, please contact me at the above address, by phone at (360) 619-7636, or by e-mail
at michael.schurke@dot.gov.

Sincerely yours,

Michael Schurke, MA
FHWA Archeologist

MCS

cc: Jennifer Chariarse, Senior Environmental Technical Specialist, FHWA
Mike Traffalis, Project Manager, FHWA
Rick Hanson, Area Archaeologist, Reclamation
Arian Randall, Acting Forest Archaeologist and Heritage Program Manager, USFS
Joshua Chase, Archaeologist, BLM






(v Western Federal Lands Highway Division

US.Department 610 E. Fifth Street
of Transportation Vancouver, WA 98661
: Phone 360-619-7700

Federal Highway Fax 360-619-7846

Administration
September 26, 2023

In Reply Refer To: HFL-17

Peter Brown

State Historic Preservation Officer
Montana State Historic Preservation Office
PO 201202

Helena, MT 59620 - 1202

Re: Sun River Bridge Replacement Project, MT FLAP BOR 2980(1)
Section 106 No Adverse Effect Recommendation and Section 4(f) de minimis Determination

Dear Mr. Brown:

Thank you for the Montana State Historic Preservation Office’s (SHPO) August 28, 2023 letter (SHPO
FILE: FHWA-2023-2023082304) and meeting virtually on September 20, 2023 to discuss the Western
Federal Lands Highway Division — Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Sun River Bridge
Replacement Project, MT FLAP BOR 2980(1).

As requested by the SHPO during our September 20" meeting, | am providing the following:

1. Aerials (see enclosed) showing the locations of the proposed geotechnical borings including
access routes along and across the river. All other borings will be accessed via existing roads.
Equipment leveling pads could be needed at borings SR23-01, SR23-03, SR23-04, SR23-05 and
SR23-06.

2. A commitment that the Sun River Bridge (24TT109), previously determined eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), will not be impacted by the proposed Sun River
Bridge Replacement Project. Demolishing and removing the Sun River Bridge has been removed
from the scope of the proposed project and the FHWA will not be pursuing an NRHP
ineligibility determination for the bridge at this time. Demolishing and removing the Sun River
Bridge could be a future Section 106 undertaking that the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation would be
the federal lead for, but there are no plans for this undertaking.

3. Documentation (see enclosed) that Duane Reid, Little Shell Tribal Historic Preservation Officer,
is comfortable with the proposed geotechnical borings scheduled for October 2, 2023. The
FHWA will continue to consult with the Little Shell Tribe and will provide any Tribal
consultation updates to the SHPO, including consultation with other Tribes.

Based on the previous information provided to the SHPO, revised scope of the project, details of the
geotechnical borings and consultation with the Little Shell Tribe, the FHWA continues to recommend that
the Sun River Bridge Replacement Project, MT FLAP BOR 2980(1), will result in No Adverse Effect
and should proceed as planned. The FHWA requests the SHPO’s concurrence with this Section 106
finding of effect recommendation.



September 26, 2023
Montana State Historic Preservation Office
Page 2 of 2

The FHWA intends to still make a de minimis Section 4(f) impact determination according to 23 CFR §
774.5(b)(1)(ii) contingent upon the SHPQO's concurrence with the FHWA's aforementioned No Adverse
Effect recommendation.

| appreciate your attention to this request. If you have any questions, or should you require any additional
information, please contact me at the above address, by phone at (360) 619-7636, or by e-mail at
michael.schurke@dot.gov.

Sincerely yours,

Michael Schurke, MA
FHWA Archeologist

MCS
Enclosures(3)

cc: Jennifer Chariarse, Senior Environmental Technical Specialist, FHWA
Mike Traffalis, Project Manager, FHWA
Rick Hanson, Area Archaeologist, BOR
Arian Randall, Acting Forest Archaeologist and Heritage Program Manager, USFS
Joshua Chase, Archaeologist, BLM
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From: Duane Reid

To: Traffalis, Michael (FHWA)

Cc: Chariarse, Jennifer (FHWA); Schurke, Michael (FHWA)
Subject: Re: Sun River Bridge

Date: Monday, September 25, 2023 6:50:11 PM

This email originated from outside of the Department of Transportation (DOT). Do

not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content
is safe.

After reviewing the pictures of the boring locations, | determined that no known Little
Shell Tribe Cultural Resource can be detected. | am comfortable with drilling boring
holes beginning on October 2, 2023.

Thank you for your time and attention,

Duane Reid MA

LS THPO

Little Shell Tribe

511 Central Ave W

Great Falls, Montana 59404
Phone: 406-471-1329

Fax: 406-315-2401

Email:duanereid451 @gmail.com

On Mon, Sep 25, 2023 at 10:41 AM Michael. Traffalis@dot.gov <michael.traffalis@dot.gov>
wrote:

michael.traffalis@dot.gov sent you a secure
message

Access message

Hi Duane, Attached are photos of the boring locations. Also attached is
a key map of boring location with photos file named after each borin..


mailto:duanereid451@gmail.com
mailto:Michael.Traffalis@dot.gov
mailto:jennifer.chariarse@dot.gov
mailto:Michael.Schurke@dot.gov
mailto:Email%3Aduanereid451@gmail.com
mailto:Michael.Traffalis@dot.gov
mailto:michael.traffalis@dot.gov
https://slfts.dot.gov/w/Fopktmtu0oRdOoFz2c8hCgOVhSVXHgB4ueafJsnUcxdFU
https://slfts.dot.gov/w/Fopktmtu0oRdOoFz2c8hCgOVhSVXHgB4ueafJsnUcxdFU

Attachments expire on Oct 25, 2023

8 images
Boring SR23-02.jpg, Boring SR23-01.jpg, Boring SR23-03.jpg, boring
SR23-04.jpg, Boring SRSG23-07.jpg, Boring SR23-05.jpg, Sun River
Bridge Boring Location Key Map.jpg, Boring SRSG23-08 (2).jpg

1 file
Boring SRSG23-08.JPG

This message requires that you sign in to access the message and any file
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Western Federal Lands Highway Division

US.Department 610 E. Fifth Street

of Transportation Vancouver, WA 98661
. : Phone 360-619-7700

Federal Highway

Administration Fax 360-619-7846

January 22, 2025
In Reply Refer To: HFL-17

Peter Brown

State Historic Preservation Officer
Montana State Historic Preservation Office
PO 201202

Helena, MT 59620 - 1202

Re: Sun River Bridge Replacement Project, MT FLAP BOR 2980(1)
Section 106 Sun River Bridge Eligibility and Adverse Effect Recommendation

Dear Mr. Brown:

Thank you for the Montana State Historic Preservation Office’s (SHPO) September 28, 2023 letter (see
SHPO FILE: FHWA-2023-2023092604) concurring with the Western Federal Lands Highway Division —
Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) No Adverse Effect Section 106 finding of effect
recommendation for the Sun River Bridge Replacement Project, MT FLAP BOR 2980(1).

Since that letter, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) requested the Keeper of the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP) make a determination of NRHP listing eligibility for the existing Sun River
Bridge / Pishkun Canal Road Bridge (24TT0199 / MTA-SR-01). In a September 13, 2024 letter, the
Keeper determined the Sun River Bridge / Pishkun Canal Road Bridge is eligible for listing in the NRHP
under Criterion C in the area of Engineering. | have enclosed an electronic copy of this letter for your
reference.

The BOR, who owns and maintains the existing Sun River Bridge / Pishkun Canal Road Bridge, has
requested the FHWA include the removal of the bridge in the Sun River Bridge Replacement Project, MT
FLAP BOR 2980(1), construction. The FHWA has included the bridge removal in the final construction
Plans, Specifications, and Estimate for the construction contract which will result in an Adverse Effect to
this NRHP-eligible property. The FHWA requests the SHPQO’s concurrence the removal of the Sun
River Bridge / Pishkun Canal Road Bridge will result in an Adverse Effect to this NRHP-eligible

property.

The FHWA looks forward to continuing consultation with the SHPO to resolve the adverse effect to the
Sun River Bridge / Pishkun Canal Road Bridge. BOR Archaeologist Emily Meick and Samantha
McGowen, SHPO Review and Compliance, have informally discussed mitigation ideas that could be
included in the memorandum of agreement (MOA) to resolve the adverse effect. Possible mitigation
could include:

1. Interpretive signage about the bridge and historical context of the area related to the bridge’s

construction.
2. Areport or article that could be published by the SHPO, BOR or local archaeological society.
3. A booklet or pamphlet that could be shared with local organizations, water users, and libraries.
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Other suggestions provided by the BOR include a public speaker talk or lecture about the bridge and its
history.

In the September 14, 2024 letter, the Keeper requested clarification on the Sun River Bridge and its
possible eligibility under two additional themes. The first theme is under Criterion C in the area of
Engineering and the second theme is additional information on the bridge's possible contributor status to a
potentially larger resource/district/linear resource, such as the possible Pishkun Canal or Sun River
Project historic district. These themes could be included in any mitigation narrative or analysis as
appropriate to meet the Keeper’s request.

The FHWA and BOR believe a phased mitigation approach is warranted if photographic documentation
of the bridge is included as mitigation. Project construction could include altering the existing bridge’s
historical appearance for use during construction and the bridge’s setting could be altered by constructing
piers, etc. for the new bridge. The bridge itself is not expected to be demolished until the end of
construction.

The FHWA welcomes any comments or suggestions from the SHPO regarding possible mitigation.

Signatories to the MOA are expected to be the SHPO, BOR, FHWA, and the Greenfield Irrigation
District (GID). I believe it would be useful for SHPO, BOR, FHWA, and GID staff to meet virtually to
discuss the Section 106 path forward, schedule for completing Section 106, and roles and responsibilities.
I will reach out to SHPO, BOR, and GID staff to set up a meeting in the next couple of weeks.

As an update on the ongoing Section 106 Tribal consultation, the Blackfeet Nation and Little Shell Tribe
visited the project APE and have requested Tribal monitors be present during project construction. The
FHWA has agreed to the Tribal monitors being present during construction.

| appreciate your attention to this request. If you have any questions, or should you require any additional

information, please contact me at the above address, by phone at (360) 619-7636, or by e-mail at
michael.schurke@dot.gov.

Sincerely yours,

Michael Schurke, MA, RPA
FHWA Archeologist

MCS
Enclosure(1)

cc: Jennifer Chariarse, Environmental Manager, FHWA



January 22, 2025

Montana State Historic Preservation Office
Page 3 of 3

Wendy Schmidt, Project Manager, FHWA

Gabriel Krumbein, Construction Operations Engineer, FHWA
Emily Meick, Archaeologist, BOR

BranDee Bruce, Historian, BOR

Erling Juel, District Manager, GID



United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
1849 C Street, NW
Washington, DC 20240

DETERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY NOTIFICATION
National Register of Historic Places
National Park Service

Name of Property: Sun River Bridge / Pishkun Canal Road Bridge (MTA-SR-001)
Federal DOE Project: Sun River Bridge Replacement Project

Location: Lewis and Clark County Montana

Request submitted by: BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

Date Received: 7/30/2024

Opinion of the State/Tribal Historic Preservation Officer:
X __ Eligible Not Eligible No Response Insufficient Information
SHPO/THPO Comments:

The bridge conveys significance under National Register Criterion A in the area of
Transportation.

The Secretary of the Interior has determined that this property is:

X__ Eligible Not Eligible X__ Returned/Insufficient Information

Eligible, Insufficient Information ~ (See attached comments)

9/13/2024

Keeper of the National Register Date



National Register Comments:

The Bureau of Reclamation in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration are conducting a
highway and bridge replacement project along the Sun River corridor in Montana. A component of
that project proposes to remove and replace the Sun River Bridge. The federal agencies have not
received concurrence from the Montana State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) regarding the
National Register eligibility of the bridge and have requested Keeper assessment under Section 106
of the NHPA.

Built in 1916 as part of the Bureau of Reclamation’s Sun River Project (1915-1929), the single lane,
two-span, 112’ riveted Warren truss bridge was designed as a multifunctional crossing serving
irrigation and vehicular needs. The Des Moines Bridge and Iron Company bridge was a component of
the twelve-mile Pishkun Canal irrigation sub-system carrying a water siphon across the Sun River.

The bridge was evaluated in 1980-1982 as part of a comprehensive Montana bridge study and found
to meet the criteria for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, as one of several truss
bridges built to carry irrigation siphons across rivers in the state, an assessment concurred by the
Keeper of the National Register on 5/7/1985. Subsequent to the 1980 evaluation the bridge was
altered with the removal of the timber deck in favor of a new concrete decking, changes to the bridge
approaches and the addition of concrete retaining walls. While the irrigation siphon carried by the
bridge was previously removed the main truss elements remained intact.

In 2023 in response to the proposed replacement project a new evaluation of the bridge was
conducted by consultants Historical Research Associates (HRA). The evaluation found that the
bridge did not meet the National Register criteria based largely on its lack of historic integrity due to
the changes over time, particularly the loss of the character defining siphon conduits. The Bureau of
Reclamation and Federal Highway Administration concurred with that 2023 assessment of non-
eligibility. The Montana SHPO disagreed with the 2023 assessment, contending that the bridge still
conveyed significance under National Register Criterion A in the area of Transportation.

In the Keeper’s opinion the bridge does not individually meet National Register criterion A in the area
of transportation. The Montana SHPQO'’s contention that the bridge is eligible was not substantiated by
any evidence regarding its role in local transportation history or economic and community
development. Its initial location on a minor roadway in an isolated area of the state appears to have
been based principally on its function as a vital component of the regional irrigation system and not as
part of any established or important vehicular transportation network. The mere use of the bridge for
vehicular transportation during the past is not sufficient grounds for eligibility.

However, the Keeper does not agree that the property lacks sufficient integrity for listing under
Criterion C in the area of Engineering. The fundamental concept of a bridge is the crossing of an
obstacle and the carrying of some form of conveyance across that distance. The chief character
defining element of most bridges is the truss type or engineering solution designed to meet those
needs. While the Sun River Bridge has witnessed changes to elements of its historic design
(changing approaches, different roadbed materials, loss of irrigation features), the fundamental truss
design appears intact and is able to sufficiently convey the design character of this particular crossing
and its particular conveyance aspects. Elements of integrity such as deck replacement are common
with historic bridges even to the point of removal of a roadway. Despite the current changes in
materials to the roadway, the bridge nevertheless maintains its basic engineering design with a
roadway resting atop the Warren truss to allow for passage of a different conveyance resource on the
bottom cords. As an example of an engineering solution designed for a particular location and
function the Sun River Bridge retains the minimal integrity necessary for listing.



More importantly the 1980 and 2023 assessments did not sufficiently assess the potential contribution
of the extant bridge to the larger Sun River Irrigation Project or more specifically the Pishkun Canal
component of that system. The Reclamation Service’s historic efforts in creating the irrigation system
had considerable impact on the economic and developmental history of the region. Irrigation projects
such as the Pishkun Canal consisted of a series of physical elements, including dams, canals,
laterals, siphons, bridges, tunnels, control features and administrative resources, all working together.
While the current integrity of the Sun River Bridge may have partially compromised its potential
individual eligibility, the bridge appears to retain more than sufficient integrity for it to contribute to a
potentially larger resource/district/linear resource. The 2023 HRA study appears to support the
potential eligibility of the larger irrigation system but contends that the bridge’s integrity precludes its
eligibility as part of that system. The Keeper is not convinced from the current evidence that the
bridge lacks sufficient integrity to contribute to the larger system. It is important to understand the
variance in integrity requirements necessary for individual versus contributing eligibility.

The Keeper requests that the federal agencies provide additional information regarding the National
Register potential for a Pishkun Canal or Sun River Project historic district and the possible inclusion
of the Sun River Bridge as a contributing resource.
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VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL ONLY

Memorandum

To: National Park Service
Joy Beasley, Keeper
National Register of Historic Places
1201 Eye Street, NW (2280)
Washington, DC 20005

Attention: Paul Lusignan, Historian/Reviewer, National Park Service
Subject:  Request for Determination of National Register Eligibility, Sun River Bridge
Dear Ms. Beasley:

The Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) is submitting a formal request for determination of
eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places (National Register) for the Sun River Bridge
located in Lewis and Clark and Teton Counties, Montana where it spans the Sun River. The bridge
(Smithsonian tri-nominal site 24TT0199) was built ca. 1916 by Reclamation as part of the Sun River
Project. The bridge is a single-lane, two span structure that originally functioned to carry the Pishkun
Canal Siphon (an 8-foot-diameter wood stave siphon pipe) and to allow vehicles to cross the Sun
River.

In 1980, the National Park Service (NPS), Historic American Engineering Record Branch researchers
published an assessment of bridges in Montana that included the Sun River Bridge (“Historic Bridges
in Montana” by Frederic Quivik, Attachment 1, page 73. The NPS recommended the bridge be
considered eligible for listing on the National Register. This recommendation was done without the
consent or input of Reclamation, the federal property owner.

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with Reclamation, U.S. Bureau of Land
Management, U.S. Forest Service, and Greenfields Irrigation District (GID) is working on the Sun
River Bridge Replacement Project (Project) to replace the existing bridge with a new bridge meeting
current design and safety standards. The existing Sun River Bridge is in poor condition, and its
outdated design poses safety hazards and limitations to users. In May 2023, to support environmental
compliance for the Project, a re-assessment of the bridge was conducted by Historical Research
Associates (HRA). Based on multiple changes to the existing bridge, including removal of the original
decking and the siphon, HRA recommended that the bridge is not eligible for the National Register



(Attachment 2). Reclamation, as the property owner, and FHWA, as the lead federal agency for the
National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 compliance, both concurred with this recommendation.

In November 2023, Reclamation sent the eligibility determination and supporting documentation to the
Montana State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) for review (Attachment 3). The SHPO responded
that it disagrees with Reclamation’s eligibility determination believing the bridge is National Register
eligible under Criterion A. The SHPO contends that while the bridge may lack integrity in its
association with the Sun River Project, it maintains integrity for its association with transportation
(Attachment 4). Although the FHWA and Reclamation appreciate the SHPO’s expertise and
thoughtful input, both respectfully disagree and continue to contend that the bridge is not eligible for
the National Register. According to information provided in the National Bridge Inventory, 99.9
percent of the bridge use is by Reclamation. While this seems overstated knowing that there is some
use by local landowners and some public use of the bridge, it is clear that the primary purpose for the
bridge is associated with water management activities carried out by Reclamation. This does not
support the SHPO’s contention for the bridge’s eligibility.

In hopes of resolving this disagreement, a supplemental memo detailing the background of the bridge
and a significance evaluation was put together by HRA at the request of FHWA and on behalf of
Reclamation (Attachment 5). Also enclosed is a copy of the original NAER inventory form
(Attachment 6) and the National Register nomination form completed as part of the 1980 study
(Attachment 7) for your reference. Finally, we are attaching the original response letter from the
SHPO concerning the HRA report and their non-concurrence on the eligibility determination for the
Sun River Bridge (Attachment 8).

Reclamation is formally requesting your official determination of National Register eligibility for the
Sun River Bridge. Your help in resolving this disagreement is greatly appreciated. Please reach out to
me at (303) 445-3206 or at jgiliberti@usbr.gov.

If you are deaf, hard of hearing, or have a speech disability, call 7-1-1 to access telecommunications
relay services.

Sincerely,

Joseph A. Giliberti
Federal Preservation Officer
Bureau of Reclamation

Attachments — 8
cc: MB-4200 (JGibbons), MT-200 (JBaumberger)

jennifer.chariarse@dot.gov, michael.schurke@dot.gov, michael.traffalis@dot.gov
samantha.gilk@mt.gov
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New Forms and Instructions

As of July 2022, this AE-R (Architecture and Engineering Record) form replaces Montana SHPQO’s HPR (Historic Property Record) form
for recording historic structures in Montana. Visit https://mhs.mt.gov/shpo/forms to download the most recent versions of SHPO
forms and instructions. If you are uncertain about which form to use, please contact Montana SHPO Cultural Records staff at

(406) 444-4724, kyler.mozell@mt.gov

REMINDERS

The Principal Investigator is responsible for ensuring that the information in this form is complete and accurate as per the Montana
SHPO'’s data standards. Please consult the Montana SHPO Consultation Guide, 2023 for standards for recording cultural and
architectural resources in Montana.

1. Identification

HISTORIC / PROPERTY NAME SMITHSONIAN NUMBER (issued by
SHPO)"
Sun River Bridge / Pishkun Canal Road Bridge (MTA-SR-001) ’ 24TT0199
PROJECT NAME PROJECT NUMBER
Sun River Bridge Replacement Project 3523.02
DATE FIRST RECORDED BY PHONE (000) 000-0000 EMAIL ADDRESS
6/19/1980 Fredric L. Quivik, PhD (906) 523-5127 1400 Townsend Dr.,
Houghton, MI 49931
DATE UPDATED BY PHONE (000) 000-0000 EMAIL ADDRESS
5/24/2023 Jeannie Larmon, PhD, and (603) 762-0027 125 Bank St., 5t FI.,
Kathryn Burk-Hise, MS (509) 638-0441 Missoula, MT 59802
Historical Research
Associates, Inc.

COUNTY LOT/BLOCK SUBDIVISION STREET ADDRESS CITY / TOWN (NEAREST)
Lewis & Clark, Teton 14648 Sun Canyon Choteau, Augusta

Rd., Augusta, MT

59410

UTM COORDINATES OR LAT-LONG FOR THE CENTER OF THE SITE, TO THE 6™ DECIMAL DATUM (E.g., NAD27, WGS84, etc.)

TOWNSHIP N/S RANG E/W SEC QTR TOWNSHI N/S RANG E/W SEC QTR
E P E

NARRATIVE / NOTES ON ACCESS (OPTIONAL)

From Augusta, MT: at the intersection of Manix and Fleming Sts., head northwest on Manix St. (road becomes Sun Canyon Rd.).
Continue on Sun Canyon Rd. for 3.2 miles, take a slight right (north) to stay on Sun Canyon Rd. for 14.9 miles, turn right on Castle
Reef Rd. for 0.2 miles, then turn right onto Pishkun Rd. for 0.1 miles to the bridge.

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE | PO Box 201202 - Helena, MT 59620-1202 | (406) 444-7715 - mtshpo@mt.gov
Ver. 1/2023 | https://mhs.mt.gov/Shpo/docs/AERform1.pdf
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3. Ownership and Use

CURRENT ADMINISTRATIVE/SURFACE OWNERSHIP CURRENT USE
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation Vehicular bridge [X] public
Montana Area Office [] Private

2900 Fourth Avenue North
Billings, MT 59101

ORIGINAL ADMINISTRATIVE/SURFACE OWNERSHIP ORIGINAL/HISTORIC USE

U.S. Reclamation Service Bridge carrying Pishkun Canal Siphon (irrigation | [X] Public
Missouri Basin Region, PO Box 36900 siphon) and vehicular bridge [] Private
Billings, MT

4. Historic Property/Architecture Description

PROPERTY TYPE" ARCHITECTURAL STYLE TIME PERIOD

Historic Vehicular/Foot Bridge ‘ Utilitarian ‘ 1900-1909, 1910-1919

ARCHITECT NAME/FIRM  ARCHITECT CITY, STATE BUILDER NAME/COMPANY  BUILDER CITY, STATE CONSTRUCTION DATE

Unknown Unknown Des Moines Bridge & Iron Des Moines, lowa 1916, estimated
Company

STATUS NOTES ON STATUS CHANGE

[X] original location

X] Addition/alteration In the early 1940s, the original wood-stave siphon pipe that carried irrigation water of the Pishkun Canal
across the Sun River was removed from the bridge and replaced with a siphon of different materials and
was installed in a different location. The replacement siphon was made of concrete and was installed
underground, beneath the Sun River channel. This siphon remains in use at the present time. After the
siphon was removed, a small wood-frame room was installed below the bridge deck on wooden platform
atop the center pier. This room housed a U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) gauging station. The gauging
station and room are no longer extant, but the wooden platform remains. In 1982, the original timber
deck was removed, the southwest approach span was removed, and a concrete retaining wall was built
in its place. A concrete retaining wall was constructed under the northeast approach and riprap was
installed. And, finally, rectangular precast-concrete plates were added as the bridge deck. In 2002, Jersey
barriers and W-beam guardrail were installed at the bridge approaches. In 2012, some of the wood
decking at the northeast approach was replaced, a concrete wall was poured under the northeast corner
of the approach to stabilize the deteriorating concrete footing, W-beam guardrail was installed atop the
new concrete wall, and steel cables were installed below the deck running the length of the span.

|:| Moved/relocated
|:| Destroyed

[] other

NARRATIVE DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY

Built in ca. 1916 by the Des Moines Bridge and Iron Company, the Sun River Bridge is a single-lane, two-span bridge that spans the
North Fork of the Sun River. The bridge’s spans are continuous (interconnected). The bridge is approximately 224 feet (ft) long, and
its roadway is approximately 14 ft wide. The bridge superstructure comprises two 112 ft riveted Warren trusses with vertical
members for extra strength. The trusses comprise built-up I-beams at the upper and lower chords with lattice and batten diagonal
members, lattice vertical members, struts, and bracing. The bridge has diagonal bracing between the deck beams that are visible
under the roadway deck and that comprise steel angle stock that are riveted to gusset plate connections. The trusses are stamped
ILLINOIS — USA - S, indicating the steel was manufactured by the lllinois Steel Company, a subsidiary of the United States Steel

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE | PO Box 201202 - Helena, MT 59620-1202 | (406) 444-7715 - mtshpo@mt.gov

Ver. 1/2023 | https://mhs.mt.gov/Shpo/docs/AERform1.pdf
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Company, at its South Chicago works (HistoricBridges.org 2023). The bridge is a through type, with the original siphon formerly
supported at the bottom chord level and a roadway/deck placed just below the top chord level. The bridge deck comprises 6.5-inch-
thick precast-concrete panels that are placed perpendicular to the span atop the trusses’ steel I-beams and stringers. The
superstructure’s sole plate is mounted to steel-plate bearing structures, which are bolted to the substructure. One of the original
concrete pipe saddles (that supported the wood-stave siphon pipe) is extant under the bridge deck at the northeast end of the
bridge.

The substructure comprises original poured-concrete abutments and a central poured-concrete pier. The original concrete
abutments and central pier are in deteriorated condition. Under the northeast approach is a poured-in-place, reinforced-concrete
retaining wall that is partially backfilled with riprap, while under the southwest approach is a non-historic, poured-in-place,
reinforced-concrete retaining wall. The bridge’s northeast approach span has timber decking, while the southwest approach is
graveled earth.

Mounted to the center of the southeast face of the bridge are electrical monitoring equipment, an antenna, and a small solar power
cell. A small, poured-concrete pumphouse (date unknown) is located approximately 50 ft southwest of the east abutment at the
river’s edge. The structure is rectangular in plan, about 3.5 ft tall, and has a metal flat lid bolted to the top of the pumphouse. In the
center of the lid, is a rectangular metal hatch that is padlocked.

HISTORY OF PROPERTY

A series of federal land acts implemented through the second half of the nineteenth century, such as the 1862 Homestead Act (and
its various iterations), the 1877 Desert Land Act, and the 1894 Carey Act, offered free (or cheap) land to settlers meeting certain
conditions. The Homestead Act granted 160 acres to any U.S. citizen who lived on and improved the land for a period of five years.
The Desert Land Act and the Carey Act required claimants to develop individual irrigation works on their land, to support crop
production. These acts stimulated irrigation through private enterprise. For greater agricultural development, the government
established a federal agency under the 1902 Newlands Reclamation Act to build and operate large-scale projects consisting of dams
and irrigation works—the U.S. Reclamation Service (USRS) (Malone and Roeder 1976:183; Van West 1986:66).

The first private irrigation attempt in the Sun River Valley came in 1884, when businessmen from Helena began digging a canal from
the north fork of the river to an area known as Freezeout Bench, though they never completed the project. A more successful effort
came about five years later with the construction of the 18-mile-long Crown Butte Canal, which irrigated an area between Shaw
Butte and Cascade. Around the same time, the USGS sent a team of surveyors to search the area for suitable reservoir sites and canal
routes; however, no further action was taken (Autobee 1995:6-7).

After the advent of the USRS (later renamed the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation [USBR]), interest in large-scale irrigation resumed. The
business community in Great Falls held a series of public meetings and began lobbying the government for a federal irrigation
project. The Great Falls Tribune announced in April 1904: “If this Sun river project goes through, it will mean one of the greatest
boosts to Great Falls that this city has ever experienced. It will mean thousands of farmers established right at the doors of this city,
and the cultivation of thousands of acres of rich land that are now lying idle because of a lack of water” (Great Falls Tribune 1904a).
Another article later that year claimed that the irrigation of the Sun River bench would be “better than plans for another smelter,”
because it would offer “a more permanent prosperity” (Great Falls Tribune 1904b). In April 1905, a committee from the city traveled
to Washington D.C., meeting with President Roosevelt and other officials to promote the Sun River Project. While city boosters
pursued federal funding, many people living near the proposed project lands had little interest in federal irrigation (Fabry 1994:16—
17).

Still, the city’s efforts paid off. The Secretary of the Interior approved the Sun River Project in 1906 and an appropriation of $500,000
allowed construction to begin on the Fort Shaw division of the project in the summer of 1907. In preparation, Congress opened the
old Fort Shaw military reservation lands to settlement, providing for 200 farm units averaging 60 acres each (Autobee 1995:8; Fabry
1994:18). The Sun River Project would eventually encompass 91,000 acres, with 10,000 acres in the Fort Shaw division on the south
bank of the river—reaching eastward as far as Fort Benton—and 81,000 acres in the Greenfields Division on the north side—running
eastward to the town of Ulm (Autobee 1995:3).

Construction was scheduled to begin in 1907, but no private companies offered bids on the work of building the project’s first
structure, Willow Creek Dam, so USRS ordered the work done by force account, or USRS staff. After substantial labor problems and a
change in construction method, the dam was finally finished in November 1911 and began storing water in 1916. Private companies
constructed the 12-mile-long Fort Shaw Canal and its associated 85 miles of laterals, using electric-powered draglines for the first
time on a Reclamation project. Government workers installed the water control structures and the Fort Shaw Diversion Dam. One

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE | PO Box 201202 - Helena, MT 59620-1202 | (406) 444-7715 -
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unique aspect of these structures was that the drops were designed to blend into their surroundings, mimicking the aesthetic of a
natural waterfall and accented with boulders (Autobee 1995:9-12).

With the project underway, the USRS platted two towns on the project lands, Fort Shaw, a mile south of the old fort in 1906, and
Simms, with a two-story schoolhouse in the center of town, in 1908 (Aarstad 2009:94; Spritzer 2006:273). This may have signaled the
growth that Great Falls had hoped for, but farming on the project got off to a slow start. When the Fort Shaw division opened in
1908, it was already late in the planting season and only 35 settlers took up land for irrigation. More people came over the next few
years, though few had any experience with irrigation agriculture (Fabry 1994:19). Farmers originally faced a two-day journey over
rough wagon roads to deliver their produce to markets in Great Falls. It was not until December 1912 that the Fort Shaw division
farmers had rail service on the Great Northern Railroad to Great Falls three days a week. Thereafter, farmers could ship milk and
cream to Great Falls in refrigerated cars, a more profitable business. By 1919, most of the milk and cream consumed in Great Falls
came from Sun Valley dairy farms (Fabry 1994:21, 23).

The USRS continued expanding the project system, completing the 132-foot-high Sun River Diversion Dam at the mouth of Sun River
Canyon in 1915. The completion of the 12-mile-long Pishkun Canal with its tunnels and 700 ft Sun River Crossing, delivered water
from the Sun River Diversion Dam to Pishkun Reservoir. The Sun River Crossing was achieved with the use of a wood-stave siphon
pipe that carried the canal’s water over the river via the Sun River Bridge (USBR 2023a, 2023b). The siphon was carried over a two-
span Warren truss bridge. The Warren truss was patented by Captain James Warren and Theobald Monzani of England in 1846;
during the twentieth century, the Warren truss was widely used by highway departments across the United States as it was
economical to construct (Axline 1993:34-35; Brinckerhoff and Engineering and Industrial Heritage 2005:3-39; 34). Some records
indicate that water was initially delivered across the bridge through a pair of siphon tubes arranged atop one another (Quivik 1980),
while others describe the siphon as a riveted steel pipe (Autobee 1995:16) or a 96-inch wood-stave siphon (Friedman 1986; USRS
1916:332, 2015:4). An undated historical image from a newspaper article appears to show a large, wood-stave siphon on the bridge
(see Attachment 1: Photo 8) (Fairfield Sun Times 2020).

Additional construction for the Sun River Project continued through the 1920s. The Sun River Slope Canal system, completed in 1919,
brought water 32 miles from Pishkun Reservoir to the Greenfields Division (Autobee 1995:14, 16—17). Begun with site preparation in
December 1926 and put into operation in December 1929, the Gibson Dam became the “technical centerpiece of the Sun River
Project” as well as “an aesthetic statement” (Autobee 1995:17). Standing 199 feet high with a base width of 117 feet and a top width
of 15 feet, the half-moon, concrete arched dam held 88,560-acre-feet of water in the Gibson Reservoir. Built using a prototype “trial-
load method,” the finished dam included integrated instrumentation to measure uplift pressure, loads, and radial deflection, to
determine structural behavior under operation (Autobee 1995:17, 19-20).

The Sun River Project was complete by 1929, and project farmers eventually ran the irrigation systems themselves. In 1927, the
farmer-owned Fort Shaw Irrigation District took over operation of the canal system from the government. A similar organization, the
Greenfields Irrigation District, took over operation and maintenance of its division system on January 1, 1931 (Autobee 1995:25;
Fabry 1994:27).

In the mid-twentieth century, the project was updated by a series of projects. Modifications to the Gibson Dam in 1938 increased its
storage capacity to 105,000-acre-feet. Other improvements enlarged the Pishkun Reservoir in 1940 and raised the Willow Creek Dam
by 12 ft in 1941. Around this time, the original wood-stave Pishkun Canal siphon pipe was removed from the Sun River Bridge. The
pipe was replaced with a concrete siphon pipe that was installed underground, crossing beneath the Sun River (Quivik 1980; USBR
2015). Despite this increased capacity, heavy rains and snowmelt in the mountains caused record flooding in the Sun River Valley in
June 1964. Flood waters rose 3 ft over the top of Gibson Dam. In response, the USRS installed new jet-flow gates to increase the
discharge rate (Autobee 1995:22-23).

While the Sun River Project did not ultimately boost the economic fortunes of Great Falls, after a slow beginning, it did provide
agricultural success for valley farmers. Alfalfa and dairy goods were important products on the project. Other crops included wheat,
oats, flax, and peas. In the 1980s, farmers in the Greenfields Division grew malting barley under contract for the Anheuser-Busch
Company, eventually planting about 60 percent of the division’s land to this crop (Autobee 1995:28).

5. National Register Evaluation and Assessment

HAS A FORMAL ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION BEEN PREVIOUSLY ISSUED FOR THIS SITE/PROPERTY?

[ ] No formal determination  [_] Yes, determined NOT eligible X Yes, determined eligible  [_] Yes, NR listed  [_] Unknown
PROVIDE YOUR ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE’S/PROPERTY’S ELIGIBILITY FOR THE NATIONAL REGISTER
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[ ] Meets criteria as an individual property  [_] Meets criteria as a contributing element to a historic district

|:| Does not meet criteria |X| Does not meet criteria, and is a non-contributing element to a historic district

Historic District Name: Sun River Irrigation Project

APPLICABLE NR CRITERIA* ARGUMENT FOR OR AGAINST EACH NR CRITERION

A — Events The Sun River Bridge is significant for its association with USBR’s Sun River Irrigation Project in
Montana. The Sun River Bridge was an integral part of the Sun River Crossing of the Pishkun
Canal; the bridge carried the canal across the river in a siphon pipe and played a significant

[ ] YES[XI NO | role in the delivery of irrigation water to area farmers. However, due to changes over time,
including the removal of the siphon, changes to the abutments, addition of a concrete
vehicular deck, and change of use, the property no longer retains sufficient integrity to convey
significance under Criterion A.

B — Persons Research did not reveal any association of the resource with the lives of significant persons.
The resource is associated with the USBR’s Sun River Project. The type and use of the resource
(i.e., an early twentieth century bridge that carried an irrigation siphon) is unlikely to be
illustrative of a significant person’s achievements. Additionally, these types of support-role

resources (bridges), typically required collaboration amongst numerous individuals, such as
[ ] YEs[X] NO . . ; L

bureaucrats, engineers, architects, and geologists. If such an individual is identified, the
significance depends on the degree that the resource illustrates that person’s important
achievements (NPS 1997:14-15). As preliminary research found no evidence that the bridge
was specifically or consequentially associated with the productive life of any documented
persons, the Sun River Bridge does not appear to qualify under Criterion B.

C — Characteristics The Sun River Bridge embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type of construction,
specifically that of a Warren truss (with verticals) bridge constructed to carry an irrigation
siphon pipe. These characteristics include parallel top and bottom chords, vertical end posts,
diagonals, floor beams, stringers, struts, riveted connections, wood plank roadway, siphon,
|:| VES |Z NO and concrete abutments. However, due to changes over time, including removal of the original
wood decking and replacement with concrete panels, and alterations to the concrete
abutments, the bridge no longer retains integrity to convey significance under Criterion C as a
representative example of a Warren truss (with verticals) bridge. Further, the Sun River Bridge
does not appear to represent the work of a master or possess high artistic values. The Sun
River Bridge does not appear to qualify under Criterion C, due to a loss of integrity.

D — Information The Sun River Bridge was built of common construction methods and well-known materials
and is unlikely to answer important research questions or yield information about human

[ ]YESXINO | history that can only be answered by the actual physical material, design, construction
methods, or interrelation of these resources. The Sun River Bridge does not appear to qualify
under Criterion D.

INTEGRITY (LOCATION, DESIGN, SETTING, MATERIALS, WORKMANSHIP, FEELING, ASSOCIATION)

The bridge has sustained extensive alterations over the years, including removal of the wood-stave siphon pipe, addition of a
vehicular deck, changes to the abutments, and a change of use (it no longer carries the Pishkun Canal Siphon but is simply a vehicular
bridge). The bridge retains integrity of location and setting, as it remains in its original position and few changes have occurred to the
rural setting of the structure. The removal of the siphon, addition of a vehicular deck, and changes to the abutments, have
diminished the bridge’s integrity of design, materials, workmanship, and feeling. Additionally, the change of use from water
conveyance to a vehicular bridge has diminished the bridge’s integrity of association. It no longer functions to carry the Pishkun Canal
Siphon across the Sun River and retains no association to the Sun River Project. HRA recommends the Sun River Bridge no longer
retains sufficient integrity to convey its significance.

POSSIBLE IMPACTS TO THE SITE

An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of a historic property that
qualify the property for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) in a manner that would diminish the integrity of
the property’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association (CFR 800.5 [a] [1]).
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The project involves removal of the existing Sun River Bridge and construction of a new structure that will meet current design and
safety standards, provide additional load carrying capacity, and connect to new approach roads. As discussed above, HRA

recommends the one historic-period architectural resource—the Sun River Bridge—not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under any
criteria. As no historic properties appear to be present, HRA recommends a finding of no historic properties affected.

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE | PO Box 201202 - Helena, MT 59620-1202 | (406) 444-7715 - mtshpo@mt.gov
Ver. 1/2023 | https://mhs.mt.gov/Shpo/docs/AERform1.pdf


mailto:mtshpo@mt.gov

AER FORM 1| ™%

7 of

ARCHITECTURE & ENGINEERING RECORD 10
(6.Information Sources

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE | PO Box 201202 - Helena, MT 59620-1202 | (406) 444-7715 - mtshpo@mt.gov
Ver. 1/2023 | https://mhs.mt.gov/Shpo/docs/AERform1.pdf


mailto:mtshpo@mt.gov

AER FORM 1| ™

8 of

ARCHITECTURE & ENGINEERING RECORD 10

Aarstad, Rich, Ellie Arguimbau, Ellen Baumler, Charlene Porsild, and Brian Shovers
2009 Montana Place Names from Alzada to Zortman. Montana Historical Society, Helena.

Autobee, Robert
1995  Sun River Project. Bureau of Reclamation. Electronic document,
https:/ /www.usbr.gov/projects/pdf.php?id=198, accessed May 7, 2023.

Axline, Jon
1993 Monuments Above The Water: Montana’s Historic Highway Bridges, 1860—1956. Montana Department of
Transportation, Helena.

Brinckerhoff, Parker, and Engineering and Industrial Heritage
2005 A Context For Common Historic Bridge Types. NCHRP Project 25-25, Task 15. October. Electronic
document, , accessed June 5,
2023.

Fabry, Judith
1994  Enlightened Selfishness: Great Falls and the Sun River Project. Montana The Magazine of Western History
(Winter 1994):4-27.

Fairfield Sun Times (Fairfield, Montana)
2020 Sun River Bridge Replacement Project Gets Initial Funding. 10 September.

Friedman, P.
1986  Cultural Site Record for 241.C808 / 24TT0134. On file at Montana State Historic Preservation
Office, Helena.

Great Falls Tribune (Great Falls, Montana)
1904a Sun River Irrigation. 23 April:2.

1904b The Sun River Irrigation. 16 June:2.

HistoricBridges.org
2023  Iron and Steel Brands: A Catalog of Steel Mill Marks. Illinois - S. Electronic document,
, accessed June 5, 2023.

Malone, Michael P., and Richard B. Roeder
1976 Montana: A History of Two Centuries. University of Washington Press, Seattle.

National Park Service (NPS)
1997  National Register Bulletin: How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation. Electronic
document, http://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb15/nrb15_2.htm, accessed June 5, 2023.
Quivik, Fredric L.
1980  Sun River Bridge / Pishkun Canal Siphon. 24TT0199. NAER Inventory form. On file at Montana
State Historic Preservation Office, Helena.

Spritzer, Don
2006  Roadside History of Montana. Mountain Press, Missoula, Montana.

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR)
2015  Reclamation: Managing Water in the West. Bridge Inspection Report, Inspection Type: Routine, Sun
River Bridge. Structure No. MTA-SR-001. U.S. Department of the Interior. Electronic document,

accessed June 4, 2023.

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE | PO Box 201202 - Helena, MT 59620-1202 | (406) 444-7715 - mtshpo@mt.gov
Ver. 1/2023 | https://mhs.mt.gov/Shpo/docs/AERform1.pdf


mailto:mtshpo@mt.gov
https://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/archive/notesdocs/25-25(15)_fr.pdf
https://historicbridges.org/info/brands/index.php
https://highways.dot.gov/sites/fhwa.dot.gov/files/2015-existing-bridge-inspection-report-load-rating.pdf

AER FORM 1| "°

9 of

ARCHITECTURE & ENGINEERING RECORD 10

2023a  Sun River Project: History. Electronic document, https://www.usbr.gov/projects/index.phprid=420,
accessed June 4, 2023.

2023b  Sun River Diversion Dam. Electronic document,
accessed June 4, 2023.

U.S. Reclamation Service (USRS)
1916  Montana Sun River Project. Reclamation Record 7(7, July):289-336. Google Books. Electronic
document,

accessed June 4, 2023.

Van West, Carroll
1986 A Traveler's Companion to Montana History. Montana Historical Society, Helena.

7. List of Photos and Maps

IMPORTANT: DO NOT insert images for photos, maps, and other figures to this document. Supporting photographs, maps, and
other figures referenced in the table below need to be formatted, saved, and submitted according to SHPO'’s Guidelines and Samples
for CSR/AER Form Attachments. For more detailed mapping and photography standards, please review Montana SHPO Consultation
Guide, 2023.

FIGURE NUMBER DESCRIPTION / CAPTION PHOTOGRAPHER PHOTO DATE

1 Location overview map for Sun River Bridge (24TT0199) at 1:24,000 N/A 5/22/2023
scale. T22N ROW; T22N R8W

2 Aerial overview map for Sun River Bridge (24TT0199) at 1:24,000 scale. | N/A 5/22/2023
T22N ROW,; T22N R8W

3 Sun River Bridge (24TT199), overview; view northeast. Jeannie Larmon 5/24/2023

4 Sun River Bridge (24TT199), overview; view southwest. Jeannie Larmon 5/24/2023

5 Sun River Bridge (24TT199), northwest face; view south. Jeannie Larmon 5/24/2023

6 Sun River Bridge (24TT199), southeast face; view west. Jeannie Larmon 5/25/2023

7 Sun River Bridge (24TT199), northeast face of central pier; view Jeannie Larmon 5/24/2023
southwest.

8 Sun River Bridge (24TT199), detail of west abutment, south face; view Jeannie Larmon 5/24/2023
northwest.

9 Sun River Bridge (24TT199), underside of deck at west abutment; view Jeannie Larmon 5/24/2023
southwest.

10 Undated photograph of the Sun River Bridge (24TT199). Photo courtesy | Unknown Unknown

of the Fairfield Sun Times at
https://www.fairfieldsuntimes.com/news/national/sun-river-bridge-
replacement-project-gets-initial-funding/article_4d5b35c0-f3b3-11ea-
8e26-13d12aedff78.html.

(tab from last cell to add rows to photos and maps table)

A See Checklist 2: Submitting Site Records and Requesting Smithsonian Numbers (Appendix D.2) and Documenting Sites (section
2.3) of the Montana SHPO Consultation Guide, 2023.
Online: https://mhs.mt.gov/Shpo/Archaeology/ConsultingWith
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* See Site/Property Types, Time Periods, and Diagnostic Types for Cultural and Architectural-Engineering Records.
Online: https://mhs.mt.gov/Shpo/docs/CSR_AER Codes.pdf

+ See How to Apply National Register Criteria for Evaluation. National Park Service, National Register Bulletin. 1997.
Online: https://www.nps.gov/subjects/nationalregister/upload/NRB-15 web508.pdf
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Figure 1. Location map for Site 24TT199.



Figure 2. Sketch map for Site 24TT199.



Figure 3. Sun River Bridge (24TT199), overview; view northeast. Photo by Jeannie
Larmon, 5/24/2023.

Figure 4. Sun River Bridge (24TT199), overview; view southwest. Photo by Jeannie Larmon,
5/24/2023.




Figure 5. Sun River Bridge (24TT199), northwest face; view south. Photo by Jeannie Larmon,
5/24/2023.

Figure 6. Sun River Bridge (24TT199), southeast face; view west. Photo by Jeannie Larmon,
5/25/2023.




Figure 7. Sun River Bridge (24TT199), northeast face of central pier; view southwest.
Photo by Jeannie Larmon, 5/24/2023.

Figure 8. . Sun River Bridge (24TT199), detail of west abutment, south face; view
northwest. Photo by Jeannie Larmon, 5/25/2023.




Figure 9. Sun River Bridge (24TT199), underside of deck at west abutment, pipe saddle;
view southwest. Photo by Jeannie Larmon, 5/24/2023.

Figure 10. Undated photograph of the Sun River Bridge (24TT199). Photo courtesy of the
Fairfield Sun Times at https://www.fairfieldsuntimes.com/news/national/sun-river-bridge-
replacement-project-gets-initial-funding/article_4d5b35c0-f3b3-11ea-8e26-
13d12aedff78.html.




United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
Montana Area Office
1 ‘ P.O. Box 30137
IN REPLY REFEER TO Billings, MT 59107-0137
MT-227 NOV 2 9 2023

2.1.1.04

US MAIL —- CERTIFIED RETURN RECEIPT

Peter Brown

State Historic Preservation Officer
Montana Historical Society

PO Box 201201

Helena, MT 59620-1201

Subject: Section 106 determination for the Sun River Bridge (24TT0199)
Dear Mr. Brown:

The United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), Missouri
Basin Region, Montana Area Office is notifying your office of a proposed undertaking to remove
the Sun River Bridge (Smithsonian number 24TT0199), spanning the North Fork of the Sun
River located between Lewis & Clark County and Teton County, Montana. The bridge was built
ca. 1916 by Reclamation as part of the Sun River Project. The Sun River Bridge is a single-lane,
two span bridge that functioned to carry the Pishkun Canal Siphon (an 8-foot-diameter wood
stave siphon pipe) and to allow vehicles to cross the Sun River. The bridge is currently in a
deteriorated condition. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with
partner agencies including the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, the U.S. Bureau of Land
Management, the U.S. Forest Service, and the Greenfields Irrigation District, is proposing to
replace the existing bridge with a new bridge meeting current design and safety standards.

Recently the FHWA held a consultation meeting with MTSHPO compliance officer Samantha
Gilk to discuss the Section 106 determination of effect for the bridge replacement project. The
question as to whether the Sun River Bridge is currently listed on the National Register of
Historic Places (National Register) was raised during that meeting with no apparent affirmative
resolution.

Further research has demonstrated that the Sun River Bridge was recommended eligible by
researchers in 1982 (Attachment 1), but the property has not been listed on the National Register.
Further, the eligibility recommendation was not supported by Reclamation, the federal property
owner. Any Reclamation property listed on the National Register must go through
Reclamation’s Federal Preservation Officer (FPO) to be signed off on prior to formal request for
listing. Joe Giliberti, Reclamation’s current FPO, conducted a search of the National Register
and Reclamation files, and has concluded that the Sun River Bridge is not a listed property.

INTERIOR REGION 5 « MISSOURI BASIN
KANSAS, MONTANA', NEBRASKA, NORTH DAKOTA, SOUTH DAKOTA
° PARTIAL




Some of the confusion that occurred during the initial consultation may stem from the Sun River
Bridge’s profile published on page 73 within the 1982 publication of the U.S. Department of the
Interior, National Park Service, Historic American Engineering Record Branch researchers (see
Attachment 1), That publication written by Fredric Quivik is titled, “Historic Bridges in
Montana”. Quivik’s publication refers to the Sun River Bridge as one in a class of bridges that
may be considered eligible for listing on the National Register. However, the bridge was never
formally nominated for inclusion on the National Register and was never listed. Further, as
previously mentioned, the eligibility recommendation was never adopted by the bridge’s owner,
Reclamation.

In May 1985, the Keeper of the National Register issued a Determination of Eligibility (DOE)
for the Thematic Resources Historic Bridges of Montana, which was submitted on a NR
Nomination Form that was prepared by the Montana SHPO in 1982. While the Sun River
Bridge was included in the Thematic Resources form, the bridge was not reviewed for individual
eligibility and did not receive an individual DOE.

On May 24, 2023, Historical Research Associates, Inc. (HRA) a contractor working for the
FHWA updated an AE-R Form 1 Architectural & Engineering Record for the Sun River Bridge /
Pishkun Canal Road Bridge (MTA-SR-001) for the Montana SHPO office. Within that
document, HRA presented its recommendation that the Sun River Bridge is not eligible for
inclusion in the National Register under any criteria, and further recommended a finding of no
historic properties affected by the proposed demolition of the structure. Reclamation agrees with
HRA'’s assessment but understands from the FHWA/MT SHPO consultation that the Montana
SHPO’s office disagrees.

Reclamation is asking that the Montana SHPO reconsider Ms. Gilk’s opinion regarding the
eligibility of the bridge. By adopting HRA’s findings, and in keeping with Reclamation’s
Section 110 responsibilities, Reclamation is proposing a change in eligibility recommendation
for the bridge from that made in 1982 by the NPS third party researchers. Reclamation is not
proposing a “delisting” of the Sun River Bridge from the National Register, as that action is
reserved for sites that have been officially listed on the National Register and are being proposed
for removal. The Sun River Bridge is not listed on the National Register.

Reclamation recognizes that the Sun River Bridge was an integral part of the Sun River
Irrigation Project in Montana. The bridge served as a crossing for the Pishkun Canal; the bridge
carried the canal across the river in a siphon pipe and played a significant role in the delivery of
irrigation water to area farmers. However, the siphon pipe is no longer a functioning part of the
bridge. It was replaced and relocated to under the Sun River in 1946. Based on the review
provided by HRA, Reclamation has determined that the bridge no longer retains sufficient
integrity to convey its significance and the bridge is therefore not eligible for inclusion in the
National Register. Further, based on the ineligibility of the bridge, Reclamation has determined
a finding of no historic properties affected for the proposed bridge replacement project.
Reclamation is asking the Montana SHPO to concur with our determination of the bridge being
ineligible and thus no historic properties affected by the proposed action.

If your office disagrees with this determination and finding, Reclamation would like to move
forward with inviting the participation of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP)



to help us in the development of a resolution to any dispute we may have. I hope we can come to
an agreement so that the additional involvement of the ACHP will not be necessary.

Thank you as always for your participation in our Section 106 compliance process. If you have
any questions, please contact me at (406) 200-1814 or by email at gshannon(@usbr.gov. If you
are deaf, hard of hearing, or have a speech disability, please dial 7-1-1 to access
telecommunications relay services.

Sincerely,

%w% Ward SWM%

George Ward Shannon, Jr., Ph.D.
Reclamation’s Missouri Basin Region Archaeologist

Enclosures

cc (wlencl.): Jeffrey Baumberger, Reclamation, Supervisory Natural Resource Specialist
(jbaumberger(@usbr.gov)
Joe Giliberti, Reclamation, Federal Preservation Officer (jgiliberti(@usbr.gov)
Michael Traffalis, FHWA, Project Manager (Michael. Traffalis@dot.gov)
Samantha Gilk, MT SHPO, Compliance Office (Samantha.Gilk@mt.gov)
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December 7, 2023

George Ward Shannon, Jr., Ph.D.

Reclamation’s Missouri Basin Region Archaeologist
US Bureau of Reclamation

Montana Area Office

PO Box 30137

Billings, MT 59107-0137

Ref: Section 106 determination of National Register eligibility for the Sun River Bridge (24TT0199)
Dear Dr. Shannon:

Thank you for providing the Montana SHPO with an AER Form documenting the Sun River Bridge, and your November 29
letter outlining BOR’s reasons for believing the bridge is not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. SHPO’s
database reflects that the bridge was determined eligible on May 7, 1985. The absence of comprehensive SHPO or BOR
files documenting this previous consultation is frustrating. We are interested to learn whether the Keeper of the
National Register has information on the bridge’s eligibility status.

SHPO is not able to concur with BOR’s determination that the Sun River Bridge is not eligible for the Register. We believe
the circa-1941 siphon removal and more recent modifications do not reduce the bridge’s historic integrity to the point
that it would no longer be eligible. Although the bridge’s initial construction and its primary original function may be
irrigation related, it also has a lengthy history as a transportation feature in a vast landscape with apparently few other
nearby options for a river crossing. SHPO believes that transportation as a theme should factor into the eligibility
determination as it does with other bridges.

SHPO accepts that BOR may wish to resolve this impasse with a third-party review from the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation or from the Keeper of the National Register. Please copy us on correspondence with these entities.

Sincerely,

72 far—

Pete Brown
State Historic Preservation Officer

File: BOR-2023112906



MEMORANDUM

To: Michael Traffalis, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
CC: Brad Thompson, RPA

Jeannie Larmon, PhD, and Kathryn Burk-Hise, MS, Historical Research Associates,
From:

Inc. (HRA)
Subject: Sun River Bridge Supplemental Memo for Submission to the Keeper of the NRHP
Date: May 31, 2024

Background for the Sun River Bridge Submission to the
Keeper of the National Register of Historic Places

Historic Context

A series of federal land acts implemented through the second half of the nineteenth century, such as
the 1862 Homestead Act (and its various iterations), the 1877 Desert Land Act, and the 1894 Carey
Act, offered free (or cheap) land to settlers meeting certain conditions. The Homestead Act granted
160 acres to any U.S. citizen who lived on and improved the land for a period of five years. The
Desert Land Act and the Carey Act required claimants to develop individual irrigation works on
their land, to support crop production. These acts stimulated irrigation through private enterprise.
For greater agricultural development, the government established a federal agency under the 1902
Newlands Reclamation Act to build and operate large-scale projects consisting of dams and
irrigation works—the U.S. Reclamation Service (USRS) (Malone and Roeder 1976:183; Van West
1986:60).

The first private irrigation attempt in the Sun River Valley came in 1884, when businessmen from
Helena began digging a canal from the north fork of the Sun River to an area known as Freezeout
Bench, though they never completed the project. A more successful effort came about five years
later with the construction of the 18-mile-long Crown Butte Canal, which irrigated an area between
Shaw Butte and Cascade. Around the same time, the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) sent a team of
surveyors to search the area for suitable reservoir sites and canal routes; however, no further action
was taken (Autobee 1995:6-7).

After the advent of the USRS (later renamed the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation [USBR]), interest in
large-scale irrigation resumed. The business community in Great Falls held a series of public
meetings and began lobbying the government for a federal irrigation project. The Great Falls Tribune
announced in April 1904: “If this Sun river project goes through, it will mean one of the greatest
boosts to Great Falls that this city has ever experienced. It will mean thousands of farmers
established right at the doors of this city, and the cultivation of thousands of acres of rich land that
are now lying idle because of a lack of watet” (Great Falls Tribune 1904a). Another article later that
year claimed that the irrigation of the Sun River bench would be “better than plans for another

Historical Research Associates, Inc.
125 Bank St, Suite 500, Missoula, MT 59802 Phone: 406.721.1958 Fax: 406.721.1964



smelter,” because it would offer “a more permanent prosperity” (Great Falls Tribune 1904b). In April
1905, a committee from the city traveled to Washington, D.C., meeting with President Theodore
Roosevelt and other officials to promote the Sun River Project. While city boosters pursued federal
funding, many people living near the proposed project lands had little interest in federal irrigation
(Fabry 1994:16-17).

Still, the city’s efforts paid off. The secretary of the Interior approved the Sun River Project in 1900,
and an appropriation of $500,000 allowed construction to begin on the Fort Shaw division of the
project in the summer of 1907. In preparation, Congress opened the old Fort Shaw military
reservation lands to settlement, providing for 200 farm units averaging 60 acres each (Autobee
1995:8; Fabry 1994:18). The Sun River Project would eventually encompass 91,000 acres, with
10,000 acres in the Fort Shaw division on the south bank of the river—reaching eastward as far as
Fort Benton—and 81,000 acres in the Greenfields division on the north side—running eastward to
the town of Ulm (Autobee 1995:3).

Construction was scheduled to begin in 1907, but no private companies offered bids on the work of
building the project’s first structure, Willow Creek Dam, so the USRS ordered the work done by
“force account,” or USRS staff (USRS 1916). After substantial labor problems and a change in
construction method, the dam was finally finished in November 1911 and began storing water in
1916. Private companies constructed the 12-mile-long Fort Shaw Canal and its associated 85 miles
of laterals using electric-powered draglines for the first time on a Reclamation project. Government
workers installed the water control structures and the Fort Shaw Diversion Dam. One unique aspect
of these structures was that the drops were designed to blend into their surroundings, mimicking the
aesthetic of a natural waterfall and accented with boulders (Autobee 1995:9-12).

With the project underway, the USRS platted two towns on the project lands, Fort Shaw, 1 mile
south of the old fort in 1906, and Simms, with a two-story schoolhouse in the center of town, in
1908 (Aarstad 2009:94; Spritzer 2006:273). This may have signaled the growth that Great Falls had
hoped for, but farming on the project got off to a slow start. When the Fort Shaw division opened
in 1908, it was already late in the planting season, and only 35 settlers took up land for irrigation.
More people came over the next few years, though few had any experience with irrigation agriculture
(Fabry 1994:19). Farmers originally faced a two-day journey over rough wagon roads to deliver their
produce to markets in Great Falls. It was not until December 1912 that the Fort Shaw division
farmers had rail service on the Great Northern Railroad to Great Falls three days a week. Thereafter,
farmers could ship milk and cream to Great Falls in refrigerated cars, a more profitable business. By
1919, most of the milk and cream consumed in Great Falls came from Sun Valley dairy farms (Fabry
1994:21, 23).

The USRS continued expanding the project system, completing the 132-foot-high Sun River
Diversion Dam at the mouth of Sun River Canyon in 1915. The completion of the 12-mile-long
Pishkun Canal with its tunnels and 700-foot-long Sun River crossing, delivered water from the Sun
River Diversion Dam to Pishkun Reservoir. The Sun River crossing was achieved with the use of a
wood-stave siphon pipe that carried the canal’s water over the river via the Sun River Bridge (USBR
2023a, 2023b). The siphon was carried over a two-span Warren truss bridge. The original design of
the Warren truss bridge was patented by Captain James Warren and Theobald Monzani of England
in 1846; during the twentieth century, the Warren truss bridge was widely used by highway
departments across the United States as it was economical to construct (Axline 1993:34-35;
Brinckerhoff, Parker, and Engineering and Industrial Heritage 2005:3-39). Some records indicate
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that water was initially delivered across the bridge through a pair of siphon tubes arranged atop one
another (Quivik 1980), while others describe the siphon as a riveted steel pipe (Autobee 1995:16) or
a 96-inch-diameter wood-stave siphon (Friedman 1986; USBR 2015:4; USRS 1916:332). An undated
historical image from a newspaper article appears to show a large, wood-stave siphon on the bridge
(Figure 1; Fairfield Sun Times 2020).

521 :{ e : . = " Y “' :
Figure 1. Sun River Bridge, undated. Image courtesy of the Fazrfield Sun Times, September 10, 2020.

Additional construction for the Sun River Project continued through the 1920s. The Sun River
Slope Canal system, completed in 1919, brought water 32 miles from Pishkun Reservoir to the
Greenfields division (Autobee 1995:14, 16—17). Begun with site preparation in December 1926 and
put into operation in December 1929, the Gibson Dam became the “technical centerpiece of the
Sun River Project,” as well as “an aesthetic statement” (Autobee 1995:17). Standing 199 feet (ft) high
with a base width of 117 ft and a top width of 15 ft, the half-moon, concrete, arched dam held
88,560-acre-feet of water in the Gibson Reservoir. Built using a prototype “trial-load method,” the
finished dam included integrated instrumentation to measure uplift pressure, loads, and radial
deflection, to determine structural behavior under operation (Autobee 1995:17, 19-20).

The Sun River Project was complete by 1929, and farmers eventually ran the irrigation systems
themselves. In 1927, the farmer-owned Fort Shaw Irrigation District took over operation of the
canal system from the government. A similar organization, the Greenfields Irrigation District, took
over operation and maintenance of its division system on January 1, 1931 (Autobee 1995:25; Fabry
1994:27).

In the mid-twentieth century, the project was updated by a series of changes. Modifications to the
Gibson Dam, in 1938, increased its storage capacity to 105,000-acre-feet. Other improvements
enlarged the Pishkun Reservoir in 1940 and raised the Willow Creek Dam by 12 feet in 1941.
Around this time, the original wood-stave Pishkun Canal siphon pipe and all arched steel supports
for the siphon were removed from the Sun River Bridge. The pipe was replaced with a concrete
siphon pipe that was installed underground, crossing beneath the Sun River (Quivik 1980; USBR
2015). Despite this increased capacity, heavy rains and snowmelt in the mountains caused record
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flooding in the Sun River Valley in June 1964. Flood waters rose three feet over the top of Gibson
Dam. In response, the USRS installed new jet-flow gates to increase the discharge rate (Autobee
1995:22-23).

While the Sun River Project did not ultimately boost the economic fortunes of Great Falls, after a
slow beginning, it did provide agricultural success for valley farmers. Alfalfa and dairy goods were
important products on the project. Other crops included wheat, oats, flax, and peas. In the 1980s,
farmers in the Greenfields division grew malting barley under contract for the Anheuser-Busch
Company, eventually planting about 60 percent of the division’s land to this crop (Autobee 1995:28).

Description of the Sun River Bridge

Built in ca. 1916 by the Des Moines Bridge and Iron Company, the Sun River Bridge is a single-lane,
two-span bridge that spans the north fork of the Sun River. The bridge’s spans are continuous
(interconnected). The bridge is approximately 224 ft long, and its roadway is approximately 14 ft
wide. The bridge superstructure comprises two 112 ft riveted Warren trusses with vertical members
for extra strength. The trusses comprise built-up I-beams at the upper and lower chords with lattice
and batten diagonal members, lattice vertical members, struts, and bracing. The bridge has diagonal
bracing between the deck beams that are visible under the roadway deck and that comprise steel
angle stock that are riveted to gusset plate connections. The trusses are stamped ILLINOIS — USA —
S, indicating the steel was manufactured by the Illinois Steel Company, a subsidiary of the United
States Steel Company, at its South Chicago works (HistoricBridges.org 2023). The bridge is a
through type, with the original siphon formerly supported at the bottom chord level and a
roadway/deck placed just below the top chord level. The bridge deck comprises 6.5-inch-thick
precast-concrete panels that are placed perpendicular to the span atop the trusses’ steel I-beams and
stringers. The superstructure’s sole plate is mounted to steel-plate bearing structures, which are
bolted to the substructure. Only one of the original concrete pipe saddles (that supported the wood-
stave siphon pipe) is extant under the bridge deck at the northeast end of the bridge.

The substructure comprises poured-concrete abutments and a central poured-concrete pier. The
concrete abutments and central pier are in deteriorated condition. Under the northeast approach is a
poured-in-place, reinforced-concrete retaining wall that is partially backfilled with riprap, while
under the southwest approach is a non-historic, poured-in-place, reinforced-concrete retaining wall.
The bridge’s northeast approach span has timber decking, while the southwest approach is graveled
earth.

Mounted to the center of the southeast face of the bridge are electrical monitoring equipment, an
antenna, and a small solar power cell. A small, poured-concrete pumphouse (date unknown) is
located approximately 50 ft southwest of the east abutment at the river’s edge. The structure is
rectangular in plan, about 3.5 ft tall, and has a metal flat lid bolted to the top of the pumphouse. In
the center of the lid is a rectangular metal hatch that is padlocked.

Integrity

In the early 1940s, the original wood-stave siphon pipe that carried irrigation water of the Pishkun
Canal across the Sun River was removed from the bridge and replaced with a siphon of different
materials, which was installed in a different location. The replacement siphon was made of
reinforced concrete and was installed underground, beneath the Sun River channel. This siphon
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remains in use at the present time. After the siphon was removed, a small wood-frame room was
installed below the bridge deck on wood platform atop the center pier. This room housed a USGS
gauging station. The gauging station and room are no longer extant, but the wood platform remains.
In 1982, the original timber deck was removed, and the southwest approach span was removed, with
a concrete retaining wall built in its place. A concrete retaining wall was constructed under the
northeast approach, and riprap was installed. And, finally, rectangular precast-concrete plates were
added as the bridge deck. In 2002, Jersey barriers and W-beam guardrail were installed at the bridge
approaches. In 2012, some of the wood decking at the northeast approach was replaced, a concrete
wall was poured under the northeast corner of the approach to stabilize the deteriorating concrete
footing, W-beam guardrail was installed atop the new concrete wall, and steel cables were installed
below the deck running the length of the span.

The bridge has sustained extensive alterations over the years, including removal of the large wood-
stave siphon pipe, addition of a vehicular deck, substantial changes to both abutments, and a change
of use (it no longer carries the Pishkun Canal Siphon but is simply a single-lane vehicular bridge).
The bridge retains integrity of location and setting, as it remains in its original position, and few
changes have occurred to the rural setting of the structure. The removal of the siphon, addition of
the concrete vehicular deck, and changes to the abutments have diminished the bridge’s integrity of
design, materials, workmanship, and feeling. Additionally, the change of use from water conveyance
to a vehicular bridge has diminished the bridge’s integrity of association. It no longer functions to
carry the Pishkun Canal Siphon across the Sun River and retains no association to the Sun River
Project. HRA recommends the Sun River Bridge no longer retains sufficient integrity to convey its
significance.

Evaluation of Significance

Prior to this 2023 survey and inventory, the Sun River Bridge was recorded in 1980 on a National
Architectural and Engineering Record (NAER) inventory form during the Historic American
Buildings Sutrvey (HAER)/Montana Historic Bridge Inventory project (Quivik 1980).

On April 15, 1985, the National Park Service (NPS) received a Determination of Eligibility (DOE)
request to the Keeper of the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) submitted by W. S.
Dunbar for the Department of Transportation (DOT)/Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
tor Historic Bridges of Montana, Thematic Resources on an NRHP Inventory-Nomination Form (10-900)
written by Patricia Bick, Montana State Historic Preservation Office (MT SHPO), in 1982. On May
7, 1985, the Keeper determined the bridges that were listed on the NRHP form were eligible for
listing in the NRHP under 36 CFR 63.3 (NPS 1985). The NRHP form stated that “the bridges
included in this thematic submission are eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic
Places because they directly represent the major settlement and industrial patterns of the state of
Montana” under the themes Commerce, Engineering, Exploration/Settlement, and Transportation
(Bick 1982:8-0, 8-2). Bick noted that the bridges listed in the submission were “located at historically
significant crossings, bridges exhibiting innovative construction techniques, bridges representing
important and often popular trussing systems, and bridges constructed by important Montana and
Minneapolis based firms” (Bick 1982:8-0). No systematic discussion of the seven aspects of integrity
was given for any of the bridges.

The Sun River Bridge is significant for its association with the USBR’s Sun River Project in
Montana. The Sun River Bridge was an integral part of the Sun River crossing of the Pishkun Canal;
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the bridge carried the canal across the river in a siphon pipe and played a significant role in the
delivery of irrigation water to area farmers (Criterion A). However, due to changes over time,
including the removal of the original wood-stave siphon; changes to the abutments and approaches;
addition of a concrete vehicular deck, W-beam guardrails, steel cables, and Jersey barriers; and its
change of use from a siphon-carrying bridge to a vehicular bridge, the property no longer retains
sufficient integrity to convey significance for its association with the Sun River Project under
Criterion A.

Research did not reveal any association of the resource with the lives of significant persons. The
resource is associated with the USBR’s Sun River Project. The type and use of the resource (i.e., an
early twentieth century bridge that carried an irrigation siphon) is unlikely to be illustrative of a
significant person’s achievements. Additionally, these types of support-role resources (bridges),
typically required collaboration amongst numerous individuals, such as bureaucrats, engineers,
architects, and geologists. If such an individual is identified, the significance depends on the degree
that the resource illustrates that person’s important achievements (NPS 1997:14—15). As preliminary
research found no evidence that the bridge was specifically or consequentially associated with the
productive life of any documented persons, the Sun River Bridge does not appear to qualify under
Criterion B.

The Sun River Bridge embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type of construction, specifically
that of a Warren truss (with verticals) bridge constructed to carry an irrigation siphon pipe. These
characteristics include parallel top and bottom chords, vertical end posts, diagonals, floor beams,
stringers, struts, riveted connections, wood-plank roadway, siphon, and concrete abutments.
However, due to changes over time, including removal of the original wood decking, replacement
with concrete panels, and alterations to the concrete abutments, the bridge no longer retains
integrity to convey significance under Criterion C as a representative example of a Warren truss
(with verticals) bridge. Further, the Sun River Bridge does not appear to represent the work of a
master or possess high artistic values. The Sun River Bridge does not appear to qualify under
Criterion C, due to a loss of integrity.

The Sun River Bridge was built of common construction methods and well-known materials and is
unlikely to answer important research questions or yield information about human history that can
only be answered by the actual physical material, design, construction methods, or interrelation of
these resources. The Sun River Bridge does not appear to qualify under Criterion D.

Conclusion

NPS guidance states: “Integrity is the ability of a property to convey its significance. To be listed in
the National Register of Historic Places, a property must not only be shown to be significant under
the National Register Criteria, but it also must have integrity. The evaluation of integrity is
sometimes a subjective judgment, but it must always be grounded in an understanding of a
property’s physical features and how they relate to its significance” (NPS 1997:44).

While the Sun River Bridge was determined eligible for inclusion in the NRHP, the passage of 44
years since the bridge was first documented and 39 years since the DOE rightly indicates the need
for an updated survey and evaluation. The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s (ACHP’s)
regulations, 36 CFR 800.4|c][1], notes: “The passage of time, changing perceptions of significance,
or incomplete prior evaluations may require the agency official to reevaluate properties previously
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determined eligible or ineligible.” Additionally, the NPS notes “the Advisory Council’s regulations
recognize that perceptions of significance may change as time passes, so it may be necessary to
reevaluate whether a property is eligible for the National Register” (NPS 2002:5-F).

Following these professional cultural resources standards and guidelines, the consultant evaluated
the bridge for the FHWA in a reasonable and good-faith effort to identify historic properties in the
project area of potential effects (APE). Thus, the Sun River Bridge does not appear to qualify under
any of the NRHP criteria, as it no longer retains sufficient integrity to convey its significance.
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the inventory. The historical patterns of bridge building activity as well as the types
of bridge design and construction materials used in Montana was greatly influenced by

the construction of the railroad lines through the state. HAER inventory cards were
prepared for each bridge. ®

The inventoried bridges were placedin three categories by the contractors who conducted
the/;inventory. The three categories are: Category I: Bridges of outstanding histor-
ical and/or engineering significance and thus eligible for inclusioh in the National
Register of Historic Places; Category II: Bridges which are representative of impor- ,
tant Montana bridge builders and/or are of local historical significance and thus eligible
for National Register inclusion; Category II11: Bridges which may be significant repre-
sentative examples of important bridge types but for which additional historical research
will be necessa}y to adequately document National Register eligibility. The significance
of Montana's historic bridges was evaluated according to the criteria below. Bridges

were included in categories I and 11 if they were:

1) important to the economic or industrial development of the State, region, or nation,

2) sighificant to the histofy of bridge engineering, design, or construction principles.
3) designed or built by famous engineers or by significant Montana—baseq,bridge companies,
4) asséciated with the efforts of historic individuals or groups.

5) typical of an early bridge engineering effort commonly used throughout various area
of Montana for a specific purpose or reason.

6) the only remaining example or representative example of a particular bridge type.

The bridges included In this nominatlon are Included in categortes I, 11, and a few from I1].

Some ofnthe bridpes Included tn this nominatlon cross rallroad tracks, canyons, frrigation
canals and man-made reservoirs, however, most were built as river crossings. Montana
rivers range greatly in size, from the Missouriand the Yellowstone to minor streams

and creeks. Due to high seasonal floods,what might be considered disproportionately
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small rivers require large, sturdy bridges. Bridge site conditions vary from the western
third of the state with its mountainous terrain and narrow river valleys to the eastern
two-thirds which are primarily plains cut by broad prairie rivers. '

The most common -bridge designs recorded in this inventory were the Pratt and Warren trusses.
Both riveted and"pin—connected Pratts and Warrens were located in pony, through, and

deck configurations. The Pratt design'variations of Parker, Whipple, Baltimore and Penn-
sylvania trusses, and the Warrren variations of sub-divided, double-intersection, . and
triple intersection were all represented in the inventory. Other basic bridge types
included are trestle, plate girder, concrete arch, concrete beam, steel I-beam stringer,
stone arch, and even one suspension bridge, and a moveable span.

Because Montana was isolated and sparsely settled, early bridges generally lagged behind
more developed areas of the country in bridge building technology. The egrliest bridges
in Montana, from the 1860's until the advent of the railroads in the 1880's, were simple
timber stringer or king-post truss bridges. The earliest large vehicular and railroad
bsidges in the territory were wooden Howe trusses, but none have survived.

i .
When the railroads adyanced into the territory, they brought with them eastern bridge
designers and builders. Some of these men, notably 0.E. Peppard and William S. Hewitt,
remained in Montana to establish their own bridge construction firms. The railroads
also made available the materials for the newer steel truss bridges. Wood combhination
Pratt and steel Pratt,Baltimore, and Pennsylvania trusses were the bridge types most o

commonly constructed during this period, as Montana bridge building was brought into
the mainstream.

After 1900, Montana bridge builders settled on the basic Warren and Pratt (or its varia-
tion, the Parker) as the most efficient forms. Although the continuous truss, multi-
span .structures were becoming popular elsewhere in the country at this time, it was

not until 1933 that the first continuous truss was built in Montana.

Montana was surprisingly current in the use of reinforced concrete for bridges, building
the first such known bridge ca. 1910. However, after constructing several long arch,
multi-span concrete bridges around 1920, the Montana State Highway Commission abandoned
concrete arch designs, except in a few relatively short span situations and limited the
use of reinforced concrete to shorter concrete beam bridges. For longer spans, Montana
bridge builders continued to use the truss until the 1950's. Reinforced, pre-stressed
concrete and deep steel girder beams, along with more frequent piers, later supplanted

the function of the earlier long span as labor costs prohibited the onsite assembly of
trusses.

Seventy-three bridges are included in this request for an official determination of
eligibility. All bridges are in public ownership. Although a number of significant
historic bridges in Montana are in private ownership (many owned by the railroads),
these structures are not included in this submission. Also, there are numerous other
bridges, in both public and private ownership, that were placed in Category III that

may be determined to be eligible for later inclusinn, pending further intensive reaearch

e ey g dovenment e iy 1 e i 1 R

.



8. Significance

Period Areas of Significance—Check and justify below

-— prehistoric ____ archeology-prehistoric __ community planning ____ landscape architecture ____ religion

—1400-1499 ____ archeology-historic .- conservalion ——_ law __~.,scienge

—1500-1599 ____ agriculture - economics s ___ literature ~— sculpthye

. 1600-1699 ____ architecture — — education . ... military - social/

—_1700-1799 ____ art X __ engineering . music humanitarian
Yo X 1800-1899 - _X commerce X__ exploration/settiement ___ philosophy _—— theater
ﬂSL__1900— ___ communications —industry — politics/government  _x__ transportation

" ___invention - ___ other (specify)

Specific dates - " Builder/Architect Multiple -

Statement of Significance (in one paragraph) The 73 bridges included in this.submission are sig-
nificant because they represent the interaction of the economic and environmental forces whi«
had a major inflyence upon the patterns of settlement and historical development of the stat«
of Montana. Montana stretches 560 miles from east to west and 290 miles from north to south.
The construction of bridges provided vital transportation links between isolated areas of the
state and the national transportation network of railroads. Intrinsic to the history of the
development of transportation routes in Montana is the history of the technology of bridge
construction and of the bridge builders themselves. The historic bridges which comprise thi-
thematic nomination include spans located at historically significant crossings, bridges
exhibiting innovative construction techniques, bridges representing important and often pop-
ular trussing systems, and bridges constructed by importart Montana and Minneapolis based firms.

o
o

Fur tradilng posts, a few misslons and Infrequent  subslstence ranchlng operatlons were the
only white settlements In Montana during the first two-thirds of the Nineteenth Century,
With the pold rush of the 1860 Montann saw [Lg [ Lot major surpge In white emigratfon. Fron
that point on until the end of the 1910's, waves of people flooded Into the state to exploit
the newly discovered xesources. The 1870's was the beginning of copper mining in Butte, an
area that was to become the greatest copper producer in the world by 1900. And around 1900,
Montana's major Homestead era began. This greatest influx of all the booms brought thousand
of hopefuls to the arid plains of Eastern Montana. Fach of these exploitive endeavors re-
quired a tramsportation network to carry supplies into the Territory and to carry the rhw
materials to eastern markets. Those transportation.networks, in turn, required brnges to
provide reliable year-round crossings of Montana's rivers and streams.

Bridges were first built in Montana to facilitate travel on the Mullan Military Wagon

Road constructed in 1859-1860. The next major impetus to construct bridges came in re-
sponseg to the need to link the placer mining areas of Virginia City and Bannack with Helena
and Fort Benton to the north and Corraine, Utah to the south. Fort Benton was the head

of navigation on the Missouri River and Corraine was the nearest railhead on the trans-
continental line. Permanent farming settlements soon were established around these mining
districts and in the Gallatin valley of southwestern Montana and more roads and bridges
were constructed to get the produce from the farms to the mining centers.
work of roads left in Montana by the gold rush yielded some of the first permanent bridge
crossings, such as Brown's Bridge. The early simple trussed timber stringer spans were
generally toll bridges, built and maintained by local entrepreneurs. Needless to say,
the original structures have long since been replaced.

The early net-

The advent of quartz mining for silver and gold in Montana had a great impact upon the

development of the Territory, bringing modern.institutions and technologies and requiring
improved transportation to ship needed equipment overland to the mines and the ore to

the mills and smelters for processing. This in turn, provided the foundation for the
timber industry in northwestern Montana, providing supports for the mines and ties for
the railroads. By the early 1880's, the transcontinental railroads were pushing through
the state_and within ten years, two widely separated east-west corridors were in place

as well as a number of shorter connecting and branch lines. By 1889, Butte ore could

be hauled directly to Lake Superior for proceasing.
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The earliest railroad bridges were wooden structures. Not until several years of operation
had passed did the railroads replace the original structures with the present steel struc-
tures.’, The Union Pacific system reached Butte in 1881, but its steel bridges were not
built until 1901-1902, The Northern Pacific was complete through the state in 1883,

but its oldest remaining steel bridges were built in 1896. The Great Northern was built

in the late 1880™s, but its present steel structures were built in the late 1890's. The
Butte, Anaconda and Pacific was built in 1891-93, but the B.A. & P. steel truss bridge

was built in 1897. The Burlington Route arrived in Billings in 1894, but its present

steel bridges were not bullt until 1911, The only exception to the above rule is Lhe
Milwaulkee, St. Paul, and Pactf{e Failroad, The present MiTwankee Road byidges fn Mon-
tana are orlginal structures, bullt when the Milwaukee was constructing fts Line through

Montana from 1906-09,

The rallroads had a tremendous tmpact upon the economic development of Moptana. The

coal reserves developed Ln Cascade, Musselshell, and Carbon Countles powerdd the loco-
motives and fired the smelters in Butte, Anaconda, Great Falls. The prime agricultural
land of the Bitterroot Valley was not expldted until the Northern Pacific ran a branch

line south from Missoula in the 1880's. Competition between the railroads and the com-
munities located along the lines resulted in a flurry of bridge building activity to
facilitate the transpott of goods from developing agricultural and mining areas to and

from the emerging trade centers. For example, businessmen of Fort Benton, long established
as a trade center, responded to the change from steamboat to rail transportation by initia-
ting the construction of a bridge to span the Missouri and to therby obtain access to

the Judith Basin farmlands. The Great Northern Railway donated the materials forthis
bridge to the project. '

'v

The railroads had a direct impact upon vehicular bridge construction in Montana. First
the railroads brought trained bridge builders and engineers into the state who later
settled and established their own companies, second, the railroads provided the means

by which steel and other materials could be shipped from the mid-west thus allowing out-
of-state firms to successfully bid on county bridge building projects. The most promi-
nent of the individual bridge builders, 0.E. Peppard, worked for the Northern Pacific
Railroad in Montana until the late 1880's when he established his own firm in Missoula.

During the height of his career, Peppard was ore of the most productive bridge builders
in the state.

The homesteading era in Montana occassioned Lhe greatest surge of bridge building activity.
Between 1905 and 1920, thousands of hopeful settlers flocked to eastern and central
Montana, encouraged by the promotional campaigns of the railroads and land developers,
inflated grain prices, new techniques of dryland farming, more lenient homestead laws,

and unusually high rainfall. The rapid population growth in sparsely settled areas re-
sulted in a wave of county-splitting. The nead for improved roads and new bridges was

a major issue in the formation of the new county governments. It was during this time
period that the most Montana bridge building firms were able to become financially es-
tablished. Peppard's company in Missoula was shortly joined by William and Arthur Hewett's
Security Bridge Company in Billings., Late, W. P. Roscoe, who had been Security's vice-
president’, split from the company and started his own firm in Billings.

There were also
several smaller bridge firms operating in Montana during this time,

notably the Montana
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Bridge and Iron Company of Livingston. .Also during this period, the Montana State
Highway Commission Bureau was formed in 1915 to develop standardized plans and speci-
fications for county bridge construction. Charles A. Kyle was the commission's first
bridge designer, serving from 1915 to 1920. Among the most significant bridge designs
of the Highway .Commission was the riveted Warren through truss, available in 140-foot

and 175-foot spans. Designed by Kyle, this bridge type was used extensively througout
the state. I

The homesteading boom was shortlived. By the late teens, drought and poor market con-
ditions forced may of the eastern and central Montana settlers to give up theit claims
many had left the state by the early 1920's. The newly-formed counties were left with
expensive roads and bridges severely attenuated tax bases with which to pay for and main-
tain these improvements. Total bridge building activity in Montana during the twenties
was but a fraction of what had taken place in the teens alone. The many szall Pratt pony
and through truss bridges left in eastern and central Montana are a legacy to the boom _
and bust of the homestead era. While a great many bridges built during that period in
western Montana have since been replaced due to traffic pressures of a growing population,
edstern and central Montana counties still have an abundance of the homestead era bridges

i
which survive mainly because the roads and ranches they serve are so greatly reduced
in number. ’

Montana has grown slowly but steadily since 1930, yet there has never been a return of
the prosperity that existed during the years of this century when copper and agricpltufé
were booming. Tourism has become a major industry in Montana and trucking has taken
over much of the freight the railroads once carried. These factors have led to changes

in the highway system which has required alteration or replacement of many bridges built
during the early 20th Century.

The more recent oil, gas, and coal development has had a significant impact on the

bridges of eastern Montana. Thosecounties containing active fossil fuel extraction
operations have had the demand and resources to replace their older bridges. These counties
such as Rosebud (coal) and Fallon (oil and gas) today have fewer old bridges than their
neighbors which are still almost completely agricultural.

The bridges included in this thematic submission are eligible for inclusion in the National

Register of Historic Places because they directly represent the major settlement and
industrial patterns of the state of Montana.
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Historic Bridges of Montana Thematic Resources

List of bridges determined eligible by the Keeper under 36 CFR 63.3.

Bridge # County
1 Brown's Bridge Madison/
: Beaverhead
29 Big Hole River Bridge (at Glen) Beaverhead
30 Big Horn River Bridge Big Horn
2 Milk River Bridge (W of Dodson) Blaine
32 Milk River Bridge (W of Zurich) Blaine
33 Milk River Bridge (E of Harlem) Blaine
4 Fromberg Bridge Clark's Fork River Carbon
3 Tenth Street Bridge Great Falls Cascade
35 CM STP & P Overpass Cascade
5 Fort Benton Bridge Missouri River Chouteau
10 Yellowstone River Bridge Ft. Keough Custer
8 Tongue River Bridge Custer
317 O'Fallon Creek Bridge near Ismay Custer
22 Bell St. Bridge Yellowstone River Dawson
9 Judith River Bridge (N of Moore) Fergus
27 Abandoned (Sample's Crossing) Fergus
11 0O1d Steel Bridge Flathead River Flathead
26 Columbia Falls Bridge Flathead River FLathead
38 Cameron Bridge 2 mi. S Belgrade Gallatin
23 Nixon Bridge Gallatin
39 West Gallatin River Bridge 4 mi. (Map) Gallatin
24 Jefferson River Bridge Gallatin
12 St. Mary River Bridge N of Babb Glacier
40 Baring Creek Bridge Glacier Park Glacier
41 Intake Bridge Near Babb Glacier
45 Boulder River Bridge Jefferson
13 Dearborn River Bridge S. Augusta Lewis & Clark
14 Missouri River Bridge E of Wolf Creek Lewis & Clark
50 Little Prickly Pear Creek Bridge Lewis & Clark
49 Williams Street Bridge W of Helena Lewis & Clark
47 Little Prickly Pear Creek Bridge Lewis & Clark
92 Kootenai River Bridge at Troy Lincoln
54 Madison River Bridge S Ennis Madison
55 Silver Star Bridge Jefferson River Madison
56 Glen-Twin Bridges Rd. Madison
58 Van Buren S. Bridge Missoula Missoula
16 Roundup Bridge Mussellshell River Mussellshell
59 Melstone Bridge Mussellshell River Mussellshell
60 Mussellshell River Bridge E of Roundup Mussellshell
61 Carter Bridge Yellowstone River Park
63 Yellowstorie River Bridge W of Pine Ck Park
68 Wolf Point Bridge Missouri River Roosevelt
18 Main Channel Bridge Clark Fork Sanders

Bridge Name ‘



19
73
75
76
K

Dry Channel Bridge Clark Fork

Sun River Bridge (Pishkin Canal)

Milk River Bridge (in Tampico)

Duck Creek Bridge Yellowstone River
Pompey's Pillar Bridge Yellowstone R.

Sanders
Teton
Valley
Yellowstone
Yellowstone
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Name of Property: Sun River Bridge / Pishkun Canal Road Bridge (MTA-SR-001)
Federal DOE Project: Sun River Bridge Replacement Project

Location: Lewis and Clark County Montana

Request submitted by: BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

Date Received: 7/30/2024

Opinion of the State/Tribal Historic Preservation Officer:
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SHPO/THPO Comments:

The bridge conveys significance under National Register Criterion A in the area of
Transportation.

The Secretary of the Interior has determined that this property is:

X__ Eligible Not Eligible X__ Returned/Insufficient Information

Eligible, Insufficient Information ~ (See attached comments)

9/13/2024

Keeper of the National Register Date



National Register Comments:

The Bureau of Reclamation in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration are conducting a
highway and bridge replacement project along the Sun River corridor in Montana. A component of
that project proposes to remove and replace the Sun River Bridge. The federal agencies have not
received concurrence from the Montana State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) regarding the
National Register eligibility of the bridge and have requested Keeper assessment under Section 106
of the NHPA.

Built in 1916 as part of the Bureau of Reclamation’s Sun River Project (1915-1929), the single lane,
two-span, 112’ riveted Warren truss bridge was designed as a multifunctional crossing serving
irrigation and vehicular needs. The Des Moines Bridge and Iron Company bridge was a component of
the twelve-mile Pishkun Canal irrigation sub-system carrying a water siphon across the Sun River.

The bridge was evaluated in 1980-1982 as part of a comprehensive Montana bridge study and found
to meet the criteria for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, as one of several truss
bridges built to carry irrigation siphons across rivers in the state, an assessment concurred by the
Keeper of the National Register on 5/7/1985. Subsequent to the 1980 evaluation the bridge was
altered with the removal of the timber deck in favor of a new concrete decking, changes to the bridge
approaches and the addition of concrete retaining walls. While the irrigation siphon carried by the
bridge was previously removed the main truss elements remained intact.

In 2023 in response to the proposed replacement project a new evaluation of the bridge was
conducted by consultants Historical Research Associates (HRA). The evaluation found that the
bridge did not meet the National Register criteria based largely on its lack of historic integrity due to
the changes over time, particularly the loss of the character defining siphon conduits. The Bureau of
Reclamation and Federal Highway Administration concurred with that 2023 assessment of non-
eligibility. The Montana SHPO disagreed with the 2023 assessment, contending that the bridge still
conveyed significance under National Register Criterion A in the area of Transportation.

In the Keeper’s opinion the bridge does not individually meet National Register criterion A in the area
of transportation. The Montana SHPQO'’s contention that the bridge is eligible was not substantiated by
any evidence regarding its role in local transportation history or economic and community
development. Its initial location on a minor roadway in an isolated area of the state appears to have
been based principally on its function as a vital component of the regional irrigation system and not as
part of any established or important vehicular transportation network. The mere use of the bridge for
vehicular transportation during the past is not sufficient grounds for eligibility.

However, the Keeper does not agree that the property lacks sufficient integrity for listing under
Criterion C in the area of Engineering. The fundamental concept of a bridge is the crossing of an
obstacle and the carrying of some form of conveyance across that distance. The chief character
defining element of most bridges is the truss type or engineering solution designed to meet those
needs. While the Sun River Bridge has witnessed changes to elements of its historic design
(changing approaches, different roadbed materials, loss of irrigation features), the fundamental truss
design appears intact and is able to sufficiently convey the design character of this particular crossing
and its particular conveyance aspects. Elements of integrity such as deck replacement are common
with historic bridges even to the point of removal of a roadway. Despite the current changes in
materials to the roadway, the bridge nevertheless maintains its basic engineering design with a
roadway resting atop the Warren truss to allow for passage of a different conveyance resource on the
bottom cords. As an example of an engineering solution designed for a particular location and
function the Sun River Bridge retains the minimal integrity necessary for listing.



More importantly the 1980 and 2023 assessments did not sufficiently assess the potential contribution
of the extant bridge to the larger Sun River Irrigation Project or more specifically the Pishkun Canal
component of that system. The Reclamation Service’s historic efforts in creating the irrigation system
had considerable impact on the economic and developmental history of the region. Irrigation projects
such as the Pishkun Canal consisted of a series of physical elements, including dams, canals,
laterals, siphons, bridges, tunnels, control features and administrative resources, all working together.
While the current integrity of the Sun River Bridge may have partially compromised its potential
individual eligibility, the bridge appears to retain more than sufficient integrity for it to contribute to a
potentially larger resource/district/linear resource. The 2023 HRA study appears to support the
potential eligibility of the larger irrigation system but contends that the bridge’s integrity precludes its
eligibility as part of that system. The Keeper is not convinced from the current evidence that the
bridge lacks sufficient integrity to contribute to the larger system. It is important to understand the
variance in integrity requirements necessary for individual versus contributing eligibility.

The Keeper requests that the federal agencies provide additional information regarding the National
Register potential for a Pishkun Canal or Sun River Project historic district and the possible inclusion
of the Sun River Bridge as a contributing resource.
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