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1 

 

The West Virginia Division of Highways (WVDOH) retained Mead & Hunt, Inc. (Mead & Hunt) to update 

its statewide historic bridge inventory to include bridges built between 1965 and 1980. As part of the 

scope of work, Mead & Hunt prepared this report, which summarizes the methodology used to select 

bridges for field survey and the development of criteria to evaluate the bridges for potential National 

Register of Historic Places (National Register). 

 

This report is informed by the following documents:  

 

• Historic Context: West Virgina Bridges, 1965-1980 (February 2025) 

 

• National Register Bulletin: How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation 

 

• National Register Bulletin: How to Complete the National Register Registration Form  

 

• Program Comment Issued for Streamlining Section 106 Review for Actions Affecting Post-1945 

Concrete and Steel Bridges (Program Comment) 

 

• West Virginia Statewide Historic Bridge Survey: Final Survey Report (2015) 

 

The recommendations in this report are also based on analysis of the initial National Bridge Inventory 

(NBI) data set provided to Mead & Hunt by the WVDOH in 2023. Based on discussions with the WVDOH, 

bridges included in the survey pool include: 

 

• WVDOH-owned vehicular bridges 

• Bridges within historic districts1 

• Bicycle and pedestrian bridges (non-vehicular) maintained by the WVDOH 

• Non-WVDOH-owned bridges maintained by the WVDOH 

 

Mead & Hunt screened the bridges built from 1965 to 1980 to identify structures that have the potential to 

meet one or more areas of significance. To identify bridges with potential significance related to Criterion 

A, Mead & Hunt used GIS screening to identify bridges with potential associations based on location and 

proximity to facilities or areas such as parks, industrial areas, or military facilities. Common concrete and 

steel bridges that are part of the Program Comment were reviewed to select bridges with the potential for 

exceptional significance, as described in Section 2.A. 

 

 

 

 
1 Bridges within listed or eligible historic districts will be assessed for individual National Register eligibility but will 

not be assessed for potential to contribute to potential historic districts. 
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A. Program Comment 

In November 2012 the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) issued the Program Comment. 

The WVDOH previously submitted the documentation required by the ACHP under the Program 

Comment, in which it reported no exceptionally significant common bridges. The Program Comment can 

therefore be used for the work under the current scope.2 

 

As per the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA’s) Environmental Review Toolkit website: 

 

This new Program Comment applies to effects of undertakings on certain common concrete and 
steel bridges lacking distinction, not previously listed or determined eligible for listing on the National 
Register, and not located in or adjacent to historic districts. It makes no findings regarding the historic 
significance of the bridges included under its terms, but goes directly to treatment for these types of 

bridges which in any case are not likely to be preserved in place.3 

 

The FHWA provides further guidance on when the Program Comment does and does not apply: 

 

• The Program Comment applies to specific types of bridges and culverts built after 1945, including 
various forms of reinforced-concrete slab bridges, reinforced-concrete beam and girder bridges, steel 
multi-beam bridges or multi-girder bridges, and culverts and reinforced-concrete boxes (Section V), 
referred to as “common bridges”. 
 

• The Program Comment does not apply to bridges that are already listed in or eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places or to those located in or adjacent to a historic district (Section IV.A). 

 

• The Program Comment does not apply to arch bridges, truss bridges, bridges with movable spans, 
suspension bridges, cable-stayed bridges, or covered bridges (Section IV.B), referred to in this report 
as “uncommon bridges”. 

 

• The Program Comment does not apply to bridges identified as having exceptional significance for 
association with a person or event, being a very early or particularly important example of its type in 
a State or the nation, having distinctive engineering or architectural features that depart from standard 
designs, or displaying other elements that were engineered to respond to a unique environmental 

context and included in a list to be developed by each state Division of FHWA (Section IV.C).4 

 

The Program Comment does not exclude rigid frame structures from consideration nor does it define 

them as common bridges. Because bridges of this type were not frequently constructed and because they 

are not defined as common types by the Program Comment, both steel and concrete rigid frame bridges 

are considered uncommon types for the purposes of this report.  

 

 

 
2 Federal Highway Administration, Environmental Review Toolkit, 

https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/env_topics/historic_pres/bridges_list.aspx. 
3 Federal Highway Administration, Environmental Review Toolkit, 

https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/env_topics/historic_pres/program_comment.aspx. 
4 Federal Highway Administration, Environmental Review Toolkit, 

https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/env_topics/historic_pres/program_comment.aspx. 

https://www.achp.gov/digital-library-section-106-landing/program-comment-actions-affecting-post-1945-concrete-and-steel
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Under the Program Comment, steel and concrete bridges classified as common types may only be 

considered eligible if they meet the threshold of exceptional significance under one of the considerations 

listed in Section IV.C (see above). Any bridges classified as uncommon types or otherwise excluded from 

the Program Comment are not required to meet the threshold of exceptional significance and are, 

instead, evaluated following the standard National Register significance criteria. For more details, see 

Section 5: Applying National Register Evaluation Criteria to West Virginia’s Bridges.  

 

B. Interstate Exemption 

The ACHP adopted the Section 106 Exemption Regarding Effects to the Interstate Highway System 

(Interstate Exemption) on March 10, 2005. This exemption eliminates the majority of the 46,700-mile 

Interstate Highway System from consideration as a historic property under Section 106 of the National 

Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (Section 106), including bridges that carry the Interstate or 

are an integral part of it, such as an overpass connected to the Interstate by a ramp.  

 

The FHWA maintains a list of structures not covered by the Interstate Exemption that have exceptional 

significance or meet a national level of significance for the National Register. Structures in West Virginia 

that are exceptions to the exemption include three bridges: Yeager Bridge, southbound (1954); Charlton 

Bridge, southbound;(1954); and Fort Henry Bridge (1955). All were constructed outside of the study 

period.5  

 

 

Data sets provided for the purposes of this project included both vehicular and non-vehicular bridges. 

These two data sets were combined to generate a single master database containing all of the state’s 

bridges.6 The data set was then refined using factors discussed with DOH. Prior to removing any bridges, 

the initial NBI data set provided by the WVDOH of extant bridges in West Virginia constructed between 

1965-1980 totaled 1,418 bridges. The following factors were used to remove bridges from the initial NBI 

data set: 

 

• Replaced bridges – Bridges that are no longer extant were removed. Additionally, the WVDOH 

provided a list of bridges within the study period that have been reviewed under Section 106, 

evaluated for National Register eligibility, and determined to be not eligible. These ineligible 

bridges, slated for replacement, were also removed from the data set. In total, 86 bridges that are 

no longer extant or are planned for replacement were removed.  

 

• Interstate Exemption – As indicated above, the only structures in West Virginia excluded from 

the exemption are outside of the study period. Therefore, 376 bridges that carry an essential 

feature of the Interstate were removed. 

 

 

 
5 “Final List of Nationally and Exceptionally Significant Features of the Federal Interstate Highway System,” 

Federal Highway Administration, https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/env_topics/historic_pres/highways_list.aspx. 
6 The data provided by the WVDOH did not include any structures under 20 feet in length. 

https://www.achp.gov/digital-library-section-106-landing/exemption-regarding-historic-preservation-review-process
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• Bridges not maintained by the WVDOH – The scope of the project does not include bridges 

maintained by municipalities, railroads, or other state agencies, including bridges in state parks or 

maintained by the State Toll Authority. Bridges owned by one of these agencies but maintained by 

the WVDOH are still eligible for inclusion. Therefore, 98 bridges not maintained by the WVDOH 

were removed. 

 

• Bridges previously listed in the National Register – Any bridge previously listed in the 

National Register was removed. Only one bridge, the New River Gorge Bridge (BARS #10A214), 

was previously listed. Therefore, it was removed.  

 

• Coal conveyances – A total of four bridges that serve as coal conveyors were removed.  

 

• Timber stringer bridges – A total of three timber stringer bridges were constructed during the 

study period. While this type is not specifically addressed under the Program Comment, it is a 

type that was introduced well before the study period, does not require complex or innovative 

engineering, and is generally unlikely to possess significance under either National Register 

Criteria A or C. Therefore, these three bridges were removed. 

 

A total of 527 bridges were removed based on the items above (note that many bridges meet more than 

one exclusion criteria so adding up the numbers presented above is not an accurate representation of the 

total number removed; see Appendix A for the list of bridges). The list includes 16 uncommon bridges that 

were excluded because each bridge met one or more of the criteria listed above. The remaining list of 

891 bridges is hereafter referred to as the project study pool (Appendix B).   
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The project study pool was examined to determine which bridges would be excluded from the Program 

Comment and which bridges would be subject to the Program Comment.  

 

A. Bridges Excluded from the Program Comment 

 

(1) Bridges in historic districts  

Before the Program Comment was applied, GIS data from the West Virginia State Historic Preservation 

Office (SHPO) was used to determine whether any study pool bridges are located within or adjacent to 

National Register-listed historic districts. Because the Program Comment does not apply to bridges 

located within or adjacent to listed historic districts, these bridges could not be evaluated using the 

Program Comment. Instead, each bridge was investigated to determine whether there was any indication 

of potential individual significance. A total of six bridges were identified: 02A055, 02A145, 13A066, 

13A137, 14A012, and 38A143 (see Table 1).  

 

Table 1. Bridges within historic districts 

BARS 
Local Name of 

Bridge 
Bridge Type County 

Structure 

Length (ft) 

Year 

Built 

Historic District 

Name 

02A055 
Finale Farm 

Bridge 

Prestressed 

Concrete Box Beam 
Berkley 27.7 1976 

Tuscarora Creek 

Historic District 

02A145 Scrabble Bridge 
Steel Stringer/Multi-

Beam/Girder 
Berkley 27.6 1978 

Scrabble Historic 

District 

13A066 Rocky Run Bridge 
Steel Stringer/Multi-

Beam/Girder 
Greenbrier 27.3 1976 

Blue Bend Forest 

Camp 

13A137 
Kates Mountain 

Bridge 

Steel continuous 

Stringer/Multi-

Beam/Girder 

Greenbrier 236.5 1965 

White Sulphur 

Springs, "The Old 

White" 

14A012 
North River Mills 

Bridge 

Prestressed 

Concrete Box Beam 
Hampshire 28 1972 

North River Mills 

Historic District 

38A143 
Seneca Lake 

Bridge 

Steel Stringer/Multi-

Beam/Girder 
Pocahontas 33.4 1979 

New Deal 

Resources in 

Seneca Sate Forest 

 

For each bridge, individual research was conducted to determine whether the bridge was associated with 

any significant historical trends or themes from the study period (a complete list of themes is provided 

below in Section 5, Criterion A Significance). While it is outside the scope of this project to determine 

whether a bridge is contributing to a historic district, individual district nominations were examined to 

identify if a bridge’s association with the district or any additional significance criteria were identified that 

could lead to potential individual significance. Each bridge identified to be within a historic district was 

either listed as non-contributing to the district or was not addressed in the nomination; none were listed as 

contributing to a historic district. Furthermore, none of the bridges were associated with the historic 

significance of the district within which they were located, and all postdated the period of significance for 

the district by several decades. As such, none of these bridges is likely to possess significance under 

Criterion A. 
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None of the bridges were named for historically significant individuals and historic research did not yield 

any indication that the structures were in any way associated with persons significant in our past. 

Therefore, none of the structures located within historic districts appear to possess significance under 

Criterion B. 

 

NBI data and inspection photos were examined for each bridge to determine whether the structures 

possessed any characteristics that would indicate possible Criterion C significance. A complete list of 

potentially significant characteristics is provided below in Section 6, Criterion C Significance. NBI data for 

these structures indicates that all are bridge types that were well established at the time of their 

construction. Furthermore, the data shows that all of the bridges were simple, single-span structures with 

short spans and did not employ complex or innovative engineering. As such, none of these bridges is 

likely to possess significance under Criterion C.  

 

Because the bridges are of simple, well understood types whose design and method of construction are 

well understood, these structures are unlikely to possess significance under Criterion D. 

 

Research and analysis of NBI data did not yield any indication of potential significance under any National 

Register criteria, and no further work was completed for the six bridges located within historic districts. 

 

(2) Uncommon bridges 

A list of uncommon bridge types was established to identify bridges excluded from the Program 

Comment. This list includes bridge types that are either excluded by the Program Comment or otherwise 

not included in the list of common bridge types, as defined under Section V of the Program Comment. A 

total of five uncommon types, equaling 19 bridges, have been identified in the project study pool. These 

types include concrete rigid frame, steel arch, steel rigid frame, steel truss, and one bridge classified as 

“steel other,” which does not meet any of the standard bridge type classifications (see Table 2). These 

bridges were field surveyed and evaluated to determine their National Register eligibility. 

 

Table 2. Uncommon bridge types recommended for survey and evaluation 

Bridge or culvert type BARS numbers Quantity 

Concrete rigid frame 13A173, 24A103, 42A089, 49A095, 49A096, 49A097 6 

Steel arch 31A114 1 

Steel rigid frame 10A204, 13A122, 21A015, 28A157, 35A102 5 

Steel other 39A190 1 

Steel truss 06A168, 10A245, 15A0257, 27A063, 37A028, 54A103 6 

 Total 19 

 

 

 
7 Bridge 15A025 has several common curved steel girder approaches on the Ohio side, each with its own BARS 

number. BARS 15A023, 15A024, and 15A026 were surveyed and evaluated as part of 15A025. 
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B. Bridges Subject to the Program Comment 

Of the 891 bridges in the project study pool, six are excluded from the Program Comment by nature of 

being located within National Register districts and 19 are excluded due to their classification as 

uncommon types. The remaining 866 remaining bridges in the project study pool are common steel and 

concrete bridge types that were evaluated under the Program Comment. As required under the Program 

Comment, the common bridges in the project study pool must be examined to determine if the 

considerations specified in Section IV (C) of the Program Comment apply (see Section 2.A).  

 

Section 5 describes the application of National Register evaluation criteria to West Virginia’s historic 

bridges, as well as the screening methodology applied to select common type bridges for field survey and 

evaluation for potential exceptional significance. Under the Program Comment, common type bridges 

must demonstrate “exceptional significance,” meaning they must rise to a higher standard of significance 

than National Register Criteria compared to “uncommon type” bridges. 

 

(1) Culverts 

The state’s concrete and steel culverts that are 20 feet or more in length in the project study pool were 

analyzed to identify features that may be indicators of potential exceptional significance. None were 

identified and, as such, none were recommended for further research.  

 

(a) Aluminum culverts and arch bridges 

Typically, culverts do not exhibit engineering significance to be eligible under Criterion C due to 

their rather simple construction. As such, the Program Comment generally allows for the 

exclusion of steel and concrete culverts from consideration for individual National Register 

evaluation. As the Program Comment does not specifically identify aluminum culverts as 

“common bridge type,” it is unclear if culverts of other materials are subject to the Program 

Comment. Given the limited number of aluminum culverts within the study pool, however, and the 

relative simplicity of engineering required for culverts, three aluminum culverts in West Virginia 

built during the study period were further considered for potential significance related to 

engineering, unusual site conditions, and aesthetics.  

 

Two additional culverts, classified as aluminum arches, were included in the NBI data set. 

Constructed of corrugated aluminum with earthen infill, these structures function similarly to 

culverts and likewise require relatively simple engineering to design. These structures were 

investigated similarly to the aluminum culverts above for potential significance. None of the 

aluminum culverts or arches were identified as meeting any criteria that may signify potential for 

meeting National Register eligibility criteria and were removed for further consideration. 
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The evaluation of West Virginia’s bridges built from 1965 through 1980 is based on the National Register 

Criteria as outlined in the National Register Bulletins How to Apply the National Register Criteria for 

Evaluation and How to Complete the National Register Form, as well as the guidance in the Program 

Comment. 

 

The National Register employs four criteria for evaluation: A, B, C, and D. Criterion A and Criterion B 

involve associative value, Criterion C involves design or construction value, and Criterion D involves 

information value. This section provides a brief overview of the National Register Criteria that apply to 

bridge types in West Virginia from the subject period. 

 

A. Criterion A  

This section outlines the methodology and themes considered for identifying bridges in the study pool 

with potential significance under Criterion A. Criterion A recognizes bridges that have an association with 

important events or trends that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of history. 

Important events or trends related to West Virginia bridges are discussed in the Historic Context for West 

Virginia Bridges, 1965-1980. 

 

Under Criterion A, bridges will be eligible if they are associated with important trends or events that have 

made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of events associated with West Virginia history. To 

possess significance, a direct connection between the bridge and the important event, trend, or pattern 

must be demonstrated. To be eligible under Criterion A, a bridge must be associated with at least one 

area of significance and must be able to convey its significant association.  

 

As stipulated in the Program Comment, common type bridges must demonstrate “exceptional significance 

for association with an event,” meaning they must rise to a higher standard for Criterion A significance 

compared to “uncommon type” bridges.  

 

Overall, several Criterion A themes were explored for bridges based on various themes.  

 

(1) Transportation 

The area of significance of Transportation is defined in the National Register Bulletin How to Apply the 

National Register Criteria for Evaluation as the process and technology of conveying passengers or 

materials.8 Transportation themes present complexities when evaluating individual components of a road, 

such as the roadbed, bridges, and tunnels. An individual bridge is not likely to be significant simply 

because of its presence within a larger transportation network of interconnected resources. For an 

 

 
8 U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, National Register Bulletin: How to Apply the National 

Register Criteria for Evaluation (Washington, D.C., 1990, revised 1997), 

https://www.nps.gov/subjects/nationalregister/upload/NRB-15_web508.pdf. 
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individual structure to be eligible for its transportation association, it needs to, on its own, be an important 

crossing and its individual significance within the larger transportation network must be substantiated by 

documentary evidence. As a result, bridges associated with important transportation roadways are not 

likely to be individually eligible for the National Register. Such bridges may be a contributing resource 

within an eligible linear transportation corridor, but such consideration is beyond the scale and scope of 

this contract.  

 

Significant transportation associations include major river crossings and grade-separation structures that 

may have been engineered to respond to a unique environmental context. 

 

(a) Major river crossings 

An area of significance under the theme of Transportation for an individual bridge consists of 

major river crossings within the state, as well as interstate crossings. To possess significance the 

bridge must have a direct and documented association with the transportation of people and/or 

goods or be the first vehicular river crossing on a major transportation route. 

 

One bridge constructed during the study period associated with this theme is the New River 

Gorge Bridge (BARS #10A214).9 The bridge is listed in the National Register under Criterion A in 

the area of Transportation due to the essential role it played in linking the state’s highway 

systems and significantly reducing travel times by spanning the massive New River Gorge.  

 

Bridges crossing the Ohio, Kanawha, or other major rivers may likewise be significant as major 

river crossings if they meet the requirements stated above. Several Ohio River bridges (BARS 

#27A063, 15A025, 37A028, and 54A103) and one West Fork River bridge (BARS #17A087) were 

constructed as replacements to substandard structures identified by inspections conducted in the 

wake of the Silver Bridge Disaster. The Ohio River bridges were prioritized for replacement in part 

due to their important role in commerce between Ohio and West Virginia and may therefore have 

significance as major crossings as well as under Politics/Government (discussed below). All four 

Ohio River bridges and the one West Fork River bridge were recommended for evaluation. Four 

of the bridges listed above, including BARS #27A063, the Silver Memorial Bridge, were also 

recommended for survey and further evaluation as uncommon (truss) type bridges.  

 

The Jennings Randolph Bridge (BARS #15A025) also has three approach spans, each with 

individual BARS numbers (15A023, 15A024, and 15A026), that were evaluated as component 

parts of the Jennings Randolph bridge with the same historical associations.  

 

One additional bridge, the Nick Joe Rahall II Bridge (BARS #06A168), was recommended for 

survey and evaluation as a major crossing of the Ohio River.  

 

 
9 While it has been used here to illustrate the level of significance necessary for National Register listing under 

this area, the New River Gorge Bridge is excluded from the project study pool due to its status as a National Register-

listed structure. 
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(b) Grade-separation structures 

Grade-separation structures allowed for the separation of traffic to reduce accidents. Such grade 

separations could separate vehicles from other vehicles or vehicles from railroads through the 

construction of elevated bridges that separated one from the other. Grade-separated structures 

constructed during the study period primarily include highway overpasses and interchanges, 

rather than railroad crossings. 

 

Important design considerations for grade-separated bridges typically fall under Criterion C, 

rather than Criterion A. Replacement of at-grade crossings with grade-separated overpasses may 

be better represented by WVDOH programs prior to 1965, as it had become a common practice 

by the WVDOH—and other departments of transportation nationwide—by this time. A grade-

separated bridge would need to have an association with a larger effort by the WVDOH to 

improve safety or provide access to a new area to represent such a trend. No bridges were 

identified as having potential for Criterion A significance as a grade-separated structure.  

 

(2) Politics/Government 

This area of significance is defined in the National Register bulletin How to Apply the National Register 

Criteria for Evaluation as the enactment and administration of laws by which a nation, state, or other 

political jurisdiction is governed and activities related to the political process. The area of 

Politics/Government is closely tied to Transportation since the purpose of the government transportation 

programs was to enhance mobility. One major government program was identified through research that 

has the potential to demonstrate Transportation significance and is described below. 

 

At a multi-state level, the Appalachian Regional Commission, established under the federal Appalachian 

Regional Development Act of 1965, funded the design and construction of the Appalachian Development 

Highway (ADH) system throughout Appalachia. This program included funding for bridge construction 

along these new or improved roads. For an individual bridge to be eligible based on its association with 

the Appalachian Regional Development Act of 1965, it needs to be directly associated with the program 

as substantiated by documentary evidence and must demonstrate significance in a manner that is distinct 

from the road and road network. The National Register-listed New River Gorge Bridge is considered 

significant in the area of Transportation in part for its association with the development of the ADH system 

in West Virginia during the study period.10 

 

In an effort to identify potentially significant bridges, the 20 longest ADH bridges from the study period 

were researched individually to determine whether they may have catalyzed residential, commercial, or 

industrial development in surrounding areas; provided new access to previously isolated communities; or 

significantly streamlined travel in an area. One bridge, the Kevin Richie Memorial Bridge (BARS 

#10A245) was recommended for evaluation under this theme because it significantly reduced mileage 

 

 
10 The New River Gorge Bridge has been excluded from the project study pool due it its status as a National 

Register-listed structure.  
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between two previously isolated communities. The Kevin Richie Memorial Bridge is a steel deck truss and 

was therefore also recommended for survey as an uncommon type (see Section 4.A.(2)) 

 

(3) Industry/Agriculture 

By the start of the study period most of West Virginia’s major road networks had already been 

established, with only limited areas of the state that were not easily accessible by automobile. While 

additional transportation improvements enhanced road and highway networks for commercial purposes, 

none seemed to facilitate industrial or agricultural development to any significant degree. Industries that 

were considered as part of this theme included natural gas, coal, and oil extraction; chemicals; steel; and 

manufacturing. 

 

Any bridge that demonstrates a direct connection with significant growth of an industry or agriculture may 

allude to local significance rather than statewide significance; however, research and screening did not 

identify any examples that that appear to be associated with industry or agriculture. No bridges were 

identified as having potential to demonstrate Criterion A significance related to Industry or Agriculture. 

 

(4) Defense  

Bridges were also considered where they serve as a critical route to, or within, a military facility. No 

bridges within the 1965-1980 study period were identified as having an association with a military facility, 

nor were any designed for military use or to serve as a critical route. As such, no bridges were identified 

as having potential to demonstrate significance under this theme. 

 

(5) Social History 

Bridges have potential to demonstrate significance related to Social History under many different themes. 

Bridges could be places of social events such as protests, social unrest, or other associated themes that 

could demonstrate significance under Social History. Events from the 1965-1980 period were given 

consideration to bridges that may be associated with such events, including potential demonstrations 

related to the Civil Rights Movement or opposition to the Vietnam War. Consideration was given to 

bridges built in minority communities that resulted in displacement, but such events are associated with 

the entire roadway, not individual bridges. No bridges were identified that have the potential to 

demonstrate significance related to Social History. 

 

(6) Community Planning and Development 

The area of significance of Community Planning and Development relates to trends in the efforts of West 

Virginia’s municipal leaders to shape infrastructure and development across the state. An individual 

bridge is not likely to derive significance individually simply for being part of a planned improvement within 

a network of interconnected resources. However, it may have significance as an important crossing that is 

distinguished within the larger transportation system for reasons that are associated with an important 

event, trend, or movement, such as post-World War II (postwar) suburban growth. This theme will most 

likely allude to local significance rather than statewide significance. No bridges were identified that have 

the potential to demonstrate significance related to Community Planning and Development. 
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(7)  Conservation 

The area of significance of Conservation is defined in the National Register bulletin How to Apply the 

National Register Criteria for Evaluation as the preservation, maintenance, and management of natural or 

manmade resources. During the research phase of the project, no important trends or events were 

identified to indicate that bridges related to conservation efforts were a major trend in the state. As with 

the example of bridges within larger road networks discussed above, a single bridge is unlikely to convey 

significance related to the conservation theme on its own. Rather, it may contribute to a larger 

conservation or recreation district, which is beyond the scale and scope of this project. Preliminary 

searches, conducted using both documentary sources and GIS datasets, did not identify any bridges 

associated with major conservation efforts, such as dams or reservoirs, or with public lands, such as state 

or federal parks, preserves, or forests. One common bridge type, the Bull Hollow Beam Span (BARS 

#23A157, a steel stringer), was recommended for survey and evaluation based on an apparent 

association with the response to the Buffalo Creek Flood of 1972.  

 

B. Criterion B: Persons  

Criterion B recognizes bridges that illustrate the important achievements of a person who was significant 

in the past. Structures must be compared to other properties associated with the work of the individual to 

identify those that best represent a person’s historic contributions. Architects, artisans, artists, and 

engineers are often represented by their works, which are eligible under Criterion C. Therefore, the 

significant works of engineers or bridge-building firms are generally eligible under Criterion C, not 

Criterion B, and it is unlikely that bridges from the subject period would be significant under Criterion B. 

 

C. Criterion C: Design/Construction 

This section outlines the methodology and themes considered for identifying bridges in the study pool 

with potential significance under Criterion C. Criterion C recognizes bridges that have distinctive design or 

construction characteristics that demonstrate the following: (1) the pattern of features common to a 

particular class of resources, (2) the individuality or variation of features that occurs within the class, 

and/or (3) evolution or transition of a type.  

 

Bridges from the subject period are most likely to be significant under Criterion C. To possess 

significance, a direct connection between the bridge and the important design or construction 

characteristics must be demonstrated. To be eligible under Criterion C, a bridge must be associated with 

at least one area of significance and must be able to convey its significant association.  

 

As stipulated in the Program Comment, common type bridges must demonstrate “exceptional significance 

for… being a very early or particularly important example of its type in a State or the nation, having 

distinctive engineering or architectural features that depart from standard designs, or displaying other 

elements that were engineered to respond to a unique environmental context,” meaning they must rise to 

a higher standard for Criterion C significance compared to uncommon type bridges. Mead & Hunt 

developed the following methodology to select common bridge types for evaluation based on their 

potential for exceptional significance. The methodology to analyzes the overall bridge pool in the study 

period. 
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Design and construction characteristics of common bridge types, including characteristics of high artistic 

value, are evaluated by developing an understanding of the bridges in the study period. Mead & Hunt 

used the full NBI data set for the state to gain an understanding of the context of bridge building in West 

Virginia between 1965 and 1980, which included Interstate bridges and bridges from other excluded 

categories described in Section 3. Potential significance under Criterion C can be indicated by a number 

of factors, including being an early example of a type, possessing unique or complex engineering, having 

an exceptional main span length, or using unique or innovative materials. To identify structures with 

potential exceptional significance, Mead & Hunt reviewed NBI data for all common type bridges to 

establish thresholds for potential exceptional significance and identify bridges that exceeded the 

thresholds. Through this screening process, Mead & Hunt identified common bridges that were field 

surveyed and evaluated for National Register eligibility. The possible significance indicators explored are 

discussed in detail below. Based on this analysis, the following factors were found to be possible 

indicators of potential exceptional significance under Criterion C: 1) early examples of a type in the state 

or the nation; 2) main span length; 3) structure length and 4) distinctive engineering.  

 

(1) Early examples of a type in the state or the nation 

No common bridge types within the study pool were found to be early examples of their type within the 

state or the nation and therefore none were identified that have the potential to demonstrate exceptional 

significance under this indicator. 

 

(2) Main span length 

Graphs were created to analyze the range of main span lengths per common bridge types, which 

informed the thresholds shown in Table 3. Types with “None” entered displayed no notable main span 

length because the lengths reflected gradual increases, were not of note for the material or type, or the 

bridge types had too few examples to identify thresholds. Many of the bridge types with only a few 

examples were well-established types introduced in West Virigina before 1965, such as concrete slabs, 

girders, and channel or tee beams. However, seven bridges with notable main span lengths were 

identified for the potential to demonstrate exceptional significance under this indicator (see Table 3).  

 

While thresholds were generated using the complete NBI pool of bridges for the study period, they were 

only applied to the study pool to determine which common bridges should be recommended for field 

survey and evaluation. Counts entered in the “number of bridges identified” column are therefore 

representative only of the study pool, not the state’s complete NBI dataset.  
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Table 3. Thresholds for notable main span length and structure length for common bridge types 

field surveyed and evaluated under Criterion C 

Bridge type 

Notable 

main span 

length 

Notable 

structure 

length 

BARS numbers 

for structures 

meeting 

thresholds 

Number of 

bridges 

identified 

that meet 

initial 

threshold(s) 

Aluminum arch and culvert > 50 feet > 80 feet N/A None 

Concrete box beam/girder > 100 feet > 500 feet 31A124 1 

Concrete channel beam > 80 feet > 150 feet N/A None 

Concrete slab N/A N/A N/A None 

Concrete tee beam N/A N/A N/A None 

Prestressed concrete box beam/girder > 100 feet > 200 feet 17A204; 20A528 2 

Prestressed concrete stringer, multi-beam, 

or girder 
> 120 feet > 300 feet N/A None 

Prestressed concrete channel beam > 80 feet > 120 feet N/A None 

Prestressed concrete slab > 50 feet > 100 feet N/A None 

Steel box beam/girder > 300 feet > 2000 feet N/A None 

Steel girder and floorbeam > 300 feet > 1500 feet 
20A360; 20A364; 

25A189; 31A051 
4 

 7 

 

(3) Structure length 

Thresholds for notable structure length are also included in Table 3 above. Unlike main span length, 

exceptional structure length is rarely an indicator of likely significance in and of itself. Instead, notable 

structure length serves as an indicator that a bridge may be significant for other reasons, such as 

complex engineering employed to respond to environmental challenges or serving as a grade separation 

structure to carry roadways over established communities. No bridges were recommended for further 

evaluation on the basis of notable structure length alone, though one structure (BARS #31A124) meets 

thresholds for both notable span length and structure length and was therefore field surveyed. 

 

(4) Distinctive engineering 

While not necessary indicators of significance in and of themselves, certain characteristics may serve as 

indicators that a bridge may posess unique or complex engineering. Among these are a high degree of 

skew or the use of horizontally curved steel girders, which are often indicators that a structure was 

designed to respond to challenging site conditions, and may therefore have employed more innovative or 

distinctive engineering.  

 

(a) Skew  

In earlier periods, a high degree of skew, defined as the angle a bridge is offset from the normal 

roadway centerline, was a reliable indicator of structures for which more complex engineering 

may have been required to meet site conditions. With improvements in both materials and design 

technologies seen before and during the study period, constructing bridges with higher skew 

became simpler and more common. As a result of these advancements, skew angle does not 
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represent a reliable indicator of complex or innovative design or engineering for common bridges 

constructed during the study period. Where earlier bridge studies have relied on skew to identify 

potentially significant structures under Criterion C, more recent studies conducted in other states 

for the study period and similar time periods have found that high skew angle rarely correlates 

with significant bridges. As a result, thresholds for significant skew were not identified as a part of 

this study, with the exception of the horizontally curved steel girder bridges discussed in below. 

 

(b) Horizontally curved steel girder bridges 

During the project study period, horizontally curved continuous steel multi-beam or multi-girder 

bridges were first used in West Virginia. While this bridge type became increasingly popular in the 

decades after the end of the study period, the type was unusual during the study period, largely 

due to the complex engineering required to design a curved-girder structure. Because curved 

girders require more complex engineering and mathematical analysis techniques, they were often 

used to respond to difficult site conditions or safety concerns and required more complex or 

distinctive engineering, indicating potential exceptional significance, as defined by the Program 

Comment for common bridge types.  

 

Despite this possible significance, the NBI lacks a means of consistently coding for horizontally 

curved members, making identification of such structures difficult. According to NBI data coding 

standards, a skew code of “99” reflects “major variation in skews of substructure units.” The code 

“99” is therefore used to indicate both bridges with curved main members and those with a series 

of straight main members that are segmented and offset. Inspection photos and street-level 

imagery for bridges coded with skew “99” were checked individually to determine whether 

structures used curved members. While this method identified some curved girder structures, it 

appears that state inspectors use the code inconsistently when it comes to curved girders, 

indicating that there are likely additional examples that were not identified. The significant number 

of steel continuous multi-beam or multi-girder bridges within the state makes checking individual 

inspection reports for each impractical. Through photo review and other incidental discoveries, a 

total of eight horizontally curved girder bridges were identified within the study pool. 

 

The curved girder subtype increasingly grew in popularity both during and after the study period 

in West Virgina, becoming increasingly common. As a result, only the earliest examples are likely 

to possess significance as examples of the early development of the subtype within the state. The 

earliest known example of horizontally curved beam or girder bridges in West Virginia were 

constructed in 1970 and are exempt from this study as interstate bridges. The earliest known 

examples within the study pool were constructed in 1972.11 These structures, the paired Marine 

 

 
11 While interstate bridges are excluded from the study pool by the Interstate Exemption, curved bridges are used 

most commonly to meet safety standards on high-speed highways. The interstate system is therefore the most likely 

place to find curved bridges. Though interstate bridges will not be considered for field survey, inspection photos of 

these bridges were consulted to determine whether horizontally curved beam or girder bridges on the interstate 

system predated the earliest known examples in the study pool. 
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Private Robert Clayton Stephenson Memorial Bridges (BARS #23A372 and 23A173), were 

recommended for field survey and evaluation.  

 

D. Criterion D: Information Potential  

Criterion D recognizes properties that have yielded, or are likely to yield, information important in 

prehistory or history. Criterion D is highly unlikely to apply to uncommon bridge types from the subject 

period since they represent established bridge types from previous periods and there is little potential to 

yield information important to history, engineering, or design that would cause a bridge to be eligible 

under this criterion. Evaluation of common bridge types under Criterion D is not identified in the Program 

Comment and therefore was not considered.  
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Mead & Hunt field surveyed 32 bridges in June 2024.12 To conduct field survey, teams visited each bridge 

identified in order to collect the data and photographs necessary to evaluate each bridge for National 

Register eligibility. Each site visit consisted of collecting photographs of the bridge, images of each 

elevation, abutments, driving surface, undersides, approaches, plaques, and any other details, such as 

materials, connection types, and railings. Survey teams also collected information about each bridge 

using digital survey forms downloaded onto tablets. Information collected in the field included materials, 

structure type, type and number of approach spans, detailing and ornamentation, connection types, 

plaque text, and setting. Teams also reviewed relevant NBI data for each bridge in the field.  

 

Following field survey, historians reviewed data and photographs collected in the field as well as NBI data 

for each structure to identify distinguishing characteristics. Then each bridge was researched individually 

by conducting newspaper and online research, as well as consulting DOH bridge files, inspection reports, 

and bridge plans. Using the information collected through field survey and individual research, each 

bridge was evaluated for National Register eligibility using the evaluation methodology and significance 

criteria outlined above. 

 

Two bridges that were identified in the original data sorts and field surveyed were removed during the 

evaluation phase for reasons listed below. 

 

• Bridge 21A161 was removed from the project study pool because research revealed that the 

structure was originally constructed between 1921 and 1957 and that the construction date listed 

in NBI data correlates to a renovation that occurred in the 1970s. 

 

• Bridge 29A071 was removed from the project study pool because research revealed that a new 

structure replaced the 1970s bridge in 1995. 

 

Three bridges (15A023, 15A024, and 15A026) are approach spans for Bridge 15A025 but have individual 

BARS numbers. These four bridges were evaluated on one site form for Bridge 15A025 and not included 

in the total number of bridges evaluated.  

 

As such, 30 bridges were evaluated on site forms, which are provided in Appendix D. 

 

  

 

 
12 A total of 33 bridges were recommended for field survey when the draft version of this report was submitted to 

the DOH in March 2024. Further consultation with the DOH revealed that the Vulcan Bridge (BARS 30A278) is owned 

and maintained by Kentucky. As a result, that bridge was removed from the project study pool prior to field survey. 



 

 

© 2025 Mead & Hunt, Inc. 

18 

 

All bridges selected for evaluation were documented on site forms. A total of 30 bridges were evaluated 

for National Register eligibility, of which five are recommended eligible for the National Register. 

Abbreviated survey forms were prepared for bridges not selected for field survey and recommended not 

eligible (a table of those bridges is provided in Appendix D and the forms were provided separately). A 

summary of evaluation results for surveyed bridges is provided in Table 4, and inventory forms for bridges 

evaluated for National Register eligibility are provided in Appendix E. 

 

Table 4. National Register recommendations 

BARS 

SHPO 

Survey 

Number 

County 
Facility 

Carried 
Feature Crossed Bridge Type 

Eligibility 

Determination 

06A168 CB-3171 Cabell US 52 OHIO RIVER 
Steel Truss - 

Through/Welded 
Not eligible 

10A204 FA-1099 Fayette 

COUNTY 

ROUTE 

19/58 

US 19 NBL & SBL Steel Cont Frame Not eligible 

10A245 FA-1100 Fayette US 19 NBL MEADOW RIVER Steel truss- deck/riveted Not eligible 

13A122 GB-2334 Greenbrier 
COUNTY 

ROUTE 60/7 
I 64 EBL and WBL Steel Cont Frame 

Eligible, 

Criterion C 

13A173 GB-2335 Greenbrier WV 92 WADES CREEK Concrete Frame Not eligible 

15A025, 

15A023, 

15A024, 

15A026 

HK-1487 Hancock US Route 30 
WV RTE 2 & OHIO 

RIVER 

Steel Truss - 

Through/Welded 

Eligible, 

Criterion C 

17A087 HS-1189 Harrison 
HARRISON 

CR 19/2 

Har. Rt. 19/54 & 

River 

Steel Cont Welded Stringer 

/ Multi-Beam or Girder 
Not eligible 

17A204 HS-1190 Harrison 
US ROUTE 

50 

WV 20 & WV 20 

CONN. 

Prestr-Conc Cont Box Bm 

or Grd- Single or Spread 
Not eligible 

20A360 KA-8338 Kanawha CR 60/62 
US60,KANAVE,VIRA

VE,KANRV 

Steel Cont Welded Girder 

and Floorbeam System 
Not eligible 

20A364 KA-8339 Kanawha CR 60/63 
US 60, KAN RIV, VIR 

AVE 

Steel Cont Welded Girder 

and Floorbeam System 
Not eligible 

20A528 KA-8340 Kanawha WV 114 I-77 SB 
Prestr-Concr Box Bm or 

Grd- Single or Spread 
Not eligible 

21A015 LE-0343 Lewis 

COUNTY 

ROUTE 7 

SLS 

CO 7 SLS Steel Cont Frame Not eligible 

23A157 LG-1002 Logan CR 16/83 BUFFALO CREEK Steel Str/Mult-Bm or Grd Not eligible 

23A173 LG-1003 Logan US 119 
GUYANDOTTE 

RIVER 

Steel Cont Welded Stringer 

/ Multi-Beam or Girder 
Not eligible 

23A372 LG-1004 Logan U.S. 119 
GUYANDOTTE 

RIVER 

Steel Cont Welded Stringer 

/ Multi-Beam or Girder 
Not eligible 

24A103 MD-3462 McDowell WV 16 JACOBS FORK Concrete Cont Frame Not eligible 

25A189 MA-0110 Marion 
WV ROUTE 

310 

Mon. River, RR, City 

Sts 

Steel Cont Welded Girder 

and Floorbeam System 
Not eligible 

27A063 MS-0708 Mason US 35 OHIO RIVER 
Steel Truss - 

Through/Riveted 

Eligible, 

Criterion A 
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BARS 

SHPO 

Survey 

Number 

County 
Facility 

Carried 
Feature Crossed Bridge Type 

Eligibility 

Determination 

28A157 MC-1627 Mercer 
COUNTY 

ROUTE 24/1 
I 77 North Steel Frame Not eligible 

31A051 MG-0429 Monongalia 
US ROUTE 

19 

Monongahela River, 

R.R. 

Steel Cont Welded Girder 

and Floorbeam System 
Not eligible 

31A114 MG-0430 Monongalia 
MON. CO. 

RT. 45 
I-79 NB and SB Steel Arch - Deck Not eligible 

31A124 MG-0431 Monongalia 
MGL CO RT 

857/17 
MGL CO RT 857/17 

Concrete Box Bm or Grd- 

Single or Spread 
Not eligible 

35A102 OH-1584 Ohio 
County Route 

6 
County Route 6 Steel Cont Frame 

Eligible, 

Criterion C 

37A028 PL-0117 Pleasants 

WEST 

VIRGINIA 

807 

Ohio River 
Steel Cont Truss - 

Through/Welded 
Not eligible 

39A190 PR-1131 Preston 
PRESTON 

CO RT 53/1 
SALTLICK CREEK Steel Other 

Eligible, 

Criterion C 

42A089 RD-1020 Randolph CR 37/8 BEAVER CREEK Concrete Frame Not eligible 

49A095 UP-0997 Upshur 
COUNTY 

ROUTE 7 
FINK RUN Concrete Frame Not eligible 

49A096 UP-0998 Upshur 
COUNTY 

ROUTE 33/2 
FINK RUN Concrete Frame Not eligible 

49A097 UP-0999 Upshur 
COUNTY 

ROUTE 12/3 
FINK RUN Concrete Frame Not eligible 

54A103 WD-3341 Wood WV 618 
Ohio River, WV 14, & 

CSX 

Steel Truss - 

Through/Welded 
Not eligible 

 

 

The final results from all phases are provided in Appendices A through E, as follows: 

 

• Appendix A: Bridges Removed from Initial NBI Dataset 

 

• Appendix B: Project Study Pool of Bridges 

 

• Appendix C: Bridges Selected for Field Survey 

 

• Appendix D: Table of Bridges Not Field Surveyed with National Register Eligibility 

Determinations  

 

• Appendix E: Forms for Bridges Evaluated for National Register Eligibility 

 



 

 

Appendix A. Bridges Removed from Initial NBI Data Set 
 

  















































 

 

Appendix B. Project Study Pool List of Bridges 
 

  

















































































 

 

Appendix C. Bridges Selected for Field Survey 
 

 

  







 

 

Appendix D. Table of Bridges Not Field Surveyed with 

National Register Eligibility Determinations 
 

 

  











































































 

 

Appendix E. Forms for Bridges Evaluated for National 

Register Eligibility  
 

 

 









































































































































































































 

Bridge 23A157 north elevation, view facing west. 

 

Bridge 23A157 south elevation, view facing east. 



 

Bridge 23A157 abutment, view facing southeast. 

 

Bridge 23A157 floor system detail, view facing southeast. 



 

Bridge 23A157 deck, view facing northwest. 



Survey Form 
West Virginia Historic Bridge Survey Update 

 

 

Co-Rt-MP 23-119/00-015.31 BARS  23A173 Local Name 
MARINE PRIVATE ROBERT CLAYTON 
STEPHENSON MEMORIAL BRIDGE 

 IDENTIFICATION INFORMATION  

Bridge Design No. 2647 Extant Yes 

Owner 01 State Highway Agency Vehicular/Non-vehicular Vehicular 

SHPO Survey Number LG-1003 Border Bridge No  

 LOCATION INFORMATION  

District District 2  Latitude 37.97450 

County Logan  Longitude -82.01946 

Location 0.02 MI N. OF CR 119/27  UTM Zone 17 

Feature Intersected GUYANDOTTE RIVER UTM Northing 4203475 

Facility Carried by 
Structure 

US 119 UTM Easting 410462 

 STRUCTURAL INFORMATION  

Bridge Type Steel Cont Welded Stringer / Multi-Beam or Girder Year Built 1972 

Approach Span Type Steel beam Year Reconstructed N/A 

Number of Main Spans 3 Structure Length (ft) 678.8 

Number of Approach Spans 2 Maximum Span Length (ft) 152.1 

Engineer/Designer Rummel, Klepper & Kahl Skew (Degrees) 0 

Builder/Fabricator Melborne Brothers Construction Company Number of Lanes On 2 

Connection Type Bolted   

 DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION  

Plaque Text No plaque. 

Description This five-span, continuous steel girder bridge has three main spans with horizontally curved 
girders separated by diaphragms, and two spans that function as approach spans. The bridge is 
superelevated and features a concrete deck with two lanes, concrete overlay, and concrete jersey-
style parapets. The substructure consists of concrete abutments and four hammerhead piers with 
cylindrical columns. This bridge carries the southbound lanes of the one-way pair, with BARS 
#23A372 carrying the northbound lanes. The bridge has no apparent alterations. 

Setting/ 
Context 

This bridge carries a two-lane highway that serves as a one-way-pair over a river and railroad in a 
suburban setting surrounded by residential and commercial properties, and wooded areas. Its 
corresponding one-way pair is BARS #23A372. 

 

 NATIONAL REGISTER EVALUATION INFORMATION  

NBI Item 37 5- Not Eligible   

Eligibility Determination Not eligible Determination Date November 2024 

NRHP Eligibility Statement 

This bridge is a common type, subject to the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s Program Comment 
Issued for Streamlining Section 106 Review for Actions Affecting Post-1945 Concrete and Steel Bridges (Program 
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Comment). The bridge was evaluated for its potential to possess exceptional significance for association with an 
event or individual, being a very early or particularly important example of its type in the state or the nation, 
having distinctive engineering or architectural features that depart from standard designs, having spans of 
exceptional length or complexity, or displaying other elements engineered to respond to a unique 
environmental context. 
 
The bridge was evaluated based on the methodology in the  “West Virgina Historic Bridge Survey Update 
Report: National Register Criteria for Evaluation” (Mead & Hunt, 2024), which considered multiple potential 
areas of significance and themes. Relevant themes have been discussed in this evaluation. The evaluation 
focused on identification of significance related to individual eligibility only. Bridges within and near National 
Register of Historic Places (National Register)-listed or eligible and potentially eligible districts could also possess 
significance as contributing structures, but potential status within a district was not addressed in this evaluation. 
 
This bridge was evaluated under Criterion A to determine if it was associated with important trends or events 
that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of events associated with West Virginia history. 
Per the methodology, the themes considered included transportation, politics/government, 
industry/agriculture, defense, social history, community planning and development, and conservation. No 
evidence was found during research or field survey to indicate this bridge possesses exceptional significance for 
a direct and important association with historical events under Criterion A. 
 
This bridge was evaluated under Criterion B to determine if it was associated with individuals of significance in 
West Virginia. In 2009 the subject bridge was renamed the “Marine Private Robert Clayton Stephenson 
Memorial Bridge” in honor of West Virginia-native Robert Clayton Stephenson (1942-1967), a Vietnam War 
soldier killed in combat. The naming of the bridge appears to be commemorative, and research did not reveal 
any direct associations with the bridge. No evidence was found during research or field survey to indicate an 
association with persons of exceptional significance under Criterion B. 
 
Under Criterion C, this bridge was identified for its potential to demonstrate exceptional significance as an  early 
example of horizontally curved girders in West Virginia. At least 20 horizontally curved steel continuous multi-
beam or multi-girder bridges were constructed in West Virginia during the study period; however, due to 
inconsistencies in the National Bridge Inventory (NBI) bridge data, there may be more. While this bridge type 
became increasingly popular in the decades after the end of the study period, use of horizontally curved girders 
was rather uncommon in the state during the study period largely due to the complex engineering required to 
design a curved girder structure. For this reason, horizontally curved steel continuous beam or girder bridges 
may be indicative of structures for which more complex engineering may have been required to meet site 
conditions, indicating possible significance. The earliest confirmed examples of horizontally curved beam or 
girder bridges in the study pool were constructed in 1970 according to NBI bridge data, and were used for 
bridges that are part of the Interstate Highway System; however, due to data inconsistencies, there may be more 
that were constructed earlier. 
 
Research appears to indicate this bridge and its corresponding one-way pair (BARS #23A372), both built in 1972, 
are early examples of horizontally curved girders in West Virginia; however, when compared to use of the 
horizontally curved girders nationally, they are not particularly early examples of the type. The layout of many 
urban areas in the U.S. required curved bridges to provide better alignments. In response to this need, 
horizontally curved steel girders came into more widespread use over the course of the late 1960s and early 
1970s, particularly in California and New York, although Kansas, Kentucky, Michigan, and Minnesota each 
reported more than 20 such structures by 1970 (Federal Highway Administration, 2012; Subcommittee on 
Curved Girders: Joint AASHO-ASCE Committee on Flexural Members, 1973). Of just over 500 examples in the 
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country by 1973, more than half were constructed in 1968 and 1969, indicating the rapid increase in this 
variation (Subcommittee on Curved Girders: Joint AASHO-ASCE Committee on Flexural Members, 1973). For the 
subject bridge and its corresponding one-way pair, horizontally curved girders may have been selected to 
accommodate for the relatively sharp curve along U.S. Highway 19 through Guyandote and minimize impacts to 
the developed urban area, river, and railroad below. However, review of the bridge plans and consultation with 
bridge engineers did not indicate that this bridge, or its corresponding one-way pair, exhibit particularly 
distinctive engineering. Therefore, this bridge does not represent a very early or particularly important example 
of its type, does not have distinctive engineering or design features, and, therefore, does not meet the 
thresholds for possessing exceptional significance under Criterion C. 
 
This bridge was not found to possess significance and is recommended not eligible for listing in the National 
Register under Criteria A, B, or C. Evaluation under Criterion D is not identified in the Program Comment and 
therefore was not considered.  
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Bridge 23A173 north elevation, view facing east. 

 

Bridge 23A173 piers on the left, view facing northeast. 



 

Bridge 23A173 abutment, view facing southwest. 

 

Bridge 23A173 underside on the left, view facing northeast. 
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