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PROJECT LOCATION 

 

 

 PIERCE COUNTY 

BRANTLEY COUNTY 

WAYNE COUNTY 

STRUCTURE ID 025-0013-0 



Project Concept Report - Page 3 P.I. Number:  0007161 

County:  Brantley 

 

   

PLANNING & BACKGROUND DATA 

Project Justification Statement:  This bridge (Structure ID 025-0013-0; SR 32 over Little Satilla River 

Overflow) was built in 1967.  The bridge consists of five spans of Reinforced Concrete Deck Girders on 

concrete caps and concrete piles.  This bridge is designed using truck configurations that weigh less than 

the current legal state truck weights.  This bridge is posted.  The overall condition of this bridge would 

be classified as fair; with the deck and superstructure members exhibiting cracking and/or minor 

spalling.  No rehabilitation work performed on the structure components would improve this bridge in 

so far as the posting of the structure is concerned.  Therefore, due to the structural integrity based on 

the design, replacement of this bridge is recommended.  

Description of the proposed project: This project is approximately 0.25 miles in length and is 

located on SR 32 in Brantley County, 6.0 miles NW of Patterson, Georgia.  This section of SR 32 is 

classified as Rural Minor Arterial.  The 2010 Average Daily Traffic (ADT) is 1450 vehicles per day.  The 

projected 2018 ADT is 1700 vehicles per day and 2500 vehicles per day in the design year of 2038.  

Truck traffic is 35% of the traffic volume.  No accidents were reported at the bridge from 1/1/2009 

to 12/31/2011.   The proposed roadway and bridge improvements will provide for an acceptable 

Level of Service B in 2038 design year. 

 

The overflow bridge (Structure ID 025-0013-0) has a sufficiency rating of 52.55.  The structure is 

located at road inventory milepost 0.27.  The bridge deck is 26 feet wide and 150 feet in length. 

 

The logic for establishing the termini is due to replacing the bridge and reworking the shoulders and 

slope to accommodate guardrail.  The structure has substandard load capacity.  The new bridge will 

be constructed on the same alignment as the existing bridge.  Traffic will be maintained by using an 

off-site 37.8 mile detour on State/Federal roads.  The concept proposes to satisfy the Project 

Justification Statement by replacing the bridge to alleviate substandard load capacity and deck 

geometry while upgrading the shoulders and guardrail. 

 

Federal Oversight:  Full Oversight  Exempt State Funded  Other 

 

MPO:    N/A    MPO  

MPO Project TIP #       

 

Regional Commission:  N/A    RC – Southern Georgia RC  

RC Project ID #       

 

Congressional District(s):  1   

 

Projected Traffic ADT: 

Current Year (2010):   1450   Open Year (2018):   1700 Design Year (2038):  2500 

 

Functional Classification (Mainline):  Rural Minor Arterial  

 

Is this project on a designated bike route?   No   YES  

 

Is this project located on a pedestrian plan?   No   YES   

 

Is this project located on or part of a transit network?  No   YES   
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CONTEXT SENSITIVE SOLUTIONS 
 

Issues of Concern:   There are no potential impacts that have been identified that would require 

context sensitive solutions. 

 

Context Sensitive Solutions:  N/A 

 

DESIGN AND STRUCTURAL DATA 
 

Mainline Design Features:  SR 32  

 

Feature Existing Standard* Proposed 

Typical Section    

- Number of Lanes  2 2 2 

- Lane Width(s) 11 ft 11-12 ft 11ft. 

- Median Width & Type N/A N/A N/A 

- Outside Shoulder Width & Type 6’ grass 8 (2’ paved)  8’(2’ paved) 

- Outside Shoulder Slope ¾” per ft 6% 6% 

- Inside Shoulder Width & Type N/A N/A N/A 

- Sidewalks  N/A N/A N/A 

- Auxiliary Lanes  N/A N/A N/A 

- Bike Lanes N/A N/A N/A 

Posted Speed 55 mph  55 mph 

Design Speed 55 mph 45-75mph 55mph 

Min Horizontal Curve Radius N/A N/A N/A 

Superelevation Rate N/A 6% N/A 

Grade N/A N/A N/A 

Access Control N/A N/A N/A 

Right-of-Way Width 200 ft 100 ft 200 ft 

Maximum Grade – Crossroad N/A N/A N/A 

Design Vehicle SU SU SU 

*According to current GDOT design policy if applicable 

 

Major Structures:  Bridge ID: 025-0013-0 

 

Structure Existing Proposed 

Bridge ID: 

025-0013-0 

Milepost: 0.27 

Two 11 ft. lanes with 2 ft. shoulders. 

Bridge deck is 150’ long X 26’ wide.  

Sufficiency rating of 52.55. 

Two 11 ft. lanes with 8 ft. shoulders 

Bridge deck is 180’ long X 38’ wide. 

 

Major Interchanges/Intersections:  N/A 

 

Utility Involvements: Power: Okefenokee REMC; Communications: Brantley Telephone 

 

Public Interest Determination Policy and Procedure recommended (Utilities)?   YES     NO  

 

SUE Required:     Yes   No 

 

Railroad Involvement: N/A 
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Right-of-Way:  

Required Right-of-Way anticipated:    YES   NO   Undetermined 

 

Location and Design approval:   Not Required  Required 

 

Off-site Detours Anticipated:  No   Yes    Undetermined  

The detour route was selected as shortest available that met state route standards.  Detour meeting 

was held July 10,2012, with only a positive comments.  

 

Transportation Management Plan Anticipated:     YES   NO  

 

Design Exceptions to FHWA/AASHTO controlling criteria anticipated: 

FHWA/AASHTO Controlling Criteria YES 

Appvl Date 

(if applicable)  NO Undetermined 

1. Design Speed     

2. Lane Width     

3. Shoulder Width     

4. Bridge Width     

5. Horizontal Alignment     

6. Superelevation     

7. Vertical Alignment     

8. Grade     

9. Stopping Sight Distance     

10. Cross Slope     

11. Vertical Clearance     

12. Lateral Offset to Obstruction     

13. Bridge Structural Capacity     

 

Design Variances to GDOT standard criteria anticipated:  

GDOT Standard Criteria 

Reviewing 

Office YES 

Appvl Date 

(if applicable) NO Undetermined 

1.  Access Control  DP&S       

2. Median Usage & Width DP&S      

3. Intersection Skew Angle DP&S      

4. Lateral Offset to Obstruction DP&S      

5. Intersection Sight Distance DP&S       

6. GDOT Drainage Manual DP&S      

7. Georgia Standard Drawings DP&S      

8. GDOT Bridge & Structural Manual Bridge 

Design 

     

9.  Roundabout Illumination  DP&S      

10. Rumble Strips/Safety Edge DP&S      

 

 

VE Study anticipated:    No   Yes    Completed  
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ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 
 

Anticipated Environmental Document: 

 GEPA:   NEPA:    Categorical Exclusion  EA/FONSI   EIS 

 

Air Quality: 

Is the project located in a PM 2.5 Non-attainment area?   No   Yes 

Is the project located in an Ozone Non-attainment area?   No   Yes 

 

Environmental Permits/Variances/Commitments/Coordination anticipated:   

 

Permit/ Variance/ Commitment/ 

Coordination Anticipated YES NO Remarks 

1.  U.S. Coast Guard Permit     

2. Forest Service/Corps Land    

3. CWA Section 404 Permit    

4. Tennessee Valley Authority Permit    

5. Buffer Variance    

6. Coastal Zone Management Coordination    

7. NPDES    

8. FEMA    

9. Cemetery Permit    

10. Other Permits    

11. Other Commitments    

12. Other Coordination    

 

 

Is a PAR required?  No   Yes    Completed  

 

NEPA/GEPA:   Categorical Exclusion. 

 

Ecology:   Ecology survey and report will determine if any protected species or property will 

be encountered. 

 

History:   History survey and report will determine if there are any effects to potential 

historical artifacts. 

 

Archeology:   Archeology survey and report will determine if there are any cemeteries. 

 

Air & Noise:  Air and noise assessment and reports will determine if mitigation measures are 

needed. 

 

Public Involvement: A Public Information Open House Detour Meeting was held July 10, 2012.  A 

synopsis of the meeting is attached. 

 

Major stakeholders: Traveling public. 

 

 

 



Project Concept Report - Page 7 P.I. Number:  0007161 

County:  Brantley 

 

   

CONSTRUCTION 
 

Issues potentially affecting constructability/construction schedule:     The detour may or may not 

affect the schedule.    

 

Early Completion Incentives recommended for consideration:    No   Yes   

 

PROJECT RESPONSIBILITIES 

Project Activities: 

Project Activity Party Responsible for Performing Task(s) 

Concept Development GDOT/D5 

Design GDOT/D5 

Right-of-Way Acquisition GDOT 

Utility Relocation Utility Companies 

Letting to Contract GDOT  

Construction Supervision GDOT  

Providing Material Pits Contractor 

Providing Detours GDOT 

Environmental Studies, 

Documents, and Permits 

GDOT  

Environmental Mitigation GDOT  

Construction Inspection & 

Materials Testing 

GDOT 

 

Lighting required:     No     Yes 

 

Initial Concept Meeting:  N/A 

 

Concept Meeting:  The concept meeting minutes from March 29, 2012, are attached. 

 

Other projects in the area:  M004228, milling, resurfacing, and shoulder rebuilding on SR 32 from 

Brantley Co. line to Bacon Co. line in Pierce Co. and is expected to be complete by 2/6/12 

 

Other coordination to date:  None. 

Project Cost Estimate and Funding Responsibilities:   

 Breakdown of 

PE ROW Utility CST* 

Environmental 

Mitigation Total Cost 

By Whom GDOT GDOT GDOT GDOT GDOT  

$ Amount $223,923 0 0 $1,170,541 $76,800 $1,471,264 

Date of 

Estimate 

8/6/2007 2/6/2012 2/3/12 10/3/2012 2/8/12  

*CST Cost includes: Construction, Engineering and Inspection, and Liquid AC Cost Adjustment. 

 
 
ALTERNATIVES DISCUSSION 
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Alternative selection:   

 

Preferred Alternative:  Replace bridge in place with off-site detour to maintain traffic during construction. 

Estimated Property Impacts: None.  Estimated Total Cost: $1,471,264 

Estimated ROW Cost: 0 Estimated CST Time: 6 months 

Rationale:  This appears to be the most logical alternative from expense and time constraints.  

 

 

 

No-Build Alternative:  Continue to maintain and repair bridge as needed. 

 

Estimated Property Impacts: None.  Estimated Total Cost: 0 

Estimated ROW Cost: 0 Estimated CST Time: 0 

Rationale:  Not replacing the bridge would create maintenance and operational cost concerns. 

   

 

 

Alternative 1:  Build bridge on the same alignment with a temporary on-site detour bridge to maintain 

traffic during construction.  

 

Estimated Property Impacts: 0  Estimated Total Cost: $3,020,226 

Estimated ROW Cost: 0 Estimated CST Time: 11 months 

Rationale:  Traffic using an on-site detour bridge would be unsafe due to the proximity of the next bridge 

crossing the Little Satilla River.  There is only 840 feet between existing overflow and river bridges.  Drivers 

would experience a drastic speed reduction, sharp curves, and be out of alignment to safely cross over the 

bridges especially at night when visibility would be impaired due to construction lighting.  These factors 

would also create an unsafe environment for construction personnel.  Also, the environmental impact, 

ecology impact, and cost.  

 

Alternative 2:  Build bridge on new alignment south of existing bridge with traffic maintained on existing 

bridge during construction. 

 

Estimated Property Impacts: 0  Estimated Total Cost: $4,313,429 

Estimated ROW Cost: 0 Estimated CST Time: 18 months 

Rationale:  New alignment of this over flow bridge would create drastic alignment problems with the 

existing bridge over the Little Satilla River, which is not due to be replaced and would create an extra 

expense.  Also, the environmental impact, ecology impact, and cost. 

 

Comments:  None. 

  









cedwards
Text Box
Sta. 0+00.00

cedwards
Text Box
Sta. 2+90.00

cedwards
Text Box
Sta. 5+80.00





PROJ. NO.: 0

P.I. NO. 0007161

DATE: 10/3/2012

Base  Construction Cost 1,101,195.02$           

E & I 5% 55,059.75$                

Construction Contingency 0 -$                            

Subtotal Construction Cost 1,156,254.77$           

Liquid AC Adjustment (50 % cap) 14,286.26$                

Total Construction Cost 1,170,541.03$           



PROJ. NO. CALL NO.

P.I. NO. 

DATE

INDEX (TYPE) DATE INDEX Link to Fuel and AC Index:

REG. UNLEADED Sep-12 3.836$          

DIESEL 4.068$          

LIQUID AC 576.00$        

LIQUID AC  ADJUSTMENTS

PA=[((APM-APL)/APL)]xTMTxAPL

Asphalt

Price Adjustment (PA) 13996.8 13,996.80$                    

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month placed (APM) Max. Cap 60% 921.60$              

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month project let (APL) 576.00$              

Total Monthly Tonnage of asphalt cement (TMT) 40.5

ASPHALT Tons %AC  AC ton

Leveling 100 5.0% 5

12.5 OGFC 5.0% 0

12.5 mm 5.0% 0

9.5 mm SP 350 5.0% 17.5

25 mm SP 220 5.0% 11

19 mm SP 140 5.0% 7

810 40.5

BITUMINOUS TACK COAT

Price Adjustment (PA) 289.46$             289.46$                         

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month placed (APM) Max. Cap 60% 921.60$              

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month project let (APL) 576.00$              

Total Monthly Tonnage of asphalt cement (TMT) 0.83754468

Bitum Tack

Gals gals/ton tons

195 232.8234 0.83754468

0007161

10/3/2012

http://www.dot.ga.gov/doingbusiness/Materials/Pages/asphaltcementindex.aspx



PROJ. NO. CALL NO.

P.I. NO. 

DATE

0007161

10/3/2012

BITUMINOUS TACK COAT (surface treatment)

Price Adjustment (PA) 0 -$                                

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month placed (APM) Max. Cap 60% 921.60$              

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month project let (APL) 576.00$              

Total Monthly Tonnage of asphalt cement (TMT) 0

Bitum Tack SY Gals/SY Gals gals/ton tons

Single Surf. Trmt. 0.20 0 232.8234 0

Double Surf.Trmt. 0.44 0 232.8234 0

Triple Surf. Trmt 0.71 0 232.8234 0

0

TOTAL LIQUID AC ADJUSTMENT 14,286.26$                    



DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
STATE OF GEORGIA 

 
INTERDEPARTMENT  CORRESPONDENCE 

 
 

    
FILEFILEFILEFILE                                                CSBRGCSBRGCSBRGCSBRG----0007000700070007----00(161)00(161)00(161)00(161)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    OFFICE   OFFICE   OFFICE   OFFICE   Jesup Jesup Jesup Jesup     

    P.I. #P.I. #P.I. #P.I. #                                                                    0007161000716100071610007161                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        DATEDATEDATEDATE                        February 03, 2012February 03, 2012February 03, 2012February 03, 2012    

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    
FROM  FROM  FROM  FROM              John Royal,  D5 Utility Ofc. John Royal,  D5 Utility Ofc. John Royal,  D5 Utility Ofc. John Royal,  D5 Utility Ofc.     
    
TO       TO       TO       TO                                               James Sapp, D5 DesignJames Sapp, D5 DesignJames Sapp, D5 DesignJames Sapp, D5 Design    
                                                                                        
    
SUBJECT  SUBJECT  SUBJECT  SUBJECT              PRELIMINARY UTILITY COST (ESTIMATE) PRELIMINARY UTILITY COST (ESTIMATE) PRELIMINARY UTILITY COST (ESTIMATE) PRELIMINARY UTILITY COST (ESTIMATE)     

    

                        As requested by your office, we are furnishing you with As requested by your office, we are furnishing you with As requested by your office, we are furnishing you with As requested by your office, we are furnishing you with a a a a Preliminary Utility Cost Preliminary Utility Cost Preliminary Utility Cost Preliminary Utility Cost     

                        estimateestimateestimateestimate    of of of of each utility with facilities potentially located within the above project limitseach utility with facilities potentially located within the above project limitseach utility with facilities potentially located within the above project limitseach utility with facilities potentially located within the above project limits.      .      .      .          
                                                                                                                     

Facility OwnerFacility OwnerFacility OwnerFacility Owner    NonNonNonNon----ReimbursableReimbursableReimbursableReimbursable    ReimbursableReimbursableReimbursableReimbursable    CommentsCommentsCommentsComments    

Okefenokee REMC   $12,000   

Brantley  Telephone    $5,000   

                                                            TotalsTotalsTotalsTotals      $17,000 $0.00  

Total ReimbursementTotal ReimbursementTotal ReimbursementTotal Reimbursement      $0.00 $0.00  

  

    

CC: Angie RobinCC: Angie RobinCC: Angie RobinCC: Angie Robinsonsonsonson, Office of Financial Management, Office of Financial Management, Office of Financial Management, Office of Financial Management;  

                            Terry BrigmanTerry BrigmanTerry BrigmanTerry Brigman, , , , Assistant Assistant Assistant Assistant State Utilities EngineerState Utilities EngineerState Utilities EngineerState Utilities Engineer    

                            District Office FileDistrict Office FileDistrict Office FileDistrict Office File  

       Utilities Office File   Utilities Office File   Utilities Office File   Utilities Office File       
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
STATE OF GEORGIA 

______________ 
 

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE 
 

S.R. 32 @ Little Satilla River Overflow, 6 Miles NW of Patterson 
CSBRG-0007-00(161), Brantley  County 

P. I. No.: 0007161 
 

March 29, 2012 @ 9:00 AM 
Location: District 5 Assembly Room 

 
Final Concept Meeting Minutes 

April 18, 2012 
 

Revised Final Concept Meeting Minutes 
April 26, 2012 

 
Attendance 
 
Cassius O. Edwards  GDOT/OPD   912-427-5865  cedwards@dot.ga.gov  

Dennis Odom   GDOT/D5 Design  912-427-5716   dodem@dot.ga.gov   

Keith Stewart  GDOT/D5 Design  912-427-5863  kstewart@dot.ga.gov  

John Royal  GDOT/D5 Utility  912-366-1090  jroyal@dot.ga.gov 

Jeffery Young  GDOT/D5 Location  912-370-2711  jyoung@dot.ga.gov  

Malcolm C. Coleman GDOT/D5 ROW   912-427-1975  malcoleman@dot.ga.gov  

Brent Moseley  GDOT/OPD   912-427-5749  bmoseley@dot.ga.gov  

Steve Price  GDOT/D5 Environmentalist 912-427-5756  stprice@dot.ga.gov  

James Sapp  GDOT/Design   912-427-5770  jsapp@dot.ga.gov  

Brad Saxon  GDOT/Pre-Construction  912-427-5715  bsaxon@dot.ga.gov  

Cynthia Phillips  GDOT/Traffic Operations 912-427-5767  cyphillips@dot.ga.gov  

Jack G. Walker  GDOT/A2 Waycross  912-285-6009  jacwalker@dot.ga.gov  

Johnny Barber  GDOT/A2 Waycross  912-424-9253  jbarber@dot.ga.gov  

Lee Sheffield  GDOT/D5 Estimator  912-424-9409  lesheffield@dot.ga.gov  

Teresa Scott  GDOT/D5 Utility  912-427-5780/5788 tscott@dot.ga.gov  

Cory Knox  GDOT/D5 Construction  912-427-5733  cknox@dot.ga.gov  

Jill Nagel  GDOT/ D5 Communications 912-427-5743  jnagel@dot.ga.gov  

The Project Justification Statement was read. This bridge (Structure ID 025-0013-0; SR 32 over Little 

Satilla River Overflow) was built in 1967.  The bridge consists of five spans of Reinforced Concrete Deck 

Girders on concrete caps and concrete piles.  This bridge is designed using truck configurations that 

weigh less than the current legal state truck weights.  This bridge is posted.  The overall condition of this 
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bridge would be classified as fair; with the deck and superstructure members exhibiting cracking and/or 

minor spalling.  No rehabilitation work performed on the structure components would improve this 

bridge in so far as the posting of the structure is concerned. Therefore, due to the structural integrity 

based on the design, replacement of this bridge is recommended. 

  

The Description of the Proposed project was read. This project is approximately 0.25 miles in 

length and is located on SR 32 in Brantley County, 6.0 miles NW of Patterson, Georgia.  This section 

of SR 32 is classified as Rural Minor Arterial. The 2010 Average Daily Traffic (ADT) is 1450 vehicles per 

day.  The projected 2018 ADT is 1700 vehicles per day and 2500 vehicles per day in the design year of 

2038.  Truck traffic is 35% of the traffic volume. No accidents were reported at the bridge from 

1/1/2009 to 12/31/2011. The proposed roadway and bridge improvements will provide for an 

acceptable Level of Service B in 2038 design year. 

 

The overflow bridge (Structure ID 025-0013-0) has a sufficiency rating of 52.55. The structure is 

located at road inventory milepost 0.27.  The bridge deck is 26 feet wide and 150 feet in length. 

 

The logic for establishing the termini is due to replacing the bridge and reworking the shoulders and 

slope to accommodate guardrail.  The structure has substandard load capacity.  The new bridge will 

be constructed on the same alignment as the existing bridge. Traffic will be maintained by using an 

off-site 49.5 mile detour on State/Federal roads. The concept proposes to satisfy the Project 

Justification Statement by replacing substandard load capacity and deck geometry bridges with 

upgraded shoulders and guardrail. 

 

Brad Saxon stated that the bridge sufficiency rating in the concept report and bridge inventory  

report are different. He also stated that there is a shorter detour route south of the bridge from SR 

23/US 301 to SR 520/US 82 on the Nahunta side. Plus, the off-site detour miles were calculated 

incorrectly and did not need to be calculated from bridge end to bridge end. The detour needed to 

be calculated from where the road the bridge is on intersects other state routes. 

 

Brad recommends the proposed lane width in the concept report be reduced to 11’ lanes. The 

existing lane width is 11’ and needs to be put back in kind and Brad’s comment was continuing with 

11’ lanes was not a problem since the bridge was already receiving 8’ shoulders. 

 

Under the Major Structures section on page 4 of the concept report, Brad stated that the roadway 

references need to be removed from the existing & proposed sections. The existing and proposed 

roadway dimensions are already listed under the Mainline Design Features. Also, the bridge deck 

width needs to be changed to 38 feet. 

 

No VE Study is anticipated. 

 

The Environmental Document is expected to Categorical Exclusion. 

 

The Public Involvement statement on page 6 needs to be changed to only list one meeting 

Detour/PIOH meeting. 

 

Under the Construction section of the concept report, it was asked was there any potential issues that 

would affect constructability or construction schedule. Johnny Barber stated that he found a Barn 

Swallow nest under the bridge. The Barn Swallow is listed as an endangered species. If the project is let 

during the nesting period  April 1-August 31, then netting could not be installed and any demolition work 

would have to wait until after Aug 1 to begin. 
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Netting can only be installed prior to the nesting period and has to be installed by March 31.  

Demolition of existing structures can only be done outside of the nesting period, unless netting has 

been installed prior to March 1. 

 

If the project is LET in March, April, May, June, or July then the contractor would have to wait until 

August 31 to start any demolition work on existing structures 

 

Ideally the project would be let  from July-Dec and NTP issued with time enough to install netting (prior 

to March 10 or just after nesting period ends (August 31) so that demolition could occur. 

 

The Alternates given in the concept report, Brent Moseley asked if the rationale given in the report 

was sufficient enough explanation given as to why that alternate was not chosen. Brad stated that 

we would look at the rationale statements and give a more detailed explanation. 

 

The Typical Sections for the roadway and the bridge need to be revised in the concept. 




