
Concept Report Form 

Project Name 

PIN 

Route 
Information 

Route 
NHS 
(Y/N) 

General Project Information 

Functional Class City County 

Project 
Information 

Begin Log 
Mile 

End Log 
Mile 

AADT1 
Design 

Hour Vol. 
(DHV)1 

Truck 
%1 

Design 
Speed 
(MPH) 

Posted 
Speed 
(MPH) 

Base 
Year 

Design 
Year 

Project 
Description 
& Standard 

Drawings Used 

Important 
Project History 

or Related 
Projects 

Project 
Purpose/Need 

Major 
Environmental 
Considerations 



Multi-Modal 
Considerations 

Major Project 
Risks 

Approvals 

Executed for approval of this Concept Report 

The following individuals to execute if a bridge concept report: 



Action Checklist 
0SD1 Initiate Concept Report and Request Funding 
Complete NA Date Completed 

0EN1 Conduct Environmental Desktop Review 
Complete NA Date Completed 

0MM1 Conduct Multimodal Review 
Complete NA Date Completed 

0TO1 Conduct Initial Traffic Ops/TSMO Review (include HQ Traffic Ops and Regional Traffic Office) 
Complete NA Date Completed 

0ST1 Develop Structures Recommendations 
Complete NA Date Completed 

0SY1 Provide Preliminary Survey Data 
Complete NA Date Completed 

0GT1 Conduct Preliminary Geotechnical Assessment 
Complete NA Date Completed 

0RD1 Provide Roadway Desktop Review 
Complete NA Date Completed 



Action Checklist 
0SD2 Develop Draft Concept Report 
Complete NA Date Completed 

0TO2 Develop TSMO Scope Items (include HQ Traffic Ops and Regional Traffic Office) 
Complete NA Date Completed 

0RW1 Complete Preliminary Right-of-Way Estimates 
Complete NA Date Completed 

0UT1 Complete Utility Preliminary Estimates 
Complete NA Date Completed 

0SD3 Finalize Concept Report 
Complete NA Date Completed 





Concept Report 
Table of Contents/Attachments 

Included NA 



         
           

      

 
  

  
 
 
  

 

 

  
  

 

Sources: Esri, HERE, Garmin, USGS, Intermap, INCREMENT P, NRCan, Esri 
Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), Esri Korea, Esri (Thailand), NGCC, (c) 
OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS User Community 
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SR-193 BRIDGE [24014580003] 
BRIDGE OVER BRANCH 

L.M. 7.71 
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SR-193 BRIDGE [24014580003] 
BRIDGE OVER BRANCH 

L.M. 7.71 
FAYETTE COUNTY PIN 134847.00 

https://134847.00
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AGER 1

ER 2

PROJECT NO.: 24S193-S1-004 ROUTE: S.R. 193 
COUNTY: FAYETTE CITY: 
PROJECT PIN NUMBER: 134847.00 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: BRIDGE OVER BRANCH @ L.M. 7.71 

PAVEMENT DESIGN 
MAINTENANCE STRUCTURES 
S.T.I.D. SURVEY & ROADWAY DESIGN 
PROG. DEVELOPMENT & ADM. TRAFFIC SIGNAL DESIGN 
PUBLIC TRANS. & AERO. OTHER 
YEAR PROJECT PROGRAMMED FOR CONSTRUCTION: 2029 
PROJECTED LETTING DATE: 2029 

DESIGN DESIGN 
ROADWAY AVERAGE 

BASE YEAR DESIGN YEAR % TRUCKS DAILY LOADS 
AADT YEAR AADT DHV % YEAR DIR.DIST. DHV AADT FLEX RIGID 

1,830 2029 2,010 261 13 2049 65-35 1 2 

REQUESTED BY: NAME 
DIVISION 
ADDRESS 

CALEB SMITH 
S.T.I.D. 
1000 J. K. POLK BUILDING 
NASHVILLE TN 37243 

DATE 2/15/24 

REVIEWED BY: RANDY BOGUSKIE 
TRANSPORTATION MAN 

DATE 2/20/2024 

SUITE 1000, JAMES K. POLK BUILDING 

APPROVED BY: TONY ARMSTRONG DATE 
TRANSPORTATION MANAG 
SUITE 1000, JAMES K. POLK BUILDING 

FURNISH THE 2029-2049 TRAFFIC DATA. 

THIS TRAFFIC IS BASED ON A 2023 CYCLE COUNT. THE DESIGN YEAR TRAFFIC IS 
BASED ON GROWTH RATE FROM THE TN-TIMES LINEAR REGRESSION TOOL. 

FOR BRIDGE REPLACEMENT PROJECTS, ADLs ARE NOT REQUIRED FOR ADTs OF 1000 OR LESS AND 
PERCENTAGE OF TRUCKS OF 7% OR LESS. 
SEE ATTACHMENTS FOR TURNING MOVEMENTS AND/OR OTHER DETAILS. (REV. 6/9/21) 

https://134847.00


PIN County Project Utilities on Project At Risk Mitigation (if applicable) Items Footage 

134847.00 Fayette SR 193 Bridge over branch L.M. 7.71 Electric (Chickasaw Electric Co Op assumed) Aerial Electric Distribution Lines Avoid if possible 

(1) Triplex Service (1) Transformer 3PH 
25kv, (3) 45 3 pole, (4) Wire 3PH + 

Neutral, (4) 1" anchors, (4) down guys, (1) 
Overhead guy Remove (2) Poles (1) 
service (1) transformer, (4) wire 3PH + 

Neutral 775' 
134847.00 Fayette SR 193 Bridge over branch L.M. 7.71 CATV (Spectrum assumed) Aerial Coax Rides aerial route with electric avoid if possible Coax replacement + service drop 250' 

134847.00 Fayette SR 193 Bridge over branch L.M. 7.71 Telecommunications (AT&T or Frontier assumed) Buried copper 
Check to make sure there is no bridge encroachment buried on 

both sides of the bridge and doesn't appear to cross. Unknown 400' 

134847.00 Fayette SR 193 Bridge over branch L.M. 7.71 Gas See Notes 
See link in column H appears to be a black pipe in the ground and 

at Murrell Rd there are gas markers and a buried valve. Unknown 400' Google Pic 



Michelle Hunt 

From: Wesley Peck 
Sent: Monday, March 25, 2024 3:03 PM 
To: Michael Gilbert 
Cc: Ted Kniazewycz; Steve Allen; Jim Waters; Michelle Hunt; David A. Duncan; Shane Hester; Brandon 

Akins; Daniel Pallme; Ty Tucker 
Subject: RE: Timber Bridge Hydraulic Recommendation Request 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Completed 

Mike, 

In the interest of being mely, I am enclosing my sta recommenda ons below. Note, these are all hydraulically 
complex bridge sites and most have some sort of scour or stream stability issue and I think some addi onal notes will be 
necessary for your planning studies. I will do a more in depth review and provide you with addi onal informa on later 
this week. 

134833.00 � Tenta ve recommenda on is a 2 @16x16 box culvert. However this one has some scour and stream 
stability issues that I am s ll reviewing. 
134846.00 � Tenta ve recommenda on is single span 60 bridge using box beam. Raise grade approximately 1. 
Ft. This one also has stream stability issues. 
134847.00 � Recommenda on is single span 90 bridge, raise grade 2.0 . Supereleva on should be kept o bridge 
deck if possible for safety reasons. Signicant dri concerns. 
134849.00 � Recommenda on is a 3 @ 14x14 box culvert. 
134850.00 � Recommenda on is a 3 @ 30� girder bridge. Total length 90 . Raise grade 2 minimum. A two span 
could probably work, but it may result in a pier in the middle of the channel. We can be crea ve with it once we have 
survey data, but this is the best we can do for now. 
134851.00 � Recommenda on is 3 span 128 bridge, raise grade 2.5 . 
134864.00 � Recommenda on is a single span 60 bridge, raise grade approx. 2 . 
134865.00 � Recommenda on is a three span 90 bridge, raise grade approx. 2.0 
134866.00 � Recommenda on is a 3 @ 14x7 reinforced concrete box culvert. 

 

 
     

 
              

    
     

   
 

    

 

 

Wesley Peck, PE, MS 

Follow TDOT: 

From: Michael Gilbert <Michael.Gilbert@tn.gov> 
Sent: Monday, March 25, 2024 8:29 AM 

1 

mailto:Michael.Gilbert@tn.gov
https://134866.00
https://134865.00
https://134864.00
https://134851.00
https://134850.00
https://134849.00
https://134847.00
https://134846.00
https://134833.00


Environmental Division 

0EN1 Environmental Desktop Review Form 

Part 1 � Project Information 
PIN 

Project Number (if available) 
County 

Route 

Termini 

Type of Document 

Date ENV DIV Comments are Due 

Part 2: Provide information identifying known Environmental Resources within the 
proposed project area using the attached information. If no known resources are 
identified, each study area should note that none were identified. 

Air & Noise 

Transportation Conformity 

Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATs) 

“Interim Guidance Update on Air Toxic Analysis in 
NEPA Documents” 

Cultural Resources 

  

    

     
 

    
 

 
 

   
      

  

 

    

        
  

 

          
            
          



Archaeology 

History: 

Ecology 

HazMat 

NEPA 





Comment Stage Division Commenter Date Comment Comment Addressed? Additional Notes 
Draft Report 
Review (0SD2) 

STID David Duncan 4/29/2024 Draft Report Review comments requested by email. N/A N/A 

Draft Report 
Review (0SD2) 

Pre Construction Stepan Parshikov 5/8/2024 Page 1 of document lists route as NHS, PPRM does not have a US 
Route number. Please verify. 

Yes The Concept Report form on page 1 of the 
Draft Report has been updated to reflect 
comment. ETRIMS was used to verify that SR 
193 at this location is not considered a NHS 
route. 

Draft Report 
Review (0SD2) 

Pre Construction Stepan Parshikov 5/8/2024 Page 1: City is listed as Rossville. Project appears to be closer to 
Macon, TN. 

Yes Google maps was used to verify that the 
existing bridge is located in Rossville. 

Draft Report 
Review (0SD2) 

Pre Construction Stepan Parshikov 5/8/2024 Page 1: Posted speed block says speed limit is 50mph. According 
to Etrims and street view, speed limit is 40mph. Please verify. 
Design parameters may be affected by design speed. 

Yes According to streetview, the speed limit is 40 
MPH. The Concept Report form on page 1 of 
the Draft Report has been updated to reflect 
comment. 

Draft Report 
Review (0SD2) 

Pre Construction Stepan Parshikov 5/8/2024 Page 14 appears to be measuring the width of the sloped parapet 
at the top(7.5"), and not at the bottom, which is wider(14.5"). 
The way the proposed bridge cross section is drawn, the 
driveable shoulder would be less than 4' wide. I believe the out to 
out width should be 32' 5" to meet the dimensions specified in 
the Project Description. This would increase the depth of the 
superstructure ever so slightly, due to the 2% crown. 

Yes The provided cross section detail is a high 
level drawing displaying the typical section of 
the proposed structure. The details 
documented in this comment will be further 
investigated at a later time during the design 
phase. 

Draft Report 
Review (0SD2) 

Pre Construction Stepan Parshikov 5/8/2024 There are utilities attached to the bridge, as well as running along 
the bridge on the south side. Relocation will be required. 

Yes Utilities Office provided estimates and 
feedback on what is present. 

Draft Report 
Review (0SD2) 

Pre Construction Stepan Parshikov 5/8/2024 Significant bank erosion present in the channel south of the 
bridge. 

Yes This comment is documented and will be 
further investigated at a later time during the 
design phase. 

Draft Report 
Review (0SD2) 

Pre Construction Stepan Parshikov 5/8/2024 Phase construction is likely not possible due to the narrow width 
of the existing structure. 

Yes The shifted alignment option assumes that 
traffic will be maintained on the existing 
structure while the proposed bridge is built on 
new alignment. 

Draft Report 
Review (0SD2) 

Pre Construction Stepan Parshikov 5/8/2024 Three residential driveways will be affected by the project. Will 
likely need access during construction. 

Yes Noted 

Project: SR 193, Bridge over Branch, LM 7.71 (TMA) 
Comment Resolution Form 

County: Fayette 
PIN 134847.00 
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