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4.0 Public Involvement 
This Chapter presents the Public Involvement portion of the Bridge Type Selection Process (BTSP). 
 
4.1 Introduction 
At the outset of the Brent Spence Bridge Replacement/Rehabilitation Project, the Kentucky 
Transportation Cabinet (KYTC) and the Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT) instituted a Project 
Aesthetics Committee (PAC), a subcommittee of the project’s Advisory Committee (AC), to provide local 
input on the design and aesthetic appearance of the corridor and the main span of the new Ohio River 
Bridge.  Public involvement was used throughout the three steps of the BTSP.  The role of public 
involvement was to help create and provide avenues for local citizens, stakeholders, and officials to offer 
their comments, suggestions and ask questions.  This feedback would be used in determining a final 
bridge type that would reflect, as much as possible, the needs and desires of the community.  This 
chapter describes the stakeholder and public involvement activities that occurred throughout the Bridge 
Type Selection Process. 
 

 
 
In Step 1, the PAC identified key visual and aesthetic criteria to develop preliminary bridge concepts.  
The project team used these criteria to develop the preliminary bridge concepts.   
 
In Step 2, the bridge team presented these preliminary bridge concepts to the PAC for input in 
determining the 6 Bridge Type Alternatives.  The public was presented 12 preliminary bridge concepts for 

review and comment through a press release and on the project website.  Public comments received on 
these bridge concepts were used to refine the bridge types.  
 
In Step 3, the bridge team presented the 6 Bridge Type Alternatives to the PAC and received input 
comparing the alternatives with key criteria from the group. This input was then used to develop the Final 
3 Bridge Alternatives. 
 

4.2 Step 1 – Develop 18 Preliminary Bridge Concepts  

 
 
The objective of Step 1 of the Bridge Type Selection Process was to identify approximately six key visual 
and aesthetic criteria, and to use those criteria to determine approximately 18 Preliminary Bridge 
Concepts to be developed during this step of the process. 
 
Following verification by the US Coast Guard of the bridge clearance and pier locations, the project team 
met with the PAC to identify the key visual and aesthetic criteria.  These visual and aesthetic criteria were 
then used to develop and refine the Preliminary Bridge Concepts, reflecting all feasible bridge types and 
using engineering solutions that best reflected the characteristics identified by the PAC. 
 
Public involvement in Step 1 included: 
 
PAC Meeting 

 September 25, 2009 - Cincinnati City Hall, Ohio 
 
The purpose of the PAC meeting held on September 25, 2009 was to present an update of the project, 
present context of aesthetics in the project study area, and develop key visual and aesthetic criteria for 
the project.  The role of the PAC was to provide input on aesthetic treatments of bridge structure types.   
  
At the PAC meeting, the possible feasible bridge types were presented, which included cable stayed, 
arch, and truss bridges. A suspension bridge is not feasible at this location due to the proposed roadway 
geometry and excessive costs.  
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During the meeting, committee members provided their input on key aesthetic criteria for the project.  The 
key visual and aesthetic criteria identified by the PAC for selecting a bridge type included the following: 
 

 The new bridge should be visually attractive; 
 The new bridge should be visible looking “through” the existing bridge (from the east); 
 As much as possible, crossing the new bridge should allow views of the surrounding context 

(unlike existing bridge); 
 The new bridge should have distinctive characteristics that identify it as a local landmark; and 
 The new bridge should have a visual relationship with the existing bridge. 

 
Additional aesthetic criteria identified by the PAC were: 
 

 The new bridge colors/textures/landscaping, etc. should be aesthetically pleasing; and 
 The existing bridge should be maintained/repainted to blend in with the new bridge. 

 
Results 
As a result of the September 25, 2009 PAC meeting, 24 preliminary bridge concepts were developed and 
evaluated during Step 1.  During the evaluation process, 12 preliminary bridge concepts were reviewed 
and approved by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), KYTC, and ODOT as meeting the 
objectives of Step 1. 
 
4.3 Step 2 – Develop 6 Bridge Type Alternatives 

 
 
Public involvement activities in Step 2 included a combined meeting of the Advisory Committee (AC) and 
PAC, and a press release soliciting public input. 
 
PAC Meeting 

 January 29, 2010 - Northern Kentucky Convention Center, Covington, Kentucky 
 

Twelve preliminary bridge concepts were developed and refined during Step 1 and presented to the 
AC/PAC on January 29, 2010.  These preliminary bridge concepts consisted of two truss bridges, three 
arch bridges, and seven cable stayed bridges.  Various bridge components were also presented that 
could be incorporated into the 12 preliminary bridge concepts. Feedback was requested on these 

components to aid the design process.  The PAC members also completed a criteria matrix for the 12 
preliminary bridge concepts.  Additional comments were received from committee members following the 
PAC meeting.  
 
Some general preferences were noted from the January 29, 2010 meeting on each of the bridge types.  
The preference for cable stayed bridges was a harp arrangement paired with a Pratt truss with stays in 
line with the truss diagonals.  A double-deck truss style was not preferred.  Two-legged cable stayed 
towers were preferred over the three-legged tower options.  
 
Press Release/Public Input 
Following the January 29, 2010 PAC meeting, the public was provided a one-week comment period to 
submit comments and provide feedback regarding their thoughts on the aesthetic elements of the Brent 
Spence Bridge Replacement/Rehabilitation Project.  Comments were received through emails, the 
project website, faxes, and phone calls.  
 
The 12 preliminary bridge concepts were made available to the public, with variations on each bridge 
type.  The three types included truss type bridges (Concepts 1 and 2) which were similar in design to the 
current Brent Spence Bridge, arch type bridges (Concepts 3 through 5) which were similar in design to 
the I-471 Daniel Carter Beard or “Big Mac” bridge, and cable stayed-type bridges (Concepts 6 through 
12).  
 
Public comments were analyzed and used to quantify the trends in the public’s preferences and concerns 
regarding the overall project and the various bridge concepts.  Table 4-1 is a visual representation of 
those trends.  In order to generate the bar chart in Table 4-1, those comments which liked all or none of 
the bridge concepts, or which showed no preference (neutral) are not included in the table.  In general, 
up to three positive or three negative comments from each commenter were included in the analysis.  
Showing a preference for one concept over another was not considered a negative comment for the less 
preferred concept, unless a specifically negative comment was made about that concept. 
 

Table 4-1.  Trends in Public’s Preferences and Concerns 
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Overall, one arch bridge and the cable stayed type bridges received the most positive feedback and were 
singled out as being distinctive and providing a gateway experience when entering Cincinnati from 
Kentucky.  The cable stayed bridges with angled piers, Concept 9 and Concept 10 received the most 
negative comments for their designs.  
 
The two concepts which received both favorable and unfavorable comments were Concept 4 and 
Concept 12.  The public felt very strongly about these concepts.  They had the most “votes” cast in favor 
of the designs and received the majority of negative comments. 

 
Concept 4 received more favorable 
votes than any of the 12 concepts 
presented.  The favorable comments 
were based upon its resemblance to the 
I-471 Daniel Carter Beard Bridge.  
Concept 4 would provide a “bookend” to 
the west with the Daniel Carter Beard 
Bridge being the “bookend” to the east.  
Comments were also made that the 
arched design looked strong and sturdy. 
 
The negative comments for Concept 4 
focused on a desire for a new type of 

bridge design rather than duplicating an existing bridge design in the area.  These comments requested a 
distinctive bridge that would be a landmark for Cincinnati and would provide a gateway experience upon 
entering Cincinnati from Kentucky.  Some comments stated that the Concept 4 design would show that 
the greater Cincinnati area is not creative or distinctive.  
 
Concept 12, similar to Concept 4 had a very large discrepancy in public comments.  The comments in 
favor of Concept 12 described it as distinctive, visually stunning, and impressive as well as an excellent 
gateway into Cincinnati.  The negative comments disliked the asymmetrical layout of the one large pier 
and a few comments noted it was “ugly.”  
 
Other generalized comments included painting the bridge a bright color and painting the new bridge 
something other than white, which would blend into Cincinnati’s gray winter sky.  There were several 
comments suggesting that the current Brent Spence Bridge be torn down, because it is unattractive and 
would look even more so next to a new bridge.  The incorporation of symbols of both Kentucky and Ohio 
onto the bridge was suggested numerous times. Examples included the addition of smoke stacks on the 
tops of the piers, particularly for Concept 12 because this bridge resembles a riverboat. 
 
 

Results 
Using this guidance from the PAC and other public input on these Preliminary Bridge Concepts, 6 Bridge 
Type Alternatives were identified for further study during Step 2. 
 
Through a series of design meetings with the FHWA, KYTC, and ODOT during Step 2, the 6 Bridge Type 
Alternatives were further refined for conformance to the purpose and needs of the project.  As a result of 
the conceptual engineering analysis, each of the 6 Bridge Type Alternatives were evaluated based on 
construction cost, constructability/construction time, maintenance and durability, major rehabilitation 
feasibility, and maintenance of traffic.  Renderings and computer visualizations showing different view 
and details were developed for each of the 6 Bridge Type Alternatives.  At the end of Step 2, the 6 Bridge 
Type Alternatives were reviewed and approved by FHWA, KYTC, and ODOT as meeting the objectives 
of Step 2. 
 
4.4 Step 3 – Develop Final 3 Bridge Alternatives 

 
 
Public involvement activities in Step 3 included a combined meeting of the AC/PAC, a press release 
soliciting public input, and public meetings.  
 
PAC Meeting 

 April 15, 2010 - Duke Energy Convention Center, Cincinnati, Ohio 
 
The 6 Bridge Type Alternatives approved by FHWA, KYTC, and ODOT were presented in greater detail 
to the AC/PAC on April 15, 2010.  The purpose of the meeting was to receive feedback on the 6 Bridge 
Type Alternatives to aid the project team in selecting 3 Final Bridge Alternatives. Key visual and aesthetic 
criteria previously established were used by the PAC to evaluate the 6 Bridge Type Alternatives. Two 
steel arch bridge alternatives and four cable stayed bridge alternatives were presented at the meeting.  
 
The cable stayed bridges were received more favorably than the arch bridges.  The PAC was interested 
in additional components such as colors, shapes, and views.  These bridge components will be 
presented in a later meeting.  Costs of the various bridges were also noted as a concern in addition to 
views of the bridge alternatives.  Additional comments were received from committee members following 
the PAC meeting.  



 
Press Release/Public Input 
The 6 Bridge Type Alternatives presented at the April 15, 2010 PAC meeting were also made available 
for public comments during Step 3 of the Bridge Type Selection Process.  The public was provided a one-
week comment period to submit comments and provide 
feedback regarding their thoughts on the aesthetic 
elements of the Brent Spence Bridge 
Replacement/Rehabilitation Project.  Comments 
received by the public varied.  Each of the alternatives 
was given both positive and negative comments.  
Comments showed that the public is in favor of both the 
cable stayed bridge types as well as the arch type 
bridges, with no clear preference.   
 
As a member of the AC, the Cincinnati USA Regional 
Chamber conducted a member survey of the 6 Bridge 
Type Alternatives.  The Chamber received 1,362 
responses from their members over a two-day period.  
The member’s bridge preference results are shown in 
Table 4-2.   
 
The public comments received were analyzed and 
used to quantify trends for the public’s preferences 
and concerns regarding the overall project and for the 
various bridge concepts.  Table 4-3 is a visual 
representation of those trends.  Those comments which 
liked all or none of the bridge concepts, or which did not 
indicate a preference (neutral) are not included in Table 
4-3.  In general, up to three positive or three negative 
comments from each commenter were included in the 
analysis.  Showing a preference for one concept over 
another was not considered a negative comment for the 
less preferred concepts, unless a specifically negative 
comment was made about that concept.  The bar chart 
in Table 4-3 provides a summary of public opinions on the bridge concepts, and was used as one source 
of input for the recommendation of the Final 3 Bridge Alternatives.   
 
Cable stayed bridges were noted as something new and liked as opposed to the arch bridge type, which 
is already present in the area.  Some comments stated that the designs needed to be more impressive.  
Comments also referred to whether or not the alternatives would fit into the context of the existing 
landscape.  

Other comments recommended that the 
appearance of the new bridge should 
not be a concern because safety is 
more important and the project needs to 
progress faster.  Cost was also noted as 
an important factor in selecting a bridge 
design.  Safety concerns were 
expressed about the alternatives with 
three legs and the possibility of vehicles 
running into the posts.  
 
Alternative 1 was well regarded by the 
public via the input received from the 
project website and the Cincinnati USA Regional Chamber poll.  
its similarities to the Daniel Carter Beard Bridge.  This alter
the Ohio River since it serves as a bookend to the Daniel Carter Beard Bridge.  In contrast, this 
alternative was also described as being too similar to the Daniel Carter Beard Bridge.  
 
Alternative 3 was well regarded by the public via the input received from the 
website, and, especially, the Cincinnati USA Regional Chamber
three needle towers are well proportioned and the vertical towers are
than the inclined tower Bridge Type Alternatives.  Alternative 3 was noted as adding variety to the other 
existing bridges.  Being a cable stayed bridge, it provides 
resembles the Roebling Suspension Bridge.   
 
Comments for Alternative 6 were both favorable and unfavorable.  
Bridge Type Alternatives, especially from Cincinnati and Covington.  This alternative was highly regarded 
by the public via the input received from the Cincinnati USA Regional Chamber 
AC and PAC.  Comments stated that the single structure is too dramatic and appears lopsided.  Other 
comments noted that since there is only one structure, the towers would not obstruct views of the Ohio 
River.  The single structure was also described as unique 
Kentucky. 
 
AC Meeting 

 December 17, 2010 – Ohio Kentucky Indiana Regional Council of Governments,
 
The technical analyses for the Final 3 Bridge Alternatives were presented to the AC on December 1
2010. To date, the bridge design team has not received additional comments from the AC.  
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Chamber poll.  Comments related to Alternative 1 noted 
its similarities to the Daniel Carter Beard Bridge.  This alternative works best with the existing bridges on 
the Ohio River since it serves as a bookend to the Daniel Carter Beard Bridge.  In contrast, this 
alternative was also described as being too similar to the Daniel Carter Beard Bridge.   

l regarded by the public via the input received from the AC and PAC, the project 
USA Regional Chamber poll.  From the driver’s point of view, the 

three needle towers are well proportioned and the vertical towers are more traditional and straightforward 
Alternative 3 was noted as adding variety to the other 

provides a modern style to the landscape but still 

Alternative 6 were both favorable and unfavorable.  Alternative 6 is the most visible of the 
Bridge Type Alternatives, especially from Cincinnati and Covington.  This alternative was highly regarded 

Cincinnati USA Regional Chamber poll and, especially, the 
Comments stated that the single structure is too dramatic and appears lopsided.  Other 

comments noted that since there is only one structure, the towers would not obstruct views of the Ohio 
The single structure was also described as unique and simple and a gateway into both Ohio and 

Ohio Kentucky Indiana Regional Council of Governments, Cincinnati, Ohio 

The technical analyses for the Final 3 Bridge Alternatives were presented to the AC on December 17, 
design team has not received additional comments from the AC.   
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Public Hearings 
As part of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), public hearings for the Brent Spence Bridge 
Replacement/Rehabilitation Project will be held in 2011.  The focus of the hearings will be the selection of 
the recommended Preferred Alternative for the highway and the new bridge crossing over the Ohio River.  
The pulbic will be encouraged to provide written and/or verbal comments.  During public hearings, the 
public will have the opportunity to vote on components of the three bridge alternatives using a hand-held 
audience response polling system. A two week comment period will follow the public hearings. 
 
Results 
The objective of this final step of the Bridge Type Selection Process was for the project team to further 
develop and refine the Final 3 Bridge Alternatives and to document the entire three step process.  During 
this step, the project team assessed the suitability of the Final 3 Bridge Alternatives based on more 
detailed examination of the structural requirements, cost, constructability, environmental impacts, 
aesthetics, and other key criteria.  This task included performing significant preliminary design and 
preparing additional renderings for the Final 3 Bridge Alternatives.  During this step significant feedback 
on these alternatives were received from AC and PAC. 
 
Following the public hearings’ two-week public comment period, the selection of a new Ohio River Bridge 
will be determined by KYTC and ODOT in consultation with FHWA.  The selection of the preferred bridge 
type will based upon consideration of several factors including the technical analyses completed for the 
project and public input.  
 
4.5 Appendix 
The following documents are provided on the CD enclosed with this report: 
 
Bridge Type Selection Process – Step 1 
4A 9-25-09 PAC Meeting Presentation 
4B 9-25-09 PAC Meeting Handouts 
4C 9-25-09 PAC Meeting Minutes 
 
Bridge Type Selection Process – Step 2 
4D 1-29-10 PAC Meeting Presentation 
4E 1-29-10 PAC Meeting Handouts 
4F 1-29-10 PAC Meeting Minutes 
4G Main River Bridge Structure Type Study - Step 1 Recommendation Memo 
 
Bridge Type Selection Process – Step 3 
4H 4-15-10 PAC Meeting Presentation 
4I 4-15-10 PAC Meeting Handouts 
4J 4-15-10 PAC Meeting Minutes 

4K Main River Bridge Structure Type Study - Step 2 Recommendation Memo 
4L 12-17-10 AC Meeting Presentation 
4M 12-17-10 AC Meeting Handouts 
4N 12-17-10 AC Meeting Minutes 
 


