
This sign and any 
advanced signing will 
be included in the next 
stage of design and 
can be reevaluated.

In discussion with traffic modelers, the intent was not to have all of I-71 
traffic in one lane, and then that lane separate into two near Pike.  Traffic 
volumes are high enough to allow I-71 and I-75 both in the third lane from 
the left, and that lane will divide into two - one for I-75 and one for I-71. A 
draft mainline sign plan is included with this review.  

Agree with changes to C-D signing.   

Exit number will need to be determined in final 
signing plan during next stage of design.  

Agree this is the appropriate 
sign at this location of the 
lane split.  

To be determined 
in next stage of 
design.  

To be determined 
in next stage of 
design.

Agree with recommended 
C-D signing.  

Agree with recommended ramp 
signing. 
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Revised Signing for Concept I-W 3-23-2022

X
X X

X

Add US 50 W to #11A

X
X

Add US 50W to #13A

Add US 50E to
#12 and change
to 2 MILES

X
X

Add US 50E to
#15 and change
to 1 1/2 MILES

Add US 50W
to #16A

Add US
50W to
#18A

NOTE: 
The specific location of sign displays
18A/18B/18C and 18E/18F will be
determined relative to the alignment of the
Concept I-W Frontage Road and C-D System

*

*

Add US 50 W
to #18E

*

can we continue this third lane
and have 4th st merge in ?

Will have to insure
that Western Ave has
1 mile guide sign. 
Will the truss in the
link below remain so
the Harrison Ave sign
could be replaced to
include Western?

https://goo.gl/maps/1
qCpUKvS3S428vGj9

This interchange sequence 
could be omitted if 
Harrison/Western and Freeman 
exits each  have an exit guide 
sign and two advance guide 
signs. OR keep it and eliminate 
the Freeman 1 mile sign.

FOR the 71/75 lanes,
will need to include
signing for the airport
and may want to
include signage
indicating that the
next exit is Kyles
Lane or NEXT EXIT 4
MILES.

IS THE OPTION LANE NECESSARY?  THIS MULTI-LANE EXIT WITH AN OPTION LANE 
ISN'T CONSIDERED IN THE OMUTCD BECAUSE THE EXIT LANES SPLIT BEYOND THE 
GORE. WE EITHER NEED TO ELIMINATE THE OPTION LANE OR DEVIATE FROM THE 
OMUTCD PER ODOT'S TEM SECTION 209-7.  SEE POTENTIAL SIGNING ALTERNATIVE 
AT TOP RIGHT OF DRAWING SIMILAR TO OMUTCD FIGURE 2E-34.

THIS IS TOO MUCH INFORMATION FOR DRIVERS TO 
COMPREHEND.  CAN THE 71/75 PULLTHRU SIGNS BE SEPARATED 
FROM THE EXIT SIGNS.  IN ADDTION, CAN THE EXIT SIGNS BE 
GROUPED SO THE LEFT HAND EXITS ARE ON ONE SIGN AND THE 
RIGHT HAND EXITS ARE ON ANOTHER SIGN?

Diagonal down arrows for lane
assignments is not allowed

SHOULD GEST ST
BE INCLUDED IN
THIS LEGEND?

SHOULD THIS SIGN
INCLUDE 5TH AND
12TH STREETS
SIMILAR TO EXIT
GORE SIGNS?

ON THE OHIO SIDE,
IS IT NECESSARY
TO CALL OUT
'CINCINNATI EXITS'?
IF OMITTED, THEN
IT WOULD REDUCE
SIGN LEGENDS
AND MIGHT MAKE
'COVINGTON'
STAND OUT.

OMIT 'EXITS' FROM
COVINGTON EXITS,
AND THEN MOVE
COVINGTON
BELOW
HORIZONTAL
WHITE DIVIDER
LINE

THE OVERHEAD
ARROW PER LANE
SIGN CONCEPT
SHOULD ONLY BE
USED FOR EXITS
THAT CONTAIN AN
OPTION LANE. 
OMUTCD FIGURE
2E-34 SHOULD BE
USED A
REFERENCE.QQ

IS THERE NO ROOM
FOR A HOPPLE ST
1/2 MILE SIGN OR IS
THAT WHY A 2 MILE
SIGN WAS
INCLUDED?

WORDING MIGHT
NEED
CONSIDERATION:
DOWNTOWN
CINCINNATI EXITS,
CINCINNATI
DOWNTOWN/RIVER
FRONT, OR RIVER
RD, SECOND ST,
FIFTH ST?

DIVIDING LINE
MIGHT HELP SHOW
THAT THESE ARE
SEPARATE
DESTINATIONS?

Future design 
work will 
coordinate with 
northern projects 
for sign design - 
2E-34 on page 
222 is 
appropriate.

This area will be 
designed as part of the 
WHV phase.

Agree - should 
coordinate with 
other guide signs

This sign support will likely be 
included in the WHV portion 
of the I-75 project.  Will need 
to coordinate naming of exits 
for overall projects.

Good points - 
this will be 
addressed in 
signing design in 
later phases.  

Naming convention 
is needed for 
consistency.  Don't 
think Gest is needed 
here.

Agree - need consistent 
naming. A draft sign 
plan is included in this 
review with naming.

Can use signing 
in OMUTCD 
2E-34 with 
dropped lane mix 
of pg 222 and 
223.  A draft sign 
plan is included 
in this review.

OK

Agree.  Ideally the three right lanes can be downtown exists 
and the three left for I-75 and ramp to I-71.  check traffic 
numbers for need of Seventh St in the middle lane.  

Agree.  Traffic model was used to quickly evaluate the Seventh St 
exit traffic using the lanes as shown or included with the Fifth St 
exit, with that lane dividing into two south of Ezzard Charles.  The 
model showed no significant difference in the two options. A draft 
signing plan is included with this review.

Consistency needed in naming for all exits - 5th 
and 9th are the closest cross streets from the 
exit ramps and should both be included.  12th 
and Pike may be desired.  

  A draft signing plan is included with this review as a general 
idea for sign configuration with all Cincinnati downtown and 
Riverfront, and Covington traffic in the right three lanes at 
Ezzard Charles, and the left of those lanes dividing into 
Seventh and Fifth south of Ezzard Charles.  See 
attachment.  

The written comment in email to make the four exits 1b, 1c, 
1d, 1e is good for clarity and directions to generators.  

This would be 
determined by 
traffic modeling 
and design 
follow-up to those 
recommendations.
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          July 18, 2022 

BRENT SPENCE BRIDGE HIGHWAY SIGNING REVIEW FOR CONCEPT I-W 

PURPOSE:  The purpose of this document is to address comments from ODOT and KYTC dated July 6, 2022 in response 

to the latest review of the potential highway signing plan for Concept I-W.  The goal of the signing review is to 

determine, at a conceptual level, if there are any fatal flaws in the conceptual signing plan in transitioning from 

Alternative I to Concept I-W and to reflect the changes (if any) required on the Alternative I signage plan to 

accommodate Concept I-W.  

TIMELINE:  An initial review by HNTB of the 2012 Alternative I signing plan was sent to ODOT and KYTC on March 25, 

2022 with a memo and marked plans indicating potential changes to the signing to accommodate Concept I-W interstate 

and local traffic patterns that are different from Alternative I. The review also addressed two specific areas of concern 

for lane splits and traffic assignments, one on SB I-75 in Ohio approaching the mainline/CD split near Ezzard Charles and 

one on NB I-71/I-75 in Kentucky approaching the mainline widening from four lanes to five lanes near Pike. 

Comments from both states were received on May 9, 2022 in an email and with comments and recommendations 

marked on the plan sheets, particularly for the two specific areas of concern.  These items were addressed by HNTB in a 

memo dated June 16, 2022 and with notes on the plan sets.  The memo presented potential signing to simplify and 

clarify the signing layout in Kentucky and Ohio in the two areas of concern based on the comments from each state.  It 

was also noted that no fatal flaws were found for signing of Concept I-W.   

RECENT COMMENTS:  Comments from both states were received on July 6, 2022 in an email, which are included below: 

 



 
 

 

 

SUMMARY:  The review of the Alternative I signing plans relative to Concept I-W has been an iterative process with 

recommendations by ODOT, KYTC and HNTB for the need for simplified signing and clarity for drivers.  All parties 

recognize that there are no fatal flaws in the signing of Concept I-W and that specific signing can be designed as part of 

ongoing project development.  This also allows for coordination with the design and placement of freeway 

management/ITS and destination signing in the corridor.   

The ODOT comments recognize that additional thought should be given to the location of and specific sign for the SB 

exit to NB I-71/US 50E and concur that keeping 5th and 7th together will simplify the signing at the split to the CD.  This 

combination of movements may need further verification in traffic analysis and modeling and specific sign placement 

will require coordination with the freeway management/ITS and destination signing design.   

 



 
The KYTC comments point out that the creation of the fifth lane northbound in Kentucky could be an add-lane on either 

side of the highway. This will require further design to determine the best fit.  There may also be a need for verification 

of lane use/signing with traffic analysis and modeling to determine how best to position the NB I-75 and I-71 traffic in 

the four lane section (as a 3 and 1 or 2 and 2 configuration) and how far in advance of the add-lane that the mainline 

movements should be signed separately.  These issues can be addressed as part of the next phase of design.    

The next phase of design will likely include additional traffic analysis to verify any new design ideas but will also evaluate 

the C-D and associated signalized intersection operation. The verification of lane assignments for the highway lane use 

seems reasonable to include so that the remaining pavement marking and signing needs for Concept I-W can be 

determined. This will also coordinate well with the design of the freeway management/ITS and destination signing.  

 




